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. tion affects student learning and other outcomes.’

.

.. that schools play in delinquency.

\

-

. The Center .
L8 . .

o The Center fonlSocial 0rganization_df'Schools has two primary objeclives:

to develop a sciegtific knowledge of how 'schools affect their students, and

to use this knowledge to develop hetter school practices and organization. ,
The Center works:through three research programs to achieve :its obfectives.

The School Organization Program investigates how school and classroom déganiza—

Current studies focus on

parental involvement, micrqcomputers, use of time in schools, cooperative

learning, and other organizational factors. The Education and Work Program

later-life occupa-
the

examines the relationship between schooling and students

tional and éducational success. Current proJec{s inelude studies of

competencies required in- the workplace, the sources of training and experience

that lead to employment, college students' major field choices, and employment

of urban minority youth. The Schools and Delinquency Program researches the

problem of crime, -violence, vandalism, and disorder in gchools and the role
Ongoing ‘studies ‘address the need to develop
‘a strong theory of delinquent behavior while examining school effects on .
delinquenty and eyaluating delquuency prevention programs in and outside of

o )

Research program that

'schools., ., * .
The Center also supports a Fellowships in Education

provides opportunities for talented 'young regearchers to conduct and publish
significant research and encouragés the participation of women and minorities

An research on education. i .
This report, prepared by the Education and Work Program, analyzes the
high L

¢
. .

occupational attainmeng of several hundred men who were‘dyslexic as
school sthhints. L .

’
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The alumni from 1940 through 1977 of the Gow School ‘a private secondary

.school for dys1ex1c boys, were surveyed in adulthood. Hypotheses were that

the )Gow alumni, especially the most severely reading disabled ones, would

)
- +

_be.relatively successful because of their high socioeconomic,status and 1Q

- -

levels, but that they would be employed more often in management and sales

~
-

and 1ess often in professlonal work than a control group. This was

* -

expected because sales and management tend to require less educatron for

[

comparable rewards than does profess1ona1 work and because read1ng i# pro-"

- - <

bably less 1mportant and non—academ1c skills more 1mportant }n the former, ¢

-\
Extensive test data ava11ab1e from the Gow‘School 1nd1cated that the Gow

<

4

men were rery handicapped on the average in high schooh} be1ng about four,

4

years below eXpectatlon in spelling, three below in oral read1ng, and two
below in reading comprehenslon. ‘The adult occupatlons of about 400 respon-

dents-.were compared to those of the a1umn1 of a control school, the fathers
1 .
of both groups, and men in the’ genera1 U. S. population. The Gow men were

-
3

found to be more ‘successful than the average man because they were much

more often in profess10na1 managerlal, or sales work instead of blue col-

lar work. However, Gow men were much less often in profess10na1 work than

were the fathers or control men, and they were rarely lawyers or physi-

cians, the most common professional jobs among the fatherd and controls.
The d1fferences in professional employment were reduced substantially by

contr0111ng ‘for social background (father s type of work) and educational

1eve1, pr1mar11y because the Gow men much less often obtained BAs (56% vs.

942) or advanced degrees (82 vs. 582) than d1d the control men. Gow men .

assessed as severely disabled were less often-1n professional work and more

often in blue collar work than were mildly disabled Gow men. A path analy=~

- - iv . f; . .

[QNCY




' sis for the Gow sample ind{G;:;;'that severity of dyslexia affects educa- ' .

- - .

. . . g e . e
: tional attaimment primarily via 1its effect on rgad1ng comprehension and

7 - - - A

.grades. To the extent that being in professional work (which is primarily -~
: g : . v

s L] -

.lower-level professional work among.the Gow men? versus managerial work
f . >

z"»rcoulq‘kjbe p}ed;cted, obfzining a profedsional job was assoc;ate& with higher
) . _ . _ CN

educational levels and having a p ofessional father. Data on job require- v

~ .
- . A

ments collected from the control men showed that reading, writing, dnd edu-* } -
¢ . v cational credentials are cited as critical to good job performance by twice

as many professionals as managers or salesmen, but-that non-academic compe-
. ) - s

v
= - r t ? -

tencies such as taking. initiative or responsibilify or being persuasive or

.o

competitive are more critical in management or sales work. Implications

- hd »

fof vocational counselihg anfl for identifying youngsters most disadvantaged
. N -

-~ compared to their social andl intellectual peers are discussed.

-

’ .
. ° - .

)
BN
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_The Adult 0ceupationa1 Success of Dyslexic Boys: A

Large-Scale;giong-Term F01}0M~Up

{

4’ -~
How do youngsters who are dyslexic (specifically reading disabled) fare
' e ) 4 -

. 86cia11y,‘economica11y,.and emotionally as adults? It has s¢metimes been

-
. ’

assuped that dyslexic youngsters face bleak futures regardless: of their

other attributes, but ve rea11y do not know what happens to them/ Dyslex1a

is a read1ng dlsorder that affects an estimated 12 to 72 of the populatlon '

(Yule, Rutter, Berger, & Thompson, 1974)" and wh1ch has become of—1ncrea81ng 3

.

concern to researchers, educators, and parents dur1ng the 1a8t two decades

- (Benton & Pearl, 1977 Malatesha & ‘Aaron, 1982) However, research on

. — - .
dyslexia has focused on the 1dent1f1cat10n, etlology, and remed1at10n of

the disprder. The few studies that have followed dyslexic ydungsters into

“ Ll

“*adulthood have generally, been small, the types of 1earn1ng d18ab111ty,

.

social background or other important characterlstlcs not spec1f1ed or the

’

length of follow-up very short. Perhaps because of such ilmltatlons, these

o /

prev1ou8.stud1es have led to qu1te d1fferent conclusionsﬁ'some very encour-
f

) aging but others not (e.g., see Schonhaut & Satz, in press) .

_as the income and lifé’atyle he provides his family. ..

R 4 ' : | SN

<

This paper examaaéo—one type of adult outcome, occupatrpnal success, -

‘among several hundred men who attended a school for dyslex1c boys. B o

»~

. vAlthough occupaﬁlon is not the only. ‘outcome of interest, ‘it is one of the

.

most important because the occupat10na1 role is a centr£1 on€e for men. A

man's.occupatlon to a great extent represeggs who he is in soc1ety (Gott-

‘fredson, 1981); it influences the expectations others have of h1m as'well

-

~5
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Education, Literacy, and Job Demands. -

K3
o
«

N

There is ample reason to expect that a reading disabilitx constitutes a

sl
.

handicap to an otherwise normal person in the pursuit ‘of a good education
and a good Job. and that it is a- handicap that has grown more disadvanta-
geous over the decades. Qur population has,become increasingly highly edu-
cated. From 1910-to 1970, the,median years of school completed by white:
L men.aged 25-29 increased from 8.3 to/12. 7 (u. s. Bureau of the Census,
1975, p. 381),’and the percentage_of the entire whitehmale civilian "labor
force having completed 16 years of educatipn-kpresumably a BA degree)
imcreased irom 11.2 to 20.6 betwegm 1959 and 1979 alone (U. S. Department

* * of Labor, 19895 Table B-9, p. 291). , '

L Table 1 shows that the types of jobs, in our economy havefalso changed

radically during bhis ceélury, and it is bikely t?i: they will continue to

do so. Tge_percentage of males in white collar job haé more than doubled

ginte 1900, from 17.6% in that year to 39,5% in.1970. The largest growth‘

-

e - technical work. Manual and service work has increased from about 41% to
\§\. 56% of all JObB held by males, but the work Within that/oategory uas ;eco;e
{ increasingly skilled: The percentage of men in farm work dropped froem. 41, 7
iu.l9OQ;to onl;‘4.5 by 1970. The large growth*in white collar wor%, partiﬂ
cularly.in pfbfessiodal and technical~work} suggests that’literacy skills
.and higher education have become increasinély important ‘in the competition

\ for Jobs. ' With more advanced technology, greatér‘literacy skills than. .

before are probably alao required ‘for’ many *blue collar Jobs. For example,

uller (1976)/estimated that the increasing 80ph18t1¢8t10n of the Navy’s

- I

ircraft hag led to-an increase ‘in the pages of docgméntation needed to

in white collar Jobs was due to the fourtgold increase in professiqnal and

A
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maintain that equipment from 2,000 in 1950 to 260,000 in 1975.
K S . . /: " " #
-Ingert Table 1 About Here

jors
y

z v

C4

v

~ . . . . M )
gv - Other evidence suggests more directly that a reading handicap may be a
; barrier to good jobs. For instance, studies of the characteristics of - .;ﬁ

Y

- occupatlons and studies’ of the careér processes of individuals all point to
the importance of education 1n obtaining hlgh-prestlge or hléh-paylng Jobs
(most of them white collar) and to the h;gher than average demands for
reading, writing, and other 1anguage/Ak1118 in those Jobs. When d1fferent
occupations and their incpmbents in,1970 are examined, the med1an educa~ 4

tional level of male workers is highly correlated with two importarf mea-
- - [} t

¢ < . . .
gures -of the attractlveness of their JObB, .78 with income and .60 with

occupatlonal-prestlée (calculated from data in U. S ‘Bureau of the Cen’sus,

. « ¥

1973, Table 1, and Gottfredson & Brown, 1978)

.
’

LS

. .
4 [} L

* " Vhen the abilities and activities required to perform jobs are examined,
the most important dimension separating jobs appears to be that of academic

or general intellectual‘ability: 'for exanple, abilities in language; nath;_

v f

and reasohing, and act1v1t1es such as wr1t1ng, using ‘written mater1als, and

- -

analyzing information (Gotffredson, Note 1. Th1s academic ab111ty dimen-—
\ O -

sion is in turn correlated .8 to .9 wvxh the educatlonal level (the "Ievel

of knowledge typ1ca11y acqulred through formal educatlon") requlred to per-

form the job. In partlcular, the use of written materlals as sources of
. 5 .,
Job information and ‘the rmportaace of writing lsfters, reports, and the !

——

like are correlated 74 and 86 with this. academ1c factor and about .7 and .
* Vi

.8 with the.educatlonal level required by the job. Assum1ng that dyslexic

- ,youngsters can somehow -obtain the educutxonal credent1a1s necessary to

*

| Q . . ' . .

'-‘- v "- . '*\‘11"' \\ /

‘\‘:
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’ v v :
< \\management and sales jobs prov1de jobs of above average status an they

: ’ 3 4 o ) : -
~ . R ¢ . " - \
. * O e ) |

} b - R - > _. - , E)
. ~ enter man§ jobs, they atill would facé frequent on-the-job demands fpr '
L ‘réading and-writing skills, often-at.a high level: Dyslexic adults might e
. ' . . . ~ - . . ~
be uncomfortable or less competitive- in jobs with high demands for literacy "
) e T © oy

skills and soy more frequently turnm, or be forced to turn, to lower-level

N > ,‘ . N .
jobs or to jobs where non-academic talepts' that' they-might possess are more

1ar1y educated men in. otngi fields sof work f1e1d8 wh1ch may even be .

important than literacy skills. T . ' . ' :
- z T ‘ N ' ' [ '; 4 -
Studies of occnpational achievement 3t the individual level, specifi-
. . . , .

}

’ cally the-many %ociological regression studies qf.what'determines tne ' v

career success of 1nd1v1dua18, also converge in suggesting thaf Educat1ona1

’

level is the most important de&ermlnant of later occupational status and-

4ncome (though the latter iz not as well predicted as the "former). IQ and ' .
parental socloeconomlc status follow'in 1mportance as predlctcrs of G- _,'
césé}’primatily hab}ng hei; influence on the level of eQu:ation obtained )
(e.g:, Senell & Hauser, 1975). , . ,-. ‘. }

X R o ¢ -

Although it is generaIIy true’ that education is tneNahQ:rafoute to goodg

R ¢ ‘..

jobs, some stud1es show slgnlﬁlcant var1at1on8 in the 1mportance of educa— ' .

P v,

tion that may reveal good opportunltles for dyslex1c adults. Sp c1f1ca11y,

.t - 3

often provide good income with less educat;on than do other field
' B ~ 7 -
with a similar or higher status (Gottfredson, Note'ZZ// Table 2 iljlustrates

\

thlB for two age groups of wh1te men 1n 1970, Incomes-were higher f&r - <

1ncrea81ng1y hlghlx educated men in all f1e1ds of work as would be . _ .

o A A

expected. However, at all except the very h1ghe8t level of educatlon (17.

<

years or -more), men in sales and management had higher incomes than 81m1— , .

¢ A

(4

accorded higher Boc1a1 status, In fact, managers and salesmen w1th 16 S

0 - ‘. L]

. N ) ) . ‘ 1 ~- L. . ,
) . - T, * . .
.
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years of education (presumably a BA degree) earned more thau,the‘more C .

N

highly educated men in all other fields except science and medicine. More

strikingly, men in sales and management who had only 12 years of education

r
L] *

(presumably a bigh school dlploma) had about the same income ‘as men with 17 .
a [}
. -Or mgke years of ‘education in social serv1ce and educetion.jobsi T ..
t . ~ Insert Table 2 About Here o . R
t ta> - ' X

‘. ' .
B . : s

Good performance in this entrepreneurlal work probably depends more on

’

non-academlc skills and personallty traits such as persuaslveness, competis

-

tiveness, and 1nterpersonal 8k1118 and 1ess on strictly academic talenfs

s

such as readlqg and writing than 18 £he_ case for many other'jobs. Whereas ° -
.a traditioral formal education is’ the rpute for entering fields such as

.

. . o . ., ) . et T P .
. science, medicine, educationm, and social service, it is”less 1likely to be |

‘

so for eéntrepreneurial work. . Because management and sales maygbe a road to

. s : ' . . . . . .
success, at least -financial suctess, with less investment 1n education,.lt N

2

is likely to’attract a larger proportiond of dyﬁlexic men than is -the case -

] .

in other pop 1icionss . T ' . .
,  POPR o ) :

vwa“_v,ﬂzpotheses ' L ® T . ;ﬁ\. e '
, ‘ I VR

- .

Three general hypothese!’about the occupatlons of dyslexic men are .
» . / .
tegted 1n thls‘study. _These hypotheaes are based on prev1ous research ou

. 0 ’ '

: career development in non—dyslex1c populat1ons, the partlcularly reLevant

findingo being‘gtated below as four premlses underlylﬁg the hypotheses. ' .o

- "t . .
Do " - .
.

" - , . oo . : ' ¥y .
< Prgmisg 1. Jobs require a vaiiety of ukjlls besldes those of readlng ;

. .
v .. - - »vf

ﬁ::>4 * and writing. In some. jobs, 1nterpersonal or psychomotor 8k1118 may be just C

©. as, or more, important than reading, writing, and other academlc skxlls
\‘l) . . . . . . ,‘. ; Vv ) . ‘

[ERJﬂ:‘~A . o b o . .15; ‘ o . ' i

. J
.

N




. l 6 -
. (e.g., Gottfredson, Note 1).
- x . Premise 2. The reading and writing skills necessary to learn or enter a
. L7 w3
' ' ‘ ] N o
job (e.g., through jeducation and training) may differ from, oftem being %
~ e 4 N\

higher than, those required to actually perform the work (e.g., Sticht,
1925). i > -, b

Premise 3. The education and occupation one obtains™is influenced by a

variety of ‘personal and social factors, {g and social class being among the
¢ ’ . W s ’
most important of those which have been documented (e.g., Sewell & Hauser, ’

1976). Thefe is considerable debate about why such factors are important

w §e.g., Bielby, 1981), but there is no doubt that théy cannot be ignored in
explaining the occupational outgomes of any population under study.

’

" Premise 4. 1In the general population, the level of men”s occupational . v .

A t ‘“‘

///f‘&giratiOns is correlated with their intelligence and social class, proba--
. bly.reflécting the men”s recognitiod of the social standards generally

*

applied to people like themselves. Dyslexic men will share this reecogni- - ’
tion, with its resulting drive to live up to the expegtations comgon in

their social group, and so will seek ways to cbpé with or circumvent their

'\\ . -~ \ .
handicap. . ] N u
8 . ) /."‘

Hypothesis 1. Dyslexic men will enter jobs requiring less education

- ¢

J‘ . .
than will non-disabled men. Therefore, they will be found relatively more

often (a) in. lower- versus higher-ievgl.job§ and (b) in management and

.sales'jobs versus professional jobs. This will be true even for dyslexic d
.
men characterized by social backgrounds and educational attainments compa~  ° ..

‘rable to those of non-dyslexic men.




-

.tensive professional jobs.

T

>

) " Because the sample of reading disabled men studied here is considerably

. iqs : L} . .
above average'.in both gemeral ability and socioeconomic status (as will be
. - ¥ ¢ '
demonstrated below), it is expected that this group”s occupational-achieve-

~

ments will be at least as high as those of men in generai but not as high

_ss those of their fathers or non-disabied'peers. Most high-éES snd high~IQ-

men, are employed in professional or managerial work, 80 it is expected that

&

the dyslexlc men will also pursue these two broad types of work. However,

»

they w111 be underrepresented in pro£ess1onal and overrepresented in manag-

-~

"erial work compared to their fathers and peers. In short, they will be at

least as successful as the average man but will fall short of the attain- .
7~ : ' ©

ments which would have otherwise been expectled of them and they will.find:

. . ‘ B - ~
success more often in entrepreneurial work than in the more education-in-

» : . v .
HBypothesis 2. The foregoing trends will be stronger for men who are

severely reading dlszhled than for those who are mildly disabled.
’ L . ;
Bypothesis 3. The reading and.writingqskills required on the job will

-

be higher in the -jobs in which dyslexic men are underrepresented than in

the jobs in which they are overrepresented.

- "" Study Design

]
.

The "following pages describe the samples;-measures, and methogg'of ana-

lysig used. Important methodotgglcal igsues whlch are discussed include
, L3
the definition and measurement of dyslexia, the length of follow—up neces—
Y

sary to study occupational success, secular changes iiff career patterms,
se1ect1ng a control group snd control varlables, classlfy1ng occupat1ons

and measur1ng success, and measuring JOb requlrements. The strengths and

’ ‘ .
N . »
B




limitations of this study are also reviewed.

Sample of Reading Disabled Men ' ' ‘

The sample consists of men who attended the Gow School in’ South Wales,
New York. The Gow School was founded in 1926 as a coliege preparatory

anrding school with grades 7-12 for dyslexic boys, and it draws students

%

from all pver the United States. The r0110w~up of .these boys was initiated
’ ¥

at the suggestion of the Gow School ‘itself. T s

- ~—

N
AR

0f the 1,012 elumni nith school records, only the 965 men leaving Gow in

1940 through 1977 were targets of -the follow-up because school rechd data

for the pre-1940 alumni,. were less adequate than:for later alumnhii Of these

965 men, 293 had either diéd, could not be located, or were knowﬂ\ngt/to'
have received’tﬂe follow—uy questionnaire: 0f the remaining 672 who

v . -

received questionnaires, .579:(86.2%). responded either by'mail or telephone.

' -

Thus, there is -follow-up information for 60% of all Gow alumni from ~
.1940 -1977. No substant1a1 d1fferences vere observedsin/any decade among

respondents, non—respondents, and men who could not be located (Chllds,

Al

FLnucc1, Pulver, & T1e1sch Note 3).>There are, h0wever, some significant’
»differences over the years in th€ types of men, attending Gow and these will,

/
be examined in a later section.

~

+
4

The Gow School ma1nta1ns extensive school records on its students, ‘
records that are consistent since at least 1940 because of the schoollf
. stab111ty in the staff adm1anter1ng tests, the tests they adm1n1stered,

and, the coursework and other relevant data entered 1nto the students”

« 3

school records. Prospective students aye*extenzlvely evaluated w1th a bat-

tery of tests; many of which are then repeated‘each spring.’

P




The modal grade of entry in the sample wss 9 and the modal age of entry
was 15, meanlng that the boys were most oﬁten one year behind grade -level
at entry. Over two-thirds of the boys»attended Gow for at least two years,

_ many of them returning to regular high schools after leaving Gow. The res-

[y

pondents had an average 1Q of 118 on the Stanford-B1net, and only 3.3% had

scores of 100 or below.

-

.Wheo characterized according to the measure of read@ng disahility used ‘
in this report (discussed further below), three-quarters were considered :
severe1y d1sab1ed upon entry, with almost all the others being clasgified
as mildly disabled (rather than non-disabled). By the time the men left
’ Gow, over half were still geverely disabled. When scores on the subtests
of the Wechsler are examined, the prof11e of the Gow ‘men clnforms to that .
of other dys1ex1cs, for example, showing poorest performance on Informa-
tionm, Ar1thmet1c, and Digit Span on the Verbal Scale and poorest on Coding

on the Performance Scale (e.g., Huelsman, 1970) Thus, the Gow alumni are

clearly a populatiod with specific reading disabilities.

) The follow-up questdonnaire-(see Appendix A), which was sent early in

_the spring of 1979, contained four sets of questions: education, occupk—
tion, family characteristicd,.snd adult réading habits and'attitudes. of
most relevance to this particular report, the respondents were asked about
degrees obtained, ‘the1r father 8 occupation and educatlon, .4 more defglled

' descr1pt10n of the1r own oCcupatlon, and their current spelling ab111ty.

Theaextenslve data collected on educatlonal careers have been reported

. ~ ’ Ll
—

elsewheﬁSE(Childs et al., yote 3. .

- ¢ ..
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10 .
Two Comparison Groups * < ) i
. ~//‘ . .
It was considered imporrant to compare the Gow men”s ocqqpational out~ N
~comes not only to a control group as similar as possible to them but also. X ¥
to the gemeral populatlon of male workers. Therefore, two groups are used N . &‘

-~

for comparison.with the Gow men: {a) the alumni of a private coliege pre-
paratory schooi that draws students from a similar socioeconomic stfatun’ as
the Gow men and (b) men in general'as profiled in U. S. census data. The -

two groups will be referred to as the "control men” and "men in general "

N

Control men. The alumni of the Gilman School, a thighly regarded private .

L P .

college preparatory school for boys in Baltimore, ‘were selécted as a con-

N

trol group ‘because rthat school maintained records on alumni graduat1ng»

between 1940 and 1979 it seemed to draw students from s1m113r13_hfgh

social class and IQ levels as did the Gow_ school, and it too was 1nterested

"in following up its dlumni apd investigating their reading habits.
ar ’ . 1 .

The Gilman school differs from the Gow School in several ways. It is

not a boardzng school and it draws students: pr1mar11y from the local area. .

. [

A high proportlon of students reportedly are_ children of men associated

k3 ‘

’ with the Johns Hopkins Medlcac Institutions, which probably.explalns the - .

o 4
C s

N
wnusually large number of physicians among‘the fathers. In addition, con— ‘

s1derab1y less school record information was avallable for the control than

mew»~~~»~~—-—~for~t:he -Gow ngn.~‘For*examp1e —there~were~no 1IQ--test scores for these men.- — - oo

'

However, SAT scores were avallable for most control men and SAT Verbal -

scores were used to estimate IQ scores, as\ylll be explaxned below.

- ’

~

' The questlonnalres for the .control men (see Appendix B) vhich were sent

in the sprlng of 1980, were essent1a11y the same as those sedt to the Gow

» . ¢
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men, except that one major question was added. That question asked the’

. o
control men to rate how important dlfferent gkills and personality. traits

’
L3

are on their job.

.

The Gilman alumni were randomly seleéted from each year from 1940 onm,,

stratifying first by year of leaving G11man g0 as to match the pr0port10n
of Gow men leaving the Gow School in those same years. Of the 753 men to

whom questionnaires were semt, 612 (81 3%7) responded by ma11 or telephone.

As was true for the Gow men, there were no substantial deferences between
respondénts and non-respondents, though respondents did differ among them-

selves across the decades.

'

The adequacy of this sample as a control group is examined in a later

section.

Men in genera1. Data collected by the Census Bureau were used to ,

descrlbe the general p0pu1at10n of male workers in the Un1ted States. Most

often the data used here are restrlcted to white men. The reSults pre-
’ sented wvere obta1ned by reanalyzlng data pub11shed by the Census Bureau or .
A
results reported by investigators using data collected by the Census

Bureau. Although the data for men in general comgist 1arge1y of

-

d1str1but10ns of men by educat1on and occupatlon, they prov1de a va1uab1e i

0y

perspective on who the Eow and“c%ntrol.men are and how successful they ‘are
v .

relative to other men in our societys -

Subsamples ‘Selected for Analysis -

Most analyses are restrlcted to men meeting the.following criteria: (a)
they were not. students at the time of survey, (b) they reported'pn occupa-

s .
tiopnal title for their current or 1ast job, (c) they were between the ages
. . . -
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of 26 and 55, and (d) they péd relevant test scores available (the SAT-V
for the control men and the Stanford-Biﬁet 1Q, Gray Oral Reading, Morrison-
McCall Spe111ng, and the Paragraph Meanlng Subtest of the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test for the Gow men) A few analyses include men in the 16-60 age

.t

range, althougﬁ the men <in this wider'age group who met the three other

criteria actually ranged in age only from 18-53 for Gow men and 21-35 for

control men. . -

- . «

. Restricting the subsamples to non-students équ 26 or older ensures that

r - -

b . p . . .
most of the men have already embarKed on their careers and are not merely

) t
holding temporary jobs while they pursue education or training. Previous: '
* o -

research has shown that by their mid-twenties most men have completed their .

- » -

i
’

Gow men aged 26-55 and 16—@9, and to 387 and 416 for Gilman men aged 26-55

i and .16-60. The-Nﬁs in the tables are soﬁetimesua bit lower because of RS

Dgfining Severity of Reading Disability e -

education' and the.gross changes in jobeield and 1evei,that charactefize

Wy

younger men have d;sappeared the one 31gn1f1cant trend which contlnues

~

into the later years being the movement of men into hlgher level sales and

management work (Qgttfredson & Browm, 1981) Job shifts also decrease

markedly by the late twenties (Byrne, 1975) The upper age limit of 55 was

used in most analyses primarily because no control .men over age 55 met the
) - 'o ” ®
other criteria.

a

The four critEria‘narrowed.the gamples  to 339 and 406, respectively, for

m1881ng data for otheg:varlables in the analyses.
5 .

; .
£ . .
t

x

As already describéd! the Gow men represent a populéﬁion of poor readers

who' are specifically readihg(disabled. That is, they were youngsters of

g o o
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-

normal intelligence without major emotional or behavioral problems and who

_had ample opportunit§ to learn to read, but who still did not read at.a

level commensurate with their pofgntial., Their handicap was related spe- . ) )

~

cifically to read1ng and related sk111s and did not refiectﬁthe more gener—

" alized set of 1nte11ectual deficits that characterlze'"backvard" readers

(e.g., Yule & Rutter, 1976) Dys1eX1a is a heterﬂgeneous d1sorder with
differing causes and aésoc1ated symptoms (Rutter, 1977)- However, since" 2

we do not have test results to create subgroups, the Gow men are treated

in this repotrt as a éingle group.' e
. . L

*
’

The Gow 'men are d1st1ngu1shed ‘here accord1ng to a measure of severity of

3

’ d1sab111ty analogous to Hyklebust g (1967) "Learning Quot1ent. These quo-—

tients are ratiog of tested or actual performance to expected performance. N

Actual read1ng performance 1s-measured here us1ng the Gray Oral Reading f

- henslon based on the Paragraph Meanlng Suhtest of the Stanford.Achievement

Test (Kelly, Madden, Gardner, & Rudman, 1964) was a1so created.

< & .

Paragraphs Test (Gray, 1936) and; the Morr:.son—McCall Spe111ng Séale (Morri-

son & ucc£11, 1923). Grade equivalents on these tests wére transformed to

achievement ages. These two part1cu1ar tests were chosen because they were .

available for most of the men and’ because they represent the sorts .of prob-— .

-

lems with the mechanics of reading and writimg that typ1fy~dys1ex1a. A

-

single reading quotient was also created by averaging the quotients from
. - [

the Gray Oral and Morrison-McCall tests, and a quotient for reading compre-

v ' ) ’ '
. R . . <
L]

Expected achievement age, the den&n;nator of the quotients, was calcu-

[3

' 1ated.as_the average of chronological age, age -for grade placement, and .-

-

mental age on the-Stanford-Binet, form LM. These three’ages were used
because they all affect either "the oppqrtunity or readiness of youngsters

. o
.
. ’

v
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to develop reading skills. A quotlent of 1.00 wou1d be expected on the

¢ -

average for youngsters who are read1ng up to their potent1a1. Scores below

“

1 00 indicate that achievements are below expectatlons. The der1vatloﬂ and

. empirical va11datlon of these quotients has been detailed elsewhere

. (Pinucci, Isaacs, thtehouse, & Childs, 1982). _ o .

Quotients were.caloulated for all men initially tested in the fall and
for all their later spring‘retestings. The quotients used in-this. study
are the latest dnotients available for each‘man, whether they were from the

initial, l-year, 2-year, or 3-year tests. (A small proportion of men hadi
; SR

_4th-year or later testsq but data were gathered only for the first three

years of tests.) Thus, the reading quqtients used*here are essentia11y

- ST e

measures of disability after treatment. The 1atest aVa11ab1e measure 1s
{ -~
the most approprlate one, here because it is closest ‘in time to the men’s

-

entry into college and the labor force. Initial average reading quotients

are correlated .83 with last. average reading quotients in the snbsample of

men aged 26~ 55 but the last .quotient is somewhat more strongly related- to

the men”s’ later educational degree level (r = .18 vs. . .11) and occupatrqnal

(Y a

. .
prestige (r = .15 vs. .07). Both initial and last quotients are uncorre~ -

L]
o~ . . v
.

lated with IQ (r’s = .01 and -.02).

o
. .
-

For some of the ana1yses, the Gow men, were divided 1nto three sever1ty
. )
groups: hlgh disability (reading gquotients 1ess than or equal to 80),

-

mild d1sab111ty (quotients .81 to 1.00), and no dlsabrllty (quotlents
greater than 1.01). Approx1mate1§ 55%, 432 and 2% of the men with test

scores fell into’the -three respective sever1ty groups; three—quarters of

A

the mild disability group fell within the .81 - .90 range. As noted

before, three-quarters of _the men were classifiéd as highly disabled at

~-




/

Q .

ERIC-

BIA Fuiimext provided by R
~

jnitial testing, a difference from the 55% figure at last testing thatiis
#

con81stent~with a mean rise in reading quotients\from .73 to .79 between
. . Lo .

o
initial and last tests. ; : . :
-\ ' ) . » . -
Because some investigators have used age or grade level alone to measure ’
the readlng performance that would be expected of d nornal child, age and ST

-

" grade 1eve1 are among the’ alternative definitions of ‘expected performance

“¥Z " The Gow men were not reteqted as adults, but they were asked in the

éelf-ratiﬁgs to the reading quotients and the adequacy of the latter for ™

',

that are used in onq‘table to characterize the reading handicaps of the Gow ', L2

.
L3

men. As noted earlier, most analyses reported here are based on expegcta— N

tions calculated from the average of chronological age, age for- grade

- . .

level; and mental age.

- . s

questionnaire to rate their own spelling abilities. The relation of these

P R . L

\

characterizing the Gow men as adults are explored below. .

It was assutfed that men in the control sample are no more likely to suf- .

.

fer a specific reading disability than men in the, general population. The

control men were, however, asked to rate their spelling-abilities and this

’ .
. - hd

provides some basis of comparison with the Gow men.

A . ; N
Measuring Occupational Outcomes and Requirements
. ; ‘ .
Respondents were asked easentlally the same set. of questions that the s
u. S; Census Bureau has asked since 197b to deﬁermlne tﬁe occupation and ‘ . "
industry of'respondents (see questions 82-86 in Appendlces A and B). A T
single qhestion was used to obta1n fathgr 8 occupatlon. ' ' ;_

» ’ : -
Outcomes. Two of the most tommonly used measures of occupational suc—,

> . . . \ PR
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cess &re income and occupati nal prestige. Occupational préstige or

socioe i 18 are based on ratings by the géneral ‘public of .

the general desirability pf johs (e.g., see Duncan, 1961). 'There is

remark ble consensus on prestige ranklngs among all groups in society (see

with the 1ncomes and educhtlonal levels of workers in those jobs, as vas

0

" discussed above.4 A third common way of charactérlzlng jobs is to class1fy

A}

ey

them according to the widelyqrecognized major categorles in the ‘Census
Bureau’s 1970 occupational classification (professional, technical, and

' 7
krndred workers, anager1a1 workers, sales workers; etc ), whlch are them~ \

L
%

selves often combined’ 1nto the even broader categorles of white collar,

-

‘ 444—~;7ﬂ77blueufollar4aag§~i§tg- All three methods are used here, not only because

investiggtors may be -familiar with one but not the others, but also beoause'

. - .o . >
\

~’ A . Iy
they provide somewhat differedt Yerspectives on occupational success as was
evident in Table 2. . R

K] . B ; .

The first step was to classify the occupations reported by the Gow and L,
0

control men accordlng to their éodes in the Census ‘Bureau’s 1970 detalled

:

' 440—category occupatlonal classrflcatlon (vu. S. Bureau of the Census,

/

‘ }971a, 1971b) ?g?me s (1975) estimates of occupat1ona1 prestige, wh1ch

are ava11ab1e accord1ng to 1970 census code, were then ass¥gned to the’

~

men s~occupat10ns. (Thes%>codes are also ava11ab1e in Gottfredson & Brown,

1978). Respondent’s were not asked the1r incomes, 80 the\usual 1n¢ome in °

P their occupation was assigned from census data on the median 1969 earnings .

of the male experienced civilian labor.force in these specific occupations

#*

(U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1973, Table 24). This,income measure should
0 . -~ 'o} .

be considered only a very rough_ estimate of the men’s incomes because

- A

incomes may vary conslderably by job tenure, by specrfzc job t1t1e, flrm,

S 24 S

.
\d « -
.
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“*A“Min?‘of*the tablesrtnciudevonry threefgroupsaof occupations' profes- o .

) agers, they were so grouped here because it appeared that these men would

~

i

. i . .
-and by the performance level of the particular

or location in the country,

employee. F1na11y, .the men were also character1zed accord1ng to ‘the maJpr

census group to which their occupatlons belong. Although the cen8us groups L .

/‘ .
cized beeause some are fa1r1y heterogeneous ‘mixtures of d1ffe- - -
. ) .
rent job levels and fields of work (e.gu, 1awyers, tecthCISDB, re11g1ous

2 *

can be criti

ers, -and athletes are all c1ass1f1ed as professronals) most data Tor

© v

work

the general p0pu1at1on are available in th1s form and thesé categorlé% are o

gtill widely used in 'studies of occupat1gna1 mobility. These census occu-

-

pat1ona1 categories are more often ,used here than are the prest1ge or \

income measures because the former are more 1nformat1ve in the context of -

-

this study. . ) .

- v .
s

Y

gional, manager/farmer, and salesman. Other groups ‘were usually excluded

.
' )

_because so few respondents held jobs c1assified in these other groups.

" Although stud1es of occupat1ons and careers seLdom group farmers with man-

more appropriately be considered proprietors of (farm) .businesses than

occupants of the 10wer-1eve1 "other" Jobs. In any case, only a small pro- .

-~

port1on of any of the -groups of managers cons1sted of farmegs or farm man- _ .

agers. When the category "wh1te c011ar or farmer" is used, it refers to - o

a11 major census groups typ1ca11y olass1f1ed as wh1te collar (profess1ona1 V}ﬂ///

managerial, éler1ca1, and sales) plus the farmers we have grouped together

-, ‘ ’ e ’ , - .
with managers; t . e v .- ' . . .o

- . N N

Both respondents and their fdthers vere c1ass1£1ed in the same manner. . "

/

Because respondents were asked for more detailed de8cr1pb1ons of the1r own ‘
. -

. { \/\ * ‘:’
jobs than "for their ‘fathers” ,,f1ner distinctions for the_former are some= L

.
4 M . ) - .
’ ‘ ' -

[ b «
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Ad

times made in the tables.

The occupations listed refer to the respondent’s current job or to his
7

last Job if not currently employed. Im, the samples of men aged 26-55 962

of the Gow men oere.egployed (94% fulltime) and 98%-af--the oontrgT men were

.
-

N , .
emplfyed (95% fulltime). . , . ., .

(\ . s /-f-/

\,«

’ - L

™~ :
It was hypothesized that Gow men would be

Occupational requirements..

found in jobs with job demands different from those oﬁ the control men. In

[

- order to measure’Job competencies xequired on the job,J the control men were®

. 1 e

"Imagine that you are giving advice to

~

asked the folloWing question'
. »

How important is it

-

.gomeone who is thinking of entering a job like vours.

Forathisipexson,to have each of t the follqglg§4§b111t1e8 and personality

y .

.
~

) reading_skill is not particulamly cruoial to good job performance.

[
v

tgaits in order ‘to be good at the job?" They were-then asked to rate each

. . L
of 37 items on a 4fcaéeéory scale ranging from "makes no difference" to "is

In other studies that have compared “the

»

- .
"critical for doing a good job."
requirements of jobs, jobs have generally been characterized according to -

-»
‘the reguency of use or the level of skill typically employed (e.g., HcCor-
I
mick, Jearneret,

this study criticalness ‘of .the skill was considered most important. The

reading activities mbést important t ts are not necessarily those they

carry out most often (Mui‘phy, 1973, asilsc‘ribed in Kirsch & Guthrie, .

. ¢ ' .
This is an.important distinction because a reading dis

1977-78).

may not constitute a serious handicap if 3 high~1eve1 oy’freque

7 *

_versely, it is not clear that reading demaﬁds have to be frequent to be a

a .

serious barriér to.dyslexics, .-

'

h .
£
8
r -
-
o
.
.
A3
i
3
e
ES
t
1)
;
. .
’
I 2R
- T
* s
.
-~ Pa

-

& Hecham, 1972, U s. Department of Labor; 1977) but in .




[} . o~

- The 37 items were -designed to tapsihe major domains of job demands that

- .

. have been documented or proposed in the job analysis, human abilities, and - >
- sociological literatures (e.g., see Dunnette, 1976). InteLiectual, inter~- - ¢ .
’personal, and psychomotor sk111s, as well as some social attributes or . . .

-

resources, -are represented. The items focus pr1mar11y on 1nterpersonal and’

1nte11ectual tr31ts, however, becayse most men were expected to report pro-

fessional or managerial jobs.. The items are shown in Table 12. 1In the

P ~ [l

interest of minimizing the reading demands of their questiohnaire, Gow men

- . - .
s
s N

were nbt s‘ked this question.

General educational development (GED) level is presentgzlin one .table

because this measure is often used by vocational and employment counselors .
. ? -

ag a rough representation of the educational gevel required~by, jobs. GED

. M B

is an estimate made by job analysts of -the level of knowledge typically .

’ .
. . -

provided by formal educational curricula (U. S. Department of Labor,

Y
- : ’

1977). "
Controlling for oclal Class, Educatlon, and _Q e ST -

As noted earlier, IQ and social class‘backgrohng are both related to the’

o types of careers men.pursue as adults.. Therefore, they must be tsken into
- 4

account vhen asseaslng how other factors such as dyslex;a mlght affect edu-

’ .-cational snd career*gglglgpmgn,.»-And_as—speetfred“tn“ﬂypbthesls 1, the

N ~,

careers of dyalexlc men may d1ffer from those of nqn‘dlsabled men even wﬁen

!

. ‘ they have managed to attain the same level of’ egucatlon.) Thus, some ana®

. - f

/‘ . lyses are performed separdtely for men of ‘different educational levels. ]
o . . - R ‘ . . K

Soc1a1 c1ass, IQ, and education are measured as 1nd1cated below.
. . . .t
Social class. Social class or socioeconomic¢ status is most gften

. ) o A' 27 {/ . S : ,. .' ;.‘:
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L - ) - ’ o . - re i o -
assessed by measuring income, occupation, education, or some combination of ;
these var1ab1es. Three measures are used here to characterize the current

social status of both the respondents and the1r fathers: the income typi;
i ”’ &

cal of their occupations, the prestige or status of their occupations; and
. . —_—

"the major census group to which their cccupatdons are classified. Omne or

more of these social status measures is ‘used depending on the purpose of
". the analysis being done. ’ : T e
L ) ’ ' :

The social class backgrOund from which one originates is Usually mea- ’
Q‘ 3

sured by examining the soc1a1 status of one”s parents, usually the father. .

-~ .

Therefore, the measures of father 8 own*soc1a1 status,used here are a1so -

used to indicate the social class background of the respondents. Although .

father 8 education is 'a frequently used indicator of soc1a1 status, it was

not used because dyslexia is familia1~(DeFries & Decker, 1982' Finuccl,

1

Guthr1e, Ch11ds, Abbey, & Ch11ds, 1976), mean1ng that more Gow than control ’

fathérs w0u1d themselves be read1ng disabled, It was assumed that any such

4

read1ng disabilities w0u1d have been a greater hand1cap,to the educat1ona1 .
A .

attainﬁent than to the career advancement &f fathers, meaning that a ) - .

-

. father’s. education would underestimate his own social class as detereined . .

by his occupation and, therefore, also the socikal class background of his

son. ; r , . . L v
, : S . 3

-
e

oy

Eduéation. The men were asked to Teport- what degrees they had obtained

v
» Y

¢,and the responses were categorized as follows: GED or no degree, high -

school diploma, technical school diploma, AA degree, 3-year degree, BA or

BS degree, Mastér’s degree,, law degree, or doctorate. For most of the ana- ,

N M I/ \

lyses, men were grouped into 4 categoriés:’ less than high school diploma,

“ - hd . ' Pl ‘
high school diploma only, BA only, and more than BA. ; Many of' the men cate-

- ' o s

P e dmmmaami % amd e A e — W S - .-
e o ¢ [N ‘., [ I

. .« .

. - N ¢
. /] <
- ‘ k¥
.




-

,_'-~21, ‘ - '

gorized as having a “high school diploma only" actually have some college
o ~

but no degree (Childs ét al., Note 3). - S

-
-~
hat

_ 1Q. Stanford-Binmet scores Were, used to measure the IQs of the Gow men.'

<

Thls test is orally and 1nd1v1dually adm1n1stered and so presumably repre-

o

sents fairly well the general 1ntellectual ab111ty of people who have read-

1ng ‘problems. - The mean IQ of the two Gow age subsamples is 118 w1th a
‘¢ .
standard deviation of - about 9.4. ‘Although about one standard deviation

\

.

above the average for hiéh school students, this high mean is not .surpris-
ing considering the socioeconomic status of theé families of the Gow men, and

the fact that SES is correlated with IQ in the general population. . e

1Q scores had to be estimated for the control men from their scores om

2

‘ the Verbal subtest of the SAT.' the transformation wasvbased on estimates

of the d18tr1but10n of 12th graders on these two tests. The mean and stan-.

o«

'dard deviation used for the Stanford-B1net were 105 and 15 .and those for®° ,

L]
.

the SAT-V wete 390 and 132 (Jensen, 1970). The mean and standard deviation ,

[y

of the control men- on’ the SAT-V were, respectively, 585 and 88. The .mean

. e‘mated 1Q score was 127 vith a standard dev1at10n of ‘about 10. 2. !This .~ }

very hlgh average, whlch is on?, and a half standard deviations above aver-
age, is not unreasonable. Rawson - (1968) found, for example, that her popu-

lation of private school boys from 31m11ar1y hlgh soc1al class backgrounds

averaged 131 on the Stanford-Blnet. Furthermore} ‘the mean IQ of PhDs is

/;bout 130 (Cronbach,. 1960 p. 174) versus 115 to 120 for college un7é§§;;;;:\‘\\\;_/)

4gtlx (Cronbach, 1960 p. 174, Plant & R1chardaon, 1958), and over half of .
the control men d}d obtain some sort ‘of graduate degree.' Because of their g
usefulneas but uncertaln valldzty, the IQ estimates for the control men are .

used in aome of the £ollow1ng analyses but they are not central'to any. -~ A .
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Analxses : e

I3

The general plan of analysis is as follows. The first analysisrlooks at

just how disabled the Gow men are according ‘to different measures. It also

*
deals with the question of whether adolescent scores can be used to charac-:

[l

terize the men as disabled in adulthood. The second analysis examin€s how
- well the Gilman'alumn? function/as a control for‘the Gow men. In.addition,
it explores to what extent the types of men attending the two schools ma}
have changed over the decades. If there has been substantia1 change, “age
“cohorts might have to‘Pe analpzed separately or extra care be taken in
interpreting results. Th1s<second analysis also provides a glimpse of how
successful the Go; nen,are according to several criteria when they are com-
‘-pared to their fathers and to theKcontro;.men. The third set of ‘analyses
tests the first hypothesis by comparing the‘occupational distributions of
Gov men to those of:the control men and to men in general. Overall distri-

{

butions are examined first and then men from different social backgrounds

1

and with different 1eve1s of education are cons1dered separately. The

A

fourth set of analyses tests the second hypothes1s by examlnlng/the effects
of different degrees of disability on the occupatlons held by the Gow men:
Occupatlonal distributions are examined separately for mildly- ‘and highly-
disabledréov men, controlliné for social background and education. Thepn a
path 8ﬂ81Y818 is performed which assesses the 1mportance of dys1ex1a re1a-
tive to other pred1ctors (such as IQ, social background and hlgh school
grades) in détermining whether. men enter profess10na1 r;ZZZ} than manager-
ial work. Finally, the last analysls tests the: th1rd hypothesls by examln-

ing‘how critical reading, writing, "and other job skills are in different

kinds of work.




Strengths gnd Limitations , . . -

.This study overcomes some of the major defects that have plsgued previ-

_ous follow-ups of the reéding disabled. Even the smaller subsamples of

read1ng d1sab1ed men used here are, large; witheabout 400 cases, they are
almost ten t1mes as large as most prev1ous studies (e.g., see Schonhaut and
Satz’s review, in press). The sample also represents a particular type of .
read1ng hand1cap, a’ specific reading disability, whereas follow~up studxes
sometlmes have failed to make clear whether their subJects, or what propor—‘
tion of them, are poor readers because of general1zed 1nte11ectual def1c1ts

(backward readers), emotional problems, or specifically 11ngu1st1c def1c1ts

“(e.g., Preston & Yarington, 1967), groups which msy require very d1fferent

treatment and have different prognoses (e. 8 Yule, 1973). In 8dd1t1on,

this study distinguishes betveen highly- and m11dly-d1sabled men, men- whose

"
f e

prognoses may also be -quite different.

Another strength of this study is its use of a control group. Although

_this control group is not as comparable to the Gow sample as one might

wish, it is large and represents approx1mate1y the same segment of society
as that from which the Gow men were drawn.. Comparing both these groups to,
the g neral population provides a good idea of just how different or simi-

lar the two groups are in various ways and puts theéir differences in social

- ‘backgtound and occupational achievement into broader perspective.

] N \ .
Y

-

Adult achieveﬁents of poor readers have varied widely- from study to

. study but, as Schonhaut, and Satz an.press; see also Herjanic & Penick, ,

-

*1972) have noted, this may &e to a iarge extentfthe result of who was stu~’

id1ed. For example, Rawson (1968) found that read1ng d1sab1ed men weré very

successful vﬁereas Eowden (1967,{i‘\descr1bed in HerJanxc & Penxck 1972)

e

«
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.did not. However, men in the former study were oﬁ very(high IQ and social

. . s c .. . .
cihss whereas mern in the latter were not, which on this basis alome would

- L]

lead one‘tgvpredfct large differences in outcomes. Although the Gow and
control men are-botﬁ of fairly high IQ and social class, t@@s study still

examines variations by social class and, es best possible, IQ.

“" ¢

This study focuses on only ome adult outcome, occupation, but that out-

N

\ ) . ]
come is examined with several indices. In addition .to characterizing occu-

pational outcomes according to the success they represent, information

- >about the skills actually requireé Bihjobe in which the peading disabled

]

. are over- or underrepresented provides some clues about how one can compen-

sate for a reading disability. , .
- -‘ . . ’ . I

A
>

ﬁen’peed.to be followed up at least until their late fwenties, and pref-
erably into middle age,‘ip order to get a good idea of what careers they

will be fbllowing, but few follow-up studies bhve donelgo (échonhaut &

- . N .
. . R
-t N

Satzs in press) In contrast; this studyf!ollows many'of the men in both
"
the Gow and control groups into their middle to preret1rement years.

I - . : ‘
One limitation of the study is ;hat very 11tt1e 1nformat1on is avallablej

about what. happened to the men between the hlgh school perlod—for which——A

they have extensive school records and the year 1n,wh1ch they responded to" .

the questionnaire. Job histories, family events and resources, and strate-

gies for coping with. their disabilfty were not examined. This information
N N e ,
would be useful for better explalnlng the outcomes the men report. . In . N

'addition, the men were not retested as adults, 80 the extent of their read-

ing handicap at the time of follow-up cannot be measured. For the study of

, rw

. cateers, however, this is less a limitation than it might seem, because
. * - . ‘ J
career trajectories ‘aré often -set early in life and so the severity of han-

- P . - - i 4
/ : - L.
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dicap at the start of one’s educational and occupational careers dis proba—

'bly'nore important thap degree of handicap later in 11fe.

L4 -~
Resulti - .
How disabled are the Gow men? _ ’ C ; -
" The disaﬂility levels’of the Gow men are described in several ways‘in '

Teble 3. The top panei of Table 3 shows actual versus eipected‘mean grade
levels for three tests (the first two of which have been averaged to obtain
’the average regding sédree used in later enalyses): Gray Oral Reading, . |
Horrie;d—HcCall Spelling, and Paragraph Meaning.' The secofid panel shows
how many érades behind the men were in actual perfordanee compared'tovwhat
would normally have been expeited of them according to four different
criteria. The bottom panel gshows average reading deficits as measured by
‘the reading quotients. The quotients provide a measure which is compareble
across age and ;rade levels, an advantage not shared by the abeelute mea-
sures of deficit gshown in the second panel. However, it is useful to show
‘absolute deficits in grade equivalents so that 1dvestigators may compare
the Gow men to other populations for whom grade equivalents yave been used

and also to get an idea of how far behind the average student thése men

‘were when they left the Gow School.

Insert Table 3 About Here . ‘ -

The men left Gow im.various grades, .so their last test scores are avai-
lable from different grades, The most common grades for last test écores

were 10«12 with a fev men staying for am extra year (shown here as Gtade

13). Results ‘are shown separately by the grade in which the last test




26 " .

P

-gcore was obtained because. the same absolute deficit levels have a -

different medning at different grade*levels. Given the same degree of

re1at1veJhand1cap (1.e., as measured by the quotients), Youngsters tend to
fall further and further behind grade 1eve1 as they grow. older, meaning

that a 2-year deficit in grade 12 represents a less severe handicap than a

rd

2-year deficit 'in grade 9.

Looking first at the absolute deficits.in the second panel, ?able'3
-shows that the Gow ﬁen were behind grade level on the average, often quite
_far behind by late .high school. Non-dyslexic youngsters of similarly high

mean IQ would be above grade level. Expectations based on actual grade
y 3 >

placement probably underest1mate these men”s def1c1ts because they were

somewhat retarded in grade placement for their gge. But even with this - -
A . N A .

’

lower-bound measure of’ex?ected‘performaace, the men in grades 9-12 were
from 1 to 2 -grades behind in oral reading and 2.to 4 grades behind in
spelling; vdth men in the upper grades showing thejgigger deficits. The
men were closer to expected grade.level in paragtaeh meaning. | AY
Baeing expectatiens on mental age alone prevides thellargest estimate of
reading deficits, ranging from 5 to 6 yeare for reading or 6 to 7 years for

et

spelling in grades 9-12. These are probably overestimates because, even
though students‘might thEOretically be expected to reach an achievement

level commensurate with their mental age, students above average in intel-

. ligence are generally not exposed in school to \ﬁe opportunit,y;tb. do so
because material is usually geared to the more average student. Using the
more moderate estimate based on the average of age for grade, chronological
age, and mental age, the men still appear clearly hand1capped, w1th their

absolute deficits generally ranging from 3 to#5 years for both spe111ng and

‘ “
I " N . N t 1] .
. B . / -~

~ ‘ . v,

" Y34 S
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_deficits ranged from_l to 3. years for grades 9- -12,
< .

L 4

: read1ng in gradea 9-12. The men appeared leas hand1capped in reading

comprehens1on as meaaured by the Paragraph‘Hean1ng Subtest but -even here .

P

It should be noted, hovever, that the Gow men are literate by most defi-

nitions (e.g., see Harman, 1970) and that they can read at what many people
would consider acceptable levels. Consgider, for example, that the Army has

set goals ranging from 5.0 to 7.0 grade equivalents for its remedial read-
ing programs (Sticht, 1975, Chapter 8) and that the average reading level

for the total Army population is only 9.0 grade eqnivalents\(Sticht, 1975,

'3

‘ Chapter 10). By grade 10 the Gow men have on the average already reached

4

. this latter level of proficiency. s -y

A

The bottom panel shows reading quotients, the relative measures of dis-

\

ab1l1ty, based on three types of- expectat1ons. These three types of quo-

tients are very hlghly correlated, the first 'two types (based on chronolo-

gical age alone and mental age alone) both being correlated .94 or above
with the th1rdv(based¢9n the average of chronolog1cal age, mental age, and
age for grade), but they rarj in the severity levels they portray. Focus~

ing on the most realistic quotient, the th1rd one, we see that' the men

‘averaged .83 on reading, .76 on spelling, and .89 on paragraph meaning.

Using Myklebust’s (1967) auggested cutoff.of .89 for defining a disability,
the men are clearly disabled on the average in oral reading and spelling,
common indicators of dyslexia. ® The men appear to be borderline on the eom-.

prehenaionftest.
Although clearly disabled as high school students, were the G0w men also
disabled as adults? One might argue that the reading d1sab1l1t1es may have .

disappeared by the time of the follow-up-for_many men and so the followrup

35
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* tioned earlier.

28 '
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-

data are not very useful for determ1n1ng the adult consequences of dysle-

xia. Although retest data are not available, thare is ample justification

to rely on the early scores, perhaps more so than on scores obtained in

adulthood. As already.noted, the course of a man®s career is typically set

during his twenties and depends to a great degree.on his earlier educa-

~n - 1] .
tional attainment. Even if a man were to overcome his reading disability
<

in adulthood, it would usually be difficult for him to pursue fuqfher edu- -

catien'or a differedt’cegeer. Furthermore, data en the persistence of,
reeding disabilities a;e consistent in showing that they are fairly intrac~
table (Trites & Fiedorowicz, 1976; Spreen, 1982), and even that backward ’
readers make better progress, than more,intelligent-xpengsters who are spe-

cifically readlng retarded (Yule, 1973). Even theugh many dyslexics

1mprove their skills and become acceptable readers, they usually still -

 fall fa: short of attaining the skills that would otherwise be e%pécte& of

them. This is reflected by the fact that average improvements among the

Gow men during their tenure at the Gow School were quite modest, as men-

T

But these arguments aside, therg are some data supporting the notion
that the Gow men are still disabled in adulthood. Self-rated spelling ™

ability in the aged 16-60 subsample correfhtes..41, 54, and_.52, respec—

o

tiéely, with high school quotients for oral reading, spfllisg;‘and~the

average of reading and spelling. . Table 4 shows that aLgost ha1f of all Gow
men rated themselves as below average spellers, and two-thirds of tﬁose who

were highly disabled in high school: did so. In'contrast, 6{} of the con—

trol men rated themselves above average. In terms of self-perceptions,
- .

then, there are striking differences in adult abilities between the ini-

tially highly disabled, the initially mildly disabled, and the control men,

- 38
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" presumably few of whom are disabled. . o \

Insert Table 47About ﬁereh

B

Qg___ng gon;rgl men comparable, and are different age cohorts ‘com=-

“ Are the
pardble? . .
i - Table 5 provides answers to these two quest1ono as vell as providing a . R

-,

general. deocr1pt1on of the personal character1st1cs, schooling, and occupa- :..l

tions of different age cohorts. Men between the ages of 16 and 60 were

grouped into four. 10-year and one five-year age groups. Age groups were

uoed (rather than groups defined by birth year or year of high-school grad-

uat1on, for exanple) for purposes of conpar1oon with 31m1lar1y organzzed

data from other studies of careers.

e

v e

T . Insert Table 5”About Hege .

The table preéents means and percentages for selected characteristics S

fot each of the age groups as.well 4s for all men in the age ranges'of

26-55 and 16-60.\ The results for men 26-55 are of more interest than those

. for men 16~60 because the Gow and control men are more comparable if sam~

ples are restricted to th1o narrower age range. " Accordingly, most of the

analyses reported below focus on the 26-55 age group. F-tests. vere done

-~

for the Gow men and . then for the control men to determine whether or not

the age cohorto differ from one another, and the ozgn1f1cance levela of

|

|

! .
"',

differenceS'ate shown oeperately for the age ranges 26-55 and 16-60.

Uhether or not the Gow men differ szgnxfzcantly from the control men was

°

-

determined by T—geoto. Once again, a1gn1f1cance 1evels of d1fferences are’ ‘

- -
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. cohorts. Average age at follow-up was abolt 35. - The control men were one’

- "age 20 on the average when they left high school whereas the control mén

v 30

<

v . + s
¢ - N -

The men in Table') were born between the years 1920 and 1961. . The old-

~aly '
,

est.grqpp gra&uated fg?m high school arodnd 1941 and the &oungeptlgroup.

around 1975. On the aégrage; the 26—55lyeér-o{d§ had been out’ﬁ%’high

;chqol?frgg 15-18. years b& the tiﬁe of gurvey, though tﬁis period ranéedl S "
. . ¢ EE .

from an average of 4 éo 38 years for theAyoungest vq;sug the oldest.age ‘

year oldeg and had been out of'high schéol about three’yeérs longer than

the Gow men. For men aged 26-55, these re;ults indicate ﬁhat QPW flen were

- # »

were age 18. . - : ) . ' o

) R L * » b

~ Results are also shown for 1Q, ‘though they must be interpreted moré‘cau-

tiously. The control men averaged 9 IQ points higher than the Gow men, 127 . *
i T, . 9 -

versus 118.- The tests of significance inditate that there- are significant
. - ¥ >

differences not only between the two schools, but across the different age ) ‘\\ “

. ) - \
cohorts. For both Go& and control men the 3 youngest cohorts had higher IQ )

. ) T .

scores than the two older groups. ’ N
The Gow men entered Gow at age 15 and in grade 9, and they stayed 2.6 K
. ‘ . f’"

years on the average.' (This does not mean that they advanced 2.6 grades . s

while ‘at Gow because some were held back one or more grgdes;) The apparént e

’

'. * N 13 b “: ‘o,
trend for earlier and younger entry to Gow over the years did hot reack the ",
. - ’ . — ) S

.05 level of significance. There were no significant differences across

the age cohorts in Gray Oral Reading quotients, but the 3 younger cohorts

: .
appear to have had somewhat greater deficits in spelling and paragraph com-

o .

prehension than. did the older cohorts. . '
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Table 5 shows that the fathers of dlfferent age.cohorts differed 11tt1e, Y

4 A »

R ;if at ail, neaning- that the .type. of father send1ng ch11dren,to these T ?

schools d1d not - chvgge\over«the years. waever, the\Gow and control ’ o

-
’

fathers dlffered from each other- in some respectsq The Gow fathers held

rae [

3 ' < .

lower-level jobs as measured accord1ng to both occupatlonal prest1ge -and ¢

N
- - .
~ N . .

B general educatlonal development (GED) 1evg1. The income usua‘ly assocrated
N o~ . T
with. their occupatlons'was,the same, however. Almost all fathers held . S
¢ L] . - .-
~  white collax jobs or were farmers (wery few were farmer§), but, there ,were
" : .t ¢ ’ < -~ a

cbnsiaersbly more professionals among the control fathers and more managers

. -
4 [

among the Gow f@thers. .

-
/ -
. . - R a

. = r’ ’

E1n811y, Table 5 shows some characterlst1cs of the respondent 8 current

. H

or last occupation. The yoqngest cohort of men, those aged 16-25, clearly’ .

had different sorts of jobs than did the older men;-less'prestigious, lower .

-t - ' - .

‘ - paying, requiring lower educational°shills,hgid 1ess-often white collar .

work. However,_thedthree cohorts of men between the ages ‘of 26-55 held
. . , S e _ . 5
essentially the same types of jobs. This was true oft both the Gow and con— . Mo
. trol men. N ' ‘)

. 4 ~
- - «

Tornipg to oomparisons'between Gow and control men, we see "that their
" ] ¢ . .

O

jobs were quite different. Whereas control men held jobs of spprokimately-
) o - : S . .

' s B - “ .
e Gow men”s jobs were legs

. . ' . -

the same high levei'as did their fathers,

preatxgrous than those of the1r fathers (wlth.prestlge levels of abodt 49

\ .
versus 58) wh1ch were in Jjfurn aouewhat lower 1eve1 than those of the con-

’ QI L » .

l o - . trol fathers who had 4n average prestige 1eveI of 63. Much the same paﬁ: o
e i ks ¢ ' v

', - . tern'is found for GED level as £or prestige, which is not surprising B g ;

| beéauae GED and prestige are typically correlated over<.9. Like their i .
[ b . - . .

~t

fathers, almost all the control men (about 98%) were white’col}ar workers ]




o)

profess1onals, only one out of s1x Gow men were:

RN :_’, . ')"
N, f Tl :,

%, ' ‘%o summarize cohort differences, if we restrict our attentidd’ to men, '
. ////< aged 26-55, there are'no significant cohort dafferences,for‘eI;her‘GQw or  , .
N \ AR

L3 / . l‘

N ,
~contr01 mef in the pre%t1ge, inferred 1ncome, or categoty of the respon- . -

dent s work. Both schools seem to’ have adm1tted h1gher IQ students begzn- .

.

ning in the 1950’s, but the socqaeconom1c background from wh1ch students

~

came remained the %ame. The .Gow school also _appearﬂ)to, h‘ave admlt,t‘ed men

- * - p‘ B ‘o -
somewhat more d1s%31ed\1n termg 6 spe111ng and comprehenszon in its more

» - ¢ -

. T regent cohorts. Because og the stability in soc1oeconom1c backgrounds and éé; . -
occupational atta1nments within the&ZG-SS age range, the analyses are “res-« /

- ) . M / -. ~ - < R . . {

tricted to this age rad@e'and separate analyses by|cohor€ within this range

. . ! . ' . . ‘e . M

were deemed unnecessatx.. o ' . . - J

‘ . . . Lo
P . ) p . .. ] N
W \ -t 1 , . .' * . ‘ .. - .- B /

. -, % = . . . . S
y ,+ - . School differences weie-m6re striking. The men-differed not only in . . -  *

-
7

‘ - Al
A . .

_occupations held, ‘but aldo in'IQ and sociogconomic ‘background. The only,
- o : .. : s ' .

characteristics on which the Gow and control men did not c1ea;ly differ

- . -
I

.
s .
P

were the,percentage of fathers who were wh1te collar workers and- the‘usual

income of the father 8 type of work. This would suggest that both IQ and ":: '

<

socloeconqplc status _must be taken 1nto account when compar1ng the occupJ-

[

L2y . L4

,t1ona1 attai ents of Gow men, to those of the control hén. ° ‘-
- [ . ‘
- . v . 3 ‘ L Lo
F * . ‘ I

Accprd1ngly: for, later analyses respondents werendg:1ded into groups:
- - , » . . !
- . . . . L
* according to their father”’s occupagg i and separate analyses usually per- ‘
- ! . .o ” : ;
- . . .
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were professionals, managers.or farmers, salesmen, and "other" workers.

-~

. o R . -
A1though d;fférences An IQ between the two samples may be slzeable, IQ

“ . »

. P

is excluded- from a11 further tables compar1ng Gow to control men because it

is not c1ear that the mean IQ difference y1e1ded by the, transformatlon of

- . .
SAT=V scores to IQs is valiH. One analysis is described, however, that !

implies that~-dny such IQ differehee hbetween the grdups probably cannot.

&
account for much of the dlfference in outcomes between the Gow and control
men. In any case, IQ is 1ndependent of read1ng disability 1ev01 among ' the ,

Gow men,.gg_any differences in outcomes within the ‘Gow sample that are

* ~ associated with disability level cannot be ascribed to differences in 1Q :

a
- e

among the Gow-men. Corfelations of IQ with the measures of dyslexia--Gray

S Or4l Reading and Horrison-McCalI'Spelling-are .01 and -.05. (?he Para- s

'V"‘* R B ¢
. . W

o .
. kY

. graph Meaning quotient, however, is correlated 13 with IQ.) .
. o

In add1t1on to the known slgn1f1cant d1fferences'between the Gow and-« '

e - .

= control sampleslfthere may be others whzch}were not measured. Howéver, the

‘.

results do show that the control group is valuable for assesslng the long- "~ .

-
~

term effects of‘dyslexia. The.two;gamples are more similar in social backf e

“—

ground and general ability level to each pther than either ome is to the-,

,
. ~ B L] —

. :
- general population, and to some extént the remaining differences between

v \ -

. the groups can be controlled.
’ ' 'ﬁﬂ SR . B ’

What jobs do Gow men hold and.how do they compare to the jobs of other men? = * =

) -~ We begin by examining the overa11 distribution of the Gow men, control

o> ‘. * 4 : .ﬂ

men,fand men in general across d1fferent occupat1ona1 categories. The . e

“ + 4 . Sveie * . £
1mportance of the respondent s education and soc1a1 background (as measured

by his father s occupat1ona1 category) are then examlned to see to what




;,;;

lexteqt they explain the observed differences:in employment for the Gow,
_T"J - N . . .

versus other men. . _

¢ b

Overall distribution. Table 6 shows the percentage of Goﬁ and control

.~ men (aged 16-60), of their fathers, and of the white civilian males in the

labor force who are employed in each of the Census Burqau'é 12 major
groups. The mean prestige levels of the job titles in those g;oup? are

alsoéfhown in order to provide an idea of how desirable these groups of

'jbbs tend to,be\in the eyes of the general public.

.
-

This table shows that the Gow men are found in professional occupation;
to about the same extent (16.7Z) as men in g:ﬁeral (15.0%); percentages im
the farmer category are also simiiar (2.7% vs. 3.0%). However, Gow men are
found four ;imes as oféen in m;nagerial work (45.62 vs. 11.92), a category
' of rg;ativgiy hiéh prestige. They are fo;nd twice as often in sales ‘work
(16.0% vs. 7.31). Gow men are less likely to be in clerical work and éucﬁ
less likely to‘he in biue golla£ work. Compared to m;n in general, then,
they hold their own in the very highest level of work, they do very well in.
_ management and sales, but they are seldom found in the lower-level groups
(those averaging 38 or lower in prestige) which employ two-thirds of white

ot
mén in general. . -

Ingert Tahie 6 About Here'

[
<

Coﬁp;ring Gow men to the éontrol men and to both ;éts of fathers, it
.abpeii;‘that Gow men are much less likelj to ﬁp in;profeséiodal work and
mucﬁ.ﬁore likely to héld bl;g collar work such as crafts, transﬁbrt opera-.
tive (e.g., truck driving); or service (e;g.; bartending) jobs.

\

v N .- M .
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o The cateéories of Table é.ere hroad, 8o it is useful to also look at

" what apeclflc occupatlons these men held. f;is more specific'information '
\is useful not only for judging the occupatxonal success of Gow men relative

. to‘other men, but also to provide an idea of what specific jobs other dys-
lexic men might profitably pursué.~ Table 7 foooses on cd% and‘coﬁtrol‘me?
aéeﬂ 26-55 and on their fathers. The unweighted mean’preetige of the occu~
pationg}*titles and the percentages of hen in éeneral who are employed in
these categories are also shown. (Table 6 included resoondents at all ages
in order to provide samples most'compareble in age to men in general, who
are aged 16 and above, bot Table 7 rocusee on respondents aged 26-55
because this provides a better comphrison of Gow and oontrol men. The dis-

R}

‘tributions in Tables 6 and 7 are quite similar, although the former

4

includes somewhat lower-level jobs as would be expected.)

...

Insert Table 7 About Here

'
B . VN
.

Looking first at professionals, the most striking finding is.that the‘

control men and both, sets of fathers are most often e1ther lawyers or phy-

P

sicians:- 24.8%, 17. 62 and 28 22, respectlvely, of all control men, Gow

-

fathers, and control-fathers. In contrast, only,l.ZZ o£ Gow men are found

-

in, these categories, a rate which approximates that for the general white

male population. ..

Englneers ‘are more numerous among the fathers (about 6%) than among

their sons - (1.2% for Gow respondents and 3 1% -for control men) and teachlng'

at either the college or non-college 1eve1 is a more 1mportant spurce of

A enployment (9.12) for control men than for the three other groups of men.

Gov men are- found clearly more often than the other three groups only in

. s . ’ L .
. ' rl 4 - Ll A ‘e .
Q . co. ‘ : ‘4:3 - ‘
~ .z . . ‘
- . N 4 '
' M . 4 .. N
, o L ,
e . \
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the technician'catg;ory (the‘}ovest level professional job listed in the - .

table) and in the .designer category (which is_also a lower prestige job

7

among professionals). Although proportionately fewer Gow than’control men

are teachers in non-coilege settings, school teaching (2.1%) rivals techni-
. . ) .
cian (2.9%) as a source of professional employment among Gow men. ‘Overall,

the striking difference between the Gow and control men is the absence

. ’

:among Gow men of a large bverrepresentation compared to the general popula-

-
e

tion in professional jobs requiring advanced degrees--law, medicine, and

college teaching.

»

-

Turning to the largest major category of work for Gow men—--managerial
N - * }
work-—we see that Gow men are different.from the control men in one major
. . . L
way. Almost one-quarter of the Gow men list themselves as vice-presidents,
~ i - .

presidents, or chief executive officers, which is over twice the rate for

control men. (Data .for this subcategory. are not available for the fathers

or memn 1in geheral ) Otherhise,'employment_in the other managerial titles:
//is much the same or else relatively insignificant in all ‘the groups of men.

Gow men are as likely to be employed as bank offlcers,.a relatlvely high- .
_ 1eve1 managerlal job, as are the men in the three other groups (percentages

 ranging between 5.2 and'5.7), which is 8 to 9 times the rate for the gen~

éral white male population.

. . , . ‘ ‘ ] . ‘
Within the sales group, Gow men are more likely to be sales representa-
tives than are control men, and their greater representation in the farmer
.category ig due to their greater employment as farmers rather than as farm

managers. The remaining 8 maJor groups (118ted in Table 9 as other .

employ 62.8% of men in general, 14.2% of the Gow men, but less than 4% of

. - « -
- i

the three other groués, testimony to the, unusualness of both the Gow and
44 o,
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3T -7

control populations, %,

o *

+

Some of the d1fferences betveen the Gow and other men shoen in Tables 6
and 7 are 1npre831ve, but are they unexpected in 11ght of the other differ—,
ences a1ready shown between these men? We can say that Goy men are quite
successful as a group, though not as successful as the eontrol men or their
fathers, but do differences in education or social background rather than
in reading disability explain these differences? The next tabies address

this question.

a

Controlling for education and social background. Table 8 provides some

_information about the relation of the respondents’ education pndﬁsocial

background (i.e., father’s occupation) to the types of jobs the respondents

hold. In this table respondents have been grouped acqording.to the occupa-

*
[ 1" e f

t1onal group of the father, and the d1str1but1on of Jobs among the Gow and

control men have then been shown separately for respondents in each of
. ’ ~ b4 .
these father‘categories. This type of table has been common in intergener-

<

ational mob111ty research to 1nvest1gate vhat is often referred to as the

» Tr

tendency of sons to "inherit" ehe1r fathers” occupations or ones s1m1lar.

The data for men in general in Table 8 are from one of the class1e occu—
pational mob111ty studxes (Blau & Duncan, 1967) and cons1st of a very large
and representative sample of the exper1enced male c1v1113n labor force. ‘
Those dgta are for 19?2, 8o the total distribution of jobs shown at the
bottom of the teble'for’men in general resembles-the 1960 more than the -,

1970 labor force distribution (e.g., see,Table'l). Qomparable data were

not ava11ab1e for 1970 or 1ater, but it is unlikely that later«data would

‘differ enough to 1nval1date the conc1u31on8 reached here about d1fferences :

.1

in employment andug the.three samples of men. ’

‘

R

v ovs L.

»
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" Insert Table 8 About Here

The percentagés of men obtaining a BA o:.higher and of those obtaining -
more than a BA are also shown in Table 8 for respondents from different

e . -

e social backgrounds.

Table 8 shows for all three samples of men that the jobs they get are

related to some extent to the jbbs their fathers hold. For example, the .

=~

sons of professional men are more likely_to get proqus{onal jobs them-
selves than are the sons of managers, who are in turn more likely to get
professional jobs than are;the sons of salesmen. , The propo}tion of sons

. who are managers increases when fathers are managefs and the proportion of.

sons who are salesmen increases when fathers are salesmen.

, \ N

Thege are some_notablé differences among the Gow men, control men, and }‘\f/>

‘men in general, however. Looking at the three sopial.background groups, we i
see that the Gow men are always less likely to be in prbfeséiéna} wbrk and

. more likely to be in management or sales than are theicpntrol men Or men in
lgeanél. No ;atte¥ what the father”s occupational group, Gow meﬂ are most
liiely to becoﬁé managers; this is not true of the. two ot£er,sampieq. If
professional jobs afe considered thelbest jobs, Gow ﬁeq do not do as welf
‘as either the control men or men in.general when socialibackground,is takeﬁ
into account. Ho§:ver, Gow_ﬁén are more homogeneous in the jobs they hold

than are men in genmeral of comparable social background, so they alsorless

- often hold the usuaily lower level and blue collar “"other" jobs.

»

The last two columns of Table 8 show that the Gow men are not as highly

-educated as are the control men, which. could account fér some of the dif- . .

i

\(od . 46 | Lt
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ferenceé’in employment even when social background is taien into ;ccounf.
But these-data“also suggeét that controlling fbr education will not erase
the differences in employment between th; two groups;; ThélGov men are
indeed less like1§ than cohtrol men to get BAs and they seldom get an MA or .
higher, but the Gow men who are sons of professionals, managers, and gales-
men are all eQuallf likely to have BAs even thOugh:thé types of jobs these
sons hold differ. There is a siight trend for control men to obtain higher
degrees the higher their father’s occupational level, but the relation

betveen father’s job and the type of educational degree.obtained by the son

"is not s{gnificant (p=.86 for Gow men; p~.08 for control men).

In more representative ;amples of men there is a moderate ‘to strong
relation between fﬁther's occupation and son”s e?ucation,‘and the failure
to fEnd such a relation in either the Gow or control samples probably

. , o
_results from ﬁhe homogeneity oﬁ these two %adples. Both the Gow and con~
trol fathers presumably QFE fairly homogeneous in their ability to provide

the enviromment and resources to enable their sons to pursue the best edu-

cation they can; all the respondents having.attended a private secondary
school is testimony to this. The presence of a wide range of re;didg dis-

a ability levels among Gow men of all social backgrounds would also be 11ke1y
to, overyhelm any small relatién between their educgtion and their social

'backgrduﬁd.
Nevertheless, Table 8 does ghow large differences in the e&ucétipﬁal
levels of Gow versus control men. These educational differences. poten-

ti#lly could be responsible for a substantial portion of the eMpioymené

differences because educational level is related to the-jobs held by res- ':

: ‘pondents. Table 9 controls explicitly for the educational level of the

Q - ) - oL .. “te, i ‘ ' ‘. ‘ ‘

-
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.- respondents and shows that, although they are reduced, differences in

’

"employment between the Gow and control men remain. This table shows the .

distribution of respondents’ occupations according to both their fathers”

_ .
7/

occupational groups and their own educational levels. The additional com-

" parisons to be made with this table are limited because!the Gow men seldom -

" obtain more than a BA and the control men seldom obtain less than a BA.
Thus Gow-control comparisons are limited to the men with "BAs omly-." The

numbers of most highly educated Gow men and of least educated control men

are too small to provide reliable results.

o Insert Table 9 About Here * . ’ .

< i O

”a

Looking first at differences between edlicational levels, it can be seen

that a BA is somewhat helpful to.Gow men i taining professional and in

0

avoiding "other" work, but the differences are significant only among men

with managerial fathers. Looking at the control men, an MA or higher

i

degree seems to just about ensure either a professional or a managerial
job," but most likely they former, no matter what ‘the man”s social back-
ground. When men with "BAs only" are considered, Table 9 reveals that con-

trol men are employed more often than Gow men as professionals and less

often as managers or "other" workers no matter what the father”s occupa-

It}

o

tional group, though the differences are significant only for men with pro-

fessional fathers. In sum, it appears that if Gow men have a BA they are’

more like}y to enter professional jobs than if they do not have one, but

’

the difference which can be attributed to increased education is ‘considera- s

bly smaller than that which is associated with/being a control rather than

.
- -

an ‘equally highly educated Gow respondent.’ For example, the overall

-
. . . N
- . :, , . -
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increase in the professional category is frqq 11.1% to 16.02 for Gow men
with a BA rather than high school diploma, but the percentage for coatrol

vs. Gow men with BAs is 31.4 vs. 16.0.

Table 9 Buggestg tha%‘social background and education operate in the

same, but weaker, manner for Gow as for non-disabled men in influencing the

type of work they enter. But the pattern breaks down more for some grqngs_

than others. In ﬁarticulg:, the results .suggest that the sons of profes— -
sional men may be the most disadvantaged group relative to their non—disa-_
bled peers. Expectations among such families are more often for advanced

degrees and professional work, both probably béing particularly reading-in-

tensive programs as already hypothesized.

Although employmenE differences remain when education is controlled, the

#

differences in education between the Gow and control men aré enormous and

"account for much of the overall difference in employment: Apﬁroxima;ely‘

half the Gow men have BAs, with only 82‘having.obtained advanced degrees as
well; In contrast, 94% of the control m;n ha;e BA; and over half also have
advanced deggées. These educational differences beéGéen the Gow and con-
trol men would nét disapbear, and probabl;fﬁould not even be substantially
reduced, if we had bettet data with which 'to control for’IQ. ﬁo matter
whether the control men have IQs estimatgd to be near IOQ or near 140, that "
is, no matter’whether they have “the lovest’ or ﬁighest 1Qs- i their group, .
over 90X of each iQ group gets BAs. ‘None of the Gow IQ groups, even the

highest IQ Gow men, is as likely as any of these control groups to obtain a .
. . % ' .

BA, and only the Gow men with IQs between 130 and 140 even coﬁe'negr the

90% figure. ' o C

"
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One final and more detailed analysis was. done.showing that the Gow-con-

4

trol differences in type of employment remain even when only respondents

Al

with fathers in the same specific occupations are considered. There were .
substantial numbers of fatherg.in both ggggles‘who were engineers, lawygr;,
physicians, or managers n.e.c., 8o the education and occupations of their . '
sons were examinédlseparately, The analysis for education showed that dif-
ferences between Gow.and éontrol men were not te&uch when only sons of men

in each of these four occupations were compared (table not shown). For

example, most lawyers” and physicians” sons among the control men get

advanced degrees (61.1% and 71.4Z) but the Gow sons seldom do (8.3% and

S

* 6.3%). In fact, more Gow men fail to complete high school (12.5% and.9.4%)

e than get advanced degrees.

The océupations of these respondents were also examined (q;ble net -
& -

shown). .The nﬁmbe; of cases in each of the edupatiénal groups is tyﬁically

quite small, except for men with "BAs only"” whose fathers were managers

n.e.c. (63 Gow, &7 control men). About I2% of these Gow respondents were

professidnals and 60% managers, versus 28% and 47%, respectively, for the

control men. The percentages for the other groups,'though too small to be

~ H

reliable, are consistent with the conclusion that no matter what the men’s

A%

education or social background, Gow men are more often managers and less
“ ’

often professionals than are comparable control men. .

o

Differences in employment were as hypothesized: ‘déslexic men are .
.employed more often as managers and less often as. professionals than.are

non-dyslexic men.. .This was true for men from all social backgrounds.

Controlling for social background does not\reduce the overall employment

-
- differences between Gow and control men much, but it reveals that men from .




*

some social backgrounds are more d18advantaged relative to their .
non-disabled peers.- Specifically, Gow—control d1fferences in nrofess1onal >
employment are larger among sons of professionals than among other' sons, so e
it appears that dyslexia may represent a more severe disadvantage for the
normally more socially advantaged men. Gow-control differences in educa-*
tlon are striking, and when education as well as social background is cont=

" rolled Gow—oontrol employment differences are reduced considerably. Educa-'
tion is unrelated to so;ial background within the two samples, 8o the
pattern of larger differences for soms of professlonals remains. It should
be noted, however, that the large differences in educat1on limit the
‘employment comparisons that can even be made between the Gow and control .
men. The Gow nen seldon have adganced degrees and control men seldomihaﬁe

“ less than a BA, so comparisons can only be made between the most educated °

half of the Gow men and the least educated half of the control men.

The foregoing analyses, together with those of Childs et al. (Note 3), .
.provide evidence that dfslexia is aqhandicap to educational and occupa-
tlonal attarnment, but several l1m1tat10ns of the analyses should be noted.

"Flrst, although 1mportant determinants of occupational atta1nment such as
o age,. social background and educatron were’ controlled other factors on
which the Gow and control men mlght,dlffer were not. IQ has already been
mentloned as ;uch a variatle, Second, the analyses do not reveal how
dyslexia operates as'a handicap. ‘' Some disadvantages associated with dysle-

 xia may not be related much, if at all, with the severity of the reading

problem. The trauma of having a handicap, of having had to struggle to

keep up with one”s peers in a regular school setting, and of coming to

expect failure may affect all dyslexic youngsters in much the same way.

The Gow boys would have been expected to read above grade level considering

\(o 2 ) . ; 1] 51
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their abo&e average st,;but ghey ?n fact_were often retarded. in graa;
placement and’still ;ere ?eading far behind their gfade mates, no doubt a
distressing situation for high socioeconomic status youngsters whose
parents ﬁénd to have h{gh expéptations for achiévgmeﬁgz"gthér-e£fect; ofx.
. v ) .
dyslexia would be expected to be diredtly relatea\toﬁtheféevefity of the
reading handicap, .and the’severély disabled boys'w0u1d be éxpected to face "\
more obstacles than the Qildly disabled ones ?n obtaining‘&pl}ege dégrees o
. and good jobs. Our data cannot say anything about the firsthissue but the .
. following section examines the second--the reiation of attaimment to sever- *

- ’

ity of dyslexia.

-

gg what extent are differences in occupation related to degree of pebific

\

. . % P . .
. reading d1sab1}1tg?. - . ,
Two different analyses are presented to assess the importance of sever- -

ity of dybléxia relative to other advantages and disadvantages the men

face. The first examines the occupational distributions of the more- ver-

» .

sus the less-disabled Gow men, coitrolling for education and social Sack-

ground. The second is a path analysis that”simultaneously examines the

-

relation of a variety of variables to education and occupation.

Occupational distributions of mildly- versus highly~disabled Gow men.

%he 6ccupational disttibutiops of mildly-'and highlf-disab}ed Gow men and
of the control men are shown in Table 10. ‘Re8u1té are shown separately for
men wi;h BAs and-for men who were' high scﬂool graduates only; AThese
results are also shown separately for men with professional and with ianag-
erial fathers. The occupitio;s of the highly-disabled men do not differ

significantly from those of the less disablfd Gow men no mattef which sub- . .

group is considered, but the trend is consistent with earlier results.

{




> mined variables in the path model). These var1ab1es, or at least some of
: =
theE} are further assumed to affect the 1eve1 of reading comprehensxon (as

‘ measured by the Paragraph Meanxng quot1ent) ;hat men deve10p. In turn, all

3 ' )
nghly-dxsabled ﬁkiiare employed lgss often than m11d1y-d1sab1ed ones ah ‘ .

profess1onals and mbre often in "other" lobs, and the Gow-eontrol dlffér—

»

ences are largest fgi eﬁ with BAs and whose fathers are profess1onals. .

The m11d1y—d15ab1ed gyoups’ are midway between the control and the highly-

dxsabledﬁmen in the pixcentages who are professionals.

Insert Table 10 About Here 5

. .
- L) ’ . |
r

Path analysis 8 ar121ng the effects of gseverity of dxslexia ggg other .

Y 0‘

variables on attainment. The prev1ous analyses suggest that, all else

A AL

equal, dyslexics are dxsadvantaged relative to non-dyslex1c8, and Pne ana-

' lysis indicated that severely-d18ab1ed men are more hand;capped t an are

m11d1y-d18ab1ed men. The following path analysxs goes beyond these ana-

- lyses by (a) estimating how strong an effect different degrees o dyslekia

have on éﬂucatlonal and occupatxonal attainments compared to. other determi-

nants. of those outcomes and (b) 111u8trat1ng the manner in whi¢h severity

of dyslexia exerts its effect.

The model whichfwas used in the analysxs is as follows. It was assumed

that read1ng dxsab11}ty level (the average reading quotxent) 1qQ, age at

time of survey, and soc1a1 background (father’s type of work) are 1mportant :

attributes character1z1ng respondents when they begin the educatxonal and

.occupational attainment process (1.e., they are the etogenons or predeter— '

theae previous variables potent1a11y have an effect on the average grade

N

men earn at Gow,'all of which in. turn potent1a11y exert 1nf1uence o fhe

o 53 .. ool
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‘have the profess1ona1 JObB. (Analyses were repeated fo&ithe entire sample e

. i g
. — A : . i
_sion coeff1c1enti,/and’the stgndardized regression coefficients (shown
. - \ . g .

degrees men'evenxually earn. F1na11y,<type of job is assumed: to depend on L \-
- S

th1s earlier process. With th7€e assumptlons as a baszs of ana1ys1s, a., , - -

\"" .f' ‘\
ser1es of. mu1t1p1e regress1on anslyses was done. to estimate the size of the b

.
- - -

effects, if any, these variables have on later attaitment dnd the interven-

ing var1abIes through wh1ch the& y exert their inf luence. An gnalogous

N,
analys1s for the control men was not possible because comparable data were Y
. NN v ) .
not availablé for reading ability, comprehemsion, or grades. ~ . ! -
. : ¥ . e 5 -
The theoretical model, and the.results -of the analysis are schematized in _

Figure 1. The arroﬁs ind{cate all "effects" which‘have.signifggant:regres-

»

.

along the arrows) provide a rough'ihdication of the r lative\importance of~

b y L3N

d1fferent prior variables in determ1u1ng 1ater -aspectd of attainment. Only

_ men hold1ng professional or managér1al JObB (70% of th\l Gow men) are o

-
- N 4 v

1nc1uded 1n the analysis and the model is used to pred1ct which of them

to predict profess1ona1 versus a11 other employment, and the results were -
~ s

the sames Childs et al,, .Note 3, found that spe111ng but not oral ‘read-

\ read1ng quot1ent does not change the—:esult‘3e1ther~) Means and Btandard

n . - -

1ng-—both components gf the average reading quotient used here--was related

to obtaining a BA, but us1ng the spelling quotient rather than‘the average
5. - .

v : Ve

geviations of the variables in the path model are given'in Table 11.

~ . .. ~ .
. - L
. e .
. -

. 5w ui:\ 4 ’: - 5 - . . ‘_ . R
Ingsert Table 11 and Figure l About Here . \/////// i
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Figure 1 indicates éhat both IQ and the, average réading quotient (which b

“comprehension (the latter b inélrepresented by the\Par#graph Meaning qup~ -
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t1ent) but that age and haV1ng a profess1onal father do not affect compre-

hensxbn. The assoc;atxon w1th IQ is relatlvely small the standardized

regress1on coef?icient of .10 means that a one standsrd deviation increase

L4
* . e

in IQ (9 6 points 1n’EBIE*§£Bp127*¥€EEIEE’1n only 2 .10 standard deviation

bk /
change 1n the comprehenslon quot1ent, which works out to be, an increase of

on1y 01 (e.g., an_ 1ncrease from .86 “to .87). The_gffects of reading quo- T

. / .
. tient 1ever are substant1a1 .however; a-change o£'.10 1p'the reading quo- -

. e -

'tieet is associated with an fncrease of about half this much in the comsre-

hension:-quotient. )

—— - e .. e

—

.
» 1

Turn1ng to the pred1ct1on of grades, Figure 1 shoes that IQ and compre-
hension have the largest d1rect effects, with standard1zed coeff1c1ents of
- .31 and .29, respectively. The dyslexia measure sti11 has a direct effect_fi
of .23, as well as an indirect effect of .14 (i.e., .49 x .29) via its

(4

effect on comprehension, reguttifg™in a total effect of .37. The total

effect for IQb1s .34 -Te illustrate these effects in a more meaningful

way, an advantage of .10 in reading quot1ent (say .83 versus .75) trans-

‘lates into an advantage of 2 points on the usual 100—point grade ‘scale d,——/y/
(e.g., 712 versus 70). Just over a 10~po1nt IQ advantage would have the

same effect. Although IQ azz reading d1sab111ty have approx1mate1y equa1

and independent effects on .high school grades at Gow, they leave much var1-

. st19n unexplained (£2 = ,31). 01der mén also seem to have earned somewhat

higher grades'in'school. One possible explanation for this unexpected

} finding is that grading stapdards may have become moré stringent over the

v years, ' C o ' )

. —~ ' ., ~
The results for educatibnal attaimment are interestinéﬁbecause they

%Edicate that dyslexia affects degree level attaiﬁ%d ﬁr{marily'via its

- . ,,»‘"’ - ) A; i .
. L. ., P,
) : : . RN T pe X
v . . , s L, D - L. e
. ’ o . . v . .




effects on readlng comprehenslon and then grades. High school grades

=Y 1
4

‘ probably affect both the 1nc11nat10n of men to apply for admission to col-

[

lege and the likelihood that they will be admitted if they apply. In addd=

tion, if grades in high school ref1ect the capacity and motivation to

obtain good grades in college, they are also likely to predlct wh1ch Gow
men wi l.actually oomplete the BA and to he}p predict which men will pursue
an advanced degree. Predicting educational degfee in this sample, however,
essentially means predicting a BA versus a high school diploma. IQ has a
smaller though éignificant effect on educationa} le;el, but‘the pattern of .
effects ie the same as for severity of dyslexia. The total effect of the
reading quotient via all its pathways to degree level is .23; the total
effect for IQ is .17. This meens that an advantage of .10 in Feadihg quo~
tient (say .85 versus .75)‘equals the effect of a 13-point advantage in io.
Translating thls effect size into prect1ca1 terms is d1ff1cu1t, but it may

4

correspond to an increase of about a year of col%ege.
. .

About 242 of the variance in educational level is explained by the

model. Although this is only about half as much variance as is sometimes

, -

explained in more representative samples of men (e.g., Sewell & Hauser, -
1975), 24% is quite respectable considering how homogeneous the men are in

both outcomes and predictors compared to men in general, -,

¥

Figure 1 shows that predicting professional versus managerial work was

not very successful (2 = .09). Obtaining*higher levels of education and

7

\

1 . .
: having a professional father both slightly increased the like11hood\of res~ 4
poudents holding a professional job; the former is somewhat more important

with a standardized coefficient of .16 yersus .11 for the ,social background

measure. It is important, however; to recalT”that the professional jobs

"

155{1(;: ) | ;f o fii?




‘ra11 additional effect once educational "level and gocial background are

controlled. ‘The analysis shows, however, that dys1ex1a has a substantial *

v

(lawyer and phys1c1an) and which émploy a quarter of the control men.

™ ¢

Gow men hold are not the srofessionai jobs that come_most readily to mind

Instead they are Jobs such as tethnician and school teacher that seldom

requ1re=advanced degrees, which is also the case for managerlal and sales
/ - .

jobs. In short,'we'éannnt predict which Gow'fien enter high-level profes- .

- -

siqnai-jobs such as lawyer and physician because essentially none of them

do. Our path model cannot predict which Gow men enter the lgw-level pro-
.7 ‘

’

fessional jobs versus the managerial ones, perhaps because their academic

a

requirements do not differ very much.

The path analysis "is consistent with the earlier findings that education

P

and social background have a significant effect on category of work among

the Gow men but that sever1ty of dyslexia does not have a s1gn1f1cant ov%~

effect on h1gh school -grades, wh1ch in turn are quite 1mportant in deter-

P .

mining educatlonal level. Ihe fact that degree of, dyslex1a does not pred-

ict category of work is perhaps somewhat m1s1ead1ng, because the lack of

advanced degrees among Gow men (presumably due in large part to their

dyslexia) means they arenessent1a11y excluded from what we usua11y think of . -

- L

as profess1ona1 work, law and med1c1ne, wotk which em ons ftilly one quar-~
% P

ter of the control men.
) -4

[

The path ana1ys1s also 1nd1cates that the ear11er tab1es “that compare
Gow and control men may overestimate the educat:onal d1fferences due to
dyslexia ;f the mean difference in IQ shown in Table 5 is va11d. 1Q was

not taked into account in those warlier tahles but it appears to be almost

’ as- 1mportant as: sever1ty of dyslexia in pred1ct1ng educat10na1 attainment

: . _' 5) ' ot
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‘ 4

- e »
_among Gow men. Those earlier tables suggest, though, that only some

~ . he] -

segments of the disabled population are disadvantaged compared to their ..

-

nondisabled peers of comparable education, specifically, the sons of pro-

fessional men who also have a BA.

¢

The path analysis has some limitations that should bé noted. Childs et
(Note 3) showed that thb effects of dyslexia as measured by reading
quotients are not linear. The Gow men who had the very lowest scores (quo-

) _' tients <.61) had 2 considerably lower probability of obtaining a BA than (

did any of the other groups who were morz similar to each other in their
N * ? »

chancesvoﬁgobtalning a BA. Path analysis assumes a *linear relation_betweggJ

predictors and-outcomes and so cannot document the special Q;oblems of such

-

men. The*scallng of the severlty measure could be .adjusted to reveal such
d1£ference9, but th1s presupposes an understand1ng of the effects of dysle- 7

~

xia tha£ we do not yet possess. If there had been many such extremely

d1sabled men in the sample (they constituted only 2% of the sample), the . -

coefficients for gur model would have indicated a larger average,effect for

“

‘ .dyslexia. The results shown in Figure 1 primarily reflect the experiences

of men with quotients betﬁeen .70 and .90.

. » ' .
’ ’ &
.

In addition, path analysis estimates a single set of coefficients for .

-~

. ’ the/model being used, even ‘though subgroups w1th1n the sample m1ght better

- . be character1zeq by nlfferent models. For example, ear11er tables sug-
L gested that obtaining a BA instead of not obtaining one signiflcantly
) 1ncreased Gow men ‘s chanoes of obta1n1ng profess1onal worg among the sons ’
) i T of managers ‘ut not among the sons of professzonals (the 1atterrbe1ng mote . S
+ - "

11kely 1n both cases to be profess1onals) Such dlfferences, wh1ch may be

<y, of great pract1ca1 1mportance, are avetaged out unless Beparate“models are
r - T e ’
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something that is not possible given our case

estimated for the two groups,

’ gize even 1f it were Just1f1ed. Neither, of course, can the patﬁ analysis it

) say anything agout which types'of Gow men are moét\hgndicapped,;elative to
their non—disabled peers. The earlier tables suggested, in particular, N
that among men with BAs (:he only educational group for wh?gh Gow-cohtrol o

comparisons could be-made), the sons of professionals were more different

from their non-disabled peers than were the sons of managers.

Finally, it must be stressed that this*path model is only a first

approximation of the process by which severity of dyslexia affects attain-
L

¢ ‘ . . - . ce s .
If the current path model 1s misspecified (i.e., if important varia-

ment.

bles havé/been omitted), the addition of these qisginﬁ variab}es would

change the size and pattern of estimated effects to some extent. But these

a

caveats aside, the path analysis provides some clues to Just how it 1is that

« severity of dyslexia affects attainment and how important 1t may or may not

be comparéd to other factors gsuch as IQ -and social background which also

affect ' attainment.

A - é
.

Are requirements for readlng "and wr1t1ng gkills higher 1n occupationg in

&

which-dyslexic men are underrepresented?

.

ables showed’/hat Gow men tend to enter Jobs requ1r1ng less

Previous t

;edpcation than those of control men. But do the jobs in which they are

underrepresented-actually require more reading and writing skills on thé .

’

" ’ job? If not, - -then dyslexlc men m;ght be able to satlsfactorlly perform

-

. most any job if they can somehow” overcome the educatlonal barrlers to

If thoses jobs do in fact have higher demands for reading

x

' eniering them.

i skills, however, it may be unrealistic to traih for them unless one can

compensate for. on-the-job demands as well as for educaclonal requlrementS.

ERIC - | 59 ),'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Compe?satinglfor on—-the-job r;ading demands may be more difficult hhan
obtaining the necessary education or training. It may often be possible to
obtain_a BA or advancéd degfée despite dyslexia if one persists long
en09gh, takes a light course logd, studies at a non-selective Echool,
chooses an eésy major, enlists special help, or compensates in other ways.
The importance of school grades, which are only partlferelated to stléxia
or IQ, is congié:gnt withlthis and so are the results of Chiids et al.

(Note 3) who shoﬁed that Gow men take longer to get their degrees and they

attend less selective coll ges. In addition, colleges'are'inéreasingly

. making efforts to help tHe dyslexic student (Winslow, 1982). But employers

buy services from workers, not the reverse as is the case with educationm,

and they expect workers to perform their jobs in an adequate, timely manner
- ,,) ‘ B
without excessive usésof organizational resources. Furthermore, even if a

dyslexic man is willing to work extremely hard to obtain a BA or advanced
degree, and even ig)his wife or family is willing to devote the large
amount of time it often requires of them too to help him succeed in school,

neither the man nor his family may be able to contemplate gimilar rigors

throughout his entire career.

Table 12 suggests that there are indeed substantial differeﬁces in on-

the-job requirements for reading and writing skills. This table shows the,

percentages of men who say- that each of 37 job~related abilities or traits
is criticdl for doing their jobs well. The data were gathered from control

men only and so represent the job demands experiencéd by non-disabled men.

Although some.disabled men may be abié to compensate on the job for abili~

ties they lack, these data at least indicate which jobs would demand the

greatest effort at compensation. Results are shown separately for ‘three

Ll ’M" o 3 '
major groups 6f occupations: profesgionals, managers, and salesmen.

'\4 " 60 | B
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Around 14% of the Gow men are in other-sorts of jobs, but data afe not
available for those other Jobs because all but a few control men were in
éne of the three former groups. Results are also shown for four speC1f1c
occupatlons frequently held by the control men: lavyer, physician, high-
level managers (vice presidents, presidents, and chief executive officers),
and miscellaneous managers (managers n.e.c., excluding vice presldents,
presidents, and CEOs).‘ The 3i job-related demands are listed in descending
order according to the percentage of professional men who responded tha;

they are critical for good job performance. All abilities or traits which

“4re considered critical by at least 40% of the men in the major occupa-~

“tional groups are underlined; for specific occupations, items marked by at
P P P y

1east 50% of the men are underlined.
s ‘4 /;- .

Insert Ta%le 12 About Here
yd

Getting information- and giving information fhrough talking and having

‘integrity are cited as critical by most men in all job categories listed in

Tablé 12, but thié is not true of any of the 34 other, job demands. Looking

first at the three general job categories, the major differences between

A3 '
the groups are as hypothesized. Getting information by reading is the

“

fourth ‘most 1mportant job demand made by professlonal jobs, with 61Z of Fhe
control men rating it as crltlcai,/ Reading is rated as critical by omly .
about a third of the managers or salesmen. Reading ties for 13th place in
importancelamong salesmen ang 18tp ﬁlace’amoqg managers. Among managers,
reading is less often critical than are non-scademic skills such as taking

initiative and responsibility, being persuasive, and representing their
N .

companies well to the public. Giving information by writing reports,
’ 123 . : .

L '5_' ' 9, ‘

~t
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memos, etc. is less critical than is reading, but it is characterized by
the same pattern. About 42% of the professionals,.butvsnly 29% of the man~—
agers and 192 of the salesmen say: it is critical. Having a higher degreé

or credential is cited by 45% of the prpféssionals but by only 3% of the

“managers and none of the salesmen. . *

_As mighthbe expectéd, the managerial jobs require more managerialgsgillq
thgn do either préfessional or. sales jobs; the former must spot and éackle
problems quickly,‘take initiative and responsibility, and evaluate, discip-
Iine, and praise others. Both managers and salesmen, but'paréiculafiy the
la;ter, must be iersuasive and ?otivating. The distinctive demands of
galeséen are to be competitive and represent their companies well to tﬂe
public.' On the average, then, reading, writing, and educatiopél creden—-
tials ;re more critical for good job performénce for prdfessionalslthan for
managers or salesmen. ‘On the other hand, non-academic but not necessarily

low-level skills such as taking initiative or being competitive or persua-

sive are more critical .in the more entrepreneurial work.

Looking at the four specific occupations, the demands on lawyers and

-

physicians are much the same, but writing is more critical for .lawyers, and

physicians require moré dedication and conscientiousness, planning, spot-

ting and tac&éfng problems quickly,. making decisions quickly, and concen-
- . ‘ \ i

trating in distracting and stressful situationms. Reading, writing, and

“

educational credentials are clearly more important in these two jobs than
.they are for the two types of managers. Even fewer of the VP/president/CEQ
managers than of the other managers cite these attributes as critical. For

example, only one quarﬁer of the control men who are in the former type of

job say that reading for information is critical. That compares to 77% of




-

the lawyers and 502 of the phy81c1ans. The finding that the

\

- VP/president/CEO group is less likely than other managers to f1nd reading,
writing, and education critical is interesting because a greater proportion

of the Gow than control managers are in this former category. Almost one

>

quarter of the Gow sample held this type of work. The two sets of manager-

ial jobs ‘also tend to differ in their other requlrements, it is more
important for the VP/president/CEO group to be persuasive and motivating
» el »

and to evaluate, discipline, and praise others, whereas being analytical,

dedicated and conscientious, and coordinating and scheduling activities are

more critical for the other managers.

Conclusions ’ -

The data u;:} in this report provide a valuable glimpsg'of the adult
status of dytlexic men. Several hundred men.who were dyslexic as high -
;chool students and for whom considerable early test data are available
were surveyed as adults. Their occupations were then compared to those of
a control grOup and to some extent also to the Jobs of men in the general
U. S. population. Data on sogcial backgronnd educat1onal performance,'

‘éegree level, and intelligence, as well as on severity of rgadlng disabil~

ity itself, allowed an assessment of the degree to which dyslexia affects a

man”s occupational success. The data do not show how dyslexic men deal

with their hqndicap, but the data do prdvide some clues. "

The follov1ng pages rev1ew the maJor f1nding8 of the study and draw some

kY 1mp11cat1on8 for the vocatidital counselin of d 81ex1c oungsters.
U g y y

//’
£
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Dyslexia and Occupational Success * .

-

(1) The Gow men were.quite successful on the average, more successful than
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-To some extent, then, it may be more appropriate to say that Gow men

56 . - , b‘i

-
¢ .
)

the average man. Over 80% had white collar jobs and over 60% were in the
two highest of the 12 census categories, that, is, 602 were professionals or .

y 2

managers. .o

(2) Their jobs were not as high level on the average, however, as those of .
their fathers or of the control men. Both the latter groups were two to

three times as likely to be in .professional work as were the Gow men.

(3) When Gow men are professionals, they are rarefy lawyers or physicians,
the two professional jobs which are most common among both their fathers
and the control men. Gow profess{onals are most often school teachers or

technicians, jobs which usually do not require advanced degrees.

a

(45 When Gow men are managers, they are more often vice:presidents, presi~
dents, or chief executive officers than are the control mem. Many of these
men are\proprietors of small businessés‘(e.g.j in real'eétate, codstruc;;g
tion, retail, and service), but othgrs are officers of larger companies. i
Other data {;hicate that two~thirds of these men own, or share ownership

in, the businesses they help run; 20% started the business on their own.

achieve their success through a different route than do control men than to ) .
say they are less successful because they are 1es§‘often in professional .

iobs ?equiring édvan%’d degrees. "As noted earlier, managerial and sales
work can pay quite well even though it is nét auﬁomatically accorded the
high prestige of many professional jobs. However, we do not have any data .

on the earnings of either the Gow or control men so we could not compare T

their incomes.

-

(5) Gow men obtain considerably léss education than do 'the control men. * .
” . . ! ,




Gow men about equally'often\tave oniy a hiéh schoo} diploma as they'do a_
BA. Few have advanced degrees. This is in contrast to the control‘men who
almost always have BAs and about half of whom have MAs or higher degrees;
Some ef this_educetienal difference can be attributed to dyslexia. Some,
however, can probably BZ traced to 1Q differences because there are data to

2

suggest that the control men have higher 1Qs. It is doubtful that ‘the
apparent IQ differences could explain all the Gow—control‘difgerences in
. education and occupation, though, because among the Gow men themselves IQ
and .severity of dyslexia are unrelated, meaning that severrty of dyslexia
has an independent effect on attaiﬁments. Furthermore, the severity mea-

sure does not even tap the handicaps such as lowered self esteem which

"dyslexia may impose regardless of the actual severity of the reading dis- -

ability.

l

(6) These differences in education are associated with much of the differ-
ence in occupations between the Gow and control men.  However, the analyses
provide no way to distinguish between alternative explanations for the CL
assocration. Gow men may fail to get the higher educatlon of ten’ requlred

for professional work and so haVe ‘no optlon but to enter less education—in=

- tensive types of work such.as management. On the other hand, many Gow men

may for ; variety of reaBOns prefer and plan for managerlal careers and ‘ .
therefore not pursue more educatlon than necessary for those careers, whlch—

is often not even a college degree. Planning for managerlal work would

c1ear1§ be a’way to pursue a good job while avord}ng much education. ° ' /;(,

. E gl oy
Childs et al. (Note 3) do show that a much higher percentage of the Gow

a R .

- ¢ 4
than the control men with BAs majored in’ business.

(7 ﬁD§;ﬂexia appears to influenceé educational level by affecting rFad{ng

%

65
. -~ ‘
. . , . ‘ . .
' - . - / 4 . -
. ' M . . , [ . * f . i ’
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comprehension and, grades obtained in school. ’ : . |

L

(8) Much variation inm educational performance and degree level- among the

.

Gow men ihgmselves is not explainediby'dyslexia. . IQ is almost as important

as is reading disability level in determining educational outcomes. Other

v N

factors not measured, such as persistence and self confidence, might be

a

presumed important as well. '

Implications for Vocational Counseling

LY

The following information should be useful to counselors, teachers, and

.

.parents in helping dyslexic youngsters. It should also help dyslexic
-

youngsters themselves maintain or defelop the self confidence, goals, and

¢ . < ‘ "

skills to succeed in their careers.

(1) Dsyiexic men can be very successfﬁl, particularly if they have in
their favor «factors such as high intelligence and advan;éged social back-

grounds. An intensive and long-term treatment program such as that pro- y,

~ )

vided by the Gow School is no doubt an advantage as well, because the read-
ing quotients of the Gow students did improve somewhaé while they were at

the school. An’ 1mportant quest1on, however, is what happens to men who do

N

! not have all, or perhaps any, of such advantages, because dyslexia is

'

indeed a handlcap. It should also be remembered that, although the Gow men

&

. were generally read1ng far below the1r expected potential, they were still

literate by most def1n1t1on8 and read as well as the general populat1on on

the averag?, that is, at about the 9th or 10th grade 1ege1 when they left

4
1

Gow. . . ) : o ,

(2) Some jobs are better bets for dyslexics becqqse,theyirequirehlgss edu-

cation for the rewards they pﬁLvide. Management and sales jobs can proviae. N

\}‘.‘ . . . - 66r L,




educational requirements.

. - / . AN
incomes comparable to those of professional ones, but they/often have lower

»

©/
~ //’

(3). Some jobs are better bets for dyslexics because 96n;academic skills
-

are relatively more important than are reading and grlﬁlng on the job. ./

Once agaln, among the high-level jobs, these tend fg be the managerial and

/

sales rather than-the professional .jobs. h Ty

. f*/’

: {
(4) Some Gow men do become lawyers or physic}ans, occupations fquite common

among their fathers and non-dyslexic peers, but these occupations appear to
» / .

/

pose particular barriers to dyslexic men. /

) ‘ ’/ ]

(5) One in six dyslexic men does get g/professional job, but these jobs
&

are usually ones not requiring advanced degrees, such as technician and

school teacher.

/
/

(6) Almost one duarter of the Gq% men are vice presidents, presidents, or |

©

chief execﬁtive officq:s, a confiﬁerably higher proportion than among their

non-dyslexic peers. As.hoted/éarlier, over two thirds of these men own oY
/ -

share ownership of these bujﬂnesses, many h&ving started them on qheir own,
indibating that self employment .is an important source of success among Gow
men. Rufning one”s own b#siness is certainly one way to bypass educational
barriers to job entry’a?é to better enable one to structure one”s job to

\ . . . '
best compensate for a #eading disability.
- / .
. . / . - . .
(7) Some groups, of boys may find it particularly difficult to meet social

/

expectaiions. Speclflcally, sons of professlonals may experlence more anx-

iety in pursulng thelr educatlons and cateers than do other dyslexlcs, 811

else belng equal In non-dlsabled populatlons, the ch11dren from the high-
f

est status families have the hxghest occupatlonal aSplratlons reflectlng

/
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(8) Grades are importanmt in determining whether one gets admitted¥to and

— .
/ / N ( )
r'/ ' »
/ ’ , g
v ’ N - o
I3 7 - A.
the h1gher eXpectatlons thexr sOclal group has for thgg ut profesi}onaf
‘e / X .

. jobs requ1r1ng advanced’ degrees seem to be very poor bets for dy xics.

In contrast, managerial and sales JObB pose fewer problems, s0 the dyslex1c

sons of managers of salesmen can more easlly obtain work,comparablﬁ'to that

“ - Tae

f “their’ fathers.' The sons of men in lower level white or blue collar jobs

v

would be eXpected to experience even less d1ff1culty in meeting family and

-~ [}

peer expectations.,' ' ,

&
W
.

. ‘ 4
then graduates from college or graduate school., There is no doubt that

-

dyslexia i# a handicap to getting good gradesy bu ther factors seem to be

’ - y . - N . . I aad
just. as important for dyslexic youngsters. Factors guch ae perseverance

- ~

[N

and motivation may be quite 1mportant in compensatlng for dyslexra, but -

1 .
P

there is really no hard evidence about what those factors actually are. s
L

te
)

-

(9) Reading and  writing are not the most important skills-needed on many

jobs, including many, high-level jobs. This is not to say that reading is

not 1m ortant but that there are often other more important requirements. . °
P i‘ P q

¥
‘Reading skills should be fostered,, _but dyslexic youngsters should also bef{.
. . ~

made avare of the other skills that are critical in some jobs aﬂf wnich

w

they/elther may already poSsess or can develop //k{Tls such as- persua81v -

ness, taking initiative, and thlnklng of new approaches to problems may

Al 7/

depend on self confidence but they are ‘not dependent upon read1ng ab;l1t¢9

Stressing the value of thede other skllls, many of which are Certalnly

~ -
v

w1th1n the reach of dyslexic youngsters, should in 1tself help promote

their confldence, and thelr fam11y 8 confldence, in their ab1lnty to suc-—

he 4
.

ceed. . . /
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Table 1

Percentage of U.S. Men Emplbyéd in Different Méjor'

Occupational Groups: 19Qb-i970

" (Column Percentages)

.

@ccupational
““Group . 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950
White collar ©17.6 20.2 21.4 25.2 26.6 30.5 35.3 39.5
Professional/technical 3.3 3.5 3.8 4.8 5.8 7.2 10.3 14.0
Managerial 6.8 7.7 7.8 8.9 8.6 10.5 11.0 11.0
Sales A 4.6 4.6, 4.5 6.1 6.4 6.3 7.0 7.0 .
Clerical 2.8 4.4 5.3 5.5 5.8 6.5 7.1 7.6
Manual and Service 40.8 45.1 48.2 50,0 51.7 54.5 56.2 56.0
Craftsmen ' 12.6 . 14.1 16.0 162~ 15.5 -19.0 20.8 21.2
_ Operatives 10.4 12.5 14,4 15.3 18.0 20.5 20.6 19.7
. Laborers 14,7 14.6 14,0 13.6 12.1 8.7 - 8.0 6.9
Service workers) 2.9 3.6 3.6 4.6° 5.7 6.0 6.5 8.1
Household \J 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1
Farm ‘},/ 41.7 34.7 30.4 24.8 21.7 15.0 8.5 -« 4.5
Farmers/farm managers 23,0 19.7 18.4 15.2 13.3 ' 10.0 5.5 2.7
Farm labortrs 18.7 15.0 12.1 9.6 8.4 4.9 3.0 1.7

!
.

w

Source: These results‘calculated from Series 182~232 in U.S. Bureau of the

Census (1975, pp. 139-140).
and 1970 have been averaged.

Ay

The two estimates each for 1950, 1960,

°©




-Table 2

Mean Income” and Occupational Pfestiée of White Men Employed
Full-Time in Civilian, Non-farm Jobs:
By Age, Education and Field of Work (1970)

LR

f( -

_ Field of . _Years of Education Completed
Work b . ) ‘ . ’ -
12 _13-15 16 17+
o : [ Pres $ Pres -. $ Pres $ Pres
v 3 Ages. 36-45 :
Management/sales 12040 48 13720 49 18850 52 - 21210 59 -
Science/medicine 10580 50 11830 59 16190 65 23480 75
Clerical/accounting 9680 45 - 9830 47 14670 53 15140 58
Manual/technical 9410 36 ° 10260 40 13470 51 14250 55 .
Social service/education 9080 44 9950 50 10660 59 115601 647 .
Ages 46-55 T i
~ . ' ‘
Management/sales 13130 48 15420 50 20150 52 23650 59 -
Science/medicine 11140 51 13260 57 17840 66 25620 74
Clerical/accounting 9960 45 11730 49 16310 54 16900 52
Manual/technical 9490 36 10040 38 15380 48 - 16340 55

Social Service/education 9680 43 . 10990 49 ./ 12580 55 13870 64

~

Sources .Gottfrédson, Note 2, Table 3 ﬁbased‘in turn on a 1/1000 sample of men
in 1970 census of population). :

v

aincome in 1970 dollars. . ‘ . .

bThe fields of work listed here are the rough equivalents of five of the six
.categories in Holland's (1973) typology of work. The $ixth category (Artistic) was
omitted bégause it employs so few people. This typology was used in the

research from which this table was taken: danagement and sales = Enterprising;
"science and medicine = Investigative; clerical and accounting = Conventional;
manual and.technical ='Realistic; social service and education = Social. .

See Holland (1973) and Gottfredson (1980) for descriptions of Holland's

_typology and its relation to the census categoriés used in Table 1 -and

+ throughout this paper. - )
« . P4
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’ Table 3
Severity of Reading Disability among Gow Men Aged 16~60 . .

Measured in Several Ways with Three Different Tests:
By Grade when Last Test Scores were Available

™ Grade when last test scores available

Means. at last testing 48 9 10 11 12 13 Total . )
Grade level . . 8.4 9.8 10.8 11.8 12.8 13.8 11.2

Age . 14.0 15.6 16.7 17.9 18.7 19.4 17.1 .
Stanford Binet IQ 120 121 117 116 115 113 118

) (26) (72 (119) (82). (%) (11) (406)

Erade level expected from:
Chronological age

9.0 10.5 11.6 12.9 13.6 14.3 12.0

%  Mental age 11.8 13.9 1l4.4 15.6 16.5 17.0 15.0
Average of actual grade level, ‘ .
chronological age, & mental age 9.6 11.3 12,2 13.4 14.3 15.0 12.8 -
Grade equivalent of test scores Azs
Gray Oral Reading ‘ 7.3 8.7 9.6 10.0; 10.6 10.2~ 9.6
Morrison-dcCall Spelling 6.6 7.6 8.6 8.8 9.2 10.0 , 8.5 .
Paragraph Meaning 8.5 1011 10.8 10.9 11.4 11.3 10.7

Gap between test scores obtained and scores expected (in grade equivalents) on Basis of :

Actual grade level

Gray Oral Reading 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.8 2.2 3.6 1.6

Morrison-McCall Spelling 1.8 2.2 2.2 3.0 3.6 3.8 2.7

Paragraph Meaning -0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.9 1.4 2.5° 0.5 ¥

Chronological age

Gray Oral Reading 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.9-3.0 4.1 2.4

Morrison-McCall Spelling 2.4 2.9 3.0 3. 4.4 4.3 3.5

Paragraph Meaning: .0.5 0.4 0.8 2,0 2.4 3.0 1.3 v
Mental ageS i )

Gray Oral Reading v 4.5 5.2 4,8 .5.6 5.9 6.8 5.4 N
Morrison-McCall Spelling 5.2 6.3 s.8 6.8 7.3 7.0 6.5

Paragraph Meaning 3.3 3.8 3.6 4.7 5.1 5.7 4.3

Average of grade level, chronological . s ) o

age, and mental age ’ R

Eray Oral Reading .2.3 2.6 2.6 3.4 3.7 4.8 3.2

Morrison-McCall Spelling . : 3.0 3.7 3.6 4.6 1 5.00 4.3

Paraggaph Meaning 1.1 1.2 1.4 2.5 729 3.7 2.1

Ratios of test ages to expectations (reading quotients) based on: ‘
Chronologicai age

Gray Oral Reading i . .88 .88 .86 .85 .84 .79 .86

Morrison-McCall Spelling ) .82 - .81 .82 .78 76 .78 .80

Paragraph Meaning - 96 .97 .96 90 .86 .84 93 [ - ' -
Hental Age ) T f : ,
Gray Oral Reading ‘ J& 73 .76 .73 ,73 .69 74 .
Morrison-McCall Srelling .69 . .67 Jo .67 .67 .69 .68 .

Paragraph Meaning N .79 .80 .82 .18 .77 .74 .79

/ ‘ .

Average of age for grade, gb;ogélggigal. . ) '
and mental age : °
Gray Oral Reading . . .84 .84 .85_ .82 .81 .76 .83

“ Morrison-McCall Spelling ¢ 8 %77 .79 15 74 .15 .16
’ Paragraph Meaning .91 .92, .92- .87 .85 .81 .89

o RN




Table 4

-
.

Self~rated”Adult Spelling Ability of Gow and Control Men.
and of Gow Men .with High versus Mild Levels of

.
-

., ' Réading Disability in High School: Ages 16-60 . ’
) s 7 ‘
(Percentages)
o}
Self-rated Gow 4 A f" Control
spelling High “Mild ¥ . Total?d

Disability Disability -

Poor or /// . .

terrible ©25.2 ///. 5.2 1s5.6 . 1.0
Below average ‘ - 40.8 ///- 21.9 31.2 il 8.7 B
<\ Average M\\ | 31. ) 51.6l < 4.4 29.6. .
\‘{bove averag\/é_ : 2.4 21.4 ©117 60.7 ' -
) ./ /' (206) (192) (403) “(415)

/o 7. '

aIﬁcludes<5Mmenmw{i;/reading quotients greater than 1.00.

4




i R Age Cohorts * Significance Levels
Characteristif S 16-25 . 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-60 Totals ‘ Cohort -Dif ferences K School Differences ) )
s o ) 16-60 26-55 16-60 26-55 16-60 26-55 . ,
O8N " Gow (58) (209).  (94) (36) (9) ,  (408)  (339)
. Cont {29) (205)  (128) (54 0 7/~ (416) (387) ;
" General Characteristics - ’
Birth Years® Gow 1956- 60 1944-53  1034-43" 1924-33 1920-23  1920-61 1924-53 )
i Cont  .1955-59  1945-54  1935-44  1925-34 --.  1925-59 1925-54 .
. ] . . ) N A
‘Age at Survey ° Gow 23 !5 49 57 - 3 35 .000 .000 ‘o0l 006 ,
\ Cont 24 1. 4o 50 - 36 .000 +000 ) N .
Year HS Grad. Gow 75 68 L6071 50 41 65 64 ,000 000 001 001 ) !
Cont %o 68 59 .49 - 63 . 62 000\ .000 : : . L

Years out of HS - Cow 4 11 19 29. 38 14 15 .000’ .000 000 000 <

(if graduated) Cont 6 12 21 31 - 17 18 .000 .000 ' * *

. " NS . ¢ - ) ¢
10 sGow 4 119 120. 116 106 100 s - us .000 .000 " 000 000

Cont 126 129 129 119 - 327 127 .000 .000 haad i \ ,

Data on attendance and tests it Gow * ) e s

Age at Entry 14.8 15.2 15.2~ 15,8 15.9 15,2 15.2 .055 .119 - - . )
Crade at Entry' 9.0 9.3 9.2 '9.8 /"10.0 9.3. - 9.3 :068 .086 - ‘

f

Years at Gow * 2.3 © 2.6 2.8 2.5 -2.6 2.6 2.6 .415 2457 - -

Gray Oral Quotient .83 .82 ' .83 .85 .86 .83 .83 .391 .206 - -
Morrisorni~McCall Quotient 76 .76 «75 ~ 83 .80 .76 .76 .010 ©.002 ) - — E;;l

b * b ‘ hN ' R
Paragraph Meaning Quotient 86 1 .90 .87 .93 93 .89 .89 .002 .006 - - :
. ’ R - * /g o
~
~ : » 7’

i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 5 .

Selected Characteristics of Different Age Cohorts:
Gow versus” Control Men

(meéns and percentages):
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.
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- « +Table 5 cont. Y . o
: 4 - T - L‘ .
’ Age Cohorts ’ ! » Significance Levels
. * . ‘ . - -
Characteristic 16-25 26-35  36-45 = 46-55  56-60 - Totals Cohort -Differences School Differenees
4 ;- ® 16-60  26~55 16-60 _ 26-55 16-60 26-55
P A uﬁ,_ :
Rathers' Occupational g v . . - -
Characteristics 0" . ;
Prestige level Gow s9 - S& . 58 59 8 ° 58 58 .997 .958 000 0 "
* of job Cont 59 62 63 63 - 62 63 .732 & .891 : : .
) R - - . ) P
GED level of Gow 5.1 5.1 5.l 5.4 5.% 5.1 5.1 - .161 .044 009 008
L~ Cont 5.1 5.3 5.3, 5.3 _— 5.3 5.3 ,,- .768 .979 A .
Usual (1969) income  Gow 11994 12013 12016 12157 o 12032 12025 12030 .994 902 - 559 s11
of job © Cont 11810 12128 12123 12136 >~ -, 12107 12128/ ‘912? 2999 4 -
2 whitercollsr Gow 96.5 97.0'  96.7° 100.0  300.0 97.2: 97.3 828 .564
or fama~. /" Comc 936 980 99.2 1000 T 983 - 98.7 , 082 g e 184,
& - e ‘ : . " ‘
4 Professiqnal/ Gow £*33.3 31,2 31.5 30,6 22.,2° 31.3 1DV 5 < .977 994 000 400
technical =+ »~  Conty  37.0 49.2 48.4 45.1 - §7.6 48.4 7t 665 .870 < .
D) N s [ . . . ot , ‘
% Manager/farmer 7 Goy 52.6 s6.0 533 6Ll 667 S4.6 54,6 .858 .701° 000 000
. cont | 44ah 40.8 *  39.5 41.2 -~ 0.7 40.4 .972 .968 - -
Respondents' current or lagt dccupation \ '
Prestige level, Gow 36 . 49 s1 © s ¢4 49 .000° .089 000
of Job T Cont 46 . > . H2 Bl fl——t 61 62 . +000 417 y
" GED level of Gow . 4.5 4.8 4,8 “4.3 4ol 4.6 .000 - .003 000
« job Cont 5.2 5.4 5.3, .= . 52 5.3 .000 469 .
Asual (1969) income  Gow 10338 10875, 10689 10068 10045 10523 .000 .195 000
: Tont 11513 11885 %, 11570 - 11464 11644 - a, +000 .387, )

\w




* -Thg: survey of the Gow men was done one year earlier, in 1979, than for the control men.
-mep were born one year earlier than the contro¥ men and, all else equal, would have also graduated from high school one year earlier.
Gow,mén actually ranged in age only from 18~59 and control men from 21-55. '
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L~ Table5 cont. )
oy » il *oe -
v . ‘
Age Cohorts . SiJnificAnce Levels
) Characteristic 16<25 *26~35 35-45 46-55 56-60 Totals Cohort Differences ° School Differences
’ “ ) : 16-60  26-55 16~ 60 26-55 16-60 26-55
-~ . » g AY R ~ . -«
X White collar Gow 60.3 85.2 93,6 88.9 '¢ 88.9 -~ 84,0 87.9 .000 112 900" 000 *
. or farme‘x Cont 82.8 9646 99,2 98.2 - 96.6 , 97.7 .000 - .293 R R
N . . A ’ ' Cw
» X Professional/ - Got\ 12,1 18.2 17.0 16.7 1.1 , ‘16,7 St +841 957 000 000 -
» technical Cont 27.6 55.1 53.1 44,4, - - . 51,2 53.0 .q30 «378 ‘ T
X Manager/farmer Gow 20,7 48.3 61,7 "55.6 55,6 48.3 52.8 .000 .092 000 000 '
,] , P Cont 37.9 30.2 35.2 40,7 - 33,7 ,\33.3 . v J451 .302 ) ‘
. . . o, . .
. — 4 : . '3 -
r\ﬁs are dightly louer for some vnriables, primarily fathers' occupational characteristics, because of missing data. ne . S

Therefore, for the same age at time of survey, the cow
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. ' Table 6 _ :

. Percentage of Men in Different Occupational Groups:
) . . Cow and Control Men Aged 16-60,. Their Fathers, and
. White Men in Generald

% << : : - ;
- . . . c
Occupaqional Unweighted White : Respondents . Fathers
Group mean prestige Men in A
of titlesb General Gow Control Gow Contrgl
JProfessional/. ¢ ~ . ~\\\
technical - 62 , 15.0 ~ 16.7 51.2 31.3 47.6 ) -
Managerial 51 © o 11.9  45.6  32.9 53.0  39.7 ~
Sales, 40 7.3 16.0 9.6 11.4 9.7
Clerical . 38" ~ 7.5 3.0 2.2 £0.0 0.2
Crafts 38 | 2L.9 5.9 1.4 = 2.0 1.7
Operatives, ex. : . .
.. transport 28 13.2 1.2 0.2 0.5. 0.0 1N
Transport:operatives 28 5.6 3.2 0.0 0.0 . 0.0
Laborers . 18 5.9 2.5 - 0.7 0.0 0.0
Farmers 35 . 3.0, 2.7 0.7 1.5 1.0 -
Farm Laborers 20 1.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 ~ 0.0
Service . 26 7.2 3.0~ 1.0 0.3. 0.0
Household 11 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(8) ' (~2,118,250) (406)  (416) (396) (403)
A v : ,

8calculated from data on white men age 16 and over in the 1970 experienced civiliag
labor force (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1973, Table 2). These data represent a '
5% sample of the U.S. population. Men not reporting a codable occupational title
.are excluded here. ; :

v
-

‘ Psource: Gottfredson (1980). " N
s f/}ng | | ‘
. . ’-" ' ~ . 7 & ' . ot

l
l < ¢
\
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N . , Table 7
R /
' Percentage of Mei in Different Specific Occupations:
Gow and Control Men Aged 26-55, Their Fathers, and
' . White Men in General? -
. (Column Percentages) * . .
Unweighted ~° White . . . =
N Mean Prestige Men i} Respondents’ Fathets
. \ of Titlesb Generdl Gow __ Control Cow Control to. . -
. Professional/technical 15.0 17.7 °~ 53.0 31,2 .48.4 .
Accountant (001)€ 61 1.2 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.9
d . Architect (002) . n 0.1 0.9. 1.8 1.2 1.1 -
Computer specialist
- (003-005) , 65 0.5 1.5 1.8 0.3 0.q
Designer (183) 56 . 0.2 1.5 0.5 0.3 .0.3
Engineer (006-023) . 66 2.8 1.2 3.1 5.8 6.9 .
Lawyer/judge (030, 031) 77 - 0.6 0.9 14.5 7.3 9.6
Physician/dentist - .
,(062, 065) 83 0.8 + 0.3 10.3 10.3 18.6
. Reporter/editor (184) 65 0.2 0.6 - 2.6 0. < 0.5
Scientist, physical & i -
math (035~054) . 69 0.4 0.6 1.3 1.2 1.3
Scientist, social (091-096) 69 0.2 0.3 1.3 . 0.0 0.0
_ Social work, clergy ¢
. ' ) (086, 100, 101) 57 0.7 1.5 1.3 0.6 * 0.8
Teacher, college (102-140) 72 0.8 0.0 ° 3.9 0.6 2.4 "
Teacher, non-college ¢ -
(141-145) 57 . : 1.8 2.1 5.2 : 073 1.3
. Technician® (150-173)~ 49 2.0 2.9 0.3 1.2 0.0
Other professional 55 2,7 2.9 4.4 0.9 3.7
Managerial 11.9 49.6 32.6 53.0 39.6,
- . Bank officer/fimancial
N\  manager (202) - 60 . 0.6 5.3 5.7 5.2 5.6
Buyér/purchasing agent . : : -
;,. . (203, 205, 225) 50 . 0.7 1.1 0.5 0.9 1.1
. + Manager, n.e.c! (245) 50 7.2 34.2 19.1 41.5 29.0 . g
. President/V. President/CEQ - -23.0 ~9.6 -— - ’
. Other ~ Lz Lol - - A
Public official/inspector .
(215, 222) 51 0.6 0.9 1.3 0.3 -0.8
Sales manager (231, 233) 54 1,0 5.0 2.1 3.6 1.6
$chool administrator
(235, 240) . 70 0.3 0.6 1.6 0.6 1.3
Other manager - ' 51 1.5 2.4 .2.3° 0.9 - 0.3
sales ! ~7.3 15.3 9.8 11,5 ° 9.6
Insurance, real estate ‘ . '
(265, 270) - 49 1.3 4,7 - 4,1 4,2 3.5 ¢ .
Retail sales (283-285) 37 3.1 1.8 0.5
Sales representative (281- . ‘ } 3.3 } 4;5
282) . 45 2.3 . 5.9 1.3 :
Stock & bond (271) 66 0.2 2.4 3.4 3.9 1.3
1 Other sales 30 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.3
‘Farmer . 3.0 34 08 L5 08
““Farmer (801) 31 2.8 2.7, 0.3 1,2 0.8
Farm manager (802) 39 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.0
. “Other 62.8 - 14.2 3.9 2.7 1.6
, ) " ¢~2,118,250)  (339)  (387) _ (330)  (376) N
See footnote a on Table 6 N ’ ‘ ’ .
Calcula:ed from daca in Go:tfredson & Browp (1978) - <
CNumbers next to occupn!lonal titles are the coles assigned by the Census in 1its » -
1970 occupational classification (see Gottfredson & Brown, 1978). - .
\ . B ‘ . " B -
3 . - . .
'S éfs

ey

; .-
I o R . . ) A o
. ;
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Table 8~

ribution and Eduéatiohal Level of Respondents

RIC

- Aged 26-55 with Fathers in Different .
Occupational Groups: Gow HenA Control ~
Men, and Men in General .
(Row percentages)
Father's Resyondent's Occupation' % Respond?n:s : -
Occupation Prof Man . Sales Cler  Farm Other )] g‘:'a?—m“ojf%h-mﬂ—' ) .
Professional - . . * . :‘ .
Gow 25.2 48.5 11.7 1.9 1.9 10.7 (103) 59.0 . 10.0
Control 65.9 26.4 5.5 0.5 0.0 1.6 (182) 94.5 65.2
- General?® 41.0 17.5 9.0 6.9 1.2 24.4 (753) n.a. o.a.
Managerial . o
Gow 15.3 54.0 13.6 1.7 2.3 13.1 (176) 55.2 8.0
Control 43.6 40,3 9.4 2.0 2.0 2.7 . (149) 94.0 51.4 .
General 21.6 34.1 9.1 7.1 1.0 27.2 (1844) n.a. n.a.
\
Sales .
Gow 7.9 47.4 .2, 0.0 2.6 7.9 (38) 59.5 8.1
Control- 30.6 27.8 33.3 5.5 0.0 2.8 (36) 97.2 44.4
General . 19.5 30.0 15.0 6.2 1.7 27.7 (629) n.a. n.a
Clerical
Gow - -— - - - - 0 - - . -
Control - - - - - - (1) - --
, General 28. 1 17.8 7.8 . 9.6 1.4 35.3 (530) . n.a. " n.a.
. N - L ]
Farmers . -
Gow - -— - - - - ) — —
Control - == .- - -— N e - ) - - .
General 5.3 11.5 2.5 4.7 17.8 58.2 (4382) n.a. n.a
Othsrs .
Gow - — - -, - Ve . @ - -
Control - - - - - - (5) -~ -7
General ' 10.7 13.2 4o 7.4 1.2 63.1  (7518) n.a. n.a.
-~ - SN
~ Total : . . N 0 .
qu 17.6 50.3 15.2 2.1 2.7 12.1 (33d) 56.5 8.4
Céntrol 53.5 31.9 10.1 1.6 0.8 2.1 (376) 94.4 57.8
General . 12.9 16.2 5.2 6.6 5.9 53.2 (15695) "12.3¢ n.a.
st . .

.

%cow men were aged 26-55 in 1979, control men were 26-5
in- 1962. -

bSource for men in general: Blau & Duncan (1967, Table
were reconstructed by dividing population estimates ‘In

/ .

» .

5 4in 1980, men in general were 25-64

J2.1). N's for occupational results .-
Table J2.1 by 2170 (refer to Blau & .

Duncan, p. 479)\§'Resu1ts based on both white and non-white™en in the experienced civildian .

labor force. \

.

1970 census data (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1973,
1970 had 16 or more years of education (9resumab}y atl

3

\

’
5) show that 13.8% of men in general in
east a BA). v '

.

: J

?.
4
K
e
88 N
. l‘ . '

'.“"./ ’ ' - -
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Table 9 / A"
Occupational pistribution of ’ N
P, Relpondentl Aged 26-55 with Fathers in'Different Occupational Groupa: .
i : Gow vs, Control Men with Different L. .
Levels of Education »
. . (Row percentages)
o
b Respondent's Education and Occupation -~ ‘
Father's' HS Grad Only BA Only . More than BA . ‘
Occupation o - : ¥ =
Prof Man Sales Other (N) Prof Man Sales Other  (N) Prof Man Sales  Other N
. . ’ .
Professional - . - c -
.S Gow . 17.6 58.8 5.9 176  (34) 22.4 51,0 18.4 82 (49 . -— - = - (10) -
Control -- - e - T(Q10) . 47,2 32.7 ° 13.2 1.9  (53) - 77,1 20.3 1.7 0.8  (118)
Manager/Farmer *
Gow 8.2 534 1.0 27,4 (73) - 15,5 59.5 19.0 6.0  (84) - - -~ - (14)
Control . -~ .- -- (10) 25.4 47.6 17.5 9.5 (63) 65.4 33.3 1.3 .0 (78)
Sales o N
. ’ Gow 6.7 40,0 33,3 20.0  (15) 5.3 52,6 42,1 0.0 J(l” - - - . - () N
Control oy - — —— (1) °~ 10.5 36.8  47.4 5.3 YQ197 56,3 18.8 -12.5 12,5 (16) ) s
- - \\ * —— .
- s
Total @ \\ ) , e -
Gow ) 1.1 53,2 11..9  23.8 (1269 16.0 55,1 21.8 7.1 (156) 57.1  39.3 0.0 3.6 (28)
Control 19.0 47.6 19.0 14,3 (21) 31.4 41.6 212 5.8 (137) 71.3 25.0 Q/.-J 1.4 (216)
s 4 ! - -t ..
2 Includes fathers in “other" occupations. . y o, ~
- S
-
~ - . ~
. -85 g0
. / ‘
/
. i -
. {:(' ‘* ) -2
- ) - ‘ : : g
. - » o d .-
Q - . . 3; . . i

[
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. . - Table 10

Occupatidnal Distribution of HIghly Disabled, Mildly Disabled,

ahd Control Men Aged 36-55 by Educational Level

-l

and Fatherls Occupation

3

. (Row Percéntages)

. \
]
Father's . Respondent 's Education and Occupation _
Occupation - HS Grad:Only . ' BA Only .
Prof. Man Sales Other (N) Prof Man Sales Other (N)
+ Professional * N
High 5.9 70.6 0.0 23.5 (17) 15.4 53.8 15.4 15.4 (26)
Mild 25.0 50.0 12.5 12.5 (16) 30.4 47.8 21.7 0.0 (23)
Control -- - - -~ (10) 47.2 37.7 13.2 1.9 (53)
Manager/Farmer .
High 9.8 51.2 9.8 29.3 (41) 10.5 57.9 21.1. -10.5 (38)
) Mild 6.3 56.3 12.5 25.0 (32) 17.8 62.2 17.8 2.2 (45)
Control - - -- -~ (10) 25.4 47.6 17.5 9.5 (63)
Tota , .
High 8.3 56.9. 8.3 26.4 (72) 11.5 56.4 20.5 11.5 (78)
1d 12.5 51.8 16.1 19.6 (56) 21.0 53.1 " 22.2 3.7 (81)
. ntrol 19.0 * 7.6 19.0 14.3 (21) 31.4 41.6 21.2 5.8 (137). -
, r 'd A3
v’ ’ [
A .
- ’ PR




v % l 80

) / . Table 11 - ¥
e * Means and Standaxd Deviations of -Career fredictore
and Oqtcdmes”in Path Model: Gow Men &ged 26-55 in Either
. . a ProfeESional ;? Managerial- Jobs . -
. (N=230) "
Variable X ' ' _ - Mean . sD
\ . . ® . L ¢ N
Severity, of Dyslgxiaa . ) .80 _.10 R
‘%
1Q . ‘ . 118 9.6 ~
. Professional father vs. otherb . .33 . W47
Age at survey . 35 6.9 . .
‘Paragraph Meaning Quotient | ) . RN .90 ) .10
? ¢ ) . ! *
Average grade at Gow . 73 \ 5.3
Degree leveld i 1.67 T4 -
Respondent holdseprofessional vs. - . ol N
managerial job : . 25 - .43
) , .
» “a . . / - ) .
~ Average of,Gray Oral and Morrison McCall/épel1ing quotients.
) Pprofessional = 1; all others = 0. RN s "
cAverage grades at Gow including failures and repeats. . ’ . T,
° ILess than high school diploma = 03 high school diploma = 1; BA = 23
higher degree =3, : ' L o7
o ~ . - ' * * . N
®Professionals = 1; managers = 0' all others excluded from analysis.'
Farmers. are included as managers. ' . .
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Percentage of Control Men Agdd
Poing their Own .Johs Well:

Table 12

26-55 Rating 37 Jo
For Major Occupational Groups and Several Spe

b-Related Abilitiea or Traits as CTritical for
cific Occupations

.

!

bAll percentages ) 50.0 are underlined for spec ¢
physicians are professionals and the vice presLdents/presidentq/CEOs and managers,n.e.Ce

*
Srhree farmers are included with the managers.

Q (ﬁﬂne judge is included with the lawyers.

®Two dentists are inclyded with the physicians,

$

fN's are slightly higher for some items than shown here,

s

are included in the managers major group.

Major Occupational Groups8 - Specific Occupacionsb .
Job-Related . * Significan Significance
Abilities Manager/ . vel of . Other Level of
or Traits Professional Farmer® Sales fferences Lawyerd Physician® VP/Pres/CE0 Manager n.e.cC. piffedences
. - ~ . . .
Get information by talking with people 68.2 69.9 61.3 .659 70.8 7 89.2° 58.1 81.3- .020
Give information by talking wlmeople 66.3 62.8 n.o 666 68.1 81.1 71.0 65.6 .479
Have integrity. 7 62.3 _61.4 77.4 .233 70.8 78.4 62,5 53.1 * 134
Get information by reading. ) 61.4 29.8 35.5 .000 «77.1 59.5 25.0 34.4 >~ .000
Think logically and analytically 58.8 46.5 37.5 s+ .026 75.5 54.1 37.5 65.6 .006
Pay attention to details 53.4 " 39,5 , 36.3 .046 72.9 54.1 21.9 46.9 .000
Be dedicated and conscientious ‘ 51.4 43.8 59.4 224 47.9 64.9 ~ 45.2 56.3 .323
Handle several tasks at ome time 51.1 66.7 35.5 .002 58.3 54.1 65.6 65.6 .696
Have higher degree or credential - 45.3 2.6 0.0 .000 68.9 66.7 0.0 0.0 .000
Plan ahead and anticipate problems 44,1 52.6 37.5 .203 42,9 S51.4 62.5 62.5 .223
Give information by writing reports; memos etc. 42.4 28.9 ' 18.8, .008 57.1 32.4 12.5 37.5 .001
Spot and tackle problems quickly 38.4 48.2 37.5 .221 44,9 51.4 50.0 59.4 651
Take initiative and responsibility 36.7 60.7 31.3 ,000 34.7 27..0 - 58.1 68.8, +001
Learn quickly . A -35.1 28.9 19.4 .175 36.2 40.5 31.3 31.3 .821 -
Concentrate in distracting gqr stressful . . .
situations * . 34.5 28,6 25.0 408 40.8 51.4 21.9 32.3 .074
Be fair and impartial 34.1 29?8 . 12,5 .050 26.5 22.2 . 25.0° 34.4 ! .712
Visualize thingy before completion 31.6 “35.1 21.9 .364 . 30.6 29.7 40.6 50.0 .+ 240
Coordinate and schedule activities 30.5 39.5 40.6 .221 28.6 21.6 25.0 53.1 .024
Be persuasive and motivating 26.1 43.9. 56.3 .000 44.9 16.2 62.5 40.6. .001
Think of new approaches to problems 26.0 31.6 15.6 .182 28.6 21.6 31.3 37.5 <540
Make decisions quickly 24.9 32.5 18.8 .198 18.4 514 25.0 40,6 ) .007
Evaluate, discipline, praise .others 24.4 46.5 15.6 .000 6.1 16.2 56.3 34.4 .000
- Haye a good memory 22.2 16.7 18.8 %512 20.4 - 29.7 12.5 15.6 .296
Represent company well to the public 21,7 -37.7 . 50.0 .001 * 229 16,2 37.5 34.4 .152
Have poise 3" 21.1 24.8 34.4" .257 27.7 21.6 19,4 31.3 .662
Cooperate with coworkers 20.6 28.9 12.5 .087 8.3 16.2 21.9 3.4 .03L
Be tactful and considerate 20.5 19.3 3.3 .325 -+ 8.3 35.1 15.6 18.8 °  .018
Have a lot of ideas 17.6 15.8 28.1 *.270 16.3 8.1 15.6 18.8 «60
Be competitive .- 14,3 22.8 46.9 .000 20.8 11.1 25.0 25.0 430
Have good contacts . -13.6 17.5 31.3 .046 12.2 10.8 37.5 6.3 . .002
Have manual dexterity . 9.7 3.5 0.0 .034 * 0.0 35.1 0.0 6.3 .000
Re good at math 8.6 17.7 9.7 .063 0.0 . 0.0 18.8 18.8 .001
Have physical_coordination ) 6.2 3.5 0.0 ,244 0.0 21.6 - 0.0 9.4 .000
Follow orders and support company policies 4.0, 12.5 15.6" .011 2,0 . 0.0 12.9 9.4 .057
Be attractive and well groomed 3.4 5.3 21.9 .000 6.1 2.7 9.4 0.0 /.294'
Have attended the Tright college 2.9 0.9° 3.1 .492 2.1 . 2.7 0.0 4 0.0 .662
Have physical strength and endurance 243 6.1 0.0 111 0:9 - 5.4 3.1 9.4 .195
- ~ | [ .
O (175) athy @» wn . Gn (32) (32)
aAll percentages > 40.0 are underlined for majﬁccupadenal grouns. > . ) . e
ific occupations.‘ The’ specific occupations are algo included in the major groups: lawyers and

18

i~



° - .( ) o - ' L2 ] R /“ K N «
A ) - : - " Figuge 1 .’ . ) ‘ .
. . ] . ‘ - ] . *
Path Model of Educational and Occupational Attainment Among Gow Men Aged 26-55
Who Hold Either Professional or Managerial Jobs  * ° .Y k\\ N
h 7 . : _ ‘ .

(Standardized Regression Coefficients, N=230) . . . N
= - . A

Severity of

Dyslexia
'49
r=—-01 -. ., \
N 10 , —Reading :
‘——‘;—J__;,_——”;’Comprehension
1Q o

.31

Professional
Father '
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GOW SCHQOL-JOHNS HOPKINS )
FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE - *

CONFIDENTIAL

N .

. o
. This section includes quastions about yow EDUCATIONV\L EXPERIENCES since
leaving the Gow School 2

1. Listbelow any "schools and colleges that you have “attended since leaving
Gow. (If nong, gcheck this box D )

" ,2. Are you a student now?

e - L - School ... — ... ..Dates.of Attendance. ..
) ' (frog) (to)
Jr. High, Sr. ) _
,,.Highg(or Prep b) ' — .
- . Schco! c) a i
e
AN Tech. School, Jr. a) _ .

" Coll., College or b) . .
University ¢) ‘ '
Professional e) ,

. School or Graduate b) - ‘
* 7 Sschool \ c) L -

No Dz'.

3. . €heck below any and.all dcplomas or- degrees“whsch yoli -have-earned-and-. -

Yes DI

*\

~ 77 State the years in which they were awarded Year awarded
* a) High school equivalency (GED) Do -
N b) High school diploma. ® ”_ D : .
¢) Technical school diploma (1,
’ d) AA. (Associate in Arfs) (1, 5

L.
L

e) 3-year degree or RN’

f) Bachelor’s Degree

L
[P

" @) Master’s Degree

*h) Law Degree‘

Ll :
O C—

i) Doctoral Degreet
j) Other (Explain)

’

«

-4. , If you have attended any of the following schools, list your major held of

. * study at each.

a) Technicafl School or Junior College,

N b) College or University

c) Graduate or Professional School___. 2

L4

P
-

(Please do not
write in this
space) .

50048
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5. a)lfyou have'att_eﬁdéd co||ége, was the major field listed above the one in

FS [2_:-] . . which ‘you first.enrolled?  Yes ik No [T ‘
: X - 1o
CSF 0 M _ b) If no, from what field did’you switch? - ‘
R, B. -This section includes questions.about ‘your OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCES

1. Which of the following bést describes your present employment status?
(Check one) ’ , ' '

A- PR . a) Employed fu||-:?rgne ., . ’ ~
g ’ ' _b) Employed part-time ], ‘

e H RE . ) Retired- - S D? ’

| ‘ d) Not employed  © 0.

e) Other (explain) ‘ . .

fIf employed, the following questions relate to your present position. If not
employed, the following que§tions relate to your last position. If never employéd,

~_\skip to section C.

-

2. For what kind ot buginess or industry do ydu work? (For example: TV

manufacturer, retail store, law practice, city public- school system)

=M - ' ' 7

e [] ) * 3. Areyou (Check one) ‘ , , .. "
a) An employee of a PRIVATE compan'&/, bdéiness, or individual D 1-
b) AGOVERNMENT employee Qfedera|,§tate, countysorlocal)? - . D‘z; A

"ﬁ L ] : .c) Self-employed in your OWN business; professional practice,
SDS D or farm? - D 3
. s AN

EY

|
‘ 4

\ - Jz .‘ ) ) » - . - : ~

- . - 4. What kind of work are you doing? (For example: car salesman, high school
|

|

I

) ) . science teacher, manager of a retail store) - V4
6C D D 5. What are your-most important activities or auties? (For examp|e&se||ing
0 ' 30 clothing, keeping account books, building houses, designing dies§| engines)
. A ’

» r .
e
s 0
.

6. What is your job title? _ i _ )

C This section includes questions ab;)ut your FAMILY.
e i : )

1. What.is your marital statds? - © . ‘
N ST D . . - a)Nevermarried: ’ D1 " ¢) Separated o} divorce.d, Ds
_ - b) Married - (], d)widowed : O
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- 2. Check below the hnghest diploma or degree earned by
i) your father i1} your mother ti) your wife

ST Father Mother ' Wife- -
- a)- High school equivalency {GED), ‘Do. Do‘ ' Do _

b) High school d;ploma -D' D' ‘ D:

c) Technxéal school diploma D 2 Dz Dz
d) Associate or 2-year degree D 3 D 3 Ds
é) 3-year de(gre_e or R.N. o, D 4 D s ,D‘ _
o - ‘f) Bachelor’s Degree ‘ ' Ds D's . Ds
Lo g) Master's Degree ~0Js e e ¥

h) Law Degree ) D7 Dd D7
j) Other (Explam).. 7 ,_Da Da A

~

1 —_

)

. {The followmg questions relate to biological rathey than adoptlve relatives.}
- 3. How many children do you have who have compfeted first grade?

Daughters. _____ ' . .

4. a) Do any of your children who have completed first grade have a reading
disabiljy? (Chec_k one)
4

Yes 0, No [, Don’tknovs)>Ds : ' t o

b) If yes, glve details. {How many; sons or daughters; how old are they, have
__they received special schooling of '(utonng")

- Sons

-

. . PR (N

-\

5., Hos)& mariy brothers and sisters did you have who have completed first grade?
Brothers Sisters - C

a) Did any of your brothers and sisters Who'completed first grade have a
reading disability? (Check one)

)’ ves LI No Dz} * Don't know [,

j»

b) If yes, give detaiis. (How many; brothers or sisters; have they received
special schooling or tutoring?)

~

-

What was your father's pnmary occupation? (If title is not descriptive,

1.
describe in.a few words.)

10y -

oo [
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D. This section includes questions about your.current READING HABITS '

AND ATTITUDES.

1. What percentage of the work day do you spend in reading and writing

on the job?

N
S

2. How do you 'rate your spelling in comparison to that of others of your age and,

education?
&

L.

L4

a) Above average
" b) Average > 4, L
+ 77 " cyBelowaverage- G2 N - - -~
d) Poor, terrible O R
3. How do you feel about reading for pleasure‘? N s ,
a) Do as little as possible, difficult, or chore D v
b) Don'tdislike, 'sOK  ~ . . . -
¢ . c) Enjoy it, its pleasurable, 0l - L »
d) Enthusnastlc among favorite pastlmes D. -
4. In the average week, how many days per week do. you read a -
daily newspaper?. —_
5. On the average, how much time do you spend when you do read the daily
- newspaper? ___ . ] .
6. On the average, how many Sundays per year do you read a
I " Sunday newsp‘aper'7 " - S
-
~ * 7. On the average, how much time do you spend when you rea'a a '
. * Sunday newspaper? .__________ '
8. -How many non-professional magazines do you subscribe to
and read? . __.__ ' . 7
. ) . . .
9. About how many books do you read for pleasure ina year"...’l ——— S
10. How would you compare the amount of Iersure time you spend readmg with
. that of otheis* .
-~ / ' '
jread - a) than my friends- .b) than my wife (if married]
N |). More ) DJ : i Dq ’
’ ii) Same amount’ . D:z 'y Da
. T i) Less .t 0. N N N P .
iv) Mich lese | O, . [;],
i- -~ . 4

Please use this space for any remarks you'd like to-make.

— v R
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‘ A" . GILMAN SCHOOL-JOHNS HOPKINS VoL | e
CONFIDENTIAL QUESTIONNAIRE S
A. This éection includes questions about yaqur EDUCATIONAL EX‘;"E»RIENCES since ID D [; D |:|
1 3 4

leaving the Gilman School o ’

1. Llist below any schools and colleges that you have attended sinée 'Ieavmg

' Gilman (If non®, check this box D) v
" : . Dates of Full-time (F) "
, . . Attendance or . ' :
SECONDARY . ‘ School . molyr to molyr Parttime (P)
. *Jr. High, Sr. High,  a) N ! . )
or Prep School b) ' - : , , .
B . c) \ S r—:]
~ ) Y A ] - Y
I POST-SECONDARY . . ) , . 1 e D
. Tech. School, a) ' 6
Jr. Gollege, College, , . : . 0]
or University _ ) : 7
‘ ‘c) ‘ : el vl
GRADUATE : . .. . L
Professlonal School "y - : YPS,D‘
. ' or Graduate School s
b) s e - . .
2. Are i/o.u currently enrolled in a degree progfam? Yes, full-time D . SN I;I
¢ ' : ' . Yes, part-time D
. . o . D o .
3. Check below any and all diplomas or degrees that you have‘earned and state
. the years in h|ch they were awarded. )
. - Year awarded
S~y

) a) Doctoral egfee
- b) Law Degree

c) Master's Deg}ee
. d) Bachélof's Degree
- @) 3-yearDegree .
f) Associate's Degree
g) Technlcal School Degree
h) ngh School Dlploma

12 14

!
’!

]

O

o ‘

0O - YHSGDD
O : L

O

O

]

i) Other (Explain) . S — P
i " 15ty . . , . \
\ ) ‘ «‘.. o
A} ’ ,

4. 1f you have attended any of the foMowing schools list your ma;or field of study - | F1 DD

at each, . , i 6 17
_ . : , reI0
a) Technical School or Junior College _ - . W ow

b) College or University - " : FC I;l [;I

c) Graduate or Professional School : i : ' L el
5. a) If youhave attended college, was the major fieid listed atffagve one in which - " Es D ' .
you first enrolled? Yes D No D - , .=

b) I no, from what fleld did you switch?___ . ‘ ‘ b I0)




*C. This section includes questions about your FAMILY

90 N\ ~

B.  This section‘includes questions about your OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCES.

1. Which of the followmg best describes your present employment status”

“(check one) - © e . _

a) Employed full-time ] ) d) Not employed' U
b)- Employed part-time Ej ' . e) Other{explain) ' D
c) Retired D ] - ’

~
(If employed, the following questions relate to your present position=~If not °
employed, the following questions relate to your last posmon If never employed

check box [ ] ‘then skip to Section C.]

2. For what kind of business or industry do you work? (For example: TV
manufacturer, retail store, law practice, city public schbol system)

- |}

3. Are you (check one) - -

» * ~
. 2) An employee of a PRIYATE company, business, or individual? . D
_b) A'GOVERNMENT emploeyee (federal, state, county, or local)? -
c) Self-employed in your OWN business, professional practice, . - ? -
or farm that was STARTED BY A MEMBER OF YOUR FAMILY? D

. d) Selt-employed in your QWN business, professional practice, or
farm that WAS NOT STARTED BY A MEMBER Of YOUR
FAMILY? £, ]

4 What kind of work are you domg" (For example car saTes(man hrgh school
. >scrence teacher, managerofaretarl store)

Q

Ld ']
‘- N

’ - \ . .
5. What are your most importan} activities or duties? (For example: selling Iothin%
keeping account boo{elbuilding houses, designing diesel engines) ;

- T 3 -

-

L =

6. Whatis your job title?

- .
-

-4

) What is your marital status? . ° ) .

. a) Never married D c) Separated ordrvorced D

“b) Married [] d) Widowed | O

2. Check below the highest d|pl6ma or degree earned by i) your fathery ii) your
mother, iii) your wife,

. Father Mothe_r Wite

b

»

a) Doctoral Degree - ,

-

. N
_b) Law Degree
¢ c) Master's Degree -

-

OOoOoooooon

h

OO00000ggg
o0o0oooooos

d) Bachelor s Degree
e) 3 year Degree {

\

f} Associate’s Degreé

g) Technical School Diploma
 h) High School Diploma L
MC i) Other {Explain) '

3

H

(Pea38 Ao not wrile in this space)
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[The follow:ng questions Telate to biological ratheythan adoptive relatlves] ‘ (mmommuhm.,.g
' 3.. How many children do you have who have completed first grade? {If none skip sol ] e
" ., - toQuestion5] - ) L 3 .
: . ' © Sons Daughters . . A DAI-;] |
v \
. 4. “a) Do any-of your chnldren who have completed fnrst»grade have a readlng s nC D
‘ LA dlsablllty’7 . ) . . , . n -
. . Yes O . No [ Don't: know . ,
- o ‘b) If yes, give details. (How many, sons or daughters how old are they; have they - NSO D
‘ received specral schoollng or tutonng’?) "9 4
% . : | noa [
K] . .* .
* 5. How many brothers and sisters do you have who completed first grade? [If '
’ kip to Questign 7 .
. none s.lp to Qu Q J B8R D
. . Brothers ~ Sisters — - - e S R
6. a) Did any of your brothers and sisters who completed fnrst grade have a . S
Eeadmg disability? ! ) . [—] .
. ves L] No. L] Don’t kryw IR d ©\ 5"
. b) It yes, give detatls (How many; brothers or sisters; have they received t, . ‘ -
e | schooling or tutoring? ) .
: special schooling utoring?) )i . NBD
4 ‘6 ’
] : - . , nsLJ -
» . ) - ’ 47 \

What was your'*father’s primary océupation’? (If title is not déscriptive, describe
in a few words.) N : e

7
Y
]

o : — o : = -~ —— s JOO0
. . o ’ . Lo ) 48 49 50 5
D. This section nnéludes questions about your GURRENT READING HABITS . FGe g L;] g
ATTJTUDES AND SKILLS.

1

. T P How do you rate your spelling 1n companson to that of others of your age and : SP[__J
education? . ) 55

" a) Above average D . " c) Below average D

b) Average -~ | d) Poér, terrible L]

2. On the average, hdw many hours per'week'do you spend reading for leisure?

O
___ . ‘ . % 5
aws LI J

58 59

- 3 . On the average, how many hours per weék do you spend reading for, work or ,

" school? _ . -
w00
60 61 62 ,

4. What percentage of the work day do you spend in reading and wrmng on the
: re [
' 63

job? . .
5. What is your single most imf)ortant reason for reading? . ‘

a) Forpleasure - . ~ !
b) Forgeneral knowledge .

© ¢) To gain specific knowledge related
" to work and career '

- d) To fulfill educational requirements

* e) To gain specific knowledge about ad .
] “current events .
/.f) Asatimefiller Ly ' .

ODo 00 40

g) Other (please specify) e o 7
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6. 'How do you fee‘ll about rgading for pleasure? s
a) Doaslittleas possible, difficult, or chore
. b) Dontdlsllke,ltsOK »
o Enjoylt |tspleasuraple

¢ 9 -Enthusiastic, among favorite-pastimes — =

-OOoaa

»

¢ »
7. In the average week, how many days per week do you read a daily newspaper?
, ' ! - ] ’ '

J

8. On the average, how much time do you spend when yoii do read the da"iiy

newspaper? _

9. On the average, how many Sundays per year do you read a Sunday néwspapet’?

¢ . ot "‘ - f"’-” — . - - - o ’
10. Or' the average, how much timé do you spend when you read a Sunday

P

¢ ' newspaper?

i d

IR

11. How many non-professional magazines do y8u subscribe to and read?

p 12. List th&princip&l newspapers and magazjn'es you read for leisure.

c 'y - T’

-

13, About how many books do you read for pleasure in a year?

“
k]

14. What type of book do y’cru prefer to read? .

.« . a) Fiction D " b) Non-fiction L] ' ¢) No preference ] ]
1; From the following categories of fiction books, check those you most
‘ frequently read. -
’ ' " a) Actlon/adventur,e ' L] e) Modern dra?natié novels []
™ b) Historical nvels > [0 - RomancelGothic novels [
Ce cy Mysterles/detectlve D\ Q) Oth‘er(please §peci'fy) D

h) ,Not applicable

: S(Kxes
" d) Shortstories L) []

frequently read.

~ - Q) Blographles/ S D e) Currentevents . D
- * . autobiographies &Sﬁorts D
, D) History - | g;; Psychology o Lo

° Rveligiqry - D ~h) Other (please specify) D -

o _d) Instructive (how to) D C cT .

I . i) Notapplicahle l(H:‘i' i

f " I L2 r

16. From the, following categones of non- ffct/on books, check those you most . \s

Fd [;] Fe,l;] |
Fb [J m (1.
Fc D Fg I;J
Fd I:] L]

(Please do not wiike in this space)
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17. How wouId you compare the amount oi Ieisure time you spend read’mg with - ' (Plosse o net witte in this 3ps08)
2 . that of others? , . . C e ' ' ) A
R read . a) than my friends b) than my wife . ) ar]
o . : . ~ (if married) ’ . EE‘
i More . - U . O T RW L
. ii) ‘Same amount O []
m) Less C D D .
R iv) Much less S - .
o - v . . .
E. This section includes questions about your READING HABITS AND ATTITUDES [
) WHILE YOU WERE A STUDENT AT GILMAN. '
| 1. How would you characterize your attitude toward reading while you were a AL
s - student at Gilman? ~ 2
B a) Negative O - b indifferent L1 N9 positive L]
2., During your yeass at Gilman, did you usually do outside reading other than that ' OR D
. required by specific ‘reading assignments? . »n
a) Yes D " . b)No D o Don't recaII D : ' ) -
&, . -
F. The following question is about your READING HISTORY -
1. Which ONE of the foIIowrng sentences" BEST describes your reading h|story’7 ! s 'RHQ
aykhaveaiwaysreadﬂuite—a brt theamount has-been-coasistent - S - ®
- over the years. D .
, b)inthe past | didn’t do much reading, but nbdw Iam reading a Tt -
' more. . o D
. ‘c) .Reading has been an “on and off” kind of thing. D ) <
- d) There was,a penod in my life when | read quite a bit, but | just. : N S e
don’t read very much anymore. D )
e) | have to do quite a bit of reading for work/school, but | don’t .
expect-to contmue reading this much in the future ) D
.. f) The onIy time | did much reading was when it was required: ¥ .-
: p in school. =~ ' ' . .. D " g ,
. ' i . . o . }‘x .
G. This section.includes questions about your CURRENT TELEVIG&)N WATCHING )
- HABITS. . ) o
o 1.- What is your SINGLE most important reason for watching tel vis|on?( ) o fR ]
’ . , . w
- . a) For pIeasure \ : D . )
. b) For general knowIedge v E]
’ . @ . . .
. * " ¢) To gain specific knowledge | reiated to I - : ) <
. ,wark and cafeer O ; Ch C
PR - d) Torelaxr -~ _ ] . e .
Je e Tor gain specific knowiedge about . . T ‘ .
, \1 - current events , L. : . ’ ’
, ’ £) Time filler L ‘ . s o - J . Tos
, g) Other (specify) __ T e ’ D : .o I ' -
: ‘\) ‘?{ - NI
ERIC 2. "8 the average, how many, hours per week do you spend watching : wrll]:
- ,, television? —_— N 1 y o o w
S . PRI ‘ . ::.’," T U ,' S R S oudotcard? >

pennre
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. H. ¢ This section concerns abilities and ‘trgits that are important in doing a job.

imagine that you are giving advice to someone who Is thinking of entering a job )
like yours. How importapt is it for this person to have each of the following
abilities and personality traits in order to be good at the job? (Mark one on each
Jline)- : ' , : .
' - ’ ' ’ . Makes '
: no - a a
"c,r \ * . difference littls ot
. Handis®veral tasks at one time o O
. Get information by talking with peopie e e
Give informatien by talking with people .........
. Learnquickly ................. ' .
‘Be good at math

Helps Helps s critical
for doing a
good job .

+

— ”
' 0 W RN R R R R R R MR o o e as s :
PR SORNOIT EON NSO PR IDIE DN LS ORNDN D ON =

gLgre

. Haveintegrity ... . ........... ... ... L.l .
Get information by reading.. . . . e e
Have good.contacts... ... ..... e
Evaluaté, discipline, and graise others
Be dedicated and conscientious
Have physical coordination....................
Plan ahead and anticipate problems
Befairand impartial .. ..... ......... SR
| Spot and tackie problems quickly
. Represent company well tothepublic...........
. Becompetitive ........... .
Have manual dexterity . % .......... S
. Cooperate withcoworkers .... ..... A
. Pay attention to details . .,
. Have higher degree or credential .. .. .. SR

...............

. Think of new approaches toproblems ... ........
. Have p . b e T
. Visughize things before completion .............

: Think logically and analytically. ...............
. Have afat of ideas
. Betactful and considerate
. Take initiative and responsibifity ... .....
. Have attended the right college
Have physical strength and endurance
. Have agood memory ...,
. Give informatioh by writing reports, memos, etc. . .
Make decisions quickly
. Beattractive and well groomed
: Concentrate in distracting or stressful situations
. Follow orders and support company policies ." .
Be persuasive and motivating
. Coordinate and schedule activities .
. Other(please discuss'indetail). ........ .......

................
..................
-~
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