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PREFACE 

he United States has always been a mosaic of cultures, but the diversity of 

our population has increased by striking proportions in recent years. As 

Barbara Everitt Bryant, director of the Bureau of the Census, has written: "If 

you gave America a face in 1990, it would have shown the first sign of wrinkles 

[and] it would have been full of color."l The median age of Americans 

continues to rise, growing from 30 to almost 33 years during the 1980s. It is 

projected that by the year 2080, nearly 25 percent of the adults in this nation 

will be over 65, compared with only about 12 percent today. The racial and 

ethnic composition of the nation also continues to change. While 3.7 million 

people of Asian or Pacific Islander origin were living in this country in 1980, 

there were 7.2 million a decade later - a change of almost 100 percent. The 

number of individuals of Hispanic origin also rose dramatically over this time 

period, from roughly 6 to 9 percent of the population, or more than 22 million 

people. Our increasing diversity can not only be seen but also heard: today, 

some 32 million individuals in the United States speak a language other than 

English, and these languages range from Spanish ana Chinese to Yupik and 

Mon-Khmer.2 

Given these patterns and changes, this is an opportune time to explore the 

literacy skills of adults in this nation. In 1988, the U.S. Congress called on the 

Department of Education to support a national literacy survey of America's 

adults. While recent studies funded by the federal government explored the 

literacy of young adults and job seekers, the National Adult Literacy Survey is 

the first to provide accurate and detailed information on the skills of the adult 

population as a whole - information that, to this pOint, has been unavailable. 

Perhaps never before have so many people from so many different sectors 

of society been concerned about adult literacy. Numerous reports published in 

1 B.E. Bryant. (1991). "The Changing Face of the United States." The World Almanac and Book of Facts. 
1992. New York, NY: Pharos Books. p. 72. 

2 United States Department of Commerce. (1993. April). "Number of Non-English Language Speaking 
Americans Up Sharply in 19805. CensliS Bureau Says." United States Department of Commerce News. 
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the last decade - including A Nation at Risk, The Bottom Line, The Subtle 
Danger, Literacy: Profiles of Americas Young Adults, Jump Start: The Federal 
Role in Adult Education, Workforce 2000, ,Americas Choice: High Skills or 
Low Wages, and Beyond the School Doors - have provided evidence that a 

large portion of our population lacks adequate literacy skills and have 

intensified the debate over how this problem should be addressed. 

Concerns about literacy are not new. In fact, throughout our nation's 

history there have been periods when the literacy skills of the population were 

judged inadequate. Yet, the nature of these concerns has changed radically over 

time. In the past, the lack of ability to read and use printed materials wa.c; seen 

primarily as an individual problem, with implications for a permn's job 

opportunities, educational goals, sense of fulfillment, and participation in 

society. Now, however, it is increasingly viewed as a national problem, with 

implications that reach far beyond the individual. Concerns about the human 

costs of limited literacy have, in a sense, been overshadowed by concerns about 

the economic and social costs. 

Although Americans today are, on the whole, better educated and more 

literate than any who preceded them, many employers say they are unable to 

find enough workers with the reading, writing, mathematical, and other 

competencies required in the workplace. Changing economic, demographic, 

and labor-market forces may exacerbate the problem in the future. As a recent 

study by the American SocievJ for Training and Development concluded, 

"These forces are creating a human capital deficit that threatens U.S. competitiveness 

and acts as a banier to individual opporturiities for all Americans.":) 

Whether fuLure jobs will have greater literacy requirements than today's 

jobs, or whether the gap between the nation's literacy resources and its needs 

will widen, are' open questions. The evidence to support such predictions is 

scarce. What many beHeve, however, is that our current systems of education 

and training are inadequate to ensure individual opportunities, improve economic 

productivity, or strengthen our nation's competitiveness in the global marketplace. 

There is widespread agreement that we as a nation must respond to the 

literacy challenge, not only to preserve our economic vitality but also to ensure 

that every individual has a full range Df opportunities for personal fulfillment 

and participation in society. At the historic education summit in Charlottesville, 

Virginia, the nation's governors - including then-Governor Clinton - met 

with then-President Bush to establish a set of national education goals that 

would guide this country into the twenty-first century. As adopted in 1990 by 

members of the National Governors' Association, one of the six goals states: 

3 A.P. Carnevale, L.J. Gainer, A.S. Meltzer, and S.L. Holland. (1988, October). "Workplace Basics: The Skills 
Emplo;rers Want" TmJnlng and Development ]ouTTllJl. pp. 20-30 . 
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the last decade - including A Nation at Risk, The Bottom Line, The Subtle 
Danger, Literacy: Profiles of Americas Young Adults,Jump Start: The Federal 
Role in Adult Education, Workforce 2000, .Americas Choice: High Skills or 

Low Wages, and Beyond the School Doors - have provided evidence that a 

large portion of our population lacks adequate literacy skills and have 

intensified the debate over how this problem should be addressed. 

Concerns about literacy are not new. In fact, throughout our nation's 

history there have been periods when the literacy skills of the population were 

judged inadequate. Yet, the nature of these concerns has changed radically over 

time. In the past, the lack of ability to read and use printed materials wa~ seen 

primarily as an individual problem, with implications for a permn's job 

opportunities, educational goals, sense of fulfillment, and participation in 

society. Now, however, it is increasingly viewed ac; a national problem, with 

implications that reach far beyond the individual. Concerns about the human 

costs of limited literacy have, in a sense, been overshadowed by concerns about 

the economic and social costs. 

Although Americans today are, on the whole, better educated and more 

literate than any who preceded them, many employers say they are unable to 

find enough workers with the reading, writing, mathematical, and other 

competencies required in the workplace. Changing economic, demographic, 

and labor-market forces may exacerbate the problem in the future. As a recent 

study by the American Socief:'lj for Training and Development concluded, 

"These forces are creating a human capital deficit that threatens U.S. competitiveness 

and acts as a banier to individual opportumties for all Americans.":! 

Whether future jobs will have greater literacy requirements than today's 

jobs, or whether the gap between the nation's literacy resources and its needs 

will widen, are' open questions. The evidence to support such predictions is 

scarce. What many believe, however, is that our current systems of education 

and training are inadequate to ensure individual opportunities, inlprove economic 

productivity, or strengthen our nation's competitiveness in the global marketplace. 

There is widespread agreement that we as a nation must respond to the 

literacy challenge, not only to preserve our economic vitality but also to ensure 

that every individual has a full range of opportunities for personal fulfillment 

and participation in society. At the historic education summit in Charlottesville, 

Virginia, the nation's governors - including then-Governor Clinton - met 

with then-President Bush to establish a set of national education goals that 

would guide this country into the twenty-fIrst century. As adopted in 1990 by 

members of the National Governors' Association, one of the six goals states: 

3 A.P. Carnevale, L.J. Gainer, A.S. Meltzer, and S.L. HoIland. (1988, October). "Workplace Basics: The Skills 
Emplo;-rers Want." ThJJnlng and Development Journal. pp. 20-30 . 
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By the year 2000, every adult American will be 
literate and will possess the knowledge and skills 

necessary to compete in a global economy and 
exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 

The following year, Congress passed the National Literacy Act of 1991, 

the purpose of which is "to enhance the literacy and basic skills of adults, to 

ensure that all adults in the United States acquire the basic skills necessary to 

function effectively and achieve the greatest possible opportunity in their work 

and in their lives, and to strengthen and coordinate adult literacy programs." 

But how should these ambitious goals be pursued? In the past, whenever 

the population's skills were called into question, critics generally focused on the 

educational system and insisted that school reforms were necessary if the 

nation were to escape serious social and economic consequences. Today, 

however, many of those who need to improve their literacy skills have already 

left school. In fact, it is estimated that almost 80 percent of the work force for 

the year 2000 is already employed. Moreover, many of those who demonstrate 

limited literacy skills do not perceive that they hav~ a problem. Clearly, then, 

the schools alone cannot strengthen the abilities of present and future 

employees, and of the population as a whole. A broad-based response seems 

necessary. 

To initiate such a response, we need more than localized reports or 

anecdotal information from employers, public leaders, or the press; accurate 

and detailed information about our current status is essential. As reading 

researchers John Carroll and Jean Chall observed in their book Toward a 
Literate Society, "any national program for improving literacy skills would have 

to be based on the best possible information as to where the deficits are and 

how serious they are."4 SurpriSingly, though, we do lack accurate and detailed 

information about literacy in our nation - including how many individuals 

have limited skills, who they are, and the severity of their problems. 

In 1988, Congress asked the U.S. Department of Education to address 

this need for information on the nature and extent of adult literacy. In 

response, the Department's National Center for Education Statistics and 

Division of Adult Education and Literacy called for a. national household 

survey of the literacy skills of adults in the United States. A contract was 

awarded to Educational Testing Service and a subcontract to Westat, Inc. to 

design and. conduct the National Adult Literacy Survey, the results of which are 

presented in these pages. 

4 J.B. Carroll and J.S. Chall, eds. (1975). Toward a Literate Society: A Repori from the National Academy of 
Education. New York, NY: McGraw-Hili. p. II. 
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During the first eight months of 1992, trained staff conducted household 

interviews with nearly 13,600 individuals aged 16 and older who had been 

randomly selected to represent the adult population in this country. In 

addition, approximately 1,000 adults were surveyed in each of 12 states that 

chose to participate in a special study deSigned to produce state-level results 

that are comparable to the national data. Finally, some 1,100 inmates from 80 

federal and state prisons were interviewed to gather information on the skills of 

the prison population. Each individual was asked to spend about an hour 

responding to a series of diverse literacy tasks and providing information on his 

or her background, education, labor market experiences, and reading practices. 

The results of the National Adult Literacy Survey comprise an enormous 

set of data that includes more than a million responses to the literacy tasks and 

background questions. More important than the size of the database, however, 

is the fact that it provides information that was previously unavailable -

information that is essential to understanding this nation's literacy resources. 

To ensure that the survey results will reach a wide audience, the 

committees that guided the project recommended that the findings be issued 

in a series of reports. This first volume in the series offers an overview of the 

results. Additional reports offer a more detailed look at particular issues that 

are explored in a general way in this report, including: 

• literacy in the work force 

• literacy and education 

• literacy among older adults 

• literacy in the prison population 

• literacy and cultural diversity 

• literacy practices 

A final report conveys technical infnrmation about the survey design and 

the methods used to implement it. 

Although these reports focus almost exclusively on the results of the 

National Adult Literacy Survey, their contents have much broader implications. 

The rich collection of information they contain can be used to inform policy 

debates, set program objectives, and reflect on our society'S literacy resources 

and needs. 

Irwin S. Kirsch 

Project Director 
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This report provides a first look at the results of the National Adult Literacy 

Survey, a project funded by the U.S. Department of Education and 

administered by Educational Testing Service, in collabora~on with Westat, Inc. 

It provides the most detailed portrait that has e""er been available on the 

condition of literacy in this nation - and on the unrealized potential of its 

citizens. 

Many pa'lt studies of adult literacy have tried to count the number of 

"illiterates" in this nation, thereby treating literacy as a condition that. 

individuals either do or do not have. We believe that such efforts are inherently 

arbitrary and misleading. They are also damaging, in that they fail to 

acknowledge both the complexity of the literacy problem and the range of 

solutions needed to address it. 

The National Adult Literacy SUlvey (NALS) is based on a different 

definition of literacy, and therefore follows a different approach to measuring 

it. The aim of this survey is to profile the English literacy of adults in the 

United States based on their performance across a wide array of tasks that 

reflect the types of materials and demands they encounter in their daily lives. 

To gather the information on adults' literacy skills, trained staff 

interviewed nearly 13,600 individuals aged 16 and older during the first eight 

months of 1992. These participants had been randomly selected to represent 

the adult population in the country as a whole. In addition, about 1,000 adults 

were surveyed in each of 12 states that chose to participate in a special study 

deSigned to provide state-level results that are comparable to the national data. 

Finally, some 1,100 inmates from 80 federal and state prisons were inteIviewed 

to gather information on the proficiencies of the prison population. In total, 

over 26,000 adults were surveyed. 

Each survey participant was asked to spend approximately an hour 

responding to a series of diverse literacy tasks as well as questions about his or 

her demographic characteristics, educational background, reading practices, 

and other areas related to literacy. Based on their responses to the survey tasks, 
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adults received proficiency scores along three scales which reflect varying 

degrees of skill in prose, document, and quantitative literacy. The scales are 

powerful tools which make it possible to explore the proportions of adults in 

various subpopulations of interest who demonstrated successive levels of 

performance. 

This report describes the types and levels of literacy skills demonstrated 

by adults in this country and analyzes the variation in skills across major 

subgroups in the population. It also explores connections between literacy skills 

and social and economic variables such as voting, economic status, weeks 

w'Jrked, and earnings. Some of the major findings are highlighted. here. 

The literacy Skills of America's Adults 

-----~:. 

., Twenty-one to 23 percent - or some 40 to 44 million of the 191 million 

adults in this country - demonstrated skills in the lowest level of prose, 

document, and quantitative proficiencies (Levell). Though all adults in this 

level displayed limited skills, their characteristics are diverse. Many adults in 

this level performed simple, routine tasks involving brief and uncomplicated 

texts and documents. For example, they were able to total an entry on a 

deposit slip, locate the time or place of a meeting on a form, and identifY a 

piece of specific information in a brief news article. Others were unable to 

perform these types of tasks, and some had such limited skills that they were 

unable to respond to much of the survey. 

e Many factors help to explain why so many adults demonstrated English 

literacy skills in the lowest proficiency ievd defined (Levell). Twenty-five 

percent of the respondents who performed in this level were immigrants 

who may have been just learning to speak English. Nearly two-thirds of 

those in Levell (62 percent) had terminated their education before 

completing high school. A third were age 65 or older, and 26 percent had 

physical, mental, or health conditions that kept them from participating fully 

in work, school, housework, or other activities. Nineteen percent of the 

respondents in Levell reported having visual difficulties that affect their 

ability to read print. 

• Some 25 to 28 percent of the respondents, representing about 50 million 

adults nationwide, demonstrated skills in the next higher level of proficiency 

(Level 2) on each of the literacy scales. While their skills were more varied 

than those of individuals performing in Levell, their repertoire was still 

quite limited. They were generally able to locate information in text, to make 

low-level inferences using printed materials, and to integrate easily 

xiv ...... Executive Summary 



identifiable pieces of information. Further, they demonstrated the ability to 

perform quantitative tasks that involve a Single operation where the numbers 

are either stated or can be easily found in text. For example, adults in this 

. level were able to calculate th.e total cost of a purchase or determine the 

difference in price between two items. They could also locate a particular 

intersection on a street map and enter background information on a Simple form . 

.. Individuals in Levels 1 and 2 were much less likely ,to respond correctly to 

the more challenging literacy tasks in the assessment - those requiring 

higher level reading and problem-solving skills. In particular, they were apt 

to experience considerable difficulty in perfonning tasks that required them 

to integrate or synthesize information from complex or lengthy texts or to 

perform quantitative tasks that involved two or more sequential operations 

and in which the individual had to set up the problem. 

• The approximately 90 million adults who performed in Levels 1 and 2 did 

not neceSSarily perceive themselves as being "at risk." Across the literacy 

scales, 66 to 75 percent of the adults in the lowest level and 93 to 97 percent 

in the second lowest level described themselves as being able to read or 

write English "well" or "very well." Moreover, only 14 to 25 percent of the 

adults in Levell and 4 to 12 percent in Level 2 said they get a lot of help 

from family members or friends with everyday prose, document, and 

quantitative literacy tasks. It is therefore possible that their skills, while 

limited, allow them to meet some or most of their personal and occupational 

literacy needs. 

• Nearly one-third of the survey participants, or about 61 million adults 

nationwide, demonstrated performance in Level 3 on each of the literacy 

scales. Respondents performing in this level on the prose and document 

scales were able to integrate information from relatively long or dense text or 

from documents. Those in the third level on the quantitativ~ scale were able 

to determine the appropriate arithmetic operation based on information 

contained in the directive, and to identifY the quantities needed to perform 

that operation. 

• Eighteen to 21 percent of the respondents, or 34 to 40 million adults, 

performed in the two highest levels of prose, document, and quantitative 

literacy (Levels 4 and 5). These adults demonstrated proficiencies a.<:sociated 

with the most challenging tasks in this assessment, many of which involved 

long and complex documents and text passages. 

• el"'W. ..,... 
• 
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e The literacy proficiencies of young adults assessed in 1992 were somewhat 

lower, on average, than the proficiencies of young adults who participated in 

a ~ 1985 literacy survey. NALS participants aged 21 to 25 had average prose, 

document, and quantitative scores that were 11 to 14 pOints lower than the 

scores of 21- to 25-year-olds assessed in 1985. Although other factors may 

also be involved, these perfonnance discrepancies are probably due in large 

part to changes in the demographic composition of the population - in 

particular, the dramatic increase in the percentages of yotmg Hispanic 

adults, many of whom were bom in other countries and are learning English 

as a second language. 

(]) Adults with relatively few years of education were more likely to perform in 

the lower literacy levels than those who completed high school or received 

some type of postsecondary education. For example, on each of the three 

literacy scales, some 75 to 80 percent of adults with 0 to 8 yerurs of education 

are in Levell, while fewer than 1 percent are in Levels 4 and 5. In contrast, 

among adults with a high school diploma, 16 to 20 percent are in the lowest 

level on each scale, while 10 to 13 percent are in the two highest levels. Only 

4 percent of adults with four year college degrees are in Levell; 44 to 50 

percent are in the two highest levels. 

@ Older adults were more likely than middle-aged and younger adults to 

demonstrate limited literacy skills. For example, adults over the age of 65 

have average literacy scores that range from 56 to 61 points (or more than 

one level) below those of adults 40 to 54 years of age. Adults aged 55 to 64 

scored, on average, between middle-aged adults and those 65 years and 

older. TheBe differences can be explained in part by the fact that older adults 

tend to have completed fewer years of schooling than adults in the younger 

age groups. 

8 Black, American Indian!Alaskan Native, Hispanic, and AsimllPacmc Islander 

adults were more likely than VV'hite adults to perform in the lowest two 

literacy levels. These performance differences are affected by many factors. 

For example, with the exception of Asian/Pacmc Islander adults, individuals 

in these groups tended to have completed fewer years of schooling in tills 

country than had White individuals. Further, many adults of Asian/Pacific 

Islander and Hispanic origin were born in other countries and were likely to 

have learned English as a second language. 

.. Of all the racial/ethnic groups, Hispanic adults reported the fewest years of 

schooling in this country (just over 10 years, on average). The average years 

of schooling attained by Black adults and American Indian! Alaskan Native 
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adults were similar, at 11.6 and 11.7 years, respectively. These groups,had 

completed more years of schooling than Hispanic adults had, on average, but 

more than a year less than either White adults or those of AsianlPacific 

Islander origin. 

fa With one exception, for each racial or ethnic group, individuals born in the 

United States outperformed those born abroad. The exception occurs among 

Black adults, where there was essentially no difference (only 3 to 7 points). 

Among White and AsianlPacific Islander adults, the average differences 

between native-born and foreign.-bom individuals range from 26 to 41 points 

across the literacy scales. Among Hispanic adults, the differences range from 

40 to 94 points in favor of the native born . 

• Twelve percent of the respondents reported having a physical, mental, or 

other health condition that kept them from participating fully in work or 

other activities. These individuals were far more likely than adults in the 

population as a whole to demonstrate performance in the range for Levels 1 

and 2. Among those who said they had vision problems, 54 percent were in 

Levell on the prose scale and another 26 percent were in Level 2 . 

.. Men demonstrated the same average prose proficiencies as women, but their 

document and quantitative proficiencies were somewhat higher. Adults in 

the Midwest and West had higher average proficiencies than those residing 

in either the Northeast or South . 

• Adults in prison were far more likely than those in the population as a whole 

to perform in the lowest two literacy levels. These incarcerated adults tended 

to be younger, less well educated, and to be from minority backgrounds. 

literacy and Social and Economic Characteristics 

CD Individuals demonstrating higher levels of literacy were more likely to be 

employed, work more weeks in a year, and earn higher wages than 

individuals demonstrating lower proficiencies. For example, while adults in 

Levell on each scale reported working an average of only 18 to 19 weeks in 

the year prior to the survey, those in the three highest levels reported 

working about twice as many weeks - between 34 and 44. Moreover, 

across the scales, individuals in the lowest level reported median weekly 

earnings of about $230 to $245, compared with about $350 for individuals 

performing in Level 3 and $620 to $680 for those in LevelS. 
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• Adults in the lowest level on each of the literacy scales (17 to'19 percent) 

were far more likely than those in the two highest levels (4 percent) to report 

receiving food stamps. In contrast, only 23 to 27 percent of the respondents 

who performed in Levell said they received interest from a savings or bank 

account, compared with 70 to 85 percent in Levels 4 or 5. 

8 Nearly half (41 to 44 percent) of all adults in the lowest level on each literacy 

scale were living in poverty, compared with only 4 to 8 percent of those in 

the two highest proficiency levels. 

• On all three literacy scales, adults in the higher levels were more likely than 

those in the lower levels to report voting in a recent state or national 

election. Slightly more than half (55 to 58 percent) of the adults in Levell 

who were eligible to vote said they voted in the past five years, compared 

with about 80 percent of those who performed in Level 4 and nearly 90 

percent of those in Level 5. 

Reflections on the Results 

----.-,;:. 

In reflecting on the results of the National Adult Literacy Survey, many readers 

will undoubtedly seek an answer to a fundamental question: Are the literacy 

skills of America's adults adequate? That is, are the distributions of prose, 

document, and quantitative proficiency observed in this survey adequate to 

ensure individual opportunities for all adults, to increase worker productivity, 

or to strengthen America's competitiveness around the world? 

Because it is impossible to say precisely what literacy skills are essential for 

individuals to succeed in this or any other society, the results of the National 

Adult literacy Survey provide no firm answers to such questions. As the authors 

examined the survey data and deliberated on the result'> with members of the 

advisory committees, however, several observations and concerns emerged. 

Perhaps the most salient finding of this survey is that such large 

percentages of adults performed in the lowest levels (Levels 1 and 2) of prose, 

document, and quantitative literacy. In and of itself, this may not indicate a 

serious problem. After all, the majority of adults who demonstrated limited 

skills described themselves as reading or writing English well, and relatively 

few said they get a lot of assistance from others in performing everyday literacy 

tasks. Perhaps these individuals p.re able to meet most of the literacy demands 

they encounter currently at wo,;k, at home, and in their communities. 
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Yet, some argue that lower literacy skills mean a lower quality of life and 

more limited employment opportunities. As noted in a recent report from the 

American Society for Training and Development, "The association between 

skills and opportunity for individual Americans is powerful and growing .... 

Individuals with poor skills do not have much to bargain with; they are 

condemned to low eamings and limited choices."l 

The data from this survey appear to support such views. On each of the 

literacy scales, adults whose proficiencies were within the two lowest levels 

were far less likely than their more literate peers to be employed full-time, to 

earn high w.ages, and to vote. Moreover, they were far more likely to receive 

food stamps, to be in poverty, and to rely on nonprint sources (such as radio 

and television) for information about current events, public affairs, and 

government. 

Literacy is not the only factor that contributes to how we live our lives, 

however. Some adults who displayed limited skills reported working in 

professional or managerial jobs, earning high wages, and participating in 

various aspects of our society, for example, while others who demonstrated 

high levels of proficiency reported being unemployed or out of the labor force. 

Thus, having advanced literacy skills does not necessarily guarantee individual 

opportunities. 

Still, literacy can be thought of as a currency in this society. Just as adults 

with little money have difficulty meeting their basic needs, those with limited 

literacy skills are likely to find it more challenging to pursue their goals -

whether these involve job advancement, consumer decisionmaking, citizenship, 

or other aspects of their lives. Even if adults who performed in the lowest 

literacy leveIs are not experiencing difficulties at present, they may be at risk as 

the nation's economy and social fabric continue to change. 

Beyond these personal consequences, what implications are there for 

society when so many individuals display limited skills? The answer to this 

question is elusive. Still, it seems apparent that a nation in which large numbers 

of citizens display limited literacy skills has fewer resources with which to meet 

its goals and objectives, whether these are social, political, civic, or economic. 

If large percentages of adults had to do little more than be able to sign 

their name on a form or locate a Single fact in a newspaper or table, then the 

levels of literacy seen in this survey might not warrant concern. We live in a 

nation, however, where both the volume and variety of written information are 

growing and where increasing numbers of citizens are expected to be able to 

read, understand, and use these materials. 

1 A.J. Carnevale and L.J. Gainer. (1989). The Learning Enterprise. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Labor, Employreent and Training Administration. 
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Historians remind us that during the last 2C0 hundred years, our nation's 

literacy skills have increased dramatically in response to new requirements and 

expanded opportunities for social and economic growth. Today we are a better 

.educated and more literate society than at any time in our history. 2 Yet, there 

have also been periods of imbalance - times when demands seemed to 

surpass levels of attainment. 

In recent years, our society has grown more technolOgically advanced and 

the roles of for:nal institutions have expanded. As this has occurred, many have 

argued that there is a greater need for all individuals to become more literate 

and for a larger proportion to develop advanced skills.3 Growing numbers of 

individuals are expected to be able to attend to multiple features of information 

in lengthy and some~mes complex displays, to compare and contrast 

information, to integrate information from various parti, of a text or document, 

to generate ideas and information based on what they read, and to apply 

arithmetic operations sequentially to solve a problem. 

The results from this and other surveys, however, indicate that many 

adults do not demonstrate these levels of proficiency. Further, the continuing 

process of demographic, social, and economic change within this country could 

lead to a more divided society along both racial and socioeconomic lines. 

Already there is evidence of a widening division. According to the report 

America's Choice: High Skills or Low Wages/, over the past 15 years the gap in 

earnings between professionals and clerical workers has grown from 47 to 86 

percent while the gap between white collar workers and skilled tradespeople 

has risen from 2 to 37 percent. At the same time, earnings for college educated 

males 24 to 34 years of age have increased by 10 percent while earnings for 

those with !-.igh school diplomas have declined by 9 percent. Moreover, the 

poverty rate for B]ack families is nearly three times that for White families.4 

One child in five is born into poverty, andJor minority populations, this rate 

approaches one in two. 

2 L.C. Stedman and C.F. Kaestle. (1991). "Literacy and Reading Perfonnance in the United States from 1880 
to the Present," in C.F. Kaestle et aI., Literacy in the United States: Readers and Reading Since 1880. New 
Haven, Cf: Yale University Press. T. Snyder (ed.). (1993).120 Years of American Education: A Statistical 
Portrait. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. 

3 U.S. Department of Labor. (1992, April). Learning a Living: A Blueprint for High Performance. 
Washington, DC: The Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS). R.L. Venezky, C.F. 
Kaestle, and A. Sum. (1987, JanIUUY), The Subtle Danger. Reflections on the Literacy Abilities of America's 
Yoong Adults. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 

4 National Center on Education and the Economy. (1990, June). America's C1wice: High Skills or Low 
Wages! The Report of The Commission on the Skills of the American Worliforce. p.20. 
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In 1990, then-President Bush and the nation's governors, including then

Governor Clinton, adopted the goal that all of America's adults be literate by 

the year 2000. The responsibility for meeting this objective must, ;n the end, be 

shared among individuals, groups, and organizations throughout our society. 

Programs that serve adult learners cannot be expected to solve the literacy 

problem alone, and neither can the schools. Other institutions - ranging from 

the largest and most complex government agency, to large and small 

businesses, to the family - all have a role to play in ensuring that adults who 

need or wish to improve their literacy skills have the opportunity to do so. It is 

also important that individuals themselves come to realize the value of literacy 

in their lives and to recognize the benefits associated with having better skills. 

Only then will more adults in this nation develop the literacy resources they 

need to function in society, to achieve their goals, and to develop their 

knowledge and potential. 
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Executive Summary. . .... xxi 



----------------- ----

INTRODUCTION 



INTRODUCTION 
M .4 

Development is a process that increases choices. It creates an 
environment where people can exerci.~e their full potential to 

lead productive, creative lives . •.. At the heart of development 
is literacy - the ability to recognize, interp,'et, and act on 

symbolic representations of our world tJlrough various forms 
of language and cultural expression. Facility in manipulating 
,these 3ymbols, whether through the written word, numbers or 

images, is essential to effective human development. Thus, 
meeting the basic learning needs of all is a major goal of 
sustainable and lasting improvement in the human condition. 

- William H. Drapper Ill, Letters afLife 

Few would deny the importance of literacy in this society or the advantages 

enjoyed by those with advanced skills. This shared belief in the value of 

literacy, though, does not imply consensus on the ways it should be defined and 

measured. In fact, opinions vary widely about the skills that individuals need to 

function successfully in their work, in their personal lives, and in society, and 

about the ways in which these skills should be assessed. As a result, there have 

been widely conflicting diagnoses of the literacy problem in this country. The 

National Adult Literacy Survey was initiated to fIll the need for accurate and 

detailed information on the English literacy skills of America's adults. 

In the Adult Education Amendments of 1988, the U.S. Congress called 

upon the Department of Education to report on the definition of literacy and 

on the nature and extent of literacy among adults in the nation. In response, 

the Department's National Center for Education Statistic& (NCES) and the 

Division of Adult Education and Literacy planned a national household survey 

of adult literacy. In September 1989, NCES awarded a four-year contract to 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) to design and administer the survey and to 

analyze and report the results. A subcontract was given to Westat, Inc., for 

sampling and field operations. 

.~.-----• 
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The plan for developing and conducting the National Adult Literacy 

Survey (NALS) was guided by a panel of experts from business and incLstry, 

labor, government, research, and adult education. This Literacy Definition 

Committee worked with ETS staff to prepare a definition of literacy that would 

guide the development of the assessment objectives as well as the construction 

and selection of assessment tasks. A second panel, the Technical Review 

Committee, was formed to help ensure the soundness of the assessment 

design, the quality of the data collected, the integrity of the analyses 

conducted, and the appropriateness of the interpretations of the final results. 

This introduction summarizes the discussions that led to the adoption of a 

definition of literacy for the National Adult Literacy Survey, the framework 

used in designing the survey instruments, the populations assessed, the survey 

administration, and the methods for reporting the results. 

Defining and Measuring literacy 

• • • 

The National Adult Literacy Survey is the third and largest assessment of adult 

literacy funded by the federal government and conducted by ETS. The two 

previous efforts included a 1985 household survey of the literacy skills of 21- to 

25-year-olds, funded by the U.S. Department of Education, and a 1989-90 

survey of the literacy proficiencies of job seekers, funded by the U.S. 

Department of Labor. 1 The definition of literacy that guided the National Adult 

Literacy Survey was rooted in these preceding studies. 

Building on earlier work in large-scale literacy assessment, the 1985 young 

adult survey attempted to extend the concept of literacy, to take into account 

some of the criticisms of previous surveys, and to benefit from advances in 

educational assessment methodology. The national panel of experts that was 

assembled to constmct a definition of literacy for this survey rejected the types 

of arbitrary standards - such as signing one's name, completing five years of 

school, or scoring at a particular grade level on a school-based measure of 

reading achievement - that have long been used to make judgements about 

adults' literacy skills. Through a consensus process, this panel drafted the 

follOwing definition of literacy, which helped ~et the framework for the young 

adult survey: 

Using printed and written information to function in 
society, to achieve one~s goals, and to develop one's 

knowledge and potential. 

J I.S. Kirsch and A. JWlgeblut. (1986). Literacy: Profiles of Americas Young Adults. Princeton, NJ: Educational 
Testing Service. I.S. Kirsch, A. Jungeblut, and A. Campbell. (1992). Beyond the SchoollJo;Jrs: The Literacy 
Needs ofJob Seekers Seroed by the U. S. Department of Labor. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service . 
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Unlike traditional definitions of literacy, which focused on decoding and 

comprehension, this definition encompasses a broad range of skills. that adults 

use in accomplishing the many different types of literacy tasks associated with 

work, home, and community contexts. This perspective is shaping not only 

adult literacy assessment, but policy, as well- as seen in the National Literacy 

Act of 1991, which defined literacy as "an individual's ability to read, write, and 

speak in English and compute and solve problems at levels of proficiency 

necessary to function on the job and in society, to achieve one's goals, and to 

develop one's knowledge and potential." 

The definition of literacy from the young adult survey was adopted by the 

panel that guided the development of the 1989~90 survey of job seekers, and it 

also prOvided the starting point for the discussions of the NALS Literacy 

Definition Committee. This committee agreed that expressing the literacy 

proficiencies of adults in school~based terms or grade~level scores is 

inappropriate. In addition, while the committee recognized the importance of 

teamwork skills, interpersonal skills, and communication skills for functioning 

in various contexts, such as the work place, it decided that these areas would 

not be addressed in this survey. 

Further, the committee endorsed the notion that literacy is neither a 

single skill suited to all types of texts, nor an infinite number of skills, each 

associated with a given type of text or material. Rather, as suggested by the 

results of the young adult and job~seeker surveys, an ordered set of skills 

appears to be called into play to accomplish diverse types of tasks. Given this 

perspective, the NALS committee agreed to adopt not only the definition of 

literacy that was used in the previous surveys, but also the three scales 

developed as part of those efforts; 

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 instructions from a warranty, inferring a theme from a poem, 

or contrasting views expressed in an editorial. 

Document literacy- the knowledge and skills required to locate and 

use information contained in materials that include job applications, 

payroll forms, transportation schedules, maps, tables, and graphs; for 

example, locating a particular intersection on a street map, using a 

schedule to choose the appropriate bus, or entering information on an 

application form. 

Quantitative literacy- the knowledge and skills required to apply 

arithmetic operations, either alone or sequentially, using numbers 

• 
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embedded in printed materials; for example, balancing a checkbook, 

figuring out a tip, completing an order form, or deterinining the amount 

of interest from a 10a..'1 advertisement. 

The literacy scales provide a useful way to organize a broad array of tasks 

and to report the assessment results. They represent a substantial improvement 

over traditional approaches to literacy assessment, which have tended to report 

on performance in terms of single tasks or to combine the results from diverse 

tasks into a Single, conglomerate score. Such a score fosters the simplistic 

notion that "literates" and "illiterates" can be neatly distinguished from one 

another based on a single cutpoint on a single scale. The literacy scales, on the 

other hand, make it possible to profile the various types and levels of literacy 

among different subgroups in our society. In so dOing, they help us to 

understand the diverse information-processing skills associated with the broad 

range of printed and written materials t.l:!at adults read and their many purpos~s 

for reading them. 

. In adopting the three scales for use in this survey, the committee's aim was 

not to establish a single national standard for literacy. Rather, it was to prOvide 

an interpretive scheme that would enable levels of prose, document, and 

quantitative performance to be identified and allow descriptions of the 

knowledge and skills associ?.ted with each level to be developed. 

The prose, document, and quantitative scales were built initially to report 

on the results of the young adult survey and were augmented in the survey of 

job seekers. The NALS Literacy Definition Committee recommended that a 

new set of literacy tasks be developed to enhance the scales. These tasks would 

take into account the following, without losing the ability to compare the NALS 

results to the earlier surveys: 

• continued use of open-ended simulation tasks 

• continued emphasis on tasks that measure a broad range of information
processing skills and cover a wide variety of contexts 

" increased emphasis on simulation tasks that require brief written and/or oral 
responses 

• increased emphasis on tasks that ask respondents to describe how they 
would set up and solve a problem 

• the use of a simple, four-function calculator to solve selected quantitative 
problems 

Approximately 110 new assessment tasks were field tested, and 80 of these 

were selected for inclusion in the survey, in addition to 85 tasks that were 

administered in both the young adult and job-seeker assessments. By administering 
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a common set of simulation tasks in each of the three literacy surveys, it is 

possible to compare results across time and across population groups. 

A large number of tasks had to be administered in NALS to ensure that 

the survey would provide the broadest possible coverage of the literacy 

domains specified. Yet, no individual could be expected to respond to the 

entire set of 165 simulation tasks. Accordingly, the survey was designed to give 

each person participating in the study a subset of the total pool of literacy tasks, 

wlrile at the same time ensuring that each of the 165 tasks was administered to 

a nationally representative sample of adults. Literacy tasks were asSigned to 

sections that could be completed in about 15 minutes, and these sections were 

then compiled into booklets, each of which could be completed in about 45 

minutes. During a personal interview, each survey respondent was asked to 

complete one booklet. 

In addition to the time allocated for the literacy tasks, approximately 20 

minutes were devoted to obtaining background and personal information from 

respondents. Two versions of the background questionnaire were administered, 

one in English and one in Spanish. Major areas explored included: background 

and derrwgraphics - country of birth, languages spoken or read, access to 

reading materials, size of household, educational attainment of parents, age, 

race/ethnicity, and marital status; education - highest grade completed in 

school, current aspirations, participation in adult education classes, and 

education received outside the country; labor mo.rket experiences -

employment status, recent labor market experiences, and occupation; income 

- personal as well as household; and activities - voting behavior, hours spent 

watching television, frequency and content of newspaper reading, and use of 

literacy skills for work and leisure. These background data make it possible to 

gain an understanding of the ways in which personal characteristics are 

associated with demonstrated performance on each of the three literacy scales.2 

Conducting the Survey 

NALS was conducted during the first eight months of 1992 with a nationally 

representative sample of some 13,600 adults. More than 400 trained 

interviewers, some of whom were bilingual in English and Spaillsh, visited 

nearly 27,000 households to select and interview adults aged 16 and older, each 

of whom was asked to provide personal ~nd background information and to 

complete a booklet of literacy tasks. Bhck and Hispanic households were 

t A more detailed description of the NALS design and framework can be found in an interim report: 
A. Campbell, I.S. Kirsch, and A. Kolstad. (1992, October). Assessing Literacy: The Frametl)(}rk for the 
National Adult Literacy Survey. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. 

..~.-----• 
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oversampled to ensure reliable estimates of literacy proficiencies and to permit 

analyses of the performance of these subpopulations. , 

To give states an opportunity to explore the skill levels of their 

populations, each of the 50 states was invited to participate in a concurrent 

assessment. While many states expressed an interest, 11 elected to participate 

in the State Adult Literacy Survey. Approximately 1,000 adults aged 16 to 64 

were surveyed in each of the following states: 

California Louisiana Pennsylvania 

lllinois New Jersey Texas 

Indiana New York Washington 

Iowa Ohio 

To permit comparisons of the state and national results, the survey instruments 

administered to the state and national samples were identical and the data were 

gathered at the same time. Florida also participated in the state survey, but its 

data collection was unavoidably delayed until 1993. 

Finally, more than 1,100 inmates in some 80 federal and state prisons 

were included in the survey. Their participation helped to provide better 

estimates of the literacy levels of the total population and make it possible to 

report on the literacy proficiencies of this important segment of society. To 

ensure comparability with the national survey, the simulation tasks given to the 

prison participants were the same as those given to the household survey 

population. However, to address issues of particular relevance to the prison 

population, a revised version of the background questionnaire was developed. 

This instrument drew questions from the 1991 Survey of Inmates of State 

Correctional Facilities sponsored by the Bureau of Justice Statistics of the 

U.S. Department ofJustice. These included queries about current offenses, 

criminal history, and prison work asSignments, as well as about education and 

labor force experiences. 

Responses from the national household, the state, and prison sa.mples 

were combined to yield the best possible performance estimates. Unfortunately, 

because of the delayed administration, the results from the Florida state survey 

could not be included in the national estimates. In all, more than 26,000 adults 

gave, on average, more than an hour of thejr time to complete the literacy 

tasks and background questionnaires. Participants who completed as much 

of the assessment as their skills allowed were paid $20 for their time. The 

demographic characteristics of the adults who participated in NALS are 

presented in Table 1. 
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NALS 
The National Adult Literacy Survey Sample 

~'q. ,'. To6IJPopu-.tron . 

Assessed Sample National Population 
(in thous8iK!s) 

PercI!ntage of 
National Population 

Total 26,091 191,289 100% 

Sex 
Male 11,770 92,098 48 
Female 14,279 98,901 52 

Age 

16 to 18 years 1,237 10,424 5 
19 to 24 years 3,344 24,515 13 
25 to 39 years 10,050 63,278 33 
40 to 54 years 6,310 43,794 23 
55 to 64 years 2,924 19,503 10 
65 years and older 2,214 29,735 16 

RaceiEthnicity 

White 17,292 144,968 76 
Black 4,963 21,192 11 
Asian or Pacific Islander 438 4,116 2 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 189 1,803 1 
Other 83 729 0* 
Hispanic/Mexican 1,776 10,235 5 
Hispanic/Puerto Rican 405 2,190 1 
Hispanic/Cuban 147 928 0* 
Hispanic/Central or South American 424 2,608 1 
Hispanic/Other 374 2,520 

r ~dsonPopulaifon ' 

Assessed Sample National Population Percentage of 
(in thousands) National Population 

Total 1,147 766 100% 

Sex 

Male 1,076 723 94 
Female 71 43 6 

RacelEthnicity 

White 417 266 35 
Black 480 340 44 
Asian or Pacific Islander 7 4 1 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 27 18 2 
Other 5 4 1 
Hispanic groups 211 134 17 

Notes: The total population includes adults living in households and those in prison. The sample sizes for subpopulations may not add 
up to the total sample sizes due to missing data. The race/ethnicity categories are mutually exclusive. Some estimates for small 
subgroups of the national popUlation may be slightly different from 1990 Census estimates due to the sampling procedures used. 

·Percentages below .5 are rounded to O. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992. 

Table 1 

I 
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Further infonnation on the design of the sample, the survey administration, 

the statistical analyses and special studies that were conducted, and the validity 

of the literacy scales will be available in a forthcoming technical report, to be 

published in 1994. 

Reporting the Results 

--......; .. 
• 

The results of the National Adult Literacy Survey are repOlted using three 

scales, each ranging from 0 to 500: a prose scale, a document scale, and a 

quantitative scale. The scores on each scale represent degrees of proficiency 

along that particular dimension of literacy. For example, a low score (below 

225) on the document scale indicates that an individual has very limited skills in 

processing infonnation from tables, charts, graphs, maps, and the like (even 

those that are brief and uncomplicated). On the other hand, a high score 

(above 375) indicates advanced skills in perfonning a variety of tasks that 

involve the use of complex documents. 

Survey participants received proficiency scores according to their 

perfonnance on the survey tasks. A relatively small proportion of the 

respondents answered only a part of the survey, and an imputation procedure 

was used to make the best possible estimates of their proficiencies. This 

procedure and related issues are detailed in the technical report. 

Most respondents tended to obtain similar, though not identical, scores on 

the three literacy scales. This does not mean, however, that the underlying 

skills involved in prose, document, and quantitative literacy are the same. Each 

scale provides some unique infonnation, especially when comparisons are made 

across groups defined by variables such as race/ethnicity, education, and age. 

The literacy scales allow us not only to summarize results for various 

subpopulations, but also to detennine the relative difficulty of the literacy tasks 

included in the survey. In other words, just as individuals rece~ved scale scores 

according to their perfonnance in the assessment, the literacy tasks received 

specific scale values according to their difficulty, as detennined by the 

performance of the adults who participated in the survey. Previous research has 

shown that the difficulty of a literacy task, and therefore its placement on the 

literacy scale, is detennined by three factors: the structure of the material -

for example, exposition, narrative, table, graph, map, or advertisement; the 

content of the material andlor the context from which it is draWIl- for example, 
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home, work, or community; and the nature of the t08k - that is, what the 

individual is asked to do with the material, or his or her pmpose for using it.3 

The literacy tasks administered in NALS varied widely in terms of 

materials, content, and task requirements, and thus in terms of difficulty. This 

range is captured in Figure 1, which describes some of the literacy tasks and 

indicates their scale values. 

Even a CUrsOiy review of this display reveals that tasks at the lower end of 

each scale differ from those at the high end. A more careful analysis of the 

range of tasks along each scale provides clear evidence of an ordered set of 

information-processing skills and strategies. On the prose scale, for example, 

tasks with low scale values ask readers to locate or identify information in brief, 

familiar, or uncomplicated materials, while those at the high end ask them to 

perform more demanding activities using materials that tend to be lengthy, 

unfamiliar, or complex. Similarly, on the document and quantitative scales, the 

tasks at the low end of the scale differ from those at the high end in terms of 

the structure of the material, the content and context of the material, and the 

nature of the directive. 

In an attempt to capture this progression of information-processing skills 

and strategies, each scale was divided into five levels: Levell (0 to 225), Level 2 

(226 to 275), Level 3 (276 to 325), Level 4 (326 to 375), and Level 5 (376 to 

500). The pOints and score ranges that separate these levels on each scale 

reflect shifts in the literacy skills and strategies required to perform 

increasingly complex tasks. The survey tasks were assigned to the appropriate 

point on the appropriate scale based on their difficulty as reflected in the 

performance of the nationally representative sample of adults surveyed. 

Analyses of the types of materials and demands that characterize each level 

reveal the progression of literacy demands along each scale (FIGURE 2). 

While the literacy levels on each scale can be used to ex-plore the range of 

literacy demands, these data do not reveal the types of literacy demands that 

are associated with particular contexts in this pluralistic society. That is, they do 

not enable us to say what specific level of prose, document, or quantitative skill 

is required to obtain, hold, or advance in a particular occupation, to manage a 

household, or to obtain legal or community services, for example. Nevertheless, 

the relationships among performance on the three scales and various social 

or economic indicators can provide valuable inSights, and that is the goal of 

this report. 

3 I.S. Kirsch and P.B. Mosenthal. (1000). uExploring Document Literacy: Variables Underlying the Perfonnance 
of Young Adults," Reading Research Quarterly, 25. pp. 5-30. P.B. Mosenthal and lS. Kirsch. (1992). "Defining 
the Constructs of Adult Literacy," paper presented at the National Reading Conference, San Antonio, Texas. 
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NALS Figure 1 

------------------------------------------~---Difficulty Values of Selected Tasks Along the Prose, Document, and Quantitative Literacy Scales 

149 fdentify counuy in short article 

210 Locate one piece of infonnation 
in sports article 

224 Underline sentence explaining action 
stated in short article 

226 Underline meaning of a term given in 
government brochure on supplemental 
security income 

250 Locate two features of information in 
sports article 

275 Interpret instructions from an appliance 
warranty 

288 Write a briefletter explaining error 
made on a credit card bill 

304 Read a news article and identify 
a sentence that provides interpretation 
of a situation 

316 Read lengthy article to identify two 
behaviors that meet a stated condition 

328 State in writing an argument made in 
lengthy newspaper article 

347 Explain difference between two types 
of employee benefits 

359 Contrast views expressed in two 
editorials on technologies available to 
make fuel-efficient cars 

362 Generate unfamiliar theme from short 
poems 

374 Compare two metaphors used in poem 

382 

410 

423 

Compare approaches stated in 
narrative on growing up 

Summarize two ways lawyers may 
challenge prospective jurors 

Interpret a brief phrase from a lengthy 
news article 

69 Sign your name 

170 Locate expiration date on driver's license 

180 Locate time of meeting on a fonn 

214 Using pie graph, locate type of vehicle 
having specific sales 

230 Locate intersection on a street map 

246 Locate eligibility from table of 
employee benefits 

259 Identify and ent...'I" background 
information on application for social 
security card 

277 Identify infonnation from bar graph 
depicting source of energy and year 

298 Use sign out sheet to respond to call 
about resident 

314 Use bus schedule to detennine 
appropriate bus for given set 
of conditions 

323 Enter information given into an 
automobile maintenance record form 

342 Identify the correct percentage meeting 
specified conditions from a table of such 
infonnation 

352 Use bus schedule to determine 
appropriate bus for given set 
of conditions 

352 Use table ofinfonnation to determine 
pattern in oil exports across years 

191 Total a bank deposit entry 

238 Calculate postage and fees for 
certified mail 

246 Determine difference in price between 
tickets for two shows 

270 Calculate total costs of purchase from 
an order form 

278 Using calculator. calculate difference 
between regular and sale price from an 
advertisement 

308 Using calculator. determine the 
discount from an oil bill if paid 
within 10 days 

321 Calculate miles per gallon using 
information given on mileage record 
chart 

325 Plan travel arrangements for meeting 
using flight schedule 

331 Determine correct change using 
information in a menu 

350 Using information stated in news article. 
calculate amount of money that should 
go to raising a child 

368 Using eligibility pamphlet, calculate the 
yearly amount a couple would receive 
for basic supplemental security income 

378 Use information in table to complete a 382 Determine shipping and total costs on 
an order fOlm for items in a catalog graph including labeling axes 

387 Use table comparing credit cards. 405 
Identify the two categoriC'S used and write 
two differences between them 

395 Using a table depicting infonnation about 421 
parental involvement in school survey to 
write a paragraph summarizing extent to 
which parents and teacbers agree 

Using information in news article. 
calculate difference in times for 
completing a race 

Using calculator, determine the total 
cost of carpet to cover a room 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992 . 
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Deseription of the Prose, Document, and Quantitative Literacy Levels 

L ~~_.u~~,~ __ ·~ __ ~1 ~I __ ~.=~=·.=um=e=nt~· __ ~1 1~ __ ~Q=u=oo=tita=ti=·v~e __ ==n_;~· 
Most of the tasks in this level require 
the reader to read relatively short text to 
locate a single piece of infonnation 
which is iden('l:a1 to or synonymous 
with the infonnation given in the 
questiOfl or directive. If plausible bul 
incorrect information is present in the 
text, iltends not to be located near the 
correct infonnation. 

Some tasks in this level require readers 
to locate a single piece of information 
in the text; however, several disllactors 
or plausible but incorrect pieces of 
infonnation may be present, or low
level inferences may be required. Other 
tasks require the reader to integrate two 
or more pieces of information or to 
compare and contrast easily identifiable 
information based on a criterion 
provided in the question or directive. 

Tasks in this level tend to require 
readers to make literal or synonymous 
matches between the text and information 
given in the task, or to make matches 
that require low-level inferences. Other 
tasks ask readers to integrate information 
from dense or lengthy text that contains 
no organizational aids such as headings. 
Readers may also be asked to generate 
a response based on information lIlat 
can be easily identified in the lext. 
Distracting information is present, but 
is not located near the COITeCt inforrnatiOlL 

These tasks require readers to perform 
multiple-feature matches and to 
integrate or synthesize information 
from complex or lengthy passages. 
More comple" inferences are needed 
to perform successfully. Conditional 
information is frequently present in 
tasks at this level and must be taken 
into consideration by the reader. 

Some tasks in this level require the 
reader 10 search for information in 
dense text which contains a number of 
plausible distractors. Others ask 
readers to make high-level inferences 
or use specialized background 
knowledge. Some tasks ask readers to 
contrast complex information. 

Tasks in this level tend to require the 
reader either to locate a piece of 
information based on a literal match or 
10 enter information from personal 
knowledge onto a document. Little. if 
any, distracting information is present. 

Tasks in this level are more varied than 
those in Level 1. Some require the 
readers to match a single piece of 
information; however, several 
distractors may be present. or the match 
may require low-level inferences. Tasks 
in this level may also ask the reader to 
cycle through information in a 
document or to integrate information 
fuJm various parts of a document. 

Some tasks in this level require the 
reader to integrate multiple pieces of 
infonnation from one or more 
documents. Others ask readers to cycle 
through rather complex tables or graphs 
which contain infonnation that is 
irrelevant or inappropriate to the task. 

Tasks in this level, like those at the 
previous levels, ask readers to perform 
multiple-feature matches, cycle 
through documents, and integrate 
infonnation; however. they require a 
greater degree of inferencing. Many of 
these tasks require readers to provide 
numerous responses but do not 
designate how many responses are 
needed. Conditional information is 
also present in the document tasks at 
this level and must be taken into 
account by the reader. 

Tasks in this level require the reader 
to search through complex displays 
that contain mUltiple distractors. to 
make high-level text-based inferences, 
and to use specialized knowledge. 

Source: U.S. Department of Educntion. National Center for Education Statistir.s, National Adult Literacy Survey, ) 992. 

Tasks in this level require readers to 
perform single, relatively simple 
arithmetic operations, such as addition. 
The numbers to be used are provided 
and the arithmetic operation to be 
performed is specified. 

Tasks in lhis level typically require 
readers to perform a single operation 
using numbers that are either stated in 
the task or easily located in the 
material. The operation to be performed 
may be stated in the question or easily 
detennined from the format of the 
material (for example. an order form). 

In tasks in this level, two or more 
numbers are typically needed to solve 
the problem. and these must be found in 
the material. The operation(s) needed 
can be detennined from the arithmetic 
relation tenns used in the question or 
directive. 

These tasks tend to require readers to 
perform two or more sequential 
operations or a single operation in 
which the quantities are found in 
different types of displays. or the 
operations must be inferred from 
semalltic information given or drawn 
from prior knowledge. 

These tasks require readers to perform 
multiple operations sequentially. They 
must disembed the features of the 
problem from text or rely on 
background knowledge to determine 
the quantities or operations needed. 

.---------------• 
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About This Report 

----....; .. • 

This report is written in three sections. The next two sections present the 

results of the survey. Section I provides information on the distribution of 

literacy skills in the population as a whole and in an array of subgroups defined 

by level of education, age, race/ethnicity, country of birth, region of the 

country, and disability status. Section II explores how literacy levels relate to 

employment and earnings, poverty status, sources of income, voting behavior, 

and reading activities. 

Section III describes the le1.:els of literacy for each scale, providing 

contextual information that illuminates the proficiency results presented in the 

first and second sections. Sample tasks are reproduced to illustrate the 

characteristics of specific tasks as well as to show the range of performance 

demands on each scale. In addition, the Imowledge and skills reflected in these 

tasks are analyzed. 

In interpreting the results herein, readers should bear in mind that the 

literacy tasks contained in this assessment and the adults invited to participate 

in the survey are samples drawn from their two respective universes. As such, 

they are subject to some measurable degree of uncertainty. Scientific procedures 

employed in the study design and the scaling of literacy tasks permit a high 

degree of confidence in the resulting estimates of task difficulty. Similarly, the 

sampling design and weighting procedures applied in this survey assure that 

participants' responses can be generalized to the populations of interest. 

In an effort to make this report as readable as pOSSible, numbers 

throughout have been rounded and presented without standard errors (or 

estimates about their accuracy). Where differences between various 

subpopulations are discussed, the comparisons are based on statistical tests that 

consider the magnitude of the differences (for example, the difference in 

average document proficiency between high school and college graduates), the 

size of the standard errors associated with the numbers being compared, and 

the number of comparisons being made. Only statistically significant 

differences (at the .05 level) are discussed herein. Readers who are interested 

in making their own comparisons are therefore advised not to use the numbers 

alone to compare various groups, but rather to rely on statistical tests.4 

Throughout this report, graphs are used to communicate the results to a 

broad audience, as well as to provide a source of informative displays which 

• To detennine whether the difference between two groups is statistically significant, one must estimate the 
degree of uncertainty (or the standard error) associated with the difference. To do so, one squares each 
group's standard error, sums these squared standard errors, then takes the square root of this sum. The 
difference between the two groups plus or minus twice the standard error of the difference is the 
confidence interval. If the confidence interval does not contain zero, then the difference between the two 
groups is said to be statistically Significant. 
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policymakers and others may wish to use for their own purposes. More 

technical infonnation is presented in the appendice~ at the end of the report. 

The goal of this report is to provide useful infonnation to all those who 

wish to understand the current status of literacy among America's adults and to 

strengthen existing adult literacy policies and programs. In considering the 

results, the reader should keep in mind that this was a survey of literacy in the 

English language - not literacy in any universal sense of the word. Thus, the 

results do not capture the literacy resources and abilities that some 

respondents possess in languages other than English. 

A Note on Interpretations 

In reviewing the infonnation contained in this report, readers should be aware 

that no single factor detennines what an individual's literacy proficiencies will 
be. All of us develop our own unique repertoire of competencies depending on 

a wide array of conditions and chcumstances, including our family 

backgrounds, educational attainments, interests and aspirations, economic 

resources, and employment experiences. Any single survey, this one included, 

can focus on only some of these variables. 

Further, while the survey results reveal certain characteristics that are 

related to literacy, the nature of the survey makes it impossible to detennine 

the direction of these relationships. In other words, it is impossible to identify 

the extent to which literacy shapes particular aspects of our lives or is, in turn, 
shaped by them. For example, there is a strong relationship between 

I 

educational attainment and literacy proficiencies. On the one hand, it is likely 

that staying in school longer does strengthen an individual's literacy skills. On 

the other hand, it is also true that those with more advanced skills tend to 

remain in school longer. Other variables, as well, are likely to playa role in the 

relationship between literacy and education. In interpreting such relationships 

in this report, the authors strive to acknowledge the many factors involved. 

A final note deserves emphasis. This report describes the lit~racy 

proficiencies of various subpopulations defined by characteristics such as age; 

sex, race, ethnicity, and educational background. While certain groups 

demonstrated lower literacy skills than others on average, within every group 

there were some individuals who performed well and some who perfomled 

poorly. Accordingly, when one group is said to have lower average proficiencies 

than another, this does not imply that all adults in the first group perfonned 

worse than those in the second. Such statements are only intended to highlight 

general patterns of differences among various groups and therefore do not 

capture the variability within each group. 

• .. 0 _____ _ 
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SECTION I 

The Prose, Document, and Quantitative 
Literaci£s of America's Adults 

1.e National Adult Literacy Survey gathered infonnation on multiple 

dimensions of adult literacy. This section of the report proflles the prose, 

document, and quantitative literacy skills of the adult population and examines 

the complex relationships between literacy proficiencies and various 

demographic and background characteristics. For example, we compare the 

literacy proficiencies that adults demonstrated in this assessment with their 

self.reported evaluations of their reading and writing skills in English. 

Perfonnance results are also reported for adults in tenns of their level of 

educational attainment, age, race/ethnicity, region, and sex. The literacy skills 

of the total adult population and the prison population are compared, and the 

results for various racial/ethnic groups are described with respect to age, 

country of birth, and education.1 

The results of the National Adult Literacy Survey are examined in two 

ways. General comparisons of literacy proficiency are made by examining the 

average perfonnance of various subpopulations on each of the literacy scales. 

This infonnation is interesting in and of itself, but it says little about how 

literacy is distributed among Americas adults. To explore the range of literacy 

skills in. the total population and in, mous subpopulations, the percentages of 

adults who perfonned in each level on the prose, document, and quantitative 

literacy sc.aJes are also presented. As described in the Introduction, five literacy 

levels were defined along each of the scales: Levell (ranging from 0 to 225), 

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

Because each literacy level encompasses a range on a given scale, the tasks 

in any particular level are not homogeneous, and neither are the individuals 

who perfonned in that level. Tasks in the high end of the range for a given level 

I All subpopulations and variables discussed in this report are defined in the appendices. 

JAn oveIView of the literacy levels on each scale is provided in the Introduction. Section III describes the 
levels in more detail and includes examples of the types of tasks that were likely to be perfonned 
successfully by individuals in each level. 
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are more challenging than those in the low end, just as individuals whose 

proficiencies are in the high end of a level demonstrated success on a more 

challenging set of literacy tasks than individuals in the low end. The group of 

adults in Levell is especially heterogeneous, as it includes individuals who 

successfully performed only the relatively undemanding literacy tasks, those 

who attempted to pelfonn these tasks but did not succeed, and those with such 

limited skills (or such limited English proficiency) that they did not try to 

respond at all. Thus, while the literacy levels are discussed as distinct units in 

this section, the heterogeneity of performance within each level should be kept 

in mind. 

Results for the Total Population 

• 
~-----.. 

Twenty-one percent of adults performed in Levell on the prose scale, while 23 

percent performed in this level on the document scale and 22 percent were in 

this level on the quantitative scale (FIGURE 1.1). Translated into population 

terms, between 40 and 44 million adults nationwide demonstrated skills in the 

lowest literacy level defined. 

What do these results mean? As noted earlier, there was a range of 

performance within Levell. Some individuals in this level displayed the ability 

to read relatively short pieces of text to find a Single piece of information. Some 

were able to enter personal information, such as their name, onto a document, 

or to locate the time of an event on a form. Some were able to add numbers on 

a bank deposit slip, or to perform other simple arithmetic operations using 

numbers presented to them. Other adults in Levell, however, did not 

demonstrate the ability to perform even these fairly common and 

uncomplicated literacy tasks. There were individuals who had such limited 

skills that they were able to complece only part of the survey, and others who 

attempted to perform the literacy tasks they were given and were unsuccessful. 

To understand these results, it is helpful to examine the characteristics of 

adults who demonstrated performance in Levell. On the prose scale, for 

exampie, apprOximately one-qUal~1..:r of the individuals who performed in this 

level reported that they were born in another country, and some of them were 

undoubtedly recent immigrants 'With a limited command of English (TABLE 1.1). 

In addition, 62 percent of the individuals in Levell on the prose scale said 

they had not completed high school; 35 percent, in fact, had finished no more 

than 8 years of schooling. Relatively high percentages of the respondents in this 

level were Black, Hispanic, or AsianiPacific Islander, and many - apprOximately 

33 percent - were age 65 or older. Further, 26 percent of the adults who 

performed in Levell said they had a physical, mental, or health condition that 
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NALS 
Literacy Levels and Average Literacy Proficiencies for the Total Population 
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NALS Table 1.1 
--------~--------------------------------------

--_ ...... ". o 

Percentages of Adults with Selected Characteristics, Prose Levell 
and Total Populations 

Country of Birth 

Born in another country or territory 

Highest Level of Education Completed 

o to 8 years 
9 to 12 years 
High school dipluma 
GED 

Race/Ethnicity 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
AsianlPacific Islander 

Age 

16 to 24 years 
65 years and older 

Disability or Condition 

Any physical, mental, or health condition 
Visual difficulty 
Hearing difficulty 
Learning disability 

25 

35 
27 
21 
3 

51 
20 
23 
4 

13 
33 

26 
19 
13 
9 

10 

10 
13 
27 
4 

76 
11 
10 
2 

18 
16 

12 
7 
7 
3 

Source: u.s. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, NatioilaI Adult Literacy Survey, 199: 

kept them from participating fully in work and other activities, and 19 percent 

reported having vision problems that made it difficult for them to read print. 

In sum, the individuals in Levell had a diverse set of characteristics that 

influenced their performance in the assessment. 

Across the three literacy scales, between 25 and 28 percent of the 

individuals surveyed - representing as many as 54 million adult') nationwide 

- performed in Level 2. On the prose scale, those whose proficiencies lie within 

the range for this level demonstrated the ability to make low-level inferences 

based on what they read and to compare or contrast information that can easily 

be found in text. Individuals in Level 2 on the document scale were generally 

able to locate a piece of information in a document in which plausible but 
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incorrect information was also present. Individuals in Level 2 on the quantitative 

scale were likely to give correct responses to a task involving a single arithmetic 

operation using numbers that can easily be located in printed material. 

Nearly one-third of the respondents, representing some 61 miJ.lion adults 

across the country, performed in Level 3 on each of the literacy scales. Those in 

this level on the prose scale demonstrated the ability to match pieces of 

information by making low-level inferences and to integrate information from 

relatively long or dense text. Those in the third level on the document scale 

were generally able to integrate multiple pieces of information found in 

documents. Adults in Level 3 on the quantitative scale demonstrated the ability 

to perform arithmetic operations by using two or more numbers found in 

printed material and by interpreting arithmetic terms included in the question. 

Seventeen percent of the adults performed in Level 4 on the prose and 

quantitative scales, while 15 percent were in this level on the document scale. 

These respondents, who completed many of the more difficult assessment tasks 

successfully, represent from 29 to almost 33 million individuals nationwide. 

Looking across the scales, adults in Level 4 displayed an ability to syntheSize 

information from lengthy or complex passages, to make inferences based on 

text and documents, and to perform sequential arithmetic operations using 

numbers found in different types of displays. To give correct responses to these 

types of tasks, readers were often required to make high level text-based 

inferences or to draw on their background mowledge. 

Only 3 percent of the respondents performed in Level 5 on the prose and 

document scales, and 4 percent performed in this level on the quantitative 

scale. Some tasks at this level required readers to contrast complex information 

found in written materials, while others required them to make high level 

inferences or to search for information in dense text. On the document scale, 

adults performing in Level 5 showed the ability to use specialized knowledge 

and to search through complex displays for particular pieces of information. 

Respondents in tlle highest level on the quantitative scale demonstrated the 

ability to determine the features of arithmetic problems either by examining 

text or by using background lmowledge, and then to perform the multiple 

arithmetic operations required. Between 6 and 8 million adults nationwide 

demonstrated success on these types of tasks - the most difficult of those 

included in the survey. 

One of the questions that arises from these data is whether people with 

restricted skills perceived themselves as having inadequate or limited English 

literacy proficiency. To address this question, we identified the percentages of 

individuals in each level on the scales who responded "not well" or "not at all" 
to the questions, "How well do you read English?" and "How well do you write 

English?" (TABLE 1.2) 
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Percentages of Adults Who Reported Not Being Able to Read or Write English Well, 
by Literacy Level 

Total 
-, ----

,; 

J.»oopul;ttion - Levell Level~. -_ Level 3 - Level4 LevelS 

Reading 

Prose 7 29 3 1 0* 0* 

Document 7 25 3 1 0* 0* 
Quantitative 7 26 3 1 0* 0* 

Writing 

Prose 10 34 6 2 1 0* 

Document 10 30 6 3 1 0* 

Quantitative 10 30 7 3 1 0* 

*Percentages below .5 are rounded to O. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

When these self-reported evaluations of English literacy are compared 

with the data on actual performance, an interestiag contrast appears. Of the 40 

to 44 million adults who performed in Levell on the prose scale (as shown in 

Fig'Jre 1.1), only 29 percent said they did not read English well and 34 percent 

said they did not write English well. Similarly, on the document scale, 25 

percent of the adults who performed in Levell reported having limited 

reading skills and 30 percent reported having limited writing skills. On the 

quantitative scale, 26 percent of the respondents in Levell reported not being 

able to read well and 30 percent said they did not write well. 

The gap between performance and perception continues in Level 2. On 

each scale, only 3 to 7 percent of the individuals in this level said they did not 

read or write English well. These data indicate that the overwhelming majority 

of adults who demonstrated low levels of literacy did not perceive that they had . 

a problem with respect to reading or writing in English. Such a mismatch may 

well have a Significant impact on efforts to provide education and training to 

adults: Those who do not believe they have a problem will be less likely to seek 

out such services or less willing to take advantage of services that might be 

available to them. 

20 ...... Section I 



Another way to determine how adults view their ability to read and write 

in English is to ask how often they receive help from others in performing 

everyday prose, document, and quantitative literacy tasks. Such questions were 

included in the survey, and the responses indicate that individuals who 

performed in the Levell range on each scale were far more likely than those in 

the higher levels to say that they get a lot of assistance with everyday literacy 

tasks (TABLE 1.3). SpeCifically. individuals in the lowest level of prose literacy 

were more likely than those in the higher levels to get a lot of help in reading 

printed information; adults in the lowest level of document literacy were more 

likely to get a lot of assistance in filling out forms; and adults in the lowest level 

of quantitative literacy were more likely to get a lot of help in using basic 

arithmetic. 

Overall, 9 percent of the adults surveyed said they get a lot of help from 

family members or friends with printed information associated with 

government agencies, public companies, private businesses, hospitals, and so 

on. Yet, a much higher percentage of respondents in Levell on the prose scale 

- 23 percent - reported getting a lot of help with these types of materials. 

Relatively small proportions of the adults in the other literacy levels said they 

receive assistance with everyday prose tasks. 

NALS Table 1.3 
--------------------------------------------~~~ Percentages of Adults Who Reported Getting A Lot of Help from Family Members or 
Friends With Various Types of Everyday Literacy Tasks, by Liter-acy Level 

. 

. Total 
Levell Level 4 

0 

Lev.eIS. .. P(jp~lati()n Level 2 Level 3 
" 

Prose tasks: 9 23 8 5 2 I 
printed information 

Document tasks: 12 25 12 7 4 2 
filling out forms 

Quantitative tasks: 5 14 4 2 1 0* 
using basic arithmetic 

·Percentages below .5 are rounded to O. 

Note: The flTSt row presents responses for adults in each level of prose literacy; the second row presents responses for 
adults in each level of document lit'eracy; and the third row presents responses for adults in each level of 
quantitative literacy. 

Source: U.s. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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Twelve percent of the total population reported getting a lot of help from 

family members or friends with filling out forms. Again, however, those in the 

lowest level of document literacy were far more likely than those in the higher 

levels to report getting a lot of help with these types of everyday document tasks. 

One-quarter of those in Levell, 12 percent of those in Level 2, and smaller 

percentages of those in the higher levels said they get a lot of help with forms. 

Just 5 percent of the total adult population reported getting a lot of 

assistance in using basic arithmetic when filling out order forms or balancing a 

checkbook. Yet, a much higher percentage of adults in Levell on the 

quantitative scale - 14 percent - said they receive a lot of help from family 

and friends on these types of quantitative tasks. Smaller proportions of adults in 

Levels 2 through 5 on this scale reported getting a lot of help from others in 

using basic arithmetic. 

Two patterns are apparent in the responses to these questions. First, 

individuals in Levell on each scale were conSiderably more likely than those in 

the higher proficiency levels to say they get a lot of help from family or friends 

with prose, document, and quantitative literacy tasks encountered in everyday 

life. Second, the proportions of adults in Levell on each scale who said they 

get a lot of help with these types of tasks are lower than might be expected. 

Across the scales, just 14 to 25 percent of the respondents in the lowest literacy 

level reported getting a lot of help reading printed information, filling out 

forms, and using basic arithmetic. 

Taken together, the data in Tables 1.1 and 1.2 indicate that most adults 

who performed in the lowest level on each literacy scale believed they read and 

write English well, and most reportedly did not get a lot of assistance from 

friends or family with everyday literacy tasks. Of the 40 to 44 million adults 

who demonstrated the most limited skills, only about 14 million or fewer said 

they do not read or write English well, and as few as 6 million said they get a 

lot of assistance with everyday prose, document, and quantitative literacy tasks. 

Trends in the Literacy Skills of Young Adults 

• ___________ e 

• 

In examining the literacy proficiencies of the adult population, one of the 

questions that naturally arises is whether skills are improving or slipping over 

time. Using the NALS data, this question can be addressed by comparing the 

performance of2l- to 25-year-olds assessed in 1985 first 'fliih young adults in 

the SaIlle age group who were assessed in 1992, and second with 28- to 32-year

olds assessed in 1992, who were 21 to 2.5 years old in 1985. These comparisons 

are possible because the same definition of literacy was used in this survey and 
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the young adult survey and because a common set of prose, document, and 

quantitative literacy tasks was administered in both assessments. 

Since the earlier study assessed the skills of individuals aged 21 to 25 who 

were living in households, the NALS data were reanalyzed to determine the 

proficiencies of adults in the 21 to 25 age group and those in the 28 to 32 age 

group who were living in households at the time of the 1992 survey. Adults in 

prison were excluded from the analyses to make the samples more comparable.3 

These comparisons reveal that the average prose, document, and 

quantitative proficiencies of America's young adults were somewhat lower in 

1992 than they were seven years earlier (FIGURE 1.2). While 21- to 25-year

oids assessed in 1985 demonstrated average proficiencies of about 293 on each 

of the literacy scales, the scores of 21- to 25-year-olds assessed in 1992 were 11 

to 14 points lower: 281 on the prose and document scales and 279 on the 

quantitative scale. The average proficiencies of adults aged 28 to 32 who 

participated in the 1992 survey were also lower than those of 21- to 25-year

oids in the earlier survey, by 10 to 11 pOints across the three scales. 

Many factors may be involved, but the discrepancies in literacy 

performance between the 1985 and 1992 respondents can be explained at least 

in part by changes in the composition of the young adult population. While the 

proportions of young Black adults changed little from one survey to the next 

(13 percent to 11 percent), and the percentages of White adults decreased 

(from 76 to 70 percent), the percentages of young Hispanic adults doubled, 

rising from 7 percent of the 1985 survey participants to 15 percent of the 21- to 

25-year-old NALS participants. Many of these Hispanic individuals were born 

in other countries and are learning English as a second language. 

When one examines the trends in literacy proficiencies within various 

racial or ethnic groups, different patterns are "isible.4 Among White adults, 

those aged 21 to 25 who were assessed in 1992 demonstrated lower average 

proficiencies than adults in this same age group who participated in the 1985 

survey. Performance declined from 305 to 296 on both the"prose and document 

scales, and from 304 to 295 on the quantitative scale. In contrast, the average 

prose, document, and quantitative proficiencies of 28- to 32-year-olds assessed 

in 1992 were not significantly different from those of adults aged 21 to 25 who 

were assessed in 1985. 

3 To further enhance the comparability of the 1985 and 1992 survey results, the 1985 data were reanalyzed 
using the same statistical procedures that were used in NALS. For example, respondents who completed 
only part of the survey were eliminated from the 1985 analyses but were included in the analyses for the 
current study. As a result of such adjustments, the 1985 survey results reported here are slightly different 
from those in previous reports. These issues and procedures are to be discussed in the technical report. 

4 Trends in the performance of White, Black, and Hispanic adults are discussed here; the numbers of Asian! 
Pacific Islanders who participated in the 1985 survey were too small to permit reliable comparisons across 
the two surveys. 
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Average Literacy Proficiencies of Young Adults, 1985 and 1992 
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The pattern for Black individuals is somewhat different. The average 

prose, document, and quantitative proficiencies of 21- to 25-year-old Black 

adults assessed in 1992 were comparable to those of young Black adults 

assessed in 1985. Black NALS participants in the 28 to 32 age group 

demonstrated similar prose and document proficiencies but lower quantitative 

scores (240 compared with 252) than participants in the young adult survey. 

When the literacy skins of young Hispanic adults assessed in 1985 are 

compared with the skills of those assessed in 1992, still a different pattern is 

seen. Hispanic adults aged 21 to 25 who participated in the earlier assessment 

demonstrated an average prose score of 251, an average document score of 

243, and an average quantitative score of 25.3. Their same-age peers who 

participated in the 1992 assessment demonstrated quantitative proficiencies 

that were 24 points lower. While their average prose and document scores were 

also lower, the 10- to 20-point differences did not reach statistical significance. 

Hispanic adults aged 28 to 32 who participated in the 1992 survey demonstrated 

lower average prose and quantitative proficiencies than young Hispanic adults 

who participated in the 1985 survey. The proficiency gap on the prose scale was 

28 points, while on the quantitative scale, it was 30 points. Although large, the 

18-point difference on the document scale did not rearh statistical Significance. 

Again, these performance differences between the 1985 and 1992 surveys can 

be explained, at least in part, by demographic cha.'1.ges in the young adult 

population over the seven-year period. 

Results by Level of Education 

A primary means of transmitting literacy to succeeding generations is the 

school system. Not surprisingly, then, among all the variables explored in the 

survey, the level of education attained in the United States has the strongest 

relationship with demonstrated literacy proficiency (FIGURE 1.3). Adults with 

higher levels of education demonstrated much higher average proficiencies 

than those with fewer years of schooling. As previously observed, however, the 

relationship between schooling and literacy is complex. Schooling surely 

increases an individual's skills, but it is also true that individuals with higr..er 

proficiencies are more likely to extend their schooling. 

What is most interesting is the steady rise in average literacy proficiencies 

across the entire range of education levels. (Throughout tins section, "level of 

education" refers to the highest level of education that respondents reported 

having completed at the time of the survey.) The average prose profiCiency of 

adults who did not go beyond eighth grade was 177, compared with 270 for 

those who completed high school but went no further, 322 for those whose 
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highest level of education was a four-year college degree, and 336 for those 

who had completed some graduate studies beyond the four-year degree. 

Similar pattem~ .are evident on the document and quantitative scales, 

where those with higher levels of education also displayed more advanced 

literacy skills. 

Stated another way, the difference in average prose proficiencies between 

those who completed no more than 8 years of education and those who had 

completed at least some graduate work is nearly 160 points. This translates to a 

gap of roughly three proficiency levels, representing, on average, a very large 

difference in literacy skills and strategies. This may mean the difference, for 

example, between being able to identify a piece of information in a short news 

article and being able to compare and contrast information in lengthy text. 

While adults with less than a high school education performed primarily in 

Levell, those who finished secondary school performed, on average, in the 

high end of Level 2, those who received a college degree demonstrated average 

proficiencies associated with the high end of Level 3, and those who had 

campleted some work beyand the faur-year degree perf armed within the range 

of Level 4. 

On the whole, the perfarmance af high schoal graduates was not as strang 

as might be desired. On each scale, between 16 and 20 percent of adults with 

high sc~oo! diplamas performed in Levell, and between 33 and 38 percent 

performed in Level 2. Conversely, only 10 to 13 percent of high school 

graduates reached the two highest levels. As expected, the performance of 

adults with General Educational Development (GED) certificates was nearly 

identical to that of adults with high school diplomas. The average proficiencies 

and the distributions across the literacy levels were highly similar for these 

two groups. 

Large percentages of four-year college graduates reached the higher levels 

on each of the literacy scales. Fifty percent were in Levels 4 or 5 on the prose 

and quantitative scales, while 44 percent reached those levels on the document 

scale. Still, the percentages who performed in the twa lowest levels are quite 

large: 15 percent on the prose scale, 19 percent on the document scale, and 16 

percent on the quantitative scale. 

The relationship between education and literacy will be further explored 

in an upcoming special report. 
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Results by Parents' Level of Education 

• ~~----. 
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The differences in literacy proficiencies among various groups are the result of 

many factors, some of which can be controlled by individuals and some of 

which cannot. Previous work investigating the intergenerational nature of 

literacy has revealed the major role that parents' economic status and 

educational attainment play in their children's success in school. Accordingly, 

adults participating in the NALS were asked to indicate the highest level of 

education that each of their parents had completed, and the highest level of 

education attained by either parent was used in these analyses. 

Given that parents' education is a proxy for socioeconomic status, 

interests, and aspirations, one would expect to find that adults whose parents 

completed more years of education demonstrate more advanced literacy skills 

than those whose parents have limited education. This pattern is, in fact, 

evident in the NALS results. Individuals who reported that their parents 

earned college degrees demonstrated higher prose, document, and quantitative 

proficiency scores, on average, than those whose parents had not continued this 

far in their education. On the prose scale, r:jr example, adults whose parents 

completed a college degree had an averag~~ score of 305, while those whose 

parents had not finished high school had an average proficiency of 264. 

The important role of parents' education in the literacy skills of their 

offspring is underscored when the data on respondents' educational attainment 

are viewed as a function of their parents' educational attainment. For example, 

adults with high school diplomas had an average prose score of 255 if their 

parents completed 0 to 8 years of education; 267 if their parents attended high 

school but did not receive a diploma; 275 if their parents graduated from high 

school; and 286 if their parents earned a four-year degree (FIGURE 1.4). 

These trends are similar for each scale and each level of educational 

attainment, although not all comparisons are statistically significant. 

While parents' education is clearly related to adults' proficiencies, the 

relationship between literacy proficiency and respondents' own level of 

education is even stronger. Within each category of parental education, adults 

who had completed more years of education demonstrated higher average 

proficiencies than those who had completed fewer years. For example, among 

individuals whose parents had completed no more than eight years of 

education, those who had attended high school but did not earn a diploma 

outperformed those with 0 to 8 years of education; the average prose 

proficiencies of these two groups were 218 and 174, respectively. Adults who 

completed high school attained an average prose score of 255, while those who 

earned a four-year college degree had an average score of 296 . 
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Results by Age 

----...;" . • 

The variations in performance across the age groups are highly similar for the 

prose and quantitative scales. On both of these scales, average scores increased 

from the teenage years up to the middle forties, with the largest increase 

occurring between 16- to 18-year-olds and 19- to 24-year-olds (FIGURE 1.5). 

Average proficiencies then declined sharply, falling approximately 25 points 

between the 40 to 54 age group and the 55 to 64 age group, and another 30 

points or so between that group and the oldest adults. 

On the document scale, the performance of the first four age groups (16 

to 18, 19 to 24, 25 to 39, and 40 to 54) seems to be more 3imilar than is the case 

on the prose and quantitative scales. Again, however, there are sharp declines 

in performance between adults aged 40 to 54 and those aged 55 to 64, an.d then 

for individuals 65 years and older. These decreases are 29 and 32 points, 

respectively, while the largest difference among the younger four age groups is 

6 pOints. 

To understand these declin9s in performance, it is helpful to compare the 

educational attainments of adults in the various age groups. These data clearly 

show that older adults (that is, individuals between the ages of 55 and 64 and 

those 65 and older) completed fewer years of schooling, on average, than did 

adults in the younger age groups (TABLE 1.4). The one exception is for 16- to 

18-year-olds, many of whom are still in school. 

The differences across the age groups in years of schooling parallel the 

differences in literacy proficiencies. Just as average performance declines 

among adults in the two oldest age groups, so too do the average years of 

schooling. Thus, it appears that some of the decrease in literacy skills across the 

age cohorts can be attributed to fewer years of schooling. Different 

immigration patterns may also help to explain the decline, as may other factors 

not examined in this survey. These patterns and relationships will be explored 

more fully in forthcoming reports on literacy among older adults and on 

literacy and education. 
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Average Years of Schooling, by Age 

Age 
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"''''Many adults in these age groups are stilI in school. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

Results by Race/Ethnicity 

• ______ a 

• 

Because such a large number of adults participated in this sUlvey, it is possible 

to report performance results for many more racial/ethnic groups than has 

been possible in the past. 

The average prose literacy of White adults is 26 to 80 points higher than 

that of any of the other nine racial/ethnic groups reported here (FIGURE 1.6). 

Similar patterns are evident on the document and quantitative scales. On the 

document scale, the average scores of White adults are between 26 and 75 

pOints higher than those of other groups, while on quantitative scale they are 

from 31 to 84 pOints higher. 

With the exception of HispaniC/Other adults, the average proficiencies of 

the Hispanic subpopulations are not significantly different from one another. 

On average, Mexican and Central/South American adults were outperformed 

by Black adults. In contrast, Hispanic/Other adults outperformed Black adults 

on the prose and document scales by more than 20 points. (On the quantitative 

scale, the difference is not significant.) Their performance was, on average, 

similar to that of Asian/Pacmc Islander adults and American Indian! Alaskan 

Native adults . 
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When one compares the average proficiency results for White and Black 

adults and for White and AsianlPacific Islander adults, one sees very different 

patterns across the three literacy scales. While the proficiency gap between 

White and Black adults increases across the prose, document, and quantitative 

scales (from 49 to 63 points), the gap between White and AsianlPacific Islander 

adults d.ecreases (from 44 to 31 points). On the prose scale, the average 

proficiencies of White and Black adults differ by 49 points, compared with a 

difference of 44 points between White and AsianlPacific Islander adults. On 

the document scale, the proficiency gap between White and Black adults is 50 

pOints, whereas l>etween White and AsianlPacific Islander adults it is 35 points. 

On the quantitative scale, the average proficiency of White adults is 63 points 

higher than that of Black adults, but only 31 pOints higher than that of Asian! 

Pacific Islander adults. 

The differences in average performance between Black and AsianlPaciflc 

Islander respondents are even more striking. The tWo groups performed 

similarly on the prose and document scales, but AsianlPacific Islander adults 

outperformed Black adults by 32 points on the quantitative scale. Such 

differences in the patterns of performance reflect the different backgrounds 

and experiences of these adults. If performance were reported on a single 

literacy scale, such important variations across the scales would be masked. 

The racial/ethnic differences in performance reflect the influence of many 

variables. Data on some of these variables were collected as part of the 

National Adult Literacy Survey, including information on educational 

att.'rinment, age, and country of birth. 

Educational Attainment and Racial/Ethnic Differences 

-----....; .. • 

Given the strength of the relationship between adults' level of education and 

their literacy performance, it was hypotheSized that profiCiency differences 

among the various racial/ethnic groups might be related to varying educational 

attainments. The average years of schooling in this country reported by 

respondents in different racial/ethnic groups are presented in Table 1.5. 

Because the numbers of adults in each of the Hispanic subpopulations are 

relatively small, analyses of the nine levels of educational attainment within 

each group result in unreliable estimates. Therefore, the five Hispanic 

subpopulations are combined for these analyses. 

Hispanic adults reported having had the fewest years of schooling of all 

the groups - just over 10 years, on average. The average years of education 

attained by Black adults and respondents of American Indian! Alaskan Native 

origin are similar: 11.6 and 11.7 years, respectively. Thus, these groups had 
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NALS Table 1.5 
------------------------------------------~~~ Average Years of Schooling, by RacelEthnicity 

Dlac//{ 

Asian or Pacific Islander 

American Indi.an or Af.askan Native 

Hispanic groups 

*in this country. 

12.8 

11.6 

13.0 

11.7 

10.2 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992. 

completed more years of school than Hispanic adults, on average, but at least a 

year less than either White or AsianiPacific Islander adults. 

While these differences in years of education may help explain some of 

the gaps in performance among the various racialJethnic groups, they do not 

explain all of the disparities that are found. Another way to examine the 

relationship between years of schooling and racialJethnic differences is to 

compare proficiencies across levels of educational attainment (FIGURE 1.7). 

For the most part, differences in average proficiencies among minority 

subgroups are reduced when comparisons are made only among individuals 

with the same levels of education. Even when one controls for level of 

education, however, large differences in average performance continue to be 

observed (TABLE 1.6). 

The average differences in prose, document, and quantitative 

proficiencies between White and Black adults are 49, 50, and 63 pOints, 

respectively. When level of education is taken into account, the average 

proficiency differences across the nine levels of education decrease to 36, 37, 

and 48 points, respectively. The remaining disparities in performance between 

White and Black adults may be the result of numerous factors. One plausible 

ex.planation is the variation in the quality of education available to these two 

populations. Differences in socioeconomic status are also likely to be a factor. 

When comparing the differences between White and Hispanic adults, the 

effects of controlling for education are even greater than for White and Black 

adults. This reflects the larger difference between these two groups in years of 
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Section I . . . ... 35 



NALS 
_________________________________________________________ ~~·gu~nl~ 

Average Literacy Proficiencies, by Highest Level of Education Completed and Race/Ethnicity 
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NALS Table 1.6 
---------------------~--------------------------Differences in Average Literacy Proficiencies Between Various RaciallEthnic Groups, 
Overall and by Level of Education 

'0 ", .) 

c 
O,,~raJi Aver~ge DitTeten4!eby 

,'", DitTerenc~BetW~ .' Difference Level ofEd-u~tion* 
, ',,' "" , ., 

White and Bhr,ck Adults 

Prose 49 36 
Document 50 37 
Quantitative 63 48 

White and Hispanic Adults 

Prose 71 40 
Document 67 35 
Quantitative 75 41 

White and Asian/Pacific Islander Adults 

Prose 44 54 
Document 35 45 
Quantitative 31 40 

*The "average difference" column reflects the weighted average of the proficiency differences between 
each pair of groups across the levels of education. For the White-Black and White-Hispanic comparisons, 
the average is based on all nine levels of education. For the White-AsianlPacific Islander comparisons, the 
average is based on the four levels of education for which there are reliable estimates. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

schooling, as reported in Table 1.5. The average difference across the three 

scales is reduced by almost 50 percent when level of education is taken into 

consideration. Overall, the average differences in prose, document, and 

quantitative proficiencies between White and Hispanic adults are 71, 67, and 

75 pOints, respectively. When one takes levels of education into account, 

however, these differences decline to 40, 35, and 41 points across the three 

literacy scales. 

In contrast, given the similarity in the number of years of schooling 

completed by White and Asian/Pacific Islander adults, the differences in average 

performance do not change significantly when level of education is taken into 

account. That is, whereas the average differences in prose, document, and 

quantitative performance between White adults and respondents of Asian/Pacific 

Islander origin are 44, 35, and 31 points, respectively, the average differences 

are 54, 45, and 40 pOints on tlle three scales when one compares performance 

while controlling for level of education. 

.: 
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Age and Racial/Ethnic Differences 

----~.'" • 

While there continue to be disparities in educational attainment among 

individuals with different racial/ethnic characteristics, levels of education have 

risen for all individuals throughout the last century. Therefore, it seems 

important to explore racial/ethnic group differences in various age cohorts. One 

might expect that the differences in average years of education among the 

racial/ethnic groups would be smaller for younger adults, and tlIat the 

differences in average proficiencies would therefore be higher for older adults. 

Figure 1.8 shows the differences in average literacy proficiencies and in 

average years of schooling between White adults and those in the other 

minority groups by age. The differences in average years of schooling between 

White and Black adults and between White and HispaniC adults increase across 

the age groups, and so it is p.ot surprising to see that these are mirrored by 

rising disparities in literacy performance. For example, across the scales, the 

average proficiency difference between Black ap.d White adults in the 16 to 18 

age group is 36 to 47 points. The accompanying difference in years of schooling 

is .2 years. In contrast, in the 40 to 54 age group, the average performance gap 

between White and Black adults is much larger, ranging from 65 to 75 points. 

The corresponding difference in average years of education is 1.6 years. 

Across the age groups, there are even larger differences in average literacy 

proficiencies and years of schooling between White adults and respondents of 

Hispanic origin. Among 16- to 18-year-olds, the difference in average years of 

schooling between these two groups is 1.1 years, and the proficiency differences 

range from 47 to 53 points across the scales. Among 40- to 54-year-olds, on the 

other hand, the difference in average years of schooling is 3.2 years, and the 

proficiency gap is between 84 and 89 pointe; on each scale. 

For White adults and those of AsianlPacific Islander origin, a different 

pattern is evident. The numbers of AsianiPacific Islander adults in the 16 to 18, 

55 to 64, and 65 and older age groups are too small to prOvide reliable 

proficiency estimates. In the age categories for which data are available, 

however, White adults outperformed Asia.JlIPacific Islander adults, but there 

are no significant differences between the two groups in average years of 

schooling. It is noteworthy that the performance gap between White and Asian! 

Pacific Islander adults is relatively small in the 19 to 24 age group. 

In making the compa.risons between White adults and those of either 

Hispanic or AsianiPacific Islander origin, it is important to remember that first 

language spoken and country of birth may contribute substantially to the 

proficiency differences that are observed. 
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Differences i:)etween Adults in Various RaciallEthnic Groups in Average Literacy 
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Country of Birth and Racial/Ethnic Differences 

Many adults immigrate to the United States from places where English is not 

the national language. Not surprisingly, individuals born in this country tend to 

be more proficient in English than those born outside of this country, who are 

likely to have learned English as a second language. To better understand the 

differences in performance among various raciaVethnic groups, then, it is 

helpful to examine the proportion of each group that was born inside and 

outside the United States. 

Nearly all White (00 percent) and Black (95 percent) adults and most 

respondents of Puerto Rican origin (SO percent) said they were born in the 

United States (TABLE 1.7). On the other hand, relatively small proportions of 

AsianlPaciHc Islander (22 percent), CentraVSouth American (21 percent), and 

Cuban (11 percent) adults were born in this country. About half of the Mexican 

adults and apprOximately 68 percent of the Hispanic/Other adults reported 

being born in the United States. 

With oJt\e exception, individuals born in the United States tended to 

outperform their peers who were born abroad (FIGURE 1.9). The exception 

NALS Table 1.7 
--------------------------------------------~~. 

e ____ e 

• 

Percentages of Adults Born in the United States and in Other Countries or Territories, 
by Race/Ethnicity 

.. ., 
Born,·in the Born in Other Countrit!s 

RacelEthnidty United States 01" Territories 

White 96 4 

Black 95 6 

Asian or PacifIC Islander 22 78 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 100 0* 

Other 24 76 

Hispank:IMexkan 54 46 

HispaniclPuerto Rican 80 20 

Hispanic/Cuban 11 89 

Hispanic/Central or South American 21 79 

HispanklOther 68 32 

.P=cnIages below .s are rounded to O. 

Source: u.s. Department of Education. National Caller fOf' Education Statistics, National Adult Ureracy Survey, 1992. 
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appears among Black adults, where the differences in average performance 

range only from 3 to 7 points across the scales and are not Significant. Across 

the three literacy scales, the average proficiencies of native-born Mexican, 

Puerto Rican, Central/South American, and HispaniC/Other adults are 40 to 94 

points higher than those of their foreign-born peers. For White and Asian! 

Pacific Islander adults, the differences range from 26 to 41 points across the scales. 

Indeed, when the differences in literacy proficiencies among various 

racial/ethnic groups are viewed through the lens of country of birth, the pattern 

of results that appears in Figure 1.6 changes substantially. When one takes 

country of birth into consideration, there are no significant differences between 

the prose and document proficiencies of native-born Central/South American 

or Hispanic/Other adults and the proficiencies of native-born White adults. 

Further, on all three scales, native-born Black and Puerto Rican individuals 

demonstrated about the same average proficiencies. The average scores of 

native-born AsianlPacific Islander adults were similar to those of White adults, 

and to those of respondents who reported Central/South American and 

Hispanic/Other origins. Though some of the differences among these groups 

appear to be large, they did not reach statistical Significance. 

Results by Type of Illness, Disability, or Impairment 

----.......; .. 
• 

The National Adult Literacy Survey included a series of questions about 

illnesses and disabilities, making it possible to examine the literacy skills of 

adults with various types of conditions. One question asked respondents 

whether they had a phYSical, mental, or other health condition that kept them 

from participating fully in work, school, housework, or other activities. Two 

other questions asked whether they had visual or hearing difficulties. Finally, 

respondents were asked whether they had a learning disability, any mental or 

emotional condition, mental retardation, a speech disability, a physical 

disability, a long-term illness (for six months or more), or any other health 

impairment. Respondents were permitted to report each type of disability or 

condition they had. 

Overall, 12 percent of the total population said they had a physical, 

mental, or other health condition that kept them from participating fully in 

work, housework, school, or other activities (TABLE 1.8). Between 6 and 9 

percent reported vision or hearing difficulties, physical disabilities, long-term 

illnesses, or other health impairments, and about 3 percent reported having a 

learning disability. Very few individuals - 2 percent or less of the population 

- reported having some form of mental retardation, a mental or emotional 

condition, or a speech disability. 
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Percentages of Adults Who Reported Having a Physical, Mental, or Other 
Health Condition 

·.011 l'YP¢, of Condition f,. 

Physical, mental, or other health condition 

Visual difficulty 

Hearing difficulty 

Learning disability 

Mental or emotional condition 

Mental retardation 

Speech disability 

Physical disability 

Long~term illness 

Other health impairment 

·Percentages below .S 81e rounded to O. 

Total 
Population 

12 

7 

7 

3 

2 

0* 

1 

9 

8 

6 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

'When. the literacy levels and proficiencies of respondents who said they 

had an illness, disability, or impairment are compared with the literacy levels 

and proficiencies of adults in the total population, sharp contrasts are evident. 

Without exception, adults with any type of disability, difficulty, or illness were 

more likely than those in the total population to perform in the lowest literacy 

levels. Some conditions appear to have a stronger relationship with literacy 

than others, however (FIGURE 1.10). 

Adults with mental retardation, for example, were about four times more 

likely than their peers in the total population to perform in Levell on the 

prose, document, and quantitative scales. On the prose scale, 87 percent of the 

respondents with mental retardation were in this level, compared with 21 

percent of adults in the population as a whole. 
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The performa1!lce gaps were smaller for the other disability groups, but 

they were still sub:;tantial. On each scale, more than half of the individuals with 

vision difficulties performed in Levell (53 to 55 percent), for example, and 

another 24 to 26 percent performed in Level 2. A similar pattern appears for 

those who reported having speech or learning disabilities; between 53 and 60 

percent of the respondents with either of these disabilities had scores in the 

range for Levell on each scale, and 21 to 27 percent performed in Level 2. 

These differences in the distributions of performance across the literacy 

levels are echoed in the average proficiency scores. Adults who reported having 

mental retardation demonstrated the weakest skills of all the groups examined. 

On the quantitative scale, for example, their average score was 117, which lies 

in the low end of Levell. Respondents with learning disabilities had an 

average score of 200 on this scale, while the scores of those with a speech (212) 

or visual difficulty (214) or a mental or emotional condition (215) were slightly 

higher. The average quantitative profiCiency of respondents who reported 

having a phYSical, mental, or health condition that impaired their ability to 

participate fully in activities was 224. 

Groups whose average proficiency scores were in the low end of the Level 

2 range on the quantitative scale incIude9 adults who said they had a phYSical 

disability (228) or a long-term illness (233). Individuals with hearing difficulties 

had higher average quantitative proficiencies (247), as well as higher prose and 

document proficiencies (243 and 239, respectively), than adults who reported 

other disabilities or conditions. 

Finally, it is interesting to note the average performance differences 

between individuals who reported having certain" disabilities and adults in the 

population as a whole. The smallest gap was between those who said they had 

difficulty hearing and adults in the population overall; the difference was 24 to 

29 pOints on each literacy scale. Across the other groups, the performance gap 

between those who reported having a particular disability or illness and those 

in the total population ranged from 32 to 71 points. The only exception was 

among adults who reported having some form of mental retardation; here the 

gap ranged from 120 to 154 pOints across the scales. 
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Results by Region 

Regional differences in average literacy proficiency are found on all three 

scales (FIGURE 1.11). Adults living in the Northeast and those living in the 

South perfonned similarly, on average. Further, the average proficiencies of 

adults in the Midwest and those in the West are comparable. However, adults 

in the Northeast and South demonstrated lower proficiencies, on average, than 

adults living in the Midwest and West regions of the country. 

These differences rna}' be attributable partly to regional variations in 

demographic characteristics such as country of birth or average years of 

schooling. These variables by themselves, however, do not provide a simple 

explanation for the proficiency differences across the regions (TABLE 1.9). 

Comparing the data in Figure 1.11 and Table 1.9, it is apparent that adults 

residing in the West outperfonned adults in the South and the Northeast 

regions, yet the West also had the highest percentage of individuals born 

outside the United States. Further, while adults living in the Midwest and the 

West outperfonned those in the Northeast, the average number of years of 

schooling completed by adults in these regions was about the same. In contrast, 

adults in the West demonstrated higher average proficiencies than their peers 

in the South, and also reported significantly higher average years of schooling. 

It therefore appears that no Single variable accounts for the regional variations 

in literacy proficiencies. 

Results by Sex 

---.,.......-....;; .. 
• 

The perfonnance results for men and women differ across the three literacy 

scales (FIGURE 1.11). On the prose scale, the average proficiencies of women 

(273) and men (272) are about the same; the difference of 1 point is not 

significant. In contrast, men's average document (269) and quantitative 

proficiencies (277) are Significantly higher than those of women (265 and 266). 

The sex differences on these scales are 4 and 11 points, respectively. 

The fact that women tend to live longer than men and that literacy 

proficiencies tend to be lower for older adults, as seen earlier in this section, 

may contribute to the pe:4forrnance differences between the two sexes. So may 

other variables such as years of schooling, country of birth, and racia1Jethnic 

background. 

46 ••.... Section I 



NALS 
Literacy Leve!s and Average Literacy Proficiencies, by Region and Sex 

80 

OJ 60 > 
~ 
.5 

'" Ql) 
40 

co c: 
'" ~ 
~ 

20 

0 

80 

OJ 60 > 
'" .,.J 

.S 

'" Ql) 
40 

"" c: 
'" ~ 20 

&! 

0 

80 

OJ 60 
~ 
.S 
~ 40 
'" c: 
'" ~ 

&! 
20 

0 

PROSE 
= 

Northeast Midwest 

35 
28 31 28 

DOCUMENT 

Northeast Midwest 

29 30 30 33 

24 

QUANTITATIVE 
w=" 

" 

267 , 280 

Northeast Mjdwest 

31 
34 

24 25 26 

· ;Ayenig~ ,f:loflciellili ' 
"1.67' "276 

South 

28 30 
23 

South 

26 29 29 

West 

33 

West 

32 

2224 

,Av~~~ePrOiiciencr1' " 
", ,265 \<276 

South West 

25 27 29 
32 

Male 

26 31 
22 

Male 

27 
31 

23 

Male 

31 

Levell (010225) LevelZ (22610275) Level 3 (27610325) Level4 (32610375) LevelS (376 (0 500) 

So""",: U.S. Departmenl of Educalion. National Centcrfor Education SlOtislics. National Adult Lileracy Survry. 1992. 

Female 

28 33 

Female 

30 31 

23 

Female 

JI 

Figure 1.11 

• 
e ____ _ 

• 

Section I ...... 47 



------------------------------------------------------------------ I 
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Percentages of Adults Born in Other Countries or Territories, and Average Years 
of Schooling, by Region 

f 

'::;.. .", 

···1 . No .. theast . • Mitlwest South West 
·1) 

Percentage of adults born in 
other countries or territor'ies 14 3 7 18 

Average years of schooling 12.5 12.5 12.2 12.6 

Source: u.s. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Uteracy Survey. 1992. 

Results for the Prison Population 

____ __i-. 
I> 

In addition to assessing individuals residing in households, the National Adult 

Literacy Survey evaluated a national sample of inmates in federal and state 

prisons. The survey included only those adults incarcerated in prisons both 

because more than half the nation's inmates are in these institutions and 

because prisons hold individuals for longer periods of time than do either jails 

or community-based facilities. Imprisoned adults make up a relatively small 

percentage of the total adult population in the United States, but their 

inclusion in this survey ensures better estimates of the literacy proficiencies of 

the adult population and allows for separate reporting of the literacy skills of 

adults in this important population. 

The demographic characteristics of adults in prison were not 

representative of tile characteristics of the total population (TABLE 1.10). The 

prison population tended to be both younger and less educated than adults in 

the nation as a whole, and most adults in ·prison were male. For example, males 

made up 48 percent of the total population but constituted 94 percent of those 

in prisons. In addition, only 20 percent of imprisoned adults reported having 

completed some postsecondary education or a college degree. while 42 percent 

of the adult population as a whole had gone beyond high school or aGED. 

Fully 80 percent of prisoners were below age 40, compared with 51 percent of 

the total population. 
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~AULS __ , __________________________________________________ T:ua~h~!e~l~.l~~ 

PerlCeiltages of Adults in Various Demographic Groups, Prison and Total Populations 

I Race/Ethnicity 

White 
Black 

rr' _ 

Asian or Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Other 
Hispanic groups 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Highest Level of Education Completed 

o to 8 years 
9 to 12 years 
High school diploma 
GED 
Some college 
College degree 

Age 

.' . 

"'Prison .... 
". '-', -;:.. 

'PQpldation 

35 
44 

1 
2 
1 

17 

94 
6 

14 
35 
14 
17 
16 
4 

2 
21 
57 
17 

Tobit 
. .PopulatiQII,~ . 

76 
11 
2 

0* 
10 

48 
52 

10 
13 
27 
4 

21 
21 

5 
13 
33 
23 

16 to 18 
19 to 24 
25 to 39 
40 to 54 
55 to 64 

I 65ando_l_de_r ________________________________________________ ~ 
2 10 
1 16 

·Percentages below .5 are rounded to O. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. National Adult Liferacy Survey. 1992. 

Individuals in prison were also considerably different from the total 

population in tenns of their racial/ethnic characteristics. Adults in prisons were 

considerably less likely to be White (35 percent) than adults in the total 

population (76 percent), and less likely to be AsianlPacific Islander (1 percent, 

compared with 2 percent). In contra')t, adults of Hispanic origin were 

overrepresented in the prison population. Seventeen percent of those in prison 

reported being of Hispanic origin, compared with 10 percent in the population 

as a whole. Similarly, Black and American Indian/Alaskan Native adults were 
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overrepresented in the prison population. For example, Black adults made up 

11 percent of the total population but accounted for about 44 percent of adults 

held in state and federal prisons. 

Given the relationship between level of education and literacy and 

between race/ethnicity and literacy, it is not surprising that the prison 

population performed significantly worse (by 26 to 35 points) than the total 

population on each of the literacy scales (FIGURE 1.12). 

In terms of the five literacy levels, the proportion of prisoners in Levell 

on each scale (31 to 40 percent) is larger than that of adults in the total 

population (21 to 23 percent). Conversely, the percentage of prisoners who 

demonstrated skills in Levels 4 and 5 (4 to 7 percent) is far smaller than the 

proportion of adults in the total population who performed in those levels (18 

to 21 percent). 

Summary 

• 
---.~. 

On each of the literacy scales, between 21 and 23 percent of the adults 

surveyed, representing some 40 to 44 million individuals nationwide, 

demonstrated proficiencies in the range for Levell. Though all adults in this 

level displayed limited skills, their characteristics were quite diverse. Some of 

these adults succeeded in performing the less challenging assessment tasks, 

while others had such limited skills that they were able to respond to only a 

part of the survey. Many of the individuals in this level were born in other 

countries; had not attended school beyond the eighth grade; were elderly; or 

had a disability, illness, or impairment. 

Across the literacy scales, some 25 and 28 percent of the adults surveyed, 

representing another 48 to 54 rhillion adults nationwide, demonstrated 

performance in Level 2. Nearly one-third, representing some 60 million adults, 

performed in Level 3, and another 15 to 17 percent - or approximately 30 

million - were in Level 4. Only 3 to 4 percent of the respondents performed 

in the highest level of prose, document, or quantitative literacy. In population 

terms, this represents only 6 to 8 million adults nationwide. 

The survey results reveal an interesting contrast between individuals' 

demonstrated English literacy skills and their perceptions of their level of 

proficiency. Of the adults who performed in the lowest ~evel on each scale, the 

vast majority said they were able to read or write English well. Similarly, 

although individuals in the lowest literacy level were more likely than those in 

the higher levels to say that they get a lot of help from family members and 

friends in performing everyday literacy tasks, the proportions who said they get 

such help were lower than might be expected . 
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Literacy Levels and Average Literacy Proficiencies for the Prison and Total Populations 

PROSE 
En 

Prison Population Total Population 
Q3 60 > 
~ 
.5 
II) 
CI) 

oS 
I': 
II) 

!:! 
~ 

DOCUMENT • 

80 

Q3 60 > 
~ 
.5 
II) 40 
CI) 

oS 
I': 
II) 

!:! 20 
~ 

0 

I ", 240".. ' ••• A, verag," e.Pro, fic, iency ",', ,', ' , ,,267;,", ' 

Prison Population Total Population 

38 

Levels 

I 

gUANTITATIVE 

80 
[ " 236 .",J\verage froficiel\cy , ' 

Prison Population Total Population 
Q3 60 > 
~ 
.5 

Q) 40 
ff 
I': 
II) 

~ 
~ 

0 

Levels 

°Pcrt:entagcs below .5 arc rounded 10 0, 

Levell (0 to 225) Levell (225 to 275) Level3 (27610 325) Level 4 (326 to 375) LevelS (37610 500) 

Source: U.s. o.p:ntmenl of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adull Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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A strong relationship exists between education and literacy. Adults who 

had completed high school demonstrated significantly higher average prose, 

document, and quantitative proficiencies than those who had not, and 

individuals whose highest level of education was a college degree performed 

far better, on average, than those with high school diplomas or lower levels of 

education. The survey results also reveal a strong association between adults' 

literacy proficiencies and their parents' educational attainments, although tlle 

impact of one's own education appears to be greater. 

An analysis of the performance of adults in different age groups indicates 

that prose and quantitative literacy skills increase from the teenage years up to 

the middle forties, then decline sharply across the older age groups. On the 

document scale, the rise in proficiency scores across the younger age groups is 

more gradual, but still there are marked declines across the two older age 

groups. One variable that helps to explain t.."'-le proficiency decline across the 

age groups is education; older adults tended to have completed fewer years of 

schooling than adults in all but the youngest age group. 

Differences in performance are also evident across the various racial and 

ethnic populations studied. The average prose, document, and quantitative 

proficiencies of White adults, for example, were significantly higher than those 

of adults in all the other racialJethnic groups examined. These differences in 

performance can be explained in part by differences in average years of 

schooling and by respondents' country of birth. 

Respondents who reported having any type of physical, mental, or health 

condition demonstrated much more limited literacy skills than those in the 

population as a whole. Some conditions - such as mental retardation, learning 

disabilities, or vision problems - appear to have a stronger relationship with 

literacy than other conditions. 

Adults reSiding in the Northeast and South demonstrated lower average 

skills than adults living in the Midwest and West. Further, while the average 

prose literacy scores of men and women were nearly identical, men 

outperformed women in document and quantitative literacy. 

Finally, incarcerated individuals were far more likely than adults in the 

total population to be in the lower levels on the prose, document, and 

quantitative scaies. The relatively weak performance of the prison population 

can be attributed at least in part to the demographic characteristics of 

incarcerated individuals, which differ substantially from the characteristics of 

the adult population as a whole. 
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The Connection Between A.dttlts> Literacy Skills 
and Their Social and Econamic Characterist'ics 

he first section of this report provided a portrait of literacy in the United 

States, describing the literacy levels and proficiencies of the adult population 

and of many different subpopulations. In this section, the focus shifts to the 

connections between literacy and particular aspects of adults' lives. 

Previous studies have identified certain practices and conditions that are 

related to literacy.l Accordingly, adults participating in this survey were asked 

to report on their voting experience, reading practices, economic status, recent 

employment, and occupations. Their responses make it possible to examine 

how various aspects of adults' lives vary according to their literacy proficiencies 

- that is, to see what connections exist between literacy and an array of social 

and economic variables. Are those in the higher literacy levels more likely to 

get information from print than those in the lower levels? Are they more likely 

to be employed. hold certain kinds of jobs, or earn better wages? These types 

of questions are addressed in the pages that follow. 

Literacy and Voting 

One question in the survey asked respondents to indicate whether or not they 

had voted in a state or national election in the United States in the past five 

years. A clear relationship was found between literacy skills and voting 

practices. On all three scales, there was a significant increase across the literacy 

levels in the percentages of adults who reported voting in a recent state or 

national election (FIGURE 2.1). On the prose scale, for example, 89 percent 

of the individuals in Level 5 who were eligible to vote said they had voted in 

the past five years, compared with just over half (55 percent) of the individuals 

in Levell. 

I G. Berlin and A. Sum. (1988). Toward a More Perfect Union. New York, NY: Ford Foundation. Statistics 
Canada. (1991). Adult Litel"tlC1j irt Cana.do: Results of a NatiolUl! Study.Ouawa, Canada: Statistics Canada. 
I.S. Kirsch and A. Jungeblut. (1992, September). ProjUlng the Literocy Proflciencies ofITPA and ES/UI 
Populations: Final Report to the Deportment of lAbor. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Servr::e. 
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Percentages of Adults Who Voted in a National or State Electlon in the Past Five Years, 
by Literacy Level 

Level 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

E·· PROSE·· 

55 

61 
-69 

,7' 

81 

_89 

Level 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

I 

DOCUMENT ... '" . 

58 
_ 63 

-- 68 
78 

86 

I I 

Level 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

I I I 
o 20 40 60 80 100 o 20 40 60 80 100 o 20 40 

Percentage in Each Level Who Voted 

Note: This figure represents the percentages of adults who voted, of those who were eligible to vote. 

Levell 0 10 22S 
Level 2 22610 275 

Level3 27610325 

Level 4 32610 375 

LevelS 37610 500 

Sourre: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

Literacy and Reading Practices 

-----~ .. • 

Many different types of newspapers are published in this country, ranging from 

long, comprehensive daily newspapers to shorter and more informal 

community newspapers, which tend to be published on a weekly or biweekly 

basis. Together these print media keep readers informed about current events 

in their communities, the nation, and the world. 

Because the newspaper plays such an important role in disseminating 

information in this society, the National Adult Literacy Survey asked 

participants to indicate how often they read the newspaper and to identify the 

parts of the newspaper that they generally read. Respondents were also asked 

to report to what extent they relied on newspapers or magazines, radio or 

television, and family or friends for information about current events, public 

affairs, and government. 

The responses indicate that newspaper reading was very common among 

readers in all levels of literacy, although adults in the lower levels were less 

likely than those in the higher levels to report that they read the newspaper 

every day and were more likely to say that they never read it. Finally, while 

virtually all adults - regardless of their literacy levels - reported getting some 

or a lot of information about current events from television or radio, those in 

the higher literacy levels were more likely than those in the lower levels to say 

they also get some or a lot of information from print media. 
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Frequency of Newslj)8per Reading 

On all three literacy scales, adults in the lowest level were less likely than those 

in the higher levels to report reading the newspaper every day; 35 to 40 percent 

of those in Levell, approximately half of the adults in Levels 2 and 3, and 

between half and two-thirds of those in Levels 4 and 5 said they read the paper 

this often (FIGURE 2.2). Likewise, respondents who performed in the lowest 

level (19 to 21 percent across the scales) were much more likely than those in 

the highest level (1 percent) to say they never read the newspaper. 

~AULs~ ______ ~~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~ __ ~~ _____________ ~_·g_Ure __ 2_.2 
Percentages of Adults Who Read the Newspaper, by Literacy Level 

,ROSE" DOCUMENT 
Level UveI '" 

1 31 I 19 

l 019 l )1 

J )2 Everyday J )1 Everyday • )7 • " S 61 5 )5 

I~ 
2. 

2S A few times 26 A few limes 
2S aweck 26 a week 
2S 21 

I 
1 

Once a week J Once a week • 5 
I I 
1 1 
J Less than once J Less than once .. a week .. aweck 
5 5 

21 I. 

Never Never 

0 20 40 60 I!O 100 {) 20 40 60 I!O 100 I} 

percentaKe i. Eac" Levlel Wbo Read tlte Newspaper 

Lewf I ! 010225 

Levell 1226 10 27S 
LeveU 27610 325 
Levef .. 326 10 375 
Levef 5 . 31610 SIlO 

QUANTITATIVE 

)) 

•• 
~2 Every day 

S8 
62 

lIJ 
2S 
lS A few times 
24 awed; 

23 

lIJ 

20 40 60 

Once a week 

Less than once 
aweck 

Never 

I!O 100 
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Aspects of Newspaper Reading 

______ e • 

• 

Participants were asked to indicate which parts of the newspaper they generally 

read, and their answers were combined with the responses to the previous 

question to determine what percentages of those who read the newspaper at 

least once a week read certain parts. The ten categori.!'s listed in the survey 

questionnaire, each of which reflects somewhat diff€t!'.mt literacy demands, 

were grouped into five categories for reporting purposes: the news, editorial, 

and financial pages; sports; home, fashion, health, and reviews of books, 

movies, and art; Tv, movie, and concert listings, as well as classified ads and 

other advertisements; and comics, horoscopes, and advice columns. 

Among adults who read the newspaper at least once a week, the vast 

majority - even of those who performed in Levell on each scale - said they 

generally read the news, editorial, or financial sections (FIGUBf, 2.3). Virtually 

all adults in the higher levels said they read these sections of the newspaper at 

least once a week. 

Though many of the differences are small, there are variations across the 

literacy levels in the percentages of adults who reported reading other parts of 

the newspaper. For example, about 45 percent of the newspaper readers who 

performed in Levell on the quantitative scale said they generally look at the 

sports pages, compared with 58 percent of those in Level 5. Some 74 percent 

of the newspaper readers in Levell on the prose scale reported reading the 

home, fashion, health, or reviews sections, compared with 86 perc6nt in Level 

5. Across the levels on each scale, 76 to 88 percent said they n;ad the classified~ 

and listings, and 66 to 73 percent reported reading the comics, horoscopes, or 

advice columns. 

Another perspective on the relationship between literacy and reading 

practices can be gained by comparing the average proficiencies of respondents 

who read certain sections of the newspaper and those who do not (TABLE 2.l). 

On each of the literacy scales, newspaper readers who generally skip the news, 

editorials, or financial sections had average proficiency scores of 248 on the 

prose and document scales and 250 on the quantitative scale. These scores are 

significantly lower (by 28 to 34 points) than the scores of those who said they 

read these sections on a regular basis. When one reexamines the responses 

shown in Figure 2.3, the reason for these differences is clear. The relatively few 

adults (1 to 8 percent) who said they tend to skip these sections were much 

more likely to be in the lowest levels. As a result, on each scale, they 

demonstrated considerably lower average scores than the vast majority of 

newspaper readers who said they generally do read these sections. 

Sports reporting in newspapers often includes tables, lists, and 

quantitative measures of performance. There are significant differences in 
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Figure 2.3 
NALS~ ___ ~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~ __ ~~~ ____ ___ 

Among Adults Who Read the Newspaper at Least Once a Week, Percentages Who 

Level 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

a 
2 

~ 
5 

I 
2 
.3 
4 
5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Read Certain Parts, by Literacy Level 

PROSE -;y, 

" 

News, editorials, financial 
92 

'15 
97 

_99 
100 

Home, fashion, reviews 
74 
.80 

83 
-=86 

86 

Classified ads, listings 

Level 
1 
2 
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4 
5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

DOCUMENT 
News, editorials, financial 

Home, fashion, reviews 
16 

81 

Cla~sified ads, listings 

.93 
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8S 
8S 
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Level 
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Q~ANTITATIVE 
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Level 4 326 10 375 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992., 

average document and quantitative performance between those who choose to 

read the sports pages and those who do not. While on the quantitative scale the 

proficiency gap is 8 points, on the document scale it is only 3 points. On the 

prose scale, the 2-point difference between sports page readers and nonreaders 

is not statistically significant. Once again, these results can be better 

understood by reexamining the differences across the literacy levels in the 

percentages of newspaper readers who reported chOOSing the sports pages, 

particularly for the quantitative scale. In this dimension of literacy, readers in 

the lowest level (45 percent) were conSiderably less likely than those in the 

highest level (58 percent) to say they generally read this section. On the other 

hand, there were relatively small differences (of5 to 6 points) across the prose 

68 

73 
72 
10 

67 

, , 
80 100 
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NALS Table 2.1 
----------------~-------------------------------

-----~ .. • 

Among Adults Who Read the Newspapell' at Least Once a Week, Average Literacy 
Proficiencies, by Newspaper Reading Practices 

"'. : 

'. Aver~ge ,(1:\ 
11if' .' Average, " Average ;, c ,Prose,; Document Quantitative , 

." ~,Proficiency , 'J?r()ficiell~Y Proficiency 
" " 

c , . 
C\ " ,;,;, 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

News, editorials, financial 282 248 276 248 281 250 

Home, fashion, reviews 284 267 277 264 282 271 

Classified ads, listings 280 282 274 274 280 282 

Comics, advice, horoscope 282 277 276 271 280 279 

Sports 282 280 276 273 284 276 

Source: u.s. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

and document literacy levels in the percentages of adults who said they 

generally read this section. 

The home, fashion, health, and reviews sections typically consist of 

connected prose with some illustrations and tables. Newspaper readers who 

performed in the higher levels on each scale were more likely to report that 

they read these sections, while those in the lowest level were more likely to 

report skipping them. The differences were greatest on the prose scale, and 

this is reflected in the average proficiency results: The average prose scores of 

newspaper readers who generally read these sections were conSiderably higher 

(284 compared with 267) than those of readers who said they tend to skip them. 

Different patterns are evident for the other aspects of newspaper reading. 

On each scale, the percentages of newspaper readers who said they generally 

look at the classified ads and listings varied across the literacy levels, rising 

from 84 percent of those in Levell to 88 percent in Level 2 before declining to 

some three-quarters of the respondents in Level 5. Yet there are no Significant 

differences in average prose, document, or quantitative proficiency between 

newspaper readers who said they generally read these sections and those who 

do not. In contrast, newspaper readers who reported that they generally read 

the comics, horoscopes, or advice columns demonstrated average prose and 

document proficiencies that were slightly (5 points) higher than those of 
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individuals who said they do not generally read these sections. As shown in 

Figure 2.3, though, the percentages of adults who reported reading these parts 

of the newspaper varied little across the levels on each literacy scale. 

Reliance on Print and Nonprint Sources of Information 

Survey participants were asked to indicate the sources from which they get 

information about current events, public affairs, and government. Their 

responses indicate that while many adults get their information from family 

members and friends, the overwhelming majority get either some or a lot of 

news from nonprint media - between ~3 and 97 percent reported using radio 

or television to obtain information about current events, public affairs and 

government. (FIGURE 2.4). 

NALS Figure 2.4 -------------------------------------------------

Level 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

2 
3 
4 
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1 
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5 

Percentages of Adults Who Get Information About Current Events from Various Sources, by 
Literacy Level 
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_68 
85 
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94 

Personal Sources: Family or Friends 
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68 
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-62 

I I 
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Percentage in Each Level Who Get Information From Each Source 

Levell 010225 

Level 2 22610275 

Level 3 276to32S 

Level 4 32610375 

LevelS 37610500 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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Individuals in the lower literacy levels were less likely to use print media 

as an information source than were adults in the higher levels. Across the 

scales, only 68 to 71 percent of the respondents in Levell said they get 

information from newspapers or magazines. Adults performing in the higher 

literacy levels, on the other hand, were more likely to get information from 

print media: 88 to 92 percent of those in Levels 3, 4, and 5 on the scales said 

they obtain information from newspapers or magazines. 

While one might expect adults in the lower literacy levels to rely more 

heavily on friends or family for information, this hypothesis was not supported 

by the results. Across the levels, there are small but significant differences in 

the percentages of adults who said they get some or a lot of information from 

personal sources. For example, on the prose scale, larger percentages of adults 

in Levels 3 and 4 than in Levels 1 and 2 reported getting some or a lot of 

information on current events from friends or family, On the document and 

quantitative scales, the percentages of adults who reported getting information 

from personal sources increased from Levell to Level 3, then declined 

Significantly between Levels 4 and 5. 

literacy and Economic Status 

To explore the connection between literacy and economic status, the National 

Adult Literacy Survey gathered information on respondents' income. Some of 

the questions requested data on wages, while others asked for information on 

sources of income. When the responses to these questions are examined by 

literacy level, strong relationships between literacy and economic status are 

evident. Adults in the lower literacy levels were far more likely than those in 

the higher levels to be in poverty and were far more likely to be on food stamps 

than to report receiving interest from savings. 

Poverty Status 

------.;:. 

Adults who participated in the NALS were a',ked to indicate their personal and 

household income. These self-reported data v, 'ere then used to divide adults 

into two categories - poor or near poor, and not poor - using federal poverty 

guidelines. Across the three scales, 41 to 44 percent of those in Levell were in 

poverty, compared with only 4 to 6 percent of the adults in the highest level 

(FIGURE 2.5). These results underscore literacy's strong connection to 

economic status. 
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NALS Figure 2.5 

------------------~----------------------------Percentages of Adults in Poverty, by Literacy Level 

PROSE 
Levcl~~==================~ 

DocuMENT I QUANTITATIVE 
Level Level 

11------443 1 41 1 
2 20 2 22 

3 12 3~12 
4 4f-e7 
5 6 5 [-e4 

I 
o 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 

Percentage in Each Level in Poverty 

Note: Adults in poverty are those who are either poor or near poor. 

Levell 0 to 225 
Level 2 226 to 275 
Level 3 276 to 325 
Level4 326 to 375 
LevelS 376 to 500 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Educ'Alion StWstics. National Adult Literacy !:urvey. 1992. 

Sources of Nonwage Income and Support 

SUlvey participants provided detailed information on the types of nonwage 

income and support they or anyone in their family had received in the year 

preceding the survey. Two particular types of nonwage income which reflect 

socioeconomic status are contrasted here. The skills of those who received food 

stamps are of interest, because this program is publicly funded. Further, the 

competencies of adults who received interest from savings or other bank 

accounts are o~ interest, because savings help to provide a buffer in the event of 

interruptions in earnings. 

Adults who performed in Levell on the prose scale were far more likely 

than those who performed in Level 5 to report that their family received food 

stamps (FIGURE 2.6). Only I percent of those in the highest prose level 

received food stamps, compared with 17 percent in the lowest level. Similar 

patterns are seen on the document and quantitative scales. 

Conversely, the percentages of adults who reported receiving interest 

from savings in the past year increases Significantly across the five levels on 

each scale. For example, 85 perc.."Cnt of adults in Level 5 on the quantitative 

scale earned interest from savings, compared with only 53 percent of those in 

Level 3 and just 23 percent of those in Levell. 
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NALS Figure 2.6 

------------------------------------------~---
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literacy and Employment, Earnings, and Occupations 

While our nation's concern over literacy skills appropriately encompasses all 

areas oflife, much :!ttention in recent years has been focused on the role 

literacy plays in the workplace. Recent reports have called into question the 

adequacy of America's current education and training system to fulfill its 

expected role in ensuring individual opportunity, increasing productivity, and 

strengthening America's competitiveness in a global economy. 

The NALS background questionnaire askl~d respondents to report on 

their employment status, their weekly earnings, the number of weeks they 

worked in the previous year, and the type of job they held, if they worked. 

On average, individuals in the higher levels of literacy were more likely to 

be employed, earn higher wages, work more weeks per year, and be in 

professional, technical, or managerial occupations than respondents who 

displayed lower levels of skill. 

Employment Status 

-----_ ... "' .. • 

Respondents were asked to indicate what their employment situation had been 

during the week before the survey. When their responses are compared with 

the pelformance results, it is clear that individuals with more limited literacy 

skills aTe less likely to be employed than those who demonstrated more 

advanced skills. On each of the literacy scales, more than half of the adults who 
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demonstrated proficiencies in Levell were out of the labor force - that is, 
not employed and not looking for work - compared with only 10 to 18 percent 
of the adults pelfonning in each of the two highest levels (FIGURE 2.7). 
On the other hand, some 30 percent of the individuals in Levell and nearly 
45 percent of those in Level 2 had full-time employment, compared with 
about 64 to 75 percent of the respondents who performed in the two highest 
literacy levels. 

The average profiCiency results offer another perspective on the 
connection between literacy and labm" force status. As seen in Figure 2.7, 
adults in the highest literacy levels were far more likely than those in tbe lowest 
levels to report being employed full time. As a result, the average proficiencies 
of full-time employees are quite high - 288, 284, and 290, across the three 
literacy scales (TABLE 2.2). 

NALS Figure 2.7 
------~----------------------------------~----P~rcentages of Adults In and Out of the Labor Force, by Literacy Level 
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~~S ____________________________________________________ ~Ta~b~lew2~!& 

Average Literacy Proficiencies, by Labor Force Status 

Employed full time 

Employed part time 

Unemployed 

Out of labor force 

288 

284 

260 

246 

284 290 

277 280 

257 256 

237 241 

Source: u.s. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

Working part time was more prevalent among adults in the higher literacy 

levels, though the differences across the levels were small. Accordingly, the 

average prose, document, and quantitative scores of part-time workers are only 

4 to 10 points below those of adults working full time. Unemployment, on the 

other hand, was more prevalent among individuals who performed in the 

lowest literacy levels, and as a result, the average literacy proficiencies of 

unemployed adults are 27 to 34 p0ints lower than those of full-time employees. 

The averagtJ proficiencies of adults who were out of the labor force -

246, 237, and 241, across the three scales - were 42 to 49 points lower than 

those of individuals who were employed full time. These disparities can be 

attributed to the relatively high percentages of adults in the lower literacy 

levels who were out of the labor force. 

Weeks Worked 

------..; .. .. 

All individuals who participated in the sUNey, regardless of their current or 

recent employment status, were asked how many weeks they had worked in the 

past 12 months. On each scale, individuals scoring in Levels 3, 4, and 5 worked 

more weeks in the past year than those performing in Level 2, who, in tum, 

worked more weeks than those in Levell (FIGURE 2.8). 
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NALS Figure 2.8 

------------~------~---------------------------Average Number of Weeks Worked in the Past 12 Months, by Literacy Level 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992. 

Earnings 

Clearly, the number of weeks worked increases dramatically across the 

literacy levels. While respondents who demonstrated proficiency in the lowest 

level on each scale worked, on average, only about 19 weeks a year, individuals 

in the three highest levels reported working about twice as many weeks -

between 34 and 44. 

InJividuals ~ho were either working full time or part time or were on leave 

from their jobs the week before the survey were asked to report their weekly 

wage or salary before deductions. Given that individuals who performed in the 

higher levels were more likely than those in the lower levels to be in the work 

force ~md to have worked more weeks in the past year, it is not surprising that 

these individuals reported earning significantly more money each week 

(FIGURE 2.9). 

On each literacy scale, the median earnings of individuals performing in 

Levell were approximately $230 to 240 each week. In comparison, those who 

perfomled in Level 3 reported earning $340 to $350 (or about $110 more), 

while those in Level 4 reported earning $462 to $472 (or nearly $250 more). 

For those who attained Level 5, the financial rewards were even greater. 

Individuals performing in this level on the quantitative scale, for example, had 

median earnings of $681 each week - roughly $450 more than individuals 

performing in Levell on that s\·~,~le. 
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Median Weekly Wages, by Literacy Level 
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occupations 

• ..• 
• 

While it would be useful to know the level of literacy skills reqUired to find, 

hold, and succeed in various types of jobs, research is limited in this area. Some 

perspective on this question can be gained, however, by looking at the 

percentages of people within certain occupational categories who 

demonstrated various levels of literacy. Survey participants were asked to 

describe the type of work they perfonned in their cunent or most recent job, 

and this infonnation was sorted into occupational categories using the Census 

Classification for Industries and Occupations. These categories were then 

recombined into four occupational groupings, and the percentages of 

respondents who worked in these categories of jobs were calculated. Twenty

four percent of the adults surveyed worked in managerial, professional, or 

technical jobs; 28 percent yvere in sales or clerical occupations; 29 percent 

worked in craft or service occupations; and 19 percent were in laborer, 

assembler, fishing, or farming jobs. 

In all but the group of adults holding sales or clerical positions, the data 

show a strong relationship between the type of job that individuals held and 

their demonstrated level ofliteracy proficiency (FIGURE 2.10). This figure 

displays the percentages of adults in each literacy level who reported holding a 

particular type of job. 

On all three literacy scales, individuals who perfonned in the highest 

levels were much more likely to report holding managerial, profeSSional, or 

technical jobs than were respondents who perfonned in the lowest levels . 
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From 65 to 70 percent of those in Level 5 held these positions, compared with 

approximately 13 percent of the respondents performing in Level 2, and 6 

percent of those performing in Levell. Thus, the likelihood of being in a 

managerial, professional, or technical position declines sharply from Level 5 to 

Levell. It is interesting to note, however, that small percentages of individuals 

in Levels 1 and 2 reported being in managerial, professional, or technical 

positions. While these data do not reveal what specific types of positions these 

individuals held, or how successful they were in negotiating the demands of 

these positio~~s, it does appear that at least some individuals with limited skills 

are able to obtain managerial and profeSSional jobs. 

In contrast with these data, a far different pattern is evident among those 

holding craft or service jobs: On each scale, adults whose proficiency was in the 

Levell range were far more likely than individuals who performed in the Level 

5 range to hold these types of jobs. On the quantitative scale, for example, 10 

percent of those performing in Level 5 reported being in craft or service jobs, 

compared with approximately 18 percent in Level 4, 27 percent of those in 

Level 3, 35 percent in Level 2, and 43 percent of those in Levell. A similar 

pattern is shown for those adults reporting laborer, assembler, fishing, or 

farming occupations. 
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Summary 

=======~o .. 

The greatest variability in literacy proficiencies seems to occur among 

adults reporting sales or clerical jobs. The percentages of adults in these 

positions increase between Level .. 1 and 2 and again between Levels 2 and 3, 

thEm decrease across the two highest levels. 

These data show a strong relationship between one's literacy skills and 

one's occupation. It should be noted, however, that this relationship is likely to 

be quite complex. While adults with better literacy skills almost certainly have 

greater opportunities to obtain professional, managerial, or technical positions, 

it is also likely that many of these positions enable individuals to strengthen 

their literacy skills. 

Individuals who participated in the National Adult Literacy Survey were asked 

to provide information on various aspects of their lives that have been found in 

previous research to be related to literacy. This self-reported information was 

used to explore the connections between literacy and various social and 

economic outcomes. 

Newspaper reading appears to be very common among American adults, 

regardless of their demonstrated literacy skills. However, those who performed 

in L'J.e lowest literacy level were far more likely than those in the higher levels 

to say they never read a newspaper. Similarly, the vast majority of adults 

reported getting some or a lot of information about current events from 

television or radio, but those in the lower literacy levels were less likely than 

those in the higher levels to say they also get some or a lot of information from 

print media. In addition to these differences in reading practices by literacy 

level, the survey results reveal that adults with limited literacy proficiencies 

were far less likely to have voted in a recent state or national election t~an were 

those with more advanced competencies. 

Strong relationships between literacy and economic status are also evident 

in the survey findings. Relatively high proportions of adults in the lower literacy 

levels were in poverty and received food stamps. On the other hand, relatively 

few reported receiving interest from savings, which helps to protect individuals 

from interruptions in earnings. 

Further, individuals who performed in the lower levels of literacy 

proficiency were more likely than their more proficient counterparts to be 

un~mployed or out of the labor force. They also tended to earn lower wages 

and work fewer weeks per year, and were more likely to be in craft, service, 

laborer, or assembler occupations than respondents who demonstrated higher 

levelS of literacy performance. 
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• • 
Interpreting the Literacy Scoles 

Building on the two earlier literacy surveys conducted by Educational 

Testing Service (ETS), the performance results from the National Adult 

Literacy Survey are reported on three literacy scales - prose, document, and 

quantitative - rather than on a single conglomerate scale. Each of the three 

literacy scales ranges from 0 to 500. 

The purpose of this section of the report is to give meaning to the literacy 

scales - or, more specifically, to interpret the numerical scores that are used to 

represent adults' proficiencies on these scales. Toward this end, the section 

begins with a brief summary of the task development process and of the way in 

which the literacy levels are defined. A detailed description of the prose, 

document, and quantitative scales is then provided. The five levels on each 

scale are defined, and the skills and strategies needed to successfully perform 

the tasks in each level are discussed. Sample tasks are presented to illustrate 

the types of materials and task demands that characterize the levels on each 

scale. The section ends with a brief summary of the probabilities of successful 

performance on tru;ks within each level for individuals who demonstrated 

different proficiencies. 

Building the Literacy Tasks 

The literacy scales make it possible not only to summarize the literacy 

pron.ciencies of the total population and of various subpopulations, but also to 

determine the relative difficulty of the literacy tasks administered in the survey. 

That js, just as an individual receives a score according to his or her 

perloImance on the assessment tasks, each task receives a value according to its 

difficulty as determined by the performance of the adults who participated in 

the survey. Previous research conducted at ETS has shown that the difficulty of 

a literacy task, and therefore its placement on a particular literacy scale, is 

determined by three factors: the structure or linguistic format of the material, 

.e;. ______ _ 

• 
Section III ...... 69 



-----~ .. • 

the content and/or the context from which it is selected, and the nature of the 

task, or what the individual is asked to do with the material. 

Materials. The materials selected for inclusion in NALS reflect a variety of 

linguistic formats that adults encounter in their daily activities. Most of the 

prose materials used in the survey are expository - that is, they describe, 

define, or inform - since most of the prose that adults read is expository in 

nature; however, narratives and poetry are included, as well. The prose 

materials include an array of linguistic structures, ranging from texts that are 

highly organized both topically and visually to those that are loosely organized. 

They also include texts of varying lengths, from multiple-page magazine 

selections to short newspaper articles. All prose materials included in the 

survey were reproduced in their original format. 

The document materials represent a wide variety of struc~ures, which are 

characterized as tables, charts and graphs, forms, and maps, among other 

categories. Tables include matrix documents in which information is arrayed in 

rows and columns - for example, bus or airplane schedules, lists, or tables of 

numbers. Documents categorized as charts and graphs include pie charts, bar 

graphs, and line graphs. Forms are documents that require information to be 

filled in, while other structures include such materials as advertisements and 

coupons. 

The quantitative tasks require the reader to perform arithmetic operations 

using numbers that are embedded in print. Since there are no materials that 

are unique to quantitative tasks, these tasks were based on prose materials and 

documents. Most quantitative tasks were, in fact, based on document structures. 

Content and/or Contexts. Adults do not read printed or written matelials 

in a vacuum. Rathel; they read within a particular context or for a particular 

purpose. Accordingly, the NALS materials represent a variety of contexts and 

contents. Six such areas were identified: home and family; health and safety; 

community and citizenship; consumer economics; work; and leisure and 

recreation. 

In selecting materials to represent these areas, efforts were made to 

include as broad a range as possible, as well as to select universally relevant 

contexts and contents. This was to ensure that the materials would not be so 

specialized as to be familiar only to certain groups. In this way, disadvantages 

for individuals with limited background knowledge were minimized. 

Types of Tasks. After the materials were selected, tasks were developed to 

accompany the materials. These tasks were designed to simulate the ways in 

which people use various types of materials and to require different strategies 

for successful task completion. For both the prose and document scales, the 

tasks can be organized into three major categories: locating, integrating, and 
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generating information. In the locati'lg tasks, readers are asked to matfSh 

information that is given in a question or directive with either literal or 

synonymous information in the text or document. Integrating tasks require the 

reader to incorporate two or more pieces of inforrnation located in different 

parts of the text or document. Generating tasks require readers not only to 

process information located in different parts of the material, but also to go 

beyond that information by drawing on their knowledge about a subject or by 

making broad text-based inferences. 

Quantitative tasks require readers to perform arithmetic operations -

addition, subtraction, multiplication, or division - either singly or in 

combination. In some tasks, the type of operation that must be performed is 

obvious from the wording of the question, while in other tasks the readers must 

infer which operation is to be performed. Similarly, the numbers that are 

required to perform the operation can, in some cases, be easily identified, 

while in others, the numbers that are needed are embedded in text. Moreover, 

some quantitative tasks require the reader to explain how the problem would 

be solved rather than perform the calculation, and on some tasks the use of a 

simple four-function calculator is required. 

Defining the literacy levels 

The relative difficulty of the assessment tasks reflects the interactions among 

the various task characteristics. described here. As shown in Figure I in the 

Introduction to this report, the score point assigned to each task is the point at 

which the individuals with that proficiency score have a high probability of 

responding correctly. In this survey, an 80 percent probability of correct 

response was the criterion used. While some tasks were at the very low end 

of the scale and some at the very high end, most had difficulty values in the 

200 to 400 range. 

By assigning scale values to both the individuals and tasks, it is possible to 

see how well adults with varying proficiencies performed on tasks of varying 

difficulty. While individuals with low proficiency tend to perform well on tasks 

with difficulty values equivalent to or below their level of proficiency, they are 

less likely to succeed on tasks with higher difficulty values. This does not mean 

that individuals with low proficiency can never succeed on more difficult 

literacy tasks - that is, on tasks whose difficulty values are higher than their 

proficiencies. They may do so some of the time. Rather, it means that their 

probability of success is not as high. In other words, the more difficult the task 

relative to their proficiency, the lower their likelihood of responding correctly. 
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The response probabilities for two tasks on the prose scale are displayed in 

Figure 3.1. The difficulty of the fIrst task is measured at the 250 point on the 

scale, and the second task is at the 350 point. This means that an individual 

would have to score at the 250 point on the prose scale to have an 80 percent 

chance (that is, a .8 probability) of responding correctly to Task 1. Adults 

scoring at the 200 point on the prose scale have only a 40 percent chance of 

responding correctly to this task, whereas those scoring at the 300 point and 

ahove would be expected to rarely miss this task and others like it. 

In contrast, an individual would need to score at the 350 point to have an 

80 percent chance of responding correctly to Task 2. While individuals 

performing at the 250 point would have an 80 percent chance of success on the 

fIrst task, their probability of answering the more difficult second task correctly 

is only 20 percent. An individual scoring at the 300 point is likely to succeed on 

this more difficult task only half the time. 

NALS Figure 3.1 
-.---------------------------------------------~~-~~ 
Probabilities of Successful Performance on Two Prose Tasks by Individuals at 
Selected Points on the Prose ScaEe 
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Source: U.S. Department of Edllcation, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

An analogy may help clamy the information presented for the two prose 

tasks. The relationship between task difficulty and individual proficiency is 

much like the high jump event in track and fIeld, in which an athlete tries to 

jump over a bar that is placed at increasing heights. Each high jumper has a 

height at which he or she is proficient. That is, he or she is able to clear the bar 

at that height with a high probability of success, and can clear the bar at lower 
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levels almost every time. When the bar is higher than their level of proficiency, 

however, they can be expected to have a much lower chance of clearing it successfully. 

Once the literacy tasks are placed on their respective scales, using the 

criterion described here, it is possible to see how well the interactions among 

the task characteristics explain the placement of various tasks along the scales. l 

In investigating the progression of task characteristics across the scales, certain 

questions are of tnterest. Do tasks with similar difficulty values (that is, with 

difficulty values near one another on a scale) have certain shared 

characteristics? Do these characteristics differ in systematic ways from tasks in 

either higher or lower levels of difficulty? Analyses of the interactions between 

the materials read and the tasks based on these materials reveal that an ordered 

set of information-processing skills appears to be called into play to perform 

the range of tasks along each scale. 

To capture this ordering, each scale was divided into five levels that reflect 

the progression of information-processing skills and strategies: Levell (O to 225), 

Level 2 (226 to 275), Level 3 (276 to 325), Level 4 (326 to 375), and LevelS 

(376 to 500). These levels were determined not as a result of any statistical 

property of the scales, but rather as a result of shifts in the skills and strategies 

required to succeed on v~ous tasks along the scales, from simple to complex. 

The remaining pages of this section describe each scale in terms of the 

nature of the task demands at each of the five levels. After a brief introduction 

to each scale, sample tasks in each level are presented and the factors 

contributing to their difficulty are discussed. The aim of these discussions is to 

give meaning to the scales and to facilitate interpretation of the results 

provided in the first and second sections of this report. 

Interpreting the Literacy Levels 

Prose literacy 

The ability to understand and use infonnation contained in various kinds of 

textual material is an important aspect of literacy. Most of the prose materials 

administered in this assessment were expository - that is, they inform, define, 

or describe - since these constitute much of the prose that adults read. Some 

narrative texts and poems were included, as well. The prose materials were 

drawn from newspapers, magazines, books, brochures, and pamphlets and 

reprinted in their entirety, using the typography and layout of the original 

source. As a result, the materials vary widely in length, denSity of information, 

1 I.S. Kirsch and P.B. Mosenthal. (1990). "Exploring Document Literacy: Variables Underlying the 
Performance of Young Adults: Reading Hesearch Quarterly, 25. pp. 5-30. 
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and the use of structural or organizational aids such as section or paragraph 

headings, italic or bold face type, and bullets. 

Each prose selection was accompanied by one or more questions or 

directives which asked the reader to perform specific tasks. These tasks 

represent three major aspects of information-processing: locating, integrating, 

and generating. Locating tasks require the reader to find information in the 

texi: based on conditions or features specified in the question or directive. The 

match may be literal or synonymous, or the reader may need to make a text

based inference in order to perform the task successfully. Integrating tasks ask 

the reader to compare or contrast two or more pieces of information from the 

text. In some cases the information can be found in a single paragraph, while in 

others it appears in different paragraphs or sections. In the generating task'), 

readers must produce a written response by making text-based inferences or 

drawing on their own background knowledge. 

In all, the prose literacy scale includes 41 tasks with difficulty values 

ranging from 149 to 468. It is important to remember that the locating, 

generating, and integrating tasks extend over a range of difficulty as a result of 

interactions with other variables including: 

[) the number of categories or features of information that the reader must 
process 

o the number of categories or features of information in the text that can 
distract the reader, or that may seem plaUSible but are incolTect 

@ the degre~ to which information given in the question is obviously related to 
the information contained in the text 

o the length and density of the text 

The five levels of prose literacy are defined, and sample tasks provided, in 

the following pages. 

Prose Lev~ll Scale range: 0 to 225 

Most of the tasks if! this level require the reader to read relatively 
short text to locate a Single piece of information which is identical to 
or synonymous with the information given in the question or 
directive. If plausible but incorrect information is present in the text, 
it tends not to be located near the correct information. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 198 
Percentage of adults perfonmng in this level: 21% 
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Tasks in this level require the reader to locate and match a single piece of 

information in the text. Typically the match between the question or directive 

and the text is literal, although sometimes synonymous matches may be 

necessary. The text is usually brief or has organizational aids such as paragraph 

headings or italics that suggest where in the text the reader should search for 

the specified information. The word or phrase to be matched appears only 

once in the text. 

One task in Levell with a difficulty value of 210 asks respondents to read 

a newspaper article about a marathon swimmer and to underline the sentence 

that tells what she ate during a swim. Only one reference to food is contained 

in the passage, and it does not use the word "ate." Rather, the article says the 

swimmer "kept up her strength with banana and honey sandwiches, hot 

chocolate, lots of water and granola bars." The reader must match the word 

"ate" in the directive with the only reference to foods in the article. 

Underline the sentence that tells what Ms. Chanin 

ate during the swim. 

Swinuner completes 
Manhattan marathon 

The Associated PreS8 
NEW YORK-University of Maryland 

senior Stacy Chanin on Wednesday became 
the first person to swim three 28-mile Japs 
around Manhattan. 

Chanin, 23, of Virginia, climbed out of 
the East River at 96th Street at 9:30 p.m. 
She began the swim at n001l on Tuesday. 

A spokesman for the swimmer, Roy 
Brunett, said Chanin had kept up her 
strength with "banana and honey~ 
sandwiches, hot chocolate, lots of water 
and granola bars." 

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

The Leukemia Society of America 
solicited pledges for each mile she swam. 

In July 1983, Julie Ridge became the 
first person to swim around Manhattan 
twice. With her three laps, Chanin came 
up just short of Diana Nyad's distance 
record, set on a Florida-ta-Cuba swim. 

Reduced from original copy. 
______________________ ~~u~u~~~ ______________________ __ 
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Prose Level 2 Scale range: 226 to 275 

Some tasks in this level require readers to locate a single piece of 
information in the text; however, severaldistractorS' or plausible but 

.. incorrect pieces of information may be present, or low-level inferences 
may be required. Other tasks require the reader to integrate two or 
11Wre pieces of information or to compare and contrast easily 
itkntifuible information b(J$ed on a criterion proVided in the question 
or directive. 

Average difficulty value oftasks in this level: 259 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 27% 

Like the tasks in Levell, most of the tasks in this level ask the reader to 

locate information. However, these tasks place more varied demands on the 

reader. For example, they frequently require readers to match more thaD. a 

Single piece of information in the text and to discount information that only 

partially satisfies the question. If plausible but incomplete information is 

included in the text, such distractors do not appear near the sentence or 

paragraph that contains the correct answer. For example, a task based on the 

sports article reproduced earlier asks the reader to identify the age at which the 

marathon swimmer began to swim competitively. The article first provides the 

swimmer's current age of 23, which is a plaUSible but incorrect answer. The 

correct iilfonnation, age 15, is found toward the end of the article. 

In addition to directing the reader to locate more than a Single piece of 

information in the text, low-level inferences based on the text may be required 

to respond correctly. Other tasks in Level 2 (226 to 275) require the reader to 

identify information that matches a given criterion. For example, in one task 

with a difficulty value of 275, readers were asked to identify specifically what 

was wrong with an appliance by choosing the most appropriate of four 

statements describing its malfunction. 
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A manufacturing company provides its customers with the fol
lowing instructions for returning appliances for service: 

When returning appliance for servicing, include a note telling as clearly and 
as specifically as possible what is wrong with the appliance. 

A repair person for the company recei.ves 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 
correctly on this clock 
radio. I tried fixing it, but 
I couldn't. 

My dock radio is not working. It 
stopped working right after I 
used it for five days. 

c 

D 

The alarm on my clock 
radio doesn't go off at the 
time I set. It rings 15-30 
minutes later. 

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

Readers in this level may also be asked to infer a recurring theme. One 

task with a difficulty value of 262 asks respondents to read a poem that uses 

several metaphors to represent a Single, familiar concept and to identify its 

the~e. The repetitiveness and familiarity of the allusions appear to make this 

"generating" task relatively easy. 
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Prose Level 3 Scale range: 276 to 325 . 

Tasks in this levei tend to require readers to make literal or 
synonymous matches between the text and information given in the 
fask, or to ma~ matches that requirelbw-levlr?,linferences; Other tasks 
ask readers to integrate information from dense or lengthy text that 
contains no organizationt4 aids such ashearlings.Reallers may also 
be asked to generate a response based. on infonnatwnthatcan be 
easily ide.nti[red in 'flU/text; Distractingi1[prmation is present, but is 
not locat~dnear the correct information .. 

Average' difficulty value of tasksjn this level: 298. 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 32% 

One of the easier Level 3 tasks requires the reader to write a brief letter 

explaining that an error has been made on a credit card bill. This task is at 288 

on the prose scale. Other tasks in this level require the reader to search fairly 

dense text for information. Some of the tasks ask respondents to make a literal 

or synonymous match on more than a Single feature, while other tasks ask them 

to integrate multiple pieces of information from a long passage that does not 

contain organizational aids. 
One of the more difficult Level 3 taskc; (with a difficulty value of 316) 

requires the reader to read a magazine article about an Asian-American woman 

and to' prOvide two facts that support an inference made from the text. The 

question directs the reader to identify what Ida Chen did to help resolve 

conflicts due to discrimination. 

List two things that Chen became involved in or has 

done to help resolve conflicts due to discrimination. 
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IDA CHEN is the first Asian-American woman to 
become a judge of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

She understands 
discrimination because she 
has experienced it herself. 

Soft-spoken and eminently dignified, 
Judge Ida Chen prefers hearing about a 
new acquaintance rather than talking 
about herself. She wants to know about 
career plans, hopes, dreams, fears. She 
gives unsolicited advice as well as 
encouragement. She instills confidence. 

Her father once hoped that she 
would become a professor. And she 
would have also made an outstanding 
social worker or guidance counselor. 
The truth is that Chen wears the caps of 
all these professions as a Family Court 
judge of the Court of Common Pleas of 
Philadelphia County, as a participant in 
public advoCacy for minorities, and as a 
particularly sensitive, caring person. 

She understands discrimination 
because she has experienced it herself. 
As an elementary school student, Chen 
tried to join the local Brownie troop. 
''You can't be a member," she was told. 
"Only American girls are in the 
Brownies." 

Originally intent upon a career as a 
journalist, she selected Temple Univer
sity because of its outstanding journal
ism department and affordable tuition. 
Independence being a personal need, she 
paid for her tuition by working for 
Temple's Department of Criminal 
Justice. There she had her first encoun
ter with the legal world and it turned 
her career plans in a new direction -
law school. 

Through meticulous planning, Chen 
was able to eam her undergraduate 
degree in two and a half years and she 
continued to work three jobs. But when 
she began her first semester as a Temple 
law student in the fall of 1973, she was 
barely able to stay awake. Her teacher 
Lynne Abraham, now a Common Pleas 
Court judge herself, couldn't help but 
notice Chen yawning in the back of the 
class, and when she determined that 
this student was not a party animal but 
a workhorse, she arranged a teaching 
assistant's job for Chen on campus. 

After graduating from Temple Law 
School in 1976, Chen worked for the 
U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission where she was a litigator 
on behaH of plaintiffs who experienced 
discrimination in the workplace, and 

then moved on to become the first 
Asian-American to serve on the 
Philadelphia Commission on Human 
Relations. 

Appointed by Mayor Wilson Goode, 
Chen worked with community leaders 
to resolve racial and ethnic tensions and 
also made time to contribute free legal 
counsel to a variety of activist groups. 

The "Help Wanted" section of the 
newspaper coutained an entry that 
aroused Chen's curiosity - an ad for a 
judge's position. Her application 
resulted in her selection by a state 
judicial committee to fill a seat in the 
state court. And in July of 1988, she 
officially became a judge of the Court of 
Common Pleas. Running as both a 
Republican and Democratic candidate, 
her position was secured when she won 
her seat on the bench at last Novem
ber's election. 

At Family Court, Chen presides over 
criminal and civil cases which include 
adult sex crimes, domestic violence, 
juvenile delinquency, custody, divorce 
and support. Not a pretty picture. 

Chen recalls her first day as judge, 
hearing a juvenile dependency case -
"It was a horrifying experience. I broke 
down because the cases were so 
depressing," she remembers. 

Outside of the courtroom, Chen has 
made a name for herself in resolving 
interracial conflicts, while glorying in 
her Chinese-American identity. In a 
1986 incident involVing the desecration 
of Korean street signs in a Philadelphia 
neighborhood, Chen called for a 
meeting with the leaders of that 
community to help resolye the conflict. 

Chen'S interest in community 
advocacy is not limited to Asian 
communities. She has been involved in 
Hispanic, Jewish and Black issues, and 
because of her participation in the 
Ethnic Affairs Committee of the Anti
Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, 
Chen was one of 10 women nationwide 
selected to take part in a mission to 
Israel. 

With her recently won mandate to 
judicate in the affairs of Pennsylvania's 
citizens, Chen has pledged to work 
tirelessly to defend the rights of its 
people and contribute to the improve" 
ment of human welfare. She would have 
made a fabulous Brownie. 

- Jessica Schultz 
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D Piose Level 4 Scale range: 326 to 375 

These tasks require readers to perfonn multiplefeature matohes and 
to integrate or synthesize infonnation from complex or lengthy 
passages. More complex inferences are needed to perform 
successfully. Conditional in!tJrmation is frequently present in tasks in 
this l.evel and must be taken {rito consideration by the reader. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 352 
, Percentage of adults perfonning in this level: 17% 

A pro1;e task with a difficulty value of 328 requires the reader to synthesize 

the repeated statements of an argument from a newspaper column in order to 

generate a theme or organizing principle. In this instance, the supporting 

statements are elaborated in different parts of a lengthy text. 

A more challenging task (with a difficulty value of 359) directs the reader 

to contrast the two opposing views stated in dIe newspaper feature reprinted 

here that discusses the existence of technolOgies that can be used to produce 

more fuel-efficient cars, 

Contrast Dewey's and Hanna's views about the 

existence of technologies that can be used to 

produce more fuel-efficient cars while maintaining 

the size of the cars. 
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Face-Off: Getting More l\tJiles Per Gallon 
Demand cars with 
better gas mileage 

By Robert Dewey 
Guest columnist 

WASHINGTON - Warning: Auto
makers are resurrecting their heavy
metal dinosaurs, aka gas guzzlers. 

(k.vernment reports show that average 
new-carmileage has declined w 28.2 miles 
per gallon - the 1986 level. 'Ib reverse 
this mnd, Congress must significantly 
increase existing gas-mileage standards. 

More than half our Nobel laureates 
and 700 members of the National Acad
emy of Sciences recently called global 
warming "the m03t serious environmen
tal threat of the 21st century." In 1989, 
oil imports climbed w a near-record 46% 
of U.S. consumption. Increasing gas 
mileal5e is the single biggest step we can 
take to reduce oil imports and curb global 
warming., Greater efficiency also lowers 
our trade deficit (oil imports represent 
40% ofit) and decreases the need W drill 
in pristine areas. 

Bigger engines and bigger cars mean 
bigger profits for aLlwmakers, who offer 
us the products they want us w buy. 
More than ever, Americans want prod
ucts that have less of an environmental 
impact. But with only a few fuel-efficient 
cars to choose from, how do we find ones 
that meet all our needs? 

Government studies show auwmakers 
have the technology w dramatically im-

prove gas mileage - while maintaining 
the 1987 levels of comfort, performance 
and size mix of vehicles. Automakers also 
have the ability to make their products 
safer. The cost of these improvements 
will be offset by savings at the gas pump! 

Cars can average 45 mpg and light 
trucks 35 mpg primarily by utilizing en
gine end transmission technologies al
ready on a few cars wday. Further im
provements are possible by using tech
nologies like the two-stroke engine and 
better aerodynamics that have been de
veloped but not used. 

When the current vehicle efficiency 
standards were proposed in 1974, Ford 
wrongly predicted that they "would re
quire either ttll sub-PintD-sized vehicles 
or some mix of vehicles ranging from a 
sub-subcompact W perhaps a Maverick." 
At that time, Congress required a 100% 
efficiency increase; raising gas mileage 
to 45 mpg requires only a 60% increase. 

Americans want comfortable, safe and 
efficient cars. If auwmakers won't pro
vide them, Congress must mandate them 
when it considers the issue this summer. 

Let's hope lawmakers put the best in
terest of the environment and the nation 
ahead of the automakere' lobbyists and 
political action committees. 

Robert Dewey is a conurvation ana/y.t for t"" En.i· 
ronmtnlUl Action Foundation. 
Repnnud by permission of USA 7bday. 

Don't demand end 
to cars people want 

By Thomas H. Hanna 
Guest columnist 

DETROIT - Do Americans look for
ward to the day when they'll have w haul 
groceries, shuttle the kids w and from 
school or take famiiy vacations in compact 
and !3Ubcompact cars? 

I doubt it - which is why U.S. and 
import carmakers oppose the 4O-miles
per-gallon w 45 mpg corporate average 
fuel economy mandates that some are 
pushlngin Congress, either W curb tailpipe 
carbon dioxide emissions because of alleged 
global warmingorfor energy conservation. 

Since the mid-1970s, au~makers have 
doubled the fleet average fuel economy of 
new cars to 28 mpg-andfurther progress 
will be made. 

Compact and subcompact cars with 
mileage of 40 mpg or better are now 
available, yet they appeal w only 5% of 
U.S. car buyers. 

But to achieve a U.S. fleet average of 40 
mpg w 45 mpg, carmakers would have to 
sharply limit the availability of family
size models and dramatically trim the size 
and weight of most cars. 

There simply are not magic technolo
gies to meet such II. standard. 

Almost every car now sold in the USA 

would have w be drastically downsized, 
and many would be obsolete. 

As a result, Americans each year would 
be unable w buy the vehicles moot suited 
for their needs: mid· and family-size 
models, luxury auwmobiles, mini-vans, 
small ~:l1cks and utility vehicles. 

The fleet shift; w comoacts and subcom
pacts could also force the closing of asaem
blyplants, Bupplierfirms anddea1erships, 
at a cost of thousands of U.S. jobs. 

Although a growingnumberofecientists 
are skeptical of global warming, the issue 
deservea thorough international scientific 
evaluation, not premature unilateral U.S. 
action. 

Carbon dioxide emissions from U.S. ve
hicles wta! leBS than 2.5% of worldwide 
"greenhouse" gases. Even doublingtoday's 
corporate average fuel economy for U.S. 
cars - if technically possible - would cut 
those gases about .5% 

Whatever the motivation - alleged 
global warming or energy coD.serval.ion
the stakes are high fo&' millions ofAmeri
cans and thousands of U.S. jobs in unreal
istic corporate average fuel economy 
mandates. 

Thom<u H. HiJnnq. is p,..wunt and chief ","uti ... 
o/Jicer of I"" Malar vehich Manu{w:tur<,.. Auocia
lion oft"" UniUd statu. 
&prinwI by penniuion of USA 7bday. 
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Two other tasks in Level 4 on the prose scale require the reader to draw 

on background knowledge in responding to questions asked about two poems. 

In one they are asked to generate an unfamiliar theme from a short poem 

(difficulty value of 362), and in the other they are asked to compare two 

metaphors (value of 374). 

Prose LevelS Scale range: 376 to 500 

Some tasks in this level require the reader to search for information in 
dense text which contains a number of plausible distractors. Others 
ask readers to make high-level inferences or use specialized 
background1cnowledge. Some tasks ask readers to contrast cOfJI-plex 
infonrration. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 423 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 3% 

Two tasks in Level 5 require the reader to search for information in dense 

text containing several plaUSible distractors. One such task (difficulty value of 

410) requires the respondent to read information about jury selection and 

service. The question requires the reader to interpret information to identify 

two ways in which prospective jurors may be challenged. 

Identify and summarize the two kinds of challenges 

that attorneys use while selecting members of a jury. 
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DO YOU HAVE A QUESTION? 

QUESTION: What is the new program for 
scheduling jurors? 

ANSWER: This is a new way of organizing 
and scheduling jurors that is being intro
duced all over the country. The goals of 
this program are to save money, increase 
the number of citizens who are summoned 
to serve and decrease the inconvenience 
of serving. 

The program means that instead of call
ing jurors for two weeks, jurors now serve 
only one day, or for the length of one trial 
if they are selected to hear a case. Jurors 
who are not selected to hear a case are 
excused at the end of the day, and their 
obligations to serve as jurors are fulfilled 
for three years. The average trial lasts 
two days once testimony begins. 

An important part of what is called the 
One Day - One Trial program is the 
"standby" juror. This is a person called to 
the Courthouse if the number of cases to 
be tried requires more jurors than origi
nally estimated. Once called to the Court
house, the standby becomes a "regular" 
juror, and his or her service is complete at 
the end of one day or one trial, the same 
as everyone else. 

Q. How was I summoned? 

A. The basic source for names of eligible 
jurors is the Driver's License list which is 
supplemented by the voter registration 
list. Names are chosen from these com
bined lists by a computer in a completely 
random manner. 

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

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

A. When a group of prospective jurors is 
selected, more than the number needed 
for a trial are called. Once this group has 
been seated in the courtroom, either the 
Judge or the attorneys ask questions. 
This is called voir dire. The purpose of 
questions asked during voir dire is to 

ensure that all of the jurors who are 
selected to hear the case will be unbi
ased, objective and attentive. 

In most cases, prospective jurors will be 
asked to raise their hands when a particu
lar question applies to them. Examples of 
questions often asked are: Do you know 
the Plaintiff, Defendant or the attorneys in 
this case? Have you been involved in a 
case similar to this one yourself? Where 
the answer is yes, the jurors raising hands 
may be asked additional questions, as 
the purpose is to guarantee a fair trial for 
all parties. When an attorney believes 
that there is a legal reason to excuse a 
juror, he or she will challenge the juror for 
cause. Unless both attorneys agree that 
the juror should be excused, the Judge 
must either sustain or override the chal
lenge. 

After all challenges for cause have baen 
ruled upon, the attorneys will select the 
trial 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 
these challenges by taking turns striking 
names from a list until both are satisfied 
with the jurors at the top of the list or until 
they use up the number of challenges 
allowed. Challenged jurors and any extra 
jurors will then be excused and asked to 
return to the jury selection room. 

Jurors should not feel 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 guaranteeing both par
ties to a lawsuit a fair trial. 

Q. Am I guaranteed to serve on a jury? 

A. Not all jurors who are summoned actually 
hear a case. Sometimes all the Judges 
are still working on trials from the previ
ous day, and no new jurors are chosen. 
Normally, however, some new cases begin 
every day. Sometimes jurors are chal
lenged and not selected. 
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A somewhat more demanding task (difficulty value of 423) involves the 

magazine article on Ida Chen reproduced earlier. This more challenging task 

requires the reader to explain the phrase "recently won mandate" used at the 

end of the text. To explain this phrase, the reader needs to understand the 

concept of a political mandate as it applies to Ida Chen and the way she is 

portrayed in this article. 

Document literacy 

-----..,;; .. • 

Another important aspect of being literate in modern society is having the 

knowledge and skills needed to process information from documents. We often 

encounter tables, schedules, charts, graphs, maps, and forms in everyday life, 

both at home and at work. In fact, researchers have found that many of us 

spend more time reading documents than any other type of material.2 The 

ability to locate and use information from documents is therefore essential. 

Success in processing documents appears to depend at least in part on the 

ability to locate information in complex arrays and to use this information in 

the appropriate ways. Procedural knowledge may be needed to transfer 

information from one source or document to another, as is necessary in 

completing applications or order forms. 

The NALS document literacy scale contains 81 tasks with difficulty values 

that range from 69 to 396 on the scale. By examining tasks associated with 

various proficiency levels, we can identify characteristics that appear to make 

certain types of document tasks more or less difficult for readers. Questions 

and directives associated with these tasks are basically of four types: locating, 

cycling, integrating, and generating. Locating tasks require the readers to 

match one or more features of information stated in the question to either 

identical or synonymous information given in the document. Cycling tasks 

require the reader to locate and match one or more features, but differ in that 

they require the reader to engage in a series of feature matches to satisfY 

conditions given in the question. The integrating tasks typically require the 

reader to compare and contrast information in adjacent parts of the document. 

In the generating tasks, readers must produce a written response by processing 

information found in the document and also making text-based inferences or 

drawing on their own background knowledge. 

2 J.T. Guthrie, M. Seifert, and I.S. Kirsch. (1986). "Effects of Education, Occupation, and Setting on Reading 
Practices." American Educational Research Journal, 23. pp. 151-160. 
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As with the prose tasks, each type of question or dire~tive extends over a 

range of difficulty as a result of interactions among several variables or task 

characteristics that include: 

• the number of categories or features of informa?on in the question that the 
reader has to process or match 

• the number of categories or features of information in the document that 
can serve to distract the reader or that may seem plausible but are incorrect 

• the extent to which the information asked for in the question is obviously 
related to the information stated in the document and 

• the structure of the document 

A more detailed discussion of the five levels of document literacy is 

provided in the follOwing pages. 

Document Levell Scale range: 0 to 225 

Tasks in this level tend to require the reader either to locate a piece of 
information based on a literalrruztch or to enter information frpm 
personal knowledge onto a· document. Little, if any, distracting 
information is present. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 195 
Percentage of adults performi.ng in this level: 23% 

Some of the Levell tasks require the reader to match one piece of 

information in the directive with an identical or synonymous piece of 

information in the document. For example, readers may be asked to write a 

piece of personal background information - such as their name or age - in 

the appropriate place on a document. One task with a difficulty value of 69 

directs individuals to look at a Social Security card and sign their name on the 

line marked "Signature." Tasks such as this are quite simple, since only one 

piece of information is required, it is known to the respondent, and there is 

only one lOgical place on the docun~ent where it may be entered. 
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Here is a Social Security card. Sign your name on 

the line that reads "signature." 

~'-::5ll 

SOCIAL { ~ SltUR.,\, 
la~ ACCOUMT ~ I'.: NUMBER 

301"()2'()304 
HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED FOR 

SIGNATURE 

F SOCIAl SECURITY PURPOSES • NOT FOR IOENTIFICATION a 

Other tasks in this level are slightly more complex. For example, in one 

task, readers were asked to complete a section of a job application by prOviding 

several pieces of information. This was more complicated than the previous 

task described, since respondents had to conduct a series of one-feature 

matches. As a result, the difficulty value of this task was higher (218). 

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 ___ _ 
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Other tasks in this level ask the reader to locate specific elements in a 

document that contains a variety of information. In one task, for example, 

respondents were given a form prOviding details about a meeting and asked to 

indicate the date and time of the meeting, which were stated in the form. The 

difficulty values associated "With these tasks were 183 and 180, respectively. The 

necessary information was referred to only once in the document. 

Document Level 2 Scale range: 226 to 275 

Tasks in this level are nwre varied than those in Levell. Some require 
the reader to motch a single piece of information; however, several 
distractors may be. present, or the match may require low-level 
inferences. Tasks in this level may also ask the reader to cycle through 
information in a document or to integrate information from various 
parts of a document. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 249 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 28% 

Some tasks in Level 2 ask readers to match two pieces of information in 

the text. For example, one task with a difficulty value of 261 directs the 

respondent to look at a pay stub and to write "the gross pay for this year to 

date." To perform the task successfully, respondents must match both "gross 

pay" and "year to date" correctly. If readers fail to match on both features, they 

are likely to indicate an incorrect amount. 

What is the gross pay for this year to date? 

Cf lt 'n:i1.,;,,.· ;.-
HOUAS 03/15/85 IIJfGUL"" OVUt11.,( . GAOSS D(J AN"-I NET PAY 

- "" 
, 

"' 
,. u_ e 

CU""£HT 6~500 I 62500 I 4598c 
I I I I I 500 I 50<0 I I VUiMO·()"Tf 4266B5 I 

u. DEDUCT , N OTH~q OE~uCT1OI'4~ 

J£D.W'H STATE W"H CITY W/H FICA I CA UNION I I UNITED':O t 'EAS INS t MISC. I ~~~£ 
CUlIH£HT 10B'94 1375 

I 3&31 I I I j I I I I J I I I I I I 

YEAItTC 73ct;<JB B2(0 I 261161 
OATE I I OTHER DEoueTIONS 

NON-NEGOTIABLE coo~ rY'E ...... OUN.- CODE T"'~E "'~OuNl 

I I 
I I 
I I 

07 DEN 412 I 
I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I 

I I 

Reduced from original copy. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------

A second question based on this document --What is the current net 

pay? -- was also expected to require readeM to ma.ke a two-feature match. 

Accordingly, the difficulty values of the two items were expected to be similar. 

The task anchored at about the 200 point on the scale, however, and an analysis 

of the pay stub reveals why its difficulty was lower than that of the previous 

task. To succeed on the second task, the reader only needs to match on the 

feature "net pay." Since the term appears only once on the pay stub and there 

is only one number in the column, tins task requires only a one-feature match 

and receives a difficulty value that lies within the Levell range on the 

document scale. 

Tasks in Level 2 may also require the reader to integrate information from 

different parts of the document by looking for similarities or differences. For 

example, a task with a difficulty value of 268 asks respondents to study a line 

graph showing a company's seasonal sales over a three-year period, then predict 

the level of sales for the follOwing year, based on the seasonal trends shown in 

the graph. 

80 

~ 70 
·2 
;l 

'0 60 

"' "C 
C 50 to 

"' ;l 
0 

oS 40 
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"' 30 <lJ 

OJ 
U) 

20 

10 

You are a marketing manager for a small 

manufacturing firm. This graph shows your 

company's sales over the last three years. Given the 

seasonal pattern shown on the graph, predict the 

sales for Spring 1985 (in thousands) by putting an "x" 

on the graph. 

1982 1983 1984 

I I 
~ ... ... ~ ... ... b.O ... ... 
C <lJ d <lJ .§ 

., d " c " ~ " ·c E Il. 1:: E ""' 1:: ·c E 1:: 
"" S ~ "" E ~ "" s ~ U) 
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1985 

b.O c ·c 
"" U) 

Reduced from original copy. 
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Document Level 3 Scale nmge: 276 to 325 

Some taSks in this level require the reader to. integrate multiple pieces 
of informotion from one or more documents. Others ask readers to 
cycle through rather complex tables or graphs which contain 
inJomwtion that is irrelevant or inappropriate to the task. 

Average difficulty value ofuisks in this level: 302 
Percentage of adults perfQnning in this level: 31% 

Tasks within the range for Level 3 ask the reader to locate particular 

features in complex displays, such as tables th:at contain nested information. 

Typically, distractor information is present in the same row or column as the 

correct answer. For example, the reader might be asked to use a table that 

summarizes appropriate uses for a variety of products, and then choose which 

product to use for a cer'"..ain project. One such task had a difficulty value of 305. 

To perform this task successfully, the respondent uses a table containing nested 

information to determine the type of sandpaper to buy if one needs "to smooth 

wood in preparation for sealing and plans to buy garnet sandpaper." This task 

requires matching not only on more than a single feature of information but 

also on features that are not always superordinate categories in the document. 

For example, "preparation for sealing" is subordinated or nested under the 

category "wood," while the type of sandpaper is under the main heading of 

"garnet." In addition, there are tPree other types of sandpaper that the reader 

might select that partially satisfy '.he directive. 
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You need to smooth wood in preparation for sealing 

and plan to buy garnet sandpaper. What type of 

sandpaper should you buy? 

MATERIAL .. OPERATION 

WOOD 
Paint Removal 
Heavy Stoek Removal 
Moderate Stock Removal 
P,eparatlon for Sealing 
Alter Sealer 
Between Coats 
After Anal Coat 
METAL 
Rust and Paint Removal 
Llt:ht Stock Removal 
Preparation fOl Priming 
finishing and Polishing 
After Primer 
Between Coats 
A!ter final Coal 
PLASTIC" FIBERGLASS 

EC = exira Coarse C = Coarse M:I Medium F = Fine VF = Very Fino EF = exira FinE!! SF = Super fine UF 1: Ultra Fine 

SAFETY INFORMATION: 
• Wear approved safety goggles 
when sanding. 

• Use particle/dust mask or other 
means to prevent inhalation of 
sanding dust. 

• When using power tools. follow 
manufacturer's recommended 
procedures and safety Instructions. 

Reduced from original copy. 

At the same level of difficulty (306), another task directs the reader to a 

stacked bar graph depicting estimated power consumption by source for four 

different years. The reader is asked to select an energy source that will provide 

more power in the year 2000 than it did in 1971. To succeed on this task, the 

reader must first identify the correct years and then compare each of the five 

pairs of energy sources given. 

Document Level 4 Scale range: 326 to 375 

. Tasks in this level, like those in the pre1;ious levels, ask readers to 
perform multiple-feature matches, cycle through documents, and 
integrate infonnation; however; they require a greater degree of 
inferencing. Many of these tasks require readers ta provide numerous 
responses but do not designate how many responses are needed. 
Conditional infofillatiorJ is also present in the document tasks in this 
leVel and must be taken into account by the reader. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 340 
Percentage of adults PzrForming in this level: 15% 
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One task in this level (348) combines many <.)f the variables that contribute 

to difficulty in Level 4. These include: multiple feature matching, complex 

displays involving nested infonnation, numerous distractors, and conditional 

infonnation that must be taken into account in order to arrive at a correct 

response. Using the bus schedule shown here, readers are asked to select the 

time of the next bus on a Saturday afternoon, if they miss the 5.'l:35 bus leaving 

Hancock and Buena Ventura going to Flintridge and Academy. Several 

departure times m"e given, from which respondents must choose the correct one. 

On Saturday afternoon, if you miss the 2:35 bus 

leaving Hancock and Buena Ventura going to 

Flintridge and Academy, how long will you have to 

wait for the next bus? 

ROUTE VISTA GRANDE 
Tnls DU.$ line ODe'ateS Monday tnrougn Saturaay orovlnlng "IOClll 
to most net9hbOrnoods m the nonne-ast seChon 

se"I'IcP 5 Buses tvn ttUrfY mmules aparl Ourtng the morning ana a'ternoon (Usn nours Monoay tnrou9" FrIday 
Buses run one I'>our aoart at all otner limes of day and Saturaay 

No Sunday. hofiday or nlOhl serVIce. 

OUTBOUND 
You can rranSlet "om tn/s OU$ 

INBOUND co anomer headed anvwnere 
else In /he CI/y ous syStem 

from Termi,...1 

Leave 
l .... L.' .... l •• ". l ..... e Arttye 

Hancoc:lt CII.cIeI Rusuc Non. Fhntrtdge 
Downlown .nc! Hills CI,e'," Inc! 

Terminal B_ "nO Aade""r 
YenfUt' O~o Blanco 

6:20 6:35 6:45 6:50 7:03 7:15 
6:50 7:05 7:15 7:20 7:33 7:45 
7:20 7:35 7:45 7:50' 8:03 8:15 AM 1"50 8:05 8:15 8:20 8:33 8:"5 . 8~2Q 8:35 8:45 8:50 9:03 9:15 
8:50 9:05 9:15 9:20 9:33 9:4115 
9:20 9:35 9:45 9:50 10:03 10:15 

10:20 10:35 10:45 10:50 11:03 11:15 
11:20 11:35 11:45 11:50 12:03 12:15 

12:20 12:35 12:45 12:50 1:03 1:15 
1:20 1:35 1:45 1:50 2:03 2:15 
2:20 2:35 2:45 2:50 3:03 3:15 

P1\112:50 3:05 3:15 3:20 3:33 3:015 
3:20 3:35 3:45 3:50 4:03 4:15 
3:50 4:05 4:15 4:20 4:33 4:45 
4:20 4:35 4:45 4:50 5:03 5:15 
4:50 5:05 5:15 5:20 5:33 5:45 
5:20 5:35 5:45 5:50 6:03 6:15 
5:50 6:05 6:15 6:20 6:33 6:45 
6:20 6:35 6:45 6:50 7:03 7:15 

loward Terminal 

Lo .... L.a"e Lene 
FhrUttOge Non" RusilC 

Ind C.,el.H Hills 
Ac.tdemr Ind 

Oro BI,flea 

6:15 6:27 6:42 
6:45 6:57 7:12 
7:15 7:27 7:42 
1:45 7:57 8:12 
8:15 8:27 8:42 
8:"5 8:57 9:12 
9:15 9:27 9:42 
9:45 9:57 10:12 

10:15 10:27 10:42 
11 :15 11:27 11:42 
12:15 12:27 12:42 p.m. 

1 :15 1:27 1:42 
2:15 2:27 2:42 
3:15 3:27 3:42 
3:45 3:57 4:12 
4;15 4:27 4:42 
4:<'15 4:57 5:12 
5:15 5:27 5:42 
5:45 5:57 6:12 

L •• ,. Lo ... 
ell.dol H,ncock 

'M 
II"""" Venlu,. 

6:47 6:57 
7:17 7:27 
7:47 7:57 
8:17 8:21 
8:47 8:57 
9:17 9:27 
9:47 9:57 

10:17 10:27 
10:47 10:57 
11:47 11:57 

12:47 p.m. 12:57 p.m. 

1:47 1:57 
2:47 2:57 
3:47 3:57 
":17 4:27 
4:47 4:57 
5:17 5:27 
5:47 5:57 
6:17 6:27 

Arrive 
Downtown 
Terminal 

7:15 
7:45 Monday '''-'II" F,,,,",on,, 
8:15 
8:45 l<I_r 'h,ough Fn6cy on'Y 
9:15 
9:45 Monday """ugh Frldlry onl, 

10:15 
10:45 M""""y ""0"9" F,,,,", on" 
11 :15 
12:15 

1:15 p.m. 

2:15 
3:15 
4:15 
4:45 MondlY 'hrovgh Frido, Onl, 

5:15 
5:45 Mon!Irt 'hrovgh FndII, onl, 
6:15 
6:45 Mor><tay .hrough Fndoy only 

MoncUr, 'hrough F'icIoy ..... ' 

T ..................... w~ 
' .......... _01 ' ..... ""'"""'_ 
OI' .... ..,-cO""Clltv'.- ..... • 
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Other tasks involving this bus schedule are found in Level 3. These tasks 

require the reader to match on fewer features of infonnation and do not 

involve the use of conditional infonnation. 

Document Level 5 Scale range: 376 t~500 

Tasks in this level require the reader to search through complex 
displays that contain multiple distractors, to make high-level text
based inferences, and to use specialized knowledge. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: .391 
Percentage of adults pe...rfonning in this level: "3% 

A task receiving a difficulty value of 396 involves reading and 

understanding a table depicting the results from a survey of parents and 

teachers evaluating parental involvement in their school. Respondents were 

asked to write a brief paragraph summarizing the results. This particular task 

requires readers to integrate the infonnation in the table to compare and 

contrast the viewpoints of parents and teachers on a selected number of 

school issues. 

Using the infonnation in the table, write a brief 

paragraph summarizing the extent to which parents 

and teachers agreed or disagreed on the statements 

about issues pertaining to parental involvement at 

their school. 
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Parents and Teachers Evaluate Parental 
Involvement at Their School 

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

Total Elementary JunIor High HIgh School 

percent agreeing 
Our schoof does a good job of 
encouraging parental involvement in 
sports, arts, and other non subject areas 

[ Parents 77 76 74 79 
Teachers 77 73 77 85 

Our school does a good job of 
encouraging parental involvement in 
educational areas 

[ Parents 73 82 71 64 l Teachers 80 84 78 70 

Our school only contacts parents 
when there is a problem with their child 

Parents 55 46· 0 62 63 
Teachers 23 18 22 33 

Our school does not give parents the 
opportunity for any meaningful roles 

Parents~ 22 18 22 2ft 
Teachers 8 8 12 7 

Source: The MetropolHan Lffe survey 0' the American Teacher, 1987 

Quaniitative Literacy 

Since adults are often required to perform numerical operations in everyday 

life, the ability to perform quantitative tasks is another important aspect of 

literacy. These abilities may seem, at first glance, to be fundamentally different 

from the types of skills involved in reading prose and documents and, 

therefore, to extend the concept of literacy beyond its traditional limits. 

However, research indicates that the processing of printed information plays a 

critical role in affecting the difficulty of tasks along this scale.3 

3I.S. Kirsch and A. Jungeblut. (19B6). Literacy: Profiles of Americas Young Adults, Final Report. Princeton, 
NJ: Educational Testing SelVice. I.S. Kirsch, A. Jungeblut, and A. Campbell. (1992). Beyond the SCMol 
Doors: The LiterlU,'Y Needs of Job Seekers Seroed by the U. S. Department of Labor. Princeton, NJ: 
Educational Testing SelVice. 

e .. e ______ _ 
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The NALS quantitative literacy scale contains some 39 tasks with difficulty 

values that range from 191 to 436. The difficulty of these tasks appears to be a 

function of several factors, including: 

• the particular arithmetic operation called for 

• the number of operations needed to perform the task 

• the extent to which the numbers are embedded in printed materials and 

• the extent to which an inference must be made to identify the type of 
operation to be performed 

In general, it appears that many individuals can perform simple arithmetic 

oper~~tions when both the numbers and operations are made explicit. However, 

when ti.A numbers to be used must be located in and extracted from different 

types of documents that contain similar but irrelevant infonnation, or when the 

operations to be used must be inferred from printed directions, the tasks 

become increasingly difficult. 

A detailed discussion of the five levels of' quantitative literacy is provided 

on the follOwing pages. 

Quantitative Levell Scale ~g~: 0 to 225 

TaskoY in this level require readers to perform single, relatively simple 
arithmetic operations, such as addition. The numbersrto be used are 
provided and the arithmetic operation to be performed is speci.l3ed. 

L 
Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 206 
Percentage of adults perfonriing in this level: 22% 

The least demanding task en the quantitative scale (191) requires the 

reader to total two numbers on a bank deposit slip. In this task, both the 

numbers and the arithmetic operation aIe judged to be easily identified and the 

operation involves the simple addition of two decimal numbers that are set up 

in column format. 
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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. 

Availability of Deposits 

Funds from deposits may not be available for Immediate withdrawal. Please refer to 
your institution's rules 9r;)Verning funds availability for details. 
---------------- .......... 

Crediting of deposits and payments is subject to verification and collection of actual amounts 
deposited or paid in accordance with the rules and regulations of your financial institution. \ 

PLEASE PRINT I 
'!'OUR MAC CARD NUMBER (No PINs PLEASE) 

fff 222 3334 
YOUR FINANCIAL INSTITUTION 

'l,(HioH Banit 
'!'OUR ACCOUNT NUMBER 

987 555 674 

CHECK ONE o DEPOSIT 
or 

o PAYMENT 

CASH 
USTCHECKS 
BY BANK NO. 

TOTAL 

$ 00 
ENDORSE WITH NAME 
& ACCOUNT NUMBER 

557 f9 

li lQQ 

DO NOT FOLD NO COINS OR PAPER CUPS PLEASE 

) 

r-------------------------------------------------------~ 

Quantimtive Level 2. Scale range: 226 to 275 

Tasks in this level typically require readers to perform a single 
operation using numbers that are either stated in the task or easily 
located in the material. The operation to be performed may be stated 
in the question or easily determined from the format of the material 
(for example, an ~rder form). 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 251 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 25% 

In the easier tasks in Level 2, the quantities are also easy to locate. In one 

such task at 250 on th.e quantitative scale, the cost of a ticket and bus is given 

for each of two shows. The reader is directed to determine how much less 

attending one show will cost in compariscm to the other. 

u,,=" ====0== 
" 
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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 1 Y2 hours for the return trip. 

Time: 4 p.m., Saturday, November 20 
Price: "On (he Town" Ticket and bus 

"Sleuth" Ticket and bus 
Limit: Two tickets per person 

$11.00 
$8.50 

In a more complex set of tasks, the reader is directed to complete an order 

form for office supplies using a page from a catalogue. No other specific 

instructions as to what parts of the form should be completed are given in the 

directive. One task (difficulty value of 270) requires the reader to use a table on 

the form to locate the appropriate shipping charges based on the amount of a 

specified set of office supplies, to enter the correct amount on an order form, 

and then to calculate the total price of the supplies. 

Quantitative Level 3 Scale range: 276 to 325 

In tasks in this level, two or 'nWre numbers are typically needed to 
solve the problem, and these must be found in the material. The 
operation( 8) needed can be determined from the arithmetic relation 
teims used in the question or directive. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 293 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 31 % 
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In general, tasks within the range for Level 3 ask the reader to perfonn a 

single operation of addition, subtraction, multiplication, or division. However, 

the operation is not stated explicitly in the directive or made clear by the 

fonnat of the document. Instead, it must be inferred from the tenns used in 

the directive. These tasks are also more difficult because the reader must locate 

the numbers in various parts of the document in order to perfonn the 

operation. 

From a bar graph showing percentages of population growth for two 

groups across six periOds, a task at the 278 point on the scale directs the reader 

to calculate the difference between the groups for one of the years. 

A more difficult task in Leve13 (321) requires the use of a bus schedule to 

determine how long it takes to travel from one location to another on a 

Saturday. To respond correctly, the reader must match on several features of 

information given in the question to locate the appropriate times. 

Suppose that you took the 12:45 p.m. bus from 

U.A.L.R. Student Union to 17th and Main on a 

Saturday. According to the schedule, how many 

minutes is the bus ride? 

.. ~----• 
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A.M. 6. 
6. 
6. 

6. 
6. 
6. 

P.M. 6. 
6. 
6. 
6. 
6. 
6. 

A.M. 6. 
6 
6. 
6 
6. 
6 
6. 

P.M. 6 
6. 
6 
6. 
6 
6. 
60 

• -----------. • 
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BUS LEAVES 
from 

U.A.L.R. 
Student Union 

STEPHENS 
ELEMENTARY 

~ 

Bus arrives 
at 

20th & 
Woodrow 

DOW1ITOWN 
LITTLEROCK 

I 

I 
I 

Bus arrives 
at 

17th & 
Main 

I 

I 

I 
I 

BUS EtlDS 
at 

Capitol & 
Louisiana 

. ' WEEKDAYS ' , • , 
5:38 5:51 6:00 6:09 
6:11 6:25 6:35 6:45 
6:41 6:55 7:05 7:15 
7:11 7:25 7:35 7:45 
7:41 7:55 8:05 8:15 
8:11 8:25 8:35 8:45 
8:41 8:55 9:05 9:15 
9:14 9:27 9:36 9:45 
9:44 9:57 10:06 10:15 

10:14 10:27 10:36 10:45 
10:44 10:57 11:06 11 :15 
11:14 11:27 11:36 11:45 
11:44 11:57 12:00 12:15 
12:14 12:27 12:36 12:45 
12:44 12:57 1:06 1:15 
1:14 1:27 1:36 1:45 
1:44 1:57 2:06 2:15 
2:14 2:27 2:36 2:45 
2:44 2:57 3:06 3:15 
3:14 3:27 3:36 3:45 
3:43 3:56 4:05 4:15 
4:13 4:26 4:35 4:45 
4:43 4:56 5:05 5:15 
5:13 5:26 5:35 5:45 
5:45 5:58 6:07 6:17 
6:11 6:22 6:30 
6:46 6:57 7:05 

) ':-.'... ~ SATURDAY' t . , 

5:38 5:51 6:00 6:09 
6:45 6:57 7:06 7:15 
7:45 7:57 8:06 8:15 
8:45 8:57 9:06 9:15 
9:45 9:57 10:06 10:15 

10:45 10:57 11:06 11:15 
11:45 11:57 12:06 12:15 
12:45 12:57 1:06 1:15 
1:45 1:57 2:06 2:15 
2:45 2:57 3:06 3:15 
3:45 3:57 4:06 4:15 
4:45 4:57 5:06 5:15 
5:43 5:57 6:06 6:15 
6:44 6:56 7:05 

Reduced from original copy. 
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Q~intitative Level 4 Scale range: 326 to 375 

c. . ~e tasks tend to reqUire. readers to perform two otrrwre sequential 
. operationS ora single operation iri whiCh the quantifies are found in 

different types ofdk.-pltiys, 0," the olJeratiints. mustbe inferred from 
.. semantic information given 01" drau.mfromprlorknowledge. 

Average difficuJ.tyvalue.olblsks in. this level: 349 
:Percentage of adultsperforniiIig'iIithis level: 17% 

One task in this level, with a difficulty value of 332, asks the reader to 

estimate, based on information iIi a news article, how many miles per day a 

driver covered iIi a sled-dog race. The respondent must know that to calculate 

a "per day" rate requires the use of division. 

A more difficult task (355) requires the reader to select from two unit 

price labels to estimate the cost per ounce of creamy peanut butter. To perform 

this task successfully, readers may have to draw some information from prior 

lmowledge. 

Estimate the cost per ounce of the creamy peanut 

butter. Write your estimate on the line prOvided. 

Unit price You pay 

, , .8¢ per oz. 1.89 

rich chnky pnt bt 

10693 16 oz. 

Unit price > You pay 

1.59 per lb. 1.99 

creamy pnt butter 

10732 ·11~1I1~1· 20 oz. 
5"" 0907' 

.... 0 _____ _ 

8 
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Qu.antitative Level 5 Scale range: 376 to 500 

These tasks require readers to perform multiple· operations 
sequentially. They must disembed the features of the problem from 
text or rely on background knowledge to determine the quantities or 
operations 'iU!eded. 

Average difficulty value of tasks in this level: 411 
Percentage of adults performing in this level: 4% 

Que of the most difficult tasks on the quantitative scale (433) requires 

readers to look at an advertisement for a home equity loan and then, using the 

information given, explain how they would calculate the total amount of 

interest charges associated with the loan. 

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 
LOANS 

14.250/0 
Annual Percentage Rate 

Ten Year Tenn 

SAMPLE MONTHLY REPAYMENT SCHEDULE 
Amount Financed 

$10,000 
$25,000 
$40,000 

Monthly Payment 

$156.77 
$391.93 
$627.09 

120 Months 14.25% APR 

Reduced from original copy. 
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Estimating Performance Across the Literacy Levels 

The literacy levels not only provide a way to explore the progression of 

infonnation-processing demands across the scales; they can also be used to 

explore the like1ihood that individuals in each level will succeed on tasks of 

varying difficulty. 

The following graphs (FIGURE 3.2) display the probability that 

individuals perfonning at selected points on each scale will give a correct 

response to tasks with varying difficulty values. We see, for example, that a 

person whose prose proficiency is 150 has less than a 50 percent chance of 

giving a correct response to the Levell tasks. Individuals whose proficiency 

scores were at the 200 point, on the other hand, have an almost 80 percent 

probability of responding correctly to these tasks. 

In tenns of task demands, we can infer that adults perfonning at the 200 

point on the prose scale are likely to be able to locate a Single piece of 

information in a brief piece of text where there is no distracting information, or 

when any distracting information is located apart from the desired information. 

They are likely to have far more difficulty with the types of tasks that occur in 

Levels 2 through 5, however. For example, they would have only about a 30 

percent chance of performing the average task in Level 2 correctly and only 

about a 10 percent chance of success, or less, on the more challenging tasks 

found in Levels 3,4, and 5. 

In contrast, readers at the 300 point on the prose scale have an 80 percent 

(or higher) likelihood of success on tasks in Levels 1,2, and 3. This means that 

they demonstrate skill identifying information in fairly dense text without 

organizational aids. They can also integrate, compare, and contrast information 

that is easily identified in the text. On the other hand, they are likely to have 

difficulty with tasks that require them to make higher level inferences, to take 

conditional information into account, and to use specialized knowledge. The 

probabilities of their performing these Level 4 tasks successfully are just under 

50 percent, and on the Level 5 tasks their likelihood of responding correctly 

falls to under 20 percent. 
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Similar interpretations can be made using the performance results on 

the document and quantitative scales. For example, an individual with a 

proficiency of 150 on the quantitative scale is estimated to have only a 50 

percent chance of responding correctly to tasks in Levell and less than a 30 

percent chance of responding to tasks in each of the other levels. Such an 

individual demonstrates little or no proficiency in performing the range of 

quantitative tasks found in this assessment. In contrast, someone with a 

proficiency of 300 meets or exceeds the 80 percent criterion for the avewge 

tasks in Levels 1, 2, and 3. They can be expected to encounter more difficulty 

with tasks in Levels 4 and 5. 
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Definitions of All 
Subpopulations and Variables Reported 

[In Order of Appearance] 

Total Population 
The total population includes adults aged 16 and older who participated in the 
national household sUlvey, the state surveys, and the survey of prisoners. 

1985 Young Adult literacy Survey Population 
A national household survey of the literacy skills of young adults (aged 21 to 25) 
was conducted in 1985. Because the NALS also assessed young adults and 
readministered a set of tasks, it is possible to compare the literacy skills of 
individuals assessed in 1985 and those assessed in 1992 - including not only 
21 .. to 25-year-olds but also 28- to 32-year-olds, who were 21 to 25 years of age 
in 1985. 

English Literacy 
Respondents were asked two questions about their English literacy skills. One 
question asked how well they read English, and the other asked how well they 
write it. Four response options were given: very well, well, not well, and not at 
all. Adults who answered ·'very well" or "well" to either question were counted 
as reporting that they read or write English well. All others were counted as 
reporting that they do not read or Wlite English well. 

Help with Everyday Literacy Tasks 
Respondents were asked how much help they get from family members or 
friends with various types of everyday literacy tasks. Four response options 
were given: a lot, some, a little, and none. The percentages of adults in each 
level who reported getting a lot of help with printed information, fIlling out 
forms, and using basic arithmetic were analyzed. 

Highest Level of Education Completed 
Respondents were asked to indicate the highest level of education they 
completed in this country. The following options were given: 

Still in high school 
Less than high school 
Some high school 
GED or high school equivalency 
High school graduate 
Vocational, trade, or business school after high school 
College: less than 2 years 
College: associate's degree (A.A.) 

."!o------• 
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College: 2 or more years, no degree 
College graduate (B.S. or B.A.) 
Postgraduate, no degree 
Postgraduate degree (M.S., M.A., Ph.D., M.D., etc.) 

In one education variable (Education 1), CEO recipients and high school 
graduates were separate groups and the following four groups were created: 
adults who had completed some postsecondary education but who had not 
earned a degree, individuals who had earned a two year degree, individuals 
who had earned a four year degree, and individuals who had completed some 
graduate work or received a graduate degree. In a second variable (Education 2), 
CEO recipients and high school graduates were combined into one category, 
and adult., who had completed some education beyond high school were 
divided into two categories: those who had not received a degree and those 
who had. 

Parents' level of Education 
Respondents were asked to indicate the highest level of education completed 
by their mother (or stepmother or female guardian) and by their father (or 
stepfather or male guardian). The analyses in this report are based on the 
highest level of education attained by either parent. 

Age 
Respondents were asked to report their date of birth, and this information was 
used to calculate their age. One age variable (Age 1) included the follOwing 
categories: 16 to 18, 19 to 24, 25 to 39, 40 to 54, 55 to 64, and 65 and older. A 
second variable (Age 2) included these categories: 16 to 24, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 
45 to 54, 55 to 64, and 65 and older. 

Average Years of Schooling 
Responses to the question on the highest level of education completed were 
used to calculate the average number of years of schooling completed. 
Individuals who were still in school were left out of this analysis. Adults who 
had not graduated from high school were asked to indicate exactly how many 
years of schooling they had completed (0 through 12). Individuals who did not 
provide this information were asSigned a value equal to the average number of 
years of schooling completed by those who did provide this information. For 
adults in the category "0 to 8 years of education," the average number of years 
of schooling was 6.10. For adults in the category "9 to 12 years of education," 
the average number of years of schooling was 10.11. The remaining adults were 
asSigned values representing the number of years of schooling completed, as 
follows: 

CEO, high school equivalency 
High school graduate 
Vocational, trade, or business school 
College: less than 2 years 
College: associate's degree (A.A.) 
College: 2 or more years, no degree 
College graduate (B.S. or B.A.) 
Postgraduate, no degree 
Postgraduate degree 

12 
12 
13 
13 
14 
14.5 
16 
17 
18 

Using these values, the average number of years of schooling was calculated for 
various reporting groups (such as age and race/ethnicity). 
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Race/Ethnicity 
Respondents were asked two questions about their race and ethnicity. One 
question asked them to indicate which of the following best describes them. The 
interviewer recorded the races of respondents who refused to answer the 
question. 

White 
Black (Mrican American) 
American Indian 
Alaskan Native 

Pacific Islander 
Asian 
Other 

The other question asked respondents to indicate whether they were of Spanish 
or Hispanic origin or descent. Those who responded "yes" were asked to identify 
which of the following groups best describe£ their Hispanic origin: 

Mexicano, Mexican, Mexican American,. Chicano 
Puerto Rican 
Cuban 
CentraJ/South American 
Other SpanishlHi~panic 

Adults of Pacific Islander origin were grouped with those of Asian origin, and 
Alaskan Natives were grouped with American Indians, due to small sample sizes. 
All other raciaJ/ethnic groups are reported separately. In some analyses, however, 
the Hispanic subpopulations are combined to prOvide reliable estimates. 

Country of Birth 
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were born in the United States 
(50 states or Washington, D.C.), a U.S. territory, or another country. Based on 
their responses, they were divided into two groups: adults born in this country, 
and those born in another country. Adults who reported they were born in a U.S. 
territory were counted as being born in another country. 

Type of PhYSical, Mental, or Other Health Condition 
Respondents were asked to identify whether they had any of the following: 

• a phYSical, mental, or other health condition that keeps them from participating 
fully in work, school, housework, or other activities 

• difficulty seeing the words or letters in ordinary newspaper print even when 
wearing glasses or contact lenses, if they usually wear them 

• difficulty hearing what is said in a normal conversation with another person 
even when using a hearing aid, if they usually wear one 

• a learning disability 

~ any mental or emotional condition 

• mental retardation 

6) a speech disability 

• a physical disability 

• a long-term illness (6 months or more) 

• any other health impainnent 

Responde:.lts were able to indicate each phYSical, mental, or health condition they 
had. Thw,', these categories are not mutually exclusive. . .... _--• 
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Region 
Census definitions of regions are used in the National Adult Literacy Survey. 
The four regions analyzed are the Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. The 
states in each region are identified below. 

Sex 

Northeast: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania 

Midwest: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas 

South: Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West 
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, 
Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Oklahoma, Texas 

West: Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, 
Utah, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, California, Alac;ka, Hawaii 

The interviewers recorded the sex of each respondent. 

Prison Population 
The incarcerated sample includes only those individuals who were in state or 
federal prisons at the time of the survey. Those held in local jails, community
based facilities, or other types of institutions were not surveyed. 

Voting 
The survey asked whether respondents had voted in a national or state election 
in the past five years. Some participants reported being ineligible to vote, and 
they were excluded from the analyses. The results reported herein reflect the 
percentages of adults who voted, of those who were eligible to vote. 

Frequency of Newspaper Reading 
Respondents were asked how often they read a newspaper in English: e,,:~ry 
day, a few times a week, once a week, less than once a week, or never. 

Newspaper Reading Practices 
Respondents were given a list of different parts of the newspaper al1d asked to 
identify which parts they generally read. Their responses were grouped as 
follows: 

news, editorial pages, financial news and stock listings 

home, fashion, and health sections, and book, movie, or art reviews 

classified ads, other ads, and Tv, movie, or concert listings 

comics, horoscope or advice columns 

sports 

The responses to thJs question and t.he prior question on the frequency of 
newspaper reading were then combined, to determine the percentage of adults 
who read the newspaper at least one a week who read various parts. 

108 ...... Appendices 



Sources of Information 
Respondents were asked how much information about current events, public 
affairs, and the government they usually get from newspapers, magazines, 
radio, television, and family members, friends, or coworkers. The responses to 
these questions were used to construct a new variable that reflects the extent to 
which adults get information from different sources: 

Print media: Adults who get "some" or "a lot" of information from 
either newspapers or magazines, and those who do not 

Nonprint media: Adults who get "some" or "a lot" of information 
from either television or radio, and tho~e who do not 

Personal sources: Adults who get "some" or "a lot" of information 
from family, friends, or coworkers, and those who do not 

Poverty Status . 
Respondents were asked to report the number of persons living in their 
household as well as their family's total,income from all sources during the 
previous calendar year. Their responses to these two questions were used to 
construct the poverty status variable. ,Based on the 1991 poverty income 
thresholds of the federal government, the following criteria were used to 
identifY respondents who wf"!'e poor or near poor: 

.Respondents whose . "And whose annual household 
family size was: income was at or below: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

$ 8,665 
$11,081 
$13,575 
$17,405 
$20,570 
$23,234 
$26,322 
$29,506 
$34,927 

Sources of Nonwage Income and Support 
Respondents were asked to indicate which of the following types of income and 
support they or anyone in their family received during the past 12 months: 
Social Security, Supplemental Security Inconw, retirement payments, Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, food stamps, interest from savings or other 
bank accounts, dividend income, and income from other source". Each source 
was treated as a separate variable, and respondents were divided into two 
groups: those who had receiveJ mis type of income or support, and those who 
had not. This report analyzes results for adults who reported receiving food 
stamps or interest from savings. 

• .-o 

Appendices . . . . . . 109 



---...;-. 

Employment Status 
Respondents were asked what they were doing the week before the survey: 

1) working at a full~time job for payor profit (35 hours or more) 
2) working two or more part-time jobs for pay, totaling 35 or more hours 
3) working for lay or profit part time (1 to 35 hours) 
4) unemploye , laid off, or looking for work 
5) with a job but not at work 
6) with a job but on family leave (mat~rnity or paternity leave) 
7) in school 
8) keeping house 
9) retired 

10) doing volunteer work 

Respondents were then divided into four groups: adults working full time (or 
working two or more part-time jobs); those working part time; those 
unemployed, laid off, or looking for work; and those out of the labor force. 
Adults in categories 1 and 2 above were counted as being employed full time; 
those in category 2 were counted as being employed PaIt time; those in 
category 3 were counted as unemployed; those in categories 5 and 6 were 
counted as being not at work; and those in categories 7 through 10 were 
counted as being out of the labor force. 

Weeks Worked 
All respondents, including those who were unemployed or out of the labor 
force the week before the survey, were asked to indicate how many weeks they 
worked for payor profit during the past 12 mont.hs, including paid leave (such 
as vacation and sick leave). 

Weekly'Nages 
Respondents who were employed either full time or part time or were on leave 
the week before the survey were asked to report their average wage or salary 
(including tips and commissions) before deductions. They reported their wage 
or salary per hour, day, week, two-week period, month, year, or other unit of 
time, and these data were used to calculate their weekly wages. 

Occupational Categories 
Respondents were asked two questions about their current or most recent job, 
whether full time or part time. The first question asked them to identify the 
type of business or industry in which they worked - for example, television 
manufacturing, retail shoe store, or farm. The second question. asked them to 
indicate their occupation, or the name of their job - for example, electrical 
engineer, stock clerk, typist, or farmer. Their responses were used to create 
four occupa~onal categories: management, professional, and technical; sales 
and clerical; craft and service; and labor, assembly, fishing, and farming. 
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TABLE 1.1A. 

Average Prose Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Total Population, Gender, Census Region, and RacelEthnicity 

"" >.; .. : ...... ."'( r;~>"----':>·,·=·:··...:;.'·~·;;,..' ..... ; =--'---'-----"'-..... r-...... -.--'~;~;,... '-'-'--.-.-'---,---'---'--"---'-r-'....:-.:...,.~-.-.-, 
: 'DEM()~RA'PHIC',~~O~E ~~~l.~ Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Overall I 

... ·,~QBPOpUl.AnONS " .:." '." . . .... ', 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency 

':'~.: ' "' .. ' .'. , ..... ;. .. '.<., 

' .... :. , ·WGTN ...... : 

i:.,"'.' ": ... ;'::'" :.,<. n. 
Ir~~"":-':"~~~~ I 

.' ~(1,060) ~PCI (.SE, l RPCT ( SE .)RPCT (BE) 

Total Population 
Total 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

Census Region 
Northeast 
Midwest 
South 
West 

Race/Ethnicitv 
Black 
Hispanic/Mexicano 
HispaniC/ 
Puerto Rican 

Hispanic/Cuban 
HispaniC/ 
Central/South 
Hispanic/Other 
Asian! 
Pacific Islander 

American Indian! 
Alaskan Native 

White 
Other 

• 26,0911~1,289 
.",,; : 

11,77092,098 
·:14.279 98,901' 

5,42539,834 
7,494' 45;318 
7.886 65,854 
5 .• 286 40,282 

. 

4,963 21,19~ 
1.776' 10,235: 

405 2,190 
t47~2a 

424 2.608 
374· .,2,520 

t89. 1,803 
. t7,2921~~,96a 

as. "729 

21 ( 004) 

22 ( 0.6) 
20 ( 0.5) 

22 ( 0.8) 
16 ( 0.8) 
23 ( 1.1) 
20 ( 1.2) 

38 ( 1.1) 
54 ( 1.9) 

47 ( 5.0) 
53 ( 6.7) 

56 ( 3.8) 
25 ( 3.2) 

36 ( 4.4) 

25 ( 5.9)! 
14 ( 0.4) 
53 ( 9.9) 

27 ( 0.6) 

26 ( 0.9) 
28 ( 0.7) 

28 ( 1.5) 
28 ( 1.0) 
28 ( 1.1) 
23 ( 1.5) 

37 ( 1.3) 
25 ( 1.6) 

32 ( 5.5) 
24 ( 7.0) 

22 ( 3.4) 
27 ( 5.9) 

25 ( 3.8) 

39 ( 7.1)! 
25 ( 0.6) 
23 ( 7.0) 

32 ( 0.7) 

31 ( 1.2) 
33 ( 0.7) 

31 ( 1.1) 
35 ( 1.2) 
30 ( 0.9) 
33 ( 1.5) 

21 ( 1.0) 
16 ( 1.3) 

17 ( 3.6) 
17 ( 4.2) 

17 ( 3.9) 
33 ( 5.2) 

25 ( 3.1) 

28 ( 7.3)! 
36 ( 0.8) 
15 (10.7) 

RPCT( SE) 

17 ( 0.4) 

18 ( 0.5) 
17 ( 0.5) 

16 ( 0.7) 
18 ( 0.7) 
15 ( 1.1) 
21 ( 1.1) 

4 ( 0.5) 
5 ( 0.8) 

3 ( 1.7) 
6 ( 4.7) 

4 ( 1.5) 
13 ( 3.4) 

12 ( 1.9) 

7 ( 2.9)1 
21 ( 0.5) 
9 ( 4.5) 

RPCT ( .SE) PROF ( SE) 

3 ( 0.2) 

4 ( 0.3) 
3 ( 0.2) 

3 ( 0.3) 
3 ( 0.3) 
3 ( 0.3) 
4 ( 0.5) 

ot( 0.1) 
ot( 0.3) 

ot( 0.3) 
1 ( 2.1) 

ot( 0.3) 
2 ( 1.6) 

2 ( 0.7) 

1 ( 1.<:\! 
4 ( o.::s) 
ot( 0.4) 

272 ( 0.6) 

272 ( 0.9) 
273 ( 0.8) 

270 ( 1.1) 
279 ( 1.1) 
267 ( 1.9) 
276 ( 1.8) 

237 ( 1.4) 
206 ( 3.3) 

218 ( 6.1) 
211 ( 8.7) 

207 ( 5.8) 
260 ( 5.3) 

242 ( 6.7) 

254 ( 4.1)! 
286 ( 0.7) 
213 (17.5) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF::: average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less, than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.18 

Average Document Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Total Population, Gender, Census Region, and Race/Ethnicity 

1':, ',' 

" DEMOGRAPHIC 
SU'BPOPULATIONS ' 

DOCUMENT 
SCALE' 

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Overall 
225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency 

Total Population 
Total 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

Census Region 
Northeast 
Midwest 
South 
West 

RacelEthnicity 
Black 
HispaniC/Mexicano 
Hispanic! 
Puerto Rican 

Hispanic/Cuban 
Hispanic/ 
Central/South 

Hispanic/Other 
Asian! 
Pacific Islander 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

White 
Other 

11,770 92,098 
14J27l:J ,98,901 

5,425' .39,834 
7,494 45,318 
7,886 65;854 
5,286 40,282 

. 4,963 ?~1, 192 
". 1,776;; 1 0,:235 

. '···.1/ '.', 

" 
,4052,190 
147 928 

4242,~b8 
. 374 ,2,520 

. 438 4,116 

H39 1,B03 
17,292 .·t44,~68 

I' ,83729 

, 

23 ( 0.6) 
23 ( 0.6) 

24 ( 0.9) 
19 ( 0.8) 
26 ( 1.2) 
22 ( 1.0) 

43 ( 1.0) 
54 ( 2.1) 

49 ( 3.8) 
48 ( 8.1) 

53 ( 3.9) 
28 ( 3.0) 

34 ( 3.5) 

27 ( 4.1)1 
16 ( 0.5) 
52 (10.4) 

27 ( 0.5) 
30 ( 0.7) 

29 ( 1.1) 
30 ( 1.1) 
29 ( 0.8) 
24 ( 1.3) 

36 ( 1.2) 
25 ( 1.9) 

29 ( 5.1) 
30 ( 6.2) 

25 ( 3.8) 
26 ( 3.6) 

25 ( 3.6) 

37 ( 5.0)1 
27 ( 0.6) 
22 ( 7.6) 

31 ( 0.5) 

31 ( 0.8) 
31 ( 0.6) 

30 ( 1.1) 
33 ( 1.3) 
29 ( 1.0) 
32 ( 1.2) 

18 ( 0.9) 
16 ( 1.6) 

18 ( 2.6) 
16 ( 4.3) 

16 ( 3.6) 
32 ( 4.4) 

28 ( 3.7) 

29 ( 5.7)1 
34 ( 0.7) 
15 ( 6.0) 

1.5 ( 004) 

17 ( 0.5) 
14 ( 0.5) 

14 ( 1.0) 
16 ( 0.9) 
14 ( 0.7) 
18 ( 1.1) 

3 ( 0.4) 
4 ( 0.8) 

3 ( 1.1) 
4 ( 3.9) 

4 ( 1.5) 
12 ( 4.4) 

12 ( 2.3) 

7 ( 3.3)1 
19 ( 0.5) 
9 ( 4.3) 

3 ( 0.2) 

3 ( 0.2) 
2 ( 0.2) 

2 ( 0.3) 
2 ( 0.3) 
2 ( 0.3) 
3 ( 0.4) 

ot( 0.1) 
ot( 0.2) 

ot( 0.3) 
2 ( 1.2) 

ot( 0.5) 
2 ( 1.8) 

2 ( 0.9) 

ot( 0.5)l 
3 ( 0.2) 
2 ( 1.8) 

'. , . 

267 ( 0.7) 

269 ( 0.9) 
265 ( 0.9) 

264 ( 1.2) 
274 ( 1.3) 
262 ( 1.9) 
271 ( 1.6) 

230 ( 1.2) 
205 ( 3.5) 

215 ( 6.6) 
212 (11.3) 

206 ( 5.5) 
254 ( 5.3) 

245 ( 5.6) 

254 ( 4.9)1 
280 ( 0.8) 
213 (15.5) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 '(the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.1C 

Average Quantitative Proficiency and literacy Levels 
by Total Population, Gender, Census Region, and RacelEthnicity 

Total Population 
Total 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

Census Region 
Northeast 
Midwest 
South 
West 

RacelEthnlclty 
Black 
HispaniclMexicano 
HispaniC/ 
Puerto Rican 

Hispanic/Cuban 
HispaniC/ 
CentraVSouth 

Hispanic/Other 
Asian! 
Pacific Islander 

American Indian! 
Alaskan Native 

White 
Other 

N '·~··~t: <~c>,<,-,:,<.t;·;:r; , ~"~ ~ " , -
,(,<:,~f.IC!f:(,~er' 'R~OT'f SE) , ,RPCT( SEt, ,RPqTC SE') 
,~~ '" >, ,,'::>i:' -> • ~~ < ' ", " ~ ~'. ~ ~ 

;,··4,9~\~~i1!ii9~', 
..• 1.716>,lQ,235 

·;~S;;¥;~~!: 

22 ( 0.5) 

21 ( 0.7) 
23 ( 0.5) 

24 ( 0.8) 
17 ( 1.0) 
25 ( 1.0) 
20 ( 1.0) 

25 ( 0.6) 

23 ( 0.5) 
28 ( 0.9) 

25 ( 0.8) 
26 ( 1.5) 
27 ( 1.0) 
22 ( 0.9) 

31 ( 0.6) 

31 ( 0.6) 
31 ( 1.0) 

31 ( 0.8) 
34(1.4) 
29 ( 1.1) 
32 ( 1.0) 

17 ( 0.3) 

20 ( 0.4) 
15 ( 0,6) 

16 ( 0.6) 
19 ( 0.9) 
15 ( 0.8) 
20 ( 1.0) 

4 ( 0.2) 

5 ( 0.3) 
3 ( 0.3) 

4 ( 0.4) 
4 ( 0.3) 
4 ( 0.3) 
5 ( 0.4) 

271 ( 0.7) 

277 ( 0.9) 
266 ( 0.9) 

267 ( 1.2) 
280 ( 1.7) 
265 ( 2.0) 
276 ( 1.8) 

46 ( 1.0) 34 ( 1.1) 17 ( 1.0) 3 ( 0.4) ot( 0.1) 224 ( 1.4) 
54 ( 1.7) 25 ( 2.0) 17 ( 2.0) 4 ( 0.8) ot( 0.2) 205 ( 3.6) 

51 ( 3.3) 28 ( 4.8) 17 ( 3.2) 3 ( 1.3) 1 (0.4) 212 ( 7.2) 
46 ( 6.4) 20 ( 6.1) 25 ( 5.2) 6 ( 5.6) 3 (2.5) 223 (12.9) 

.. ;?~~~(~f~ ~~ ~ ~:~ ~~ ~ ::!~ !~ ~ ~:~~ 1 ~ ~ !:~ ~t~ ~:~l ~~ ~ ~:~ 

,:.rl;~"~wf;.~, =!~~=i::~;;:;i=;!==:::~;:;~=i =i;;::::~::;' ;:t;;:;:;~::::;;i,;:;i=~:.:! ::::;;2::;' i::i;:;i;:;.;:::l:.:! ::::;:;i;:;i:.:i;:;;i=l'=~=i::i;:;i,::;;;~:::;f=l!:!,;J 
n = sample size; WGT N :: population size estimate / 1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 

to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center fl1r Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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Agl;l2 
16 to 24 years 
25 to 34 years 
35 to 44 years 
45 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 

TABLE 1.2A 

Average Prose Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Education Level and Age 

16 ( 1.8) 36 ( 2.2) 37 \ 2.6) 
75 ( 1.7) 20 ( 1.4) 4 ( 0.9) 
42 ( 1.4) 38 ( 1.1) 17 ( 1.0) 
14 \ 1.6) 39 ( 2.5) 39 ( 2.8) 
16 ( 0.6; 36 ( 1.3) 37 ( 1.7) 
8 ( 0.5) 23 ( 0.8) 45 ( 0.9) 
4 ( 1.1) 19 ( 2.3) 41 ( 2.9) 
4 ( 0.7) 11 ( 1.2) 35 ( 2.0) 
2 ( 0.4) 7 ( 1.0) 28 ( 1.4) 

16 ( 1.8) 36 ( 2.2) 37 ( 2.6) 
75 ( 1.7) 20 ( 1.4) 4 ( 0.9) 
42 ( 1.4) 38 ( 1.1) 17 ( 1.0) 
16 ( 0.7) 36 ( 1.1) 37 ( 1.4) 
8 ( 0.5) 23 ( 0.8) 45 ( 0.9) 
3 ( 0.4) 11 (,0.8) 33 ( 1.2) 

16 ( 1.3) 35 ( 1.9) 38 ( 2.4) 
14 ( 1.1) 29 ( 1.7) 37 ( 1.8) 
15 ( 0.5) 24 ( 0.7) 34 ( 0.8) 
15 ( 0.7) 23 ( 1.0) 34 ( 1.4) 
26 ( 1.5) 31 ( 1.3) 30 ( 1.5) 
44 ( 1.6) 32 ( 1.6) 19 ( 1.3) 

'15 ( 0.9) 31 ( 1.4) 37 ( 1.4) 
'16 ( 0.7) 25 ( 1.0) 34 ( 0.8) 
14 ( 0.6) 21 ( 1.0) 35 ( 1.2) 
16 ( 0.9) 25 ( 1.3) 34 ( 1.6) 
26 ( 1.5) 31 ( 1.3) 30 ( 1.5) 

65 years and older 44 ( 1.6) 32 ( 1.6) 19 ( 1.3) 

11 ( 1.9) ot( 0.5) 271 ( 2.0) 
ot( 0.3) ot( 0.0) 177 ( 2.6) 
2 ( Q.4) ot( 0.1) 231 ( 1.5) 
7 ( 1.2) ott 0.6) 268 ( 1.8) 

10 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.2) 270 ( 1.1) 
21( 0.8) 3 ( 0.3) 294 ( 1.0) 
32 ( 2.5) 4 ( 0.9) 308 ( 2.4) 
40 ( 1.5) 10 ( 1.3) 322 ( 1.6) 
47 ( 1.8) 16 ( 1.1) 336 ( 1.4) 

11 ( 1.9) ot( 0.5) 271 ( 2.0) 
ot( 0.3) ot( 0.0) 177 ( 2.6) 
2 ( 0.4) ot( 0.1) 231 ( 1.5) 

10 ( 0.8) 1 ( 0.2) 270 ( 1.0) 
22 ( 0.8) 3 ( 0.3) 294 ( 1.0) 
41 ( 1.2) 12 ( 0.7) 325 ( 1.1) 

11 ( 1.7) 1 ( 0.4) 271 ( 1.8) 
18 ( 1.3) 2 ( 0.4) 280 ( 1.3) 
22 ( 0.8) 5 ( 0.4) 284 ( 0.9) 
22 ( 0.9) 5 ( 0.4) 286 ( 1.4) 
12( 1.1) 1 ( 0.3) 260 ( 1.9) 
5 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.3) 230 ( 2.1) 

16 ( 1.1) 2 ( 0.3) 278 ( 1.0) 
21 ( 0.9) 4 ( 0.4) 282 ( 1.2) 
24 ( 0.8) 6 ( 0.5) 289 ( 1.3) 
21 ( 1.0) 5 ( 0.5) 282 ( 1.7) 
12 ( 1.1) 1( 0.3) 260 ( 1.9) 
5 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.3) 230 ( 2.1) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (thoe sample sizes for subpopulatlons may not add up to the total sample sizes, due to missing data); 
RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said to 
I;le within 2 standard errors of the true population value wHh 95% confidence). 

t Perce;ntages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.28 

Average Document Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Education Level and Age 

Education LeWl1 
Still In high !'..Chool 
Oto 8 years 
9to 12 years 
GED 
High school 
Some college (no degree) 
2 year college degree 
4 year college degree 
Graduate studies/degree 

Education level 2 
Stili In high school 
Oto 8 years 
9to 12 years 
GEDlhlgh. school diploma 
Some college (no degree) 
College degree (2 or mors years) 

AII!..1 
16 to 18 years 
19 to 24 years 
25 to 39 years 
40 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

~ 
16 to 24 years 
25 to 34 years 
35 to 44 years 
45 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

15 ( 1.5) 
79 ( 1.7) 
46 ( 1.7) 
17 ( 2.0) 
20 ( 0.8) 
9 ( 0.4) 
6 ( 1.4) 
4 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 0.6) 

15 ( 1.5) 
79 ( 1.7) 
46 ( 1.7) 
19 ( 0.8) 
9 ( 0.4) 
4 ( 0.5) 

15 ( 1.4) 
14 ( 1.0) 
16 ( 0.6) 
17 ( C.:;) 
30 ( 1.4) 
53 ( 1.5) 

14 ( 0.7) 
16 ( 0.7) 
15 ( 0.9) 
18 ( 1.1) 
30 ( 1.4) 
53 ( 1.5) 

35 ( 2.3) 
18(1.6) 
37 ( 1.6) 
42 ( 2.7) 
38 ( 1.0) 
27 ( 0.8) 
23 ( 2.0) 
15 ( 1.3) 
10 ( 0.9) 

35 ( 2.3) 
18 ( 1.6) 
37 ( 1.6) 
38 ( 0.9) 
27 ( 0.8) 
14 ( 0.8) 

34 ( 2.2) 
29( 1.4) 
25 ( 0.7) 
27 ( 0.9) 
34 ( 1.4) 
32 ( 1.2) 

30 ( 1.2) 
25 ( 0.7) 
24 ( 1.0) 
29 ( 0.9~ 
34 ( 1.4) 
32 ( 1.2) 

38 ( 2.6) 
3 ( 0.8) 

15 ( 1.3) 
34 ( 2.3) 
33 ( 1.1) 
42 ( 1.0) 
43 ( 2.6) 
37 ( 1.5) 
34 ( 1.8) 

38 ( 2.6) 
3 ( 0.8) 

15 ( 1.3) 
33 ( 1.0) 
42( 1.0) 
37( 0.8) 

38 ( 2.6) 
37 ( 1.6) 
35 ( 0.6) 
33 ( 1.0) 
26 ( 1.3) 
13( 1.0) 

37 ( 1.5) 
35 ( 0.8) 
35 ( 1.1) 
33 ( 1.4) 
26 ( 1.3) 
13 ( 1.0) 

12 ( 1.5) 
ott 0.1) 
2 ( 0.4) 
7 ( 1.1) 
9 ( 0.6) 

20 ( 0.8) 
25 ( 2.7) 
36 ( 1.2) 
41 ( 1.9) 

12 ( 1.5) 
ott 0.1) 
2 ( 004) 
9 ( 0.5) 

20 ( 0.8) 
36 ( 1.2) 

12 ( 1.9) 
18 ( 1.1) 
21 ( 0.8) 
19 ( 1.0) 

8 ( 0.8) 
2 ( 0.5) 

16 ( 1.1) 
21 ( 0.9) 
22 ( 1.1) 
17 ( 0.8) 
8 ( 0.8) 
2 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 0.6) 
ott 0.0) 
ott 0.1) 
ott 0.5) 
1 ( 0.2) 
2 ( O.4) 
3 ( 0.9) 
8 ( 1.2) 

12 ( 1.1) 

1 ( 0.6) 
ott 0.0) 
ott 0.1) 
ott 0.2) 
2 ( 0.4) 
9 ( 0.8) 

1 ( 0.5) 
2 ( 0.4) 
4 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 0.5) 
1 ( 0.3) 
ott 0.1) 

2 ( 0.3) 
4 ( 0.3) 
5 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 0.6) 
1 ( 0.3) 
ott 0.1) 

274 ( 1.9) 
170 ( 2.4) 
227 ( 1.6) 
264 ( 2.2) 
264 ( 1.1) 
290 ( 0.9) 
299 ( 2.6) 
314 ( 1.4) 
326 ( 1.8) 

274 ( 1.9) 
170 ( 2.4) 
227 ( 1.6) 
264 ( 1.0) 
290 ( 0.9) 
316 ( 0.9) 

274 ( 1.8) 
280 ( 1.3) 
282 ( 1.0) 
278 ( 1.3) 
249 ( 1.9) 
217 ( 2.1) 

278 ( 1.1) 
281 ( 1.2) 
283 ( 1.4) 
273 ( 1.4) 
249 ( 1.9) 
217 ( 2.1) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate / 1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due to missing data); 
RPCT = row percentage es1lmate; PROF = average proficiency es1imate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said to 
be within 2 standard errors of the true populallon value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department I)f Edu~tionl National Center for Education Sto;listics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.2C 

Average Quantitative Proficiency and literacy Levels 
by Education Level and Age 

.u".~' . .'. ,': .. ~ ~< t.'>"; .,,"; \ '. , n" "', ·f·; h:' '.':~ ~~ '<~~~';" l"'~' .... ~" .;~,' .. <, '«~F\ :l>~~~~::·:'·t:j\Jh1t·;~,{{·.:~,;)· ~.::~::~;{ ·:~~:.~::;-~:.;;f<'>:.~> -:;:~"?s~'.:,t /:;":::~~'~1~»:~:~~>~?~' ;·{;':<:·~1t 

;~~~~~~~i~ i~=iii;:~li\~~i~'~\~ij~l1;~~"1;~i~ti~; 
Education Level 1 :;.;,;; ,. ','. 

ri:'~:- \~~;:I; 
High school ·~.1,29()";< 

~~~~) }~~~I~ 
Still In high school <.97~ ,6,266;', 
Oto 8 years 
9to 12 years 
GEDlhigh school diploma 
Some college (no degree) 
College degree (2 or more years) 

Age 1 
16 to 18 years 
19 to 24 years 
25 to 39 years 
40 to 54 years ';.8,31 .7'41/((.: 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

Age 2 
16 to 24 years 
25 to 34 years 
35 to 44 years 
45 to 54 years 
55 to 04 years 
65 years and older 

19 ( 1.7) 35 ( 3.0) 
76 ( 2.0) 18 ( 1.8) 
45 ( 1.6) 34 ( 1.6) 
16 ( 2.0) 38 ( 2.5) 
18 ( 0.8) 33 ( 1.1) 
8 ( 0.6) 23 ( 1.2) 
4 ( 0.8) 19 ( 2.0) 
4 ( 0.5) 12 ( 1.0) 
2 ( 0.5) 9 ( 0.8) 

19 ( 1.7) 35 ( 3.0) 
76 ( 2.0) 18 ( 1.8) 
45 ( 1.6) 34 ( 1.6) 
18 ( 0.7) 34 ( 1.1) 

8 ( 0.6) 23 ( 1.2) 
3 ( 0.3) 12 ( 0.6) 

20 ( 1.7) 35 ( 2.6) 
16 ( 1.1) 28 ( 1.4) 
17 ( 0.6) 23 ( 0.7) 
16 ( O.S) 22 ( 1.0) 
25 ( 1.5) 30 ( 1.9) 
45 ( 1.6) 26 ( 1.2) 

17 ( 0.9) 30 ( 1.1) 
17 ( 0.7) 24 ( 0.7) 
15 ( 0.8) 21 ( 1.1) 
17 ( 1.1) 24 ( 1.2) 
25 ( 1.5) 30 ( 1.9) 
45 ( 1.6) 26 ( 1.2) 

32 ( 2.3) 12 ( 2.0) 1 ( 0.9) 269 ( 2.2) 
5 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.3) ot( 0.2) 169 ( 3.1) 

17 ( 1.3) 3 ( 0.6) ot( 0.1) 227 ( 1.7) 
35 ( 2.5) 10 ( 1.4) 1 ( 0.5) 268 ( 2.7) 
37 ( 1.1) 12 ( 0.5) 1 ( 0.2) 270 ( 1.1) 
42 ( 1.4) 23 ( 1.3) 4 ( 0.4) 295 ( 1.4) 
43 ( 2.0) 29 ( 2.7) 5 ( 1.3) 307 ( 2.8) 
35 ( 1.4) 38(1.4) 12 ( 1.1) 322 ( 1.2) 
30 ( 1.4) 42 ( 1.7) 17 ( 1.4) 334 ( 1.3) 

32 ( 2.3) 12 ( 2.0) 1 ( 0.9) 269 ( 2.2) 
5 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.3) ot( 0.2) 169 ( 3.1) 

17 ( 1.3) 3 ( 0.6) ot( 0.1) 227 ( 1.7) 
36 ( 1.0) 11 ( 0.5) 1 ( 0.2) 270 ( 1.0) 
42 ( 1.4) 23 ( 1.3) 4 ( 0.4) 295 ( 1.4) 
34 ( 1.0) 38 ( 1.0) 13 ( 0.7) 324 ( 1.0) 

33 ( 1.9) 12 ( 1.5) 1 ( 0.5) 268 ( 1.8) 
37 ( ',.4) 16 ( 1.0) 2 ( 0.5) 277 ( 1.6) 
33 ( 0.6) 21 ( 0.6) 5 ( 0.4) 283 ( 0.9) 
33 ( 1.1) 23 ( 1.1) 6 ( 0.4) 266 ( 1.2) 
30 ( 1.6) 13 ( 1.2) 2 ( 0.6) 261 ( 2.0) 
20 ( 1.2) 7 ( 0.7) 2 ( 0.4) 227 ( 2.6) 

36 ( 1.0) 15 ( 0.9) 2 ( 0.4) 274 ( 1.1) 
34 ( 0.8) 20 ( 0.8) 5 ( 0.5) 281 ( 1.1) 
33 ( 1.0) 25 ( 0.7) 6 ( 0.5) 268 ( 1.4) 
33 ( 1.2) 21 ( 1.4) 5 ( 0.5) 282 ( 1.6) 
30 ( 1.6) 13 ( 1.2) 2 ( 0.6) 261 ( 2.0) 
20 ( 1.2) 7 ( 0.7) 2 ( 0.4) 227 ( 2.6) 

"'A"~" 

n = sample size; WGT N = populalion size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulatlons may not add up to the total sample sizes, due to missing data); 
RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) '" standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said to 
be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department 01 Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.3A 

Characteristics of Respondents 
by Prose Literacy Levels 

,:i:/':;:' \_' .. :~':'>',':;:/','.;;;'~:,::'.:: ~ .. "",:::>" ·'.f· :' •. f-: ~;.: .. ~.,. ',-,-' ';;;:;. .. :.,'.::;;,,;ii··..L....<:-,:·'·:~'-':.::;; •. ,>""".:)~, •. ...;.;...,..L.... :.; . ...:.:....,: .. '-".,c . ..L....~~.:..L....'--'--.:---,,..:.. . ...:..--... :-.' . .:...............:...--'--..;...;..~--T-~----, .--

bEMOGR~PHIC., PR:9SE. ~CA{:.E LE)vel1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Overall 
.,SUi!I?OPUl'ATIONS· . '. :<~'< ". ::- 2250rlower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency 
j\.i·~;::::.:\;;'/- "':' ":;·~·.,:;-;:,,<i::,:. . . :..' .,' <:.... '.. r ';"" - .• _....I-_.,---_,...--..,..L-",.-__ .,-~-L,,_---,---,-J 

::;~.::>·<:·:: .. !~,i' , 'n;·?:.~~:\'·;',~PpT.(.s~),:': :c~~·(-S~) 'C?gr( S~) 
"':: ~,~'i~?~:' ~'.'(:'~ f,; ~::., .. '.:,.":~ .. ~. 

• Country of Birth 
Born in the USA 
Born in another 
country or territory 

Education Level 1 
Still in high school 
Oto 8 years 
9to 12 years 
GED 
High school 
Some college 
(no degree) 

2 year college degree 
4 year college degree 
Graduate 
studies/degree 

RaceJEthnlcltv 
Black 
Hispanic 
AsianlPacific Islander 
American Indianl 
Alaskan Native 

White 
Other 

Age 2 
16 to 24 years 
25 to 34 years 
35 to 44 years 
45 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

Any Physical, Mental, 
Heaith Condition 
Yes 
No 

Visual Difficulty 
Yes 
No 

Hearing Difficulty 
Yes 
No 

Learning DISl;lblllty 
Yes 
No 

:0":<':>'. \;.; .:~ . <"";' " ":'"" 

6,587 39634' 
1,033 ; 6;831 ' 
2.534, .17;894 

,:.. 

2.263 ·16,306 
".'. <"". ,.:"" 

4,00.:32,1,192 ' 
3;12$ '18,481 

438",4,t16 

189 1,803 
17.292 144;968 
. ':8~ ·729 

4,58134~939' 
. 6,70141,$26 
, 5,930 .', 3!},755 

3,72!n 25;992 
2;92.f 19,503 
~;21429,735 . 

2;806 .. 22,205 
23,256' 16$~81~ 

. ~.., .. .. . . ' 

1,80114,296 '. 
24,260 .176,764. 

, ~ .... ..' '. 

675 . S/829 
25(1'(1 .. 185,190 

75 ( 0.6) 

25 ( 1.3) 

3 ( 1.5) 
35 ( 1.6) 
27 ( 1.3) 

3 ( 1.4) 
21 ( 0.8) 

8 ( 0.5) 
1 ( 0.8) 
2 ( 0.6) 

1 ( 0.4) 

20 ( 1.0) 
23 ( 1.4) 

4 ( 3.9) 

1 ( 4.5)1 
51 ( 0.6) 

1 ( 8.9) 

13 ( 0.8) 
16 ( 0.7) 
14 ( 0.6) 
11 ( 0.8) 
13 ( 1.4) 
33 ( 1.5) 

26 ( 1.0) 
74 ( 0.5) 

19 ( 1.5) 
81 ( 0.4) 

13 ( 1.6) 
87 ( 0.4) 

9 ( 2.1) 
91 ( 0.4) 

92 ( 0.6) 

8 ( 0.9) 

6 ( 1.9) 
7 ( 1.3) 

19 ( 1.0) 
6 ( 1.8) 

36 ( 1.3) 

18 ( 0.8) 
3 ( 1.8) 
4 ( 1.1) 

2 ( 0.8) 

15 ( 1.2) 
9 ( 1.3) 
2 ( 2.6) 

1 ( 3.7)1 
72 ( 0.9) 
ott 5.6) 

21 ( 1.3) 
20 ( 1.0) 
16 ( 0.9) 
13 ( 1.1) 
12 ( 1.2) 
18 ( 1.5) 

13 ( 1.2) 
87 ( 0.7) 

7 ( 1.3) 
93 ( 0.6) 

8 ( 1.6) 
92 ( 0.7) 

2 ( 2.0) 
98 ( 0.6) 

95 ( 0.6) 

5 ( 1.0) 

5 ( 2.0) 
1 ( 0.7) 
7 ( 1.0) 
5 ( 2.4) 

31 ( 1.2) 

29 ( 0.9) 
5 ( 2.2) 

10 ( 1.2) 

8 ( 1.2) 

7 ( 0.8) 
6 ( 1.1) 
2 ( 2.7) 

1 ( 4.1)1 
84 ( 0.7) 
ott 9.1) 

21 ( 1.1) 
23 ( 0.8) 
23 ( 0.9) 
14 ( 1.3) 
10 ( 1.1) 
9 ( 1.1) 

7 ( 1.1) 
93 ( 0.7) 

3( 1.1) 
97 ( 0.5) 

6 ( 1.2) 
94 ( 0.6) 

1 ( 1.4) 
99 ( 0.5) 

., 

CPCTt se) 

96 ( 0.4) 

4 ( 0.7) 

3 ( 1.4) 
ott 0.3) 
2 ( 0.4) 
2( 1.1) 

16 ( 1.0) 

26 ( 0.8) 
7 ( 2.4) 

22 ( 1.3) 

23 ( 1.3) 

2 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 0.6) 
1 ( 1.6) 

ot( 1.9)1 
92 ( 0.6) 
ot( 3.7) 

17(1.1) 
26 ( 1.0) 
29 ( 0.9) 
16 ( 0.9) 

7 ( 0.9) 
4 ( 0.8) 

3 ( 0.7) 
97 ( 0.6) 

2 ( 1.1) 
98 ( 0.5) 

4 ( 0.9) 
96 ( 0.6) 

1 ( 1.1) 
99 ( (l.4) 

97 ( 1.0) 

3 ( 1.0) 

1 ( 0.6) 
ot( 0.0) 
ott 0.3) 
1 ( 0.7) 
4 ( 1.0) 

17 ( 0.9) 
4 ( 0.9) 

30 ( 2.5) 

43 ( 3.0) 

1 ( 0.4) 
2 ( 0.8) 
1 ( 0.6) 

ot( 0.9)1 
96 ( 1.4) 
ot( 0.2) 

10 ( 0.9) 
27 ( 1.5) 
36 ( 1.3) 
19 ( 1.0) 
4 ( 0.7) 
4 ( 1.1) 

2 ( 0.8) 
98 ( 0.8) 

1 ( 0.5) 
99 ( 0.5) 

2 ( 0.8) 
98 ( 0.8) 

1 ( 0.6) 
99 ( 0.4) 

279 ( 0.7) 

212 ( 2.4) 

271 ( 2.0) 
177 ( 2.6) 
231 ( 1.5) 
268 ( 1.8) 
270 ( 1.1) 

294 ( 1.0) 
308 ( 2.4) 
322 ( 1.6) 

336 ( 1.4) 

237 ( 1.4) 
215 ( 2.2) 
242 ( 6.7) 

254 ( 4.1)1 
286 ( 0.7) 
213 (17.5) 

276 ( 1.0) 
282 ( 1.2) 
289 ( 1.3) 
282 ( 1.7) 
260 ( 1.9) 
230 ( 2.1) 

227 ( 1.6) 
278 ( 0.6) 

217 ( 2.4) 
277 ( 0.6) 

243 ( 2.6) 
275 ( 0.6) 

207 ( 3.7) 
275 ( 0.5) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate / 1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may nlOt add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
repolted sample estimate can bs- said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
.;;.e _____ _ 
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TABLE 1.38 

Characteristics of Respondents 
by Document Literacy Levels 

I "'PEMOGRAPHic{;;)' 1::IlQtlJMENr~~ Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Overall 
SOBPOPULAtjONs:,';'::;SCALE'~;>,.' 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency 

.. /. :":, :~ ~. '< ~t" 'f ~'~'.:.'. ":.', :(.,.".,.-:-.):" ·\'v. ".~"~., }>; 
,. " "" ";:.:" ";''\:':::.,\!-" •. ,,"::;'T, ""',,~~>.-... =:""":~"-',;>,.l: :"-,..::.:,--:<=:,:~",~:~.,,.,-,-:;.~<;.:-,-L.:,:>"'",:-.-... ~ .. --,-. .' .. "-:./"..,.,.".' .--,-,--L.,.""'~,...-,':""''""' .. ;',''''--'-.y/,J...-''''~''';-... -"::.~ ,.+./~:"-,.: .• <-"--,-"""",:,,,,,, .. :.,,.,-!:. 

I"';}.," ;';'.:< ...... ·.:::(.r"',: ........ ,.n::;,-;,:.~~::':~tt~~i;j~;,.9~((~~J. ;:"q~t,S~}_J:q~~{/~~1:'0o/bf:{.'~r? ~.: •.. ~~~.(;.~)\, ... : 
. :,".,. ", ;':', . ",:<' 

" • ~"'<" .• 
" .' ";: ,",. . ~.', 

Country of Birth 
Born in the USA 
Born in another 
country or territory 

Education Level 1 
Still in high school 
Oto 8 years 
9 to 12 years 
GED 
High school 
Some college 
(no degree) 

2 year college degree 
4 year college degree . 
Graduate 
studies/degree 

RacelEthnlclly 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian!Pacific Islander 
American Indian! 
Alaskan Native 

White 
Other 

Age 2 
16 to 24 years 
25 to 34 years 
35 to 44 years 
45 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

:;;, .~ ."" ',' . 

23,~7i{i#j162 
" 211'5 i 19'127 

, . ' .• 1.·... ~:' .:; ",," U' •••• ~'. ~ : ::' 

.\ ".1 '. :.,""", 

·,6:58t.·· .. 3~,Wf 
1,0336,831 . 
'2i534',17;804 . 

.·?,2~~ ':'J~M6 
Y,,' . "'.' <." ,.':~'~: 

. 4;963'21,192 i 

.; i?;,~g'(:Gt:;1~~' 

, 4,581" 34:939) 
, .··e,7()1' 41,32$, 
. 5,93039;1'55 

3,729 . 25 992' 
2,924 "i9:S03 
2,214 29,735, 

: ,", "i"" 

78 ( 0.5) 

22 ( 1.3) 

3 ( 1.3) 
33 ( 1.5) 
26 ( 1.5) 
3 ( 1.7) 

23 ( 0.8) 

8 ( 0.5) 
1 ( 1.3) 
2 ( 0.4) 

1 ( 0.4) 

20 ( 0.9) 
21 ( 1.7) 

3 ( 3.2) 

1 ( 4.0)1 
54 ( 0.7) 

1 ( 9.7) 

11 ( 0.6) 
15 ( 0.7) 
14 ( 0.8) 
11 ( 1.0) 
13 ( 1.3) 
35 ( 1.5) 

Anv Physical, Menta!" ,'/ 'i..'., 

Health Condition .,.: 
Yes 
No 

Visual Dlfflcultv 
Yes 
No 

Hearing Dlfflcultv 
Yes 
No 

Learning Disabllltv 
Yes 
No 

2.806 .. ··:22;205·· 
?3,256.168,879 . 
,"~{j:" ~;./, ".::':> ;'~~"'.~ 

26 ( 1.2) 
74 ( 0.5) 

. '1,801" •.. 1,4,296.; 18 ( 1.3) 
;'. 2ti260 17ti~7~ 82 ( 0.5) 

" . .:', 

11611:14,20.2 13 ( 2.0) 
,24,417F9,618.' 87 ( 0.5) 

. ( ' .. :; ; .. '~ . .; . . ... , i . : ~ 

'imi ·.5;820'~; 8 ( 2.3) 
25;171185,190 92 ( 0.4) 

' .. ',',; . 

92 ( 0.4) 

8 ( 1.0) 

5 ( 2.0) 
6 ( 1.5) 

17 ( 1.3) 
6 ( 1.9) 

36 ( 0.9) 

20 ( 0.8) 
3 ( 1.7) 
5 ( 1.1) 

3 ( 0.7) 

14 ( 1.0) 
9 ( 1.3) 
2 ( 2.4) 

1 ( 4.2)1 
73 ( 0.7) 
ot( 5.8) 

20 ( 1.0) 
19 ( 0.7) 
18 ( 1.0) 
14 ( 0.8) 
12 ( 1.1) 
17 ( 1.2) 

12 ( 1.1) 
88 ( 0.5) 

7 ( 1.3) 
93 ( 0.6) 

8 ( 1.7) 
92 ( 0.5) 

2 ( 2.2) 
98 ( 0.5) 

94 ( 0.5) 

6 ( 1.0) 

5 ( 2.0) 
1 ( 0.6) 
6 ( 1.1) 
4 ( 2.1) 

29 ( 0.9) 

28 ( 0.9) 
5 ( 2.1) 

11 ( 1.2) 

9 ( 1.1) 

6 ( 0.8) 
6 ( 1.1) 
2 ( 2.8) 

1 ( 5.1)1 
85 ( 0.7) 
ot( 5.5) 

22 ( 1.0) 
24 ( 0.7) 
23 ( 1.1) 
14 ( 1.0) 
9 ( 1.1) 
7 ( 0.9) 

6 ( 0.7) 
94 ( 0.5) 

3 ( 1.1) 
97 ( 0.6) 

5 ( 1.2) 
95 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 1.1) 
99 ( 0.4) 

96 ( 0.5) 

4 ( 0.7) 

3 ( 1.2) 
ot( 0.1) 
2 ( 0.4) 
2 ( 0.9) 

15 ( 0.7) 

27 ( 0.9) 
6 ( 2.1) 

22 ( 1.0) 

23 ( 1.4) 

2 ( 0.3) 
3 ( 0.7) 
2 ( 2.0) 

ot( 3.0)1 
92 ( 0.5) 
ot( 4.1) 

19 ( 1.3) 
29 ( 1.0) 
29 ( 1.1) 
15 ( 0.7) 
5 ( 0.7) 
2 ( 0.5) 

3 ( 0.6) 
97 ( 0.4) 

2 ( 0.7) 
98 ( 0.4) 

4 ( 0.8) 
96 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 0.8) 
99 ( 0,4~ 

97 ( 0.4) 273 ( 0.7) 

3 ( 0.4) 212 ( 2.3) 

2 ( 0.9) 274 ( 1.9) 
ot( 0.0) 170 ( 2.4) 
1 ( 0.3) 227 ( 1.6) 
1 ( 0.7) 264 ( 2.2) 
5 ( 1.5) 264 ( 1.1) 

20 ( 1.7) 290 ( 0.9) 
5 ( 1.0) 299 ( 2.6) 

28 ( 2.8) 314 ( 1.4) 

39 ( 3.7) 326 ( 1.8) 

1 ( 0.2) 230 ( 1.2) 
2 ( 0.9) 213 ( 2.5) 
1 ( 0.8) 245 ( 5.6) 

ot( 0.3)1 254 ( 4.9)1 
95 ( 0.9) 280 ( 0,8) 
ot( 0.4) 213 (15.5) 

14 ( 0.9) 278 ( 1.1) 
30 ( 1.6) 281 ( 1.2) 
36 ( 1.6) 283 ( 1.4) 
15 ( 2.3) 273 ( 1.4) 

4 ( 0.9) 249 ( 1.9) 
2 ( 0.6) 217 ( 2.1) 

2 ( 0.8) 219 ( 1.9) 
98 ( 0.8) 273 ( 0.6) 

2 ( 0.5) 212 ( 2.6) 
98 ( 0.5) 271 ( 0.6) 

2 ( 0.7) 236 ( 2.8) 
98 ( 0.7) 269 ( 0.6) 

2 ( 1.0) 201 ( 4.0) 
98 ( O:n 269 ( 0.7) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992 . 
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TABLE 1.3C 

Characteristics of Respondents 
by Quantitative Literacy Levels 

,','/<':,: "::.', " .' ,r' .~' c:;' ,''';;''~~~..:.',,_,,;;, '--:.; ,i .. --"'-: <A;'-..;--.-,--" "-'---r .. __ ,;..;......_,-:-______ -'-.....,.:;!.--:. __ --, 

F ";OEMOGRAPf.UC . ,... QU~NnT!\nVfl ~evel1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 LevelS Overall I 
,SUBPOPiJLA110NS ,: SQALE ' 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency J 
.,: if;':'< < " ~:. ',,:. ~<' ...., ~,-L __ --,-.,---l-.. --__ L--,.---L----,---..,.J.,..,...,------,--J 

',":: .. ' ", "\ .<' " 1~,:;:,"hIc;,0~'~" :~i.;;;,P.:.:.:~br"",'.:.+ ..... ,·s;,.,:e:~)->.:..",-c.;;;, .. '~..;;.cr-(:-:.;;;,SE';;;')';;;":"__r': ,.;;;,c_f'OT,:.;. •. · .. ·;.,;..<..;;. .. SE_'.;;;,)' ...;-..;;..C_Fcr_·_l-:-SE_)_' -._CP_C'f,,--"( .i..:5..:...E_) .;;;".--.P_R-,"OF_. (:--SE_)---,' 

Country of Birth 
Bom in the USA 
Bom in another 
country or territory 

~ducatlon level 1 
Still in high school 
a to 8 years 
9 to 12 years 
GED 
High school 
Some college 
(no degree) 

2 year college degree 
4 year college degree 
Graduate 
studies/degree 

Race/Ethnlclty 
Black 
Hispanic 
AsianlPacific Islander 
American Indian! 
Alaskan Native 

White 
Other 

Age 2 
16 to 24 years 
25 to 34 years 
35 to 44 years 
45 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

Any Physical, Mental, 
Health Condition 
Yes 
No 

Visual DIfficulty 
Yes 
No 

Hearing Difficulty 
Yes 
No 

Learning Disability 
Yes 
No 

;~3i37~ ri2,1~~ ",' 
': /', ' " ~,' ',' . " . ' , 

I" ~;hq •. 19f12:( " 
'·1·. : .... '. 

1 2,2qS16.306· '. 
> .'} 

:4,~ ·21,192 
'3,126 18,481. 

;' ~'4:.116 

.' :i~OJ",14,2~6., 
. ~ •. ~t,~6~ .~ ?6,.?&t' " 

c' .. ;, ... ; ,;'...: .•.•. ,,::., 

; '.1 ,6H'i14t2£l2~. 
:24.4:11::176;618 '~;'" 

.; ,>:.:,~ '><:,,' ,', " .' ~'. ~,: ':h ' ',' 

78 ( 0.5) 

22 ( 1.2) 

4 ( 1.4) 
33 ( 1.6) 
27 ( 1.5) 

3 ( 1.6) 
22 ( 0.9) 

3 ( 0.6) 
1 ( 0.7) 
2 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 0.4) 

23 ( 0.9) 
22 ( 1.3) 

3 ( 3.6) 

1 ( 5.0)1 
50 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 7.5) 

14 ( 0.8) 
17 ( 0.7) 
14 ( 0.7) 
11 ( 1.0) 
12 ( 1.3) 
32 ( 1.5) 

26 ( 1.2) 
74 ( 0.5) 

19 ( 1.4) 
81 ( 0.5) 

12 ( 2.1) 
88 ( 0.5) 

8 ( 2.7) 
92 ( 0.4) 

91 ( 0.6) 

9 ( 1.0) 

6 ( 2.2) 
7 ( 1.3) 

17 ( 1.3) 
6 ( 2.1) 

35 ( 1.1) 

19( 1.1) 
3 ( 1.6) 
4 ( 0.8) 

3 ( 0.7) 

1511 0.8) 
10 ( 1,1) 
2 ( 2.9) 

1 ( 5.4)1 
72 ( 0.5) 
ot( 6.6) 

22 ( 0.9) 
21 ( 0.7) 
17 ( 1.0) 
13 ( 0.9) 
12 ( 1.2) 
16( 1.1) 

12 ( 0.9) 
88 ( 0.5) 

7 ( 1.3) 
93 ( 0.5) 

7 ( 1.7) 
sa ( 0.5) 

3 ( 2.3) 
97 ( 0.4) 

94 ( 0.5) 

6 ( 0.9) 

4 ( 2.0) 
2 ( 0.8) 
7 ( 1.0) 
4 ( 2.1) 

31 ( 1.1) 

28 ( 1.0) 
5 ( 1.6) 

10 ( 1.2) 

8 ( 1.2) 

6 ( 0.8) 
6 ( 1.0) 
2 ( 2.8) 

1 ( 3.4)! 
85 ( 0.6) 
ot( 9.1) 

21 ( 0.8) 
23 ( 0.7) 
22 ( 0.8) 
14 ( 0.9) 
10 ( 1.4) 
10( 1.1) 

7 ( 1.0) 
93 ( 0.5) 

4 ( 1.2) 
96 ( 0.5) 

6 ( 1.7) 
94 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 1.3) 
99 ( 0.4) 

95 ( 0.4) 

5 ( 0.6) 

3 ( 1.4) 
ot( 0.2) 
2 ( 0.6) 
2 ( 1.2) 

18 ( 0.6) 

28 ( 1.3) 
6 ( 2.2) 

20 ( 1.1) 

21 ( 1.5) 

2 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 0.8) 
2 ( 2.0) 

ot( 1.4)1 
93 ( 0.6) 
ot( 2.3) 

16 ( 0.9) 
25 ( 0.8) 
29 ( 0.7) 
16 ( 1.3) 

8 ( 0.9) 
6 ( 0.7) 

4 ( 0.7) 
96 ( 0.3) 

2 ( 0.7) 
98 ( 0.5) 

4( 1.1) 
96 ( 0.6) 

1 ( 1.1) 
99 ( 0.3) 

96 ( 1.1) 

4 ( 1.1) 

1 ( 1.0) 
1 ( 0.3) 
1 ( 0.2) 
1 ( 0.5) 
7 ( 0.9) 

20 ( 1.2) 
5 ( 1.2) 

28 ( 1.5) 

38 ( 2.1) 

1 ( 0.1) 
2 ( 0.4) 
2 ( 1.5) 

ot( 0.8)! 
95 ( 0.8) 
ot( 0.6) 

9 ( 1.7) 
26 ( 1.6) 
33 ( 0.7) 
19 ( 1.3) 

6 ( 1.0) 
7 ( 0.9) 

3 ( 0.7) 
97 ( 0.7) 

2 ( 0.6) 
98 ( 0.5) 

4 ( 1.0) 
96 ( 1.0) 

1 ( 0.5) 
99 ( 0.3) 

278 ( 0.8) 

214 ( 2.8) 

269 ( 2.2) 
169 ( 3.1) 
227 ( 1.7) 
268 ( 2.7) 
270 ( 1.1) 

2&5 ( 1.4) 
307 ( 2.8) 
322 ( 1.2) 

334 ( 1.3) 

224 ( 1.4) 
212 ( 2.5) 
256 ( 6.7) 

250 ( 5.1)1 
287 ( 0.8) 
220 (13.1) 

274 ( 1.1) 
281 ( 1.1) 
288 ( 1.4) 
282 ( 1.6) 
261 ( 2.0) 
227 ( 2.6) 

220 ( 2.4) 
278 ( 0.6) 

210 ( 2.7) 
276 ( 0.7) 

242 ( 3.6) 
274 ( 0.7) 

197 ( 4.2) 
274 ( 0.7) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average profici"mcy estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). . 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.4A 

Average Prose Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
Incarcerated Sample by Total, Education level, and Age 

. 

DEMOGRAPHIC PROSE SCALE Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 
SUBPOPULATIONS 225 or lower :22610275 276 to 325 326·to 375 

WGTN . 
h (/1,000) RPcT( SE) RPCTt SE) RPCT( SE) RPCT( SE) 

Total Po~ulatlon 

7661 Total 1,147 31 ( 1.7) 37 ( 2.0) 26 ( 1.6) 6 ( 0.8) 

Education Leval 
o to 8 years 151 107 66 ( 4.2) 24 ( 3.8) 10 ( 4.0) 1 ( 0.6) 
9 to 12 years 385 271 41 ( 3:0 44 ( 3.5) 14 ( 2'.4) 1 ( 0.6) 
GED 183 130 10 ( 3.1) 44 ( 4.9) 39 ( 5.6) 6 ( 3.0) 
High school 154 101 25 ( 5.3) 39 ( 5.0) 32 ( 6.0) 5 ( 2.0) 
Soma college (no degree) 211 120 10 ( 2.2) 28 ( 4.2) 42 ( 4.4) 18 ( 4.4) 
2 year college degree 27 15 *.* ( .***) *** ( ** •• ) .*. ( ****) ••• ( ••• *) 
4 year college degree 17 9 *** ( **'*.) * •• ( ****) ••• ( ****) ••• ( •• **) 
Graduate studies/degree 9 5 *.* ( ****) *** ( ••• *) .*. ( .. **) *** ( *.*.) 

Agg 
16 to 18 years 19 12 *.* ( ****) Cr •• ( •••• ) <fl •• ( ***_) *.* ( .***) 
19 to 24 years 262 162 27 ( 3.3) 42 ( 4.6) 26 ( 4.1) 6 ( 2.1) 
25 to 39 years 641 438 32 ( 2.0) 36 ( 2.4) 26 ( 2.5) 5 ( 0.9) 
40 to 54 years 192 132 32 ( 4.0) 36 ( 4.0) 24 ( 3.3) 8 ( 2.6) 
55 to 64 years 20 13 ••• ( ****) *** ( ***") *.* ( ***.) .. '" ( .... ) 
65 years and older 10 7 .*. ( ... _) "''''* ( •• "'.) .. -( _ ... ) ... ( _._.) 

Level 5 Overall I 
376 or higher Proficiency 

RI'CT(. SE) PROF{ SEl 

ot( 0.2) 246 ( 1.9) 

ot( 0.0) 196 ( 5.0) 
ot( 0.0) 230 ( 3.0) 
ot( 0.3) 270 ( 4.3) 
ot( 0.0) 255 ( 5.0) 
2 ( 1.4) 285 ( 4.2) 

••• ( * ••• ) *** ( 0;)***) 
*** ( ***.) ... ( .... ) .*. ( ** •• ) ••• ( .***) 

*.* ( .***) *** ( ****) 
ot( 0.2) 252 ( 3.6) 
ot( 0.4) 245 ( 2.5) 
ot( 0.5) 241 ( 5.8) 

••• ( * ••• ) ... ( .... ~ ... ( "'''''''''') "''''''' ( .... ) . 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate ~ 1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.48 

Avera3e Document Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
Incarcerated Sample by Total, Education level, and Age 

Total Population 
Total 

Education level 
o to 8 years 
9 to 12 years 
GED . 
High school 
Some college (no degree) 
2 year college degree 
4 year college degree 
Graduate studies/degree 

Age 
16 to 18 years 
19 to 24 years 
25 to 39 years 
40 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

157107 .. ' ass' ,. '<271 
183> 130' 

>154'. '. 107 
'211 '., 120, 
',. 27 ',.115' 
,179 

9 5 

33 ( 2.1) 

69 ( 3.6) 
41 ( 3.0') 
16 ( 3.3) 
27 ( 4.9) 
12 ( 2.5) 
*** ( •••• ) .*. ( * ••• ) 
*** ( ****) 

*** ( ****) 
26 ( 3.4) 
33 ( 2.7) 
38 ( 5.3) 
*** ( ****) 
*** ( *1!'**) 

38 ( 2.1) 

23 ( 4.1) 
43 ( 3.9) 
47 ( 6.2) 
37 ( 5.7) 
30 ( 3.5) 
""*. ( •• *.) 
*** ( .* •• ) 
.** ( ***".t) 

*** ( •• **) 
41 ( 5.0') 
37 ( 2.7) 
37 ( 4.5) 
I) •• ( ****) 
*** ( ****) 

25 ( 1.5) 

7 ( ?.6) 
14 ( 2.7) 
32 ( 5.0) 
32 ( 4.7) 
45 ( 4.5) 
..... ( ****) 
*.- ( .• **) .*. ( ••.. ) 
*** ( ***11') 

27 ( 4.3) 
25 ( 2.4) 
19 ( 3.1) 
*** ( ****) 
*** ( .***) 

4 ( 0'.9) 

1 ( 0'.5) 
2 ( 1.0') 
4 ( 2.7) 
4 ( 2.4) 

13 ( 3.4) 
*** ( .. _._) 
*** ( **1r*) 
*** ( •• **) 

*** ( ****) 
5 ( 2.2) 
4 ( 1.3) 
6 ( 1.9) 

*.* ( ••• *) .*. ( ****) 

ot( 0'.2) 

Dt( 0.0') 
Dt( 0.0') 
Dt( 0.3) 
Dt( 0.0') 
1 ( 1.0') .*. ( .Ir.*) 

*"'''' ( ....... ) 
••• ( .1l-**) 

*** ( .... *) 
Dt( 0'.2) 
Dt( 0'.2) 
Dt( 0'.4) .*. ( .. **) 

••• ( ****) 

240' ( 2.2) 

176 ( 6.1) 
230 ( 2.8) 
263 ( 4.3) 
251 ( 5.6) 
280 ( 3.7) 
*.'" ( •••• ) 
*** ( ****) 
**. ( *.**) 

*** ( ***,rr) 
251 ( 3.6) 
240' ( 3.2) 
230' ( 6.3) 

* •• ( ***-) .*- ( **.*) 

n:::: sample size; WGT N = population size estimate / 1,0'00 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to miSSing data); RPCT :::: row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) :::: standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard E)rrors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0'.5 are rounded to zero. 
••• Sample size is insuffiCient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.4C 

Average Quantitative Proficiency and literacy Levels 
Incarcerated Sample by Total, Education Level, and Age 

k',C."c,:',,, ' , ';<' .. ;,:,/;, .... :' , .. :",:,{}::>,; ";,(C'> ","::' .. :;:,>::<\;,:,;'./',:. ';:""::)';"'<"'" ',,: <;,,'" ,,"';'" '>,:';', :,;.,",:,,<,',";'/ :",':"'", 
" DJ:MOGRAfJHj9" ,',;': ',: \~UA~TltA.]V~~ Level 1 Leval 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Overall I 
,SOBPQPULATIONS ',.,,:, ";';SCAll;,;< 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency I' 

"';;' ,;/;, , "',':",:,' :::,');;"" \ ,',.", :}':";':;;:::',';::{"'<';;"':;"':< >,::.:\ ',:<"',';,<"',,,, ,l'/,' , (,:,:,':':':,:',;:',:~,::":':: 
~ "';' ., ".-;:.~" ;" -':::}',.. , ., , . " ,. . , '" , . . " 

j "", "'::':'~~,:;",,,~ ",:': ":~':X,'y;r,~?O}OT:iiJ~i:t;(t~~x,;;':·~~q1:l~~i .. ::,~r~#',~E!,:'~Pb¥t 's~:r', ';i~#tl~~f >X>:P~O~("~~}; ,: 
Total 

Total 

Education Level 
o to 8 years 
9 to 12 years 
GED 
High school 
Some college (no degree) 
2 year college degree 
4 year college degree 
Graduate studies/degree 

Age 
16 to 18 years 
19 to 24 years 
25 to 39 years 
40 to 54 years 
55 to 64 years 
65 years and older 

,t" ;.<\::·'Y-·::·';\';;' .... ;' 
<'.<-.. j ~;: ,)<" ':) 

40 ( 1.9) 

70 ( 5.1) 
51 ( 2.8) 
21 ( 5.2) 
36 ( 5.0) 
15 ( 3.0) 
*-* ( .***) 
*** ( a ••• ) 

*** ( fra •• ) 

.<ft. ( .*.*) 
39 ( 3.8) 
40 ( 2.0) 
40 ( 4.6) .*. ( ****) .*. ( .... ) 

32 ( 2.2) 

21 ( 3.5) 
34 ( 3.4) 
40 ( 5.6) 
32 ( 5.8) 
31 ( 4.7) 
*** ( •••• ) 
*** ( •• **) 
*** ( -*_.) 

It •• ( .* •• ) 
33 ( 3.4) 
32 ( 2.5) 
30 ( 4.5) 
*** ( ****) 
*** ( ****) 

22 ( 1.9) 6 ( 1.0) 1 ( 0.4) 236 ( 3.1) 

7 ( 2.6) 2 ( 1.4) ot( 0.4) 182 ( 8.4) 
13 ( 2.1) 2 ( 0.9) ot( 0.3) 219 ( 3.5) 
32 ( 5.7) 7 ( 2.5) ot( 1.4) 263 ( 4.6) 
26 ( 4.3) 6 ( 3.0) ot( 0.3) 244 ( 6.7) 
36 ( 4.8) 15 ( 3.5) 3 ( 1.2) 276 ( 3.6) 
*** ( .*.*) *** ( ••• *) *** ( ****) *** ( ****) 
*** ( .***) *** ( ***.) *** ( * ••• ) .*. ( •.. "") .*. ( ***.) ••• ( * ••• ) *** ( •• **) *** ( .*.*) 

*** ( ****) *** ( •••• ) *** ( ****) *** ( •••• ) 
22 ( 4.5) 5 ( 1.5) 1 ( 1.3) 241 ( 4.4) 
22 ( 2.4) 6 ( 1.3) 1 ( 0.4) 236 ( 3.5) 
23 ( 3.4) 6 ( 1.6) 1 ( 0.9) 232 ( 7.3) 
*** ( ****) *** ( •••• ) -*- ( .... ) ••• ( **I:r*) 
*** ( .*.*) ••• ( •• ft.) *** ( ****) *** ( ****) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate /1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.5 

Average Proficiency on Each literacy Scale 
for the 1985 Y AlS and 1992 NAlS Populations 

I Document 

CPcTlSE) opcr( SE) 

" 
PROF ( ;SE) pi~QF ( $E) 

1985 Age 21-25 
Total Population 3,618 

.. 

21,158 100 ( 0.0) 100 ( 0.0) 
293 ( 2.3) 292 ( 2.2) 

White ,2,016 16,115· 76 ( 1.6) 76 ( 1.6) 
305 ( 1.9) 305 ( 1.9) 

Black . 991 2,801 13 ( 1.1) 13 ( 1.1) 
248 ( 2.6)! 248 ( 2.6)! 

Hispanic 478 1.481 7 ( 1.0) 7 ( 1.0) 
251 ( 8.1)! 243 ( 9.4)! 

Other 133 761 4 ( 0.6) 4 ( 0.6) 
289 ( 8.0)1 285 ( 6.1)! 

1992 Age 21-25 
Total Population 2,690 20,300 100 ( 0.0) 100 ( 0.0) 

281 ( 1.7) 281 ( 1.7) 
White 1;654 ,14.252 70 ( 1.2) 70 ( 1.2) 

296 ( 2.1) 296 ( 1.9) 
Black 2,226 11 ( 0.7) 11 ( 0.7) 

256 ( 2.5)! 254 ( 3.2)! 
Hispanic 21974 15 ( 1.0) 15 ( 1.0) 

231 ( 5.3) 233 ( 5.7) 
Other 97 848' 4 { 0.7) 4 ( 0.7) 

278 ( 6.5)! 277 ( 6.2)! 
1992 Age 28-32 

Total Population 21,215 100 ( 0.0) 100 ( 0.0) 
283 ( 1.9) 281 ( 1.8) 

White 71 ( 1.2) 71 ( 1.2) 
301 ( 1.7) 300 ( 1.5) 

Black ····628, 2609'0 12 ( 0.5) 12 ( 0.5) , f ... , 
' ..... ,- ""-''''-:': 251 ( 2.5) 245 ( 2.5) .. ',-., " -',. 

, ::".' ~". , 
Hispanic '" 4GB :2.149, 13 ( 0.7) 13 ( 0.7) 

-.> .. '/: ~ . ;.: : ",' , 

223 ( 5.2) 225 ( 4J}) 
Other 4 ( 0.7) 4 ( 0.7) 

253 (11.0)! 257 ( 9.1)1 

Quantitative 

CPCT ( SE) 
PROF ( SE) 

100 ( 0.0) 
293 ( 2.0) 

76 ( 1.6) 
304 ( 1.8) 

13 ( 1.1) 
252 ( 2.5)! 

7 ( 1.0) 
253 ( 8.9)! 

4 ( 0.6) 
286 ( 7.2)1 

100 ( 0.0) 
279 ( 1.8) 
70 ( 1.2) 

295 ( 2.3) 
11 ( 0.7) 

244 ( 3.1)! 
15 ( 1.0) 

229 ( 5.5) 
4 ( 0.7) 

278 ( 6.9)! 

100 ( 0.0) 
282 ( 1.7) 

71 ( 1.2) 
301 ( 1.6) 

12 ( 0.5) 
240 ( 2.5) 

13 ( 0.7) 
223 ( 5.1) 

4 ( 0.7) 
264 ( 7.9)1 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard elTor of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confid,~nce). 

Interpret with caution _. the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.6i 

Average Proficiency on Each literacy Scale 
Respondents' Education Level by Parents' Education Level 

'. ,,,.-
',c '/;.~:/ ::,:://,.<" . 
". 

~~~:f·;~gF······'·· 
" 

',' h.; 

>" ,.",," 
~ -:,:;: : .. ~';:.:.'.~'/::,. \ .",,' ~ "':, ,··,i~:'·,<.,.J; .~.: .... ~ .. ' "'. ~. ~;::. ( 

o to 8 ~ears 
Prose 77 ( 1.6) 8 ( 1.0) 13 ( 1.4) 2 ( 0.5) 

174 ( 2.8) 191 ( 7.4)! 208 ( 7.7)1 *** ( ****) 

Document 77 ( 1.6) 8 ( 1.0) 13(1.4) 2 ( 0.5) 
166 ( 2.9) 182 ( 7.4)1 202 ( 7.0)1 *** ( ****) 

Quantitative 77 ( 1.6) 8 ( 1.0) 13 ( 1.4) 2 ( 0.5) 
169 ( 3.8) 181 ( 7.8)1 200 ( 8.5)! *** ( ****) 

9 to 12 ~ears 
Prose 46(1.4) 19 ( 1.1) 30 ( 1.5) 5 ( 0.7) 

218 ( 2.1) 235 ( 3.5) 244 ( 2.7) 255 ( 7.1)1 
Document 46(1.4) 19 ( 1.1) 30 ( 1.5) 5 ( 0.7) 

211 ( 2.3) 232 ( 4.3) 243 ( 2.8) 257 ( 7.0)1 
Quantita1ive 46(1.4) 19 ( 1.1) 30 ( 1.5) 5 ( 0.7) 

217 ( 2.8) 232 ( 4.6) 242 ( 3.2) 256 ( 6.6)! 
High school 

Prose 28 ( 1.0) 15 ( 0.7) 48 ( 1.0) 9 ( 0.6) 
255 ( 2.5) 267 ( 3.1) 275 ( 1.7) 286 ( 3.5) 

Document 28 ( 1.0) 15 ( 0.7) 48 ( 1.0) 9 ( 0.6) 
245 ( 2.5) 260 ( 2.3) 271 ( 1.6) 286 ( 4.4) 

Quantitative 28 ( 1.0) 15 ( 0.7) 48 ( 1.0) 9 ( 0.6) 
255 ( 2.5) 266 ( 3.4) 277 ( 1.8) 284 ( 3.5) 

4 ~ear college degree 
Prose 14 ( 1."1) 7 ( 0.9) 43 ( 2.0) 35(1.7) 

296 ( 4.1)1 308 ( 5.9)! 318 ( 2.2) 324 ( 2.3) 
Document 14 ( 1.1) 7 ( 0.9) 43 ( 2.0) 35 ( 1.7) 

284 ( 4.0)! 294 ( 6.9)1 310 ( 2.2) 320 ( 2.4) 
Quantitative 14 ( 1.1) 7 ( 0.9) 43 ( 2.0) 35 ( 1.7) 

303 ( 4.8)1 313 ( 7.1)1 320 ( 2.2) 324 ( 2.4) 
Total PORulation 

Prose 31 ( 0.6) 13 ( 0.4) 41 ( 0.6) 16 ( 0.4) 
233 ( 1.5) 264 ( 1.7) 284 ( 0.9) 305(1.4) 

Document 31 ( 0.6) 13 ( 0.4) 41 ( 0.6) 16 ( 0.4) 
225 ( 1.6) 258 ( 1.7) 279 ( 0.7) 302 ( 1.5) 

Quantitative 31 ( 0.6) 13 ( 0.4) 41 ( 0.6) 16 ( 0.4) 
233 ( 1.7) 264 ( 2.0) 284 ( 0.9) 304 ( 1.9) 

n = sample size; WGT N :: population size estimate / 1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

.... Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 
I Interpret with,caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacv Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.7 

Average Proficiency on Each Literacy Scale 
Education Level by RacelEthnicity 

16
1

1
.
5
1 247 3.9 

13 ( 1.11 
246 ( 6.71 

2 ( 0.7) 
••• ( *f! •• ) 

Document 16 ( V;) 13 ( 1.11 21 0.7) 
248 ( 3.9) 246 ( 6.11 ... . ... ) 

Quantitative 16! 1.~ 234 4. 
13

1
1
.
11 241 6.51 

21 0.7) ... . ... } 

0108 years 
Prose 13 1 0.8) 25 1 0.9) 21 0.8) 

·159 3.9) 135 3.6) ... . ... ) 
Documenl 13! 0.81 25! 0.9! •• ~! ~~~l 151 2.8 131 3.6 
QuantHatJve 13 ( o'Ol 25( o.~ 2 ( 0.81 

140 ( 4.0 128 ( 3. ..·C···· 
910 12 yeal'S 

Prose 181 0.6) 13 1 O.~ 11 0.3) 
213 2.3) 200 4.8 ... . ... ) 

Document lS! 0.6) 13 ( 0.7) 1! 0.3) 
207 2.2) 197 ( 4.9) ... . ... ) 

Quantitativa 16 ( 0.61 13( O.~ 1 ( 0.3) 
197 ( 2.9 196 ( 5.4 ••• ( itfl •• ) 

gSQ 
Prose 101 1.1) 12 ( 1.3! 11 0.3) 

243 4.1)1 240 ( 6.B 1 ,. ....... ) 
Document 10( 1.11 12 ( 1.3) 11 0.3) 

235 ( 4.21 236 ( 6.4)1 ... . .. "') 

Quantitative 10 11.1) 12 ( 1.3) 1 ( 0.3) 
235 4.5)1 240 ( 7.8)1 ... ( .... ) 

HIgh school !!ll!loma 
Prose 11 ! 0041 7 ( 0.4) 1 ! 0.21 242 1.6 242 ( 4.4) 209 16.0 I 
Document 111 0.4) 71 0.41 1 ! 0.21 235 1.7) 242 4.9 214 13.2,1 
Quantilativ9 11 f 0.4) 7! 0.41 1! 0.21 232 2.0) 240 4.8 227 12.51 

Some colleg!! (.1!..Q degree) 
Prose 10 ( 0.5) 8! 0.3l 21 0.21 267 ( 1.9) 265 3.5 264 8.31 
Document 10 10.51 8! 0.3) 21 0.21 261 2.2 283 3.4) 261 10.21 
QuantHatlva 10! 0.5l 8! 0.3! 2i 0.2) 

258 2.2 265 3.5 273 7.7)1 
2 !lear !l211ege degree 

Prose 8! 1.11 6! o.~ 21 o.6l 276 4.81 291 6.51 .". . ... 
Document 8 l 1.1) 6! 0.7) 2 ( 0.61 

263 4.8)1 286 6.0)1 .. * ( ..... 

Quantilatlve 8 ( 1.11 6 ( 0.7) 2 ( 0.6) 
267 ( 3.5 I 286 ( 7.6)1 ... ( .... ) 

4 year college d!Mjre6 
Prose 6 ( 0.5l 4 ( 0.6) 41 0.6) 

28B ( 3.31 282 ( 8.2)1 271 8.8)1 
Document 6 i 0.5l 4 ( 0.61 4! 0.6l 279 4.11 285 ( 7.31 275 8.61 
Quantitative 6 ( 0.5) 4( 0.61 4 ( 0.6) 

280 ( 3.1)1 286 ( 8.61 286 ( 9.2)1 
Graduale 8tudlesldagree 

Pros!! 5 ( 0.5) 3! 0.5) 4 ( 0.6) 
298 ( 5.2)1 312 9.2)1 301 ( 5.7)1 

Document 5 ( 0.5) 3 i 0.5l 4 ( 0.6) 
285 ( 5.2)1 306 10.3 I 298 ( 6.2)1 

QuantHatlve 5! 0.51 3! 0.5l 4! 0.6l 285 4.91 312 9.11 314 7.41 

1 ( 0.8) ... ( ...... ) 67 1 1.9) 
283 2.2) 

1 ( 0.5l ... ( .... 
1 I 0.8) ... . .. "') 

67( 1.9) 
286 ( 2.3) 

1! 0.5) ....... ) 
.. 1 1 ~~~l 67 1 1.91 283 2.4 .. 11 ~~! 

.. 11 ~~l 57 ( 1.51 
202 ( 3.1 

1 ( 0.31 ... ( .... 
1! 0.31 ... . ... 5711

.
5
1 191 3.1 1! o'SI ... . ... 

1 ( 0.31 ···C···· 571 1.5) 
195 3.8) 

1 ( 0.3) ... ( .... ) 
otI0.1) 1 f 0.4) 66 ( 1.11 ... . ... ) 243 ( 1.6 ...... _) 

1 ( 0.41 661 1.11 ot( 0.1) ,. .. ( .... 235 1.9 ••• C •• U) 

1 ( 0.4) 661 1.11 ot( 0.11 .... ( •• 111.) 242 2.1 ... ( ..... 
3 ( t.l) ···C····) 74 1 2.1) 276 2.0) 

1 ( 0.4) ... ( .... ) 
3 f 1.1) •••••• fr) 74 f 2.11 272 2.2 

1! 0.4) ... . ... ) 
311.1l ....... 74! 2.11 

277 3.1 .. 1! .~~11 

271 ~·.ll 1 ( 0.3) 79 1 0.8) ... ( .... ) 278 1.2) 

.. 1 I ~~~l 79 ( 0.8) l! ~~!l 271 ( 1.2) 

1! 0.31 79! 0.81 .~:! .~~11 ...... - 279 1.2 

li·~~1l 1 ! 0.4) 78 10.8) .,., ..... ) 302 1.2) 

.. 1! ~':!l 78! 0.81 .~:! ~~11 297 1.0 

.. : ! !!~1! 78! 0.81 .~:I ~~1! 304 1.5 

·~:I '~~!I .. ! 1 ~~~l 83! 1.31 313 2.6 
1 ( 0.5) 83 ( 1.3l l!~~!l ... ( .... ) 305 ( 2.8 

u1 ~ ~~~ 83 ( 1.3) ot( 0.1) 
313 ( 2.9) ... ( .... ) 

ott o.ll ot( o.ol as ( 0.7) .. ,..( .... 328 ( 1.7) ••• ( •• It,. 

ot( 0.1) as 10.7) ot( o.ol ... ( .... ) 320 1.5) .. _. ( .... 
l!~~!l as! o.~ ot( o'Ol 

329 1.4 ... ( .... 
.~:! P~11 ott 0.1) 88 ( 0.91 

341 ( 1.4 ••• ( ••• 111) 

ot( 0.1) 88 ( 0.91 ot( 0.1) ... ( .... ) 330 ( 1.9 ... ( .... ) 
ll·~~!l 88! 0.9l l! .~~!l 338 1.4 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate /1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due to missing data); 
RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF =: average proficIency estimate; (SE) =: standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said to 
be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
Sample size is Insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 
Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.8 

Average Proficiency on Each Literacy Scale 
Age by Race/Ethnicity 

16 to 18 years 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

19 to 24 years 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

25 to 39 years 

Prose 

Document 

Quaniltative 

40 to 54 years 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

§S to 64 years 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

65 years and older 

Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

16 ( 1.3) 
248 ( 3.6) 

16 ( 1.3) 
248 ( 3.7) 

16 ( 1.3) 
236 ( 4.0) 

13 ( 0.6) 
254 ( 1.7) 

13 ( 0.6) 
251 ( 1.9) 

13 ( 0.6) 
241 ( 2.0) 

12 ( 0.3) 
251 ( 2.0) 

12 ( 0.3) 
245 ( 1.9) 

12 ( 0.3) 
239 ( 1.9) 

10 ( 0.3) 
235 ( 2.3) 

10 ( 0.3) 
226 ( 2.0) 

10 ( 0.3) 
226 ( 2.6) 

10 ( 0.5) 
212 ( 4.0)1 

10 ( 0.5) 
201 ( 3.9)1 

10 ( 0.5) 
203 ( 3.9)1 

8 ( O.S) 
187 ( 4.5) 

8 ( 0.6) 
173 ( 3.0) 

8 ( 0.6) 
163 ( 5.6) 

13 ( 1.1) 
237 ( 6.7) 

13 ( 1.1) 
237 ( 5.7) 

13 ( 1.1) 
230 ( 5.9) 

15 ( 0.8) 
238 ( 4.9) 

15 ( 0.8) 
238 ( 5.4) 

15 ( 0.8) 
234 ( 5.1) 

12 ( 0.4) 
215 ( 3.5) 

12 ( 0.4) 
216 ( 3.7) 

12 ( 0.4) 
214 ( 3.7) 

7 ( 0.4) 
211 ( 4.5)1 

7 ( 0.4) 
208 ( 4.4)1 

7 ( 0.4) 
212 ( 5.0)1 

8 ( 0.7) 
192 ( 7.4)1 

8 ( 0.7) 
187 ( 8.2)1 

8 ( 0.7) 
195 ( 8.9)1 

5 ( 0.5) 
170 ( 8.8)1 

5 ( 0.5) 
151 ( 6.6)1 

5 ( 0.5) 
144 ( 9.6)1 

2 ( 0.6) .it. ( ••.• ) 
2 ( 0.6) 

2 ( 0.6) -*- ( .... ) 
3 ( 0.5) 

279 ( 8.6)1 
3 ( 0.5) 

278 ( 8.4)1 
3 ( 0.5) 

281 ( 8.3)1 

2 ( 0.3) 
250 ( 5.8)1 

2 ( 0.3) 
253 ( 4.8)1 

2 ( 0.3) 
263 ( 5.3)1 

2 ( 0.2) 
248 ( 7.8)1 

2 ( 0.2) 
243 ( 8.1)1 

2 ( 0.2) 
260 ( 7.4)1 

1 ( 0.3) 

1 ( 0.3) .it_ ( .... ) 
1 ( 0.3) 

2 ( 0.4) ... ( _ ... ) 
2 ( 0.4) _.- ( _ ... ) 
2 ( 0.4) ... ( _ ... ) 

2 ( 0.7) .-. ( .... ) 
2 ( 0.7) ... ( _ ..... ) 
2 ( 0.7) 

••• ( * ••• ) 

1 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 0.5) ._. ( .... ) 
1 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 0.4) 
270 ( 8.7)1 

1 ( 0.4) 
268 ( 8.6)1 

1 ( 0.4) 
263 ( 6.7)1 

1 ( 0.2) ... ( ._._) 
1 ( 0.2) ... ( .... ) 
1 ( 0.2) 

••• ( *IIIP.*) 

1 ( 0.4) 
_.- ( ****) 

1 ( 0.4) 

1 ( 0.4) 
_ .. ( -... ) 

1 ( 0.2) ... ( ... -) 
1 ( 0.2) ... ( .... ) 
1 ( 0.2) 

_._ ( it ••• ) 

66 ( 1.0) 
284 ( 2.0) 
66 ( 1.8) 

287 ( 2.2) 
66 ( 1.8) 

283 ( 2.0) 

68 ( 1.3) 
295 ( 1.5) 

68 ( 1.3) 
295 ( 1.4) 

68 ( 1.3) 
293 ( 1.9) 

72 ( 0.8) 
303 ( 0.9) 
72 ( 0.8) 

300 ( 1.0) 
72 ( 0.8) 

303 ( 0.9) 

80 ( 0.5) 
300 ( 1.6) 

80 ( 0.5) 
292 ( 1.4) 
80 ( 0.5) 

301 ( 1.4) 

80 ( 1.1) 
273 ( 2.1) 

80 ( 1.1) 
262 ( 2.1) 
80 ( 1.1) 

275 ( 2.3) 

85 ( 1.0) 
240 ( 2.1) 

85 ( 1.0) 
226 ( 2.1) 
85 ( 1.0) 

240 ( 2.5) 

1 ( 0.4) 
*** ( .. ***) 

1 ( 0.4) --* ( .••• ) 
1 ( 0.4) 

fl •• ( _ ••• ) 

ott 0.2) .-. ( _ .. _) 

ott 0.2) .-. ( .... ) 
ott 0.2) ... ( .... ) 
ott 0.1) 

_ .. ( .... ) 
ott 0.1) 

••• ( * ••• ) 

ott 0.1) ... ( .... ) 
ot( 0.1) ... ( ._ .. ) 
ot( 0.1) ... ( _ ... ) 
ot( 0.1) 

_ .. ( .... ) 
ot( 0.2) 

•• _ ( _.it.) 

ot( 0.2) _.- ( .... ) 
ot( 0.2) ... ( .... ) 
ot( 0.1) 

.fI* ( ***1\') 

ot( 0.1) 
_._ ( •• it.) 

ot( 0.1) 
••• ( *._.) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate /1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulalions may not add up to the total sample sizes, due to missing data); 
RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said to 
be within 2 standard errors of th(J (11Je population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to i<)ro. 
Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 
interpret with caution -- the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.9A 

Average Years of Schooling by Age, 
Race/Ethnicity, and Census Region 

">".'; DeMOGRAPHic :."",: I " SUBPOPULltll0N$ Average Years of Schooling· , 
I .... ,.,. T"':; ?,::.; >;" . 

,. '* 

.. ~. " ":' .. ,,' ,,' <,,-:, .. 

':"",' 
", '" ';: 

" (SEj " 
", ,'"c.,c":,,,: '; 

," 
' ~ : ,',,' , ;" ,~; 

Awl 
16t018years 10.8 ( 0.1) 
19 to 24 years 12.5 ( 0.0) 
25 to 39 years 12.9 ( 0.0) 
40 to 54 years 13.1 ( 0.1) 
55 to 64 years 11.8 ( 0.1) 
65 years and oldar 10.7 ( 0.1) 

Ba~tlEtbnlgl~ 
Black 11.6 ( 0.1) 
Hispanic 10.2 ( 0.1) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 13.0 ( 0.3) 
American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native 11.7 ( 0.2) 
White 12.8 ( 0.0) 

Agi bll B/J~lEtb!]I,"I~ 
16 to 18 years 

White 11.0 ( 0.2) 
Black 10.8 ( 0.2) 
Hispanic 9.9 ( 0.3) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 11.3 ( 0.9) 

19 to 24 years 
White 12.8 ( 0.0) 
Black 12.1 ( 0.1) 
Hispanic 11.4 ( 0.2) 
AslanlPacific Islander 12.9 ( 0.3) 

25 to 39 years 
White '13.4 ( 0.0) 
Black 12.5 ( 0.1) 
Hispanic 10.5 ( 0.2) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 13.9 ( 0.3) 

40 to 54 years 
White 13.5 ( 0.1) 
Black 11.9 ( 0.1) 
Hispanic 10.3 ( 0.3) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 14,1 ( 0.5) 

55 to 64 years 
White 12.3 ( 0.1) 
Black 10.7 ( 0.3) 
Hispanic 8.8 ( 0.4) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 13.3 ( 0.9) 

65 years and older 
White 11.2 ( 0.1) 
Black 9.0 ( 0.2) 
Hispanic 6.5 ( 0.4) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 8.7 ( 1.3) 

"' ' 
-, .. : ' 

I 

.,~.-----/0 
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TABLE 1.9A (continued) 

Average Years of Schooling by Age, 
Race/Ethnicity, and Census Region 

DEMOGRAPHIC 

I SUBPOPULAT1CNS Average Years of Schooling" 

(SE) 
. 

Census Region 
Northeast 12.5 ( 0.1) 
Midwest 12.5 ( 0.1} 
South 12.2 ( 0.1) 
West 12.6 ( 0.1) 

'in this country. 

I 
... 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations 
lTIay not add up to the total sample sizes, due to missing data); (SE) = standard error of the 
estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the 
true population value with 95% confidence). 

Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of 
the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult 
Literacy Survey, 1992 • 
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TABLE 1.98 

Difference in Average Pl'oficiencies and in 
Average Years of Schooling, by Race/Ethnicity and Age 

DEMOGRAPHIC Difference In Dllference In Dl«erenceln Difference In 
AVtilrage Pross Average Document Average Quantitative Avorage Years 

SOSPOPULATIONS ProOclency ProOclency ProOclency of Schoolln,ll 
" 

'" ( SE) ( SE) " , ( SE) ( SE) , 
" 

Whit!:! lind ~11il!<k Adults 
16 to 18 years 36 ( 4.1) 39 ( 4.3) 47 ( 4.5) .2 ( 0.3) 
19 to 24 years 41 ( 2.3) 44 ( 2.4) 52 ( 2.8) .7 ( 0.1) 
25 !o 39 years 52 ( 2.2) 55 ( 2.1) 64 ( 2.1) .9 ( 0.1) 
40 to 54 years 65 ( 2.8) 66 ( 2.4) 75 ( 3.0) 1.6 ( 0.1) 
55 to 64 years 61 ( 4.5) 61 ( 4.4) 72 ( 4.5) 1.6 ( 0.3) 
65 years and older 53 ( 5.0) 53 ( 3.7) n ( 6.1) 2.2 ( 0.2) 

Whim find I:II1IPlDI!< Mulll! 
16 to 18 years 47 ( 7.0) 50 ( 6.1) 53 ( 6.2) 1.1 ( 0.4) 
19 to 24 years 57 ( 5.1) 57 ( 5.6) 59 ( 5.4) 1.4 ( 0.2) 
25 to 39 years 88 ( 3.6) 84 ( 3.8) 89 ( 3.8) 2.9 ( 0.2) 
40 to 54 years 89 ( 4.8) 84 ( 4.6) 89 ( 5.2) 3.2 ( 0.3) 
55 to 64 years 81 ( 7.7) 75 ( 8.5) 80 ( 9.2) 3.5 ( 0.4) 
65 years and older 70 ( 9.0) 75 ( 6.9) 96 ( 9.9) 4.7 ( 0.4) 

White lind AlilaD! 
Pa!<ltl!< IsIIIDd!:![ Adults 
19 to 24 years 16 ( 8.7) 17 ( 8.5) 12 ( a.5) -0.1 ( 0.3) 
25 to 39 years 53 ( 3.6) 47 ( 4.9) 40 ( 5.4) -0.5 ( 0.3) 
40 to 54 years 52 ( 8.0) 49 ( 8.2) 41 ( 7.5) -0.6 ( 0.5) 

n ... sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes lor subpopulations may nol add up to the 
total sample sizes, due to missing data); (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be 
said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationa! Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.10 

Average Proficiency on Each Literacy Scale 
Race/Ethnicity by Country of Birth 

Born in Another Country or 
Territory 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11 ,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 
I Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.10 (continued) 

Average Proficiency on Each Literacy Scale 
Race/Ethnicity by Country of Birth 

, , " -; 
.:", 

BPCr{SS) 
PROF' ( , ,$;') 

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Prose 22 ( 2.5) 

274 (11.2)1 
Document 22 ( 2.5) 

266 (12.4)1 
Quantitative 22 ( 2.5) 

279 (10.0)1 
American Indian/Alaskan Native 

Prose 100 ( 0.4) 
254 ( 4.1)1 

Document 100 ( 0.4) 
254 ( 5.0)1 

Quantitative 100 ( 0.4) 
250 ( 5.1)1 

White 
Prose 96 ( 0.2) 

287 ( 0.8) 
Document 96 ( 0.2) 

281 ( 0.9) 
Quantitative 96 ( 0.2) 

288 ( 0.8) 
Other 

Prose 24 ( 7.8) 
*** ( ****) 

Document 24 ( 7.8) 
*** ( ****) 

Quantitative 24 ( 7.8) 
*** ( ****) 

,'," ,~ _N. '.,',',," 
.~" . 

~pcr{ SE) •. ",' 
"Pf:lq~J '$1:) 

78 ( 2.5) 
233 ( 7.2) 
78 ( 2.5) 

240 ( 5.4) 
78 ( 2.5) 

249 ( 7.9) 

ot( 0.4) 
*** ( ****) 

ot( 0.4) 
*** ( ****) 

ot( 0.4) 
*** ( ****) 

4 ( 0,2) 
258 ( 4.3) 

4 ( 0.2) 
255 ( 3.3) 

4 ( 0.2) 
260 ( 4.2) 

76 ( 7.8) 
197 (16.3) 
76 ( 7.8) 

203 (15.5) 
76 ( 7.8) 

202 (12.3) 

' ":,"-, 

n = sample size; WGT N ;:: population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT ::: row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 
••• Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate (fewer than 45 respondents). 

Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

" 
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TABLE 1.11 

Average Proficiency on Each Literacy Scale 
Census Region by Country of Birth 

. ,<";.,.,.,"; '"," .<>.:~ ... , "' ", . ; ... , 

." ",>:", . "-. "/ .. '''' 

;:;CENSUS':,:}:~ " COUNTRY, oF, 
r;;J;~I:~I()N:::/ '. .... 5 ,BIRTH 
" -:,t'.' > " • ',~ •• ,~ 
.;;:.:;: .. ;-:, .. ". ~~~""""'~~~~ ___ o.J..,. ........................... ~ ................. -. ........ """,~"""", ....... ",;;" ...................... ~ ....... --t 

Northeast 
Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

Midwest 
Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

South 
Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

West 
Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

'.APCT(r~E) . 
. PROF{Sef', .. 

,.- """"A' ::A ' .... .::. 

86 ( 0.7) 
279 ( 1.3) 

86 ( 0.7) 
272 ( 1.4) 

86 ( 0.7) 
276 ( 1.3) 

97 ( 0.3) 
281 ( 1.1) 

97 ( 0.3) 
275 ( 1.3) 

97 ( 0.3) 
281 ( 1.7) 

93 ( 0.5) 
271 ( 2.1) 

93 ( 0.5) 
265 ( 2.1) 

93 ( 0.5) 
269 ( 2.2) 

82 ( 0.9) 
292 ( 1.9) 

82 ( 0.9) 
285 ( 1.7) 

82 ( 0.9) 
290 ( 1.9) 

14 ( 0.7) 
213 ( 3.3) 

14 ( 0.7) 
210 ( 3.4) 

14 ( 0.7) 
211 ( 4.5) 

3 ( 0.3) 
223 ( 7.9) 

3 ( 0.3) 
227 ( 8.5) 

3 ( 0.3) 
229 ( 9.3) 

7 ( 0.5) 
219 ( 4.2) 

7 ( 0.5) 
219 ( 4.5) 

7 ( 0.5) 
224 ( 4.5) 

18 ( 0.9) 
204 ( 5.0) 

18 ( 0.9) 
204 ( 4.9) 

18 ( 0.9) 
208 ( 5.9) 

n = sample size; WGT N :; population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

Source: U,S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.12A 

Average Prose Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Type of Physical, Mental, or Health Condition 

;~ , 

Level 3 Level 11 Level 5 Overall 
276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency 

'. 

'" 
CF'-~ 

,' ..... ," : '.c" '. , 
RPOTf {)~r . F{PCT( .sET, .'. RPCT( SE.) !,!PCT (. SE) .... PROFt SEl· • 

Physical. Mental, 
Health Condition 
Yes 46 ( 1.1) 30 ( 1.6) 18 ( 1.5) 5 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.2) 227 ( 1.6) 

Visual Difficulty 
Yes 54 ( 1.6) 26(1.4) 15 ( 1.6) 5 ( 1.3) ot( 0.2) 217 ( 2.4) 

Hearing Difficulty 
Yes 36 ( 1.9) 30 ( 2.0) 24 ( 1.9) 9 ( 1.4) 1 ( 0.4) 243 ( 2.6) 

Learning 
Disability 
Yes 58 ( 2.4) 22 ( 2.4) 14 ( 1.6) 4 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.6) 207 ( 3.7) 

Mental or 
Emotional 
Condition 
Yes 48 ( 3.2) 24 ( 2.7) 18 ( 2.3) 8 ( 1.8) 2 ( 0.9) 225 ( 4.8) 

Mental 
Retardation 
Yes 87 ( 6.0) 3 ( 4.4) 5 ( 4.1) 3 ( 3.2) 1 ( 1.7) 143 (13.6) 

Speech Disability 
Yes 53 ( 4.0) 26 ( 3.8) 13 ( 2.7) 7 ( 2.4) ot( 0.4) 216 ( 6.6) 

Physical Disability 
Yes 44 ( 1.3) 30 ( 1.5) 19 ( 1.6) 6 ( 1.0) 1 ( 0.2) 231 ( 1.8) 

Long-term Illness 
6 months or more . 
Yes 41 ( 1.5) 29 ( 1.3) 21 ( 1.4) 7 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.4) 236 ( 2.4) 

Any Other Health 
Imgairment 
Yes 39 ( 2.1) 30 ( 2.7) 23 ( 2.2) 7 ( 1.2) 1 ( 0.3) 237 ( 2.6) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT ;: row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 1.12B 

Average Document Proficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Type of Physical, Mental, or Health Condition 

' •. ,.'~.':'.' "\"'. ".' ." " ......-'-~:.....-.;.,.'~:....,-~'~--'--'r--'-'-~........,.......,..---.;'----.;.""'--i-.----'--.;--.;--.;...,.....--.;---~-"-"t 

DlSABI:UilES":'100CUMENT Level 1 Level 2 level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Overall 
"i' $CAL.E <"',:,' 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 316 or higher Proficiency 
":'!';', ,'j' 'L....,.-,--..,....,.-::-;--,-L-,~~,..,--__ .l-..-,----,-_-L-_-__ -L-----,-I ____ ..,., 
. ,;' . :"':1,. '''', ' ,' .. ,', 

;, Ii 

Physical, Mental, " 
Health Condition 
Yes 

.: 

Visual Difficulty 
Yes 

'2;532 ". 19,5q9 
; ' .... , .. \,' 

'" 

. ,'1Aii12,e?e> 
Hearing Difficulty < '.;, ,',. ,'. ',,' 

Yes ~"1;4S3'12,a76> 
Learning 
Disability 
Yes 

Mental or 
Emotional 
Condition 
Yes 

Mental 
Retardation 
Yes 

Speech Disability 
Yes 

Physical Dlsab:J!!v 
Yes 

, . ~ . '. . 

'l,a92)j$;1~~ 
I> 

Long-term Illness ' ,'" '" ~,: 
6 months or more . '. ..' .. , ", " 

Yes :'11~5ai:t,~81 
:::"", " ' 

.. ~ 

49 ( 1.4) 

55 ( 1.7) 

37 ( 2.3) 

60 ( 2.7) 

45 ( 3.4) 

86 ( 6.8) 

55 ( 4.3) 

47(1.4) 

44 ( 1.9) 

Any Other Health 
Impairment 
Yes 13~2' ;~Ogi2 43 ( 2.4) 

"",.,'.:\~:','> 

30 ( 1.3) 16 ( 1.1) 

26 ( 2.3) 14 ( 2.1) 

31 ( 2.1) 23 ( 1.7) 

22 ( 3.1) 13 ( 1.5) 

28 ( 3.0) 17 ( 2.5) 

5 ( 5.3) 6 ( 3.3) 

27 ( 4.4) 13 ( 2.5) 

29 ( 1.5) 18 ( 1.6) 

31 ( 2.5) 19 ( 1.8) 

31 ( 2.6) 20 ( 2.0) 

RPCT f €IE) PROF CSE ) 

5 ( 0.6) 1 ( 0.3) 222 ( 2.0) 

5 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.3) 215 ( 2.7) 

8 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.4) 239 ( 3.1) 

4 ( 1.1) 1 ( 1.0) 2CJ3 ( 4.3) 

8 ( 2.1) 2 ( 0.8) 224 ( 5.2) 

3 ( 2.8) ot( 0.7) 147 (14.0) 

5 ( 1.8} 1 ( 0.5) 213 ( 5.6) 

6 ( 0.7) ot( 0.1) 226 ( 2.1) 

6 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.4) 230 ( 2.6) 

6 ( 1.2) 1 ( 0.3) 231 ( 2.5) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11.000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes. dUb 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average profiCiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. National Adult Literacy Survey. 1992. 
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TABLE 1.12C 

Average Quantitative Pr!lficiency and Literacy Levels 
by Type of Physical, Mental, or Health Condition 

Phllsical, Mentru. 
Health Condition 
Yes 47 ( 1.3) 26 ( 1.3) 20 ( 1.4) 6 ( 0.7) 

Visual Difficul~ 
Yes 53 ( 1.8) 24 ( 1.8) 16 ( 1.6) 5 ( 1.2) 

Hearing Difficultv 
Yes 34 ( 2.5) 25 ( 1.9) 27 ( 1.9) 11 ( 1.7) 

Learning 
Disability 
Yes 60 ( 3.2) 21 ( 2.5) 14 ( 1.6) 4 ( 1.3) 

Mental or 
Emotional 
Condition 
Yes 51 ( 3.7) 23 ( 2.9) 17 ( 2.6) 8 ( 2.0) 

Mental 
Retardation 
Yes 89 ( 4.6) 4 ( 4.0) 6 ( 5.2) 1 ( 1.0) 

SReech Disabilitv 
Yes 54 ( 3.7) 22 ( 3.6) 17 ( 3.0) 6 ( 2.6) 

Physical Disability 
Yes 45 ( 1.8) 26 ( 1.7) 21 ( 1.3) 7 ( 0.9) 

long-term Illness 
6 months or more 
Yes 41 ( 1.6) 25 ( 1.6) 24 ( 2.1) 8 { 1.0) 

Any Other Health 
ImpaIrment 
Yes 38 ( 2.1) 26 ( 2.0) 24 ( 2.0) 9 ( 1.4) 

," ;.: '" ~" - '<;j" 

1 ( 0.4) 224 ( 2.5) 

1 ( 0.5) 214 ( 2.6) 

2 ( 0.7) 247 ( 3.9) 

1 ( 0.6) 200 ( 4.4) 

2 ( 1.3) 215 (6.7) 

ot( 1.7) 117 (15.2) 

1 ( 1.0) 212 ( 7.7) 

1 ( 0.3) 228 ( 2.4) 

2 ( 0.4) 233 ( 2.9) 

2 ( 0.7) 239 ( 3.3) 
;' ',~' . -;: 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total samp!e sizes, due 
to missing data); RPCT = row percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard errer 01' the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 

.;. 
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TABLE 2.1A 

Newspaper Reading Practices, He!p from Others, and English literacy 
by Prose Literacy Levels 

Newspaper Reading 
Every day 35 ( 0.5) 49 ( 0.9) 52 ( 0.7) 57 ( 1.2) 61 ( 3.1) 285 ( 0.7) 
A few times a week 19 ( 0.8) 24 ( 1.1) 25 ( 1.0) 25 ( 1.2) 25 ( 3.1) 280 ( 1.2) 
Once a week 16 ( 0.9) 15 ( 1.0) 14 ( 1.2) 12 ( 1.0) 8 ( 1.3) 267 ( 1.4) 
Less than once a week 9 ( 1.5) 8 ( 1.4) 6 ( 1.6) 5( 1.1) 5 ( 1.0) 259 ( 2.3) 
Never 21 ( 1.5) 3 ( 1.2) 2 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.6) 1 ( 0.2) 174 ( 2.8) 

Read News, Editorials 
No 8 ( 2.4) 5 ( 2.6) 3 ( 1.9) 1 ( 1.1) ot( 0.3) 248 ( 2.7) 
Yes 92 ( 0.5) 95 ( 0.6) 97 ( 0.5) 99 ( 0.4) 100 ( 0.3) 282 ( 0.6) 

Read S~orts 
No 52 ( 0.7) 53 ( 1.2) 52 ( 1.2) 50 ( 1.1) 47 ( 2.4) 280 ( 0.8) 
Yes 48 ( 0.7) 47 ( 1.3) 48 ( 1.2) 50 ( 1.1) 53 ( 2.4) 282 ( 0.8) 

Read Home, Fashion 
No 26 ( 1.0) 20 ( 1.3) 17 ( 1.3) 14 ( 0.9) 14 ( 0.7) 267 ( 1.6) 
Yes 74 ( 0.7) 80 ( 0.7) 83 ( 0.6) 86 ( 0.7) 86 ( 0.7) 284 ( 0.5) 

Read Ads, LIstings 
No 16( 1.1) 12 ( 1.3) 13 ( 1.2) 17 ( 1.1) 24 ( 1.9) 282 ( 1.7) 
Yes 84 ( 0.7) 88 ( 0.6) 87 ( 0.8) 83 ( 0.6) 76 ( 1.8) 280 ( 0.6, 

Read Comics. Advice 
No 34 ( 1.1) 28 ( 1.0) 28 ( 1.1) 29 ( 0.7) 31 ( 1.7) 277 ( 1.3) 
Ves 66 ( 1.0) 72 ( 0.8) 72 ( 0.8) 71 ( 0.5) 69 ( 1.7) 282 ( 0.6) 

English Raadlng Ablllt]l 
Very weillwell 71 ( 0.4) 97' 0.6) 99 ( 0.5) 100 ( 0.4) 100 ( 0.2) 282 ( 0.5) 
Not welVnot at all 29 ( 1.5) 3 ( 1.2) 1 ( 0.7) ot( 0.2) ot( 0.0) 150 ( 2.6) 

English Writing Abll!!x 
Very well/well 66 ( 0.4) 94 ( 0.6) 98 ( 0.5) 99 ( 0.4) 100 ( 0.2) 283 ( 0.6) 
Not welVnot at all 34(1.4) 6 ( 1.1) 2 ( 0.8) 1 ( 0.2) ot( 0.1) 174 ( 2.4) 

He/~ With Forms 
A lot 27 ( 1.4) 12 ( 1.2) 8 ( 1.2) 4 ( 0.6) 2 ( 0.5) 221 ( 2.2) 
SomelNone 73 ( 0.4) 88 ( 0.6) 92 ( 0.5) 96 ( 0.4) 98 ( 0.5) 280 ( 0.6) 

Hel~ With Information 
A lot 23 ( 1.4) 8 ( 1.2) 5 ( 1.3) 2 ( 0.6) 1 ( 0.4) 210 ( 2.5) 
Soma/None 77 ( 0.4) 92 ( 0.6) 95 ( 0.5) 98 ( 0.4) 99 ( 0.4) 279 ( 0.6) 

Help With Basic Math 
A lot 15 ( 1.8) 4 ( 1.8) 2 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.7) ot( 0.2) 192 ( 3.2) 
SomelNone 85 ( 0.4) 96 ( 0.7) 98 ( 0.5) 99 ( 0.4) 100 ( 0.2) 277 ( 0.5) 

""",.,:'.<.""., -, .~,",.-,,, 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate /1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can ba said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992 . 
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TABLE 2.18 

Newspaper Reading Practices, Help from Others, and English Literacy 
by Document Literacy Levels 

~--~----~----~~~------~~~---------------~--------------------------~ .,'.; ",'.<:c.., ',';; cc..· "'. < .... '.,., ,",' 
"~' r;w .. S. PAP. ER R,E.· ADIr-lG .. c. t)OCOMENT ", Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 level 4 Level 5 Overall 

',,;. PJfAC,TICES, ,..ELP;. ";SCALE" 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 376 or higher Proficiency 

. FROM OTHERS, . .' ... '.'... ,c' ,., ....... ,.., .'. 

IE~~LIS~;~~J~RA~~' .. ···r(.0~~ '9,PQcse) ';9f'bTLSr;rCf'OT(SEJ .. 'cieri SE:) Cf>ctt.$E)PROi='( £~~,), . 
"~~~~~~~~~"I 

Newspaper Reading 
Every day 
A few times a week 
Once a week 
Less than once a week 
Never 

Read News. Editorials 
No 
Yes 

Read Sports 
No 
Yes 

Read Home. FElshlon 
No 
Yes 

Read Ads. Listings 
No 
Yes 

Read Comics. Advice 
No 
Yes 

12,157 93-536' 
. 6.482 4$:121 
3,61t32'h075 , 

I c 2,076 .13,923 
" ,,686 ... ·.11,511·.· 

I 

11,641·, 85,~B3. 
iO,673?O.355 

., 

39 ( 0.6) 
18 ( 0.6) 
15 ( 1.1, 

9 ( 1.5) 
19 ( 1.5) 

7 ( 1.9) 
93 ( 0.5) 

53 ( 0.9) 
47 ( 1.0) 

3;7883c>,892 24 ( 1.1) 
t8,526 ,134,846 ' 76 ( 0.6) 

'" ".;,.' 

,'. ~SH8 .23 5t;4 16 ( 1.1) 
. 19:~96j42:17:4i 84 ( 0.5) 

6,3Qt) ····48,452' 33 ( 0.9) 
16,()f4117~a6 67 ( 0.7) 

, , ~: .' <' . '. ". ".' 

',";".'<' 

English Readln~ \. c, ..' 

Very well/well • '2'h1~ 177;113' 
Not wellfnot at all ' •. t,9()6;>1~,a14 

English Writing Ability 
Very welllwell 
Not welilnot at all 

Help With Forms 
A lot 
Some/None 

Help With Information 
A lot 
SomelNone 

.. Help With Basic Math 
A lot 
Some/None 

... c1,219 .. ,sJ;29S' .. 
g-'h83St:l8't;761', 

• ',' L,'". <, 

75 ( 0.4) 
25 ( 1.3) 

70 ( 0.4) 
30 ( 1.6) 

25 ( 1.3) 
75 ( 0.5) 

21 ( 1.3) 
79 ( 0.5) 

14(1.4) 
86 ( 0.5) 

51 ( 0.8) 
24 ( 0.8) 
15 ( 0.9) 
8 ( 1.2) 
3 ( 1.2) 

4 ( 2.4) 
96 ( 0.5) 

53 ( 0.7) 
47 ( 0.8) 

19( 1.1) 
81 ( 0.8) 

12 ( 1.1) 
88 ( 0.6) 

27 ( 0.7) 
73 ( 0.6) 

97 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 1.0) 

94 ( 0.4) 
6 ( 1.3) 

12 ( 1.4) 
88 ( 0.6) 

8 ( 1.2) 
92 ( 0.4) 

4 ( 1,2) 
96 ( 0.4) 

51 ( 0.9) 
26 ( 0.9) 
14 ( 1.2) 
7 ( 1.6) 
2 ( 1.0) 

3 ( 2.2) 
97 ( 0.5) 

51 ( 0.8) 
49 ( 0.9) 

17 ( 1.3) 
83 ( 0.6) 

13 ( 1.2) 
87 ( 0.7) 

29 ( 1.1) 
71 ( 0.8) 

99 ( 0.5) 
1 ( 0.6) 

97 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 0.7) 

7 ( 0.8) 
93 ( 0.5) 

5 ( 0.9) 
95 ( 0.4) 

2 ( 1.1) 
98 ( 0.4) 

55 ( 1.4) 
26 ( 1.2) 
12 ( 0.9) 

6 ( 1.4) 
1 ( 0.4) 

2 ( 0.9) 
98 ( 0.6) 

49 ( 1.4) 
51 ( 1.4) 

15( 1.1) 
85 ( 1.0) 

17 ( 1.1) 
83 ( 0.7) 

28 ( 1.1) 
72 ( 0.9) 

100 ( 0.4) 
ot( 0.4) 

99 ( 0.4) 
1 ( 0.2) 

4 ( 0.7) 
96 ( 0.5) 

2 ( 0.6) 
98 ( 0.5) 

1 ( 0.5) 
99 ( 0.4) 

55 ( 1.8) 
28 ( 2.3) 
11 ( 1.4) 
6 ( 1.2) 
1 ( 0.4) 

1 ( 0.5) 
99 ( 0.4) 

47 ( 0.9) 
53 ( 0.9) 

15 ( 1.1) 
85 ( 1.0) 

22 ( 1.8) 
78 ( 1.7) 

30 ( 2.2) 
70 ( 2.2) 

100 ( 0.1) 
ot( 0.0) 

100 ( 0.3) 
ot( 0.3) 

2 ( 0.4) 
98 ( 0.4) 

1 ( 0.4) 
99 ( 0.4) 

O~( 0.2) 
100 ( 0.2) 

276 ( 0.8) 
277 ( 1.2) 
265 ( 1.4) 
257 ( 2.2) 
170 ( 2.9) 

248 ( 3.1) 
276 ( 0.6) 

273 ( 0.9) 
276 ( 1.0) 

264 ( 1.6) 
277 ( 0.6) 

274 ( 1.7) 
274 ( 0.6) 

271 ( 1.2) 
276 ( 0.7) 

276 ( 0.6) 
151 ( 2.6) 

277 ( 0.6) 
175 ( 2.4) 

217 ( 2.0) 
274 ( {I.6) 

206 ( 2.3) 
273 ( O.S) 

187 ( 2.9) 
271 ( 0.6) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate /1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, duc 
to missing data); CPCT ;:: column percentage estimate; PROF:: average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (titS 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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f, 

TABLE 2.1C 

Newspaper Reading Practices, Help from Others, and English Literacy 
by Quantitative Literacy Levels 

NeW8Ra~r Reading 
Every day 35 ( 0.6) 48 ( 0.8) 52 ( 0.8) 58 ( 0.8) 62 ( 2.0) 285 ( 
A few times a week 20 ( 0.6) 25 ( 1.0) 25 ( 0.8) 24 ( 0.8) 23 ( 1.7) 278 ( 
Once a week 16 ( 1.1) 15 ( 0.9) 14 ( 0.9) 11 ( 0.8) 9( 0.9) 266 ( 
Less than ence a week 9( 1.4) 8( 1.5) 7 ( 1.2) 5 ( 1.0) 5 ( 1.0) 258 ( 
Never 20 ( 1.5) 4( 1.3) 2 ( 0.9) 1 ( /).7) 1 ( 0.3) 163 ( 

Read News, Editorials 

No 7 ( 1.8) 5 ( 1.7) 3( 1.8) 2 ( 1.1) 1 ( 0.6) 250 ( 
Yes 93 ( 0.4) 95 ( 0.4) 97 ( 0.5) 98 ( 0.4) 99 ( 0.5) 281 ( 

Read SRorts 
No 55 ( 0.7) 54( 0.9) 51 ( 0.7) 47 ( 1.0) 42 ( 2.2) 276 ( 
Yes 45 ( 0.7) 46 ( 0.8) 49 ( 0.8) 53 ( 1.0) 58 ( 2.2) 284 ( 

Read Home, Fashion ~ (. ;. 

No 23 ( 1.2) 18 ( 0.9) 18 ( 1.3) H( 1.1) 17 ( 1.3) 271 ( 
Yes 77( 0.6) 82 ( 0.7) 82 ( 0.5) 83 ( 0.8) 83 ( 1.3) 282 ( 

Read Ads, Listings 
,~,~\ No 16 ( 1.0) 12 ( 1.2) 12 ( 0.9) 17 ( 1.0) 23 ( 1.6) 282 ( 

Yes ~:t!i396::14Z1 . 84( 0.6) 88 ( 0.7) 88 ( 0.5) 83 ( 0.5) 77( 1.5) 280 ( 

Read Comics, Advice 'fi~ttl No 32 ( 0.7) 27 ( 0.8) 28 ( 0.9) 30 ( 0.9) 33( 1.6) 279 ( 
Yes 68 ( 0.5) 73 ( 0.6) 72 ( 0.5) 70 ( 0.9) 67 ( 1.5) 280 ( 

English Reading Abllltv 

Very welilwell 74 ( 0.4) 97 ( 0.5) 99 ( 0.5) 100 ( 0.3) 100 ( 0.2) 281 ( 
Not well/not at all 26 ( 1.5) 3 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.9) ot( 0.3) ot( 0.1) 148 ( 

English Writing Abllltx 

~:~i}~!!{ Very well/well 70 ( 0.4) 93 ( 0.5) 97 ( 0.5) 99 ( 0.3) 100 ( 0.2) 282 ( 
Not well/not at all 30 ( 1.4) 7( 1.1) 3 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.4) ot( 0.2) 173 ( 

HeIR With Forms 
A lot 26 ( 1.6) 12 ( 1.6) 7 ( 0.9) 4 ( 0.7) 2( 0.2) 216 ( 
SomelNone .·23j294 .. ,168I062:'\ 74 ( 0.5) 88( 0.9) 93 ( 0.6) 96 ( 0.5) 98 ( 0.2) 279 ( 

HeiR With Information .~: ~,(t~~~if}~;~;~~~~:: A lot 22 ( 1.5) 8 ( 1.3) 5( 0.9) 3 ( 0.8) 1 ( 0.5) 201 ( 
SomelNone " ~SI7'9,«(,11?;'7~1" 78 ( 0.4) 92 ( 0.6) 95 ( 0.5) 97 ( 0.5) 99 ( 0.5) 278 ( 

HeiR With Basic Math i .. ::.·~,7)~f.t~~:}~{;~1F~;::j~: 
A lot ' :'1~19:"'>9 29tt. 14 ( 1.7) 4 ( 1.4) 2( 1.3) 1 ( 0.6) ot( 0.2) 181 ( 
Some/None .··.'~ti~~fM~~rr~' 86 ( 0.4) 96 ( 0.4) 98 ( 0.4) 99 ( 0.3) 100 ( 0.3) 276 ( 

>"".., ,: : ~,~ ;., :~ .. <;.,~.;~,.><, 

0.9) 
1.2) 
1.5) 
2.4) 
2.9) 

2.8) 
0.7) 

1.0) 
0.9) 

1.7) 
0.7) 

1.9) 
0.7) 

1.1) 
0.7) 

0.6) 
2.6) 

0.7) 
2.7) 

2.3) 
0.7) 

2.8) 
0.6) 

3.2) 
0.7) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate /1,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

t Percentages less than 0.5 are rounded to zero. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 2.2A 

Labor Status, Sources of Information, Voting, and Occupation 
by Prose Literacy Levels 

'::<" c.'.-: .,:'; ':,"~ ,>.: .. :;" : ':.' -: :.: .. '. , ... ·c ..... ' • ..,' .> .. ' : .... -:. .. :' : ,:C--;~ '.' <.;-, 

.' LABOR STATUS, ·i:~aO~I::Sc;Al.~: Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level4 1 LevelS Overall 
'NrO~MATlONI: ..iJ ;" .•.. 225 or lower 226 to 275 276 to 325 326 to 375 1376 or higher Proficiency 

',:VOTJNG AND' "":. .:; , . . . ':>" ',. ,: ,,',.:.. ,,:.' ~::-:::- ,:',' ',:7,::-',.' " ',',' ",~ ,', , .,.' .... 
OCCUPATION"-,' ' :'. .-< ..•. . _ .' ',", " ..... ' ',:;:",,_ ." 1/ '\; .:~~:p~T(~,~~(·,:}~pbrc$~f ,bl'et( ,~~) 9~ {,SEX . CPbTl}~~»PRbF(sE}'\ 

Labor Force 
Status 
FUll-time 
employed 

Part-time 
employed 

Unemployed 
Out of labor force 

Info. from 
Newspapers or 
Magazines 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

Info. from Radio 
or Television 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

Info. from Family 
/ A lot or some 

A little or none 

Voted in the 
Past Five Years 
Yes 
No 

Most Recent 
Occupation 
Prof/Managers 
Sales 
Craft 
Laborer 

:A,,051,23!600 
J.942 13,557, 
6721, '58,'202 
, '. ,""'.~ .... I. _', 

',' , 

'20,e4'2159~870 
"4,086'30,549 ' 

, ',' ,.). d" ~,~7"': ~~.> .. , >'":: 

.' 2;3';955182,$99 
, . ):,9'7~-''7,822:c 

-- -;:-.'.:." ,", •• < ">" 

16,;1~;126593 
" . ,.' '", 
8f191i'~,6~: 

.. ,., " ~'.> , '~, 
,. ;-,~, ' 

;.;.,: 

.' ... ,; 
5',461'"35,599 

1>6,544 41 ;71a 
561.442181" 

,,' ) ':," .,..' ", 

. 3,479 '27,671 
.. ..\. ,.' .. ~. ,. . 

30 ( 0.9) 

9 ( 0.7) 
8 ( 1.1) 

52 ( 0.9) 

68 ( 0.4) 
32 ( 1.2) 

94 ( 0.4) 
6 ( 2.1) 

62 ( 0.7) 
38 ( 0.8) 

55 ( 0.6) 
45 ( 0.0) 

5 ( 0.5) 
15 ( 0.6) 
43 ( 1.0) 
37 ( 1.3) 

43 ( 0.9) 

12(1.4) 
10(1.4) 
35 ( 1.0) 

85 ( 0.8) 
15 ( 1.1) 

97 ( 0.6) 
3 ( 1.7) 

66 ( 0.7) 
34 ( 0.8) 

61 ( 0.9) 
39 ( 1.1) 

12 ( 0.9) 
28 ( 0.9) 
36 ( 1.1) 
24 ( 1.3) 

54 ( 0.9) 

15 ( 1.4) 
7 ( 1.7) 

25 ( 1.0) 

89 ( 0.7) 
11 ( 1.1) 

97 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 1.8) 

69 ( 0.7) 
31 ( 0.7) 

69 ( 0.6) 
31 ( 0.7) 

23 ( 0.8) 
34 ( 0.9) 
27 ( 1.0) 
16 ( 1.1) 

64 ( 1.2) 

15 ( 1.1) 
4 ( 1.2) 

17 ( 1.1) 

91 ( 0.5) 
9 ( 0.8) 

96 ( 0.5) 
4 ( 1.9) 

69 ( G.6) 
31 ( 0.7) 

81 ( 0.8) 
19 ( D.8} 

46 ( 1.1) 
30 ( 1.0) 
17 ( 0.8) 

7 ( 0.7) 

72 ( 1.9) 

14 ( 0.9) 
3 ( 0.7) 

11 ( 1.7) 

92 ( 1.3) 
8 ( 1.3) 

93 ( 1.7) 
7 ( 2.0) 

67 ( 1.8) 
33 ( 1.9) 

89 ( 1.2) 
11 ( 1.2) 

70 ( 2.6) 
20 ( 2.1) 

8 ( 1.4) 
2 ( 0.5) 

288 ( 0.9) 

284(1.4) 
260 ( 2.1) 
246 ( 1.1) 

280 ( 0.5) 
234 ( 1.7) 

273 ( 0.6) 
257 ( 4.0) 

275 ( 0.8) 
268 ( 1.2) 

285 ( 0.7) 
257 ( 1.0) 

322 ( 1.0) 
293 ( 1.1) 
264 ( 1.1) 
249 ( 1.8) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11 ,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 2.2B 

Labor Status, Sources of Information, Voting, and Occupation 
by Document Literacy Levels 

Info. from 
Newspapers or 
Magazines 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

Info. from Radio 
or Television 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

Info. from Family 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

Voted In the 
Past Five Years 
Yes 
No 

Most Rec~nt 
Occupation 
Prof/Managers 
Sales 
Craft 
Laborer 

2?,~55'~'j82,599,.·· 
( ..•. " .• 973<\':'7i$22' 

16'~1tij~~,$93: 
.. fM 91. ".63,633 
. ;~." /" ';, ,'., ....... ,... )' 

"',",;. '> ,> <,~:(~;,: 

·.15484;d1i37~ 
. . ," .. ' .'. ".' ... -.' ~ .. 

7)~~ f):,.§f3;!)1.g. 

29 ( 0.8) 

9 ( 0.8) 
8 ( 1.1) 

53 ( 1.1) 

71 ( 0.5) 
29 ( 1.2) 

94 ( 0.4) 
6 ( 2.2) 

62 ( 0.6) 
38 ( 0.7) 

58 ( 0.6) 
42 ( 0.6) 

6 ( 0.8) 
16 ( 0.7) 
41 ( 0.7) 
36 ( 1.5) 

44 ( 0.6) 

13 ( 1.1) 
9 ( 1.3) 

34 ( 0.8) 

86 ( 0.5) 
14 ( 0.8) 

97 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 2.0) 

67 ( 0.8) 
33 ( 0.9) 

63 ( 0.6) 
37 ( 0.8) 

13 ( 0.8) 
30 ( 0.8) 
34 ( 1.0) 
23 ( 1.3) 

56 ( 0.7) 

14 ( 1.3) 
7 ( 1.3) 

23 ( 0.8) 

89 ( 0.5) 
11 ( 0.9) 

96 ( 0.5) 
4 ( 1.8) 

69 ( 0.9) 
31 ( 0.9) 

68 ( 0.6) 
32 ( 0.7) 

26 ( 1.1) 
33 ( 1.2) 
26 ( 1.1) 
15 ( 1.2) 

66 ( 1.0) 

14 ( 1.0) 
5 ( 0.9) 

15 ( 0.8) 

90 ( 0.5) 
10 ( 0.7) 

96 ( 0.4) 
4 ( 1.2) 

69 ( 0.5) 
31 ( 0.5) 

78 ( 0.7) 
22 ( 0.7) 

46 ( 1.3) 
29(1.4) 
18 ( 1.0) 
8 ( 0.6) 

74 ( 1.0) 

13 ( 0.7) 
4 ( 0.9) 

10 ( 0.5) 

89 ( 0.9) 
11 ( 0.9) 

94 ( 1.2) 
6 ( 1.3) 

65 ( 2.2) 
35 ( 2.2) 

86 ( 1.8) 
14 ( 1.8) 

66 ( 2.1) 
19 ( 1.2) 
10 ( 1.2) 

4 ( 0.9) 

284 ( 0.9) 

277 ( 1.3) 
257 ( 1.8) 
237 ( 1.3) 

274 ( 0.0) 
232 ( 1.8) 

268 ( 0.7) 
252 ( 3.4) 

269 ( 0.9) 
263 ( 1.1) 

277 ( 0.8) 
255 ( 1.0) 

315 ( 1.ruo 
287 ( 1.0) .' 
262 ( 1.2) 
247(1.7) 

n = sample size; WGT N 0: population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing dala); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992 . 
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TABLE 2.2C 

Labor Status, Sources of Information, Voting, and Occupation 
by Quantitative Literacy Levels 

Info.·from 
Newspapers or 
Magazines 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

Info. from Radio 
or Television 
A lot or some 
A little or none 

,;,,: ~< , .. ,~ .. : ",: < '::'.~.:> ·'·,'·::~·;i 

··~~~ti5i~ 
·~~(~\,jJ~i 
: ;':<' .' ;"'.: A .', ,>:.: ... ~.: 

Voted In the .. <i ; ,'w' .',,>; 

Past Five Years i ,;. • \< '<, '.. ." 

~~s' ~:1~:~t' .. {1~;~~~;·; 
Most Recent 
Occupation 
ProflManagers 
Sales 
Craft 
Laborer 

9 ( 0.9) 
9 ( 1.2) 

53 ( 1.0) 

70 ( 0.5) 
30 ( 1.1) 

94 ( 0.5) 
6 ( 1.9) 

63 ( 0.7) 
37 ( 0.9) 

55 ( 0.5) 
45 ( 0.7) 

6 ( 0.6) 
16 ( 0.6) 
43(1.1) 
34 ( 1.4) 

43 ( 0.9) 

14 ( 1.2) 
9 ( 1.4) 

34 ( 0.8) 

85 ( 0.5) 
15 ( 1.0) 

97 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 1.7) 

67 ( 0.8) 
33 ( 0.8) 

61 ( 0.6) 
39 ( 0.8) 

13 ( 0.9) 
29 ( 0.8) 
35 ( 1.0) 
23(1.4) 

55 ( 1.0) 

15(1.4) 
6 ( 1.5) 

24 ( 0.8) 

88 ( 0.5) 
12 ( 1.3) 

97 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 1.9) 

68 ( 0.8) 
32 ( 0.8) 

69 ( 0.6) 
31 ( 0.8) 

24 ( 1.0) 
34 ( 1.2) 
27 ( 1.1) 
16 ( 1.3) 

64 ( 1.1) 

13 ( 1.1) 
4 ( 1.0) 

18 ( 1.1) 

90 ( 0.5) 
10 ( 0.8) 

96 ( 0.3) 
4 ( 1.7) 

67 ( 0.9) 
33 ( 1.0) 

79 ( 0.6) 
21 ( 0.5) 

43 ( 0.8) 
29 ( 1.3) 
18 ( 0.8) 
10 ( 1.3) 

73 ( 1.0) 

11 ( 0.8) 
3 ( 0.5) 

13(1.4) 

90 ( 1.3) 
10 ( 1.3) 

94 ( 0.9) 
6 ( 1.2) 

62 ( 1.2) 
38 ( 1.2) 

88 ( 1.6) 
12 ( 1.6) 

65 ( 1.5) 
20 ( 0.8) 
10(1.7) 
5 ( 0.7) 

290 ( 0.9) 

280 ( 1.5) 
256 ( 1.9) 
241 ( 1.6) 

. 279 ( 0.6) 
231 ( 2.1) 

272 ( 0.7) 
257 ( 4.2) 

273 ( 1.0) 
269 ( 1.3) 

284 ( 1.0) 
255 ( 1.1) 

322 ( 1.0) 
292 ( 1.1) 
264 ( 1.3) 
253 ( 2.0) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = column percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard errors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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TABLE 2.3 

Average Proficiency on Each Literacy Scale and Literacy Levels 
by Poverty Level and Sources of Nonwage Income 

, Prose 
Poverty Level 
Not poor 
Poor/near poor 

Food Stamps 
No 
Yes 

Interest from 
Savings 
No 
Yes 

Document 
Poverty Level 
Not poor 
Poor/near poor 

Food Stamps 
No 
Yes 

Interest from 
Savings 
No 
Yes 

Quantitative 
Poverty Level 
Not poor 
Poor/near poor 

Food Stamps 
No 
Yes 

Interest from 
Savings 
No 
Yes 

57 ( 0.4) 
43 ( 1.3) 

83 ( 0.6) 
17(1.4) 

76 ( 0.7) 
24 ( 0.5) 

59 ( 0.7) 
41 ( 1.5) 

83 ( 0.5) 
17(1.4) 

73 ( 0.7) 
27 ( 0.6) 

56 ( 0.7) 
44 ( 1.3) 

81 ( 0.6) 
19 ( 1.2) 

77 ( 0.7) 
23 ( 0.6) 

77 ( 0.8) 
23 ( 1.2) 

87 ( 0.6) 
13 ( 1.2) 

63 ( 1.0) 
37 ( 1.0) 

80 ( 0.8) 
20 ( 1.3) 

89 ( 0.4) 
11 ( 1.3) 

61 ( 0.7) 
39 ( 0.8) 

78 ( 1.0) 
22 ( 1.3) 

88 ( 0.6) 
12 ( 1.2) 

64 ( 0.'1) 
36 ( 0.7) 

88 ( 0.6) 
12 ( 0.7) 

94 ( 0.5) 
6 ( 1.1) 

48 ( 0.8) 
52 ( 0.9) 

88 ( 0.7) 
12 ( 0.9) 

94 ( 0.5) 
6 ( 1.1) 

46 ( 0.6) 
54 ( 0.7) 

88 ( 0.6) 
12 ( 1.0) 

94 ( 0.5) 
6 ( 1.1) 

47 ( 0.7) 
53 ( 0.7) 

92 ( 0.5) 
8 ( 0.9) 

97 ( 0.5) 
3 ( 0.7) 

29 ( 0.8) 
71 ( 0.9) 

92 ( 0.6) 
8 ( 0.9) 

97 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 0.6) 

29 ( 0.7) 
71 ( 0.8) 

93 ( 0.6) 
7 ( 1.0) 

97 ( 0.4) 
3 ( 0.6) 

29 ( 1.1) 
71 ( 1.2) 

96 ( 0.8) 
4 ( 0.8) 

99 ( 0.8) 
1 ( 0.9) 

15 ( 1.8) 
85 ( 1.9) 

94(1.4) 
6 ( 1.4) 

99 ( 0.6) 
1 ( 0.6) 

17 ( 0.9) 
83 ( 1.0) 

96 ( 1.1) 
4 ( 1.1) 

99 ( 0.6) 
1 ( 0.7) 

15 ( 1.2) 
85 ( 1.2) 

290 ( 0.7) 
239 ( 2.2) 

276 ( 0.6) 
236 ( 1.8) 

251 ( 0.9) 
297 ( 0.7) 

284 ( 0.8) 
234 ( 2.3) 

271 ( 0.8) 
232 ( 1.9) 

247 ( 0.9) 
289 ( 0.9) 

291 ( 0.7) 
233 ( 2.4) 

276 ( 0.7) 
228 ( 1.9) 

248 ( 1.0) 
298 ( 0.9) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); CPCT = !::olumOl percentage estimate; PROF = average proficiency estimate; (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the 
reported sample estimate can be said to be within 2 standard ~mors of the true population value with 95% confidence). 

Source: u.s. Qepartment of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992 . 
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WEEKS 
WORKED 

,,' 

, 

~l!lll Wi!g~ 
Prose 

Document 

Quantitative 

W~k~Wgrk~ 
Prose 

Dcx:ument 

Quantitative 

TABLE 2.4 

Median Weekly Wages and Average Weeks Worked 
in the Past 12 Months, by Literacy Levels 

LITERACY Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 
LEVEL 225 or lower 226 to 275 27f. to 325 

" 

'WGTN " 

n (/1,000) ( SEl" ( SE) (SE) 

J, 

;~" 

14.~27 108,672' 
240 ( 2.2) 281 ( 4.8) 339 ( 16.9) 

'[ 

.-

244 ( 5.2) 288 ( 8.9) 350 ( 0.6) 

230 ( 10.5) 274 ( 11.4) 345 ( 3.8) 

24.944 190,523 
1£0 ( 0.5) 27 ( 0.4) 35 ( 0.4) 

19 ( 0.5) 29 ( 0.3) 35 ( 0.4) 

18 ( 0.5) 29 ( 0.4) 34 ( 0.4) 

. 

" ': , 

" 

Level 4 LevelS I 
326 to 375 376 or higher 

( SE) ( SE) 

465 ( 19.0) 650 ( 61.5) 

462 (28.7) 618 (34.6) 

472 ( 14.9) 681 ( 49.5) 

38 ( 0.4) 44 ( 0.7) 

40 ( 0.4) 43 ( 0.8) 

39 ( 0.4) 40 ( 0.8) 

n = sample size; WGT N = population size estimate 11,000 (the sample sizes for subpopulations may not add up to the total sample sizes, due 
to missing data); (SE) = standard error of the estimate (the reported sample estimate can be said tobe within 2 standard errors of the true 
population value with 95% confidence). 

Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Adult Literacy Survey, 1992. 
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