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The findings of this report underscore how far we have to go to meet the President’s

and Governors’ National Goal for the Year 2000, that “every American will be literate and

will possess the knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global economy. .”  This

comprehensive literacy assessment-dealing with prose, document. and quantitative tasks -

provides results that profile a national sample of nearly 20 million participants in the U.S.

Department of Labor programs that target people who are unemployed and seeking work or

those in search of better jobs. The programs comprise by far the largest component of

Labor’s Employment and Training Administration activities.

The principal finding from this literacy assessment is that a substantial proportion of

these workers and job seekers have minimal literacy skills. Even the 25 to 40  percent who

are at the next highest level have skills that are often inadequate for career mobility or

advancement. In all, about half a million JTPA  trainees and 7.6 million people receiving
Unemployment Insurance or services of the Employment Service have literacy skills

insufficient for today’s jobs.

This literacy survey is the first such comprehensive assessment of these workers and
job seekers. It was carried out by Educational Testing Service under contract with the

Employment and Training Administration. Profiling the Literacy Proficiencies of JTPA and 

ES/UI  Populations and the report prepared for the general public, Beyond the School Doors,

reflect an effort to measure information-processing skills in three areas key to the da*-to-

day management of one’s life:

l prose comprehension skills, such as those a voter might employ to understand

editorials on complex civic issues

l document literacy skills, such as those a patient might need to decipher charts and

tables showing health benefits

l quantitative skills, like those a customer might apply in filling out an order form or

managing a checking account

The Employment and Training Administration will use this three-dimensional , :

assessment in its efforts to improve the literacy of participants in all its programs. This
survey (and new literacy tests now under development) also may heighten Americans’

awareness of the critical need to invest in human capital in order to strengthen our
economic viability. We also believe the reports will serve to inform related literacy

assessment efforts throughout the nation and will buttress the development of human

resource  policies the nation requires to retain its competitiveness in the year 2000 and

beyond. ,/
, , ‘ ~

l

J+
Roberts T.  Jones

Assistant Secretary of Labor

for Employment and
Training Administration
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the failure of our educational system and to warn of serious social and economic 

consequences. Today, although we are a hater educated and more literate society than 

at any other time in our history, we find ourselves in one of these periods of 

imbalance. Whereas in the past we relied primarily on our formal education system to 

correct any imbalance that existed, we now recognize that this school-centered 

strategy can he only part of the solution. 

Rapid technological, economic, and labor market changes demand that we pay 

increasing attention to the skill deficiencies of those already in the work force. It is 

estimated that almost 80 percent of the projected work force for the year 2000 are 

already employed. As a result, it is now widely recognized that developing new and 

better strategies to increase the literacy levels of both the current as well as the future 

work force is essential if our nation is to maintain its standard of living and to 

compete successfully in global markets. Increased literacy levels are equally important 

for participation in our mass technological society with its formal institutions, 

complex legal system, and large government programs. Our future social and 

economic well-being depends on our ability to meet this challenge. 

At the historic education summit in Charlottesville, Virginia, President Bush 

and the governors set out to establish a set of national education goals that would 

guide America into the twenty-first century. As adopted and reported by members of 

thi National Governors’ Association, one of the six goals states: 

\ 

By the year 2000, ewry adult American will be literate and will possess the 

knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global economy and exercise the 

rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 

While our nation’s concern with literacy appropriately encompasses all areas of 

life, much of the attention in recent years has been focused on workplace literacy 

skills, particularly the skill levels of those individuals seeking either to enter or reenter 

the work force. In an effort to improve the understanding of the literacy problems 

facing these populations, the Employment and Training Administration (ETA) of the 

U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) commissioned Educational Testing Service (ETS) 

to develop and conduct a literacy survey of: 

l eligible applicants for Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs 

. claimants for Unemployment Insurance (Ul) benefits and/or job applicants in 

the Employment Service (ES) system 

This report summarizes the results obtained from an individually administered 

literacy assessment of nearly 6,000 adults representing some 20,000,OOO persons 

participating in these various ETA programs. This chapter provides a brief description 
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of these programs, an overview of approaches that have been used in measuring 

literacy proficiency, and a brief discussion of the DOL literacy assessment. 

. T!II: J’l.l’A ~\\I) ES/l.:1 I’N~~;HAM\ 

ETA is the training and employment security agency of the 

Department of Labor. It oversees, among others, the federally mandated training’and 

job service programs of the Job Training Partnership Act, the various job service 

activities of the U.S. Employment Service, and the income security program of the 

Unemployment Insurance service. These programs represent major facets of public 

policy on human resources and comprise by far the largest component of ETA’s 

activities. 

The Job Training Partnership Act 

The Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 was initiated in October of 1983. Its 

objective is to bring the jobless into permanent, unsubsidized, and self-sustaining 

employment by providing training, basic education, job counseling, and placement, 

The target populations of various program titles include economically disadvantaged 

adults and youths, dislocated workers, and other groups who face serious employ&mt 

harriers. Thus, the composition of the JTPA client population is quite varied, 

including experienced workers as well as new entrants and reentrants to the work 

force, young and older workers, workers associated with regular and permanent 

employment, as well as those whose employment tends to he seasonal or irregular. The 

common thread among these diverse groups is a persistent difficulty in finding jobs. 

The JTPA program aims to ameliorate this difficulty through training, remedial 

education, and various types of job services. 

The JTPA program is administered in approximately 640 Service Delivery .&as 

(SDAs) using federal grants provided through the states. Training and employment 

service programs at the SDA level are planned hy Private Industry Councils composed 

of representatives from business, educational agencies, organized labor, rehabilitation 

agencies, community-based organizations, and economic development agencies. 

SDAs, in turn, contract with individual service providers for classroom vocational 

training, on-the-job training, remedial education, and assistance in finding jobs. 

A key feature of JTPA is that the services provided are individualized to suit the 

needs of each program participant as well as those of local employers. In this way, the 

local demand for job skills is taken into consideration in designing training programs, 

and participants’ academic and work histories determine specific training curricula. 

Although the mix of services differs from site to site, JTPA programs typically include 

three elements-basic educational activities, occupational skills training, and job 
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placement services. The educational component can include both remedial education 

and preparation for the General Education Development (GED) examination. 

The Employment Service/Unemployment Insurance Programs 

The Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933, as amended in 1982, established the jointly 

financed federal-state system of public employment service. Under this law, states are 

provided funds to operate labor exchange systems that respond to the specific 

conditions of each state and meet the demands of its employers and workers. Operated 

through state employment security agencies, the mission of the US. Employment 

Service includes: assisting job seekers in finding employment commensurate with 

their skill levels; assisting employers in filling job vacancies with workers who meet 

the job requirements; providing interstate job-market clearance through exchange of 

information on labor market conditions; assisting the unemployment insurance system 

in ensuring that beneficiaries meet the “work test” (whereby the “ability and 

availability” to work as a condition for unemployment insurance eligibility is 

demonstrated); and providing job-counseling services to the handicapped and others. 

TO operate this system, some 2,000 local employment service offices are maintained. 

The present Unemployment Insurance program was created by the Social 

Security Act of 1935 to provide temporary income protection for involuntarily 

unemployed workers. While the specific benefit provisions vary among states, the 

weekly benefits typically replace about 50 percent of lost wages over a 26-week period 

for most recipients, with this period extended at times of very high unemployment. 

Depending on individual state requirements, eligibility for Ul benefits is based on a 

particular amount of money earned or on weeks worked in covered employment 

during the one-year period prior to filing a claim. All state unemployment insurance 

laws require that a person he both able and available to work in order to receive 

unemployment benefits; registration for work at a public employment office is 

regarded as evidence of such “ability and availability.” As a result, a large proportion 

of ES applicants consists of UI recipients. 

l THE WORKPLACE LIEKKY GAP 

A major issue facing both job candidates and employers has 

been identified as a “workplace literacy gap” (Bailey, 1989; Barton & Kirsch, 1990; 

Hudson Institute, 1987). For some, this gap reflects profound changes in the economy 

and labor market that, in turn, have far-reaching effects on the skill levels needed in 

the workplace as well as on the education and training system. For others, the gap 

reflects insufficient skills among those currently in the labor force as well as changes 

in the demographic makeup of those expected to enter the work force over the next 

decade; that is, given current subgroup performance differences, the anticipated 
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At about that same time, two factors set the stage for a shift away from reliance 

on self-reported statistics toward standardized measures of reading/literacy based on 

demonstrated performance. First, widespread failure of army recruits on World War 1 

classification tests led to a questioning of the validity of self-reported data such as that 

collected by the Census. Reading specialists and policymakers soon began to talk 

about large numbers of people in America who could read in a technical sense hut 

who neither read very well nor read very much (Buswell, 1937; Gray, 1933). Second, 

there was a growing excitement about the potential of standardized testing for 

educational purposes. In addition to selecting and sorting individuals, educational 

measurement was promoted as a means for diagnosing specific learning strength; and 

deficiencies, for describing particular learner achievements, and for measuring 

program outcomes (Buros, 1977). These factors combined to focus attention on what 

will be discussed as a traditional approach to assessing literacy. 

The Traditional Approach 

The growing concern over the inadequacy of self-reported literacy rates, coupled 

with the growing optimism for educational measurement, marked the point in our 

history when we began equating “functional literacy” with the attainment of a 

particular grade-level score on standardized objective tests of reading achievemetit. 

Through the use of such tests, it was possible to estimate percentages of various 

population groups performing at or above specified reading grade levels. Persons 

performing at or above a specified level were considered to have adequate reading 

skills to perform successfully on materials or tasks judged to he of comparable gmde- 

level difficulty. Those persons who failed to attain the specified level were labeled 

illiterate” or “functionally illiterate” and were presumed to lack the necessary reading 

skills to function in our society. 

Among other things, this focus on reading grade-level scores served to shift’ 

literacy discussions away from concern with learning to read toward discussions if the 

skills and knowledge that have come to he associated with reading to learn. Over the 

past 60 years or so of testing, the criterion for judging adequate levels of reading skill 

has risen steadily from a third-grade to an eighth-grade level (Stedman 61 Kaestle, 

1986). As early as 1975, Carroll and Chall noted that demonstration of a twelfth- 

grade reading level is necessary to function effectively in a technological society. 

The use of grade-level test scores in attempting to understand the literacy 

problems facing adults in this country carries with it certain assumptions and 

limitations for practitioners and policymakers alike. Grade-level scores are typically 

determined from the average performance of an in-school norming sample on 

multiple-choice questions covering a particular set of school-relevant reading 

passages. In contrast, research has shown that the literacy materials adults generally 

encounter in various everyday contexts are different from the types of material 
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typically associated with school-based standardized tests (Heath, 1980; Jacob, 1982; 

Kirsch & Guthrie, 1984a; Mikulecky, 1982; Sticht, 1978; Venezky, 1982). As a result, 

performance on these school-based measures are often not good predictors of 

performance on literacy tasks associated with nonschool settings. For example, Kirsch 

and Guthrie (1984h) have shown that the relationship between tasks measuring text- 

search skills and prose comprehension share only about 10 percent of the variance 

obtained, while time spent engaged with each of these types of tasks accounts for 32 

percent and 45 percent of the variance, respectively. Moreover, Sticht (1982) has 

reported that marginally literate adults enrolled in a job-related literacy program 

evidence about twice the gain in performance on job-related reading tasks as on tasks 

typically found on standardized reading tests. 

Another limitation of grade-level scores in the adult literacy context is that they 

represent the average performance of students functioning within a particular school 

setting and, thus, reflect much more than simply reading achievement. Interpretation 

of adult performance on such a scale should he quite different from that of a school- 

aged child. Just as a fourth-grader scoring at an eleventh-grade level on a test of 

reading achievement is performing very differently from a tenth- or eleventh-grader 

scoring at this same level, so an adult scoring at the eighth-grade level is very different 

from a seventh- or eighth-grader demonstrating this level of achievement. 

An additional consideration is that questions are typically selected for inclusion 

in a standardized test on the basis of item statistics designed to yield scores that 

maximally differentiate among individuals. Such a procedure can result in reliable and 

valid tests,for purposes of ranking and selection, hut, particularly with adults, it has 

proven less useful for purposes of instructional placement, diagnosis of specific 

strengths and weaknesses, or for the certification of specific competencies (Cross & 

Paris, 1987; Haertel, 1985). This limitation in part reflects the fact that analyses are 

rarely, if ever, undertaken to determine specific factors contributing to task difficulty. 

espite this fact, the purposes identified above are the very ones for which 

standardized reading achievement tests have been employed in literacy programs for 

adults. Concerns such as these led researchers in the 1970s to move to what is called 

here the “competency-based approach” to the assessment of adult literacy. 

The CompetencyBased Approach 

During the 197Os, national performance surveys such as those conducted by 

Louis Harris and Associates (1970, 1971), Educational Testing Service (Murphy, 

1973), and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (1972, 1976) attempted 

t go beyond school-related reading tasks by including a range of materials more like 

those that adults typically encounter at home, at work, or while traveling or shopping 

within their community. The most publicized of these national surveys was the Adult 

Performance Level Project (APL) (Northcutt, 1975). In addition to reading and 
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writing skills, the APL project included measures of computation, problem solving, and 

interpersonal skills, reporting results on performance measures as they interacted with 

content areas such as occupational knowledge, consumer economics, health, and law. 

In each of these surveys, nonschool types of materials were sampled and used to 

develop tasks that were field-tested and then administered to various national ,, 

samples. By analyzing task responses, researchers estimated the proportion of the, adult 

population that could he expected to perform the tasks successfully and determined 

the extent to which various background characteristics such as educational level, race/ 

ethnicity, gender, and income level related to the estimates of successful performance. 

The notion was that information based on materials actually associated with adtilt 

contexts would better inform policymakers and educators about the adult literacy 

problem existing in this country. 

While the competency-based approach to assessing adult literacy represents $ 

significant advance over traditional school-based measures of reading achievement, it 

also shares some of the same assumptions and limitations. Again, no attempt was 

made to analyze the tasks with respect to the cognitive processes required for 

successful responses or to determine what factors contributed to task difficulty. y:t the 

lack of efforts to determine how the interactions between particular types of que+ions 

and various materials affect processing demands limits our understanding of the range 

of knowledge and skills being measured by a given instrument. Without such 

information, one cannot assume that different assessment instruments used to 

evaluate program effectiveness, to measure learner competencies, or to develop 

instructional programs are, in fact, focusing on the same aspects of literacy 

(Mosenthal & Kirsch, 1989). 

In addition, with the exception of the Adult Functional Reading Survey 

(Murphy, 1973) that reported results solely in terms of the percentages of adults who 

responded correctly to each task, the national performance surveys employed the 

ubiquitous additive scoring model, summing across items to yield a single score. Thus, 

like the traditional approach, these surveys treated literacy as an ability distributed 

along a single continuum, with scores indicating the various amounts of this trait 

exhibited by an individual or a group. Because the single point selected to represent 

the standard of literacy differed from survey to survey, the resultant estimates of 

“illiteracy” or “functional illiteracy” varied widely, ranging from a low of about 13 

percent to a high of about 50 percent (Kirsch & Guthrie, 1978; Fisher, 1978). While 

ebate ensued as to the accuracy of the estimates used to define the extent of the 

literacy problem and the utility of a single cut point, critics pointed to the varying 

definitions of literacy employed, the different standards selected, and the differences 

among the tasks included in the various surveys as explanations for the 

noncomparability of results. An attempt to address these criticisms formed the basis 

for what is described next as the “profile approach.” 
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The Profile Approach 

The major goal of the NAEP assessment of young adults was to examine not only 

the extent of the literacy problem but its nature as well. Building on previous work in 

assessing literacy, the young adult assessment design attempted to extend the concept 

of literacy, to take into account criticisms of earlier surveys, and to benefit from the 

rapid advancements in the application of item response theory (IRT) to educational 

assessment. (See Chapter 2 for a further discussion of 1RT theory.) This approach is 

described in some detail here because the general approach of the DOL literacy 

assessment encompasses (hut goes beyond) that of the young adult assessment. 

Specific features of the earlier design will he described as they exemplify each of the 

three critical components important for “transforming large-scale educational 

assessment into effective policy research” (Messick, 1987, p. 157). 

Rekwmce. Some have questioned whether or not policy research can be expected 

to have a direct impact on the processes of policy-making and on the judgments of 

policymakers. It has been argued that the appropriate role for policy research is not to 

attempt to define policy but rather to establish a body of knowledge from which 

informed judgments can he made (Lemer & Lasswell, 1951). One means of 

accomplishing this is to increase our understanding by exploring the complex 

relationships among sets of variables as they relate to proficiency on the literacy scales. 

The 1986 young adult literacy assessment had from its inception emphasized the 

importance of collecting background information as well as performance measures. 

This importance was demonstrated by the fact that the background and attitude 

questionhaire represented 30 of the approximately 90 minutes allotted for data 

collection. The major areas covered included family background (e.g., parental 

education, parental occupation, and home environment, including language(s) 

spoken/read, availability of reading materials, and size of household); respondent 

characteristics (e.g., when and where horn, race/ethnicity, income level, and 

occupation/employment status); educational experiences (e.g., years of education in and 

out of this country, types and duration of training ~ including military and industrial 

~ easons for not completing high school, type of secondary school curriculum, and 

participation in and completion of GED); work and the community (e.g., perceived 

adequacy of skills, expectations for obtaining further literacy training, literacy 

requirements on the job, participation in clubs and organizations and in national, 

state, or local elections); and literacy practices (e.g., topics and content read in 

newspapers, magazines, hooks, and brief documents, as well as frequency, time, and 

context associated with these activities). 

These background and attitude variables not only provide rich descriptive 

information of the populations sampled hut are useful in generating group 

comparisons, such as among individuals reporting varying educational levels, varying 

employment patterns, varying native-language experiences, and varying literacy 
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practices. However, while illuminating, these analyses do not capture the complexity 

of the relationships among a set of variables as they interact with one another. Indeed, 

the results of simplistic analyses may suggest simplistic solutions to complex problems. 

For example, the availability of literacy materials in the home was positively related to 

demonstrated literacy proficiencies; however, simply providing additional literacy, 

materials to each home without stimulating their use could not be expected to result 

in increased literacy proficiencies. 

Therefore, in addition to hivariate comparisons, group comparisons of 

demonstrated literacy levels were carried out, controlling for numerous demographic, 

home, educational, and literacy practice variables by means of regression and 

covariance techniques. The results of the relational analyses suggested, among other 

things, that the most promising literacy intervention strategies are likely to he those 

that take into account the intergenerational aspects of poor academic performance:- 

parental education, economic situation, and early home experiences are all likely ti 

affect the individual’s system of values and knowledge. These value and knowledge 

systems can be expected to have cumulative and lasting effects on interests, 

motivations and aspirations, and ultimately on literacy practices and proficiencies. 

It should be recognized that the background variables used are proxies for these 
> 

complex systems and, as such, carry with them the effects of systems that are not 

measured directly. 

In addition to the analyses carried out as part of the initial study, the young adult 

literacy data base has already provided a rich source for secondary analyses. For 

example, Venezky, Kaestle, and Sum (1987) were invited to write a monograph 
reflecting on the implications of the NAEP findings from the perspectives of 

education, history, and economics. Funds were allocated by the National Science 

Foundation and the Rockefeller Foundation for studies focusing on Black young adults 

(Winfield, 1987). Another investigation exploring the interactions of various patterns 

o literacy practices as they relate to proficiency has been completed at Educational 

Testing Service (Kirsch, Mosenthal, &Rock, 1988). 

The data from the young adult survey, which, in this sense, increase relevance for 

informed policy-making, are derived substantially from the application of IRT theory. 

These IRT scaling techniques not only facilitated the relational analyses of results hut 

contributed to assuring comparability of performance across literacy dimensions and 

across groups and time periods as well -a topic that we turn to next. 

Comparability. An item-sampling design was implemented in the 1986 study to 

ensure as broad a range of content coverage as possible. As a result, different subsets of 

literacy tasks were administered to different subsets of the young adult sample. 

Without some defensible means for aggregating across tasks, one is restricted to 

talking about distributions of performance on individual items or about mean 

performance across tasks responded to by different samples of individuals. Through 

the use of IRT scaling, an item or task is characterized by one or more scale parameters 
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that are directly comparable across tasks on a given scale and across groups of 

examinees, whether assessed at the same time or different points in time. 

Based on statistical and conceptual analyses, NAEP chose to represent the 

diverse set of some 100 simulations in terms of three categories or families of tasks - 

prose, document, and quantitative. 

l Prose simulation tasks required the reader to demonstrate the knowledge and 

skills associated with understanding and using information from texts that 

include editorials, newspaper articles, stories, poems, and the like. 

l Document simulation tasks required readers to demonstrate the knowledge and 

skills associated with locating and using information contained in job 

applications, payroll forms, bus schedules, maps, tables, indexes, and so forth. 

l Quantitative simulation tasks required the reader to perform different 

arithmetic operations, either alone or sequentially, using information 

embedded in both prose and document formats. Included here were such tasks 

as entering cash and check amounts onto a bank deposit slip, balancing a 

checkbook, completing an order form, and determining the amount of interest 

from an advertisement for a loan. 

Based on the IRT parameters, NAEP estimated proficiency levels on scales 

constructed to range from 0 to 500 and it was thus possible to describe and compare 

the performance distributions of various groups of interest - the total population of 

21- to 25Vyear-old White, Black, and Hispanic young adults, as well as groups having 

different levels of educational attainment. For example, while 57 percent of the total 

population reached or surpassed the 300 level on the prose scale, only 12 percent of 

young adults with eight or fewer years of schooling and 25 percent with nine to 12 

years of education attained or surpassed this level. For those who reported earning a 

high school diploma hut no certificate beyond that level, nearly all attained the 150 

level, approximately two-thirds are estimated to have reached or surpassed the 2.75 

level, while only 3 percent are estimated to have reached the 375 level. 

Examining and comparing groups of young adults who have attained various 

levels of proficiency and relating these levels to background characteristics help to 

further our understanding of the extent of the literacy problems facing this 

population. As such, the young adult assessment provides norm-referenced 

information that goes beyond some of the earlier surveys. In addition to providing 

such norm-referenced interpretations, IRT scaling provides a means for making 

criterion-referenced score interpretations. Within each literacy scale, tasks were 

ordered on the basis of item parameters and it was possible to identify those tasks that 

were estimated to he at similar levels, as well as those estimated to be at relatively 

higher or lower levels. For example, on the document scale, several tasks were 

estimated to he at about the 200 level. These included entering personal information 
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on a job application, locating a movie in a TV listing, and matching items from a 

shopping list to a set of store discount coupons. At higher levels, tasks included 

locating information on a pay stub (261), using an index from an almanac (268), and 

following directions for traveling from one location to another using a map (287). 

Nevertheless, however useful this information is, it was felt that additional 

information was needed to extend our understanding of what it means to peliorm,at 

various levels on each of the scales. We turn now to a description of the technique 

employed to enhance the interpretability of the young adult literacy assessment results. 

Interpretability. To enhance the meaning and interpretability of results on the 

three literacy scales, benchmark tasks were selected along each scale and variahleS 

were identified that seemed to he related to the underlying constructs reflecting task 

complexity. For example, on the document scale, three aspects or process variables 

were identified: the number of features or categories of information in the question/or 

directive to he matched to information in the document, the degree to which the 

wording in the question or directive corresponded to that in the document, and the 

number of distractors or plausible correct answers in the document. 

At the simplest level of complexity, the document scale tasks included signing 

one’s name on a replication of a Social Securiry card, locating the expiration da&on a 

driver’s license, and locating the date and time of a meeting from a form. Each of the 

tasks at this level of difficulty involved matching a single feature or category of 

information (e.g., one’s name) with information in the document (e.g., the printed 

word “signature” underneath a blank line). Almost all (98 percent) young adults were 

estimated to he performing at this level of proficiency. 

At a somewhat higher level of complexity, the document scale tasks required 

readers to match information on the basis of two features from documents containing 

several distracters or plausible correct answers. One such task involved locating a 

particular intersection on a street map, while another involved locating the gross pay 

for year-to-date on a pay stub. Approximately 84 percent of young adults were ‘,, 

estimated to have reached or to have surpassed this level of literacy proficiency. 

Tasks at a third level of difficulty required readers to match information on the 

basis of increasing numbers of features or categories. In some cases, these matches 

were literal, that is, the information in the question and the document was the same, 

while in others the information was stated one way in the question and another way 

in the source document. Also common at this higher level of complexity was an 

ncrease in the number of distracters, or plausible correct answers, contained in the 

document. Examples of tasks having these characteristics include: looking up the 

appropriate kind of sandpaper from a chart showing various types of uses and grades of 

sandpaper as well as particular materials to he sanded; and identifying information 

contained in a graph providing sources of energy, years of consumption, and 

percentage of use by energy type. Only 20 percent of young adults were estimated to 

have attained this or higher levels of proficiency. 
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Summary 

In sum, responses to an extensive background questionnaire enabled analyses 

relating group characteristics to demonstrated literacy proficiencies, thus increasing 

the relevance of the findings for both practitioners as well as policymakers and 

decision makers. The use of IRT methodology provided calibrated scales, thus both 

facilitating relational analyses and enhancing the comparability of results across 

groups, ages, and time. In addition, moving from a single comprehensive literacy scale 

to multiple scales extends our understanding of the construct of literacy by providing 

one means for describing its multifaceted nature. That is, the implementation of 

multiple scales makes explicit an organizing framework for capturing in a useful way 

the diversity of tasks that have previously been reported in terms of a single scale or 

on the basis of performance on single items (Nafziger, Thompson, Hiscox, & Owen, 

1975). Finally, the process of anchoring various levels on each of the literacy scales ; 

takes us one step further in OUT understanding of the constructs being assessed. By 

illuminating the variables related to performance, we come to better understand the 

meaning of the proficiency scores reported and the nature of the literacy problem 

facing America. As characterized in the NAEP study, the literacy problem for much of \ 

the young adult population is characterized by difficulty encountered in using literacy 

skills and strategies at more complex levels, not “illiteracy” or the inability to decode 

print or comprehend simple textual materials. 

The profile approach views literacy not as a single dimension along which a 

single point or standard can he selected to separate the “literate” from the “illiterate,” 

hut rather as a set of complex information-processing skills that go beyond decoding 

and comprehending school-like prose materials. This approach seems particularly 

pertinent for assessing literacy proficiencies relevant to the workplace since it focuses 

on the application of skills in situations that adults need to cope with on a regular 

basis. Given this background, it is now possible to provide an overview of the literacy 

assessment conducted for the Department of Labor. 

l Tlrr. DOI, Llr~~rx:\cY A\sriwrrl~T 

The preceding discussion compared and contrasted the profile 

approach to literacy taken by ETS in its 1986 young adult assessment with the 

traditional and competency-based approaches typical of literacy studies prior to 1980. 

The presentation of the profile approach highlighted the responsiveness of the 

assessment design to resolution of issues raised by expert panels serving as advisors to 

the project and in the research literature. Some of these issues concern: 

l recognizing the multifaceted nature of literacy by reporting results on three 

scales ~ prose, document, and quantitative ~ rather than as a single scale 
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l avoiding what had been the tendency to oversimplih literacy by dividing the 

population neatly into those who were deemed “literate” and “illiterate” 

l developing simulation tasks that focus on processing printed or written 

information frequently associated with various adult contexts 

l providing for the comparability of results across groups and across time 

l relating demonstrated literacy proficiencies to a wide range of background and 

demographic characteristics 

The initial step in launching the DOL survey was to consider the adoption qf an 

operational definition of literacy that would become the basis for setting assessment 

objectives and a blueprint for developing new simulation tasks. Consensus was 

reached by an external committee of researchers, practitioners, and policymakers to 

adopt the definition of literacy used in the 1986 young adult assessment (Kirsch 6ii 

Jungehlut, 1986): 

Using printed and written information to function in society, to achieve 

one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and potential. (p. 3) 
> 

The DOL assessment employed both the original set of literacy tasks used in the : 

young adult assessment as well as a newly developed set of tasks. The original tasks 

provided a necessary link to the young adult assessment, while the newly developed 

tasks helped to refine and extend the existing three literacy scales. 

‘Extending the Literacy Scales 

The quality and richness of stimulus materials strongly influence the 

appropriateness and caliber of assessment items that can he developed. There is 

considerable sentiment within the reading/literacy community that assessments 

should he built around “real-life” materials, that is, real rather than contrived stimuli 

that truly reflect the kinds of reading experiences individuals are likely to encounter. 

The existing young adult assessment item pool provides some 90 tasks that include 

traditional prose material, such as newspaper editorials, articles, and poetry; 

documents, such as forms, tables, charts, graphs, and indexes; and printed materials 

that require the application of arithmetic operations. However, within this pool, there 

are only about 15 tasks contributing to each of the prose and quantitative scales, while 

some 63 items are included on the document scale. Thus, there was a need to better 

represent the range of points established on the three literacy scales. 

Recent research at ETS has resulted in a set of procedures (Kirsch & Mosenthal, 

1990) that have proven useful in analyses of both the structure and content of all the 

stimulus materials and of the associated questions and directives for the existing item 

pool. Mosenthal & Kirsch (1991) have prepared a paper describing a model relating 

structure and content to theoretical constructs underlying performance on the 
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document scale. These research results, as well as established expertise in test 

development, were brought to hear on the item-generation process. In all, about 90 

new tasks were used in the DOL survey, bringing the total item pool to some 180 tasks. 

No single participant in the WL survey could be expected to respond to the entire 

set of simulation tasks, particularly given the 60 minutes allowed for administration of 

the simulation tasks. It was necessary, therefore, to adopt a procedure by which each 

individual would respond to a subset of literacy tasks, while at the same time ensuring 

that the total set of tasks was administered across nationally representative samples of 

the DOL populations. That procedure is referred to as “BIB spiralling.” With this 

approach, literacy tasks were placed into blocks or sections that were then compiled 

into booklets in such a way that each block appears once with every other block. For 

this assessment, then, a total of 13 blocks of tasks were assembled into 26 assessment 

booklets, each of which contained a unique combination of three blocks. Each 

participant in the DOL assessment responded to literacy tasks in only one booklet. 

Characterizing the Populations 

In addition to the simulation tasks, each participant also responded to a 20- 

minute background questionnaire designed to yield information that would provide an 

understanding of the factors related to observed levels of literacy proficiency. To 

enhance the comparability of the WL data to other large-scale assessments, a number 

of questions in the background questionnaire replicated those used in other surveys. 

Other questions were developed to reflect issues of primary concern to DOL. 

A detailed discussion of the development of the simulation tasks and the 

background questionnaire will he found in Chapter 2, along with a discussion of the 

assessment design and sampling methodology. 

Linking to Other Large-Scale Literacy Assessments 

One of the goals of the DOL assessment was to compare its results to those 

obtained from other large-scale assessments employing the same framework. By the 

very nature of the design, the most obvious comparison is with the young adult 

assessment. In addition, comparisons can be made with two representative state 

samples - Mississippi and Oregon - that used the identical item pool from the DOL 

assessment. Moreover, in the near future, results on these same established literacy 

scales will he available for a representative sample of United States adults aged 16 and 

older, as well as for 11 additional states that are conducting concurrent assessments. 

The use of the same established literacy scales by various assessments provides a 

richer context for reporting and understanding demonstrated literacy proficiencies. 

For example, in this report, we will compare the performance the of the 21. to 25s 

year-olds from the young adult assessment to the DOL 21- to 25-year-olds as well as to 

26- to 31-year-olds who were aged 21 to 25 in 1985. 
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Development of the Background Questionnaire 

As an important component of the survey, the background questionnaire was to 

provide data that would characterize the two DOL populations and that would 

enhance understanding of the demonstrated literacy proficiencies. Two goals guided 

the development of the questionnaire: 

0 to ensure comparability with the original young adult literacy assessment by 

including some identical questions 

e to ensure the usefulness of the data by addressing additional issues of particular 

relevance to the DOL 

ETS staff and outside consultants who represent broad experience with DOL programs 

and issues addressed the following: 

Background and demographics 

l country of birth 

l home environment, including languages spoken and availability of 

reading materials 

l service in the Armed Forces 

l educational attainment of parents 

l marital status 

l size of current household 

l racejethnicity 

l age 

Education 

l grade completed in native country 

o grade completed in the United States, or if currently a student, 

educational aspirations 

l reasons for not completing high school 

0 participation in Adult Basic Education 

a General Education Development (GED) certificate 

a types and duration of training received in addition to public schooling 

Labor market indices 

l employment experience 

l employment status 

0 occupation 

l participation in federal programs 

Income 

* personal, including hourly and yearly 

l household 
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Activities related to literacy performance 

l voting behavior 

* interest in government and public affairs 

0 television viewing 

0 use of literacy skills on the joh 

0 frequency with which one receives assistance with particular tasks 

l newspaper reading practices 

A copy of the background questionnaire is provided in Appendix A. 

Task Development 

Organizing framework for task development. The framework for developing new 

tasks for the DOL survey was modeled after the approach of the young adult liter& 

assessment, which used a variety of tasks simulating the diversity of literacy activities 

that people encounter at work, at home, and in their communities. In order to do this 

effectively, some of the tasks required the use of a newspaper with actual articles, 

columns, and advertisements. In addition, some of the tasks required the use of a I>980 

world almanac. NAEP profiled the demonstrated literacy skills of young adults on. 

three scales that represent important and distinct aspects of literacy: 

l Prose Literacy: understanding and using information from texts that include 

editorials, newspaper articles, stories, and poems 

l Document Literacy: locating and using information contained in documents 

such as job applications, payroll f arms, bus schedules, maps, tables, and indexes 

l Quantitative Literacy: applying arithmetic operations, either alone or 

sequentially, to numbers that are embedded in printed materials, such as in 

balancing a checkbook, figuring out a tip, or completing an order form : 

In developing the new tasks for the DOL survey, the goal was to extend and 

enrich the three literacy scales developed for the young adult literacy assessment. This 

meant including a diversity of stimulus materials and designing tasks that more fully 

represented the skills and processes covered by the young adult tasks. The underlying 

principle behind the development of the new tasks was that demonstrated 

performance on any given task reflects the interactions among the following: 

l the content represented and/or the context from which the stimulus is drawn, 

e.g., work, home, community 

l the structure of the stimulus material, e.g., exposition, narrative, table, graph, 

map, and advertisement 
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l the nature of what the individual is asked to do with the material, i.e., the 

purpose for using the material that guides the strategies needed to complete a 

task successfully 

As demonstrated by research based on performance on the young adult literacy tasks 

(Kirsch & Mosenthal, 1990), these factors, operating in various combinations, affect 

the difficulty of a task and, therefore, its statistical characteristics and position relative 

to other tasks along one of the literacy scales. 

Since printed materials are not used in a vacuum but are read in a particular 

context, materials were included from a cross section of contexts in which adults 

typically function. Six adult contexts were identified as follows: 

l work: occupations, finding employment, finance, and being on the job 

l consumer economics: credit and banking, advertising, making purchases, and 

maintaining personal possessions 

. community and citizenship: community resources and becoming or staying 

informed 

. home and family: interpersonal relationships, personal finance, housing, and 

l health and safety: drugs and alcohol, disease prevention and treatment, safety 

and accident prevention, first aid, emergencies, and staying healthy 

l l&ure and recreation: travel, recreational activities, and restaurants 

The stimulus materials used for the tasks reflect a variety of structures or 

linguistic formats that people encounter in their daily activities and are reproduced in 

their original format. Materials used for the prose tasks are primarily expository - 

that is, they describe, define, or inform -since much of the prose that people read is 

expository in nature. These expository materials include, however, a diversity of 

linguistic structures, from texts that are highly organized both topically and visually to 

those that are loosely organized. They also include texts of varying length, from full- 

page magazine articles to a single column of text from a brochure. For the document 

tasks, a wide variety of document structures is used, including tables, charts and 

graphs, forms, and maps, as well as miscellaneous documents such as advertisements 

and coupons. The stimulus materials for quantitative tasks are mostly documents and 

encompass different document structures as well; there are no structures that are 

unique to quantitative tasks. The contexts and materials described above define the 

axes of the matrix in Table 2.1. The bullets indicate the cells that were represented by 

tasks included in the survey. 
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Material 

Work 

Consumer 
Economics l 

Community/ 
Citizenship 0 

Home/Family l 

i l ~ l 0 l 

! . l ~ l l ~ 0 I 

0 ~ 

Health/Safety ~ . 0 ~ 

Leisure/ 
Recreation l 0 I 0 

After the stimulus materials were selected, tasks were developed that simulate 

the way people would use the materials and, hence, that require different processes for 

successful task completion. Prose tasks were developed that represent three aspects of 

prose literacy: locating, integrating, and generating information. Locate tasks require 
\ 

readers to match information given in the question with either literal or synonymbus 

information in the text. To integrate information, readers must pull together two or 

more pieces of information located at different points in the text. Generate tasks 

require readers not only to process information in the text, but also to go beyond that 

information either by drawing on their knowledge about a topic or by making broad 

,text-based inferences. About half the prose tasks require the reader to locate either 

literal or synonymous information, about 40 percent require the reader to integrate 

information within a text, and some 10 percent require the reader to generate new 

information. 

The strategies required by document tasks also include locating, integrating, ,and 

generating information as well as cycling through information. To locate information, 

readers must match one or more features of information given in the task with either 

identical or corresponding information in a document. Cycle tasks require the reader 

to repeat the matching process by identifying all instances which satisfy a set of 

conditions stipulated in the question or directive. In completing integrate tasks, 

readers typically compare and/or contrast information in adjacent parts of a 

document. As with prose generate tasks, document generate tasks require readers to go 

beyond information in the document by drawing on their knowledge about the topic 

or by making inferences. About two-thirds of the document tasks require the reader 

either to locate or cycle through information, and one-third requires the reader to 

integrate or generate. 

Quantitative tasks require readers to perform arithmetic operations - addition, 

subtraction, multiplication, or division-either singly or in combination. The 

representation of information associated with the quantitative tasks includes whole 
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numbers, decimals, percents, fractions, and time (hours and minutes). About half the 

quantitative tasks require the reader to perform addition or subtraction, and the other 

half involve multiplication, division, or some combination of operations. The 

materials and processes described above define the axes of the matrix in Table 2.2. 

The bullets indicate the cells that were represented by tasks included in the survey. 

Materials 
I’r<,i<!Sh b~~~~~~i 

Integrate 0 i 0 l 
l ! l 

Generate 

Addition 

Subtraction 

Multiplication 

Division 

Combination 

LOCate 0 0 0 l l 

Cycle ~ l l ~ : l 

~ : ’ i ~ . , : ! 

~ l 0 0 
\ 

0 ! 
I 

0 

For each of the three scales, participants must respond to some tasks by 

underlinirig or circling information in the stimulus or by copying information from it. 

In instances when the stimulus is a form to be completed, participants respond by 

copying information from the question or directive onto the form. Other tasks require 

respondents to produce an answer, e.g., to make inferences based on information in 

the stimulus or to set up and solve a quantitative problem. Thus, the use of a variety of 

response modes ensures that the simulation tasks adequately reflect real life uses of 

printed materials. 

As part of task development, all stimulus materials and associated tasks were sent 

through the ETS review process. This process includes a sensitivity review to ensure 

that the individual tasks and the assessment as a whole do not contain language, 

symbols, words, or phrases that are generally regarded as sexist, racist, or otherwise 

potentially offensive, inappropriate, or negative toward any group. Other phases of the 

ETS process involve reviews by subject area and test development specialists to 

eliminate ambiguities, to verify answer guides, and to check the stimulus materials and 

dit tasks for mechanics, style, grammar, and language usage. 

Assembling the tasks into blocks and booklets. From a pool of about 160 tasks 

developed for the survey, 90 tasks were selected and assembled into six new blocks or 

sections. As was the case for the young adult literacy blocks, each new block was 
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designed to require approximately 17 minutes of administration time. In assembling 

the blocks, the following factors were taken into account: 

l the inclusion of roughly an equivalent number of tasks from each of the three 

literacy scales 

l the inclusion of a broad range of materials from the identified adult contexts 

l the inclusion of a wide variety of materials or structures 

l a range of difficulty as estimated by considering the interaction of such 

variables as the structure of the stimulus material, the nature of the questioti or 

directive, and the presence of distractors in the stimulus 

l representation of content relating to various racial/ethnic groups 

l a variety of response modes 

Once the tasks were assembled into blocks, the six new blocks along with the 

seven blocks and the core from the young adult assessment were then compiled into 

booklets for administration. The core from the young adult assessment included t&s 

that were relatively easy and, therefore, served as a transition from the background- 

questionnaire to the simulation tasks; it was designed to take between five to 10 ” 

minutes to complete. Each assessment booklet contained the tote and three of the 13 

blocks of tasks and was intended to take, on average, 60 minutes to complete. 

l TIII: ASS~,S.Y,\II<N I L)Iisl(jN 

The DOL literacy survey was designed to examine both the 

nature and extent of literacy proficiencies among nationally representative samples of 

eligible JTPA applicants and ES/U1 program participants. This section addresses the 

techniques employed to ensute the broadest possible coverage of the three aspects of 

literacy, the sampling plan, and the computation of respondent and population 

weights. 

BIB Spiralling 

Because a response time of about 60 minutes was allocated to the measurement of 

literacy skills, it was necessary to employ some form of item sampling procedure to 

ensure broad and representative coverage of content. A powerful variant of standard 

matrix sampling called balanced incomplete block (BIB) spiralling was used. As in 

standard matrix sampling, in BIB spiralling no respondent is administered all of the 

tasks in the assessment pool. Unlike standard matrix sampling, however, in which 

items or tasks are assembled into discrete booklets, BIB spiralling allows for the estimation 

of relationships among all tasks in the pool through the unique linking of blocks. 
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With this approach, the 13 blocks of tasks - the six new blocks and the seven 

young adult blocks - were assembled into 26 assessment booklets, each of which 

contained a unique combination of blocks. In addition, each booklet contained the 

section of core tasks from the young adult assessment. The application of the BIB 

design resulted in the configuration of the booklets, as shown in Table 2.3. In this 

design, each block appears with the same frequency - in six of the 26 booklets - 

and each block is paired one time with every other block. Position effects are also 

controlled for at the block level since each block appears twice in each of the possible 

positions in the booklets-first, middle, and last. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
6 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

1 2 13 
2 3 9 
3 4 7 
4 13 8 
13 9 6 
9 7 10 
7 8 11 
6 6 12 
6 10 5 
10 11 1 
11 12 2 
12 5 3 
5 14 

14 
15 
16 
17 
16 
19 
20 
21 C 
22 C 
23 C 
24 C 
25 C 
26 C 

13 6 
2 4 6 
3 13 10 
4 9 11 
13 7 12 
985 " 
7 6 1 
8 10 2 
6 11 3 
10 12 4 
11 5 13 
12 1 9 
5 2 7 

The spiral component of the design orders the booklets for administration so that 

each booklet is completed by a random sample of respondents. Table 2.4 shows that 

the numbers of respondents completing each booklet and each block were relatively 

similar. As can be seen from the table, this aspect of the design was effective. 

One outcome of the BIB spiral design is that every task is taken by a randomly 

equivalent subsample of respondents. This ensures that reliable estimates of 

population performance can be estimated for every task. An additional benefit of this 

methodology is that every pair of tasks is taken by a representative subsample of the 

total sample so that correlations between pairs of tasks can be estimated. 

The Sampling Plan 

For the DOL literacy survey, the goal was to assess people from each of two target 

populations: eligible applicants for JTPA programs and participants in ES/U1 

programs. For each target population, a multi-stage sampling frame consisting of nine 

primary strata was constructed. Three selection stages were employed for sampling 

JTPA sites. 
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Numbers of Persons Responding to Each of the 26 Bwklets and 13 Blocks 

JTPA 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

102 
98 

100 
92 
96 
90 I 
95 
96 
99 
95 

100 
99 
96 
95 

102 
99 

102 
100 
97 
93 
96 
90 
92 
89 
97 
91 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

578 
589 
581 
584 
571 
576 
569 
571 
580 
571 
571 
584 1 
578 

1 129 
2 127 
3 131 
4 107 
5 129 
6 120 
7 132 
8 130 
9 131 

10 126 
11 131 
12 129 
13 133 
14 126 
15 127 
16 127 
17 127 
18 125 
19 126 
20 121 
21 128 
22 121 
23 125 
24 120 
25 127 
26 122 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

I I 

i"62 
764 
761 
750 
761 
759 
7.51 
749 
756 
757 
757 
761 
737 

tage 1: Selection of two states from each of the nine strata with replacement 

and with probability proportional to sire 

tage 2: Selection of four service delivery areas (SDAs) from each state with:, 

replacement and with probability proportional to sire 

tage 3: Selection with probability proportional to size of a locale within SDAs 

that had more than one location where participants enrolled 

At stage one, the following 14 states were selected: 

Arizona Missouri 

Arkansas New York* 

Florida North Carolina* 

Indiana* Pennsylvania 

Kentucky Utah 

Louisiana Virginia 

Minnesota* Washington 
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Because the sampling was based on probability proportional to size, the four asterisked 

states were selected twice into the sample. At the second stage of selection, a sample 

of four SDAs was selected from each of the states, including eight SDAs from the four 

states selected twice. At stage three, for those SDAs with more than one office, a 

unique office was selected; after this final stage of selection, the sample for JTPA 

consisted of 72 separate sites where the survey would be conducted. 

Two selection stages were employed for the ES/U1 local offices. 

Stage 1: Selection of two states from each of the nine strata with replacement 

and with probability proportional to size 

Stage 2: Selection of four local offices from each state with probability 

proportional to size 

At stage one, the following 16 states were selected: 

Alabama New York 

California* North Carolina 

Florida Ohio* 

Illinois Oklahoma 

Indiana T~~Il~SS~t? 

KkUlSaS TCGlS 

Maryland Utah 

Massachusetts West Virginia 

The two’asterisked states were each selected twice into the sample, again because the 

sampling was based on probability proportional to size. At the second stage, 72 

ifferent offices were selected into the sample, including eight local offices from the 

two states selected twice. 

The process of selecting respondents from each program was established to provide 

a random sample of the eligible applicants from each site or local office, with a goal of 

obtaining 56 respondents from each site. An eligible applicant was defined as follows: 

ES: any first-time person, i.e., new applicant, enrollee, or drop-in, who 

entered the office on a selected day 

UU: any first-time person, i.e., new claimant, who entered the office on a 

selected day and brought the necessary documents that enabled the office to 

classify the client as monetarily eligible 

JTI’A (IIA and III): any first-time person, i.e., new applicant, enrollee, or 

drop-in, who entered the office on a selected day and had the necessary 

documents that enabled the office to classify the client as certified eligible 

Each office was randomly assigned two days of the week and specific times of the day 

(for example, Monday, 10:00 am. and Thursday, 2:00 p.m.) on which to select a 
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respondent and conduct the survey. This meant that the first eligible applicant to 

arrive at the office after the specified time on the specified day was invited to 

participate in the survey. To ensure that the appropriate number of respondents would 

be surveyed over the duration of the assessment, each office was instructed to sample 

two respondents on one of the sampling days each month at a second randomly 

assigned time. 

After a respondent was selected, trained office staff invited the individual to 

participate in the survey by briefly describing the assessment and by telling each 

individual that he or she would receive ten dollars for completing the survey. If 

possible, the survey was administered immediately upon agreement to participate.’ 

A procedure was in place, however, whereby a person could return at his or her 

convenience to respond to the survey. 

Certain information-program, Social Security number, age, gender, race/ ( 

ethnicity, and education level-was collected for all eligible individuals who entered 

a local office on the specified sampling days. Thus, some key demographic and 

background data were available for selected eligible persons who refused to participate 

in the survey or who agreed to participate but did not keep appointments to take 

the survey. 
> 

Computation and Use of Respondent Weights 

As is the case in many large-scale surveys, this assessment had a complex sample 

design. To estimate the characteristics of the sample populations, constant case 

&eights were calculated for all the participants at a given local office. The case 

weights properly accounted for the sample design and automatically included 

adjustment for nonresponse within each office. Details and considerations involving 

the weights used in the survey are presented in Appendix B. 

0 I):\,‘:, C~MI:(-I~IoN 

Data collection activities were performed by staff who worked in 

the offices selected for the survey. The data collection was conducted from November 

1989 through June 1990. Each office administered two to three assessments per week 

during the assessment period with the goal of completing 56 assessments. The 

following section of the report describes: 

* training of interviewers 

* conducting the assessment 

* the achieved sample 

* scoring 

l data entry, editing, and quality control 
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Training of Interviewers 

In preparation for training and data collection, ETS developed an 

Administration Manual that covered the major aspects of the survey for which the 

selected offices were to be responsible. This manual became the framework for 

developing materials for conducting the training of the interviewers. The training was 

conducted by ETS in collaboration with staff from Westat, Inc. of Rockville, 

Maryland, which is known for its work in large-scale surveys, interviewer training, and 

data collection. 

In the month before data collection was scheduled to begin, 14 training sessions 

were conducted in various cities around the country. Most of the training sessions 

were conducted over two days, except when the group was small enough to make it 

feasible to conduct the training in one day. Topics covered in the training included an 

overview of the project, survey materials, sampling procedures, techniques for 

obtaining respondent cooperation, interviewing techniques, recording conventions, 

and procedures for administering the background questionnaire and assessment 

booklets. The training involved both lectures and opportunities for the interviewers 

ta practice administering the survey instruments. 

Conducting the Assessment 

Once a respondent was selected according to the sampling plan described above, 

the first part of the assessment involved administering the background questionnaire, 

which took about 20 minutes to complete. The interviewer read the questionnaire to 

the respondent and recorded her or his answers in the questionnaire. In order to help 

the respondent answer some of the questions, the interviewer handed him or her a 

card that showed the possible categories of responses. 

Upon completion of the background questionnaire, the respondent worked 

through the assessment booklet while the interviewer followed along in the interview 

guide. The interview guide was provided because for some of the tasks, the interviewer 

had to read directions aloud to the respondent or hand the respondent an almanac or 

newspaper. For all other questions, the respondent followed the directives in the 

assessment booklet with no help or prompting from the interviewer. The assessment 

booklet was divided into four sections: a core an d three blocks of literacy tasks. While 

the different sections of the assessment booklet were not strictly timed, the 

interviewer was instructed to move the respondent on to the next block if she or he 

went over the allotted time by more than five minutes. 

The Achieved Sample 

The goal of the survey was to achieve a projectable sample of eligible applicants 

from the two WL populations. A total of 2,501 eligible JTPA applicants and 3,277 
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ES/U1 claimants participated in the survey. Table 2.5 summarizes the number of 

respondents in the achieved sample by gender, race/ethnicity, and level of education 

Total 

M&S 
Females 

White 
Black 
Hispanic I 

Other 

o-a Years 
9-i 2 Years I 
H.S. Dip. or GED 

Some Postsecondary 442 164.509 661 5.154636 

College Degree 130 61,460 1 513 3.601,479 
\ 

‘Figures for the subgroups may not add up to equal the total figure because of missing dafa 

he original plan called for 56 assessments to be performed at each of the 72 

locations for a total of 4,032 completed cases in each survey. Unfortunately there were 

no lists of potential participants from which to select via probability sampling. As a 

result, the persons to be assessed had to be chosen and persuaded to cooperate as they 

arrived at the local offices at the specified sampling times. Persons who refused to 

participate in the survey were replaced with the next arrival; that is, the next person 

who arrived in the office was asked to participate. In conventional household surveys, 

mechanisms are in place whereby attempts are made to convert refusals in order ta 

boost response rates. In the DOL survey, however, it was not logistically feasible to 

attempt any such refusal conversion and, thereby, increase the response rates. Ofthe 5,079 

JTPA applicants invited to participate, 2,501 or 49 percent agreed to participate. Of th& 

10,479 ES/U1 claimants invited to participate, 3,277 or 31 percent agreed. 

In order to be able to make comparisons of the weighted sample of respondents 

with the weighted sample of registrants, each selected office kept records of various 

demographic information for all registrants on the sampling days. For the most part, 

the differences in the weighted relative frequencies for the respondents and for all 

registrants are within the bounds to be expected given sampling variability. There are, 

however, two exceptions. For both the JTPA and the ES/U1 achieved samples, males 

are underrepresented. In addition, the distribution of education levels for the 

respondents is somewhat different from that of the registrants as a whole. For JTPA, 

respondents with some high school education are overrepresented, while high school 
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graduates are underrepresented. For ES/U, respondents with less than a high school 

education are underrepresented, and college graduates are overrepresented. 

Nevertheless, the population estimated by the respondents is likely to be close to 

the full population of participants. Since the proportion of nonrespondents is so large, 

however, care must be exercised in estimating quantities that may be based on values 

associated with noncooperation. 

Scoring 

As the first shipments of booklets were received at ETS, copies were made of 

actual responses to the tasks. These sample responses were then scored by various staff, 

including the test developer and scoring supervisor, using either the scoring guides 

developed for the young adult tasks or guides prepared during the development of the 

new tasks. As the sample responses were scored, adjustments were made to the scoring 

guides for the new tasks to reflect the kinds of responses people were making. 

The sample papers comprised the training sets used to train the readers who 

would score the survey booklets. The purposes of the training were to familiarize the 

readers with the scoring guides and to ensure a high level of agreement among the \ 

readers. Each task and its scoring guide were explained and sample responses that were 

representative of the score points in the guide were discussed. The readers then scored ,’ 

and discussed an additional 10 to 30 responses. After the group training had been 

completed, each reader scored all the tasks in about 130 booklets to give them 

practice in scoring actual books, as well as to give them opportunity to score more 

response$. A follow-up session was then held to discuss responses for which there was 

disagreement among the readers. The entire training process was completed in about 

three weeks. 

Twenty percent of all the booklets were subject to a reader reliability check, 

which entailed a scoring by a second reader. To prevent the second reader from being 

influenced by the first reader’s scores, the first reader masked the scores in every fifth 

booklet that he or she scored. These booklets were passed on for a second reader to 

score. The first reader’s scores were then unmasked and if there was a discrepancy 

between the two scores, the scoring supervisor reviewed the response and discussed it 

with the readers involved. 

The statistic used to report inter-reader reliability is the percentage of exact 

agreement- that is, the percentage of times the two readers agreed exactly in their 

scores. As can be seen from Table 2.6, the data show high degrees of inter-reader 

reliability across all the tasks in the survey, ranging from a low of 88 percent to a high 

of 100 percent, with an average percent agreement of 97. For 146 out of 165 open- 

ended tasks, the agreement was above 95 percent. 

The inter-reader reliability for the DOL survey compares very favorably with the 

reliability for the young adult literacy (YAL) assessment, which arrived at inter-reader 
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reliability in the same way. For the young adult assessment, the percent of exact 

agreement ranged from a low of 86 to a high of 100. For 54 out of the 66 open-ended 

tasks that were scored, the agreement was 95 percent or above and the average 

agreement across all items was 96 percent. 

Summary of Inter-Reader Reliability 

Survey m m m m 

DOL 66 
! 

100 97 1460utof165 : 
YAL I 66 100 I 96 54 out Of66 

Data Entry, Editing, and Quality Control 

Using the Scan Optics key entry computer system, screens were designed to allow 

entry of both the background questionnaire and cognitive booklets. There were 26 

different cognitive booklets containing 13 unique blocks, hut each booklet cont+ned 

only four blocks of data; therefore, one general data layout was designed to ( 

accommodate the data entry Each of the four blocks was designated a set of locations 

so that the data entry operator continued keying as much data as was required for any 

given block and at the end skipped to the starting location of the next block. All data 

were reentered by a second key entry person, and discrepancies between the first and 

,second entries were resolved. 

Programs were designed and executed to check the data for out-of-range values 

or inconsistent responses, lists were generated for any errors found in the data, and the 

original booklets were checked to resolve the inconsistencies. The background 

questionnaires were also checked to make sure that the skip patterns had been 

followed, and all data errors were resolved. In addition, a random set of booklets -,$a~ 

selected to provide an additional check on the accuracy of transferring information 

from the booklets to the data file, the results of which allow us to say conservatively 

with 98.8 percent confidence that ,002 is an upper limit on the true error rate; that is, 

we are quite sure that our true error rate is no larger than .002. 

l SCALING OF THE SIMULATION TASKS 

A major goal of this study was to estimate literacy proficiency for 

the JTPA and ES/U1 eligible applicant populations as well as for major subgroups of 

interest. To accomplish this goal, it was necessary to cover as broad a range of content 

as possible. In extending the range of content coverage, it is necessary to move to 

some form of item sampling design. This is so because the entire set of tasks was too 

large to he administered to any single person. As a result, the options for reporting 
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data would have been limited to discussions about distributions of performance on 

individual tasks or about mean performance across tasks responded to by different 

samples of individuals. In the former case, the amount of information would have 

become unwieldy because of the large number of tasks; in the latter case, the ability to 

estimate distributions of performance would have been lost. One defensible and 

interpretable means for aggregating information across sets of exercises so that 

summary statements can he made about group distributions is to apply some form of 

scaling procedure. The one adopted for the young adult literacy assessment and 

carried over to this survey is item response theory. 

Item Response Theory 

Item response theory (IRT) is a mathematical model for estimating the 

probability that a particular person will respond correctly to a particular task from a 

pool of tasks. This probability is given as a function of a single parameter 

characterizing the proficiency of that person and one or more parameters 

characterizing the properties of the task. The particular IRT model employed in this 

%sessment is the three-parameter logistic model. In this model, the task parameters 

include task discrimination, task difficulty, and lower asymptote. Task discrimination 

is, the rate of change in the probability of obtaining the correct response to a given 

ttem in relationship to the respondent’s proficiency. Task difficulty is the general level 

of a given item in terms of difficulty. The lower asymptote is the coefficient indicating 

the probability of correct response by respondents with very low proficiency. The 

specific niathematical expression of the IRT model used is as follows: 

where 

Xf, 

@i 

ai 

bi 

=i 

is the response of person i to item j, 1 if correct and 0 if incorrect 

is the (unobservable) proficiency of person i [note that a person with 

higher proficiency has a greater probability of making correct responses] 

is the slope parameter of item j, characterizing its sensitivity to proficiency 

is its threshold parameter, characterizing its difficulty 

is its lower asymptote parameter, reflecting possibly non-zero chances of 

correct response from even persons of very low proficiency. For free 

response items, c was fixed at zero. 

The term scale is used in two ways. A scale refers to a pool of tasks that is 

designed to represent a domain, such as prose literacy, document literacy, or 

quantitative literacy. Scaling is a process by which a specified domain of tasks is 

modeled to provide a particular type of numerical representation. IRT analyses within 

- 
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a scale are generally carried out in two steps. First, the parameters of the tasks are 

estimated; second, estimates of individuals’ or groups’ levels of proficiency are 

estimated, with the item parameter estimates treated as known parameter values. 

Linking the DOL. Scales to the Young Adult Literacy Scales 

The results for the DOL literacy survey are reported on the three scales that were 

established in the NAEP young adult literacy (YAL) assessment. For these scales, a 

number of new tasks unique to the DOL study were developed and were administered 

in conjunction with the tasks from the young adult assessment. The DOL scales are 

linked to the young adult scales through the young adult tasks. The composition if 

the item pool that was administered in the DOL survey is presented in Table 2.7. 

Pr0S.e 13 ! 31 44 

Document 
\ 

63 30 93 
Quantitative 14 I 29 43 

Total 90 90 180 

A unidimensional IRT model such as the three-parameter logistic model assumes 

that performance on all of the tasks in a domain can, for the most part, be accounted 

for by a single underlying proficiency variable. Subsequent IRT linking and scaling 

analyses treated each scale separately. The three steps involved in linking the scales 

are as follows: 

1. Establish provisional IRT scales through common item parameter calibration 

based on a pooling of the DOL and YAL items 

2. Estimate distribution of proficiencies on the provisional IRT scales using 

“plausible value” methodology 

3. Align the DOL scale to the YAL scale by a linear transformation based on the 

commonality of proficiency distribution of the YAL sample 

Item Parameter Estimation 

Identical item calibration procedures were carried out separately for each of the 

three scales. Using a modified version of Mislevy and Bock’s (1982) BILOC computer 

program, the three-parameter logistic IRT model was fit to each item (but with lower 

asymptote parameters fixed at zero for open-ended tasks) using sample weights. 



It is important to note that since 1985, the tasks used in the young adult literacy 

assessment have been administered in several assessments in addition to the DOL 

survey. These assessments include the Oregon and Mississippi state surveys and a 

bridge study conducted under a separate phase of this DOL contract. Across all the 

assessments, over 13,000 individuals have responded to either the entire set or a 

subset of tasks administered in the DOL survey. The accumulated data from all surveys 

were included in a calibration sample (i.e., a sample used to determine the IRT 

parameters of each task) in order to obtain stable item parameter estimates. The 

current method of item parameter calibration simplifies scale linking procedures, since 

it effectively puts all survey results on a single, provisional common scale. Only linear 

indeterminacy needed to be resolved in order to align the provisional scale to the 

reporting scale. 

In order to obtain unbiased parameter estimation, distributions of the proficiency 

scores for the separate assessment samples were estimated during calibration. It was 

necessary to do this because the samples for each of the assessments came from 

populations with different characteristics. In addition, the tasks administered to each 

assessment sample were not entirely the same. The calibration procedure, therefore, 

should take into account the possibility of such systematic interaction of population 

characteristics and tasks in order to obtain unbiased estimates of sample distributions 

and item parameters. For that reason, a normal distribution with a unique mean and 

variance for each assessment population was estimated concurrently with item 

\ 

The,fit of the IRT model to the sample is a necessary condition in order to obtain 

unbiased estimates of proficiencies. If an item is found not to be fitting to a particular 

subsample, there are two options. One option is to drop that item from the analysis 

entirely. The second option is to allow the item parameters to describe that particular 

subpopulation differently from other subpopulations. Model fit was assessed at the 

item level by examining BILCG likelihood ratio chi-square statistics for each survey 

sample as well as for the combined total sample. The fit was also evaluated by 

inspecting residuals from the fitted item response curves. For some items, there was 

evidence that the estimated parameters did not fit as well to a certain sample as 

compared with others; however, it was not always the same sample that the item 

paramenters did not fit and none of the chi-square statistics was significant. The 

results of this analysis indicated that it was not necessary to drop any item from 

calibration for lack of fit. (For a more detailed discussion, see Appendix C.) 

Proficiency Estimation by Plausible Values 

On most applications of IRT, the purpose is to make precise estimates about each 

respondent’s proficiency for the purposes of individual diagnosis, selection, or 

placement. As a result, a sufficient number of items has to be administered to each 
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respondent, usually over several hours of testing time, to ensure that her or his 

proficiency can be estimated to a fine degree of accuracy. The distribution of 

proficiencies for a group of persons can be estimated directly without estimating 

individual proficiency. Such estimates can be obtained by the BIB spiralling design 

used in the DOL survey in which each sampled individual responds to a subset of ,, 

literacy tasks instead of the entire set of items. 

The advantage derived from more efficient estimation of population 

characteristics is offset by the inability to make precise statements about individuals. 

In such designs as the BIB spiral, however, all of the information available from the 

individual’s task responses as well as background information can be used to make’ 

population estimates, even though the point estimates for individuals are not reliable 

enough to permit making decisions about the individual. Plausible values 

methodology was developed as a way to estimate key population features consistenrly 

and to approximate others as well as standard IRT procedures would. A detailed 

explanation of plausible values is given in Mislevy (1991). 

Linking the DOL Scale to the YAL Scale 

Once the plausible value methodology was applied, “proficiency estimates” tiere 

still on a provisional scale and needed to be transformed to the three literacy scales 

developed in the young adult assessment. As noted above, the item parameters of the 

young adult literacy scales were re-estimated using a larger sample and more accurate 

procedures than were available at the time of the 1985 assessment. The new item 

barameters on the provisional domain scales and the old transformation constants 

which were used to produce the young adult literacy scales, however, would not 

necessarily produce identical results on the young adult sample. New linear 

transformation constants were, therefore, found to match the mean and standard 

deviation of the current plausible value distribution of the young adult sample, based 

on the new item parameters. The same constants were applied to the proficiency 

distribution of the M)L survey samples. This linking procedure made the DOL scales 

comparable to the 1985 young adult literacy scales. 

Evaluation of Differential Group Performance 

In developing the DOL assessment, a deliberate attempt was made to select 

stimulus materials from across a broad range of adult materials so that highly 

specialized background knowledge would not provide an advantage to any one group 

over another. Similarly, questions were developed to tap skills relevant to the types 

and levels of processing associated with the literacy domain as reflected in practical 

everyday situations. 
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Despite such efforts, it is important to examine the extent to which we wtxe 

successful in avoiding the systematic accumulation of construct irrelevant variance 

within each of the three domains of literacy; that is, factors that contribute to a 

person’s score that are unrelated to the domain being assessed. This was accomplished 

by constructing test characteristic curves by gender and race/ethnicity for each 

population and literacy scale. (These curves are found in Appendix C.) 

Overall, these curves indicate no significant differential performance across the 

range of proficiencies at which 95 percent of the population subgroups are located. It 

should be noted, however, that somewhat greater variation is observed at the low level 

of the curves. This most likely reflects the fact that relatively few items or people are 

estimated to be at these levels. 

The procedures employed in accomplishing the above IRT analyses are described 

in detail in Appendix C. 
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Educational Attainment 

l level of education 

l high school dropouts 

Civic Experiences 

l voting practices 

l keeping abreast of public affairs 

Self-Perceptions about Literacy Skills 

l adequacy of literacy skills 

l quality of job with respect to additional training 

l help received for literacy activities 

Current Literacy Activities 

l reading activities on the job 

l writing activities on the job 

l frequency of newspaper reading 

l EARLY EXPERIENCES 

Use of Non-English Language in the Home 

As the young adult assessment revealed, an important influence 

impacting literacy is the use of a language other than English in the home. 

Respondents were asked what language or languages were spoken in the home while 

they were growing up. As shown in Table 3.1, about 92 percent of the total JTPA 

applicants indicate that English only was spoken in the home; however, significantly* 

higher percentages of White and Black JTPA applicants (about 96 and 98 percent, 

respectively) report that English only was spoken in the home compared with 

Hispanic applicants (about 27 percent). Roughly equal percentages of Hispanic applicants 

report that either English and Spanish or Spanish only was spoken in the home. No 

significant patterns are apparent by level of education, age, and labor force status. 

* Unless otherwise noted, any significant differences referred CO in the report are statistically significant 

ac rhc .05 lrvrl or greatrr and can be tcsted four using the srandard C-WSC: XI x2 

JGjGQO’ 
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Percentages of JTPA Applicants Reporting Languages Spoken in the Home by Race/ 
Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAl 

RACEIETHNICITV 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVEL OFEDUCATION 
O-8 vears 
S-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

. LABORFORCESTA,"S 
tmPlOyed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Frxce 

1,541 755,546 95.6(1.2) 0.1 (0.0) 3.6 (1.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.7 (0.1) 
646 224,555 98.3 (0.8) 0.1 (0.1) 0.3 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 1.3 (0.7) 
155 63,928 27.2 (5.6) 39.8 (7.6) O.O(O.0) : 31.5 (5.9) 1.3 (0.8) 

168 61.669 90.8(3.7) 2.0 (2.0) 
693 ~ 298,946 94.4 (1.5) 1.0 (0.5) 

1,036 482.124 93.8 (1.4) 3.1 (1.2) 
433 180.953 84.3 (3.2) 3.5 (1.5) 
130 61,480 83.2 (8.0) 2.3 (2.2) 

481 1 
481 
495 
724 
258 1 

181.834 95.2 (2.3) Z.S(i.5) 
211.984 92.6 (2.2) 3.6 (1.7) 
229,891 Sl.O(Z.8) 2.5 (1.3) 
338,451 SO.8 (1.9) 2.0 (0.8) 
114.836 88.0 (3.3) 0.2 (0.2) 

SM(1.6) 1 2.5(0.8) 1 3.0(0.8) i.S(0.8) 1 r.O(O.2) 

488 
819 

1,155 

i.B(O.6) 0.7(0.4) 
6.7 (2.6) 3.9 (1.4) 
9.3 (5.6) 1.8 (1.4) 

0.9 (0.3) 
0.8 (0.3) 
0.7 (0.2) 
i.fj (0.7) 
3.2 (2.3) 

0.4(0.3) I 1.1 (0.7) 

;_nii;r ~ $_%i 

7.1 (2.4) ; 2.2 (1.0) 

0.3 (0.2) 
0.3 (0.2) 
2.0 (0.9) 

'0.7 (0.3) 
2.6 (0.9) 

i.B(l.0) 3.1 (1.3) 1.0 (0.6) 0.4 (0.2) 
3.8 (1.1) 4.4 (1.2) 2.7 (1.0) 1.0 (0.4) 
1.8 (0.8) 2.1 (0.7) 1.7(0.5) 1.3 (0.3) 

*The humbersin parentheses are estimated standard ewxs. 

In comparison with the JTPA population (91.6 percent), a smaller percentage 

(73.0 percent) of the ES/U1 population report English only being spoken in the ho,me 

(Table 3.2). The difference is reflected in the fact that significantly greater 

percentages of ES/U1 participants report English and Spanish, English and another 

language, or Spanish only being spoken in the home. As with the JTPA population, a 

significantly smaller percentage of Hispanic participants than White and Black 

participants report English only spoken in the home; however, a significantly greater 

percentage of Hispanic ES/U1 participants than Hispanic JTPA applicants report 

Spanish only (48 percent and 32 percent, respectively). In addition, a significantly 

greater percentage of White ES/U1 participants than White JTPA applicants report 

English and another language in the home while growing up. When the data are 

considered with respect to level of education, a significantly greater percentage of the 

ES/U participants with zero to eight years of education report Spanish only as the 

language in the home compared with all other levels of education, a difference that is 

not evident in the JTPA population. No significant patterns are evident by age or 

labor force status. 
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Percentages of ES/U1 Participants Reporting Languages Spoken in the Home by Race/ 
Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL ~ 3.259 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 2,379 
Slack 374 
Hispanic 383 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 120 
S-12 Years 499 
H.S. Dio,orGEO 1.268 
Some Postsecondary 859 
College Degree 510 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

314 1.845.836 
614 3.415.067 
725 4.142.289 

1,050 6.029.401 
542 3.260.630 

LABDRFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

1.293 7,122,034 74.3 (3.7) 8.6 (2.3) 6.4 (1.4) 8.4 (2.2) 2.1 (0.6) 
1,120 6.376.126 76.3 (3.4) 3.9(0.8) 7.0(1.0) 9.4 (3.9) 3.4 (1.2) 

846 5.279.525 67.3 (9.2) 12.7 (5.3) 5.2 (1.4) 13.1 (5.1) 1.8 (0.9) 

18.777.685 73.0 (4.6) i 8.1 (2.2) 6.3 (1.0) 10.1 (3.2) 2.5(0.5) 

so.2 (1.2) 1.0 10.4) 11,764,830 
2.187.454 97.3 (1.5) 
3.820.677 14.6 (5.4) 

1.5 i1.4; 
35.4 (3.2) 

6.5 (0.7) 0.4 (0.3) 1.8(0.4) 
0.9 (0.6) 0.0 (0.0) 0.3 (0.3) 
1.3 (0.8) 18.1 (3.6) 0.0 (0.0) 

511,432 
2.939.014 
6,611.346 
5.147.834 
3.545.540 

I 
40.5 (15.5) 1.1 (0.7) 0.8 (0.8) 56.0(16.3) 1.6 (0.9) 
60.4 (10.7) 14.3 (5.4) 4.6 (1.8) 19.2 (6.6) 1.5 (0.9) 
79.5 (3.9) 6.5 (1.3) 3.0(0.7) 8.9 (3.5) 2.1 (0.8) 
74.5 (3.4) 10.0 (3.5) 7.5 (1.3) 5.3 (1.1) 2.3(0.6) 
74.0 (3.4) 4.4 (1.9) 12.8 (2.8) 4.6 (1.7) 4.3(0.9) I 

60.2 (12.5) 14.2 (3.8) 4.3 (2.6) 
67.1 (9.2) 13.4 (5.7) 5.0 (1.5) 
76.3 (3.2) 9.5 (2.2) 3.6 (1.2) 
77.6 (3.2) 4.1 (1.7) 6.8 (1.6) 
73.9 (4.4) 3.8 (1.2) 11.3(3.0) 

/ 20.0 (10.9) 1.3(1.2) 
14.0 (4.8) 0.5 (0.3) 
8.8 (2.5) 1.8 (0.9) 
8.1 (2.1) 2.8 (0.7) \ 
5.6 (2.5) 5.4(1.1) : 

*The numbersinlparenthesesate estimated standard errors. 

Language(s) Spoken Now 

Related to the use of a non-English language in the home is what language ot 

languages are currently prevalent among the DOL client groups. Those respondents 

who indicate that a non-English language was spoken in the home while growing up 

were asked what language(s) they speak now. As shown in Table 3.3, almost 80 

percent of the JTPA applicants who report speaking a non-English language while 

growing up indicate speaking English most often now. This is compared with 14 

percent who report currently speaking Spanish and about 6 percent who report 

speaking another non-English language. The Hispanic population accounts for all of 

the Spanish-speaking applicants. In addition, a significantly higher percentage of 

college graduates report speaking English most often now than do applicants with a 

high school diploma or GED and fewer years of school completed. There is a tendency 

for the percentage of applicants who currently report speaking English to increase 

with age; however, the only significant difference is between individuals 46 years of 

age and older and those in the age range 16 to 20. There is no significant difference by 

employment status between those who report English and those who report Spanish as 
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the language spoken most often now. However, a significantly higher percentage of 

JTPA applicants who report a language other than English OT Spanish report being out 

of the work force as compared with those who report being unemployed. 

mm 
Percentages of JTPA Applicants Reporting Language(s) Spoken Now 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 271 104.731 78.3 (5.5) 14.4 (4.0) 5.5 (1.4) 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

100 38,386 83.6 (8.0) 0.0 (0.0) 4.2 (1.7) 
31 9,599 32.8 (16.5) 0.0 (0.0) 13.0(8.1) 

111 47,556 85.1 (6.1) 31.1 (7.0) 1.2(1.1)" 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
Q-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

26 8,959 47.5 (22.6) 27.5 (9.4) 
63 19,969 76.9 (9.6) 20.2 (9.7) 
94 32.696 80.9 (6.5) 7.8 (4.1) 
65 31,733 81.0 (8.4) 12.1 (4.1) 
22 10,429 97.6 (1.9) 20.8(14.6) 

3.9 (1.4) 
5.0(3.6) 
2.5 (1.6) 
6.4 (2.6) 

15.6 (9.1) 
> 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

34 11,989 68.9 (8.8) 17.4 (5.7) 3.2 (3.5) 
47 17.609 72.9 (13.6) 11.9 (6.2) 1.7(1.6) " 
59 24,788 76.7 (10.4) 23.0 (8.6) 8.3 (4.0) 
79 32,782 84.6 (5.1) 11.7 (6.5) 5.9 (2.4) 
44 13,919 92.8 (4.3) 9.6 (5.9) 8.2 (4.6) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
out Of Labor Force 

45 17.228 81.0 (9.0) 13.2 (7.1) 5.1 (3.2) 
100 45,042 84.1 (6.6) 15.6 (6.8) 2.2 (1.4) 
126 42.461 70.9 (8.2) 13.6 (5.0) 9.3 (3.2) 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimatedstandard errors. 
** Respondentscouldindicate ~orethano~~language;therefore.percentaQes mayadd upto morethan iOb 

The ES/U1 population is slightly different from the JTPA population with respect 

to language(s) spoken now. As shown in Table 3.4, over 80 percent of the ES/U1 

population report speaking English, but about 31 percent also report speaking 

Spanish. There appear to be no significant differences in the percentages of 

participants speaking English by racial/ethnic groups; however, nearly half the 

Hispanic participants report speaking Spanish, compared with 31 percent of the 

Hispanic JTPA applicants. When the ES/U1 population is characterized by level of 

education, the percentage of participants speaking Spanish is significantly greater for 

those with less than a high school education than it is for those with the four other 

levels of education. In add’t’ I mn, a significantly lower percentage of those with a 

college degree report speaking Spanish compared with participants who report other 

levels of education. 
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Percentages of ES/U1 Participants Reporting Language(s) Spoken Now by 
Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 585 5.293.871 82.6 (2.1) 30.8 (4.6) 6.7 (3.0)" 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

182 1.325.328 82.4 (3.4) 0.2 (0.2) 8.3 (3.2) 
10 65.581 83.8 (20.9) 0.0 (0.0) 16.2 (20.9) 

325 3,264,412 80.6 (3.8) 49.7 (4.3) 0.1 (0.1) 

LEVEL OFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.orGED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

67 304.057 41.7 (15.9) 82.9 (10.4) 0.9 (1.0) 
115 1.175.436 840 (2.2) 35.3 (6.1) 3.1 (3.6) 
172 1.434.52s 83.1 (3.2) 29.2 (4.4) 3.6 (1.9) 
130 1.325,856 89.0 (1.1) 33.4 (6.6) 5.2 (2.8) 

99 1,014,97i 87.2 (4.1) 8.7 (2.8) 19.2 (6.2) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

54 739,326 91.5 (5.8) 39.6 (13.4) 3.2 (5.4) 
127 i.130,471 83.8 (5.1) 35.6 (3.7) 3.5 (2.3) 
108 1.022.011 80.7 (3.8) 36.2 (5.6) 3.2 (3.0) 
175 1.421.461 80.7 (4.0) 28.6 (5.8) 9.2 (4.0) 
116 909.492 80.2 (6.6) 16.5 (4.5) 14.0 (5.4) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

214 1.889,929 83.4 (4.0) 30.0 (4.7) 9.9 (3.2) 
198 1.561.021 81.6 (5.6) 26.3 (8.4) 7.8 (4.8) 
173 1,842,921 82.5 (7.4) 35.5 (4.4) 2.5 (1.9) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errow 
** Resbondents could indicate morethan one language; therefore, percentages may add upto more than 100 

Literacy Materials in the Home 

Another characteristic of the respondent’s home environment that was found to 

relate to levels of literacy proficiency in the young adult assessment is the number of 1 
literacy materials in the home. Respondents were asked if they had any of six different 

materials written in English in their home while they were in high school. The list 

included a daily or weekly newspaper, magazines, more than 25 books, an 

encyclopedia, a dictionary, and a personal computer. To provide some overall index of 

literacy resources available in the home, a composite was formed by summing the 

“yes” responses to each of these materials. The means and standard deviations by race/ 

ethnicity, level of education, age, and employment status are shown in Table 3.5 for 

JTPA and in Table 3.6 for ES/U 

As can be seen in Table 3.5, for JTPA th ere is a tendency for race/ethnicity, 

education level, and age to be related to literacy materials in the home. As shown in 

Table 3.6, for ES/U1 race/ethnicity and level of education seem to be related to 

literacy materials in the home. For both populations the standard deviations for the 

L 
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Mean of the Composite Number of Literacy Materials in the Home 
for ITPA Applicants by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and 
Labor Force Status 

TOTAL 2,490 1.089.170 4.1 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 

Black 

Hispanic 

1.551 755.438 4.2 
658 225.821 4.0 

159 64.912 3.6 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
o-a Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Oip. orGE0 

Some Postsecondary 

College Degree 

176 64,975 3.5 
703 3oi.111 4.0 

1.040 477,930 4.1 
440 183,517 4.3 

130 61.480 4.4 

AGE 

16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

486 182.471 4.3 
484 213.062 4.3 
503 233,511 4.3 
733 340.217 3.9 
255 109.154 3.5 

LAEOA FORCESTATUS 

Employed 490 238,974 4.2 
Nat Employed a27 351,874 4.1 
Out of Labor Force 1,173 498.322 4.0 

reported means are relatively large, indicating considerably more variability within a 

group than between groups. 

While the data in Tables 3.5 and 3.6 suggest that these groups, on average, h+d 

roughly equal access to a common set of basic literacy materials, it is interesting ta see 

if there are any significant differences among the groups with respect to which 

materials they had in the home. As shown in Table 3.7, for each of the categories 

except personal computers, at least 70 percent of the total JTPA population report 

having the different types of literacy materials in their homes while in high school. As 

can be seen in Table E.l in Appendix E, this figure is true for each of the three racial/ 

ethnic groups, with the exception of two categories for the Hispanic population. Only 

about 60 percent of the Hispanic applicants report having more than 25 books and an 

encyclopedia in English in the home. In addition, in comparison with those having 

higher levels of education, a smaller percentage of those with less than a high school 

education report having a daily or weekly newspaper and an encyclopedia while in 

high school. As might be expected, a greater percentage of 16- to 20-year-olds and ZI- 

to 2’j-year-olds report having computers in the home as compared with the other age 

groups. 

1.3 

1.2 
1.4 
1.5 

1.6 
1.3 
1.3 i 
1.3 ~ 
1.1 

1.2 
1.3 
1.1 '> 
1.3 
1.5 

1.3 
1.4 
1.3 
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Mean of the Composite Number of Literacy Materials in the Home 
for ES/U1 Participants by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and 
Labor Force Status 

TOTAL 3,268 18.889.347 4.2 

RACElETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,390 11.882.675 4.5 
375 2.189.197 4.2 
380 3,812.752 3.6 

LEVELOFEOIJCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

116 499,787 2.7 
498 2,932,751 3.8 

1,279 6.681.480 4.3 

859 5,151,331 4.4 
513 3.601.479 4.5 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

314 1.845.835 4.7 
614 3.413.873 4.4 
725 4.140.614 4.3 

1.055 6,096,341 4.1 
546 3,308.221 4.0 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

1,295 7.153.537 4.3 
1.126 6,407,458 4.3 

a47 5,328.351 4.2 

1.3 

1.1 
1.2 
1.6 

2.0 
1.4 
1.3 
1.1 
1.1 

1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 

1.3 
1.3 
1.4 

Percentages of JTPA Applicants Reporting Presence or Absence of 
Specific Materials in Their Home While Growing Up* 

Newspaper 
Magazines 
.25Books 
Encyclopedia 
Dictionary 
PersonalComputer 

2,484 1.084.264 
2,475 1.072.811 
2,469 1.065,842 
2,477 1,074,532 
2,471 1.075.294 
2,434 1.039.718 

84.1 (1.4) 14.8 (1.4) 
83.3 (1.3) 15.5 (1.3) 
74.6(1.5) 24.2 (1.3) 
74.2 (1.3) 24.4 (1.4) 
92.7 (0.7) 6.3 (0.7) 

6.2 (1.2) 93.2 (1.2) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 



As shown in Table 3.8, of the total ES/U1 population, over 70 percent report 

having each of the different types of materials except personal computers in their 

homes while in high school. This is true for the White and Black populations but 

there are some differences for the Hispanic population, as can be seen in Table E.2 in 

Appendix E. Less than 70 percent of the Hispanic population report having a daily or 

weekly newspaper, more than 25 books, or an encyclopedia in English in their ho&s. 

There also seems to be a relationship between level of education and the presence of 

these materials in the home. Significantly fewer participants in the two groups with 

less than a high school diploma report having newspapers, more than 25 hooks, 

encyclopedias, and personal computers in their homes. Significantly fewer participants 

with just zero to eight years of education report having magazines and dictionaries in 

their homes. As in the case of the JTPA population, a greater percentage of the 16- to 

20- and 21s to 2%year-old participants report having a personal computer in their I 

home; however, 27 percent of the 16. to 20-year-old participants in the ES/U1 

population report having a computer, compared with 15 percent of those at that age 

in the JTPA population, although the difference is not statistically significant, 

\ 
Percentages of ES/U1 Participants Reporting Presence or Absence of 
Specific Materials in Their Home While Growing Up* 

mm,,,,: 

Newspaper ~ 3,263 ~ lQl66.194 65.6 (1.3) 14.0 (1.3) 
Magazines 

3,260 
16.667.922 

I 

64.6 
(1.3) 14.6 (1.3) 

>25 Books 3,254 16.600.127 77.7 (2.0) 21.6 (2.0) 

Encyclopedia 3,255 16.610.660 76.2 (1.1) 23.6 (1.1) 

Dictionary 3,252 18.732.210 949 (0.8) 4.9 (0.8) 
Personal Computer 3,199 18.505.078 7.5 (0.6) 92.1 (0.6) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errots. 

Work Experience During High School 

An area of particular concern to policymakers is work experience while attending 

high school. Respondents were asked whether they worked more than 20 hours a 

week while going to high school. Table 3.9 shows the distributions of those JTPA 

applicants who report working year-round, summers only, and during the school year 

only while attending high school as well as the distributions for those who report not 

working and not attending high school. Some 63 percent of the JTPA applicants 

report that they did not work more than 20 hours a week during high school. Of those 

who did work, most report working year-round. This is true for the different racial/ 

ethnic groups as well. However, a significantly smaller percentage of Black applicants 

report working year-round compared with White applicants. While there are no 

significant differences by education level for the percentages of those who report they 

did not work, a significantly smaller percentage of those with nine to 12 years of 
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education report working year-round compared with those with a high school diploma 

or GED. There are no significant differences in these distributions by age, but a 

significantly greater percentage of JTPA applicants who were out of the labor force 

report not working during high school compared with those who were employed. 

Distributions of JTPA Applicants Who Worked More Than 20 Hours a Week While in High School by 
Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 2,484 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 1.550 
Black 657 
Hispanic 157 

LEVELOFEOUCATlON 
s-12years 702 
H.S. Oip,or GED 1,038 
Some Postsecondary ~ 439 
College Degree 130 

AGE ' 
1 ES-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

485 
462 
502 
728 
259 

488 
625 

1,171 

1.094,832 22.3 (1.6) 6.9(1.5) 4.5 (0.7) 62.8 (1.5) 3.6 (0.8) 

758,701 24.9 (2.1) 7.2 (2.0) 3.2 (0.6) 61.1 (1.2) 3.6 (1.1) 
229,077 14.4 (3.1) 7.3 (1.8) 7.0 (1.6) 68.8 (4.6) 2.5kl.2) 

64.470 25.6 (7.6) 2.2 (1.6) 11.2 (4.1) 59.0 (8.6) 2.1 (0.9) 

301,652 18.5 (2.0) 7.2 (1.9) 4.8 (1.3) 68.5 (2.6) 1.1 (0.6) 
482,488 25.6(2.4) 6.7 (1.6) 4.3 (0.9) 61.9 (2.6) 1.3 (0.4) 
183,665 25.2 (3.2) 7.6 (1.7) 6.6(1.7) 60.3 (3.5) '.S (0.4) 
61,480 23.6 (6.2) 10.4 (5.9) 0.4 (0.3) 65.6 (6.3) 0.0 (0.0) 

184.590 21.4 (3.3) 6.1 (2.2) 5.0 (1.9) 62.3 (3.2) 4.4 (1.6) 
212,221 23.3 (2.8) 8.6 (2.9) 4.0 (1.3) 62.5 (2.7) 1.7 (0.7) 
232,856 19.9(2.5) 5.9 (1.9) 5.0 (1.7) 66.9(3.0) 2.2 (0.7) 
339,546 24.1 (2.4) 6.4 (1.2) 4.7 (1.7) 60.5 (3.5) 4.3 (1.5) 
115,018 21.6 (3.8) 8.7 (3.2) 1.7 (1.2) 61.2 (4.4) 6.8 (3.1) 

239,754 27.6 (2.8) 7.6(2.5) 3.8 (0.9) 57.4 (2.9) 3.4 (1.5) 
351,988 21.7 (2.9) a.3 (2.2) 4.7 (1.1) 61.9(2.3) 3.4 (0.9) 
503,090 20.2 (2.2) 5.5 (1.0) 4.6 (0.9) 66.0 (2.2) 3.8 (1.1) 

*The numbers in parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 

Table 3.10 shows the distributions of work experiences for the ES/U1 participants 

during high school. As with the JTPA population, more than half the ES/U1 

participants (58.6 percent) report not working more than 20 hours per week during 

high school, and a greater percentage of those who held a job while in high school 

worked year-round. When the participants are characterized by race/ethnicity, a 

significantly higher percentage of Black ES/U1 participants than White participants 

report that they did not work more than 20 hours a week while in high school. On the 

other hand, a significantly smaller percentage of Black than White participants report 

working year-round, but a significantly higher percentage of Black and Hispanic 

participants report working during the school year only than do White participants. 

Significantly fewer participants with nine to 12 years of education or with a college 

degree report working year-round as compared with those at the other educational 
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levels. In addition, there is some difference in work history among the various age 

groups. A larger percentage of people in the age ranges 32 and above report not 

working more than 20 hours while in high school as compared with participants in 

the age ranges 21 to 31. In contrast with the JTPA population, there are no significant 

differences by employment status. 

Distributions of ES/U1 Participants Who Worked More Than 20 Hours a Week While in High School by 
Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 3,251 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White ' 2,381 
Black 373 
Hispanic 376 

LEVELOFEOUCATION ~ 
Q-12 Years 500 
H.S. Dip.orGED ~ 1,270 
Sbme Postsecondary 654 
College Degree 511 

A& 
16-20 314 
21-25 609 
26-31 
32-45 ~ 

720 
1,051 

46t 544 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed ~ 1.291 
Not Employed 1.116 
Out of Labor Force a44 

18.774.745 

11,843,615 29.0 (1.3) 
2.183.531 17.6 (2.9) 
3.767.035 22.7 (4.7) 

2.941.253 19.7(3.8) 
6.646.561 28.7 (2.1) 
5.092,539 30.4 (1.5) 
3.589.282 22.0 (1.9) 

1.845.836 28.2 (7.1) 
3.385.089 31.0(2.9) 
4.116.183 32.9 (1.9) 
6.045.726 22.5 (1.5) 
3.302.979 16.6 (1.5) 

7.101.245 26.4 (2.2) 
6.361.005 27.6 (1.3) 
5.312.494 23.5 (2.2) 

26.0 (1.3) 9.8 (1.1) 

10.4 (0.8) 
8.2 (2.4) 
8.6 (1.7) 

11.0 (2.2) 
6.9 (0.9) 
9.9 (1.3) 

15.3 (1.6) 

10.3 (2.1) 
6.6 (1.9) 
9.6 (1.2) 

10.4 (1.6) 
11.9 (2.0) 

7.5 (1.0) 
13.0 (1.6) 
QO(2.2) 

4.2 (0.7) 

2.9 (0.6) 
6.1 (1.3) 
7.3 (1.4) 

4.4 (1.1) 
4.4 (0.8) 
5.4 (1.8) 
1 .a (0.8) 

9.5 (3.5) 
6.8 (2.9) 
3.1 (1.1) 
3.2 (0.9) 
1.6 (0.5) 

4.3(1.5) 
4.0 (0.9) 
4.1 (1.1) 

58.6 (1.7) 

56.6 (1.7) ~ 
67.5 (3.9) 
57.6 (7.1) 

63.1 (4.1) 
59.2 (2.3) > 
54.1 (2.2) 
60.9 (2.2) 

50.9(10.3) 
54.6 (2.9) 
53.4 (2.4) 
62.3 (1.9) 
66.9 (3.2) 

60.3 (3.1) 
54.0 (2.6) 
61.8 (4.0) 

1.0 (0.3) 
0.6 (0.4) 
3.8 (2.6) 

1.7 (0.9) 
0.7 (0.2) 
0,l (0.1) 
0.0 (0.0) 

1.1 (1.0) 
1.1 (0.7) 
0.7 (0.2) 
1.7 (0.7) 
2.8 (1.1) 

1.5 (0.6) 
1.4 (0.6) 
1.6 (0.6) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard ervxs. 

. EEwmos:\l. AT~:\IN\u~w 

Level of Education 

As shown in Table 3.11, nearly 45 percent of the JTPA 

population report either a high school diploma or GED, and slightly mote than 20 

percent have either some postsecondary education (16.8 percent) or a college degree 

(5.6 percent). There are no significant differences in educational attainment by race/ 

ethnicity; however, a significantly larger percentage of those aged 16 to 20 report zero 

to eight years of education than do applicants in the three age ranges from 21 through 

45. With respect to employment status, a significantly higher percentage of applicants 

not employed but still in the labor force report a college degree than do those out of 
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the labor force. In addition and perhaps more importantly, significantly higher 

percentages of JTPA applicants who did not earn a high school diploma or GEL1 

report being out of the labor force. 

Highest Grade of School Completed by JTPA Applicants 
by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAl 2,498 1.097.953 5.9 (1.1) 27.5 (1.6) 44.1 (2.1) 16.8(1.7) 5.6(1.3) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,555 760.582 5.5 (1.3) 26.7 (2.1) 46.3 (2.3) 14.9 (1.5) 6.5 (1.7) 
662 229,460 6.0 (1.9) 29.9 (4.9) 40.3 (5.1) 20.8 (4.5) 3.0(1.5) ( 
159 64,912 8.1 (3.0) 22.1 (2.9) 38.5 (5.0) 24.6 (6.4) 6.6(2.6) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

489 185.317 ii.O(Z.9) 51.6(5.2) 31.4 (3.5) 6.0 (1.9) 0.0 (0.0) 
485 213.863 2.1 (0.6) 25.5 (2.4) 54.0 (3.2) 16.5 (2.6) 1.9(0.8) 

505 233,685 4.5 (1.2) 29.1 (3.1) 44.6 (4.1) 15.2 (3.6) 6.7 (2.8) 
732 340.060 4.5 (1.5) 18.4 (3.3) 44.0 (3.8) 23.0 (2.9) 10.1 (2.3) ,' 
258 114,073 8.8 (3.0) 15.0 (3.3) 49.0 (5.7) 20.5 (4.6) 6.6(2.3) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

492 241.746 3.5 (1.1) 24.3 (3.7) 45.8 (3.6) 16.9 (2.0) 9.5 (4.1) 
828 352,886 4.5 (0.9) 21.3 (2.3) 46.6 (3.0) 20.2 (2.2) 7.4 (1.5) 

1.178 503,321 8.1 (1.6) 33.5 (2.7) 41.6 (2.4) 14.4 (2.2) 2.5 (0.7) 

'The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard ervxs 

For the ES/U1 population, as shown in Table 3.12, about 35 percent of the 

participants report having a high school diploma or GED while close to 50 percent 

report either some postsecondary education or a college degree. Significantly larger 

percentages of ES/U1 participants than JTPA participants report some postsecondary 

education and college degrees. In contrast to the JTPA population, a significantly 

larger percentage of White ES/U1 participants report having a college degree than do 

either Black or Hispanic ES/U1 participants. When compared with either Black or 

White ES/U1 participants, a larger percentage of Hispanic participants report zero to 

eight years of education while a significantly smaller percentage report earning a high 

school diploma or GED. While a few comparisons reach statistical significance, there 

do not appear to be any meaningful trends in the age or employment status variables. 
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Highest Grade of School Completed by ES/U1 Participants by Race/Ethnicity, 
Age, and Labor Force Status* 

iOTAL 3,273 18,890.282 2.7(0.6) ~ 15.6(2.0) 35.4 (1.6) 27.3(2.3) ~ 1,g.l (1.3) 

22.3 (1.9) 
8.9 (1.7) 
9.6 (1.6) 

HACEiETHNlClTl 
White 2,392 11.887.017 1.2 (0.3) 11.6(1.4) 36.5 (2.0) 28.2 (2.9) 
Black 375 2,189,197 0.6 (0.4) 18.4 (3.2) 45.1 (7.8, 27.0 (3.8) 
Hispanic 383 3.809,344 8.0 (2.8) 28.0 (6.4) 28.5 (2.2) 25.9 (5.3) 

AGE 
16-20 313 1.841.159 1.2 (1.1) 35.2 (6.5) 43.4 (5.0) 18.4 1.8 
21-25 

(2.7) (1.5) 
616 3.418.336 2.6 (1.5) 19.2 (2.9) 42.0 (4.5) 26.2 (2.6) 

26-31 
10.0 (2.0) 

727 4,146,W4 1.2 (0.5) 14.1 (2.3, 38.6 (3.0) 27.3 (2.0) 18.8 (1.8) 
32-45 1,057 6.092.100 3.8 (0.7) 10.4 (1.6) 30.4 (1.7) 29.5 (2.9) 46t 546 3.308.221 3.7 

(1.8) 10.8 (2.1) 
25;9(2.4) 

29.7 (3.0) 29.7 (5.6) 26.2 (3.6) 

LABOAFORCESTAf"S ~ 
Employed 1,298 ~ ' 11.1 (1.8) ~ 36 3(1 9) 3, 7 (1 9) ~ 

Not Employed 

18.7t1.9) 
1,125 

:;;;;,;;; 
6402'645 ~ 

;_iF;; , 
f61(25) 1 : ~ 355c2.6) 24.3(2.9) 

Out of Labor Force 

! 21.8(,.9) 

850 21.0 (2.8) 34.0(2.5) ~ 25.0 (3.4) 16.3 (1.7) 
> 

*The numbersin parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

High School Dropouts 

As discussed in Chapter 7 of this report and also in the young adult literacy 

report, educational attainment is among the most important background variables in 

predicting literacy proficiencies. Thus, it becomes of particular importance to 

understand better some of the experiences of JTPA applicants and ESNI participants 

who report not earning a high school diploma. Table 3.13 shows that some 42 percent 

of JTPA applicants and 23 percent of ES/U1 participants report leaving school before 

Percentages of JTPA Applicants and ES/U1 Participants Reporting Whether or Not They Ea’hed a High 
School Diploma by Race/Ethnicity and Labor Force Status* 

JTPA 
~-~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL ~ 2,438 1,070,962 57.6(2.8) ~ 42.4 (2.8, 3,244 18.655.296 ~ 76.7(2.1) 23.3 (2.1) 

RACEIETHNICITY 

White 1.523 743.840 ~ 58.7(3.2) ~ 41.3 (3.2) ~ 2,373 1 i 11.8i1.074 80.3 (2.4) ~ 19.7 Black 640 
~ 

(2.4) 220,975 
57.6(6.6) i 42.4 (6.6) ! 375 ~ 2,189,197 76.7 23.3 Hispanic i (4.6) (4.6) 156 64,399 60.1 

(6.4) 39.9(6.4) 
373 

3.650.301 ~ 63.0(3.1) ~ 37.1 (3.1) 

I 
LABORFORCESTATUS! 

Employed 484 
! 

237,662 ~ 61.8(4.1) 
~ 

38.2 (4.1) 1,289 ! 7.100.021 ~ 80.6 (2.7) 19.4 

Not Employed 

(2.7) 

813 347,399 64.6 (3.7) 35.4 (3.7) ~ I.113 
Out of Labor Force 1,141 ~ 

6.306.979 ~ 75.9(2.9) 24.1 (2.9) 

485,900 SO.S(Z.8) 49.5 (2.8) 842 5.248.296 72.5 (3.0) 27.5 (3.0) 

*The numbersin parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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earning a diploma. These individuals were asked why they stopped their schooling 

when they did, whether they ever participated in an Adult Basic Education (ABE) 

program, and whether or not they ever studied for or received a GED. 

Reasons for Not Completing High School. Responses to an open-ended question 

asking respondents why they left school were categorized as one of the following: 

financial problems; going to work or into the military; pregnancy; loss of interest in 

school and/or behavior problems; poor grades or academic problems; family or 

personal problems that were not necessarily school-related; and other. 

Table 3.14 shows the distributions of reasons given by JTPA applicants for not 

completing high school. The two most frequently reported reasons for dropping out of 

school are family problems and lack of interest in school. This is true for the White 

and Hispanic applicants; however, for Black applicants, the main reasons given are 

family problems and pregnancy. Across the variables reported here, relatively few 

JTPA applicants cite academic problems as the primary reason for not completing 

high school. The same finding was noted in the young adult study. Yet the data in 

both assessments indicate a very strong relationship between literacy skills and 

academic achievement. 

For all age groups, one of the two main reasons for not completing high school is ‘,’ 

family problems; however, for 16- to 20syear-olds and 21. to 25-year-olds lack of 

&xerest is the other frequently cited reason, while for the other three age groups the 

other main reason is going to work or into the military. With respect to employment 

status, for those who were not employed, going to work ot into the military is the most 

reported,reason for leaving school, foil owed by lack of interest and family problems. 

For those out of the labor force, pregnancy is another significant reason for dropping 

out of high school. 

Table 3.15 shows the distributions of reasons given by ES/U1 participants for not 

completing high school. Across each of the variables reported here, the two most 

salient reasons for leaving school before earning a diploma are family problems and : 

entering either the work force or the military. Lack of interest in schooling is also 

cited frequently. For Black ESRll participants, pregnancy is cited about as frequently 

as going to work or into the military. As with the JTPA applicants, academic problems 

are not frequently given as the main reason for leaving school. 

Participation in an Adult Basic Education Program. Of the JTPA applicants and ES/ 

UI participants who were asked, some 40 percent of each population indicate they 

had participated in an ABE program. As shown in Table 3.16, the data are remarkably 

similar for both DOL populations. The participation rate of 40 percent generally holds 

across racial/ethnic groups, age, and labor force status. The only exceptions seem to be 

three of the JTPA respondent age groups: 23 percent of 16s to 20syear-olds and 51 

percent of 21- to 25-year-olds and of those 46 and older indicate they had participated 

in an ABE program. 
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Reason Reported by JTPA Applicants for Dropping Out of School 
by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 

RACFIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCE STATUS: 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

677 292,345 3.1 (1.1) 14.3 (1.7) 12.3 (1.9) 21.9 (2.2) 5.3 (1.2) 
251 

22.5 (2.0) 
87.240 0.7 (0.2) 14.2 (4.0) 20.5 (3.3) 16.9 (3.2) 5.3 (1.1) 

66 

26.0 (4.7) 

22,929 3.7 (3.0) 14.5 (3.3) 12.8 (8.6) 15.5 (2.6) 9.0 (4.5) 27.5 (7.6) 

304 112,984 2.3 (1.3) 10.0 (3.1) 12.0 (2.7) 24.3 (4.0) 
180 

6.0 (1.4) 
68,498 2.3 (2.1) 12.2 (3.7) 16.0 (4.0) 30.1 (5.6) 2.9 (1.1) 

211 94.143 0.3 (0.3) 19.6 (4.4) 14.8 (4.1) 16.7 (3.0) 3.5 (0.9) 
248 106.125 5.3 (2.1, 18.1 (4.0) 14.2 (3.3) 15.7 (4.5) 

98 
8.2 (2.9) 

40,329 3.0 (1.7) 21.4 (5.0) 8.6 (4.1) 10.7 (4.6) 8.8 (3.5) 

187 83.891 1.7(1.2) 15.4 (3.3) 11.8 (3.6) 19.6 (3.2) 
308 

3.5(1.5) 
118.001 4.7 (2.2) 31.6 (6.1) 3.3 (1.1) 20.9 (3.9) 6.3 (2.0) 

563 227,347 1.9 (0.9) 7.5 (1.7) 19.9 (3.6) 19.7 (2.4) 6.1 (1.0) 

429,238 2.6 (0.9) 15.7 (1.9) 13.8 (1.7, 20.0 (1.6) 5.7 (0.8) 23.1 (2.0)** 

19.8 (3.5) 
21.8 (4.4) 
26.2 (3.3) 
22.1 (4.3) 
34.1 (8.8) 

17.6 (3.0) 
20.7 (3.3) 
26.4 (2.8) 

'Thenumbersin parenlhesesareestimated standard errors. 
**Figures do not add upto 100 percent because the percentageslorthe *other- category are not included. 

Reason Reported by ES/U1 Participants for Dropping Out of School by 
Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black ! 
Hispanic 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 

! 

26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

~ 

! 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

504 
95 

149 

100 568.019 9.1 (8.9) 20.6 (8.6) Z.O(l.0) 17.7 (5.3) 
139 915,980 

4.1 (3.0) 
3.7 (1.6) 35.1 (3.0) 7.9 (3.1) 16.4 (2.6) 1.5 (0.6) 

158 808.675 2.0 (0.9) 29.4 (7.3) 14.8 (4.3) 20.3 (5.4) 4.6 (2.4) 
232 Li54.193 2.3 (1.1) 23.7(5.1) 11.1 (2.5) 14.0 (4.1) 4.8 (1.6) 
135 575.104 7.2 (2.7) 44.0 (4.3) 4.6 (2.0) 9.2 (2.5) 1.4 (1.0) 

278 
257 
235 

4,080.972 

2.2Ol.il8 3.1 (1.0) 28.9 (2.6) 6.2 (2.2) 17.8 (2.1) 3.5 (1.1) 
474,346 

25.4 (3.7) 
0.6 (0.7) 29.3 (3.9) 24.9 (2.8) 17.2 (5.2) 5.1 (2;7) 15.1 (6.3) 

1.258.229 7.5 (3.1) 33.9 (7.3) 7.9 (4.2) 7.7 (0.7) 1.7 (1.2) Zl.l(l1.3) 

4.2 (1.4) 29.5 (2.7) 9.1 (1.2) 15.5 (2.4) 3.4 (q.9) 22.6 12.6)** 

20.7 (5.6) 
20.4 (4.0) 
14.9 (3.6) 
31.3 (5.5) 
23.6 14,3) 

1,301.798 7.3 (4.2) 27.2 (5.5) 10.0 (1.4) 15.5 (3.6) 2.1 (0.9) 28.3 (2.8) 

1.452.295 2.6 (0.9) 37.1 (4.5) 4.6 (1.8) 16.3 (2.5) 2.4 (0.7) 19.9 

1.326.878 

(5.1) 

2.8 (1.2) 23.4 (2.4) 13.1 (2.2) 14.5 (4.4) 5.7 (2.6) 19.8 (3.2) 

*The numbers in parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 
**Figures donotadd up to 100 percent because the percenlagesforthe %her"categoryare not included. 
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Percentages of JTPA Applicants and ES/U1 Participants Who Report Participating 
in an ABE Program by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 1,074 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 686 
Black 252 
Hispanic 70 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
4% 

LABOR FORCE STATUS ~ 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

312 
184 
215 
252 

99 

190 
315 
569 

438.909 40.3 (2.7) 59.7 (2.7) 

300,184 38.3 (2.6) 61.7 (2.6) 508 2.240.052 39.0 (2.0) 61.0 (2.0) 
88,305 46.2 (7.3) 53.8 (7.3) 97 504.665 50.0 (5.1) 50.0 (5.1) 
23,357 35.6 (7.5) 64.4 (7.5) 152 1.323.483 40.8 (3.7) 59.2 (3.7) 

116.266 23.4 (6.4) 76.6 (6.4) 103 621,685 32.8(11.1) 67.2 (11.1) 
72.615 51.5 (6.3) 48.5 (6.3) 138 915,371 40.3 (4.4) 59.7 (4.4) 
95,232 38.5 (4.7) 61.5 (4.7) 160 834.090 41.8 (7.4) 58.2 (7.4) 

107,347 48.4 (4.2) 51.6(4.2) 235 1,187.598 49.0 (4.8) 5110 (4.8) 
42.300 51.0 (9.6) 49.0 (9.6) 137 597,733 36.3 (9.8) 63.7 (9.8) 

85,256 35.8 (4.7) 64.2 (4.7) 280 1.325.635 42.9 (4.2) 57.1 (4.2) 
120.622 37.7 (4.1) 62.3 (4.1) 260 1,499.193 41.9 (2.7) 58.1 (2.7) 
233,032 43.2 (5.2) 56.8 (5.2) 240 1.396.164 37.6 (3.7) y4 (3.7) 

780 4,221.Oil 40.8 (1.5) 59.2 (1.5) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard ewes. 

There appear to be no significant differences in literacy performance across the 

three scales between those who indicate they had participated in an ABE program and 

those w+ say they had not participated in an ABE program regardless of race/ 

ethnicity, age, or labor force status. The only exception is for Black ES/U1 

participants. Those who report not having participated in an ABE program obtained 

lower proficiency levels on the document and quantitative scales than those who had 

participated. (The proficiency scores associated with participation in an ABE program 

are given in Appendix E, Table E.3.) 

Studyin~fw and receiving a GED. As shown in Table 3.17, among JTPA 

applicants who were asked if they had wet studied for a GED certificate, 56 percent 

indicate that they had. This rate of participation generally is the same among racial/ 

ethnic groups, although there is a slightly I owet tate for Hispanic applicants than for 

Black applicants. As might be expected, a significantly lower percentage of those aged 

16 to 20 had studied for the GED as compared with other age categories, but there 

seem to be no significant differences in participation rates among those who report 

being employed, unemployed, and out of the labor force. 

Table 3.17 also shows that of the ES/U1 participants who were asked if they had 

ever studied for a GED, just under half (45.9 percent) responded that they had. As 

with JTPA applicants, a smaller percentage of Hispanic ES/U1 participants (34.2 

percent) report studying for the GED compared with White (51.6 percent) and Black 

(51.7 percent) ES/U1 participants. Although there is a tendency for fewer ES/U1 
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participants aged 46 and older to report studying for a GED, this difference is not 

statistically significant. There are no significant differences in the participation rates 

among those who report being employed, unemployed, OT out of the labor force. 

Percentages of JTPA Applicants and ES/U1 Participants Who Report Studying 
for the GED by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 843 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 545 
Black 191 

Hispanic 59 
! 

AGE 
16-20 233 
21-25 I 141 
26-31 168 

32-45 216 
46+~ 77 

241.084 
54.650 
19.768 

86,290 
54,196 
72,913 
88.293 
32.174 

55.9(2.3) ~ 44.1 (2.3) 692 

54.0 (2.8) 
59.1 (4.8) 
46.2 (4.4) 

36.4 (6.5) 
66.8 (7.8) 
59.2 (7.6) 
65.6 (5.6) 
57.1 (7.0) 

46.0 (2.8) 451 

40.g w) ; 
89 

53.8 (4.4) ~ 132 

63.6(6.5) 
33.2 (7.8) 
40.8 (7.6) 
34.4 (5.6) 
42.9(7.0) 

72 439,862 46.2 (7.0) 53.8 (7.0) 
126 836.125 42.9 (9.8) 57.1 (9.8) 
144 726,761 52.1 (8.2) 47.9 (8.2) 
215 1.061.612 47.1<7.1) 52.9 (7.1) 
128 565,640 38.3:(8.4) 61.7 (8.4) 

3.694.534 

I 
, 2.004.132 

479.037 
1.075.716 

LABORFORCESTATUS ~ 

Embloyed 151 ~ 71.503 i 49.7(6.7) ~ 50.3 (6.7) 250 1,219,207 

Not Employed 

~ 

270 

Out01 Labor Force ~ 
105,107 61.4(3.6) ~ 38.6(3.6) 233 ~ 1.353,068 

422 160,889 55.0(3.9) 45.0 (3.9) , 209 1.122.25B 

51.6(4.1) 48.4 (4.1) 
51.7 ($.I) 48.3 (4.1) 
34.2 (6.9) 65.8 (6.9) 

50.2 (4.6) 49.8 (4.6) 

50.5 (6.1) 49.5 (6.1) 
35.8 (5.9) ~ 64.2 (5.9) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

Perhaps more important than the question of who participates in GED programs 

is the question of who completes them. Table 3.18 shows the percentages of JTPA 

applicants and ES/U1 participants who received a GED as well as those who did not 

receive a GED. Some 60 percent of those JTPA applicants who report having studied 

for the GED actually received it. There are no significant differences in the 

percentages of JTPA applicants who report receiving the GED by racial/ethnic group 

membership or labor force status. It is interesting to note, however, that less than half 

of the Hispanic applicants who were asked about studying for the GED indicate they 

had, yet of those applicants who had studied, about 66 percent report they had 

received the GED. In addition, with one exception, there ate no differences in the 

percentages of JTPA applicants in the different age categories who report receiving a 

GED certificate. As might be expected, a lower percentage of those aged 16 to 20 

report receiving a GED than any other age group. 

As with the JTPA applicants, of those ES/U1 participants who participated in a 

GED program, about 60 percent indicate they had received a GED certificate. In 

contrast with JTPA applicants, there are significant differences among the racial/ 

ethnic groups: significantly lower percentages of Black and Hispanic ES/U1 
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Percentages of JTPA Applicants and ES/U1 Participants Who Report Receiving 
a GED Certificate by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAL 461 186.424 58.8 (4.9) 41.2 (4.9) 326 1.621.949 61.3 (4.5) 38.7 (4.5) 

RACE,ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

296 
~ 

130.773 
112 29,554 
28 ~ 9,314 

60.9 (6.0) 39.1 (6.0) 237 1,022.587 70.2 (4.8) 29.8 (4.8) 
51.4 (6.1) 48.6 (6.1) 48 247,493 45.7 (12.0) 54.3 (12.0) 
65.8 (8.7) 34.2 (8.7) ~ 32 304.977 45.6 (12.4) 54.4 (12.4) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46r 

! 

LABORFORCESTATUS ~ 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

~ 

68 
92 

116 
136 
47 

30,722 
36.910 
43,252 
55,668 

37.8 (7.0) 62.2 (7.0) 
~ 54.6 (5.0) 45.4 (5.0) ~ 

56.9 (11.5) 43.1 (11.5) 
66.8 (7.1) 33.2 (7.1) 

89 
154 
218 

18.364 80.6 (6.4) 19.4 (6.4) 

I 
36,462 ~ 63.0 (7.3) 1 37.0 (7.3) 1 
61,573 i 61.8 (7.0) ! 38.2 (7.0) 
88.390 54.9 (8.7) ~ 45.1 (8.7) 

26 189,859 27.9 (12.4) 72.1 (12.4) 
60 333,215 61.6 (8.1) 38;4 (8.1) 
85 379.858 70.5 (8.9) 29.5 (8.9) 

108 485,338 66.5 (6.8) 33.f (6.8) 
45 218.245 66.0 (11.7) 34.0 (11.7) 

124 
119 
a3 

1 611.328 ! 64.5 P3.8) 35.5 (8.8) 
~ 648,725 62.3 (5.7) 37.7 (5.7) 

361.897 54.3 (10.5) p5.7 (10.5) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 

participants received a certificate as compared with White participants. In addition, 

with the exception of those aged 16 to 20, there are no differences in the percentages 

of ES/U1 ,participants receiving a GED by age. Similarly, as with the JTPA applicants, 

there are no significant differences in the percentages receiving GED certificates 

among the different categories of labor force status. (The proficiency scores associated 

with participation in a GED program and receiving the GED are discussed in Chapter 

4 and are shown by racelethnicity and age in Appendix E, Tables E.4 and E.5.) 

0 Cwrc, E‘SI’I;HltAxYs 

Voting Practices 

Two survey questions asked respondents about their registration 

status and voting experiences. Table 3.19 shows the distributions of JTPA applicants 

who report being registered to vote and, of those, individuals who report ever voting 

in a public election. Of the 2,492 JTPA applicants who responded to this question, 

well over half (57.8 percent) indicate that they are currently registered to vote. There 

are no significant differences among the racial/ethnic subgroups with respect to being 

registered to vote. 

Several factors seem to be related to whether or not a person participates in the 

voting process. Greater percentages of JTPA applicants with a high school diploma 

and above both registered to vote and voted as compared to those with some high 
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Distributions of JTPA Applicants with Respect to Voting Practices 
by RaceBhnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

i 
TOTAL 

RACE,ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Currently Registered 
EmmE b&“km 

2,492 1.093.226 57.8 (2.7) 42.2 (2.7, 2,491 ~ 1.091.537 60.1 (3.0) 39.9 (3.0) 

1.550 757,194 56.4 (3.6) 
662 228,695 63.1 (4.1) 
158 64,339 56.7 (6.1) 

1 
~ 43.6(3.6) ~ 

36.9(4.1) 
43.3 (6.1) ~ 

1,551 
660 
158 

1 ~ 227,643 756,185 61.3 (3.7) 38.7 (3.7) 
63.1 (3.7) 36.9 (3.7) 

! 64.711 44.1 (6.5) ~ 55.9 (6.5) 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 175 
Q-12 Years 704 
H.S. Dip.or GED 1,041 
Some Postsecondary 440 
College Degree 130 

AGE 
16-20 486 
21-25 483 
26-31 505 
32-45 732 
461 257 

LABObFORCESTATUS 
Employed 492 
Not Employed 826 
Out of Labor Force 1,174 

64.402 41.9 (6.1) 58.1 (6.1) 175 
302,056 45.8 (3.8) 54.2 (3.8) 703 
480,383 60.1 (3.4) 39.9 (3.4) 1,040 
183,804 69.2 (2.6) 30.8 (2.6) 441 
61.480 80.7 (7.0) 19.3 (7.0) 130 

182.843 36.7 (4.5) 63.3 (4.5) 483 180.822 16.3(2.8) 83.7 (2.8) 
213.185 57.8 (4.1) 42.2 (4.1) 484 213,062 45.6 (2.9) 54.4 (2.9) 
233,885 57.3 (3.7) 42.7 (3.7) 505 233,885 64.l\(3.7) 35.9 (3.7) 
340,085 63.6 (3.1) 36.4 (3.1) 732 339,967 SO.Es(2.4) 19.5 (2.4) 
112,475 78.7 (5.3) 21.3 (5.3) 258 113.047 ! 91.7(2.0) ~ 8.3 (2.0) 

241,746 61.3 (5.9) 38.7 (5.9) 491 240,945 63.3(4.9) 36.7 (4.9) 
351,792 63.5 (2.1) 36.5 (2.1) 828 352,793 65.3 (2.5) 34.7 (2.5) 
499,688 52.2 (2.9) 47.8 (2.9) 1,172 497,800 54.9 (4.3) 45.1 (4.3) 

64,402 35.4 (6.5) ~ 64.6 (6.5) 
300,487 
480,358 

43.2 (3.9) ~ 56.8 (3.9) 

183,708 ~ 
62.5 (3.1) ! 37.5 (3.1) 
80.0(2.0) ~ 20.0 (2.0) 

61.480 90.0 (4.1) 10.0 (4.1) 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard errors. 

school or less than high school. Among the three highest levels of education, 

however, the percentage of those with college degrees who voted is greater than the 

percentage of those with some postsecondary education, which, in turn, is greater 

than the percentage of those with a high school diploma or GED. Age also seems to 

be a factor. A significantly greater percentage of those over the age of 45 (78.7 

percent) were registered as compared with those aged 32 to 45. For those who are 

registered to vote, however, the likelihood of voting increases significantly by age. 

Ninety-two percent of those over age 45 report voting as compared with 81 percent of 

those aged 32 to 45,64 percent of those aged 26 to 31, and 46 percent of those aged 

21 to 25. There is also a relationship between participating in the voting process and 

employment status. Over half the applicants report being registered, regardless of 

employment status; over half of those registered, regardless of employment status, 

indicate that they had voted. A significantly lower percentage of those out of the 

labor force report being registered and voting, however, than those who are 

unemployed. 
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Table 3.20 shows that of the total ES/U1 population, well over half (62.1 percent) 

report being registered, and 64 percent of those registered report that they had voted. 

Among the racial/ethnic populations, however, there are significant differences both for 

being registered and then for voting. Seventy-three percent of the Black participants 

report being registered as compared with 66 p ercent of the White participants and 46 

percent of the Hispanic participants. of those Hispanic participants registered, only 37 

percent report having voted, as compared with 68 percent and 73 percent of the Black and 

White participants, respectively. Gf the factors shown in Table 3.20, level of education and 

age seem to be related t0 both registering and then voting. The higher the level of 

education, the greater the percentages of those who were registered to vote and of 

those who voted. A significantly greater percentage of those over the age of 45 were 

registered as compared with the other age groups. Of those registered, however, those 

46 and older (87.6 percent), those aged 32 to 45 (74.9 percent), and those aged 26 to 

31 (62.7 percent) are more likely to vote than those in the 21- to 25-year-old age 

group (45.9 percent). With respect to employment status, there are no significant 

differences among the three groups in their being registered to vote ot having voted. 

Distributions of ES/U1 Participants with Respect to Voting Practices \ 

by Race/Etbnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

1 ~%~;fl;&tered ~~1 r-~~~~--~~-~ Ev,,&;k~~~-~ ~~~~ ~“~ ’ 

1 

37.9 (1.6) TOTAL 3,271 ~ 18,876,238 ~ 62.1 (1.6) 

RACE,'ETHNICITV ~ 
White ~ 2,392 
Black 375 
Hispanic 381 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years II9 
9-12 Years ! 500 
H.S. Oip,or GE0 ~ 1,277 
Same Postsecondary~ 859 
College oegree 513 

AGE 
16-20 314 
21-25 614 
26-31 725 
32-45 ~ 1,058 
46t 546 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 1,299 
Not Employed 1,126 
Out of Labor Force 846 

ii,a77,813 
2.189.197 
3.804.504 

509,013 
2.941.253 
6.651.252 
5.150.723 
3.601.479 

1.845.836 41.5 (7.0) 
3.414,423 60.1 (2.8) 
4.128.849 58.4 (2.3) 
6.094.447 63.6 (2.3) 
3,308,221 77.6 (2.8) 

7.164.575 64.2 (1.7) 35.8 (1.7) 
6.394.933 63.1 (1.9) 36.9 (1.9) 
5.316.729 58.0 (2.9) 42.0 (2.9) 

66.4 (2.0) 33.6 (2.0) 2,389 11.863.284 ~ 73.3 (2.2) 
73.2 (2.2) 26.8 (2.2) 375 2.189.197 67.5 (2.5) 
46.1 (2.8) 53.9 (2.8) 381 3.771.409 37.0 (6.2) 

28.6 (10.6) 
51.2 (1.8) 
57.8 (2.4) 
67.6 (2.3) 
75.5 (2.2) 

71.4 (10.6) 119 
48.8 (1.8) 497 
42.2 (2.4) 1,275 
32.4 (2.3) 860 
24.5 (2.2) 512 

509.013 32.5 (12.2) 
2,908,902 38.8 (3.5) 
6,646.500 58.6 (2.1) 
5.153,143 72.8 (3.4) 
3.582.852 84.5 (2.3) 

58.5 (7.0) 
39.9 (2.6) 
41.6 (2.3) 
36.4 (2.3) 
22.4 (2.8) 

3,266 

311 1.813.484 19.4 (3.7) 80.6 (3.7) 
615 3.416.843 45.9 (2.4) 54.1 (2.4) 
725 4.142.468 62.7 (2.2) 37.3 (2.2) 

1.058 6.105.371 74.9 (3.1) 25.1 (3.1) 
544 3.264.469 87.6 (2.0) 12.4 (2.0) 

1,295 7,106,800 67.6 (3.4) 32.4 (3.4) 
I.123 6.382.242 66.0 (2.8) 34.0 (2.8) 

848 5.333.885 55.3 (4.9) 44.7 (4.9) 

w22.927 i 63.6 (2.9) 36.4 (2.9) 

26.7 (2.2) 
32.5 (2.5) 
63.0 (6.2) 

67.5 (12.2) 
6i.2 (3.5) 
41.4 (2.1) 
27.2 (3.4) 
15.5 (2.3) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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Keeping Abreast of Public Affairs 

One activity that is related to civic and political behavior is following 

government and public affairs. Table 3.21 shows the distributions of JTPA applicants 

who report following public affairs most of the time, some of the time, only now and 

then, or hardly at all. As can be seen from the table, ova 70 percent of the total 

population report that they follow public affairs most or some of the time. This figure 

basically holds true for racial/ethnic groups. There does seem to be a relationship, 

however, between keeping up to date most of the time and both level of education 

and age. The higher the education level, the more likely one is to follow current, 

events. Greater percentages of those with a college degree or some postsecondary 

education report that they keep up to date most of the time as compared with those 

with a high school diploma or GED; in turn, a greater percentage of that group report 

that they follow public affairs as compared with those with less than a high school I 

diploma or GED. Also, as people get older, they tend to keep more up-to-date. The 

percentage of JTPA applicants who report keeping abreast of public affairs most of the 

time increases from 19 percent for those who are 16 to 20 years of age to just over 50 

Distributions of JTPA Applicants and the Extent to Which They Report Keeping 

= Fo:::tatus* 
Ab t of Public Affairs by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor 

TOTAL 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEOUCATlON 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Oip.orGEO 
Some Postsecondary ~ 
College oegree ~ 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed ! 
Out Of Labor Force i 

2,496 1.094.391 35.5 (1.4) 37.2(1.3) 16.1 (1.0) ~ 11.,'(1.3) 

1 I 

1,555 ~ 758.769 35.7 (2.0) ! 37.5 (1.3) 15.5 (1.4) 11.4(1.5) 

660 1 227,711 ~ 34.2 (1.3) ! 37.3 (3.8) 18.2 (3.5) 10.4 (1.7) 

159 64.912 39.7(5.3) 29.0(5.6) ~ 19.0 (3.4) 12.3 (3.2) 

176 64,975 26.6(6.5) 31.1 (4.6) ~ 

: ! 

23.9(6.8) 18.3 (3.5) 

705 302.247 23.4(3.2) ~ 39.9(4.0) 19.0 (2.2) 17.7 (2.9) 

1,042 480.879 37.8(2.5) 37.4 (2.3) 15.5 (1.7) 9.3 (1.9) 

441 183.708 46.5(3.6) 33.6(4.2) 13.8 (2.8) 6.1'(2.1) 

130 61.480 51.9 (4.7) 40.5 (5.9) 6.3(2.8) ~ I.2 (1.1, 

! 

488 183.607 ~ 19.0 (4.8) i 40.0(3.7) 21.8 (2.5) 19.2 

484 ~ 213,062 28.5 (3.6) 1 
(3.3) 

38.4 (2.61 18.3 12.71 14.7 (3.11 

504 ~ 233.703 ~ 36.2(2.7) ~ 
! 

36.2 i4.7j 16.7 i2.6; to.8 (3.0; 

733 ~ 340,218 43.4(2.0) 36.7(2.1) 13.7 (1.6) 6.2 (0.8) 

258 113,047 52.7 (4.3) 32.6 (4.6) ~ 8.5 (2.4) 6.1 (2.1) 

491 240,945 ~ 42.2 (3.0) ! 34.7 (2.6) ~ 14.5 (1.6) 8.6 11.91 

829 353,043 36.4(2.7) 1 39.4(2.6) 14.9 ii.9i 9.2 ii.aj 

1.176 500,403 31.6(2.4) 36.9(2.1) 17.8(1.0) 1 13.7 (2.3) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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percent for those who are 46 years of age and older. While there is no difference 

between JTPA applicants who report being not employed and those out of the labor 

force, a significantly larger percentage of employed JTI’A applicants report keeping 

abreast of public affairs most of the time than do those applicants who are out of the 

labor force. While there are no significant differences among groups of JTPA 

applicants who follow public affairs some of the time, larger percentages of younger 

and/or less well educated applicants report keeping abreast of public affairs only now 

and then or hardly at all. 

Table 3.22 shows similar distributions of the answers of ES/U1 program 

participants to the same question about following public affairs. As with the JTPA 

population, over 70 percent of the total ESml population report following public 

affairs most or some of the time. With the ES/U1 population, race/ethnicity, level of 

education, and age seem to he associated with keeping abreast of public affairs most of 

the time. About 48 percent of the White participants report keeping up-to-date most 

of the time; however, the rate is about 36 percent for Black participants and 34 

percent for Hispanic participants. While the difference between White and Black 

Distributions of ES/U1 Participants and the Extent to Which They Report 
Keeping Abreast of Public Affairs by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, 
and Labor Force Status* 

\ 

TOTAL 3.274 18.895.813 44.2 (2.1) 

RRCE,ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,393 
375 
364 

11.893.307 48.3 (1.7) 
2.i89.iQ7 36.3 (4.5) 
3.824,079 33.9 (8.9) 

LEVELOF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
Q-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

120 511,432 26.5 (5.0) 
500 2.941.253 26.1 (1.9) 

1,279 6.681.481 38.7 (2.5) 
860 5.153.143 48.7 (2.6) 
512 3.585.985 65.1 (2.6) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46r 

314 1,845,836 ~ 27.9 (4.3) 
615 ! 3.416.843 ~ 30.5(3.0) 
727 ~ 4.146.004 40.8(3.1) 

1,059 1 6,109,941 
~ 
~ 45.6(2.4) 

545 ~ 3,292,727 

I 

~ 68.9(2.8) 

I 
LAQORFORCESTATUS 

Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

1,299 7.164.575 ~ 44.4(2.4) 
1,127 6.410.428 44.8(3.8) 

848 5.320.810 43.2 (3.1) 

32.9 (1.0) 

32.0 (1.3) 
38.4 (2.2) 
35.6 (5.0) 

25.7 (5.6) 
35.8 (2.3) 

~ 13.6(1.9) 
~ 15.8 (1.2) 

6.0(0.5) 
9.4 (4.0) 

~ 14.7 (1.3) 15.8 (4.9) 

20.8 (6.3) 
21.9 (2.8) 

37.5 (1.7) 13.2 (2.1) 
31.9 (2.2) 14.7 (1.3) 
24.7 (1.7) 8.0 (1.7) 

34.4 (5.4) i 22.8 
~ 

(2.7) 
41.5 (2.0) 16.9 (1.5) 
32.5 (2.6) ~ 15.9 (2.0) 
33.3 (1.7) 13.6 (2.1) 
ZZ.S(Z.1) 5.6 (1.3) 

34.3 (2.3) 14.2 (1.8) 7.1 (1.0) 
30.6 (2.0) 14.4 (2.5) 10.2 (3.0) 
33.9 (3.1) ~ 13.9 (1.7) 9.1 (1.9) 

a.7 (1.4) 

27.0 (3.7) 
16.2 12.7) 
10.6 ii.8i 
4.8(0.7) 
2.1 (1.2) 

14.9 (2.6) 
11.1 (2.6) 
10.7 (1.6) 
7.5 (1.4) 
2.6 (1.2) 

'The numbers in parenthesesare estimated standard errors, 
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participants is statistically significant, the differences between Hispanic participants 

and White and Black participants are not statistically significant. As with the JTPA 

population, the higher the level of education and the older the respondent, the 

greater the percentages of those who report keeping abreast of public affairs frequently. 

The percentages increase from about 26 for those who report less than a high school 

diploma or GED to 65 percent for those with college degrees. In contrast to JTPA, 

however, a greater percentage of those with a college degree keep abreast of public 

affairs most of the time as compared with those with some postsecondary education. 

By age categories, the percentages increase from about 28 for 16- to 20-year-old 

participants to nearly 70 for those 46 years of age and older. Among ES/U 

participants, employment status does not seem to he related to keeping abreast of 

public affairs. 

. Sl~l.~-i'l~f~~~~1~~~lO~S AlK)I T ~I~I~LX/\(.Y SKILLS 

Adequacy of Literacy Skills 

JTPA applicants and ES/U1 participants who indicate they had 

worked were asked whether they felt their reading, writing, and mathematics skills 

were good enough for their jobs. Table 3.23 shows percentages of “yes” and “no” 

responses in each of the three skill areas for the JTPA population, that is, of those 

who feel that their skills were adequate for their jobs (“yes” column) and of those who 

feel that their skills were not adequate (“no” column). With few exceptions, at least 

90 percent of the applicants report that they thought their skills were adequate ins 

each of the three areas. As might he expected, the exceptions with respect to 

education level are those with zero to eight years of education for all three skill areas 

as well as those with nine to 12 years of education for writing and mathematics. 

Surprisingly, however, more than 75 percent of these groups indicated that their skill 

levels were adequate. It would follow that significantly greater percentages of : 

applicants with less than a high school diploma or GED indicate that both their 

writing and mathematics skills were inadequate for their job, as compared with those 

who attained a high school diploma or GED and above. The only significant 

difference with respect to age is that the percentage of applicants over the age of 45 

who feel their writing skills are adequate is lower as compared with 26- through 45year-olds 

In addition, a greater percentage of those out of the work force feel that their mathematics 

skills are inadequate when compared with applicants who are employed. 

As shown in Table 3.24, with few exceptions, at least 90 percent of the ES/U1 

participants report that their reading, writing, and mathematics skills are adequate for 

their job. For the ES/U1 population, the percentages for the same groups and skill 

areas as in the JTPA population fall below 90 percent - that is, those with zero to 

eight years of education for all three skill areas and those with nine to 12 years of 
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Distributions of JTPA Applicants’ Self-Perceptions About Their Skills 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Reading Writing 

TOTAL 2,157 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEDUCATION ~ 
O-8 Years 
S-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.orGED 
Some Postsecondary' 
College Degree 

1.363 690,623 
541 185.636 
146 60,118 

134 
539 
942 
414 
126 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

287 113.288 96.6(1.5) 2.8 (1.4) 287 112.501 91.3 (3.1) 4.1 (1.6) 
428 191.866 96.2 (1.4) Z.O(O.9) 428 191,866 93.1 (1.7) 5.3 (1.4) 
468 219,420 96.1 (1.4) 3.7 (1.4) 467 219,278 95.6 (1.3) 3.9(1.4) 
713 333,195 97.3 (0.8) 2.2 (0.7) 713 332,985 93.6 (1.2) 5.5 (1.3) 
248 iii.114 93.0 (2.8) 7.0 (2.8) 250 111.197 88.3 (2.1) JP.2 (2.2) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed * 
Out of Labor Force 

440 221,959 97.2 (0.9) 2.4 (0.8) 440 221,959 93.0 (1.6) 5.7 (1.8) 
770 336.083 97.1 (0.7) 1.7 (0.5) 771 336,656 93.6 (1.4) ,'5.3 (1.3) 
947 416.931 95.0 (1.2) 4.7 (1.1) 947 415.301 92.6 (0.8) 5.5 (0.8) 

974.973 

52,976 
238,209 
444,698 
177,347 

60,640 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOF EDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
S-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,or GED 
Some Postsecondar) 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46r 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

96.2 (0.7) 

96.5 (0.8) 
96.1 (1.6) 
92.3 (2.6) 

84.4 (5.1) 
93.8 (1.1) 
97.7 (0.6) 
98.9 (1.1) 
97.4 (1.5) 

3.1 (0.6) 

2.7 (0.6) 
3.5 (1.6) 
7.3 (2.5) 

1.364 
540 
147 

14.4 (5.1) 135 
5.8 (1.1) 540 
1.8 (0.5) 940 
0.0 (0.0) 415 
1.6 (1.0) 126 

2.158 

691.031 ~ 93.6 (0.7) 4.8 (0.8) 
184.043 
60,246 

~ 93.5 (2.0) 5.9 (2.1) 
, 87.3 (2.8) 9.2 (2.8) 

52.311 
238.366 
443,859 
177,636 

60.640 

~ Mathematics i 

1,365 691,211 89.6(1.2) 8.4 (1.2) 
539 183.929 92.3 (2.1) 7.1 (2.2) 
147 60,246 92.4 (2.6) 6.0 (2.2) 

135 52.311 75.8 (5.4) 23.4 (4.9) 
539 237,935 85.7(2.0) ,1.5(1.9) 
941 444,356 92.8 (0.9) 6.1 (0.8) 
415 177,636 94.1 (1.7) 4.6 (1.5) 
126 60.640 93.3 (2.7) 5.5 (2.9) 

287 112,501 87.6 (3.4) 10.1 (3.4) 
428 191,866 91.3 (2.1) 6.7 (2.0) 
467 216.988 90.3 (2.3) 7.1 (1.9) 
713 333,340 90.9 (1.4) 6.2 (1.1) 
250 111.197 89.7 (2.1) 9.9 (2.1) 

438 221,370 94.2 (1.4) 4.7 (1.4) 
770 336,542 91.1 (1.5) 7.2 (1.2) 
950 416,069 87.6 (1.6) 10.6 (1.5) 

973,981 90.3 (0.9) 8.1 (0.9) 

93.0 (0.8) 5.5 (0.8) 

77.4 (5.7) ~ 16.1 (6.2) 
88.8 (2.1) ~ 8.4 (1.6) 
96.0(0.7) 3.2 (0.7) 
95.3 (1.4) 4.3 (1.4) 
94.6 (3.6) ~ 5{4 (3.6) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors 
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Distributions of ES/U1 Participants’ Self-Perceptions About Their Skills 
by RWEthnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Reading 

n~~~-~~-; 

TOTAL 3,141 18.090.159 95.6 (0.9) 4.0 (0.8) 3,140 18,065.145 SO.6 (0.8) 8.2 (0.7) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEOUCATION ~ 
O-8 Years 
S-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,or GED ~ 
Some Postsecondary~ 
College Degree 

2,309 11,549.283 97.0 (0.5) 2.7 (0.4) 2,309 ~ 11,539.004 
351 2.063.222 96.5 (1.6) 

92.1 (0.8) ~ 
3.5 (1.6) 

S.S(O.8) 
351 2.063.222 

1 

367 3.562.496 so.7 (3.7) 
93.8 (1.2) 5.9 (1.1, 

8.1 (3.0) 366 3.547.761 ! 85.6 (5.9) 11.8 14.7) 

117 503,275 62.7(9.8) 31.3 (9.2) 117 
461 2,598,657 92.7 (2.4) 6.8 (2.4) 461 

1,231 6.451.727 96.1 (0.8) 3.8 (0.8) 1,232 
825 4.950,425 98.1 (0.7) 1.2 (0.6) 823 
504 3.563.557 97.7(1.1) 2.3 (1.1) 504 

503,275 i 
2.598.657 

1 6.441,438 
~ 

~ 4,935,699 
3.563.557 ~ 

AGE 
16-20 1 

21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

247 1.377,248 99.6 (0.1) 0.2 (0.2) 247 
583 3,255,300 95.9(1.8) 3.5 (1.7) 582 
716 4.121.137 95.5 (1.0) 4.4 (1.0) 715 

1,044 6.005.148 95.3 (1.6) 4.4 (1.7) 1,045 
539 3.265.128 944 (1.6) 4.7 (1.4) 539 

54.7 (4.5) 
86.9 (3.4) 
91.1 (1.5) ~ 
93.9 (1.3) 
93.1 (Z.0) 

~ 1.377.248 
3,256,068 
4.106.402 

~ 6.007.371 
3.251,857 

94.7 (1.2) 
93.5 (1.5) 

LABORFORCESTATUS, 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

90.9(1.4) ~ 
87.7 (1.4) 
so.7 (1.7) 

1,262 6,985.495 97.2 (0.9) 2.7(0.9) 1,264 ' 6.989,941 
1,099 6.260.871 95.6 (1.1) 4.3 (1.1) 1,097 6,244,643 ~ 

91.5(1.2) 

780 4,843,793 93.2 (1.4) 5.5 (1.5) 779 1 4.830.560 
SO.Z(l.2) 
89.6 (1.7) 

40.2 (2.6) 
12.1 (3.4) 
8.1 (1.4) 
5.0 (1.0, 
5.8 12.3) 

4.6 (1.3) 
5.9 (1.4) 
8.4 (1.6) 

10.5 (1.5) 
7.7 (1.2) 

7.1 (1.2) 
9.1 (1.0) 
8.8 (1.4) 

~ Math&& ~ 

TOTAL 3,139 16.077,173 91.9(0.8) ~ 7.1 (0.9) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
While 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,309 
351 
366 

11.545.439 
2.063.222 
3,557.926 

92.9 (0.8) 6.2 (0.9) 
93.4 (1.7) 5.4 (1.5) 
87.7 (3.9) 10.9 (3.0) 

LEVELOF EDUCATlON 
O-8Years 
9-IzYears 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Same Postsecondaryi 
College Degree 1 

117 
461 

1,230 
825 
503 

503,275 66.7 (5.9) 1 27.4 (5.4) 
2.598.657 83.5 (3.5) i 15.2 (3.5) 
6.443.579 92.1 (1.5) 7.0 (1.5) 
4.950.158 95.2 (0.9) 3.6 (1.2) 
3,558.987 96.7 (1 .O) 3.3 (1.0) 

247 
584 
715 

1,041 
540 

LA8ORFORCESTATUS ~ 
Employed 1,262 
Not Employed i 1.097 
Out of Labor Force 760 

1,377,248 92.8 (2.5) 3.8(1.9) 
3,259.304 92.9 (2.4) 6.7 (2.4) 
4.118.566 92.2 (1.2) 7.6 (1.2) 
5.990.505 90.8(1.5) 8.1 (1.4) 
3.267,351 92.2 (2.5) 6.4 (2.1) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

6.981.098 93.6 (0.9) 5.7 (0.8) 
6.252,549 91.9 (1.1) 7.5 (1.1) 
4.843.526 89.6 (1.4) 8.5 (1.8) 
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education for writing and mathematics. In contrast to the JTPA population, however, 

less than 75 percent of those with zero to eight years of education feel that their skills 

are adequate in all three skill areas. 

Quality of Job with Respect to Additional Training 

For this survey, perhaps mote important than the perceived adequacy of skills for 

one’s job is whether or not respondents feel they could get a job or a better job if they 

received additional training in reading or writing and in mathematics. As shown in 

Table 3.25,67 percent of the JTPA applicants feel they could get a (better) job if they 

received additional training in reading or writing, and 79 percent feel that way with 

respect to additional training in mathematics. It is apparent from the table that, when 

compared with White applicants, significantly more Black and Hispanic applicants 

feel they could get a (better) job if they received training in both reading or writing 

and in mathematics. Significant differences also occur with respect to level of 

education. When compared with those who earned a high school diploma or a GED, 

Distributions of JTPA Applicants Regarding Relationship Between (Better) Job and 
T“ bR /Eh” L ra,n,ng y ace t ne,ty, eve 0 IfEd ucation, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

, Reading or Writing English ~ ~ Mathematics 

'TOTAL 2.479 i,OSi,984 66.6 (2.2) 33.4 (2.2) 2,475 1.089.072 79.3 (2.0) 20.7 (2.0) 

RACEKTHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1.542 754,963 60.1 (2.0) 39.9 (2.0) 
661 230.133 82.0 (4.3) 18.0 (4.3) 
156 64,305 81.6 (4.2) 18.4 (4.2) 

1,538 752,296 75.4 (2.1) 24.6 (2.1) 
659 229,460 89.2 (2.1) 

~ 
, 10.8 (2.1) 

158 ~ 64,731 83.8 (3.2) ~ 16.2 (3.2) 

LEVEL OF EDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. D&or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

175 
696 

1.036 
440 
130 

64,817 66.5 (2.6) 13.5 (2.6) 
299,399 79.2 (3.0) 20.8 (3.0) 
461,049 61.0 (3.6) 39.0(3.6) 
184,137 63.3 (2.5) 36.7 (2.5) 
61,480 37.2 (8.2) 62.6 (8.2) 

175 64.817 85.7 (4.1) :14.3 (4.1) 
696 297,444 86.8 (2.6) ‘13.2 (2.6) 

1,034 480.737 78.4 (2.8) ~ 21.6 (2.8) 
441 184.318 80.6 (2.8) '19.4 (2.8) 
127 1 60.654 38.8 (9.3) 61.2 (9.3) 

AGE 
16-20 485 
21-25 481 
26-31 498 
32-45 730 
46t 257 

I 

184,343 74.4 (3.4) 25.6 (3.4) 
67.6 (2.71 32.4 (2.7) 213,144 

230,405 
339,767 
113.723 

62.4 i3.4j , 37.6 i3.4j 
66.4 (4.1) i 33.6(4.1) 

1 59.5(2.8) 40.5 (2.8) 

485 184,837 
479 211,444 
499 228,447 
726 338.651 
258 114,693 

82.2 (1.8) 17.8 (1.8) 
80.0 (3.2) 20.0 (3.2) 
80.6 (2.8) ~ 19.4 (2.8) 
78.2 (3.9) ~ 21.8 (3.9) 
73.6 (2.7) 26.4 (2.7) 

LAROR FORCt STATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

486 238,507 ~ 65.1 (3.5) 
826 352.518 62.1 (3.0) 

1,167 500,959 70.5 (3.0) 

489 240,183 79.8 (2.8) 20.2 (2.8) 
822 351,728 72.8 (3.0) 27.2 (3.0) 

1,164 497,161 ~ 83.7(2.0) 16.3(2.0) 

*The numbers in oxentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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significantly larger percentages of applicants with less than or some high school 

education feel they could get a (better) job if they received additional training in 

reading or writing; and, in turn, the percentages of those with a high school diploma 

or GED and with some postsecondary education are significantly higher than the 

percentage for college graduates. These trends are also evident with respect to 

perceptions about additional training in mathematics, except that the difference 

between those with less than high school and those with a high school diploma or 

GED is not significant. When labor force status is considered with respect to both 

reading or writing and mathematics skills, a significantly greater percentage of those 

out of the labor force than those unemployed feel that they could get a (better) job if 

they received additional training. 

Of particular note when considering the kinds of training to implement for DOL 

clients is that for the total JTPA population a larger percentage feel they could get & 

(better) job if they received additional training in mathematics. This is the same 

regardless of age or labor force status. There are, however, no significant differences 

with respect to the two kinds of training for Black and Hispanic JTPA applicants and 

for those at the extreme categories of educational attainment - those with zero to 

eight years of education and those reporting a college degree. 
\ 

When compared with the JTPA population, a lower percentage of ES/U1 

participants feel they would get a (better) job if they received additional training in 

reading or writing (57.3 percent) and in mathematics (69.4 percent), as shown in 

Table 3.26. As with the JTPA applicants, a significantly larger percentage of Black 

?nd Hispanic ES/U1 participants than White participants feel that they could get a 

(better) job if they received additional training in hoth reading or writing and in 

mathematics. When participants are compared by level of education, the percentages 

of participants who feel that training in reading or writing would he a help decrease 

significantly as the level of education increases. With respect to additional 

mathematics training, there is not the category-by-category decrease there is with: 

reading or writing; however, significantly more participants with less than or some 

high school feel that such training would help than do those with a high school 

diploma or GED. In turn, a significantly greater percentage of those with a high 

school diploma or GED and some postsecondary than college graduates feel that 

additional mathematics training would assist them in getting a (better) job. When 

employment status is considered for the ES/U1 population, there are not the 

significant differences between those who are out of the labor force and those who are 

unemployed that are evident for the JTPA population. 

Consistent with the trend for JTPA, a significantly larger percentage of the total 

ES/U1 population report that additional mathematics training would assist them in 

getting a (better) job (69.4 percent), compared with additional training in reading or 

writing (57.3 percent). In addition, while a larger percentage of White and Black ES/U1 

participants indicate that mathematics training would be helpful, the difference is not 
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Distributions of ES/U1 Participants Regarding Relationship Between (Better) Job 
and Training by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Reading or Writing English Mathematics 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.orGED 
Same Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 

3,253 

2,382 11.848,iOi 44.3 (2.9) 55.7 (2.9) 2.381 11.846,455 60.5 (2.5) 39.5 (2.5) 
373 2.183.531 76.3 (2.1) 23.7 (2.1) 373 2.183.531 82.6 (2.2) 17.4 (2.2) 
377 3.729.256 83.0 (5.0) 17.0 (5.0) 377 3,730.078 89.7 (4.8) 10.3 (4.8) 

119 509,013 92.8 (3.7) 7.2 (3.7) 119 509,013 87.2 (7.0) 12.8 (7.0) 
495 2.859.040 75.0 (3.7) 25.0(3.7) 497 2s865.877 83.5 (3.3) 16.5 (3.3) 

1,269 6,642,973 61.7 (2.3) 38.3 (2.3) 1,267 6.652.693 75.1 (1.9) 24.9 (1.9) 
855 5.103.368 52.8 (2.4) 47.2 (2.4) 855 5.103.868 69.6 (2.8) 3a.4 (2.8) 
512 3.596.390 36.3 (5.2) 63.7 (5.2) 510 3,573,958 44.4 (2.7) 55.6 (2.7) 

310 
614 
720 

1.054 
46, 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Farce 

541 

1,293 7,108,380 53.1 (3.2) 46.9 (3.2) 1,290 7,094.265 
1,117 6.371.874 56.0 (2.0) 44.0 (2.0) 1,118 6.378.640 

843 5.253.068 64.4 (5.1) 35.6 (5.1) 843 5.255.022 

18.733.323 

1.767.895 
3.403.138 
4.116.753 
6,077.483 
3.283.592 

68.4 (5.9) 
69.6 (5.1) 
56.7 (3.4) 
52.8 (2.6) 

42.7 (2.9) 

31.6 (5.9) 311 1.770.460 84.2 (2.6) 15.8 (2.6) 
30.4 (5.1) 614 3.406,135 80.6 (4.1) 19.4 (4.1) 
43.3 (3.4) 721 4.132.507 71.4 (3.1) ,2,8.6 (3.1) 
47.2 (2.6) 1,050 6.048.818 65.9 (2.5) 34.1 (2.5) 
53.5 (3.6) 542 3.287.864 53.3 (3.1) 46.7 (3.1) 

3,251 18.727.928 69.4 (2.5) 

66.3 (2.8) 
69.2 (2.0) 

30.6 (2.5) 

33.7 (2.8) 
30.8 (2.0) 
26.4 (3.8) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

significant among Hispanic participants. Similarly, a larger percentage of those who 

report a high school diploma or GED and some postsecondary education also indicate 

that mathematics would he helpful, as do a larger percentage of those ES/U1 

participants who are employed or unemployed. Again, the difference is not significant 

for those who were out of the labor force. 

Help Received for Literacy Activities 

Another indication of whether people feel their literacy skills are adequate is the 

frequency with which others help them with various literacy activities. Respondents 

were asked how frequently family members or friends help them with filling out forms, 

explaining articles or other types of written information, dealing with agencies, 

companies, medical personnel, etc., and writing notes and letters. As can he seen in 

Table 3.27, over 80 percent of the total JTPA population indicate they never receive 

help or receive help only once or twice a year for each of the four activities. This rate 

remains similar regardless of race/ethnicity, with the percentages ranging from 87 to 

91, 81 to 86, and 81 to 87 for White, Black, and Hispanic applicants, respectively. 
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Some differences in the rates do occur when the JTPA population is broken down by 

level of education and age. For all the activities except writing letters, greater 

percentages of those with less than a high school education and those aged 16 to 20 

receive help more often. (See Appendix E, Table E.8, for distributions of JTPA 

applicants by race/ethnicity, level of education, age, and labor force status.) 

Distributions of JTPA Applicants Reporting How 
Often They Receive Help with Literacy Activities* 

Filling Out Forms ~ 2,483 1.092,157 1.9 (0.5) 4.5(0.8) ~ 7.1 (0.5) ~ 24.4 (1.4) 62.1 (1.6) 

Reading Written Info. 2,479 1.088.414 4.2 (0.6) ~ 5.5 (0.7) 4.3 (0.4) 12.7 (0.9) 78.3 (1.4) 
Dealing with Agencies 2,478 
Writing Letters 

8.3 (0.9) 26.3 (1.1) fib.3 (1.4) 

2.480 

1.088.426 i 2.5 (0.5) 2.7(0.5) 

1.089.551 3.1(0.5) ! 4.1(0.6) 3.2(0.5) 10.3 (0.7) ~ 79.2 (1.1) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard ervxs. 

Generally, about 90 percent of the ES/U1 participants report that they never 

receive help or receive help only on& 01 twice a year for each of the four activities, as 

can he seen in Table 3.28. Over 90 percent of the White participants, 84 to 90 

percent of the Black participants, and 83 to 88 percent of the Hispanic participants 

indicate that they receive infrequent or no help for each of the four activities. A 

greater percentage of those with less than a high school education receive help more 

frequently as compared with those with the other levels of education for all four of the 

activities. As with the JTPA population, a greater percentage of those aged 16 to 20 

receive help more often as compared with the other age groups for all activities ex,cept 

letter writing. For both the ES/U1 and JTPA populations, there are no major : 

differences by labor force status. (See Appendix E, Table E.9, for distributions of ES/ 

UI participants by racejethnicity, level of education, age, and labor force status). 

Distributions of ES/U1 Participants Reporting How 
Often They Receive Help with Literacy Activities* 

Filling Out Farms 3,263 18.789.008 1.9 (0.3) 2.6 (0.5) 4.3 (0.8) 
Reading Written Info. 

19.3(1.1) 71.9(1.2) 

~ 3,261 ~ 18.794.753 2.6 (0.6) 3.6 (0.5) 2.9 (0.3) 10.9 (0.7) 80.0 

Dealing with Agencies 

(1.3) 

3,263 ~ 18.797.718 1 .I (0.3) 3.3 (0.7) 6.4 (0.9) 28.2 (2.3) 61.0(2.1) 

Writing Letters 3,259 18.799.904 1.5 (0.5) 3.1 (0.5) 5.3 (0.5) 8.4 (0.7) 81.7 (1 .O) 

‘The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard wars. 
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Reading Activities on the Job 

The literacy activities respondents engage in both on the job 

and for personal use are of interest with respect to serving the client populations for 

JTPA and E.S/UI. One question that addresses this issue asked respondents how often 

they read or used information from four different types of literacy materials on the job 

~ reports or journal articles, forms, letters, and diagrams or schematics. As shown in 

Table 3.29, the most frequently used material on the job by JTPA applicants was 

forms, with 47 percent of the applicants reporting that they use forms every day or a 

few times a week. About 25 percent of the applicants report using each of the other 

types of materials with that frequency. 

Distributions of JTPA Applicants Reporting How 
Often They Use Literacy Materials on the Job* 

Reports/Journal Arbcles 2,146 ~ 957.958 18.0 (1.1) i 10.4 (0.9) 7.9 (0.9) 9.7 54.1 (2.0) 
Forms 2,143 ~ 

(1.4) 
957.489 37.9 (2.2) 9.3 (1.0) a.4 (0.9) 6.7 (0.9) 35.6 (1.9) 

Lend 2,143 955,657 ~ 13.4(1.4) ~ ll.E(l.6) 
~ 

~ ~ 
8.1 (0.9) 11.4(1.7) ~ 55.3(2.2) 

Diagrams/Schematics 2.146 963,717 17.7(1.3) 7.5(0.6) 6.6(0.6) 10.4 (1 .O) 57.7 (1.6) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors 

A greater percentage of the ES/U1 population report using the four types of 

materials every day or a few times a week as compared with the JTPA population. As 

can he seen in Table 3.30, the ES/U1 participants also used forms mere frequently 

than other materials, with 65 percent reporting that they use forms every day or a few 

times a week. This frequency is also reported by 45 percent of the participants for 

reports, by 40 percent for letters, and by 33 percent for diagrams. (See Appendix E, 

Tables E.10 and E.11, for distributions of JTPA applicants and ES/U1 participants by 

race/ethnicity, level of education, age, and labor force status.) 

Distributions of ES/U1 Participants Reporting 
How Often They Use Literacy Materials on the Job* 

Reports/Journal Articles 3,138 ~ 16,070,265 31.9(1.5) 13.7 (0.6) a.5 (0.4) 11.5 (0.9) 34.5 (1.7) 

Forms 3,129 ~ 18.014.144 55.5(2.6) ~ 9.6(0.8) ~ 6.5(,.0) ~ 6.6(0.7) 2,.9(,.8) 
Letters 3.126 ~ 17,999,850 25.9 (1.6) 14.7 (0.9) ~ 6.3 (0.5) ! 13.2 (1.1) 37.9(2.2) 
Diagrams/Schematics 3.127 18.030,026 23.0 (2.6) 9.9 (0.9) ~ 6.2 (0.9) ! 11.2 (0.8) 47.7 (2.6) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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Writing Activities on the Job 

Respondents were asked how often they write or fill out memos or business 

letters, reports, forms, and bills or invoices on the job. As can be seen in Table 3.31, 

the greatest percentage of JTPA applicants report that they fill out forms (44.1 percent) 

every day or a few times a week, followed by reports (29.7 percent), memos (21.3 percent), 

and bills (20.4 percent). 

Distributions of ]TPA Applicants Reporting How 
Often They Engage in Writing on the Job* 

Memos/Letters 1 2,144 955,459 14.3 (1.0) 7.0 (0.9) ~ 4.1 (1.0) B.Z(O.7) 66.5 (1.9) 

RepOrtS 2,137 951.561 23.6(1.5) 6.1 (1.1) 6.8(0.5) 8.0 (1.0) 55.5 (1.7) 

Forms 2,141 956,090 36.8(2.i) 
1 

7.3 (0.8) 6.6(0.8) 8.2 (0.7) 41.1 (2.2) 

Bills/Invoices 2,141 954,724 1 14.4(0.6) 1 6.0(0.6) 1 4.6(0.7) ~ 8.1 (1.2) 66.9 (1.6) 

*The numbers in parenthesesare estimated standard ewxs. \ 

A greater percentage of ES/U1 participants than JTPA applicants report they 

write up or fill out the four kinds of documents frequently. As shown in Table 3.32, 58 

percent of the ES/U1 participants report filling out forms every day or a few times a 

week, followed by 42 percent for reports, 38 percent for memos, and 32 percent fdr 

bills. (See Appendix E, Tables El2 and E.13, for distributions of JTPA applicants and 

ESiUl participants by race/ethnicity, level of education, age, and labor force status.) 

Distributions of ES/U1 Participants Reporting 
How Often They Engage in Writing on the Job* 

Memos/Letters 3.137 18.033.334 ~ 25.0(1.9) 12.5 (0.9) 

Reports 3,136 18,040.949 ~ 31.4(1.4) ~ 10.2 (0.8) 

Forms 3.132 18.028.922 47.7(2.4) ~ 10.7 (0.6) 

Bills/Invoices 3,130 18,011.281 21.3 (1.4) 10.4 (0.9) 

7.4(0.7) 9.6(0.8) 45.6 (2.8) 
11.4 (0.6) ~ i1.3(1.3) 35.7 (1.7) 
8.7 (0.9) 6.6 (0.5) 26.3 (2.1) 
7.4 (0.8) 9.4 (0.9) 51.5(1.9) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard ervxs. 
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Frequency of Newspaper Reading 

As was shown in the young adult assessment (Kirsch, Jungeblut, and Rock, 

1988), one important indication of literacy practice is the frequency with which 

people report reading a newspaper. Table 3.33 shows the frequencies with which the 

JTPA population reports reading a newspaper in English. The table indicates that 

about 90 percent of the applicants report reading a newspaper at least once a week 

and only about 3 percent report never reading a newspaper. There do not seem to be 

any significant differences by race/ethnicity in the frequency of reported newspaper 

reading, except that a greater percentage of Hispanic than White applicants report 

that they never read a newspaper in English. Respondent’s level of education, 

however, does seem to be associated with the frequency of reported newspaper 

reading. For example, only 29 percent of those with less than a high school education 

report reading a newspaper daily compared with a range of 41 to 56 percent of those 

with higher levels of education. Similarly, a greater percentage of those over the age of 

45 read a newspaper daily as compared with those aged 45 and under. 

Frequency of Reported Newspaper Reading for JTPA Applicants 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

'OIAi~ 

RAWFTHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

W"EL OF EDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Same Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

2,495 

1.554 
661 
159 

175 
704 

1.044 
440 
130 

489 
484 
504 
733 
259 

492 
827 

1,176 

1.098.167 44.5 (2.4) 32.7 (1.6) 14.4 (1.8) 5.6 (0.8) 2.9(0.7) 

760.336 43.5 (2.2) 33.6 (1.8) 15.0 (2.0) 6.0 (1.1) 1.9 (0.4) 
230,074 45.2 (5.2) 32.3 (4.3) 13.3 (3.8) 4.2 (0.7) 5.0 (2.3) 
64,912 54.9(5.7) 23.6 (4.5) 10.6 (2.7) 3.8 (1.8) 7.1 (2.6) 

64,728 29.0 (4.0) 33.0 (6.3) 18.1 (5.2) 9.0 (1.6) li.O(4.0) 
302,094 40.6(3.5) 32.0 (1.8) 17.5 (2.9) 4.6 (1.1) 5.2(1.5) : 
484.560 45.0(2.6) 33.9 (2.4) 13.7(2.1) 8.5 (1.2) 0.9(0.3) 
184.203 51.1 (3.7) 30.1 (4.0) 12.2 (2.4) 4.6 (1.0) 2.0 (1.2) 
61,480 ~ 55.9(5.2) 32.1 (4.9) 7.2 (3.5) 3.7 (1.8) 1.1 (0.7) 

185,317 36.0 (3.0) 35.4 (2.8) 16.7 (3.8) 7.2 (1.5) 4.8 (1.4) 
213.714 42.4 (4.1) 31.9 (3.9) 14.9 (1.8) 8.0 (1.5) 2.8 (1.1) 
233,703 42.1 (4.5) 38.4 (4.0) 14.4 (2.3) 3.6 (0.9) 1.5 (0.7) 
340.218 45.1 (2.3) 33.3 (3.3) 13.0 (2.3) 6.1 (1.4) 2.5 (1.1) 
115.018 66.5 (5.5) 17.0 (4.7) 11.4(3.3) 1.7 (0.8) 3.4 (2.5) 

241,746 52.0 (3.3) 27.2 (3.2) 12.2 (2.9) 6.2 (1.6) 2.4 (0.7) 
352,733 45.2 (3.1) 36.5 (3.3) lvJ(1.7) 4.9 (1.2) 2.0 (0.7) 
503.688 40.3 (3.4) 32.7 (1.6) 17.4 (2.8) 5.9 (I .O) 3.7 (1.2) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors 
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About 90 percent of the ES/U1 population also report reading a newspaper at 

least once a week, as seen from Table 3.34. As with the JTPA applicants, there is a 

difference in reported frequency of newspaper reading between White and Hispanic 

participants; in the case of ES/U, however, the difference appears with respect to 

daily reading (instead of not reading), with ahout 58 of the White participants and 

about 42 percent of the Hispanic participants reporting daily newspaper reading. For 

the ES/U1 population, there is also an association between level of education and 

frequency of reported newspaper reading. With respect to daily newspaper reading, the 

most significant difference occurs, however, between those with less than or some 

high school and those with at least some postsecondary education. In addition, the 

percentages of participants who report never reading a newspaper decreases from 16 

percent for those with less than high school to about 1 percent for those with college 

degrees. There also appears to be more of an association between age and reported : 

frequency of newspaper reading for the ES/U1 population than for JTPA. The 

percentage for daily newspaper reading increases significantly from about 44 percent 

for those aged 26 to 31 to about 58 percent for those aged 32 to 45, and then to 73 

percent for those over age 45. 

Frequency of Reported Newspaper Reading for ES/U1 Participants 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

TOTAl 3,273 1 16.888.425 53.5 (2.3, 28.2 (0.8) 10.9 (1.4, 5.4 (0.6) 2.1 (0.5) 

RACE:ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,393 ~ 11.891.452 57.6 (2.2) 25.9 (1.4) 
375 2.189.197 50.7 (4.0) 29.6 (1.4) 
384 3,824,079 41.5 (2.2) 34.3 (2.7) 

10.5 (1.3) 4.6 (0.7) 1.3 (0.3) 
10.4 (1.9) 7.2 (2.6) 2.0(0.8) 
12.6 (3.5) 6.5 (1.4) 5.0 (1.5) 

LEVELOF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. 01 GE0 
Some Postsecondary 
College oegree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

120 511,432 
500 2.941.253 

1,279 ! 
860 ~ 

6.681.481 
5.149.103 

511 ~ 3.582.636 

314 ~ 1.845.836 
616 ~ 3.418.336 
727 4.146.004 

1,059 6.109.941 
544 ~ 3.289,378 

1,297 ~ 7.145.732 51.8 (2.9) 
1.126 6.404.895 59.0 (2.9) 

850 5.337.797 49.1 (2.0) 

37.6(&O) 22.5 (8.8) 15.0 (4.6) 8.6 (4.2) 
44.7 (3.9) 28.9 (2.5) 15.2 (2.4) 8.7 (1.6) 
52.6 (2.6) 28.0 (1.5) 11.3(1.8) 6.3 (1.2) 
54.8 (2.31 31.5(1.4) 7.7 (0.9) 4.4 (1.1) 
62.7 (3.4) 23.7 (2.5) 10.6(1.4) 2.4 (1.0) 

45.9 (4.2) 37.0 (2.4) 9.5 (3.7) 5.5 (1.7) 2.1 (0.9) 
42.0 (3.9) 34.1 (2.7) 15.0 (2.2) 7.5 (1.2) 1.4 (0.8) 
43.8 (3.4) 34.4 (1.1) 12.0 (2.0) 5.8 (1.4) 4.0 (2.0) 
57.6 (2.0) 24.2 (1.2) 10.7 (1.4) 5.6 (0.7) 1.6 (0.5) 
73.4 (3.5) 16.8 (2.2) 6.4 (2.5, 2.2 (0.9) 1.2 (0.6) 

29.6 (2.9) 
25.6 (2.0) 
29.3 (2.4) 

10.4 (1.7) 
9.4 (1.9) 

6.0 (0.8) 
4.9 (1.5) 
5.4 11.31 13.3(1.2) 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard ewes. 

16.3 (7.5) 
2.5 (0.8) 
1.8 (0.7) 
1.6 (0.6) 
0.7 (0.7) 

2.4 (0.8) 
1.0 (0.3) 
2.9 (1.4) 
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Table 4.2 provides a summary of the relationship between 

demonstrated literacy proficiencies and age for the total JTPA and ES/U1 populations. 

The modal age for the populations being served by each program is in the category 32 

to 45 years, and for each program roughly one-third of the applicants are in this age 

range. Nevertheless, the age distributions reveal that JTPA is serving a higher 

proportion of individuals in the combined 16-to-25 age ranges (36 percent compared 

to 28 percent), while ES/U1 is serving a higher proportion of adults 46 years and older 

(17 percent compared with 10 percent). 

In the ES/U1 population, individuals in the combined age ranges of 16 to 25 

perform significantly below the levels of literacy demonstrated by other age groups, 

while it appears that literacy proficiencies are at similar levels across the three upper 

age groups. The picture is somewhat different for JTPA eligible applicants. Within 

this population, it is only individuals in the youngest age group (16 to 20) who 

demonstrate significantly lower levels of proficiency, although demonstrated 

proficiencies seem to drop off for those age 46 and older. 

Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Population and Age* 

JTPA 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

ESiUl 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

489 
485 
505 
733 
259 

314 1.845.836 
616 3.418.336 
727 4.146.004 

1.059 6.109.941 
546 3.308.221 

I 
185,317 
213,863 
233,885 
340.218 
115,018 

265.4 (3.1) 
286.7 (3.5) 
287.6 (5.4) 
292.8(3.3) 
280.8 (7.1) 

260.3 (4.5) j 262.6 (3.0) 

279.9(3.4) 283.0 (3.7) 
278.2 (3.8) 1 282.6 (4.1) 
280.2 15.11 ' 289.6 (6.01 
263.8 i3.4j 277.4 ii.ij 

276.5 (7.6) 274.7 (4.3) 
278.7 (4.7) 

272.3 (4.') 
274.8 (6.0) 281.9 (5.8) 

291.8 (4.1) 284.9 (3.3) 293.2 (3.3) 
297.9 (5.1) 290.1 (3.2) 297.4 (3.2) 
297.0 (4.4) 284.4 (4.5) 294.2 (4.7) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

l RACE/ETHNICITI 

As shown in Table 4.3, race/ethnicity has a notable relationship 

with mean performance for both the JTPA and the ES/U1 populations. The data in 

this table show Black and Hispanic program participants scoring significantly below 

White participants. Among ES/U1 participants, the difference between minority and 

White participants is, on average, a full standard deviation (50 points on the 0 to 500 



Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Race/Ethnicity* 

JTPR 
White 1,556 760,740 ~ 292.8 (2.6) 264.3 (2.9) 291.5 (2.5) 
Black 663 230.405 

~ 
~ 264.1 (4.6) 250.5 (4.5) 255.6 (4.6) 

Hispanic 159 64,912 ! 263.0 (6.1) 251.7 (5.0) 256.0 (5.2) 

ES,“, 
White 2,394 11.694.600 ~ 311.1(1.6) 301.8 (2.0) ! 306.5 (1.5) 
Black 375 2.189.197 261.7 (5.2) 250.7 (3.5) ~ 257.9 (5.6) 
Hispanic 384 3,824.079 249.6 (5.0) 246.1 (5.6) ~ 254.0 (4.5) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

score scale).’ For JTPA eligible applicants, the difference is somewhat smaller (about 

30 points or only 60 percent of a standard deviation) but, nevertheless, highly 

statistically significant. 

According to these data, the Hispanic survey participants applying for JTPA and \ 
ES/U1 benefits perform, on average, at about the same level as Black participants. 

This finding is in contrast to those from other national databases in which Hispanic 

p’opulations typically have been reported to obtain mean scores about midway 

between White and Black groups, or roughly one-half standard deviation from each 

(Rock, Ekstrom, Goertz, & Pollack, 1985; Kirsch 6. Jungeblut, 1986; Sum, 

Harrington, & Goedicke, 1986). S’ mce the Hispanic participants in ES/U1 programs 

obtain mean scores that are at least a full standard deviation below that for White 

participants, it appears that ES/U1 programs are serving a less proficient population of 

Hispanic participants than would be expected of a nationally representative sample of 

the total population. The same argument holds for Hispanic applicants for JTPA 

programs, but to a lesser degree. On the other hand, since the means for eligible Black : 

applicants for JTPA are only some 60 percent of a standard deviation below that for 

White applicants, it appears that the self-selection bias operating here is for more 

proficient Black individuals to apply for JTPA services. 

It is important to note here that these data do not imply that all minority group 

members score at the lower levels on the three literacy scales or that the cause for 

lower petformance is to be explained by the race/ethnicity variable. For example, data 

from the High School and Beyond study indicate that Black and Hispanic students are 

overrepresented in the disadvantaged group, which includes about 54 percent of Black 

‘The original NAEP scales were esrahlished to have a mean of 250 and a standard drviarion of 50 for the 
combined proficiency distribution of grades 4,8, and 12. Each suhpopularion in this survey has mrans 
and standard deviarions that differ somewhat from these figures. For purposes of discussing effect sizes. 
we will refer CO a standard deviation of 50 points. 
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and 57 percent of Hispanic high school seniors. The scores of high school seniors from 

disadvantaged backgrounds are consistently one standard deviation below the average 

scores of other students (Sum, Harrington, & Goedicke, 1986). Moreover, recent data 

indicate that while as many as 20 percent of all children in this country may be 

growing up in homes that are at or near poverty levels, the percentage for minority 

populations could be as high as 50 percent. 

. Lf:\;fL~ ()f~ Em ~C’LUION 

Each person participating in this study was asked to state hoti 

many years of formal education he ot she had completed. For reporting purposes, 

responses to this question were categorized into: zero to eight years; nine to 12 years 

but no diploma; a high school diploma or GED equivalency; some postsecondary; and 

a two- or four-year college degree or higher. As the data in Table 4.4 show, there is a 

very strong, positive relationship between reported level of education and demonstrated 

proficiency on each of the three literacy scales for both the JTPA and ES/U1 populations. 

The difference in proficiency scores is significant at each successive level of education with 

the magnitude of the difference between the highest and lowest levels of education heidg 

about 100 points or two standard deviations, 

Weighted Average Pmficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Population and Level of Education* 

JTPA ~ 

O-8 Years 176 64,975 
Q-12 Years 

I 231.5 (5.5) 
705 302,247 

H.S. Dip.orGED ~ 1,045 484.742 ~ 
249.5 (4.4) 
283.0 

SomePostsec. 1 
(3.0) 

442 184,509 291.6 College Degree ~ (3.2) 130 ,^^ 
61.4W ~ 339.3(11.1) , 321.1 (8.9) 

I 
232.3 (4.6) 
255.3 (2.7) 
294.1 (3.3) 
306.3 (3.1) 

ES/U1 
O-8 Years 
Q-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,ar GED 1 
SomePostsec. ! 
College Degree 

120 
500 

1,279 
861 
513 

511,432 196.4 (14.1) 1QQ.8U7.1) 211.0(12.5) 
2.941.253 249.1 (7.0) 

1 
247.1 (5.1) 251.7 (4.5) 

6,681,481 286.1 (2.1) 279.4 (1.6) ! 288.4 (2.7) 
5.154.636 303.4 (3.9) 296.5 (2.5) 299.9 (2.5) 
3.601.479 328.6 (4.2) 315.1 (4.7) 1 324.6 (3.6) 

233.9 (5.1) 
254.4 (3.1) 
289.6 (2.1) 
298.4 (4.1) 
336.9 (9.8) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors 

Given the billions of dollars spent on education in this country, it would be 

gratifying to interpret these differences in proficiencies as a sole result of the decision 

by some to continue their education, independent of other factors. Unfortunately, the 

relationship between educational attainment and literacy proficiency is not so simple. 
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On the one hand, those who report staying in school longer do demonstrate higher 

levels of proficiency. On the other hand, it may be that those with higher levels of 

proficiency choose to stay in school longer. In addition, other variables are likely to 

play an important role in helping to explain the variation noted here (cf. Chapter 7 of 

this report). 

For example, data from the young adult assessment indicate that intergenerational 

aspects of poor academic performance -parental education, economic situation, and 

early home experiences - are all likely to affect an individual’s system of values and 

knowledge. These value and knowledge systems can he expected to have cumulative 

and lasting effects on interests, motivations, aspirations, and ultimately on literacy 

practices and proficiencies. 

Table 4.4 reveals that ES/U1 participants attain, on average, higher levels of 

education than those eligible for JTPA programs. For example, a larger percentage of 

ES/U1 participants report having some type of college degree than do eligible JTPA 

applicants. In addition, among the total populations, about 21 percent of the ES/U1 

participants report not obtaining a high school diploma as compared with about 33 

.percent of JTPA eligible applicants. Except among applicants who reported zero to 

eight years of education, the mean literacy proficiencies for the two DOL populations 

do not differ significantly on the basis of educational attainment. However, as would 

t& expected, the mean proficiencies increase with higher reported educational 

attainment across scales within each population. 

The strong relationship between level of education and literacy proficiency holds 

for each racial/ethnic subgroup within the JTPA and ES/U1 populations. As shown in 

Table 4.5, regardless of racial/ethnic background. level of education is significantly 

related to level of petformance on the three literacy scales. In addition, there are few 

differences in mean performance between JTPA and ES/U1 populations within a 

particular level of educational attainment. While a number of the differences in mean 

scores appear large, the only differences between JTPA and ES/U1 means that reach : 
statistical significance at the .05 level or above for White respondents are found on 

the document scale for individuals reporting nine to 12 years of education (high 

school dropouts) and for those reporting some postsecondary experience. The only 

significant difference for Black program participants is on the document scale for 

individuals reporting zero to eight years of education. 

Alternative High School Certification 

JTPA and ES/U1 program participants who did not receive a high school 

diploma were asked whether OI not they ever participated in a GED or high school 

equivalency program. Among ES/U1 participants, about 46 percent indicate they had 
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Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Race/Ethnicity and Level of Education* 

JTPA Level of Education 

White 
Prose 242.9 (6.9) 
Document 237.1 (6.8) 
Ouantitative 241.3 (5.7) 

Black 
Prose ~ 206.3 (7.4) 
Document 217.5 (15.0) 
Quantitative 217.3 (19.6) 

Hispanic ! 
Prose 
Document 

i 203.4(13.1) 
199.3(14.0) 

Quantitative 201.7(11.2) 

261.6 (3.7) 
259.9 (3.1) 
2649 (3.0) 

244.0 (6.9) 
228.4 (5.4) 
234.8 (4.0) 

273.4 (6.9) 286.7 (7.9) 306.5(11.0) 
256.5 (3.5) 274.7 (5.6) 288.7 (6.9) 
263.0 (4.3) 275.1 (7.7) 307.8 (9.2) 

229.2 (11.6) 278.3 (11.7) 
228.1 (,O.! 
223.6 (8.1) 272.7 (9.9) 

277.8 (7.0) 304.7 (52.1) 

5) 258.9 (10.8) 273.7 (8.9) 271.0 122.9) 

318.2 (3.8) 346.4 (13.2) 
301.4 (2.4) 329.9 (7.9) 

311.2 (3.3) 346.8 (8.0) 

277.7 (10.9) 282.4 i35.1; 

ES/U1 Level of Education 

White 
PVW 224.3 (8.1) 
Document 225.0 (8.1) 
Quantitative ~ 238.2 (9.7) 

272.9 .(4.2) 300.4 (2.3) 317.9 (2.6) 344.8 (4.1) 
269.6 (2.5) 293.7 (2.1) 309.2 (2.2) 326.9 (5.7) 
271.7 (3.6) 301.7 (2.6) 

~ 

313.8 (3.1) 336.0 (3.7) 

Black 
PlO% 

‘Document 
201.4 (21 S) 
160.2 (12.3) 

Ouantitative 196.0 (21.8) 

230.5 (10.8) 1 256.6 (7.0) 

222.9 (12.7) 248.0 (4.4) 
227.7 (12.4) 259.3 (7.7) 

283.1 (6.2) 
~ 

290.1 (12.1) 

266.8 (6.3) 278.5 (17.8) 

268.5 (4.5) 284.3 (13.5) 

HiSpWllC 
Prose 176.2 (7.3) 227.5 (8.5) 1 261.2 (6.6) 275.0 Document (8.8) 274.4 179.2 (14.0) (7.2) 

~ 228.3 (5.2) 250.9 (5.8) 273.7 (6.3) 267.1 Ouantitative 194.3 (9.3) ! (1X3) 
235.7 (6.2) 260.5 (4.5) 

~ 
274.7 (7.1) 284.2 (6.4) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard ernx$ 

studied for the GED as compared with about 56 percent of eligible JTPA applicants, 

More importantly, those who report studying for the GED score about one-half of a 

standard deviation (or 25 points) higher on the three literacy scales than those who 

report not studying for the certificate. 

Thus, among JTPA and ES/U1 program participants without a high school 

diploma, those demonstrating higher levels of literacy are more likely to pursue the 

GED than those with lower levels of skill. At the time of this DOL assessment, some 

60 percent of JTPA and ES/U program participants who reported studying for the 

GED also indicated receiving a certificate. Again, mean performance on the three 

literacy measures appears to be strongly related to whether or not a GED certificate 



was obtained. The differences in means shown in Table 4.6 of those who received the 

GED and those who did not range from 35 to 50 points on the three literacy scales. 

For example, the average prose score was 295 for JTPA eligible applicants who 

reported receiving their GED and 247 for those who said they did not receive the 

certificate. Similarly, among ES/U1 participants the prose scores were 291 as compared 

with 240. Whether these differences result primarily from learning gains that occur as 

a result of participation in the various programs or reflect preexisting conditions, it 

appears that a GED certificate is a good proxy for higher literacy levels - that is, for 

both population groups, the mean literacy proficiency scores of those individuals 

receiving a GED are similar to those reporting a high school diploma. 

Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the Three Literacy Scales 
for Those Who Study for the GED and Those Who Received the GED* 

Study Received 

Iy;mmm 
JIPA 

Prose 1 274.6 (4.6) 250.3(5.6) ~ 294.8 (4.1) 246.8 (7.7) 
Document 270.5 (4.8) 244.3 (4.6) 285.4 (4.4) 250.1 (6.7) 
Ouantibtive 273.1 (5.4) 249.5 (4.0) i 289.1 (4.7) 

~ 
251.1 (6.6) 

ES/U1 I 
Prose 270.3 (6.2) 247.8 (8.5) 291.2 (6.0) ~ 239.8 (8.2) 
Document 268.3 (5.1) 240.6 (8.4) 284.7 (3.1) 244.6 (9.1) 

Quantitative ~ 276.6 (5.0) 248.8 (8.2) 293.3 (3.4) ~ 254.7(10.6) 

- 
*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

e 1\11’1.l n \,,:s I’, E:\l<Nls(;.s, AN,) OC~Cl ‘I’~\I’IOS 

During the past decade there have been a number of reports - 

Ametica’s Choice: High Skills or Low Wages! (June, 1990); Toward a More Perfect Union 

(Berlin &Sum, 1988); The Sub& Danger (Venezky, Kaestle, 61 Sum, 1987); Workplace 

Competencies: The Need m Improve Literacy and Employment Readiness (Barton & 

Kirsch, 1990); and Workforce 2000 (H d u son Institute, 1987) -that emphasize the 

role education and literacy play in meeting the human resource needs of this country. 

In the DOL assessment, individuals were asked a series of questions that relate to what 

they were doing last week, the number of weeks worked in the preceding 12 months, 

the type of job they held most recently, and their hourly wage in that job. Analyses of 

the data in Tables 4.7 to 4.10 reveal that individuals who demonstrate higher levels of 

literacy skills avoid long periods of unemployment, earn higher wages, and work in 

higher level occupations than those program participants who demonstrate lower 

literacy skills. 

78 



Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the Three Literacy Scales 
by Population, Labor Force Status, and Weeks of Employment* 

JTPA 
Weeks of Employment 

0 
I-13 
14-26 
27-39 
40, 

619 233,054 271.0 (4.6) 
515 225,057 276.3 (3.7) 
502 237,421 290.0 (5.2) 
332 129.172 292.2 (4.8) 
533 275,297 293.2 (5.9) 

Labor Force status 
Employed 
Not Employed - 

Looking 
Out of Labor Force 

492 241,746 

829 
1.160 

353,043 
505.211 

I 

298.4 (7.0) 263.0 (6.0) 289.0 (6.0) 

285.2 (3.5) 274.6 (3.9) 281.2 (3.3) 
276.7 (3.8) 269.8 (3.4) 276.2 (3.3) 

ES/U1 
Weeks ofEmp,oymen, 

0 
I-13 
14-26 
27-39 
40t 

171 1,211,117 266.8(12.2) 263.6 (6.4) 
226 1,683.571 275.6 (6.2) 267.5 (6.8) 
358 2.445.848 280.9 (5.1) 276.3 (5.5) 
466 2.604.417 291.8 (7.6) 281.4 (6.4) 

2,056 10.992.i34 297.4 (3.4) 290.0 (2.4) 

1,299 7.164.575 

1,127 6.410.428 
851 5.362.085 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

Labor Force Status 
Employed 
Not Employed - 

Looking 
Out of Labor Force 

295.2 (2.9) 

293.3 (4.3) 
261.3 (7.9) 

261.3 (3.7) 
268.4 (3.7) 
278.1 (4.2) 
283.9 (3.4) 
262.2 (5.6) 

268.3 ,(4.4) 
275.9 (3.4) 
283.1 (3.7) 
290.7 (4.7) 
288.0 (7.1) 

269.1 (10.9) 
276.9 (5.2) 
284.2 (4.2) 
287.9' 16.1) 
297.1 (2.8) 

291.0 (3.2) ! 298.1 (3.3) 

285.1 (3.6) 293.7 (2.6) 
272.0 (4.6) 276.8 (6.0) 

Weeks of Employment and Labor Force Status 

As can be seen in Table 4.7, the pattern of results for the two DOL populatid,ns is 

very similar. That is, individuals who report longer periods of employment duringthe 

12 months preceding the survey demonstrate higher levels of proficiency than their 

counterparts who report fewer weeks of employment. For example, JTI’A eligible 

applicants who report 13 or fewer weeks of employment achieve mean literacy scores 

of 275 or lower on the three scales, while the mean scores for those reporting 27 or 

more weeks of employment approximate the 290 level. 

The labor force status variable that characterizes the work pattern during the 

week preceding the assessment reveals the same pattern of results as does the variable 

of weeks of employment. Individuals in each of the DOL populations who report 

being employed the week prior to the assessment have average literacy scores at about 

290 or above, while those who report being out of work and not looking for a job - 

i.e., out of the labor force -attain average proficiency scores of about 275 or below. 
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Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Population and Hourly Wage* 

JTPA 
up to $3.85 
.$3.86-$4.99 
$5.00.$6.99 
$7.00.$9.99 
$10.00 + 

ES/U1 
Up to $3.85 
$3.86-164.99 
$5.00.$6.99 
$7.00.$9.99 
$10.00 + 

151 
128 
121 

60,855 
59,440 
58,724 

284.2 (8.1) ~ ;;A:; I;:;; 
292.1 (6.9) 
290.7 (11 .O) 275.9 (7.7) 

275.3 (6.7) 
291.6 (7.3) 
284.3 (9.3) 

37 23.921 334.0(22.4) 303.1 (22.1) 320.3 (14.9) 
38 29,271 321.3 (16.2) 293.5 (7.8) 296.6 (10.2) 

132 479,565 283.2 (7.5) 275.2 (7.3) 283.3 (8.6) 
210 950,315 265.9 (6.1) 264.5 (7.4) 274.8 (6.4) 
325 1.638.240 286.2 (4.1) 280.2 (4.3) 286.1 (3.5) 
315 i.855.104 298.0 (3.3) 291.0 (4.9) 299.8 (3.0) 
289 2.114.611 314.2 (5.1) 313.3 (3.6) 318.7 (6.0) 

'The numbers in parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 

Earnings and Income 

The data reported in Table 4.8 represent hourly wage information for those 

individuals in each population who report being employed the week prior to the 

assessment. This represents roughly 20 percent of the JTPA eligible applicants and 

nearly 40 percent of the ES/U1 program participants. While the progression of mean 

proficiency SCOKS are not as consistent as those discussed above, Table 4.8 reinforces 

the notion that demonstrated literacy proficiencies can be expected to increase in 

association with hourly wage. For example, ESwl participants who report earning 

between $7.00 and $9.99 attain average proficiencies of around 300, while those who 

report earning $10.00 or more per hour demonstrate proficiencies at about the 315 level. 

A more consistent pattern emerges in the data displayed in Table 4.9 reflecting 

reported household income. As is typical with income and performance data, the 

range in mean proficiency scores is relatively wide actoss each of the DOL 

populations. This range in mean proficiency scores extends over a full standard 

deviation (in fact, some 60 points) for the ES/U1 population and approaches a full 

standard deviation on the prose and quantitative scales for the JTPA eligible 

applicants. It is not too surprising to see that household income increases along with 

demonstrated levels of proficiency. 

Occupations 

While it would be beneficial to know the level of literacy required to obtain and 

succeed in various occupations, no research has been completed that would allow such 

statements to be made with any confidence. Still, some perspective can be gained by 

looking at the demonstrated proficiency levels of people in the DOL populations who 

report having worked in various occupational categories. 
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Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Population and Household Income* 

JTPA I 
up to $4,999 1 

I 
735 ~ 277,211 

$5.000-9.999 I 
271.4 (3.8) 

594 
I 

245.040 266.2 (4.6) 

$10.000-14.999 332 137,462 281.8 (4.7) 

$15.000-19.999 175 83,094 297.4(10.4) 

$20.000-29.999 168 107,308 296.5 (6.0) 

$30.000-39.999 121 70.315 314.1 (10.5) 

$40.000-49.999 64 28.411 307.3(10.4) 
$50,000 + 26 19,464 315.8(13.2) 

ES/W 

up IO $4,999 : 253 1.495.024 263.0 (6.4) 

$5.000-9.999 359 2.059.540 267.8 (6.8) 

$10.000-14.999 423 2.362.704 261.5 (6.2) 

$15.000-19.999 357 1.917.485 266.2 (8.0) 

.$20,000-29,999 585 3.009.634 293.4 (5.3) 

$30.000-39,999 428 2.437.458 309.5 (4.2) 

$40,000-49,999 273 L478.380 305.3 (3.5) 

$50,000 + 326 2,270,563 324.0 (4.4) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

The data in Table 4.10 indicate that the literacy levels of individuals reporting 

various occupations do differ considerably. In fact, the range of mean proficiency 

‘scores for both DOL populations extends over almost a full standard deviation (50 

points) on each of the three scales. For example, individuals who report working in 

professional positions have average prose and quantitative proficiencies around the 

320 level compared with those who report working in laborer and service occupations 

where the means are around the 270 level. On the document scale, the means rarlge 

from about 300 for those reporting professional occupations to about 265 for thosk 

reporting laborer and service occupations. 

While the range of average proficiency scores is similar in each DOL population, 

the occupational groupings are somewhat different. That is, for the eligible JTPA 

applicants two clusters seem to emerge. Those individuals who report laborer, service, 

operative, or craft occupations demonstrate literacy proficiencies that cluster around 

270 to 280. In contrast, those reporting clerical through professional occupations have 

means that range from 290 to 320 on the literacy scales. 

Within the ES/U1 population, three clusters of occupational groups emerge. The 

average proficiency scores for individuals reporting laborer, service, or operative 

occupations center around the 270 level. F or craft and clerical occupations, the means 

approximate 290 and for sales through professional occupations, the means tend to 

exceed the 300 level. 

260.9 (2.6) 263.2 ,(3.7) 

280.0 (4.1) 285.1 ,(4.0) 
273.2 (3.8) 281.5 (5.5) 
292.9 (6.2) 
;;,"I I;:;; ~ 2:: ii::; 

309.3(10.9) 

257.2 (6.1) 
1 

265.6 (5.3) 
261.4 (6.7) 270.8 (6.4) 

268.2 (6.0) ~ 278.5 (4.0) 
277.0 (5.9) 267.1 (5.6) 
290.4 (3.9) 296.4 (5.6) 
302.1 (2.5) 3040 (4.3) 

296.7 (3.4) 303.8 (3.7) 
320.5 (2.5) ~ 325.3 (5.3) \ 
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JTPA 
Laborer 
Service 
Operative 
C,&l 
Clerical 
SdB 
Technical 
Manager 
Professional 

ESiUl 
Laborer 
Service 
Operative 
C,dl 
Clerical 
SaleS 
Technical 
Manager 
Prolessional 

Weighted Average Proficiency Scores on the 
Three Literacy Scales by Population and Recent Occupation* 

258 
543 
417 
206 
228 
287 

31 
111 
70 

123,678 272.2 (3.8) 2648 (4.7) 
234.016 276.9 (4.6) 265.9 (4.3) ~ 274.1 (4.8) 
200.639 282.8 (4.3) 274.4 (3.9) 1 281.1 (4.4) 
92,762 280.2 (6.1) 280.3 (6.7) 
96.811 304.8 15.31 

1 
115:263 298.8 ;5.7j 

! 13.103 316.4 (18.7) 
54,675 313.9 (8.1) 
38,656 319.5(19.1) 

311 1.573.455 
411 2.076.633 
554 3.074.901 
379 2.100.824 
430 2.751.452 
396 2.325,324 
74 371,648 

389 2.546.878 
178 1,101,4i6 

268.0 (4.6) 

268.5(10.3) 
274.0 (6.1) 
270.9 (6.2) 
285.5 (4.8) 
296.5 (5.7) 
301.6 (5.0) 
315.8(10.5) 
319.5 (5.1) 
322.4 (6.2) 

266.4 (5.7) ~ 
266.6 (6.3) j 

284.9 (7.5) 
297.3 (5.2) 
291.7 (5.2) 

303.5(12.8) 303.9 (6.6) 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard elrols. 

298.3 (7.0) 314.6 (6.8) 
299.5(14.3) 317.7 (15.4) 

268.4 (9.5) 273.9 (9.2) ( 
262.3 (6.4) 274.1 (6.2) 
264.5 (4.7) 274.2 (5.1) 
283.2 (4.0) 290.4 (3.6) 
2848 (4.3) 289.6 (4.3) 
296.4 (4.3) 303.2 (3.7) 
307.1 (13.0) 306.4 (11.5) 
312.7 (3.0) 318.1 (3.4) ': 
312.1 (5.0) 323.2 (6.4) 

Demonstrated Proficiency and Perceived Adequacy of Literacy Skills 

As shown in Table 4.11, there are significant differences in literacy proficiency 

levels between those who report their reading, writing, and mathematics skills were 

adequate for their most recent job and those who report they were not. Without 

exception, those who report that their skills were adequate score significantly higher 

on the three scales than those who report that their skills were not adequate. The 

difference between these two groups with respect to reading skills is more than a 

standard deviation (about 50 points on a scale of 0 to 500) for the prose and 

document scales and is somewhat smaller, about 80 percent of a standard deviation 

Literacy Proficiency Levels for JTPA Applicants 
Reporting Adequacy of Literacy Skills for Their Most Recent Job* 

L~-~---- 
Prose 289.6 (2.9) 223.9 (12.0) 290.2 (2.7) 251.1 (9.0) 289.7 (2.6) 265.1 (9.8) 
Document 279.2 (3.0) 222.1 (10.0) 280.0 (3.0) 243.1 (7.2) 279.2 (2.9) 255.3 (7.9) 
Quantitative 286.0 (2.9) 244.5 (14.1) 287.1 (2.6) 253.1 (9.1) 286.9 (3.0) 259.6 (9.8) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors 
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(40 points), for the quantitative scale. With respect to writing skills, the difference is 

at least two-thirds of a standard deviation (33 points) for all three scales, and for 

mathematics the difference is about half a standard deviation (25 points). (See Table 

E.6 for proficiency levels for JTPA applicants hy race/ethnicity and labor force status.) 

Table 4.12 shows the literacy proficiency levels by scale for each skill area for the 

ES/U1 population. As with the JTPA population, those ESml participants who report 

that their skills wete adequate score significantly higher than those who report that 

their skills were not adequate. Across all three scales, the difference between the two 

groups is more than a standard deviation with respect to reading skills, is about two- 

thirds of a standard deviation for writing, and approaches or reaches 80 percent of a 

standard deviation for mathematics. (See Table E.7 f or proficiency levels for ES/U1 

participants by race/ethnicity and labor force status.) 

PrOSI 
Document 
Quantitative 

Literacy Proficiency Levels for ES/U1 Participants 
Reporting Adequacy of Literacy Skills for Their Most Recent Job* 

294.8 (3.5) 226.3 (13.6) 295.1 (3.6) 261.6 (12.2) 294.8 (3.4) 258.7 (12.2) 

287.3 (2.8) 228.2 (14.5) 288.1 (2.8) 253.7 (10.7) 287.9 (2.8) 248.6(10.9) 
294.4 (2.6) 242.0 (9.8) 295.4 (2.8) 261.7 (9.5) 295.6 (2.7) 253.3 (8.6) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

0 Sf ‘hlhl:\Kk 

For the two DOL populations, no significant difference in mean 

score paformance is demonstrated on the prose scale, hut on the document and 

quantitative scales the means for the ES/U1 population are significantly higher than 

those for eligible JTPA applicants. For the most part, there are no significant 

differences in mean scores between men and women in either DOL group. As 

revealed in these data, it is probably not surprising that JTPA is serving a higher 

proportion of younger individuals, while ES/U1 is serving a higher proportion of adults 

46 years of age and older. Both DOL programs appear to be serving a less skilled 

subgroup of Hispanic participants than would be expected of a nationally 

representative total population sample, but there is evidence of a relatively strong self- 

selection factor operating in the other direction for eligible Black applicants for JTPA 

- JTPA programs seem to he attracting a more highly skilled subgroup of Black 

participants than would be expected in relation to a nationally representative 

population. 

Except for individuals reporting zero to eight years of education, there are no 

significant differences in the mean literacy proficiencies between the two !XL 
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populations reporting various levels of educational attainment. There is, however, an 

increase of mean proficiency scores across scales for each population as higher 

educational attainment is reported. This strong relationship between level of 

education and literacy proficiency holds for each racial/ethnic subgroup within both 

the JTPA and ES/U1 populations. Few significant differences are evidenced between 

the mean proficiency scores for JTPA and ES/U1 racial/ethnic subgroups. Those JTPA 

and ES/U1 participants who do not hold a high school diploma hut who report 

studying for the GED typically score about one-half standard deviation (or 25 points) 

above the groups who have apparently not sought an alternative route to obtaining an 

equivalent diploma. But, those individuals who study for and earn the GED on 

average score some 35 to 50 points (or a full standard deviation) higher than those 

who drop out of the GED program. 

The data on employment history, earnings, and occupation indicate that 

individuals who avoid long periods of unemployment, earn higher wages, and work in 

higher-level jobs also demonstrate higher levels of literacy proficiency. On average, 

individuals who are characterized as out of the labor force - that is, report being out 

of work and not seeking employment-obtain lower mean literacy proficiencies than 

dd individuals who report having been employed the week before participating in this ‘,’ 

assessment. 
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very consistent manner. An individual estimated to be performing at the 250 level has 

an 82 percent chance of responding correctly to the 246-level task involving a 

magazine article. In addition, this table shows that this individual would have even 

higher probabilities of success performing easier tasks. A person at the 250 level would 

be expected to perform tasks at about the 200 level with more than a 90 percent 

probability, e.g., that person has a 94 percent probability of success performing the 

Z09-level task listed in Table 5.1. 

Tasks and Associated Probabilities Along the Prose Scale 

mm, I ;,. I,,, ” .,.I,’ I. I,, ,’ 

150 200 250 300 350 400 450 ( 

ldentifv sinale We of informa- 209 36 75 94 99 100 100 100 
tion in a b&l sr~& alticle 

Identify single piece of informa- 210 40 15 93 98 100 100 100 
tion in a short announcement 

Locate information in lengthy 246 11 43 82 97 99 100 100 ‘: 
maguine ardcle 

Match two features of informa- 253 13 42 70 95 99 100 100 
tion in a brief sports alticle 

ReDhrase information staled in 298 1 7 36 82 97 100 100 
a magazine arbcle 

Inkorate information from a 
news alticle on the economy 

Compare new and old ways of 
processing credit card charges 

Identify two Situations that 
satishr a oiven criterion 

305 4 15 44 18 94 99 100 

346 3 10 28 51 82 94 98 

356 2 7 21 49 11 92 98 

In contrast, this same individual would be expected to respond to an item at 

about the 300 level with a probability around 40 percent - 36 percent for the task 

with an RP80 value of 298. Although this person can be expected to demonstrate 

some success with tasks at the 300 level, performance would most likely be 

inconsistent-the individual would be expected to respond correctly less than half 

the time. Moreover, such an individual would have less than a 30 percent chance of 

responding correctly to tasks at around the 350 level on the prose scale. 

The preceding paragraphs have focused on the probabilities of an individual with 

a particular (250) proficiency level successfully performing tasks along the prose scale. 

Now consider a task at the 253 level and the associated probabilities of responding 

correctly for individuals with varying levels of proficiencies. As shown in Table 5.1, 

the probability of responding correctly to this 253-level task for someone at the 150 
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level is only 13 percent. The probability increases to just over 40 percent for someone 

who is estimated to be performing at the 200 level and, as expected, 78 percent for 

someone at the 250 level. The probability of responding correctly to this task 

increases to over 95 percent for individuals who score at or above the 300 level on the 

prose scale. 

Interpretations of other tasks presented in Table 5.1 can be made in a similar 

manner; that is, the task at the 298 level is relatively difficult for individuals whose 

estimated proficiencies are between 150 and 200 on the scale. They have between a 1 

and 7 percent chance of responding correctly to this or similar tasks. Individuals at the 

300 level have an 82 percent chance of responding correctly and individuals scoring 

at OI above 350 would be expected to rarely miss this task or one like it. 

To this point, the discussion has centered on appropriate interpretations of 

performance on tasks having a response probability criterion of 80 percent (RP80). IAs 

discussed in Chapter 2, each of the scales covers a particular area of literacy and is 

designed to represent processing demands associated with a range of materials selected 

from various adult contexts. Within this “materials by task” design, difficulty of the 

tasks depends to a large degree on the interaction between what is read (stimulus 

material) and what the respondent is asked to do with the material (question/ ,’ 

directive). 

To facilitate interpretation of proficiencies along each of the literacy scales, &e 

have chosen to characterize them in terms of five discrete levels. These levels reflect 

the extent to which one or more variables operate in ways that were initially 

Fonceptualized for the original young adult assessment (Kirsch & Jungeblut, 1986). 

and further amplified by Kirsch and Mosenthal (1990) and the present DOL report. 

This work suggests that while literacy is not a single skill suited to all types of tasks, 

neither is it an infinite number of isolated skills each associated with a different type 

of material or purpose for reading. Rather there appears to be an ordered set of 

information-processing skills and strategies that may be called into play to accomplish 

the range of tasks falling along each of the scales. It is this ordering that we have 

attempted to capitalize on in describing the meaning of performance as it ranges from 

level 1 through level 5. 

. I’I<O\f: Ll I fcf::\<1’ 

An important area of literacy is the knowledge and skills needed 

to understand and use information contained in various kinds of textual material. 

Prose materials used in this assessment are mostly expository - that is, they define or 

describe - since that constitutes much of the prose that adults read. These materials 

include texts from newspapers, magazines, brochures, and pamphlets. It is important 

to note that the texts used in this assessment are reprinted in their entirety and 

replicate the layout and typography of the original sources. As a result, the prose 
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stimulus materials vary widely in length, density of information, and in the use of 

structural or organizational aids such as section or paragraph headings, italic or 

boldface type, and bullets. 

The prose literacy scale contains 44 tasks that range from 164 to 465 on the 

scale. These tasks represent three major aspects of processing prose information: 

locating, integrating, and generating. Locate tasks require the reader to match 

information stated in a question or directive with information provided in the text. 

The match might be literal or synonymous or might require the reader to make an 

inference on the basis of one or more features. The integrate tasks in this assessment 

require the reader to pull together two or more pieces of information provided in the 

text. Such a task might require the reader to compare and contrast features given in 

the text with conditions provided in the question. In some cases, the information to 

be integrated is located within a single paragraph. In others, the reader must integrate ( 

information located in different paragraphs or sections of the text. The generate tasks 

in this assessment require readers not only to process information in the text, but also 

to go beyond the text and to draw on their background knowledge about a topic or to 

make text-based inferences. 

It is important to note, however, that each of these three types of tasks extends .’ 

over a range of difficulty as a result of interaction with other variables that include: 

l the number of categories or features of information in the question that the 

reader has to process 

l the number of categories or features of information in the text that can serve 

as distracters or plausible answers 

l the degree to which information given in the question has less obvious 

identity with the information stated in the text 

l the length and density of the text 

Characterizing Levels of Proficiency on the Prose Scale 

The following discussion highlights some of the tasks on the prose scale and 

describes how their position on the scale seems to reflect various combinations of 

these variables. Throughout the discussion, the numbers associated with specific tasks 

refer to the point on the scale at which the task is located based on an RP80 criterion. 

The headings for each level provide the percentage of the total JTPA and ES/U1 

populations estimated to be performing at that level. 
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Level q I225 JTPA 13.7% 
Prose ES/U1 12.2% 

Tasks falling at or below the 225 level (level 1) on the prose scale require a 

reader to locate and match a single piece of requested information. Typically, the 

match between the question ot directive and the text is literal, although sometimes a 

low-level inference may be necessary. In addition, the text is usually brief ot has 

organizational aids such as paragraph headings ot italics that help clue the appropriate 

places in the text to search for specific information. Finally, the key word or phrase 

appears only once in the text. 

As an example, a passage reprinted in a newspaper about a marathon swimmer 

makes only one reference to food eaten during the swim. The directive asks the reader 

to “underline the sentence that tells what Ms. Chanin ate during the swim.” This t&k 

at the 209 level requires matching “banana and honey sandwiches, hot chocolate, lots 

of water and granola bars” in the third paragraph with the word “ate” in the directive. 

S wimmf3r completes ,I 
Manhattan marathon 

The Associated Press 
NEW YORK--University of 

Maryland senior Stacy Cbanin on 
Wednesday became the first per- 
son to swim three 28.mile laps 
around Manhattan. 

Chanin, 23, of Virginia, climbed 
out of the East River at 96th Street 
at 9:30 p.m. She began the swim at 
noon on Tuesday. 

A spokesman far the swimmer, 
Roy Brunett, said Chanin bad kept 
up her strength with “banana and 
honey” sandwiches, hot chocolate, 
lots of water and granola bars.” 

Chanin has twice circled Man- 

hattan before and trained for the 
new feat by swimming about 28.4 
miles a week. The Yonkers native 
has competed as a swimmer since 
she was 15 and hoped to persuade 
Olympic authorities to add a long- 
distance swimming event. 

The Leukemia Society ofAmerica 
solicited pledges for each mile she 
swam. 

In July 1983, Julie Ridge became 
the first person to swim around 
Manhattan twice. With her three 
laps, Chanin came up just short of 
Diana Nyad’s distance record, set 
on a Florida-to-Cuba swim. 

Individuals who are estimated to score around 200 on the prose scale can be 

expected to perform these types of tasks successfully 80 percent of the time or better. 

Possibly because of their familiarity with the content, these readers will likely have 

some success with tasks at higher levels on the prose scale, but they would be expected 

to perform these mote difficult tasks with much less consistency - 50 percent of the 

time or less, depending on the task. 
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Level q 226-275 JTPA 26.2% 
Prose ES/U1 25.2% 

Tasks falling around the 250 I eve1 (from 226 to 275, or level 2) on the scale place 

more varied demands on the reader. In contrast with level 1 tasks where the key word 

or phrase to be matched appears only once in the text, the reader may need to 

discount distracting information that partially satisfies the question. With tasks in this 

range, the distracting information, if it appears, is widely separated from the sentence 

or paragraph containing the correct answer. For example, using the newspaper sports 

article reprinted on page 89, one question at the 253 level directs the reader to 

identify the age at which Ms. Chanin began swimming competitively. In this instance, 

the swimmer’s current age of 23 appears early in the text and serves as a plausible 

answer (distractor) for when she began competing, which is given later in the news 

story as age 15. 

The majority of tasks around 250 continue to require the reader to locate 

information but frequently require matching more than a single piece of information. 

If more than a single-feature match is required, however, the needed information is ~ 

found in adjoining text. The tasks also move from primarily literal matches to those 

involving synonymous or low text-based inferences. Moreover, tasks at this level begin 

to require the reader to integrate information, such as comparing and contrasting brief 

statements to judge which best represents a criterion. As shown on the next page, the 

reader is asked to interpret a directive given in the form of an appliance warranty. 

This 273-level task requires that the reader identify the most appropriate of four 

statements describing the appliance’s malfunction. 

Although tasks requiring readers to generate information from text typically fall 

at higher levels on the prose scale, such tasks can be relatively easy. For example, a 

task at the 263 level requires the reader to generate a theme from a relatively short 

text (a poem) that uses a number of different metaphors to represent the single, 

relatively familiar concept of war. Despite the use of different metaphors, it is the 

repetition of the allusions to war that appears to make this task relatively easy. 

Individuals who are estimated to be performing at the 250 level can be expected 

to paform these types of tasks successfully with around 80 percent probability. In turn, 

they can be expected to answer questions at or below the 225 level with better than 

90 percent probability. For tasks above the 275 level, their probability of success falls 

to about 50 percent or less, depending on the task. 
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My clock radio is not working. It BF D 

This radio is broken. Please 
repair and return by United 
Parcel Service to the address on 
my slip. \ 

Level q 276-325 JTPA 38.5% 
Prose ES/U1 35.4% 

Tasks at about the 300 level (ranging from 276 to 325, level 3) require the r&r 

to search fairly dense text for information that is identified by making a literal or 

synonymous match on more than a single feature or to integrate two pieces of 

information from relatively long text that does not provide organizational aids. For 

example, a magazine article on parenting deals with the issue of physical punishment. 

A question at the 311 level directs the reader to “identify and list two reasons that 

Dr. Speck offers for not using physical punishment.” While numerous statements 

throughout the article help satisfy the directive, much of the text deals with related 

concerns rather than direct summary statements. As a result, the reasons for not using 

physical punishment are embedded throughout the text and are not literally stated 

following a semantic cue such as “two good reasons for not using physical punishment 

are. .” In addition, distracting information is more closely tied to the words or 

phrases containing the necessary information for responding correctly. 
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PARENTING 
BY BENJAMIN SPOCK, M.D. 

Have You Ever Wanted 
To Strike Your Child? 

Don’t do it! Dr. Speck believes that physical discipline can 
cause lasting resentment in a sensitive child and 

may make a naughty child a real behavior problem. 

Ahlost all parents with whom I’ve ever 
discussed the issue of physical punishment 
acknowledge that they’ve had a strong im- 
pulse to spank their children at one tune or 
another, whether they believed in doing it or 
not: for instance, when a small child breaks 
a valuable object she has been told not to 
touch, or when a somewhat older child of 
six or seven runs into the street and a car just 
misses hitting him, or when an eleven-year- 
old is caught stealing and then brazenly tries 
to lie her way out of it. And it’s the rare 
parent who has never given in to the im- 
pulse to slap or spank. 

cal punishment. What convinced me that 
spanking isn’t necessary was that, in years 
of pediatric practice, I discovered there were 
many families in which the children were 
never spanked - and yet these children 
were cooperative, polite and kind. In some 
of these families the parents had not been 
physically punished in childhood, either. In 
others, the parents remembered the humili- 
ation of being hit or spanked and were react- 
ing to a conviction that the spankings they 
had received as children had had the wrong 

Parents tend to punish their children the 
same way their own parents punished them 
~ whether it’s by spanking or scolding or 
reasoning or withholding privileges. In this 
way patterns of discipline-both good and 
bad ~ are passed from one generation to 
the next. 

Why is it that physical punishment, 
whether used oc&ionally or frequently, is 
still widely accepted as a way of teaching 
children what is right and what is wrong? I 
think there are two reasons for this. The first 
is the belief that it is simply the correct way 
of handling certain kinds of misbehavior, 
such as those I’ve mentioned earlier. The 
second reason is even more powerful, and it 
has to do with the parent’s reaction to the 
misbehavior: the wave of anger that sweeps 
over the parent when a child misbehaves, 
e,~peciully when there is an element of deli- 
axe in an act or in an attitude. The child’s 
challenge to the parent’s authority causes a 
spasm of panic: If the parent doesn’t act 
quickly and with force, the child might get 
the upper hand and, as a result. the parent 
might lose some control pemnnently. While 
l don’t believe that a child should be able to 
get away with such deliberate misbehavior, 
l do believe there are other effective ways a 
parent can discipline his or her child without 
resorting to physical punishment. 

You may wonder why I feel that other 
forms of discipline are preferable to physl- 

effect. 
The reaction of the parents who don’t 

svank their children because they themselves 
were spanked is worth considenng because 
it raises the question of whether physical 
punishment does any harm It is obvious 
that, when applied occasionally by loving 
parents, it can’t do much harm - after all, 
millions of good men and women have been 
brought up in this way. But I think there are 
better ways of influencing children. When 
physical punishment is used frequently, es- 
pecially by irritable or harsh parents, its 
unfavorable effects are noticeably multiplied. 
I believe physical punishment teaches chil- 
dren that might makes right and helps to 
turn some of them into bullies. Physical 
punishment leaves some sensitive children 
with a lasting resentment toward their par- 
ents for having humiliated them in this way. 
If encourages other children to feel that viw 
lence is not really bad and to think of physi- 
cal force as a way of solving problems or 
settling disputes. As adults we know it is not 
an effective way of solving problems or 
settling disputes. 

To me the most important reason for try- 
ing not to use physical punishment is that, if 
it is effective, it makes the child behave out 
of fear of the pain and out of fear of your 
anger. l think it’s preferable for children to 
do the right thing because they love their 
parents and want to please them ~ not be- 
cause they fear them. Then, as the children 
grow up, go to school, get jobs, many and 

raise a family, they’ll carry over this same 
attitude of getting along well in life by low 
ing people, wanting to please them and co- 
operate with them ~ and receiving that love 
and cooperation in return. 

What about other punishmenU parents 
can use, such as taking away a beloved toy 
faraday or so?To me, the loss of a privilege 
seems better than the indignity of being hit. 

isolating a child who is out of control has 
been used effectively in good day-care cen- 
ters. Sending a child to his room for B given 
period of time works just as well at home, 
but isolation should be used in a calm. 
friendly spirit, as a way of helping the child 
to cool off. 

To me, the best way of ensuring good 
behavior is for parents td show children love 
and respect-from infancy - and to set a 
good example. Then children look up to 
their parents and want to please them. 

When parents shout anfl hit, they thwart a 
child’s natural desire to please her parents, 
because the child’s love and respect for them 
has been diminished. In the long nm. that 
makes the parents’ job of disciplining their 
children all the more difficult. 

You may think your children would never 
respond to anything as mild as a good ex- 
ample or a polite reque$. If they have been 
used to rougher forms qf discipline, I’ll ad- 
mit that they will seem insensitive at first to 
gentler methods. But, they will gradually 
come around. I’ve sea the transformation 
take place in a day-care center. where a 
thick-skinned misbehaver began cooperat- 
ing with a gentle teacher after he slowly 
learned that he could trust her to be kind 
to him. 

One approach you could use to get the 
attention of a child who has learned to ignore 
anything but the most extreme forms of COI- 
rection would be to go to her immediately 
when she misbehaves, put your arm around 
her and say quietly, “When you do that, il 
makes me unhappy. Pleese don’t do it again!” 
If misbehavior is con&stently corrected in 
this fashion, not only will the child learn 
that she can’t persist i,n whatever if is that 
she’s doing wrong. but. more importantly, 
she will come to enjoy a better relationship 
with you and the impulse to misbehave will 
diminish. Of course, it takes a good deal of 
patience for a parent to make the shift to this 
kind of gentle discipline. But the results are 
we,, worth the effort. 

Although Dr. Speck cannot answer readers‘ 
letters individually. he will respond to them 
in his column. Please address your ques- 
Cons to Depatment OW, Redbook, 224 West 
57th Street, New York, NY 10019. 
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Another task involving this text-at a somewhat lower level (283) -requires 

the reader to “list the two reasons given by the author why physical punishment is 

still widely accepted as a way to teach children right and wrong.” In contrast to the 

task at the 311 level where the information is deeply embedded in the text without 

the advantage of semantic cues, this task can be answered by locating the place in the 

text that begins, (I I think there are two reasons for this. The first is The second 

reason is .” 

The most difficult task (319) within this range requires the reader to synthesize 

the repetitive statements of an argument from a newspaper editorial in order to 

generate a theme ot organizing principle. In this instance, the supporting statem& 

are elaborated but widely separated in lengthy text. 

Individuals who are estimated to score around 300 on the prose scale can be 

expected to perform these types of tasks successfully 80 percent of the time ot better.’ 

The chance of responding correctly to tasks at or below the 225 level is high enough 

(about 98 percent) that they are likely to make few if any careless mistakes. Their 

chance of responding to tasks between the 226 and 275 levels is 90 percent or better. 

And, although respondents will likely have some wccess with tasks above the 325, ~ 

level (i.e., at levels 4 and 5) on the prose scale, they would be expected to perform : 

these mere complex tasks with less consistency - about 50 percent of the time or 

less, depending on the task. 

Level q 326-375 JTPA 17.0% 
Rrose ES/U1 22.3% 

Tasks at about the 350 level (326 to 375, level 4) still require respondents to 

search for information, but at this level the search requires multiple-feature matching 

involving synonyms ot low text-based inferences. An example of this type of task 

(332) involves reading a magazine article on rules for financial security (see page 94). 

As detailed in the article, the reader is directed to list the types of child-care services 

that provide the employee with direct financial benefits. To respond correctly, the 

reader can use organizational aids in the text to locate the area dealing with the 

general topic. While locating the correct area of the text appears to be relatively easy, 

the difficulty of this task lies in determining what constitutes direct financial benefits, 

The majority of the tasks in level 4, however, require integrating across text - 

sometimes by comparing and contrasting numerous pieces of information to 

determine similarities. For example, a task at the 346 level directs the reader to 

identify and list two similarities between the new and old ways American Express 

handles charge-card receipts. 

Individuals who are estimated to score around 350 on this scale can be expected 

to perform successfully the types of tasks shown here, as well as others like them, 80 
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MONEY FACTS 
7 New Rules for Financial Security 

In the last few years almost every- 
thing about economics in this country 
has changed. Jobs are less SSWE. In- 
comes are flat. Air pockets develop, sud- 
denly causing a city or an industry to 
drop. Even prosperous industries feel 
the breath of unceltainty, as the intema- 
tional economic order changes before 
our very eyes. Any way you look at it, 
you’re facing a New Financial Dispen- 
sation -ne with very different rules for 
financial security than we followed in 
the past: 
1. Save more money. This rule may 
sound fruitless to a generation that grew 
up during a period when a penny saved 
was a penny lost. In the seventies the 
value of savings actually declined after 
taxes and inflation, but today savings 
accounts make money. They’ve become 
more es&ntial. too. so everyone should 
try to save at least 10 percent of in- 
come. Most middle-class families can 
do it if they try. 
2. Borrow less. It used to make sense 
to buy now and pa9 later because prices 
were likely to rise tomorrow. And loans 
were easy to pay off because incomes 
went up. Not anymore. Average incomes 
are not rising, and loans are often hard 
to pay off. The cost of borrowing is high 
-and most of the interest you pay is no 
longer tax deductible. Your financial se- 
curity depends on changing that bor- 
row-and-spend mind-set that worked in 
the past. 
3. Buy a house only when you’re put- 
ting down roots. Prices will not rise as 
much in the future as they did in the 
past. Housing values have even declined 
in many cities. To have a shot at getting 
your money back (after real estate com- 
missions) you have to stay in the house 
four years or more. 

This rule has two corollaries: Don’t 
buy a condominium if you can avoid it. 
They usually don’t rise in value as much 

as single-family homes and can be al- 
most impossible to resell in a soft hous- 
ing market. If you’ve moved and can’t 
sell your old house, don’t just walk away 
from it. The default will ruin your credit 
rating - and the bank may still try to 
collect. Instead, you may be able to 
negotiate a “deed in lieu of foreclosure” 
in which your house is handed over to 
the lender in return for an agreement 
not to sue you for any difference be- 
tween what you owe and what the lender 
receives from the resale. This usually 
won’t show up on your credit record. 
4. Don’t count on an inheritance to 
make up the retirement fund you 
failed to save. People are living longer, 
and frail old age is consuming their sav- 
ings. The trend today is for children to 
get their ‘“inheritance” earlier - in the 
form of college tuition or help with a 
down payment on their first home. 
5. Push for a child-care benefit at 
work. It’s the next essential employee 
benefit, and women haven’t made 
enough of a fuss to get it. But now that 
some of the workers having babies are 
vice-presidents, some corporations are 
beginning to provide a wide range of 
child-care setvices: 1. information for 
locating baby-sitters; 2. payments today- 
care centers to subsidize costs for em- 
ployees’children; 3. day-care canters at 
the work site; 4. benefit plans that pro- 
vide day-care payments to employees 
as a tax-free subsidy; 5. emergency- 
care centers, where a child can be left 
when an employee’s regular day-care 
arrangements fail; 6. discounts at a na- 
tional day-care chain. 

Research this issue at your library 
and organize a study group. Talk to your 
firm’s employee-benefits office. What 
you do can make a difference. 
6. Keep close track of how well your 
employer is doing and whether your 
job is really necessary. Large layoffs 

continue as industry after industry hits 
the brick wall of competition. overex- 
pansion or overindebtedness. If your 
company is in trouble. look immediately 
foranotherjob; the first workers to leave 
find more opportunities than the last. 

Now that pensions Are vesting faster 
- often in only five years - you don’t 
lose as much by changing jobs. You 
may be able to take a lump-sum pen- 
sion disbursement with; you when you 
leave.. If you do, be sute to roll it over 
into an Individual Retirement Account. 
That will lower your taxes as well as 
protect your future. 

In general, it pays to look for a new 
job in the same field so you can build on 
your experience. If ydllr whole industry 
is slimming down, however, it’s smarter 
to develop experlise ,in another area. 
You might have to take a pay cut on 
entering a new field, but the job could be 
more lasting in the long run. The rule: 
Stay flexible and always be willing to 
retrain if necessary. 
7. Buy life and health insurance only 
from a company rated A-plus by A.M. 
Best for the past five to ten years. 
The insurance industry is not as strong 
as it used to be. Some 17.5 percent of 
the companies reporting to the National 
Association of Insurance Commission- 
ers now appear oq its “watch list” 
because of various financial weak- 
nesses. In 39 states and Puerto Rico, 
guaranty funds pay sdme or all claims if 
your insurance company fails. But in the 
others (Alaska, Arkansas, California, 
DistfictofColumbia, Louisiana, Missouri, 
New Jersey, Ohio, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Wyoming) you’d have 
nowhere to go if your insurer failed. Sev- 
eral firms already have gone under. 
leaving their clients high and dry With a 
long-time A-plus company, you ought to 
be all right. 

Reprinted from woman’s Day August 23. 1968. issue by permission of the publisher, 
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percent of the time or better. These same individuals can be expected to successfully 

perform all of the preceding tasks on this scale with better than a 90 percent 

probability. This means that individuals demonstrating 350~level proficiency would be 

expected to respond correctly to at least nine out of ten tasks falling between the 150 

and 325 levels. Moreover, although respondents will likely have some success with 

tasks above the 375 level on the prose scale, they would be expected to perform these 

more complex tasks with less consistency. 

n 

American Express’ Way of Handling 
the Flood of Charge Card Receipts 

How the new way stacks up against the old way I 

The New Way: 
1 Image processing camera converts receipts to electronic digi- 
tal image and paper receipts are discarded. 2 Digital image is 
scanned for account and invoice numbers by optical character 
(99% accuracy). In the future, computers will also read hand- 
written charge amounts. 3 Charge amounts are entered by 
computer operator from image displayed on computer 
screen. 4 Images are sorted electronically. 5 Bills, with im- 
ages of receipts, are printed by laser and mailed to cardholders. 
6 Images of receipts are stored permanently on optical discs. 

The Old Way: 
1 Paper receipts are microfilmed for 2 permanent storage, then 
3 scanned for account and invoice number by optical character 
reader (82% accuracy). 4 Charge amounts are entered by com- 
puter operator from receipts. 5 A code containing all the infor- 
mation is printed on the receipts. 6 Paper receipts are sorted. 
7 Bills are generated by mainframe computer. 
bills are joined and mailed. 

8 Receipts and 

n 

Level q 2 376 JTPA 4.6% 
Prose ES/U1 5.0% 

A task (RP80=364) bordering on the next level ranging upward from 376 (level 

5) requires the reader to generate a theme from very brief text using a single 

unfamiliar metaphor (a poem, see page 96). It appears that this task is difficult because 

it includes an unfamiliar metaphor with no repetition of the theme to assist the reader 

in interpretation. 
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What is the poet trying to express in this poem? 

The pedigree of honey 
Does not concern the Bee - 
A clover, any time, to him 
Is Aristocracy - (Emily Dickinson) 

Other tasks that reach or surpass 375 require the reader to search for information 

in dense text containing numerous plausible distracters, to make broad text-based 

inferences, and to compare and contrast numerous pieces of complex information to 

identify differences. Among these tasks is one using the passage shown earlier 

describing new and old ways of handling charge-card receipts. The task at this level 

requires the reader to contrast two differences between the new and old ways of 

p’rocessing these receipts. 

Individuals at this highest level on the scale can be expected to perform 

successfully virtually all tasks contained in this assessment. They have demonstrated 

proficieqcy in locating, integrating, and generating information using a wide range of 

printed materials. 

Profiling Proficiencies on the Prose Scale 

Table 5.2 shows the percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 eligible applicants estimated 

to score within each of the five prose proficiency levels just described. Percentages are 

shown for the total populations and for several demographic and background variables 

of interest. As shown in Table 5.2, there are no marked differences in the distributions 

of proficiencies on the prose scale. For example, about 13 percent from each DOL 

population are estimated to be performing in the range of level 1 tasks (at or below 

the 225 level). Since these individuals demonstrate proficiency only with prose tasks 

requiring literal, one-feature matches in short, relatively uncomplicated texts, it would 

seem that their literacy skills would place the most severe restrictions on full 

participation in our increasingly complex society. They are estimated to be able to 

perform consistently only about four tasks or 10 percent of the exercises represented 

on the prose scale. As noted in Table 4.4, they are performing at about the level of 

those individuals who report not attaining more than an eighth-grade education. 
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The Percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 Applicants Demonstrating Proficiencies at Each of the Five Levels Along 
the Prose Scale by Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Education, Labor Force Status, and Weeks of Employment* 

PROSE 

TOTAL 13.7 (I.71 

GENDER 
Male 19.4 (2.1: 
Female 9.6 (1.51 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 9.7 (1.2) 
Black 20.9 (4.0) 

Hispanic 27.6 (4.6) 

LEVELOF 
EDUCATION 

O-8 Years 49.2 (5.0) 
9-12 Years 22.6 (2.1) 
H.S. Oip,orGED a.5 (1.2) 
Some Postsec. 3.7 (1.4' 
College Degree 2.3 (2.2 

LABORFORCE' 
STATUS" 

Employed 10.2 (1.7 

26.2 (1.7) 1 38.5 (2.1) i 17.0 (0.9) 

23.6 (1.9) 41.1 (2.2) 
36.6 (3.0) 30.4 
24.5 (5.5) 

i (3.7) 
, 39.4 (5.5) 

25.9 (3.8) 21.4 (4.3) 

43.9 (3.1) 
1 
, 26.9 (2.3) 

20.8 (2.2) 47.9 (3.0) 
18.5 (2.7) 42.6 (2.7) 

4.6 (2.0) 28.7 (10.3) 

21.1 (3.1) ~ 38.6 (2.4) 

19.9 (1.5) 
11.3 (1.5) 
6.2 (2.2) 

3.5 (2.3) 
5.8 (1.9) 
6.4 (1.0) 

28.7 (3.8) 
39.9 (7.5) 

21.5 (1.9) 

17.9 (1.7) 
14.1 (1.9) 

12.5 (1.6) 
18.8 (3.3) 
24.2 (1.9) 

““VX,yed- 
LwkingforWork 14.3, (2.6) 

Out of Labor Force 14.9 (2.4) 

WEEKSOF 
EMPLOYMENT'~' 

O-13 16.2 (2.2) 
1 

30.4 (2.9) 38.1 (2.9) 
14-39 10.9 (1.7) 1 25.4 (2.6) 39.8 (3.6) 

4ot 7.7 (1.6) 1 20.0 (2.3) 1 40.5 (2.6) 

* The numbers in parenthesesare estimated standard evors. 
** Duringtheweek priortotheassessment. 

*** During the12 months precedinglheassessment. 

4.6 (0.7) 

3.3 (0.9) 
5.4 (1.1) 

5.7 (1.1) 
0.9 (0.4) 
2.3 (2.3) 

3.0 (0.0) 
1.8 (0.6) 
4.4 (1.5) 
6.4 (1.6) 
14.3 (6.7) 

a.5 (3.3) 

4.1 (0.9) 
3.0 (1.0) 

2.7 (0.9) 
5.2 (1.9) 
7.6 (2.6) 

12.2 (2.4) 

14.3 (2.7) 
9.2 (2.0) 

3.7 (0.5) 
16.9 (4.7) 
13.3 (5.6) 

i4.5 (9.6) 
10.9 (7.8) 
9.6 (1.1) 
5.3 (1.3) 
3.3 (1.5) 

25.2 (1.3) / 35.4 (1.3) 

25.0 (1.4) 34.2 (1.8) 
25.5 (1.6) 37.1 (1.6) 

18.5 (1.5) 40.1 (1.4) 
13.9 (2.3) 29.0 (2.9) 

32.5 (6.0) 25.5 (2.9) 

30.0 (8.5) 5.2 (3.6) 
i7.4 (7.1) 24.7 (3.9) 
!6.6 (2.0) 41.6 (2.2) 
22.3 (2.8) 38.6 (2.8; 
12.4 (1.6) 32.7 (2.3: 

9.9 (1.3) 

10.4 (2.4) 
17.5 (4.7) 

24.7 (1.9) 35.4 (1.3) 

26.2 (2.8) 34.1 (2.6) 
24.6 (1.7) 37.0 (2.6) 

16.9 (5.9) 
12.5 (2.5) 
9.8 (1.6) 

30.2 (2.7) 36.6 (4.2) 
26.0 (2.8) 36.3 (3.0) 
23.5 (1.5) ~ 33.9 (1.1) 

22.3 (1.6: 

21.7 (1.9; 
23.0 (1.7) 

29.9 (IiT) 
8.0 (I:,) 
8.6 (1.6) 

0.3 (0.3) 
6.6 ,(!.I, 

18.4 (1.4) 
29.3 (2.4 
35.3 (2.2 

5.0 (0.6) 

4.8 (0.9) 
5.3 (1.0) 

7.9 (0.6) 
0.2 (0.2) 
0.0 (0.0) 

0.0 (0.0) 
0.2 (0.1) 
1.8 (0.4) 
4.5 (0.9) 

16.3 (2.3) 

24.1 (2.6 

24.5 (1.8 
17.2 (1.8 

6.0 (0.8) 

4.9 (1.3) 
3.7 (1.3) 

13.0 (2.1: 
18.9 (2.4; 
26.4 (2.0: 

1.4 (0.4) 
4.3 (0.9) 
6.4 (0.9) 

Roughly one-fourth of the applicants in each of these populations is estimated to 

score in the level 2 range (226 to 275) on the prose scale. At this level, individuals 

can be expected to demonstrate more complex skills involving integration and 

generation of information and to consistently succeed on about one-third of the prose 

tasks in this assessment. The specific skills demonstrated, however, are limited to 

short, uncomplicated texts or texts containing numerous repetitions of an argument. 

Moreover, demonstrated proficiency in this range would still appear to be a limiting 

factor in terms of full participation in our society. In addition, again referring back to 

Table 4.4, these individuals are, on average, reading at about the level of those who 

report dropping out of school before earning a high school diploma. 
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As shown in Table 5.2, some 35 to 40 percent of the DOL populations 

demonstrate performance in the level 3 range (276 to 325). Such individuals 

demonstrate consistent success in dealing with literal or synonymous matching of 

information on more than a single feature or the integration of two pieces of 

information from fairly lengthy, dense texts that do not provide organizational or 

structural cues. These individuals can be expected to perform successfully on 70 

percent of the prose tasks contained in this assessment. Although there is room for 

improvement, it is likely that these individuals are not encountering major difficulty 

in using the printed texts they encounter most frequently in their work and everyday 

lives. In fact, these individuals are performing at about the level of JTPA and ES/U1 

program participants who report earning a high school diploma or GED. It should be 

kept in mind that the two DOL populations may not be representative of the total 

national population of high school graduates. 

Some 25 percent of the DOL populations demonstrate skills at or above level 4 

(326 and above). While only about 5 percent attain level 5, as a group these 

individuals are succeeding on 90 percent or more of the tasks contained on the prose 

scale. These tasks require the reader to locate and integrate information from complex 

texts. The most challenging of these tasks require the reader to make broad text-based .’ 

inferences or use specialized background knowledge. These skills are commensurate 

tiith individuals who report a two-year college degree or higher. The 20 to 30 percent 

of the lXIL populations who demonstrate proficiencies at or above level 4 appear to 

represent an untapped resource. 

The,most interesting gender differences occur at level 1, which may help explain 

the mean performance difference noted in Table 4.1 That is, while only about 9 

percent of females score at level 1 on the prose scale, some 15 to 20 percent of males 

are within this range. Among the labor market variables shown in Table 5.2, the 

interesting patterns of performance occur at the extreme levels. Individuals at levels 1 

and 2 are mope likely to report having been employed 13 or fewer weeks during the 12 i 

months preceding the assessment than to have been employed 40 or more weeks. 

As is to be expected, this pattern reverses for individuals at levels 4 and 5 - that is, 

individuals demonstrating the highest levels of proficiency are significantly more likely 

to have been employed for 40 or more weeks than to have worked 13 or fewer weeks. 

The distributions showing the greatest differences across the five levels are those 

defined by educational attainment and race/ethnicity. It is probably not surprising that 

within the two DOL populations the largest percentages of those falling in level 1 are 

adults who report zero to eight years of education. Conversely, the highest percentages 

associated with levels 4 and 5 are adults who report a college degree. For example, 

roughly half to two-thirds of the DOL populations with zero to eight years of 

education score within the level 1 range, whereas roughly 50 to 60 percent of those 

earning a college degree score within levels 4 and 5. What is most disturbing about 
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these data is the high percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 participants reporting either a 

high school diploma or GED certificate who demonstrate literacy proficiencies in 

either level 1 or level 2. Some 30 to 40 percent of the two DOL populations 

demonstrate proficiencies within these levels. 

Black and Hispanic program participants, while not consistently different from 

each other, are disproportionately represented at the low and high levels on the prose 

scale when compared with White program participants. As shown in Table 5.2, some 

50 to 60 percent of Black and Hispanic JTPA and ESNI program participants 

demonstrate proficiency at either level 1 or level 2 compared to 20 to 30 percent of 

White program participants. Conversely, while 8 to 12 percent of Black and Hispanic 

applicants demonstrate performance at levels 4 and 5 on the prose scale, some 25 to 

40 percent of White applicants attain these higher levels. It may be worth noting that 

a significantly larger percentage of Hispanic ES/U1 participants score within level 1 

than do either Black or White ES/U1 participants. 

. ~hCIL,WNT h’iXA“I 

One important aspect of being literate in a technologically’ : 

advancing society is possessing the knowledge and skills needed to process 

information found in documents (Kirsch 61 Mosenthal, 1990). Document literacy 

tasks require readers to locate and use information contained in materials such as 

tables, schedules, charts, graphs, maps, and forms. Skills needed to process these 

materials seem to involve strategies associated with locating information in complex 

‘arrays. Successful performance may be contingent upon procedural knowledge 

associated with transferring and entering information given in one source or 

document to another, such as the knowledge required to complete an application or 

an order form. Such tasks are not only important in our personal lives, but for many 

individuals, these tasks are also a necessary part of managing a household and m+ing 

job requirements. In fact, research has shown that adults spend more time reading 

documents than any other type of material (Guthrie, Seifert, & Kirsch, 1986; Kirsch 

61 Guthrie, 1984a). 

The document literacy scale used in this assessment contains some 93 tasks that 

range from 90 to 470 on the scale. Questions and directives associated with these tasks 

are basically of three types: locating, cycling, and integrating. Locating tasks require 

readers to match one or more features of information stated in the question to either 

identical or synonymous information given in the document. Cycling tasks, although 

requiring the reader to locate and match one or more features, differ in that they 

require the reader to engage in a series of feature matches to satisfy the conditions 

given in the question. The integrating tasks typically require the reader to compare 

and contrast information in adjacent parts of the document. 
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As with the prose tasks, tasks of each type of question or directive extend over a 

range of difficulty as a result of interactions among several variables or task 

characteristics that include: 

l the number of categories or features of information in the question that the 

reader has to process 

l the number of categories or features of information in the text that can serve 

as distracters or plausible answers 

l the degree to which the information asked for in the question has less obvious 

identity with the information stated in the document 

l the structure of the document 

Characterizing Levels of Proficiency on the Document Scale 

The following discussion highlights some of the tasks along the document scale 

and describes how their relative positions along the scale ~eern to reflect various 

.combinations of the variables mentioned above. Throughout the discussion, the \ 

numbers associated with specific tasks refer to the point on the scale at which the task 

i,~ located, based on an RP80 criterion. The heading separating each level provides the ,’ 

percentages of the total JTI’A and ES/U1 populations estimated to be performing at 

this level. 

Level q < 225 JTPA 14.1% 
Document ES/U1 13.1% 

Tasks falling at or below the 225 level (within the level 1 range) on this scale 

typically require the reader to make a one-feature, literal match between information 

stated in the question and information provided in the document. In some instances, 

the question or directive asks for personal background information that must be 

entered into an appropriate location on the document. For example, the simplest task 

on this scale (RP80=90) directs the reader to “Look at the Social Security card. Sign 

your name on the line marked signature.” Several characteristics combine to make 

this task easy. First, it may be assumed that the information requested (one’s own 

name) is known. Second, there is only one category or feature of information that must be 

provided. Third, there is only one place on the document where the reader may respond. 
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I’ 
-tiNAt SEClJRllY PURPOSES ’ NOT FOR IOENTlFI’fi”“” 

Tasks within this level that are more difficult than signing the Social Security 

card require matching a single piece of information or feature from the question ot 

I 

directive with information in the body of the document. Several tasks that were 

developed around a form used in setting up a meeting require the reader to locate 

specific information, as opposed to entering known, personal background information. 

For example, the reader must supply information that is given on the form regarding 

the time and date of a meeting - RF’80 values of 180 and 183, respectively. Each of 

these two tasks requires the reader to match a single, literal feature from the form that 

contains no distracting information - i.e., only a single reference is made in the 

document to date ot time. 

Document tasks in this range become more difficult as the task characteristics 

described above combine with one another. For instance, some tasks at this level 

require the reader to match a single, literal feature in documents that contain one ot 

two distractors ot plausible answers. A task at the 198 level, for example, directs the 

reader to circle the cost for a ticket and bus trip to see “On the Town.” Although the 

reader simply locates the line labeled “price” and circles the dollar amount associated with 

“On the Town,” the cost given in the document for “Sleuth” can serve as a distractor. 

n 

THEATER TRIP 

A charter bus will leave from the bus stop [near the Conference Center) 
at 4 p.m., giving you plenty of time for dinner in New York. Return trip 
will start from West 45th Street directly following the plays. Both theaters 
are on West 45th Street. Allow about 1 L’2 hours for the return trip. 

Time: 4 p.m., Saturday, November 20 
Price: “On the Town” Ticket and bus $11 

“Sleuth” Ticket and bus $8.50 
Limit: Two tickets per person 
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Another instance of the ways in which task characteristics combine to increase 

task difficulty involves the completion of a section of a job application form. As with 

signing the Social Security card, the task is to provide single pieces of personal 

information. This time, however, to satisfy the directive, the respondent must provide 

several pieces of information through a series or cycle of one-feature matches. As a 

result of the need to cycle through the document several times, this particular task is 

found at the 218 level. 

1. You have gone to an employment center for help in finding a 
job. You know that this center handles many different kinds of 
jobs. Also, several of your friends who have applied here have 
found jobs that appeal to you. 

The agent has taken your name and address and given you 
the rest of the form to fill out. Complete the form so the 
employment center can help you get a job. 

Birth date Age- Sex: Male- Female- 

Height Weight Health 

Last grade completed in school 

Kind of work wanted: 

Part-time 

Full-time 

Summery 

Year-round 

n 

Another cycle task falling at about this same level (RP80=205) directs the reader 

to look over a list of food to buy and then, using an advertisement from a supermarket, 

circle four things on the list for which there are savings coupons. Again, to respond 

correctly, the reader makes four, one-feature matches between the shopping list and 

the printed set of coupons. 

Individuals who are estimated to be performing in this range on the scale 

demonstrate proficiency at entering personal background information onto clearly 

identified or structured forms and locating single pieces of information with or 

without distractor information present. Individuals estimated to be performing around 

the 200 level can be expected to perform these types of tasks successfully across a 

broad range of rather uncomplicated documents with a high degree of consistency - 

that is, about 80 percent of the time. While they can also demonstrate skill at using 

other documents involving tasks requiring more complex processing of information, 

their chances for success on these tasks drop to about 50 percent or less, depending on 

the task. 
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Level g 226-275 JTPA 37.3% 
Document ES/U1 30.1% 

Tasks at the next range of complexity (226 to 275, or level 2) on the scale still 

require the reader to match on a single feature; however, there is a tendency for 

several distractors to be present or for the match (rather than being literal) to be 

based on synonymous or text-based inferences. One such task at the 234 level directs 

the reader to look at the pediatric dosage chart and underline the sentence that 

indicates how often the medication may be administered. To respond successfully, the 

reader needs to associate the word “administered” in the directive to the word “given” 

in the document by looking at information outside the table itself. 

ALCOHOL-FREE A Caring Sponsor of 

TeKw ye 
ACETAMINOPltEN R”d.3 \Icl)unald Hlrurc i\ a pr,>gnm “I 

H.>“dd MClh”.,d Child,N. Ch.,ili~~’ \ 

Pediatric Dosage Chart Drops, Syrup, & Chewables 

I 
c-4 

Aae 
Approximate Drops 

Weiahi Range” 
SVNP Chm 

8Oma 16Oma I 

18 
.vables Chewables 

\ -~ 

t Under 3 mo 
J 

Under 13 lb % dropper ‘/4 tsp 

t3to9mo 13-20 lb 1 dropper ‘/z tsp 

t 10 to 24 mo 21-26 lb 1 % droppers % tsp 

2 to 3 yr 27-35 lb 2 droppers 1 tsp 2 tablets 

4 to 5 yr 3643 lb 3 droppers 1 ‘h tsp 3 tablets 1 ‘/2 tablets 
6 to 8 yr 44-62 lb 2 tsp 4 tablets 2 tablets 

9 to 10 yr 63-79 lb 2 % tsp 5 tablets 2 % tablets 
11 yr 80-89 lb 3 tsp 6 tablets 3 tablets 

12 vr and 

I ojder 90lb&over .- 3-4 tsp &8 tablets 34 tablets 
1 Co”s”lf with Phyrlcian beefore admin~rterlng to Children ““de, -he age Of 2 “earI, 
Dosage may be given every 4 hours as needed but not more than 5 times daily. 
HOW Supplied: 
Drops: 
Syrup: 

Each 0.8 ml dropper contains 80 mg (1.23 grains) acetamin~phe~. 

Chewables: 
Each 6 ml tea*pmn contains 164 mg 12.46 grains) acetaminophen. 
Regular tablets contai? 80 mg (I.23 grains) acetaminophen each. Double 
strength tablets confa~n 160 mg 12.46 grains, acetaminaphen each. 

. If ChNld 83 rigni‘irantly ““de or Dvelwe~ght. donsge may need (0 be adjusted accordlng,“~ 
me weight c”e~ories in this char7 are dewned (0 spproxlm8le effective dose ranges Of lO~l5 mili,grams par k,logram 
icurrent Padiairlr Diagnosis and Trearmem 8x7 ed, CH I(empe and HK swer. ed Lange Medical P”blicat,on.: ,984. pi 1079,, 
L&1451-2-W - 1988. BnsfdLM”srs ” So Pharmsceul~cal and Nulritimal Group. E”an.r,lie. ih5ana 4,721 USA 
(cl 1988, BristolLMycrs Pharmacrut& and Nutritional Group. 
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Other tasks falling in the level 2 range (from 226 to 275) on the document scale 

require the reader to either match on the basis of two categories of information with 

distracters present, or compare information on a similar feature across different but 

adjacent parts of a document. In the first instance, a task at the 261 level directs the 

reader to look at a pay stub summarizing wage information. The reader is asked to 

write the “gross pay for this year to date.” 

I CY.“WI 1 13*51 3431 I I I 
?L.“,C D.ll 73y S+JO i 2blp7 m*E”DID”CliO*I 

NON-NEGOTIABLE mm , 7l.E , .wmw- / , CODL , 1WI , LYmY- 

~oyE* iill 1 ’ 1 

If the reader fails to match on both categories-gross pay and year to date -he or 

she is likely to provide an incorrect amount, such as $625.00 if the match is on the 

category “gross,” or $261.67 if the match involves only the category “year to date.” 

The other type of task-where the reader needs to compare information - is 

demonstrated by a line graph (see page 105) depicting the purchasing power of the 

minimum wage in current and constant dollars. 
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PURCHASING POWER OF MINIMUM WAGE 

1.00,. , , , , , , , . , . I , I I 
75 76 77 78 79 80 81 62 83 84 85 86 87 88 

n 

The question asks the reader to determine, based on constant 1975 dollars, the 

year in which the minimum wage exceeded $2.20 an hour. To respond correctly to 

this task at the 260 level, the reader either needs to look along the line representing’ 

$2.20 and then check down the column for 1978, the only year in which the line for 

constant dollars exceeds $2.20, or to identifi the line representing constant 1975 

dollars and then compare the various points to determine where the line exceeds 

$2.20. A similar kind of task, a so at this level (RP80=268), directs the reader to look I 

at another line graph (see page 106) h s owing a company’s seasonal sales over a three- 

year period. The question asks the reader to predict the level of sales for the spring of 

the following year based on the graph’s pattern. 
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Individuals who are estimated to be in the score range of level 2 on the 

document scale can perform the types of locate and integrate tasks described and 

shown here about 80 percent of the time. Their proficiency at performing tasks up to 

the 225 level exceeds 90 percent. Again, such individuals will demonstrate some 

successes with tasks at higher levels on the scale - above the 275 level - but will do 1 
so, on average, around half the time or less, depending on the tasks. 

Level q 276-325 JTPA 35.4% 
Document ES/U1 35.9% 

Tasks falling around the 300 level (between 276 and 325, or level 3) continue to 

require the reader to locate and integrate information. Tasks at this level, however, 

tend to involve the matching of more than two features of information in more 

complex displays of information. In these complex displays, distracters are typically 

present within the same row or column as the correct answer. One task at the 306 

level directs the reader to use a table containing nested information to determine the 

type of sandpaper to buy if one needs “to smooth wood in preparation for sealing and 
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plans to buy garnet sandpaper.” This task requires matching not only on more than a 

single feature of information but also on features that are not always superordinate 

categories. For example, “preparation for sealing” is subordinated or nested under the 

category “wood,” while the type of sandpaper is under the main category or heading of 

“garnet.” In addition, there are three other types of sandpaper that the reader might 

select that partially satisfy the question. 

IWY Paint Removal Heavy stock Removal Moderate Stock RemY”., Preparation to, Sealing Atto Sealer Between coats Al,F, Firm coat YETAL ilurt and Paint Removal 
L 
Light stock Removal Preparation for wming Finirhing and Polishing me, Fmmer Between costs A’ter Final coat PUSTlC ‘ n~EmGLAsS Shaping Light stock RCnm”.l Finishing bi scutting yc = Extra caam c = c.a.r%e Y = Mamml F = Fine “F = “myme EF = EXtraFine SF = SuPerFins “F = “Itlame 

SAFETY INFORMATION: . “se particle,d”rt mark 0, ome, 
means to prevent inhalation 0‘ 

.vhen “sing poWertoOls. ‘allow 
. wear apprwed safety goggles manufacturer’r recommanded 
when sanding. randingdurt. PrOFEd”le. and safety i”Pnmirml, 

U*nlml b* /rm,,,,“” “irndc”.ri,rh,i”br ,hr 2.M <” 

A similar type of task in level 3 (RP80=309) requires the reader to select one of 

two tables showing the value of bonds based on monthly savings rate, age, and interest 

level (see page 108). The task directs the respondents to identify how much money 

they would need to save each month for investment in 10 percent bonds to ensure 

that by age 18 their newborn child would have at least $55,000 to cover estimated 

education costs. 
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HIGH INTEREST 

Savings 
* HOW DOLLARS FOR 

EDUCATION CAN GROW: 

. ..a 7.5% (guaranteed minimum) 
CYWB “ahe of Boo* at Age 18 ‘hm$ Monlbly sa$e$s d 

AgeNOW 125 
Birth $11.09222 $22.184.44 544.368.88 

1; yg:;; ym& ‘ym:;~ 

. ..a 10% (sample market-based rate) 
Child% 

Age NOW 
“ah dBg .t Age LB thlmlgb Moalhly “l,$s of 

WI 
Birth y,“,;;:“,; $28.716.64 $57.433.28 

1: 2:269.10 y:;; 26.373.12 
9.07640 

If you begin saving just $25 a month 
‘at your child’s birth, and the market- 
based rate averages 10% over the life of 
your Bonds, your child will have 
$14,358.32 at age 18 -just in time for 
college! 

* 
BUILD YOUR 

RETIREMENT SAVINGS: 

You’ll benefit from two options: 
1. You can cash Bonds to supplement 

your retirement income, reporting the 
tax-deferred interest as income on 
your Federal taxes. You’ll probably be 
in a lower tax bracket - and if you’re 
over 65, your double exemption means 
even more money to enjoy. 

2. Or you can continue deferring Federal 
taxes by exchanging your Series EE 
Bonds, Series E Bonds, and Savings 
Notes for Series HH Bonds, which pay 
you interest semiannually by Treasury 

U.S. 
Bonds 

checks. You don’t have to pay tax on 
the accumulated interest on your 
exchanged Bonds until the HH Bonds 
are cashed or reach final maturity. 
This way, you keep your principal 
intact, have a steady income for 10 
years, and - when the HH Bonds are 
cashed - the tax will be levied &t your 
lower post-retirement rate. I 

NOTE: Series EE Bonds, Savings Notes, and most 
Series E Bonds will receive market-based rates (or 
their current guarantees, if higher) when held until 
November 1, 1987 or longer. Series E Bonds that 
reach their 40th anniversary before then will 
receive their present guaranteed yield to final 
maturity, but aren’t eligible for the marke&ased 
rates. Bonds issued before April 1952 stop earning 
interest exactly 40 years after their issue date and 
should be converted to HH Bonds or redeemed. 

A,SYlus 
1.5% 

s 573.27 
957.55 

L.92O.W 
3.846.04 
7.692.08~ 

15,384.,6 
M~Ob&lh~ “‘;,5Ksa” 7,55b At 10 wara ,o% 

s 6.25 $ 434.70 s 1.074.00 $ I.19690 
12.50 874.52 2.161.04 2.411.42 
25.00 L.759.34 ‘q348.46 4.863.34 
50.00 3.518.68 8,696.92 9.726.68 

io0.w 7.037.36 17.393.84 ry3.36 

The longer you hold your Bonds, the 
faster your money grows. Join your 
Payroll Savings Plan today - and,watch 
your savings grow! 

U.S. Savings Bonds 
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Individuals who are estimated to be in level 3 on the document scale 

demonstrate proficiency at doing these more complex tasks with a high degree of 

consistency - around 80 percent. In addition, they can be expected to perform some 

of the less complex tasks more than 90 percent of the time and the least complex tasks 

(at or below 225) with few if any careless mistakes. As noted before, they will also 

demonstrate some success with higher-level tasks, although their consistency in 

performing these tasks will not, on average, exceed 50 percent. 

Level q 326-375 JTPA 12.2% 
Document ESlIJT 18.5% 

The tasks near the 350 level on the document scale (between 326 and 375, or 

level 4) continue to demand more from the reader. Not only is proficiency needed in’ 

multiple-feature matching and the integration of information from complex displays 

as in level 3, but the degree of inferencing required by the reader increases by level 4 

as well. For example, a task (RP80=327) that borders on the previous level directs the 

reader to use the pediatric medicine dosage chart shown earlier in this section. This, 

particular task directs the reader to determine from the chart how much syrup is 

recommended for a child who is 10 years old and weighs 50 pounds. The difficulty of 

this task lies in the fact that one cannot simply match literal or synonymous 

information to perform successfully since the weight as given in the question is less 

than that of the typical IO-year-old in the table. Instead, one must rely on prior 

knowledge or find the asterisked note relating to the column headed “Approximate. 

Weight Range” that the correct dosage is to be based on weight (not age) to ensure 

that the child receives an effective dose. In any event, if the reader approaches this 

task as a single literal match, the age of the child acts as a highly plausible distractor 

and serves to lead one to an incorrect response. 

A more difficult task at the 364 level asks the reader to use charts and numerical 

entries that are part of a monthly bill fr om El Paso Gas and Electric. The reader is 

directed to write a brief statement describing how the customer’s current month’s use 

of kilowatt-hours compares with the average residential customer’s use during the 

same month. Only the requisite portion of the bill is reproduced on the next page. 

The reader’s task was made substantially more difficult since the assessment 

instrument included two full pages of information constituting the actual monthly 

bill. The reader needs to identify the appropriate bar graph from among several 

presented and then integrate information to provide an appropriate response. 

Individuals who perform in the level 4 range on the document scale are 

estimated to demonstrate performance on more than 85 percent of the document 

tasks contained in this assessment with at least an 80 percent chance of success. 
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EL PASO GAS & ELECTRIC 

Accounr number: PAGE 2 OF 2 
0320 1234 567 691 0 PAMELA B. MORGAN 

3120 CROSS ST. Nex, me,er Reading: 
EL PASO, TX 79924 Wednesday, Sep. 7.66 

8382 

Electric Service This meter reading, Aug. 8, 86 (actual) ‘05677 
Last meter reading, July 8,66 (actual) - 05524 
Amount of electricity used KWH 353 

Current charges for 31 days - residential service (Rate 1) 

Basic service charge (not including usage) 5 
Charge for 353 KWH @ 6.9065 c each KWH + 
Fuel adjustment @ .1526 c each KWH + 
Power purchase credit @ .0167 c each KWH 

Total cost for electric service 5 

6.06 
24.36 

.54 

.07 

30.91 

Gas Service This meter reading, Aug. 6, 88 (actual) 3355 
Last meter reading. July, 8, 66 (actual) - 3334 
Amount of gas used CCF ‘\ 21 
Conversion to therms @ 1.02643 each CCF 22 

Current charges for 31 days _ residential service (Rate 1) ” 

Basic service charge (first 3.10 therms) 5 5.80 
Next 16.90 therms @ 66.6763 c each therm + 12.64 
Gas refund credit .24 
Gas adjustment @ 7.5492 c each therm 1.66 

Total cost for gas service 5 16.54 

Your energy use 
and cost 

La = ACUd reading 

E? = ESlimmld “ending 

•n = cusromer reading 

These chnrts show 
your ener‘yy use 
parrem over fhe last 
13 months. They also 
show the currenf 
month’s usage by our 
awrap residenrial 
Cusmme,: 87 88 

0 = Average L-uSlomer 

Daily Averages: Therms 
Last This 500 
ye&rjz!!xIa 400 

Temp 74” 76” 300 
KWH 10.3 11.4 200 
Cost 5 .89 1.00 100 
Therms 1 .o .7 0 JA 
cost 5 

A SONDI FMAMJ 
.70 .53 87 88 
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Level q > 376 JTPA 1.1% 

Document ES/U1 2.4% 

Tasks above 375 (or in level 5) on this scale require readers to make hroad text- 

based inferences or require specialized background knowledge that may involve using 

multiple documents. For example, one task (RP80=386) directs the reader to locate 

the line graph depicting business cycles from among four graphs shown (see page 112) 

and to identify the periods that represent the longest and shortest economic 

recoveries. To respond correctly, readers need to process printed information under, 

the graph in order to identify the appropriate graph and, in addition, to identify which 

lines represent economic recoveries. They must then compare this information with 

the lines provided in the graph to determine which periods represent economic 

recoveries. Then the reader must determine the longest and shortest and associate 

these with the specified time periods. 

Individuals who are estimated to he performing at this highest level on the 

document scale demonstrate a broad range of skill at being able to process information 

with a high degree of consistency using a wide range of document materials that are\ 

drawn from various adult contexts. The tasks along the document scale range from 

those that require the reader to provide simple background information or to match on a 

single feature in simple well-labeled documents, to tasks that require the reader to use 

inferencing skills or background knowledge in connection with more complex displays in 

which information is embedded or not well identified. 

Profiling Proficiencies on the Document Scale 

Table 5.3 shows the percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 e Igl I’ ‘hl e applicants estimated to 

score within each of the five document proficiency levels just described. Percentages arq 

shown for the total populations and for several demographic and background variables 

of interest. Table 5.3 shows there are no marked differences in the distributions of 

proficiencies on the document scale. For example, 13 to 14 percent are estimated to’ 

he performing in the range of level 1 tasks (less than 226). Since these individuals 

demonstrate proficiency with document tasks requiring either entering personal 

background information or making a literal one-feature match, it would seem that 

their literacy skills would place the most severe restrictions on their full participation 

in our increasingly complex society. They are estimated to he able to perform 

consistently about 25 percent of the exercises represented in this assessment on the 

document scale. In addition, referring to Table 4.4, they are performing at or below 

the average level of those individuals who report not attaining more than an eighth- 

grade education. 
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Business Cycles: From trough to peak, the current expansion is the second-longest economic recovery in post-war history. 
Source: Data provided by Grace Messner, vice president and director of research, Wilmington Trust Co.. and economst 
Richard Stuckey 

The dollar vs. foreign currency 
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From 1981 to 1985, the dollar climbed sharply U.S. exports have trailed imports by a wide 
against the currencies of 10 industrialized margin since 1982 when the strength of the 
countries before beginning its descent to 1988 dollar first began to boost the cost of American 
levels. goods on world markets. 

,nterest rater 

Reprinted by permis~ 
sion of Wilmington 
Trust cu. 

vs. imports, expQrt* 

Short-term rates such as the three-month 
Treasury bill rate have not gone above the 
long-term rates on such instruments as lo-year 
bonds since the last recession. 
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Roughly one-third of the applicants in each of these populations is estimated to 

score in the level 2 range (226 to 275) on the document scale. At this level, 

individuals can he expected to locate information based on more than one feature. 

Tasks at this level also begin to require the reader to compare and contrast 

information. Individuals scoring in level 2 demonstrate a broader set of information- 

processing skills in that they can he expected to perform consistently about 60 percent 

of the document literacy tasks contained in this assessment. However, those with 

demonstrated proficiency in the level 2 range would still appear to he limited in terms 

of their full participation in our society. Moreover, referring hack to Table 4.4, these 

individuals are, on average, reading at about the level of individuals in the DOL 

populations who report dropping out of school before earning a high school diploma. 

As shown in Table 5.3, roughly 35 percent of the DOL populations demonstrate 

performance in the level 3 range. Such individuals demonstrate consistent success ini 

dealing with three or more features of information from rather complex tables or 

graphs in which distracting information is present in the same TOW or column. These 

individuals can he expected to perform successfully on some 85 percent of the 

document tasks contained in this assessment. Although there is room for \ 
improvement, it is likely that these individuals are not experiencing major difficulty 

in using documents they encounter most frequently in their work and everyday lives. 

In fact, these individuals are performing at or above the level of JTPA and ES/U1 

program participants who report earning a high school diploma or GED. 

Some 15 to 20 percent of the Ix)L populations demonstrate skills at or above the 

level 4 range. While less than 3 percent of the DOL populations attain level 5, as a. 

group, these individuals are expected to perform consistently some 92 percent of the 

tasks contained on the document scale. Moreover, these tasks require the reader to 

locate and integrate information from complex texts. The most challenging of these 

tasks require the reader to make broad text-based inferences or use specialized 

background knowledge to contrast information. These tasks are above the average : 

proficiency levels of individuals who report a two-year college degree or higher. 

The most interesting differences among the labor market variables shown in 

Table 5.3 again occur at the extreme levels. Individuals at level 1 are more likely to 

report having been employed 13 or fewer weeks during the 12 months preceding the 

assessment than to have been employed 40 or more weeks. As to he expected, this 

pattern reverses for individuals at levels 4 and 5 - that is, individuals demonstrating 

the highest levels of proficiency are significantly more likely to have been employed 

for 40 or more weeks than to have worked 13 or fewer weeks. There are no stable 

patterns associated with an individual’s labor market status during the week prior to the 

assessment (that is, the categories of employed, unemployed ~ not employed hut looking 

for work and, hence, considered to he in the labor force - and out of the labor force). 
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The Percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 Appl’ xants Demonstrating Proficiencies at Each of the Five Levels Along 
the Document Scale by Gender, Fiace/Ethnicity, Education, Labor Force Status, and Weeks of Employment* 

DOCUMENT 

<225 226-275 276-325 326-375 2376 I s 25 -26-275 F"25L ?6-375 2 376 

14.1 (2.0) 37.3 (1.3) 35.4 (1.5) ! 12.2 (1.8) ~ 1.1 (0.4) ~ 13.1 (1.6) ~ 30.1 (1.2) 35.9 (1.0) ~ 18.5 (1.7) ~ 
I I I 

2.4 (0.5) 

GENDER 
Male 
Female 

RACElETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 

LEVELOF 
EOUCATION 

O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip, or GED 
Same Postsec. 
college begree 

8.4 (1.2) 1 
1 

33.9 (1.8) ' 40.3 (1.7) 
26.7 (4.0) 47.4 (2.4) 23.6 (2.6) 
26.2 (5.2) 1 46.4 (5.3) ~ 20.9 (5,3) 

42.7 (4.0) 44.1 (4.8) 12.9 (4.2) 
26.4 (3.8) 45.5 (2.2) 24.8 (4.3) 

8.1 (1.3) 35.3 (1.8) 41.3 (1.7) 
3.9 (0.9) 34.4 (3.1) 43.7 (2.8) 
0.0 (0.0) 12.9 (5.0)' 41.2 (5.7) 

LABORFORCE 
STAT& I 

Employed 8.9 (1.5) ~ 361 (4.7) ~ 36.2 (2.8) 
Unemployed- 

Looking for Work 13.8 (2.4) 38.0 (2.4) 33.3 (2.0) 
Out of Labor Farce 16.8 (3.3) 37.3 (1.9) 36.5 (2.41 

I I 

12.9 (2.0) 0.5 (0.4) 
ii.8 (1.9) 1.5 (0.7) 

15.8 (2.1) 1.8 (0.5) 
2.3 (1.2) I 0.0 (0.0) 
6.4 (3.8) 0.1 (0.1) 

0.3 (0.3) ~ 0.0 (0.0) 
3.4 (1.2) ~ 0.0 (0.0) 

14.0 (2.3) 1.2 (0.8) 
16.8 (2.3) 1.1 (0.6) 
39.7 (7.1) 6.1 (2.9) 

2.9 (0.8) 
1.8 (0.4) 

4.6 (0.7) 
28.6 (4.4) 
31.1 (3.2) 

65.1 (11.5) 
32.9 (3.4) 
11.2 (1.1) 
5.6 (1.2) 
3.6 (1.4) 

22.6 (5.8) 12.0 (9.6) 0.4 (0.4) 
38.0 (2.0) 25.7 (3.0) 1 3.3 (1.2) 
36.1 (2.0) 37.2 (2.1) 1 14:l (1.6) 
27.4 (1.2) 39.8 (3.1) : 25.2 (2.5) 
17.7 (2.2) ~ 39.1 (5.8) 32.5 (2.7) 

I ~ 28.0 (2.0) 1 36.1 (1.2) 22.9 (2.5) 17.3 (3.1) 1.6 (1.0) 9.5 (1.3) 3.6 (0.6) 

24.7 (1.5) 41.4 (1.1) 25.; (1.3) 3.6 (1.1) 
46.8 (5.2) 22.0 (3.1) 2.6 (0.7) 0.0 (0.0) 
37.8 (1.1) 25.7 (3.9) 4.7 (3.7) 0.7 (0.7) 

0.0 (0.0) 
0,l (0,i) 
1.4 (0.3) 
2.0 (0.6) 
7.1 (3.3) 

13.5 (2.2) 
1 

1.4 (0.9) i 13.2 (1.7) ~ 30.1 (2.0) ~ 363 (1 4) ' 18 .' 3 

~ 

(1 9) ~ 2.2 (0.9) 
8.8 (1,6) 0.6 (0.3) , 17 9 (2 9) 329 (31) 35.1 , (2.9) 12.9 (1.9) 1.1 (0.5) 

WEEKSOF 
EMPLOYMENT'~r 

O-13 
14-39 
4ot 

* The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard ellols. 
** During the week priortotheassessmenl. 

*** During the 12 months precedingtheassessment. 

The distributions showing the greatest differences across the five levels are those 

defined by educational attainment and race/ethnicity. It is probably not surprising that 

within the twcz DOL populations the largest percentages of those falling in level 1 are 

adults who report zero to eight years of education. Conversely, the highest percentages 

associated with levels 4 and 5 are adults who report a college degree. For example, 

roughly 40 percent of JTPA and 65 percent of ES/U1 program participants with zero to 

eight years of education score within the level 1 range on the document scale, whereas 

roughly 40 to 50 percent of those earning a college degree score within levels 4 and 5. 
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What is disturbing about these data is the high percentage of JTPA and ES/U1 participants 

reporting either a high school diploma or GED certificate who demonstrate literacy 

proficiencies in either level 1 or level 2. Some 40 to 50 percent of the two DOL 

populations demonstrate proficiencies within these levels. 

Black and Hispanic program participants, while not very different from each 

other, are disproportionately represented at the low and high levels on the document 

scale when compared with White program participants. As shown in Table 5.3, some 

25 to 30 percent of Black and Hispanic participants in JTPA and ES/U1 programs 

demonstrate proficiency within the level 1 range compared with 5 to 8 percent of 

White participants. Similarly, while about 40 to 50 percent of Black and Hispanic 

DOL program participants perform within the level 2 range, 25 to 30 percent of 

White participants demonstrate performance at this level. Conversely, while some 2 

to 7 percent of Black and Hispanic participants demonstrate performance at levels 4 / 

and 5 on the document scale, some 17 to 30 percent of White program participants 

attain these higher levels. 

l QIXNTITATIVE LITEHAC-, \ 

The quantitative literacy scale used in this assessment contains a 

total of 42 tasks that range from 226 to 422 on the scale. To complete these tasks 

successfully, a respondent must perform arithmetic operations such as addition, 

subtraction, multiplication, or division either singly or in combination using numbers 

or quantities that are embedded in printed information. 

While at first glance the inclusion of quantitative tasks might appear to aten; 

the concept of literacy beyond its traditional limits, an analysis of tasks along this 

scale shows that the processing of printed information plays a critical role in affecting 

the difficulty of these quantitative tasks. In general, it appears that many individuals 

can perform simple arithmetic operations when both the numbers and operations arp 

made explicit. However, when these same operations are performed on numbers that 

must be located and extracted from different types ofdocuments that contain similar 

but irrelevant information, or when these operations must he inferred from printed 

directions, the tasks become increasingly difficult. 

As a result, the placement of tasks along this scale seems to be a function of: 

l the particular arithmetic operation called for 

l the number of operations needed to perform the task 

l the extent to which the numbers are embedded in printed materials 

l the extent to which an inference must be made to identify the type of 

operation to perform 
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Characterizing Levels of Proficiency on the Quantitative Scale 

The following discussion highlights some of the tasks along the quantitative scale 

and describes how their placement along the scale seems to be affected by various 

combinations of the above-mentioned variables. Throughout the discussion, the 

numbers associated with specific tasks refer to the point on the scale at which the task 

is located. 

Level q 2 225 JTPA 14.5% 
Quantitative ES/U1 11.7% 

Although no quantitative tasks used in this assessment fall below the score value 

of 225, experience suggests that such tasks would require the reader to perform a 

single, relatively simple arithmetic operation (e.g., addition ot subtraction) for which 

either the numbers are already entered onto the given document and the operation is 

stipulated or the numbers are provided and the operation does not require the reader 

to borrow or carry. 

Level q 226-275 JTPA 31.1% 
Quantitative ES/U1 25.3% 

The least demanding task on the quantitative scale requires the reader to enter 

and total two numbers on a bank deposit slip (RP80=226). In this instance, both the 

numbers and the operation are judged to be easily identified and the operation 

involves the simple addition of two decimal numbers that are set up in column format 

and do not require carrying. Moreover, the numbers are stated in the question so the 

problem is, in some sense, set up for the reader. 

In other tasks having similar characteristics that are somewhat higher on the 

scale, the quantities, while easy to identify, are not explicitly given in the question but 

have to be searched for and identified in the document. One such task at the 265 

level requires the reader to locate the appropriate shipping charges in a table before 

entering the cortect amount on an order form and then to calculate the total price for 

ordering office supplies by adding a column of five dollar amounts. 

Individuals who are estimated to be performing around 250 on the quantitative 

scale can be expected to perform tasks in the 226 to 275 range (level 2) with about 80 

percent probability. The chance of performing tasks at the 276 to 325 level drops to 

just under 50 percent, while above the 325 level the probabilities are 20 percent or 

less. That is, while they may be expected to respond correctly to tasks at these higher 

levels, they will most likely do so in an inconsistent manner. 
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NATIONAL BANK 
Dollars cents 

CASH 
weare ure YO”r Perronalized depcd ticket% LST 5% Fb 

lPlease Print/ If YOU need more. ree YO”r personal bank,. 

Name BE S”RE 
EACH ,TEM 15 

19- 
PROPERLY 
ENDORSED 

Total ItemP 
TOTAL 

CHECKS AN” OTHER ITEMS ARE RECEIVED FOR “EPOSlT SUBJECT TO THE PR”“1510N5 OF TYE 
UNlFORM COMMERClALCODE OR ANY APPLICABLE COLLECTION AGREEMENT. 

1 

Level q 276-325 JTPA 37.1% 
Quantitative ES/U1 37.4% 

Tasks around 300 (from 276 to 325, level 3) on the quantitative scale still require 

a single operation of either addition, subtraction, multiplication, OT division. What 

appears to distinguish these tasks, however, is the fact that the reader must identify 

two or more numbers from various places in the document needed to solve the 

problem. Also, the operation needed to complete the task is not explicitly stated in 

the directive or provided by the format of the document, as in the previous examples. 

Instead, the operation must be determined from arithmetic relation terms, such as 

“how many” or “what is the difference,” used in the question. For example, a task at‘ 

the 283 level directs the reader to look at a table of money rates to determine, “How 

much higher was Thursday’s prime lending rate as compared to the rate of one year ago?: 
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Thurs. 6 mo. ago Yr. ago 

Prime fending 
Fed discount 
Broker call loan 

10.00% 8.50% 8.75% 
6.50% 6.00% 6.00% 
9.13% 7.63% 8.13% 

30.yr. fixed-rate (FHLMC) 10.65% 
30.yr. adjustable (FHLMC) 8.16% 
15.yr. fixed rate’ 10.39% 
ARM index (1 -year Treas.) 8.24%2 

Money market accounts, latest 7-day average 

Money mutual funds3 7.37% 
Banks and S&Ls’ 5.81% 

9.85% 10.63% 
7.53% 7.84% 
9.75% 10.28% 
6.63% 7.41% 

6.05% 6.03% 
5.59% 5.47% 

1 Treasurv securitv rates 

3.month T-bill discounP 
B-month T-bill discounf 
7.year note 
30.year bond 

7.26% 5.74% 6.45% 
7.40% 5.93% 6.72% 

8.85%;.Ol 8.12% 9.22% 
9.03% -.03 8.55% 9.57% 

Another example of a task in this level 3 range of complexity involves using an 

advertisement to determine the amount of savings over the retail price (RP80=302). 

To respond correctly to this task, the reader must identify the appropriate prices from 

a table by matching several pieces of information. They must then infer the 

appropriate operation from the phrase, “How much would you save,” and perform the 

calculation correctly using the numbers identified. 

Individuals who are estimated to be performing at about the 300 level 

successfully perform these types of quantitative tasks with about an 80 percent 

probability. They have at least a 90 percent probability of getting tasks correct below 

the 275 level. Their success on tasks between 326 and 375 drops to about 50 percent 

and to about 25 percent on tasks above the 375 level. 
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BusinessLand says they offer discount prices. If you purchased 1 
narrow-with-slot printer stand, how much would you save by 
paying BusinessLand’s price rather than the retail price? 

BUSINESSLAND PRINTER STAND 

Save space with our economical printer stand. 
We wanted to prove a printer stand could perform perfectly, look 

good and still not cost much. So we commissioned this handsome, 
smoky grey acrylic stand. It’s a convenient, inexpensive desktop 
solution. It keeps your printer paper stacked and ready without taking 
up extra desk space. Your paper feeds smoothly into your printer 
because it’s tucked conveniently underneath. Also available with center 
slot for bottom feed printers. Comes in two sizes to fit either 80 OI 132 
column paper. Order this inexpensive space saver today. 

BUSINESSLAND PRINTER STAND 

Level q 326-375 JTPA 15.1% 
Q uantitative ES/U1 21.4% 

Tasks around 350 (between 326 and 375, I eve1 4) tend to require nvo or more 

sequential operations or the application of a single operation where either the 

quantities or the operation is not easily determined. For example, one task at the 331 

level directs the reader to use a flight information table to determine the latest plane 

that a visitor could take from a particular city to arrive in time for a meeting, given a 

set of conditions spelled out in the directive. 

119 



ix,,!, “IN:IER i inO?t ~IIIZEAPULIS 

In this instance, the quantities to be used are easily identified from the directive; 

however, the respondent must infer the appropriate operations from the semantic 

information given or from prior knowledge. No arithmetic relation terms such as, 

“how much” or “what is the difference,” are provided. 

A slightly more difficult task on this scale (RP80=354) directs the reader to use a 

graph to “estimate the difference between short-term and long-term interest rates at 

the begihning of 1985.” In this example, only one operation is required and it is easily 

inferred from the terms used in the directive. What appears to contribute to the task’s 

difficulty is that the appropriate graph must be identified from among four presented 

and then the two quantities identified. While one of the points to be compared falls 

on a numbered line in the graph, the other must be interpolated from the information 

given. 

Individuals estimated to perform at level 4 on this scale have roughly an 80 

percent probability of responding correctly to the types of tasks described in this 326 

to 375 range. They can be expected, on average, to complete successfully quantitative 

tasks falling below the 326 level with a better than 95 percent probability. 

Level q 2 376 JTPA 2.2% 
Q uantitative ES/U1 4.2% 

Tasks surpassing 375, level 5, tend either to have conditional information that 

requires the reader to disembed appropriate features of a problem from various parts of 

the document or to require the reader to draw heavily on background information in 

order to identify both the quantities and the operations needed to complete the task 
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successfully. For example, a task at the 406 level on the quantitative scale asks the 

reader, “How much will it cost to enroll in a 4-credit biology class with a lab if you 

register on time and are NOT a senior citizen!” The most difficult task on this scale 

(RP80=422) requires readers to look at an advertisement for a home equity loan and 

then, using the information provided, explain how they would calculate the total 

amount of interest charges to he paid. 

FIXED RATE. FIXED TEN 

ggy 14.25% 
LOANS Annual Percentage Rate 

Ten Year Tern 

SAMPLE MONTHLY REPAYMENT SCHEDULE 
Amount Financed Monthly Payment 

$10,000 Sl56.77 
S25,OOO $391.93 
$40,000 $627.09 

120 Months 14.25% APR 

Individuals who are estimated to he performing above the 375 level demons&e 

the highest level of proficiency on the quantitative scale. As such, they exhibit skill in 

using the basic arithmetic operations in conjunction with a broad variety of printed 

materials. 

Profiling Proficiencies on the Quantitative Scale 

Table 5.4 shows the percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 program participants 

estimated to score within each of the five quantitative proficiency levels just described. 

Percentages are shown for the total populations and for several demographic and 

background variables of interest. There are no marked differences in the distributions 

of proficiencies on the quantitative scale between the two DOL populations. For 

example, some 12 to 15 percent of JTPA and ES/U1 program participants are 

estimated to be performing in the range of level 1 tasks. Although no quantitative 
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tasks used in this assessment fell within this range, experience suggests that tasks at 

this level would require addition or subtraction in which either the numbers are 

already entered on a form in column format or the operation does not require the 

reader to borrow or carry. It would seem, therefore, that literacy skills of those program 

applicants estimated to be performing at level I would place the most severe 

restrictions on their full participation in our increasingly complex society. As noted in 

Table 4.4, they are performing at or below the level of those individuals who report 

zero to eight years of education. 

Roughly 25 to 30 percent of the applicants in each of these populations are 

estimated to score in the level 2 range on the quantitative scale. At this level, 

individuals can be expected to use a single arithmetic operation involving numbers 

that are either stated in the question or easily identified in the document. 

Demonstrated proficiency in this range appears to he a limiting factor since 

individuals scoring in level 2 demonstrate consistent performance on only three tasks 

representing fewer than 10 percent of the quantitative tasks used in this assessment. 

Moreover, referring hack to Table 4.4, these individuals are, on average, performing at 

about the level of those who report dropping out of school hefore earning a high 

school diploma or GED. 
\ 

As shown in Table 5.4, nearly 40 percent of the DOL populations demonstrate 

‘performance in the level 3 range. Such individuals demonstrate consistent success in 

dealing with tasks in which two or more numbers needed to solve the problem must 

he identified in different places in the document or text. In addition, the operation(s) 

needed to complete the task are determined from arithmetic relation terms, such as 

“how many” or “what is the difference” given in the question or directive. These 

individuals can he expected to perform successfully (with some 80 percent prohahility 

or higher) 55 percent of the quantitative tasks contained in this assessment. Although 

there is room for improvement, it is likely that these individuals are not encountering 

major difficulty in performing well-structured arithmetic problems that may be 

frequently associated with work or home. In fact, these individuals are performing at 

about the level of JTPA and ES/U1 p ro ram participants who report earning a high g 

school diploma or GED. 

Ahout 20 to 25 percent of the DOL populations demonstrate skills at or above 

the level 4 range. While less than 5 percent attain level 5, as a group these individuals 

are succeeding on nearly 90 percent of the tasks contained on the quantitative scale. 

These tasks require the application of two or more sequential operations or the 

application of a single operation where either the numbers or the operation cannot 

easily he determined. The most challenging tasks require the reader to disemhed 

appropriate features of a problem from various parts of the document or to rely heavily 

on background knowledge. These skills are commensurate with individuals who report 

a two-year college degree or higher. 
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The Percentages of ITPA and ES/U1 Applicants Demonstrating Proficiencies at Each of the Five Levels on 
the Quantitative Scale by Gender, Rac&thnicity, Education, Labor Force Status, and Weeks of Employment* 

OIJANTlTATlVF 

JTPA 

226-275 276-325 : 

TOTAL 14.5 (1.4) ~ 31.1 (2.4) 1 37.1 (1.7) 15.1 (1.8) 
! 

2.2 (0.6) ~ 11.7 (1.9) ~ 25.3 (1.1) ~ 37.4 (1.3) 21.4 (1.5) ~ 4.2 (0.5) 

GENDER 
Male 16.6 (1.7) ~ 30.7 (2.6) 35.6 (2.0) 15.1 (2.1) 1.9 
Female 12.9 (1.7) 30.8 (2.9) ~ 38.6 (1.9j 15.2 il.9j 

~ (0.5) ~ 12.1 (2.1) ~ 25.0 (1.4) 
2.5 (0.8) 11.3 (1.8) 25.7 (1.0) 

~ 35.5 (1.4) 23.4 (2.6) ~ 3.9 (0.4j 
39.8 (2.2) 

~ ' 
18.9 (1.1) 4.4 (1.0) , 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 9.2 (1.0) ~ 27.0 

142.1 
(2.2) 41.3 (1.8) 19.3 (1.8) 

Black 25.9 (3.2) (3.6) 26.5 
~ 

(2.6) i 5.2 
~ 30.6 ' 

(1.8) 

Hispanic 29.9 (4.8) (5.3) 30.2 (5.3) 9.3 (3.0) 

LEVELOF 
EDUCATION I I i 

o-8YWS 43.8 (5.4) ~ 35.3 (6.2) ~ 20.5 (4.1) 0.4 (0.3) 

9-12YearS 27.4 (1.8), 41.6 (2.9) ~ 25.0 (2.8) 6.0 (2.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 61.3 (11.1) 
0.0 (0.0) 30.1 (4.7) 39.5 (4.2) 25.7 (3.3) 

H.S.Dip.orGEO 7.3 (1.1) I 

i 

~ 30.2 (3.2) 43.3 (2.6) 17.4 (2.3) 1.8 (0.6) 9.1 (1.4) i 26.8 ~ 44.3 17.1 2.7 
Some Postsec. 5.5 (2.0) ! 

(1.6) (2.1) (1.5) 

22.7 

(0.8) 

(2.6) 51.2 (3.4) ~ 18.7 (2.8) College Degree' ,.c (0.9) 4.9 (1.0) 1 24.0 (1.4) ~ 42.6 (1.3) 25.2 (1.9) 3.4 2.3 (2.2) 6.3 (2.4) ' ~ (0.5) 24,8 
(8.4) 

~ 46.1 
(5.9) 

~ 20.5 
(7.0) i 

4.0 
(1.4) 

11.8 
(1.5) 31.2 (3.6) 41.3 (3.6) 1 ii,7 (2.5) 

3.2 (0.8) 4.3 (0.9) 1 ' 
1 

18.4 (0.8) 42.1 
131.7 

(0.8) 29.0 (0.9): 
~ 

6.2 (0.8) 
0.3 (0.2) 26.9 (5.6) 36.5 

I 
(3.9) (6.5) ~ 4.8 (1.4) 0.0 

~ 
(0.0) 

0.0 (0.0) 25.7 (3.7) 40.6 (2.8) ~ 26.6 (3.6) 7.0 (0.8) ~ 0.0 (0.0) 

LABORFORCE 
STATUS' 

Employed 12.7 (2.1) 26.2 (5.0) 37.6 (2.5) 23.0 (1.2) 1 5.9 Unemployed- (0.7) 

LoakingforWork 13.3 (;.9) 30.3 (2.5) i 40.2 ~ (3.2) 13.4 (1.5) 9.6 (1.4) 24.3 (1.7) i 39.1 (1.5) 23.4 16.2 (2.5) 3.7 Out 01LaborForce (1.5) 33.9 ~ (0.8) 

(2.3) 
34.6 

(2.0) ~ 13.5 (2.1) 
, 

1.8 (0.5) 18.5 (3.5) 30.2 (3.9) 32.0 (2.9) 16,8 
~ 

2.5 ~ (2.9) (1.0) 

WEEKSOF I 
EMPLOYMENT~~~ 

O-13 18.6 (2.1) 134.5 (2.7) 1 33.4 (3.0) ' 12,5 (1.6) 
14-39 11.8 (1.2) ~ 30.0 (3.1) 40.4 (2.5) 15.6 (1.9) 4ot 8.6 (1.9) 24.4 (3.8) 

~ 
41.6 

(3.5) 
1 

20.7 (4.6) 

1.0 (0.5) 15.7 (2.6) 1.1 (0.6) 
2.3 (0.7) 21.7 (2.6) 3.6 (1.3) 

4.8 (2.2) 1 8.7 (1.7) 22.9 (1.7) 40.1 (1.5) 22.9 (1.b) 5.4 (0.6) 

* The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard errors. 
** Duringtheweekpriortotheassessment. 

*** During the 12 months precedingtheassessment. 

As with the prose and document scales, the interesting patterns of performance 

occur at the extreme levels for weeks of employment. Individuals at levels I and 2 are 

more likely to report having been employed 13 or fewer weeks during the 12 months 

preceding the assessment than 40 or more weeks. As to he expected, this pattern 

reverses for individuals at levels 4 and 5 - that is, individuals demonstrating the 

highest levels of proficiency are significantly more likely to have been employed for 40 

or more weeks than to have worked 13 or fewer weeks. 
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The distributions showing the greatest differences across the five levels are those 

defined by educational attainment and race/ethnicity. It is probably not surprising 

that within the two DOL populations the largest percentages of individuals scoring in 

level 1 are adults who report ztxo to eight years of education. Conversely, the 

highest percentages associated with levels 4 and 5 are adults who report a college 

degree. For example, roughly 40 percent of JTPA and 60 percent of ES/U1 program 

participants with zero to eight years of education score within the level 1 range on the 

quantitative scale, whereas from 50 to 66 percent earning a college degree score 

within levels 4 and 5. What is most disturbing about these data is the high proportion 

of JTPA and ES/U1 participants reporting either a high school diploma or GED 

certificate who demonstrate literacy proficiencies in either level 1 or level 2. Some 35 

to 40 percent of the two DOL populations demonstrate proficiencies within these levels. 

Black and Hispanic program participants, while not very different from each ( 

other, are disproportionately represented at the low and high levels of the quantitative 

scale when compared with White program participants. As shown in Table 5.4, some 

25 to 30 percent of Black and Hispanic JTPA and ES/U1 program participants 

demonstrate proficiency within the level 1 range compared to 4 to 9 percent of White 
\ 

program participants. Similarly, while some 30 to 40 percent of Black and Hispanic 

participants perform within the level 2 range, 20 to 30 percent of White participants 

‘demonstrate performance at this level. Conversely, while 5 to 10 percent of Black and 

Hispanic program participants demonstrate performance at levels 4 and 5 on the 

quantitative scale, about 20 to 35 percent of White participants attain these higher levels. 

l SUMMAKY ANI) CONCLLTSIONS 

The definition of literacy adopted for this study assumes that 

literacy involves the skills needed to do something rather than simply the knowledge 

of something. While knowledge is important, the emphasis here is on literacy as a tool 

that enables people to participate more fully at work, at home, and in their 

communities. Literacy skills enable individuals to use printed and written information 

so they are able, among other things, to participate in local and national government, 

to hold and advance in a job, to understand and obtain legal and community services, 

to manage a household, as well as to improve themselves. 

In pursuing these activities, people interact with many different types of printed 

materials for different purposes. The resulting wide array of literacy behaviors are 

likely to require different types of skills and knowledge that are better represented as 

continua rather than as an all-or-nothing condition. While some efforts have 

arbitrarily designated individuals into one of two categories - literate or illiterate - 

they are misleading in that, by themselves, they provide little guidance or 

understanding of the nature of the problem or the types of behaviors that could he 
helpful in addressing it. 
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Through the anchoring process described in this chapter, specific tasks have been 

identified along each of the three literacy scales that characterize the interactions 

between materials and questions OT directives that appear to affect both the type and 

level of processing needed to respond correctly. These analyses also suggest that while 

literacy is not a single skill suited to all types of texts, neither is it an infinite number 

of isolated skills each associated with a different type of material or purpose for 

reading. Rather, there appears to be an ordered set of information-processing skills and 

strategies that may be called into play to accomplish the range of tasks represented in 

the various aspects of literacy defined here. 

At the risk of oversimplification we have attempted in Figure 5.1 to characteriie 

these proficiencies in terms of five discrete levels that range over the literacy scales. 
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Levels of Proficiency 

Tasks falling within this range on the three literacy scales are the least demanding in terms of what a 
reader must do in order to produce a correct response. In general, prose and document tasks at this level 
require a reader to identify and enter information from personal knowledge or to locate a piece of 
information in which there is a literal match between the question and the stimulus material. If a distractor 
or plausible answer appears in the stimulus material, it tends to be located away from where the correct 
information is found. Although no quantitative tasks used in this assessment fell within this level, experience 
suggests that such tasks would require the reader to perform a single, relatively simple arithmetic operation 
(such as addition or subtraction) for which either the numbers are already entered onto the document and 
the operation is given or the numbers are provided and the operation does not require the reader to borrow 
or carry. 

Prose and document literacy tasks falling within this range are more varied in terms of the demands ( 
placed on readers. Some of these tasks still require the reader to locate and match on a single literal feature 
of information; however, these tasks tend to occur in materials in which there are several distracters or 
where the match is based on synonymous or text-based inferences. Prose and document tasks at level 2 
also begin to require readers to integrate information by either pulling together two pieces of information or 
by comparing and contrasting information. Duantitative tasks at this level typically require the use of one 
arithmetic operation based on numbers that are either stated in the question or easily located in the 
document through a literal one-feature match. Moreover, the operation needed to complete the task is either .’ 
stated in the question or easily determined based on the format of the problem -for example, entries on a 
bank deposit slip or on an order form. 

Prose tasks at this level tend to require the reader to search fairly dense text for literal or synonymous 
matches on the basis of more than one feature of information or to integrate information from relatively long 
text that does not contain organizational aids such as headings. Document tasks at this level tend to require 
the reader to integrate three or more features of information from rather complex tables or graphs in which 
distracters are present in the same row or column. What appears to distinguish quantitative tasks at this 
level is the fact that two or more numbers or quantities needed to solve the problem must be identified from 
various places in the material. Also, the operation(s) needed to complete the task is typically determined 
from arithmetic relation terms in the question, such as “How many” or “What is the difference.” 

Tasks in this range continue to demand more from the reader. Not only are multiple-feature matching 
and integration of information from complex materials maintained. the degree of inferencing required by the 
reader is also increased. Tasks at this level include conditional information that must be taken into account 
by the reader in order to integrate or match information appropriately. Quantitative tasks at level 4 tend to 
require two or more sequential operations or the application of a single operation where either the quantities 
or the operation must be determined from the semantic information given or from prior knowledge. 

Tasks falling within this range tend to place the greatest demands on the reader. Typically, they require 
the reader to search for information in dense text or complex documents containing multiple plausible 
distractors. to make high text-based inferences or use specialized background knowledge. as well as to 
compare and contrast sometimes complex information to determine differences. Similarly, the quantitative 
tasks at this level require the reader to disembed features of a problem from various parts of a stimulus or 
to rely heavily on background knowledge to identify both the quantities and the operations needed to 
complete a task successfully. 
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in actuality it appears that the weighted averages within particular subgroups are 

dominated in this instance by one or the other state sample and, thus, do not yield an 

accurate picture of those subgroups for the nation as a whole. 

As a result, the joint distributions for Mississippi and Oregon do not provide a 

reliable index for use as a performance standard for many of the variables of interest. 

The focus of this chapter, therefore, will be on comparisons with the nationally 

representative performance of young adults; the state data, however, are presented in 

Appendix D. We anticipate that by the summer of 1992 data collection for the 

National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS, 1992) will be complete. The expected 

database will contain performance and background information not only for a 

nationally representative sample of adults 16 years of age and older, but also for 11 

states that will conduct concurrent assessments. Together, this information will yield 

stable estimates of performance with respect to socially prominent variables, thus 

providing a context within which to understand demonstrated performance of 

targeted populations such as the incarcerated, the unemployed, and so forth. 

l Co~r.zru~; 2 I I 7‘0 25-Y~t\n-O~r~s IN nu: THREE POI~IUTIONS 

The entries in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 provide an interesting 

perspective from which to understand the proficiency distributions on the three 

literacy scales. Table 6.1 presents the percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 program 

participants within each of the five levels of proficiency in the age range 21 to 25 

years, thus providing an age cohort with the young adult sample assessed in 1985. In 

additioA, information in Table 6.2 is provided for 26. to 31syear-old JTPA and ES/U1 

participants who represent the current age cohort at the time of the DOL assessment, 

that is, individuals who were 21- to 25-years of age in 1985. It is worth noting that the 

information contained in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 is presented only for the total population 

because, for the two DOL programs, the age cohorts represent relatively small 

subgroups of their respective populations. To further divide these DOL subgroups by 

variables such as education or race/ethnicity would result in cells that contain too few 

individuals to yield reliable estimates of the various distributions. 

It will be seen from Table 6.1 that the differences among 21- to 25year-olds in 

the three populations for prose and quantitative literacy are few and scattered across 

the various distributions. On the document scale, however, there is a tendency in 

both DOL populations to see significantly smaller percentages of participants at the 

higher proficiency levels (that is, levels 3,4, and 5), while larger percentages of 

applicants are found at level 2. No significant differences are seen among the three 

populations at level 1. 
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Level5 
Level4 
Level3 
Level2 
Level 1 

Comparisons Among 21. to 25-Year-Olds in NAEP, JTPA, and ES/U1 
Populations at Five Proficiency Levels on the Three Literacy Scales* 

,~~ 

4.7 (0.8) 2.3 (0.9) 2.8 (1.3) 4.1 (0.6) 0.9 (0.7) 0.7 (0.2) 4.6 (0.5) 2.8 (1.3) 2.3 (0.9) 
23.8 (1.1) 19.5 (2.6) 20.8 (3.6) 24.0 (1.1) 11.8 (2.3) 15.8 (3.6) 24.0 (1.2) 18.4 (3.7) 19.6 (2.7) 
39.4 (1.3) 40.7 (2.6) 34.1 (2.4) 39.7 (1.2) 40.0 (2.9) 31.5 (3.4) 40.2 (1.1) 35.0(4.2) 35.2 (4.9) 

23.1 (0.8) 26.5 (2.0) 26.7 (2.9) 24.2 (1.1) 37.3 (2.4) 38.3 (2.6) 23.8 (1.2) 31.5 (2.8) 30.4 (5.1) 
9.1 (0.8) 11.0 (1.9) 15.6 (2.0) 8.0 (0.6) 10.0 (2.1) 13.8 (3.6) 7.5 (0.7) 12.4 (2.0) 12.5 (2.5) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors 

For the current 26- to 31-year-olds who were 21 to 25 years of age in 1985 (Table 

6.2), no statistically significant pattern emerges in terms of performance differences 

when comparing the DOL populations to the NAEP young adults. However, there is a 

tendency for the DOL populations to be overrepresented at levels 1 and 2. While only 

six of the 12 comparisons at these lower levels reach statistical significance, 11 of the 

12 are in the noted direction. 
> 

Comparisons Among 21* to 25.Year-Olds in NAEP, and 26. to 31sYear-Olds in 
JTPA and ES/U1 Populations at Five Proficiency Levels on the Three Literacy Scales* 

21-25 26-31 26-31 ~ 2!:25 ! 26.31 26.31 i 21-25 26-31 26-31 

Level5 4.7 (0.8) 7.7 (2.8) 4.7 (1.1) 4.1 (0.6) 1.9 (1.6) 3.1 (0.6) 4.6 (0.5) 2.2 4.8 
Level4 

(1.7) (1.4) 
23.8 (1.1) 16.3 (2.1) 19.6 (2.4) 24.0 (1.1) 11.2 (2.7) 18.7 (2.2) 24.0 (1.2) 12.9(3.1) 22.2 

Level3 

(2.4) 
39.4 (1.3) 39.2 (3.2) 36.8 (1.9) 39.7 (1.2) 45.4 (5.4) 33.7 (2.0) 40.2 (1.1) 38.6 (2.5) 37.3 

Level2 

(2.0) 
23.1 (0.8) 25.1 (1.9) 29.1 (2.8) 24.2 (1.1) 30.6(2.6) 29.2 (2.2) 23.8 (1.2) 34.4 (4.6) 

Level 1 

23.8 (2.2) 
9.1 (0.8) 11.7 (2.6) 9.8 (1.3) 8.0 (0.6) 10.9 (2.1) 15.3 11.91 7.5 10.7) 11.9 (2.4) 11.9 (1.9) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 

While these comparisons of relevant age cohorts for the total DOL populations 

are of some interest, the inability to look at subgroups because of the small number of 

respondents limits the utility of the cohort data in the present study. By aggregating 

across the age distributions, however, comparisons can be made between subgroups 

within each of the DOL populations and subgroups among young adults. These 

comparisons provide a first look at comparing these two DOL populations against 

the performance standards on variables of interest from a more nationally 

representative sample. 
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The entries in Table 6.3 represent the percentages of young 

adult, JTI’A, and ESml populations estimated to be performing within each of the 

five levels on the prose literacy scale as described in Chapter 5. These percentages are 

presented for the three total populations as well as for gender, race/ethnicity, and level : 

of education. 

Total Populations 

As shown in Table 6.3, the single significant difference in performance between 

the total JTPA and ES/U1 populations is found at level 4 (326 to 375). Although 

there are slightly larger percentages of ES/U1 participants than young adult 

respondents at the two lower proficiency levels, the only significant difference 

between the ES/U1 and young adult populations is at level 3. Two significant 

differences are noted between the young adult and JTPA populations. That is, a 

significantly larger percentage of JTPA applicants score within level 1 (0 to 225) - 

13.7 compared with 9.1 -while significantly fewer JTPA applicants demonstrate 

&formance at level 4 (326 to 375) as compared with young adults - 17.0 versus 23.8. ‘,’ 

‘Men and Women 

Like the general U.S. population, the young adult sample represents a roughly 

equal percentage of men and women. In contrast, as noted previously, the ES/U1 

pop&on is about 56 percent male while the JTPA population is roughly 58 percent 

female. Nevertheless, few significant differences appear in the performance 

distributions between young adults and the two DOL populations. A lower percentage 

of men and women eligible for JTPA programs attain level 4 than is the case for young 

adults - 14.9 and 18.2 as compared with 23.2 and 24.3, respectively. In addition, a 
I larger percentage of eligible JTPA males saxes within level 1 than is the case for 

young male adults - 19.4 and 10.2, respectively. 

Within the ES/U1 population, there appears to be a general increase in the 

percentage of males performing at levels 1 and 2 in relation to those from the young 

adult sample. However, these differences are not statistically significant - 14.3 and 

25.0 compared with 10.2 and 22.4, respectively. No significant differences are found 

between the two female subpopulations. 

Race/Ethnicity 

Like the general U.S. population, the young adult sample represents roughly 77 

percent White, 13 percent Black, and 6 percent Hispanic respondents. Based on the 

population sizes in Table 6.3, the JTPA sample represents only 69 percent White, 21 
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The Percentages of Young Adult, JTPA , and ES/U1 Populations Estimated 
to Be Performing Within Each of the Five Levels on the Prose Scale* 

~~~~~~~~y 

WAEP YOU16 ADULTS 3,474 ~ 20.720.464 9.1 (0.8) ~ 23.1 (1.0) , 39.4 (1.3) ~ 23.8 (1.1) 4.7 (0.8) 

GENDER 
Male 1.544 ~ 10,054.793 
Female 1,930 ~ 10.665.671 ~ ';I: I;:;; ~ ;;:; 1;:;; ~ ;;:; I;:;; I ;;f I;:;; '; ;:; ;y:;; 

I I I 
RACEIETHNICITY 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,997 
957 
391 

16,018.109 
2,693.192 
1.264.984 

5.3 (0.9) 19.2 (1.1) 41.9 (1.4) 
28.7 (2.0) 41.6 (2.5) 24.5 (2.2) 
16.0 (1.9) 32.5 (3.3) 36.3 (3.8) 

27.9 (1.2) 5.7 (0.9) 
4.7 (1.0) 0.6 (0.3) 

14.7 (3.5) 0.5 (0.4) 

EDUCATIONLEVEL 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,or GED 
Some Pastsecondary 
College Degree 

GENDER 
Male 

* Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

EDUCATION 
O-B Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip, or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

ES/U 

GENOER 
Male 
Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

72 338.831 849 (10.0) 32.6 (10.3) 
511 2.220.378 33.0 (3.6) 42.7 (3.6) 

1,260 7,463,079 10.1 (1.3) 31.4 (1.8) 
1,075 6.508.283 2.5 (0.6) 17.9 (1.6) 

533 4.179.602 0.1 (0.1) 5.1 (1.1) 

2,501 1.100.000 13.7 (1.7) 26.2 (1.7) 

1.008 
1,484 

1.556 
663 
159 

176 84975 49.2 (5.0) 25.9 (3.8) 
705 302,247 22.6 (2.1) 43.9 (3.1) 

1,045 484,742 8.5 (1.2) 20.8 (2.2) 
442 184.509 3.7 (1.4) 18.5 (2.7) 
130 61.480 2.3 (2.2) 4.8 (2.0) 

3,277 18.937.087 12.2 (2.4) 25.2 (1.3) 

1.756 10.631.408 14.3 (2.7) 
1,515 8,255,060 9.2 (2.0) 

2,394 11.894.800 3.7 (0.5) 18.5 (1.5) 40.1 (1.4) 29.9 (1.1) 7.9 (0.8) 
375 2.189.197 18.9 (4.7) 43.9 (2.3) 29.0 (2.9) 8.0 (1.1) 0.2 (0.2) 
384 3.824.079 33.3 (5.6) 32.5 (6.0) 25.5 (2.9) 8.6 (1.8) 0.0 (0.0) 

120 511,432 
500 2,941,253 

1.279 6.681.481 
861 X154.636 
513 3.601.479 

451,859 19.4 (2.1) 
637,956 9.6 (1.5) 

760,740 9.7 (1.2) 
230,405 20.9 (4.0) 

64.912 27.6 (4.6) 

64.5 (9.6) 30.0 (8.5) 5.2 (3.6) 0.3 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 
30.9 (7.8) 37.4 (7.1) 24.7 (3.9) 6.8 (1.1) 0.2 (0.1) 
9.6 (1.1) 28.6 (2.0) 41.6 (2.2) 18.4 (1.4) 1.8 (0.4) 
5.3 (1.3) 22.3 (2.8) 38.6 (2.8) 29.3 (2.4) 4.5 (0.9) 
3.3 (1.51 12.4 (1.8) 32.7 (2.3) 35.3 (2.2) 16.3 (2.3) 

26.5 (2.1) 
26.0 (1.8) 

23.6 (1.9) 
36.6 (3.0) 
24.5 (5.5) 

25.0 (1.4) 34.2 (1.8) 21.7 (1.9) 4.8 (0.9) 
25.5 (1.6) 37.1 (1.6) 23.0 (1.7) 5.3 (1.0) 

2.5 (1.9) 
22.2 (3.5) 
43.6 (1.8) 
42.0 (2.4) 
39.8 (2.7) 

38.5 (2.1) 

35.9 (2.6) 
40.9 (1.9) 

41.1 (2.2) 
30.4 (3.7) 
39.4 (5.5) 

21.4 (4.3) 
26.9 (2.3) 
47.9 (3.0) 
42.6 (2.7) 
28.7 (10.3) 

35.4 (1.3) 

0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 
2.1 (0.9) 0.1 (0.1) 

14.0 (1.4) 0.8 (0.3) 
31.4 (2.3) 6.1 (1.3) 
42.7 (3.1) 12.3 (2.1) 

17.0 (0.9) 4.6 (0.7) 
1 

.I 
14.9 (1.6) ,I 3.3 (0.9) 
18.2 (1.4) 5.4 (1.1) 

19.9 (1.5) 5.7 (1.1) 
11.3 (1.5) 0.9 (0.4) 
6.2 (2.2) 2.3 (2.3) 

3.5 (2.3) 0.0 (0.0) 
5.8 (1.9) 

~ 
0.8 (0.6) 

18.4 (1.0) 4.4 (1.5) 
28.7 (3.8) ” 6.4 (1.6) 
39.9 (7.5) :i 24.3 (6.7) 

22.3 (1.6) ~ 5.0 (0.6) 

'The numbersin parenthesesareestimaled standard errors. 
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percent Black, and 6 percent Hispanic applicants. The ESNl sample includes 63 

percent White, 12 percent Black, and 20 percent Hispanic participants. In both DOL 

populations, a smaller percentage of White applicants is represented when compared 

with the young adult population. In contrast, JTPA programs appear to have a larger 

percentage of Black eligible applicants while ES/U1 appears to have a larger 

representation of Hispanic participants. 

For White and Hispanic JTPA applicants, the pattern of results is similar in 

relation to the pattern for young adults. That is, a significantly higher percentage of 

White and Hispanic JTI’A applicants attain level 1 scotes than White and Hispanic 

young adults - 9.7 and 27.6 as compared with 5.3 and 16.0, respectively. At the same 

time, a significantly smaller percentage of White and Hispanic JTPA applicants 

obtain sccres in the level 4 range than do young adults - 19.9 and 6.2 compared with 

27.9 and 14.7. In contrast, the pattern of results for Black JTPA applicants is reversed. [ 

Here we see a smaller (though not quite significant) percentage of individuals 

represented at level 1 compared with young adults (20.9 vtxsus 28.7, respectively), 

while a significantly larger percentage of Black applicants is found to be performing at 

level 4 - 11.3 compared with 4.7. 

The trend for Black ES/U1 participants when compared with Black young adults ‘,’ 

is similar to the pattern noted for JTPA eligible Black applicants. That is, a smaller ’ 
‘percentage of Black ES/U1 participants attain level 1 scores (18.9 as compared with 

28.7), while a larger percentage attain level 4 scores (8.0 versus 4.7). Among Hispanic 

participants, a larger percentage attain level 1 (33.3 as compared with 16.0), while a 

smaller percentage demonstrate proficiency at level 4 ( 8.6 versus 14.7). It should be 

noted, however, that the difference in percentages at level 1 is not statistically 

significant for Black participants nor is the difference for Hispanic applicants at level 

4. There are no significant differences between the ES/U1 White program participants 

and the subgroup of White young adults. 

Levels of Education 

The distributions of educational attainment are remarkably similar for the ESml 

and young adult populations. However, a larger percentage of JTPA eligible applicants 

report lower levels of attainment than is the case for either ESwl participants or 

young adults. Thus, a substantially smaller percentage of JTPA applicants report 

some postsecondary experience ot a college degree than either ES/U1 participants or 

young adults. 

The general pattern of results for the three populations is that educational 

attainment is positively related to demonstrated literacy proficiency. That is, 

individuals across the three populations who report lower levels of educational 

attainment are disproportionately represented in the lower levels on the prose scale. 

For example, the highest proportion of individuals scoring within level 1 are those 
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reporting zero to eight years of education - 64.9 percent of young adults, 49.2 

percent of JTPA applicants, and 64.5 percent of ES/U1 participants. Conversely, the 

highest proportion of individuals demonstrating proficiency at level 5 report attaining 

a college degree - 12.3 percent of young adults, 24.3 percent of JTPA applicants, and 

16.3 percent of ES/U1 participants. Nevertheless, there are still large proportions of 

high school graduates in levels 1 and 2. 

Perhaps the most interesting findings relating to educational attainment are 

those shown in Table 6.3 for JTPA I’ ‘bl e 1g1 e applicants. Despite the fact that JTPA 

applicants report, on average, lower levels of educational attainment than did young 

adults, larger percentages of these JTPA applicants demonstrate proficiencies at l&Is 

3 and 4 than do young adults with similar levels of education. For example, 21.4 and 

3.5 percent ofJTPA eligible applicants reporting zero to eight years of education are 

found to reach levels 3 and 4 on the prose scale, respectively, as compared with 2.5 ’ 

and 0 percent of young adults. In addition, virtually no young adult reporting a college 

degree performs at level 1; however, 2.3 percent of JTPA applicants reporting a college 

degree perform at this level. The only significant differences for ES/U1 participants 

that parallels this trend are found among college graduates scoring at levels I and 2 - 

the percentages are 3.3 and 12.4, respectively, for ES/U participants and 0.1 and 5.i 

for young adults. 

. CO.~~I',\RIN(~.I'I‘~'A, ES/LX, :\NI) YoI.N(.; AIJ~'I.,.\ 

ON ~I 111: r>occ ~.1IliNI ScAl.l: 

The entries in Table 6.4 represent the percentages of young 

adult, JTPA, and ES/U1 populations estimated to be performing within each of the 

five levels on the document literacy scale as described in Chapter 5. These 

percentages are presented for the three total populations as well as for gender, race/ 

ethnicity, and level of education. 

Total Populations 

As shown in Table 6.4, although there are some differences in the distributions 

between JTPA and ES/U1 applicants, the two DOL populations differ significantly 

from the young adult population at each of the five levels. That is, the DOL 

populations have a significantly larger percentage of individuals at levels 1 and 2 than 

do the young adults. For example, at level 1, there are 14.1 percent JTPA applicants 

and 13.1 percent ES/U1 participants compared with 8.0 percent of young adults. 

Similarly, at level 2, there are 37.3 percent JTPA and 30.1 percent ES/U1 participants 

compared with 24.2 percent of young adults. Beginning at level 3, the trend reverses 

and we see a larger proportion of young adults than is the case for either of the two 

DOL populations. 
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The Percentages of Young Adult, JTPA, and ES/U1 Populations Estimated 
to Be Performing Within Each of the Five Levels on the Document Scale* 

~~IF]~~~~ 

NAEP YOU16 ADULTS 3.474 

GENDER 
Male 
Female 

1,544 
1,930 

20.720.484 8.0 (0.8) 

10.054.793 8.8 (1.0) 
10.665.671 1 7.2 (0.7) 

HACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,997 16.016.109 4.3 (0.5) 20.0 (1.1) 
957 2,693,192 25.6 (2.3) 43.6 (2.0) 
391 1.284984 15.0 (2.0) 35.2 (3.3) 

EDUCATION LEVEL 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

72 
511 

1.280 
1,075 

533 

338.831 60.8 (12.7) 
2.220.378 30.3 (2.6) 
7.463.079 7.6 (0.8) 
6.508.283 2.7 (0.6) 
4.179.602 0.6 (0.3) 

JTPA 2,501 1,100,000 14.1 (2.0) 

GENOEH 
Male 
Female 

1,008 451.859 17.8 (2.6) 33.0 (2.1) ~ 35.8 (2.7) 12.9 (2.0) 0.5 (0.4) 
1.484 637,956 11.1 (1.5) 40.0 (1.5) 35.5 (1.7) 11.8 (1.9) 1.5 (0.7) 

24.2 (1.1) 

24.7 (1.6) 
23.6 (1.3) 

39.7 (1.2) 24.0 (1.1) 4.1 (0.8) 

38.6 (1.9) 
40.8 (1.6) 

23.4 (1.2) 4.5 (0.8) 
24.5 (1.4) 3.8 (0.6) 

42.6 (1.5) 
26.1 (1.8) 

28.0 (1.4) 
4.7 (0.7) 

5.1 (0.7) 
0.1 (0.1) 
1.1 (0.5) 34.5 (3.2) ~ 14.2 (3.0) 

22.5 (5.0) 15.1 (10.5) 1.6 (1.6) 0.0 (0.0) 
41.9 (2.8) 23.6 (3.1) 4.0 (1.1) 0.1 (0.1) 
34.1 (1.7) 45.9 (1.9) 11.4 (1.1) 1.0 (0.4) 
17.2 (2.0) 41.5 (2.0) 33.5 (2.4) 5.1 (1.0) 
7.9 (1.3) 36.6 (2.3) 44.1 (2.8) 10.8 (1.8) 

37.3 (1.3) 35.4 (1.5) 12.2 (1.8) 1.1 (0.4) 

760,740 8.4 (1.2) 33.9 (1.8) 40.3 (1.7) 15.8 (2.1) 1.6 (0.5) 
230,405 26.7 (4.0) 47.4 (2.4) 23.6 (2.6) 2.3 (1.2) 0.0 (0.0) 
64,912 26.2 (5.2) 46.4 (5.3) 20.9 (5.3) 6.4 (3.8) 0.1 (0.1) 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

EOIICATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

ES/Ill 

GENOER 
Male 
Female 

1,556 
663 
159 

176 
705 

1,045 
442 
130 

3,277 

1.756 
1.515 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

~ 2,394 
375 
384 

I 

12.9 (4.2) 64,975 42.7 (4.0) 44.1 (4.8) 
302,247 26.4 (3.8) 45.5 (2.2) 
484,742 8.1 (1.3) 35.3 (1.8) 
184,509 3.9 (0.9) 34.4 (3.1) 
61,480 0.0 (0.0) 12.9 (5.0) 

18.937.087 13.1 (1.6) 30.1 (1.2) 35.9 (1.0) 18.5 (1.7) 

10.631.408 15.2 (2.2) 30.1 (1.8) 

0.3 (0.3) 
24.8 (4.3) 3.4 (1.2) 
41.3 (1.7) 14.0 (2.3) 
43.7 (2.8) 16.8 (2.3) 
41.2 (5.7) 39.7 (7.1) 

0.0 (0.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 
1.2 (0.8) 
1.1 (0.6) 
6.1 (2.9) 

2.4 (0.5) 

18.2 (2.5) 
19.0 (2.2) 

2.9 (0.8) 
1.6 (0.4) 

25.7 (1.3) 3.6 (1.1) 
2.6 (0.7) 0.0 (0.0) 
4.7 (3.7) 0.7 (0.7) 

0.4 (0.4) 0.0 (0.0) 
3.3 (1.2) 0.1 (0.1) 

14.1 (1.6) 1.4 (0.3) 
25.2 (2.5) 2.0 (0.6) 
32.5 (2.7) 7.1 (3.3) 

33.7 (1.5) 
38.6 (2.4) 8.255,060 10.3 (1.6) 30.3 (1.4) 

11.894.800 4.6 (0.7) ~ 24.7 (1.5) 41.4 (1.1) 
2.189.197 28.6 (4.41 46.8 (5.2) 22.0 (3.1) 
3.824.079 31.1 i3.2j 37.8 il.lj 25.7 i3.9j 

511,432 65.1 (11.5) 
32.9 (3.4) 
11.2 (1.1) 
5.6 (1.2) 
3.6 (1.4) 

I 
22.6 (5.8) ~ 12.0 (9.6) 
38.0 (2.0) 25.7 (3.0) 
36.1 (2.0) 

~ 
37.2 (2.1) 

27.4 (1.2) ~ 39.8 (3.1) 
17.7 (2.2) ~ 39.1 (5.8) 

EUUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

120 
500 

1.279 
861 
513 

2.941.253 
6.681.481 
5.154.636 
3.601.479 

'The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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Men and Women 

As with the total populations, there are consistently larger percentages of men 

and women scoring at levels 1 and 2 in the DOL populations than in the young adult 

population. The trend at the three higher levels also reverses for men and women, 

although a number of comparisons (particularly for ES/U1 participants) are not 

statistically significant. For example, 12.9 percent of men and 11.8 percent of worn& 

applying for JTPA services demonstrate proficiency at level 4 as compared with 23.4 

percent of men and 24.5 percent of women in the young adult population - both 

comparisons are statistically significant. In contrast, some 18.2 percent of men and, 

19.0 percent of women ES/U1 participants attain level 4, and the difference between 

young adult and ES/U1 males is not statistically significant. 

Race/Ethnicity 

The entries in Table 6.4 show an interesting pattern at levels 1 and 2 for the 

different racial/ethnic subgroups. There are significant differences between the 

percentages of White and Hispanic JTPA applicants and White and Hispanic young 

adults scoring at level 1. Almost twice the percentage of White and Hispanic JTPA 

eligible applicants as young adults demonstrate proficiency at level 1. No significaii 

differences appear between Black JTPA applicants and young adults at either 

level 1 or 2. 

In contrast, the most notable and highly significant difference for ES/U1 

pppulations is that slightly more than twice the percentage of Hispanic ES/U1 

applicants than Hispanic young adults are found at level 1. There are no differences 

for White and Black ES/U1 participants at level 1 in relation to young adults, while at 

level 2 the only significant difference as compared with the young adult population is 

that there is a higher percentage of White participants (24.7 compared with 20.0). 

Although the patterns of statistical significance differ among the JTPA and ES/ 

UI populations as compared with young adults, the general tendencies are the same. 

With higher percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 program participants scoring in levels 1 

and 2, smaller percentages of each racial/ethnic group in the DOL populations 

demonstrate proficiencies at the three higher levels when compared with young adults. 

Levels of Education 

By and large, the JTPA distributions of document proficiency for each of the 

levels of education are notably similar to those for young adults. The exception is for 

those JTPA eligible applicants reporting some postsecondary experience. 

For ES/U1 participants reporting less than a high school diploma or GED - i.e., 

zero to eight years and nine to 12 years - there are no significant differences as 

compared with similar distributions for young adults. The pattern of comparisons is 
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different, however, for those reporting higher levels of educational attainment. Those 

ES/U1 participants reporting higher levels of education - i.e., some postsecondary 

and college degree -have higher percentages of individuals at both levels 1 and 2 

than do young adults reporting similar levels of education. Moreover, the ES/U1 

participants who report the two highest levels of education tend to have lower 

percentages attaining levels 4 and 5 on the document scale than do comparable 

groups of young adults. of the four possible comparisons, the only difference that does 

not reach at least the .05 level of significance is that for ES/U1 participants at level 5 

who report a college degree or higher. It is not unreasonable to hypothesize that 

despite reported levels of education, low demonstrated literacy skills might be a 

contributing factor to the apparent difficulties ES/U1 participants experience in the 

labor force. 

. CO,MPARIN(.; JTPA, ESIUI, ANI) Yoc’N~. AIH :xI’s 

0~ THE QUANTITATIVE SCALIZ 

The entries in Table 6.5 represent the percentages of young 

adult, JTPA, and ES/U1 populations estimated to be performing within each of the 

five levels on the quantitative literacy scale as described in Chapter 5. These 

percentages are presented for the three total populations as well as for gender, race/ 

ethnicity, and level of education. 

Total Populations 

Although the two DOL populations differ from each other along the five levels 

of proficiency, it is primarily the JTPA population which differs from the distributions 

of young adults shown in Table 6.5 for the quantitative scale. Significantly larger 

percentages of JTPA eligible applicants perform at levels 1 and 2 than do young 

adults, while significantly smaller percentages attain levels 4 and 5. No difference : 

appears at level 3 between JTPA applicants and young adults. Only the difference at 

level 1 between ES/U1 participants and young adults is statistically significant. 

Men and Women 

The distributions of scores for male and female JTPA applicants mirror the 

distributions for the total population: compared with young adults, larger percentages 

of both male and female JTPA applicants attain levels 1 and 2, while smaller 

percentages demonstrate proficiencies at levels 4 and 5 (the difference at level 5 for 

females is not statistically significant). Although the general tendencies are similar for 

ESWI program participants in relation to young adults, only three differences are 

significant: those for females at levels 1 and 4 and that for males at level 3. 
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The Percentages of Young Adult, JTPA , and ES/U1 Populations Estimated 
to Be Performing Within Each of the Five Levels on the Quantitative Scale* 

NAEPVOUNCMULIS 

GENOER 
Male 
Female 

ImmiI~~~~~ 
3.474 20.720.464 1 7.5 (0.7) , 23.8(1.2) ~ 40.2 (1.1) 24.0 (1.2) 

i ~ ~c 4'6 (".5' 

1.544 
1,930 

RACEiETHNlClTV 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,997 
957 
391 

EDUCATIONLEVEL 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

72 
511 

1.280 
1.075 

533 

JTPA 2.501 

GENDER 
Male 
female 

1.008 
1.484 

RACEIETHNICITV 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,556 
663 
159 

EDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-IzYears 
H.S. Dip,or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

176 
705 

1,045 
442 
130 

GENDER 
Male 
Female 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

EDUCATION 
O-8 vears 
9-i 2 Years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
SomePostsecondary 
College Degree 

'0,054.793 8.0 (1.1) 1 23.2 (1.7) ~ 41.3 (1.8) 22.6 (1.5) ~' 4.9 (0.7) 

10.665.671 7.0 (0.7) 24.4 (1.4) ~ 39.2 (1.3) i 25.2 (1.5) I ~ 4.2 (0.6) 

';;;;;i: 1 ,;; I;:;; 1 ;;f I;:;; ~ ;;f I;:;; ~ 

159 (1.9) ~ 33.7 (3.7) 35.3 (3.4) I 

~ I 

64,975 i 43.8 (5.4) 
302,247 
484,742 I 

27.4 (1.8) 
7.3 (1.1) 

184,509 5.5 (2.0) 
61.480 2.3 (2.2) 

35.3 (6.2) 
41.6 (2.9) 
30.2 (3.2) 
22.7 (2.6) 
6.3 (2.4) 

20.5 (4.1) 
25.0 (2.8) 
43.3 (2.6) 
51.2 (3.4) 
24.8 (8.4) 

3,277 18.937.087 11.7 (1.9) 25.3 (1.1) 37.4 (1.3) 

1.756 
1,515 

2,394 
375 
384 

120 
500 

1,279 
861 
513 

338.831 
;:;;m;; 

6.508.283 

~ ii; isi; 

1.9 (0.3) 
4,179,602 ~ 0.4 (0.2) 

1.100.000 , 14.5 (1.4) 

451,859 ~ 16.6 (1.7) 
637,956 !, 12.9 (1.7) 

760,740 1 9.2 (1.0) 

230,405 1 25.9 (3.2) 
64,912 ~ 29.9 (4.8) 

33.8 (7.3) 
37.2 (2.9) 
29.7 (1.9) 
19.3 (1.8) 
12.4 (2.1) 

31.1 (2.4) 

30.7 (2.6) 
30.8 (2.9) 

17.0 (2.2) 
42.1 (3.6) 
30.6 (5.3) 

34.6 (9.3) ' 0.0 (0.0) i 
27.5 (3.2) 3.7 (0.9) 
$2.9 (1.9) 17.9 (1.7) 
13.1 (1.8) ' 29.6 (1.8) 
37.9 (2.1) ~ 38.6 (2.9) 

37.1 (1.7) 

i 0.0 (0.0) 
1.0 (1.0) 
1.0 (0.3) 
6.1 (1,O) 

10.8 (1.6) 

2.2 (0.6) 

35.6 (2.0) 
18.6 (1.9) 

15.1 (1.8) 

15.1 (2.1) 
15.2 (1.9) 

1.9 (0.5) 
2.5 (0.8) 

Ii.3 (1.8) 19.3 (1.8) 1 3.2 (0.8) 
26.5 (2.6; 5.2 (1.8) ! 0.3 (0.2) 
30.2 (5.3: 9.3 (3.0) !, 0.0 (0.0) 

0.4 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 
6.0 (2.0) i 0.0 (0.0) 

17.4 (2.3) 1.8 (0.6) 
18.7 (2.8) 1.8 (0.9) 
46.1 (5.9) ( 20.5 (7.0) 

21.4 (1.5) 4.2 (0.5) 

I 1 I 1, 

10.631.408 12.1 (2.1) 25.0 (1.4) 35.5 (1.4) ~ 23.4 (2.6) 3.9 

(1.8) 1 

(0.4) 

8.255,060 11.3 25.7 (1.0) 39.8 (2.2) ~ 18.9 (1.1) ~ 4.4 (1.0) ~ 

11,894.800 ~ 4.3 (0.9) 18.4 (0.8) 
~ 

42.1 (0.8) 29.0 (0.9) 6.2 (0.8) 

2.189.197 26.9 (5.6) 36.5 (3.9) 31.7 (6.5) 4.8 (1.4) 0.0 (0.0) 

3.824.079 ~ 25.7 (3.7) 40.6 (2.8) ! 26.6 (3.6) 7.0 (0.8) 1 0.0 (0.0) 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard errors. 
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Race/Ethnicity 

Compared with the performance of Black young adults, there are no significant 

differences between the distributions for Black participants in each of the DOL 

programs. Except at levels 1 and 5, there also are no differences between Hispanic 

JTPA applicants and Hispanic young adults. In contrast, significant differences are 

seen in the distributions of White JTPA applicants and White young adults except at 

level 3. Larger percentages of White applicants are at levels 1 and 2 - 9.2 and 27.0, 

respectively ~ compared with 4.2 and 20.2 for young adults. At levels 4 and 5, 19.3 

and 3.2 percent of White JTPA applicants are found as compared with 27.5 and 5.6 

percent of White young adults. 

As with Black applicants within the two DOL programs, no differences emerge 

between the distributions of petformance for White ES/U1 participants and young 

adults. However, significantly larger percentages of Hispanic participants are shown at ’ 

level 1, while smaller percentages of Hispanic participants are at levels 4 and 5 when 

compared with similar subgroups of young adults. The corresponding percentages are 

25.7 for ES/U1 Hispanic participants at level 1 as compared with 15.9 for Hispanic 

young adults. At levels 4 and 5, the comparable percentages are 7.0 and 0.0 versus \ 

13.7 and 1.3. 

Levels of Education 

The entries in Table 6.5 for the quantitative scale indicate considerably mote 

similari<ies than differences among the three populations. The relatively few 

differences that do emerge are scattered across the various distributions for JTPA and 

ES/U1 participants. The one notable exception is among ES/U1 participants reporting 

some postsecondary education or a college degree. Generally these groups are mope 

heavily represented at levels 1 and 2 compared with young adults. This picture is very 

similar to that shown for the document scale. 
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model. However, when the data are consistent with a particular assumed causal 

connection, it would suggest that those variables might be good candidates for 

manipulation in a more controlled situation. 

Figure 7.1 presents the hypothesized explanatory model with the arrows 

indicating the expected direction of the relationships. This model is similar to one 

that was proposed and analyzed in the NAEP young adult literacy assessment (Kirsch 

& Jungeblut, 1986). However, the present analysis extends the earlier model to 

include both citizenship activities and indicators of participation in the labor market. 

In addition, the present path model is analyzed separately for the JTPA and ES/U1 

program participants, as they cannot be considered replicate samples in the strictest 

sense. It is argued that self-selection factors (i.e., self-selection into one program or 

another) would make such assumptions very tenuous. At the same time, we have no 

particular rationale for believing that the overall model should be any more or less 

appropriate for one population than for the other. Given that stance, we will call 

attention to differences and/ or similarities in the estimated path coefficients when 

such differences or similarities can be supported by statistical tests. 

In any path model, the explanatory variables can be partitioned into two main 

types -potentially manipulable and unmanipulable. The unmanipulable variables, 

such as gender and race/ethnicity, serve as important descriptors and/or control 

‘variables, but cannot by themselves be considered legitimate causal variables. 

Nevertheless, contrasts between racial/ethnic groups, for example, with respect to 

either their access to positive environments or to their relative literacy performance 

do provjde data for informing policy decisions and, thus, demographic variables will 

enter into the discussion as appropriate. 

Manipulable variables, such as educational process variables, reading practices, 

and so forth, tend to be more policy relevant in that the behavior being described 

(e.g., choice of a high school curriculum) can in theory be modified, given the proper 

supportive environment. Subsequent discussions will put a proportionately greater 

emphasis on the variables assumed to be modifiable. 

As in the case of the young adult assessment, we are interested in exploring the 

notion of literacy practices as intermediate outcome variables, which are predicted by 

demographic variables as well as by early home environment and schooling variables. 

Literacy practices, in turn, are assumed to affect performance on the literacy scales. 

Unlike the somewhat more limited causal model for the young adult assessment, 

however, literacy performance as measured by the proficiency scales serves not only as 

an outcome variable, but is itself a predictor of both reported citizenship activities and 

selected labor market performance indices. 
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Hypothesized Path Model Underlying the Relational Analysis 
for Both the JTPA and ES/U1 Populations 

Demographics Materials High 
+ inthe -3 school 

Respondent’s Reading-News Literacy Scales 
Gender + educational j Reading-Sports j 

Citizenship/ Poverty 

home curriculum attainment 
Prose j VOtl”Q level 

Ethnicity 1 Reading-Social 
Ethnicity 2 Reading-Classified 

Document 

Parental education TV watching 
Ouantitative 

Years in USA 
Keeping 
up with Years 
public 

Newspaper affairs ;:b 
TV watching 

I I III 
Demographics and Home 

-I 
Formal Education Process 

Educational Support System 
Literacy Practices Final Literacy Citizenship Labor Market Performance 
and TV Watching Outcomes Practices 
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Figure 7.1 indicates that the assumed explanatory model leads to analyses of the 

following ordered sets of questions within both the ES/UI and JTPA samples. 

l How do the individuals’ demographic characteristics and family background 

variables relate to the reported availability of literacy materials in the home 

while growing up; their selection of high school curriculum; their reported 

level of educational attainment; their reported reading practices; the amount 

of television they report watching; their performance on the three literacy 

scales; their citizenship behavior; and their labor market involvement? 

l What are the most influential explanatory variables within individuals’ 

backgrounds (e.g., literacy materials in the home, choice of high school 

curriculum, educational attainment) with respect to their estimated literacy 

proficiencies, citizenship practices, and labor market involvement? 

l Other things being equal with respect to family background and educational 

attainment, do different literacy practices have varying impacts on 

demonstrated proficiencies on the three literacy scales, the indicators of 

citizenship behavior, and the variables relating to labor market involvement? ~ 

l Other things being equal with respect to family background, educational 

processes, educational attainment, and literacy practices, do differences in 

levels of performance on the literacy scales relate to either reported citizenship 

behavior ot labor market outcomes? Do the different literacy proficiencies 

+ve different relationships with citizenship practices and indices of labor 

market involvement? For example, do the document and quantitative scales 

have stronger relationships with participation in the labor market than does 

the prose scale? 

The documentation for the coding of the independent variables is presented in 

Figure 7.2 at the end of this chapter. 

0 ~~IX,\T.ION\HII’ ,l,:T\\-1.12, &\M;HOI ‘NJ) V.\I<IW.I:.S AXI) LITI~IIAC’,~ 

MATJ~~IAI.S IN ‘TIIL IIo,w: 

Table 7.1 presents the path coefficients associated with the 

regression of materials in the home while growing up on the demographic variables for 

the ES/U1 and JTPA populations. The table presents the standardized partial 

regression coefficients (path coefficients), raw score coefficients, standard errors of the 

raw coefficients, the “t” statistics associated with each raw score regression weight, 

and the associated multiple correlations. A raw score regression coefficient with a “t” 

statistic equal to or greater than 2.0 and with a standardized partial regression 

coefficient (path coefficient) greater than .lO will b e considered not only statistically 
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significant (at the .05 level or higher), but also practically significant (Cohen, 1977). 

In general, interpretation will only be made of path coefficients that meet the criteria 

for both statistical and practical significance. The standard errors associated with the 

raw score regression weights were so derived as to reflect both sampling variability and 

variability due to imputation. A technical description of these procedures may be 

found in the NAEP Technical Report (1986). 

Table 7.1 reveals that, for both JTPA and ES/U1 participants, parental education 

is the most significant predictor of reported literacy materials in the home while 

growing up. This finding is in close agreement with the results of the young adult 

literacy assessment. For JTPA eligible applicants, the only other variable to attain 

both statistical and practical significance is the number of years lived in the United 

States. It is a somewhat curious finding that, other things being equal, fewer literacy 

materials in English were reported in the home during childhood by applicants who ( 

have lived in this country the longest. Although Black JTPA applicants report having 

significantly fewer literacy materials in the home while growing up than do White 

applicants (Ethnic&y 1), the difference does not reach practical significance. There 

are neither statistical nor practical differences between eligible Black and Hispanic 

JTPA applicants with respect to literacy materials in the home while growing up. 
\ 

In the ESml population, Hispanic participants report access to fewer literacy y 

materials during childhood than either Black or White participants, while the 

difference between Black and White respondents reaches neither statistical nor 

practical significance. In the young adult study, the most salient racial/ethnic 

relationship was that Hispanic participants tended to report fewer literacy materials.in 

the home than did White 21- to 25-year-olds, but this difference did not quite reach 

statistical significance. 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Literacy Materials 
in the Home by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 
‘. ..I ‘, ‘.I 

mmm I EM 
Constant ~ 3.378 (0.215) ~ 15.7 I 3.074 (0.216) ~ 14.3 

Gender ~ -0.007 (0.0&y 

Ethnic 1 0.241 (0.103) 

iYE1 ~ 2; :::Li::; 

Yrs. USA 4.015 (0.004) 
I 

Multiple R ~ 0.326 

P-value 0.000 

4.1 0.061 (0.084) 0.7 

2.3 0.085 (0.132) 0.6 

-1.8 -0.446(0.153) -2.9 

7.9 0.440 (0.046) 9.5 

-3.8 0.000 (0.004) 4.0 

JTPA ES/U1 

4.003 0.023 

0.080 0.031 

4.063 -0.141 

0.253 ~ 0.321 

-0.121 0.000 
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Similarly, it is of interest to note that the multiple correlations of .33 and .40 for 

the JTPA and ES/U1 populations, respectively, are quite consistent with that for the 

young adult group - .36. 

0 RELAl~IONSHIP HJ~TWEEN ~AC.K(iROI:NI) vARlAHLES, ~~ATEHINS IN THE 

HOME, ANI) StLkrrroh’ OF HI<,;I~ SC'HOOL CUKRICI~LIN 

Table 7.2 presents the results relating the explanatory variables 

to selection of high school curriculum for the ES/U1 and JTPA populations. The path 

coefficients associated with parental educational level, years lived in the United 

States, and availability of literacy materials in the home during childhood were both 

statistically and practically significant, indicating that those respondents in the DOL 

populations who chose an academic program in high school were more likely to have 

resided in this country longer, to come from a home having parents with higher 

educational attainment, and to have had access to more literacy materials in the home 

while growing up. These results are entirely consistent with those for young adults. 

It is important to note that, independent of parental education, the availability of 

literacy materials in the home had a significant impact on selection of an academic \ 

curriculum. Access to literacy materials was also a significant predictor of choice of : 
, high school program for the young adults surveyed in 1985, independent of parental ,’ 

education level. For both WL populations, applicants who chose an academic high 

school curriculum were likely to have lived in the United States longer than were 

those who chose another curriculum in high school. In the ES/U1 but not in the JTPA 

population, female respondents were more likely to select an academic program than 

were the male respondents. This relationship was statistically significant, but it did 

not reach practical significance. Again, the multiple correlations for the two DOL 

program participants are comparable to those for the young adults. 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on High School Curriculum by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

conmlt 

Gender 

Ethnic 1 

Ethnic 2 

Par Ed. 

Yrs. USA 

Mat. Home 

4.197 (0.061) 

0.008 (0.022) 

-a.O39(0.026) 

0.006 (0.046) 

0.047 (0.013) 

0.003 (0.001) 

0.030 (0.008) 

Multiple R 0.203 

P-value 0.000 

t- 

-3.2 

0.4 

-1.5 

0.1 

3.7 

3.3 

3.6 

1.4 

0.037 (0.053) ~ 0.7 

0.012 

a.053 

0.004 

0.126 

0.110 

0.123 ! 
I I 

0.069 

0.069 

0.034 

0.222 

0.112 

0.105 
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Table 7.3 presents the relationships between the background 

variables, educational support variables (parental education and literacy materials in 

the home), and participant educational attainment. Not surprisingly, the moderately 

high multiple correlations - .31 and .49 for JTPA and ES/U1 populations, 

respectively - are driven by selection of an academic curriculum in high school. 

Respondents who selected an academic high school program were much more likely 

to report higher levels of educational attainment than were those reporting selection 

of a nonacademic curriculum. The number of years lived i; the United States was also 

positively related to educational attainment in both populations. Access to literacy 

materials in the home was significantly and positively related to educational 

attainment in both DOL populations, hut only achieved practical significance for EF$ 

UI participants. Conversely, parental education was significantly and positively 

related to educational attainment in both populations hut only achieved practical 

significance among eligible JTI’A applicants. High school curriculum, literacy 

materials in the home while growing up, and parental education level were also ,> 

positively and significantly related to respondent education for young adults in the : 

earlier study. 

Im Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Respondent’s Education by Program 

JTPA JTPA ES/U1 

constant 
Gender 

Ethnic 1 

Ethnic 2 

Par Ed. 

Yrs. USA 

Mat. Home 

H.S. Curr 

Multiple A 

P-value 

1.731 (0.118) 

0.091 (0.042) 

0.038(0.051) 

0.153 (0.094) ~ 

0.088 (0.025) 

0.013 (0.002) 

0.040 (0.016) 

0.530 (0.064) 

0.308 -+ 

0.000 

14.6 

2.2 

0.8 

1.6 

3.6 

6.6 

2.5 

8.3 

2.227 (0.119) 

~.020(0.041) 1 

0.065 (0.064) 

+I111 (0.075) 

0.056(0.024) 

0.005 (0.002) ~ 

0.085 (0.017) ! 

0.504 (0.049) 
-4 

0.485 

0.000 

18.7 

-0.5 ~ 

1.0 

-1.5 
2.3 

I 
~ 

3.1 
3.8 ! 

10.3 ~A 

0.067 -0.015 

0.026 0.04; 

0.055 -0.068‘ 

0.116 0.081 

0.210 0.106, 

0.081 0.127 

0.259 0.332 

145 



0 !tl:L:\l IOS.SIIIf’ fll:‘l \\i+N H,\c~,<i~;I<Ol ‘XII, fZI)l’~~~\llOi\ \I. Sl ‘I’lYiiil , 

t;I)l ('\,!l 'S,\l~ ;I ! ~I,\IU\I,:S,. .\\i) ~N\\~\r~;\r~r:r~-Rl~~\l,r~~~; I'I~.\~~Irc'lk\ 

Tables 7.4 through 7.7 present the relationship between 

background, educational support, educational attainment, and newspaper-reading 

practices for the ES/U1 and JTPA samples. More specifically, Tables 7.4 through 7.7 

refer to reading particular newspaper sections with a frequency of at least once a week: 

1, National news, state news, editorials, or financial news (Table 7.4) 

2. Sports (Table 7.5) 

3. Society/women’s section; movie, television, and/or book reviews; and, 

horoscopes (Table 7.6) 

4. Movie listings, television listings, advertisements, or the classified section 

(Table 7.7) 

Reading the news sections (Table 7.4) was significantly and positively related to 

literacy materials in the home during childhood, years lived in the United States, and 

the level of education of the respondent. These findings were consistent across both 

the JTPA and ES/U1 populations and also attained practical significance. 
\ 

‘m Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Reading News Sections by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA 

constant 0.217 (0.076) 

Gender 0.064 (0.025) 

Ethnic 1 0.044 (0.030) 

Ethnic2 ~ 0.076 (0.056) 

Par Ed. 

Yrs. USA 

Mat. Home 

H.S.Curr. 

Resp. Ed. 

Multiple R 

P-value 

-0.003 (0.015) 

0,005 (0.001) 

0.046 (O.OiO) 

0.046 (0.039) 

0.072 (0.020) 

0.265 

0.000 

2.8 0.383 (0.080) 4.6 

2.6 0.005 (0.023) 0.2 

1.5 ~ 0.010 (0.036) ~ 0.3 

1.4 0.029 (0.042) ~ 0.7 

-0.2 0.006 (0.014) ! 

4.1 0.003 (0.001) 

4.8 0.041 (0.010) 

1.2 0.053 (0.029) 

3.7 0.054 (0.020) 

0.265 

~ 0.000 

0.4 

3.3 

4.2 

1.8 

2.7 

0.081 0.008 

0.051 0.014 

0.047 0.034 

-0.007 0.017 ; 

0.137 0.121 

0.162 0.157 

0.039 0.068 

0.125 0.105 

For both DOL populations, reading the sports section (Table 7.5) was 

significantly related to being a male and to access to literacy materials in the home 

while growing up. However, the relationship between literacy materials in the home 

did not reach practical significance. White respondents were significantly less likely to 

report reading the sports news than were Black respondents. These results were 

consistent across both samples and were of practical significance also. 

-~~~~ 
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m Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Reading Sports Sections by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

constant 0.374 (0.098) 3.9 

Gender -0.298 (0.031) -9.7 

Ethnic 1 4.139 (0.037) -3.8 

Ethnic 2 -0.064 (0.069) 4.9 

Par Ed. 0.011 (0.018) 0.6 

Yrs. USA 0.001 (0.001) 0.6 

Mat. Home 0.027 (0.012) 2.3 

H.S. Curr. -0.008 (0.048) a.2 

Resp. Ed. 0.041 (0.024) 1.7 

Multiple R 

P-value 

0.333 

0.000 

0.529 (0.112) 

-0.373 (0.032) 

4.105 (0.051) 

-0.068 (0.059) 

~.016(0.019) 

0.000 (0.001) 

0.031 (0.014) 

0.024 (0.041) 

0.015 (0.027) 

0.384 

0.000 

4.7 

-11.5 

-2.1 

-1.1 

4.8 

0.1 

2.3 

0.6 

0.5 

-0.303 

-0.130 

4.032 

0.019 ~ 

0.021 

0.075 ! 

-0.006 

0.057 

-0.374' 

4.100 

-0.056 

-0.031 

0.003: 

0.083 

0.022 

0.021 

Reading the society/women’s section, television, movie, and/or book reviews, and 

horoscope sections (Table 7.6) was related to being a female and to access to literacy 

materials in the home while growing up. These variables reached both statistical and 

practical significance for the two DOL populations 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Reading Social Pages by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

constant 0.338 (0.090) 3.8 

Gender 0.138 (0.029) 4.8 

Ethnic 1 -0.013 (0.035) -0.4 

Ethnic 2 0.066 (0.064) 1.0 

Par Ed. -0.024 (0.017) -1.4 

Yrs. USA 0.002 (0.001) 1.3 

Mat. Home 0.063 (0.011) 5.7 

H.S. Curr 0.070 (0.045) 1.6 

Resp. Ed. 0.025 (0.022) 1.1 

Multiple R 0.262 

P-value 0.000 

0.331 (0.104) 

0.131 (0.030) 

-0.004 (0.047) 

4.044 (0.055) i 

-0.012 (0.018) ' 

0.000 (0.001) 

0.063 (0.013) i 

0.046(0.038) ~ 

0.038 (0.025) ~ 

0.275 

0.000 

3.2 

4.3 0.154 

-0.1 4.013 

a.8 0.036 

4.7 4.049 

4.0 0.044 

5.0 0.195 

1.2 0.052 

1.5 0.038 

0.14T 

-0.004 

-0.041 

-0.026' 

0.000 

0.185 

0.045 

0.057 

In both DOL participant groups, reading of the sections that were primarily of 

the document type - that is, movie or TV listings, ads, or classified ads - was 

significantly related only to access to literacy materials during childhood (Table 7.7). 
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Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Reading Document-like 
Sections by Program 

JTPA ESNI 

Constant 0.620 (0.069) 
Gender 0.038 (0.022) 

Ethnic 1 0.014 (0.027) 

Ethnic 2 4.020 (0.050) 

Par Ed. -0.024 (0.013) 

Yrs. USA 0.001 (0.001) 

Mat. Home 0.039 (0.009) 

H.S. Curr. ~ 0.000 (0.035) 

8.9 
1.7 

0.5 

-0.4 

-1.8 

1.1 

4.6 

0.0 

1.8 

JTPA ES/U1 

0.608 (0.087) 7.0 

0.035 (0.025) 

-0.027 (0.040) 

4.037 (0.046) 

4.010 (0.015) 

0.000 (0.001) 

0.041 (0.011) 

4.023 (0.032) 

0.037(0.021) 

1.4 

-0.7 

a.8 

4.6 

-0.1 

3.9 

-0.7 

1.7 

0.056 0.047 

0.019 -0.035 

4.015 -0.042 

4.063 a.025 

0.039 -0.005 

0.160 0.147 

0.000 -0.028 

0.064 0.067 ( 

0 KELATIONSHIP HETWEEN RACK(~NOI;\II), E~ICATIONAL Srwo~~, 

~?IX:(.ATIONAI. .4'rTAINMENT, ANI) TE~.~~~~sION-W.~TCHIN(~ PRACTICES 

\ 

Table 7.8 presents the path coefficients related to television- 

watching practices. Television watching refers to time (in hours) spent watching 

television each day. White and Hispanic respondents in both samples report spending 

significqntly less time watching television than do the Black respondents, and this 

finding is consistent with the results reported for young adults in the earlier study. The 

difference between Black and White respondents achieves both statistical and 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Television Watching by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

constant 
Gender 

Ethnic 1 

Ethnic 2 

Par Ed. 

Yrs. USA 

Mat. Home 

H.S.Curr. 

Resp. Ed. 
+ 

Multiple R 

P-value 

5.586 (0.359) 15.6 

-0.064 (0.115) -0.6 

~.728(0.138) -5.3 

-0.644 (0.256) -2.5 

-0.002 (0.068) 4.0 

4.007 (0.005) -1.3 

0.003 (0.044) 0.1 

-0.362 (0.180) -2.0 

-0.143 (0.090) -1.6 

0.210 

0.000 

5.363 (0.366) 

0.064 (0.106) 

4.912 (0.166) 

4.996 (0.194) 

4.055 (0.063) 

4.005 (0.004) 

0.010 (0.044) ~ 

+090(0.134) ! 

-0.216 (0.090) 

0.243 

0.000 : 

14.7 i 

0.6 ~ 4.018 

-5.5 ~ -0.188 

-5.1 ~ 4.089 

4.9 ~ 4.001 

-1.1 a044 

0.2 0.002 

4.7 I 4.068 

-2.4 4.055 

/ + 

0.021 

4.279 

-0.265 

4.034 

-0.042 

0.008 

a.026 

4.093 
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practical significance in both samples, while the contrast between Hispanic and Black 

respondents only achieves practical significance for ES/U1 participants. Respondent’s 

education has a statistically significant, negative relationship with television watching 

in the ES/U population, hut the relationship does not achieve practical significance. 

Similarly, the higher the educational attainment of young adults, the less television ,, 

viewing was reported. However, young female respondents in the earlier study 

reported spending more time watching television than did the young male 

respondents, and parental education was negatively related for young adults while 

none of the path coefficients for gender or parental education reaches significance for 

the DOL populations. 

0 RI:LATIONSHIP H~XWFXN BACK(;KOINI), EIX:CATIONAL SLYPORT, EIKCA- 
TIONAL ATTAINMENT, LITERACY PRACTICES, TELIYISION WATCHING, ( 

AND L~TEK~CY PROFKIENC~ 

The hypothesized explanatory model for performance on the 

prose scale (Table 7.9) provides good predictive accuracy, with multiple correlations of 

.63 and .68 in the JTPA and ES/U1 samples, respectively. The most salient predict+ 

were choice of an academic high school curriculum, respondent’s educational level, 

and racial/ethnic group membership. Other things being equal, White respondents 

showed significantly higher means on the prose scale than did Black or Hispanic 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Prose Scale by Program 

JTPA 
‘. .‘I 

liim I 

constant 164.204 (10.360) 

Gender 7.705 ( 3.060) 

Ethnic 1 : 21.290( 3.504) 

Ethnic 2 ~ -4.116( 6.403) 

Par Ed. 

Yrs. USA 

Mat. Home 

H.S.Curr. 

Resp. Ed. 

Read-News 

Rd-Sports 

Rd-Social 

Rd-Class. 

TV Watch. 

Multiple R 

P-value 

-0.563 ( 1.697) 

0.016 ( 0.137) 

4.420( 1.118) 

36.079 ( 4.486) 

29.616 ( 2.245) ~ 

15.640 ( 4.457) 

! 

12.278 ( 3.153) 

5.561 ( 3.809) 

-1.092 ( 5.306) 

-2.469 ( 0.826) 

0.626 

0.000 

ES/U1 

mm 

15.9 

2.5 

6.1 

-0.6 

-0.3 

0.1 

4.0 

8.0 

13.2 

3.5 

-3.9 

i.5 

-0.2 

-3.0 

i'";;;:: y;; 

~ 34.786( 4.612) 

~ -1.266( 5.374) 

~ 5.217( 1.72,) 

~ 0.346 ( 0.124) 

X588( 1.234) 

17.420( 3.669) 

25.733 ( 2.468) 

18.521 ( 5.090) 

-1.165 

1.395 

0.405 

-1.184 

0.678 

3.214) 

3.881) 

4.839) 

0.959) 

JTPA ES/U1 

12.3 

1.5 

7.5 

-0.2 

3.0 

2.8 

1.3 

4.7 

10.4 

3.6 

4.4 

0.4 

0.1 

-1.2 

0.070 O.d42 

0.178 0297 

-0.018 -0.009 

4.009 o.ogo 

0.003 0.081 

0.111 0.037 

0.220 0.138 

0.370 0.309 

0.112 0.114 

+x110 4.010 

0.045 0.011 

-0.007 0.003 

-0.080 -0.033 
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respondents. However, independent of background, educational processes, and 

educational support system variables, newspaper-reading practices having to do with 

reading the news sections had both statistically and practically significant, positive 

relations with prose performance. This was the case for both populations. Reading the 

sports section was negatively related to prose performance for JTPA applicants, both 

statistically and practically. 

Not surprisingly, both race/ethnicity and respondent educational attainment 

were salient variables for the 21- to 25year-olds in the young adult study. However, 

parental education was also highly predictive of performance on the prose scale for 

young adults, while this variable reaches statistical significance but not practical 

significance only for the ES/U1 participants in the current DOL survey. 

The hypothesized explanatory model for relating demographic and background 

variables to performance on the document scale (Table 7.10) also provided good 

predictive accuracy, with multiple correlations of .62 and .6S for the JTPA and ESWI 

populations, respectively. These approach the multiple correlation of .68 found in the 

young adult assessment. 

The pattern of significant effects among the demographic, educational support, 

and educational attainment variables was essentially the same as that for the prose ‘,’ 

scale. Choice of high school curriculum and respondent education level were also 

‘salient variables relating to performance on the document scale. The reported reading 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Document Scale by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

constant 160.997 (9.027) 

Gender 1.826(2.666) 

Ethnic 1 29.380 (3.053) 1 

Ethnic 2 ~ -4.026 (5.579) ~ 

Par. Ed. 1.975 (1.479) 

Yrs. USA a370(0.119) 

Mat. Home 3.216 (0.974) 

H.S. Curr 15.310 (3.909) 

Resp.Ed. ~ 26.115(1.956) ~ 

Read-News ~ 16.954(3.884) ~ 

Rd-Sports -2.720 (2.747) 

Rd-Social 2.349(3.319) 

Rd-Class. 4.929(4.623) 

TV Watch. -1.231 (0.719) 

Multiple R 0.615 

P-value 0.000 

17.8 

0.7 

9.6 

-0.7 

1.3 

-3.1 

3.3 

3.9 

13.4 

4.4 

-1 .o 

0.7 

1.1 

-1.7 

,143.350 (11.106) 

~ 3.822( 3.080) 

~ 39.665 ( 4.461) ~ 

8.931 ( 5.199) 

5.105( 1.665) 1 

0.155 ( 0.119) 

5.2131 1.194) , 

~ 16.404 ( 3.549) ~ 

~ 19.271 ( 2.388) ~ 

16.604 ( 4.924) ~ 

-i.i74( 3.109) ~ 

-2.281 ( 3.754) 

-2.993 ( 4.681) 

-0.663 ( 0.928) ~ 
T-~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~' 
~ 0.649 I 

0.000 ~ 

12.9 

1.2 

8.9 

1.7 

3.1 

1.3 

4.4 

4.6 

8.1 

3.4 

-0.4 

-0.6 

-0.6 

-0.7 

0.019 

0.284 

~).021 

0.038 

-0.087 

0.094 

0.108 

0.379 

0.141 

4.028 

0.022 

0.036 

-0.046 

0.037 

0.362 : 
0.071 

0.094 

0.039 

0.131 

0.139 

0.248 

0.110 

-0.011 

4.019 

-0.021 

-0.020 
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of the news sections of the newspaper was once again positively and significantly, both 

statistically and practically, related to performance on the document scale in each 

11OL population. As with the prose scale, race/ethnicity, respondent level of 

education, and newspaper reading were the most salient variables for NAEP young 

adults in relation to performance on the document scale. 

White applicants to both programs obtained higher document scores than did, 

either Black or Hispanic applicants. Unlike the prose scale, however, literacy 

materials in the home while growing up reaches statistical significance for both WL 

populations and is practically significant for ES/U1 participants, as well. For JTPA 

applicants, the practical test of significance is not quite reached. Gender is not 

associated with performance on the document scale. 

As shown in Table 7.11, the hypothesized explanatory model for relating 

demographic and background variables to performance on the quantitative scale ( 

achieved multiple correlations of .63 and .65 for the JTPA and ES/U1 samples, 

respectively, as compared with .55 for young adults. Once again, the race/ethnicity 

contrasts provide a similar pattern to those found in the prose and document scale 

analyses as well as to that in the earlier study of young adults. In addition to the same \ 
pattern of significant effects found between background, educational support, and 

educational attainment variables, reported reading of the news sections of the 

newspaper has a significant, positive impact on the quantitative scale performance. 

m Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Quantitative Scale by Program 

JTPA ES/U1 

constant ~ 157.238 (9.498) 

Gender ~ 1.494 (2.805) ~ 

Ethnic 1 30.933 (3.212) 

Ethnic 2 1.575 (5.871) 

Par Ed. 0.929 (1.556) 

Yrs. USA -0.016 (0.125) 

MatHome 4.103(1.025) 

H.S.Curr. 25.081 (4.113) 

Rap. Ed. 27.432 (2.058) 

Read-News i 16.425 (4.087) 

Rd-Sports 0.529 (2.891) 

Rd-Social 5.935 (3.492) ~ 

Rd-Class. -3.725 (4.865) ~ 

TV Watch. -2.174 (0.757) 

Multiple R 0.632 

P-value 0.000 ~ 

16.6 

0.5 

9.6 

0.3 

0.6 

-0.1 

4.0 

6.1 

13.3 

4.0 

0.2 

1.7 

-0.8 

-2.9 

~168.472(11.152) 

0.560 ( 3.092) 

38.135 ( 4.480) 

6.512( 5.221) 

i 5.101 ( 1.67,) 

0.044 ( 0.120) 

2.348 ( 1.198) 

~ 15.663 ( 3.564) 

~ 

~ 

24:135( 2:397) ~ 

14 791 ( 4944) 

! 0.710 ( 3.122) 

-5.687 ( 3.770) 

~ 0.650 ~ 

0.000 

JTPA ES/U1 

15.1 

0.2 

8.5 

1.2 

3.1 

0.4 

2.0 

4.4 

10.1 

3.0 

0.2 

-1.5 

-1 .I 

-2.9 

0.015 6.005 

0.280 0:346 

0.008 0.051 

0.017 01093 

-0.003 d.011 

0.112 0.059 

0.166 0.132 

0.371 0.309 

0.128 0.097 

0.005 0.007 

0.053 -0.048 

4.025 -0.036 

4.076 4.080 
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It is worth repeating that the effect of the practice of reading the news sections is 

independent of racial/ethnic or sex group membership or educational support or 

attainment. The difference in mean literacy skills between those who report reading 

the news sections and those who do not is about 15 to 19 points across the literacy 

scales, depending on the particular scale and/or DOL participant group. To put this 

relationship into some kind of perspective, the largest contrast found is between Black 

and White respondents, and that difference in means ranges from about 21 to 

approximately 40 scale points. The corresponding range in the young adult study was 

23 to 38 scale points. There is some evidence that the gap between Black and White 

respondents is somewhat less in the JTPA population, with differences ranging from 

21 on the prose scale to 31 on the quantitative scale. 

l RELATIONSHII~ UETWEN BACKSROUND, EUCCATIONAL SUPP~IU, EIj[iC:r\- 
.I-IOML ATTAINMENT, LITERACY PRAC:.IKI:S, TV WATCHING, LITERACT 
PROFICIENCIES, ANI) VOTING BEHNIOR 

The dependent variable, voting behavior, is coded “0” if the 

respondent voted in the last public election and “1” if the respondent indicated “no” ~ 

or the data were missing. Therefore, the signs of the path coefficients in Table 7.12 are 

typically negative when related to educational variables, such as respondent’s 

education. Not surprisingly, the more educated the respondent was and the longer he 

or she resided in the United States, the greater the likelihood that the respondent had 

voted in the most recent election. 

Other things being equal, Black respondents in the ES/U1 program were more 

likely to report voting in the last election than either their White or Hispanic 

counterparts. The comparison between Black and White JTPA applicants also reaches 

statistical significance but fails to attain practical significance. Respondents in the 

ES/U1 population with higher scores on the prose scale were also more likely to report 

that they had voted. This latter finding was not the case for the JTPA applicants. It is 

somewhat surprising that reported reading of the news sections of the newspaper was 

not related to most recent voting practice. Nevertheless, the model provides good 

predictive accuracy and the multiple correlations predicting voting behavior are .54 

and .59 for the JTPA and ES/U1 populations, respectively. 

For the JTPA population, none of the regression weights associated with 

performance on the literacy scales is statistically significant in predicting voting 

behavior when the three scores are entered into the analysis simultaneously 

(Table 7.12). To evaluate the impact of potential collinearity on the estimates of the 

effects of individual literacy scale scores on voting behavior as well as on the 

remaining path analysis variables, regressions were recalculated entering scores on 

each literacy scale separately. These path coefficients estimate the impact of 

performance on, for example, the prose scale on voting behavior net of other non- 

literacy explanatory variables. 
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cznrxn Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Voting Behavior by Program 

Constant 

Gender 

Ethnic 1 

Ethnic 2 

Par Ed. 

YE. USA 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

1.516 (0.129) , 

i 4.025 (0.030) 

0.105 (0.047) 

0.129 (0.051) 

, -0.035 (0.017) 

-0.016 (0.001) 

~ ! 0.004 (0.012) 

-0.007 (0.036) 

11.8 

-0.8 

2.2 

2.5 

-2.1 

-13.4 

0.4 

-0.2 

4.0 

-1.3 

4.1 

4.8 

0.8 

0.7 

-0.034 

0.085 

0.047 

0.010 

0.103 (0.026) 

0.066 (0.049) 

0.003 (0.031) 

6.028 (0.037) 

0.035 (0.046) 

0.007(0.009) 

1 0.001 (0.000) -3.1 

0.001 (0.000) 1.3 

o..ooo (0.000) -1.2 

0.586 

0.000 

4.445 

4.092 

-0.062 

4.116 

a.045 

-0.023 

0.021 

4.019 

0.005 

4.024 

0.008 

-0.070 

4.025' 

0.104 

0.111 

-0.070 

4.430: 

0.012 

-0.006 

-0.143 

-0.047 I 

a004 

-0.026 

0.027 

0.022 

-0.136 ,t 

0.056 ' 

-0.052' 

Mat. Home ~ 4.033 (0.011) 

H.S.Curr 4.092 (0.046) 

Resp. Ed, -0.084 (0.025) 

Read-News 4.057(0.045) 

Rd-Sports -0.024 (0.031) 

;f:Ez;; ~ ;:;;; ;;:;;;; 

TV Watch. 0.001 (0.008) 

Prose 0.000 (0.000) 

Document 0.000 (0.000) 

Ouantitative ~ -0.001 (0.000) 

Multiple R 0.539 

P-value I 0.000 

12.8 

-1.1 

2.5 

1.5 

0.3 

-14.7 

-3.0 

-2.0 

-3.3 

-1.3 

-0.8 

0.6 

-0.5 

0.2 

-0.6 

0.2 

-1.7 
1~ 

I I 

Although not shown in these tables, when the scores are entered separately in 

the JTPA sample, however, the quantitative scale does attain statistical significance 

(t = -2.1), but the standardized regression weight (-,075) fails to indicate practical 

significance as it falls below .lO. When the literacy scores are entered separately for 

the ES/U1 population, prose is again (as in the above simultaneous analysis reported: 

in Table 7.12) seen to be both statistically and practically significant (t = -3.4, ’ 

standardized weight = -.131). But, in contrast with the results shown in Table 7.12, 

when entered separately the quantitative score is statistically significant (t = -2.0) 

although not practically significant (standardized weight = -.074) in predicting voting 

behavior. 

The fact that the quantitative scale is a statistically significant explanatory 

variable for voting behavior in both DOL populations suggests that the other two 

literacy scales, most notably prose, may be more collinear with the literacy 

background (e.g., literacy materials in the home while growing up) and practice 

variables (i.e., reported newspaper reading). To explore further, an estimate of the 

maximal effect of demonstrated literacy proficiency was obtained by regressing voting 

behavior on a subset of non-manipulable background variables and then allowing the 

three literacy scores to enter into the equation in a stepwise fashion. This procedure 
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provides an estimate of the relative salience of the literacy scales as well as estimates 

of their maximum potential effect. 

Table 7.12a shows the associated regression weights, t statistics, multiple 

correlations, and order of entry of the literacy scales in addition to the effects of the 

selected subset of non-manipulable variables - ethnicity 1 and 2, gender, years lived 

in the United States, and years in most current occupation. In this stepwise analysis of 

maximum potential effect, the quantitative scale proves to be both statistically and 

practically significant for the JTPA population. The prose scale also reaches statistical 

significance (t = -2.5) but does not quite reach practical significance (standardized 

weight = -.091). The multiple correlation for the five non-manipulable background 

variables is ,479 for the JTPA population as compared with ,539 for the full path 

model analysis with the literacy scores entered simultaneously (Table 7.12) and 

reaches ,518 when the two significant literacy scores are entered in the stepwise 

analysis (Table 7.12~1). 

The results of the stepwise regression analysis are a mirror image in the ES/U1 

population, with the prose scale attaining both statistical and practical significance 

while the quantitative scale reaches statistical significance but just falls short of being ~ 

Stepwise Regression for Voting Behavior Showing Incremental Contribution 
of the Literacy Scales Beyond Selected Non-Manipulative Variables’” 

JTPA 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 ,110 
Ethnic 2 ,048 
Gender -.013 
Yrs. USA -.482 
Yrs. in Job .063 

,120 
.097 

-.013 
-.021 -14.9 

,033 2.0 
,479 

ouant. 
Prose 

,001 

T- ‘: 
~~~~ ~~~~~, ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 

-.139 -.OOl -3.8 ~ 
-.091 -.OOl -2.5 ,518 ,000 

ES/U1 

EXpla”atOr” 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 ,127 ,128 2.8 
Ethnic 2 ,130 .I51 3.0 
Gender -.017 -.017 -0.6 
Yrs. USA -.435 -.016 -12.1 

Yrs. in Job ,011 ,001 .3 

Prose 
ouant. 

-.188 -.002 -4.8 
-.094 -.OOl -2.5 

.523 

,566 

,000 

,000 

*The background variables were forced in and then the literacy scales were stepped in order of their contribution until no 
significant increment was attained. 
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practically significant. The multiple correlation of the five background variables in 

predicting voting behavior is ,523 as compared with ,586 for the complete model 

(Table 7.12) and ,566 when the prose and quantitative scores are entered in the 

stepwise analysis (Table 7.12a). 

0 rir:l.;\I~IoNSHIf' f~l~~I~wl~I:N H:\(.ti(jHOI~l), ElN 'x';\7‘IoN;\L Sr '1'1'0H7', fki:(':,- 

-r1owL A~I -r:trmff:v , Lr-r~rtruc~~ I-‘n?c~mxs, TV WYI C‘HINC;, Lrr~,nrc~) 

PNOI~IC.II:N<~II:S, :\\‘I) I<Xo\SZI<I)<if: OF 1’1 :ISI,I~ AI;F.~IIZS 

Table 7.13 presents the results of the hypothesized explanatory 

model predicting self-reports of knowledge of public affairs. Individuals who were 

more likely to report that they kept up with public affairs were also more likely to: 1) 

be long-term residents in the United States; 2) have attained a higher education level 

(ES/U1 participants only); 3) report reading the news (and for JTPA applicants only,’ 

the sports section); and 4) have higher scores on the prose scale (ES/U1 participants 

only). The most salient of the variables was the reading of news sections. It is 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Keeping Up with 
Public Affairs by Program 

IV-4 ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

COIlSlant 0.888 (0.271) 

Gender Ethnic 1 ~ -0.102 (0.066) 

-0.150 (0.080) 

Ethnic 2 0.059 (0.137) 

Par. Ed. 0.057 (0.036) 

Yrs. USA ~ 0.016 (0.003) ~ 

Ma!, Home ~ -0.018(0.024) 

H.S.Curi 0.027 (0.100) 

Rap. Ed. 0.069 (0.055) ~ 

Read-News 0.559 (0.097) ~ 

Rd-Sports 0.212 (0.068) ~ 

Ad-Social -0.072 (0.082) 

Rd-Class. ! 0.073 (0.114) ~ 

TV Watch, 0.006 (0.018) 

Prose 0.001 (0.001) 

Document 0.002 (0.001) 

Quantitative 0.001 (0.001) 

Multiple R 0.411 ~ 

P-value 0.000 

3.2 

-1.8 

-1.9 

0.4 

1.6 

5.4 

-0.7 

0.3 

1.3 

5.8 

3.1 

4.9 

0.6 

0.4 

1.1 

1.8 

1.0 

1.190 (0.288) 

~ 4.098 (0.068) ~ 

~ ;:;;; ;y;; ~ 

0.002 (0.037) ! 

0.013 (0.003) 

0.016(0.027) 

0.118(0.080) 

0.182 (0.058) 

~ 0.531 (0.110) ~ 

~ w;:;;;; ~ 

4.099 (0.103) 

0.013 (0.021) 

0.002 (0.001) ~ 

0.000 (0.001) 

4.001 (0.001) 

4.1 

-1.4 

0.1 

0.6 

0.0 

4.8 

0.6 

1.5 

3.2 

4.8 

1.5 

-0.6 

-1.0 

0.6 

2.6 

0.4 

-1 .o 

-0.051 ~ -0.05, 

-0.068 o.ooi 

0.014 0.032 

0.051 ~ 0.176 ~ :I;: 

-0.024 0.021 

0.009 0.054 

0.047 ~ 0.127 

0.220 0.190 

0.104 0.055 

-0.032 -0.024 

0.025 

0.011 ~ 2: 

0.049 0.125 

0.075 0.021 

0.047 ~ 4.049 
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Stepwise Regression for Keeping Up with Public Affairs Showing Incremental 
Contribution of the Literacy Scales Beyond Selected Non-Manipulative Variables* ” 

-.103 -.226 -2.9 
,015 .061 .4 

-.059 -.i19 -1.9 
,165 ,015 4.6 
.094 ,017 2.6 

I-- -~-~~~1--~--~-~ 
,237 ,000 

,153 ,003 3.6 
,117 ,002 2.6 .330 I ,000 

-.030 -.oEio -.6 
,010 ,023 ~ .2 

! 
-.074 -.I42 ~ -2.2 ~ 

,167 ,014 4.6 
,017 ,002 .4 

,265 ,000 

,004 6.5 ,340 ,000 

interesting to note that reported television watching showed no relationship with 

reported knowledge of public affairs in either applicant group. 

In contrast to the results of entering the literacy scores simultaneously (Table 

7.13), when the literacy scores are entered separately as regressors, both the document 

and quantitative scales attain statistical and practical significance in the JTPA 

population (t = 3.1 and 2.4, respectively, and standardized regression weights of .12 

and .lO, respectively). In the ES/U1 population, entering the literacy scores separately 

achieved essentially the same results as when the scores were entered simultaneously 

- that is, only the prose scale (t = 2.4, standardized regression weight = .ll) was a 

salient explanatory variable in predicting reported keeping up with public affairs. 

The results of the stepwise regression analysis (Table 7.13~1) provide a very similar 

picture to simply entering the literacy scores separately for the JTPA population. The 

document and quantitative scales enter the regression in that order and are each 

statistically and practically significant. But, it should be noted that the exercising 01 

practice of literacy skill, as in reporting the reading of the news section of the paper, 

has an even larger effect - t = 5.8 and standardized regression weight = .22. (See 

Table 7.13a.) 
\ 

JTPA 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 
Ethnic 2 
Gender 
Yrs. USA 
Yrs. in Job 

Docum. 
auant. 

ES/U1 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 
Ethnic 2 
Gender 
Yrs. USA 
0s. in Job 

Prose 

‘The background variables were forced in and then the literacy scales were stepped in order of their contribution until no 
significant increment was attained. 
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The stepwise procedure also added very little information to help explain the 

interrelationships within the ESiuI population (Table 7.13a) -only the prose scale 

was both statistically and practically significant (t = 6.5 and standardized weight = .24). 

0 ~LLATIONSHII' Hr;‘~WI:f3’ ~AUX;ROf 'Nf), EIX:C/~~ONAI~ St :f'f'OH'f', Ef,Ua;\- 

‘r’ioxiiL AI ?~r~wwr, LI~~IKACY PKAC.~~S, TV WATCIIIN(;, Lr~r.r.;r<,\c~t 
~'~o~~f~~ff:~~fi:s, ~fTf%f~NSHff' &-HA~IOI~, ANI) Hams Wo~tir~f) IN THE 

LAS?' YEAft 

Table 7.14 presents the results linking hours worked in the last 

year (on the log scale) with all of the preceding predictors. Prediction of hours worked 

in the last year was relatively poor for both applicant groups. It should be kept in mind 

that individuals in these two samples have been somewhat less than successful in the: 

workplace and thus the dependent variable is somewhat restricted in range. The 

NALS study will include both successful as well as unsuccessful individuals and thus 

provide a full range of criterion performance on variables such as this. The multiple 

correlations were .28 and .23 for JTPA and ES/U1 program participants, respectively. 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Annual Hours Worked by Program : 

Gender 

Ethnic 1 

Ethnic 2 

Par. Ed. 

Yrs. USA 

Mat. Home 

H.S. curr. 1 

Resp. Ed. 

Read-News 

Rd-Sports 

Rd-Social 

Rd-Class, 

TV Watch. i 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

Voting 

Pub.ARr 

kin Job 

Multiple R 1 

P-value I 

-0.261 (0.081) 

0.144 (0.099) 

-0.037 (0.169) 

4.041 (0.044) 

0.001 (0.004) 

4.022 (0.030) 

-0.240 (0.123) 

0.208(0.068] 

0.168 (0.120) 

0.067 (0.084) 

4.065 (0.100) 

-0.116 (0.140) 

-0.010(0.021) 

0.000 (0.001) 

0.003 (0.001) 

4.001 (0.001) 

0.072 (0.088) 

-0.133 (0.087) 

0.015 (0.007) 

0.284 

0.000 

-3.2 

1.5 

4.2 

4.9 

0.4 

4.7 

-1.9 

3.1 

1.4 

0.8 

4.7 

-0.8 

4.5 

0.8 

2.5 

-1 .I 

0.8 

-1.5 

2.0 

ES/U1 JTPA ES/U 

-0.065 (0.060; 

0.014 (0.093: 

4.117 (0.102: 

4.026 (0.033) 

0.002 (0.002) 

-0.009 (0.023) 

0.103 (0.071) 

0.046 (0.051) 

0.013 (0.098) 

0.070 (0.061) 

0.112 (0.073) 

-0.063 (0.092) 

4.040 (0.018) 

4.000 (0.000) 

0.001 (0.000) 

4.000 (0.000) 

-0.056 (0.069) 

4.032 (0.068) 

4.001 (0.004) 

0.229 

0.001 

-1 .I 

0.2 

-1.1 

4.8 

0.9 

-0.4 

1.5 

0.9 

0.1 

1.2 

1.5 

-0.7 

-2.2 

4.2 

1.4 

-0.1 

4.8 

4.5 

-0.3 

-0.111 

0.056 

4.007 

4.031 

0.104 

-0.026 

-0.068 

0.121 

0.056 

0.028 

-0.025 

-0.033 

-0.015 

0.038 

0.120 

-0.050 

0.031 

-0.051 

0.075 

-0.041 

0.008 

4.060 

-0.031 

0.041 

-0.016 

0.057; 

0.039 

0.005 

0.044, 

0.063 

-0.029 

4.079 

4.011 

0.072 

4.004 

-0.034 

-0.017 

4.011 
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JTPA applicants reporting mcxe hours of employment were more likely: 1) to he 

males; 2) to have attained higher education levels; 3) to have higher scores on the 

document literacy scale; and 4) to have worked more years in their most recent joh. 

However, the last variable does not attain practical significance. None of the 

hypothesized explanatory variables for the ES/U1 participants met both criteria for 

statistical and practical significance and only television watching reached statistical 

significance; not surprisingly, ES/U1 participants who report fewer hours worked also 

report spending more time watching television. 

Entering the literacy scores in separate analyses does not affect the results of the 

explanatory model shown in Table 7.14. A s when the literacy scores are entered 

simultaneously, only the document scale attains both statistical and practical 

significance for the JTPA population in predicting the number of hours worked during 

the year preceding the DOL assessment ~ t = 2.8 and standardized regression weight 

= .ll. None of the literacy scales is a salient explanatory variable in predicting hours 

worked during the preceding year in the ES/U1 population. 

Stepwise Regression for Annual Hours Worked Showing Incremental 
Contribution of the Literacy Scales Beyond Selected Non-Manipulative Variables* 

JTPA 

Explanatory 
‘Variables 

Ethnic 1 
Ethnic 2 
Gender 
Yrs. USA 
Yrs. in Jab 

,041 ,105 
,004 ,018 

-.113 ~ -.264 
,042 ~ ,004 
,083 ,017 

1.1 
.I 

-3.5 
1.2 
2.3 

,000 

Docum. 

ES/U1 

EXpla”alWy 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 
Ethnic 2 
Gender 
Yrs. USA 
Yrs. in Job 

Oocum. 

,157 ,004 

2.8 

,000 

,155 

~--~A 

,001 

,183 ,000 

*The background variables were forced in and then the literacy scales were stepped in order of their contribution Until no 
significant increment was attained. 

/ 
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However, in estimating maximal effect using stepwise procedures (Table 7,14a), 

the document scale proves to be both statistically and practically significant for both 

the JTPA and ES/U1 populations. The document scale enters at the first step in the 

model using only the subset of non-manipulable variables for both JTPA and ES/U1 

groups. The resulting t and standardized regression weight statistics are 4.6 and .16, 

respectively, for the JTPA population and 2.8 and .I 1, respectively, for the ES/U1 : 

population. 

. Rf.f...\.f~fONSfiff' f~I.I'Wf~hlL‘ B/wfqfK~l.:Xf,, Ef,f~:v.YIfoxv,\f. Sr'f'r'c,f<r, L;,,r ,- 

<.:\~I fox,u A.rfarmmr, Lmmwu h;\rl.rcf:s, TV W,YI ri,lsc;, LI I _ 
f3fLIC'Y Pfu~l-fcrtxcx, Cf7~fZENSHff~ BI,H1\~fOf<, Occf:f~\-f fON.\I. 5 f.\f f 'S, 

Hot ‘KS btk)KJifm, .4NJ) h\7EK-fY Ltvfrf. 

Table 7.15 presents the results relating the hypothesized ( 

predictors with the respondent’s poverty-level status. The definition of poverty level 

for households of up to nine or 10 members is defined in Figure 7.2. As indicated in 

Direct Effects of Explanatory Variables on Poverty Level by Program 
> 

JTPA ES/U1 JTPA ES/U1 

Gender 0.085 (0.028) 

Ethnic 1 4.049 (0.034) 

Ethnic 2 ~.128(0.058) 

Pir. Ed. -0.022 (0.015) 1 

Yrs. USA 0.003(0.001) ~ 

Mat. Home ~ -0.023 (0.010) 

H.S.Curr. ~.156(0.042) 

Resp. Ed. 4.008 (0.023) i 

Read-News 0.045 (0.041) 

Rd-Sports ~ a.005 (0.029) 

Rd-Social i -0.011 (0.035) ~ 

Rd-Class. ~ 0.037(0.048) 

TV Watch. 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

Voting 

Pub.Affr ~ 0.027(0.030) : 

Yrs, in Job ; 4.008 (0.002) 

"y Yr. ~Ly'.O2W~11) i 

Multiple R 0.301 1 
P-value i 0.000 

3.0 

-1.4 

-2.2 

-1.4 

2.0 

-2.2 

-3.7 

4.4 

1.1 

-0.2 

4.3 

0.8 

0.4 

-2.4 

3.1 

4.6 

4.8 

0.9 

-3.3 

-2.3 

0.036 (0.036) 

~ ::e:,' I::::,"; ~ 

4.024 (0.020) 

! 0.001 (0.001) 

4.029 (0.014) 

! 

~ 

;I;;; ;;:y i 

i 0.069 (0.059) ~ 

-0.053 (0.036) 

~ 4.054 (0.044) 

0.091 (0.055) 

0.012 (0.011) 

! -0.000 (0.000) 

~ 4.001 (0.000) 

! 4.000 (0.000) ! 

0.044 (0.042) 

~ 0.006 (0.041) 

i -0.001 (0.002) i 

! ?I?!;; Y? I 

0.000 ~ 

1.0 
-1.1 
-2.3 

-1.2 

0.8 

-2.1 

4.8 

4.2 

1.2 

-1.5 

-1.2 

1.6 

1.1 

4.4 

-2.8 

-0.3 

1.0 

0.1 

4.7 

ml.8 

1 0.104 , 0.037 

-0.055 ~ 4.060 

~ 4.076 -0.120 

-0.048 ~ 

~ 0.085 

4.04; 

-0.078 ~ 2,' 

-0.128 -0.031 

-0.014 4.007 

0.043 0.046 

4.006 ~ -0.054 

-0.013 4.049 

0.031 0.068 

! 0.014 0.039 

~ 4.109 ~ 4.018 

0.149 4.143 

4.026 -0.015 

i ZZi , ~3~~ 

-0.122 ~ -0.026 

-0.075 -0.060 

I I 
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Figure 7.2, individuals who were coded “0” were above the poverty line, while those 

coded “1” were below the poverty threshold. 

Among JTPA applicants, poverty level is most strongly related to being a female 

and to having selected a nonacademic high school curriculum. As might be expected, 

lower demonstrated prose proficiency (with its stronger association to schooling) is 

related to being below the poverty level, but it is surprising that higher demonstrated 

document proficiency is also statistically associated with poverty. For JTPA applicants, 

poverty level is also associated with being Black, h wing limited access to literacy 

materials in the home during childhood, working fewer hours during the year 

preceding the DOL assessment, and the number of years worked in most recent 

occupation. Of these “working” variables, only the number of years worked in one’s 

occupation achieved both statistical and practical significance. 

ES/U1 participants from poverty-level households are mcwe likely to be from 

Black than Hispanic minority groups, to have low scores on the document scale, and 

to have worked in low-level occupations. As with JTPA applicants, limited access to 

literacy materials in the home while growing up was associated with poverty level but 

did not reach practical significance. 

Including the literacy scales singly yielded virtually no change from the results ~ 

reported above when they were entered simultaneously. It had been hoped that at 

least the sign of the document regression weight would change from positive to 

negative in the JTPA sample, which would make it more consistent with the coding 

of the poverty level outcome measure. 

Table 7.15a indicates that in the JTPA sample the prose scale enters first in the 

second stage of the stepwise analysis with the expected sign (i.e., negative) and then 

the document scale enters with a positive sign. There appears to be some sort of 

suppressor effect present here. It is doubtful that such an effect would be replicated in 

an independent sample. The smaller model limited to primarily non-manipulable 

variables as regressors yielded the same result as the full model for the ESwl sample. 

That is, only the document scale attained both statistical and practical significance. 

0 s~:!&1~\111 

The analyses described in this chapter followed from four 

ordered sets of questions based on the explanatory model depicted in Figure 7.1. As 

with the earlier young adult literacy assessment, these questions address the 

relationships among various demographic and background variables with performance 

on the three literacy scales. The model in the current DOL study goes further to assess 

the impact of both demographic and background variables as well as demonstrated 

literacy proficiencies on indicators of citizenship behavior and, ultimately, of all of 

these on various labor-market indices. 

By and large, gender proved to be neither a very consistent nor very powerful 

predictor for the JTPA and ES/U1 participant groups. Nor was race/ethnicity a salient 
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JTPA 

EXplalhltWy 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 
Ethnic 2 
Gender 
Yrs. USA 
Yrs. in Job 

Prose 
Docum. 

Stepwise Regression for Poverty Level Status Showing Incremental Contribution 
of the Literacy Scales Beyond Selected Non-Manipulative Variables* 

ES/U1 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Ethnic 1 
Ethnic 2 
Gender 
Yrs. USA 
0s. in Job 

Docum. 

+I51 
-.072 

,138 
,110 

-.lZO 

4.2 
3.0 

-3.3 

-.I79 
,106 

m.072 -.074 
-.092 -.I06 

,059 ,058 
,028 ,001 

m.027 -.002 

-.OOl 
,001 

-4.3 
2.5 

,194 

,237 

,000 

,000 

,008 

,000 

*The background variables were forced in and then the literacy scales were stepped in order of their contribution until no 
significant increment was attained. 

predictor, with a few notable exceptions. In each program, White program : 

participants demonstrated higher levels of literacy proficiencies than did Black ot 

Hispanic participants but, unlike most large-scale assessment findings, Black and 

Hispanic participants performed at much the same level. 

Family background, in particular parental education, had a relatively strong 

relationship with reading materials in the home. More importantly, access to reading 

material in the home independent of parental educational level had a significant 

impact on choosing to enter the academic curriculum in high school. Reading 

materials in the home continued to show statistically significant effects against 

educational criteria such as educational attainment independent of other background 

factors, including selection of the academic curriculum. The significant relationships 

found between access to reading materials in the home and desired educational goals 

suggest the key role that the availability of the printed word plays in helping to 

develop one’s marketable skills, as defined by successful educational preparation. 
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While access to reading materials appears to be an important manipulable 

variable, the question arises as to the importance of reading practices in the 

development of literacy proficiencies and, eventually, for success in the labor market. 

The path model results were consistent with the hypothesis that reading practices, 

such as reading the news sections of the newspaper, should relate to performance on 

the literacy scales. The assumption here is that since the reading behaviors refer to 

past as well as present behaviors they are in a sense prior to the present measurement 

of literacy skills. 

The final link in the hypothesized “causal” chain was the verification of the 

relationship (independent of background and educational process and attainment) 

between measured literacy proficiencies and labor market outcomes, such as hours 

worked and poverty status. The results are encouraging in that there appears to be 

some empirical evidence supporting a “causal” chain among the manipulable 

variables, beginning with access to reading materials, which affects reading practices. 

which affects literacy proficiency, which, in turn, has a positive impact on labor 

market outcomes. 
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Figure 7.2 

DOL Phase I - JTPA and ES/U1 Path Analysis Variables 

1 Gender 

0 Male 

1 Female 

2 Ethnicity 1 

1 White 

0 Black and Hispanic 

3 Ethnicity 2 

1 Hispanic 

0 White and Black 

4 Parental education Highest education used, Questions 27 & 28 

1 Less than high school 

2 Some high school 

3 High school graduate, 

vocational school after high school, 

less than two years college, 

two years or m”te of college/n” degree, 

I don’t know 

Missing 

4 A.A. degree, college graduate, postgraduate/no 

degree, postgraduate/degree 

5 Respondent’s education Questions 15 and 22 (GED) 

1 Less than high school 

2 Some high school 

3 High school graduate, 

vocational school after high school, 

less than tw” years college, 

tw” years OT more of college/n” degree, 

I don’t know 

Missing 

GED 

4 A.A. degree, college graduate, postgraduate/n” 

degree, postgraduate/degree 

6 High school coutses Question I8 

1 College preparatory 

0 All others (1, 2, and missing) 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Materials home Question 29, Sum of reading materials in the home 

0 No reading materials 

1 One piece 

2 Two pieces 

3 Three pieces 

4 Four pieces 

5 Five pieces 

6 Six pieces 

Newspaper Question 7 1, Number of parts read 

o- 13 Sum of parts 

T.V. watching Question 34, Hours spend watching TV each day 

1 NOW 

2 1 hour or less 

3 2 hours 

4 3 hours and missing 

5 4 hours 

6 5 hours 

7 6 or more hours 

NAEP scale 

Prose scale 

D&mew scale 

Quantitative scale 

Employment 

1 

0 

Question 35, 38, and 39 

Employed, Question 35 equal ‘1’ 

Unemployed, Questions 38 and 39 equal ‘1’ 

Voting Question 32, Voted in public election 

0 Yes 

1 No and missing 

Positive statement 

1 

0 

Positive statement about employment 

employed ((2 35), in school or keeping house (Q 38) 

Q 35 equal 2, or Q 38 equal 1,4, ot missing 
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17 Weeks worked Question 40 

1 Zero weeks 

2 1 _ 13 weeks 

3 14,26 weeks 

4 27 _ 39 weeks 

5 40andabove 

18 Poverty threshold 

0 

1 

Poverty/Near poverty status 

Not poor, Q 67 equals 6, 7, or 8 

poor or neat poor, Q 63 and Q 67 

household size equals 1 or 2, and income < 9,999 

household size equals 3 or 4, and income < 14,999 

household size equals 5 or 6, and income < 19,999 : 

household sire equals 7,8,9, or 10, and income < 29,999 

19 Reading practice 1 

1 

0 

20 Reading practice 2 

1 

0 

21 Reading practice 3 

1 

0 

22 Reading practice 4 

1 

0 

Q 69 equals 1, 2, or 3 and Q 7 1 parts marked yes 

Reads English newspaper at least once a week, 

sections - national, state, editorial or financial ~ 

Other 

Q 69 equals 1,2, or 3 and Q 71 parts marked yes 

Reads English newspaper at least once a week, 

sections sports 

Other 

Q 69 equals 1, 2, or 3 and Q 71 parts marked yes 

Reads English newspaper at least once a week, 

sections-society/women, movies, TV, book review, 

or horoscope 

Other 

Q 69 equals 1, 2, or 3 and Q 7 1 parts marked yes 

Reads English newspaper at least once a week, 

sections-movies, TV, advertisements, or classified 

Other 
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23 Occupation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

24 Weeks worked 

0 _ 52 

25 Hours worked 

26 Hourly wage 

27 Annual earnings 

28 Employed last week 

0 

1 

29 Hourly wage 

30 Hours worked 

3 1 Earned last week 

32 Apprenticeship 

33 Vocational, technical 

34 Employer-provided 

35 Military-provided 

36 Country born in 

0 

1 

Question 49, Most recent employment 

Laborer Code 51 

Service Codes 46.50 

Operative Codes 33 _ 34 

Clerical Codes 21 - 32 

Craft Codes 36.45 

Sales Codes 18.20 

Technical Codes3, lo-11,and 15 

Professional Codes 4-9, 12-14, and 16-17 

MXKlget Codes 1 and 2 

Question 40 

weeks 

missing and greater than 52 equals blank 

Annual hours worked, Q 40 weeks * Q 43 hours 

weeks equal 0 _ 52 and hours equal 0.80 (log) 

Question 44 

Hourly wage if employed, see number 14 (log) 

Q 40 weeks * Q 43 hours * Q 44 hourly wage (log) 

Question 35 

No 

Yes 

Question 37, Hourly wage last week (log) 

Hourly wage last week if Question 35 equals ‘yes’ 

Question 36, Hours worked last week 

Hours worked if Question 35 equals ‘yes’ 

Q 36 * Q 37 (log) 

Q 23 Yes, then Q 24 / 52 (weeks) 

Q 23 Yes, then Q 24 / 52 (weeks) 

Q 23 Yes, then Q 24 / 52 (weeks) 

Q 23 Yes, then Q 24 / 52 (weeks) 

Question 1, State or territory born in 

USA and missing 

All others 



37 Years in USA 

38 Frequency of reading 

39 Frequency of writing 

40 Frequency of math 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Q 50, Sum of a b, c, and d reversed, l=never 

Q 51, Sum of a, b, c, and d reversed, 1 +MVU 

Q 52, Mathematics on the job 

NW3 

Less than once a week 

Once a week 

A few times a week 

Every day 

41 Actual age 

42 Household income Q67 
1 <$5000 

2 $5000- $9999 

3 $10000-$14999 

4 $15000-$19999 

5 $20000-$29999 

6 $30000-$39999 

7 $40000-$49999 

8 $50000+ 

blank Missing data, refused, OI 1 don’t know 

43 Public affairs 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Q 33, Follow what’s going on - Reversed 

Hardly at all 

Only now and then 1 1 
“ 7, 

Some of the time 
10 

‘I 3, 
Most of the time 

44 Sample 

0 

1 

ESNI 

JTPA 

45 Years in job Q 41, Actual years in last occupation 

Q 3, If foreign born, if born in the USA or missing 

Q 3, Then actual age 
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beyond the earlier young adult assessment by identifying and describing five levels of 

literacy proficiency and the associated information-processing skills required for 

successful performance at each of these five levels on the prose. document, and 

quantitative scales. 

As derived in Chapter 5 and presented here, the performance levels identified 

are grounded in both a theoretical and an empirical base. Not surprisingly, the tasks 

become more demanding and the associated skills become increasingly more complex 

as the reader moves successfully up the literacy scales from level 1 through level 5. In 

combination with a set of broad demographic and background variables - i.e., gender, 

age, race/ethnicity, education, and employment history - these literacy levels along ~ 
with mean proficiency scores provide a way to characterize populations. The following 

summary highlights the assessment results for the JTPA and ES/U1 populations. 

For Total JTPA and ES/U1 Populations 

l In all, on each of the three literacy scales some 40 to 50 percent of the eligible 

JTPA applicants and toughly 40 percent of the ES/U1 program participants 

demonstrate literacy skills that ate in the two lowest levels - that is, levels 1 \ 

and 2. At these levels, 40 to 50 percent of the DOL populations demonstrate 

success on tasks that require only relatively low-level information-processing 

skills. Taking into account the appropriate sample weights, then, as many as 

500,000 eligible JTPA applicants and 7,500,OOO ES/U1 participants are 

estimated to demonstrate limited literacy skills as assessed in this survey. It 

&eems quite likely that the evident literacy skills at these levels would place 

severe restrictions on full participation in our increasingly complex society, 

including the workplace, for these large numbers of eligible DOL clients. 

l On each of the three literacy scales, scores from 276 to 325 define level 3 or 

the middle performance level. Depending on the particular scale, some 35 to 

39 percent of the eligible JTPA applicants and ESDI participants demonstrate 

skills in the level 3 range. For the JTPA population, these percentages 

represent from about 385,000 to 430,000 men and women, while for the 

ES/U1 population, roughly 6,600,OOO to 7,000,OOO individuals are estimated 

to score within level 3. Although there is considerable room for improvement, 

it is likely that individuals performing at level 3 are not experiencing major 

difficulty in dealing with literacy materials they encounter most frequently in 

their everyday lives. In fact, these men and women are performing at about the 

same level as DOL program participants who report earning a high school 

diploma. 
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Summary Description of the Five Literacy Levels 

Tasks falling within this range on the three literacy scales are the least demanding in terms of what a 
reader must do in order to produce a correct response. In general, prose and document tasks at this level 
requre a reader to identify and enter information from personal knowledge or to locate a piece of 
information in which there is a literal match between the question and the stimulus material. If a distractOr 
or plausible answer appears in the stimulus material, it tends to be located away from where the correct 
information is found. Although no quantitative tasks used in this assessment fell within this level, experience 
suggests that such tasks would require the reader to perform a single, relatively simple arithmetic operation 
(such as addition or subtraction) for which either the numbers are already entered onto the document and 
the operation is given or the numbers are provided and the operation does not require the reader to borrow 
or carry. 

Prose and document literacy tasks falling within this range are more varied in terms of the demands j 
placed on readers. Some of these tasks still require the reader to locate and match on a single literal feature 
of information: however, these tasks tend to occur in materials in which there are several distracters or 
where the match is based on synonymous or text-based inferences. Prose and document tasks at level 2 
also begin to require readers to integrate information by either pulling together two pieces of information or 
by comparing and contrasting information. Quantitative tasks at this level typically require the use of one 
arithmetic operation based on numbers that are either stated in the question or easily located in the 
document through a literal one-feature match. Moreover, the operation needed to complete the task is either 
stated in the question or easily determined based on the format of the problem -for example, entries ona 
bank deposit slip or on an order form. 

Prose tasks at this level tend to require the reader to search fairly dense text for literal or synonymous 
matches on the basis of more than one feature of information or to integrate information from relatively long 
text that does not contain organizational aids such as headings. Document tasks at this level tend to require 
the reader to integrate three or more features of information from rather complex tables or graphs in which 
distracters are present in the same row or column. What appears to distinguish quantitative tasks at this 
level is the fact that two or more numbers or quantities needed to solve the problem must be identified from 
various places in the material. Also, the operation(s) needed to complete the task is typically determined 
from arithmetic relation terms in the question. such as “How many” or “What is the difference.” 

Tasks in this range continue to demand more from the reader. Not only are multiple-feature matchind 
and integration of information from complex materials maintained, the degree of inferencing required by the 
reader is also increased. Tasks at this level include conditional information that must be taken into account 
by the reader in order to integrate or match information appropriately. Quantitative tasks at level 4 tend to’ 
require two or more sequential operations or the application of a single operation where either the quantities 
or the operation must be determined from the semantic information given or from prior knowledge. 

Tasks falling within this range tend to place the greatest demands on the reader, Typically, they require 
the reader to search for information in dense text or complex documents containing multiple plausible 
distracters, to make high text-based inferences or use specialized background knowledge, as well as to 
compare and contrast sometimes complex information to determine differences. Similarly, the quantitative 
tasks at this level require the reader to disembed features of a problem from various parts of a stimulus or 
to rely heavily on background knowledge to identify both the quantities and the operations needed to 
complete a task successfully. 
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0 About 15 to 20 percent of JTPA applicants and 20 to 25 percent of ESKll 

participants demonstrate proficiencies at the highest levels, either level 4 or 5. 

That means that some 165,000 to 220,000 JTPA applicants and roughly 

3,800,OOO to 4,700,OOO ES/U1 participants demonstrate skill at the highest 

levels. Individuals scoring at these two highest levels for the most part 

demonstrate proficiency in coping with complex printed or written material 

whether in prose or document format or that require the application of 

arithmetic operations. 

l Background variables useful in predicting literacy proficiencies were the 

education levels attained by the DOL program participants and their parents, 

participants’ choice of an academic high school curriculum, their access to 

reading materials in the home while growing up, and spending time reading 

the news and editorial sections of the newspaper. Literacy proficiency is also 

associated with voting behavior, interest in keeping abreast of public affairs, 

and years worked in the most recent job. 

For Racial/Ethnic Subgroups Within the DOL Populations \ 

l Minority participants in the two DOL programs scored, on average, below 

their White counterparts on each of the three literacy scales, reflecting yet 

another effect of the poverty and low socioeconomic status disproportionately 

present among Black and Hispanic populations. 

l Contrary to other nationally representative databases, Black and Hispanic 

JTPA and ES/U1 participants, while not very different from each other in 

terms of their average proficiency scores, are disproportionately represented at 

the low and high levels on each of the three scales. For example, on the prose 

scale, twice the percentage of both the Black and Hispanic DOL populations 

demonstrated proficiencies at levels 1 and 2 compared with the White WL 

populations - that is, some 50 to 60 percent as compared with 25 to 30 

percent, respectively. Conversely, only 8 to 12 percent of Black and Hispanic 

JTPA and ES/U1 participants attained levels 4 and 5 compared with 25 to 40 

percent of White program participants. 

For DOL Participants Reporting Various Levels of Education 

l It is not too surprising that the largest percentages of JTPA and ES/U1 

participants performing at level 1 are adults with severely limited educational 

experiences ~ those reporting zero to eight years of schooling. As to be 

expected, the largest percentages achieving levels 4 and 5 are found among 

those program participants who report earning a two-year college degree or more. 
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l Of particular concern is the fact that a substantial percentage of individuals 

who report earning a high school diploma or GED demonstrate very limited 

skills. A total of some 30 to 45 percent of JTPA and ES/U1 participants who 

report this level of education are estimated to have skills associated with 

performance at level 1 or level 2. 

l Among JTPA and ES/U1 program participants without a high school diploma, 

those demonstrating higher literacy levels are more likely to pursue the GED 

than those demonstrating lower levels of skills. Moreover, among those who 

report studying for the GED, literacy scores also seem to discriminate betweeh 

those who report receiving the certificate and those who say they did not 

obtain it. The difference in mean proficiency scores ranges from 35 to 50 

points or a full standard deviation in favor of those who attain the certificate. 

For example, on the prose scale, the difference for JTPA eligible applicants is 

295 as compared with 247, while among ES/U1 participants the difference is 

291 versus 240. For both DOL client groups, demonstrated literacy 

proficiencies of GED certificate holders are similar to the proficiencies of high 

school graduates in the DOL populations. > 

Past Employment Experiences Within the DOL Populations 

l Individuals in the DOL programs who demonstrate higher levels of literacy 

skills tend to avoid long periods of unemployment, earn higher wages, and 

work in higher level occupations than those program participants who 

demonstrate lower literacy skills. 

l Literacy levels of those reporting various occupations differ considerably on 

each of the three literacy scales. In fact the range of mean proficiency scores 

extends almost a full standard deviation or 50 points. As an example, those : 

program participants who report working in professional occupations 

demonstrate average prose and quantitative proficiencies around 320 

compared with those who report working in laborer and service occupations i 

here the mean scores are about 270. 

l On each of the three scales, those who report longer periods of employment in 

the year preceding the assessment demonstrate higher levels of proficiency 

than their counterparts who report fewer weeks of employment. Gf those who 

report zero to 13 weeks of employment, about 16 to 19 percent of JTPA and 19 

to 22 percent of ES/U1 participants demonstrate proficiency in the level 1 

range. In contrast, only 8 to 10 percent of the DOL program participants who 

report working at least 40 weeks in the preceding year perform in the range 

defined as level 1. 
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school diploma or a GED, demonstrate success primarily on tasks that require locating 

a single piece of information, entering personal background information, or solving a 

simple, one-step problem. In contrast, they demonstrate deficiencies in integrating 

information across sentences or parts of a document, in generating ideas based on 

what they have read, in attending to multiple features of information contained in 

complex texts or displays (which may require comparing and contrasting 

information), and in sequentially applying more than a single arithmetic operation in 

conjunction with written material. To address these concerns adequately, integrated 

information systems combining background (including, for example, data on the 

individual as well as the broader contexts of the program or job) and assessment 

information will need to be developed that yield data at the program, state, and 

national levels including appropriate sets of criteria or standards. Any such system 

should address the three design criteria - relevance, comparability, and 

interpretability-discussed in Chapter 1 of this report. 

Several interrelated developments are under way that are germane to the 

emergence of such a national system. First, recent legislation establishing the Job 

Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program, amending the authorization of ~ 

federally supported vocational education and adult education programs, calls for the. 

establishment of performance standards systems that include measures of learner ,’ 

outcomes. These requirements have generated much interest and activity at both state 

and local levels. 

In addition, it is generally perceived that while JTPA programs, especially those 

for young teens, assess the basic reading and mathematics skills of participants at 

program entry, post-testing is not pursued as rigorously or as comprehensively, and 

changes in performance are not systematically reported to DOL at the end of the 

training period. Pending amendments to JTPA legislation would require the 

incorporation of standards of learning outcomes for adults within the programs 

existing performance standards system. 

A second cluster of activity relates to the establishment of industry-based skill 

standards to serve as the basis for a voluntary national system of skill certification atid 

performance standards for job training programs. The United States Departments of 

Education and Labor are about to embark on major initiatives with the private sector 

to establish such industry-based skill standards. It has been argued that any such 

system should adequately address the issues of relevance, comparability, and 

interpretability in order to deal with accountability concerns involving changes over 

time and across groups, and validity concerns involving the understanding of what is 

being measured as well as the intended and unintended consequences of that 

measurement. 

Moreover, the President has recently announced his Job Training 2000 initiative, 

which is a comprehensive federal job training system that is designed to meet the 
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encountered in these jobs. Analyses of occupational literacy requirements could be 

accomplished using the framework described in this report (Chapter 5) to identify the 

information-processing skills associated with successful performance. Using a common 

framework for determining the necessary requirements as well as for measuring 

demonstrated proficiencies would enhance and extend the knowledge of both the 

nature and the extent of any gap that currently exists. 

Ifpublicly sponsored programs are TV sewie those individuals with the greatest need, 

increased attention should be j&used on the recruitment process. 

The data from this assessment suggest that a self-selection bias exists among the 

eligible Black applicants to JTPA programs. Typically, with nationally representative 

population samples, mean achievement scores for the White subgroup surpass those I 

for the Black subgroup by roughly a full standard deviation, while those for the 

Hispanic subgroup fall about midway between the means for White and Black 

subgroups. In contrast to these expectations for nationally representative populations, 

the subgroup means for the Black and Hispanic JTPA populations are not statistically 
\ 

different from each other and are about 60 percent of a standard deviation or some’30 

points on the literacy scales below the means for the White subgroup. It is the 

relationships among the subgroup means that are important in this instance, not the 

specific mean scores obtained. 

Thus, Black men and women who apply and are eligible for participation in 

JTI’A programs demonstrate, on average, higher literacy skills than would he expected 

if this subgroup of JTPA participants were a nationally representative sample of the 

Black subpopulation. One possible explanation is that Black individuals with more 

limited literacy skills may not view the JTPA program as a viable option to prepare 

themselves for the work force because they evidently do not even apply for JTPA 

services. If these less-well prepared Black men and women are to be served by JTPA in 

the future, it would seem that a strong recruitment effort will have to he initiated by 

DOL. 

Today, rapid technological, economic, and labor market changes demand that we 

pay increasing attention to the skill deficiencies of those already in the work force 

since it is estimated that upwards of 80 percent of the projected work force for the 

year 2000 is already employed. As a result, the Department of Labor should work 

to enswe that adequate literacy programs are nvaiailable to those progmm 

participants who demonstrate low skill la&. 

The findings of this assessment clearly show that large proportions from each of 

the two DOL populations demonstrate very limited literacy skills-that is, on each 

of the three literacy scales 40 to SO percent of the eligible JTPA applicants and ESml 
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with higher levels of demonstrated adult skills. This is not to say, of course, that 

simply providing hooks and other literacy materials to the home will result in some 

magical solution to the literacy problems of future adults. The findings of both 

assessments clearly indicate that, independent of other salient demographic and 

background variables, the reported practice of literacy skills (e.g., reading newspapers) 

is strongly predictive of higher adult literacy proficiencies. 

Attempts have been made to link student achievement to home variables - as 

in NAEP, High School and Beyond, and the National Education Longitudinal Study. 

For example, a recent NAEP report noted evidence that students who reported higher 

parental interest in their schooling experiences demonstrated higher levels of 

achievement. But no large-scale assessment of the intergenerational effects of literacy 

has been undertaken, and such a study would seem to he an obvious next step in any 

serious attempt to resolve the literacy problems evidenced in our society. 

l hI;LE.(‘TKM 

This report raises an important question for America’s 

policymakers, educators, corporate leaders, parents, and students ~ What > 

investments need to he made to raise America’s human capital? The results point ta 

the need to provide adequate literacy training as part of any publicly supported 

program aimed at improving the employment or reemployment opportunities, wages, 

and occupational mobility of its participants. In addition, the need for systematic 

study of key occupational families at various points in the career ladder from novice to 

&pert has been noted as has been the need to improve recruitment and retention r;f 

adult learners. The results also point to the need to develop integrated information 

systems and the importance of seeking new approaches to instruction that meet the 

needs of those demonstrating low literacy levels. 

But, in addition to these things, the current DOL assessment yields a rich 

database that ought to he explored further through secondary analyses that go bey&id 

the scope of this report. Investigations ought to he made into the relationships among 

various labor market outcome variables and demonstrated skills in each of the three 

literacy domains. It would also he interesting to attempt to disentangle the effects of 

transient periods of low income from the more long-term effects associated with poverty. 

In the final analysis, it is recognized that many of our poor, many of our 

minorities, and many of those with limited schooling endure distractions and 

disincentives to learning that prevent them from achieving higher literacy levels. Yet 

finding solutions aimed at improving current literacy levels is a necessary step to 

ensuring individual opportunity, to increasing productivity, and to strengthening the 

United States’ competitiveness in a global economy. 
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LOCATION NUMBER: 

PROGRAM (JTPA, ES, UI, 
OR BOTH ES & UI): 

RESPONDENT NUMBER: 

TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN: 

BACKGROUND AND ACTIVITY 

Q UESTIONNAIRE 

Pause to give respondent a chance to ask questions. 



First, 1 would like to ask you a few questions about 
yourself and when you were growmg up. 

1. In what country were you born? 

1 USA 
2 Other (specify country): 

- Go to question 3 

If USA, ask questions 2 and 2a and then go to 
question 6: 

2. 1n what state or territory? 

Record State or Territory: 

2a. In what county! 

Record County: 

If not born in USA (50 states or D.C.), ask: 

3. How many years have you lived in the United 
States (50 States or D.C.)? 

Record Number of Years: 

4. Did you attend school before coming to the 
United States (50 states or D.C.)! 
1 Yes 
2 No - Go to question 6 

If “yes,” ask: 

5. What was the highest grade in school you com- 
pleted before coming to the United States 
(50 states or D.C.)? (Do not read list.) 

1 Primary [Grades K-3) 
2 Elementary (Grades 4-8) 
3 Secondary (Grades 9.12) 
4 Vocational (Post-Secondary) 
5 College/University 

ASK EVERYONE 

6. When you were growing up, what language or 
languages were usually spoken in your home? 
(Circle all that apply.) 

1 English - Go to question 11 
2 Spanish 
3 Other (specify) 

If “Spanish or other,“osk: 

7. Who in the household usually spoke in the 
language (languages) other than English? (Do not 
read list. Circle all that apply.) 

1 Father (stepfather OI male guardian) 
2 Mother (stepmother OI fcmale guardian) 
3 Brothers or sisters 
4 Relatives (grandparents, aunts, uncles, etc.) 
5 Non-relatives 
6 Respondent 

8. What language or languages do you;speak most 
often now? (Circle all tinIt apply.) 

1 English 
2 Spanish 
3 Other (specify/ - 

Interviewer: l,f English only in question 8. go to 
question 11. Questions 9 and 10 refer to respon- 
denti, single 01 main non-English language. If 
only one non-English language in question 8. 
refer to that language. If more than one non- 
English language, ask respondent which is his or 
her main non-English language. Record single or 
main non-English language: 

If any non-English language mentioned, ask: 

m HAND RESPONDENT CARD A. 

9. How often do you currently speak that language? 

1 Daily 
2 Once or twice a week 
3 Once or twice a month 
4 Once or twice a year 
5 Never 

Gy to question 1 I 

If language is used daily or weekly, ask: 

G&F HAND RESPONDENT CARD B. 

10. What language do you use in each of the follow- 
ing situations? 2. 

r 
g g 

$3 
-yz 
-6 6g 

$8 K.5 
SW 3: 5: 

XJ $2 zs $2 
Es 

a. At home 1 2 3 4 5 
b. At work 1 2 3 4 5 

c. While shopping in 
your neighborhood 1 2 3 4 5 

d. When visiting 
friends orrelativcs 1 2 3 4 5 



ASK EVERYONE 

Now I would like to ask you some questions about 
your education. 

11. Are you currently enrolled in school or taking 
any classes? 
1 Yes 
2 No-Go to question 15 

If “Yes, ” ask: 

12. Are you currently taking a GED class? 
1 Yes 
2 No 

13. Are you considered to be a full-time or part-time 
student? 

1 Full-time student 
2 Part-time student 

Interviewer: If respondent has o question about 
the,definition of full time or part time, tell him 
or her to use the schoolts definition. 

14. What diplomas, certificates, degrees, or licenses 
do ypu expect to earn in school? 

1 High school diploma or equivalency 
2 Vocational, trade, or business 
3 Two years of college /associate’s degree) 
4 Four- or five-year college degree (B.S., B.A.1 
5 Master’s, Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced degre 
6 Other (specify): 
7 None 
Comments: 

ASK EVERYONE 

15. What was the last grade of public or private 
school you have completed? (Do not read list.) 

1 Less than high school (O-8 years) 
2 Some high school (9.12 but did not complete 

12th grade) 
3 High school graduate /I2 years; accelerated 01 

early graduate program) 
4 Attended a vocational, trade, or business 

school after high school 
5 College: less than two years 
6 College: associate’s degree (A.A.) 
7 College: two years “I more, no degree 
8 College graduate (B.S. or B.A.) 
9 Postgraduate/no degree 

10 Postgraduate/degree (M.S., M.A., Ph.D., 
M.D., etc.) 

11 Don’t know 

16. Did you receive a high school diploma? 
1 Yes 
2 No - Go to question 19 

Zf “Yes,” ask questions 17 and 18: 

17. When did you receive the diploma? 

Record year: 

18. How would you classify the primary emphasis of 
your high school courses! (Read list.) 

1 General only 
2 Vocational, technical, or trade 
3 College preparatory 

After question 18. go to question 23. 

19. What were the main reasons you stopped your 
schooling when you did? 

\ 

20. Have you ever participated in an Adult Basic 
Education program? 
1 Yes 
2 No 

Check question 12. If answered “Yes,” go to 
question 23. If answered “No,” ask: 

21. Have you ever studied for a GED or hi& school 
equivalency certificate? 
1 Yes 
2 No ~ Go to question 23 

If “Yes.” ask: 

22. Did you receive that certificate? 
1 Yes 
2 No-Go to question 23 

22a. If “yes,” when did you receive it? 

Record year: 



ASK EVERYONE 

23. Have you ever taken part in any of the following 
types of programs since leaving high school? 
(Reod list. Circle all that apply.) 

1 Vocational, technical, or secretarial program 
given by a public or private institution 

2 Apprenticeship program 
3 Employer-provided, work-site training program 
4 Vocational, technical, or secretarial program 

provided by the military 

For each item circled. ask: I 

24. How long were you in that program? (Specify 
number of weeks.) 

l- 2- 3- 4- 

25. Did you serve in the military? 
1 Yes 
2 No-Go to question 27 

Zf “Yes, ” ask: 

26. Jn what branch of the armed forces did you serve! 

Record branch: 

26a. For how long did you serve? 

Record years: 

ASK EVERYONE 

Now, I’d like to ask you some questions about your 
family when you were growing up. 

27. What was the highest grade your mother (step- 
mother or femaleguardian) completed in school? 
(Do not read categories.) 

1 Less than high school (0-R years) 
2 Some high school (9.12 but did not complete 

12th grade) 
3 High school graduate j 12 years; accelerated or 

early graduate program) 
4 Attended a vocational, trade, or business 

school after high school 
5 College: less than two years 
6 College: associate’s degree (A.A.) 
7 college: two years or more, no degree 
8 College graduate (B.S. or B.A.) 
9 Postgraduate/no degree 

10 Postgraduate/degree (M.S., M.A., Ph.D., 
M.D., etc.) 

11 Don’t know 

28. What was the highest grade your father (step 
father or male guardian) completed in school? 
(Do not read categories.) 

1 Less than high school (O-R years) 
2 Some high school (9.12 but did not complete 

12th grade) 
3 High school graduate / 12 years;~accelcrated or 

early graduate program1 
4 Attended a vocational, trade, or business 

school after high school 
5 College: less than two years 
6 College: associate’s degree (A.A.1 
7 college: two years or more, no degree 
8 College graduate (B.S. or B.A.) 
9 Postgraduate/no degree 

10 Postgraduate/degree (M.S., M.A.; Ph.D., 
M.D., etc.) 

11 Don’t know 

29. Which of the following materials (written in 
English) did you have in your home while you 
were in high school ! (Read list.) ~ 

Interviewer: If respondent did nobtend high 
school, ask him or her to answer atcording to the 
age when he or she would have heb~ in high 
school, ages 15.18. 

Don’t 
Yes No know 

A daily or weekly newspaper 1 2 x 
Magazines .l 2 x 
More than 25 books in the home 1 2 X 
An encyclopedia 1 2 x 
A dictionary 1 2 x 
A personal computer (that is, 

something with a keyboard 
and a screen) 11 2 x 

Now, I’d like to ask you some questions about your 
everyday life. 

30. Are you currently registered to voie? 
1 Yes - Go to question 32 
2 No 

If not renistered, ask: 

31. Are you eligible to register to vote in the United 
States? 
1 Yes 
2 No 



ASK EVERYONE 

32. Have you ever voted in a public election in the 
United States? 
1 Yes 
2 No 

Interviewer, soy to respondent: “Some people 
seem to follow what’s going on in government 
and public affairs most of the time, whether 
there’s an election going on or not. Others aren’t 
that interested.” 

33. Would you say you follow what’s going on in 
government and public affairs most of the time, 
some of the time, only now and then, or hardly 
at all? 

1 Most of the time 
2 Some of the time 
3 Only now and then 
4 Hardly at all 

34. How many hours do you usually spend watching 
television each day? 

1 Ndne 5 4 hours 
2 1 hour or less 6 5 hours 
3 2 hours 7 6 OI more hours 
4 3 hours 

Now, I’d like to a&you some questions about your 
main occupation during the past 12 months. 

35. Did you do any work for pay or profit last week 
(including pay from self-employment)? 
1 Yes 
2 No - Go to question 38 

If “Yes,” ask questions 36 and 37: 

36. How many hours did you work last week? 

Hours: 

37. What was your hourly wage (including tips and 
commissions) before any deductions! 

Hourly wage: 

Interviewer: For questions 37 and 44, if the respondent 
can not provide an hourly wage, then ask for a weekly, 
monthly, or yearly wage and indicate which wage it is. 

After question 37, go to question 40. 

38. What were you doing last week (what was your 
status)! 
1 Unemployed or laid off 
2 In school or training 
3 Keeping house Go to question 40 
4 Other [specify) 

If unemployed or laid off, ask: 

39. Were you looking for work! 
1 Yes 
2 No 

ASK EVERYONE 

40. During the past 12 months how many weeks did 
you work for pay OI wages [including weeks of 
paid vacation)? 

Record weeks: > 

If 52 weeks for question 40, ask question 41 
and then ,KCJ to question 43: 

41. How many consecutive years have you been 
working in that job; that is, either for that em- 
ployer or in that line of work? 

Record years: 

If less than 52 weeks for question 110, ask: 1 
42. Of the weeks you were not employed, what were 

you doing? 

1 Looking for work 
2 In school or training 
3 Keeping house 
4 Other (specify) 

lf 0 weeks for question 40. go to question 45. 
If any other number of weeks for question 40, 
ask: 

43. On average, how many hours per week did you 
work? 

Record hours: 

44. What was your hourly wage (including tips and 
commissions) before any deductions! 

Record hourly wage: 



ASK EVERYONE 

45. Did you work more than 20 hours a week while 
you were going to high school? 

1 Yes, year round 
2 Yes, SummeIS only 
3 Yes, during the 

school year only 

4 No 
5 Did not attend 

high school 
Go to question 47 

If "yes" on question 45, ask: 

46. For how long did you hold that job? 

Record length of time: 

ASK EVERYONE 

47. How old were you when you held your first full- 
time job after leaving school? 
1 Record age: 
i Never worked full-time - Go to question 57 

If age recorded for question 47, ask: 

48. What kind of work did you do in your first full- 
time job, that is, what was your main job called? 

Record occupation: 

49. in your most recent occupation, what kind of 
work did you do; that is, what was your main job 
called? 

Record occupation: 

49~ How many years did you work in this 
occupation? 

Record years: 

@? HAND RESPONDENT CARD C. 

50. How often did you read and/or use information 
from each of the following on your job? 
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a. Reports or 
journal articles 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Forms 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Letters 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Diagrams or 

schematics 1283 4 5 

51. How often did you have to write up or fill out 
each of the following for your job? (Use Cord C.) 
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a. Memos, 
business letters 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Reports 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Forms 1 2 ‘:3 4 5 
d. Bills, invoices 1 2 :3 4 5 

52. How often did you have to use mathematics for 
your job--every day, a few times a week, once a 
week, less than once a week, never? 

1 Every day 
2 A few times a week 
3 Once a week 
4 Less than once a week 
5 Never 

53. Did you feel your reading skills were good 
enough for your job? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don’t know 

54. Did you feel your writing skills w&e good 
enough for your job? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don’t know 

55. Did you feel your mathematics skills were good 
enough for your job? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don’t know 



W HAND RESPONDENT CARD D. 

56. Considering all aspects of your most recent job, 
rate each of the following skills and abilities on a 
scale of one to five according to their importance 
in performing your job effectively. 
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a. Reading 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Writing 1 2 3 4 5 

c. Working with num- 
bers (mathematics) 1 2 3 4 5 

d. Talking clearly 
to others 1 2 3 4 5 

e. Listening well 
to others 1 2 3 4 5 

f. Solving problems 
you e”cOu”teI 
on the job 1 2 3 4 5 

g. Coming up with new 
ideasforyourwork 1 2 3 4 5 

h.‘W”rking well 
with others 1 2 3 4 5 

i. Planning the future 
of ca*eer your 1 2 3 4 5 

j. Organizing your 
activities on the job 1 2 3 4 5 

k. Leading others 
on the job 1 2 3 4 5 

ASK EVERYONE 

57. Do you think you could get a (better) job if you 
received additional training in reading or writing 
English! 
1 Yes 
2 No 

58. Do you think you could get a (better) job if you 
received additional training in mathematics? 
1 Yes 
2 No 

II?3 HAND RESPONDENT CARD E. 

59. How frequently do family members or friends 
help you with. ! (Read activities.) ~ 
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a. Filling out forms 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Reading/explaining 
newspaper articles 
“I other written 
information 1 2 3 4 5 

c. Dealing with gov- 
ernment agencies, 
public companies, 
business, medical 
personnel, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 

d. Writing notes 
and letters 1 2 3’ 4 5 

W HAND RESPONDENT CARD F. 

60. Do you currently have any of these conditions? 
(Circle all that apply.] \ 

1 Learning disability 
2 Eye trouble (not corrected by glasses) 
3 Hearing problem/deafness 
4 Speech disability 
5 Physical disability 
6 Long-term illness (6 months “I more) 
7 No illness “I disability 

I would now like to ask you about those in your cur, 
rent household. 

61. What is your current marital status? 

1 Single and never married : 

2 Married (living with spouse) ’ 

3 Married /spouse temporarily living elsewhere) 
4 Legally separated “I divorced 
5 Widowed 

62. Who currently lives in your household with you? 
(Do not read list. Circle all that apply.) 

1 Fathcr (stepfather “I male guardian) 
2 Mother (stepmother or female guardian) 
3 Brother(s) “I sister(s) 
4 Wife/husband 
5 Children (other than respondent’s brother/ 

sister) 
6 Other adult relatives (grandparents, aunts, 

uncles, etc.) 
7 Non-relatives 
8 Live alone - Go to question 64 



Interviewer: Probe by asking, “With whom are you 
currently living?” 

If circled 3 or 5, ask question 620: I 

62~ How many brothers OI sisters or children are 
under the age of 5? 

Record number: 

63. How many people live in your household includ- 
ing yourself? 

Number: 

64. What are the city, state, and zip code of your 
current address! 

City 01 town: 

State and zip code: 

64~1. How long have your lived at this address! 

Record years: 

65. How many people in your household are em- 
~ployed or work for pay or wages. . 

Full-time? 

, Part-time! 

m HAND RESPONDENT CARD G. 

66. What is your estimate of your personal income 
from all sources for the past 12 months? 

1 Under $5,000 
2 $ 5,000 $ 9,999 
3 $10,000 $14,999 
4 $15,000 $19,999 
5 $20,000 $29,999 
6 $30,000 $39,999 
7 540,000 $49,999 
8 $50,000 and over 
9 Refused 

10 Don’t know 
11 No personal income 

67. What is your estimate of your total household 
income from all soorce~ for the past 12 months? 
(Use Card G.) 

1 Under $5,000 
2 $ 5,000 $ 9,999 
3 $10,000 $14,999 
4 $15,000 $19,999 
5 $20,000 $29,999 
6 $30,000 $39,999 
7 $40,000 $49,999 
8 $50,000 and over 
9 Refused 

10 Don’t know 

68. Did you or anyone in your household receive any 
of the following during the past 12 (months? 
(Read list. Circle all that apply.) 

1 AFDC [aid to families with dependent 
children) 

2 General assistance, home relief 
3 SSI (supplemental security income) 
4 Food stamps * 

5 Unemployment compensation 
6 Other /public/private source; for example 

church, not family) 

Now, I’d like to talk to you about what you read in 
English. 

69. How often do you read a newspaper in English - 
every day, a few times a week, once a week, less 
than once a week, or never? 

1 Every day 
2 A few times a week 
3 Once a week 
4 Less than once a week 
5 Never - Go to question 72 

If ever read (1 newspaper, ask: 

70. Is reading the newspaper part of your job or 
school work? 
1 Yes 
2 No 



@? HAND RESPONDENT CARD H. 

71. This is a list of different parts of newspapers. 
Would you please tell me which parts you gener- 
ally read when looking at a newspaper! (Circle 
all that apply.) 

1 National/international news 
2 State/local news 
3 Sports 
4 Women’s/society pages 
5 Editorial page 
6 Financial news or stock listings 

73. Are you of Spanish or Hispanic origin or descent? 
1 Yes 
2 No-Go to question 75 

If Hispanic, osk: 

m HAND RESPONDENT CARD J. 

74. Which of these descriptions best describes your 
Hispanic origin? 

1 Mexican/Mexican-American, Chicano 
2 Puerto Rican 

7 Comics 
8 Classified ads 
9 Other advertisements 

10 TV listings 
11 Movie or concert listings 
12 Book, movie, or art reviews 
13 Horoscope 
14, Other: 

3 Cuban 
4 Central/South American 
5 Other Spanish/Hispanic 

ASK EVERYONE 

75. When were you born? 

Record month: Year: 

76. What is your social security number? I 

Interviewer: Say to respondent: “Providing,+our social 
security number is voluntary. Please note, hinvever, 
that it will be deleted from the “ermanent record.” 

Probe: Do you read any other parts of the newspaper? 
(Record above, under-14 other,“] 

ASK EVERYONE 1 I 
Record number: 

e HAND: RESPONDENT CARD I. 
I 

If respondent is port of the ITPA or bS 
population, ask: 

72. Which of the groups on this card best describes 
you? (If respondent refuses to answer, please 
record from observation the respondent’s race/ 
ethnicity.) 

1 White 
2 Black 
3 American Indian, Alaskan Native 
4 Asian, Pacific Islander 
5 Other (specify\: 

77. What benefit or benefits do you expect to gain 
from ? (Pill in ITPA or ES.) 

I w INTERVIEWER: PLEASE NOTE. 

78. Sex: q Male 0 Female 





APPENDIX B 

SAMPLING, 

WEIGHTING, AND 

SAMPLING ERROR 

ESIIMATION 

This appendix provides an overview of the procedures employed to obtain the 

samples of individuals for the assessments of literacy in the JTPA and the ES/U1 

populations. Also discussed are the weighting procedures and variance estimation 

procedures for those samples. 

. S:\WLE DESl(jN 

The assessments of literacy in the JTPA and the ES/U1 populations are based dn 

separate and independent sample surveys. The design of each survey is that of 

stratified, multi-stage cluster sampling, with selection at certain stages proportional to 

estimated size. 

Primary Frames 

For the JTPA population, a frame was constructed in which states within seven 

geographic regions were listed, with individual sizes measured according to the : 

number of 1987 JTPA participants. The measures of size were accumulated, yielding a 

total of 1,034,974. Each region constituted a stratum, with the exception of the two 

largest regions, each of which was broken into two strata for purposes of primary 

selection. Thus, the frame consisted of nine primary strata. 

The ES/U1 frame was constructed in the same manner as for JTPA, except that 

the measure of size was the estimated 1987 total of ES and Ul participants for each 

state. The cumulative total size was l&937,091. 

First-stage Selection 

Two states were selected with probability proportional to estimated size, with 

replacement, from each of the nine strata in the JTPA frame. Since a state could be 
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drawn more than once, sampling with replacement resulted in the selection of 14 

distinct states (primary selection units): 

Arizona Missouri 

Arkansas New York* 

Florida North Carolina* 

Indiana* Pennsylvania 

Kentucky Utah 

Louisiana Virginia 

Minnesota* Washington 

*These four states were each selected twice into the JTPA sample. 

Sampling with replacement with probability proportional to size from the ES/U1 

frame resulted in the selection of 16 distinct states: 

Alabama New York 

California* North Carolina 

Florida Ohio* 

Illinois Oklahoma 

Indiana TelXXSSee 
\ 

KLUlSZiS Texas 

Maryland Utah 

Massachusetts West Virginia 

*Each of these two states was selected twice into the ES/U1 sample. 

Second-stage Selection 

For each of the 18 state selections (including the four states selected twice) from 

the JTPA population, a second-stage frame of service delivery areas (SDAs) was 

constructed with cumulative 1987 sizes. Then, a sample of four SDAs per state was 

selected with replacement with probability proportional to estimated size. Thus, a 

state that was hit twice at the first stage provided up to eight SDAs at the second stage. 

The second-stage selection unit for the ESNI population was the local office. As 

with JTPA, four local offices per state were selected with replacement with probability 

proportional to estimated size for each of the first-stage hits. 

Third-stage Selection for JTPA 

Many of the service delivery areas (SDAS) for the JTPA population consist of 

more than one geographic location where participants are enrolled. Thus, for each 

second-stage selection with more than one office, it was necessary to select a unique 

third-stage locale with probability proportional to size. Although there was some 

duplication in selection at the second stage, the third-stage units were sufficiently 
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small so that no duplicate hits occurred. Since all of the local offices of ES/U1 selected 

at the second stage consisted of unique locations, a third stage was not needed for that 

population. 

The selections made at the second stage for ES/U1 did not result in any 

duplicates. Thus, before the final-stage selection of actual participants, the samples for 

each survey, JTPA and ES/UI, consisted of 72 (18 x 4) separate geographic locations 

where assessments would take place. For accounting purposes and to facilitate the 

estimation of variances, each location was assigned a unique three-digit sampling 

identification number (SID), h w ere the first digit indicated the first-stage stratum 

(1 through 9), the second digit the first or second selection from that stratum, and the 

third digit the second-stage selection (1 through 4). 

Selection of Program Participants 

The original plan called for 56 assessments to be performed at each of the 72 

locations for a total of 4,032 completed cases in each survey. Unfortunately, there 

were no lists of potential participants from which to select via probability sampling. 

As a result, the persons to be assessed had to be chosen and persuaded to cooperat&s 

they arrived at the local offices. The days and hours at which arrivals would be asked 

to participate were chosen at random from the periods of operation of the local off&s 

Due to the logistical infeasibility of the kind of follow-up procedures used in 

conventional surveys of households, program participants who refused were replaced 

with the next arrival. Including those refusing to participate, a total of 5,079 JTPA 

r&gistrants were invited to participate in the assessment, of whom 2,501 or 49 percent 

agreed to participate. A total of 10,479 ES/U1 registrants were invited to participate, of 

whom 3,277 or 3 1 percent did participate. To provide a check on the representativeness of 

the final sample of respondents of the registrant population as a whole, a transmittal form 

requesting various demographic information was filled out for all registrants entering thi 

local office on the days the office was assigned to select respondents for assessment. 

A comparison of the demographic composition of all such registrants with that of the 

respondents appears in the section Calculation of Case Weights, in this appendix. 

l BIB SPIR~~LLINC: f;oK ITEM AIMNISTR~YFIOK 

In examining both the nature and status of literacy among JTPA 

and ES/U1 client groups, this study sought to apply the concept of literacy used by 

NAEP in its assessment of young adults. This required that we employ an assessment 

design that would ensure broad and representative coverage of the literacy domains 

identified by NAEP. Since only some 60 minutes of response time were allocated to 

the measurement of literacy skills, it was necessary to use some form of item sampling 

procedure to ensure adequate domain coverage. A powerful variant of standard matrix 

197 



sampling known as balanced incomplete block (BIB) spiralling was used. As with 

standard matrix sampling designs, no respondent is administered all of the tasks in the 

assessment pool. Instead, each individual responds to one or more blocks of exercises. 

However, unlike standard matrix sampling in which tasks or exercises are divided into 

discrete booklets, in BIB spiralling the exercises are placed into blocks that are linked 

in ways that permit the estimation of relationships among all exercises in the 

assessment pool. For the DOL assessment, there was a set of core tasks plus 13 blocks 

of exercises, with each block requiring about 17 minutes of administration time. As a 

result, each respondent was administered one of 26 assessment booklets containing 

the core plus three blocks of literacy tasks. The DOL assessment significantly broadens 

the exercise pool over the NAEP literacy assessment by expanding the number of 

blocks of exercises from seven to 13. Th e assignment of blocks to booklets was 

accomplished using the BIB spiralling design shown in Table B.l, with each booklet ( 

also containing the set of core tasks. 

In the BIB part of this design, the assignment of blocks of tasks to booklets had 

several important characteristics. 

1. Each block appeared with the same frequency - in six of the 26 booklets. 

2. Positional effects were controlled for at the block level since each block 

appeared in each of the three possible positions. 

3. Each block was paired with every other block. 

The spiralling part of the design cycled the booklets for administration so that 

each booklet was completed by a random sample of respondents from each of the 

m DOL Balanced Incomplete Block Booklet Design 

m 
1 

2 

3 
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1 

0 

Q 1 9 10 13 

10 10 Ii 1 

11 11 12 2 

12 12 13 3 

13 13 1 4 

14 13 8 

15 2 4 9 

16 3 5 to 

17 4 6 11 

16 5 7 12 

19 6 8 13 

20 7 9 1 

21 8 10 2 

22 9 11 3 

23 10 12 4 

24 11 13 5 

25 12 1 6 

26 13 2 7 
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JTPA and ES/U1 populations. This resulted in approximately equal numbers of JTPA 

and ES/U1 participants responding to each booklet and each block. 

It should be noted that one outcome of BIB spiralling is that every task was taken 

by a representative subsample of the total sample of JTPA and ES/U1 respondents (on 

average 6/26 of the total sample). This ensures that representative estimates of 

performance of the population as a whole can be derived for each task. One important 

benefit of this methodology is that every possible pair of tasks was taken by a 

representative subsample of the total sample from each population so that correlations 

between pairs of tasks can be estimated. 

An important feature of this type of design is that it is most efficient for 

estimating the literacy levels of major groups and subgroups of interest. One 

consequence, however, is that it is less useful in providing reliable estimates of the 

literacy levels of individuals. Phase II of the WL literacy assessment (not discussed isl 

this report) is designed to develop a literacy test that will provide appropriate 

information about the literacy proficiencies of individuals. 

l CALCCLAT~ON 01: CASE WEIGHTS 

For the selection of states and SDAs (Stages 1 and 2) in the JTPA survey and the 

selection of states (Stage 1) in the ES/U1 survey, the probabilities of selection at eadh 

stage were calculated from the 1987 size information referred to in the discussion of 

frame construction. The selection of local offices (Stage 3 in JTPA and Stage 2 in ES/ 

UI) was made from updated frames with more recent information on numbers of 

p?+rticipants. The overall probability of selection of the local office is thus obtained b3 

multiplying the probabilities of selection at all stages, starting with state selection and 

culminating with selection of the office. We refer to the reciprocal of this overall 

probability as the bare weight associated with assessment at a particular geographic 

location and denote it by WB,,,, where the subscript, SID, is the sampling 

identification number for the geographic location. 

For individual case weights, it is necessary to multiply the base weights for 

each location by the reciprocal of an estimated probability of selection and 

assessment within that location. Personnel at each local office were instructed to 

keep accurate lists of all registrants on the days that were randomly chosen for 

assessment. The total counts tallied from the lists for the selected days were inflated 

to represent a full year of operation. Thus, the last-stage selection probability for a 

given location was estimated by dividing the number of completed cases by the 

estimated arrivals for the year. Symbolically, the last-stage selection probability (i.e., 

the probability of a respondent being chosen at a given location during a given year) 

is [(*,,,JN,,,)*(d,,,,/D,,,)l, where ns,” is the number of completed cases, N,,,, is the 

total number of registrants on the d,,,, days chosen for assessment, and D,,, is the 

number of days in a full year of operations. Multiplying the base weight by the 
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reciprocal of the last-stage selection probability resulted in the case weight, W,,,. The 

case weight is constant for all assessments at a given local office and, through the 

fm”r %J*s,IY automatically includes an adjustment for varying nonresponse among 

local offices since the number of individuals refusing to participate is included in N,,,,. 

The case weights allow the estimation of various characteristics of the population 

of participants in the JTI’A and ES/U1 programs. For example, the sum of the weights 

of all JTI’A respondents provides an estimate of the total number of participants in 

the JTPA program during the year of the survey; the sum of the weights of all JTPA 

respondents who share a common characteristic (such as answering a particular 

question correctly) provides an estimate of the total number of JTPA participants with : 

that characteristic; and the ratio of the second sum to the first estimates the 

proportion in the population with the characteristic. As another example, the 

estimated population mean proficiency for one of the literacy scales is the weighted ( 

mean of the proficiency estimates for the respondents. 

Since a considerable proportion of participants who were invited to participate in 

the survey refused, it is important to ascertain how representative the final sample of 

respondents is of the full population of participants. Each office participating in the 

survey was asked to provide various demographic information for all registrants on the .’ 

days randomly selected for assessment. Table B.2 shows the comparison of the 

‘weighted sample of respondents with the weighted sample of registrants for gender, 

race/ethnicity, education, and age. The relative frequencies for the respondents were 

calculated using the case weights, while the relative frequencies for the registrants 

were +&ted using the weights WB,,,, * Ds, ddd,,,, which are the reciprocals of the 

probability of selecting all registrants from the local office on the days designated for 

assessment. Also included in Table B.2 are the standard errors of the estimated 

relative frequencies for the respondents. 

For the most part, the differences in the weighted relative frequencies for the 

respondents and for all registrants are within the bounds to be expected, given 

sampling variability. There are, however, two exceptions. For both the JTPA and the 

ES/U1 samples, there are relatively too few responding males. Of perhaps more 

importance for the measurement of literacy is that the distribution of education levels 

for the respondents is somewhat different from that of the registrants as a whole. For 

JTPA, there are relatively too many respondents with some high school education and 

relatively too few who graduated from high school; for ES/U, there are relatively too 

few respondents with less than high school education and relatively too many who 

graduated from college. It should be noted, however, that the education level is 

unknown for a considerable proportion of the ES/U1 registrants and for a 

nonnegligible proportion of the JTPA registrants. The proportions of registrants 

whose educational levels are unknown are more than sufficient to account for any 

discrepancy in education levels between the registrants and the respondents. 

Consequently, the population estimated by the respondents is likely to be close 

to the full population of participants, at least as far as literacy goes. Nevertheless, since 
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the proportion of nonrespondents is so large, care must be exercised in estimating 

quantities whose values may be associated with noncooperation. (Consideration was 

given to applying an adjustment, called post-stratification, to the case weights of the 

respondents so as to make the weights’ relative ftequencies for demographic subgroups 

defined by gender and ethnicity match those of the registrants. However, the 

weighted relative frequencies of the registrants are also subject to unknown degrees :of 

variance and bias. In such a situation, post-stratification can potentially increase the 

variance of, and add bias to, survey estimates. Consequently, the case weights were 

not post-stratified.) 

Comparisons of Weighted Relative Frequencies (%) by Demographic Subgroup 
of Assessment Respondents with Corresponding Weighted Frequencies 
of All Registrants on Sampling Days 

JTPA ES/U1 
mm m 

GENDER 

Male 

Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Other 

EG,UCAllON 

<High School 

Some High Sch. 

High Sch. Grad. 

College Grad. 

Unknown 

AGE 

16to20 

21 to 25 

26 IO 31 

32 to 45 

46 or more 

41.5 (1.7)*** 46.6 -5.1 1 56.3 (2.0) 60.6 

58.5 (1.7) 53.4 5.1 43.7 (2.0) 39.4 

69.2 (3.8) 

20.9 (3.4) 

5.9 (1.4) 

~ 4.0 (1.0) 

6.9 (1.0) 6.0 0.9 

33.4 (2.4) 27.6 5.8 

53.9 (2.4) 59.6 -5.9 

5.6 (1.6) 4.7 0.9 

0.2 (0.2) 2.0 -1 .a 

17.0 (2.7) 17.8 4.8 

19.7 (1.7) 19.6 4.1 

21.5 (1.7) 20.7 0.8 

31.3 (3.2) 29.7 1.6 

10.6 (1.6) 11.3 4.7 

73.2 

20.8 

3.3 

2.7 

4.0 62.8 (6.3) 70.9 

4.1 i1.6(1.8) 13.8 

2.6 20.2 (5.1) 13.3 

1.3 5.4 (0.6) 2.0 

: 3.0(0.6) 

18.3 (4.6) 

59.5 (2.0) 

19.0 (3.2) 

0.2 (0.1) 

5.1 

15.6 

59.8 

10.0 

9.4 

9.8 (1.7) 

' 16.2 (2.6) 

22.0 (0.9) 

32.5 (1.6) 

17.6 (2.1) 

9.5 

18.6 

21.8 

32.6 

17.4 

4.3 ,x 

4.1 

-2.2 

6.9 

I 3.4 

~ -*.' 2.7 

-0.3 

9.0 

-9.2 

~ ::: 

0.2 

4.1 

0.2 

* respondents weighted by case weight W,,, 
** registrants weighted by WB,,,' D,,dd,,, 

*** standard errors in parentheses 
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The component of the sampling variability attributable to a pair is estimated as 

the squared difference between the value of the statistic, t, for the complete sample 

and a pseudoreplicate formed by recomputing the statistic on a specially constructed 

pseudo-dataset. This pseudo-dataset for the i”’ pair is created from the original dataset 

by randomly designating the members of the pair as first and second, eliminating the 

data from the first member of the pair, and replacing the lost information with that 

from the second (so that the second unit is included twice) with a copy of the 

remaining unit or units in the pair. The statistic of interest, t, is recomputed on the i’h 

pseudo-dataset, producing the pseudoreplicate estimate tI. 

The component of sampling variability attributable to the i+ pair of first-stage 

units is (t, . t)‘. This component not only reflects between-first-stage-unit variability 

but also within-first-stage-unit variability. The estimated sample variance of the 

statistic t is the sum Vat,,(t) = XI!, (ti . t)*, where M is the number of first-stage pairs ~ 

(equal to 21 for JTPA and 15 for ES/U). 

JTPA 
single-hit state pairings’ 

PA with VA 

FL with KY 

LA with AR 

MO with UT 

WA with AZ 

double-hit slaIes** 

NY - 4 SDA pairs 

NC - 4 SDA pairs 

IN - 4 SDA pairs 

MN - 4 SDA pairs 

ES/U1 
single-hit state pairings’ 

MA with NY 

WV with MD 

FL with AL 

TN with NC 

IN with IL 

TX with OK 

KS with UT 

double-hit states** 

OH - 4 SDA pairs 

CA - 4 SDA pairs 

* states selected once at the first stage 
**States selected mice at the first stage 
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APPENDIX C 

SCALING AND 

SCORING 

PROCEDURE 

. ovlxvrEI\. 

The results from the DOL literacy survey are reported on the 

same scales as the NAEP 1985 young adult literacy scales. With scaling methods, the 

performance of a sample of examinees can be summarized on a single scale or series of 

subscales even when different respondents have been administered different items. : 

This section describes the models and procedures that were used for the analysis. 

The DOL literacy survey gathered data on the proficiencies of 

5,778 sampled respondents by means of 180 cognitive exercises (items). To reduce 

respondent burden, each assessed respondent was administered only a fraction of the 

pool of items, using a variant of matrix sampling. In addition to the DOL sample, 

several other samples received identical booklets under a similar mode of 

administration. Th ey included 1,804 examinees from the state of Mississippi and 

1,993 from Oregon. 

The most conventional method of summarizing examinee responses, proportion 

of correct responses, is not suited for examinees who receive different sets of items, 

Moreover, item-by-item proportion correct reporting ignores overarching similarities 

of subgroup comparisons that are common across items. Finally, using average percent 

correct to estimate means of proficiencies of examines within subpopulations does 

not provide any other information about the distribution of skills among examinees in 

the subpopulation. 

These limitations of conventional scoring methods can be overcome by the use 

of item response theory (IRT) scaling. When several items require similar skills, the 

response patterns should have some regularity. Such regularity can be used to 

characterize both examinees and items in terms of a common standard scale, even 

when all examinees do not take identical sets of items. Then, the comparisons of 
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items and examinees can be made in reference to a scale instead of percent correct 

Furthermore, distributions of groups of examinees can be compared. 

The scaling was carried out separately for each of four domains of literacy 

established in the 1986 NAEP young adult literacy (YAL) assessment. The four 

subscales were NAEP reading proficiency, prose literacy, document literacy, and 

quantitative literacy. 

0 THE SCtILINCj MODEL 

The scaling model used for the DOL assessment is the three- 

parameter logistic (3PL) model from item response theory (Lord, 1980). It is a 

mathematical model for the probability that a particular person will respond correctly 

to a particular item from a single domain of items. This probability is given as a 

function of a parameter 0 characterizing the proficiency of that person, and three 

parameters characterizing the properties of that item. The specific IRT model 

employed in the DOL assessment is the following three-parameter logistic model: 

P(Xij= Ilei,aj,bj,cj) = cj + 
(l-cj) 

l+e~p[-l.7aj(Bi-bj)] 
= Pj(Bi) 

where 
5j is the response of person i to item j, 1 if correct and 0 if incorrect; 

0, is the (unobservable) proficiency of person i (note that a person with higher 

proficiency has a greater probability of making correct responses); 

? is the slope parameter of item j, characterizing its sensitivity to proficiency; 

b, is its threshold parameter, characterizing its difficulty; and 

5 is its lower asymptote parameter, reflecting possibly non-zero chances of correct 

response from even persons of very low proficiency; for free response items, c was 

fixed at zero. 

Note that this is a montone increasing function with respect to 0, i.e., 

conditional probability of cortect response increases as the value of .9 increases. In 

addition, a linear indeterminacy exists with respect to the values of 0,, a,, and bi for a 

scale defined under the three-parameter model. That is, for an arbitrary linear 

transformation of 0, say 8’ = MO + X, the corresponding transformations a’ = a,/M 

and b’, = Mb, + X give: 

P(xij =Il@i*,aj*,bj*,cj*) = P(xij = Il&,nj,bj,cj) (1) 
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Linear transformation of scales was used for linking the DOL scale to YAL scales 

by resolving this scale indeterminacy which involved setting an origin and unit size of 

0 to the reported subscale means and standard deviations of the young adult literacy 

assessment. 

The main assumption of the IRT is conditional independence, i.e., conditional 

on the individual’s 0:. The joint probability of a particular response pattern x = 

(x,,...,x”) across a set of n items is simply the product of terms based on (1): 

” 

P(X~8~,~,b,c)=~lPj(~i)lx’[~-~j(~i)l’-”’ 

j=l 

This also implies that item response probabilities depend only on 0 (a measure of 

proficiency) and the specified item parameters, but not on any demographic 

characteristics of examinees, or on any other items which are presented together in 2 

test, or on administration conditions. 

Another assumption of the model unidimensionality, i.e., that performance on a 

set of items is accounted for by a single unidimensional variable, is probably too strong 

an assumption. However, the use of the model is motivated by the need to summarize 

overall performance parsimoniously within a single domain. The IRT summary is nit 

expected to capture all meaningful va+ions in item response data, but to reflect the 

main patterns of correct responses in the populations and subpopulations of interest. 

Although proportions of correct responses may be over- or underestimated for some 

items for any given subpopulation, the average in the domain is represented 

aacurately. Thus, the violations of the model with respect to dimensionality are less’ 

serious for inference based on overall proficiency. 

0 O\liRl’IEW OF LINKI NC; THfC DOL SCALES TO ~rf<E YUC 'N<j Af)[ ‘~--r 

hTERA(Y %‘ALES 

Prose, document, and quantitative literacy results for DOL are 

reported on scales that were established in the young adult literacy assessment. For 

each scale, a number of new items unique to DOL were added to the item pool which 

was administered in the original YAL assessment. The DOL scales are linked to the 

Prose 

Document 

Ouantitative 

TOTAL 

Composition of Item Pool for DOL Survey 

mliiimm 
13 31 44 

63 30 1 

14 7.9 j 1: 

90 90 180 
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YAL scale based upon the commonality of the two assessments, namely the 

original YAL common items. Fifty percent of the items administered in the DOL 

survey were common to the YAL assessment. The composition of the item pool is 

presented in Table Cl. The rationale behind these scales is given in Chapter 3. 

A unidimensional IRT model like the three-parameter logistic model employed 

in this study assumes that performance on all the items in a domain can, for the most 

part, be accounted for by a single (unobservable) proficiency variable. Subsequent IRT 

linking and scaling analyses treated each scale separately, i.e., a unique proficiency is 

assumed for each scale; hence, the linking of scales was carried out for each scale 

separately. The three steps used to link the two scales are listed below; additional 

details follow. 

1. Establish provisional IRT scales through common item parameter calibration 

based on a pooling of the WL and YAL items. 

2. Estimate distribution of proficiencies on the provisional IRT scales using 

“plausible value” methodology. 

3. Align the DOL scale to the YAL scale by a linear transformation based upon 

the commonality of proficiency distribution of the YAL sample. 

0 ITEM PA~L~~~ETER ESTfMATION ~ITEM Ckfmfmmin) 

Identical item calibration procedures, described here in detail, 

were carried out separately for each of the four literacy assessment scales. Using a 

modified version of Mislevy and Bock’s (1982) BILCG computer program, the three- 

parameter logistic IRT model was fit to each item (but with lower asymptote 

parameters fixed at zero for free-response items) using sample weights. 

Since 1985, the same items used in the original YAL assessment have been used 

for several assessments and surveys, including the current DOL assessment. Across 

four assessments, more than 13,000 individuals have responded to either the entire set 

or a subset of tasks administered in the DOL survey; the assessments include the 

young adult survey, the Oregon and Mississippi state surveys, and an assessment for 

phase II of the DOL contract. The data accumulated from all surveys were included in 

a calibration sample in order to obtain stable item parameter estimates and to simplify 

scale linking procedures. The current method of parameter calibration effectively put 

all survey results on a single provisional common scale. Only a linear indeterminacy 

needed to be resolved in order to align the provisional scale to the reporting scale. 

Sample weights were used during item calibration. It is known that 

subpopulation distributions within separate assessment samples are different. Such 

differences may arise because of the following factors: the characteristics of the target 

populations, the sampling design, or the randomness of sampling. For example, often 



over-sampling of minority group populations is necessary to ensure a certain degree of 

accuracy in the estimates of group proficiencies. In such a case, the unweighted 

sample would not correctly represent the population which is targeted. Post-stratified 

weights take into account a sampling design such as over-sampling as well as 

randomness of real data. By applying post-stratified weights, vital characteristics of yhe 

sample can be closely matched to the characteristics of the population. During 

calibration the fit of item parameters is maximized in reference to the proficiency 

distribution of the calibration sample. It is ideal to match the proficiency distribution 

of the calibration sample as closely as possible to that of the population when item 

parameters are being estimated. It is more critical when item calibration is done on’ 

the combined proficiency distribution of multiple assessment samples with great 

differences in proficiency distributions such as this DOL survey. It was not as critical 

for the analysis of the young adult assessment because the parameters of the young 

adult items were estimated based on one sample, and parameters of items common to 

NAEP were kept fixed; only items unique to the young adult assessment were 

estimated. 

In order to obtain unbiased parameter estimations, proficiency distributions of ~ 

separate assessment samples were estimated during calibration. It is known that the: 

samples for each of the assessments came from several populations with different 

characteristics. In addition, the items administered to each assessment sample were 

not entirely the same; varying numbers of items were unique to a particular 

assessment. The calibration procedure should take into account the possibility of such 

systematic interaction of samples and items in order to estimate unbiased estimates of 

sample distributions and item parameters. For that reason, a normal distribution with 

a unique mean and variance for each assessment population was estimated 

concurrently with item parameters. Estimated item parameters are presented in 

Tables C.2 through C.4 by scale. 
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Em Prose Literacy Item Parameters 

!!L!!!Er,,eTY*TT 
A621201 ! 1.008 0.025 
A630501 0.558 0.012 

0.000 ~ 

A631201 0.664 0.015 
A640901 0.622 0.019 
AB41001 0.663 0.018 
A650101 0.486 0.014 
A850201 1.043 0.070 
A660201 1.286 0.030 
AB60601 1 
AB70101 ~ 

-1.031 
0.686 i 
0.593 

ii;: ~ p; ~ 

AB70401 
A871001 
AB808Ol 
A880901 
AB8llOl 
A681201 
AB81301 
A890401 
A890501 
AB90601 
AB90701 
AB90801 
A100201 
Al00301 
A101101 

' Al01201 
A111101 
A111201 
A111301 
A111401 

0.683 1 0.016 

-0.009 
-1.268 

2.026 
0.974 

4.491 
-0.145 
-3.651 
-0.831 

0.014 i 0.000 
0.038 
0.040 

~ 0.000 
~ 
~ 

0.000 
0.033 0.196 
0.013 0.000 
0.014 0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.908 ~ 0.026 
1.035 0.035 
0.294 0.016 
0.803 0.029 
1.235 0.034 
1.123 0.029 
1.298 ~ 0.037 
1.578 ~ 0.042 
0.852 ~ 0.023 
1.012 1 0.033 
0.860 1 0.024 
0.767 1 0.024 

-0.332 
-0.772 

0.016 
4.616 

0.169 
0.026 
0.057 
0.024 
0.016 
0.028 

4.533 0.076 
0.662 I 0.019 

-0.059 0.015 
-0.478 i 0.022 
4.038 ~ 0.015 
4.650 ~ 0.018 

0.246 0.016 
-1.173 ~ 0.034 
-0.460 0.023 

0.429 0.018 
2.044 ~ 0.050 0.631 0.027 

0.772 0.025 -0.072 0.022 
0.022 1.201 0.028 0.580 

0.870 
1.148 

Al203Ol 0.958 
Al20401 0.456 
A120501 0.946 
A121201 ~ 1.175 
A121301 ~ 0.838 
A121401 1 1.039 

0.041 
0.045 
0.028 
0.015 
0.033 ~ ;i?:: 1881 
0.039 1 -0.375 
0.026 4.125 
0.040 ~ -1.129 
0.037 -1.275 
0.028 -0.189 
0.016 -0.913 
0.047 i -0.241 

0.037 
0.030 
0.054 
0.022 
0.024 
0.043 

0.000 
0.000 
0.266 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
o.ow 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

I 
-2.469 0.102 
-1.072 0.040 

A130601 ~ 0.028 0.000 
A130701 ~ 

1.221 
1.073 0.017 0.000 

Al30801 ~ 0.515 0.043 ~ 0.000 ~ 
Al30901 ~ 1.639 
A131001 1.590 
Al31101 0.852 
AB30602 0.939 0.025 0.125 

0.000 
0.015 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.029 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 ~ 
0.000 i 
0.000 
0.000 

31 
38 
45 
57 
56 
59 
60 
76 
86 
93 
96 

105 
563 
564 
568 
569 
570 
575 
576 
577 
578 
579 
587 
588 
596 
597 
608 
609 
610 
611 
615 
616 
617 
624 
625 
626 
632 
633 
634 
635 
636 
637 
644 
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Document Literacy Item Parameters 

SCORlOO 
SCOA200 
SCOA300 
SCOR400 
SCORSOO 
AB20101 
A820201 
AB20301 
AB20401 
AB20501 
AB20601 
AB20701 
AB20801 
AB20901 
ABZIOOI 
AB21301 
AB21501 
AB30101 
AB30201 
AB30301 
AB30401 
AB30701 
AB30801 
AB30901 
A631Wl 
AB31101 
A631301 
A640101 
AB40401 
AB50401 
AB50402 
4650501 
AB50601 
AB50701 
A850801 
AB50901 
AB51001 
AB60101 
AB60102 
AB60103 
A660104 
A860301 
AB60302 
AB60303 
AB60304 
AB60305 
AB60306 
AB60401 
A860501 
AB60502 
AB60701 
A660801 
AB60802 

0.526 

~ %i,' 
0.448 
0.679 

i 1.126 
0.862 

~ E 
0.434 

~ 8;;: 

1.087 
0.712 
0.600 
0.647 
1.012 
0.622 
0.885 
0.689 
0.998 
0.759 

i p;; 

0.618 
0.849 
1.186 
0.791 
0.715 

1 0.402 
1.055 
1.234 
0.752 
0.662 

$ 

1.457 
1.521 

~ 1.058 

, ;;;a 

0.991 
0.639 

~ 1.195 
1.032 
1.309 
0.973 
1.138 

0.021 
0.032 
0.016 
0.010 
0.019 
0.023 
0.053 
0.012 
0.008 
0.026 
0.044 
0.048 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5. 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24. 
25 
26 
27 
26 
29 
32 ; 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
40 
41x 
42, 
43' 
44, 
46 
47 
50 
62 
63 
66. 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73' 
74 : 
75 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
62 
83 
84 
85 
87 
88 
89 
so 
92 
94 
95 
99 

100 

AB60603 1.394 0.039 -1.625 u.042 0.000 0.000 
AB61001 0.721 0.019 -1.476 0.051 0.000 
AB70104 

0.000 
0.583 0.013 -1.720 0.053 0.000 0.000 

AB70301 0.785 0.013 -0.165 0.017 0.000 0.000 
AB70701 0.800 0.013 -0.056 0.015 0.000 
AB70801 

0.000 
1.149 0.021 4.666 0.021 0.000 o.wo 

AB70901 0.967 0.022 -1.268 
^ ^^. 
U.KJZ 0.000 0.000 101 

0.013 
0.009 
0.022 
0.007 
0.009 
0.032 
0.022 
0.029 
0.015 
0.012 
0.022 
0.018 
0.029 
0.038 

i 0.022 
0.013 

I 0.015 
0.018 
0.013 
0.016 
0.011 
0.018 
0.012 
0.008 
0.014 
0.013 
0.016 
0.016 
0.018 
0.014 
0.012 
0.009 
0.018 

1 :::i 
-2.127 
-2.713 
-1.902 
JI210 

-1.359 
-0.823 
a012 

; -0.634 

i AZ 
0.401 

4.340 
-0.926 
-0.864 

0.749 
' -0.842 

0.376 

1 ;:;O; ! 4.322 

I 0.015 
-1.583 

1 0.027 
~ 0.015 

0.025 
0.033 
0.022 
0.016 

I 0.0i3 0.011 
0.017 
0.015 
0.022 
0.015 

1 
0.030 
0.024 
0.032 

0.109 
0.044 
0.026 
0.052 
0.028 
0.043 
0.048 
0.024 
0.126 
0.109 
0.036 
0.090 
0.022 
0.018 
0.055 
0.044 
0.021 
0.022 
0.040 
0.023 
0.017 
0.019 
0.010 
0.040 
0.011 
0.021 
0.028 
0.025 
0.008 
0.025 
0.013 
0.034 
0.014 
0.014 
0.045 
0.019 
0.037 

~ -0.630 0.018 
4.493 0.011 

-0.570 
0.452 

4.344 

1 
4.903 
-1.854 

1.995 
0.868 

~ 1:::;; 
-1.702 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.194 
0.099 
0.144 
0.123 
0.096 
0.104 
0.111 
0.088 
0.152 
0.126 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
o.oQo 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.025 
0.026 
0.013 
0.041 
0.035 
0.020 
0.031 
0.012 
0.008 
0.023 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
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Document Literacy Item Parameters 

mmImmI 
AB70902 
AB70903 
A671201 
ABBOiOl 
A880301 
AB80401 
ABBiOOl 
AB81002 
ABSOIOI 
AB90901 
ABSllOl 
A891301 
AB91401 
A100401 
A100501 
A100601 
A100701 
All0201 
A110301 
A110501 
A110701 
A110801 
A120601 
A120701 
Al20801 
Al20901 

' Al30101 
A130201 
A130301 
Al30401 
Al31201 
Al31301, 
AB71104 

1.084 
1.340 
0.878 
0.543 
I.145 
1.013 
1.115 
0.987 
0.905 
0.934 

' E 
0.839 
0.483 
0.997 
0.501 
0.739 
0.813 
1.050 
0.774 
0.627 
0.532 
1.021 
0.530 
0.729 
0.611 
0.937 
1.334 
0.960 
0.639 
1.030 
0.620 
0.680 

0.018 4.077 
0.027 4.778 
0.027 -1.996 
0.015 -0.646 
0.034 -1.330 
0.026 4.794 
0.030 a.274 
0.025 0.566 
0.022 4.438 
0.020 0.495 
0.022 4.419 
0.017 1.170 
0.021 0.812 
0.014 1.568 
0.026 2.002 
0.016 2.781 
0.019 1.658 
0.020 4.935 
0.032 -1.126 
0.027 -1.906 
0.020 4.221 
0.016 4.644 
0.033 -1.237 
0.015 0.030 
0.019 1.264 
0.018 -0.947 
0.022 -0473 
0.036 4.829 
0.023 1.561 
0.017 -0.637 
0.028 -0.831 
0.016 0.398 
0.018 1.027 

II E9pI II 
0.013 
0.017 
0.065 
0.041 
0.038 
0.030 
0.023 
0.014 
0.024 
0.014 
0.024 
0.018 
0.015 
0.026 
0.020 
0.054 
0.020 
0.038 
0.040 
0.075 
0.024 
0.045 
0.046 
0.030 
0.016 
0.050 
0.025 
0.024 
0.015 
0.036 
0.032 
0.022 
0.016 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 ~ 
0.000 I 
0.000 / 
0.000 i 
0.000 I 

::E / 
0.000 ! 
0.000 ~ 
0.000 / 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

103 
107 
556 
558 
559 
565 
566 
571 
580 
582 
584 
585 
589 
590 
591 
592 
599 
600 
602 
604 
605 
616 
619 
620 
621 
627 
628 
629 
630 
636 
639 
646 
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Quantitative Literacy Item Parameters 

A640301 1 0.689 
AB40501 

' 

0.821 

i%z 1 0.920 1.660 
A840702 2.061 
A840703 i 1.708 1 

0.049 0.177 
0.015 0.024 
0.017 I -0.578 

A840704 
AB50403 
AB50404 
AB60901 
AB70501 
AB70601 
AB70904 
A880201 
AB80501 
ABBXOI 
A680701 
A681003 
AB90102 
AB90201 
AB90301 
AB91001 
ABSi201 
AlOOiOl 
A100801 
A100901 
A101001 
AllOlOl 
A110401 
Al10601 
~llO901 
A111001 
Al20101 
A120201 
A121001 
A121101 
A130501 
Al31401 
A131501 
A131601 
A131701 
AB50304 

1.825 
0.629 
1.002 
0.519 
1.044 
1.007 
0.839 
0.858 
1.154 
0.574 
0.712 
0.765 
0.867 
0.895 
1.029 
0.887 
0.929 
0.672 
0.884 
0.663 
0.977 
0.813 
1.224 
0.610 
0.962 

0.028 1 -0.516 

g: ) 1::::: 
1 -0.325 0.034 

0.015 
0.023 
0.014 
0.021 
0.018 
0.023 
0.024 
0.038 
0.018 
0.020 
0.022 
0.024 
0.022 
0.027 
0.029 
0.027 
0.018 
0.025 
0.020 
0.029 
0.023 
0.033 
0.018 
0.027 

0.646 
-1.079 
-0.304 
0.149 
0.487 

-1.967 
4.773 

1.041 
-0.865 
-0.434 
4.597 
4aa4 
-0.578 

0.025 
1.106 

4.981 
4.477 
0.525 
0.456 
0.800 

-0.762 
0.170 
1.104 
0.385 
0.433 

-0.364 
0.240 

4.887 
0.522 
0.331 
0.059 
1.042 

4.669 
4.155 

1.742 

Y:Z i E 
0.881 
0.938 
0.858 
0.788 
1.051 
0.914 
1.066 
1.008 
0.8OB 

0.023 
0.029 
0.027 
0.021 
0.027 
0.028 
0.031 
0.030 
0.029 

0.103 
0.011 
0.014 
0.010 
0.009 
0.010 
0.009 
0.015 
0.020 
0.022 
0.010 
0.010 
0.043 
0.025 
0.017 
0.036 
0.024 
0.028 
0.026 
0.022 
0.014 
0.021 
0.028 
0.024 
0.015 
0.019 
0.016 
0.026 
0.012 
0.028 
0.014 
0.017 
0.017 
0.015 
0.028 
0.016 
0.017 
0.015 
0.019 
0.022 
0.018 
0.036 

!!PmF 
o.447 i EZ 4s 

I 0.000 51 0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 52 
0.000 i 53 
0.000 54 
0.000 55 
0.000 56 
0.000 64 
0.000 65 
0.000 91 
0.000 97 
0.000 98 
0.000 104 
0.000 557 
0.000 560 I 
0.000 1 56, 
0.000 i 562 
0.000 567 
0.000 572 
0.000 573 
0.000 574 

;YEi: ! i:; 
586~ 

0.000 593 
0.000 594' 
0.000 595 
0.000 598 
0.000 601 
0.000 603 
0.000 606 
0.000 607 
0.000 613 
0.000 614 
0.000 622 
0.000 
0.000 

623 
631 

0.000 646 
0.000 641:, 
0.000 642 
0.000 ! 643 
0.000 645 
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Model fit was evaluated at the item level by examining BILOG likelihood ratio 

chi-square statistics for each survey sample.’ The fit was also evaluated by inspecting 

residuals from fitted item response curves. A typical plot is shown in Figure C.l. The 

smooth line is the fitted three-parameter logistic item response curve; the legends are 

(approximate) expected proportions of correct response at various points along the 

provisional proficiency scale. The size of the mark on a figure is proportional to the 

information available in the calibration data in that region of the scale. In the plot, all 

calibration samples were represented by unique mark on a figure. In general, the fit of 

the model was quite good. For some items there was evidence that the estimated 

parameters did not fit as well to a certain assessment sample as compared with the 

other samples; however, it was not always the same sample to which the estimated 

parameters did not fit. No item was dropped from calibration because of lack of fit 

Item Response Curve For Task from 
Original Young Adult Assessment 

A) 

In the figure, the horizontal axis represents the provisional proficiency scale derived 

directly from the calibration procedure, and the scale is without transformation. 

‘The sampling distributions are probably not strictly Xi with the indicated degrees of freedom. Therefore, 
they were used as descriptive indices of relative model fir rather than as a sratisrical test of fit. 
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. I’IIOFICI1+J~l’ t‘S~I~I~l.A’l-l(~h~ HY ~‘LA1WJ~I.f~ \‘\LI :f:S 

In most applications of IRT, precise estimates are desired about 

each respondent’s proficiency for the purposes of individual diagnosis, selection, or 

placement. A sufficient number of items is thus administered to each respondent to 

ensure that his or her proficiency can be estimated to a fine degree of accuracy, and 

testing times of several hours are not unusual. Since the uncertainty associated with 

each f.3 is negligible, the distribution of 0 or the joint distribution of 0 with other 

variables can then be approximated using individual &. 

More efficient estimates of the distribution of proficiencies in a group of persotls, 

however, can be obtained from a sampling design like that of the DOL literacy survey, 

which solicits relatively few responses from each sampled respondent. The advantage 

of more efficient estimation of population characteristics is offset by the inability to : 

make precise statements about individuals. Uncertainty associated with individual 0 

estimates is too large to be ignored. Point estimates of proficiency that were in some 

sense optimal for each sampled respondent could lead to seriously biased estimates of 

population characteristics (Wingersky, Kaplan, & Baton, 1987.) 

Plausible values methodology was developed as a way to estimate key populati0h 

features consistently and to approximate others no worse than standard IRT : 

procedures would. A detailed development of plausible values methodology is given’in 

Mislevy (1991). Along with theoretical justifications, Mislevy presents comparisons 

with standard procedures, discussions of biases that arise in some secondary analyses, 

and numerical examples. 

One GUI, however, express what is known about the “eCtor ec= (e,,,e,,,e,,er,) if 

respondent i’s proficiency values in four subscales, once his or her vectors of item 

responses (x,) and background and attitude responses (y;) have been observed, in 

terms of a plausible distribution for his or her t!3p(Blx,,yj). The value of any function 

T(B,y) of reading proficiency and other background variables could then be estimat{d 

from the data by evaluating the integral 

ECTCO,Y) I X,Yl=j TCB,Y)pCO~ X,Y)dB, 

where 0, X, and Y represent vectors of proficiency, item responses, and background 

responses respectively over the entire sample. The validity of the above equation 

extends to functions T that take case weights into account, involve more than one 

literacy scale, or reflect relationships between literacy scales and background 

variables. 

Evaluation of the above equation is generally difficult. The approximations used 

for the literacy assessment, as described below, are derived from Rubin’s (1987) 

approach to missing data in sample surveys. Details of the extension to IRT are given 

in Mislevy (1991). 
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Note, first, that by standard rules of probability, the conditional probability of 

proficiency given x, and y, can be represented as follows 

pee, IXi,Y+=P(Xi 1 O,,Yi)*P(Oi lY,). (2) 

The first factor in equation 2 is given by the item response model, denoting the 

responses to items from scale k taken by respondent i as x+,~, , xijli, and 

subscripting item parameters in a similar manner, 

P(xile,,y,) = nnP(x,,Iei~,a,,b,,,c,,) 

The second factor in equation 2 gives the conditional distribution of Ogiven 

background responses. That background variables y do not appear on the right is a 

consequence of the IRT assumption of local independence, which was checked 

empirically for gender and ethnicity groups as described earlier. This distribution was 

assumed multivariate normal in the literacy assessment: 

where 

P(Bly)-MVN(t;*B,,Z.) 

.C’ is a vector of design coefficients determined by the status of respondent i on 

selected background responses; 

B is a matrix of regression coefficients; and 

z is a common dispersion matrix for residuals. 

The background variables embodied in t included gender, ethnicity, Spanish 

language interview, region of the country, respondent’s education, parental education, 

occupation, and selected reading practices, as well as others. A main effects model was 

assumed. Details of the coding scheme are shown in Table 7.2 found in Chapter 7 of 

this report. 

Note that in order to be strictly correct for all functions T of 0, it is necessary 

that p( 0 I Y) be correctly specified for all background variables in the survey. In the 

DOL assessment, however, resource limitations precluded the use of all background 

variables in this manner. Those variables chosen (as specified in Table 7.2) were 

chosen to reflect high policy relevance. The computation of marginal means and 

percentile points of Ofor these variables is nearly optimal. Estimates of functions T 

involving background variables not conditioned upon in this manner are subject to 

estimation error due to misspecification. The nature of these errors was discussed in 

detail in Mislevy (1991). Th ar magnitudes diminish as each respondent provides 

more cognitive data, i.e., a greater number of items are answered. indications are that 

their magnitudes are negligible in the NAEP literacy assessment (e.g., biases in 
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regression coefficients falling below 5 percent) due to the large numbers of cognitive 

items presented to each respondent in the survey. The exception is the subsample of 

respondents who could not proceed beyond the simple core questions. These 

respondents possess few literacy skills, if any, in English, and detailed analyses of their 

cognitive scores, not surprisingly, may lead to unstable results. 

Estimation of B and S were accomplished with the EM procedure described in 

Mislevy (1985), as implemented in the computer program M-GROUP (Sheehan, 

1986; see also Beaton, 1988, pp. 184-186). C ase weights were employed in this step. 

Monte Carlo integration was required; estimation cycles ceased when, first, parameter 

estimates in B and Z were no longer changing in consistent directions, and, secondly, 

the largest change from one cycle to the next was in the second decimal place. 

Resulting estimates are given in Tables C.5 and C.6. 

Taking estimates of item parameters, B and Z as known, an approximation of the 

predictive distribution of each 8i could then be obtained via equation 2. Five random 

four-tuples, or vectors of plausible values were drawn for each respondent from his or 

her predictive distribution. This step was also accomplished with the M-GROUP 

program. The plausible values can then be employed to evaluate equation 1 for an ~ 

arbitrary function T as follows: 

1) Using the first vector of plausible values for each respondent, evaluate T as if 

the plausible values were the true values of 0. Denote the result T,. 

2) In the same manner as in step 1 above, evaluate the sampling variance of T, 01 

Var(T,,), with respect to respondents’ first vectors of plausible values. Denote 

the result VW,. 

3) Carry out steps 1 and 2 for the second through fifth vectors of plausible 

values, thus obtaining Tu and Varu for u=2, .,5. 

4) The best estimate of T obtainable from the plausible values is the average of 

the five values obtained from the different sets of plausible values: 

5) An estimate of the variance of T. is the sum of two components, one being an 

estimate of Var(Tu) obtained in the manner of step 4 and the other being the 

variance among the T”‘s: 

c 
Var(T.)= ” 

Vq+~Uu-T.)’ 
5 4 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

' 27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

0.0252 
0.0024 
0.0644 
0.0219 

-0.0220 
0.0127 
0.0568 
0.0399 
0.0219 
0.0259 

-0.0419 
0.0013 

-0.0655 
0.0505 
0.0279 

4.0849 
4.0577 
-0.0561 

0.0391 
0.0170 

4.0345 
4.0495 
4.0213 
4.0612 
4.0036 

0.0080 
4.0209 

0.0365 
4.0349 

0.0452 
4.0999 

0.0463 
0.0258 

-0.0377 
0.0532 
0.0511 

4.0482 
4.0477 

0.0898 
0.0002 
0.0570 
0.0396 

! 41.0365 
0.0110 
0.0567 
0.0382 

-0.0717 
-0.0016 

0.0692 
-0.0547 

0.0202 

0.0221 0.0258 
0.0056 0.0099 
0.0567 0.0608 
0.0123 0.0181 

-0.0158 0.0220 
0.0140 0.0157 
0.0598 0.0366 
0.0317 0.0437 
0.0016 4.0061 
0.0283 0.0266 

4.0379 4.0520 
-0.0240 +x0087 
-0.0432 4.0618 

0.0910 0.0873 
0.0628 0.0498 

4.0754 4 0903 
4.0343 40588 

i -0.0203 40346 
I 0.0411 0.0161 

4.0023 +I0087 
-0.0452 a.0364 
4.0294 4.0164 
-0.0331 4.0439 
4.0246 AI0312 
JIo114 4.0359 
4.0277 4.0290 
-0.0104 0.0315 

0.0554 0.0430 
-0.0614 4.0239 

0.0423 0.0772 
-0.0419 -0.0524 
-0.0178 0.0040 

0.0332 0.0354 
-0.0186 4.0264 

0.0218 0.0180 
0.0156 0.0205 

-0.0441 -0.0383 
4.0291 -0.0224 

0.0542 0.0470 
0.0384 4.0163 
0.0111 0.0024 
0.0305 4.0045 

4.0172 4.0524 
4.0523 -0.0156 

0.0564 0.0571 
0.0421 0.0721 

4.0163 0.0070 
0.0086 -0.0084 
0.0669 0.1217 

4.0310 0.0090 
0.0207 0.0173 

53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
so 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102 
103 
104 

mm 

0.0570 0.0005 
0.1077 0.0576 

-0.0671 4.0390 
0.0435 0.0488 

a.0774 4.0817 
4.0813 4.0467 

0.0290 -0.0349 
-0.0325 0.0469 
-0.0513 4.0586 
-0.1020 -0.0543 

0.0275 0.0623 
0.0167 4.0173 

4.0260 ~).OZlQ 
0.1126 0.1924 

4.0446 4.0659 
4.1424 4.1244 

0.1118 0.0995 
0.0623 0.0320 

4.0582 4.0527 
0.0418 0.0465 
0.1061 0.0846 
0.1693 0.1096 

4.1153 -0.1264 
0.1258 0.1418 

iI). 4.0928 
0.0212 0.0382 

-0.1835 -0.0581 
0.0172 0.0642 

4.1256 4.1655 
0.0534 -0.0315 

4.0029 -0.0683 
0.0834 0.1292 
0.0489 4.0501 
0.0222 0.0329 
0.0041 4.0291 
0.2081 0.1332 
0.0099 -0.0176 

4.0552 0.0190 
4.1388 4.0669 

0.1642 0.1727 
-0.1270 0.0203 

0.0140 -0.0308 
-0.0216 -0.1168 

0.0210 0.1436 
4.0707 Al.1341 

0.0761 -0.1371 
0.3083 0.0624 

4.0097 0.1113 
0.2109 0.0155 
0.0258 0.1298 
0.0155 0.3508 
0.0180 0.1510 

!F 
0.0084 

4.0019 
-0.0101 
4.0575 
4.0489 
4.0022 

0.0133 
4.0946 
4.0300 

0.1048 : 
-0.0312 
-0.0105 

0.1679 
-0.1328 
4.1287 ( 

0.1453 
0.0394 

-0.1094 
-0.0683 
-0.0285 

0.0730 
-0.0864 ,~ 

0.0746 
a.1072 

0.0501 
4.0364 
-0.0177 
-0.2001 

0.1431 
4.1315 

0.1078 
0.1051 
0.0939 

-0.0772 
0.1407 
0.0321 

4.0251 
~.1041 

0.0817 ! 
0.1000 

4.0445 
4.2519 
-0.0046 
-0.1382 

0.0494 
0.0146 
0.1560 
0.0180 
0.1313 
0.1510 
0.4325 
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ES/WI Gamma 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

0.0299 0.0305 
0.0163 0.0122 

-0.0676 4.0605 
-0.0218 +I0124 
-0.0424 4.0308 
0.0636 0.0618 
0.0032 0.0180 

4.0030 0.0122 
4.0365 4.0236 

0.0032 0.0010 
4.0412 -IO833 

, -0.0208 -0.0046 
0.0113 
0.0355 

! K;: 
4.0070 
-0.0638 
-0.0504 

0.0291 
4.0179 
-0.0234 
-0.0075 

0.0691 
4.0195 

0.0238 
-0.0672 

0.0381 
4.0305 
4.0176 
4.0174 
0.0612 

4.0046 
0.0163 
0.0040 

4.0056 
0.0152 

4.0691 
-0.0209 
-0.0403 

, 4.0350 
a.0838 

0.02s4 
4.0157 
-0oso6 
-0.0272 

0.0499 
0.0874 

-0.0681 
0.0488 

-0.0574 

0.0610 1 
0.0384 0.0314 
0.0254 0.0381 
0.0051 0.0398 

-00709 4.0603 
-0.0111 -0.0045 
0.0646 0.0871 

-a0107 4.0097 
-0.0157 a0147 
-0.0438 -0.0200 

0.1003 0.0726 
4.0297 -0.0627 
-0.0015 0.0207 
-0.0582 +.0810 

0.0470 0.0522 
-0.0759 +I).0232 
-0.0139 ~.0109 
-0.0224 -0.0373 

0.0900 0.0530 
0.0292 0.0073 
0.0166 0.0274 
0.0257 0.0149 

0.0301 
0.0136 

-0.0575 
Ax0031 
4.0310 
0.0459 
0.0258 
0.0028 

-0.0470 
o.oa97 

4.0905 I 
0.0042 1 
0.0349 
0.0425 

-0.0184 4.0340 
-0.0055 I 4.0599 
-0.0149 ; -0.0661 
-6.0421 ( 4.0549 

0.0329 0.0135 
4.0490 4.0663 
-0.0390 -0.0302 
-0.0307 4.0156 

0.0419 0.0158 
0.0559 0.0575 
0.0172 4.0052 
0.0722 0.0448 

-0.0056 -0.0238 

I=== 

53 0.0098 -0.0117 -0.0053 
54 0.0444 
55 4.0037 

i ) 2; 

; ,~ ",::ii: 
AI0191 

; i ;Fg 
65 1 -0.0184 
66 0.0686 
67 0.0025 
68 0.0027 
69 -0.0161 
70 0.0561 
71 4.0992 
72 4.0790 
73 0.0528 
74 4.0855 
75 AI0582 
76 0.0208 
77 0.1374 
78 4.0963 
79 4.1744 
80 4.0397 
81 4.0739 
82 -0.2078 
83 4.0540 
84 0.0681 
85 0.1979 
86 4.2423 
87 4.0922 
88 -0.1210 
89 4.0924 
so 0.1850 
91 -0.0547 
92 0.1329 
93 -0.1559 
94 4.2505 
95 4.0519 
96 +I1521 
97 0.0653 
98 0.0362 
99 0.2086 

100 4.1732 
101 0.2642 
102 0.0219 
103 0.0216 
104 0.0116 

EKi~ ( {#EEL 
-0.0278 -0.0445 
4.0493 0.0060 
-0.0034 -0.0281 
4.0492 

0.0228 
4.0672 

0.0159 
O.OQ23 

-0.0417 
-0.0330 
-0.0043 
4.0046 
4.0961 

0.0697 
-0.0191 
-0.0316 
-0.0193 

0.0490 
0.1479 

-0.0838 

4.0292 
-o.OlQO 
-0.0275 
4.0157 

0.0233 
4.0401, 
4.0100~ 
-0.0427' 

0.0112 
4.0436 
4.0157 
4.0246 
-0.0068 
-0.0617 
+x0680 

0.1155 
-0.1521 

-0.1336 -0.1021 
0.0851 0.0541 

-0.1069 4.1604 
-0.1617 4.2230 

“,:z I “,:E 
Ei,” I A%::, 
-00899 1 4.0989 
-0.1305 4.2445 
0.0654 0.0570 
0.1768 0.161; 
0.0791 0.0377 
0.1443 O.lllQ 

-0.1519 -0.2452 

0.1249 0.1110 
0.3710 0.1260 
0.1260 0.3989 
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The first component in Var(T.) reflects uncertainty due to sampling respondents 

from the population; the second component reflects uncertainty due to the fact that 

sampled respondents’ 6s are not known precisely, but only indirectly through x and y. 

In the DOL assessment, a single standard error of measurement (SEM), as 

mentioned in steps 2 and 3 above, must be computed by means of a computationally 

burdensome jackknife procedure, requiring 50 separate calculations of the statistic 

of interest. Full implementation of the steps, then, would require a total of 250 

calculations. Computing time can be reduced by nearly 80 percent by computing 

only SEM in step 2 and substituting it for the average of five SEMs that appears in 

step 5. This expedient adds no uncertainty whatsoever to T. itself, although it does 

increase the variability of the estimate of that uncertainty. 

l LINKING THE DOL SCALE TO THE YAL SCALE 

At this point, proficiency plausible values are still on the 

provisional scale and they need to be transformed to the YAL scale for comparison. 

The YAL scale was established in the following manner. 

In the 1985 YAL assessment, items from four domains were administered; one 

nf the domains consisted of some of the same items as those administered in the 

NAEP reading assessment in 1984. Relying upon the common items from the two 

assessments, the YAL sample proficiency distribution was placed on the NAEP 

reading scale which runs from 0 to 500. Th e mean and standard deviation of the 

YAL s&ples’ plausible values were estimated to be 296.6 and 49.0. The mean and 

standard deviation of the other three scales, prose, document and quantitative, were 

set to these values also. 

As noted before, for the purpose of the present study, item parameters from the 

YAL assessment were reestimated using a larger sample and more accurate procedures 

than were available at the time of the 1985 analysis. These new item parameters are ’ 

best suited for comparisons across distributions of samples, i.e., the relative standing of 

one sample in comparison to another. However, the new sets of item parameters on 

provisional domain scales and the old transformation constants which were used to 

produce the 1985 YAL scales would not necessarily produce identical results on the 

1985 YAL sample. Therefore, new linear transformation constants for the YAL sample 

were found to match the mean and standard deviation of current plausible value 

distribution of the YAL sample based on the new item parameters. The same 

constants were applied to the DOL survey sample proficiency distribution. The 

transformation that was applied is as follows: t’=AtI*+B where 0* is the provisional 

scale from item calibration and 0 is the reported scale. Table C.7 presents the 

transformation constants and the mean and standard deviations for the distributions 

of the three domain scores. 
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Transformation Constants Applied to Provisional Scale to Produce Reported Scale 

OLD NEW 
~~~~ 

54.80 
ii:;; ! ;:;:;i 

267.96 
53.30 1 236.32 

52.19 ~ 276.93 

I 

52.06 

~ 

277.59 

PROSE 
DOCUMENT 

WANTITATIVE 

The item response model allows for the calculation of the probability of a correct 

response to a given item from a respondent at any point along the proficiency scale. 

Tables C.8 through C.10 give such probabilities for each item at points ranging from 

150 to 450 in the RI’ scale at 50-point intervals. By this device, it is possible to ; 

convey the capabilities of a person at a given proficiency level in terms of 

performance one would expect to see on specific tasks. Also provided for each item 

are RI’80 values, or the points along the RP proficiency scale at which 80 percent of 

the persons at that level would answer correctly. 

l EVALGUION OF DIFFERENTIAL C~ROLT PERIXIRMANGF 

Differential group’performance was examined by constructing 

empirical characteristic curves of tests rather than of items for major subpopulations 

defined by variables such as gender and ethnicity. 

Yamamoto and Muraki (1991) f ound that sets of estimated item parameters, each 

estimated on separate calibration samples differing in composition of ethnic groups, 

differed significantly even after an appropriate linear transformation was applied to 

account for the scale indeterminacy. This suggests differential item functioning (DIF) 

by subgroups. However, the test as a whole functioned equivalently, suggesting that 

the effects of a different set of item parameters on the estimated proficiency of : 

subpopulations may be negligible. In fact, after a linear scale transformation to 

account for the scale indeterminacy is applied to the real data, the estimates of 

subgroup proficiency distributions using a different set of item parameters were 

virtually identical. Since our concern is with the presence of systematic bias against a 

particular subpopulation, it is more appropriate to evaluate differential group 

performance at the test level instead of at the item level. For that reason, empirical 

test characteristic curves for gender groups and ethnic groups were constructed. 

These empirical test characteristic curves by subpopulation in comparison are 

shown in Figures C.2 through C.13. Th e lgures show the averaged empirical f 

proportion correct for the items in a subscale on the final proficiency scale by gender 

and race. It took two steps to estimate each point on the scale. For every item, the 

empirical proportion correct among samples whose proficiency values were in the 

selected range for at least one of 10 imputed values was calculated; then they were 
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averaged across items in a subscale. This procedure was repeated for every 

subpopulation of interest. Although several figures, such as Figure C.9, show 

deviations of TCCs by subpopulations in very low (below 240) or very high (above 

360) proficiency ranges, the subpopulation in such extreme ranges of proficiency is 

very small and stable estimation cannot be made. Therefore, the comparison of TCCs 

should be made in the range of proficiency where most of the population is found. 

If there were a systematic deviation of TCCs of subpopulations of interest, it 

could be considered as evidence that the test is differentially functioning for those 

subpopulations. However, if the subpopulation TCCs are quite similar, as we see in 

the Figures C.2 through C.13, we can safely conclude that for the test as a whole, 

differential functioning was not observed across gender or race/ethnicity in the 

current survey. 
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RP80s and Item Probabilities X 100: Prose Literacy 

~~~~~~~~~ 
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RPBOs and Item Probabilities x 100: Document Literacy 
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RPBOs and Item Probabilities x 100: Document Literacy 
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RPBOs and Item Probabilities x 100: Quantitative Literacy 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Gender for JTPA: 
Pmse Scale 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Gender for JTPA: 
Quantitative Scale 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Gender for ES/U: 
Prose Scale 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Gender for ES/UI: 
Document Scale 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Race/Ethnicity for JTPA: 
Prose Scale 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Race/Ethnicity for JTPA: 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Race/Ethnicity for JTPA: 
Quantitative Scale 
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Test Characteristic Curves by Race/Etbnicity for ES/UI: 
Document Scale 
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Oregon: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Prose Literacy* 

TOTAL 

GENOER 
Male 
Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
All Others 

EOUCATION 
Lessthan High School 
Some High School 
H.S.0ip.w GE0 
SomePostsecandary 
College oegree 
Don't Know 

AGE(ASOFFEB.1.1990) 
16-20 
21-25 , 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

HOUSEHOLOINCOME 
Under$5,000 
$5.000.$9,999 ~ 
$10,000-$14.999 
$15.000-$19.999 
$20,000-$29.999 
$30.000-$39.999 
$40.000449.999 
$50,00Oand Over 
Refused&Don't Know ~ 

PERSONALINCOME 
Under$5.000 
$5.000.$9,999 
$10,000-$14.999 
$15.000-$19,999 
$20.000-$29,999 
$30,000-$39.999 
$40,000-$49.999 
$50,00Oand Over 

1,993 1.807.235 (I%) 4.9 (0.6) 17.6 (1.0) 31.7 (1.2) a.4 (0.7) 

1.064 898.972 (3%) 6.2 (0.9) 18.6 (1.4) 37.5 (1.5) 30.0 (1.5) 7.7 (0.9) 
929 908.263 (3%) 3.6 (0.7) 16.6 (1.3) 37.1 (2.0) 33.5 (1.8) 9.1 (1.3) 

1,845 
16 
57 
75 

1.661.068 (1%) 
*I 15.278 (33%)* 

4.0 (0.5) 
10.0 (5.9) 

54,535 (16%) 20.5 (7.1) 
76,354 (13%) 11.9 (4.6) 

16.3 (1.0) 36.9 (1.1) 33.7 (1.2) 9.1 (0.8) 
36.2 (11.9) 36.3 (11.5) 17.6 (10.3) 0.0 po, 
37.4 (6.3) 36.9 (7.4) 5.2 (2.7) 0.0 (0.0) 
28.3 (4.5) 46.6 (5.2) 12.0 (3.9) 1.3 (1.3) 

29 27,970 (20%) 63.1 (6.9) 
208 203.042 (8%) 13.7 (2.4) 
616 557,848 (4%) 4.9 (0.8) 
567 522,665 (4%) 2.4 (0.7) 
570 493,424 (5%) 0.5 (0.3) 

3 2,286 (5a%)* 27.4 (23.3) 

36.9 (8.9) 
37.9 (3.71 
22.8 (1.7) 
15.0 (1.71 
5.2 (0.9; 
0.0 (0.0: 

0.0 (0.0) 
35.5 (3.5) 
42.5 (2.0) 
43.5 (2.4) 
27.7 (1.9) 
72.6 (23.3) 

,~ 

I 

I 

/ 
/ 
, 
, 
, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

’ ~ 

0.0 (0.0) 
12.6 (2.7) / 

26.9 (1.6) 
32.5 (2.2) 
46.3 (2.4) 

0.0 (0.0) 

0.0 (4.0) 
0.4 (0.4) 
3.0 (0.6) 
6.6 (1.1) 

20.3 (1.9) 
0.0 (0.0) 

\ 

138 
ia3 
301 
778 
593 

153.824 (10%) 6.7 (1.9) 21.8 (3.2: 42.8 (4.2) 
211,361 (a%) 7.9 (2.1) 14.4 (2.5: 39.7 (3.8) 
307,829 (6%) 2.7 (1.4) 14.6 (2.5: 39.3 (3.0) 
628,205 (3%) 2.1 (0.5) 15.3 (1.5: 32.4 (1.8) 
506,017 (3%) 7.9 (1.0) 22.3 (1.8: 39.7 (1.9) 

24.8 (3.2) 3.9 (2.1) 
33.3 (4.0) 4.7 ,(1.6) 
31.6 (3.8) 11.7 (1.8) 
38.3 (1.8) ii.8 (1.1) 
25.1 (1.7) 5.1 (1.1) 

70 74,666 (13%) 17.4 (5.1) 29.1 (5.41 33.3 (4.3) 
142 143.372 (9%) 13.6 (3.7) 23.0 (3.5: 41.4 (5.3) 
121 112.834 (10%) 3.1 (1.6) 25.4 (4.4: 43.5 (4.4) 
169 155,738 (a%) 5.9 (1.7) 22.6 (3.4: 39.0 (4.0) 
374 338,875 (6%) 4.5 (1.2) 15.8 (1.9: 38.3 (2.5) 
371 329,503 (5%) 2.7 (1.0) 16.2 (1.9: 37.3 (1.9) 
266 232.219 (6%) 1.6 (0.7) 12.2 (2.4 39.2 (2.5; 
352 300,997 (6%) 0.5 (0.4) il.0 (1.5 30.6 (2.6: 
119 110,766 (7%) 12.6 (2.8) 25.6 (4.1 37.6 (4.3: 

20.2 (4.9) 0.0 '(0.0) 
la.4 (3.2) 3.7 (2.2) 
23.8 (4.5) 4.2 (2.0) 
28.1 (4.0) 4.3 (1.6) 
33.2 (2.4) 8.2 (1.5) 
37.0 (2.7) 6.8 (1.3) 
32.2 (2.8) 14.7 '(2.5) 
42.5 (3.0) 15.3 :(2.2) 
20.0 (4.7) 4.2 (1.8) 

423 
262 
348 ~ 
453 
518 
427 
250 
326 

422.033 (4%) 
254.864 (7%) 
318,398 (5%) 
417,624 (5%) 
449,268 (4%) 
380.962 (5%) 
208.594 (6%) 
290,918 (5%) 

a.3 (1.6) 21.6 (2.2 
6.1 (1.8) la.7 (2.9 
7.3 (1.5) 24.0 (2.4 
6.3 (1.6) 21.2 (2.1 
5.6 (1.0) la.7 (1.8 
2.0 (0.7) 11.5 (1.6 
5.5 (1.6) 17.3 (2.4) 
1.9 (0.8) 13.1 (1.5) 

38.7 (2.1: 
45.9 (3.9: 
38.1 (3.1: 
38.9 (2.5: 
32.7 (2.1: 
39.2 (2.1: 
33.3 (2.7) 
35.5 (2.6) 

27.1 (2.5) 
24.7 (2.4) 
25.8 (2.3) 
28.4 (2.4) 
33.4 (2.3) 
36.5 (2.2) 
35.9 (3.6) 
38.7 (2.6) 

4.2 '(0.9) 
4.6 (1.5) 
4.8 (1.6) 
5.2 (1.3) 
9.5 (1.4) 

10.8 (1.3) 
a.0 (2.0) 
0.8 (2.2) II 

! *The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 
** Interpretwith caution:samplingerrorcannotbeaccuratelyestimated 
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Oregon: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, 
Prose Literacy 

OCCUPATION 
Laborer 
Service 
Operative 
Clerical 
ball 
S&S 
Technical 
Professional 
MtXWJer 

I 

WEEKSOFEMPLOYMENT 
O-13Weeks 
14.39Weeks 
40tWeeks 

SOCIAL SERV. 
CLIENT STAT. 

Any Social Service 
AFDC 
Gen. Assis., Home Relief ~ 
Suppl. Security Income 
Food Stamps 

* UnemploymentComp. 
Other 

HOURSWORKEO 
LAST WEEK 

I-20Hours 
21.34Hours 
3540Hours 
41tHours 

WAGESPERHOUR 
Lessthan $3.85 
$3.88.$4.99 
$5.00.$6.99 ~ 
$7.00.$9.99 
$10.00 or More 

143 
266 
166 
225 
149 
233 
93 

242 
309 

468 442,500 (4%) 8.1 (1.3) 21.9 (1.9) 
294 281,528 (6%) 5.7 (1.7) 22.1 (2.4) 

1,219 1.073.590 (2%) 3.3 (0.5) 14.7 (1.1) 

130,244 (9%) 
253,358 (7%) 
160,410 (8%) 
212.976 (7%) 
129,174 (10%) 
214.246 (6%) 
81.897 (8%) 

208,594 (7%) 
264,771 (5%) 

530 508.729 (4%) 
95 101,421(10%) 
33 32,706(16%) 
90 82.804 (9%) 

187 ~ 191.384 (8%) 
194 183,935 (8%) 
168 157,362 19%) 

225 213.021 (7%) 3.5 (1.4) 16.7 (2.4) 40.2 (2.8) 
157 146.457 (8%) 4.5 (1.8) 16.2 (3.0) 36.2 (3.6) 
560 498,886 (4%) 3.9 (0.8) 15.2 (1.4) 38.4 (1.8) 
468 395,650 (4%) 3.0 (0.8) 12.9 (1.8) 34.2 (2.0) 

42 38.141 (16%) 1 5.1 (3.5) 15.2 (5.7) 
115 119,702 (9%) 8.5 (3.2) 24.3 (4.6) 
220 208.013 (6%) 2.8 (1.0) 19.1 (2.8) 
274 241,563 (6%) 5.7 (1.7) 15.4 (2.3) 
705 601,650 (3%) i 2.1 (0.6) 11.1 (0.9) 

9.3 (2.5) 32.6 (4.2) 

7.0 (1.6) 24.5 (2.6) 
12.3 (2.6) 25.1 (3.2) 

::: ii:;; I :;I ;;:i; 

2.5 (1.1) 12.1 (1.6) 
2.2 (1.6) 10.7 (3.4) 

3.3 (1.2) 7.4 (1.8) 
0.9 (0.5) 1 15.0 (2.3) 

9.7 (1.5) 22.0 (2.3) 38.8 (2.2) 
11.7 (4.2) 31.0 (4.9) 35.6 (5.1) 
il.7 (6.3) 41.4 (9.0) 21.9 (9.9) 
19.3 (4.7) 27.3 (4.3) 34.9 (5.9) 
14.9 (3.1) 28.2 (4.2) 32.0 (3.6) 
7.6 (2.0) 20.7 (3.4) 41.4 (3.7) 
9.3 (2.7) 18.9 (3.3) 42.4 (3.7) 

39.6 (5.4) 
39.2 (3.2) 
35.2 (3.2) 
41.1 (3.2) 
31.4 (3.6) 
39.9 (3.3) 
32.6 (5.6) 
32.1 (2.6) 
33.2 (3.1) 

15.3 (3.3) 3.1 (1.8) 

26.2 (2.8) 1 3.2 (1.3) 
20.9 (3.1) 6.5 (2.2) 

37.6 (3.1) 8.5 (1.7) 
36.3 (4.6) 1.4 (1.0) 
37.0 (3.0) , 8.5 (1.7) 
40.9 (6.3)' 1 13.6 (3.3) 

38.1 (2.8) 19.2 (2.6) 
37.3 (2.5) 13.5 (1.9) 

40.0 (2.5) ~ 25.4 (2.5) 1; 4.6 (1.0) 

39.1 (2.9) 28.2 (2.7) " 4.9 (1.4) 

35.7 (1.3) 1 35.5 (1.4) ~ 10.9 (1.1) 

! 

60.3 (6.6) 17.1 (6.1) ;i 2.2 (2.2) 
38.4 (3.8) 26.0 (3.8) :I 2.8 (1.7) 
38.7 (3.3) 32.4 (3.2) 7.0 (1.8) 
36.4 (3.0) 32.6 (3.1) 1 7.9 (1.7) 
34.4 (1.6) 37.7 (2.1) j 14.7 (1.6) 

25.5 (2.2) 1 4.1 (0.6) 
20.5 (4.1)' ! 1.3 (0.9) 
20.5 (7.3) .; 4.5 (4.5) 

ii:; ;;i;, i 91% Ipi; 

25.2 (3.1) 4.2 (1.1) 

30.9 (3.2) .I 6.7 (2.1) 

34.6 (4.0) 6.3 (1.8) 
31.2 (2.0) Il.4 (1.5) 
38.6 (2.2) 11.3 (1.5) 
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Oregon: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Document 
m Literacy* 

I-wfmnmimEEi~mEm 

I.993 
! 

1.807.235 (1%) ~ 5.0 (0.5) 41.3 (1.1) 28.4 (1.1) ! 6.0 (0.5) TOTAL 

GENDER 
Male 
Female 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
All Others 

EDUCATION 
Lessthan High School 
Some HighSchool 
H.S. Dip,or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 
Don't Know 

AGE (AS OFFE8.1.1990 
16-20 
21-25 , 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

‘~ 

$15.000-519.999 I 
$20.000-1629.999 

HOUSEHOLDINCOM~ 
Under$5.000 
$5,000-$9,999 
$10.000-$14.999 

38.3 (1.6) 29.3 (1.6) 6.8 (0.9) 
44.2 (1.5) 27.5 (1.3) 5.3 (0.6) 

1.064 896.972 13%) ~ 6.0 10.81 
I 908,263 ;3%; ~ 4.0 iO.7; 

1 
929 

1.845 
16 
57 
75 

1 .661.068 (1%) 4.2 (0.5) 17.8 (1.0) 42.0 (1.2) 29.5 (1.1) ~ 6.4 (0.5) 
15.278 (33%)* *, 5.5 (4.0) 32.8 (11.6) 32.6(13.1) 20.1 (7.5) i 6.8 (9.2) 
54,535 (16%) 23.0 (5.5) 38.5 (5.5) 20.9 (5.3) 15.8 (5.0) ! 1.8 (1.8) 
76,354 (13%) 8.8 (3.6) 34.8 (6.0) 40.5 (5.9) 15.9 (4.7) ~ 0.0 (0.0) 

29 
208 
616 
567 
570 

3 

136 
183 
301 
778 
593 

70 
142 
121 
169 
374 
371 
266 
352 
119 

27.970(20%) 56.1 (10.2) 35.5 (9.5) 8.4 (5.8) 0.0 (0.0) 
203,042 (8%) 12.2 (2.4) 38.5 (3.5) 39.3 (3.6) 10.1 (2.4) 
557,848 (4%) 6.1 (0.9) 23.9 (1.8) 46.3 (1.9) 21.2 (1.5) 
522.665 (4%) ~ 2.7 (0.7) 17.8 (1.6) 48.4 (1.9) 27.3 (1.8) 
493,424 (5%) 0.2 (0.2) 6.8 (1.0) ' 30.7 (1.7) 47.1 (2.1) 

2,286 (58%)- 27.4 (23.3) ~ 36.1 (27.9) 36.5(38.6) ~ 0.0 (0.0) 

0.0 (Ok) 
0.0 (0.0) 
2.5 (0.6) 
3.8 (0.8) 

15.1 (1.7) 
0.0 (0.0) 

\ 

23.2 (3.6) 45.1 (4.3) 23.3 (3.5) 1.4 (1.0) 
16.0 (2.7) 41.1 (3.7) 31.2 (3.3) 5.8 ,(1.7) 
17.6 (2.5) 40.5 (2.5) 30.3 (2.3) 9.3 (1.6) 
13.4 (1.3) 39.3 (1.7) 34.9 (1.7) 9.5 (0.9) 
27.8 (1.9) 43.1 (1.8) 19.6 (1.6) 1.2 (0.5) 

26.3 (5.5) ~ 45.8 (5.8) 10.6 (3.2) 
33.6 (4.8) 39.2 (5.2) 
21.4 (3.8) 41.9 (5.0) 
26.2 (4.2) 40.1 (3.4) 
19.0 (2.1) 41.4 (2.6) 
17.2 (2.2) 42.5 (2.7) 

1.0 ii.0) 
0.6 (0.6) 
2.5 (1.5) 

15.2 (2.6) ~ 
29.7 (5.2) 

2; 1:::; ~ ::i I:::; 
28.5 (2.9) 1 8.8 11.3) 

14.1 (1.7) : 40.4 (3.2) i 35.9 (2.5) 1 9." (1.9) 

;:gy(:;; I ;:; 1;:;; 
307.829 (6%) ~ 2.4 (0.9) 
628.205 (3%) ~ 2.8 (0.6) 
506,017 (3%) 8.3 (1.1) 

74,666 (13%) 16.2 (4.9) 
143,372 (9%) 11.4 (3.0) 
112,834 (10%) 4.4 (1.6) 
155,738 (8%) 7.9 (1.6) 
336,875 (6%) 5.9 (1.2) 
329,503 (5%) 3.0 (0.8) 
232,219 (6%) 0.6 (0.5) 
300,997 (6%) 1.0 (0.5) 
110,766 (7%) 

i 
i 9.1 (2.8) 

$30,000-$39.999 ~ 
$40,000-$49,999 I 
$50,00Oand Over 
Refused&Don't Know ~ 

PERSONALINCOME 
Under $5,000 
$5.000-6 9,999 
$10.000-$14,999 
$15.000-1619.999 
$20,000-$29.999 
$30,000-$39.999 
$40,000-$49.999 ~ 
$50,00Oand Over 

423 422,033 (4%) 7.3 (1.2) 
262 254,864 (7%) 5.6 (1.5) 
348 318.398 (5%) 8.3 (1.3) 
453 417,624 (5%) 5.9 (1.5) 
518 449,268 14%) 6.5 

;5%j 
11.11 

427 ~ 380,962 1.4 (0.5; 
250 208.594 (6%) 6.5 (1.6) 
326 290.918 (5%) 2.2 (0.8) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
** lnterpretwithcaution:sampling error cannot be accurately estimated 

10.6 (1.8) ~ 
24.6 (3.5) ~ 

22.1 (2.3) 3.2 (0.7) 20.5 (2.1) 46.8 (2.7) 
28.9 (3.1) 37.2 (3.2) 
23.7 (2.1) 41.1 (2.4) 
28.5 (3.0) 41.2 (2.3) 
20.0 (1.5) 40.0 (2.0) 
12.7 (1.8) 44.1 (2.5) 
16.3 (2.8) 40.5 (2.9) 
16.8 (2.4) 39.1 (2.8) 

24.8 (2.1) 
24.1 (2.8) 
20.7 (2.1) 
27.3 (2.1) 
33.4 (1.8) 
28.6 (2.7) 
35.1 (2.8) 

3.5 (1.0) 
~ 2.6 (0.8) 
~ 3.7 (0.8) 

i i 
~ 8.1 (2.0) 

6.9 (1.4) 
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Oregon: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Document 
Literacy 

OCCUPATION 

Laborer 
Service 
Operative 
Clerical 

I ~ 
143 

1 
130,244 (9%) 1 13.4 (2.6) ' 27.0 (3.5) 

266 ; 253,358 (7%) 7.2 (1.8) 31.1 
I 

(3.7) 
186 160,410 (8%) 1 11.2 (2.4) 26.6 (2.6) 
225 i 212,976 (7%) ~ 1.2 (0.7) ~ 14.4 (2.6) 

CL3fl 
.S.d@S 
Technical 
Professional 
Manager 

WEEKSOFEMPLOYMEN 

O-13Weeks 
14.39Weeks 
40tWeeks 

Tl 

SOCIALSERV. 
CLIENT STAT 

Any Social Service 
AFDC 

'Gen. Assis., Home Reli 
Suppl.Securi~lncon 
FoodStamps 

* UnemploymentCamp 
Other 

El ! 
E I 

149 129.174(10%) 10.0 (2.5) 
233 214,246 (6%) 1.9 (1.0) 
93 1 81.897 18%) : 0.0 IO.01 

242 
309 

208,594 {7%j 1 2.2 iO.9i 
264,771 (5%) 0.9 (0.5) 

468 
294 

1,219 
281.528 ;6%j 

1,073,590 (2%) 

530 508,729 (4%) 
95 : 101,421(10%) 
33 32,706 (16%) 
90 82.804 (9%) 

187 191.384 (8%) 

6.6 ii.3j 
3.0 (0.5) 

9.4 (1.2) 
10.6 (3.4) 
28.8 (7.0) 
19.5 (4.4) 
13.7 (2.4) 

194 ~ 163.935 (8%) 5.9 (1.5) 
168 , 157,362 (9%) ~ 5.2 (1.7) 

HOURSWORKED 
LAST WEEK ! I 

I-20Hours 225 213,021 (7%) ~ 4.8 (1.6) 
21-34 Hours 157 
35.40Hours 560 
41ttiours 468 

WAGESPERHOUR , 

Lessthan $3.85 42 1 38,141 (16%) ~ 3.9 (2.8) 

21.5 (3.8) 
19.6 (2.7) 
12.1 (4.0) 

7.6 (1.6) 
13.9 (1.8) 

47.0 (2.9) 
42.0 (4.0) 
44.3 (3.7) 
44.4 (6.5) 
38.5 (3.4) ! 
37.5 (2.1) 

30.6 (2.9) ~ 6.8 (1.6j 
22.9 (3.6) 3.7 (1.5) 
26.6 (3.0) 5.7 (1.6) 
33.3 (5.0) 1; 10.3 (5.31 

10.3 i1.9; 
11.2 (2.1) 

24.9 (1.9) 40.4 (2.4) 
17.6 (2.4) 43.9 (2.8) 
17.2 (1.3) 40.9 (1.5) 

41.5 i2.9j 
36.5 (2.7) 

22.2 (2.1) 
28.5 (2.7) 
31.2 (1.4) 

3.6 (0.9) 
3.5 (1.0) 
7.7 (0.8) 

24.4 (2.0) 
28.9 (5.7) 
14.9 (6.0) 
32.5 (5.2) 
30.4 (3.8) 
25.9 (3.8) 
20.5 (3.3) 

41.1 (2.1) 22.1 (1.8) 
42.3 (5.7) 16.0 (4.0) 
50.2 (8.4) 4.1 (4.2) 
31.3 (5.4) 11.3 (3.0) 
36.5 (4.1) 17.8 (3.2) 
42.6 (3.8) 22.4 (3.0) 
41.7 (3.9) 29.8 (3.5) 

3.1 (0.8) 
2.1 (1.2) 
2.0 (2.0) 
5.3 (2.4) 
1.6 (1.0) 
3.3 (1.0) 
2.8 (1.3) 

14.5 (2.7) 46.1 (4.5) 27.7 (3.5) 6.9 (1.6) 
14.2 (2.6) 41.8 (4.4) 29.4 (3.6) 8.2 (2.2) 
19.1 (1.9) 40.5 (1.8) 32.5 (2.0) 5.6 (1.1) 
16.8 (1.8) 38.9 (2.6) 32.3 (2.3) 8.9 (1.4) 

41.6 (3.4) 16.3 (3.6) 1.6 (0.9) 
41.1 (3.1) 18.4 (2.6) 2.2 (0.9) 
38.6 (2.8) 18.8 (3.0) ~ 4.8 (1.7) 

34.5 (8.9) i 46.3 (8.5) 
$3.86.$4.99 

( 
115 119,702 (9%) 6.3 (2.2) 24.0 (4.6) 

$5.00.$6.99 220 6.5 (1.7) ! 18.0 (2.6) 
$7.00.$9.99 I 274 2.2 (1.0) 20.3 (2.5) 
$lO.OOor More 705 : 601,650 (3%) 2.3 (0.6) 1 13.2 (1.3) 

43.7 (4.8) 
42.9 (3.2) 
43.7 (3.1) 
37.7 (1.5) 

9.5 (4.3) 5.7 (4.0) 
24.6 (4.3) 1.3 (0.9) 
27.7 (3.3) 4.8 (1.5) 
28.3 (3.0) 5.6 (1.5) 
36.9 (1.9) 9.9 (1.0) 
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Oregon: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Quantitative 
m Literacy* 

UR!lammaRma~~~ 

TOTAL 

GENDER 
Male 
Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
All MMlS 

3.3 (0.4) 

4.1 (0.6) 
2.6 (0.5) 

2.8 (0.4) 
10.9 (7.9) 
13.2 (4.4) 
6.0 (2.6) 

175 (“.g) 1 40.8 (1.0) ~ 31.0 (0.9) 7.2 (0.5) 

17.3 (1.1) 40.4 (1.3) 30.9 (1.3) 7.4 (0.8) 
18.0 (1.2) 41.3 (1.6) 31.2 (1.4) 6.9 (0.8) 

16.2 (0.8) 
26.1 (13.6) 

40.8 (1.0) 
46.3 (15.1) 
39.3 (6.7) 
40.9 (6.5) 

32.4 (0.9) 
16.7 (8.1) 

7.7 (0.6) 

1,993 1,807.235 (1%) 

1,064 898.972 (3%) 
929 908.263 (3%) 

0.0 (0.0, 
i 12.3 (4.4) 1.4 11.6) 

1,845 
16 
57 
75 

1 l.661.068 (1%) 
15,278 (33%)" 
54,535 (16%) 
76,354 (13%) 

33.8 (7.5) 
36.6 (5.4) 

29 27,970 (20%) 
208 203.042 (8%) 
616 557,848 (4%) 
567 522,665 (4%) 
570 493,424 (5%) 

3 2,286 (58%)*' 

34.4 (8.2) 55.6 (10.1) 10.0 (5.5) 0.0 (0.0) 
10.4 (2.1) 33.3 (2.9) 42.0 (3.5) 13.9 (2.7) 
3.0 (0.8) 22.6 (2.0) 44.4 (2.0) 25.7 (1.8) 
1.6 (0.5) 16.0 (1.5) 44.9 (1.8) 32.9 (1.9) 
0.9 (0.5) 5.2 (0.9) 33.6 (2.0) 44.1 (2.1) 
0.0 (0.0) 27.4 (23.3) 72.6 (23.3) 0.0 (0.0) 

138 153.824 (10%) 3.8 (1.5) 28.0 (4.5) 
183 211,361 (8%) 4.5 (1.8) 20.5 (2.9) 
301 307,829 (6%) 2.6 (1.0) 19.5 (2.7) 
778 628,205 (3%) 1.6 (0.3) 10.8 (1.1) 
593 506.017 (3%) 5.4 (0.9) 20.8 (1.6) 

70 
142 
121 
169 

74,666 (13%) 
143,372 (9%) 
112,834(10%) 

374 
155.738 (8%) 
338.875 (6%) 

11.5 (4.3) 
9.3 (2.1) 
3.7 (1.4) 
4.9 (1.8) 
2.7 (1.0) 
1.4 (0.6) 
1.6 (0.8) 
0.0 (0.0) 

37.1 (7.4) 
29.4 (4.2) 
23.1 (4.1) 
26.0 (3.6) 
15.3 (1.9) 
14.5 (2.1) 
10.3 (1.9) 
11.1 (1.4) 

16.5 (3.9) 0.0 (0.0) 

37.8 (4.3) 25.5 (4.2) 

0.0 (OiO) 
0.4 (0.4) 
4.3 (0.9) 
4.7 (0.9) 

16.2 (1.7) 
0.0 (0.0) 

. 

4.9 (2.0) 
3.6 (1.0) 
9.4 (1.5) 

10.1 (0.9) 
4.3 (0.8) 

1.5 il.5) 
1.7 (1.3) 
4.8 (2.1) 
3.9 (1.5) 
6.7 (1.4) 
8.4 11.5) 

11.6 (1.9) 
10.4 X1.6) 
5.0 '(1.5) 

4.6 (1.0) 
3.3 (1.0) 
6.2 (1.4) 

31.8 &Oj 
38.3 (2.3) 
34.9 (3.3) 
36.0 (2.6) 

4.0 (0.9) 
6.8 (1.0) 
9.6 (1.4) 
7.9 (1.4) 
8.9 (1.7) 

EOUCATION 
Less than High School 
SomeHighSchool 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary i 
College Degree 
Don't Know ! 

49.0 (3.1) 22.4 (3.4) 
40.3 (2.8) 28.2 (3.0) 
40.3 (1.7) 
39.3 (1.7) 

37.3 (1.9) 
30.3 (1.7) 

44.5 (6.7) 
40.6 (4.4) 
43.5 (4.9) 
39.0 (3.6) 
44.9 (3.0) 
42.9 (2.7) 
35.9 (3.3) 

5.4 (2.4) 
19.0 (2.9) 
24.9 (4.7) 
26.2 (3.7) 
30.4 (2.5) 
32.8 (2.6) 
40.6 (3.1) 

39.8 (2.6) 38.7 (2.4) 
19.5 (3.7) 33.7 (3.8) 34.1 (3.9) 

AGE(ASOFFE8.1.199g ‘1 
16-20 
21-25 . 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

HOUSEHOLOINCOM~ 
Under$5,000 
$5.000.$9,999 
$10.000-$14.999 
$15,000-$19.999 
$20.000-$29,999 
$30.000-$39,999 
$40,000-$49,999 
$50,00Oand Over 
Refused&Don't Know 

371 
266 
352 
119 

423 
262 
348 
453 
518 
427 

329,503 i5%j 
232,219 (6%) 
300,997 (6%) 

PERSONALINCOME 
Under$5,000 
$5.000-5 9,999 
$10.000-$14.999 
$15.000-$19.999 
$20.000-$29,999 
$30,000-1639,999 
$40,000-$49.999 
$50,00Oand Over 

110.766 (7%) 7.6 (2.2) 

422,033 (4%) ~ 
1 

5.2 (1.0) 
254,864 (7%) 5.3 (1.4) 
318.398 (5%) 1 5.2 (1.3) 
417,624 (5%) ~ 5.1 (1.0) 
449,268 (4%) 
380.962 (5%) ~ 

4.1 (0.8) 
1.0 (0.5) 

25.4 (2.4) 
20.9 (2.8) 

42.3 (2.5) 
45.3 (3.0) 
38.4 (2.7) 
40.4 (1.8) 
43.0 (2.2) 
40.8 (2.0) 
38.8 (2.9) 
40.6 (3.0) 

22.5 (1.9) 
25.1 (2.4) 
25.0 (2.1) 
28.1 (2.01 

25.2 (2.4) 
22.4 (2.1) 
14.4 (1.9) 
10.1 (1.7) 
16.6 (2.7) 
13.9 (1.7) 

250 
~ 

208.594 (6%) ~ 1.8 (0.8) 
326 290,918 (5%) ~ 0.6 (0.4) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
** Interpret with caution: sampling error cannot be accurately estimated. 
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Oregon: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Quantitative 
Literacy 

OCCUPATION 
Laborer 
Service 
Operative 
Clerical 
Craft 
S&S 
Technical 
Professional 
Manager 

WEEKSOFEMPLOYMENT 
O-13 Weeks 
14.39Weeks 
40t Weeks 

SOCIAL SERV. 
CLIENT STAT. 

Any Social Service 
AFDC 
Gen. Assis.. Home Relief 
SuppI, Security Income 
Food Stamps 

* UnemploymentComp. ~ 
Other 

HOURSWORKEO 
LAST WEEK 

I-20 Hours ~ 
21.34Hours ~ 
35-40 HOU,S 
41, Hours 

WAGESPERHOUR ~ 
Less than $3.85 
$3.86.$4.99 
$5,00-$6.99 
s 7.00-S 9,99 
$10.00 or More ~ 

143 
266 
166 
225 
149 
233 
93 

242 
309 

468 442,500 (4%) 
294 281,528 (6%) 

1,219 1.073.590 (2%) 

530 508,729 (4%) 
95 101,421 (10%) 
33 32.706 (16%) 
90 82.804 (9%) 

187 191.384 (8%) 
194 183,935 (8%) 
168 157,362 (9%) 

225 213,021 (7%) 
157 146,457 (8%) 
560 498,886 (4%) 
468 395.850 (4%) 

42 38.141 (16%) 
115 119,702 (9%) 
220 208,013 (6%) 
274 241,563 (6%) 
705 601.650 (3%) 

130,244 (9%) 
253,358 (7%) 
160.410 (8%) 
212,976 (7%) 
129,174 (10%) 
214,246 (6%) 
81.897 (8%) 

208,594 (7%) 
264.771 (5%) 

9~1 (2.6) 31.3 (4.5) 
6.9 (1.6) 26.1 (2.9) 
8.0 (2.1) ~ 21.2 (3.6) 
1.5 (0.8) 12.1 (2.4) 
2,2 (1.1) 22.5 (3.6) 
0.8 (0.5) 14.9 (1.8) 
2.8 (2.0) 9.2 (3.0) 
0.9 (0.6) ~ 5.2 j1.3) 
0.6 (0.4) 11.0 (1.6) 

2.1 (0.4) 13.2 (1.0) 

6.7 (1.1) ~ 27.3 (2.0) 
5.4 (2.5) 36.3 (3.7) 
7,4 (4.2) 34.8(11.4) 

14.4 (3.7) 39.6 (4,4) 
11.7 (2.3) ~ 35.5 (3.2) 
5.5 (1.9) 22.5 (2.7) 

3.3 (1.5) 26.0 (3.8) 

2.1 (1.0) ~ 18.6 (3.2) 
2.4 (1.3) 14.5 (3.4) 
2,o (0.5) 13~9 (1.8) 
1.6 (0.7) 13.4 (1,8) 

2.7 (2,7) 24.6 (7.0) 
1.1 (1.1) 29.2 (5.7) 
3.5 (1.2) 18.4 (2.4) 
2.1 (0.7) ~ 16.5 (2.7) 
1.5 (0.5) 9.1 (1.1) 

31.9 (3.7) 24,8 (3.1) 3.0 (1~5) 
41,3 (2,5) 23.6 (2~5) 2~2 (0.9) 

43.6 (3.1) 22.5 (2.6) 4.7 (1.5) 

44.3 (2.9) 35.1 (3.0) 7,l (1.7) 
39.7 (3.4) 32.6 (3.8) 3.0 (1.3) 

43.7 (3.7) 31.9 (3,l) 8.7 j1.9) 
39.8 (5.7) 34.6 (5.7), 13,6 (3.3) 

34.3 (2.8) 46.9 (3.8)' 12.7 (2~5) 
45,4 (3.0) 32.4 (2.8) 10.5 (1.8) 

39.8 (2.4) 24.6 (2~1) I; 3.7 (0.9) 
38.9 (2.9) 28.0 (2.7) 8.5 (1.8) 
41.9 (1.1) 34.6 (1.0) : 8.3 (0.7) 

40.9 (2.5) 
43,9 (5,i) 
46.6 (12.0) 
21.0 (4.3) 
38.3 (3.8) 
46.0 (3~7) 
39.4 (4.1) 

22.0 (2,O) 3.1 (0.8) 
13.7 (3.7), . 0.7 (0.7) 

11,3 (5.8) 0.0 (0,O) 
22.5 (4.2) 2.6 (1.8) 

12.6 (2.1), 2.0 (1.1) 
21.8 (2.7) 4.1 (1.5) 

27.9 (4.4) 3.3 (1.4) 

43.0 (3.9) 32~0 (4.0) 4.3 (1.4) 

36.9 (3,7) 34.3 (3.7) i1,9 (2,3) 
43.2 (1.7) 

~ 
33,4 (1,6) 7.4 (1.1) 

39.8 (2.3) 34.9 (2~4) 10.3 (1.2) 

38.5 (9.0) ~ 28.4 (7.3) 5.7 (4.0, 
45.9 (5.7) 21,2 (4.8) : 2,7 (1.2) 
42,O (3,7) 30.3 (3.3) 5~7 (1.7) 
43.9 (3.2) 29.0 (2.9) 8.5 (1,5) 

40.4 (1.8) 38.5 (2.0) 10.5 (0.9) 



m Literacy* 
Mississippi: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Prose 

TOTAL 

GENDER 

Male 
Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 

30.2 (l,Z) 

31.0 (1.6) 
29.5 (1.9) 

20.0 (1.1) 
51.7 (2.3) 
10.7 (7.1) 
45.5 (13.6) 

27.9 (1,l) 

28.5 (1.5) 
27.4 (1.5) 

26.0 (1.2) 
31.1 (2.4) 
49.9 (11.9) 
36.4 (13.0) 

26.7 (1.1) 

26.6 (1,6) 
26.7 (1.5) 

32.7 (1.2) 
14.5 (1.6) 
23.4 (11.2) 
9.1 (8.1) 

12.6 (0.8) 2.6 (0.4) 

11.8 (1.0) 2.2 (0.5) 
13.4 (1.2) 2.9 (0.6) 

17.4 (1.0) 
2.6 (0.8) 

16.0 (8.8) 
9.1 (9.5) 

1.7 (0.8) 
2.6 (0.9) 
8.6 (1.0) 

19.3 (1.8) 
29.3 (2.4) 
0.0 (0.0) 

3.8 (p.6) 
0.0 (0.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 

3.3 (1.2) 
15.4 (2.0) 
30.6 (1.8) 
36.3 (2.5) 
36.2 (2.5) 
23.9 (10.4) 

0.0 (0.b) 
0.0 (0.0) 
0.6 (0.3) 
2.2 (0.9) 

10.1 (1.5) 
0.0 (0.0) 

\ 

26.6 (3.8) 10.1 (2.4) 0.7 (0.7) 
29.8 (3.31 13.4 12.71 2.3 ,CO.B) 

1,300 1.312.910 (3%) 
473 631,432 (6%) 

20 20,664 (25%1' 
11 12,146 (33%)* 

208 254.780 (6%) 
305 331.849 (7%) 
580 635,128 (3%) 
345 370,923 (6%) 
362 379,838 (6%) 

4 4,634 (62%)' 

140 184.903 (9%) 
173 209,935 (7%) 
238 250,960 (7%) 
477 537,392 (3%) 
776 793,963 (3%) 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
All Others 

*i 
*! 

EDUCATION 
Less than High Schoa 
SomeHighSchool 
H.S. Dip.orGED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 
Don't Know 

AGE(ASOFFEB.1.1990 

16-20 
21-25 . 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

15.8 (2.5) 
29.2 (2.9) 
36.3 (2.4) 
31.1 (2.3) 
17.7 (2.3) 
26.5 (11.5) 

24.7 (3.5) 37.8 (4.7) 
20.8 12.61 33.6 (3.51 
20,8 i2.4; 
17.3 (2.0) 
45.7 (2.1) 

45.8 (4.4) 
54.8 (4.1) 

30.6 ;2.9j 
22.6 (2.1) 
26.8 (1.6) 

185.912(10%) 
204,201 (10%) 

32.3 (3.6) 
26.6 (3.7) 
27.7 (3.8) 
31.9 (4.6) 

198.185 (8%) 39.6 (4.5) 
182.217 (9%) 33.5 (4.8) 
277,749 (6%) 19.4 (3.2) 30.0 (3.4) 
227,366 (7%) 15.0 (2.2) ~ 24.7 (2.2) 
152.401 (7%) 7.4 (2.5) 20.4 (3.4) 
211,757 (9%) 6.2 (1.8) 18.2 (2.8) 

~ 287,877 (7%) ~ 43.8 (3.2) 35.2 (3.0) 

34.8 (2.9) 
36.4 (2.9) 
39.7 (3.6) 
34.1 (3.6) 

35.5 i3.ij 
31.7 (2.1) 
19.7 (1.3) 

17.8 (3.3) 
13.1 (2.9) 
24.8 (3.5) 
28.0 (5.0) 

11.2 i1.4j 
22.2 (1,9) 

7.0 (0.8) 

4.1 (1.9) 
4.8 (1.3) 
7.5 (1.9) 
6.2 (1.8) 

13.8 (2.1) 
19.6 (2.6) 
28.0 (4.2) 

1.9 (0.9; 
6.1 (1.2) 
0.8 (0.4) 

30.0 (2.9) 
15.4 (2.6) 5.2 (1.1) 1 

0.0 io.0) 
0.7 (0.7) 
0.4 (0.4) 
0.4 (0.4) 
1.9 (0.9) 
4.3 (1.6) 
4.5 (1.5) 

11.4 (2.1) 
0.4 (0.4) 

1.0 (0.5) 
1.0 (0.6) 
1.6 (0.8) 
I.4 (0.8) 
3.2 (1.3) 

11.8 (3.0) 
12.1 (3.9) 
6.5 (3.2) 

32.3 iS.Zj 
26.2 (4.9) 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 

Under$5,000 
$5.000-S 9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19.999 
$20.000-1629.999 

156 
I78 
179 
161 
259 
213 
146 
208 
259 

$30.000-$39.999 1 
$40.000-$49.999 ., ., 
$5O,OOOand Over 
Refused & Don't Know 

PERSONALINCOME 

Under$5,000 
$5.000-$9.999 

423 482,314 (6%) 40.1 (2.6) 
270 296,515 (5%) 42.4 (2.9) 
235 257,492 (6%) 25.0 (3.0) 
153 166,844 (7%) 20.4 (3.6) 
209 230,415 (7%) 15.1 (3.4) 
128 139,895 (8%) 15.8 (3.1) 
46 48,557 (13%) 3.6 (2.5) 
62 64,621 (13%) 6.6 (3.2) 

29.1 (2.4) 
26.4 (2.5) 
32.1 (3.6) 
37.5 (4.5) 
25.3 (2.9) 
16.5 (3.5) 
18.2 (5.5) 

21.1 (2.0) 
21.4 (2.8) 
32.2 (4.0) 
27.8 (3.4) 
37.9 (3.9) 
31.6 (4.2) 
33.9 (7.3) 

a.7 (1.4) 
8.8 (1.4) 
9.1 (2.1) 

12.8 (2.8) 
18.5 (2.7) 
24.3 (3.51 

$10,000-$14,999 
$15.000-$19,999 
$20.000-$29,999 
$30,000-$39,999 
$40,000-$49.999 
$5O,OOOand Over 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard elrols. 
** Interpret with caution: sampling emx cannot be accurately estimated. 

26.3 (5.5) 34.3 (7.3) 
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Mississippi: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, Prose 
Literacy 

OCCUPATION 

Laborer 
SMViCe 
Operative 
Clerical 
Craft 
S&S 
Technical 
Professional 
Manager 

WEEKSOFEMPLOYMENT i 

O-13Weeks I 
14.39Weeks 
40t Weeks 

SOCIAL SERV. 
CLIENT STAT. 

Any Social Service 
AFDC 
Gen. Assis.. Home Relief, 
Suppl.Security Incomes 

, Food Stamps 
Unemployment Camp. 
Other 

HOURSWORKED 
LAST WEEK 

I-20Houts 
21.34Hours 
35.40Hours 
41tHours 

WAGESPERHOUR 

Less than $3.85 ~ 

$3,86-$4.99 
$5.00.$6.99 
$7.00.$9.99 
$10.00 or More 

~ 

395 462,494 (7%) 47.4 (2.5) 29.4 (2.1) 
0 0 (0%) -***- (0.0) ..a** (0.0) 
0 0 (0%) ***** (0.0) e-0.. (0.0) 

209 204.798 (6%) 17.3 (2.7) 33.6 (3.6) 
20 23,986 (22%)* 37.5 (12.6) 26.4 (10.9) 
0 0 (0%) .*a** (0.0) **--- (0.0) 

232 270.138 (9%) 35.1 (3.1) 27.7 (2.4) 
263 278.005 (7%) ~ 11.1 (1.8) 20.8 (2.6) 
203 203,330 (8%) ! 13.6 (2.5) 32.1 (4.4) 

641 
250 
861 

510 
98 
15 

196 
269 
84 
87 

118 
101 
442 
317 

108 
112 
174 
161 
315 

,“;g ii;; I ;;I,’ i;:;; 
9441196 (3%) ~ 19.4 (1.7) 

595,076 (5%) 45.6 (2.5) 

120,302 (10%) 45.8 (5.4) 
~ 16.408 (23%)' 48.9 (11.3) 

231.581 (7%) ~ 60.4 (3.9) 

331,510 (6%) !, 52.1 (2.8) 

96.138 (13%) 33.2 (6.2) 
92,509(13%) 1 34.4 (5.1) 

131.930(11%) ~ 27.9 (5.2) 
109.427(10%) 32.8 (5.0) 
476,848 (4%) 

1 
20.9 (2.5) 

362,428 (5%) 17.8 (2.5) 

129,812(10%) 38.2 (4.5) 
125,691 (9%) 38.1 (4.7) 

25.9 (1.8) 
34.1 (3.2) 
27.5 (1.7) 

30.8 (2.3) 
35.6 (5.8) 
31.9(11.7) 
25.2 (3.2) 
28.8 (2.4) 
34.8 (5.1) 
29.7 (4.6) 

28.3 (3.4) 
30.2 (4.4) 
26.8 (2.7) 
29.9 (2.5) 

29.2 (4.3) 
32.5 (4.5) 
34.5 (3.5) 
31.9 (3.7) 
21.8 (2.1) 

19.7 (2.4) ~ 3.0 (0.7) 
***-- (0.0) . . . . . (0.0) 
****- (0.0) ~ . . . . . (0.0) 

2 (ii::; I :::: 1:::; 
***** (0.0) . . . . . (0.0) 
29.3 (2.8) ~ 6.9 (1.8) 
33.7 (3.2) ~ 27.6 (3,,) 
34.9 (3.7) ~ 14.8 (2.4) 

20.0 (1.7) 8.5 
1 

(1.0) 
26.0 (2.9) 10.6 (2.0) 
32.3 (1.6) 16.7 (1.1) 

0.6 (0.3) 
****- (0.0) 
.**** (0.0) 

2.5 (1.2) 
5.6 (5.7) 

***** (0.0) 
1.1 (0.6) 
6.8 (1.5) 
4.6 (1.7) 

I 0.8 (0.4) 
2.4 (0.9) 
4.0 (0.7) 

17.2 (1.6) 5.6 (1.0) 0.8 (0.4) 

15.0 (3.3) ~ 2.7 (1.5)': 1.0 (1.0) 
12.3 (7.3) ! 7.0 (6.8) 0.0 (0.0) 
12.4 (2.6) 1.9 (0.9) ! 0.0 (0.0) 

;;:; 1;:;; 1 ;I; 1;:;; ,j, ;:j 1::;; 

22.3 (4.2) ii.3 (3.2) ~ 2.3 (1.7) 

1 

21.3 (3.6) 
1 

19,5 (3.8) 
22.7 (4.5) 13.3 (2.7) 
33.7 (2.7) 14.9 (1.5) 
30.9 (2.6) 16,4 (2,O) 

23.8 (5.2) 8.1 (2.3) 
21.5 (4.2) 7.3 (2.6) 
26.5 (3.8) 12.2 (2.4) 
33.4 (3.8) 15.5 (2.8) 
35.3 (2.8) 22,4 (2.3) 

3.0 (1.9) 
1.0 (1.0) 
3.7 (i,O) 
5.0 (1.3) 

0.6 (0.6) 
0.6 (0.6) 
2.0 (1.0) 
2.4 (1.1) 
7.2 (1.6) 

*Interpret with caution:sampling errolcannot be accurately estimated. 
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Mississippi: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, 
Document Literacy* 

TOTAL 
! 

GENDER 
Male 
Female 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Ail Others 

EDUCATION 
Less than High School 
SomeHighSchoal 
H.S. Dip, or GED 
Somebtsecandary 
College Degree 
Don't Know 

AGE,ASDF FEB.l.1990)~ 
16-20 
21-25 . 
26~31 
32-45 
46t 

HDUSEHDLDlNCDME, 
Under$5.000 
$5,000-$9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20,000-$29,999 
$30.000-$39.999 
$40.000-$49.999 
$50,00Oand Over 
Refused 8 Don't Know 

PERSDNALlNCDME 
Under$5.000 
$5.000-$9,999 
$10.000-$14.999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20.000-$29,999 
$30.000-$39.999 
$40.000-$49.999 
$50,00Oand Over 

1,804 1.977.152 (1%) ~ 32.2 (1.4) 29~1 (1.0) 

761 940.038 (2%) 
1,043 I 1.037.114 (1%) 

1.300 1.312.910 (3%) 
473 631.432 (6%) 

20 I 20.684 (25%)* 
11 12,146(33X)* 

208 ~ 254,780 (6%) 
305 331,849 (7%) 
580 635.128 (3%) 
345 370,923 (6%) 
362 379,838 (6%) 

4 ~ 4.634(62%)" 

140 ~ 184,903 (9%) 
173 209,935 (7%) 
238 250,960 (7%) 
477 537,392 (3%) 
776 793.963 (3%) 

156 ~ 185,912 (10%) 
178 ~ 204,201 (10%) 
179 198,185 (8%) 
161 182,217 (9%) 
259 277,749 (6%) 
213 227,366 (7%) 
146 152,401 (7%) 
206 211,757 (9%) 
259 287,877 (7%) 

25.2 (1.0) 11.4 (0.8) 

30.2 (1,8) 27.6 (1.4) 27,4 (1.5) 12.4 (1.3) 
34.1 (1.9) 30.4 (1.5) 23.3 (1.6) 10.6 (0.9) 

20.7 (1.2) 27.2 (1.1) 
56.9 (2.2) 32.2 (2.0) 
14.5 (7.9) i 35.0 (11.7) 
27.3 (13.0) 54.5 (15.4) 

63.5 (2.8) : 13.6 (2.5) 
54.3 (2.9) ~ 33.2 (2.7) 
26.0 (2.1) 39.4 (2.1) 
12,7 (2.1) 29.5 (2.8) 

7.3 (1.4) 18.5 (2.7) 
76.1 (10.4) 0.0 (0.0) 

26.3 (3.7) ~ 35.3 (3.2) ~ 
164 (3.2) 37.8 (4.2) ~ 
21,9 (3.1) 31.1 (3.2) 
19,o (1.5) 24.1 (2.0) 
49.4 (2.2) 28.0 (1.7) 

27.9 (3.9) 
28.8 (3.4) 
29.1 (3.5) 
31.5 (2.0) 
18~1 (1.4) 

33.1 (1.2) 16.1 (1.1) 
8.9 (1.2) 2.0 (0.6) 

34.2 (11.3) 7.4 (5.0) 
9,i (8.1) 9.1 (9.5) 

2.4 (1.0) 
11.1 (1.7) 
26.9 (2.0) 
38.4 (2.0) 
37.3 (2.6) 
23.9 (10.4) 

56.5 (3.9) 28.9 (3.4) 12.1 (3.2) 
57.8 (3.9) 28.4 (3.2) 10.0 (2.0) 
44.7 (4.5) 33.3 (3.8) 18.4 (2.8) 
29.8 (4.1) 41.2 (4.6) 20.8 (3.0) 
22.2 (3.1) 31.1 (3.1) 30.3 (2.8) 
13.5 (1.7) 30.5 (2.9) 36.4 (3.3) 

3.8 (2.1) 21.7 (2.9) 47.4 (4.8) 
6.8 (1.8) 16.1 (2.6) 39.3 (3.4) 

48.0 (3.8) 29.3 (3.4) 17~4 (2.3) 

423 482.314 (646) ~ 45.4 (2.9) 29~1 (2.1) 
270 296,515 (5%) 42.9 (3.3) 31.5 (2.6) 
235 257,492 (6%) 29.6 (3.2) 36.8 (3.7) 
153 166,844 (7%) 20.0 (3.6) 29.3 (3.7) 
209 230,415 (7%) 15.4 (3.4) 
128 139.895 (8%) 9.0 (2.5) 
46 48,557 (13%) 3.9 (2.6) 
62 64,621 (13%) 9.0 (4.1) 

26.4 (2.8) 
27.4 (4.7) 
12.6 (4.7) 
13.4 (4.3) 

0.4 (0.4) 
1.4 (0.7) 
7.2 (1.1) 

17.7 (1.9) 
28.7 (2.5) 

0.0 (0~0) 

9.1 (2.1) 
14.9 (2.6) 
13.2 (2.0) 
21,5 (1.9) 

3.7 (0.6) 

2.5 (1.3) 
3.8 (1.4) 
3.6 (1.4) 
7.5 (2.2) 

14.7 (2.3) 
17,3 (2.1) 
22,8 (4.4) 
29,l (3.3) 
4.6 (1.3) 

19.6 (2.5) 5.4 (0.8) 
16.3 (2.4) 9.0 (1.6) 
24.0 (2.7) 8.5 (1.7, 
33.9 (3.4) 14.9 (2.3) 
38.7 (3.0) 15.1 (2.5) 
35.2 (4.8) 22.2 (3.3) 
43.3 (7.1) 32.8 (6.8) 
33.8 (4.9) 35.2 (6.6) 

2.1 (0.4) 

2.5 (0.7) 
1.7 (0.5) 

3.0 (p.6) 
0.0 (0.0) 
8.9 (6.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 

0.0 (0.b) 
0.0 (0.0) 
0.5 (0.3) 
1.6 (0.7) 
8.3 (2.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 

\ 

1.4 (1.0) 
0.0 ,(U~O) 
4,7 (1.4, 
3.9 (1.0) 
0.8 (0.3) 

0.0 (0.0, 
o,o (0.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 
0,7 (0.7) 
1.7 (0.8) 
2.4 (1.3) 
4.3 jl.7) 
8,8 (2.5) 
0,7 (0.5) 

0.4 (0.3) 
0.3 (0.3) 
1.1 (0.6) 
2.0 (1.2) 
4.5 (1.4) 
6.1 (2.3) 
7.4 (4.5) 
8.6 (3.5) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 
**Interpret with cauticnsampling errarcannotbe accuratelyestimaled, 
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Mississippi: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, 
Document Literacy 

OCCUPATION 

Laborer 
Service ! 
Operative 
Clerical 
Craft 
S&S 
Technical 
Professional 
Manager ! 

WEEKSOFEMPLOYMENT 

O-13Weeks 
14.39Weeks 
40tWeeks 

SOCIAL SERV. 
CLIENT STAT. 

~ 

Any Social Service 
AFDC 
Gen, Assis.. Home Relief 
Suppl.Security Income 
FoodStamps 

*lJnemploymentComp. ~ 
Other 

HOURSWORKEO ! 
LAST WEEK 

1-20Hours 
21.34Hours 
35-40 Hours 
41tHaurs 

WAGESPERHOUR 
Less than $3.85 
$X86-$4.99 
$ 5.00-S 6.99 
% 7.00.$9.99 
$10.00 or More 

395 
0 
0 

209 
20 
0 

232 
263 
203 

641 
250 
861 

510 
98 
15 

196 
269 
84 
87 

118 131.930(11%) 33.1 (6.5) 
101 
442 

109.427(10%) ~ 25.2 (4.0) 
476,848 (4%) 1 20.7 (2.3) 

317 362.428 (5%) 1 17.0 (3.2) 

108 
112 
174 
161 
315 

462.494 (7%) 53.7 (3,1) 
0 (0%) ***** (0.0) 
0 (0%) ***** (0.0) 

204.798 (6%) 1 12.5 
1 

(2.5) 
23,986 (22%)* 50.2 (12.2) 

0 (0%) ***-- (0.0, 
270.136 (9%) ~ 37.5 (3.4) 
278.005 (7%) 12.9 (2.2) 

203.330 (8%) 16.4 (2.6) 

688,189 (4%) 48.5 (1.8) 
266.523 (6%) ~ 30.4 (3.7) 
944.196 (3%) 19.2 (1.9) 

595,076 (5%) ~ 51.2 (2.4) 
120,302 (10%) 52.4 (5.2) 
16.406 (23%)' 65.6 (12.1) 

231,581 (7%) ! 65.2 (3.7) 
331.510 (6%) 58.8 (2.9) 
96.136(13%) ~ 37.4 (5.2) 
92.509(13%) 1 36.7 (5.2) 

129,812 (10%) 34.4 (5.2) 

125,691 (9%) 33.0 (4.6) 
193,671 (8%) i 23.3 (3.3) 
175.111 (8%) ~ 19.6 (3.4) 
348,212 (6%) 12.8 (2.5) 

26.6 (2.7) 13.3 (1.9) 
.-a-* (0.0) **a** (0.0) 
e-0.. (0.0) --*** (0.0) 
36.8 (3.7) 34.7 (3.2) 
19.0 (8.5) 20.7 (9.3) 
---.* (0.0) ***** (0.0) 
33.5 (2.7) 24.1 (2.9) 
22.8 (2.6) 33.6 (3.0) 
29.3 (3.4) 34.2 (3.5) 

28.6 (1.6) 16.4 (1.5) 
28.3 (2.2) 30.7 (3.1) 
29.8 (1.8) 31.0 (1.7) 

29.7 (2.1) 
33.6 (4.6) 
14,5 (9.2) 
25.1 (3.5) 
28.9 (2.5) 
32,O (5.0) 
28.4 (5.6) 

23.8 (4.3) 24.7 (4.5) 
36.9 (5.1) 27.2 (5.0) 
30.8 (2.4) 29,7 (1.6) 
27.8 (2.6) 34.1 (3.1) 

40.6 (6.2) 
36.1 (5.2) 
37.5 (3.3) 
ii.1 (3.7) 
22.9 (2.3) 

5.5 (1.1) 1 1~0 (0,5) 
. . . . . (0.0) j . . . . . (O,O) 

***** (0.0) ..... (0.0) 
13.7 (2.4) 2.4 (,,I) 
5.6 (5.7) 4.5 (4.6) 

,-;' (i"; j 'F;' ii:;; 

24,7 (3.0) ' 6.0 (1.4) 
18.5 (2.6) 1.5 (1.2) 

,;J ii_9i i I ;:i ii:;; 
3.1 (0.7) 

14.0 (1.2) 4.5 (1.0) 06 
11.7 (3.0) ~ 

(0 3) 

20.0 (9.7) 
;I; i;fi '1 ; ;;i 

8,O (1.9) 1.4 (0.8) :~ 0.3 (0.3) 
9.6 (1.4) 1 2.7 (1.0) ,r 0.0 (0.0) 

21.0 (4.0) ~ 6.7 (3.0) ,' 2.9 (1.8) 
22.5 (4.3) 12.4 (4.2) 0.0 (0.0) 

! 

17.2 (3.2) 
20.9 (3.5) 
28.2 (3,2) 
37.3 (3.9) 
35.4 (3.0) 

17.4 (4.0) ' 1.0 
10.0 (2.9) ! 

(1.0) 
0.7 (0.7) 

15.9 (1,7) 3.0 (0.8) 
17.1 (2.4) ~ 4.0 (1.3) 

6.7 (2.3) ' I,0 (1.0) 
9.5 (2.6) j 

! 
0.6 (0.6) 

10.0 (2.0) 1.0 (0.6) 
15.4 (2.4) 0.4 (0.4) 
22.4 (2.8) 1, 6.5 (1.7) 

*Interpret with caution:samplingerrorcannotbeaccurateiyestimated, 
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Mississippi: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, 
Quantitative Literacy* 

TOTAL 

GENOER 
Male 
Female 

RACEiETHNlClTV 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
All Others 

EOUCATION 
Lessthan High School 
SomeHighSchool 
H.S. Oip. orGE0 
SomePostsecondary ~ 
College oegree 
Don't Know 

AGE(ASOFFEB.1.1990~ 
16-20 
21-25 . 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

HOUSEHOLOINCOM[ 
Under$5.000 
5 5.000.$9,999 ~ 
$10,000-$14.999 
515.000-519.999 ~ 
520.000-529.999 
530.000-539.999 
$40.000-$49.999 
$50,00Oand Over 
Refused & Oon't Know 

PERSONALINCOME 
Under$5.000 
$5.000.$9,999 
$10.000-$14.999 
$i5.000-$19,999 
520.000-$29.999 
$30.000-$39,999 
540.000-549.999 ~ 
$50,00Oand Over 

1,604 1.977.152 (1%) 

761 940,038 (2%) 
1,043 1.037.114 (1%) 

1.300 1.312.910 (3%) 
473 ~ 631.432 (6%) 

20 20 664 
11 121146 

(25%)" :I (33%)" 

208 254,780 (6%) 
305 331,849 (7%) 
580 635,128 (3%) 
345 370,923 (6%) 
362 ~ 379,838 (6%) 

4 4,634 (62%)*' 

140 184,903 (9%) 
173 209,935 (7%) 
236 250,960 (7%) 
477 537,392 (3%) 
776 793,963 (3%) 

27.0 (1.2) 

26.4 (1.7) 
27.6 (1.7) 

14.4 (1.1) 
53.8 (2.5) 
10.7 (7.3) 
27.3 (13.0) 

71.9 (2.9) 
50.0 (3.4) 
20.9 (2.0) 
8.6 (1.6) 
5.0 (1.2) 

45.4 (13.9) 

21.6 (3.9) 
18,6 (3.3) 
20.9 (3.3) 
14,7 (1.4) 
40,8 (1.9) 

156 
178 
179 
161 
259 
213 
146 
208 
259 

423 
270 
235 
153 
209 
128 
46 
62 

185,912 (10%) 
204.201 (10%) 
198,185 (8%) 
182,217 (9%) 
277,749 (6%) 
227,366 (7%) 
152,401 (7%) 
211,757 (9%) 
267,677 (7%) 

462,314 (6%) 40.9 (2.9) 25,5 (2.4) 
296,515 (5%) 35.9 (3.0) 27.5 (3.1) 
257,492 (6%) 24.8 (3.3) 27.7 (3.3) 
166.844 (7%) 14.9 (3.2) 21,7 (2.9) 
230,415 (7%) 13.8 (3.4) 20.6 (3.0) 
139,895 (8%) 5.0 (2.0) 19.5 (3.9) 
46,557 (13%) 4.1 (2.7) 19.1 (6.3) 
64,621 (13%) 4.0 (2.9) 10.8 (4.1) 

I 
52.1 (4.4) ~ 
55.2 (4.1) 1 
39.5 (3.9) ~ 
18.1 (3.6) 1 
18.2 (2.9) ~ 

7.7 (2.0) ~ 
3.1 (1.6) ~ 
3.5 (1.2) ~ 

40.3 (3,4) 

25.3 (1.2) 28.2 (1.2) 15.2 (0.9) 4.2 (0.4) 

22.7 (1.7) 28.0 (1,6) 17.4 (1.1) 5.5 (0.8) 
27.7 (1.6) 28.5 (1.7) 13.2 (1.3) 3.1 (0.5) 

23.2 (1.5) 34.9 (1.2) 21.4 (1.2) 6.1 (0.6) 
29.8 (2.5) 14.5 (1.7) 1.8 (0.5) 0.0 (0.0) 
27.4 (10.5) 27.9 (11.5) 23.3 (10.6) 10.6 (7.5) 
18.2(10.6) 27.3 (14.0) 16.2 (9.6) 9,. (9.5, 

17.0 (2.6) 8.8 (2.0) 2.3 (1.0) 
30.2 (3.0) 15.6 (1.7) 4.2 (1.2) 
33.2 (2.2) 31.8 (2.1) 12.0 (1.2) 
24.1 (2.4) 38.1 (2.4) 23.4 (2.3) 
14.7 (2.1) 36.7 (2.5) 30.8 (2.6) 
28.0 (19.0) 26.5 (11.5) 0.0 (0.0) 

0.0 (OlO) 
0.0 (0.0) 
2.1 (0.6) 
5.8 (1.2) 

12.9 (1.8) 
0.0 (0.0) 

\ 

34.9 (3.0) 32.7 (4.0) 10.8 (2.2) 0.0 (0.0, 
28.2 (3.9) 32.1 (3.7) 14.2 (3.0) 6.9 ,(2.1) 
26.1 (3.0) 33.8 (3.0) 15.0 (2.4) 4.3 (1.6) 
20.7 (2.0) 31.7 (2.2) 23.7 (1.7) 9.2 (1.1) 
25.2 (1.8) 22.1 (1.6) 10.8 (1.4) 1.1 (0.4) 

29.2 (4.2) 
24.7 (4.0) 
30.9 (4.0) 
33.6 (4.6) 
22.9 (3.0) 
23.5 (3.0) 
16.4 (3.2) 
13.7 (3.0) 

16.0 (3.0) 2.2 (1.3) 0.4 iO.4) 
15.8 (2.8) 3.5 (1.3) 0.8 (0.6) 
22.3 (3.4) 6.4 (1.7) 0.9 (0.6) 
32.2 (3.2) 13.7 (2.6) 2.4 (1.2) 
36.1 (2.9) 17.1 (2.7) 3.7 (1.2) 
37.3 (2.8) 25.3 (2.7) 6.2 jl.8) 
33.5 (4.1) 34.0 (3.6) 13.1 13.7) 
38.6 (3.7) 31.6 (3.5) 12.4 '(2.2) 
21.4 (3.3) 7.2 (1.7) 1.5 ,(0.8) 29.7 (2.9) 

24.8 (2.5) 7.5 (1.3) 1.3 '(0.5) 
26.3 (3.1) 8.8 (1.7) 1.5 (0.7) 
30.6 (2.6) 14.6 (2.2) 2.4 (1.1) 
38.1 (3.2) 19.0 (2.9) 6.3 (1.9) 
31.2 (3.4) 23.7 (3.2) 10.8 (2.2) 
34.6 (4.3) 33.1 (4.0) 7.6 (2.3) 
29.1 (6.9) 28.3 (7.6) 19.4 (7.6) 
43.7 (5.9) 33.3 (6.8) 8.1 (3.6) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 
**Interpret with caution:sampling error cannot be accurately estimated 
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Mississippi: Weighted Percent of People in the Scale Levels Based on the First Scale Score, 
Quantitative Literacy 

OCCUPATION 
Laborer 
Service 
Operative 
Clerical 
CMI 
Sales 

! 

Technical 
Professional I 

Manager ~ 

WEEKSOFEMPLOVMENT ~ 
O-13Weeks 
14.39Weeks 
40tWeeks I 

SOCIALSERV. 
CLIENT STAT 

Any Social Service 
AFDC 
Gen. A&.. Home Reliel 
Suppl.Security Income 
Food Stamps 

* UnemploymentComp. ~ 
Other 

HOUASWORKEO 
LAST WEEK ~ 

i-20 Hours 
21.34Hours I 
35-40 Hours 
41tHours 

WAGESPERHOUR 
Less than $3.85 
$3.86.$4.99 
s 5.00.$6.99 
8 7.00-S 9.99 
$10.00 or More 

395 
0 
0 

209 
20 
0 

232 
263 
203 

641 688,189 (4%) 41.1 (2.1) 
250 286,523 (6%) 22.8 (3.0) 
861 944,196 (3%) 16.7 (1.5) 

510 
98 
15 

196 
269 

84 
a7 

11.8 131,930 (11%) 27.1 (5.3) 20.3 (4.1) 33.2 (4.9) 
101 109,427 (10%) 22.1 (3.9) 30.3 (4.5) 30.4 (3.9) 
442 476,848 (4%) 17.4 (1.9) 28.1 (2.5) 26.9 (2.4) 
317 362,428 (5%) 14.3 (2.7) 20,3 (2.7) 35.5 (2.8) 

108 
112 
174 
161 
315 

462.494 (7%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 

204,798 (6%) 
23,986 (22%)* 

0 (0%) 
270,138 (9%) 
278.005 (7%) 
203,330 (8%) 

43.2 (2.9) 
**-** (0.0) 
.**** (0.0) 
15.6 (2.6) 
34,9 (12.9) 
***-- (0.0, 
35.0 (3.2) 
9.0 (1.9) 
7.3 (1.8) 

595.076 (5%) I 44.4 (2.1) 
120.302(10%) : 56.3 (4.7) 

16.408 (23%)' 61.9 (14.0) 
231.581 (7%) 56.5 (3.3) 
331.510 (6%) ,; 54.3 (2.8) 

27.7 (2.1) 
24.3 (4.1) 
21.9(11.7) 

96.138 (13%) 30.2 (4.9) 
92,509 (13%) 22.6 (3.8) 

24.3 (3.6) 
27.3 (2.6) 
30.9 (4.8) 
23.5 (3.9) 

30.6 (2.3) 
..*** (0.0) 
..... (0.0) 
29.9 (3.2) 
19.9 (8.4) 
-***- (0.0) 
23.5 (3.1) 
17.7 (2.5) 
24.3 (4.0) 

26.3 (1.7) 
27.1 (2.9) 
23.9 (1.5) 

20.1 (1.9) 5.9 (1.1) 
17.4 (3,5) 1.0 (l.O), 
12.4 (8.3) 3.8 (3.6) 
14.6 (2.1) 1 3.8 (1.4) 

129,812 (10%) 34.0 (4.3) 32.6 (6.0) 20.9 (4.5) 
125,691 (9%) 27.1 (4.7) 35.1 (4.1) 26.9 (4.6) 
193,671 (8%) 21.7 (3.3) 24.7 (4.1) 36.7 (3.7) 
175,111 (8%) 15.9 (3.2) 25.2 (3.4) 32.6 (4.1) 
348.212 (6%) 11.7 (2.3) 18.3 (2.6) 28.9 (2.7) 

19.2 (2.0) 5.0 (1.2) 1.2 (0.4) 
**.-a (0.0) ***** (0.0) ..... (0.0) 
***** (0.0) ...** (0.0) ***a- (0.0) 
30.2 (3.0) 18.9 (2.6) 5.3 (1.8) 
24.3 (10.1) 16.3 (6.1) 4.5 (4.6) 
**--- (0.0) ***** (0.0) ...a* (0.0) 
25.1 (3,l) 12.5 (2.1), 4.0 (1,3) 
35.4 (2.9) 27.9 (3.0) 10.0 (1.9) 
40.7 (4.1) 23.3 (3.3) 4,4 (1.6) 

21.9 (1.8) 9.5 (0.9) 
36.7 (3.4) 9.8 (1.8) 
31.0 (1.5) 21.6 (1.3) 

14.6 (2.1) 
25.8 (5.4) 
29.6 (5.6) 

2.0 (0.7) 
1.0 (1.0) 
0.0 (0.0) 
0.8 (0.6) 
0.9 (0.6) 
5.3 (2.4) 

2.9 (i.l), 1 
7.7 (3.1) * 

19.2 (4.6) ~ 5.2 (2,l) 

1.2 (0.4) 
3.6 (1.2) 
6.8 (0.9) 

17.0 (3.6) '~ 2.4 (1.4) 
14.3 (3.3) 2.8 (1.6) 

ii.1 (2.8) ,I 1.5 (1.1) 
7.4 (2.4) :i 3.5 

15.5 (2.7) 1 
(1.7) 

1.3 (0,9) 
20.5 (2.6) : 5.9 (2.0) 
29.4 (2.5) ,I 11.7 (2.0) 

* Interpret with caution:sampling ewx cannot be accurately estimated. 
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APPENDIX E 

ADDITIONAL JTPA 
AND ES/U1 DATA 
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Distributions of JTPA Applicants Reporting Materials in Their Home While Growing 
Up by Rac&thnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Daily/Weekly newspaper 

Em 

Magazines 

ummm \===I 

TOTAL 2,484 1.084.264 84.1 (1.4, 14.8 (1.4) 2,475 1.072.81i 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1.550 754,493 86.2 (1.5) 
653 221.860 82.0 (1.7) 
159 64,912 77.2 (4.1) 

12.8(1.5) 1,545 746.178 
16.5(1.5) 650 220.167 
22.8 (4.1) 158 63,467 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S.Oip. 01 GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College oegree 

i ~ 

I 

176 64,975 71.1 (6.0) 28.4 (5.9) 176 
699 297,332 84.8 (1.1, 13.9 (1.1) 695 

1,039 477.748 84.3 (2.3) 15.1 (2.3) 1.035 
439 182.572 84.9 (2.3) 12.7 (2.4) 438 
130 61,480 90.4 (4.0) 9.2 (3.9) 130 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 

485 
483 
501 
731 

46t 255 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 488 
Not Employed 827 
Out01 Labor Force 1,169 

181.526 84.1 (2.5) 14.8 (2.6) 484 
212,117 82.1 (3.2) 16.3 (2.7) 481 
232,384 89.1 (1.6) 10.5 (1.7) 499 
338,328 83.7 (2.1) 15.5 (2.4) 729 
109,154 78.9 (5.4) 18.9 (5.2) 253 

237,084 82.4 (3.1) ~ 17.2 (3.1) 487 
351,874 85.0 (1.9) ~ 13.7 (1.8) 825 
495,305 84.2 (1.7) 14.5 (1.4) 1.163 

83.3 (1.3) 

85.2 (1.0) 
80.2 (3.0) 
77.0 (5.0) 

73.0 (5.3) 
82.9 (1.1) 
81.8 (2.8) 
89.7 (1.1) 
89.1 (4.7) 

15.5 (1.3) 

13.2 (1.0) 
19.4 (2.9) 
23.0 (5.0) 

64,975 
290.475 
473,267 
182.458 
61,480 

26.6 (5.0) 
16.4 (1.5) 
16.4 (2.6) 
9.2 0.1) 

(IO.9 (4.7) 

181,118 16.0 (2.5) 
211,594 12.6 (2.8) 
229,219 13.3 (2.1) 
334,912 17.7 (3.4) 
105,213 78.9 (3.7) '.' 19.1 (3.2) 

84.0 (2.5) 
86.3 (3.2) 
85.8 (2.5) 
80.5 (3.0) 

235,114 86.6 (2.4) 11.4 (1.7) 
351,058 81.6 (3.1) 17.6 (3.1) 
486.640 82.9 (1.4) I 15.9 (1.5) 

More than 2.5 books ~ 

2,469 1.065.842 74.6 (1.5) 24.2 (1.3) 2,477 1.074.532 

1,539 739,746 76.3 (2.1) 22.6 (1.8) 1.544 746,000 
651 220,575 74.6 (3.0) 23.9 (2.7) 653 221,566 
157 62,523 59.7 (7.9) 40.3 (7.9) 158 63,967 

174 63,085 62.3 (5.6) 36.5 (5.3) 175 64,030 
690 285,818 71.8 (2.0) 26.1 (2.1) 694 291.278 

1,035 472,730 74.3 (3.0) 24.8 (3.0) 1,038 475.015 
439 182.572 80.5 (2.1) 18.4 (2.4) 439 182.572 
130 61,480 85.1 (2.5) 14.7 (2.5) 130 61,480 

484 180.582 78.0 (4.5) 21.2 (4.3) 483 180.858 
482 210.672 76.1 (3.7) 22.5 (3.3) 482 210,672 
496 225,359 79.9 (3.0) 18.5 (2.8) 500 229.651 
726 333,377 71.6 (2.5) 27.0 (2.4) 729 335.412 
252 105,099 64.2 (5.2) 35.2(5.1) 254 107.184 

485 
Not Employed 826 
Out of Labor Force 1,158 

233,224 82.4 (2.4) 
351,466 69.5 (2.6) 
481,152 74.5 (2.0) 

16.8 (2.4) 1 
28.7 (2.3) 1 

487 
826 

24.4 (1.5) ~ 1.164 

235.114 
351.683 
487.735 

74.2 (1.3) 

76.6 (1.3) 
71.6 (2.4) 
59.3 (6.0) 

54.3 (5.7) 
76.0( 2.7) 
74.4 (2.4) 
76.0 (2.0) 
79.1 (4.4) 

79.2 (2.7) 
79.6 (2.6) 
83.0 (2.6) 
69.3 (3.7) 
51.0 (4.8) 

1 

i 78.8(2.7) 
~ 74.0(2.2) 25.1 (2.1) 

72.0 (1.8) 25.5 (1.6) 

24.4 (1.4) 

21.9 (1.6) 
27.4 (2.2) 
38.8 (6.6) 

44.0 (5.5) 
23.5 (2.6) 
23.5 (2.3) 
22.7 (1.8) 
20.6 (4.5) 

20.6 (2.7) 
19.1 (1.9) 
15.8 (2.4) 
28.6 (4.2) 
46.9 (5.1) 

21.0 (2.7) 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVEL OF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED ~ 
SomePostsecondary ~ 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 

'The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard errors 
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Distributions of JTPA Applicants Reporting Materials in Their Home While Growing 
Up by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

Dictiiiari 1 ~ ~Personal computer , 

2,471 1.075.294 92.7 (0.7) 6.3 (0.7) 2,434 1.039.718 6.2 (1.2) 93.2 (i,Z) TOTA,~ 

RACElETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 "ears 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LAEORFORCESTATUS 
Emplpyed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Farce 

1,544 749,546 94.2 (1.0) i 4.6 (0.9) I.527 732,727 5.6 (1.1) 
647 

93.9 (1.0) 
218.781 90.3 (1.3) 8.7 (1.1) 632 202,501 7.1 (2.7) 

159 64,912 
92.5 (2.6) 

86.8 (4.2) 12.4 (4.0) 154 61,900 3.1 (1.0, 96.9 (1.0) 

176 64,975 
693 291,393 

1,038 477,635 
435 180.341 
128 60,793 

484 180.582 
482 211,140 
496 229,107 
727 337,472 
254 107.184 

488 237,552 93.4 (1.3), 6.1 (1.3) 460 230,964 7.3,(2.9) 
821 

92.6 (2.8) 
349.911 91.9 (1.8) 7.4 (1.9) 813 344,071 4.8 (1.3) 

1.162 
94.4 (1.2) 

487,830 93.0 (1.4) 5.7 (1.0) 1.141 464,684 6.6 (1.3) 92.5 (1.4) 

81.6 (4.4) 17.9 (4.4, 

93.1 (3.6) 6.9 (3.6) 

94.1 (2.1) ~ 5.7 (2.1) 
94.2 (1.3, 4.7 (1.1) 
95.4 (1.0) 3.9 (1.0) 
91.6(1.3) 6.6 (1.5) 
84.6 (3.7) 14.7 (3.7) 

172 63.412 10.6 (4.5) 60.9 (4.6) 
681 277,543 9.4 (2.6, 90.6 (2.6) 

1.061 459,120 3.9 (1,2) 95.2 (1.3, 
436 180.157 7.0 (l(4) 91.7(1,7) 
128 59,328 1.2 (0:8) 96.8 (0.8) 

477 177.847 15.1 (4.0) 
476 205,476 11.5(2.2) 
482 213.798 2.0 (0.8) 
720 327,239 
250 

l.l,(?.S) 
104.604 3.0 12.7) 

84.9 (4.0) 
86.7 (2.4) 
97.2 (1.3) 
98.5 (0.5) 
97.0 (2.7) 
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Distributions of ES/III Participants Reporting Materials in Their Home While 
Growing Up by RaceiEthnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Magazines 
\umLrym 

TOTAL 3,263 18.866.194 85.6 (1.3) 14,o (1.3) 3,260 18.867.922 84,6(1,3) 

2,388 11.876.754 91.6 (0,8) 8.3 (0.8) 2,384 It .865.891 88.3 (0.9) 
374 2.183.664 83.1 (3.1) 16.1 (3.0) 375 2.189,197 86.8 (2.9) 
379 3.802.577 69.6 (5.4) 30.3 (5.4) 379 3.809.636 74.6 (6.8) 

RACEIETHNICITY 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 

O-8 Y&m 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,ar GED 
Same Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 

1,4.8 (1.3) 

11.1 (1.0) 
13.1 (2.8) 
24.9 (6.5) 

il.3 (8.9) 
22.0 (3.9) 
14.4 (1.5) 
11.1 (2.5) 

115 ~ 498.261 48.7 (8~9) 
498 2.932.751 77.4 (3.9) 

1,274 6.666.871 84.9 (1.5) 
857 5.146.040 88.1 (2.4) 
513 3.601.479 89.8 (2.5) Iq.0 (2.5) 

115 498.261 58.1 (13.7) 
76.1 (3.5) 
87.6 (1.7) 
87.3 (1.6) 
91.4 (1.2) 

84.5 (6.5) 
86.3 (2.4) 
84.0 (2.5) 

41.5 (13.7) 
23.5 (3.5) 
12.2 (1.8) 
12.0 (1.3) 
8.5 (1.2) 

14.9 (6.6) 
13.2 (2.5) 
15.8 (2.5) 

496 2.917.044 
1,278 6,678.907 

859 5.151.332 
512 3.598.131 

16-20 314 
21-25 613 
26-31 724 
32-45 1,053 

545 

1.845.836 
3.403.699 
4.135.083 
6.090.419 
3.306.695 

84.3 (1.8) 15.2 (1.7) 
89.7 (1.7) 10.2 (1.7) 

314 1.845.836 89.7 (1.6) 10.3 (1.6) 
614 3.413.874 88.6 (1,7) li.3(1.8) 
724 4.137.499 82,4 (2.6) 17.0 (2.3) 

1,052 6.087.070 83.5 (1.7) 15.7 (1.6) 
542 3.299.180 82.3 (3.5) ,16.8 (3.5) 

1,294 7.152.012 86.2 (1.9) 13.3 (1.9) 1.293 7,148,897 85.1 (2.0) 14.2 (2.0) 
1,125 6.404.885 86.1 (1.2) 13.6 (1.2) 1,122 6.397.370 85.0 (1.6) 14.7 (1.5) 

844 5.309.297 84,l (2.3) 15.5 (2.4) 845 5321,655 83.6 (1.5) 15.9(1.6) 

46 + 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 

Employed 
Not Employed * 
Out of Labor Force 

More than 25 books 
;um’II!& m&l”hr 

TOTAL 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

3,254 ~ 18.800.127 

2,384 11.863.332 
373 2.180.316 
377 3.774.308 

82.4 (1.2) 
72.3 (4.8) 
65.6 (10.9) 

21.6 (2.0) 

16.9 (1.1) 
27.6 (4.9) 
33.3(11.2) 

3,255 18.810.660 76.2 (1.1) 23.6 (1.1) 

2,383 11.850.054 81.2 (0.7) 18.5 (0.7) 
373 2.179.660 81.0 (3.3) 19.0 (3.3) 
378 3.783.281 60.2 (2.8) 8.6 (2,7) 

LEVELOF EOUCATION 

O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.D. Dip.or GED 
Some Pastsecondary 
College Degree 

115 ~ 498.261 
496 ~ 2.917.044 

~ 1,272 6.636.185 
I 855 ~ 5.124.639 

513 3:601:479 

49,4 (15,5) 50,2 (15.8) 114 483,526 48.6 (16.7) 50,6 (17.0, 
65.1 (4.3) 33.8 (4.0) 496 2.912.483 67.5 (2,5) 3F.2 (2.5) 
77.4 (2.1) 21.8 (2.0) 1,275 6.658.452 76.9 (2,2) 228 (2.2) 
81.7 (2.2) 17.6 (2.4) 855 5.136.206 79,o (1.7) 20.8 (1.7) 
87.1 (1.9) 12.7 (1.9) 512 3.597.474 81.9 (1.6) 18.1 (1.6) 

AGE 

16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

313 1.819.966 88.6 (3.0) 
612 3.401.299 78.4 (2.6) 
723 4.132.765 80.9 (3.2) 

1,050 6.066.044 75.0 (2.6) 
543 3.301.123 72.0 (3.0) 

11.4 (3.0) 
21.4 (2.6) 
18.6 (3.2) 
24.5 (2.5) 
25.6 (2.9) 

20.9 (2.2) 
21.4 (2.4) 
22.6 (2.1) 

314 1.845.836 80.5 (3.4) 19.2 (3.5) 
613 3.399.138 76.0 (1.8) 24.0 (1.8) 
723 4.132.765 81.3 (2.4) 18.4 (2.4) 

1.051 6.080.829 76.0 (1.3) 23.9 (1.3) 
542 3,275,481 67.6 (2.7) 32.1 (2.7) 

LABORFOACESTATUS 

Employed 1,293 7.146.480 78.2 (2,i) 
Not Employed 1,120 6.352.417 77.9 (2.6) 
Out of Labor Force 841 5.301.230 76.9 (2.2) 

,292 7.143,078 ~ 77.2 (1.6) 22.6 (1.6) 
,120 6.364.133 ~ 76.8 (1.9) 23.1 (1.9) 
843 5.303.449 74.2 (1.7) 25.4 (1.7) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors. 
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Distributions of ES/U1 Participants Reporting Materials in Their Home While 
Growing UP by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force status 

Dictionary 

TOTAL 3,252 i8.732.210 3,199 18,505,078 7.5 (0.6) 92.1(06) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2.381 11.817.626 
374 2,183.664 
376 3,757,184 

2,348 11.708.485 8.5(1,4) 90.9 (1~4) 
366 2.128.426 3.1 (1.2) 96.9 (1.2) 
370 3.710.895 6~4 (2.2) 93.5 (2.2) 

LEVEL OF EDUCATlDN 
D-B years 
9-12 "ears 
H.S. Dip.ar GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

116 499.787 
495 2.913.757 

1,271 6.609.014 
657 
510 

i 5.132.550 
3.554.583 

94.9 (0,8) 4~9 (0.8) 

96.0 (0.7) 3.8 (0.6) 

96.4 j1.2) 3.6 (1.2) 
90.3 (6.7) 9.5 (6.6) ~ 

114 495,861 0.0 (0.0) 100.0 (0,D) 
489 2,829,432 4.0 (1.0) 95.9 (1.0) 

1,258 6.557.638 10.0 (0.9) 89,B (1~0) 
840 5.059.421 7,D (l(1) 92.6 (1.1) 
495 3.540.208 7.5 (2.0) 91 6 (2.1) 

AGE 
16-20 

I 

21-25 
26-31 
32.A5 
46+ 

67.2 (13.0) 32.1 (13.5) 
93,5 (2.5) 6.2 (2.5) 
95.3 (0.7) 4.6 (0.7) ~ 
97.2 (0,6) 2.7 (0.6) 
96.6 (1.5) ~ 3.4 (1.5) 

313 1,820.710 
612 ~ 3,400,412 
721 4.090,616 

1,051 6.069.392 
541 3.266.617 

97.6 (1.3) 2.2 (1,3) ~ 313 1.842.434 27,3 
95.7 

(6.0) 72,7 (6.0) 
(1,5) 

96.4 (0.7) ~ 
4.2 (1.5) 603 3.332.460 14.0 (1.6) 85~8 (1.6) 
3.5 (0.7) 714 4.042.752 4.7 (0.7) 

94~5 (1.0) 
94,7 (0.8) 

5.3 (1.0) 1,026 5.951,003 2.7j1.2) 
91.6 ~ 

96.8 (1.2) 
(1.7) 8.3 (1.7) 531 3,259,773 1.7 (1.0) 97.9 ,l,D) 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out01 Labor Force 

1.294 ! 7.150.190 94,8 (I.,) 4.9 (1.1) 1.274 7,076,844 7.8 
1,118 6.333.330 

(0.8) 
95.9 (0.9) 4,l (0,9) 1,106 6.328.646 6.8 

640 5,248,690 
(1.0) 

93.9 (0.9) 6.0 (0.9) ~ 819 5.099.587 8,D (1.5) 

92,D (0~9) 
92.6 (0.9) 
91,7(1,5) 
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TOTAL 

Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

RACEIETHNICITY 

White 
PlOX 
Document 
Quantitative 

Black 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

Hispanic 
Prose 
Document 
Quantitative 

AGE 

16-20 
PlO% 
Document 
Ouantitative 

21-25 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

26-31 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

32-45 
PlDZ 
Document 
Ouantitative 

46t 
Prose 
Document 
Quantitative 

Participation in Adult Basic Education and Associated Level 
of Proficiency by Rac&thnicity and Age* 

1 

~ 262.5 (4.7) 
25&Z (5.8) 
263.2 (5.8) 

1 273.7 (6.0) 
271.1 (6.3) 
277.4 (6.7) 

237.0 (9.3) 
232.5 (10.1) 

~ 

~ 

1:::: (:::: 

228.0 (12.5) 
227.2 (13.9) 

260.5 (4.4) 
253.4 (3.6) 
256.2 (3.3) 

~ 255.5(11.6) 
~ 259.6 (6.7) 
~ 267.3 (8.8) 

258,2 (5.9) 
249.7 (6.5) 
255.2 (7.3) 

269.7 (4.8) 279.6 (4.8) 278.6 (4.5) 
264.7 (3.6) ~ 281.9 (6.2) 268.5 (3.1) 
266.3 (2.4) ~ 288.1 (8.5) ~ 274.9 (4.7) 

237,2 (5.3) 
222.5 (4.6) 
230.8 (7.6) 

229.9 (9.9) 
224.7 (13.8) 
227.6 (7.6) 

253.7 (9.9) 
249.5 (10.0) 
252.7 (8.2) 

219.0 (21.9) 
226.8 (15.9) 
237.8 (15.8) 

~ 239,2 (17,9) 252.0 (3.2) ~ 247.0 (19.4) 

~ 240.0 242.8 (19.1) (14.2) ~ ~ 251.9 249.0 (4.2) (4.2) ~ ~ 263.2 267.9 (19.4) (12.1) ~ 

253.5 (10,7) 
253.9 (6.0) 
250.9 (6.5) 

273.7 (12.4) 260.6 (7.5) 
272.7 (18.1) 261.3 (6.6) 

279.1 (9.9) 

~ 271.5 (6.9) 259.9 (6.1) 246.7 (19.1) 
257.0 (11.8) 
265.3 (15.0) 

262.7 (7.5) 
~ 260.8 (9.0) 
~ 258.4 (10.2) 

1 270.6 (8.8) 
260.7 (6.9) 
271.6 (7.4) 

259.0(11.1) 
~ 247.6 (8.9) 

262.1 (11.0) 

254.9 (10.4) 
246.6 (13.7) 
249.8 (12.6) 

262.8 (5.8) 
266.6 (5.6) 

263.4 (6.1) 
251.5 (8.5) 
261.7 (7.6) 

238.8 (9,D) 
226.7 (8.4) 
234.7 (9.7) 

251.2 (5.0) 
263.0 (7.9) 
266,7 (8.4) 

266.2(11.9) 
265.7 (9.2) 
272.2 (11.5) 

256.4 (15.7) 
238.6 (19.8) 
258.2 (15.8) 

228.8 (13.7) 
214.3 (13.8) 
216.3 (10.3) 

235.1 (11.9) 
228.6 (11.9) 
234.7 (14.7) 

274.4 (8.2) 
261.4(11.7) 
272.1 (10.6) 

253.9 (11.3) 
247.7 (12.7) 
250.9(11.1) 

251.8(11.9) 
234.2 (7.7) 
251.1 (6.7) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 



Literacy Proficiency Levels for JTPA Applicants Who 
Studied for and Received GED by Race/Ethnicity and Age* 

TOTAL 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 

Prose 
Documenf 
Ouantilative 

Black 
Prose 
Document 
Quantitative 

Hispanic 
Prose 
Document 
Duantitative 

AGE 
16-20 

PlO% 
Documeot 
Quantitative 

21-25 
PrllSe 
Document 
Quantitative 

26-31 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

32-45 
Prose 
Document 
Quantitative 

46t 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantilative 

Studied for GED i 

1 274.6 (4.6, ! 250.3 IS.61 
! 270.5 i4.6j 
( 273.1 (5.4) 

( z ii::; 
284.0 (5.8) 

I 249.1 (11.4) 

1 E ii:;; 

271.6 (12.6) 
264.5 (12.8) 

, 269.9 (19.0) 

244.3 (4.6; 
249.5 (4.0) 

260.5 (7.5) 
255.0 (6.3) 
259.4 (4.8) 

220.9 (11.2) 
214.7 (8.0) 
222.9 (12.5) 

207.8 (6.2) 
204.0 (8.8) 
207.4 (8.2) 

254.3 (11,7) 
262.4 (10.1) 
254.0 (7.9) 

276.5 (8.0) 
281.6(11.5) 
279.0 (17.3) 

277.5 (10.2) 
266.9 (7.3) 
270.2 (8.3) 

281.2 (7.4) 
272.1 (6.6) 
280.6 (4.9) 

276.8 (8.1) 
264.6 (8.4) 
273.9 (7.5) 

250.4 (3.5) 
250.1 (5.4) 
251.1 (5.0) 

243.8 (8.3) 
240.7 (6.3) 
248.4 (7.0) 

282.6 (16.5) 
264.1 (12.9) 
268.6 (13.2) 

237.2 (10.7) 
233.9 (11.4) 
242.1 (11.4) 

216.7 (10.0) 
205.7 (11.9) 
221.0 (14.0) 

Received GED 
IId 

294.8 (4.1) ! 246.8 (7.7) 
285.4 (4.4) ~ 250.1 (6.7) 
289.1 (4.7) ; 251.1 (6.6) 

301.4 (4.1) 254.7 (9.8) 
294.4 (4.7) i 260.6 (7.2) 
298.1 (5.5) 263.2 (7.9) 

268.9(12.8) ~ 221.5 (10.4) ~ 
254.6 (6.4) 222.3 

1 
(6.9) 

260.2 (5.3) 221.4 (4.9) 

281.9 (17.7) 250.2 (19.3) 
265.7(11.2) 259.8 (16.2) 
280.3 (25.5) I 246.6 (10.2) 'J 

) 

284.1 (21.7) 237.6 (14.2) 
281.5 (16.4) ( 252.4 

! 
(10.8) 

268.8 (11.8) 246.0 (9,7) 

302.4 (7.4) 246.4 (14.4) 
300.1 (7.2) 261.1 (19.8) 
299.5 (15.2) ~ 257.7 (22.9) 

293.3 (12.2) ~ 256.3 (22.1) 
280.7 (8.9) 248.3(14.7) 
288.6 (6.7) ~ 245.7 (14.9) 

;;;I y; ~ ;;;:; ;;:,'i : 

291.3 (5.8) 258.1 (8.2) 

282.7 (9.7) : 252.3 (14.3) 
273.2 (9.9) 
282.7 (7.9) ! 

229.1 (9.3) 
237.2 (11.1) 

* The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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TOTAL 
Prose 
DOCmlent 
auantitative 

RACE!ETHNICITY 
White 

PrOStY 
Document 
Ouantitative 

Black 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

Hispanic 
Prose 
Document 
auantifative 

AGE 
16-20 

PiO% 
Document 
Ouantitative 

21-25 
Prose 
Document 
auantitative 

26-31 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

32-45 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

46, 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

Literacy Proficiency Levels for ES/U1 Participants Who 
Studied for and Received GED by Race/Ethnicity and Age* 

Studied for GED Received GED 

270.3 (6.2) 
268.3 (5.1) 
276.6 (5.0) 

283.9 (5.9) 
262.6 (3.9) 
291,2 (4.6) 

277.2 (6.1) 
265.0 (5.0) 
272.9 (7.9) 

252.1 (11.9) 229.6 (12.5) 
244.5 (9.0) 218.6 (18.4) 
245.6 (11.0) 223.8 (II,,) 

247.6 (8.5) 
240.6 (8.4) 
248.6 (8.2) 

246.9 (15.3) 216.5 (9.6) 
242.3 (15.9) 214.8(11.6) 
252.6 (14.0) 226.2 (12.2) 

256.7 (13.3) 
267.7 (12.9) 
266~0 (10.1) 

266.6 (10.0) 
269.4 (8.5) 
277.7 (8.3) 

275.4 (7.4) 
276.5 (5.5) 
287.7 (5.3) 

276.6 (6.7) 
271.6 (8.3) 
260.6 (6.1) 

291.2 (6.0) 239.8 (8.2) 
284.7 (3.1) 244.6 (9.1) 
293.3 (3.4) 254.7 (10.6) 

295.3 (6,l) ~ 256.9 (8.3) 
291.3 (4.1) ~ 261.7 (7.3) 

269.2 (10.0) ~ 225.6 (19.9) 

263.0 (12.5) 218.3 (18.0) 
260.0 (13.2) 227.2 (17.7) 
281.9 (10.1, ~ 236.9(23.4) 

251.5 (MO) 297.4 (18.5) 
250.2 (6,9) 295.1 (15.8) 
262.0 (12.1) , 310.9 (13.3) 

243.2 (14.6) 
236.6 (14.3) 
240.9 (13.1) 

256.3 (11.2) 
250.6 (13.6) 
255.7 (13,7) 

242.3 (11.6) 
238.9 (12.2) 
242.0(11.6) 

293,o (10.4) 
291.6 (5,4) 
289.3 (9.5) 

281.3(iO.i) 
282.0 (7.2) 
300.1 (5.1) 

292.4 (8.5) 
286.7 (7,8) 
290,Z (8.1) 

241.2 (12.7) 
254.3 (12.5) 
250.7 (11.2) 

235.1 (14.5) 
246.6 (13.0) 
266.0 (22.4) 

262.1 (8,4) 
263.4 (9.1) 
258.7 (10.5) 

203.2 (42.9) 
240.4 (12.8) 
261.7 (15.8) 

262.0 (21.11 ~ 249.5 (12.1) 292.4 (8.5) 203.2(42.9) 
271.3 (8.5) 196.5 (31.5) 
287.2 (6.2) ~ 218.3 (31.2) 

*She numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard errors. 
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Literacy Proficiency Levels for JTPA Applicants Reporting 
Adequacy of Literacy Skills for Their Job* 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 

Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

Black 
Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

PVXe 
Document 
Ouantitative 

LABORFOACESTAT"S 
Employed 

Prose 
Document 
Ouantitative 

Not Employed 
Prose 

- Document 
Ouantitative 

Out of Labor Force 
PKM 
Document 
Ouantitalive 

297.1 (3.2) 
286.4 (3.1) 
295.9 (2.7) 

1 271.3 (3.7) 
255.6 

1 
(3.3) 

261.6 (3.9) 

267.4 (7.1) 
257.9 (4.6) 
263.6 (5.3) 

302.3 (7.7) 
287.0 (6.1) 
292.6 (6.5) 

287.4 (3.7) 
276.8 (4.0) 
283.4 (3.6) 

284.6 (3.3) 
276.8 (2.7) 
284.6 (2.5) 

233.3 (14.0) 
231.4 (11.3) 
256.5 (15.6) 

187.9 (17.2) 
197.6(22.2) 
210.6 (22.4) 

238.7 (29.5) 
220.6 (44.6) 
238.8 (24.2) 

297.1 (2.7) 
288.7 (3.1) 
296.4 (2.6) 

271.8 (4.0) 
255.9 (3.0) 
262.0 (4.2) 

269.6 (12.2) 
260.1 (7.7) 
273.8 (11.7) 

297.5 (2.7) 
289.0 (2.9) 
297.4 (2.7) 

220.8 (19.0) 
222.4 (14.5) 
227.4 (20.4) 

270.8 (4.1) 
255.2 (3.2) 
261.6 (4.2) 

272.1 (13.7) 
262.2 (10.4) 
267.2 (13.1) 

269.3 (5.1) ; 201.5(,,.3) 

224.3 (21.7) / 302.1 (7.7) 

218.6(12.6) 
1 

287.2 (6.2) 

253.6 (26.8) / 292.9 (6.3) 

I 
220.5 (20.1) 
198.1 (18.1) 
237.1 (18.0) 

224.7 (15.7) 
230.1 (12.4) 
244.2 121.01 

288.6 (3.6) 
278.1 (3.8) 
284.8 (3.3) 

285.2 (3.6) 
277.5 (2.7) 
285.9 (2.7) 

288.1 (14.2) 
264.5 (11.3) 
281.7 (13.8) 

242.4 (14.1) 

235.2 (13.8) 
246.4 (12.4) 

237.6 (12.8) 
237.6 (8.1) 
242.7(12.0) 

301.3 (6.8) 
286.0 (5.5) 
292.6 (5.6) 

288.3 (3.7) 
277.4 (4.2) 
285.2 (3.6) 

284.2 (3.1) 
276.9 (2.6) 
285.2 (2.81 

~ 240.8 (12.8) 
234.8 (15.3) 
239.8 (24.1) 

291.8 (23.2) 
,274.6(22.8) 
277.2 (24.6) 

258.3 (15.4) 
,248.a (12.9) 
248.4 (15.3) 

262.5 (10.8) 
254.4 (7.8) 
261.6 19.31 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. 
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Literacy Proficiency Levels for ES/U1 Participants Reporting 
Adequacy of Literacy Skills for Their Job* 

Reading ~ Writing ~ Mathematics 

RACEIFTHNWIY 

White 
Prose 312.7 (1.9) ~ 268.0(10.3) 313.2 (2.1) 289.4 (7.4) i 313.6 (2.0) 262.4 (6.0) 
Document , 303.5 (2.0) 267.2112.11 304.4 12.01 278.9 15.31 1 305.0 (2.11 ~ 267.0 (5.0) 
Quantitative ~ 310.1 (1.61 281.6 ‘(8.5j 311.1 il.Sj 1 287.8 i9.3j ~ 311.9 (1.5) 272.7 (5.4) 

Black 
PlO% 263.9 (4.7) 225.4 (26.1) 1 263.7 (4.9) I 246.0(16.3) 265.0 (4.4) 237.5 (21.3) 
Document 251.2 (3.1) 236.3 (18.6) 
Ouantitative 259.9 (5.7) 222.0 (15.5) 

~ 251.3 260.3 (3.1) (5.7) ~ 234.1 242.1 (13.6) (12.0) 251.9 261.1 (2.9) (5.3) 237.4 224.9(16.4) (24.2) 

Hispanic 
Prose 257.0 (5.6) 188.0 (12.5) 257.6 (6.7) 210.9 (16.1) 254.7 (4.7) 224.9(22.6) 
Document 252.9 (6.5) 185.6 (15.1) 254.4 (7.6) 202.0 (18.9) 250.9 (5.3) 218.9 (25.1) 
Quantitative 261.0 (4.3) 208.2 (11.4) 262.0 (5.3) 218.7 (10.1) 260.0 (3.6) ~ 231.1 (15.9) 

LABOR FORCE STATUS 

Employed 
PlW 297.7 (2.9) 226.3 (23.4) 299.1 (3.0) 262.9 (12.4) 297.3 (2.9) 275.6 (11.6) 
Document 293.4 (3.3) 232.7 (23.2) 295.3 (3.2) 257.6 (12.4) 294.1 (3.0) 259.0 (13.3) 
(luantitative 300.3 (3.4) 246.2 (19.3) 301.8 (3.4) 267.1 (12.4) 301.3 (3.1) 267.0(1!.4) 

Nat Employed 
Prose 295.8 (3.9) 252.2 (19.9) 296.3 (4.2) 270.6 (10.6) 296.7 (4.1) ~ 262.9(15.4) 
Document 267.6 (3.3) 246.4 (17.6) 288.2 (3.2) 262.4 (11.1) 268.3 (3.4) ~ 256.6(12.9) 
Quantitative 296.1 (2.6) 256.9 (10.4) 297.5 (2.8) 265.7 (6.8) 297.7 (2.6) i 256.5(10.1) 

Out of Labor Force I 
Prose 289.2 (6.8) 199.9(13.8) 287.6 (6.5) I 246.1 (24.6) 
Document 1 276.0 (4.2) 206.5 (18.6) 277.3 (4.6) i 237.2(15.2) 

268.6 (6.7) ~ 238.0(21.0) 

223.9(17,5) 1 283.2 (4.7) 1 250.1 (16.1) 
278.1 (4.1) 229.4(16.0) 

Duantitative 1 283.4 (4.4) 2841 (5.1) 236.4 (12.4) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors 
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F~quet~y of Help Received by JTPA Applicants for Literacy Activities 
by RWEthnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Filling out forms 

~~~~~ 

lOTAl. 2,463 1.092.157 1.9(0.5) 

RACE'ElHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1.549 758,674 1.6 (0.5) 
658 227,374 2.0 (1.1) 
156 63,525 3.9 (2.7) 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.orGED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

173 64.403 5.6 (2.3) 
699 298.661 2.2 (0.7) 

1,039 482,766 2.0 (0.8) 
441 183,708 0.6 (0.5) 
129 61,297 0.0 (0.0) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

484 182.867 
460 : 211.466 
504 233,624 
729 338,742 
256 114.836 

3.0 (1.2) 7.0 (0.8) ~ 14.8 (1.3) 34.8 (4.2) 40.4 (3.3) 
Z.O(O.8) ; 2.8(0.7) 7.2 (1.8) 29.6(3.3) 58.4 (4.3) 
1.3 (0.6) 3.3 (0.8) 4.6 11.61 21.5 12.11 69.2 12.61 
1.4 iO.6; 5.3 i1.9j 4.7 ii.oj 17.6 il.Sj ~ 71.0 ;1.9; 
2.8 (1.7) 3.9 (1.3) 6.8 (2.9) 22.2 (3.6) 646 (2.9) 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

490 240,663 
a23 351.168 

1,170 500.306 

2.0(0.8) 3.9(0.9) 7.3 (1.3) 27.6 (4.1) 59.3 (4.1) 
1.2 (0.4) 6.0 (1.0) 5.6 (0.8) 22.1 (2.3) 65.2 (2.6) 
2.5(0.9) 3.8(0.9) 8.1 (1.0) 24.4 (2.1) 61.3(2.5) 

4.5 (0.8) 7.1 (0.5) 

4.3 (1.0) 6.9 (0.7) 
4.9 (0.7) 7.6 (1.2) 
5.1 (1.6) 9.9(2.8) 

14.4 (3.4) 16.8(3.9) 
5.2 (1.0) 10.2 (1.0) 
3.9(1.2) 5.5(1.0) 
2.5 (0.8) 3.2 (0.8) 
1.4 (1.2) 6.0 (3.5) 

24.4 (1.4) 62.1 (1.6) 

26.1 (1.7) 61.1 (2.2) 
18.6 (2.0) 66.9(2.2) 
22.2 (4.3) 59.0(4.0) 

26.1 (4.6) 37,l (5.9) 
27.6 (2.9) 54.8 (2.5) 
26.4 (1.8) 62.1 (2.3) 
16.9 (2.5) 76.7 (2.6) 
13.9 (5.2) 78.7 (7.0) 

Readingkxplaining mwspaper articles or other written information 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 

RACE'ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LK'ELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
S-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,orGED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

lLABORFORCESTAT"S 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out01 Labor Force 

2,479 1.088.414 

1,550 759,654 
653 222,650 
156 63,525 

173 64,403 
696 296.062 

1.038 481,841 
441 183,708 
129 61.297 

484 182,903 
480 211.488 
502 231,734 
727 336,653 
258 114.836 

490 240,683 
823 351.168 

I.166 496,563 

4.2 (0.6) 5.5 (0.7) 4.3 (0.4) 

3.7(0.7) 5.3(0.7) 3.6(0.6) 
5.1 (1.7) 6.6(1.6) 6.8 (1.4) 
3.9 (1.7) 6.5 (3.2) 5.9 (3.3) 

12.7 (0.9) 73.3 (1.4) 

13.0 (1.3) 74.4 (1.9) 
9.2 (1.6) 72:3 (2.7) 

18.1 (4.3) 65t6 (6.4) 

10.2 (3.3) 10.3 (3.0) 10.1 (3.2) 11.3 (2.5) 58.0 (5.7) 
4.4(0.9) B.Z(i.1) 5.1 (1.1) 13.3(2.1) 694(2.9) 
4.2 (0.8) 4.9(1.1) 3.8 (0.9) 13.5 (1.4) 73.6 (1.5) 
2.9 (1.4) 2.1 (0.8) 3.0(0.7) (2.0) 10.3 81.7 (2.7) 
0.3 (0.3) 2.6(2.1) 2.6 (2.3) 11.7 (4.0) 82.7 (6.2) 

7.2 (1.4) 12.5 (2.4) 8.6 (1.3) 17.3 (1.8) 54.5 (2.7) 
4.1 (1.6) 7.4 (2.3) 4.0 (1.1) 11.6(2.7) 73.0 (2.8) 
2.3(0.7) '~ 2.7(0.7) 5.8 (1.5) 12.1 (2.2) 77.1 (1.9) 
4.2 (1.4) 3.6 (0.9) 2.2 (0.8) 9.5 (1.8) 80.5 (2.3) 
2.9 (1.5) 2.0(0.9) 0.9 (0.5) 15.9 (4.2) 78.4 (3.4) 

4.7(1.7) 7.6(1.9) 4.3 (0.8) 13.9 (2.3) 69.6 (3.6) 
2.8 (0.7) 3.8 (1.0) 4.5 (0.9) 9.7 (1.7) 79.1 (2.2) 
4.8 (0.9) 5.7(1.1) 4.2 (0.7) 14.2 (1.3) 71.1 (2.2) 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard errrxs. 
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Frequency of Help Received by JTPA Applicants for Literacy Activities 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

Dealing with government agencies, public companies, business, medical personnel, etc. 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 2.470 1.088.426 2.5 (0.5) 2.7 (0.5) a.3 (0.9) 26.3 (1.1) 60.3 (1.4) 

1,548 759,222 2.0 (0.5) 2.2 (0.5) 8.5 (1.1) 28.4 (1.6) 58.9 (2.4) 
655 224.540 3.7 (0.9) 4.6(1.5) 7.4 (0.9) 19.3 (3.0) 65.1 (2.3) 
155 62.081 3.4 (2.3) 3.3 (1.4) 5.7 (2.1) 25.3 (3.4) 62.4 (4.3) 

172 64,217 6.4 (4.3) 
697 297,007 2.4 (0.7) 

1,037 481,095 2.7 (0.8) 
441 183.708 0.4 (0.2) 
129 61.297 3.4 (2.6) 

6.0 (2.2) 14.2 (4.6) 13.4 (1.8) 
4.2 (1.0) 8.1 (1.3) 26.8 (3.1) 
2.3 (0.7) 8.8 (1.3) 28.7 (1.6) 
1.1 (0.7, 6.1 (1.7, 25.1 (2.3) 
O.S(O.5) 5.1 (2.9) 22.2 (4.5) 

61.0 (7.0) 
58.5 (2.8) 
57.6 (2.4) 
67.2 (2.4) 
68.4 (7.3) ~ 

484 182,903 4.1 (2.3) 
479 211,241 2.2 (0.8) 
502 231,734 1.7 (0.7) 
727 337.111 2.2 (0.9) 
258 114,836 3.1 (1.7) 

6.8 (1.4) 12.3 (1.9) 29.9 (2.6) 
1.6 (0.6) 8.9 (2.3) 30.0 (3.5) 
1.9 (0.6) 6.5 (1.3) 26.8 (2.9) 
2.6(0.9) ~ 8.6(1.3) 22.1 (1.5) 
O.S(O.3) ~ 3.3(0.8) ~ 23.3(3.3) 

46.9 (2.6) 
57.4 (3.6) 
63.1 (2.8) 
64.6 (3.0) 
69.8 (3.2), ~ 

489 240,497 2.0(0.6) 2.4 (0.8) 8.8 (2.0) 29.6 (2.9) 57.3 (3.7) 
822 350,921 1.5(0.6) 2.4 (0.6) 9.8 (1.3) 22.7 (2.3) 63.6 (1.8) 

1,167 497,007 3.5(1.0) 3.1 (0.7) 6.9 (0.9) 27.2 (1.7) 59.3 (2.1) 

RACEETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVEL OF EDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
SomePostsecondary 
College oegree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

LABOR FORCE STATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

Writing notes and letters 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 2.480 1.089.551 3.1 (0.5) ~ 4.1 (0.6) 3.2 (0.5) 10.3 (0.7) 

RAWETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

I.550 759,702 2.5 (0.6) 3.8 (0.7) 2.4 (0.5) 10.6 (1.0) 
654 223,739 4.5 (1.5) 4.5 (1.3) 4.4 (0.9) 7.3 (1.6) 
156 63,525 5.2 (1.0) 4.8 (1.5) 7.4 (2.0) 13.3 (3.3) 

LEVELOFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

173 64.403 3.9 (1.4) 7.4 (3.0) 9.1 (3.6) 15.7 (5.6) 
696 296,873 4.2 (0.9) 5.9 (1.0) 3.5 (0.8) 9.8 (1.5) 

1,039 482,786 2.6 (0.9) 3.2 (0.8) 2.3 (0.7) 12.1 (1.3) 
440 182,907 2.8 (0.9) 3.1 (1.4) 3.2 (1.1) 4.7 (1.0) 
130 61.480 2.4 (2.2) 2.5 (1.5) 2.1 (1.3) 9.6 (3.5) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

483 182.768 5.6 (1.8) 7.5 (1.0) 4.0 (0.6) 10.5 (2.1) 72.4 (2.8) 
480 211,488 3.7 (1.7) 2.4 (0.6) 2.5 (0.9) 6.1 (1.2) 85.2 (2.6) 
501 230,933 2.4 (0.8) 2.2 (0.8) 3.0 (1.0) 11.6(2.7) 80.8 (2.4) 
730 338,925 2.3 (0.6) 5.4 (1.5) 3.6 (1.1) a.7 (1.3) 80.0 (2.1) 
258 114,836 2.2 (1.2) 2.1 (1.1) 1.8 (0.8) 18.7 (6.4) 75.2 (5.7) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

490 240.683 2.9 (0.8) 5.9(1.6) 3.0 (0.7) 11.2(2.5) 76.9 (3.6) 
822 350,367 2.0 (0.8) 3.3 (1.0) 2.4 (0.6) 10.9 (1.7) 81.4(1.9) 

1,168 498,500 4.1 (0.9) 3.8(0.7) 3.8 (1.0) 9.4 (1.6) 78.8 (2.2) 

79.2 (1.1) 

80.6 (1.3) 
79.3 (2.0)' 
69.3 (5.4): 

63.9 (4.6) 
76.6 (1.9), 
79.7 (1.6) 
86.1 (2.7) 
83.4 (5.8) 
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Frequency of Help Received by ES/U1 Participants for Literacy Activities 
by RWEthnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Filling out forms 

•~~~~ 

~TOTAI 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVEL OFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,orGED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

TOTAL 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVEL OFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Same Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

3,263 18.789.008 1.9 (0,3) 2.6 (0.5) ~ 4.3(0.8) 

2.391 ~ 11.889.086 l.0(0.2) ~ 2.4 (0.5) ;;; 2f83.531 2.7(1.3) 3.2 (1.4) ::;;;:;i 
3731,821 4.0(1.2) 1 2.5(1.4) 

~ 
6.5 (3.4) 

Ii6 

I ~ 

2,iyi,yii i 6.4 (2.7) ~ 15.1 (6.0) 8.9 (4.5) 499 

6.6481747 

4.5 (1.1) ~ 4.4(1.5) 
5.3 (1.6) 

1.275 1.4(0.4) ~ 2.2 (0.5) 6.1 (1.3) 
857 5.119.273 1.6 (0.7) ! 2.2 (0.7) 2.6 (0.6) 
513 3.601,479 0.4 (0.2) 0.9(0.5) 1.6 (0.7) 

313 ! 1.844.337 5.5(1.6) 6.0(2.6) 8.7 (3.6) 
613 3.357.627 1 2.2 (0.9) ! 

~ 
4.1 (I.,) , 4.6 (2.0) 

724 4.138.293 1.4 (0.6) 1,055 ~ 

544 ~ 

20.0 (1.2) 
17.3 (1.1) 
19.3 (3.2) 

21.5 (7.5, 48.1 (4.1) 
21.2 (2.7) 64.6(5.0) 
19.9(2,4) 70.4 (3.0) 
19.9 (2.4) 73.6'(2.8) 
15.6 (2.8) 81.5~(3.0) 

30.8 (3.0) 49.0 (7.4) 
25.9 (2.4) 63.2 (3.0) 
16.9 (2.0, 77.0 (2.5, 
15,6(1.7) 7T.5 (1.7) 
16.3 (1.9) 76.2 (2.1) 

1.295 7.115.948 ,1.9 (0.5) 1.8 (0.6) ~ 4.8 (0.9) ~ 17.8 (0,9) 

1.122 6.389,876 1.3 (0.6) 4.0 (0,7) 4.5 (0.9) I 
1 1 1 

17.9(1.4) 
846 5.283.184 ~ 2.6(0.7) 2.2 (0.7) 3.5 (1.4) 23.0 (3~0) 

737 (1.6) 
72.3 (1.6) 
68.8 (2.8) 

Reading/explaining newspaper articles or other written information 

U~~~~~~ 

73.0 (1.4) 
72.6 (2.6) 
67,6 (3.7) 

3,261 18.794.753 2.6(0.6) 3.6 (0.5) I ~ 2.9 (0.3) 1 10.9 (0,7) ~ BO.O(l.3) 

2,389 11.885,200 ~ 1.5(0.3) 2.1 (0.4) ~ 2.2 (0.3) 

373 2.183.531 4.5 (1.8) 379 ~ 3.756.946 ~ 4.3 (1.9) 

~ 

;:i i::;; i:: ;::;I 

116 480.863 ii.5 (4.3) 20.0(5.1) 14.1 (5.0) 
500 2.941.253 1 5.7 (2.4) 6.3 (1.4) 4.4 (1.i) 

1,274 6,646.804 1.7 (0.6) 
855 5.101.836 1 2.0 (0.4) 
513 3.601.479 ~ , 1.3 (0.8) 

613 
724 

1.054 
543 

313 1.844.337 4.0(2.1) : 5.7(3.0) 
3.357.627 3.7(1.5) ~ 3.2(0.9) 

1 2.3 (0.7) 
1.9(0,6) 

4.138.293 2.4 (,.I) 1 2.8 (1.0) , 3.2 (0.7) 
6.067.554 1.7 (0.51 4.2 10.91 : 4.010.91 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 1,294 
Not Employed 1,120 
Out 01 Labor Force 847 

*The numbersin parenthesesareestimated standard ewes. 

12.2 (1.1, 
9.4 (1.6) 
7.9 (0.7) 

5.0 (2~0) 49.p (4.8) 
10.7 (2.5) 72.9 (5.7) 
13.4 (1.4) 77.5 (2.0) 
9.7 (1.3) 85.3 (1.3) 
9.2 (1.6) 87.1 (2.4, 

14.3 (2.9) 
12.4 (1.3) 
9.1 (1.7) 

12.2 (1.2) 
7.5 (1.3) 

11.1 (1.3) 80.6 (1.5) 
10.3 (0.9) 80.0 (1.8) 
ii.5 (1.2) 79,l (1.4) 

82.4 (0.9) 
77:1 (4.3) 
76.7 (4.5) 

73.7 (6,2) 
78.8 (3.1) 
82.4 (1.8) 
77.9 (1.5, 
85.5 (1.4) 
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Frequency of Help Received by ES/U1 Participants for Literacy Activities 
by Rac&thnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

Dealing with government agencies, public companies, business, medical personnel, etc. 

I~~~~~~~\ 

TOTAL 3,263 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,392 
373 
378 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 years 
H.S. Oip.orGEO 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

116 479,942 1 6.0(3.3) 
500 2.941.253 ~ 2.6 (1.4) 

1.275 6.648.747 1.3 (0.3) 
856 5.103.779 0.4 (0.2) 
513 3.601.479 0.0 (0.0) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 

314 1.845.836 
613 

18.797.718 ~ 1.1 (0.3) 3.3 (0.7) 6.4 (0.9) 28.2(2.3) tXO(2.1) 

11.890.584 0.6 (0.1) 
2.183.531 1.4 (0.7) 
3.754.526 1.9 (1.4) 

2.5 (0.5) 
3.4 (1.4) 
4.6 (3.4) 

18.7 (7.2) 
5.3 (2.4) 
3.0 (0.9) 
1.4 (0.5) 
2.7 (1.1) 

6.6 (3.4) 1.6 (1.0) 
2.0 (0.9) 2.9 (0.9) 
1.3(0.7) 1.8(0.8) 
0.6 (0.21 4.0(1.2) 

5.5 (0.7) 
9.7 (2.6) 
8.1 (1.5) 

8.3 (4.9) 
8.0 (1.3) 
7.1 (1.3, 
5.5 (1.2) 
5.0 (1.3) 

10.1 (1.8) 

30.0 (1.8) 61.3 (2.3) 
19.8 (3.2) 65.8 (3.9) 
31.0 (7.6) 54.4 (3.7) 

17.5 (6.4) 49.4 (3.6) 
36.3 (5.6) 47.7 (2.0) 
27.8 (2.2) 60.8 (2.0) 
25.7 (2.7) 67.0 (3.2) i 
26.9 (3.6) 65.4 (4.5) 

38.1 (4.6) 43.6 (5.1) 
35.0 (2.5) 52.7 (1.9) 
28.3 (1.6) 63.6 (1.6) 
26.1 (3.2) 63.3 (3.5) 
19.3 (3.1) 71.6 (Z.B,)- 

27.5 (1.9) 62.5 (1.9) 
27.6 (2.7) 60.4 (2.4) 
29.7 (3.9) 59.6 (3.6) 

0.8 iO.5j ~ Z.O(l.0) 6.3 (1.3) 

3.1 (1.0) ~ 5.5 (0.9) 
3.1 (0.7) ~ 8.2 (1.1) 

i 3.6(1.1) I 5.7(1.7) 

3.357.627 
4.138.293 
6.067.077 
3.304.422 

7.4 (1.3) 
5.0 (1.1) 
6.0(1.4) 

26-31 724 
32-45 1.054 
46+ 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
tiot Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

544 

i 1.294 
1,122 

a47 

7.113.528 1.4 (0.5) 
6.375.660 0.6 (0.3) 
5.308.310 1.4 (0.5) 

Writing notes and letters 

TOTAL 3,259 8.4 (0.7) 

8.1 (0.7) 
9.8 (2.2) 
8.1 (0.8) 

81.7 (1.0) 

64.3 (1.2) 
77,B (1.31 
76.9 (2.6) 

11.7 (3.7) 63.3 (10.0) 
7.8 (1.5) 77.1 (3.7) 
9.0 (0.9) 80.6 (1.8) 
6.6 (0.7) 85.8 (1.8) 
9.8 (2.7) 83.9 (3.4) 

7.8 (2.3) 79.4 (4.2) 
8.3 (1.8) 82.9 (1.3) 
9.7 (2.1) 80.7 (1.2) 
8.9 (1.1) 81.5 (1.6) 
6.1 (1.0) 83.1 (2.2) 

I 5.3 P5’ 
RACEiETHNlClTY 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. 0ip.m GE0 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

2,388 
373 
378 

116 

11.8Bl.426 1 1.1 (0.4) 
2,183,531 ~ 1.9 (0.9) 
3.754.546 ~ 1.9 (1.7) 

479,961 5.5 (3.0) 
500 2.941.253 3.2 (1.9) 

1.271 ~ 6.636.912 0.9 (0.31 

2.5 (0.3) 
5.2 (1.0) 
3.5 (1.3) 

4.1 (2.3) 
5.6 (2.7) 
3.7 (0.7) 
2.4 (0.7) 
0.9 (0.5) 

4.0 (0.5) 
5.4 (1.7) 
9.7 (2.1) 

15.3 (5.9) 
6.3 (2.1) 
5.8 (0.8) 
3.9 (1.2) 
4.2 (1.1) 

657 ~ 5.119.273 1.2 iO.Sj 
512 3.599.986 1.2 (i.0) 

Z.Z(i.3) g.O(l.6) 314 1.845.836 1.6 (1.0) 
613 3.357.627 1.7 (0.9) 
721 4.128.460 1.4 (0.6) 

1.053 6.079.096 1.3 (0.6) 
544 3.304.422 1.9 (0.8) 

1,294 7.111.778 
1,121 ~ 6.385.679 

a44 5.302.447 

1.8 (0.7) 2.9 (0.5) 4.7 (0.8) 9.3 (1.3) 81.4 (0.8) 
0.7 (0.3) 3.9 (0.7) 5.2 (0.8) 8.3 (1.2) 81.9 (1.7) 
2.2 (0.9) 2.6 (1.0) 6.2 (1.1) 7.3 (1.0) 81.8 (1.9) 

3.9 (1.0) 3.2 (1.4) 
1.8 (0.6) 6.3 (1.5) 
3.2 (0.8) 5.2 (1.5) 
4.6 (0.8) 4.3 (1.5) 
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Frequency of Reading Written Materials on the Job by JTPA Applicants 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Reports or journal articles 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 2,146 957,958 i 18,0(1.1) 10.4 (0,9) ~ 7.9(0.9) ~ 9.7 (1.4) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,358 ~ 680,156 17.2(1.4) 
534 178,961 18.2 (2.4) 
147 60,246 26.2 (3.8) 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GE0 
Some Pastsecondary 
College Degree 

135 53,070 7,7 (2,s) 
535 234,578 ~ 11.8(,.9) 

9.5 (4.3) 2.4 (1.4) 
8.6 (1.6) 7.5(M) 
7.5 (0.9) 7.4 (1.0) 

~ 
14.8 (2.1) 
26.6(10.0) : ,;:i;;:;; 

8.3 (3.6) 
5‘+(1.2) “. 

11.2 (2,2) 
10.0 (2.0) 

I-^/ 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

286 112,024 
427 190,921 
465 216,553 
709 329,200 
246 103.i70 

16.1 /o.u, 

7.9(2.0) 10.5 (2.2) 5.2 (1.81 9.4(2.i) I 

LABOR FORCE STATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

9.6 ii.lj 8.7 ii.4j 
7.9 (2.4) ~ 10.1 (2.2) 

11.8 (2.0) ! 55.6 (4.6) 
6,l (2.2) ~ 57.2 (5.2) 

'A:; ii:;; 1 ;;$ ii:;; 

'~ 

435 216.936 ' ~ 11.6 ~ 

769 ~ 

14.7(2.7) (3.0) 10.7(3.4) 

334,503 ~ ZZ.Z(l.7) 1 11.4 (1.8) 942 ~ 406.520 16.2(2.0) 9.0 (1.0) i ~:~iW~i 
9.3 (2.5) 53:7 (4.6) 

ll.4(2.0) 49.6 (2.8) 
8.5 (1.5) 58.0 (2.8) 

Forms 

67.0 (2.9) 

54.1 (2.0) 

55.8 (2.6) 
49.8 (5.6) 
44;l (6.6) 

72.1 (5.1) 
66.7 (3.6) 
54.1 (2.7, 
43.3/(4.4) 
19.9 (4.5) 

TOTAL 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip, or GED 
SOme Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

2,143 957,489 

1,358 678,890 
533 180.889 
145 59.115 

135 53,070 
535 233,843 
935 434,475 
412 175,485 
125 60.458 

286 112,024 
426 190,782 
467 219.234 
704 322,431 
247 106,929 

436 218.671 
767 334.181 
940 404,637 

9,3 (1.0) 

8.8 (1.1) 
il.8 (2.5) 
10.3 (4.0) 

3.1 (1.4) 
9.8 (2.5) 
7.3 (1.0) 

13.7 (2.2, 

8.4 (0.9) , 8.7(0.9) ~ 35.6 (1.9) 

39.0 (3.2) 
38.7 (4.3) 
31.1 (4.5) 

7.1 (1.2) 
8.8 (1.4) 

16.2 (6.6) 

8.6 (1.2) 36.6 
' 

(2.5) 
8.3 (2.3) 32.5 (6.5) 

ii.7 (2,O) ~ 36.7 (5.3) 

20.5 (4.3) 
26.9(3.4) 
39.5 (2.5) 
45.7 (4.2, 
61.7(4.1) 

! 9.0 (5.9) 
i 7.311.4) 

~ 1,“:; i;:;; 

15.5 (2.3) , 2.8 (1.8) 

~ 
5,3 (3.5) 62;2 (6.4) 
9.6 (2.0) 46.4 (2.5) 
8.0 (1.3) 34.8 (2.2, 

10.4 (2.3) 23.5 (3.6) 
8.8 (3.2) ! 11.2 (2.4) 

26.5 (3.2) 
35.2 (4.4) 
35.7 (3,7) 
41.5 (2.7) 
49.6 (4.1) 

7.4 (2.0) 8.5 (2.1) 8.8 (2.1) 48.8 (3.5) 
10.7 (2.5) a.3 (2.1) 9.9 (2.4) 35.9 (3.3) 
10.6 (2.4) il.O(Z.8) 9.1 (1.9, 33.5 (3.6) 
8.8 (1.2) 7.2 (1.6) 7,3 (1,2) 35.1 (2.3) 
7.2 (2.1) 7.6 (2.2) 10.1 (3.5) 25.6 (4.3) 

40,2 (4.2) 12.5 (2.5) 7.1 (2.1) 6.9 (1.6) 33.3 (3.7) 
41.6 (2.4) 9.2 (1.1) 7.7 (1.4, 10.0 (1.5) 31.5 (1.5) 
33.7 (3.0) 7.8 (1.5) 9.7 (1.1) 8.7 (1.7) 40.2 (3.0) 

*The numbersin parenthesesare estimated standard errors 
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Frequency of Reading Written Materials on the Job by JTPA Applicants 
by RaceiEthnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

Letters 

~~~~~ 

TOTAL 

RAWETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOF EDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-E 
26-31 
32-45 
'46 + 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Nat Employed 
OutoiLabor Farce 

2,143 , 955,657 13,4 (1.4) 11.6(1.6) 

1,356 ~ 677,484 11.6(1.6) 12.0 (2.0) 
536 180,566 16.5 (3.9) 11.8 (2.3) 

135 53,070 2.7 (1.3) 
534 233,366 ~ 9.4 (1.6) 
935 432,859 13.0(1.9) 
413 175,747 ~ 18.5 (3.0) 

60,458 ~ 27.1 (5.9) 

112.024 11.7(2.3) 
191,866 11.1 (2.4) 
217.612 12.3 (2.8) 

15.5 (2.2) 
16.4 (2.4) 

125 

286 
428 
465 
705 
246 

324,696 
103.170 

434 218.070 
769 333,984 
940 403,604 

144 58,990 23.7 (3.6) 

12.5 (2.2) 
15.4 (1.7) 

13.4 (3.5) 
12.3 (2.1) 
10.4 (1.7) 12.3 (1.7) ~ 

7,5 (2.1) 

7.6 &I) 11.1 (1.7) 57.5 (2.2) 
6.0 (1.5) 14.1 (3.9) 49.6 (5.2) 

11.2(3.3) 6.7 (2.3) 50.8 (4.4) 

3,6 (2.2) 6.0 (2.6) 8.8 (4.1) 
8.9 (2.7) 3.7 (1.0, 8.9 (2.6) 

lZ.Z(l.9) 9.5 (1.4) 12.6 (2.1) 
14.6 (2.5) 9.4 (2.0) 11.5(1.3) 
18.7 (5.8) 12.7 (4.2) 14.2 (5.5) 

78.8 (5.8) 
69.1 (4.5) 
52.7 (2.5) 
46.0 (4.6) 
27.3 (5.8) ~ 

6.4 (2.6) 9.9 (2.0) 8,9 (2.5) 63.1 (6.1) 
14.2 (2.5) 10.0 (2.1) a.5 (1.7) 56,2 (3.6) 
10.4 (2.7) 7.3 (1.7) 11.4 (2.9) 50,7 (5.5) 
12.6 (2.1) 6.7 (1.3) 12.3 (2.5) 53,O (2.8) 
12.0 (3.0) 7.9 (1~8) 16.2 (3.3) 47.5 (4.6) * 

6,l (0.9) 

9.2 (1.7) 
7.3 (1.2) 
8.1 (1.6) 

15.1 (2.8) 
10.4 (1.6) 
10.2 (2.0) 

49.7 (4.1) 
54.6 (2.6) 
58.9 (3.1) 

Diagrams or schematics 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 2,146 963,717 17.7 (1.3) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Y&m 
H.S. Dip, or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

1,359 685,249 
536 180,882 
144 58,990 

133 52.250 
534 
938 
414 

16.6 (1.3) 
16,6 (2.9) 

~ 14.6 (3.8) 

! 

9.4 14.0) 

125 

233,924 16.6 i2.7j 
439,290 15.6 (2.3) 
176,691 24.3 (3.6) 
60,456 24.2 (5.7) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

285 111,682 12.2 (3.4) 10.3 (4.6) 4.6 (2.6) 6.5 (2.2) 
427 190.921 18.2 (2.7) 6.6 (1.4) 5.4 (2.2, 9.0 (1,7] 
464 216,867 16.4(1.6) 7.1 (2.1) 7.1 (1.8) 12,4 (1.7) 
706 330,101 19.4(2.9) 7.9 (1.0) 6.9 (1 .O) iI,1 (1.8) 
249 108.056 21.1 (3.3) 6.0 (1.8) 8.4(1.9) 7.7 (2.5) 

LABOAFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

434 
770 
942 

216,070 ~ 12.8 (2.6) 
336,474 24.0 (3.5) 
409,174 15.2(2.3) 

7.5cO.8) ~ 6.6(0.8) ~ 10.4(1.0) 
I 

7.6(1.2) ~ 6,7(1.0) 10.4(1.1) 
8.3(1.6) ~ 5.6(2.0) 9.1 (2.8) 
5.5 (2.4) 6.9 (3.0) 10.7 (3.0) 

5.8 (2.3) 5.7 (3,O) 5.7 (2.4) 
5.9 (1.3) 5.3 (1.3) 5.0 (1.4) 
7.2 (1.4) 6.1 (0.8) 1,.4(1.4) 

10.1 (2.6) 8.1 (2.0) 11.5(1.7) 
10.4 (4.1) 9.8 (2.6) 26.0 (5.6) 

7.7 (2.5) 8.7 (1.9) 12,6 (3.3) 
8.1 (1.7) 5.5 (0.8) IO,2 (1.2) 
7.0 (1.2) 6.4(1.4) 9.5 (1.7) 

57.7 (1.6) 

56.7 (1.7), 
60.2 (5.0). 
62.3 (5.5): 

73.3 (6.9)' 
67,l (3.1) 
59.5 (3.0) 
46.1 (2.6) 
29,6 (2.9) 

64,4 (3.8) 
60.6 (3,7) 
57.1 (3.5) 
54.7 (2.2) 
56.6 (4.2) 

58.2 (3.4) 
52.3 (2.5) 
62.0 (3.3) 
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Frequency of Reading Written Materials on the Job by ES/U1 Participants 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Reports or journal articles 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White Black 

Hispanic 

3,138 16.070.265 31.9 (1.5) 1 13.7(0.8) 1 8.5(0.4) 11.5 (0.9) 1 34.5 (1.7) 

I 

2.309 ~ 11.549.940 ~ 31.8(1.6) ~ 13.1 (0.9) 9.5~0.9) 351 2.063.222 1 32.9 (1.5) 

366 3.548335 1 
28.7(2.7) 

1 
14.9 (1.7) 8.1 12.9, 42.8 (4.9) 

33.8(6.8) 14.9 (1.5) i 35.6 (5.0) 

LE'lELOFEDUCATlON 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. 0ip.m GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

117 
460 

1.230 
624 
504 

503,275 
2.584.995 
6.446.031 
4.949.889 
3.563.557 

14.3 (8.5) 
27.4 (4.8) 
27.7 (2.41 
32.9 i3.3j 
43.5 (3.4) 

7.8 (5.1) 
a.3 (2.2) 

12.4 (1.1) 
15.0 (2.1) 
18.9 (3.3) 

4.7 i1.3j ~ 11.1 (3.1; 

I 
6.2 (3.3) : 4.2(3.2) 
7.2(M) 7.9 (1.4) 
8.6 (0.9) 9.7 (1.2) 
7.6 (0.7) 15.2(1.5) 

10.6(1.3) i 13.3 (1.9) 

67.5 (8.6) 
49.2 (3.9) 
41.6(2.4) 
29.3(3.3) 
13.61(2.1) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 

' Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

TOTAL 3,129 16.014.144 1 55.5(M) 1 9.6(0.8) 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2.302 11.504.111 59.1 (2.3) 10.3(0.7) 
349 2.053.013 50.4 (3.2) 

~ 
7.6 (2.6) 

365 3.546.434 47.6 (4.6) 6.8 (2.4) 

246 
563 
715 

1,044 
538 

1,260 6.967.168 1 ,28.4 (1.6) 16.3 (0.6) 
1,099 6.260.871 34.4 (2.5) 11.6(1.2) 

779 4.842,226 ~ 33.7 (3.6) 12.6 (1.5) 

1.375.025 ~ 21.5 (3.3) 
3.245.643 28.9 (3.9) 
4.117.786 

I 
~ 27.2 (2.3) 

6.002,800 ! 37.5 (2.4) 
3.262.610 34.8 (2.9) 

12.3(1.8) 
14.6 (2.2) 
15.6 (2.4) 
13.0(1.3) 
12.0 (2.3) 

7.4 (2.2) 9.0 (2.8, ! 49.9 (3.9) 
5.9 (0.8) 1 9.6(2.4) 40.8(2.9) 

6.4 (1.6) 12.7 (2.1) 32.) (2.4) 

1 

8.7 (0.9) 12.3(1.3) 34:4 (2.4) 
9.2 (0.6) 
7.3 (1.0) 

~ 11.3 (2.0) 1 33.5 (1.3) 
10.5(2.2) I 35.9 (3.5) 

Forms 

LEVEL OF EOUCATION 
o-e Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Oip.arGEO 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Farce 

117 503,275 
454 2.552.708 

1,229 6.442.891 
823 4.932.543 
503 3.560.209 

245 1.361.363 
582 3.243.631 
711 4.104.696 

1,042 5.993.953 
537 3.244.101 

1,257 6.945.692 
1,094 6.233.705 

778 4.834.747 

13.4 (3.5) 
36.3 (3.8) 
53.9 (3.4, 
61.7 (2.9) 
67.8 (2.5) 

7.4 (5.0) 12.3 (8.8) 
5.6 (0.8) 7.6 (1.8) 
9.7 (1.7) 5.5 (1.3) 
9.0 (1.3) 5.5 (1.3) 

13.4 (2.2) 7.8 (2.0) 
5.8 il.Sj 
4.3 (1.2) 

66.3 (7.5) 
38:4 (2.8) 
23.4 (3.2) 
18.0 (1.9) 
6.7 (1.5) 

44.7 (6.0) 8.9 (2.2) a.2 (1.5) 7.8 (3.1) 30.4 (4.6) 
49.6 (4.9) 8.1 (2.8) 6.3 (1.7) 9.5 (1.3) 24.6 (2.6) 
52.8 (3.7) 9.4 (0.9) 4.5 (1.2) a.2 (1.1) 25.1 (2.5) 
63.6 (2.6) 9.0 (1.0) 5.2 (0.8) 5.3 (1.0) 16,7 (2.3) 
53.9 (3.0) 12.5 (2,l) 8.8 (2.2) 3.3 (0.9) 21.5 (2.5) 

55.0 (3.6) 10.8 (1.1) 6.7 (1.7) 
56.9(2.8) 9.8 (1.4) 6.3 (1.1) 
54.3 (2.9) 7.6 (1.7) 6.3 (1.6) 

6.8 (1.0) 20.7 (2.6) 
7.3 (1.5) : 19.7 (2.3) 
5.3 (1.2) i 26.6 (2.21 

*The numbersin parenthesesareesfimated standard errors 

27:5 (4.1) 

263 



Frequency of Reading Written Materials on the Job by ES/U1 Participants 
by Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

RACE:ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEOUCATlON 
O-8 Yeats 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Oip.orGEO 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
'46, + 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

TOTAL 3.127 8.030.026 23.0(2.6) 

AACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,298 1.512.915 23.9 (1.7) 
350 2.057.690 13.9 (4.1) 
366 3.548,835 24.1 (7.1) 

LEYELOFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip, orGE0 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

117 503,275 16.0 (8.5) 
456 2.568.770 20.7 (2.8) 

1,226 6.433.479 22.1 (3.1) 
822 4.941.775 24.1 (4.0) 
503 3.560.209 25.7 (3.31 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46, 

246 1.375.025 15.7 (2.6) 
582 3.243.831 16.0 (3.7) 
711 4.103.058 20.6 (4.9) 

1,039 5.987.221 29.3 (2.0) 
537 3.254.693 23.6 (4.7) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

1,257 6.956.220 20.5 (4.2) 
1.095 6.247.544 26.0 (2.0) 

775 4.826.262 22.6 (3.8) 

3,128 17.999.850 25.9 (1.8) 

2.301 
350 
365 

117 503,275 6.2 (4.6) 
454 2.551.822 16.1 (2.7) 

1,229 6.444.220 18.3 (2.8) 
823 4.932.543 28.9 (3.1) 
503 3.560.209 45.5 (3.6) 

246 1.363.586 22.2 (5.5) 
582 3.243.831 23.6 (2.4) 
711 4.103.748 22.5 (2.1) 

1,040 5.966.177 28.8 (2.9) 
537 3.256.309 28.2 (3.1) 

1,259 6,953.351 23.9 (1.9) 
1,093 6.217.324 27.8 (3.2) 

776 4.829.176 26.5 (2.4) 

11.512.969 26.8 (1.8) 
2.057.690 17.2 (3.3) 
3.534.099 26.9 (6.3) 

14.7 (0.9) 

15.3 (1.0) 
14.9 (2.6) 
14.2 (2.3) 

5.2 (5.1) 
9.1 (1.6) 

15.1 (2.2) 
15.5 (1.7) 
18.1 (1.7) 

11.3(3.0) 
13.2 (2.5) 
15.0 (2.0) 
16.3 (2.0) 
14.3 (2.9) 

15.9 (1.8) 
14.0 (0.9) 
13.8 (1.5) 

8.3 (0.5) 

9.1 (0.7) 
7.1 (2.0) 
6.6 (1.7) 

0.3 (0.3) 
4.5 (1.4) 
8.3 (1.0) 
9.4 (1.3) 

10.5 (1.7) 

7.0 (2.7) 
6.8 (1.2) 

10.1 (1.8) 
10.5 (0.8) 
4.0 (1.2) 

8.4 (0.8) 
9.8 (1.5) 
6.3 (1.2) 

Diagrams or schematics 

13.2 (1.1) 37.9 (2.2) 

14.2 (1.4) 34.5 (2.0) 
15.2 (1.6) 45.7 (5.2) 
9.8 (1.3) 42.4 (7.0) 

7.1 (3.8) 81.2 (4.5) 
15.0 (2.9) 55.3 (3.8) 
14,o (0.8) 44.3 (3.6) 
12.7 (1.9) 33.5 (3.3) 
12.1 (2.0) 13.9(1.4) ~ 

9.1 (2.5) 50.4 (5.4) 
13.2 (1.7) 43.1 (5.1) 
12.9 (1.0) 39.5 (4.4) 
13.0 (1.7) 31.3 (3.2) 
15.8 (2.2) 37,7 (3.2,)- 

14.0 (1.5) 37.8 (2.9) 
13.7 (2.0) 34.8 (3.0) 
11.4(1.8) 42.0 (3.2) 

9.9 (0.9) 

11.7(1.2) 
7.4 (2.0) 
7.3 (1.3) 

7.2 (5.2) 
5.9 (2.2) 
8.7 (0.8) 

10.6 (1.7) 
14.7 (1.8) 

8.3 (3.8) 
12.7 (1.6) 
8.7 (1.3) 

11.3,l.S) 
7.1 (1.4) 

10.4 (1.2) 
10.2 (1.0) 
8.9 (1.2) 

8.2 (0.9) 11.2 (0.8) 47.7 (2.6) 

8.5 (1.0) 12.7 (0.9) 43.2 (1.6) 
5.3 (1.8) 9.7 (1.4) 63.8 (6.61 
7.6 (2.1) 7.8 (2.4) 53.2 (5.6) 

0.3 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 76.5 (9.9) 
5.9 (2.1) 6.7 (1.6) 60.8 (3.7) 
5.5 (0.9) 9.8 (1.1) 54.0 (2.8) 

10.9 (2.5) 12.3(1.2) 42.1 (3.8) 
11.7 (2.2) 17.4 (1.9) 30.6 (3.1) 

13.9(3.5) 
6.6 (1.2) 
6.9 (2.0) 
8.1 (1.3) 
9.1 (2.4) 

8.6 (2.9) 
11.7(1.3) 
12.5(1.3) 
ii.O(i.3) 
10.9 (1.9) 

53.4 (3.9) 
52.9 (4.3) 
51.3 (5.1) 
40.3 (2.1) 
49.3 (3.2) 

8.7 (1.8) ~ 11.6 (0.9) 48.7 (3.3) 
7.5 (1.0) i 12.6 (1.5) 43.7 (2.3) 
8.2(1.8) i S.g(l.9) 51.4 (3.8) 
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Frequency of Writing on the Job by JTPA Applicants by Race/Ethnicity, 
Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Memos, business letters 

~~~~~ 

TOTAI 2,144 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1.358 
535 
144 

LEVELOF EDUCATloN 

955,459 ~ 14.3 (1.0) 

~ 
678,662 13.8(1.2) 
179.287 ~ 18.0 (2.9) 
58.915 15.7 (3.3) 

7.0 (0.9) 4.1 (1.0) a.2 (0.7) 

7.2 (1.1) 4.6 (1.4) 8.4 (0.8) 65.9 (2.5) 
6.2 (1.5) 3.4 (1.0) 6.7 (1.8) 65.6 (5.2) 
7.9 (4.2, 1.7 (1.4) 9.3 (4,O) 65.4 (5.8) 

O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GE0 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

53,070 1 6.2 12.9) 135 
536 235,882 
935 432,116 
412 173.776 
125 60,458 

10.2 (1.3) 
14.4 (1.6) 
18.6(3.0) 
23.8 (6.2) 

4.8 (2.0) 0.5 (0.4) 
5.7 (1.6, 2.6 (0.8) 

1.7(1.3) 86.8 (3.3) 
5.0 (1.5) 76.5 (3.1) 
8.7 (0.9) 67.9 (2.01 

10.8 (1.8) 1 55.8 i3.2j 
15.1 (6.0) ; 3i.b (6.6) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

286 
428 
466 
705 

191.866 
217.714 
324,596 

12.8 (3.6) 
14.0 (3.1) 
12.5 (2.4) 
14.9(2.0) 

8.6 (2.2) 5.0 (1.5) 
6.6(1.7) 1 5.3(2.3) 

r ^. 246 103,170 18.9 (2.4) i i1.5(3.0) 1 4.3,l.Z) 

4.5 (1.7) 76.3 (4.1) 
6.9 (2.1) 71.8 (4.0) 
9.2 (1.6) 

~ 
, 64.7 (3.8) 

8.8 (1.4) 64.4 (2.9) 
10.8 (2.4) i <64 (4.6) 

LABOR FORCESTATUS I 

Employed 434 215,317 

I 

14.3 (2.7) ! 
Not Employed I 

6.0 (1.8) 

~ 

7.5 (2.9) ~ 

1 

8.5 (1.6) 

1 

63.8 
768 333,623 

Out of Labor Force 942 1 406,520 :::i 

(4.8) 

I::;; 1 ;f ;::,"I ,"I; i;:;; ;I; I;:;; 6;;; ;;:;; 

Reports 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 1 2.137 1 951.561 i 23.6(1.5) ~ 6.1 (1.1) , 6.8(0.5) 1 8.0(1.0) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 

1,356 
530 

679,079 24.2 (1.6) i 5.0 (1.4) I 
1 

7.2(0.7) 
1 

8.8 (1.2) 
175,048 22.3 (2.6) ffl4(411 5.6(1.0) 5.8(1.9) 

Hispanic 145 59,039 27.4 (5.6) 
.-.. ,..., 
7.1 (2.7) 6.9 (1.9) 5.0 (2.6) 

55,5 (1.7) 

54.8 (2.2) 
55.9 (4.4) 
53.6 (5.5) 

1.5 (1.3) 
3.3(1.1) 
5.3 (1.1) 

3.3 (1.6) 
6.4 (0.8) 
7.3 (1.1) 

10.1 (2.8) 5.7 ii.6j 
14.7 (5.7) 11.1 (2.7) 

5.3 (2.5) 76.0 (3.6) 
4.5 (1.5) 69.8 (3.2) 

10.3(1.5) 53.2 (2.1) 
6.9 (1.7) 47.9 (3.2, 

10.9 (5.4) 20.8 (4.4) 

~ 4.3 (1.6) 1 4.2(1.7) 75.6 (4.7) 
63.9 (3.3) 
55.9 (2.9) 
50.0 (2.1) 
36.7 (5.1) 

7.7(1.2) 9.9 (1.4) 1 
57.2 (5.1) 
47.9 (1.9) 

1 6.8 (0.9) i 6.8U.7) 60.8(2.3) 

LEWELOFEOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip,or GE0 
SomePastsecondaq 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

LABOAFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Nat Employed 
Outoftabar Force 

134 
531 
936 
410 
125 

52,868 
230,730 
434,633 
172.713 
60,458 

14.0 (2.8) 
16.0 (2.4) 
23.9 (2.1) 
29.5 (2.5) 
42.4 (4.9) 

285 
426 
460 
706 
247 

111,209 11.6 (3.1) 
187.925 20.8 (2.5) 
212.998 22.9 (3.2) 
328.200 26.0 11.81 

~ 105;140 1 34.9;5.1i 

434 214.965 22.9 (3.6) 
765 331,273 28.1 (2.6) 
938 405,323 I 20.3(2.0) 

4.4 (2.0) 
3.6 (1.2, 
7.0 (1.8) 
7.0 (2.1) 
7.6 (2.3) 

7.1 (3.1) 
6.3 (2.11 

i 5.3 (1.4j 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errcr~ 
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Frequency of Writing on the Job by JTPA Applicants by Race/Ethnicity, 
Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

TOTAL 2,141 956,090 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1.358 681,182 
533 177,660 
144 58,853 

LEVEL OFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S.Oipp or GED 
SomePostsecondary 
College Degree 

134 52,868 
531 231.359 
937 435.500 
413 175.747 
125 60.458 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
463 

285 
427 
461 
708 
247 

i1t,oe.o 
189.895 
213,717 
330.168 
105,140 

LABDRFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Ndt Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

TOTAL 2,141 

RACEiETHNlClTY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

1,356 677,285 ~ 14.4(1.0) 6.5 (0.6) 4.2 (0.8) 
536 180,264 ~ 14.6(3.4) 5.5 (1.4) 6.9 (0.9) 
143 58,728 ~ 19.9(5.0) 5.0 (3.7) 1.9 (1.0) 

LEVELOFEDUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip.or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

135 
533 
935 
412 
125 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

287 112,501 13.6 (3.7) 5.3 (1.9) 
426 189.747 15.7 (2.4) 8.0 (2.1) 
464 217.551 16.5 (2.0) 5.4 (1.7) 
706 326,567 12.2 (1.5) 5.6 (1.3) 
245 102,269 16.8 (2.3) 6.1 (2.0) 

LABGRFGRCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

433 215,805 
765 330,025 
943 410.260 

36.8 (2.1) 

37.6 (2.6) 
35.9 (3.0) 
43.2 (6.3) 

22.6 (4.7) 
24.1 (4.4) 
37.9 (2.2) 
47.7 (4.1) 
58.9 (5.0) 

24.9 (4.0) 5.1 (1.7) 
36.9 (3.0) 7.4 (1.8) 
35.1 (3.7) 8.2 (1.9) 
40.6 (2.5) 5.9 (1.1) 

; 43.1 (3.7) 12.6 (3.8) 

~ 36.5 (2.8) 10.8 (2.6) 
i 41.0 (2.8) 7.2 (1.6) 
1 33.7 (2.8) 5.6 (0.8) 

7.3 (0.8) 6.6 (0.8) 8.2 (0.7) 41.1 (2.2) 

8.5 (1.1) 6.1 (0.9) 7.8 (1.1) 40.1 (2.6) 
4.6 (0.6) 8.6 (2.0) 9.3 (2.7) 41.6 (5.1) 
5.6 (3.1) 6.2 (3.2) 10.4 (4.8) 34.6 (4.9) 

5.5 (2.8) 7.8 (3.6) 2.4 (2.0) 61.7 (5.7) 
5.4 (1.7) 7.4 (1.6) 5.0 (1.1) 58.0 (3.7) 
6.1 (1.1) 7.2 (1.1) 9.5 (1.6) 39.2 (1.9) 

12.5 (2.3) 4.1 (1.2) 9.2 (1.5) 26.5 (3.9) 
10.0(3.3) 5.4 (2.3) 12.2 (2.1) 13.6 (2.9) ~ 

7.9 (2.2) 5.9 (1.6) 56.1 (5.2) 
8.1 (2.2) 11.0 (2.7) 36.7 (3.7) 
5.1 (1.4) 5.4 (1.2) 46.2 (3.8) 
7.2 (1.5) 9.2 (1.9) 37.0 (2.2) 
4.1 (1.5) 7.4 (3.0) 32.8 (3.7) \ 

7.2 (2.2) 5.1 (1.2) 40.4 (3.6) 
5.5 (1.4) 10.0 (1.2) 36.4 (2.2) 
7.2 (0.8) 8.3 (1.1) 45.1 (3.1) 

Bills, invoices 

954,724 ! 14.4(0.8) 6.0 (0.6) 4.6 (0.7) 8.1 (1.2) 

7.8 (1.2) 
7.8 (2.5) 
8.9(5.0) 

66.9 (1.6) 

67.1 (1.6) 
65.2 (3.8): 
64.3 (7.9): 

53,070 l1.7(2.6) 
232.781 9.6 (1.9) 
434,462 16.6 (1.5) 
173,776 16.8 (2.8) 
60.458 13.2(3.1) 

4.9 (2.2) 0.3 (0.3) 9.1 (5.1) 74.0 (4.8)' 
6.9(M) 5.1 (1.0) 3.2 (0.8) 75.2 (2.7), 
4.5(0.9) 4.6(0.7) 9.2 (1.4) 65.1 (1.9) 
8.7 (3.5) 5.5 (1.5) 9.9(2.2) 59.1 (4.8) 
6.9 (3.4) 3.7(2.2) 13.1 (5.2) 63.0 (3.2) 

3.3(1.5) 4.7(2.0) 
3.3 (1.1) 4.5 (1.3) 
5.0(1.2) 8.1 (2.9) 
5.2 (1.3) 1 10.4 (1.9) 
5.7 (2.5) ~ 10.9 (2.9) 

73.2 (5.6) 
68.6 (4.1) 
65.0 (2,7) 
66.6 (1.9) 
60.5 (3.9) 

433 216,099 14.0 (1.6) 6.7 (2.1) 6.2 (2.2) j 9.3 (2.0) 63.8 (3.2) 
766 330,751 16.4 (2.2) 7.3 (1.1) 3.4 (1.0) ~ 7.4 (1.3) 65.5 (2.6) 
942 407,874 13.1 (1.6) 4.6 (1.1) 4.7&i) : 8.1 (2.0) 69.6 (2.4) 
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Frequency of Writing on the Job by ES/U1 Participants by 
RacelEthnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status* 

Memos, business letters 

•~~~~~ 

TOTAl 3,137 18.033.334 25.0(1.9) 12.5 (0.9) 7.4(0.7) 9.6 (0.8) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
While 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,308 
350 
366 

42.3 (2.0) 
59.0 (5.5) 
48.5 (8,6) 

LEVELOFEDUCATlON 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GED 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

117 
460 

I.231 
823 
503 

503,275 
2.584.995 
6.429.663 
4.932.674 
3.560.209 

10.7 (8.0) 
14.0 (2.6) 
20.6 (2.7) 
27.0 (3.3) 
40.4 (2.7) 

3.8 (3.1) ~ 1.1 (1.2) 
5.6(1.6) ~ 6.5 (2.2) 

2.1 (1,5) 82.3 (7~7) 
4.4 (1.4) 69.6 (4.7) 

9.3 (1.1) 7.8 (1.6) 9.7 (1.4) 52.6 (4.1) 
15.0 (2.2, 7.8 (1.0) 10.8 (1.5) 39i4 (4.9) 
21.1 (2.3) 7.3 (1.6) 12.6 (2.4) 1616 (2.4, 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46+ 

247 
562 
714 

1.043 
539 

3.221.355 
4.113.750 
5.989.653 
3.265.128 

25.6 (7.1) 
19.9 (1.7) 
20.5 (2.9) 
30.6 (2,5) 
25.3 (2.2) 

6.0(2.5) 7.4 (3.5) 
13.2 (2.1) 6.6 (1.9) 
13.5 (2.3) 7.1 (2.2) 
10.4 (1.6) 8,3 (I.,) 
16.5 (1.4) 6.9(1.3) 

7.8 (3.8) 53.1(10.0) 
5.6 (1.3) 54.5 (4.1, 

10.0 (1.3) 48.8 (3.8) 
10.4 (1.4) 40.2 (3.5) 
12.0 (1.9) 39.3 (2.6) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out Of Labor Force 

1,262 6,951.992 22.4 (2.3) 13.5 (1.1, 6,5 (1.1) 13.9(1.9) 
1,097 

43.7 (3.6) 
6.243.154 28.4 (2.6) 12.2 (1.5) a.2 (1.0) 6.6 (0.9) 44.6 (3.3) 

778 4.638.188 24.4 (2.8) 11.5 (2.0) 7.5 (2.5) 1.2 (1.3) 49.5 (4.2) 

Reports 

~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVELOFEDUCATION 
O-E Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Dip. or GE0 
Some Postsecondary 
College Degree 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46t 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

3,136 

2.307 11.543.554 
349 2.033.403 
366 3.546.835 

117 503,275 
459 2.579.463 

1.231 6,427.717 
822 4.944.419 
504 3.563.557 

246 1.375.025 
582 3.221.355 
714 4.111.566 

1.043 6.003.622 
539 3.263.182 

1.261 6.949,769 
1.098 6.259.345 

777 4.631.634 

31.4(1.4) 10.2 (0.8) 11.4 (0.6) 11.3 (1.3) 35,7 (1.7) 

34.2 (1.8) 10.3 (0.6) iO,l (0.4) 11.9(1.5) 33.4 (1.7) 
26.6 (3.3) 8.3 (2.3) 14.5 (3.2) 9.7 (2.6) 39.0 (3.8) 
25.8 (4.1) 9.5 (1.9) 12.1 (2.2) 12.6 (3.5) 40.0 (4.6) 

16.4 (5.4, 7.2 (8.0) 4.5 (1.3) 0.6 (0.6) il.3 (9.6) 
28.5 (3.5) 3.8 (0.7) 7.2 (1.7) lO,O (2.4) so.5 (2.6) 
30.5 (1.6) 7.3 (0.8) 11.7(1.3) 8.9(1.5) 41.5 (2.9) 
34.0 (2.8) ll.O(l.3) 10.4 (0.9) 14.2 (1.4, 30.4 (3.2) 
33.4 (1.9) 19.3 (3.3) 16.0 (1.2) 14.3 (1.9) 17.0 (3,3) 

16.2 (3.1) 8.0 (2.6) 9.8 (3.1) 9,7 (3.2) 56.4 (6.3) 
30.3 (3.2) 6.3 (1.4, 6.1 (2.2) 10.1 (1.8) 43.2 (3,7) 
29.8 (1.7) 10.8 (1.5) 10.1 (1.6) 11.9 (I,91 37.4 (3.6) 
35.9 (2.4) 11.6(1.5) 13.4(1.4) 12.5 (2.2) 26.7 (2.1) 
32.9 (1.9) 9.0 (2.5) 13.4 (1.2) 10.3 (2.1) 34.4 (3.8) 

27.8 (2.2) 10.9(1.5) 10.5 (1.4, 13.2 (2.2) 37.5 (2.3) 
33.6 (2.5) 11.1 (1.2) 12.3 (1.9) 10.6 (1.2) 32.2 (2.6) 
33.5 (1.7) 7.9(1.3) ii.3 (1.8) 9.7 (1.9) 37.5 (3.7) 

*The numbers in parentheses are estimated Standard errors 
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Frequency of Writing on the Job by ES/U1 Participants by 
Race/Ethnicity, Level of Education, Age, and Labor Force Status 

TOTAL 

RACEIETHNICITY 
1 It .529.528 51.6 (2.2) 

43.7 13.91 1 
39.0 ;3.6i 

11.1 (0.8) 
8.9 (2.9) 

11.5(2.7) 

10.2 (3.3) 1.2 (0.7) 
34.4 (2.6) 7.7 (1.5) 
47.9 (3.1) 9.0 (0.6) 
53.2 (2.6) 10.5 (1.3) 
54.7 (3.5) 17.4 (3.0) 

7.9(0.8) W(O.7) ~ 23.1 (2.1) 
6.2 (1.6) 

10.3 (3.2) ::: 1:::; ~ ;::; I:::; 

I ~ 
10.0(8.3) 4.1 (3.0) ~ 74.5(7.6) 
7.9 12.11 5.6 12.61 44.4 12.71 

2,303 
349 
366 

~ 2.033.403 

I 3.548.835 

117 
1 

503.275 
459 2.579.463 

1,228 6.418367 
821 4.939.742 
504 3.563.557 

43.5 (6.0) 9.1 (1.8) ~ 9.9(2.2) 6.2 (1.6) 
41.3 (5.2) 9.8 (2.5) 9.0 (1.8) 5.6 (1.6) 
47.8 (3.0) 10.1 (2.3) 7.3 (1.6) 8.1 (1.1) 
53.9 (1.9) 11.7(1.3) 8.3 (1.3) 5.5 (0.8) 
45.3 (3.4) 10.5 (2.3) 10.6 (2.3) 7.6 (1.0) 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

LEVEL OF EOUCATION 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Oip,orGEO 
Some Postsecondary 
College oegree 

AGE 

8.2 ii.1 j 
8.1 (1.5) 

10.9 (2.0) 

6.2 ;O.Sj 
7.6(1.6) 
7.0 (1.4, 

28.7 i3.3; 
20.6 (2.1) 
10.0 (2.5) ~ 

16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46 + 

246 1.375.025 
582 3.221.355 
714 4.111,566 

I.041 5.996.721 
3.256,055 537 

1.260 
1,097 

775 

6.944.866 
6.257.122 
4.824.934 

31.4 (4.2) 
34.3 (3.0) 
26.6 (3.8) 
20.6 (1.7) 
26.0 (2.8) \ 

47.6(3.7) ~ 9.9(1.3) ~ g.O(l.2) 6.6 (0.9) 26.9 (3.0) 
48.2 (2:5) i 11.8(1.5) 8.7(1.4) 6.2 (1.1) 25.1 (2.6) 
47.3 (2.4) 10.4 (1.5) ~ 8.3 (1.5) 7.1 (1.5) 26.8 (2.7) 

LABOR FORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

Bills, invoices 

TOTAL 3,130 18.011.281 21.3(1.4) ~ 10.4(0.9) 7.4 (0.8) 9.4 (0.9) 51,5 (1.9) 

RACEIETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

2,303 11.535.333 
348 2.027.451 
366 3.548.835 

21.9 (1.4) 10.7 (1.2) 
14.4 13.21 7.8 12.51 
23.0 i3.8; 11.5 i1.9i 

7.3 (0.6) 10.3(1.1) 49.9 (1.6) 
7.3 (2.2) 4.8 (1.8) 65.7 (4.8)' 
7.2 (2.6) 7.1 (1.8) 51.2 (6.2): 

LEVELOF EOUCATlON 
O-8 Years 
9-12 Years 
H.S. Oip.or GE0 
Some Pastsecondary 
College oegree 

116 497,322 2.6(1.6) 3.5 (3.1) 13.6 (9.4) 
459 2.579.463 19.3(1.5, 7.6 (1.6) 5.0 (1.7) 

1.228 6.421.047 22.3 (2.6) 8.7 (1.3) 7.0 (1.3) 
822 4.931.838 22.6 (1.7) 10.9 (1.7) 7.5 (1.1) 
502 3.559.093 21.9(3.1) 15.2 (1.9) 8.7 (1.0) 

4.5 13.41 75.8 (9.71 
5.3 ii,zi 62.9 iZ.Oj. 
6.9 (0.8) 55.1 (3.7) 
8.2 (1.2) 50.9 (2.3) 

19.6 (2.8) 34.5 (3.3) 

AGE 
16-20 
21-25 
26-31 
32-45 
46 + 

247 
561 
714 

1,039 
537 

1.377.248 
3.215.403 
4.112.256 
5.982.564 
3.257.610 

19.4 (4.0) 
23.5 (2.2) 
20.8 (2.7) 
22.6 (2.6) 

~ 18.1 (2.7) 

6.2 (2.1) 4.9 (2.6) 5.0 (1.7) 64.4 (4.0) 
12.6 (2.4) 5.0 (1.5) 7.3 (2.5) 51,7 (3.9) 
10.1 (2.5) 9.2 (2.1) 9.0 (0.9) 50.9 (3.3) 
10.5 (1.4) 8.1 (1.6) 11.1 (1.4) 47.7 (2.6) 
10.2 (1.6) 6.5 (1.2) 11.1 (2.0) 54.0 (2.5) 

LABORFORCESTATUS 
Employed 
Not Employed 
Out of Labor Force 

1,258 
1,096 

776 

6.939.352 
6.241.628 
4.830.301 

20.3 (2.6) lO.O(l.7) 5.7 (0.8) 10.7 (0.9) 53.3 (2.7) 
23.7 (2.1) 11.7(1.1) 8.0 (1.5) 8.3(1.6) 48.3 (1.9) 
19.7 (2.0) 9.2 (2.1) 8.9 (1.9) 9.1 (1.8) 53.1 (3.1) 
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