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PREFACE

The existence of welfare
dependency is the result
of a multitude of factors
woven into the fabric of
our society and economy.
Having, or lacking,
literacy skills is one of
those factors. And itis a
factor that was largely
neglected in the programs
created during the last
few decades to help
people become indepen-
dent and leave welfare, at
least until the 1988
federal legislation that
created the Job Opportu-
nities and Basic Skills
(JOBS) program.

This report explores
the literacy dimensions of
dependency, using
previously unpublished
data from the 1992
National Adult Literacy
Survey and experimental
program research on
raising skills through
literacy training and basic
education.

Paul E. Barton
Director
Policy Information Center
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IN BRIEF

The 1992 National
Adult Literacy Survey*
enables us to take a close
look at the literacy skills
of adults age 16 and over
who received Aid to
Families with Dependent
Children (AFDCQ), other
public assistarice, or food
stamps during the 12
months prior to the study.
Using print material of
the kind encountered in
workplaces and daily life,
the assessment estab-
lishes that critical literacy
skills are weak in a very
large proportion of the
welfare population.

Specifically, on a
scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is
the lowest literacy level,

almost half the welfare

F‘Eecipients performed in

Level 1. Individuals who
perform at tais level are
unlikely to be successful
at such tasks as interpret-
ing instructions from an
appliance warranty,
locating an intersection
on a street map, identify-
ing and entering back-
ground information on
an application for a
Social Security card, or
calculating the total costs
of a purchase from an
order form.

Another one-third

of the welfare recipients

performed in Level 2.
Thus, three out of four
welfare recipients cannot
consistently perform
Level 3 tasks such as
writing a letter to explain
a billing error, entering
information into an
automobile maintenance
form, or calculating miles
per gallon using informa-
tion given on a mileage
record chart.

In an economic
world that demands such
literacy skills in the
typical workplace, the
great majority of those
who become dependent
on welfare are handi-
capped in the employ-
ment world and may not
succeed in training
programs designed to
prepare them for
employment. The aver-
age literacy level of
welfare recipients is
below that of unskilled
laborers and assembiers.
By no means did all
welfare recipients dem-
onstrate limited literacy
skills, and many people
with limited skills do, in
fact, hold down jobs. But
their earnings may not
keep them out of pov-
erty, and their employ-
ment future is precarious
in a changing economy

that increasingly demands
basic skills, or better.
The data in this
report show that, in the
adult population as a
whole, the likelihood of
being on welfare goes
up as literacy levels go
down; the two are
intertwined. In the
general population, the
higher the literacy levels,
the greater the number
of weeks worked during
the year, the higher the
average weekly wage,
and the higher the
annual income. The same
pattern bolds true ir. the
welfare population.
However, wages and
earnings do not tend to
rise as much for welfare
recipients as for adults in
the general population.
What of the pros-
pects of raising the
literacy levels of welfare
recipients? Might this
lead to greater employ-
ment, earnings, and
independence? While
literacy and basic educa-
tion was neglected in
decades of welfare
reform efforts, it was
emphasized in the Job
Opportunities and Basic
Skills (JOBS) program
enacted by Congress in
1988. Limited research is

*Mandated by Congress., funded by the Nationz! Center for Fducaton Matistics, and cumed out by Educatonal

Tesuing Service

available on the resuits,
but what we do know
gives some reason for
optimism. Interventions
aimed at raising literacy
and promoting basic
education can, in fact,
enroll large numbers of
welfare recipients, and
those programs that have
been carefully planned
to serve welfare recipi-
ents can raise measured
literacy levels. Some
programs have also
succeeded in increasing
recipients’ earnings,
although it is hard to
determine what particu-
lar program charac-
tertisics contributed to
these gains. A particu-
larly promising approach
is to integrate education
and job skill training—
providing education in
context, such as in the
successful programs of
the Center for Employ-
ment Training.

Welfare dependency
is complex, and literacy
is just one factor in the
equation. But it is an
important factor, and the
data previded in this
report strongly establish
that our efforts to reduce
dependency will be
imperiled if we ignore it.




SUMMARY AND HIGHLIGHTS

In 1992, Educational
Testing Service con-
ducted a national assess-
ment of adult literacy for
the United States Depart-
ment of Education’s
National Center for
Education Statistics. The
National Adult Literacy
Survey was administered
to a nationally represen-
tative sample of nearly
27,000 adults age 16 and
older, who were asked to
perform a variety of
literacy tasks and to
answer questions about
themselves, including
whether they or anyone
in their family had
received Aid to Families
with Dependent Children
(AFDC) or food stamps in
the preceding year. These
questions provided the
foundation for this
report, which analyzes
the prose, document, and
quantitative literacy skills
of adults who received
welfare assistance in
comparison with the
literacy skills of the adult
population as a whole.*
The report also summa-
rizes the results of related
research on efforts to
raise the literacy levels of
the welfare population.

LITERACY IN THE
WELFARE
POPULATION

® On average, the
literacy skills of
adults who received
AFDC or public
assistance and adults
who received food
stamps were much
more limited than
those of adults in the
general population.**

® More than one-third
of the adults who
reported that they or
their families had
received AFDC,
public assistance, or
food stamps in the
year before the
survey performed in
the lowest level of
prose, document,
and quantitative
literacy defined in
the survey (Level 1).

® Another one-third of
the welfare recipients
performed in the
second lowest level
of prose, document,
and quantitative
literacy (Level 2).

® When the percent-
ages of adults who
performed in Levels 1
and 2 are combined,
between two-thirds

and three-quarters of
those who had
received AFDC, public
assistance, or food
stamps in the year
preceding the survey
scored in the two
lowest literacy levels
on each literacy scale,
compared with about
half the adults in the
general population.

Not all welfare recipi-
ents demonstrated
limited literacy skills.
On each literacy scale,
between one-quarter
and one-third of the
welfare recipients
performed in Level 3
or higher. Yet, just 5
to 7 percent attained
the two highest levels
on each scale.

Adults in the total
population who
performed in Level 1
were disproportion-
ately likely to report
that they or someone
in their family he |
received AFDC, public
assistance, or food
stamps in the 12
months before the
survey, and those in
Levels 4 and 5 were
disproportionately
likely to report that
they had not received
such support.

*The assessment results are reported on three proficiency scales, each ranging from 0 to 500. 2 prose lueracy scale, a
document Iteracy scale, and a quantitative literacy scale. Each scale 1s divided into five prohciency levels, ranging trom Level

(the lowest) to Level 5 (the highest)

“Throughout this report, when the dharactensties and literacy skills of wellare reapents are compared with those of
adults in the general population (also referred 10 as the natonal or total poputation), the latter population includes both adults
who reponed recenving welfare and these who did not.
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B In general, welfare
recipients were less
likely than adults in
the total population
to descr.ve them-
selves as reading
English well or very
well.

B Adults who described
themselves as not
reading English well
(or at all) did, in fact,
display far more
limited prose skills
than those who said
they read well or very
well. This pattern is
found in the welfare
populations as well as
in the total population.

LITERACY IN
DIFFERENT GROUPS

® Two-thirds of the
food stamps recipi-
ents and 71 percent
of the AFDC or public
assistance recipients
were female.

& Female recipients of
AFDC or public
assistance outper-
formed their male
counterparts, as well
as male and female
food stamps recipients.
Sex differences in
average document and
quantitative profi-
ciency that are found




in the general popula-
ifon are reduced or
eliminated in the
welfare populations.

While the literacy skills
of married and unmar-
ried AFDC recipients
were comparable,
married food stamps
recipients tended to
display stronger
quantitative skills than
their unmarried coun-
terparts displayed. On
all tiiree literacy scales,
unmarried food stamps
recipients displayed
weaker skills than any
of the other groups
examined.

@ The AFDC program

serves families with
dependent children;
thus it is not surprising
to find that welfare
recipients tend to be
younger than adults in
the population as a
whole. For example,
approximately one-
third of the AFDC or
public assistance
recipients and slightly
more than one-quarter
of the food stamps
recipients were age 24
or younger. On the
other hand, just 5
percent of AFDC or
public assistance
recipients and 10
percent of food stamps
recipients were age 65
or older.

a In the general popu-
lation, average prose
and quantitative
proficiencies rise
from the youngest
age group (age 16 to
18) to the 40 to 54
age group, then fall
steadily across the
older groups. The
literacy skills of
welfare recipients
peak earlier, then
decline across the
middle and older age
groups.

B White adults were
underrepresented in
the welfare popula-
tions, while Black
and Hispanic adults
were overrepre-
sented. About half
the AFDC or public
assistance recipients
and slightly less than
half the food stamps
recipients were
White, however.

® The size of the
performance gap
between White and
Black adults, and
between White and
Hispanic adults, is
smaller within the
welfare populations
than within the
national population.
On average, how-
ever, White welfare
recipients displayed
stronger literacy skills
than those shown by
Black recipients,

whose literacy skills
were stronger than
those of Hispanic
recipients. White
welfare recipients
performed better in
the assessment, on
average, than Black
adults in the total
population, and Black
welfare recipients
performed better than
Hispanic adults in the
total population.

About 10 percent of
the adults on welfare,
and an equivalent
percentage of adults
in the total popula-
tion, reported that
they were born
outside the United
States.

Not surprisingly,
native-born adults
displayed stronger
literacy skills in
English, on average,
than adults who
were born in other
countries.

One out of every five
food stamps recipi-
ents reported having
a physical or mental
health condition that
keeps them from
participating fully in
work, school, house-
work, or other
activities. Lower
percentages of AFDC
or public assistance
recipients (14 per-

cent) and adults in the
general population
(12 percent) reported
such conditions.

Adults with limiting
physical or mental
conditions were far
more likely than
those without such
conditions to perform
in the lowest literacy
level in the survey.
On the prose scale,
for example, nearly
half the AFDC or
public assistance
recipients and 57
percent of the food
stamps recipients with
limiting health condi-
tions scored in

Level 1.

EDUCATION AND
LITERACY

® Approximately half

the food stamps
recipients and 45
percent of the AFDC
or public assistance
recipients had not
graduated from high
school, nearly twice
the percentage of
school dropouts
nationwide. Welfare
recipients were about
twice as likely as
adults in the general
population to have
earned a General
Educational Develop-
ment (GED) certifi-
cate, but they were
far less likely to have




completed any post-
secondary education.

Adults with higher
levels of education
performed better in
the literacy assess-
ment, on average,
than adults with less
education. In particu-
lar, the literacy skills
of welfare recipients
who had graduated
from high school or
obtained a GED were
much stronger than
those of their counter-
parts who had not
done so. Adults in the
general population
outperformed welfare
recipients with com-
parable levels of
education.

In the welfare popula-
tions, as in the general
population, school
dropouts who had not
studied for a GED or
high school equiva-
lency had average
prose scores in the
Level 1 range, while
those who had done
so scored in the Level
2 range.

Sixteen percent of the
AFDC or public
assistance recipients
and 14 percent of the
food stamps recipients
reported that they had
enrolled in a program
to improve their
reading, writing, and
arithmetic skills.

B Welfare recipients
who had enrolled in
basic skills programs
performed as well in
the assessment as
those who had not,
but the survey results
cannot tell us how the
skills of the two
groups compared
before the program
interventions occurred.

® AFDC or public
assistance recipients
(13 percent) were
slightly more likely
than food stamps
recipients (10 percent)
and adults in the
general population
(11 percent) to have
been enrolled in
school or college at
the time of the survey.

| Welfare recipients who
were enrolled in
school or college had
higher average literacy
proficiencies than
those who were not.
Still, these students in
the welfare population
did not perform as
well as students in the
general population.

® AFDC, public assis-
tance, and food
stamps recipients
were less likely than
those in the general
population to read a
newspaper every day
or at least once a
week (56 to 58 per-
cent, compared with

73 percent), and they
were twice as likely to
say that they never
read a newspaper (11
to 12 percent, com-
pared with 6 percent).

2 In the welfare popula-
tions, as in the total
population, the
average literacy
proficiencies of adults
who reportedly read a
newspaper every day
were considerably
higher, on average,
than those of adults
who never read a
newspaper.

LABOR FORCE
EXPERIENCE AND
LITERACY

#@ Adults on welfare were
less than half as likely
as adults in the general
population to have
been employed full
time the week before
the survey (21 to 23
percent, compared
with 48 percent,
respectively). Further,
they were far more
likely to have been
unemployed (22 to 24
percent) or out of the
labor force (44 percent).

8 Welfare recipients
who were active in
the labor force per-
formed better in the
assessment, on aver-
age, than those who
were not. On average,
the literacy skilis of

8

AFDC, public assis-
tance, and fcod stamps
recipients who were
out of the labor force
were more limited
than those of their
counterparts in the
general population.

AFDC, public assis-
tance, and food
stamps recipients said
they had worked only
about 16 weeks (or
four months) during
the year before the
survey, on average,

. while adults nation-

wide had worked an
average of about 30
weeks.

In the welfare popula-
tions, as in the general
population, adults
with higher levels of
literacy proficiency
tended to have
worked more weeks
in the year before the
survey than had those
with lower levels of
proficiency. For
example, food stamps
recipients in Level 1
on the prose scale had
worked an average of
just 11 weeks in the
preceding year,
compared with 29
weeks for those in
Level 4. Still, the
average number of
weeks worked by
welfare recipients in
the upper levels was
considerably lower
than that of their




g ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

counterparts in the
general population.

B Welfare recipients

were less likely than
adults in the general
population to report
that their current or
most recent occupa-
tion was professional
or managerial and
more likely to report
that it was in the crafts
or services, or in labor
or assembly.

& Just as in the general
population, welfare
recipients whose
current or most recent
occupation was pro-
fessicnal or managerial
outperformed welfare
recipients in sales or
clerical occupations,
who in turn outper-
formed recipients in
craft or service occu-
pations, who in turn
outperformed recipi-
ents in labor or assem-
bly jobs. The average
literacy proficiencies of
adults on welfare were
lower than those of
adults in the general
population who were
employed in the same
occupations.

® The median weekly
wage of employed
AFDC or public
assistance recipients
was $184 and that of
employed food stamps
recipients was $180,
while that of workers

nationwide was $333
—almost two times
higher.

Welfare recipients who
performed in Level 3
or 4 reported higher
weekly wages for the
week before the
survey, on average,
than did those in Level
1 or 2. However, even
welfare recipients who
performed in Level 4
earned less than adults
in the general popula-
tion who performed in
Level 1.

Welfare recipients had
a median annual
household income of
roughly $10,000 the
year before the survey,
or less than $900 per
month. In contrast, the
median income of
adults in the general
population was neary
$31,000, or about
$2,600 per month.

As in the general
population, welfare
recipients with higher
lin cy proficiencies
have a substantial
economic advantage
over those with lower
proficiencies. Between
Level 1 and Level 4,
the average annual
household income of
AFDC or public
assistance recipients
almost doubles, for
example. This rate of
increase is smaller

than that found in the
general population,
however. Thus, higher
literacy levels appear
to have a smaller
payoff in the welfare
populations than in the
general population.

RAISING LITERACY
LEVELS

A number of controlled
research studies have
sought to determine
whether the literacy
levels of people receiv-
ing welfare can be
raised through various
program interventions
and whether (or to what
extent) these interven-
tions affect participants’
income and reliance on
welfare. Several of these
research efforts are
summarized in the

last section of this
report. Our conclusions,
based on the available
research, are as follows:

® Education and training
can play a positive
role in raising the
literacy levels of
welfare recipients, but
this outcome is not
easy to achieve.

® There is considerable
promise in the inte-
gration of literacy
instruction and train-
ing, as seen in the
Army'’s functional
literacy program and
the Center for

Employment Training
program.

Opportunities and
requirements to
participate in basic
education programs
can result in large
enrollments of wel-
fare recipients in such
programs.

Literacy and educa-
tion programs some-
times increase the
measured literacy
proficiencies of
welfare recipients,
compared with those
of recipients in
control groups.

Some types of pro-
grams succeed in
increasing the num-
bers of welfare
recipients who earn
GED certificates.

Among welfare recipi-
ents who participate in
education or literacy
training, higher literacy
proficiencies may or
may not lead to higher
earnings.

The quality of the
educational programs
provided to welfare
recipients is likely to
vary considerably,
particularly depend-
ing on whether the
programs are tailored
to meet recipients’
needs.




Education is typically
only one element in a
package of programs
and services needed
by welfare recipients.

Assigning welfare
recipients to existing
adult basic education
programs appears to
have little measurable
effect on raising their
literacy proficiencies.

Increasing the incomes
of welfare recipients is
likely to require job
development and
placement, child care,
and other services in
addition to education
and literacy training. It
is difficult to identify
the separate impacts of
these various program
components.

IN CONCLUSION

a Low literacy
proficiencies are
widespread in the
welfare population.
About three of every
four AFDC, public
assistance, and food
stamps recipients
performed in the two
lowest levels of literacy
defined in the National
Adult Literacy Survey.

3 Levels of literacy and
degrees of success in

the labor market are
clearly and closely
linked. This is true in
the general popula-
tion, and it is true
among those on
welfare: adults with
higher levels of
literacy are likely to
work more weeks
during the year and,
when working, are
likely to earn higher
weekly wages. Even
more importantly, as
levels of literacy
increase, the percent-
age of adults on
welfare declines.

Welfare dependency
can be reduced in
two ways: by increas-
ing literacy levels in
the general popula-
tion to reduce the
risk of falling into
dependency, and by
ratsing the literacy
levels of those already
on welfare to belp
them become more
financially self-
sufficient. Literacy
plays a large role in
the risk of becoming
dependent as well as
in the capacity to
regain independence.

Not just any literacy
or education pro-
gram will succeed in
raising welfare

recipients’ literacy
skills or improving
their employment or
economic prospects.
This is clear from the
experimental research
summarized later in
this report.

The future of efforts
1o raise the basic educa-
tion of welfare recipients
remains uncertain. As
we write this report, a
new welfare reform bill
that would end the JOBS
program as a federal
entity and give states
discretionary power over
how they will spend
“block grants” is moving
through the Congress.
Still, the JOBS program
remains in place in most
states, and governors
and state legislatures can
continue to build on its
promising beginnings,
whatever the outcome of
current legislative efforts.

Clearly we have far
to go to reach our geal
of helping all welfare
recipients strengthen
their literacy skills, find
new or better jobs, and
become financially self-
sufficient. We hope that
this report will help
guide those who are
pursuing these crucial
objectives.

10




INTRODUCTION

This report is about the
literacy of adults on
welfare—principally
those receiving Aid to
Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) and
food stamps, but also
those receiving other
types of state or local
public assistance. It
presents new analyses of
data from the National
Adult Literacy Survey, a
large-scale study man-
dated by Congress and
conducted by the
National Center for
Education Statistics
through a contract with
Educational Testing
Service. The survey was
administered during the
first eight months of
1992, when trained
interviewers gathered
information from nearly
27,000 respondents in
homes and prisons across
the country. Adult Lit-
eracy in America, written
by Irwin S. Kirsch, Ann
Jungeblut, Lynn Jenkins,
and Andrew Kolstad, is
the first recort from the
survey.

Adults who partici-
pated in the National
Adult Literacy Survey
were asked to perform a
variety of literacy tasks
and to answer numerous
questions about them-
selves, including whether

they had received AFDC
or public assistance or
whether they had
received food stamps in
the year before the
survey. This makes it
possible to identify and
analyze the literacy skills
of the welfare popula-
tion, as we have done in
this report. Not only can
we determine the lit-
eracy levels and charac-
teristics of the popula-
tion of-adults receiving
welfare, we can also see
how their literacy levels
and characteristics differ
from those of the adult
population as a whole.*

MEASURING
LITERACY

To analyze the
literacy skills of welfare
recipients, or of any
group, it is first neces-
sary to define what is
meant by “literacy.” The
term is often used as the
opposite of illiteracy,
which is typically inter-
preted to mean that a
person cannct read at
all, cannot decode the
printed word, and
cannot comprehend
what is written. But
literacy has a much
richer and deeper
meaning than that. Its
dictionary definitions

range from being able to
read and write to being a
well-informed, educated
person and to being
familiar with literature.

The National Adult
Literacy Survey was
guided by the following
definition of literacy,
adopted by a broadly
representative group of
experts:

Using printed and
written information to
Sfunction in society, to
achieve one'’s goals, and
to develop one’s know!l-
edge and potential.

This definition
captures the multifaceted
nature of literacy. Lit-
eracy is not a single skill,
such as reading. Rather,
it involves an ordered set
of skills that are neces-
sary for accomplishing
various tasks in various
contexts. Searching for a
piece of information in a
newspaper, balancing a
checxbook, looking up a
departure time in a train
schedule, and under-
standing a passage from
a novel—each of these
tasks calls for different
types of literacy skills.
Accordingly, the survey
focused on three areas of
literacy proficiency:

Prose literacy— The
knowledge and skills
needed to understand
and use information
from texts that include
editorials, news
stories, poems, and
fiction; for example,
finding a piece of
information in a
newspaper article,
interpreting instruc-
tions from a warranty,
inferring a theme from
4 poem, or contrasting
views expressed in an
editorial.

Document literacy—
The knowledge and
skills required to
locate and use infor-
mation contained in
materials that include
job applications,
payroll forms, trans-
portation schedules,
maps, tables, and
graphs; for example,
locating a particular
intersection on a street
map, using a schedule
to choose the appro-
priate bus, or entering
information on an
application form.

Quantitative literacy —
The knowledge and
skills required to apply
arithmetic operations,
either alone or
sequentially, using

“Throughout this repot, the charactenstics and literacy skills of welfage reaprents are compared with those of adults sn

tiie general population Calso referred 1o as the national or total population) The latter popelaion indludes both adults wha
iepotted receving welfare and those who did ngt 3
Q
ERIC ]
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numbers embedded in
printed materials; for
example, balancing a
checkbook, figuring
out a tip, completing
an order form, or
determining the
amount of interest from
a loan advertisement.

The assessment
consisted of an array of
prose, document, and
quantitative literacy tasks
that simulated real-life
situations encountered at
home, at work, and in
the community. The
tasks required partici-
pants to generate their
own responses, rather
than choose an answer
from a set of options. To
ensure the broadest
possible coverage of
prose, document, and
quantitative literacy, a
large number of tasks
(166 in all) were admin-
istered in the assessment,
requiring a variety of
infermation-processing
skills and strategies.

For purposes of
efficiency, each survey
participant responded to
a subset of the tasks that,
were compiled into
booklets that took about
45 minutes to complete.
Participants also spent
about 20 minutes an-
swering a series of
background questions.
Their responscs to these
questions make it pos-

sible to analyze the
relationships between
literacy and characteris-
tics such as race/
ethnicity, age, educa-
tional attainment, labor
market experiences,
and reading practices.

One way to present
the survey results
would be to describe
how the survey popula-
tion performed on each
of the 166 tasks. This
would place an enor-
mous burden on the
reader, however,
making it difficult to
conclude what the state
of literacy is for the
adult population as a
whole and for various
subgroups of the
population. Statistical
methods were therefore
used to construct
proficiency scales based
on respondents’ perfor-
mance on the literacy
tasks—scales similar to
those used in reporting
the results of the
Scholastic Assessment
Tests (SAT).

Based on their
performance on the
literacy tasks, respon-
dents were assigned
scores on the three
proficiency scales, each
ranging from 0 to 500.
Each literacy task was
also assigned a score
that reflected its diffi-
culty. Using the literacy
scales to report on both

sl this survey, 2 lagh probablity s defined as at least RO pereent of the tme

individual proficiency
and task difficulty makes
it possible to identify the
types of literacy tasks
that are likely (or
unlikely) to be per-
formed successfully by
individuals with varying
levels of literacy.

While most previous
studies of literacy have
attempted to identify the
number of so-called
“illiterates,” the goal of
the National Adult
Literacy Survey—to
profile the population’s
literacy skills—was
different. Thus, there is
no single point on the
prose, document, or
quantitative literacy scale
that separates “illiterates”
from “literates.” Rather,
each scale is divided
into five levels of profi-

iency, each encompass-
ing a range of scores.

Level 1 (0 to 225)

Level 2 (226 to 275)
Level 3 (276 to 325)
Level 4 (326 to 375)
Level 5 (376 to 500)

The individuals who
performed in Level 1
demonstrated the lowest
literacy proficiencies,
while those in Level 5
displayed the highest
proficiencies. Similarly,
the tasks that character-
ize Level 1 are the least
challenging in the
assessment, while those
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associated with Level 5
are the most difficult.
Adults who score
within a given literacy
level have a high prob-
ability of performing the
tasks at that level suc-
cessfully, but a lower
likelihood of success on
tasks at the levels above
theirs.* In other words,
adults who score in
Level 1—that is, those
with literacy scores
between 0 and 225—uare
likely to perform the
Level 1 tasks success-
fully, but are likely to
have more difficulty
with tasks in Level 2
and even more difficulry
with tasks in Levels 3
through 5. Similarly,
adults who score in
Level 3 are likely to
succeed with Level 1,
Level 2, and Level 3
tasks but are likely to
find the Level 4 and 5
tasks quite challenging.
Adults in the highest
level displayed the
ability to perform the
full array of literacy
tasks in the assessment.

HOW MANY ARE ON
WELFARE?

Just as estimates of
the size of the literacy
problem in this country
vary according to which
definition of literacy is
used, so do estimates of
the size of the welfare




population vary. Some
surveys count the num-
ber of recipients at a
single point in time, for
example, while others
(such as this one) focus
on the number of recipi-
ents over some specified
period.

As noted earlier,
adults who participated
in the National Adult
Literacy Survey were
asked to indicate
whether, in the 12
months before the
survey, they or anyone
in their family had
received AFDC, public
assistance, or public
welfare payments from
the state or local welfare
office; or food stamps.*
In this report, adults
whose families had
received these types of
welfare support are
categorized as AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and as food staraps
recipients, respectively. It
is important to note,
however, that some of
these adults were on
welfare for only part of
the year and not all were
on welfare at the time of
the survey.

Slightly more than
2,000 of the 26,600
participants in the
National Adult Literacy
Survey reported that they
or someone in their

family had received
AFDC, public assistance,
or state or local welfare
payments in the 12
months preceding the
survey (Table 1). In
population terms, this
means that an estimated
12 million of the 191.3
million adults in the
United States in 1992, or
about % percent of the
adult population, were
in families that had
received AFDC or public
assistance during this
period of time.

Food stamps recipi-
ents were more preva-
lent than AFDC or public
assistance recipients.
Three thousand survey
participants reported that
they or someone in their
family had received food
stamps in the 12 months
before the survey,
representing nearly 18
million adults or an
estimated 9 percent of
the adult population
nationwide.

These self-reported
data from the National
Adult Literacy Survey are
different from adminis-
trative statistics from the
U.S. Department of
Health and Human
Services. According to
those figures, in 1992
there were approxi-
mately 5 million families
and 14 million individu-

!

Table 1 l
Estimated numbers and percentages of aduits in |
1992 who had received AFDC or food stamps in the
year preceding the survey, based on the National
Adult Literacy Survey li
Type of Number Number  Percentage '
| weifare of adults  of aduits of aduits
received surveyed nationwide nationwide |
|
AFDC/public ‘
assistance 2,070 11,995,000 6% !
Food stamps 3,001 17,953,000 9% |

Source: National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

|

als (adults and children)
on AFDC, and 24 million
food stamps recipients.
There are numerous
reasons for these differ-
ences berween National
Adult Literacy Survey and
government statistics. For
example, literacy survey
participants who did not
receive welfare support
themselves but who lived
with a family member
who did were classified
as recipients for the
purposes of these analy-
ses. Further, the numbers
of AFDC or public
assistance recipients
estimated by the literacy
survey probably include
individuals who were
receiving general assis-
tance (nearly 1 million
individuals in 1992,
according to government
statistics). There are

*kespondents were mstructed (o consider as fanuly anyone wha hives s their houschold and who s related to them by

blexxd, marriage., or adoption
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other differences, as
well, in the ways in
which these separate
surveys count the num-
ber of welfare recipients.
This raises an impor-
tant point. Although the
National Adult Literacy
Survey results can be
used to estimate the
number of AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and the number of
food stamps recipients in
the United States, the
study was not designea
to provide precise
statistics on the size of
the welfare population.
This task is best accom-
plished using administra-
tive data collected by
states and the U.S.
Department of Health
and Human Services. We
report the estimated
numbers and characteris-
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tics of welfare recipients
based on the National
Adult Literacy Survey
data, but our primary
interest is in recipients’
literacy skills and in
characteristics and
experiences associated
with literacy—informa-
tion that is not available
from any other source.
In the following
sections of this report,
we analyze the literacy
proficiencies of AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents (including those
who also received food
stamps), and food stamps
recipients (including
those who also received
AFDC or public assis-
tance). In reflecting on
these data, readers
should bear in mind that
the population of AFDC
or public assistance
recipients and the popu-
lation of food stamps
recipients are neither
synonymous nor mutu-
ally exclusive, because
the eligibility criteria for
the programs are differ-
ent. Although most
(about three-quarters) of
the adults whose families
had received AFDC or
public assistance in the
past year said they had
also received food
stamps, only about half
the food stamps recipi-
ents reported having also
received AFDC or public
assistance (Figure 1.

ABOUT THIS
REPOR1

This report’s primary
goal is to deepen our
understanding of the
welfare population by
examining the levels of
literacy and the role of
literacy among recipi-
ents. We hope that this
information will inform
the ongoing debate
about welfare reform
and assist those formu-
lating basic education
and literacy programs
for welfare recipients
who need them.

The following parts
of this report profile the
literacy skills of the
welfare population and
analyze relationships
between literacy and
various aspects of their
lives. Part I describes
the range of literacy
skills among AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and among food
stamps recipients, and it
gives examples of the
types of prose, docu-
ment, and quantitative
tasks that recipients are
likely (and unlikely) to
perform successfully.
Part Il compares the
literacy skills of those in
various groups within
the welfare population.
Part 11 explores associa-
tions between education
and literacy. Part IV
studies connections
between literacy and
labor force experience.

Figure 1

AFDC/public
assistance only
24%

Food stamps oniy
49%

Percentages of AFDC/public assistance and food
stamps recipients in 1992 whose families also
received other types of welfare suppont, based on
the National Adult Literacy Survey

AFDC or public assistance reciplents

¥ AFDC/public assistance
and food stamps
76%

Food stamps reciplients

) Food stamps and
| AFDC/public assistance
51%

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Part V reviews current
research on the effec-
tiveness of programs
designed to improve
welfare recipients’
employment prospects
through education and
training. The final
section offers concluding
comments.
Throughout the
report, the literacy skills
of different groups of
adults are compared.
Such comparisons are
based on significance
tests using standard
errors. For the sake of
brevity, these tests are
not presented in this
text, and only those

differences that are
statistically significant
have been noted. In
some cases, the results
for two groups may
appear to vary, but the
difference is not statisti-
cally significant. In other
cases, two sets of results
may seem equivalent
but are, in fact, statisti-
cally different. Readers
should bear this in mind
when interpreting the
tables and graphs in this
report.

A final comment.
The findings presented
in these pages tell us a
great deal about the
relationships between

ERIC
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literacy and various
factors, but they do not
provide information as to
causes and effects. We
can hypothesize that
certain experiences
increase one’s literacy
skills, but in many cases
the relationships are
probably reciprocal. For
example, employed
individuals display
stronger literacy skills
than unemployed per-
sons. Why does this
occur? One obvious
explanation is that
working in a job
increases a person’s
literacy skills, as he or
she has to read and use
a range of print materi-
als. It is also likely,
however, that having
strong literacy skills
increases the likelihood
of being employed. In
other words, literacy
shapes and is shaped by
a wide and intercon-
nected assortment of
factors. We have sought
to reflect this compilexiry
in reporting the results
herein.

LR I B
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PART I:
LITERACY IN
THE WELFARE
POPULATION

T ¢

Other studies have
documented the prob-
lem of limited school-
ing among welfare
recipients, but to date
very little has been
known about recipients’
literacy skills. Using
intormation from the
National Adult Literacy
Survey, however, it is
possible to construct a
detailed picture of the
literacy proficiencies of
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients and of
food stamps recipients
and to compare this
picture with results for
adults in the general
population.

This part of the
report compares the
overall literacy profi-
ciencies of welfare
recipients with those of
adults nationwide and
examines the distribu-
tion of literacy skills in
the welfare and general
populations. Sample
tasks are provided to
illustrate the types of
literacy skills exhibited
by those who per-
formed in each of the
levels of prose, docu-
ment, and quantitative
literacy.

AVERAGE LITERACY
PROFICIENCIES

As explained in the
Introduction, the
performance of indi-
viduals who partici-
pated in the National

Adult Literacy Survey are
summarized on three
literacy scales, measur-
ing prose, document,
and quantitative literacy.
Each scale ranges from 0
to 500. On average, the
literacy proficiencies of
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients and
food stamps recipients
were lower than those of
adults nationwide
(Figure 1.1). The average
prose score of adults in
the total population was
272, for example, but
that of AFDC and public
assistance recipients was
243 (29 points lower),
and that of food stamps
recipients was 236
(36 points lower).
Findings for the other
two literacy scales are
similar, although the
performance gap

between welfare recipi-
ents and adults in the
general population
appears to be somewhat
larger on the quantitative
scale than on the prose
or document scales.

It is also noteworthy
that, within the welfare
population, literacy
proficiencies tended to
be higher for AFDC and
public assistance recipi-
ents than for food
stamps recipients. One
plausible explanation
for these differences is
that food stamps recipi-
ents tend to be older
than AFDC or public
assistance recipients,
and older adults tend to
display lower literacy
proficiencies than
younger adults. Further-
more, individuals who
have limiting physical or

Figure 1.1

Total population Jj§
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps]

Total population i
AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps

Average literacy proficiencies of adults in the
total and welfare populations, by literacy scale

PROSE

0

100 200 300 400 500

Average proficiency

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992.
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mental health conditions
demonstrate more limited
literacy skills (on aver-
age) than those who do
not, and food stamps
recipients were more
likely than AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents to report having
such conditions. These
results are discussed in
Part IL

LEVELS OF LITERACY

In viewing these results,
it is important to remem-
ber that not all welfare
recipients have limited
literacy proficiencies.
Within any population—
be it the entire adult
population, or welfare
recipients, or some other
group—there are some
individuals with rela-
tively strong skills and
others with compara-
tively weak ones. The
relevant question is, are
adults in a particular
group of interest (in this
case, welfare recipients)
disproportionately likely
to display low, or high,
literacy proficiencies? In
other words, what is the
distribution of skills
within the population?
Such questions can
be answered by studying
the percentages of
welfare recipients who
scored in each of the five
levels on each literacy
scale, and comparing
these with the percent-
ages of adults nationwide

Figure 1.2

Percentage of adults in the total and welfare populations who performed in

each literacy level, by literacy scale

PROSE
50 Total population

32

Literacy level

DOCUMENT
Total population

[44]
o

Percent in level
n w B
o O O

i0

o

Literacy level

QUANTITATIVE
50 Total population

&

31

Percent in level
- N w
0o O O o
N
[,]
]

Literacy lovel

AFDC or public assistance

6
0
1 2 3 4 5
Literacy level

AFDC or public assistance

37 35

5
0

1 3 5
Literacy level

AFDC or public assistance
40

32

6

1 2 3 4
Literacy level

5

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Food stamps

1 2 3 4 5
Literacy tevel

Food stamps

1 2 3 4 5§
Literacy levsl

Food stamps

Lteracy level

who did so. These data
are very useful because
they reveal the heteroge-
neity of performance
within a population—
information that would
be missing if one looked
only at average scores.
In the national
population, approxi-
mately one out of five
adults (21 percent)
performed in Level 1 on
the prose scale. while 27
percent performed in

Level 2, 32 percent
performed in Level 3, 17
percent performed in
Level 4, and 3 percent
performed in Level 5
(Figure 1.2). The distri-
butions of performance
across the levels of
document and quantita-
tive proficiency were
highly similar.

In contrast, welfare
recipients were far more
likely to perform in the
lowest literacy levels on
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each scale and far less
likely to attain the
highest levels. More than
one-third of adults who
said that they or their
families had received
AFDC, public assistance,
or food stamps in the
past year scored in the
lowest level of prose,
document, and quantita-
tive literacy, and another
third performed in the
second lowest level. At
the other end of the




spectrum, just 5 to 7
percent attained the two
highest literacy levels on
each scale.

These results are
sobering, but it is impor-
tant to recognize that not
all welfare recipients
displayed limited literacy
skills. On each literacy
s.aie, between one-
quarter and one-third of
the AFDC or public
assistance recipients and
the food stamp recipients
performed in Level 3 or
higher. These findings
suggest that the welfare
population is quite
diverse, and data pre-
sented later in this report
reinforce this view.

EXAMPLE TASK FOR PROSE LITERACY, LEVEL 1

Although many of
the welfare recipients
who participated in the
National Adult Literacy
Survey had not gradu-
ated from high school,
about one-quarter had
earned high school
diplomas and almost 20
percent had gone on to
complete some post-
secondary education.
Further, about one-third
of those whose families
had received welfare
support in the past year
were working at the
time of the survey.
These data are
explored later in the
report.

The remainder of
this section takes a
closer look at the
distribution of literacy
skills within the welfare
population, compares
these with the results
for the general popula-
tion, and examines the
types of literacy tasks
that characterize perfor-
mance in each level of
prose, document, and
quantitative literacy.

LEVEL 1

More than three out
of every 10 individuals
who had received AFDC
or public assistance in
the 12 months before

the survey performed in
Level 1 on the prose
literacy scale, ana as
many as four out of 10
scored in this level on
the document and
quantitative scales.
Among food stamps
recipients, nearly four
out of every 10 scored in
the lowest level of prose
literacy, and more than
four out of 1C scored in
the lowest level of
document and quantita-
tive literacy.

Across the literacy
scales, welfare recipients
were far more likely than
adults in the general
population to perform in
the lowest level. S'ightly

Underiine the sentence that tells wbat Ms. Chanin ate during the swim.

around Manhattan.

stren

and granola bars.”

NEW YORK-—University of Maryland
senior Stacy Chanin on Wednesday becnme
the first person to swim three 28-mile laps

Chanin, 23, of Virginia, climbed out of
the East River at 96th Street at 8:30 p.m.
She began the swim at noon on Tuesday.

A spokesman for the swimmer, Roy
Brunett, said Chanin had kept up her
with “banana and honey”
sandwiches, hot chocolate, lots of water

Swimmer completes
Manhattan marathon

The Associated Press

Chanin has twice circled Manhattan
before and trained for the new feat by
swimming about 28.4 miles a week. The
Yonkers native has competed as a swimme:
since she was 15 and hoped to persuade
Olympic authorities to add a long-distance

swimming event.

The Leukemia Society of America
solicited pledges for each mile she swam.
In July 1683, Julie Ridge became the

first person to swim around Manhattan
twice. With her three laps, Chanin came
up just short of Diana Nyad's distance
record, set on a Florida-to-Cuba swim.

1 Q
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higher percentages of
food stamps tecipients
than AFDC or public
assistance recipients
scored in Level 1 on
each scale, although the
differences are not large.
For AFDC or public
assistance recipients and
food stamps recipients
alike, the largest perfor-
mance deficits occur on
the quantitative scale. In
fact, food stamps recipi-
ents were twice as likely
as adults nationwide to
perform in Level 1 on
this literacy scale.

What does it mean
to perform in Level 1? To
answer this question, it

is helpful to examine
the na:ure of the tasks
that characterize this
level of literacy. On the
prose literacy scale,
some individuals who
score in Level 1 demon-
strate the ability to read
relatively short pieces of
text (such as brief
newspaper articles) to
find a piece of informa-
tion that is identical to
or synonymous with
information given in the
directive. Typically, little
or no distracting infor-
mation (that is, informa-
tion that seems plau-
sible but is incorrect) is
present in such tasks.

Percentages in Level 1

Total
population
Prose 21
Document 23
Quantitative 22

AFDC
or public Food
assistance stamps
34 K}:]
37 41
40° 44

Individuals who perform
in Level 1 may succeed
with prose tasks that ask
them to:

e identify a country
mentioned in a short
article (149)

s locate a piece of

information in a
sports article (210)

e underline a sentence

explaining the action
stated in a short
article (225)

EXAMPLE TASK FOR DOCUMENT LITERACY, LEVEL 1

You have gone to an employment center for help in finding a
job. You know that this center handles many different kinds of
jobs. Also, several of your friends who have applied here have
found jobs that appeal to you.

The agent has taken your name and address and given you
the rest of the form to fill out. Complete the form so the
employment center can help you get a job.

Birth date Age____ Sex: Male___ Female __
Height Weight Health
Last grade completed in school
Kind of work wanted:
Part-time Summer
Full-time Year-round
i
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Level 1 encompasses
a broad range of perfor-
mance, however, and
some adults who per-
form at the low end of
this level are unlikely to
succeed even with these
types of tasks.

On the document
literacy scale, some
adults who score in Level

1 are able to locate a
piece of information
based on a literal match
between the directive
and the document. Little,
if any, distracting infor-
mation is present. Some
adults in this level also
display the ability to
enter basic information
about themselves onto

an application form or
other type of document.
Specifically, individuals
performing in the lowest
level of document
literacy may succeed
with tasks that ask them
to:

® sign their names on a
brief form (69)

¢ locate the time of a
meeting on a form

(180)

® use a pie chart to
locate a type of
vehicle that has
specific sales (214)

EXAMPLE TASK FOR QUANTITATIVE LITERACY, LEVEL 1

You wish to use the automatic teller machine at your
bank to make a deposit. Figure the total amount of
the two checks being deposited. Enter the amount
on the form in the space next to TOTAL.

Avaliabliity of Deposlis
mmmmmumwoumm.mmm
mmmummwwmum

" Crediting of deposits and payments s subjectto verification and coection of sctual Smouts
deposited or paid in accordence with the rules and regulations of your financial Institution. \
PLEASE PRINT _ l
v?m,mcw%n zbmnass) CASH |$ |00 |
/ 222 USYT CHECKS WATH RAME
YOUR FINANCIAL INSTITUTION EYRIAKND. | & ACCOUNT MABER I
Lin 557119 %
_987 555 674 75100 §
YOUR NAME 8%
MM |
CHECK ONE J DEPOSIT |
or
[3 PAYMENT TOTAL )
DO NOT FOLD NO COINS OR PAPER CLIPS PLEASE
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Some individuals
who score at the low
end of Level 1, however,
are likely to have diffi-
culty performing these
types of tasks.

Some adults who
score in the lowest level
of quantitative literacy
demonstrate the ability
to perform single,
relatively simple arith-
metic operations, such
as addition. The num-

bers to be used in such
tasks are provided, and
the operation to be
performed is specified.
More specifically, adults
who perform in the
lowest level of quantita-
tive literacy may suc-
ceed with tasks that
require them to:

¢ total a bank deposit
entry (191)

EXAMPLE TASK FOR PROSE ITERACY, LEVEL 2

Individuals who
score in the low end of
this literacy level are
unlikely to succeed even
with these types of tasks,
however.

LEVEL 2

As was found in the
Level 1 results, welfare
recipients were more
likely than adults in the
general population to

perform in Level 2 on
each literacy scale.
Roughly one-third of the
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients and the
food stamps recipients
(32 to 36 percent) per-
formed in the second
level of prose, document,
and quantitative literacy,
compared with approxi-
mately one-quarter (25 to
28 percent) of adults
nationwide.

A manufacturing company provides its customers with the fol-
lowing instructions for returning appliances for service:

as specifically as possible what is wrong with the appliance.

When returning appliance for servicing, include s note telling as clearly and“

A repair person for the company reccives four appliances with the
following notes attached. Circle the letter next to the note which
best follows the instructions supplied by the company.

The clock does not run The alarm on my clock

A | correctly on this clock C | radio doesn‘t go off at the
radio. I tried fixing it, but time I set. It rings 15-30
I couldn’t. minutes later.

This radio is broken. Plcasc
repair and retum by United
Parcel Service to the address on
my slip.

My clock radio is not working. It
B | stopped working right after I D
used it for five days.
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Combining the
percentages who per-
formed in Levels 1 and
2, one finds that on each
literacy scale, between
two-thirds and three-
quarters of those who

Prose 27 36 36
had received AFDC, trasting two or more Document 28 35 33
public assistance, or pieces of information Quantitative 25 32 32

food stamps in the past
year scored in the two
lowest levels, compared
with about half the
adults in the general
population. Clearly then,
welfare recipients are
disproportionately likely
to display limited literacy
proficiencies.

What does it mean
to perform in Level 2?
Adults who score in this
level on the prose
literacy scale demon-
strate the ability to locate

a piece of information
in a piece of text even
when distracting infor-
mation is present. They
also appear to have little
difficulty integrating,
comparing, and con-

found in a piece of
printed material. Indi-
viduals in this literacy
level are likely to
succeed on literacy
tasks that ask them to:

underline the meaning
of a term in a bro-
chure on government
benefits (226)

» locate two types of
information in a
sports article (250)

Percentages in Level 2

Total

population assistance stamps

AFDC

or public Food

e interpret instructions
from an appliance
warranty (275)

Aduits who perform
in the second level of
document literacy
display skill at matching
a piece of information in
a form or other type of
document with informa-
tion in the directive,
when distracting infor-
mation is present. Low-

level inferences are
sometimes required in
performing such tasks.
Further, adults in Level 2
demonstrate the ability
to integrate information
from various parts of a
document. They are
likely succeed with
literacy iasks that ask
them to:

e locate an intersection
on a street map (230)

EXAMPLE TASK FOR DOCUMENT LITERACY, LEVEL 2

What is the gross pay for this year to date?
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¢ locate eligibility
information in a table

of employee benefits
(240)

¢ identify and enter
background informa-
tion on a social security
card application (259)

Individuals whose
scores are in the Level 2
range on the quantitative
literacy scale display the
ability to perform a
single arithmetic opera-
tion using numbers that
are given to them or that

can easily be located in
a piece of printed
material. The operation
to be performed is either
stated or easily deter-
mined from the format
of the material (for
example, an order form).
Adults who perform in
this literacy level are
likely to succeed with
quantitative tasks that
ask them to:

s calculate postage and
fees for certified mail

(238)

¢ determine the differ-
ence in price between
tickets for two shows
(246)

¢ calculate the total
costs of purchase

from an order form
(270)

Adults in Level 2 are
also likely to have a very
high rate of success in
performing the types of
literacy tasks associated
with Level 1.

LEVEL 3

While welfare recipi-
ents were more likely
than adults in the general
population to score in
the two lowest literacy
levels, the pattern
reverses in Level 3. On
each literacy scale, the
percentage of adults in
the welfare population
who scored in this level
was lower than the
percentage of adults
nationwide who did so.
Between 21 and 24

EXAMPLE TASK FOR QUANTITATIVE LITERACY, LEVEL 2

The price of one ticket and bus for “Sleuth” costs
how much less than the price of one ticket and bus
for “On the Town”?

THEATER TRIP

A charter bus will leave from the bus stop (near the Conference Center)
at 4 p.m., giving you plenty of time for dinner in New York. Return trip
will start from West 45th Street directly following the plays. Both theaters
are on West 45th Street. Allow about 1Yz hours for the return trip.

Time: 4 p.m., Saturday, November 20

Price: *“On the Town” Ticket and bus $11.00
“Sleuth” Ticket and bus $8.50

Limit: Two tickets per person
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percent of adults who had
received AFDC or public
assistance payments and
20 to 21 percent of those
who had received food
stamps in the 12 months
before the survey scored
in Level 3, compared
with 32 percent of the
adult population overall.

What does it mean to
perform in Level 3? In
addition to demonstrating
success with the more
demanding tasks that are
characteristic of this level
of literacy, individuals
who score in Level 3 are
highly likely to succeed
on the literacy tasks
associated with Levels 1
and 2.

Adults who perform
in the third level of prose
literacy demonstrate the
ability to match informa-
tion in a piece of printed
material with information
in the directive when
low-level inferences are
required. They also
dispiay skill at integrating
information from dense
or lengthy text. Specifi-
cally, adulis performing
in this level on the prose
scale are likely to suc-
ceed on literacy tasks
that ask them to:

e write a brief letter
explaining a billing
error (288)

e find a sentence in a
news article that
interprets a situation
(304)

EXAMPLE TASK FOR PROSE LITERACY, LEVEL 3

List two things that Chen became involved in or kas done o belp

resolve conflicts due to discrimination.

QUESTION: What Is the new program for
acheduling jurors?

ANSWER: This Is a new way of organizing
and achaduling Jurors that is being intro-
duced all over the country. The goels of
this program are 1 save money, increass
the number of ditizens who are summoned
10 serve and dacrsase the inconverienca
of serving.

The program means that inetead of call-
I Ing jurors for two veeeks, jUTOTs NOw serve
oniy one day, or for the lengthi of one trial
¥ they are selected to hear a case. Jurors
who are not selectsd to hear a case are
excusod at the end of the day, and their
obligations 10 sarve as jurora are fulffled
for thres yeurs. The average trial lasts
two days oncs testimony begins.

An important part of what is caked the
One Day —~ One Trial program Is the
“standby” juror. This is & person called to
the Courthouss X the number of cases to
be tried requires more jurors than origi-
nally estimated. Once called to the Court-
houee, the standby becomes a “regular”
Juror, and his or her service is compiste at
the end of one day or one trial, the same
&3 evaryone eise,

Q. How was | summoned?

A. The basic source for names of ligible
Jurors s the Driver's License kst which is
supplementsd by the voter ragistration
#st. Names are chosen from these com-
bined Ksts by a computer In & completely
andom manner.

Once in the Courthouss, jurors are
sbiected for a trial by this same computer
and random selection process.

Q. How is the Jury for a particular trial
selected?

A. Whan a group of prospective jurors is
selected, mors than the number needed
for u trial are ceiled, Once this group has
been geatad In the courtroom, either the
Judge or the attorneys ask questions.
This is calied voir dire. The purposs of
questions askad during voir dire Is to

DO YOU HAVE A QUESTION?

eneure that al of the jurors who are
solacted to hew the case wil be unbi-
as0d, objective and attentive.

iIn most cases, prospective jurors witl be
asked 10 raise their hands when a particu-
lar question appiies o them. Examplee of
questions often asked are: Do you know
the Piaintitt, Defendant or the attorneys in
this case? Have you been invoived in &
case simitar 10 this one yourselt? Where
the answer is yes, the jurors raising hands
may bs asked additional questions, as
the purposs le to guarantee a falr trial for
ol parties. When an attorney believes
that there is & legal reason to excuse &
juror, he or she wilt challenge the juror for
ceuse, Unless both attorneys agree that
the jror should be excused, the Judge
mmmmorovm the chal-

After ait challengos for cause have been
ruled upon, the attornays will select the
triel jury from those who remain by exer-
cising peremptory challenges. Unlike
chiallenges for cause, no reascn need be
given for excusing & juror by peremptory
challenge. Attorneys usually exercise
these challenges by taking tums striking
nemes from a list unti both ars satisfied
with the jurors at the top of the list or unti
they use up the number of challenges
allowed. Challenged jurors and any extra
jurors will then be excused and askad to
return to the jury selection room.

Jurors shouid not foai rejected of inculted
K they are excused for cause by the Court
or psremptorily challenged by one of the
attorneye. The voir dire process and
challenging of Jurors Is simply our judiclad
system's way of guaranteeing both par-
tes to0 & lawsult a falr trial.

Q. Am | guatantesd to serve on a fury?

A. Not afl jurors who are summoned actually

hea a case. Sometimes a!l the Judges
ere stil working on triais from the previ-
cus day, and no new jurors are chasen,
Normally, however, some new cases begin
every day. Sometimes jurors are chal-
ienged and! not selected.
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e read a lengthy article
to identify behaviors
that meet a stated
condition (316)

Adults who perform
in Level 3 on the docu-
ment scale appear to
have little difficulty
integrating several pieces
of information from one
or more documents.
They also display skill at
using and interpreting
rather complex tables
and graphs containing

information that is either
irrelevant or inappropri-
ate to the task. Individu-

. . AFDC
als who score in this Total or public Food
level are likely to suc- population assistance stamps
ceed with document
tasks that ask them to: Prose 32 24 21
' Document K} 23 20
Quantitative 31 21 20

o identify information in
a bar graph showing

Percentages in Level 3

energy sources for
various years (277)

e use a sign-out sheet to
respond to a call
about a resident (298)

(323)

¢ enter information into
an automobile mainte-
nance record form

Individuals scoring in
the third level of quanti-
tative literacy demon-
strate skill at performing
tasks in which two or

EXAMPLE TASK FOR DOCUMENT LITERACY, LEVEL 3

You need to smooth wood in preparation for sealing
and plan to buy garnet sandpaper. What type of
sandpaper should you buy?

ABRASIVE SELECTION GUIDE
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more numbers are
needed to solve an
arithmetic problem and
these numbers must be
found in a piece of
printed material. The
operation(s) to be
performed can be deter-
mined from the arith-
metic relation terms used
in the directive. Some of
the tasks in this level
involve the use of a
calculator. Specifically,
adults who perform in
Level 3 on the quantita-
tive scale are likely to
succeed with tasks that
ask them to:

® calculate the differ-
ence between the
regular and sales
prices of an item in an
advertisement (278)

e determine the discount
from an oil bill if paid
within 10 days (308)

e calculate miles per
gallon using informa-
tion from a mileage
record chart (321)

Adults in Level 3 are
also likely to have a very
high rate of success in
performing the types of
literacy tasks associated
with Levels 1 and 2.

EXAMPLE FOR QUANTITATIVE LITERACY, LEVEL 3

Suppose that you took the 12:45 p.m. bus from UA.LR. Student Union to 17tb
and Main on a Saturday. According to the scbedule, bow many minutes is

the bus ride?
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LEVEL 4

Adults in the welfare
population were far less

public assistance recipi-
ents and food stamps

recipients did so. Stated
differently, adults in the

literacy display the
ability to match multiple
pieces of information in
a piece of writing.

e state in writing an

argument made in a
lengthy newspaper
article (328)

likely than those in the
general population to
attain the fourth literacy
level. Across the literacy
scales, 15 to 17 percent
of adults nationwide
reached Level 4, the
second highest level
defined in the survey. In
contrast, just Sto 6
percent of AFDC or

general population were
approximately three
times more likely than
welfare recipients to
attain the fourth level of
prose, document, and
quantitative literacy.

What does it mean
to perform in Level 4?
Individuals who scored
in this level of prose

Further, they appear to

be able to integrate or s contrast views
synthesize information expressed in two
from complex or lengthy editorials on fuel-
pieces of text and to efficient cars (359)
make more complex

inferences about what e compare two meta-
they read. More specifi- phors used in a poem
cally, they are likely to (374)

succeed with prose tasks

that ask them to:

EXAMPLE TASK FOR PROSE LITERACY, LEVEL 4

Contrast Dewey’s and Hanna’s views about the existence of technologies that can be used to pro-
duce more fuel-efficient cars while maintaining the size of the car.
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Individuals who fourth level on this
perform in Level 4 on the literacy scale are likely Percentages in Level 4
document scale demon- to succeed with tasks AFDC
strate the ability to make that ask them to: Total or public Food
high-level inferences to population assistance stamps
interpret various types of e use a table to iden- Prose 17 6 5
documents. They also tify the percentage of Document 15 5 5
appear to have little cases that meet Quantitative 17 6 5
difficulty performing specified conditions
document literacy tasks (342)
that involve the use of
conditional information. e use a schedule to to take in a given e use a table to identify a
Adults who score in the determine which bus situation (352) pattern in oil exports

over time (352)
EXAMPLE TASK FOR DOCUMENT LITERACY, LEVEL 4

On Saturday afternoon, if you miss the 2:35 bus leaving Hancock and Buena Ventura going to
Flintridge and Academy, low long will you bave to wait for the next bus?

A Until 2:57 p.m. B Until 3:05p.m. C Until 3:35 p.m. D Until 3:57 p.m. E Idon’t know
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Adults who score in
the fourth level of
quantitative literacy
appear to have little
difficulty performing two
or more arithmetic
operations in sequence.
They also demonstrate
skill at performing single
arithmetic operations in
which the quantities are
found in different types
of displays, or in which

the operations must be
inferred from the infor-
mation given or from
prior knowledge. More
specifically, individuals
who score in Level 4 on
the quantitative literacy
scale are likely to suc-
ceed with tasks that ask
them to:

e yse information in a
news article to calcu-

late how much money
should go to raising a
child (350)

use an eligibility
pamphlet to calculate
how much money a
couple would receive
for basic supplemental
security income in one
year (368)

Adults in Level 4 are
also likely to have a very
high rate of success with
the types of literacy tasks
associated with perfor-
mance in Levels 1, 2,
and 3.

EXAMPLE TASK FOR QUANTITATIVE LITERACY, LEVEL 4

Estimate the cost per ounce of the creamy peanut
butter. Write your estimate on the line provided.

Unit price You pay
11.8¢ per oz. 1.89
rich chnky pnt bt

10693 ' l 16 0z.
Unit price You pay
1.59 per Ib. 1.99
creamy pnt butter

10732 ’ 20 oz
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LEVEL 5

Only small percent-
ages of adults in the
general population (3 to
4 percent) and virtually
none of the welfare
recipients attained the
highest level of prose,
document, and quantita-
tive literacy. Less than 1
percent of the adults who
had received welfare
support in the past year
scored in Level 5 on the
prose and document
scales, and only 1 percent
reached this level on the
quantitative scale.

What does it mean to
perform in Level 5? Adults
in this level of prose
literacy appear to have
little difficulty finding
information in dense text
that contains a consider-
able amount of irrelevant
(or distracting) informa-
tion. Also, they demon-
strate the ability to make
high-level inferences and
to use specialized back-
ground knowledge to help
them understand what
they read. Adults in Level
5 on the prose scale are
likely to succeed with
tasks that ask them to:

e compare the approaches
stated in a narrative on
growing up (382)

e summarize two ways in
which lawyers may
challenge prospective
jurors (410)

EXAMPLE TASK FOR PROSE LITERACY, LEVEL 5

Identify and summarvize the two kinds of challenges that attorneys use

while selecting members of a jury.

QUESTION: What s the new program for
acheduling jurors?

ANSWER: This is a new way of organizing
and scheduting jurors that is being intro-
duced all over the country. The goals ot
this program are 10 gave money, increase
e number of citizens who are summoned
10 serve and decraase the Inconvenience
of serving.

The program means that instead of call-
Ing jurors for two weeks, jUTOrs now serva
only one day, of for the length of one trial
¥ they are selected to hear a case. Jurors
who are not selecied to hear a case are
sxcused at the end of the day, and thelr
obligations to serve as jurors are tulffiod
for thres years. The average trial lasts
two days once testimony begins.

An Important part of what is called the
One Day ~ One Triat program is the
“standby” juror. This s a person called to
the Courthouss If the number of cases to
be tried requires more jurors than origl-
nally sstimated. Once caliad to the Court-
houss, the standby beoomes a ‘reguiar”
Juror, and his or her sarvice is complete at
the and of one day or one trial, the same
&8 everyons olse,

Q. How was | summoned?

A. The basic source for names of eligible
jurors is the Driver's License Kst which is
supplemented by the votar registration
#st. Names are chosen from these com-
bined Ksts by a computer in a completely
andom manner.

Once in the Courthouse, jurors are
salocted for a trial by this same computer
ond random selection process.

Q. How is the Jury for a particular trial
selected?

A. When a group of prospective Jurors Is
sslected, more than the number neaded
for a trial are called. Once this group has
been seated in ths courtroom, cither the
Judge or the attorneys ask questions.
This Is called voir dire. The purpose of
questions asked during voir dire is to

DO YOU HAVE A QUESTION?

ensure that aft of the jurors who ars
selectad 10 hear the case will be unbi-
ased, objeciive and attentive.

n most cases, prospactive jurors will be
asked to rales their hands when a particu-
lar question appiies to them. Examples of
questions often asked are: Do you know
the Plainiifi, Defendant or the attorneys in
this case? Have you been invoived in a
case similar 1o this one yourselt? Where
the anewer is yas, the jurors raising hands
may be asked additional questions, as
the purposs s to guarantee a fak trial for
all parties. When an aitorney bolleves
that there is a legai reason {0 sxcuse &
Juroe, he or she will challange the juror for
cause. Unless both attorneys agree that
the juror shouid be excused, the Judge
must either sustain or override the chal-

Afer all chatlenges for cause have been
ruled upon, the attorneys will select the
triai jury from those who remain by exer-
cising peremptory challenges. Unlike
challenges for cause, no reason need be
given for excusing a juror by peremptory
challenge. Attorneys usually exercise
thess challenges by taking turns striking
naimes from a list untit both are satisfied
with the jurcrs at the top of the list or until
they use up the number of challenges
sllowed. Chailenged jurors and any extra
jurors will then be excused and asked to
return to the jury selection room.

Jurors should not fee! rejected or Insulted
if they are excused for cause by the Court
or peremptorily challenged by one of the
attorneys. The voir dire process and
challenging of jurors is simply our judicial
system's way of guarantesing both par-
ties to a lawsult a fair trial.

Q. Am | guaranteed to serve on a jury?
A. Not afl Jurors who are sumimoned actually

hear & case. Somstimes all the Judges
are still working on triais from the previ-
ous day, and nO new jurors are chosen.
Normatly, however, 50me new cases begin
wvery day. Sometimes jurors are chal-
lenged and not selected.
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e interpret a brief phrase  level inferences and

from a lengthy news using specialized back- Percentages in Level 5

article (423) ground knowledge to AFDC

interpret information in Total or public Food
Individuals who score  documents. They are population assistance stamps

in the highest level of likely to succeed with Prose 3 0 0
document literacy display =~ document literacy tasks Document 3 0 0
the ability to search that ask them to: Quantitative 4 i q
through complex displays
that contain several e use information in a
pieces of distracting table to complete a s use a table to compare comparison, and write
information. They also graph, including credit cards, identify about the differences
appear to have little labeling the axes (378) two categories of (387)

difficulty making high-
EXAMPLE TASK FOR DOCUMENT LITERACY, LEVEL 5
Using the information in the table, write a brief paragraph summarizing the extent to which

parents aid teachers agreed or disagreed on the statements about issues pertaining to parental
involvement at tbeir school

Parenis and Teachers Evaluate Parental
involvement at Their School

Do you agree or disagree that ... ?
Level of School

Total Elementary Junior High High School
percent agreaing

Our school does a good job ot
encouraging parental irvoivament In
sports, aris, and other nonsubject areas

Parents 7 76 74 7
Teachers 77 73 k¢4 85
Our school does a good job of

ancouraging parental involvement in
educational areas

Parents 73 82 n 64
Teachers 80 84 78 70
QOur gchool only contacts parents
when there is a problem with their child
Psrents 55 48 82 83
Teachers 23 18 22 kK]
Our school does not give parents the
opportunity for any meaningful roles
Parents 22 18 22 28
Teachers 8 8 12 7

Source: The Metropoian Life Survey of the American Teachar, 1887
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» use information from a
table to write a para-
graph about a school
survey (395)

Those scoring in the
highest level on the
quantitative scale dem-
onstrate skill at perform-
ing multiple arithmetic
operations sequentially.
They are also able to
find the features of
problems in a piece of
printed matter and to use
their background knowl-
edge to determine the
gquantities or operations
needed. Individuals who
score in the fifth level of
quantitative literacy are
likely to succeed with
tasks that ask them to:

e use an order form to
calculate the shipping
costs and total costs of
items (382)

s use information from a
news article to calcu-
late the difference in
times for completing a
race (405)

e use a calculator to
figure the total cost of
carpet for a room (421)

Adults in Level 5 are
likely to have a high rate
of success in performing
all the literacy tasks in
the assessment—not only
those in the highest level
on each scale but also
those associated with all
the preceding levels.

Q

EXAMPLE TASK FOR QUANTITATIVE LITERACY, LEVEL 5

You need to borrow $10,000. Find the ad for Home
Equity Loans on page 2 in the newspaper provided.
Explain to the interviewer how you would compute
the total amount of interest charges you would pay
under this loan plan. Please tell the interviewer
when you are ready to begin.

FIXED RATE ¢ FIXED TERM

HOME

EQUITY ] 4. 250/0

Lo A_NS Annual Percentage Rate

Ten Year Term

SAMPLE MONTHLY REPAYMENT SCHEDULE

Amount Financed Monthly Payment

$10,000 $136.77
$25,000 $391.93
$40,000 $627.09

120 Months 14.25% APR
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THE
WELFARE
STATUS OF
ADULTS IN
EACH
LITERACY
LEVEL

In addition to study-
ing the percentages of
welfare recipients who
performed in the various
literacy levels, it is useful
to examine the percent-
ages of adults in each
literacy level who had

received welfare support.

By comparing these
percentages with the
proportion of AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and food stamps
recipients in the general
population, it is possible
to determine the extent
to which welfare recipi-
ents are over- or under-
represented in the
various levels of prose,
document, and quantita-
tive literacy.

Across the literacy
scales, welfare recipients
are overrepresented in
the lowest literacy level

and underrepresented in
the highest levels (Figure
1.3). For example, an
estimated 6 percent of
adults nationwide had
received AFDC or public
assistance in the 12
months before the
survey. Yet, 10 to 12
percent of the respon-
dents who performed in
the lowest level of prose,
document, or quantitative
literacy had received this
type of welfare support.
Conversely, AFDC and
public assistance recipi-
ents constitute only 2 to
3 percent of the respon-
dents in the two highest
levels on each literacy
scale.

The pattern for food
stamps recipients is even
clearer. Although roughly
9 percent of adults
nationwide had received

food stamps in the 12
months before the
survey, 17 to 19 percent
of the adults who
performed in Level 1
and 11 to 13 percent of
those who scored in
Level 2 said they had
received this type of
welfare support. Thus,
food stamps recipients
are overrepresented in
the lowest literacy levels,
particularly on the
quantitative scale. On
the other hand, they are
underrepresented in the
two highest levels. Only
4 percent of the adults
who performed in Level
4 or 5 reported having
received food stamps in
the year before the
survey—Iless than half
the percentage of such
adults in the general
population.

Figure 1.3
Percentage of adults in each literacy level who had received weifare support
in the preceding year, by literacy scale
Percent In each literacy level receivinig AFDC or public sssistance
PROSE DOCUMENT QUANTITATIVE
Level 5[0 Lavel 5§t Level St
Level 4JIR2 Lovel 4 2 Lovel 42
Lovel 3 5 Level 3 5 Lovel 3 4
Lovel 2 Lovel 2 8 Level 2 8
Lovel 1 Level | 10 Level 1 12
0 0 10 0 10 20
Perosnt Percent
Percent [n each literacy levei receiving food stamps
PROSE DOCUMENT QUANTITATIVE
Level S| Lavel 5|t Levei 5|1
Love! 4 N2 Level 4 JIIS Levol 4 i3
Level 3 s Lovel 3 6 Level 3 6
Lovel 2 13 Level 2 " Level 2 12
Lavel 1 17 Lovel | 17 Lovel 1 19
0 10 20 0 10 20 0 10 20
Percent Percent Parcent
Source: Unpublished data from the National Aduit Literacy Survey. 1992.
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COMPARING
SELF-
ASSESSED
AND
DEMONSIRATED
LITERACY
PROFICIENCIES

In addition to studying
the performance results
from the survey, it is
interesting to see how
individuals perceive
their literacy skills.
Accordingly, survey
respondents were asked
to indicate how well
they read English: very
well, well, not well, or
not at all. In general,
welfare recipients were
less likely than adults in
the total population to
describe themselves as
reading English either
very well or well (Table
1.1).

This pattern is
generally consistent
with the assessment
results, in that welfare
recipients tended to
display more limited
literacy skills than adults
in the national popula-
tion. Still, it appears that
most welfare recipients
view their reading
abilities quite positively.
It may be that their
skills enable them to
meet many or most of
the literacy demands
they encounter in their
daily lives.

Another perspective
on the performance
results can be obtained
by comparing welfare
recipients’ demonstrated
literacy skills'with their
self-assessed profi-
ciencies. Such analyses
indicate that the prose
literacy proficiencies of
adults who described

Table 1.1

Total population

Food stamps

AFDC or public assistance

Percentage of adults in the total and weifare
populations who described themselves as
reading English “very well” or “well”

“Very well”
or “well”

93
88
87

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992,

Table 1.2

reading ability

“Very well” or “well”
Total population

Food stamps
“Not well” or “not at all”

Total population

Food stamps

AFDC or public assistance

AFDC or public assistance

Average prose proficiencies of adults in the total
and welfare populations, by self-assessed English

282
255
250

149
153
140

Source: Unpublished data from the National Aduit Literacy Survey, 1992

themselves as having
difficulty reading English
were, in fact, far more
limited than those of
adults who described
themselves as reading
well or very well (Table
1.2). This pattern is
clearly evident in the
welfare populations as
well as in the total
population.
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Among AFDC and
public assistance recipi-
ents, for example, adults
who said they read
English weli or very well
had an average prose
score of 255—approxi-
mately 100 points higher
than that of AFDC and
public assistance recipi-
ents who said they do
not read English well or
do not read it at all.




SUMMARY

¢ On average, the literacy

skills of AFDC or public
assistance recipients
and food stamps
recipients were much
more limited than those
of adults in the general
population.

More than one-third of
adults who reported
that they or their
families had received
AFDC, public assis-
tance, or food stamps
in the year before the
survey performed in
the lowest level of
prose, document, and
quantitative literacy
defined in this survey
(Level 1.

Another one-third of
the welfare recipients
performed in the
second lowest level of
prose, document, and
quartitative literacy
(Level 2).

Combining the per-
centages who per-

formed in Levels 1
and 2 on each literacy
scale, between two-
thirds and three-
quarters of those who
had received AFDC,
public assistance, or
food stamps in the
year preceding the
survey scored in the
two lowest levels,
compared with about
half the adults in the
general population.

Not all welfare recipi-
ents demonstrate
limited literacy skills.
On each literacy scale,
between one-quarter
and one-third of the
welfare recipients
performed in Level 3
or higher. Yet, just 5 to
7 percent attained the
two highest levels on
each scale.

Adults who performed
in Level 1 were dis-
proportionately likely
to report that they or
someone in their

family had received
AFDC or public
assistance payments or
food stamps in the
past 12 months, and
those in Levels 4 and
5 were disproportion-
ately likely to report
that they had not
received such support.

In general, welfare
recipients were less
likely than adults in
the total population to
describe themselves as
reading English very
well or well.

Adults who described
themselves as not
reading English well
(or at all) did, in fact,
display prose skills
that were far more
limited than those
displayed by individu-
als who said they read
well or very well. This
pattern is found in the
welfare populations as
well as in the total
population.
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DIFFERENT
GROUPS

Who receives AFDC or
public assistance? Who
receives food stamps?
And how do the char-
acteristics of welfare
recipients compare with
the characteristics of
the adult population as
a whole? The data
presented in this part of
the report show that
adults who receive
welfare support are
quite diverse. Some are
young, and some are
old. Some are married,
while others are not.
Some have limiting
physical or mental
health conditions.

It is not surprising
that the literacy skills of
welfare recipients also
vary according to their
characteristics and
experiences. Although
it is true that adults on
welfare tended to
display more limited
literacy skills than the
general population on
average, some groups
of welfare recipients
performed better than
others. This chapter
explores the range of
literacy skills in various
groups of the welfare
population, defined by
their sex, race/ethnicity,
health status, and other
variables.

SEX

In 1992, according to
the National Adult
Literacy Survey data,
almost half the adults in
the United States (48
percent) were male,
while the remaining 52
percent were female
(Table 2.1).* Females
were much more preva-
lent in the welfare
populations than in the
population as a whole.
Two-thirds of the adults
whose families had
received food stamps in
the year before the
survey and 71 percent of
those whose families
had received AFDC or
public assistance were
female. This reflects the
fact that the regular
AFDC program is for
mothers; a small, sepa-
rate component of the
program includes
fathers. The eligibility

rules for the two pro-
grams are different.
Regardless of their
sex, adults who had
received AFDC, public
assistance, or food
stamps had lower
average literacy scores
than their same-sex
counterparts in the total
population (Figure 2.1).
Within the welfare
population, female
AFDC and public assis-
tance recipients outper-
formed male AFDC and
public assistance recipi-
ents, as well as food
stamps recipients of both
sexes. Male food stamps
recipients had the lowest
average prose scores,
while female food
stamps recipients had
the lowest quantitative
scores. Male and female
food stamps recipients
shared the lowest
average scores on the
document literacy scale.**

Table 2.1

welfare populations

Total
population
Male 48
Female 52

Percentage of males and females in the total and

AFDC
or public Food
assistance stamps
29 34
71 66

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Litsracy Survey, 1992.

“Throughout this section and the following sections. we report population estimates based on the National Adult
Literacy Survey data. In some cases, these estimates may vary from census statistics due to the samphrg procedures used

**In this part of the report and the parts that tollow, only the prose results are shown in the graphs In many cases,
results for the three literacy scales are similar. Where there are noteworthy differences on the docunrent and quantitative

scales, these are discussed.
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Perhaps one of the
most interesting findings
here is that the pattern of
sex differences in literacy
proficiencies found in the
general population varies
in the welfare popula-
tions. Males and females
in the total population
had equivalent prose
proficiencies, on average,
but female AFDC, public
assistance, and food
stamps recipients had
higher average prose
scores than male recipi-
ents. On the document
scale, the 4-point advan-
tage held by males in the
general population disap-
pears in the food stamps
population and is reversed
in the AFDC and public
assistance population,
where females outper-
formed males by 6 points.

Further, while in
the national population
males outscored
females by 11 points on
the quantitative scale,
this performance gap is
reduced by half among
food stamps recipients
and disappears among
men and women who
received AFDC.

What explains these
shifting relationships
between sex and
literacy proficiencies
across the different
subpopulations? One
plausible explanation
pertains to the fact that
there are many more
females than males on
welfare. Female welfare
recipients are therefore
likely to be more
diverse in their charac-
teristics as well as in

their literacy skills than
their male counterparts.
The relatively few men
who do receive welfare
support appear to have
more limited literacy
proficiencies, on aver-
age, than their female
counterparts.

MARITAL STATUS

AFDC and food
stamps recipients were
about equally likely to
report that they were
married at the time of
the survey (38 to 40
percent), yet both
groups were less likely
than adults in the na-
tional population (60
percent) to state that
they were currently
married (Table 2.2).*
Although these findings

are consistent with the
stereotype that most
welfare recipients are
single, a substantial
percentage of recipients
are married.

Married individuals
in the general population
tended to display stronger
literacy skills than unmar-
ried individuals, but these
performance differences
by marital status are not
evident in the welfare
populations, with one
exception (Figure 2.2).
On all three literacy
scales, the literacy
proficiencies of married
AFDC or public assistance
recipients are similar to
those of their unmarried
counterparts. Among food
stamps recipients, no
differences in average
performance between

Figure 2.1

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Average prose literacy proficiencies of aduits in
the total and welfare populations, by sex

FEMALES

273
246
238

272
237
232

o 100

200 300 400 500
Average proficiency

Source: Unpublished data frorn the National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992.

Table 2.2

Percentage of married and unmarried adults in the
total and welfare popuiations

AFDC
Total or public Food
population assistance stamps
Married 59 38 40
Unmarried or
spouse absent 41 62 60

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

“Individuals who had never been mamed ur who were sepantted, divoreed. or widowed at the time of the survey were
categonzed as unmamed or spouse absent.”
Ic 37
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married and unmarried
individuals are found on
the prose or document
literacy scale. On the
quantitative scale, how-

ever, married food stamps

recipients outscored their
unmarried counterparts
by 14 points.

On all three literacy
scales, unmarried food
stamps recipients dis-

played weaker skills than

any of the other groups
examined. Their average
proficiencies were 31 to
39 points lower than
those of unmarried
adults in the general
population.

AGE

Welfare recipients
tend to be younger than
adults in the population
as a whole. Approxi-
mately one-third of the
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients and
slightly more than one-
quarter (27 percent) of
the food stamps recipi-

ents were age 16 to 18 or

age 19 to 24, compared
with only 18 percent of
adults nationwide (Table
2.3). At the other end of
the age spectrum, just

5 percent of AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and 10 percent of
fou.d stamps recipients
were age 05 and older,
compared with 16

percent of the adult
population as a whole.
Of course, the categori-
cal nature of the AFDC
program helps to
determine that its
recipients will be
younger; the difference
in age does not neces-
sarily reflect differences
in rates of low income.

In the general
population, average
prose and quantitative
scores rise from the
youngest age group (age
16 to 18) to the 40 to 54
age group, then fall
steadily across the older
groups (Figure 2.3).

On the document
scale, literacy skills
appear to peak slightly
earlier before starting to
decline. These data
suggest that literacy
proficiencies improve
from the teenage years
through middle age, as
individuals acquire
knowledge and experi-
ence. Skills may then
deteriorate somewhat
with age.* On the other
hand, older adults tend
to have received less
education than have
younger adults, and this
factor is also involved.
Because the National
Adult Literacy Survey
did not assess the
literacy skills of a
particular group of
individuals over time,

Figure 2.2

status

Total population K
AFDC or public assistance ikl
Food stamps

Total pcpulation
AFDC or public assistance§
Food stamps

MARRIED

UNMARRIED

Average prose literacy proficiencies of adults in
the total and welfare populations, by marital

—

0

200 300 400 500
Average proficiency

Source: Unpublished data trom the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Table 2.3

Total
population
1610 18 5
191024 13
2510 39 33
40 to 54 23
55 to 64 10
65 and older 16

Percentage of adults in various age groups in the
total and weifare populations

AFDC
or pubtic Food
assistance stamps
9 7
23 20
45 42
15 15
4 6
5 10

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

the declines in average
performance across the
older age groups cannot
be fully explained.
Among adults who
said they had received
welfare support in the
past year, literacy skills
also tended to decline

*Other reseatc hus found that pedormance on certan types of motor visial. and memory tasks does, i taat, dedhne

with age
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across the age groups,
but the patterns are
somewhat different from
those for the general
population. In the AFDC
and food stamps popu-
lations alike, average
prose, document, and
quantitative scores rise




Figure 2.3
Average prose literacy proficiencies of adults in
the total and welfare populations, by age group

500

400
oy
s
S 300+
(=]
G .
o | - Trmem - Total population
8200 E " AFDC or public assistance
g Food stamps
<

100 -

0

16-18 19-24 25-39 40-54 5564 65+
Age group

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 192.

Table 2.4
Percentage of adults in various racial/ethnic
groups in the total and weifare populations

AFDC
Total or public Food
population assistance stamps

White 76 45 49
Black 11 30 28
Hispanic 10 19 18
Asian/Pacific

Islander 2 2 2
Other 1 4 3

Source: Unpublished data trom the National Aduit Literacy Survey. 1992.

from the 16 to 18 age
group to the 19 to 24 age
group, then decline
across the older age
groups. In other words,
the literacy skills of
welfare recipients seem
to peak earlier than those
of adults nationwide.
Why might this be so? As
seen later, many welfare
recipients have limited

experience in the work
place——experience that
may help adults to
expand their literacy
skills as they approach
middle age. It may also
be that welfare recipi-
ents end their education
carlier, on average, than
adults in the general
population.

RACE/ETHNICITY

White adults are
underrepresented in the
welfare populations,
while Black and His-
panic adults are overrep-
resented. For example,
one out of 10 adults
nationwide is Black, but
more than one of every
four food stamps recipi-
ents and almost one of
three AFDC recipients
belongs to this racial
group (Table 2.4).

Similarly, one out of
10 adults nationwide,
but two out of 10 wel-
fare recipients, is His-
panic. Adults in other
racial/ethnic groups,
such as Native American,
are slightly overrepre-
sented in the welfare
populations (3 to 4
percent) as compared
with the adult popula-
tion as a whole
(approximately 1 per-
cent). Asian/Pacific
Islander adults are
equally represented in
the welfare populations
and the overall popula-
tion (2 percent).

Within each racial/
ethnic group, how do
the average literacy
proficiencies of adults in
the total population
compare with those of
welfare recipients (Fig-
ure 2.4)? This type of
analysis reveals that the
difference in average
literacy scores between

39

food stamps recipients
and adults nationwide is
smaller in the Hispanic
population (15 points on
the prose scale, for
example) and Black
population (10 points on
this scale) than in the
White population (29
points).

One can also com-
pare the racial/ethnic
differences in average
literacy scores found in
the general population
with the differences
found in the AFDC and
food stamps populations
(Table 2.5). These analy-
ses show that the size of
the performance gap
between White and Black
adults, and between
White and Hispanic
adults, is smaller within
the welfare populations
than within the national
population. This seems
to occur primarily
because the performance
gap between White
welfare recipients and
the total White popula-
tion is larger than the
performance gaps
between Black and
Hispanic welfare recipi-
ents and the Black and
Hispanic populations as
a whole.

More precisely,
among White adults, the
average literacy scores of
the overall population
(280 to 287 across the
literacy scales) are quite
a bit higher than those of
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food stamps recipients
(253 to 257) and AFDC
recipients (264 to 268).
Among Black and His-
panic adults, however,
the overall population’s
average literacy scores

(215 to 236) are similar to

those of welfare recipi-
ents (200 to 230).

White welfare recipi-
ents had considerably
higher average literacy
scores than Black recipi-
ents, who in turn had
higher average literacy
scores than Hispanic
recipients. The racial/
ethnic differences in

literacy skills are so large,

in fact, that White adults
on welfare performed
better in the assessment,
on average, than Black

adults in the total popula-

tion; similarly, Black
welfare recipients per-

formed better than
Hispanic adults in the
total population.

COUNTRY OF
BIRTH

One might expect
the welfare populations
to contain relatively
high percentages of
foreign-born adults, but
this does not appear to
be the case. In the
AFDC or public assis-
tance population and in
the food stamps popu-
lation as in the total
population, approxi-
mately 10 percent of
adults reported that
they were born outside
the United States (Table
2.6). The remaining 90
percent were born in
the United States or one
of its territories.

Not surprisingly,
country of birth
appears to be a power-
ful predictor of English
literacy skills. Adults
who were born in the
United States performed
far better in the assess-
ment than did adults
who were born in other
countries (Figure 2.5). In
the welfare populations
as well as in the general
population, the average
literacy scores of native-
born adults were at least
60 points higher than
those of Foreign-born
adults. The differences
were so large, in fact,
that foreign-born welfare
recipients outperformed
foreign-born adults in
the general population.
Food stamps recipients
who were born outside
the United States had the

lowest average literacy
scores of all the groups
exarained.

These results can be
better understood by
examining the relatively
large proportion of
foreign-born adults in
the general and welfare
populations who per-
formed in the lowest
literacy lcvel (Table 2.7).
Foreign-born adults in
the national population
were roughly three
times more likely than
native-born adults to
score in Level 1 on the
prose scale, for
example. Foreign-born
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients were
about two and a half
times more likely than
their native-born coun-
terparts, and foreign-
born food stamps

Figure 2.4

Table 2.5

Average prose literacy proficiencies of adults in
the total and welfare populations, by race/ethnicity

Total popuiation
AFOC or public assistance

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

HISPANIC

Total population 215
AFDC or public assistance 205
Food stamps 200

0 100 200 300 400 500

Percent

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992.

Difference in average prose literacy proficiencies
between adults in the total and welfare
populations, by race/ethnicity

Average proficiency of
White adults minus average
proficiency of Black adults

Total population 50 points
AFDC or public assistance 36 points
Food stamps 31 points

Average proficiency of

White adults minus average

proficiency of Hispanic adults
Total population 71 points
AFDC or public assistance 63 points
Food stamps 57 points

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
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recipients were twice as
likely as their native-born
counterparts, to perform
in this literacy level.

In interpreting these
results, it is important to
remember that this
assessment focused only
on literacy skills in the
English language.
Accordingly, the results
cannot tell us anything
about foreign-born
individuals’ literacy in
other languages.

HEALTH STATUS

Food stamps recipi-
ents were more likely
than AFDC or public
assistance recipients, and
more likely than adults in
the total population, to
report having a physical
or mental health condi-
tion that keeps them
from participating fully in
work, school, house-
work, or other activities
(Table 2.8). One out of
every five food stamps
recipients reported
having a limiting health
condition, compared with
14 percent of AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and 12 percent of
adults in the general
population.

Adults who reported
having a limiting physical
or mental condition
tended to display far
more limited literacy
skills in the assessment
than did adults without

such conditions (Figure
2.6). In fact, their aver-
age literacy proficiencies
tend to lie in either the
Level 1 range or the low
end of the Level 2
range. Across the three
populations, the average
prose scores of adults
with a limiting physical
or mental condition
range from 208 among
food stamps recipients
to 227 for adults in the
general population.

Accordingly, it is not
surprising to find that
adults with limiting
health conditions were
far more likely than
those without such
conditions to perform in
the lowest literacy level
(Table 2.9). On the
prose scale, for
example, nearly half the
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients, an
equivalent percentage of
adults in the total
population, and 57
percent of the food
stamps recipients with
limiting health condi-
tions performed in Level
1. Efforts to provide
remedial education to
these individuals must
confront their health
needs and limitations as
well as their low literacy
levels.

Adults in the general
population who
reported having physical
or mental conditions
tended to perform better

e
-

Table 2.6

Percentage of native- and foreign-born aduits in
the total and welfare populations

AFDC
Total or public Food
population assistance stamps
Native born 90 88 88
Foreign born 10 12 12

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Figure 2.5

Average prose literacy proficiencies of
adults in the total and welfare populations,
by country of birth

NATIVE BORN

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

279
251
243

FOREIGN BORN

Total population 212
AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps

300 400

200
Average proficiency

0 100

Saurce: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1952.
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Table 2.7

Percentage of aduits in the total and welfare
populations who performed in Level 1 on the
prose literacy scale, by country of birth

Native born
Total population 17
AFDC or public assistance 29
Food stamps 34
Foreign born
Total population 52
AFDC or public assistance 70
FFood stamps 68

Saurce: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
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in the assessment than
did welfare recipients
with such conditions,
but the performance
gaps are not as large as
those found among
individuals who did
not have limiting health
conditions.

SUMMARY

s Two-thirds of the food
stamps recipients and
71 percent of the
AFDC or public
assistance recipients
were female.

e Female AFDC or
public assistance
recipients outper-
formed their male
counterparts, as well
as male and female
food stamps recipients.
Sex differences in
average document and
quantitative profi-
ciency that are found
in the general popula-
tion are reduced or
eliminated in the
welfare populations.

e While the literacy
skills of married and
unmarried AFDC
recipients were
comparable, married
food stamps recipients
tended to display
stronger quantitative
skills than their
unmarricd counter-
parts. On all three
literacy scales, unmar-
ried food stamps

recipients displayed
weaker skills than
any of the other
groups examined.

The AFDC program
serves families with
dependent children;
thus it is not surpris-
ing to find that
welfare recipients
tend to be younger
than adults in the
population as a
whole. For example,
approximately one-
third of the AFDC or
public assistance
recipients and slightly
more than one-
quarter of the food
stamps recipients
were age 24 or
younger. On the other
hand, just 5 percent
of AFDC or public
assistance recipients
and 10 percent of
food stamps recipi-
ents were age 65 and
older.

In the general popu-
lation, average prose
and quantitative
proficiencies rise from
the youngest age
group (age 16 to 18)
to the 40 to 54 age
group, then fall
steadily across the
older groups. The
literacy skills of
welfare recipients
peak earlier, then
decline across the
middle and older age
groups.

Table 2.8

Percentage of aduits with and without limiting
health conditions in the total and weiltare
populations

AFDC
Total or public Food l
population assistance stamps

No limiting
condition 88 86 79
Limiting condition 12 14 21

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Figure 2.6
Average prose literacy proficiencies of aduits in
the total and weifare populations, by heaith status |

NO LIMITING CONDITION
Totat population

AFDC or public assistance 247
Food stamps 243

Total population

AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps
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Average proficiency

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Table 2.9

Percentage of aduits in the total and weltare
populations who performed in Level 1 on the
prose literacy scale, by health status

No limiting condition

Total population 17

AFDC or public assistance 31

Food stamps 33
Limiting condition

Total population 46

AFDC or public assistance 48

Food stamps 57

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Litsracy Survey. 1992.




¢ White adults were

underrepresented in
the welfare popula-
tions, while Black and
Hispanic adults were
overrepresented. About
half the AFDC or public
assistance recipients
and slightly less than
half the food stamps
recipients were White,
however.

* The size of the perfor-
mance gap between
White and Black adults,
and between White and
Hispanic adults, is
smaller within the
welfare populations
than within the national
population. On average,
however, White welfare
recipients displayed
stronger literacy skills
than Black recipients,
who displayed stronger
literacy skills than
Hispanic recipients.
White welfare recipients
performed better in the
assessment, on average,

than Black adults in
the total population,
and Black welfare
recipients performed
better than Hispanic
adults in the total
population.

About 10 percent of
the adults on welfare,
and an equivalent
percentage of adults
in the total popula-
tion, reported that
they were born
outside the United
States.

Not surprisingly,
native-born adults
displayed strong
literacy skills in
English, on average,
than adults who
were born in other
countries.

One out of every five
food stamps recipi-
ents reported having
a physical or mental
health condition that

keeps them from
participating fully in
work, school, house-
work, or other activi-
ties. Lower percent-
ages of AFDC or
public assistance
recipients (14 percent)
and adults in the
general population
(12 percent) reported
such conditions.

Adults with limiting
physical or mental
conditions were far
more likely than those
without such condi-
tions to perform in
the lowest literacy
level in the survey.
On the prose scale,
for example, nearly
half the AFDC or
public assistance
recipients and 57
percent of the food
stamps recipients with
limiting health condi-
tions scored in

Level 1.
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PART III:
EDUCATION
AND
LITERACY

Many adults on welfare
have limited education,
and education is a
powerful predictor of
literacy skills. As seen
in this part of the
report, adults who
dropped out of school
before receiving a high
school diploma are
disproportionately
likely to have difficulty
performing many ¢ pes
of everyday literacy
tasks, and they are
disproportionately
likely to rely on the
welfare system for
support.

Accordingly, it is
important to compare
the educational experi-
ences of welfare recipi-
ents with those of adults
in the general popula-
tion. The National Adult
Literacy Survey results
show that while a high
percentage of recipients
dropped out of schoal,
many have since sought
to further their educa-
tion—and those who
have done so display
stronger literacy skills
than those who have
not.

HIGHEST LEVEL OF
EDUCATION

Approximately half
the food stamps recipi-
ents and a slightly
smaller proportion of
the AFDC or public
assistance recipients
(45 percent) reported

having completed
between zero and 12
years of schooling—that
is, having left high
school before graduating
(Table 3.1). This is
nearly twice the percent-
age of school dropouts
nationwide (27 percent).
Welfare recipients
were as likely as adults
in the national popula-
tion to indicate that their
highest level of educa-
tion was a high school
diploma (27 percent),
and they were twice as
likely as adults in the
general population to
have ended their school-
ing upon completing a
General Educational
Development, or GED,
certificate (7 to 8 percent,
versus 4 percent, respec-
tively). Yet, because so
many AFDC and food
stamps recipients left
school before receiving a
diploma, adults in these
populations were far less

likely than adults nation-
wide to have completed
some postsecondary
education (17 to 19
percent, compared with
42 percent).

In all three popula-
tions examined, adults
with higher levels of
education performed
better in the literacy
assessment, on average,
than adults with less
education (Figure 3.1).
In the AFDC or public
assistance population,
for example, individuals
who had completed
some postsecondary
education had a higher
average prose score
(287) than those whose
highest level of educa-
tion was a GED certifi-
cate or high school
diploma (257 to 261),
and the latter group, in
turn, outperformed
those who had left
school before this point
(212).

Table 3.1

Percentage of adults in the total and weilfare
populations with each level of education

Total

AFDC

or public Food

population assistance stamps

0 to 12 years

of schooling 27
High school

diploma 27
GED 4
Postsecondary 42

45 49
27 27

8 7
19 17

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
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Similarly, the average
prose literacy score of
food stamps recipients
with some postsecondary
education (282) was
considerably higher than
that of recipients whose
highest level of education
was a high school
diploma or GED (256 to
257). The lowest
proficiencies, on average,
were displayed by food
stamps recipients who
had not completed high
school (207).

One might expect
level of education to have
an equalizing effect on
the differences in literacy
skills between the welfare
and general populations,
and this expectation is
partly fulfilled. For

example, adults in the
total population
outscored AFDC and
public assistance
recipients by 29 points
and food stamps recipi-
ents by 36 points on
the prose scale. When
one compares individu-
als with the same level
of education, these
differences shrink, but
they do not disappear.
For example, among
those whose highest
level of education is a
high school diploma,
adults in the general
population still outper-
formed food stamps
recipients by 13 points
on the prose scale.
Further, when one
compares the perfor-

Figure 3.1

of education

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Average prose literacy proficiencies of aduits in
the total and welfare populations, by highest level

NO DIPLOMA

0

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
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mance of individuals
who had completed
some postsecondary
education, the average
prose score of adults in
the general population is
23 points higher than
that of their counterparts
in the AFDC or public
assistance population.

These results suggest
that factors other than
level of education con-
tribute to the perfor-
mance disparities found
between adults in the
general population and
adults on welfare. It may
be that the type or nature
of education received by
most welfare recipients
differs from that received
by other individuals.
Alternatively, it may be
that experiences beyond
school—for example, in
the work place—are
critical factors. As seen
later in this report,
welfare recipients are
more likely than adults in
the general population to
be unemployed, and
those who are employed
are less likely to be
working in high-level
occupations.

Perhaps the most
important aspect of
these findings is that the
literacy skills of welfare
recipients who had
graduated from high
school or obtained a
GED were so much
stronger than those of
welfare recipients who
had not done so. As

45

scen earlier in the
report, nearly half the
aduits who had received
AFDC, public assistance,
or food stamps in the
past year said they had
not completed high
school. It seems reason-
able to expect that
increasing the numbers
of welfare recipients
who finish high school
or earn a GED certificate
would raise the average
literacy scores of the
welfare population as a
whole.

PURSUIT OF A GED
OR HIGH SCHOOL
EQUIVALENCY

As seen in the
previous section, 7 to 8
percent of the adults
who had received -
welfare support in the
past year reported that a
GED or high school
equivalency was their
highest level of educa-
tion. Those who had left
school before earning
their diploma were asked
whether they had ever
studied for a GED or
high school equivalency.

Between one-quarter
and one-third of the
welfare recipients said
they had done so at
some point in their
lives. In fact, schonl
dropouts in the welfare
populations were almost
twice as likely as drop-
outs in the general
population to have
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population to have
studied for a GED or
high school equivalency
(Figure 3.2).

In the welfare popu-
lations, as in the general
population, school
dropouts who had never
studied for a GED or
high school equivalency
had average prose scores
in the Level 1 range
(Table 3.2). The pro-

ficiencies of those who
had studied for a GED
were about 30 to 40
points higher, on aver-
age, falling in the range
for Level 2.

Although the literacy
skills of adults in the
general population who
had studied for a GED or
high school equivalency
appear to be stronger
than those of welfare

Figure 3.2

school equivalency

Percentage of adulits in the total and welfare
populations who ever studied for a GED or high

TOTAL POPULATION
Ever studied
Never studied
Ever studied
Never studied
Ever studied
Never studied

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent

Source: Unpublished data from the National Aduit Literacy Survey, 1992.

recipients who had done
so, the differences are not
statistically significant.

ENROLLMENT IN A
BASIC SKILLS
PROGRAM

When asked whether
they were currently or
had ever been enrolled
in a program to improve
their basic skills—that is,
their reading, writing,
and arithmetic skills—16
percent of the AFDC or
public assistance recipi-
ents and 14 percent of
the food stamps recipi-
ents responded that they
had (Figure 3.3). In
contrast, just 9 percent of
adults nationwide had
ever been enrolled in
such a program. The
higher level of enroll-
ment among AFDC,
public assistance, and
food stamps recipients
may be at least partly
attributed to the fact that

many programs for
adults on welfare include
education and job
training components
designed to improve
recipients’ skills.

On average, there
were no significant
differences in prose
literacy between welfare
recipients who had
enrolled in a basic skills
program and those who
had not (Table 3.3). Such
differences are found in
the general population,
however: individuals
who had never enrolled
outperformed those who
had.

Because the National
Adult Literacy Survey did
not compare the literacy
skills of matched groups
of individuals who
received basic skills
training and those who
did not, these results
cannot tell us anything
about the effectiveness
of such training. This

Table 3.2

Average prose literacy proficiencies of aduits
in the total and weifare populations, by ever
studied for a GED or high schooi equivalency

Ever studied
Total population

AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps

Never studied
Total population

AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps

241
229
234

201
199
192

Source: Unpublished data trom the National Aduit Literacy Survey, 1992.

Figure 3.3

program

Ever enrolled
Never enrolled

Ever enrolled
Never enrolled

Ever enrolled
Never enrolied

Percentage of aduits in the total and weifare
popuiations who ever enrolled in a basic skills

TOTAL POPULATION
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Source: Unpublished data from the National Aduit Literacy Survey, 1992.
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important information
must be drawn instead
from experimental
research studies such as
those described in Section
V of this report.

ENROLLMENT IN
SCHOOL OR COLLEGE

Eleven percent of
adults nationwide
reported that they were
enrolled in school or
college at the time of the
survey (Table 3.4).
Although the differences
between the groups are
small, AFDC or public
assistance recipients
(13 percent) were slightly
more likely than food
stamps recipients
(10 percent) and aduits
in the general population
(11 percent) to be
enrolled in school or
college at that time.

Welfare recipients
who reported that they
were enrolled in school
or college at the time of
the survey had higher
average prose literacy
proficiencies (263) than
those who were not
enrolled (233 to 240).
Similarly, in the general
population, school or
college attendees outper-
formed non-attendecs
(Table 3.5). Still, welfare
recipients who were
enrolled in school or
college did not perform
as well as adults in the
general population who
were enrolled. Of course,

the types of courses
taken by welfare
recipients are likely to
be different from those
generally taken by
adults in the national
population. Other
factors may also influ-
ence the performance
results observed.

A closer look at the
findings reveals that the
performance advantage
held by students over
nonstudents is some-
what smaller among
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients than
among adults in the
population as a whole.
More specifically, in the
general population,
individuals who
reported being enrolled
in school or college at
the time of the survey
outperformed those
who were not enrolled
by 34 points. In the
AFDC or public assis-
tance population,
however, the difference
between the two groups
is only 23 points.

READING
PRACTICES

The National Adult
Literacy Survey asked
participants several
questions about their
reading practices—for
example, how many
books they had read in
the past six months,
how many magazines
they read on a regular

Table 3.3

Average prose literacy proficiencies of
adults in the total and welfare populations,
by enroliment in a basic skills program

Ever enrolled

Total popuiation 264

AFDC or public assistance 243

Food stamps 243
Never enrolied

Total poputiation 273

AFDC or public assistance 243

Food stamps 235

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Table 3.4

Percentage of aduits in the total and welfare
populations who w( “e enrolled in school or
college at the time o! the survey

AFDC
Total or public Food
population assistance stamps
Enrolled 11 13 10
Not enrolled 89 87 90

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Table 3.5

Average prose literacy proficiencies of aduits in
the total and welfare populations, by enroliment
in school or college

Enrolled
Totai population 303
AFDC or public assistance 263
Food stamps 263
Not enrolled
Total poputiation 269
AFDC or public assistance 240
Food stamps 233

I Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
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basis, how often they use In this report, we contrast to between 56 prose score of AFDC or

a library, and how often focus on newspaper and 58 percent of adults public assistance recipi-
they read a newspaper. reading practices as a on welfare (Table 3.6). ents who read a news-
Not surprisingly, the proxy for reading Conversely, AFDC, paper every day (262) is
survey results show clear  practices in general, public assistance, and considerably higher than
and strong relationships since this type of food stamps recipients that of their counterparts
between reading prac- reading is so prevalent were roughly twice as who never do (173). A
tices and literacy skills: in our society. An likely as adults in the similar pattern is found
adults who read often are  analysis of the fre- general population to among food stamps
likely to have consider- quency of newspaper report that they never read  recipients. In fact, the
ably stronger literacy reading shows that a newspaper (11 to 12 difference in average
proficiencies than those welfare recipients were  percent, compared with scores between frequent
who read infrequently.* less likely than those in 6 percent, respectively). newspaper readers and
It is important to note the  the general population In the welfare popu- nonreaders is approxi-
cyclical nature of this to report that they read  lations, as in the total mately 100 points in the
relationship: those who a newspaper often (that  population, adults who welfare populations as
read often are likely to is, every day or at least read a newspaper every well as in the general
become better readers, once a week). Nearly day had considerably population. Thus,

and those who are better  three-quarters (73 higher literacy profi- frequency of newspaper
readers are likely to be percent) of adults in the  ciencies, on average, reading appears to be
more inclined to read general population than those who never good predictor of

often. stated that they read a read one (Figure 3.4). individuals’ literacy

newspaper this often, in  For example, the average  skills.

Figure 3.4
Table 3.6 Ave rose lite oficiencies of adults i
Percentage of adulits in the total and weifare thv :atgel p dse If: racyopr 1 ;:ienc is? adu’s t
populations who read a newspaper e total anc we'are populations, by frequency @

newspaper reading
AFDC

Total or public Food EVERY DAY

Total ulation 285
population assistance stamps &l populat
AFDC or public assistance 261

Every day 49 30 29 Food stamps 252
A few times

a week 24 28 27 Total population
Once a week 14 20 21 AFDC or public assistance
Less than once Food stamps - : ‘ ‘ ,

a week 7 11 11 0 100 200 300 400 500

Average proficiency
Never 6 11 12
Source: Unpublished data from the Mdtional Aduit Literacy Survey, 1992. Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
“These findings are reported in frwin § Kiesch et al (1994) Adudt Iiteracy ot Amenca Washington. H € US Depan-

ment of Fducation. 8
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SUMMARY

® Approximately half the

food stamps recipients
and 45 percent of the
AFDC or public assis-
tance recipients had
not graduated from
high school, nearly
twice the percentage of
school dropouts nation-
wide. Welfare recipi-
ents were about twice
as likely as adults in
the general population
to have earned a GED,
but they were far less
likely to have com-
pleted any post-sec-
ondary education.

Adults with higher
levels of education
performed better in the
literacy assessment, on
average, than did
adults with less educa-
tion. In particular, the
literacy skills of welfare
recipients who had
graduated from high
school or obtained a
GED were much
stronger than those of
their counterparts who
had not done so.
Adults in the general
population outper-
formed welfare recipi-
ents with comparable
levels of education.

In the welfare popula-
tions, as in the general
population, school

dropouts who had
not studied for a GED
or high school
equivalency had
average prose scores
in the Level 1 range,
while those who had
done so scored in the
Level 2 range.

Sixteen percent of the
AFDC or public
assistance recipients
and 14 percent of the
food stamps recipi-
ents reported that
they had enrolled in
a program to improve
their reading, writing,
and arithmetic skills.

Welfare recipients
who had enrolled in
basic skills programs
performed as well in
the assessment as
those who had not,
but the survey results
cannot tell us how
the skills of the two
groups compared
before the program
interventions
occurred.

AFDC or public
assistance recipients
(13 percent) were
slightly more likely
than food stamps
recipients (10 per-
cent) and adults in
the general popula-
tion (11 percent) to
have been enrolled in

school or college at
the time of the survey.

Welfare recipients
who were enrolled in
school or college had
higher average literacy
proficiencies than
those who were not.
Still, these students in
the welfare population
did not perform as
well as students in the
general population.

AFDC, public assis-
tance, and food
stamps recipients
were less likely than
those in the general
population to read a
newspaper every day
or at least once a
week (56 to 58 per-
cent, compared with
73 percent), and they
were twice as likely to
say that they never
read a newspaper
(11 to 12 percent,
compared with

6 percent).

In the welfare popula-
tions, as in the total
population, the
average literacy
proficiencies of adults
who reportedly read a
newspaper every day
were considerably
higher than those of
adults who never read
one.
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PART IV:
LABOR FORCE
EXPERIENCE
AND
LITERACY

As part of the effort to
reduce long-term
reliance on welfare,
policy makers have
long sought to improve
the employment poten-
tial of recipients. In
recent years there has
also been increasing
concem about the
problem of the working
poor, or those who are
employed but are
unable to support
themselves and their
families without income
support.

This chapter exam-
ines the literacy skills of
welfare recipients who
are employed and
those who are not, and
compares the proficien-
cies of those working
in different occupa-
tions. As might be
expected, there are
strong associations
between individuals’
employment experience
and their literacy skills.
The survey results also
reveal dramatic differ-
ences in wages and
income among welfare
recipients according to
their levels of literacy.

LABOR FORCE
STATUS

Roughly one out of
every five AFDC or
public assistance

recipients and almost
one out of every four
food stamps recipients
were working full time
the week before the
survey was conducted
(Figure 4.1). Another 11
percent were working
part time. Still, welfare
recipients were less than
half as likely as adults in
the general population
to be employed full-
time, and they were
more likely to be unem-
ployed (22 to 24 per-
cent) or out of the labor
force (44 percent).*

Welfare recipients
who were employed
either full time or part
time the week before
the survey tended to
perform better in the
literacy assessment than
those who were unem-
ployed or not actively
involved in the labor
force (Figure 4.2).
Among welfare recipi-
ents, the sharpest
contrasts in performance
are found between
those who were in the
labor force (that is,
employed or unem-

Figure 4.1
Percentage of adults in the total and welfare
populations in various labor force groups

TOTAL POPULATION
Employed full time 48

Employed part time
Unemployed
Out of labor force

Employed full ime
Employed part time
Unemployed

Qut of labor force

Employed full time
Employed part time
Unemployed

QOut of labor force

0 20 40 60 80 100
Avorage proficiency

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

sReaders should note the somewhat disparate ume frames involved in these analyses: welfare status s hased on whether or
not the individual receved sapport at any time dufing the 12 months ocfore the survey, while employment status 1s hased on
circumstances that existed the week before the survey Thus, the National Aduht Literacy Survey dita cannot tell us whether
welfare reaipients were waorking at the saime tme they were recewving AFDC or fuod stamps
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Figure 4.2

force status
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Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.
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ployed) and those who
were not. Interestingly,
this difference is much
larger than the gap found
between adults in the
general population who
were in the labor force
and those who were not.
In fact, adults nationwide
who were out of the
labor force performed
considerably better in the
assessment, on average,
than welfare recipients in
this labor force category.
Some adults are not
in the labor force
because they are retired,
in school, or keeping
house, while others have
other reasons for not

working or seeking work.

Although it appears that
the composition of the

“out of the labor force”
group differs somewhat
between the general and
welfare populations, the
survey data do not
permit us to know this
with certainty. It may be
that many welfare
recipients who are not
participating in the labor
force are those whose
literacy skills are quite
limited and who are
unable to find adequate
employment, while
adults in the general
population who are out
of the labor force
include larger numbers
of retirces with years of
work experience and
stronger literacy skills.
Further, it is important o
remember that many

welfare recipients with
young children may be
restricted from partici-
pating in the labor force
by a lack of access to
child care assistance.

Unemployed welfare
recipients demonstrated
weaker literacy skills, on
average, than unem-
ployed adults in the
general population.
Further, welfare recipi-
ents who were employed
full time displayed
weaker skills than full-
time workers in the total
population. This is likely
to reflect the literacy
demands of the different
occupations they enter.
These findings are
discussed later in this
section.

NUMBER OF WEEKS
WORKED

Employment circum-
stances can and do
change over time,
particularly for those at
the margins of the labor
market, as many welfare
recipients are. To under-

stand the relationship
between welfare status
and employment experi-
ence, then, it is impor-
tant to have information
about employment over
time. All participants in
the National Adult
Literacy Survey, includ-
ing those who were not
working during the
reference week (that is,
the week before the
survey), were asked to
report how many weeks
they had worked during
the 12 months before the
survey.

As might be
expected, given the
evidence of employment
problems in the welfare
population, adults whose
families had received
AFDC, public assistance,
or food stamps in the
past year tended to have
worked less than adults
in the general population
(Table 4.1). Welfare
recipients said they had
worked only about 16
weeks (or four months),
on average, in the year
before the survey, while

Table 4.1

preceding the survey

Average number of weeks worked in the year

Total population 30
AFDC or public assistance 16
Food stamps 16

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy S irvey, 1992,
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adults nationwide had
worked about 30 weeks
—nearly twice as many.
Welfare recipients
who performed in the
higher literacy levels
tended to have worked
more weeks in the year
before the survey than
those in the lower levels
(Figure 4.3). For
example, food stamps
recipients who scored in
Level 1 on the prose
scale had worked an
average of just 11 weeks,
or slightly less than three

months, in the preced-
ing year. In contrast,

Level 3 had worked
about twice as many
weeks, and those in
Level 4 had worked
almost three times as
many weeks, on aver-
age. Similarly, AF.DC or
public assistance recipi-
ents who scored in the
fourth level of prose
literacy had worked
more than twice as
many weeks as those in
the lowest level. Still,

those who performed in

Figure 4.3 .
Average number of weeks worked in the year
preceding the survey, by prose literacy level

Total population

E-N
o
1 .

Food stamps

AFDC or public assistance

Average number of weeks worked
S
L

o
d
10 -
0—5 3 3 7 5
Literacy level
Level 1 2 3 4 5

Total population 19 27 35 38 44
AFDC or public

assistance 11 16 20 24 *
Food stamps 11 17 20 29 *

* Insufficient number of respondents to provide an
accurate estimate.

the average number of
weeks worked by
welfare recipients in
Level 4 was relatively
small—only 24 to 29
weeks in the preceding
year—compared with
the figures for the
general population.
Adults in the gen-
eral population had
worked more weeks in
the preceding year than
welfare recipients who
performed in the same
literacy level. For
example, adults nation-
wide who performed in
Level 1 on the prose
scale had worked an
average of 19 weeks,
compared with 11
weeks for welfare
recipients in this literacy
level. Adults nationwide
who performed in Level
2 had worked 27
weeks, on average,
compared with 16 to 17
weeks for welfare

recipients in this level. A
sinular pattern is found
at the other end of the
performance spectrum.

OCCUPATION

A large percentage
of welfare recipients
reported that their current
or most recent job was in
a craft or service occupa-
tion (43 to 44 percent).
Smaller percentages
reported working in sales
or clerical positions (23 to
24 percent) or in labor or
assembly jobs (25 to 27
percent). In fact, welfare
recipients were more
likely than adults in the
general population to
report that their current or
most recent work was in
the crafts or services, or in
labor or assembly jobs.
They were far less likely
to have worked in profes-
sional or managerial
occupations (Table 4.2).

Source: Unpublshed data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

Table 4.2
Percentage of adults in various occupational
categories
AFDC
Total or public Food
population assistance stamps

Professional,

managerial 24 8 6
Sales, clerical 28 24 23
Craft, service 29 43 44
Labor, assembly 19 25 27

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survay, 1992.
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Adults on welfare
who reported that their
current or most recent
occupation was profes-
sional or managerial
outperformed those in
sales or clerical occupa-
tions, who in turn outper-
formed those in craft or
service occupations, who
in turn outperformed
those in labor or assem-
bly jobs (Figure 4.4).

The average literacy
proficiencies of welfare
recipients were lower
than those of adults in
the general population
who were employed in
the same types of occu-
pations, however. For
example, the average
prose scores of welfare
recipients employed as

laborers or assemblers
(231 to 239) were lower
than those of adults in
the total population who
were employed in such
occupations (249).
Similarly, the average
prose scores of welfare
recipients employed in
craft or service occupa-
tions (252 and 249,
respectively) were
slightly lower than those
of craft or service work-
ers in the general popu-
lation (264). The reasons
for these performance
disparities are not evi-
dent from the survey
data. Each occupational
group covers a broad
spectrum of jobs, how-
ever, and it is plausible
that welfare recipients

Figure 4.4

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Total population
AFDC or public assistance
Food stamps

Average prose literacy proficiencies, by current or
miost recent occupation

PROFESSIONAL OR MANAGERIAL

0
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Avegrage proficiency

Source: Unpubhished data from the National Aduit Literacy Survey., 1992.

are concentrated in jobs
with lower literacy
demands and lower pay.

Another perspective
on the assessrnent
results can be obtained
by comparing the
average literacy pro-
ficiencies of welfare
recipients with those of
adults in the general
population who work in
various occupations
(Figure 4.5). Analyses
show that, on average,
adults working in labor
or assembly occupations
performed slightly better
in the literacy assess-
ment (by 6 points on the
prose scale) than AFDC
or public assistance
recipients, and quite a
bit better (by 13 points)
than food stamps recipi-
ents.

In viewing these
results, however, it is
important to remember

that within each popula-
tion there is a range of
performance. Not all
welfare recipients had
lower prose literacy
scores than laborers and
assemblers in the general
population. On average,
however, that is the case.

WEEKLY WAGES

Individuals who were
employed full time or
part time or were on
leave from their jobs the
week before the survey
were asked to report
their total weekly wage
or salary, before deduc-
tions, for that week. The
average weekly wages
reported by employees
whose families had
received welfare support
in the preceding 12
months were far lower
than those of adults in
the general population

Figure 4.5

Professional or managerial
Sales or clerical

Craft or service

Labor or assembly

AFDC or public assistance

Food stamps

Average prose literacy proficiencies of adults in
the welfare populations compared with those in
the total population in various occupations
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(Table 4.3). The median
weekly wage of
employed AFDC or
public assistan :e recipi-
ents was $184 and that
of employed food
stamps recipients was
$180, while that of
workers nationwide was
$333—almost two times
higher.

Welfare recipients
who performed in Level
3 or 4 reported higher
weekly wages for the
week before the survey,
on average, than did
those who performed in
Level 1 or 2 (Figure 4.0).
In the food stamps pop-
ulation, for example,
individuals who scored
in the third or fourth
level on the prose scale
had average weekly
wages of approximately
$200, while those in the
two lowest levels earned
only about $170 to $180.
In the AFDC or public
assistance population,
adults who performed
in Level 3 or 4 out-
earned their less literate
counterparts by as much
as $00 per week, on
average.

Again the survey
data reveal differences
between welfare recipi-
ents and adults in the
general population who
performed in the same
literacy level. Welfare
recipients who scored in
Level 1 on the prose
scale reported lower
weekly earnings, on
average, than did adults
in the total population
who performed in this
level. The wage differ-
ences between the
welfare populations and
the general population
are so large, in fact, that
welfare recipients who
performed in the fourth
level of prose literacy
earned less, on average,
than adults in the gen-
eral population who
performed in the lowest
level.

ANNUAL
HOUSEHOLD
INCOME

To gather additional
information about their
economic status, survey
respondents were asked
to indicate their family’s
total 1991 income from

Figure 4.6

Average weekly wages, by prose literacy level
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$200

$0

Total population

__. AFDC or public assistance
TR Food stamps

1 2 3

Literacy levei

Level 1
$240 $281 $339 $465 $650

Total population

AFDC or public
assistance

Food stamps

4 5

2 3 4 5

$168 $177 $200 $223 *
$168 $178 $200 $204 *

* Insufficient number of respondents to provide an

accurate estimate.

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992,

Table 4.3
Average weekly wages

Total population

Food stamps

AFDC or public assistance

$333
$184
$180

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

all sources. The dispari-
ties in annual household
income between welfare
recipients and adults in
the general population
are even larger than the
disparities in weekly
wages. AFDC, public
assistance, and food
stamps recipients had a
median annual house-
hold income of roughly
$10,000 the year before
the survey, or less than
$900 per month. In
contrast, the median
annual family income of
adults in the general
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population was nearly
$31,000, or about $2,600
per month (Table 4.4).
Across the literacy
levels, substantial
income disparities are
found between welfare
recipients and adults in
the general population
who performed in the
same literacy level
(Figure 4.7). This pat-
tern even holds true in
the lowest literacy level.
Adults in the general
population who scored
in Level 1 on the prose
scale had an average




Table 4.4

Total population

Food stamps

Average annual household income

AFDC or public assistance

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992,

$30,824
$10,138
$9,732

annual household
income of $15,480,
which is roughly twice
that of AFDC or public
assistance recipients
($8,520) and food
stamps recipients
($7,740) who scored in
this level.

In the general
population, those with
higher literacy
proficiencies clearly
enjoy a substantial
economic advantage
over those with lower
proficiencies. The
average annual house-
hold income of adults in
each level is approxi-
mately $10,000 higher
than that of adults in the
preceding level. As a
result, individuals who
performed in Level 5
had annual incomes that
were more than three
times higher than those
of adults in Level 1.

Welfare recipients
with higher literacy
proficiencies also have
higher incomes than
those with low pro-
ficiencies. Among AFDC
or public assistance
recipients, for example,

average annual house-
hold income almost
doubles between Level 1
and Level 4—an increase
of about $7,000. This rate
of increase is smaller
than that found in the
general population,
however. Thus, higher
literacy levels appear to
have a smaller payoff in
the welfare populations
than in the general
population.

The average annual
household income of
weifare recipients who
performed in Level 4
($14,000 to $16,000) was
roughly equivalent to that
of adults in the general
population who per-
formed in the lowest
literacy level ($15,000).

SUMMARY

e Adults on welfare were
less than half as likely
as adults in the general
population to have
been employed full
time the week before
the survey (21 to 23
percent, compared with
48 percent, respec-
tively). Further, they

595

Average annual household income

Figure 4.7

Average annual household income, by prose
literacy level
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-~ Food stamps
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Literacy level

Level 1 2 3 4 5
Total
population:

$15,480 25,010 35,020 45,610 55,400
AFDC or
public assistance:

$8,520 9,540 11,710 15,820 .
Food
stamps:

$7,740 9,860 11,990 14,360 *

* Insufficient number of respondents to provide an accurate
estimate.

Source: Unpublished data from the National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992.

assistance, and food
stamps recipients
who were out of the
labor force were
more limited than
those of their coun-
terparts in the gen-
eral population.

were far more likely to
have been unemployed
(22 to 24 percent) or
out of the labor force
(44 percent).

Welfare recipients who
were active in the labor
force performed better

in the assessment, on hd
average, than those

who were not. On

average, the literacy

skills of AFDC, public

AFDC, public assis-
tance, and food
stamps recipients said
they had worked
only about 16 weeks
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(or four months)
during the year before
the survey, on aver-
age, while adults
nationwide had
worked an average of
about 30 weeks.

in the welfare popula-
tions, as in the general
population, adults
with higher levels of
literacy proficiency
tended to have
worked more weeks
in the year before the
survey than those with
lower levels of profi-
ciency. For example,
food stamps recipients
in Level 1 on the
prose scale had
worked an average of
just 11 weeks in the
preceding year, com-
pared with 29 weeks
for those in Level 4.
Still, the average
number of weeks
worked by welfare
recipients in the upper
levels was consider-
ably lower than that of
their counterparts in
the general population

e Welfare recipients

were less likely than
adults in the gencral
population to report
that their current or
most recent occupa-
tion was professional
or managerial and
more likely to report
that it was in the
crafts or services, or
in labor or assembly.

e Just as in the general

population, welfare
recipients whose
current or most
recent occupation
was professional or
managerial outper-
formed welfare
recipients in sales or
clerical occupations,
who in turn outper-
formed recipients in
craft or service
occupations, who in
turn outperformed
recipients in labor or
assembly jobs. The
average literacy
proficiencies of
adults on welfare
were lower than
those of adults in the
general population

who were employed
in the same occupa-
tions.

The median weekly
wage of employed
AFDC or public
assistance recipients
was $184 and that of
employed food
stamps recipients was
$180, while that of
workers nationwide
was $333—almost two
times higher.

e Welfare recipients

who performed in
Level 3 or 4 reported
higher weekly wages
for the week before
the survey, on aver-
age, than did those in
Level 1 or 2. How-
ever, even welfare
recipients who per-
formed in Level 4
earned less than
adults in the general
population who
performed in Level 1.

Welfare recipients had
a median annual
household income of
roughly $10,000 the

o6

year before the
survey, or less than
$900 per month. In
contrast, the median
income of adults in
the general popula-
tion was nearly
$31,000, or about
$2,600 per month.

As in the general
population, welfare
recipients with higher
literacy proficiencies
have a substantial
economic advantage
over those with lower
proficiencies. Be-
tween Level 1 and
Level 4, the average
annual household
income of AFDC or
public assistance
recipients almost
doubles, for example.
This rate of increase
is smaller than that
found in the general
population, however.
Thus, higher literacy
levels appear to have
a srnaller payoff in
the welfare popula-
tions than in the
gencral population.
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PART V:
RAISING
LITERACY
LEVELS

This report paints a
clear picture of the low
literacy levels found
among many adults on
welfare. It leaves little
doubt that literacy and
dependency are inter-
twined: Welfare recipi-
ents with the lowest
levels of literacy are the
least likely to be
employed, and even
when they are em-
ployed they tend to
earn lower wages and
work fewer weeks in
the year than those with
higher literacy levels.
Literacy is the
product of a lifetime,
however. Many activi-
ties and conditions
nurture it, as shown
in this report and in
other research reports
issued by the National
Center for Education
Statistics and Educa-
tional Testing Service.
The primary question
is, can effective educa-
tion and literacy train-
ing programs be cre-
ated that will signifi-
cantly raise the levels
of literacy among
welfare recipients?
Furthermore, would
these gains translate
into increased employ-
ment opportunities,
higher earnings, and

-reduced dependency?

Serious efforts to
“reform” welfare in one
way or another have
been under way since
the legislation that
created the Work Incen-
tive Program was
enacted in the 1960s.
Periodic attempts have
been made to reduce the
welfare rolls through
work incentives, work
requirements, and
various kinds of training
programs. Some pro-
grams have included
basic education, but this
has not been pursued
seriously as a way to
reduce the welfare rolls
until recently, with the
enactment of the JOBS
program in 1938.

In this section of the
report, we examine
several literacy and
education programs for
welfare recipients and
explore whether these
programs have demon-
strated success in
strengthening recipients’
literacy skills, raising
incomes, and reducing
dependency.* While
numerous education and
literacy programs for
adults on welfare have
been created in the past
few decades, only a few
have been subjected to
rigorous evaluation and
follow-up, employing

control groups. These
are the efforts described
here.

BASIC EDUCATION

In 1985 California
created the Greater
Avenues for Indepen-
dence (GAIN) program.
This statewide program
is the first attempt at
providing education for
welfare recipients on a
large scale. It required
basic education for all
welfare recipients
whose skills appeared
to be deficient enough
to prevent their training
or employment. The
national JOBS program,
enacted in 1988 under
the Family Support Act,
used GAIN as a model.

The GAIN program
was evaluated by the
Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corpora-
tion from March 1988 to
June 1990, using control
groups created through
random assignment.**
Sixty-five percent of
AFDC recipients were
designated as needing
basic education, and 58
percent of these indi-
viduals were referred to
basic education in the
five counties included in
the evaluation. The
program options werc:

*Many of these progranis tse (oals in addiion to education, however, and the separate contnibution made by education

15 often not wentifiable

se5e¢ Karin Martinson and Dantel Fricdlander (1904, January) GAIN Basic Edication i a Welfare-to-Work Program
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, and James Riccio et al (1994, September) (AN Benefurs, Costs, and ‘Three-
Year Impacts Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation

o
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programs were evaluated.

To measure their literacy
skills, both the experi-
mental and control
groups were given the
Tests of Applied Literacy
Skills, developed by
Educational Testing
Service.

The evaluation found
that it was indeed fea-
sible to provide basic
education on a large
scale. The program also
succeeded in increasing
the number of GED
recipients in all five
counties. The literacy test
results were not encour-
aging, however. In four
of the five counties, the
test scores of welfare
recipients who partici-
pated in education
programs did not
increase relative to those
of the control groups.
When the results were
summed for all five
counties, there were no
gains in literacy scores.

San Diego was the
only county to experi-
ence a large and statisti-
cally significant increase
in literacy scores. This
was also the only county
to create its own basic
education program
specifically to serve the
GAIN population. All the
other counties enrolled
clients in regular adult
basic education pro-
grams. San Diego

believed that the regular
programs would not be
appropriate for the
welfare population, and
it used extra funds to
tailor a curriculum to fit
the needs of that popula-
tion. Compared with the
education programs in
the other counties,
attendance in the San
Diego program was
better monitored and
hours of instruction were
longer.

The evaluators
caution that the results
should not be over-
interpreted due to
various limitations of the
study. For example, the
instruction provided may
not have reflected what
is measured in the
literacy test, since the
curriculum was not
designed with that
particular test in mind.
As such evaluations go,
however, the study is
sound, and such Man-
power Demonstration
Research Corporation
studies are the best ever
undertaken of social
programs in this country.

What is learned from
this example? We must
look closely at the
education programs in
the four counties in
which no literacy gains
were found. We also
need to closely examine
the successful experience

in San Diego, where a
customized education
program for welfare
recipients produced
positive results. It is also
important to see whether,
in programs that have a
positive impact on
literacy, there are also
payoffs in increased
earnings. In these coun-
ties, participants had no
earnings gains (on
average) through the
second year of follow-up.
In the third year, income
gains were found, but
these do not follow
expected patterns. The
large gains in literacy
scores in San Diego did
not translate into income
gains. In Riverside
county, on the other
hand, there were consid-
erable income gains
despite the lack of
significant gains in
literacy scores.

The results of the
GAIN program are
encouraging in some
respects and confounding
in others. They point to
areas in need of addi-
tional inquiry and pro-
gram development.

SCHOOL
ATTENDANCE, BY
STICKS AND
CARROTS

Ohio's Learning,
Earning, and Parenting

*see David Long, ¢t al (1994, October) LEAP Effects of LEAP and Enhanced Serrices in Cleteland Manpower Demonstra-

ton Rescarch Corporation

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Program (LEAP) uses
both financial incentives
and penaltiés to pro-
mote school attendance
by pregnant and
parenting teenagers on
welfare. While these
individuals represent
only a small proportion
of the welfare popula-
tion, they are the group
most likely to become
long-term welfare
recipients.

In this program,
pregnant women and
custodial parents
(mostly women) under
age 20 who are receiv-
ing AFDC must attend
school if they do not
have a high school
diploma or a GED. If
they attend, they get a
$62 monthly bonus as
well as child care and
transportation assis-
tance. If they do not
attend, the monthly
check is reduced by
$62, so that those who
comply with the
requirement receive
$124 per month more
than those who do not.

The Manpower
Demonstration Research
Corporation has been
evaluating LEAP in 12
counties using an
experimental research
design in which nearly
10,000 teenage parents
were randomly assigned
either to a program




group or to a control
group. The groups are
being followed over time.*

In the first year, the
program improved
school retention, sub-
stantially reducing the
drop out rate. It also
resulted in a significant
number of out-of-school
parents enrolling in a
school or GED prepara-
tion program. Based on
limited early data, how-
ever, the increased
retention and enroliment
appear to have had only
small effects on high
school and GED comple-
tion rates. A program in
Cleveland offers addi-
tional services to mothers
enrolled in school, and
these enhancements
seem to increase school
completion rates more
than the LEAP program
alone.

According to pro-
gram evaluators, “LEAP
has been shown to be a
workable and relatively
inexpensive program that
significantly improves the
school performance of
teen parents on welfare.”
Yet they also conclude
that with or without the
program, few teenage
parents in Cleveland
finish high school or
receive a GED. It
remains to be seen
whether the schooling

gains that occur under
the program translate
into improved employ-
ment, increased income,
and reduced welfare
payments over time.

TEACHING IN
CONTEXT

When literacy or
basic education is insuffi-
cient to enter skill train-
ing or obtain a job, the
traditional approach has
been to provide basic
education in classrooms.
Then, after spending a
certain amount of time
there, or upon reaching
some desired level of
competence based on
examinations, a person
may be considered ready
for skill training or for
seeking a job with the
expectation that an
employer will provide
the training.

Another approach
is to integrate literacy
instruction and job
training, providing
literacy skills each step
of the way as needed to
perform the training. In
this way, all instruction
is made relevant to the
process of learning to
do a job successfully.
Thomas Sticht, a leader
in developing this train-
ing approach for the
armed forces, calls this

“functional context
training.” The Work in
America Institute, a
major policy center for
literacy studies, calls it
“job-linked literacy.” The
institute has published
an extensive collection of
case studies of such
practices within industry,
which are typically
applied to persons who
have already been hired
but who have insufficient
literacy skills.*

In regular classroom
approaches it typically
takes 12 years for the
average young person to
attain a 12th grade
reading level. As a
practical matter, an
employer cannot help
someone with limited
reading skills to attain
this level of proficiency,
and those who need
these skills are not likely
to be willing to devote
long periods of time to
acquire the education
they need, particularly
when they need a paying
job and the possibility of
getting one after literacy
training is an unknown
factor.

One program that
integrates literacy instruc-
tion and job training, the
army'’s Functional Lit-
eracy (FLIT) program,
grew out of a concern in
the early 1970s about the

*See Work 1n Amenca Institute. (1991). Job-Linked Literacy. Innotative Strategies at Waork, Part 1, Vestibule Training  Hasic

Skills fur New Hire

**Efforts to integrate academic and vocatonal instruction are @

1so evident in programs c:tablished under the Perkins Act

and in the Southern Regional Education Board's 20 state “High Schools That Work™ consortium project

shrinking pool of edu-
cated recruits. The Army
was worried that it
would be pressed to take
in greater numbers of
people who were less
prepared educationally
for its training, and it
created a new program
to address the need.

In evaluations, the
FLIT program produced
three times the amount
of gain as did the con-
ventional program.
Those who participated
in the program also
retained 80 percent of
the literacy skills they
were taught, compared
with 40 percent in the
traditional program.

The Center for
Employment Training
provides an example of
how job-linked literacy
instruction can be used in
the civilian economy.**
The center works with
youth from disadvantaged
backgrounds, many of
whom are on welfare. Its
approach has many
important features
beyond literacy instruc-
tion, such as an outreach
and recruitment system, a
unique approach to
screening and placement,
support services and
child care, job placement,
and follow-up counseling
and assistance after job
placement.

ERIC , 99

e 57




Of greatest relevance
here, however, is its
approach to literacy
training. The Center does
not use tests to determine
the literacy levels of new
recruits. Instead, it
observes what students
can do during a one-
week trial in one of its
training programs. This
week is a tryout period
for the student, as weli,
and he or she can decide
to change programs. The
program is open-ended
so that students can enter
at any time and remain
as long as they need to.
Those who have basic
skills deficiencies require
an additional three to six
weeks on average, and
the total training period
averages about six
months.

As described by
Sticht, the program
“use(s) a functional con-
text approach in which
training closely simulates
the job setting, basic
skills education is inte-
grated with job skills
training, and progress
and completion is based
on competent task
performance, not simply
completion of a certain
number of hours of
training.”

This program has
been evaluated many
times over the years,
and recently Alan B.
Krueger summarized
the results of these
evaluations.® “The
one short-term class-
room training program
for youth which has
been reliably evaluated
and found to produce
large and statistically
significant earnings
gains is the Center for
Employment and
Training (CET) project
in San Jose,” he

reports. “CET produced

average annual earn-
ings gains of over
$3,000 for youth
enrollees during the
third and fourth year
after graduation. . . .
[Further, it] produces
significant earnings
gains averaging $1,500
annually for minority
single parents.”

In general, Krueger
concludes, short-term
classroom training, by
itself, “usually has not
been a successful
strategy for youth.” The
approach used by the
Center for Employment
Training—providing
literacy training as part
of job training—is a

*Alan B. Krueger. What's Worksng (And What's Not).

**These excerpts are from a summary of evaluation studies lssued hy the National Governor's Association. which provides
considerable detail about these studies and the original sources. Sce Evelyn Ganzglass. (1994.) Research Findings on the
Fffectiveness of State Welfare-to-Work Programs. National Governor's Association.

bright spot in an other-
wise bleak array of
programmatic approaches.

OTHER EFFORTS

Over the years many
programs have sought to
address the literacy and
education needs of
welfare recipients and
disadvantaged popula-
tions generally. We have
described several inten-
sive efforts designed to
assist individuals who
need such interventions
in order to find work or
enter training programs.
We have analyzed
programs that were
subjected to carefully
designed evaluation
studies, in which the
results for groups who
received the program
intervention were com-
pared with control
groups who did not. (It
should be noted, how-
ever, that many would
have received related or
similar services else-
where—a fact that
confounds even the best
experimental research
studies.)

Beyond these efforts,
several other programs
and studies should be
mentioned.**

60

e The Teenage Parent
Demonstration. This
comprehensive
program, which
operated at three sites
from late 1987
through mid-1991,
paralleled require-
ments for custodial
teenage parents in the
Federal Family Sup-
port Act of 1988. It
provided adult educa-
tion to those identi-
fied as needing it.
Participation in school
increased 12 percent-
age points as a result
of the intervention,
from 19 percent to 29
percent.

e New Chance. This
program was
designed to promote
self-sufficiency among
young welfare moth-
ers and improve the
well-being of their
children. Although
individuals in the
experimental group
spent nearly twice as
much time in the
education programs
as did those in the
control group, no
gains in reading skills
were found.
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o The JOBS program.
The Rockefeller
Institute of Govern-
ment of the State
University of New
York is conducting a
three-year study of the
implementation of this
federal program in 10
states. This will be the
most comprehensive
assessment of progress
under the 1988 Fed-
eral reform law that
created the JOBS
program.

SUMMARY

We have not
attempted to present an
exhaustive picture of the
use of education to
reduce dependency, and
we make no effort to
draw firm conclusions
about what is possible
and what is effective
from this research. Still,
from the examples and
evidence presented here,
we can make a number
of observations.

e Education and training
can play a positive
role in raising the
literacy levels of
welfare recipients, but
this outcome is not
easy to achieve.

There is considerable
promise in the integra-
tion of literacy instruc-
tion and training, as
seen in the Army’s
functional literacy
program and the
Center for Employ-
ment Training pro-
gram.

Opportunities and
requirements to
participate in basic
education programs
can result in large
enrollments of welfare
recipients in such
programs.

Literacy and education
programs sometimes
increase the measured
literacy proficiencies
of welfare recipients,
compared with those
of recipients in control
groups.

Some types of pro-
grams succeed in
increasing the num-
bers of welfare recipi-
ents who earn GED
certificates.

Among welfare recipi-
ents who participate in
education or literacy
training, higher lit-

eracy proficiencies
may not lead to higher
earnings.

¢ The quality of the
educational programs
provided to welfare
recipients is likely to
vary considerably,
particularly depending
on whether the pro-
grams are tailored to
meet recipients’ needs.

e Education is typically
only one element in a
package of programs
and services needed
by welfare recipients.

o Assigning welfare
recipients to existing
adult basic education
programs appears to
have little measurable
effect on raising their
literacy proficiencies.

e Raising the incomes of
welfare recipients is
likely to require job
development and
placement, child care,
and other services in
addition to education
and literacy training. It
is difficult to identify
the separate impacts
of these various
program components.*

*Deternunmg this would require complex and expensive fesearc h uang “planned varmations” to separiie out the particular

program factors responsible for outcomes
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IN
CONCLUSION

The detailed findings of
this inquiry into the
literacy skills of the
welfare population are
summarized at the
beginning of this report
and at the end of each
chapter. They will not
be repeated here.

What do we take
away from this in-depth
look at the literacy pro-
ficiencies of AFDC,
public assistance, and
food stamps recipients?
In our view, the princi-
pal messages of this
report are as follows.

e Low literacy pro-
ficiencies are wide-
spread in the welfare
population. About
three of every four
AFDC, public assis-
tance, and food
stamps recipients
performed in the
two lowest levels
of literacy defined
in the National Adult
Literacy Survey. In
its 1994 report, the
National Education
Goals Panel stated
that “improving the
skills of those in the
two lowest levels is
the most urgent . . .
because the relation-
ship between pov-
erty and low levels
of literacy is so
strong.”

o [evels of literacy und
degrees of success in

the labor market are
clearly and closely
linked. This is true in
the general popula-
tion, and it is true
among those on
welfare: aduits with
higher levels of
literacy are likely to
work more weeks
during the year and,
when working, are
likely to earn higher
weekly wages. Even
more importantly, as
levels of literacy
increase, the percent-
age of adults on
welfare declines.

Literacy is a currency
in the labor market.
The less a population
has of that currency,
the greater the likeli-
hood that it will be
spending hard cur-
rency from the gov-
ernment treasury to
remedy the problem.

Welfare dependency
can be reduced
through literacy
interventions in two
ways: by increasing
literacy levels in the
general population to
reduce the risk of
Salling into depen-
dency, and by raising
the literacy levels of
those already on
welfare to belp them
become more finan-
cially self-sufficient.
Literacy plays a large
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role in the risk of
becoming dependent
as well as in the
capacity to regain
independence. First,
we must improve our
early childhood and
public education
systems and
strengthen family and
community support
for learning. Further,
we must raise the
literacy skills of the
many welfare recipi-
ents who have limited
proficiencies by
providing them with
intensive, tailored
programs. At the
same time, we must
recognize that factors
other than literacy are
involved in becoming
dependent—and in
becoming indepen-
dent. We have not
addressed these
factors in this report.

Not just any literacy
or education program
will succeed in raising
welfare recipients’
literacy skills or
improving their
employment or
economic praspects.
This is clear from the
experimental research
summarized earlier in
this report. We must
look at successful and
unsuccessful practices
and approaches to
find the best paths to
higher levels of




literacy. Further, we
must identify ancillary
programs and services
that are critical to the
success of literacy and
education programs
and to subsequent
success in the job
market.

Aside from the quality
of literacy and educa-
tion programs, there is
the matter of quantity.
The 1988 Job Opportu-
nities and Basic Skills
(JOBS) program is a
positive step, but
implementation lags
far behind demand,
and programs are very
unevenly distributed
among the states. In
1993, Wyoming had
less than 30 AFDC
recipients enrolled in
basic education pro-
grams, while California
had 22,000. Nation-
wide, 124,000 welfare
recipients were
enrolled in programs
that year.

The future of efforts
to raise the basic educa-
tion of welfare recipients
remains uncertain. As we
write this report, a new
welfare reform bill that
would end the JOBS
program as a federal
entity is moving through
the Congress, with
discretion given to the
states on how to spend
block grants. Still, the
program remains in
place in most states, and
governors and state
legislatures can continue
to build on its promising
beginnings, whatever the
outcome of current
legisiative efforts.

Clearly we have far
to go to reach our goal
of helping all welfare
recipients to strengthen
their literacy skills, find
new or better jobs, and
become financially self-
sufficient. We hope that
this report will help
guide those who are
pursuing these crucial
objectives.
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