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General Introduction

Today in America the rewards for what one knows and can do are large and growing.
Literacy and numeracy skills have become a currency both here in the United States
and in many developed countries around the world. Those in our society with below
average skills cannot hope to earn above average wages in a global economy. Neither
can they hope to participate fully in an evolving society where individuals are required
to take on additional responsibility for more aspects of their lives in the face of
increasing types and amounts of information. Policy makers and others are coming
to recognize that, in modern societies, human capital, or what one knows and can
do, may be the most important form of capital.

The skills that participants in adult education programs do or do not develop
have increasingly important implications in terms of workforce participation, long-
term self-sufficiency, acculturation, and citizenship. A growing body of data shows
that, in addition to obtaining and succeeding in a job, literacy and numeracy skills
are associated with the likelihood that individuals will participate in lifelong learning,
keep abreast of social and political events, and vote in state and national elections
(Benjamini and Hochberg 1995; OECD and Statistics Canada 2005; Sum, Kirsch,
and Yamamoto 2004a). These data also suggest that literacy is likely to be one of the
major pathways linking education and health and may be a contributing factor to the
disparities that have been observed in the quality of health care in developed countries.
Thus, the noneconomic returns to literacy in the form of enhanced personal well-
being and greater social cohesion have been viewed by some as being as important as
economic and labor-market returns.

Given the social and economic stakes involved, one might reasonably argue
that adult education programs have the potential to impact the lives of their
participants in unprecedented ways. Adult education has a rich and diverse history
in the United States and a range of groups—public and private, state and federal—
has long been involved in educating America’s adults. In addition to public schools
and voluntary organizations, various groups have played a role in promoting literacy.
These include religious schools that promoted literacy so that adherents could read
the Bible, lending libraries that worked with community members so they could
read the latest in American literature or pursue personal enrichment, vocational schools
that strove to advance the occupational skills of students, governments that saw literacy
as a way to support citizenship, and the military, which promoted literacy to ensure
a well-trained fighting force.

While diversity within the field persists, the past forty years have been
characterized by a sustained federal and state partnership in adult education. In the
1960s, as part of the federal War on Poverty, the U.S. Congress passed the Economic
Opportunity Act (1964), which included the Adult Basic Education program. This
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legislation established a program of federal grants to states and focused on setting up
basic education classes for adults who had not completed secondary education.
Funding for states that first year was $18.6 million with an enrollment of just under
38,000 adults (Eyre 1998). In 1966, the program expanded beyond basic education
and moved to the U.S. Department of Education with the passage of the Adult
Education Act. The thirty years that followed saw an increase in the commitment of
federal dollars to adult education, with a concomitant increase in the number of
adults enrolled in federally supported programs. By 1992, federal funds had increased
to over $235.7 million and enrollments had risen to over 3.8 million (Sticht 1998).

Adult education programs in the United States are currently governed by the
Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA), Title II of the Workforce
Investment Act of 1998. This legislation directs how federal dollars are distributed
and defines the general goals of adult education programs as

o assisting adults to become literate and obtain the knowledge and skills
necessary for employment and self-sufficiency;

e assisting adults who are parents to obtain the educational skills necessary
to become full partners in the educational development of their children;

e assisting adults in the completion of a secondary school education.

In addition, the legislation establishes performance accountability standards
organized around “core indicators” that the Act defines as

o demonstrated improvements in literacy skill levels in reading, writing, and
speaking the English language; numeracy and problem-solving; English
language acquisition; and other literacy skills;

e placement in, retention in, or completion of, postsecondary education,
training, unsubsidized employment, or career advancement;

e receipt of a secondary school diploma or its recognized equivalent.

The Adult Education Program Study (AEPS) was conducted to provide
comprehensive information about federally funded adult education programs and
the skills of participants enrolled in those programs. The study had two primary
goals. The first was to gather and disseminate information about the programs that
constitute the adult education system in the United States. The second was to assess
and report on the literacy and numeracy skills of a nationally representative sample
of adults who participated in those programs. Such information is particularly timely
given that the major federal statute authorizing adult education activities—the
Workforce Investment Act—expired at the end of fiscal year 2004 and has yet to be
reauthorized by Congress. For the more than two million adults who currently
participate in federally supported adult education programs, acquiring literacy and
numeracy skills matters, perhaps now more than ever, and adult education programs
have a critical role to play in improving their educational opportunities and outcomes.

Overview of the Study

Efforts to understand the structure and characteristics of adult education programs
and the learners they serve are not new. Between 1990 and 1994, the U.S. Department
of Education conducted the National Evaluation of Adult Education Programs to
“evaluate adult education programs funded under the basic grants provision of the
[Adult Education] Act regarding their potential for significantly reducing deficits in
the adult population with respect to literacy, English proficiency, and secondary
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education” (Young et al. 1995, 4). This evaluation effort involved collecting general
data from the universe of adult programs in 1990, followed by the collection of more
specific data from a sample of adult education programs. This was later followed by
the collection of data from adult education learners through a telephone interview to
adults who had been out of adult education programs for about six months. While
these studies collected detailed information about adult education programs, limited
information was available on the literacy level of adult learners.

The overall goal of the AEPS was to provide nationally representative
information about adult education programs and their participants. Sponsored by
the Office of Vocational and Adult Education, the AEPS represented a collaborative
effort. The study was designed and conducted by the Educational Testing Service
(ETS) and Westat, Inc., working in conjunction with staff from the Office of
Vocational and Adult Education and the National Center for Education Statistics.
The AEPS consisted of two surveys: the Program Survey, which collected information
about the characteristics of adult education programs and the services they offered,
and the Learner Survey, which assessed the literacy skills of learners in a sample of
adult education programs. The Program Survey covered the program year from July
1, 2001 to June 30, 2002 and data collection for the Learner Survey took place from
March through June of 2003.

The Program Survey focused on adult education programs and was designed
to provide a description of those programs in terms of

o the characteristics of institutions offering such programs, including their
size in terms of number of programs, number of sites, number of participants,

and budget;

o the types of learners enrolled in programs and the kinds of support systems
offered to those learners;

e characteristics of program staff members and their qualifications;

o the types of assessments employed and ways in which assessment information
was used;

« the extent to which technology was employed and purposes for its use.

Strict sampling procedures were designed to ensure that the program
questionnaire was representative of programs of all sizes in all regions of the United
States. The results of this survey are presented in Part I of this report.

The Learner Survey was designed to provide a profile of a nationally
representative sample of adult learners enrolled in adult education programs. Two
instruments were used to gather this information. The first was a background
questionnaire used to collect information about learner characteristics with respect
to language background, educational background and experiences, labor force
participation and other activities, and general demographic information such as gender
and age. The second instrument was an assessment of literacy and numeracy skills.
This instrument was derived from the Adult Literacy and Life Skills Survey (ALL),
an international, large-scale assessment of adults conducted in 2003 with the United
States as one of the seven participants (OECD and Statistics Canada 2005). The
ALL was designed and implemented in collaboration with several international
organizations, including Statistics Canada, ETS, and the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD). Results from the Learner Survey are
presented in Part II of this report.

The results from the AEPS provide a comprehensive picture of federally
supported adult education activities in the United States during the 2001-2002

11
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program year. This picture includes a description of adult education programs, a
profile of the learners that are being served by these programs, and a description of
their skills in prose literacy, document literacy, and numeracy. The AEPS can, in
many ways, be considered a survey of firsts.

o The AEPS represents the first time comparable literacy measures have been
used to assess the skills of adult education participants in the United States
in a nationally representative sample.

o Itis the first time such measurement allows comparisons with a household
sample, by comparing results with those from the ALL.

o Itisthe first time this kind of assessment has been conducted in both Spanish
and English.

All stakeholders in adult education, therefore, can benefit from the results of
the AEPS, as they provide a unique look at the structure, organization, and substance
of adult education programs and at the skills of adult learners enrolled in those
programs across the country.

Organization of the Report

Figure 1.1 illustrates the overall structure of this report. As shown in the figure, Part
I focuses on the Program Survey and Part II on the Learner Survey. Part IT consists
of three chapters and, in addition to examining data from the Learner Survey, includes
data from the ALL to compare adult learners with the general adult population in
the United States.

Figure 1.1 An Overview of the Adult Education Program Study Report
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Part I contains Chapter 1, in which the results of the Program Survey are
presented. Data about programs funded under the AEFLA are presented and
discussed. These data are organized around key areas of interest including the types
and sizes of programs, information about funding sources, descriptive information
about the types of instructional programs being delivered, the range of learners served,
characteristics of staff associated with various types of adult education programs,
general assessment practices, and uses of technology.

Part IT consists of Chapters 2 through 4. Chapter 2 presents the results of the
Learner Survey, looking at the distribution of literacy and numeracy skills among
individuals participating in adult education programs. The relationship between skills
and background characteristics such as gender, age, ethnicity, immigration status,
and educational attainment is examined. Relationships between literacy and reading
engagement, economic status, and health are also explored. In addition, the chapter
looks at the distribution of literacy and numeracy skills by type instruction including

Adult Basic Education (ABE), Adult Secondary Education (ASE), and English as a
Second Language (ESL).

Chapter 3 compares results from the Learner Survey with results from the
ALL for the U.S. sample. The ALL was a household survey that examined the
characteristics and levels of literacy and numeracy of the general adult population in
the United States and six other countries. As the Learner Survey uses instruments
and methodology that emerged from the ALL, high comparability of the results
from the two surveys is possible. This comparability allows the adult learner population
to be compared with the general adult population in the United States.

Chapter 4 focuses on Hispanic learners and compares their performance on
English and Spanish versions of the literacy tasks in the Learner Survey. As part of
the study, a representative sample of the Hispanic population enrolled in adult
programs was drawn and these learners were randomly assigned to either the English
or Spanish versions of the AEPS instruments. This aspect of the study design allows
an analysis of the extent to which the language of the assessment influenced
performance on literacy tasks. In addition, this chapter compares the performance of
the U.S. Hispanic adult learner population with the general adult population from
the Mexican state of Nuevo Leon, also collected through the ALL.

The report also includes important information in its appendices: (a) Appendix
A1 presents the reader’s guide with definitions of key terms used in the report, (b)
Appendix A2 presents the questionnaire used in the Program Survey, (c) Appendix
A3 presents the background questionnaire used as part of the Learner Survey, and
(d) Appendix A4 describes and documents the methodology and procedures used
for the implementation of the AEPS, including key aspects of survey administration,

response, and data quality. Appendix B presents all supporting tables.

Overview of Key Findings

In many ways, the challenges for adult education programs and their learners are
more complex today than ever before. Looking at data from the Program and Learner
Surveys in conjunction with current and projected social and economic trends helps
to characterize the range and scope of those challenges. While this report is not a
policy paper, some of these findings suggest important areas for further discussion
among members of the adult education community.

13
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As this report shows, learners have a range of challenges to meet in order to
develop the literacy skills they need. Data from the Learner Survey show that, overall,
participants in adult education programs have measured average literacy and numeracy
skills that are significantly below those of the general population. Of the three domains
assessed in the Learner Survey—prose literacy, document literacy, and numeracy—
the performance of adult learners was lowest in numeracy. While one would anticipate
that those participating in adult literacy programs would have lower skills than adults
in the general population, the implications of the skill levels demonstrated by adult
education participants are nevertheless important to consider.

The literacy measures used in the Learner Survey divide performance into five
levels, with Level 1 representing the lowest skill levels and Level 5, the highest. A
number of national and state organizations, including the National Governors
Association, have identified proficiency in Level 3 as a minimum for success in today’s
labor market (see, for example, Comings, Sum, and Uvin 2000). The AEPS data
show that, across all three domains measured, the highest proportion of adult learners
performed in Level 1. This implies a critical need for these learners to develop their
skills if they are to successfully participate in today’s society. Changes in the workplace,
in large measure driven by globalization and technological innovations, have increased
the demand for workers with higher skills. In fact, projections suggest that professional,
management, and technical occupations will generate about 46 percent of all job
growth between 2004 and 2014. And it is workers in these job categories who will
have access to on-the-job training programs that will allow them to keep abreast of
changing technologies and continue to improve their skills (Kirsch et al. 2007). The
workplace is thus one context in which those with the lowest skills are likely to
struggle to succeed.

The AEPS data also highlight the central role that English language learning
plays in adult education. Program Survey data show that ESL represented the largest
type of instructional program in adult education. In fact, about half of all participants
in adult education programs reported that English was not their native language.
One important question is whether focusing instruction on improving the English
language skills of these learners is sufficient to help them succeed in their everyday
lives, or whether this population has additional educational needs. To address this
question, the AEPS compared the performance of Spanish-speaking Hispanic learners
on English and Spanish versions of the literacy assessment. Results showed that
while Spanish-speaking Hispanic learners demonstrated somewhat higher average
literacy skills in Spanish than in English, their skill levels were still well below those
of the general population. Thus, ESL classes and the learners they serve face the
dual challenge of improving not just English language skills, but literacy skills as
well. And one would expect that this challenge will continue to grow, as U.S. Census
Bureau projections show net international migration likely to account for more than

half of our nation’s population growth between 2000 and 2015 (Kirsch et al. 2007).

An important overall finding from the AEPS data was that 2.5 million learners
are being served and that those learners represent individuals most in need of
improving their literacy, numeracy, and English language skills. However, findings
from the study also highlight important issues within adult education that will require
additional consideration and discussion.

For example, data from the Program Survey showed that, on average, learners
participated in adult education programs for well under one hundred hours over the
course of a year. Of those learners, about a third gained one or more educational
levels during the year. Given the educational needs of these adults and the
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consequences of not meeting those needs, one question is whether learners are
attending programs for sufficient periods of time to improve their skills to a level
that will impact their ability to succeed in today’s competitive societies and labor
markets.

As national data show, the result of limited skills is limited opportunities to
succeed. The goal of the AEPS was to collect and present representative data about
adult education programs and the learners they serve—with the hope that this data
will both inform and contribute to the national dialogue about adult education in its
increasingly critical role in today’s society.

Note to Readers

Social science research by its very nature contains multiple sources of uncertainty
and error. Examples include uncertainty and error introduced via sampling procedures,
through the measurement instruments themselves, and as a result of variations in
administration and scoring. All of these are inherent parts of any large scale assessment.
In both the design and conduct of the AEPS, all participants strove to control and
quantify errors that might interfere with or bias interpretation.

Program directors served as the contact point for the Program Survey. In some
cases, directors were responsible for delegating the task of completing the survey to
other staff in their programs. As the profile and tasks of adult education employees
vary, so too will their knowledge about specific aspects of the programs. Knowing
this, the survey included an extensive reference guide that included general definitions
of terms used throughout the questionnaire as well as information that was designed
to assist respondents in answering specific questions. Nevertheless, as is true in all
surveys of this kind, differences may exist in how questions were interpreted and
answered as well as in the level of knowledge respondents possessed about specific
aspects of the programs. For example, while some administrators were responsible
tor and therefore familiar with budgetary issues, others were more familiar with the
academic aspects of programs. These differences may have resulted in discrepancies
between the data described in this report and official data that have been previously
reported. Discrepancies may also exist between some of the program data collected
in the AEPS and the state data contained in the annual report to congress for the
2001-2002 program year (Mike Dean, Office of Vocational and Adult Education,
personal communication, January 12, 2007). This may result from different people
responding to the AEPS and the NRS or it could result from the fact that AEPS was
based on a sample of programs. Where such discrepancies exist, they have been

noted throughout Chapter 1.

The chapters of this report that focus on the Learner Survey describe the
literacy proficiencies of subpopulations of the adult learner population and general
adult population by characteristics such as age, gender, race, ethnicity, birthplace,
language, and educational attainment. While certain groups are identified as having
lower average skills than others, within every group there were individuals who
performed well and others who performed poorly. As a result, when one group is
reported to have lower average proficiencies than another, this does not imply that
these findings apply to all of the adults in either group. Such statements do not
capture the variability in each group but are intended to highlight general patterns of
differences among groups.

15
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When comparing data presented in the tables included in this report with the
analysis of that data in the text, readers will find that, in some cases, figures in those
tables may not exactly match those presented in the text. Totals, differences and
averages were calculated on the basis of exact numbers (including decimals) and
were rounded only after the calculations were completed, thus resulting in minor
discrepancies. The complete set of data from the AEPS Program and Learner surveys,
as well as data from the ALL, can be accessed using an interactive data tool that can
be found at www.ets.org/etsliteracy.
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The Program Survey

A Description of the Program Survey

The Program Survey was one of the AEPS instruments designed to provide nationally
representative information about adult education programs and their participants.
Developed to elicit information about crucial aspects of program structure and
operation, it covered the program year from July 1, 2001, to June 30, 2002. More
than 1,200 adult education programs funded under the Adult Education and Family
Literacy Act (AEFLA) participated in this survey. This sample represented more
than 3,100 adult education programs in the United States. Information on these
adult programs was collected through a questionnaire answered by program personnel.
This Program Questionnaire (a copy of which can be found in Appendix A2) was

organized into five sections.

1. The program profile section focused on characteristics of adult education
programs including provider type, program size, budget, and the extent to
which programs received support from external organizations.

2. The instructional and support programs section gathered information about
the organization and conduct of instructional programs. Questions were
asked about the type and availability of services, types of instruction offered,
and characteristics of the participants served in the program.

3. The program staff profile and characteristics section asked for information
about the staff working in adult education programs, with a special emphasis
on instructional staff members and their certification and experience.

4. The role and uses of assessment section addressed the role of assessment and
evaluation in adult education programs. Information was collected about
purposes for assessment, the instruments used, whether participants were
screened to identify special needs, and practices for providing feedback to
learners from tests or assessments.

5. The use of technology section gathered data about the ways in which
technology such as computers, the Internet, and audiovisual services were
used in programs, particularly for instruction.

17
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Program Survey Highlights

Data from the Program Survey revealed an extensive delivery system with 3,108
funded programs serving 2.7 million adult learners at 29,424 learning sites. The data
also showed that there was no prototypical adult education program. Programs varied
in size, resources, instructional focus, and learner populations served.

Despite the fact that considerable variation was found across programs, some
general findings can be reported. Overall, the data indicated that local education
agencies were the major providers of adult education, followed by community colleges,
community-based organizations and correctional institutions. However, the largest
programs, in terms of median enrollment, were offered by community colleges. ESL
represented the largest type of instructional program in adult education, followed
quite closely by ABE. While ESL instruction focused most specifically on adults
with limited English language skills, the program data also showed that some
percentage of ABE and ASE instruction was offered in other languages, most often
in Spanish. When attendance was investigated across programs, the average adult
education participant attended his or her program for less than 100 hours over the
twelve months reported. The majority of these learners participated in classroom-
based and one-on-one instruction. Across provider types, instructional staff
represented the largest program expenditures. To provide services to adult learners,
programs depended on part-time staff and volunteers more than full-time staff.
Programs reported that adult learners were assessed on a regular basis and generally
had access to educational technologies including computers and video materials.
These and other issues related to characteristics of adult education programs are
examined in Chapter 1 of this report.




Chapter 1

Characterizing Adult
Education Programs in
the United States

Introduction and Highlights

One key goal of the Adult Education Program Survey (AEPS) was to characterize
the adult education program delivery system. As noted previously, more than 1,200
adult education programs funded under the Adult Education and Family Literacy
Act (AEFLA) participated in this survey, a sample that represented more than 3,100
adult education programs in the United States. The survey collected information on
aspects of program structure and operation during the July 1, 2001 to June 30, 2002
program year.

Each section of this chapter focuses on a set of important questions the survey
was designed to address. The program profiles section addresses questions such as:
What types of organizations run adult education programs? Where do they hold
classes? How large are these programs in terms of enrollment and budget size? The
instructional and support services section focuses on questions such as: What kinds of
classes are offered to adult learners? How often do classes meet? What types of
support services are offered to all learners and, in particular, to learners with special
needs or English as a second language? The program staff profile and characteristics
section looks at questions such as: What kinds of qualifications and experience do
adult education instructors have? Do these instructors have opportunities for
professional development? The role and uses of assessment section answers questions
such as: For what purposes are standardized assessments used in adult education
programs? What tests are used, and how often are they given? And the wuse of technology
section examines questions such as: What kinds of educational technologies are used
in programs? Are programs planning for future technology needs?
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Key Findings

Some key findings from the Program Survey data are highlighted below. These points,
and additional findings from the survey, are examined in greater detail throughout
the remainder of the chapter.

Program Size

Most programs in the survey sample could be characterized as small or
midsized, with a median number of four sites, median total enrollment of
318 learners, and median total budget of $199,000. The median expenditure
per learner was $626.!

Twenty-five percent of the smallest programs were offered in only one or
two sites, served up to 127 learners, and had a maximum budget of $84,000.
In contrast, 25 percent of the largest programs were offered in at least ten
sites, served at least 731 learners, and had a minimum budget of

approximately $428,000.2

The largest providers of adult education were local education agencies,
which offered 54 percent of programs, serving 60 percent of adult education
learners with a median enrollment of 336 learners and accounting for 58
percent of the total budget reported by all programs.

The largest programs were offered by community colleges with median
enrollments of 702 adults, serving 27 percent of adult learners and
accounting for 20 percent of the total budget.

Funding and Support

As expected, adult education programs were largely supported by federal
and state funding which, combined, provided nearly two-thirds of their
funding.

Adult education programs forged relationships with other organizations
in the community (e.g., businesses, social service agencies, libraries) to
receive assistance with activities such as program planning, recruitment,
and referrals, as well as in-kind donations of facilities.

Enrollment and Scheduling

The majority of adult education programs offered classes for more than
forty weeks with four to six hours a week the most commonly reported
class time category.

Open enrollment policies, which allow learners to begin and stop classes at
any time, were common among adult education programs. Overall, 79
percent of programs used open enrollment. Of these programs, 70 percent
indicated that open enrollment was used for more than 80 percent of their
instructional services.

In the report to Congress, states reported an average median expenditure per learner of $768 during the

2001-2002 program year (Mike Dean, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, personal
communication, January 12, 2007). The $626 and $768 figures vary because of the different methods
used to gather NRS data from the states and data for national surveys such as the AEPS (see Notes to
Readers for a more elaborated discussion.)

The distinction between programs and sites, as used in the Program Survey, is an important one to keep

in mind when reviewing these data. A “program” is the entity funded to provide educational services and
programs may have one or many sites where instruction is delivered. “Sites” are defined as the physical
locations where instruction is offered.
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Adult education classes were offered mostly during work days and evenings.
Two percent of programs offered instructional services on weekends.

Instruction and Learning

Staffing

Programs reported that individual and classroom style instruction were
the two most common learning environments, with each representing more
than 30 percent of total learner instructional time

For those programs that served special populations of adult learners (e.g.,
adults with learning disabilities, vision or hearing impairments), the most
commonly reported instructional settings were inclusion programs in which
instruction is offered within regular classes, as opposed to in special classes.

Overall, a little more than one-third of learners completed an educational
functioning level by the end of the program year. The educational
tunctioning level is a measure of adult educational progress defined under
the National Reporting System (NRS). Each level describes a set of skills
and competencies for participants in Adult Basic Education (ABE), Adult
Secondary Education (ASE) and English as a Second Language (ESL)
instructional programs. ASE programs had the largest percentage of
participants completing an educational level, followed by ABE and finally
ESL. Slightly more than one-quarter of learners separated from their
programs before completing an educational level.

Full-time staff comprised the smallest group of employees in adult education
programs. They were most highly concentrated in programs within
correctional institutions where they represented 59 percent of the staff
members.

Part-time staff accounted for 40 percent of the work force in adult education
programs. They represented the majority of staff members in programs
offered by local education agencies and community colleges.

Volunteer staff accounted for 43 percent of the employees in adult education
programs. They were highly concentrated in programs offered by
community-based organizations where they represented over 80 percent

of the staff.

Over three-quarters of the programs reported having minimum educational
requirements for their full- and part-time employees. The most common
educational requirements were a BA/BS degree and K-12 certification.

Assessment

Assessments were most commonly used in adult education programs for
initial placement, to monitor learner progress, and to guide instruction.
The Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) was the most commonly
reported standardized test for ABE and ASE learners. The Basic English
Skills Test (BEST) was the most commonly reported standardized

assessment for ESL learners.

Technology

Technology, including computers, video series, and online learning
opportunities, was being used in a large majority of adult education
programs. Decisions regarding technology were often made at the local
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level. Over 40 percent of adult programs had formal technology plans that
addressed issues related to the procurement and use of technology. When
asked what would influence their ability to expand the use of computer
technology, programs reported that financial resources and the ability to
integrate technology into instruction were the most important factors.

Program Profiles

The Program Survey represented 2,728,512 adults who were enrolled in adult
education programs in the United States during the 2001-2002 program year.’ These
programs accounted for a budget of over $1.6 billion and varied in important
dimensions, ranging from the number of sites and number of adults enrolled, to
their total budgets, as shown by the data presented in Table 1.1.* This section will
present the Program Survey findings as they relate to variations across programs in
terms of provider types, program size, budgets, funding sources, types of expenditures,
and their collaborations with public and private organizations to develop and deliver
services to adult education learners.

Types of Providers

As mentioned previously, federal funding for adult education is authorized under
the AEFLA. These funds are provided to state governmental agencies, which are
responsible for distributing them to local adult education programs through a
competitive grant process. While all programs follow federal guidelines for the
distribution of funds, the administration and organization of adult education at the
state level varies. Across different states adult education programs are the
responsibility of Departments of Education, local school districts, Labor or Workforce
Development Departments, community college systems, or some hybrid of these
agencies.

The distribution of programs by providers was characterized as an important
aspect to study in the AEPS in order to better understand adult education programs.
Therefore the Program Survey collected data about the distribution of provider types,
asking administrators to identify one of the following five provider categories as best
characterizing their program.

o Local Education Agencies—These are typically public schools or school
districts. In addition to K-12 education, they provide adult education classes
open to all members of the community.

o Community-Based Organizations—This is a broad category which
encompasses religious and social service groups, libraries, volunteer literacy
organizations, literacy coalitions, community action groups, and other kinds
of public or private nonprofit groups.

This 2,728,512 figure is the weighted sample of participants represented in the Program Survey. This
value differs from the 2,429,531 figure used in Chapter 3 where the Learner Survey results are discussed.
The latter figure is smaller because those learners with very low English-language skills who would not
be able to complete the literacy and numeracy tasks were not included in the sample for the Learner
Survey.

The total budget figure of $1.6 billion represents the weighted sum of budgets as reported by the
programs, as shown in Table 1.1. During the same program year, states reported a total budget figure of
$2.1 billion (Mike Dean, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, personal communication, January
12, 2007). The difference between these figures most likely results from the use of different methods
used to gather NRS data from the states and data for national surveys such as the AEPS. (See the Notes
to Readers section of this report for a more elaborated discussion.)
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o Community Colleges— These are institutions of higher education (e.g., junior
colleges without residential facilities) which offer degrees below a bachelor’s
degree or technical degrees or certificates, such as in mechanical or industrial
arts, and applied sciences (e.g., technical colleges).

e Correctional Institutions—These include both prisons and jails that are
tunded by the state to provide adult basic education services to incarcerated
adults.

e Other—Some examples in this category include public or private colleges
which are not community colleges, libraries, departments of human services,
institutions for disabled individuals, and other coalitions of providers,
including those that include more than one of the provider types listed
above.

As illustrated in Figure 1.1, data from the Program Survey revealed that the
three largest providers of adult education programs in the United States were local
education agencies (LEAs), community-based organizations (CBOs) and community
colleges. LEAs represented the largest provider by far, offering over half of the adult
education programs (54 percent). CBOs and community colleges offered 24 and 17
percent of programs respectively and correctional institutions were the smallest
providers with 2 percent of adult education programs (see also Table 1.1).°

Distribution of adult education programs among type of provider

Correctional
institutions ~ Other

2% 3%

Community
colleges

17%

Local
education
agencies
Community- 54%
based

organizations
24%

To further understand key aspects of adult education programs, in the following
sections type of provider is examined in combination with other variables such as
program size, funding sources and types of expenditures.

[

The Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, under the Corrections Education section, specifies that
“not more than 8.25% of the [federal] allotment may be used for educational programs for criminal
offenders in correctional institutions and for other institutionalized individuals, including academic
programs for basic education, special education programs as determined by the State agency, English
literacy programs, [and] secondary school credit programs.” This requirement could explain the small
percentage of correctional institution programs reported in the AEPS (Van Scoyoc Associates 2003).
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Program Size

Program size can be examined in terms of a number of variables including number
of participants, number of sites, and overall budget. These dimensions should, however,
not be misconstrued as indicators of program quality or effectiveness. Figure 1.2
provides an overview of the distribution of variables that are associated with the size
of programs among the types of providers. Four variables—number of programs,
number of sites where the programs were offered, number of participants that were
served, and the overall size of program budget—will be jointly examined as indicators
of size. Overall, median values show that adult education programs were offered in

four sites, served 318 learners, and had a median budget of $199,000.

Figure 1.2

Size of adult education programs in respect to the programs’ number of sites,
number of participants and total budget, by type of provider

Percentage
0 20 40 60 80 100
Programs [
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0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage
I Local education agencies I Community colleges [1 Other

Community-based organizations I Correctional institutions

As previously mentioned, LEAs represented the largest provider type. Not
only did LEAs offer over half of the adult education programs (54 percent) but they
also accounted for 58 percent of the overall budget for adult programs. Sixty percent
of adult learners were enrolled in programs offered by LEAs and these programs had
a median enrollment of 336 learners. In terms of program size, programs provided
by LEAs were followed by CBOs and community colleges. While CBOs provided a
quarter of adult education programs, they offered relatively small programs, serving
only 8 percent of the adult learners with a median enrollment of 169 learners and
accounting for 12 percent of the overall budget. In the case of community colleges,
although the percentage of programs and number of sites were fewer than those of
CBOs, community college programs were larger, serving 27 percent of the overall
adult population with a median enrollment of 702 learners while accounting for 20
percent of the overall budget. Thus, while LEAs represented the largest provider
overall in terms of numbers of programs, sites and budget size, community colleges
offered the largest adult educational programs in terms of the numbers of students
and accounted for the second largest percentage of the overall budget.
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Additional questions of interest related to the distribution of sites, participants
and overall budgets include the following: How were programs distributed among
the various sites? Were participants evenly distributed between programs and sites?
What about the distribution of program budgets? One way of examining these
distributions considers individual points that break them into parts. When variables
are normally (i.e., evenly) distributed, the mean and the median have the same value.
To eliminate the influence of extreme values, Table 1.1 presents information for the
middle 80 percent of the distribution (i.e., the 10th and the 90th percentile points).”

As shown, the variables representing the number of sites, number of participants
and overall budget were unevenly distributed, resulting in positively skewed
distributions as some programs were much larger than average (i.e., there were larger
differences between the median and the 90th percentile than between the 10th
percentile and the median). Overall, 10 percent of the largest programs were offered
in at least 19 sites and served at least 1,622 adult learners. On the other extreme, 10
percent of the smallest programs offered services in only one site and served 58 adult
learners.

These differences were even more pronounced across providers. While LEAs
were the largest provider, they offered programs in a relatively few number of sites.
Only 10 percent of LEA programs were offered in more than 16 sites. On the other
hand, community colleges offered 25 percent of their programs in more than 15
sites. Community colleges and CBOs offered programs in the largest number of
sites with 10 percent of the programs being offered in more than 25 and 22 sites
respectively. Community colleges and correctional institutions had the largest
programs based on the median number of learners being served. The top 10 percent
of their programs offered services to at least 2,700 and 3,900 learners respectively,
while this figure was only 664 for CBOs.

Adult education programs also varied according to the settings that offered
services. Common settings included public schools, community colleges, libraries,
faith-based facilities, adult education centers, community centers, space provided by
employers, and adult correctional facilities. For the majority of programs, public
schools were the most common setting offering some services for 57 percent of the
adult programs and serving some adult learners in 59 percent of the programs (see
Figure 1.3). Also common were adult learning centers, community colleges and adult
correctional facilities, with each offering some services to over one-third of the
programs and serving some learners in over one-third of the programs.

According to these data, a picture emerges of an adult education field in which
local schools were the prevailing service providers. Thus, the major providers of adult
education were also those responsible for providing education for children and youths
younger than age 18 enrolled in primary and secondary education, although the
services provided under adult education programs are independent of those provided
by primary and secondary education, and are targeted to a unique population of
learners. Local schools were also largely involved in planning adult education
programs, recruiting, and making referrals, as well as providing staff, facilities, and
other resources (see Table 1.6).

¢ See Appendix Al for a definition of mean and median.

7

See Appendix A1 for the definition of a percentile. The full database is considered in all analyses. That

is, no cases have been excluded from the database for any analysis.
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Instructional programs and learners served at various types of sites
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Budgets and per Pupil Spending

The Program Survey data showed a large range of variability for the size of individual
program budgets, particularly when provider types were considered. Overall, the
difference between the top and the bottom 10 percent of programs in terms of budget
was $814,000. Additionally, the discrepancy between the overall mean of $532,000
and the overall median of $199,000 illustrates the skewness or unevenness of the
distribution, where the majority of programs have a relatively small budget with only
a few having very large budgets.® For comparison purposes, three-quarters of CBO
programs had budgets of less than $299,000 and their median budget was $121,000.
In contrast, 50 percent of the community college programs had budgets larger than
$338,000.

These differences, while important and suggestive, should not distract from
the larger point that all programs, independent of the type of provider they represented,
had low per pupil spending rates. In terms of the median total enrollment and the
median total budget figure, per pupil spending on adult learners was approximately

$626.°

See Appendix A1 for a definition of skewness.

This figure was obtained by dividing the overall median budget by the overall median number of
participants, as shown in Table 1.1. In the report to Congress, states reported an average median
expenditure per learner of $768 during the 2001-2002 program year (Mike Dean, Office of Vocational
and Adult Education, personal communication, January 12, 2007). The $626 and $768 figures vary
because of the different methods used to gather NRS data from the states and data for national surveys
such as the AEPS (see Notes to Readers for a more elaborated discussion).
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Budget size and per pupil spending are not, by themselves, indicators of program
quality or effectiveness, but in the case of adult education programs these should be
examined in respect to attendance. When hours of attendance were examined in
relation to the number of learners enrolled in programs, data showed that adults, in
general, attended programs for a very limited number of hours. The Program Survey
asked administrators to provide attendance information by type of instructional service,
collecting data about ABE, ASE, and ESL services. Data showed that the median
attendance/number of enrolled learners during the program year July 1, 2001 to June
30, 2002, was 57 hours for ABE learners, 41 hours for ASE learners, and 49 hours
for ESL learners (see Table 1.2).1 When the mean values were examined these values
increased to 85 hours for ABE learners, 70 hours for ASE learners, and 98 for ESL

learners.!

Funding Sources

Overwhelmingly, adult education programs reported that they were supported by a
combination of federal and state funding, rather than funding from local governments,
private donations, or fees and tuition (see Table 1.3). Figure 1.4 shows sources of
tunding as a percentage of each program’s total budget. While, by definition, all
Title IT programs receive federal funding, only eighty percent of programs reported
that they received some funding from the federal government. Given the relatively
low missing data figure for this question (0.5 percent), this finding might be explained
by the fact that funding may not be documented in a way that allows local program
staff to identify funding sources. In some cases it is also possible that the person
completing the program questionnaire had limited knowledge of the overall program
budget and funding sources. One-third of programs reported receiving over 50 percent
of their funding from the federal government. State governments also financed adult
education programs with 89 percent of programs reporting that they received some
tunding from this source, including 47 percent reporting that over 50 percent of
their funding came from the state. Local governments provided some funding, but at
much lower levels than federal or state governments.

Table 1.3 also shows the percentage of funding received from various sources
as a percentage of total budget, as well as the mean and median figures on these
percentages, by providers. Based on the survey results, the distributions of funding
sources across providers were quite similar for government funding (federal, state
and local). Looking at the median percentages, LEAs and community colleges both
reported that approximately one-third of their budgets were funded by federal sources,
while CBOs reported that approximately one quarter of their budget came from
these sources. CBOs received the least amount of funding from the state government
(on average, 30 percent of their budget) while correctional institutions received the
largest percentage of funding from this source (on average, 75 percent of their budget).
On the other hand, CBOs reported receiving more financial support from a
combination of foundation grants, corporate giving, and individual and civic giving
than did the other providers.

10 These figures were obtained by dividing the median number of attendance hours by the median number

of learners enrolled in the program as shown in Table 1.2.

' These figures were obtained by dividing the mean number of attendance hours by the mean number of

learners enrolled in the program as shown in Table 1.2. During the same program year, states reported
the following mean attendance hours: 100 for ABE learners, 85 for ASE learners and 124 for ESL
learners. While the precise figures vary due to differences between the AEPS study and the figures
compiled under the AEFLA, the pattern remains the same. That is, attendance hours were highest for
ESL learners and lowest for ASE learners, with hours for ABE attendance in the middle.
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Figure 1.4

Sources of funding as percentage of total budget
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Programs also reported that they received additional support from in-kind
non-cash donations which included materials (e.g., computer software and hardware),
space (e.g., classrooms and offices), and services (e.g., legal assistance to programs,
child care, and psychological counseling provided to learners) Such donations were
quite common, with 71 percent of programs reporting that they received some type
of in-kind donations (see the AEPS database'?). Of the programs receiving such
non-cash donations, 36 percent were LEAs, 19 percent were CBOs, 12 percent were
community colleges, and less than 2 percent were correctional institutions and other
providers (see top panel in Figure 1.5). Figure 1.5 also shows that the most commonly
reported in-kind donations clustered around physical facilities and included classroom
and laboratory space, facilities and utilities, and office space.

While fees represent another possible source of income for adult education
programs, in general the collection of fees is discouraged. Department of Education
regulations limit the collection of fees to only those that are “necessary and reasonable”
and require that such fees do not pose a barrier to program participation, particularly
for disadvantaged learners (U.S. Department of Education 2005). As a result,
programs reported limited income from fees. Eighty-seven percent of programs
reported that they did not charge any fees for assessments, 82 percent did not charge
tees for books and materials, 85 percent did not charge tuition, and 76 percent did
not charge any other fees (see the AEPS database). This reporting was consistent
with the data shown in Table 1.3 where 92 percent of programs reported that fees
charged to learners did not contribute to their overall budget.

12

Data from the AEPS Program and Learner Surveys, as well as data from the Adult Literacy
and Life Skills Survey (ALL), can be accessed using an interactive data tool that can be found at

www.ets.org/etsliteracy.
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Figure 1.5

In-kind services received by adult education programs
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Types of Expenditures

The Program Survey provided interesting data about how expenditures were divided
among categories that included administrative staff, instructional staff, support staff,
materials, equipment, and technology (see Table 1.4). Across all programs, the largest
expenditure was on instructional staff for the creation and delivery of instruction.
The median value reported was 55 percent of the total expenditure. The second
largest expenditure category was administrative staff comprising 10 percent of the
total when based on median values. The next largest expenditure categories were
instructional materials and equipment, and clerical and other staff costs, with each
accounting for about 5 percent of expenditures based on median values. Two of the
smallest expenditure categories were related to technology and professional
development. While 80 percent of programs reported that adult learners used
computers for instructional activities and 95 percent of programs reported that their
instructional staff used computers for the same purpose, very few funds were spent
on instructional technology and support services. This may be related to the fact that
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hardware for instruction and technology support services were reported as in-kind
donations by 50 and 60 percent of programs respectively. In addition, only a small
percentage of program budgets was reported to have been spent on professional
development.”

Table 1.5 shows expenditure as a percentage of the overall budget for the
different types of providers. The situation across providers did not differ significantly.
Median values showed that CBOs spent the least amount of funding for instructional
staft (47 percent) and 15 percent of their budget on administrative staff. Besides
these two categories, programs spent, on average, between 3 and 9 percent of their
budgets on clerical and other staff, and instructional materials or equipment. Data
also showed that CBOs spent, on average, over 6 percent on facilities, utilities and
custodial services, while other providers spent less than 3 percent. This may indicate
that CBOs are either responsible for absorbing more of these costs than other providers
or that these costs are represented by in-kind contributions for the other providers.

Collaborations with Public and Private Community
Organizations

Adult education providers do not exist in a vacuum. A wide variety of stakeholders
in the community participate in the development and delivery of services. The ways
in which organizations—such as local schools, community colleges, state and local
employment agencies, businesses, foundations, media organizations, public libraries,
and other state agencies—are involved in adult education programs may play an
important role in their effectiveness and scope as well as the extent to which these
programs meet the needs of the community.

Figure 1.6 shows the involvement of different types of organizations in specific
aspects of adult education programs for categories in which more than 40 percent of
the programs reported some involvement (see also Table 1.6). Overall, recruiting
and referrals was the category in which organizations were most heavily involved
with adult education programs. Looking across types of organizations, 92 percent of
programs reported that local schools were involved in some aspect of their programs,
particularly in planning, recruiting and referrals, and providing staff, resources and
facilities. LEA programs reported the highest level of support from local schools,
tollowed by CBOs and community colleges. Adult education programs were also
supported by a variety of other types of organizations. For example, 29 percent of
programs reported some involvement of labor unions, 31 percent reported the
involvement of AmeriCorps, 44 percent reported the involvement of hospitals, and
50 percent reported the involvement of foundations in their programs.

13 The Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, under the State Leadership Activities section, specifies
that up to 12.5% of the federal allocation may be used for professional development activities. The very
small percentage that programs reported investing in professional activities may indicate that this funding
was not included in the figures they reported (Van Scoyoc Associates 2003).
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Figure 1.6

Level of involvement of selected public and community organizations
in selected aspects of adult education programs
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Note: This figure shows only the categories where more than 40 percent of the programs reported
involvement.

It is worthwhile expanding on another category of community involvement,
which is funding. Table 1.3 shows that government sources (at the federal, state and
local levels) accounted for the majority of funding for adult education programs. The
next largest category was contributions from foundations and civic or individual
donations with around one-sixth of the programs reporting donations from these
sources. When viewed by provider type, 42 percent of CBOs reported receiving
tunding from foundations while 10 percent or fewer of other providers reported
receiving such funding. This funding comprised a small percentage of support for all
types of providers—however, when such funding was forthcoming it was, by and

large, directed to CBOs.

Instructional and Support Services

Types of Instructional Services

Adult education programs typically offer different kinds of instructional services
categorized according to the skill level or language background of learners. These
include the following three types of instruction:

e Adult Basic Education (ABE) instruction is “designed for adults who lack
competence in reading, writing, speaking, problem solving or computation
at alevel necessary to function in society, on a job or in the family” (National
Reporting System for Adult Education 2001, 25). ABE learners participate
in programs to acquire basic literacy and numeracy skills.
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e Adult Secondary Education (ASE) instruction is “designed to help adults
who have some literacy skills and can function in everyday life, but are not
proficient or do not have a certificate of graduation or its equivalent from
asecondary school” (National Reporting System for Adult Education 2001,
25). Typically, these learners attend ASE classes to obtain a GED or adult
high school credential.

o EnglishasaSecond Language (ESL) instruction is “designed to help adults
who are limited English proficient achieve competence in the English

language” (National Reporting System for Adult Education 2001, 25).

The survey data showed that type of provider and type of instruction were not
related; that is, providers tended to offer more than one type of instruction in order
to serve the varied needs of their learners, as shown in Figure 1.7. When the median
enrollment of 318 learners across programs (previously shown in Table 1.1) was
broken down by instructional category, the largest category was ABE with a median
enrollment of 132 learners (see also Table 1.2). Thirty-nine percent of adult learners
received ABE instruction. Among providers, correctional institutions had the largest
percentage of ABE learners at 71 percent. Overall, 19 percent of learners participated
in ASE instruction. Across providers, the distribution of participants was uniform
with between 10 to 20 percent of learners participating in programs that offered
ASE instruction. Forty-three percent of learners participated in ESL instruction,
representing the largest group across types of instructional services. Across providers,
54 percent of learners in CBOs and approximately 44 and 42 percent of learners in
LEAs and community colleges respectively received ESL instruction.

Figure 1.7

An overview of enrollment by types of providers and types of instruction
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The state and federal governments require that adult education programs report
basic information about learners for each program year and for each educational
tunctioning level, including the number of learners enrolled, number of attendance
hours, number of learners who completed an educational functioning level, number
of learners who remained at their initial educational functioning level, and number
of learners who separated from the program before completing it."* Table 1.2 and
Table 1.8 show a selective set of variables for each type of instruction. Consistent
with findings observed for program size, the data by instructional categories for
enrollment, attendance hours, and completed levels were quite skewed and, as seen
by the difference between the mean and the median, there were a few programs with
very large enrollments (e.g., four programs offering ABE instruction, two offering
ASE instruction, and 12 offering ESL instruction reported enrollments of over 10,000
learners), very large total numbers of attendance hours and very large numbers of
students completing levels.

Intensity of Instructional Programs and Educational Gains

Programs were asked to provide information about the intensity with which each
type of instruction was offered. They reported the number of weeks per year that
classes were held and the number of hours per week that instruction was offered. For
the most part, programs reported holding classes for more than 40 weeks per year
(see Table 1.9). This finding held across types of instruction. Seventy percent of
programs reported offering ABE classes for more than forty weeks per year, while 59
percent of ASE classes and 50 percent of ESL classes were offered for more than
forty weeks per year.

The intensity of scheduled class times was reported across five categories ranging
from three or fewer hours to twenty or more hours during a typical week. Four to six
hours per week was the most frequently reported category for all three types of
instruction, which included 34 percent of ESL, 31 percent of ABE and 26 percent of
ASE classes. Interestingly, on average, about 20 percent of ABE and ASE providers
indicated that classes were offered for 20 or more hours a week compared with only
9 percent of ESL providers (see Table 1.9). At the other extreme, an average of 11 to
15 percent of providers reported that they offered instructional services for 3 or fewer
hours each week.

The intensity of programs can also be examined in respect to the type of
enrollment the program offered—either open or managed enrollment. Open
enrollment programs allow learners to begin and stop classes at any time while
managed enrollment programs follow a more traditional education model, specifying
when learners can enter a program. Survey results showed that open enrollment was
the most common option among adult education programs. Overall, 79 percent of
programs reported using this method for some part of their services. Seventy percent
of programs reported using open enrollment to a great extent while only 12 percent
of programs reported that this method was not used at all (see Table 1.10)."* In
contrast, only 21 percent of programs, on average, reported using managed enrollment.

1 These represent learners who left the program or received no services for 90 consecutive days and had

no scheduled services.
Programs were considered to use open enrollment “to a great extent” if they used it for more than 80
percent of their instructional services.
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This survey showed mean attendance for adult learners to be somewhere
between 80 to 100 hours, which was consistent with findings from the National
Reporting System (see Table 1.2). An attempt was made to estimate the amount of
instructional time an adult learner spends in class in a given year. However, this
analysis was not possible. Some issues which could not be addressed by these data
were whether learners attended these hours continuously or if they interrupted their
attendance and later returned to the beginning of the level they most recently left.

Program effectiveness is a multidimensional characteristic which could not be
thoroughly investigated using these data. What could be examined were the reported
rates of student progress based on educational functioning levels. Learners who enroll
in adult education programs are classified into educational functioning levels based
on an intake assessment. Educational gain, “a measure of student literacy gains
resulting from instruction,” is measured by comparing results from the intake
assessment with results from assessments taken following instruction.’® When
programs were asked about the number of instructional hours that learners received
between the pretest and the posttest assessments, the two most common categories
of answers, selected by around 40 percent of the programs, were 30 to 50 hours,
followed by 51 to 80 hours, selected by about one quarter of the programs
(see Table 1.7).

One-third of all enrolled learners completed one educational functioning level,
and one-fifth completed an educational level and advanced one or more levels (see
Table 1.8). About 32 percent of learners remained at the same educational functioning
level as when they first entered their programs, based on results from an intake and
subsequent assessments. While noteworthy, the fact that 27 percent of learners left
the program before the completion of an educational level should not draw attention
from the positive retention rate of 73 percent of learners (see Table 1.2 and Table 1.8).

These data make it difficult to identify the relationship between intensity and
learner progress. As the data showed, roughly one-third of adult learners completed
an educational level during a program year. However, further studies might examine
the influence of intensity of classes or class schedule on the success of learners as well
as whether those learners that left their programs returned to them later, issues that
were not directly addressed in this study.

Instructional Settings

The previous section described the amount of time that programs scheduled classes.
Another issue worth examining is the instructional settings offered by programs,
including both the times of day when classes are available and the kinds of instructional
techniques or approaches that are provided.

On average, most adult education classes were conducted either during the
workday or in the evening. On average, 57 percent of the programs offered
instructional services during the day, 42 percent offered them during the evening,
and the remaining 2 percent offered them on weekends (see the AEPS database).

¢ Educational functioning level is determined by an intake assessment. There are four levels of ABE, two

for ASE, and six levels of ESL. Educational gain is determined by comparing the student’s initial
educational functioning level with the educational functioning level measured by the follow-up assessment
or post-test. To allow local programs to determine gain, the state must use the educational functioning
level definitions and correlate assessment scores to specific levels. It is important to note that if a student
is not post-tested, then no advancement can be determined for that student. The student must remain
in the same level as initially placed for NRS reporting (National Reporting System for Adult Education
2001).
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Previous research has shown that instructional techniques used in the classroom
are likely to influence learning, as adult learners need to be actively involved in the
learning process and be able to connect learning with their accumulated life
experiences and knowledge (Lieb 1991). These learners have diverse backgrounds
and are likely to attend adult education programs for a variety of reasons. Therefore,
programs need to be designed to accommodate the variety of needs adult learners
present. As shown in Figure 1.8, the Program Survey data showed that 46 percent of
programs reported using individualized instruction a great deal (defined as more
than 30 percent of total learner instruction time) and 43 percent of programs reported
using classroom style instruction a great deal. Thirty-nine percent of programs
reported using small group instruction within a classroom and 44 percent reported
using computer-assisted instruction for 10 to 30 percent of the instruction time.
One additional finding of interest was that the workplace setting, either real or
simulated, was the least reported learning environment, with 46 percent of programs
reporting it was not used at all.

Figure 1.8
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Providing Services to Populations with Special Needs

The AEPS collected data from programs about whether they provided instructional
services to a range of special populations including adults with mental, learning and
sensory disabilities, temporary assistance to needy family (TANF) recipients, displaced
homemakers, homeless or transient adults, migrant workers and refugees (see
Figure 1.9). Incarcerated adults, while distinct from these other groups, were also
included in the special populations listed in the program questionnaire and thus are
included in Figure 1.9.
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Figure 1.9

Services to special populations
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Additional data was collected about the methods used for screening adults for
sensory disabilities, learning disabilities and mental disabilities. Few programs
reported that they required screening for disabilities and, of those that did, even
fewer reported the use of cognitive instruments, clinical methods, or physical exams
as part of that screening. Programs indicated that adults with learning disabilities
were by far the largest served group with special needs: 89 percent of programs reported
that they provided services to this population. However, only 34 percent of programs
required screening for learning disabilities and, of these, 4 percent reported using
cognitive or clinical instruments while 62 percent relied on self-reports. Sixty-two
percent of programs reported that services were provided to adults with sensory
disabilities, with 18 percent of programs requiring screening but less than two percent
of programs using a physical exam as their screening method. Seventy-six percent
used self-reports to screen for sensory disabilities. Finally, 54 percent of programs
provided services to adults with mental disabilities or traumatic brain injuries. Twenty-
three percent of programs reported that they required screening and, of these only
two percent used a cognitive or clinical instrument while 68 percent used self reports
to screen for mental disabilities or traumatic brain injuries.

Despite the large number of programs that reported serving adults with learning
disabilities, very few programs either had instructors with special education
certification or required that training. Given the low percentage of programs that
reported using formal screening methods to identify learners with learning disabilities,
it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which adults in those programs had learning
disabilities as formally defined under federal legislation—and therefore required
instructors with specialized training—or had a variety of learning difficulties that
may or may not have required instructors with special education training. With that
caveat in mind, the data showed that consistently across ABE, ASE and ESL
instruction about 2 percent or fewer of programs required their full-time, part-time,
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or volunteer instructors to have special education certification (see Table 1.13). The
Program Survey also collected information about the credentials that instructors
had obtained (see Table 1.14). Looking at the credentials that were reported, part-
time instructors were most likely to have special education certification, with about
12 percent of ABE instructors, 8 percent of ASE instructors, and 5 percent of ESL
instructors reporting that credential. The percentage of full-time instructors certified
in special education ranged from just over 1 percent among ESL instructors to about
5 percent for ABE instructors. Two percent or fewer of volunteer instructors were
reported to have special education certification.

Programs that reported serving any of the special populations described above
were asked if instructional services were provided in special classes or if an inclusion
model was followed. Inclusion was defined in the program questionnaire as “providing
reasonable accommodation and assessments within regular classrooms for learners
with special needs.” For adults with learning disabilities, 80 percent of programs
reported that inclusion was the method they most often used (see the AEPS database).
Although this percentage was smaller for other groups of adults with special needs,
the percentage of programs that reported using inclusion still remained much larger
than those that reported using special classes.

Providing Services to Adults with English as a Second
Language

As noted in the General Introduction to this report, changes in national demographics
are affecting the education system in the United States as well as characteristics of
the labor market. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Hispanics represented the
largest ethnic group at 12.5 percent of the overall U.S. population and this group is
expected to grow to about 20 percent over the next 25 years. While Hispanic adults
represent the largest and fastest growing population of adult learners, they are not
the only immigrant group served by adult education programs. The Learner Survey
data, in fact, reveal that some 35 percent of ESL learners reported that they were not
of Latino or Hispanic origin (see the AEPS database). Regardless, immigrants are
expected to contribute significantly to the net growth of our population over the
next 25 years and especially to the U.S. workforce. As a result, there is a growing
need to provide immigrant adults with the necessary language and literacy tools for
active participation in our society (see Chapter 3 for the characteristics of adult learners
and Chapter 4 for more detailed characteristics of the Hispanic population).

ESL instruction exists to serve adults with limited English proficiency. As
previously noted, ESL represented the largest instructional category reported in the
Program Survey, with 43 percent of adult learners receiving ESL instruction (see
Table 1.2). According to the Learner Survey, 99 percent of ESL students were not
born in the United States and 65 percent of them were of Hispanic origin. Besides
ESL instruction, which specifically addresses learners with limited English language
skills, the data also showed that both ABE and ASE instruction was offered in other
languages to accommodate learners with limited English proficiency. Fourteen percent
of ABE classes were offered in Spanish with an additional 2 percent offered in other
languages. This percentage was slightly smaller for ASE classes, with 9 percent offered
in Spanish and one percent offered in other languages."”

7" Programs were asked to specify “other” languages. Responses, (some of which were not languages, perhaps

as a result of misunderstanding the question) included: Arabic, Chinese, Chinese Russia, Creole French,
Czech, deaf-hard of hearing, ESL, French, Haitian Creole, Japanese, Korean, Navajo, Polish, Vietnamese,
pre-ASE, and sign language.
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Program Staff Profile and Characteristics

Adult education programs are generally staffed by a combination of full-time, part-
time, and volunteer staff with various responsibilities in terms of administration,
support, counseling, and instruction. The data from the Program Survey provide a
description of the involvement of staff members in adult education programs,
including the educational backgrounds and credentials of those in the teaching force
and their level of experience in the programs in which they worked.

Full-time employees, or those who work 35 or more hours per week, represented
17 percent of staft members (see Table 1.11).® On average the distribution of these
employees was very skewed with an average of seven but a median of three full-time
staff members per program. Only 10 percent of programs reported having 12 or
more full-time staff members. Close to 60 percent of all full-time staff worked in
LEAs. In comparison, only about 13 percent and 16 percent of full-time workers
were employed by CBOs and community colleges respectively, and less than 10 percent
of full-time employees worked in correctional institutions (see first chart in

Figure 1.10).

The second type of staff members, those that work in adult education programs
on a part-time basis, represented 39 percent of the workforce (see Table 1.11). These
values were also unevenly distributed with an average of 19 and a median of 8 part-
time staff members across programs. However, the largest 10 percent of programs
reported having at least 37 part-time staff members. Like full-time staff, part-time
paid staff members were also concentrated in LEAs, where about 60 percent of them
were employed. The percentage of part-time staff working in CBOs was just over
eight percent and was about three times higher (26 percent) in community colleges.
Only 1 percent of part-time employees worked in correctional institutions (see first

chart in Figure 1.10).

The third type of staff members are volunteers, who accounted for 43 percent
of the work force in adult education programs (see Table 1.11). On average there
were 21 volunteers working as staff members per program, but again these results
came from skewed distributions. Large numbers of volunteers were concentrated in
a few programs, with half of the programs having up to two volunteers and 10 percent
relying on 50 or more volunteers to provide services. The distribution of volunteer
staff was different than that of paid staft members, with volunteers concentrated in
CBOs where 62 percent of them worked. Only about 23 percent of volunteer staff
members worked in LEAs and about 11 percent of volunteers worked in community

colleges (see first chart in Figure 1.10).

8 Percentages based on the total number of staff in the program as reported in the Program Survey.
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Figure 1.10

Distribution of staff members within types of employees and within providers
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Part-time paid employees and volunteers were approximately equally distributed
in overall percentage (around 40 percent each) and in mean number of staff (around
20 each). However, as the number of staff members is associated with the size of the
programs, these distributions were highly skewed. Median values showed that, overall,
programs had three full-time paid employees, eight part-time paid employees, and
two volunteers. On average, smaller programs had more paid part-time staff members
than volunteers, while the opposite was true for larger programs.

Distribution of Staff within Types of Providers

The distribution of staff members can also be looked at another way, based on their
distribution within types of providers (see second panel of Figure 1.10). In LEAs,
the majority of employees (55 percent) were part-time paid staff with additional
staff about evenly split between full-time employees (23 percent) and volunteers (22
percent). This pattern was most similar to the distribution of employees in community
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colleges where 57 percent were part-time staff while 16 percent were full-time and
27 percent were volunteers. In contrast, CBOs were largely staffed by volunteers,
with 83 percent of their staff falling into that category. Only about 7 percent of staff
in CBOs were full-time and just over 10 percent were part-time. Correctional
institutions had by far the largest percentage of full-time paid staft, at 59 percent.
About 14 percent of their employees were part-time paid staff and, similar to LEAs
and CBOs, about 26 percent of their staff were volunteers.

These uneven distributions of types of employees are also associated with the
size of programs. For example, the largest 10 percent of CBO programs, (i.e., 90th
percentile) had at least 8 full-time employees, 15 part-time staff, and 196 volunteer
staff. This is in contrast to the finding that the largest 10 percent of programs in
correctional institutions had at least 101 full-time staff, 24 part-time staff and 10
volunteer staff (see Table 1.15).

Roles, Experience, and Credentials of Adult
Education Staff

The distributions of staff members across various tasks such as administration or
instruction were by no means consistent or symmetric, as shown in Figure 1.11 and
Table 1.11. Across programs, administrative and clerical tasks were largely managed
by full- and part-time paid staff. On the other hand, instruction was delivered mainly
by part-time staff members while volunteers represented the main group for
instructional aides. Volunteers also showed a strong participation in instruction.
Seventy percent of volunteers who worked as instructors were in programs that
reported using individualized instruction to a great deal (more than 30 percent of
total learner instructional time) while approximately half were in programs that
reported not using classroom style instruction. These findings suggest that while
volunteers were widely used as instructors, many provided one-on-one tutoring as
opposed to classroom based instruction (see the AEPS database).

Figure 1.11

A profile of staff in adult education programs: full-time paid,
part-time paid and volunteer
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Professional experience was another variable investigated in the program
questionnaire. Data showed that adult education programs had full-time instructors
who were, in general, quite experienced in the programs in which they worked. Thirty-
one percent of programs reported that they had full-time instructors who had been
teaching in the program for 4 to 10 years, and 33 percent of programs reported
having instructors who had been teaching for 10 years or more (see Table 1.12).
Seventy-two percent of programs reported that none of their full-time instructors
had been teaching in their program for less than one year. Consistently, part-time
instructors were also quite experienced in the programs where they worked, with 58
percent of programs reporting that they had part-time instructors with 4 to 10 years
of experience and 47 percent of programs reporting that some instructors had been
teaching in the program for more than 10 years (see Table 1.12). In contrast, volunteers
tended to be less experienced. Thirty-one percent of programs reported having
volunteer instructors who had been teaching in their program for one year or less
and only 12 percent reported having volunteer instructors who had been teaching in

their program for 10 years or more (see Table 1.12).

The turnover rate for full-time instructors was relatively low as 70 percent of
programs reported that none of their full-time paid instructional staff left permanently
during that program year. This was compared with 50 percent of programs that
reported that none of their part-time staff had left permanently and 55 percent that
reported a similar finding for volunteers.

Programs were also asked whether they had minimum educational requirements
for instructional staff. Seventy-six percent of programs had such requirements for
tull-time instructors and 89 percent had minimum educational requirements for part-
time instructors.'” In both cases the most commonly reported educational requirement
was a BA/BS degree followed by a K-12 certification. Among full-time staff, 54
percent of ABE instructors, 46 percent of ASE instructors, and 36 percent of ESL
instructors were required to hold a BA/BS degree. K-12 certification was a
requirement for 19 percent of full-time ABE instructors, 18 percent of full-time
ASE instructors, and 12 percent of full-time ESL instructors (see Table 1.13). Among
part-time staff members, a BA/BS degree was required for 66 percent of ABE
instructors, 59 percent of ASE instructors, and 54 percent of ESL instructors (see
Table 1.13). Minimum educational requirements were also reported for volunteer
staff in 40 percent of programs. In this case, the most commonly reported educational
requirement was a high school diploma or equivalent—a requirement for 30 percent
of volunteer ABE instructors, 21 percent of volunteer ASE instructors and 22 percent
of volunteer ESL instructors (see Table 1.13).%°

In addition to minimum educational requirements, programs reported on
specific credentials obtained by their instructors. The most commonly reported
credential for full-time instructors was K-12 certification, obtained by 28 percent of
full-time instructors in programs that offered ABE instruction. The second most
common type was adult education certification, obtained by around 13 and 10 percent
of ABE and ASE full-time instructors respectively. Special education certification
was obtained by less than 5 percent of full-time instructors. Unique to programs that
offered ESL instruction, 5 percent of full-time paid instructors obtained the TESOL

¥ Twenty-one percent of programs did not provide information about full-time instructors and 7 percent

did not provide information about part-time instructors.

2 Twenty-one percent of programs did not provide this information.
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(Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages) certification. Table 1.14 also
shows certification credentials for part-time and volunteer instructors. Programs
reported that between 42 and 49 percent of the ASE and ABE part-time instructors
and 36 percent of ESL instructors had obtained K-12 certification. In contrast,
programs reported that between 33 percent of their part-time instructors in ESL
classes and 41 percent of those in ABE classes had not obtained adult education
certification. Interestingly, programs also reported that the TESOL certification was
obtained by an average of 12 percent of part-time instructors in ESL classes—more
than twice the average percentage of full-time staff. In general, the pattern of
certification for volunteer staff was not as clear as that for full- and part-time
instructors. This was, in part, an artifact of the way the question regarding staff
certification was presented in the Program Survey. A “not applicable” option was
not included in the question and thus, where responses were not provided, it was
difficult to ascertain whether this was missing data or, indeed, not applicable for a
particular program. By cross checking responses to the certification questions with
other responses in the questionnaire it seemed that, of the three staff categories,
volunteers were more likely to be “not applicable” and information about their
certification was less likely to be reported than the certification of full-time and
part-time instructors.

Role and Uses of Assessment

Consistent with other segments of education, regular assessment of learner skills
using valid instruments is a growing responsibility in all adult education programs.
During the period of time addressed in this survey, the 2001-2002 program year, the
National Reporting System (NRS)—the system through which all federally supported
adult education programs report their annual program data—required that programs
assess learners and report progress. However, the NRS did not mandate what
particular tests should be used. This is in contrast to current practice where the NRS
requires states to use one or more assessments that have been determined to be valid
and reliable measures.

In the 2001-2002 program year, programs could choose from a variety of
published assessments to meet both reporting requirements and their own local
program objectives The most commonly reported assessment for learners in ABE
and ASE instructional programs was the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE),
with the Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS) a distant
second. For learners in ESL programs, the Basic English Skills Test (BEST), a test
specifically designed to assess the oral English and literacy skills of non-native speakers
of English, was the most commonly reported measure. As assessment practice has
evolved since the time of the AEPS survey, states are presently required to develop
and implement policies that guide local programs to use state approved assessments
and to administer pre- and post-tests in accordance with the test publishers’ guidelines.

In addition to reporting the initial score (i.e., score from the pretest measure)
for enrolled learners, the NRS also requires programs to report post-test scores for
learners in order to assess educational gain. It does not, however, mandate the number
of instructional hours between the pre- and post-test. The Program Survey asked
administrators to specify the average number of classroom instruction hours that
learners received between pre- and post-testing. Most programs reported 30 to 50
hours of instruction between the administration of the pre- and post-test. This
category was specified for 40 percent of ABE instructional programs and 30 percent
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of ASE and ESL programs. The second most common response was 51 to 80 hours,
which was reported for 24 percent of ABE, 18 percent of ASE, and 20 percent of
ESL instructional programs (see Figure 1.12).

Figure 1.12

Average number of hours of classroom instruction that learners receive between
pre-testing and post-testing as reported to the NRS
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The NRS is not the only driving force behind the use of assessments in
programs. Assessments are useful tools for placing learners in appropriate instructional
levels, screening for learning and other disabilities, guiding instruction, and monitoring
learners’ progress. Standardized assessments were widely used among adult education
programs, with 85 percent of programs reporting that these were used in some form.
Of these programs, 86 percent used standardized assessments for placement, 84
percent to monitor learner improvement, 65 percent to adapt instruction, and 39
percent to screen learners. Programs reported that the most commonly used
assessments for these purposes were: the TABE (for both ABE and ASE learners),
Practice GED (for both ABE and ASE learners), CASAS (for ABE, ASE, and ESL
learners), BEST (for ESL learners), and informal inventories and teacher-made tests

(for ABE, ASE, and ESL learners) (see the AEPS database).

Assessments are also used to provide learners with feedback about their
performance. Eighty-three percent of the programs reported requiring that learners
receive some type of feedback about test results. Feedback was most often provided
through an interview with the teacher or counselor, a practice followed by 83 percent
of programs. Fifty-two percent of programs provided learners with their standardized
test scores and 59 percent used other informal methods for providing feedback. The
least used form of feedback was providing learners with a written report, utilized by
only 22 percent of the programs (see the AEPS database).

Another important use of assessments in adult education programs involves
the identification of special needs populations. One-third of the programs reported
that they screened learners for learning disabilities and one-fifth reported screening
for sensory and mental disabilities. To identify students with special needs, most
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programs relied on self-reported information. Sixty-two percent of programs relied
on self-reported information for identifying learners with learning disabilities and
76 percent of programs relied on this type of information to identify learners with
sensory disabilities. Programs also reported that they had places to refer learners

with disabilities, with 68 percent of the programs reporting that they felt such resources
were available (see the AEPS database).

Uses of Technology

Technology has become an integral part of our daily lives and of our educational
systems. Consequently, it is an important component in both educational and
professional training. Despite the low expenditures reported for instructional
technology and technology support (see Table 1.4), it appears that the use of
technology in adult education is commonplace. This includes the use of audiovisual
equipment, the use of computers for running educational software, and use of the
Internet for both information retrieval and distance education.

Overall, 80 percent of programs reported that adult learners used computers
for instructional activities. Learners also used computers for Internet related activities
(e.g., email and web searches) in 73 percent of programs, for administrative activities
(e.g., letter/report writing) in 40 percent of programs and for assessment activities
(e.g., testing, advising, and placement) in 50 percent of programs. Computers were
also widely used by instructional and administrative staff, particularly for
administrative and Internet related activities. On average, programs reported that
about half of adult learners in ABE and ASE classes used computers during
instruction, while the percentage was 33 percent for ESL learners (see the AEPS
database).

Adult education programs also reported the use of other educational
technologies, such as video series and instructional software targeted at specific adult
learner populations as well as online learning. The following data summarize how
these technologies were being used (see the AEPS database).

o Approximately two-thirds of programs reported using some video series

such as “GED on TV,” “Workplace Essentials,” and “Crossroads Café.”

o At least three quarters of the programs reported using software designed
for adult reading instruction, math instruction, and GED preparation.

o Slightly more than one quarter of the programs reported that learners took
advantage of online learning opportunities at the program site (versus off-
site, where learners would need independent access to a computer and
Internet connection).

o Over one-tenth of the programs reported the use of broadcast/cable or
satellite television at the program site.

The data show that the monitoring and administrative decisions related to the
use of technology in adult programs are made at the local level. Purchases of equipment
and software were primarily a decision for the program director (in 88 percent of the
programs) in combination with instructors (in 74 percent of programs) and a
technology specialist or coordinator (in 55 percent of the programs).
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As technology is a constantly changing aspect of education, programs were
also planning for the future. Forty-three percent of the programs reported having a
tormal technology plan, with over 80 percent of these programs including aspects
related to the evaluation and purchase of hardware and software, integration of
technology into instructional programs, staff training, and maintenance and upgrade
of systems into their formal plans (see the AEPS database).” Programs reported
that their current technology (i.e., hardware and software) was in general meeting
the needs and priorities of instructional and administrative staff, more so than the
needs of learners. While 22 percent of programs reported that their current technology
did not meet the present needs of learners, only eight percent did so for their
administrative staff. Despite this finding, at least three quarters of the programs
recognized that their hardware and software would need upgrading in the next three
years in order to continue meeting their needs. Financial resources, followed by the
integration of technology into instruction were specified as the most important factors
in the expansion of computer technology for over a third of the programs.

These data indicated that there is no institutional digital divide in adult
education as it appears that adult education programs have the computers, audiovisual
equipment, and Internet connectivity necessary to allow learners to benefit from
these technologies. However, what was unclear from the data was the amount and
quality of access that learners had, particularly to computers. Some important
questions for future exploration include: Does each learner have access to a computer
during every class session when necessary? Can learners access a computer for
educational purposes during nonclass times? What level of support is available to
learners who have questions about computer use?

The answers to such questions are important as there is little doubt that
technology will continue to evolve and become more integrated with all aspects of
our life. The Partnership for 21* Century Skills (2003) noted in a recent report that
the integration of technology skills with traditional cognitive skills is of growing
importance in a variety of contexts, including schools, workplaces, and communities.
As this digital transformation continues, it is likely that the development of skills
and knowledge associated with technology use will affect us in much the same way
that print literacy affects the development of cognitive skills. Therefore, it is important
that participants in adult education programs receive appropriate education in this
area.

21 A formal technology plan is a written document outlining the plans for procurement and use of technology

within a program.
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Geographic Distribution of Adult Education
Programs

The data so far in this report have been examined from a national perspective.
However, there is certainly variation across the country in terms of program structure
and characteristics. The AEPS data were not collected in a way that allows reporting
at the state level; however they can be aggregated at the regional level. The Office
for Vocational and Adult Education specifies four geographic regions for adult
education programs. Each region includes the states presented below.

1. The Eastern region includes the states of Connecticut, Delaware, District
of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

2. The Southern region includes the states of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia.

3. The Midwestern region includes the states of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South
Dakota, and Wisconsin.

4. The Western region includes the states of Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,
Wiashington, and Wyoming.

Looking at the data by region is useful because it reveals some of the variability
that exists across the country. However, it is critical to recognize that the data reported
by region do not represent every state in a given region. In fact, for two regions in
particular—the Southern and Western regions—one or two states drive the data
because they represent the overwhelming majority of programs offered. For example,
while the South as a whole included close to 40 percent of participants in adult
education, approximately 37 percent of those participants were in programs in the
state of Florida. In the West, 72 percent of participants from that region were in
programs in the state of California. Thus, what is reported for the Western region is
highly influenced by California—which includes about two-thirds of the adult
education participants in the region and around 20 percent of participants in the
country—and may not represent programs in states such as Montana or Wyoming
which have less than one percent of the adult education participants in the region.

With this caveat in mind, this section will focus on describing the characteristics
of adult education programs in each of the four regions using data from the Program
Survey. Chapter 3 will describe the characteristics of the adult learners who
participated in programs in each of the four regions, as reported in the Learner
Survey.?? For each geographical region, Table 1.16 shows the data for a series of
variables related to adult education programs. As shown, the distributions of these
adult program characteristics were not consistent across regions.

2 See Table 2.17 and Table 2.18 for geographical data about the adult learners.
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Across regions, differences were also found in terms of program providers.
LEAs were the largest provider of adult education programs in the Southern (40
percent) and Midwestern (31 percent) regions. The Eastern region included almost
half of the CBO programs whereas two thirds of community college programs were
in the Southern and Western regions. Almost two-thirds of the adult education
programs that were offered by correctional institutions were in the Eastern and
Southern regions.

Regions also differed in terms of participation in different types of instructional
programs. Approximately half the participants in adult education programs in the
Eastern, Southern and Midwestern regions attended ABE classes, while only 23
percent did so in the Western region. In contrast, 62 percent of participants in the
Western region attended ESL classes. This is most likely a direct consequence of the
large percentage of immigration in this region—72 percent of adult education
participants in the Western region were non-native and 53 percent had Spanish as
their mother tongue (see Table 2.17 for data). As a result, the Western region also
offered 23 percent of ABE and 15 percent of ASE classes in Spanish. In comparison,
the percentages of classes offered in Spanish in the other three regions of the country
ranged from 9 to 15 percent for ABE classes and 6 to 10 percent for ASE classes.

There were only small differences in the distribution of staff across regions.
Around one-third of full-time staff members were in the Midwestern region, one-
third of part-time staff members were in the Southern region, and almost two-thirds
of the volunteer staff were divided between the Eastern and the Midwestern regions.

A Profile of Adult Education Providers

The previous sections of this chapter identified a sector of education with high
variability in program characteristics such as size, budget, expenditures, types of staff
members, and the uses of assessments. Although these aspects were examined
individually, this section will examine how they are related within each of the four
types of providers, namely LEAs, CBOs, community colleges, and correctional
institutions (see Table 1.17 and the AEPS database).

Local Education Agencies (LEA)

LEAs represented the largest provider of adult education programs in the United
States. They were responsible for offering 54 percent of the adult education programs
and these programs were offered in 54 percent of the sites. LEAs were responsible
for 58 percent of the overall budget of adult programs across the United States.
These providers served 60 percent of all adult learners: 36 percent of learners that
attended ABE classes; 20 percent of learners that attended ASE classes; and 44 percent
of learners that attended ESL classes. Although these programs were offered in a
variety of places, the two most commonly reported sites where services were provided

by LEAs included public schools and adult learning centers.

LEA programs that offered ABE instruction were held for an average of 42
weeks a year, four weeks longer than ASE and eight weeks longer than ESL
instruction. This was less intense than most of the programs offered by other provider
types. An average of 54 percent of LEA programs were offered during the work day
and 45 percent were available during the evening. During the program year 2001—
2002, an average of 34 percent of learners in LEA programs completed a level and
22 percent proceeded to complete an educational level and advance one or more
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levels. On the other hand, 30 percent remained within their current level, and
28 percent of learners left the program before completing a level.

Forty-two percent of adult education staft worked in LEA programs. Part-
time employees represented over half of their staff, of which three quarters worked
primarily as instructors. Administrative positions were occupied mostly by a
combination of full- and part-time staff, while among instructors, 51 percent were
full-time, 75 percent were part-time, and 27 percent were volunteer staff. Two-thirds
of the volunteer staff members in LEA programs were involved as instructional aides
or support staff. Seventy-six percent of programs reported minimum educational
requirements for full-time staff and 94 percent of programs did so for part-time
staff. Only 33 percent of LEA programs had minimum requirements for volunteers.

Standardized assessments were widely used in 84 percent of LEA programs,
particularly to monitor learning improvement and placement. Seventy-two percent
of programs required that feedback regarding assessment results be provided to
learners, most commonly through an interview with the teacher or counselor.
Standardized assessments were also a requirement for testing ESL students in

64 percent of the LEA programs.

Community-Based Organizations (CBO)

CBOs represented the second largest provider of adult education programs when
the number of programs is used as a reference. CBOs provided 24 percent of the
programs offered, with these offered in 26 percent of all sites. However, despite this
large number of programs, CBOs served only eight percent of all adult learners, with
only correctional institutions serving a smaller population. Of the learners served by
CBOs, 35 percent received ABE instruction, 11 percent received ASE, and 55 percent
received ESL instruction. The most commonly reported sites for services provided
by CBOs were adult learning centers and community centers. These programs
accounted for 12 percent of the overall budget of adult education programs.

CBO programs that offered ABE instruction were held for an average of
44 weeks a year, which is similar to the intensity for other providers. On the other
hand, ASE instruction was offered for 30 weeks which was more than 10 weeks
shorter than for other providers. On average, 60 percent of CBO programs were
offered during the work day and 38 percent on evenings. During the program year
2001-2002, on average, 28 percent of learners in these programs completed a level
and only 16 percent completed a level and advanced one or more levels. In contrast,
40 percent remained within their current level and 32 percent of learners left the
program before the completion of the level. While, on average, 75 percent of CBO
programs were open enrollment—a percentage that is not as high as that reported
for LEAs or programs provided by correctional institutions—63 percent of CBO
programs reported that this method was used for all of their instructional services—
a percentage that was higher than that reported for LEA and correctional institution
programs.

Thirty-two percent of the staff in adult education programs worked in CBOs.
The majority of staff members (83 percent) were volunteers, with three-quarters
working as instructors. Fifty-one percent of CBO programs had minimum educational
requirements for volunteer workers. The percentages of programs having minimum




Chapter 1

requirements for full- and part-time staff were 69 and 77 percent respectively.

Standardized assessments were widely used in approximately 80 percent of the
programs mainly to monitor learning improvement and make placement decisions.
Seventy-one percent of programs reported that they provided feedback to learners,
most commonly through an interview with the teacher or counselor. Standardized
assessments were also required for testing ESL students in 54 percent of the CBO
programs, a lower use than in LEAs and community colleges.

Community Colleges

Community college programs comprised 17 percent of the programs offered, with
these offered in 21 percent of all sites. Community colleges served 27 percent of
adult learners, three times more than the percentage of learners served by CBOs,
while they offered one-third fewer programs than CBOs. Of the learners attending
adult education programs offered through community colleges, 42 percent were in
ABE classes, 17 percent were in ASE classes, and 42 percent were in ESL classes.
Over 85 percent of programs reported that they offered some services at community
colleges while over 50 percent reported that they also offered services at public schools
and adult correctional facilities.

Across providers, the programs offered by community colleges were among
the most intense with ASE and ESL instruction at 43 and 39 weeks a year respectively
and ABE instruction at 44 weeks a year. On average, 57 percent of these programs
were offered during the work day and 41 percent in the evening. During the 2001-
2002 program year, on average, 37 percent of learners in community college programs
completed an educational level and 22 percent completed a level and advanced one
or more levels. However, 34 percent remained within the current level and 23 percent
of learners left the program before completing a level. Although open enrollment
programs were most common, being used, on average, by 72 percent of programs,
managed enrollment was also used, on average, by 28 percent of programs. Community
colleges were responsible for 19 percent of the workforce-related adult education
programs.

The majority of workers in community college programs were part-time staff,
with 81 percent working as instructors. Of the 27 percent who were volunteers, 62
percent worked as instructional aides or support staff. Minimum educational
requirements existed for volunteers in only 42 percent of the programs, while they
existed in 86 percent of the programs for full-time staff and in 95 percent of the
programs for part-time staff.

Although more widely used than in LEAs and CBOs, 91 percent of the
community college programs reported that they used standardized assessments for
the same reasons as the other providers: most commonly for monitoring learning
improvement and making placement decisions. Seventy-seven percent of community
college programs provided feedback to learners, most commonly through an interview
with a teacher or counselor. Community colleges required the use of standardized
testing for ESL students in three-quarters of their programs, more so than other
types of providers.

49



Adult Education in America: A First Look at Results from the Adult Education Program and Learner Surveys

50

Correctional Institutions

Correctional institutions represented the smallest provider of adult education services.
These programs possess some unique characteristics and address a population of
learners under quite different circumstances, which in many cases puts them into a
category of their own. Correctional institutions offered 2 percent of adult education
programs, with these offered in less than 2 percent of all sites. Correctional institutions
served 3 percent of adult learners, of which 51 percent were ABE learners, 18 percent
were ASE learners, and 31 percent were ESL learners. Ninety-seven percent of these
programs were offered in correctional institutions. These programs accounted for 9
percent of the overall budget of adult programs.

Correctional institutions offered programs that ran on average for 49, 43, and
32 weeks for the ABE, ASE, and ESL classes respectively. On average, around three-
quarters of these programs offered services during the day with only 24 percent
offering them on evenings. Some 35 percent of learners completed a level and 29
percent completed a level and advanced one or more levels. Open enrollment was
widely used in an average of 85 percent of the programs. This method was used by
all instructional services in 76 percent of programs—more than for any other provider
type. Although the 35 percent success rate of completing a level was similar to the
other providers, the attrition rates in these programs were lower than for the other
providers at 17 percent. The unique characteristics of these learners and programs
should be considered when interpreting these findings.

Correctional institutions accounted for only 3 percent of the staff in adult
education programs. They were the only provider where the majority of employees
were full-time paid staff, with three-quarters of them working as instructors. Volunteer
staff worked mainly as instructional aides or support staff. Minimum educational
requirements existed for over 80 percent of the full- and part-time staff, while they
existed for only 31 percent of volunteer staff.

Similar to community colleges, 92 percent of the correctional institutions
reported that they used standardized assessments for the same reasons as the other
providers: particularly for monitoring learning improvement and making placement
decisions. Seventy-seven percent of the programs provided feedback to learners, most
commonly through an interview with the teacher or counselor. Correctional
institutions required the use of standardized testing for ESL students for only a
third of their learners—a much lower percentage than any other provider.

Final Remarks

Adult education programs include a wide range of services designed to offer adults
instruction in basic education, literacy and English language skills. As the AEPS
data show, these services were offered under a range of conditions as programs varied
widely in basic characteristics such as size, number of participants, and budget as
well as in staff characteristics and teaching environments. While 54 percent of the
programs were offered by LEAs, community colleges, CBOs and correctional
institutions were also essential service providers within adult education.

It is reasonable to assume that a variety of factors, from demands in the
workplace to social or personal needs, prompt adults to seek out and attend adult
education programs. The three types of instruction—ABE, ASE and ESL—are
designed to address this range of needs. The data showed that 40 percent of the
adult learner population attended ABE classes to develop basic skills, while 20 percent
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of adult learners attended ASE classes that offered GED or adult high school
credentials. A special segment of the adult education population in the United States
is composed of immigrants or adults who do not speak English at a level that allows
them to fully participate in today’s society. ESL classes served these learners and
represented the remaining 40 percent of the adult learner population. The majority
of programs also served other populations with special needs (e.g., those with learning,
sensory or mental disabilities) or adults in need of temporary assistance (i.e., displaced
and migrant families, homemakers, homeless adults and adults who are incarcerated).

Learning conditions and structural characteristics were found to vary among
programs. Federal and state governments were the primary sources of funding but
assistance from local governments, foundations and civic domains also contributed
to programs’ ability to offer services, with community organizations highly involved
in various aspects of these services. Over 40 percent of programs reported that
individual and classroom style instruction were widely offered, with computer-based
and small group instruction also used in many programs.

Instructional staff represented the largest expenditure across providers. However,
the characteristics of the workforce were not uniform, with programs depending a
great deal on volunteers to provide instructional services, particularly one-on-one
instruction. The majority of full- and part-time staff members worked for LEAs
while the majority of volunteers worked in CBOs.

The Program Survey results as presented in Part I of this report are valuable
for understanding characteristics of adult education programs in the United States.
Part IT of this report complements these findings with data from the Learner Survey
which characterizes adult education learners. Together, these two parts of the AEPS
offer a rich and comprehensive description of adult education programs and learners.
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PART 11

The Learner Survey

A Description of the Learner Survey

Defining and Measuring Literacy and Numeracy

The concept of literacy as the application and use of written information has
dominated recent educational studies including the International Adult Literacy
Survey (IALS), the Adult Literacy and Life Skills Survey (ALL), the Programme
for International Student Assessment (PISA), and the Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS). For the purposes of a number of national and
international surveys, including the National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS), IALS
and ALL, literacy has been defined as “using printed and written information to
function in society, to achieve one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and

potential” (OECD and Statistics Canada 2005, 280).

The AEPS instruments and methodology were based on the same theoretical
framework that guided the development of the ALL instruments to measure the
skills of adults in the domains of prose literacy, document literacy, and numeracy
(OECD and Statistics Canada 2005).2 Thus, the AEPS shares the definition of
literacy used in the ALL, as well as the definitions of the three assessment domains,
as provided below.

Prose literacy is defined as the knowledge and skills needed to understand and
use information from texts that include editorials, news stories, brochures, poems,
fictional works, and instruction manuals. For example, prose literacy tasks may require
learners to find a piece of information in a newspaper article, interpret instructions
from a warranty, infer a theme from a poem, or contrast views expressed in an editorial.
Prose tasks focus on continuous texts that are formed of sentences organized into
paragraphs. As a result, syntax and grammar play an important role in prose literacy.

% The full frameworks for prose literacy, document literacy, and numeracy are included in Appendix A in

OECD and Statistics Canada (2005).
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Document literacy is defined as the knowledge and skills required to locate
and use information contained in non-continuous texts, or formats that include tables,
charts, forms, and maps. For example, tasks to assess document literacy may require
learners to locate a particular intersection on a street map, use a schedule to choose
an appropriate bus, or enter information on an application form. Because documents
are organized differently than prose materials, different strategies are required to
enter and extract information from them.

Numeracy is defined as the knowledge and skills required to effectively manage
and respond to the mathematical demands of diverse situations. These tasks cover a
wide range of mathematical skills and include applying number sense, estimation
skills, measurement and statistical literacy to real-life tasks.*

These three domains are represented through three proficiency scales, with
each defined to range along a continuum from 0 to 500 points. Each score point
represents “the point at which a person has an 80 percent chance of successfully
completing tasks that are associated with a similar level of difficulty” (OECD and
Statistics Canada 2005, 16). These common measures and scales make it possible to
compare the skill levels of participants across adult education programs, a task that
had not been feasible prior to the implementation of AEPS.

The Learner Survey assessed the skills of participants in the prose literacy,
document literacy, and numeracy domains using items based on real-life materials
that were taken from newspapers, brochures, magazines, and similar everyday sources.
The items were presented in an open-response format; that is, rather than respond
to multiple-choice questions, participants were asked to respond to questions by
writing brief responses, completing portions of an order form, circling numbers in a
table, and so forth. More detailed information about the design of the assessment
instrument can be found in Appendix A4.

In addition to the assessment instruments, all participants in the Learner Survey
completed an extensive background questionnaire. The questionnaire (a copy of which
can be found in Appendix A3) was designed to collect demographic and background

information and was organized into the following four sections.

2+ The concept of numeracy examined in AEPS is broader than the concept of quantitative literacy previously

assessed by IALS and defined as “the knowledge and skills needed to apply arithmetic operations either
alone or sequentially, using numbers embedded in printed materials”(OECD and Statistics Canada

2005, 310).
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o A general and language background section asked participants for general
information, such as their date and place of birth as well as information
about their language usage and fluency.

o An educational background and experiences section asked participants about
their completed level of schooling, any reading and math difficulties that
they encountered in school, adult education classes they had taken, any
physical or learning disabilities, and self-assessed health and well-being.

o Alabor force participation and other activities section asked participants about
their employment status, employer, type of job, activities outside of work
or school, types of materials read, and frequency and purposes of computer
use.

o A demographic information section asked participants about their parents’
or guardians’ education, their gender, race/ethnicity, and income, and about
the number of people in their household.

Reporting Results

The three proficiency scales—prose literacy, document literacy, and numeracy—are
divided into five skill levels along the 500-point scale that reflect the progression of
skills and strategies required to successfully complete tasks at each level. These levels
were determined, not as a result of any statistical properties of the scales, but rather
based on research that identified points along the scales where processing demands
shifted in identifiable ways (Kirsch 2001). The levels are in ascending order with
Level 1 representing the least demanding tasks and Level 5 the most demanding
tasks. Table I.1 characterizes the underlying information-processing skills associated
with tasks in each level for the three proficiency scales.
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Description of the prose literacy, document literacy, and numeracy levels

Levels

Prose literacy

Document literacy

Numeracy

Level 1
(0 to 225)

Most of the tasks in this level require the
respondent to read a 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.

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

Tasks in this level require the respondent to
show an understanding of basic numerical
ideas by completing simple tasks in
concrete, familiar contexts where the
mathematical content is explicit with little
text. Tasks consist of simple, one-step
operations such as counting, sorting dates,
performing simple arithmetic operations or
understanding common and simple percents
such as 50 percent.

Level 2
(226 to 275)

Some tasks in this level require respondents
to locate a single piece of information in the
text; however, several distractors or plausible
but incorrect pieces of information may be
present, or low-level inferences may be
required. Other tasks require the respondent
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 are more varied than those
in Level 1. Some require the respondents 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
respondent to cycle through information in
adocument or to integrate information from
various parts of a document.

Tasks in this level are fairly simple and relate
to identifying and understanding basic
mathematical concepts embedded in a range
of familiar contexts where the mathematical
content is quite explicit and visual with few
distractors. Tasks tend to include one-step
or two-step processes and estimations
involving whole numbers, benchmark
percents and fractions, interpreting simple
graphical or spatial representations, and
performing simple measurements.

Level 3
(276 to 325)

Tasks in this level tend to require
respondents 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
respondents to integrate information from
dense or lengthy text that contains no
organizational aids such as headings.
Respondents may also be asked to generate
a response based on information that can
be easily identified in the text. Distracting
information is present, but is not located near
the correct information.

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

Tasks in this level require the respondent to
demonstrate understanding of mathematical
information represented in a range of
different forms, such as in numbers,
symbols, maps, graphs, texts, and drawings.
Skills required involve number and spatial
sense, knowledge of mathematical patterns
and relationships and the ability to interpret
proportions, data and statistics embedded
in relatively simple texts where there may
be distractors. Tasks commonly involve
undertaking a number of processes to solve
problems.

Level 4
(326 to 375)

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

Tasks in this level, like those at the previous
levels, ask respondents to perform multiple-
feature matches, cycle through documents,
and integrate information; however, they
require a greater degree of inferencing. Many
of these tasks require respondents 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 respondent.

Tasks at this level require respondents to
understand a broad range of mathematical
information of a more abstract nature
represented in diverse ways, including in
texts of increasing complexity or in
unfamiliar contexts. These tasks involve
undertaking multiple steps to find solutions
to problems and require more complex
reasoning and interpretation skills, including
comprehending and working with
proportions and formulas or offering
explanations for answers.

Level 5
(376 to 500)

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

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

Tasks in this level require respondents to
understand complex representations and
abstract and formal mathematical and
statistical ideas, possibly embedded in
complex texts. Respondents may have to
integrate multiple types of mathematical
information, draw inferences, or generate
mathematical justification for answers.

Source: OECD and Statistics Canada. “Learning a Living: First Results of the Adult Literacy and Life Skills Survey.” Paris, France and Ottawa,
Ontario, Canada: OECD and Statistics Canada, 2005
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Conducting the Survey

The Learner Survey was based on a nationally representative sample of participants
enrolled in federally funded adult education programs. Samphng procedures ensured
that these results represented adult learners nationwide, giving policy makers,
practitioners, and researchers a powerful set of data related to the skill levels of
participants in adult education.

Data collection for the survey took place from March through June of 2003.
More than 200 trained exercise administrators visited adult education classes to select
and interview participants. Over 6,100 adult learners enrolled in 1,200 programs
throughout the country participated in the survey. Participants ranged in age from
16 to 65 and were paid $35 upon completion of the assessment. The testing population
varied in race and ethnicity and included both native and non-native learners,
individuals with varying levels of English proficiency, and those with a range of
educational backgrounds from no schooling to beyond high school. The demographic
characteristics of the adults who participated in the Learner Survey are presented in
Table II.2, with additional information presented in Appendix A4.

Table 11.2

Demographic Characteristics of the AEPS Population

AEPS Population

National Percentage of
population national population
Total 2,429,531 100
Sex
Male 1,137,353 47
Female 1,291,601 53
Age
16 to 25 920,111 38
2610 35 606,337 25
3610 45 470,055 19
46 1o 55 270,081 11
56 to 65 104,955 4
>65 54,027 2
Born in US
Yes 1,389,754 57
No 1,036,756 43
Ethnicity
Hispanic 852,474 35
Non-Hispanic 1,577,057 65
Program
Adult Basic Education 1,033,454 42
Adult Secondary Education 505,290 21
English as a Second Language 890,336 37
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Organization of Part 1l

The results of the Learner Survey are presented in Chapter 2 of this report. The
literacy and numeracy skills of adult education participants are discussed and
performance among learners of different genders, ages, and backgrounds are compared.
In addition, profiles of learners in different types of instructional programs, as well
as profiles of learners at different points along the literacy and numeracy scales, are
presented.

To further understand important characteristics of the adult learner population,
Chapter 3 compares results from the Learner Survey with results from the ALL for
the U.S. sample. As mentioned previously, ALL was an international household
survey implemented in seven countries that examined the characteristics and levels
of literacy and numeracy of the adult population. Because the AEPS uses instruments
and methodology that emerged from the ALL, it is possible to compare both the
performance and background characteristics of the adult learner population with the
general adult population in the United States.

Finally, the AEPS included an additional component to examine levels of
literacy for English- and Spanish-speaking Hispanic populations. A representative
sample of the Hispanic population enrolled in adult programs was drawn and these
learners were randomly assigned to English or Spanish versions of the AEPS
instruments. This comparison provides a richer description of the Hispanic population
enrolled in adult education programs by examining the influence of language and
analyzing whether the language of the assessment interfered with their performance
on literacy tasks. Results comparing the English-speaking versus the Spanish-speaking
populations are presented in Chapter 4. A question emerged about how well the
Hispanic population of adult learners in the United States compares with adults
from a Spanish speaking country or region. To examine this issue, a separate section
of Chapter 4 also compares the results for adult learners in the United States with
the general population of adults from Nuevo Leon, Mexico, which participated in

ALL.

Learner Survey Highlights

The Learner Survey captured a wealth of information about the background
characteristics and literacy and numeracy skills of learners in adult education programs.
The findings showed that differences in some characteristics did not influence
performance. For example, the performance of male and female adult learners was
similar across the literacy and numeracy measures. However, the survey results did
show a relationship between performance and many of the other characteristics
studied. The AEPS population was younger than the general population, with about
half being between the ages of 24 and 44. The data showed a relationship between
age and performance, with younger participants showing higher performance levels
than older adults. The data also showed that a large percentage of program participants
were non-native. In fact, participants in adult education programs were almost four
times as likely to be non-natives as were adults in the general population. Across the
prose literacy, document literacy and numeracy scales, being non-native was found
to be highly related to low performance rates.




Part Il: The Learner Survey

When compared with adults in the general population, the performance of
those enrolled in adult education programs was generally lower for prose literacy,
document literacy, and numeracy. Across the three scales, when compared with the
adult education population, between two and four times as many adults in the general
population performed at or above Level 3, the range at which individuals are most
likely to have the skills they need to function successfully in society. Some 15 percent
of adult learners scored at or above Level 3 on prose and document literacy and
about 10 percent scored in those levels on numeracy. Significantly, the proportion of
adult education participants in Level 1, the lowest level on the proficiency scales,
was twice that of the general population.

The final findings of the study relate to performance and testing language.
This was of particular interest since the largest percentages of participants in adult
education programs were in English as a Second Language (ESL) classes. Almost
half of all participants in adult education programs reported that English was not
their mother tongue, a figure that was close to four times higher than that of the
general adult population. One assumption that might be made when testing non-
native learners is that assessing them in a language other than their native tongue
would put them at a significant disadvantage and not allow them to fully demonstrate
their literacy skills. The AEPS addressed this issue by randomly assigning a group of
Hispanic learners to either an English or Spanish version of the prose and document
portions of the Learner Survey. As expected, the results showed that Spanish-speaking
Hispanic learners demonstrated somewhat higher average literacy skills in Spanish
than in English. However, it was also clear that allowing for language differences did
not eradicate differences in literacy performance. The skill levels of learners who
were tested in Spanish were similar to the levels of literacy shown by English speaking
adults enrolled in adult education programs and those skills levels, in general, fell
well below those of the general adult population. The following chapters examine
these and other characteristics related to adult learners.
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Profiling Literacy and
Numeracy Skills among
Adult Learners

Introduction and Highlights

Adult education activities are broad and include “basic skills training, apprenticeships,
work-related courses, personal interest courses, ESL classes, and part-time college
or university degree programs” (U.S. Department of Education, and National Center
for Education Statistics 2006, 38). Within this broad context of services, the U.S.
Department of Education reported that 46 percent of adults 16 or older participated
in some learning activity in 2001.” We can expect this percentage to increase over
time. As technologies continue to evolve and long-term employment declines, life-
long learning will become increasingly important not only to gain access to and
succeed in the workplace but also for full participation in society. Thus, adults represent
a significant proportion of learners—a group with unique characteristics and broad
needs that must be addressed through a variety of adult education programs.

The Learner Survey offered the first opportunity to examine the literacy and
numeracy skills of a nationally representative sample of adult learners who were
enrolled in federally sponsored adult education programs in the United States. As
defined in the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA), individuals are
eligible for adult education services if they are over the age of 16 and neither enrolled
nor required to be enrolled in secondary school.”® In addition they must also “lack
sufficient mastery of basic educational skills to enable the individuals to function
effectively in society;” lack a high school diploma or equivalent; or be “...unable to
speak, read, or write the English language” (Lasater and Elliott 2005, 1-2).

% Full-time participation for all or part of the year in a college or university degree program or a vocational or
technical diploma program was not counted as an adult education activity. (U.S. Department of Education
and National Center for Education Statistics 2006, Table 11-1).

26 The Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, originally established as Adult Education Act of 1966, governs
adult education programs in the United States.
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This chapter presents a comparative description of the literacy and numeracy
skills of adult learners. In addition, it also considers the types of instruction offered
by the adult education programs these learners attend, which includes Adult Basic
Education (ABE), Adult Secondary Education (ASE), and English as a Second
Language (ESL). In presenting these results, the chapter is organized into the
following four sections.

1. The literacy and numeracy skills of adult learners section focuses on overall
performance, distributions, and skill levels on the prose literacy, document
literacy, and numeracy scales.

2. The background characteristics of adult learners section associates performance
on the literacy and numeracy scales with background and demographic
characteristics including gender; age; race/ethnicity, immigration status and
language; and educational attainment and place of birth.

3. TThe third section, complex characteristics related to the adult learner population
and skill levels, examines other characteristics of this population, namely
their reading engagement, wealth, and health, and the associations among
these characteristics and performance.

4. The final section of the report, geographic distribution of adult program
participants, examines and compares the distribution and performance of
adult education learners across four geographical regions within the United
States.

Key Findings

Literacy and Numeracy Skills

e The data confirmed that adults enrolled in adult education programs
represent a special segment of the adult population, with unique
characteristics. They attended adult education programs for various reasons
but most commonly to acquire a secondary level certification or improve

English language skills.

o The gaps in performance between learners in the top and bottom percentiles
were large and equivalent to 2.6 standard deviations. These may be related
to diversity in demographics, educational paths, and professional experiences
of adult learners. These gaps in performance were not consistent across

types of programs.

e Performance of adult learners was consistently lower in numeracy when
compared to their performance in prose and document literacy: less than
10 percent of adult learners performed at Level 3 or above in numeracy
compared to 16 and 18 percent of learners in prose and document literacy.

Background Characteristics and Skills

o Unlike the in-school population in which girls outperform boys on measures
of reading and literacy, performance of adult learners was similar across
gender. The AEPS data showed no gender differences in either average

performance or percentages of learners across skill levels.

e The highest average scores were achieved by learners receiving ASE
instruction, followed by learners in ABE and finally learners in ESL classes.




Chapter 2

o Forty-six percent of adult learners were between the ages of 25 and 44. An
additional 35 percent were between the ages of 16 and 24. When examined
by itself, a negative relationship existed between performance and age; that
is, younger age groups performed better. This finding was also observed in
the general adult population and probably reflects a combination of factors
including education, experience, and aging.

e Forty-four percent of participants in adult education programs reported
that English was not their mother tongue. However, English was still used
by 13 percent of these adult learners at home and by 44 percent at work.

o Non-native adults represented 43 percent of the population of adult learners.
Demographic characteristics including language, race, ethnicity, and
educational attainment were clearly associated with the place of birth of
adult learners.

o Opverall, 34 percent of AEPS participants reported completing no education
in the United States. However, among non-native learners within this group,
many reported that they had completed some level of education outside the
United States.

Engagement, Income, and Health Status

o Participants in adult education programs differed in levels of reading
engagement: 23 percent were highly engaged readers, 28 percent were
moderately engaged readers, 27 percent were low engaged readers, and 23
percent were among the least engaged readers. A positive relationship existed
between levels of reading engagement and performance in literacy and
numeracy. This relationship was also found when demographic and social
variables were considered, particularly for educational attainment.

e Source of income was used to identify two classes of adult learners. One
group, representing 85 percent of adult learners, was most likely to have
income from wages or salaries. The second group, representing 15 percent
of participants in adult education programs, had limited income, mostly
from government sources such as social security benefits and SSI payments.
A positive relationship existed between wealth and performance on the
three scales. This relationship remained when demographic variables such
as place of birth, ethnicity, and educational attainment were considered.

e The high variability among adult learners on demographic and social
background variables also resulted in differences in health status, identified
by four classes.

Geographic Distribution
o The profile of adult learners differed by geographic regions. The Eastern

region was the smallest and represented only 14 percent of adult learners,
with a high concentration of Black adults. The Southern region represented
the largest group with 39 percent of the participants in adult education
programs. The Midwestern region represented 19 percent of adult learners.
The remaining 28 percent of adult learners were in the Western region, the
region with the highest concentration of non-native learners who did not
have English as their mother tongue.
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Literacy and Numeracy Skills of Adult Learners

Literacy and numeracy skills are a necessity in modern societies. Data from national
and international surveys reveal substantial differences by literacy and numeracy levels
in labor force participation rates, weekly and annual earnings, poverty rates and access
to lifelong learning opportunities sponsored by employers (see Kirsch et al. 1993;
Sum, Kirsch, and Yamamoto 2004b; OECD and Statistics Canada 2005). Three
aspects of literacy were examined in the AEPS: prose literacy, document literacy, and
numeracy.

The adult population represents a diverse group of learners. This diversity may
be the result of factors that include differences in educational paths, professional
experiences, life encounters, and social and economic contexts. Although instruction
should always target learners’ individual needs, these needs are clearly central in
adult education programs as adult learners are faced with the task of immediately
applying newly acquired skills in their personal and professional lives.

Adult education programs offer three different types of instruction that are
intended to address the diversity of skills and characteristics of the adult learner
population and to increase program efficiency. The first, ABE, offers instruction
targeting learners with skills below the secondary level. The second, ASE, offers
instruction targeting learners with educational attainment around secondary level.
The third, ESL, offers instruction targeting non-native English speakers who wish
to improve their English literacy skills, focusing on language aspects that may not be
needed by those with English as their mother tongue.”” In the program year 2001-
2002, ABE and ESL classes were attended by approximately 40 percent of the
participants in adult education programs and ASE classes were attended by the
remaining 20 percent of participants. When appropriate, this report considers “type
of instruction” to help further explain or illustrate findings reported in this chapter.

A Profile of Skills

One way to provide an overview of how adults in the Learner Survey performed on
the three proficiency scales is to look at multiple comparisons of proficiency, as shown
in Figure 2.1. For each scale, which ranges from 0 to 500 points, the mean scores of
adult learners are shown, both overall and by the three types of instruction: ABE,
ASE, and ESL. The arrows on the charts represent the direction of differences when
performance between a pair can be considered statistically significantly higher (upper
arrow) or lower (lower arrow). Differences that are not statistically significant are
represented with a dot. In all three domains, learners in ASE classes performed
significantly higher, on average, than learners in ABE and ESL classes.® These
findings are not surprising as ASE learners are expected to have already completed
basic educational requirements and are enrolled in programs to help them obtain a
secondary education certification. Similar results were found for ABE classes when
compared with ESL classes; that is, adults in ABE classes scored significantly higher,
on average, on each of the three scales than adults participating in ESL classes.

27 For more information about these types of instruction, see Chapter 1.

28 Significance level of 5 percent.
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Figure 2.1

Multiple comparisons of mean proficiency on the prose literacy,
document literacy, and numeracy scales by type of instruction

Prose literacy ABE ASE ESL Overall
Mean 240 255 175 219
S.E. (3.5) (3.3) (3.1) (1.9
ABE 240 (3.5) U ) )
ASE 255 (3.3) i) m )
ESL 175 (3.1) U U U
Overall 219 (1.9) U U )
Document literacy ABE ASE ESL Overall
Mean 244 258 192 228
S.E. (3.7) (3.0) (2.5) (1.9
ABE 244 (3.7) U ) )
ASE 258 (3.0) i) i )
ESL 192 (2.5) U U U
Overall 228 (1.9) U U )
Numeracy ABE ASE ESL Overall
Mean 210 229 182 203
S.E. (4.4) (3.3) (2.7) (2.1)
ABE 210 (4.4) U ) U
ASE 229 (3.3) i) i )
ESL 182 (2.7) U U U
Overall 203 (2.1) o U )
) Mean proficiency statistically significant higher than in comparison group
. No significant difference from comparison group
U Mean proficiency statistically significant lower than in comparison group

ABE = Adult basic education
ASE = Adult secondary education
ESL = English as a second language

Although overall performance is meaningful, it is also important to consider
the distribution of scores for the population, as shown in the first panel of Figure 2.2.
This analysis considers the performance difference between the highest and lowest
groups of performers in each distribution from a relative perspective. The size of this
difference is known to represent the degree of equality (or inequality) of educational
outcomes—large differences are interpreted as high inequality as there tend to be
wider gaps between the high and low performers. The bars in this figure represent
the ranges of scores between the 10th and 90th percentile for each of the three
scales.”” The narrow boxes in the middle of the bars represent the average scores and
their confidence interval. It is possible to observe a wide variation in proficiency

29

See Appendix A1 for a definition of percentile.
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between learners in the top and bottom percentiles (see also Table 2.1). The gaps
between the 90th and 10th percentiles were 156, 139, and 138 points on the prose
literacy, document literacy, and numeracy scales, respectively, gaps that were equivalent
to 2.6 standard deviations.

Figure 2.2

Skills on the prose literacy, document literacy and numeracy scales

Score points

Skill levels
500
450
Level 5
400
<«—— 90th percentile 350 Level 4
<—— 75th percentile 300 I I Level 3
250 Level 2
Mean score and .95 P
<«—— confidence interval 200
around the mean score
150
<—— 25th percentile 100 Level 1
50
<«—— 10th percentile 0
Prose literacy Document literacy Numeracy
Mean score 219 228 203
Percentage of learners Percentage of learners
100 100
80 80
60 60
40 40
20 20
0] 0
I Level 4/5 20 20
Level 3 40 40
60 60
[ Level 2
80 80
[ Leveld 100 100

Prose literacy Document literacy Numeracy

The top panel of Figure 2.2 also illustrates proficiency by skill level, with each
of the five skill levels shown on the background. On the 500-point scale, Level 1
ranges from 0 to 225 points, Level 2 from 226 to 275 points, Level 3 from 276 to
325 points, Level 4 from 326 to 375 points, and Level 5 from 376 to 500 points. The
average scores of 219 and 203 found on the prose literacy and numeracy scales
represented average proficiencies at Level 1. The average score of 228 points on the
document literacy scale represented average proficiencies at the bottom end of Level 2.
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These levels facilitate interpretation and allow inferences to be drawn about
the percentage of learners with proficiency at a specific skill level. This approach is
helpful for comparing relative performance across scales, as each level does not
represent the same set of knowledge and skills across scales. The second panel of
Figure 2.2 shows the distribution of adult learners by skill level for each scale (see
also Table 2.2). The approach of examining the distribution of scores by skill levels is
different from the distribution of scores presented by percentiles as the latter analysis
uses an absolute benchmark for comparison. The length of the segments in the second
panel of Figure 2.2 shows the percentage of learners proficient at each level. The
bars are anchored between Level 2 and Level 3 to represent the baseline for minimum
skills and facilitate inferences about low versus high performance. Thus, the
percentages of learners performing at the lowest two skill levels—Levels 1 and 2—
are shown below the horizontal line to represent learners who have not mastered
minimum skills. On the other hand, the percentages of learners performing at higher
levels of literacy—Levels 3 through 5—are shown above the horizontal line. Levels 4
and 5 have been grouped into a single category because of the small number of
learners in each of these levels.

A brief characterization of the types of prose literacy, document literacy, and
numeracy tasks in each of the five levels is provided below, along with data about the
proportion of learners within the adult education population performing at each
level. For a more detailed description of representative prose, document and numeracy
tasks in each level, refer to Table II.1, presented in the introduction to Part II of this
report. Other characteristics of learners at each level, based on responses in the
background questionnaire—including gender, race/ethnicity, place of birth, mother
tongue, educational history, employment status, reasons for participating in adult
education and the type of program in which they are enrolled— are shown in
Table 2.20.

Level 1 is the most basic level of literacy. Learners performing at this level are
capable of simple tasks such as reading short texts to locate a single piece of information
in prose literacy; finding one piece of information that matches previous knowledge
in document literacy; and, performing a single, one step operation in familiar contexts
in numeracy. Approximately half of the adult learners in prose literacy, 44 percent of
the adult learners in document literacy and two-thirds of adult learners in numeracy
performed at this level.

Learners performing at Level 2 are able to perform simple tasks; however,
tasks at this level increase somewhat in complexity. In prose and document literacy
learners may be required to locate information in a text or document that has multiple
distractors. Tasks may also involve comparing, contrasting, and integrating
information. In numeracy, tasks are still simple, but may now be one- or two-step
processes and estimation may be among the requirements About one-third of adult
learners performed at Level 2 in prose and document literacy and a quarter of learners
performed at this level in numeracy.

Experts have identified Level 3 as “a suitable minimum level for coping with
the increasing demands of the emerging knowledge society and information economy”
(OECD and Statistics Canada, 2005, 31) and “as a minimum standard for success in
today’s labor markets” (Sum, Kirsch, and Taggart 2002, 11). Therefore, adult learners
who are performing at Levels 1 and 2 are likely to lack the full range of skills needed
to compete and succeed in today’s society. These learners are more at risk for lower
paying jobs and less likely to be offered opportunities for advancement or to receive
turther educational training from employers. When performance at Levels 1 and 2
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was combined, the data showed that many adult learners performed at these lowest
two levels of proficiency: 84 percent of adult learners in prose literacy, 82 percent in
document literacy, and 92 percent in numeracy.

Learners performing at Level 3 are able to perform low-level inferences,
integrate multiple pieces of information, and demonstrate an understanding of
mathematical information that is presented in various ways. Overall, the percentage
of learners demonstrating skills at Level 3 ranged from 8 percent on the numeracy
scale to 14 percent on the prose literacy and 17 percent on the document literacy
scale.

High proficiency was demonstrated by those learners at Levels 4 and 5, who
were able to perform the most sophisticated tasks such as making complex and high
level inferences, demonstrating the ability to compare and contrast information, the
ability to deal with unfamiliar contexts requiring multiple steps, and having the
capacity to represent mathematical and statistical ideas As would be expected, given
the educational needs of this population, the percentages of adult learners performing
at Levels 4 and 5 were low. Overall, less than one percent of adult learners
demonstrated these proficiencies on the numeracy scale, and less than two percent
demonstrated them on the prose and document literacy scales.

In summary, the examination of results using Level 3 as the minimum level of
skills required to function successfully in society showed that over three-quarters of the
adult learners were below that threshold, illustrating their need for the educational
services provided by adult education programs. In contrast, it is interesting to note
that some 16 to 18 percent of adult learners performed at Levels 3 and higher on the
prose and document literacy scales. Collecting additional information about this
segment of the adult education population might provide useful information about
their particular purposes for attending adult education programs and their learning
goals.

The Distribution of Skills across Instructional Programs

The three types of instructional programs offered in adult education—ABE, ASE
and ESL—address the various learning and skill needs of the learner populations
they serve. The characteristics of learners in each type of instruction, using data
collected in the background questionnaire, are shown in Table 2.19.

Figure 2.3 presents results for the three types of instruction in a format that
parallels Figure 2.2. The top panel shows the distribution of scores from a relative
perspective for each type of instruction—the gap between the 10th and 90th
percentiles. A priori expectation is that by grouping adults who share common
educational and/or language characteristics and needs, the group will become more
homogeneous than treating the diverse population of adult learners as a single group.
This assumption held true for ABE and ASE learners. That is, the gaps between the
top and the bottom 10 percent of learners decreased for ABE and ASE when
compared with the overall gaps by 53 and 51 points in prose literacy, 39 and 38
points in document literacy, and 19 and 16 points in numeracy. The exception occurred
for ESL where almost no differences in the performance gaps between top and bottom
performers were found. As 99 percent of ESL learners were non-native, these learners
are likely to vary across a number of factors that include country of origin, the time
elapsed from when they first immigrated, their social and educational experiences
prior and post immigration, and their personal reasons and needs for enrolling in
these programs.
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Adults in ABE and ASE showed the highest overall levels of performance on
the prose and document literacy scales with average performance at Level 2. In ASE,
the top 25 percent of learners in prose and document literacy and the top 10 percent
of learners in numeracy performed at Level 3. In contrast, the top 10 percent of ESL
learners performed only at Level 2 in all scales (see also Table 2.1).

The bottom panel of Figure 2.3 shows the distribution of adult learners by
skill levels across types of instruction. Once again, a horizontal line separates learners
who performed at Levels 3 and higher from those who performed at Levels 1 and 2.
The relative difficulty across domains can be clearly seen in this figure. The percentages
of learners performing above the horizontal axis represent those who have achieved
higher levels of skill. These percentages were much lower for the ESL population
when compared with ABE and ASE learners. Consistently, ASE learners performed
at the highest levels—some 31 percent of ASE learners on prose literacy, 35 percent
on document literacy, and 15 percent on numeracy performed at least at skill Level 3

(see also Table 2.2).
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Figure 2.3

Skills on the prose literacy, document literacy and numeracy scales by type of instruction
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Background Characteristics of Adult Learners

The literacy and numeracy skills of adult learners are not isolated characteristics and
therefore much can be learned when these skills are examined in combination with
the background and demographic characteristics of this population. This broader
context takes into account educational, economic, and social factors that may influence
literacy and numeracy skills. This section examines the overall findings about
performance in relation to the learners’ background information including: gender,
age and educational attainment as well as birthplace, race, and ethnicity.
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Gender and Skills

Narrowing the educational and achievement gaps traditionally found between males
and females has been a persistent issue in political and educational agendas. Females
have consistently been found to outperform males in large scale assessments of
elementary and high school age students. For example, females performed better
than males in 4th grade on the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study
(Mullis et al. 2003), in 4th, 8th and 12th grades on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (Freeman 2004), and at age 15 on the Programme for
International Student Assessment (OECD 2004). At the postsecondary level, the
participation of females has also increased over the past decades. Women have earned
more bachelor’s degree than men since 1980-81 and “in 2003-04, women earned
57 percent of all bachelor’s degrees” (U.S. Department of Education and NCES
2006, 67). In addition, there has also been an increase in the representation of women
in graduate programs. In 1976 female students represented 46 percent of the total
graduate enrollment while this was 59 percent in 2003-04 (U.S. Department of
Education and NCES 2006, Table 10-1).

The AEPS population of adult learners in the United States was composed of
47 percent male and 53 percent female learners. They differed, however, in their
demographic characteristics: 11 percent more males were between the ages of 16 to
24; 16 percent more males reported themselves as employed or self-employed; 14
percent more males reported having repeated a grade (a difference of 14 and 11
percent for native and non-native learners respectively); and 32 percent more females
reported themselves as homemakers (see the AEPS database).

Overall performance differences between male and female learners were small
and the percentage of learners performing at each skill level did not differ by gender
in any of the three domains (see Table 2.3 and Table 2.4). However, large differences
were found between high and low performers (point difference between the 90th
and the 10th percentiles), as shown in Figure 2.4. In numeracy, the performance gap
was 137 points for both males and females. The gap in document literacy was 8
points wider for female learners (143 points for females and 135 points for males)
and in prose literacy it was 15 points wider for female learners (163 to 147 points).
These differences reflect a larger variability of performance for female learners.

The overall finding of no gender differences was generally true when
performance was examined by types of instruction (see Tables 2.3 and 2.4). Across
types of instruction, small differences within levels were found in the lower levels of
performance. For example, 5 percent more males in ABE performed at Level 1 in
prose literacy. On the other hand, 5 percent more females in ASE performed at
Level 1 in document literacy while 5 percent more males performed at Level 2.
These small differences do not change the major finding that, unlike the performance
typically seen in assessments of younger learners, among adults participating in adult
education programs male and female learners performed similarly across the three
scales.
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Figure 2.4

Skills on the prose literacy, document literacy and numeracy scales, by gender
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Age and Skills

Adult education programs target learners ages 16 or older, resulting in wide variability
in the age distribution. This distribution is, in turn, likely to reflect variability in
terms of how and when learners have acquired, maintained and updated their
knowledge and skills and, as result, impacts performance on the measures included
in the Learner Survey.
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Learners were asked to supply their date of birth in the background
questionnaire. Using that data, literacy and numeracy skills were examined for adults
in five age groups. These included adults who were ages:

e 16 to 18 (4 percent of the population of adult learners);
e 19 to 24 (30 percent of this population);

e 25 to 44 (the largest group in the survey, representing 46 percent of this
population);

e 45 to 59 (16 percent of this population); and

e 60 and older (2 percent of this population).

A negative relationship between age and performance is known to exist for the
overall adult population. This is explained by several theories, one being that fluid
intelligence tends to decrease with the aging process (Douchemane and Fontaine
2003). Research suggests that this decrease in fluid intelligence is related to a decrease
in the ability to correctly perform complex tasks which are defined as tasks that
require the ability to “deal with a multitude of elements and the relationship among
these elements” (Douchemane and Fontaine 2003, 1). This is further supported by
data showing that younger groups of adults demonstrate higher average literacy and
numeracy proficiencies with a curvilinear relationship found in the National
Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL; OECD and Statistics Canada 2005; Kutner,
Greenberg, and Baer 2005). It is clear that age and skills do not work alone but
instead interact with cognitive processes, activities performed at work and at home,

and the physiological impact of aging.

The negative relationship between age and performance was also observed in
the data from the Learner Survey, where younger learners scored, on average, higher
than older adults (see Figure 2.5 and Table 2.5). Average scores in prose and document
literacy for the two youngest groups—ages 16 to 18 and 19 to 24—were at Level 2
compared with scores at Level 1 for the older cohorts. The largest differences were
found in prose literacy, where the youngest age group—ages 16 to 18—scored 40
points higher than the second oldest group—ages 45 to 59. Performance in numeracy
was not only more uniform across age groups, but it was also the only domain in
which all age groups scored, on average, in Level 1. Differences in performance
increased when the youngest group—ages 16 to 18—was compared with the oldest
group—those over age 60. Those comparisons revealed differences of 84 points on
the prose literacy scale, 69 points on the document literacy scale, and 53 points on
the numeracy scale.

The distributions of performance around the average scores, as indicated by
the size of the standard deviations, were higher for older age groups. For example,
while the standard deviation on prose literacy was only 43 points for learners ages 16
to 18, it increased to 67 points for those ages 45 to 59. This increased variability in
performance for older age groups was likely caused by many factors, one being that
because the younger age group included a range of only 3 years, learners in that
cohort were more homogeneous in their skills and educational experiences. In
comparison, the older cohort included a range of 14 years, thus representing more
variability in educational paths, experiences in the labor force, and overall health.
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Figure 2.5

Age and skills on the prose literacy, document literacy
and numeracy scales
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Results also showed that larger percentages of learners from the older cohorts
scored at the lowest levels of literacy in all domains (see Table 2.5). On the prose and
document literacy scales, 24 percent more learners ages 60 or older performed at
Levels 1 and 2 compared with younger learners between the ages of 16 to 18. Learners
in the middle categories—ages 19 to 24 and 45 to 59—had a more consistent
distribution across scales. These differences should be interpreted in relation to the
broader results, where approximately three-quarters of the younger cohort also
performed at Levels 1 and 2.

The three types of adult education instruction—ABE, ASE, and ESL—are
designed to meet the needs of different groups of learners and therefore, the
relationship between performance and age remains relevant within these groups.
Learners in these three types of instructional programs were, in general, not equally
distributed across age groups. ESL learners were older, with 60 percent between the
ages of 25 and 44 (see Table 2.6). From a different perspective, only three-quarters
of ESL learners were younger than age 45 compared with 83 and 85 percent of ABE
and ASE learners. Twelve percent of ASE learners were between the ages of 16 and
18, compared with only 4 percent of ABE learners and less than half of a percent of
ESL learners.

Results also showed that the negative relationship between age and performance
found for the overall results (shown in Figure 2.5) did not hold within types of
instruction. A relatively flat relationship between age and performance was found
among adults within ABE and ASE (see first two panels of Figure 2.6). In ABE,
this relations