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FOREWORD

This report presents data from a seven-country comparative study of adult literacy. We believe the report will
provide national policy makers with valuable insights into a variety of pressing social and economic issues, particularly
in the areas of education, human resources development, and related labour market policies.

Throughout this report, the term “‘literacy’” is used to refer to a particular mode of behaviour — namely the ability
to understand and employ printed information in daily activities, at home, at work and in the community — to achieve
one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and potential. In denoting a broad set of information-processing
competencies, this conceptual approach points to the multiplicity of skills that constitute literacy in advanced industrial-
ized countries. In contrast, a term such as illiteracy, which is still widely used in many countries, fails to alert the reader
to the important facts that all people are literate to a degree, and that no single standard of literacy can be set.

The International Adult Literacy Survey was made possible through a unique collaboration involving national
statistical offices, policy makers, testing experts, and international organizations. Our hope is that the study will
contribute to the debate about the importance of literacy, education and human resource development in our societies,
and that it will serve as a model to others.

Ivan P. Fellegi Thomas J. Alexander
Chief Statistician of Canada Director for Education,
Statistics Canada Employment, Labour and Social Affairs

Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development
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This report is dedicated to the memory of Brendan Hickey, the National
Study Manager for Ireland. Brendan died tragically in January 1995 before
he could see the fruits of his labour. His good humour and intelligence helped
make the International Adult Literacy Survey a success.
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Introduction

n recent years, adult literacy has come to be seen as crucial to the

economic performance of industrialized nations. Literacy is no longer

defined merely in terms of a basic threshold of reading ability, mastered
by almost all those growing up in developed countries. Rather, literacy is now seen
as how adults use written information to function in society. Today, adults need a
higher level of literacy to function well: society has become more complex and low-
skill jobs are disappearing. Therefore, inadequate levels of literacy among a broad
section of the population potentially threaten the strength of economies and the
social cohesion of nations.

With these high stakes, governments have a growing interest in understanding
the level and distribution of literacy among their adult populations, and what can be
done to improve them. In particular, they have been trying for the first time to
measure adult literacy directly. Pioneering studies (Educational Testing Service 1986;
The Creative Research Group 1987; Statistics Canada 1991; U.S. Department of
Labor 1992; National Center for Education Statistics 1993) published in North
America in the early 1990s revealed that a significant proportion of people lacked
the literacy skills they were likely to need in their everyday lives. In 1992, the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) concluded that
low literacy levels were a serious threat to economic performance and social cohesion
(OECD 1992). But a broader understanding of literacy problems across industrialized
countries, and of consequent policy lessons, was hindered by a lack of comparable
international data.

The International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) was a collaborative effort by
seven governments and three intergovernmental organizations' to begin filling that
information gap. A large sample of adults (ranging from 1,500 to 8,000 per country)
in Europe and North America were given the same wide-ranging test of their literacy
skills during the autumn of 1994. This report presents the results. The data paint the
most detailed portrait ever available on the condition of adult literacy and its relationship
with a host of background and demographic characteristics of European and North
American adults.

The IALS venture started out with two underlying goals. First, the aim was to
develop scales that permitted useful comparisons of literacy performance among
people with a wide range of abilities. Second, if such an assessment could be
produced, the aim was to describe and compare the demonstrated literacy skills of
people from different countries. This second objective presented the challenge of
comparing literacy across cultures and across languages.

The development and management of the IALS were co-ordinated by Statistics
Canada, the statistical arm of the Canadian government, and by the Educational
Testing Service, the leading private testing organization in the United States. These
organizations were guided by national research teams from the participating countries,
who helped draw up the definitions adopted and develop the survey design. The
IALS preparation built on national surveys that have been carried out in the United
States and Canada to assess adult literacy.? It also drew on recent research and
methodological and technical advances in assessment and psychometrics.

The international organizations, government agencies and government-appointed rescarch
organizations who collaborated in the 1ALS are listed at the end of this introduction (also see
Appendix A).

2 Canada’s 1989 Survey of Literacy Skills Used in Daily Activities and the 1990 National Adult
Literacy Survey conducted in the United States.
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The remainder of this introduction summarizes how the survey defined and
measured literacy, how it was conducted, and how the results are reported in this
volume.

Defining and measuring literacy

Many previous studies have treated literacy as a condition that adults either
have or do not have, and hence tried to count the number of illiterates. These efforts
tend to define literacy in terms of a number of completed years of schooling or a
grade-level score on school-based reading tests. The IALS survey design team
agreed that it would be undesirable to establish a single international standard for
literacy. Such a standard would not only be arbitrary, but would fail to acknowledge
the multifaceted nature of literacy and the complexity of the literacy problem. Instead,
the participating countries agreed that, in common with recent North American and
Australian surveys (The Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education
and Training 1989), the IALS would define literacy in terms of a mode of adult
behaviour, namely:

Using printed and written information to function in society, to achieve
one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and potential.

This definition attempts to encompass a broad set of information-processing
skills that adults may be called upon to use in performing many different types of
tasks—at work, at home, or in their communities. Some other types of knowledge
and skill (including teamwork, interpersonal and other communication skills) were
recognized as important, but could not be measured with the resources available.

Literacy can neither be narrowed down to a single skill suited for dealing with
all types of text, nor defined as an infinite set of skills, each particular to a different
type of material. Following the example of the North American studies referred to
above, the IALS experts decided to define literacy in terms of three domains, each
encompassing a common set of skills relevant for diverse tasks:

I.  Prose literacy - the knowledge and skills needed to understand and use
information from texts including editorials, news stories, poems and fiction;

2. Document literacy - the knowledge and skills required to locate and use
information contained in various formats, including job applications, payroll
forms, transportation schedules, maps, tables and graphics; and

3. Quantitative literacy - the knowledge and skills required to apply arithmetic
operations, either alone or sequentially, to numbers embedded in printed
materials, such as balancing a chequebook, figuring out a tip, completing an
order form or determining the amount of interest on a loan from an
advertisement.?

In each of these three domains, rather than expressing a threshold for achieving
literacy, a scale from 0 to 500 was constructed, upon which tasks of varying difficulty
were placed. A person’s literacy ability in each domain can be expressed by a
score, defined as the point at which he or she has an 80% chance of successfully
performing a given task. For analytical purposes and for designing remedial programs,
it is useful to group people into five levels of literacy, corresponding to ranges of
scores achieved (for example, Level | includes scores from 0 to 225). This
measurement system is described in more detail in Chapter 2.

3 Quantitative literacy as defined in the IALS is equivalent to the term “numeracy” used in Canada’s
1989 Survey of Literacy Skills Used in Daily Activities.
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The use of these three parallel literacy scales makes it possible to profile and
compare the various types and levels of literacy demonstrated by adults in several
countries, and by subgroups within those countries. In doing so, they help us to
understand the broad and diverse nature of literacy. The aim is not to establish a
single international literacy standard, but to improve understanding of literacy’s
meaning, extent and distribution by policy makers, business leaders, educators and
others.

How the survey was conducted

Testing adult literacy directly necessitates going to people’s homes to assess
their abilities in a manner usually done in schools. Thus the IALS, like the two
preceding national studies in North America* was unusual because it combined the
techniques of household-based survey research with those of educational testing.
(However, in contrast with most standardized tests, multiple-choice questions were
avoided; it was thought that adults would be more interested in answering open-
ended questions.) In each case, the test was accompanied by a background
questionnaire to obtain detailed information on demographic and other characteristics
of the respondent.

Each country was obliged to draw a probability sample from which results
representative of the civilian, non-institutionalized population aged 16 to 65 could be
derived.” Countries were free to sample older adults too, and several did so. In six
countries, the survey was carried out in the national language; in Canada, respondents
were given a choice of English or French; in Switzerland, samples drawn from
French-speaking and German-speaking cantons were required to respond in those
respective languages (Italian- and Rhaeto-Romanic-speaking regions were excluded).
When respondents could not speak the designated language, attempts were made to
complete the background questionnaire to allow estimates of their literacy level and
to reduce the possibility of distorted results.

Table 1.1

Survey coverage, language of test and sample yields of the International Adult
Literacy Survey

Country Population aged 16 to 65 Language Sample

covered by the study of test yield

Canada 13,676,612 English 3,130

4,773,648 French 1,370

Germany 53,826,289 German 2,062

Netherlands 10,460,359 Dutch 2,837

Poland 24,475,649 Polish 3,000

Sweden 5,361,942 Swedish 2,645

Switzerland 1,008,275 French 1,435

3,144,912 German 1,393

United States 161,121,972 English 3,053
4 Op. cit.

3 All 1ALS samples excluded full-time members of the military and inmates of institutions such as

prisons, hospitals and psychiatric facilities.
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In testing literacy internationally, a number of special factors needed to be
taken into account. Although the IALS team agreed to adopt the North American
definition of the three literacy scales, it noted that a new set of literacy tasks would
need to be constructed to account for the various languages and cultures. Study
managers from each participating country were encouraged to submit materials that
could be used in constructing such tasks. The goal was to build a new pool of
literacy tasks that could be linked to established scales.

One way of trying to guard against cultural bias in the results was by constructing
a large number of tasks—considerably more than would technically have been needed
to obtain statistically valid estimates of each person’s literacy level. This built in a
cross-check on results. In all, some 175 literacy tasks were constructed for the field
test. Of these, some |14 tasks that proved valid across cultures were selected for
the main assessment. About half of these tasks were based on materials originating
from outside North America.

About 20 minutes of the interview were devoted to obtaining background and
demographic information from respondents. These data provide a means for exploring
how literacy is connected to social, educational, economic and other variables and
for exploring the extent to which these relationships are similar across cultures.

No individual could be expected to respond to the entire set of 114 literacy
tasks. Accordingly, the survey was designed to give each participant a subset of
tasks that were carefully selected from the total pool, while at the same time ensuring
that each task was administered to nationally representative samples of adults. Literacy
tasks were assigned to blocks. Each test booklet consisted of three blocks, and was
designed for completion in about 45 minutes. During a personal interview, each
survey participant was first asked to complete a core booklet of six tasks, designed
to avoid the embarassment of giving the full test to adults with very low literacy
skills. Only those able to answer at least two tasks correctly in the core booklet
(some 93.1% of respondents) were given the full test.

Reporting the results

The IALS has yielded a rich array of data on the literacy skills of adults in
seven advanced industrialized nations, data that have been demonstrated to be
comparable across language and culture. From the scientific perspective, this empirical
validation of the literacy models underlying the assessment is perhaps the most
important finding of the study. As the first international survey to test adult abilities
directly, its results have a wide interest and will be useful for many different kinds of
analysis. Each participating country will be able to make its own extensive use of the
data. The present report can do no more than report some of the main findings at the
international level. It does so in four main ways.

In Chapter 2, Irwin Kirsch of the Educational Testing Service in Princeton,
New Jersey presents the framework for understanding and interpreting literacy
levels on the three scales, alongside the proportion of people achieving each level in
each participating country. This chapter helps readers understand the results in the
context of the multifaceted nature of literacy, and uses examples to demonstrate
what the levels mean in terms of tasks performed.

A more detailed analysis of the distribution of literacy appears in
Chapter 3, by Stan Jones of Carleton University in Ottawa, Canada. This chapter
analyzes the shape of the distribution across the national populations—which differs
considerably from one country to another. It also looks at the distribution of literacy
skills among different subgroups, defined by initial educational attainment, age,
immigration status, sex, employment status, industry, occupation, income and
participation in adult education and training.
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..the importance of the way literacy
skills are actually -used, in
Chapter4...

...and conclusions for policy
makers, in Chapter 5.

But first, Chapter 1 explains why
governments consider it so.impor-
tant to understand literacy.

In Chapter 4, Stan Jones explores the relationship between an array of literacy
practices—at work and in the community—and levels of literacy. He shows how
the actual use of literacy skills in daily life is quite closely related to tested abilities.
This analysis demonstrates that practice sustains and enhances performance in
literacy. Together, Chapters 3 and 4 shed light on the complex historical, social and
economic factors that have led to observed literacy distributions. They identify factors
closely associated with higher or lower literacy levels, either because they play a
role in sustaining or hindering literacy throughout adult life, or because they are
influenced by a person’s literacy level.

A concluding chapter, written by T. Scott Murray of Statistics Canada, pulls
together the key findings identified in the preceding four chapters, and points to the
importance of these findings for policy. Its aim, however, is not to summarize all that
can be made of the IALS results, but to encourage national authorities to undertake
their own in-depth national analyses, making clear the full implications of the study
for national priorities, policies and programs.

To put the IALS findings in context, it is important to understand the significance
of literacy in a world that is rapidly changing into an “information society.” To set
the scene for the results reported here in chapter 1, Albert Tuijnman of the OECD
Secretariat discusses why governments are taking a new interest in literacy. This
chapter reviews the social and economic forces that created the impetus for IALS,
and which render its findings so important.

Throughout this report, graphs have been used to communicate study
results to a broad, non-technical audience, as well as to provide a source of
informative displays that policy makers and others may use for their own
purposes. To satisfy the more technical reader, detailed data tables are included
in Appendices B and C at the end of the report.
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The International Adult Literacy Survey is the product of a unique collaboration
between governments and international organizations, which came together to provide
the resources, the know-how, the political will and the hard work needed to bring the
project to fruition. The following organizations were most directly involved in this

collaboration®:

International organizations

OECD

European Union

UNESCO ~

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Directorate for Education,
Employment, Labour and Social Affairs

Task Force for Human Resources, Education,
Training and Youth, Commission of the
European Union

Statistical Office of the European Communities
(EUROSTAT)

Institute for Education, Hamburg

National agencies and research
organizations

CANADA
GERMANY

IRELAND
NETHERLANDS
POLAND

SWEDEN

SWITZERLAND

UNITED STATES

Human Resources Development Canada
National Literacy Secretariat
Statistics Canada

Federal Ministry of Education, Science, Research
and Technology
University of Hamburg

Educational Research Centre, St. Patrick’s College’

Max Goote Expert Center for Vocational and
Continuing Education and Training

Centre for Science Policy and Higher Education,
Warsaw University

National Agency for Education
TEMO AB

Swiss National Science Foundation, National Research
Programme 33
University of Zurich

National Center for Education Statistics

Bureau of the Census

National Institute for Literacy

Office of Vocational and Adult Education,
Department of Education

Educational Testing Service

Appendix A.

Full details of the institutions and individuals who supported and conducted the study are given in

Due to the untimely death of their National Study Manager it was not possible to include the Irish

data in this volume. The IALS data for Ireland will be published by the Educational Research Centre

in the spring of 1996.
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Note to readers

Statistical error

Multiple sources of uncertainty and error are a fact of life in social science
research. Given the comparative nature of the International Adult Literacy Survey
(IALS), those responsible for the study’s design and implementation went to
extraordinary lengths to control and quantify such error and to establish the validity
and reliability of the measures across languages and cultures. Yet error remains,
error that must be taken into account in interpreting the statistical significance of
. observed differences in national means or proportions. A summary of the key sources
1 of error present in the IALS study are presented below.

Firstly, the IALS data are based on samples of individuals and are therefore
subject to sampling error. Given the small size of the IALS sample in some countries,
many small differences observed between countries are not statistically significant.

Secondly, the IALS data are based on different combinations of test items
being administered to sampled individuals, a fact that introduces a degree of
imprecision into the estimation of ability. This source of error must also be taken into
account in determining if observed differences are statistically significant.

The Educational Testing Service (ETS) has computed standard errors that
capture the error associated with each estimate in the report. Interested readers
may contact the publishers to obtain a diskette including these data.

Finally, subtle differences in design and implementation and in the pattern of
non-response across countries may have introduced additional error. Such non-
sampling error usually has a direction. Thus, if present, it can lead one to overestimate
or underestimate the true size of differences between populations.

Statistics Canada, the ETS and the national study teams have performed
extensive analyses to understand the nature and extent of error associated with the
differences in design and implementation and have yet to find evidence of serious
problems. The IALS has also been the subject of an independent quality review;
the reviewers unanimously recommended publication of this report. Interested
readers may obtain a copy of the quality review report and related technical
documentation by contacting the publishers. Where analyses have uncovered
idiosyncratic aspects of each country’s study design, these are noted in the text.
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Chapter 1

The importance of literacy
in OECD societies

Albert Tuijnman, Education and Training Division, Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development, Paris, France

industrialized countries undertook—for the first time ever—a

common survey and assessment of the literacy profiles of their
adult populations. It reviews the major contextual changes that suggest OECD
societies are in transition; specifically, countries face the challenge of managing
a fundamental shift towards learning economies and societies. The trends and
developments also explain why literacy has once again moved to the centre
stage of policy agendas. The sea changes that have already occurred in society
and the economy have changed skill requirements; notions of literacy have evolved
concomitantly, broadening their relevance for policy. Against such a background,
this chapter examines how the significant advances over many years—in the
quality of schooling, participation rates, and the overall level of educational
attainment—have not diminished, but have reinforced, the OECD countries’
concern with literacy.

T his opening chapter briefly explores why a group of major

In recent years, several factors have opened up the world to new global
impulses. Accords such as the North American Free Trade Agreement and the
Maastricht Treaty, which established the European Union, have eliminated certain
barriers to cross-national trade. The deregulation of markets and financial
services followed, along with the widespread diffusion of information and
communication technologies and exploitation of increasingly efficient means of
transportation. Globalization is not new; the factors that steer developments in
this direction have been building for a long time. What is new, on the eve of the
21% century, however, is the specific nature and pace of the transformation.
Until now, shifts in the relative comparative advantage of nations have occurred
slowly and gradually. As a result, governments have been able to anticipate
and adapt to the changes at an equally slow pace. In today’s world, however,
major shifts that influence the competitiveness of nations can occur quickly.

The emerging global economy is characterized by greatly increased flows
of information and financial capital, which both tend to decrease the traditional
hold of governments and social partners over certain policy domains. In addition,
the reintegration of the Central and Eastern European countries into the world
economy, and the continuing rapid advance of industrialized countries in Asia
and Latin America, have upset the economic status quo. OECD economies
now face the reality of a large, well-educated and relatively low-wage labour
force on their doorsteps. While new forms of co-operation across borders have
emerged, competition for investment capital has also intensified. New
opportunities—as well as uncertainties and risks—are inherent in this situation.
Certain countries, firms and individuals are well positioned to compete successfully
in global markets; others may have difficulty taking advantage of the
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opportunities. A massive reallocation of labour is expected to occur as OECD
countries try to adapt and maintain their economic positions.

High-technology industries are often at the centre of policy discussions
about the competitiveness of countries, because they are export-driven and
because they generate the new technologies subsequently used throughout the
economy. Over all OECD countries, from 1970 to 1991, low-technology, low-
skill and low-wage industries saw their share of total employment decrease,
while that of high-technology, high-skill and high-wage manufacturing expanded
(OECD 1994a). Data show that the share of value added by high technology
industries has increased since 1970, much more so in some countries than in
others.

Long-established patterns of job entry and career progression are
increasingly called into question as the knowledge content of jobs evolves and
low-skill production is displaced or reallocated. Occupational projections for a
number of countries suggest a continuing demand for moderately and highly
skilled professional, technical and administrative workers, and a weakening
demand for low-skilled workers (OECD 1995a). At the same time, literacy
requirements have increased dramatically. Even though the citizens of OECD
countries receive more education and their environments are richer in written
materials than ever before, a large and increasing number of adults often find
their skills are deficient in everyday situations.

As firms and labour markets change, some jobs become obsolete and new
ones are created. The new jobs require literate workers. In a flexible economy
that is well positioned to take advantage of change, people will need to change
jobs—perhaps many times. Hence, workers need to continuously acquire new
skills and qualifications. As the skill required for certain jobs increases, the
pressure on poorly trained workers likewise increases. Whereas occupational
change opens up new opportunities for literate and skilled individuals, this is not
true for those who lack the appropriate skills, many of whom are at risk of long-
term unemployment. Poorly trained aduits who cannot adapt to new conditions
and labour market demands face increased risks of social alienation and economic
exclusion. This, in turn, poses the acute problem of how to upgrade the skills of
the adult population.

Lifelong learning is an important means of acquiring new competencies
and qualifications. Securing continued participation in the worlds of lifelong
learning and employment depends first and foremost on adequate foundation
skills. But governments can no longer rely on a policy of gradually expanding
school enrolments and improving the quality of education over time to meet the
demands for new and high-level competencies generated by the economy. The
current rate of structural adjustment is producing serious mismatches between
the supply of skills and demand for them. Because literacy has an effect on the
ability of workers to learn efficiently and to be flexible in learning, it also has an
effect on the rate at which a culture of lifelong learning can be realized. For
some it is the sine qua non of workplace learning. Therefore, literacy will also
have distributional effects.

The current demographic structures of labour markets throughout the
industrialized world are such that whatever barriers to productivity and innovation
are implied in the literacy and competency profiles of national populations, they
are likely to persist over the next decades. As such, they assume a strategic
importance of considerable magnitude. Literacy is also seen as a critical element
in designing policies to lessen the economic burden associated with increasing
dependency ratios. Literate senior citizens will also be far better equipped to
maintain their independence and quality of life, thus lessening the need for social
services. People who are literate by today’s standards are much more likely to
participate actively in the political processes that shape civil societies.
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...with implications for social as
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The best way of exploiting the new economic environment is to strengthen
the capacity of firms and labour markets to adjust to change, improve their
productivity and capitalize on innovation (OECD 1994a). But this capacity

depends first and foremost on the knowledge and skills of the population. People

are the key resource and their level of literacy is a powerful determinant of a
country’s innovative and adaptive capacity. The distribution of literacy in a
population is, moreover, a good predictor of the magnitude of differences between
social groups. Literacy is therefore an essential element in any strategy for
promoting social cohesion. An instrumental view of literacy, focussed on
economic objectives only, is therefore untenable.

The emerging information economy changes both the expectations and
demands on the population. In this new context information is abundant. Those
lacking the skills and opportunities to access, organize and use this information
in novel ways are at a disadvantage. More than ever, people need the literacy
and analytical skills to search for and select the information they need, and to
put it into perspective. A literate and educated population is the key to unlocking
the benefits of globalization, including the diffusion of information technologies
and structural adjustment, while safeguarding cherished values. But evidence
from Canada and the United States suggests that literacy is not sufficiently developed
(Montigny, Kelly and Jones1991; Kirsch, Jenkins, Jungeblut and Kolstad 1993).
The challenges therefore call attention to the level and distribution of literacy in
society, and to education, training and learning as means of acquiring and developing
literacy. The central importance of the human factor in securing an adequate
foundation for economic growth, personal development and social and cultural
revitalization underscores the imperative of cultivating a highly literate population.

So the case for the increased importance of the human factor in learning
economies and societies is clear. But what does this have to do with a large-
scale, international effort to measure various literacy dimensions, estimate the
levels of literacy in entire populations, and profile these levels by classification
variables such as age, sex, initial educational attainment, employment,
occupational status, industry, and participation in adult education and continuing
vocational training?

Cultivating and developing literacy should be an important element in every |
country’s long-term policy strategies. Systematic knowledge about the
dimensions and levels of literacy and sound information about its distribution in’
the population are prerequisites for formulating good policy (OECD 1995¢).
However, there are a number of questions. What are the conditions of literacy
in OECD countries? What are the characteristics of effective policy? And is
literacy susceptible to policy intervention? These questions were addressed,
albeit in different ways and with varying success, in three comparative studies
conducted during the early 1990s. These studies investigated the reading literacy
and computer literacy of school-based populations in several countries
(Postlethwaite and Ross 1992; Pelgrum and Plomp 1993; Elley 1994). Until
now, however, information on literacy in the labour force—with the exceptions
of Australia, Canada and the United States—was limited. Most public discussion

" and practical action was based on indirectly obtained information, or on data

relevant to limited subpopulations.

The OECD-INES (Indicators of National Education Systems) project on
developing education indicators provided data on the levels of formal schooling
and initial educational attainment in member countries (OECD 1994b; OECD
1995b). However useful such indicators may be in profiling qualification levels,
a drawback is that the methodology is not always applied consistently across
countries. The qualification profiles are based on the percentage of the population
that has reached a certain level defined in accordance with the International
Standard Classification of Education (ISCED), but the definition of the contents
constituting such levels differ across countries, and there is large variation in
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performance within the ISCED levels. Hence, such statistics provide only indirect
and quite poor measures of the skills and competencies of each group.

Because people learn on the job and develop their adult roles in community
and work, relying on an indirect measure such as initial schooling is certain to
misrepresent the actual stock of knowledge and skills available for the labour
market. Some skills, if not used in the post-education years, deteriorate rapidly
while others do not; other skills are acquired, by and large, independent of formal
education and training. The findings reported in this volume make it possible,
for the first time, to compare the performance levels associated with the
educational qualifications awarded in the participating countries. Moreover, in
so far as human capital investment decisions require information concerning
skill appreciation and depreciation, the IALS results point to important conclusions
about the framework conditions for policy.

A second reason for undertaking the IALS was to increase our
understanding of the literacy conditions and profiles of specific subpopulations.
Much has been written about the need for improving the efficiency of the labour
market in assessing and pricing competence, and overcoming the problems of
under-investment in the skill development of certain subpopulations. The data
collected in the IALS suggest that literacy is a recognized and rewarded skill.
This finding might contradict the idea that knowledge and skill are mostly tacit
and difficult to evaluate. If employers reward quantifiable skills then the debate
on income distributions should be focussed on securing sufficient high-quality
educational access and learning opportunities relevant to the conditions and
needs of disadvantaged groups. Market failures, which are prevalent in education
and training (Berryman, in press), generally point to a need for government
intervention. But devising sound and effective policy to offset the biases inherent
in education and training markets requires information not only about the levels
of literacy, but especially about the distribution across a large number of
classification variables. Then, intervention programs may be better targeted
towards those who need them most. The TALS was undertaken with the explicit
aim of supplying such information, and to validate the results and facilitate their
interpretation in an international and comparative context.

Until recently, the level of literacy was often inferred from data about the
percentage of the population that had attended four to six years of primary
schooling. Serious deficiencies beset such an approach. It is based on the
notion that literacy can be expressed as a dichotomy: either you have it or you
do not. But because literacy involves a complex and multidimensional set of
traits, dispositions and competencies, thinking in terms of a single literacy cut-
off— you are literate when you can read simple prose or if you have received
at least four years of schooling, and illiterate when you cannot and have not—
is neither appropriate nor conducive to formulating sound policy strategies.
Although useful in helping governments gauge the magnitude of the literacy
“problem,” the use of a discrete dichotomy has limited the discourse in a number
of ways. Firstly, illiteracy has come to be treated as a pathological condition, as
a “disease” that afflicts an unfortunate few. A second unfortunate consequence
of the literacy dichotomy has been the suppressed debate about the adequacy
of the skills of those judged to be literate. Literacy is, in effect, a relative
concept that can be given meaning only in relation to the demands of the economy
and society. Adults who are highly literate in terms of being able to understand
and act upon complex messages contained in a text may be completely at a loss
when other domains of literacy are considered. Atatime when societal demands
are growing, even those judged to be literate may need remedial education or
skills upgrading. An additional objective of the IALS survey was, therefore, to
assess literacy performance along three continuous scales—prose, document
and quantitative. This reporting framework recognizes that everyone has some
level of proficiency, which may or may not be sufficient given the skills demanded.
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The IALS builds on the seminal work of Kirsch and Mosenthal (1990)
with respect to adult reading. The IALS exploits their theoretical framework,
which explains the factors that underlie difficulty in adult reading. Previously,
empirical work on adult literacy employed theories and models that offered
little predictive value and virtually no differentiation between levels of ability.
This new theoretical framework has opened the way to the efficient assessment
of adult literacy proficiencies. Its cognitive roots offer educators insight into
designing more efficient and effective initial and remedial education curricula.

Conditions and attributes of literacy are not static, neither over time nor
across countries, an argument in favour of comparative assessment. Unless it
is possible to use the results obtained in an assessment of literacy profiles in a
population as a benchmark to measure results from different contexts and in
different countries, validating and interpreting the results will be difficult, and
the formulation of policy conclusions may be misguided. A strong point about
the IALS survey is that the findings are classified by a range of background
variables, so that increased understanding is facilitated, while the comparative
analysis strengthens the reliability and validity parameters.

A further reason for measuring the distribution of literacy in the adult
population is that little information is currently available about the cause-and-
effect relationships that can explain the intertwined processes of skill acquisition
and obsolescence. Why is it that some adults with little former education perform
at a higher level than that predicted by background variables, while others with
amore privileged educational career and adequate opportunities to learn fail to
develop their skills? Understanding these processes is crucial to the design of
successful adult literacy instruction. Increased knowledge of the factors that
influence acquisition processes and outcomes is essential if effective instructional
practices for different skill domains and different categories of adults are to be
identified. The information collected in the survey will permit the building of
statistical models, providing an important impetus for the research field and, in
the longer run, for the development of good practice.
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Chapter 2

Literacy performance on
three scales: definitions and
results

Irwin S. Kirsch, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, United
States

Survey (IALS) are reported on three scales — prose, document

and quantitative — rather than on a single scale. Each scale ranges
from O to 500. Scale scores have, in turn, been grouped into five empirically
determined literacy levels. As illustrated on page 29, each of these levels implies an
ability to cope with a particular subset of reading tasks. The balance of this chapter
reports the proficiency achieved on each scale by adults in each participating country,
and explains how to interpret this data by describing the scales and the kinds of
tasks that were used in the test and the literacy levels that have been adopted.

T he performance results for the 1994 International Adult Literacy

While the literacy scales make it possible to compare the prose, document and
quantitative skills of different populations and to study the relationships between
literacy skills and various factors, the scale scores by themselves carry little or no
meaning. In other words, whereas most people have a practical understanding of
what it means when the temperature outside reaches 10°C, it is not intuitively clear
what it means when a particular group is at 287 on the prose scale, or 250 on the
document scale, or in Level 2 on the quantitative scale.

One way to gain some understanding about what it means to perform at
various points along a literacy scale is to identify a set of variables that can be shown
to underlie performance on these tasks. Collectively, these variables provide a
framework for understanding what is being measured in a particular assessment
and what skills and knowledge are being demonstrated by various levels of proficiency.

Toward this end, the chapter begins by describing how the literacy scale scores
were defined. A detailed description of the prose, document and quantitative literacy
scales is then provided, including a definition of each of the five levels and the
percentages of adults in each of the participating countries demonstrating proficiency
in each level. Sample tasks are presented to illustrate the types of materials and
task demands that characterize the five levels on each scale.

Defining the literacy levels

The item response theory (IRT) scaling procedures that were used in the
IALS provide a statistical solution for establishing one or more scales for a set of
tasks in which the ordering of difficulty is essentially the same for everyone. First,
the difficulty of tasks is ranked on the scale according to how well respondents
actually perform them. Next, individuals are assigned scores according to how well
they do on a variety of tasks at different levels.
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The scale point assigned to each task is the point at which individuals with that
proficiency score have a given probability of responding correctly. In this survey, an
80% probability of correct response was the criterion used. This means that individuals
estimated to have a particular scale score will consistently perform tasks — with an
80% probability — like those at that point on the scale. It also means they will have
a greater than 80% chance of performing tasks that are lower than their estimated
proficiency on the scale. It does not mean, however, that individuals with low
proficiency can never succeed at more difficult tasks — that is, on tasks with difficulty
values higher than their proficiencies. They may do so some of the time. Thus, it
means that their probability of success is relatively low. In other words, the more
difficult the task relative to their proficiency, the lower the likelihood of a correct
response.

An analogy might help clarify this point. The relationship between task difficulty
and individual proficiency is much like the high jump event in track and field, in
which an athlete tries to jump over a bar that is placed at increasing heights. Each
high jumper has a height at which he or she is proficient. That is, the jumper can
clear the bar at that height with a high probability of success, and can clear the bar
at lower heights almost every time. When the bar is higher than the athlete’s level
of proficiency, however, it is expected that the athlete will be unable to clear the bar
consistently.

Once the literacy tasks are placed along each of the scales using the criterion
of 80%, it is possible to see how well the interactions among various task
characteristics explain the placement of tasks along the scales. Analyses of the
interactions between the materials being read and the tasks based on these materials
reveal that an ordered set of information-processing skills appears to be called into
play to successfully perform the various tasks displayed along each scale (Kirsch
and Mosenthal 1994).

To capture this order, each scale is divided into five levels reflecting the
empirically determined progression of information-processing skills and strategies:

Level 1 (0to 225)

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

It is worth noting that, while some of the tasks were at the low end of a scale
and some at the very high end, most had values in the 200-to-400 range. It is also
important to recognize that these levels were selected not as a result of any statistical
property of the scales, but rather as the result of shifts in the skills and strategies
required to succeed on various tasks along the scales, ranging from simple to complex.

The remainder of this report describes each scale in terms of the nature of
task demands at each of the five levels, and reports the proportion of respondents
proficient at each level in each country. For each scale, sample tasks at each level
are presented, and the factors contributing to their difficulty are discussed. The aim
of this chapter is to provide meaning to the scales and to facilitate interpretation of
the overall results as well as the breakdowns given in the subsequent chapters.
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Description of the prose, document, and quantitative literacy levels

Level 1
(0 to 225)

Level 2
(226 to 275)

Level 3
(276 to 325)

level 4
(326 to 375)

Most of the tasks at this level require
the reader to locate one piece of in-
formation in the text that is identical
or synonymous to the information
given in the directive. If a plausible
incorrect answer is present in the text,
it tends not to be near the correct in-
formation.

Tasks at this level tend to require the
reader to locate one or more pieces of
information in the text, but several
distractors may be present, or low-level
inferences may be required. Tasks at
this level also begin to ask readers to
integrate two or more pieces of infor-
mation, or to compare and contrast
information.

Tasks at this level tend to direct read-
ers to search texts to match informa-
tion that require low-level inferences
or that meet specified conditions.
Sometimes the reader is required to
identify several pieces of information
that are located in different sentences
or paragraphs rather than in a single
sentence. Readers may also be asked
to integrate or to compare and con-
trast information across paragraphs or
sections of text.

These tasks require readers to perform
multiple-feature matching or to pro-
vide several responses where the re-
quested information must be identified
through text-based inferences. Tasks
at this level may also require the reader
to integrate or contrast pieces of in-
formation, sometimes presented in
refatively lengthy texts. Typically,
these texts contain more distracting
information and the information that
is requested is more abstract.

Some tasks at this level require the
reader to search for information in
dense text that contains a number of
plausible distractors. Some require
readers to make high-level inferences
or use specialized knowledge.

Most of the tasks at this level require
the reader to locate a piece of infor-
mation based on a literal match. Dis-
tracting information, if present, is typi-
calty tocated away from the correct
answer. Some tasks may direct the
reader to enter personal information
onto a form.

Document tasks at this level are a bit
more varied. While some still require
the reader to match on a single fea-
ture, more distracting information may
be present or the match may require a
low-level inference. Some tasks at this
level may require the reader to enter
information onto a form or to cycle
through information in a document.

Tasks at this level appear to be most
varied. Some require the reader to
make literal or synonymous matches,
but usually the matches require the
reader to take conditional information
into account or to match on mulitiple
features of information. Some tasks
at this level require the reader to inte-
grate information from one or more
displays of information. Other tasks
ask the reader to cycle through a docu-
ment to provide multiple responses.

Tasks at this level, like those in the
previous levels, ask the reader to match
on multiple features of information,
to cycle through documents, and to
integrate information; frequently how-
ever, these tasks require the reader to
make higher order inferences to arrive
at the correct answer. Sometimes, con-
ditional information is present in the
document, which must be taken into
account by the reader.

Tasks at this level require the reader to
search through complex displays of
information that contain multiple
distractors, to make high-level infer-
ences, process conditional informa-
tion, or use specialized knowledge.

Although no quantitative tasks used in
the IALS fall below the score value of
225, experience suggests that such tasks
would require the reader to perform a
single, relatively simple operation (usu-
ally addition) for which either the num-
bers are aiready entered onto the given
document and the operation is stipu-
lated. or the numbers are provided and
the operation does not require the
reader to borrow.

Tasks in this level typically require
readers to perform a single arithmetic
operation (frequently addition or sub-
traction) using numbers that are easily
located in the text or document. The
operation to be performed may be cas-
tly inferred from the wording of the
question or the format of the material
(for exampfe, a bank deposit form or
an order form).

Tasks found in this fevel typically re-
quire the reader to perform a single
operation. However, the operations
become more varied—some multipli-
cation and division tasks are found in
this level. Sometimes two or more
numbers are needed to solve the prob-
lem and the numbers are frequently
embedded in more complex displays.
While semantic relation terms such as
“how many” or “calculate the differ-
ence” are often used, some of the tasks
require the reader to make higher or-
der inferences to determine the appro-
priate operation.

With one exception, the tasks at this
level require the reader to perform a
single arithmetic operation where 1ypi-
cally either the quantities or the op-
eration are not casily determined. That
is, for most of the tasks at this level,
the question or directive does not pro-
vide a semantic relation term such as
“how many” or “cafculate the differ-
ence” to help the reader.

These tasks require readers to perform
multiple operations sequentially, and
they must disembed the features of the
probiem from the material provided
or rely on background knowledge 1o
determine the quantities or operations
needed.
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Interpreting the literacy levels

Prose literacy

Prose literacy is measured using - The ability to understand and use information contained in various kinds of
various types of textualmaterial... .- textual material is an important aspect of literacy. The International Adult Literacy
" Survey therefore included an array of prose selections, including text from newspapers,
magazines and brochures. The material varied in length, density, content, and use of
structural or organizational aids such as headings, bullets and special typefaces. All
prose samples were reprinted in their entirety with the original layout and typography

intact.

...and asking the reader to perform Each prose selection was accompanied by one or more questions or directives
tasks requiring information- . 3qking the reader to perform specific tasks. These tasks represent three major
processingskillsss > aspects of information-processing: locating, integrating and generating. Locating
tasks require the reader to find information in the text based on conditions or features
specified in the question or directive. The match may be literal or synonymous, or
the reader may need to make an inference in order to perform successfully.
Integrating tasks ask the reader to pull together two or more pieces of information in
the text. In some cases the information can be found in a single paragraph, while in
others it appears in different paragraphs or sections. Inthe generating tasks, readers
must produce a written response by processing information from the text and also
by making text-based inferences or drawing on their own background knowledge.
.with 34 tasks of varying In all, the prose literacy scale includes 34 tasks with difficulty values ranging
difficulty being included in the = from 188 to 377. These tasks are distributed by level as follows: Level 1 (5 tasks);
IALS. ‘ * Level 2 (9 tasks); Level 3 (14 tasks); Level 4 (5 tasks); and Level 5 (1 task). Itis
: . important to remember that the tasks requiring the reader to locate, integrate and
! ' generate information extend over a range of difficulty as a result of interactions with

other variables including:
e the number of categories or features of information the reader must process

e theextentto which information given in the question or directive is obviously
related to the information contained in the text

e the amount and location of information in the text that shares some of the
features with the information being requested and thus, seems plausible
but does not fully answer the question; these are called “distractors”

o the length and density of the text.

The five levels of prose literacy are defined on the following pages.

Percentageﬂfadu"snvcountw . B = =
performing at Level 1: - Prose Level 1

Canada 166

Germany. : o144 |

Netherlands 105 e it e

Poland . 426 —_— . e il

Sweden ’ TS Tasks at this level require the reader to locate and match a single piece of
Switzerland (French) 178 information in the text. Typically the match between the task and the text is literal,
Switzerland (German) ~ 193 ' although sometimes a low-level inference may be necessary. The text is usually
United States 20.7 brief or has organizational aids such as paragraph headings or italics that suggest

where in the text the reader should search for the specified information. Generally,
the target word or phrase appears only once in the text.
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The easiest task in Level 1 (difficulty value of 188) directs respondents to look
ata medicine label to determine the “maximum number of days you should take this
medicine.” The label contains only one reference to number of days and this
information is located under the heading “DOSAGE.” The reader must go to this
part of the label and locate the phrase “not longer than 7 days.”

MEDCO ASPIRIN 500

INDICATIONS: Headaches, muscle pains, rheumatic pains, toothaches, earaches.
RELIEVES COMMON COLD SYMPTOMS.

DOSAGE: ORAL. 1 or2tablets every 6 hours, preferably accompanied by food, for not
longer than 7 days. Store in a cool, dry place.

CAUTION: Do not use for gastritis or peptic ulcer. Do not use if taking anticoagulant
drugs. Do not use for serious liver illness or bronchial asthma. If takenin large doses
and foran extended period, may cause harmto kidneys. Before using this medication
forchicken pox orinfluenzain children, consultwith a doctor about Reyes Syndrome,
arare but serious illness. During lactation and pregnancy, consult with adoctor before
using this product, especially in the last trimester of pregnancy. If symptoms persist,
orin case of an accidental overdose, consult a doctor. Keep out of reach of children.

INGREDIENTS: Each tablet contains

500 mg acetylsalicicylic acid.

Excipientc.b.p. 1 tablet. 0
Reg. No. 88246

Made in Canadaby STERLING PRODUCTS, INC.

1600 Industrial Blvd., Montreal, Quebec H9J 3P1
67736°11079

Reprinted by permission

Percentage of adults by country

performing at Level 2:

Canada

Germany

Netherlands

Poland

Sweden

Switzerland (French)
Switzerland (German)
United States

25.6
34.2
30.1
345
203
33.7
35.7
25.9

Prose Level 2 ; / Score range: 226 to 275

Tasks at this level tend to require the reader to locate one or more pieces of
information in the text, but several distractors may be present, or low-level
inferences:may be required. Tasks at this level also begin to ask readers to
integrate two or more pieces of information, or to compare and contrast
information.

T - —

Like the tasks at Level 1, most of the tasks at Level 2 ask the reader to locate
information. However, more varied demands are placed on the reader in terms of
the number of responses the question requires, or interms of the distracting information
that may be present. For example, a task based on an article about the impatiens
plant asks the reader to determine what happens when the plant is exposed to
temperatures of 14°C or lower. A sentence under the section “General care”
states that “When the plant is exposed to temperatures of 12-14°C, it loses its leaves
and won’t bloom anymore.” This task received a difficulty value of 230, just in the
Level 2 range. What made this task somewhat harder than those identified at Level
1 is that the previous sentence in the text contains information about the requirements
of the impatiens plant in various temperatures. This information could have distracted
some readers, making the task slightly more difficult.
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IMPATIENS

Like many other cultured plants, impatiens plants have a long history
behind them. One of the older varieties was sure to be found on
grandmother’s windowsill. Nowadays, the hybrids are usedin many ways

in the house and garden.

Origin: The ancestors of the
impatiens, Impatiens sultani and
Impatiens holstii, are probably still
to be found in the mountain forests
of tropical East Africa and on the
islands off the coast, mainly Zanzi-
bar. The cultivated European plant
received the name Impatiens
walleriana.

Appearance: It is a herbaceous
bushy plant with a height of 30to 40
cm. The thick, fleshy stems are
branched and very juicy, which
means, because of the tropical
origin, that the plant is sensitive to
cold. The lightgreen or white speck-
led leaves are pointed, elliptical,
and slightly indented on the edges.
The smooth leaf surfaces and the
stems indicate a great need of
water.

Bloom: Theflowers, whichcomeinall
shades of red, appear plentifully all

year long, except for the darkest
months. They grow from “suckers”
(in the stem’s “armpit”).
Assortment: Some are compact
and low-growing types, about 20 to
25cm. high, suitable for growingin
pots. A variety of hybrids can be
grown in pots, window boxes, or
flower beds. Older varieties with
taller stems add dramatic colour to
flowerbeds.

General care: Insummer, aplace
in the shade without direct sunlight
is best; in fall and spring, half-
shade is best. When placed in a
bright spot during winter, the plant
requires temperatures of at least
20°C; in a darker spot, a tempera-
ture of 15°C will do. When the plant
is exposed to temperatures of
12-14°C, it loses its leaves and
won'tbloomanymore. Inwetground,
the stems will rot.

Watering: Thewarmerand lighter
the plant’s location, the more
water it needs. Always use water
without a lot of minerals. It is not
known for sure whether or not the
plant needs humid air. In any case,
do not spray water directly onto the
leaves, which causes stains.
Feeding: Feed weekly during the
growing period from March to
September.

Repotting: If necessary, repot in
the spring or in the summer in light
soil with humus (prepacked
potting sail). Itis better to throw the
old plants away and start cultivat-
ing new ones.

Propagating: Slip or use seeds.
Seeds will germinate in ten days.
Diseases: In summer, too much
sun makes the plant woody. If the
air is too dry, small white flies or
aphids may appear.

Percentage of adults by country
performing at Level 3:
Canada 35.1
Germany 38.0
Netherlands 441
Poland 19.8
Sweden 39.7
Switzerland (French) 38.6
Switzerland (German) 36.1
United States 324
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A similar task involving the same text asks the reader to identify “what the
smooth leaf and stem suggest about the plant.” The second paragraph of the article
is labelled “Appearance” and contains a sentence that states, “. . . stems are branched
and very juicy, which means, because of the tropical origin, that the plant is sensitive
to cold.” This sentence distracted some readers from the last sentence in the
paragraph: “The smooth leaf surfaces and the stems indicate a great need of water.”
This task received a difficulty value of 254, placing it in the middle of
Level 2.

Prose Level 3 Score range: 276 to 325

Tasks at this level tend to direct readers to search texts to match information
that require low-level inferences or that meet specified conditions.
Sometimes the reader is required to identify several pieces of information
that are located in different sentences or paragraphs rather than in a single
sentence. Readers may also be asked to integrate or to compare and contrast
information across paragraphs or sections of text.
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Tasks at Level 3 on the prose scale tend to require the reader to search for
information that requires low-level inferences or that meet conditions stated in the
question. Sometimes the reader needs to identify several pieces of information that
are located in different sentences or paragraphs rather than in a single sentence.
Readers may also be asked to integrate or to compare and contrast information
across paragraphs or sections of text.

A task at this level (with a difficulty value of 281) refers the reader to a page
from a bicycle owner’s manual to determine how to check to make sure the seat is
in the proper position. The reader must locate the section labelled “Fitting the
Bicycle.” Then readers must identify and summarize the correct information in
writing, making sure the conditions stated are contained in their summary.

NOTLESS THAN2cm

PROPER FRAME FIT

RIDER MUST BE ABLETO STRADDLE BICYCLE WITH AT
LEAST 2 cm CLEARANCE ABOVE THE HORIZONTAL BAR
WHEN STANDING.

NOTE: Measurement for a female should be determined using a men’s model as a basis.

PROPER SIZE OF BICYCLE OWNER’S RESPONSIBILITY
1. Bicycle Selection and Purchase: Make sure this bicycle fits
FRAME sizg | LEG LENGTH the intended rider. Bicycles come in a variety of sizes. Personal
OF RIDER adjustment of seat and handlebars is necessary toassure maximum
430mm 660mm-760mm safety and comfort. Bicycles come with a wide variety of
460mm 690mm-790mm equipment and accessories . . . make sure the rider can operate
480mm 710mm-790mm them.
530mm 760mm-840mm 2. Assembly: Carefully follow all assembly instructions. Make
560mm 790mm-860mm sure that all nuts, bolts and screws are securely tightened.
3. Fitting the Bicycle: To ride safely and comfortably, the
580mm 810mm-890mm . . . - N
bicycle must fit the rider. Check the seat position, adjusting it up
635mm 860mm-940mm or down so that with the sole of rider’s foot on the pedal in its

lowest position the rider’s knee is slightly bent.
Note: Specific charts illustrated at left detail the proper method
of deter-mining the correct frame size.

The manufacturer is not responsible for failure, injury, or
damage caused by improper completion of assembly or improper
maintenance after shipment.
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A second Level 3 task, receiving a difficulty value of 310, directs the reader to
look at a set of four movie reviews to determine which review was least favourable.
Unlike some reviews that rate movies by points or some graphic such as stars, these
reviews contain no such indicators. The reader needs to glance at the text of each
review to compare what the reviewer said in order to judge which movie received
the worst rating.

Another Level 3 question involved an article about cotton diapers. Here readers
were asked to write three reasons why the author prefers to use cotton diapers over
disposable diapers. This task was relatively difficult (318) because of several
variables. First, the reader has to provide several answers requiring text-based
inferences. Nowhere in the text does the author say, ‘T prefer cotton diapers because
....” These inferences are made somewhat more difficult because the type of
information being requested is a “reason” rather than something more concrete
such as a date or person. And finally, the text contains information that may distract
the reader.

Percentage of adults by co
- performing at Level

Canada

Germany .
Nethertands .~ 1456

Poland 29

Sweden ~ 261

Switzerland (French) 95

Switzerland (German) 8.7

United States
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One task falling in the middle of Level 4 with a difficulty value of 338 directs
readers to use the information from a pamphlet about a hiring interview to “write in
your own words one difference between the panel interview and the group interview.”
Here readers needed to read the brief descriptions about each type of interview.
And, rather than merely locating a fact about each or identifying a similarity, they
need to integrate what was being presented to infer a characteristic on which the
two types of interviews differ. Experience from other large-scale assessments
reveals that tasks in which readers are asked to contrast information are more
difficult, on average, than tasks in which they are asked to compare information to
find similarities.
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The Hiring Interview

Preinterview

Try to learn more about the business. What products
does it manufacture or services does it provide? What
methods or procedures does it use? This information can be
foundintrade directories, chamber of commerce or industrial
directories, or at your local employment office.

Find out more about the position. Would you replace
someone or is the position newly created? In which
departments or shops would you work? Collective
agreements describing various standardized positions and
duties are available at most local employment offices. You
can also contact the appropriate trade union.

The Interview

Ask questions about the position and the business.
Answer clearly and accurately all questions put to you. Bring
along anote pad aswell as your work and training documents.

The Most Common Types of Interview

One-on-one: Self explanatory.

Panel: A number of people ask you questions and then
compare notes on your application.

Group:After hearing apresentation with other applicants
onthe position and duties, you take partin a group discussion.

Postinterview

Note the key points discussed. Compare questions that
caused you difficulty with those that allowed you to highlight
your strong points. Such a review will help you prepare for
future interviews. If you wish, you can talk about it with the
placement officer or career counsellor at your local
employment office.
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Two tasks used in this assessment fell in Level 5. One of these tasks, receiving
a difficulty value of 377, requires the reader to look at an announcement from a
personnel department and “list two ways in which CIEM helps people who will lose
their jobs because of a departmental reorganization.” The correct response requires
readers to search through this text to locate the embedded sentence “CIEM acts as
a mediator for employees who are threatened with dismissal resulting from
reorganization, and assists with finding new positions when necessary.” This task is
difficult because the announcement is organized around information that is different
from what is being requested in the question. Thus, while the correct information is
located in a single sentence, this information is embedded under a list of headings
describing CIEM’s activities for employees looking for other work. This list of
headings serves as an excellent set of distractors for the reader who does not search
for or locate the phrase containing the conditional information stated in the directive;
that is, those who lose their jobs because of a departmental reorganization.

Document literacy

Adults often encounter materials such as tables, schedules, charts, graphs,
maps and forms at home, at work, or when travelling in their communities. The
knowledge and skills needed to process information contained in these documents is
therefore an important aspect of being literate in a modern society. Success in
processing documents appears to depend at least in part on the ability to locate
information in a variety of displays, and to use this information in various ways.
Sometimes procedural knowledge may be required to transfer information from one
source to another, as is necessary in completing applications or order forms.

The TALS document literacy scale contains 34 tasks that are ordered along
the scale from 182 to 408 as the result of responses of adults from each of the
participating countries. These tasks are distributed as follows: Level 1 (6 tasks);
Level 2 (12 tasks); Level 3 (14 tasks); Level 4 (1 task); and Level 5 (1 task). By
examining tasks associated with these proficiency levels, characteristics that are
likely to make particular document tasks more or less difficult can be identified.
Questions or directives associated with the various document tasks are basically of
four types: locating, cycling, integrating and generating. Locating tasks require
the reader to match one or more features of information stated in the question to
either identical or synonymous information given in the document. Cycling tasks
require the reader to locate and match one or more features of information, but
differ from locating tasks because they require the reader to engage in a series of
feature matches to satisfy conditions given in the question. The integrating tasks
typically require the reader to compare and contrast information in adjacent parts of
the document. In the generating tasks, readers must produce a written response by
processing information found in the document and by making text-based inferences
or drawing on their own background knowledge.
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CANCO Manufacturing Company
Personnel Department

Centre on Internal and External Mobility

What is CIEM?

CIEM stands for Centre on Internal and
External Mobility, aninitiative of the personnel
department. A number of workers of this
department work in CIEM, together with
members from other departments and outside
career consultants.

CIEMisavailable to helpemployeesintheir
search foranother job inside or outside the
CancoManufacturing Company.

What does CIEM do?

CIEM supportsemployees whoare seriously
considering other work through the following
activities:

» Job Data Bank

Afteraninterview withthe employee,
information isentered into adatabank that tracks
job seekers and job openings at Canco and at
other manufacturing companies.

* Guidance

Theemployee’s potential is explored through
careercounsellingdiscussions.

» Courses

Courses are being organized (incollaboration
with the department for information and training)
that will deal with jobsearch and career planning.
» Career Change Projects

CIEM supports and coordinates projects to help
employees prepare for new careers and new
perspectives.

* Mediation

CIEM acts as amediator for employees who are
threatened with dismissal resulting from
reorganization, and assists withfinding new
positions when necessary.

How much does CIEM cost?

Paymentis determined inconsultation with the
department where you work. A number of
services of CIEM are free. You may also be
asked topay, eitherin money orin time.

How does CIEM work?

CIEM assistsemployees whoare seriously
considering another job within or outside the
company.

That process begins by submitting an
application. A discussion withapersonnel
counsellor can alsobe useful. Itis obvious that
youshouldtalk withthe counsellor firstabout
your wishes and the internal possibilities
regarding yourcareer. The counselloris familiar
withyourabilities and withdevelopments within
yourunit.

Contact withCIEM inany caseis made viathe
personnelcounsellor. He or she handles the
application for you, after which you are invited
toadiscussion witha CIEM representative.

For more information

The personnel departmentcan give you more
information.
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As with the prose tasks, each type of question or directive associated with a
document task extends over a range of difficulty as a result of interactions among
several other characteristics:

® the number of categories or features of information in the question the
reader must process or match

e the number of categories or features of information in the document that
seem plausible or correct because they share some but not all of the
information with the correct answer

e the extent to which the information asked for in the question is obviously
related to the information stated in the document

o the structure and content of the document.

A more detailed discussion of the five levels of document literacy follows.

Tasks at this level require the reader to make a literal match on the basis of a
single piece of information. Information that could distract the reader, if present, is
typically located away from the correct answer. One document task meeting this
description (188) directs the reader to identify from a chart the percentage of teachers
from Greece who are women. The chart displays the percentages of women
teachers from various countries. Only one number appears on the chart for each
country.

FEW DUTCH WOMEN AT THE BLACKBOARD ‘

There is a low percentage of women teachers in the Netherlands compared to
other countries. In most of the other countries, the majority of teachers are
women. However, if we include the figures for inspectors and school principals,
the proportion shrinks considerably and women are in a minority everywhere.

Luxem- Italy France Ireland United Spain Belgium Greece Den- Nether-
bourg Kingdom mark lands

I Percentage of women teachers (kindergarten, elementary, and secondary).
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A very similar task involves a chart displayed in a newspaper showing the
expected amounts of radioactive waste by country. This task, which has a difficulty
value of 218, directs the reader to identify the country that is projected to have the
smallest amount of waste by the year 2000. Again, there is only one percentage
associated with each country. In this task, however, the reader must first identify
the percentage associated with the smallest amount of waste and then match it to
the country.

Percentage of adults by country

performing at Level 2:

Canada

Germany

Netherlands

Poland

Sweden

Switzerland (French)
Switzerland (German)
United States

24.7
32.7
25.7
30.7
18.9
28.8
29.1
25.9

Document Level 2 ' Score range: 226 to 275

Document tasks at this level are a bit more varied. While some still require
the reader to match on a single feature, more distracting information may
be present or the-match may require a low-level inference. -Some tasks at
this level may require the reader to enter information onto a form or to
cycle through information in a document. :

One Level 2 task on the document scale (242) seems very similar to one
described above for Level 1. This task directs the reader to use a chart to identify
the year in which the fewest people in the Netherlands were injured by fireworks.
Part of what may have made this task somewhat more difficult is that two charts
were presented instead of just one. One, labelled “Fireworks in the Netherlands,”
depicts years and numbers representing funds spent in millions of U.S. dollars, while
the other, “Victims of fireworks,” uses a line to show numbers of people treated in
hospitals. Another contributing factor may have been that neither graph contains
the label “number injured by fireworks.” The reader needs to make a low inference
that victims or number treated equates to injuries.

Several other tasks falling within Level 2 direct the reader to use information
given to complete a form. In one case they are asked to fill out an order form to
purchase tickets to see a play on a particular day, at a particular time. In another,
readers are asked to complete the availability section of an employment application
based on information provided that included: total number of hours they are willing
to work, hours they are available, how they heard about the job, and availability of
transportation.

Fireworks in the Netherlands

in millions of Canadian dollars

Victims of fireworks

number treated in hospitals

'83 84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90
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Perbentage of adults by country
‘ perlti ming at Level 3:

Canada v 321
Swedeyn

| . Switzerland (French)
| . Switzerlan

One task falling around the middle of Level 3 in difficulty involves the fireworks
charts shown earlier (see page 39). This task directs the reader to write a brief
description of the relationship between sales and injuries based on the information
shown in the two graphs. This task received a difficulty value of 295. A second
task, receiving a similar difficulty value, directs readers to a bus schedule. They are
asked to identify the time of the last bus they could take from a particular location on
a Saturday night. Here the reader must match several pieces of information --- the
last time, a particular location, on Saturday, in the evening — to arrive at a correct
answer. This task received a difficulty value of 297.
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s | ] ] ’ DO NOT MARK IN SHADED BOXES .
[T X N HEEN
| NUMBER OF NUMBER OF COPIES TOTAL NUMBER OF
| ORIGINALS TO BE PRINTED IMPRESSIONS
| 6. NUMBER OF SIDES TO BE 10 20
‘ PRINTED (Check one box.) One side BOTH sides

7. COLOR OF PAPER (Fill AUTHORIZATION AND DELIVERY
in only if NOT white.)
10. Project Director
8. SIZE OF PAPER (Fill in (print name)
if ;
only if NOT 872 x 11) 11. Requisitioner (print your
9. Check any that apply: own name and phone no.) —
00 COLLATE 12. Check one: VAL
BINDING: [J One staple at upper left O Requisitioner will PICK UP completed job. STOP ED:
O Two staples in left margin )
O BIND-FAST:[] Black 0 Mail completed ROOM
0O Brown job to: NO.
D 3-hole punch Print name. room number, and mail stop
[ Other instructions 13. KEEP PINK COPY at least 3
months. When requestinﬁ; informa-
tion, you must refer to the requisi-
tion number printed here. 1 4 O 4 6 8
QUICK COPY REGISTRATIQN NUMBER

D1320-03116 » 000000 + 000000
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A third task, falling at high end of Level 3 (321), involves the use of a quick
copy printing requisition form that might be found in the workplace. The task asks
the reader to explain whether or not the quick copy centre would make 300 copies
of a statement that is 105 pages long. In responding to this directive, the reader
must determine whether conditions stated in the question meet those provided in the
guidelines to this document.

Percentage of adults by coun‘try

performing atLevel 4:

Canada

Germany

Netherlands

Poland

Sweden

Switzerland (French)
Switzerland (German)
United States

19.6
17.0
18.5

55
27.8
14.2
14.2
15.3

Percentage of adults by country

performing at Level 5: .

Canada

" Germany
Netherlands

Poland:

Sweden

Switzerland (French)
Switzerland (German)
United States

5.4
1.9
14
04
77
19
1.9
37

Document Level 4. L Score range: 326 to 375

Tasks at this level, like those in the previous levels, ask the reader to match
on multiple features of information, to cycle through documents, and to
integrate information; frequently however, these tasks require the reader to
make higher order inferences to arrive at the correct answer. Sometimes,

conditional information is present in thei\d“”cument whwh must be taken
into account by the reader. : :

The only task falling at this level (34 1) asks the reader to look at two pie charts
showing oil use for 1970 and 1989. The question directs the reader to summarize
how the percentages of oil used for different purposes changed over the period
specified. Here the reader must cycle through the two charts, comparing and
contrasting the percentages for each of the four stated purposes. Then the reader
must generate a statement that captures these changes.

U.S. 01l Use 1970 and 1989

Electric Electric
Utilities Residential and Utilities
6.3% Commercial 4.3%
14.8%

Residential and
Commercial
8.1%

Transportation Transportation

Industrial

\\\\\\ Industrial .
25.9% o
1970 1989

Document Level S Score range: 376 to 500
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The only Level 5 task in this international assessment involved a page taken
from a consumer magazine rating clock radios. The most difficult task (408) involving
this document asked the reader for the average advertised price for the basic clock
radio receiving the highest overall score. As can be seen on page 43, this task
required readers to process two types of conditional information. First, they needed
to identify the radio receiving the highest overall score while distinguishing among
the three types of clock radios reviewed: full-featured, basic and those with a cassette
player. Second, they needed to locate a price. In making this final match, they
needed to notice that two prices were given; the first, the suggested retail and the
second, the average advertised price.

A second and considerably easier task involving this document and falling at
the high end of Level 2 (321) asks the reader “which full-featured radio is rated the
highest on performance.” Again, readers needed to find the correct category of
clock radio. Yet, they needed to process fewer conditions. Here they only needed
to distinguish between the rating for “Overall Score” and “Performance.” It is
possible that some adults identified the full-featured radio as receiving the highest
“Overall Score” rather than the one rated highest in “Performance” as specified in
the question. As such, “Overall Score” would be considered a plausible distractor.
Another factor that likely contributed to this task’s difficulty is that “Overall Score”
is given a numerical value while the other features are rated by a symbol. It may be
that some adults found the correct category (“Performance”), but selected the first
radio listed, assuming it performed best. The text accompanying this table indicates
the radios are rated within a category by overall score. It is easy to imagine that
some people may have equated overall score with overall performance.

Quantitative literacy

Since adults are frequently required to perform arithmetic operations in
everyday life, the ability to perform quantitative literacy tasks is another important
aspect of literacy. These skills may seem, at first glance, to be fundamentally different
from the types of knowledge and skill associated with prose and document literacy
and therefore, to extend the concept of literacy beyond its traditional limits. However,
experience in North America with large-scale assessments of adults indicates that
the processing of printed information plays an important role in affecting the difficulty
of tasks along the scale (Kirsch et al. 1993; Montigny et al. 1991).

In general, it appears that many individuals can perform single arithmetic
operations when both the numbers and operations are made explicit. However,
when the numbers to be used must be located in and extracted from different types
of documents that contain similar but irrelevant information, when the operations to
be used must be inferred from printed directions, and when multiple operations must
be performed, the tasks become increasingly difficult.

Quantitative literacy also requires
the processing . of. printed
© information... . ‘

...which make arithmetic skills
inadequate on their own.

There were 33 quantitative literac .. . . .
tasks in the I AqLS... Y The TALS quantitative literacy scale contains 33 tasks ranging from 225 to

408 in difficulty. These tasks are distributed as follows: Level 1 (1 task); Level 2
(9 tasks); Level 3 (15 tasks); Level 4 (6 tasks); and Level 5 (2 tasks). The difficulty
of these tasks and, therefore, their placement along the scale, appears to be a function
of several factors including:

e the particular arithmetic operation required to complete the task

® the number of operations needed to perform the task successfully
® the extent to which the numbers are embedded in printed materials
°

the extent to which an inference must be made to identify the type of
operation to be performed.
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RATINGS

0O & O e o

Botter 4

¥ Worse

Listed by types; within types, listed in order
of overall score. Differences in score of 4
aints or less were not deemed significant.

Brand and model. If you can’t find a model,
call the company. Phone numbers are listed
on page 736.

Price. The manufacturer's suggested or
approximate retail price, followed by the
average advertised price.

Dimensions. To the nearest centimetre.

Overall score. A composite, encompassing
all our tests and judgments. A “perfect” radio

B convenience. This composite judgment
reflects such things as the legibility of the
display, the ease of tuning the radio and
setting the alarm, and the presence or
absence of useful features.

Performance. An overall judgment
reflecting performance in our tests of: sensi-
tivity and selectivity; tuning ease; capture
ratio, the ability to bring in the stronger of two
stations on the same frequency; image re-
jection, the ability to ignore signals from just
above the band, resistance to interference
from signals bouncing off aircraft and such.

Sensitivity. How well each radio received
a station with little interference.

ﬂ Selectivity. How well each radio received
clearly a weak station next to a strong one on
the dial.

Bl Tone quality. Based mainly on computer
analysis of the speaker's output and on
listening tests, using music from CDs. No
model produced high-fidelity sound.

Reversible time-setting. This useful feature
makes setting clock and alarm times easy. If
you overshoot the desired setting, you simply
back up.

Dual alarm. Lets you set two separate
wake-up times.

would have earned 100 points. e &/ 8 &
A AL e
@ S/ NS SN N ¢
L PRI AT S S/ &
ANV RSO LIS ¢/ S
I Brand and model [ ] O A A B H
Full. ¢ .
RCA RP-3690 $50/$40 8x25x18 86 ©@ @ & & © v ¢ 12 ABDHJLOTU A
Sony ICF-C303 50/45 5x20x15 84 © @™ © O @ V V12 CEFINT c
Panasonic RC-X220 50/45 10x28x1382 @& @ @ @ () ¢ ¢ 12 AGKMOSTU bc A
Realistic 272 50/30 5x28x15 79 @ (O &M & & ¢ ¥ 3 AGHKOT D
Magnavox AJ3900 65/— 15x38x1378 O © & © & _ ¢ 3 DGKMORT bg B
Emerson AK2745 39/20 8x28x15 70 O @ @ @ O VvV ¥ 3 GO 9 K
Soundesign 3753 20120 8x23x13 62 O @ @ O O ¢ ¥ 3 JQ J
Realistic 263 28/18 _ 10x20x1074 O @ & O @ — — 3 ADHOPU h  —
Soundesign 3622 12/10 5x20x13 68 @ ™ O @ @ — — 3 U d L
Panasonic RC-6064 18/15 5x20x13 67 @ @™ O O O — —12 — bec —
General Electric 7-4612 13/10 5x20x13 66 @ O © @ O — —12 AD ag —
Lloyds CRO01 20115 5x18x13 64 @ O @ O @ — — 3 U — =
Sony ICF-C240 15/13 5x18x15 63 @ O O O O — —12 — g —
Emerson AK2720 1910 5x20x13 61 @ O & @ O — — 3 0T e K
5x18x10 54 @ @ O @ @® — — 3 — d = —
60/50 10x30x1585 @ @ @ a @ AD,GH.KOST B.E
Pansonic RC-X250 10x33x1376 @ & O & & ¢ ¢ 12 AGKORU bec AH
Sony ICF-CS650 75/65 15x28x1574 O @& ©@ O @ VvV V12 GRTU chi  AFH
Soundesign 3844MGY 40130 13x30x1362 O @ @ @® @ — — 3 GKJSU F.GIM

Discontinued. Replaced by RC-X260, $79 list and $60 average advertised sale price.

Features in Common

All: + Permit snooze time of about 8 min.  Retain
time settings during short power failures.

Except as noted, all have: * Battery backup for
clock and alarm memory. ¢ Red display digits

1 cm. high. « Sleep-time radio play for up to 60
min. before automatic shutoff. « Switch to reset
alarm.

Koysto Advantages

A-Alarm works despite power failure.
B-Shows actual time plus up to 2 alarm times.
C-Twin alarms settable for 2 different stations.
D-Tone alarm has adjustable volume control.
E-Memory needs no battery.

F-Digital tuner with presettable stations.
G-Tuner can receive in stereo.
H-Battery-strength indicator.

I-llluminated tuning dial.

J-llluminated tuning pointer.

K-Earphone jack.

L-Naptimer.

M--Audio input for tape deck or CD player.
N--Display can show date and time.
O-Display has high/low brightness switch.
P-Display has larger digits than most.
Q-Night light—adjusts for room light.
R-Bass-boost tone control.

S-Treble-cut tone control.

T-Better than most in tuning ease.
U-Better than most in image rejection.

Key toDisadvantages

a-Possible to reset time by accident.
b—Controls for time-setting or dimmer
inconveniently located on radio's bottom or
rear.

c-Display dimmer than most in brightly it
room.

d-Radio volume must be tumed completely
down for alarm buzzer to sound.

e-Lacks alarm buzzer; radio is sole alarm.
f-Lacks indication alarm is set.

g-Lacks alarm-reset button.
h-Time-setting lacks fast reverse.

i~No slow forward, fast reverse for time
setting.

Keyto Comments

A-Display shows green digits.

B-Display shows blue digits.

C-Display uses LCD (liquid crystal) digits.
D-Terminals for external antenna.
E-3-position graphic equalizer.
F-Cassette player lacks Record function.
G-Cassette player lacks Rewind function.
H-Mode! permits wake-up to cassette play.
I-Cassette-deck flutter worse than most.
J-Warranty repairs cost $3 for handling.
K-Warranty repairs cost $3.50 for handling.
L-Warranty repairs cost $6 for handling.
M-Warranty repairs cost $10 for handling.
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A detailed discussion of the five levels of quantitative literacy follows.

The easiest quantitative task in the IALS (225) directs the reader to complete
an order form. The last line on this form says “Total with Handling.” The line above
it says “Handling Charge $2.00.” The reader simply had to add the $2.00 to the
$50.00 they had entered on a previous line to indicate the cost of the tickets. In this
task, one of the numbers was stipulated, the operation was easily identified from the
word “total”” and the operation did not require the reader to borrow. Moreover, the
format of the form set the problem up in a simple column format, further facilitating
the task for the reader.

A typical Level 2 task on the quantitative scale directs the reader to use a
weather chart in a newspaper to determine how many degrees warmer today’s high
temperature is expected to be in Bangkok than in Seoul. Here the reader had to
cycle through the table to locate the two temperatures and then subtract them to
determine the difference. This task received a difficulty value of 255.
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WEATHER

Today  Tomorrow Forecast for Friday through Sunday Todsy  Tomorrow
High Low W High Low W r e NE) N 7 A High Low W High Low
[ o] c c e - ) ¢ . v c c c o]
Algarve 19 7 s 2% 9 s Baﬂgkok 32 22 pc 30 23 s
Amsterdam 11 6 pc 12 7 pc Beijing 11 0 s 8 2  pe
Ankara 17 7 pc 19 8 pc Hong Kong 30 23 s 28 22 p¢
Athens 22 15 pc 23 14 pc Manila 31 25 s 31 25 sh
Barcelona 16 8 s 14 9 s New Dethi 31 13 s 32 16 s
Belgrade 14 6 pc 10 1 c Seoul 14 6 pc 14 4  pc
Berlin 8 2 c 6 1 c Shanghai 22 10 pc 24 12 s
Brussels 11 6 pc 14 7 pc Sipgqpors 31 24 pc 28 23  sh
Budapest g 1 pc 9 2 c Taipei 26 21 pc 26 19 pe
Copenhagen 7 1 r 8 2 ¢ Tokyo 18 9 pc 17 7 pc
Costa del Sol 21 8 s 21 10 s
Dublin 10 6 pc 13 8 pc o
Florenceg 1M 5 s 14 8 s Uneaasonably Unseasonably Heavy %
Frankfurt 12 6 pc 13 4 pc JBm,gam \ Snow Algiers 27 14 s 26 13 s
Geneva 9 2 s 12 4 B Cape Town 20 11 sh 18 11 pc
Hetsinki -1 -7 st -3 10 pc b 20 14 ¢ 21 1 pc
Istanbul 17 10 pc 15 g sh North America Europe Asia Harare 34 17 s 32 18 pc
Las Palmas 26 18 pc 27 18 pc Cold weather will engulf the Mid-  Western and central Europe will Typhoon Elsie will probably stay to Lagos 30 24 pc 28 24 pc
Lisbon 19 g s 19 10 s western and Northeastern United  have a spell of mild weather Friday the east of the Philippines and south Nairobi 27 12 pc 26 13 pc
London 12 5 pc 13 7 pc States Friday and over the week- into the weekend. London and of Japan Friday and the weekend. Tunis 27 17 pc 17 14 pc
Madrid 17 3 s 18 4 s end. Although it will be cold in  Paris wiill have dry weather with Some rain is apt to fall in Seoui and
Milan <] 3 s 13 6 s Chicago. Toronto and New York some sunshine Friday into Sunday. there could even be a little ice or North
Moscow 1 -3 ro -3 -1 sf City, the weather is expected to be  Rain will continue to soak south- snow. Cold air will pour into Beijing
Munich 11 3 pc 12 6 pc dry. Los Angeles will have some  western Norway. Snow will blan-  and snow is a possibility. Hong Kong Anchorage 0 2 ¢ 3 0 sh
Nice 14 7 s 15 8 s sunshine and seasonable tem- ket the area from Minsk to Mos- will start the weekend warm. Atlanta t4 4 pc 8 2  pc
Oslo 4 4 ¢ 5 -2 ¢ peratures each day. cow. Boston 15 4 c 8 -1 pc
Paris 12 6 pc 13 6 pc Chicago 2 5 ¢ -2 -8 pc
Prague 1" 1 pc 8 2 c ge?vir g g pc : g sn
iavi 4 r A " Ny " etroi E c - pc

el R S I A Kooy 31 20 5 91 21 e
St. Petersburg -1 -7 st -4 .12 pc Today Tomorrow Today Tomorrow Houston 5 3 pe 12 6 pe
Stockholm 1 -5 sn 2 -7 ¢ High Low W High Low w High Low W High Low w LOS Angeles 28 14 s 24 13 s
Strasbourg 12 5 pc 15 7 pc c c c c c c c c Miami %0 22 pc 28 21 pc
Tallinn : 7 st -4 -10 pc  Beirut 28 19 pc 29 20 s Buenos Aires 23 11 pc 26 13 s Minneapolis -1 -8 ¢ 1 -7 pec
Venice 03 s 1t 4 s cao 29 20 pc 28 19 pc Caracas 26 20 s 31 18 s Monteal 72 st 4 3 ¢
Vienna 9 -1 pc 10 2 ¢ Damascus 24 12 s 26 14 s Lima 23 17 ¢ 23 16 ¢ Nassau 31 22 pc 28 21 sh
Warsaw 8 2 sh 6 1 ¢ Jerusalem 27 15 s 26 14 s Mexico City 23 11 sh 23 12 pc New York 144 ¢ 10 2 pc
Zurich 8 0 s 9 1 _pc Riyadh 34 13 s 32 13 s Rio de Janiero32 22 s 28 21 sh gz:ﬂF’:'a"n gg " ::2 22 g s

Oceania Santiago 24 4 s 22 6 pc Seatls " § be 13 ; g
Auckland 20 14 s 17 11 sh Legend: s-sunny, pc-partly cloudy, c-cloudy, sh-showers, t-thunderstorms, r-rain, sf-snow flurries, sn-snow, ~Toronto 8 3 ¢ 3 3 ¢
Sydney 27 17 pc 25 16 pc iice, W-Weather. All maps, f and data provi by A , Inc. ® 1992 Washington 14 6 ron 4 pc

A similar but slightly more difficult task (268) requires the reader to use the
chart about women in the teaching profession in Europe that is displayed in Level |
for the document scale (see page 38). This task directs the reader to calculate the
percentage of men in the teaching profession in Italy. Both this task and the one just
mentioned involved calculating the difference between two numbers. Part of what
distinguishes these two tasks is that in the former, both temperatures could be identified
in the table from the newspaper. For the task involving men teachers in Italy, the
reader needed to make the inference that the percentage of men teachers is equal
to 100% minus the percentage of women teachers.

éhtitative Level 3 Score range: 276 to 325

' ~‘Tasks found in this level typzcally reqmre the reader to perform a single

etermme the approprzat, : operatwn
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Tasks falling around 300 on the quantitative scale still require the reader to
perform single arithmetic operations, but the operations become more varied. Part
of what distinguishes tasks at this level from those seen at lower levels is that the
displays of information become more complex and the reader must identify two or
more numbers from various places in the document. For example, one task located
at 302 on the quantitative scale directs the reader to look at two graphs containing
information about consumers and producers of primary energy. In one question,
they are asked to calculate how much more energy Canada produces than it
consumes. Here the operation is not facilitated by the format of the document and
the reader must locate the information using both bar graphs. In another question
using this document, the reader is directed to calculate the total amount of energy in
quadrillion (10'%) Bw consumed by Canada, Mexico and the United States. This
task falls at 300 on the scale. It requires the reader to add three numbers. Presenting
two graphs likely contributed to the difficulty of this task. Some respondents may
have performed the appropriate calculation for the three countries specified using
the producer energy chart rather than the consumer energy chart.

World’s Major Producers of Primary Energy, 1990
U.S.S.R. 67.64
United States 67.47
China
Saudi Arabia 15.88
Canada _ 13.15
United Kingdom [l 8.66
Iran 7.65
Mexico 7.36
India 6.75
Norway 6.13
West Germany - 5.77
Indonesia [l 4.92
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

World’s Major Consumers of Primary Energy, 1990
United States 81.17

U.S.S.R. 57.15
China 28.85
Japan 18.18
West Germany 12.47
Canada 10.79

United Kingdom %9.13
France :8.69
india I 7.99 ‘
Brazil %’).'65
Mexico [l 4.94
Netherlands ! 3.39

0

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
SOURCE: Energy Information Administration; International Energy Annual 1990; Quadrillion (10"%)Btu
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Another task at this level involves the fireworks chart shown earlier for the
document scale (see page 39). This quantitative task asks the reader to calculate
how many more people were injured in 1989 than in 1988. What contributes to this
task receiving a difficulty value of 293 is that one of the numbers was not given in
the line graph. The reader needed to interpolate the number from information provided
along the vertical axis.

In a more difficult task (located at 317 on the scale), readers are asked to
look at a recipe for scrambled eggs with tomatoes. The recipe gives the ingredients
for four servings: 3 tablespoons of oil, 1 garlic clove, 1 teaspoon of sugar, 500 grams
of fresh red tomatoes and 6 eggs. The question asks them to determine the number
of eggs they will need if they are using the recipe for six people. Here they must
know how to calculate or determine the ratio needed. This task is somewhat easier
than might be expected, given other tasks at this level. This may be because people
are familiar with recipes and with manipulating them to fit a particular situation.

This appears to be true for another question using this recipe. It asks the
reader to determine the amount of oil that would be needed if the recipe were being
used for two people. This task received a value of 253 on the scale. A larger
percentage of respondents found it easier to halve an ingredient than to increase one
by 50%. It is not clear why this is so. It may be that some of the respondents have
an algorithm for responding to certain familiar tasks that does not require them to
apply general arithmetic principles for solving the problem.

Percentage of adults by country Quantitative Level 4 Score range: 326 to 375
performing at Level 4:

With one exception, the tasks at this level require the reader to perform a
Canada 175 single arithmetic operation where typically either the quantities or the
operation are not easily determined. That is, for most of the tasks at this

Germany 207 level, the question or directive does not provide a semantic relation term
Netherlands 17.8 such as “how many” or “calculate the difference” to help the reader.

Poland 6.1 ‘

Sweden 27.4

Sw!tzerland (French) 19.2 Tasks around 350 on the quantitative scale tend to require the application of
Switzerland (German) 17.1

a single operation where either the quantities or the operation are not easily determined.
United States 175 One such task involves a compound interest table. It directs the reader to “calculate
the total amount of money you will have if you invest $100 at a rate of 6% for 10
years.” This task received a difficulty value of 348, in part because many people
treated this as a document rather than a quantitative task and simply looked up the
amount of interest that would be earned. They likely forgot to add the interest to
their $100 investment.

47



Literacy, Economy and Society

Compound Interest
Compounded Annually
Principal  Period 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9%  10%  12% 14% 16%
$100 1 day 0011 0.014 0016 0019 0022 0.025 0027 0.033 0.038  0.044
1 week 0.077 0096 0115 0134 0.153 0.173 0.192 0230 0268  0.307
6 mos 200 250 300 350 400 450 500  6.00 7.00 8.00
1 year 400 500 600 7.00 800 9.00 10.00 12.00 1400  16.00
2 years 8.16 1025 1236 1449 1664 18.81 21.00 2544 2996  34.56
3 years 1249 1576 19.10 2250 2597 2950 33.10 4049  48.15  56.09
4 years 1699 21.55 2625 31.08 36.05 41.16 4641 5735 6890  81.06
5 years 2167 27.63 3382 4026 4693 5386 61.05 7623 9254 110.03
6 years 2653 34.01 4185 5007 5869 6771 7716 97.38 119.50 143.64
7 years 3159 4071 50.36 60.58 71.38 82.80 9487 121.07 15023 182.62
8 years 36.86 47.75 59.38 71.82 8509 99.26 114.36 147.60 18526 227.84
9 years 4233 5513 68.95 83.85 99.90 117.19 13579 177.31 22519 280.30
10 years 48.02 62.89 79.08 9672 11589 136.74 159.37 210.58 270.72 341.14
12 years 60.10 79.59 10122 12522 151.82 181.27 213.84 289.60 381.79  493.60
15 years 80.09 107.80 139.66 17590 217.22 264.25 317.72 447.36 613.79 826.55
20 years 119.11 165.33 220.71 286.97 366.10 460.44 572.75 864.63 1,274.35 1,846.08

Another task at this level requires respondents to read a newspaper article
describing a research finding linking allergies to a particular genetic mutation. The
question directs the reader to calculate the number of people studied who were
found to have the mutant gene. To answer the question correctly, readers must
know how to convert the phrase “64 percent” to a decimal number and then multiply
it by the number of patients studied (400). The text provides no clues on how to set
up this problem.

A third task involves the distance chart shown on the next page. Readers
were asked to “calculate the total number of kilometres travelled in a trip from
Guadalajara to Tecoman and then to Zamora.” Here a semantic relation term was
provided, but the quantities were not easily identified. As a result, this task received
adifficulty value of 335. Making the inference that the trip was from Guadalajara to
Tecoman and then from Tecoman to Zamora was difficult for some respondents.
In a different task, respondents were asked to determine how much less the distance
from Guadalajara to Tecoman is than the distance from Guadalajara to Puerto Vallarta.
In this Level 3 task (308), the quantities were relatively easy to locate.
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TABLE OF APPROXIMATE DISTANCES (in kilometres)

\ 2
o RS
¢ ‘aé,a\'a\
224 O Qe
98 | 322 ‘\o\‘
(9
a71 | 340 | 273 | *° 5
(¥
45 | 269 | 62 | 330 | ° oo
244 | 171 | 342 | 515 | 280 | V¥

Canada o 47 and theyymu.‘st dlsemb, ‘the features of the problem from the material
R 3 provzded or.rely on background knowledge to determine the quantities or
Gefmanv 29 operatwns needed. N
: 85 o . .
Syitzerland (French) 12 One of the most difficult tasks on the quantitative scale (38 1) requires readers
D ; to look at a table providing nutritional analysis of food and then, using the information
Switzerland:(German) 1.9

given, determine the percentage of calories in a Big Mac® that comes from total
UnitedStates . - 5.0 fat. To answer this question, readers must first recognize that the information about

) total fat provided is given in grams. In the question, they are told that a gram of fat
has 9 calories. Therefore, they must convert the number of fat grams to calories.
Then, they need to calculate this number of calories as a percentage of the total
calories given for aBig Mac®. Only one other item on this scale received a higher
score.

Estimating literacy performance
across the levels

A Person 's score indicates the The literacy levels not only provide a means for exploring the progression of
probability of being able to information-processing demands across each of the scales, but they also can be
P erf ppmiatask at various levels, used to help explain how the proficiencies individuals demonstrate reflect the likelihood
‘ they will respond correctly to the broad range of tasks used in this assessment as
well as to similar tasks that were not included. In practical terms, this means that
individuals performing at 250 on each scale are expected to be able to perform the
average Level | and 2 tasks with a high degree of proficiency. That is, they will be
able to perform these kinds of tasks with an average probability of 80% or higher. It
does not mean that they will not be able to perform tasks in Levels 3 or higher. They
will do so some of the time, but not consistently.
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Nutritional Analysis

el s
£ =
C c | 5| =
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» O & &} = «» = a O A
Sandwiches
Hamburger 102 g 255 12 30 1 3 37 | 490
Cheeseburger 116 g 305 15 30 13 7 1 5 50| 725
Quarter Pounder® 166 g 410 23 34 20 11 1 8 85 | 645
Quarter Pounder® w/Cheese 194 g 510 28 34 28 16 1 11 115 {1110
McLean Deluxe™ 206 g 320 22 35 10 5 1 4 60 | 670
McLean Deluxe™ w/Cheese 219 g 370 24 35 14 8 1 5 75 | 890
Big Mac® 215 g 500 25 42 26 16 1 9 100 | 890
Filet-O-Fish® 141 g 370 14 38 18 8 6 4 50 | 730
McChicken® 187 g 415 19 39 19 9 4 50 | 830
French Fries
Small French Fries 68 g 220 3 26 12 8 1 2.5 110
Medium French Fries 97 g 320 4 36 17 12 1.5 3.5 0 150
Large French Fries 122 g 400 6 46 22 15 2 5 0] 200
Salads
Chef Salad 265 g 170 17 8 9 4 1 4 111 | 400
Garden Salad 189 g 50 4 6 2 1 0.4 0.6] 65 70
Chunky Chicken Salad 255 g 150 25 7 4 2 1 | 78 | 230
Side Salad 106 g 30 2 4 1 0. 0.2 0.3] 33 35
Croutons Ilg 50 1 7 2 l. 0. 0.5 0 140
Bacon Bits 3g 15 1 0 1 0. 0.2 0.5 1 95
Soft Drinks

Coca-Cola Classic® diet Coke® Sprite®
Small Medium Large Jumbo Small Medium  Large Jumbo Small Medium Large Jumbo

Calories 140 190 260 380 1 1 2 3 140 190 260 380
Carbohydrates (g) 38 50 70 101 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 36 48 66 96
Sodium (mg) - 15 20 25 40 30 40 60 80 15 20 25 40
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The three charts given in Table 2.1a to 2.1c display the probability that
individuals performing at selected points on each of the scales will give a correct
response to tasks of varying difficulty. For example, a reader whose prose proficiency
is 150 has less than a 50% chance of giving a correct response to the Level | tasks.
Individuals whose proficiency score is 200, in contrast, have about an 80% probability
of responding correctly to these Level 1 tasks.
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In terms of task demands, it can be inferred that adults performing at 200 on
the prose scale are likely to be able to locate a single piece of information in a brief
text when there is no distracting information, or if plausible but incorrect information
is present but located away from the correct answer. However, these individuals
are likely to demonstrate far more difficulty with tasks in Levels 2 through 5. For
example, they would have only about a 40% chance of performing the average
Level 2 task correctly and an 18% chance of success with tasks in Level 3 and no
more than a 7% chance with tasks in Levels 4 and 5.

Tables 2.1a to 2.1¢c

Average probabilities of successful performance by individuals with selected
proficiency scores on tasks in each literacy level of the prose, document and
quantitative scales

Tables 2.1a
Prose scale
Selected proficiency scores
Prose level 150 200 250 300 350
%

1 48 81 95 99 100
2 14 40 76 94 99
3 6 18 46 78 93
4 2 7 21 50 80
5* 2 6 18 40 68
Table 2.1b

Document scale

Selected proficiency scores

Document level 150 200 250 300 350
%

1 40 72 94 99 100

2 19 50 82 95 99

3 7 20 49 79 94

4* 4 12 3 60 83

5* <1 1 3 13 41

Table 2.1¢
Quantitative scale

Selected proficiency scores

Quantitative level 150 200 250 300 350
%

1* 34 67 89 97 99

2 20 45 75 92 98

3 7 20 48 78 93

4 1 6 22 58 87

5 1 2 7 20 53

*Probabilities in this row are based on one task.
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In contrast, respondents demonstrating a proficiency of 300 on the prose
scale have about an 80% chance or higher of succeeding on tasks in Levels 1, 2
and 3. This means that they demonstrate success with tasks that require them to
make low-level inferences and with tasks that require them to take some conditional
information into account. They can also integrate or compare and contrast information
that is easily identified in the text. On the other hand, they are likely to demonstrate
some difficulty with tasks where they must make high text-based inferences or
where they need to process more abstract types of information. These more difficult
tasks may also require them to draw on less familiar or more specialized types of
knowledge beyond that given in the text. On average, they have about a 50%
probability of performing Level 4 tasks correctly; with Level S tasks, their likelihood
of responding correctly decreases to 40%.

Similar kinds of interpretations can be made using the information presented
for the document and quantitative literacy scales. For example, someone who is at
200 on the quantitative scale has, on average, a 67% chance of responding correctly
to Level 1 tasks. His or her likelihood of responding correctly decreases to 45% for
Level 2 tasks, 20% for Level 3 tasks, 6% for Level 4 tasks and only 2% for Level
5 tasks. Similarly, readers with a proficiency of 300 on the quantitative scale would
have a probability of 95% or higher of responding correctly to tasks in Levels |
and 2. Their average probability would decrease to 78% for Level 3 tasks, 58% for
Level 4 and 20% for Level 5.

Conclusion

One of the goals of large-scale surveys is to provide a set of information that
can inform policy makers and help them during the decision-making process.
Presenting information in a way that will enhance understanding of what has been
measured and what conclusions may be drawn from the data is important to reaching
this goal. This chapter has presented a framework for understanding the consistency
of task responses demonstrated by adults from a number of countries. This
framework identifies a set of variables shown to underlie successful performance
on a broad array of literacy tasks. Collectively, these variables provide a means for
moving away from interpreting survey results in terms of discrete tasks or a single
number and towards identifying levels of performance that have generalizability and
validity across assessments and groups.

The knowledge and understanding such a framework provides contribute to
the evolving concept of test design as more than merely assigning a numerical value
(or position) to an individual based on his or her responses to a set of tasks, but
rather, to assigning meaning and interpretability to this number. As concern ceases
to centre on discrete behaviours or isolated observations and concentrates more on
providing a meaningful score, a higher level of measurement is reached
(Messick 1989).
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Chapter 3

The distribution of literacy

Stan Jones, Centre for the Study of Adult Literacy, Carleton University,
Ottawa, Canada

he central goal of the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS)

was to investigate and compare factors related to literacy skills in

avariety of countries. These factors include those that lead to literacy,
such as educational experience; those that might be thought of as consequences of
literacy, such as income and occupation; and, an important group of factors that
sustain literacy, such as reading at work.

This chapter is primarily concerned with the first and the second set of factors.
The third group of factors that sustain literacy are the subject of the next chapter.

In some, but not all, IALS countries the study population included adults over
65 yearsold.! This chapter and the next report only on the population aged 16 to 65,
which allows appropriate comparisons across all countries.?

It was not the purpose of the IALS to rank countries on any measures of
literacy skill. These countries differ in demographic makeup, in how they organize
education, and in employment opportunities. Still, the populations of the countries
do differ, in interesting ways, on the literacy measures. This is apparent in
Tables 3.1a to 3.1c which present the estimated proportion of each country’s®
population at each level* on each of the three scales (prose, document and quantitative).
Figure 3.1 shows these differences in distribution.

! The literacy levels of those over age 65 are lower than those under age 65 in all the countries that
included them in the sample.

Information on background and demographic factors, such as age, occupation, and reports on
literacy practices, were collected in a background questionnaire. In a few cases one or two of the
countries did not include a particular question; these are noted as appropriate. More importantly,
not all individuals answered every question. In some cases they simply did not know the information:
for example, information on parents’ education. In others, individuals chose not to answer, as in
questions about income. When large numbers did not answer a question, this is noted in the
discussion.

The background questionnaire contained a wide range of questions. No attempt has been made to
exhaustively report on all of them in these two chapters. Each of the participating countries is
planning one or more further reports specific to their own country and it is expected that there will
be other international reports on particular topics.

The decision to combine the data from the two language groups in Canada (English and French)
follows from the practice in Statistics Canada’s 1989 Survey of Literacy Skills Used in Daily
Activities in which the results were reported for the country as a whole.

Because the proportion at Level 5 is under 5% in most countries, Levels 4 and 5 have been
combined in the analyses presented in this chapter and in Chapter 4. For many of the analyses,
then, a reliable estimate could not be made for the subgroup proportions at this level. Rather than
simply leave blank cells in tables, Level 5 was combined with Level 4. As well, there seems to be
no compelling policy interest in the relative proportions at Levels 4 and 5. As the data presented
here show, even the difference between Level 3 and Level 4/5 is of minor interest. Given the large
numbers at Levels | and 2 for which lack of literacy skill has a large impact, the pressing policy
concern is how to increase Level 3 relative to Levels 1 and 2.
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Figure 3.1
Estimated distribution of population by literacy level, all scales
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Itis particularly interesting to note that:

® Canada and the United States have quite similar distribution patterns, though
there is a slightly larger proportion at Level 1 in the United States. What
distinguishes both countries is that both have relatively large numbers at
Level 1 and at Level 4/5. In both countries there are larger numbers at
Level |1 on the docurnent scale than at this level on the other two scales.
In Canada there are also larger numbers at Level 4/5 on the document
scale than on the prose and quantitative scales; in the United States there
are smaller numbers at Level 4/5 on the document scale than on the other
two scales.
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Table 3.1a
Distribution of population in each country, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada 16.6 25.6 351 22.7
Germany 14.4 34.2 38.0 13.4
Netherlands 10.5 301 44 1 15.3
Poland 42.6 34.5 19.8 3.1
Sweden 7.5 20.3 39.7 32.4
Switzerland (French) 17.6 33.7 38.6 10.0
Switzerland (German) 19.3 35.7 36.1 8.9
United States 20.7 25.9 32.4 211

Table 3.1b
Distribution of the population in each country, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

argi
proportions at-Levels 2 and 3 and Percentage
smaller:proportions at Levels 1
and 4/5: Canada 18.2 24.7 321 25.1
) C o . L Germany 9.0 32.7 39.5 18.9
e Netherlands 101 25.7 44.2 20.0
Poland 45.4 30.7 18.0 5.8
Sweden 6.2 18.9 39.4 35.5
Switzerland (French) 16.2 28.8 38.9 16.0
Switzerland (German) 18.1 29.1 36.6 16.1
United States 23.7 25.9 31.4 19.0

Table 3.1¢c
Distribution of the population in each country, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada 16.9 26.1 34.8 22.2
Germany 6.7 26.6 43.2 23.5
Netherlands 10.3 25.5 443 19.9
Poland 39.1 30.1 23.9 6.8
Sweden 6.6 18.6 39.0 35.8
Switzerland (French) 12.9 24.5 42.2 204
Switzerland (German) 14.2 26.2 40.7 19.0
United States 21.0 25.3 31.3 22.5

® Germany demonstrates considerable variation across scales, particularly
when the proportion at Level 4/5 on the prose scale is compared with
Level 4/5 in the quantitative scale.

@ The Netherlands shows great internal consistency across scales with an
especially large number at Level 3 on all three scales. As in Germany,
the number at Level 4/5 on the prose scale is smaller than the number at
this level on the other two scales.

® Poland’s results point to interesting differences across the scales and the
dimensions of literacy they measure. There are larger proportions at the
two higher levels on the prose and quantitative scales. The smaller
proportions on the document and prose scales may reflect the changing
economic situation there, as these scales represent atype of literacy likely
to be more common in a fully market-oriented society.

@ Sweden is characterized by substantial numbers at all the higher levels on
all three scales. When literacy practices are discussed in the next chapter,
it will be seen that Sweden is equally high on those variables that capture
the actual use of literacy in daily life.
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® The two language groups in Switzerland (French and German) show few
differences. There are substantial numbers at Level 3 and there are
more at higher levels on the quantitative scale. In this way, Switzerland is
similar to the Netherlands and Germany. -

This chapter also explores the underlying factors that shape these national
distributions and suggests some reasons for the differences. It begins with a discussion
of the direct economic consequences of differences in literacy skill, such as differences
inemployment and in income. These differences in skill are then linked to particular
occupations and industries, showing how changes in employment patterns favour
more highly skilled individuals. Anexamination of how education and other policies,
such as immigration, shape the literacy profile of a country follows.

Some consequences of literacy skill

If literacy had no consequences it would be of only minor interest, but literacy
has broad consequences—particularly economic. Other consequences, ones that
might be thought of as related more to citizenship and social participation, are related
to literacy practices and are discussed in the next chapter.

Employment

The IALS collected data on a number of factors related to employment: the
most central is employment status. In all countries (Figures 3.2ato 3.2d)’ employment
is positively related to literacy, in that those who are employed (or who are in school)
are more likely to be at higher literacy skill levels than those who are unemployed or
who are outside the work force.

Table 3.2 summarizes the data, by literacy level, on those who reported being

_unemployed. Except in the United States, the proportion of unemployed by level

decreases as the level increases (the actual proportion varies from country to country
because the unemployment rate differs), though the decrease between Level 1 and
Level 2 is small in some cases. In all countries, very few individuals at Levels 3 and
4/5 find themselves unemployed, while many of those at Level | are without work.
The proportion at Level 1 who are unemployed is comparatively large in Germany,
Sweden and Poland. Clearly, literacy and employment are strongly linked.

Table 3.2

Proportion of population at each literacy level who are unemployed,
document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada 9.3 41 3.2 2.6
Germany 20.1 11.0 9.1 2.5
Netherlands 7.6 7.5 2.7 0.9
Poland 25.8 13.9 6.5 3.8
Sweden 23.1 12.4 4.9 1.8
Switzerland (French) 8.5 4.5 3.9 1.6
Switzerland (German) 3.4 3.0 2.9 0.7
United States 6.1 8.3 3.9 1.4

5 Tables that support the graphs can be found in Appendix B. In some cases only portions of a table
are included in the text. In these cases, too, the complete table can be found in Appendix B.



Literacy, Economy and Society

Figures 3.2a,b,candd
Literacy and employment, document scale
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Figure 3.3
Percentage of population within each country with low incomes* by literacy level

Income

Because literacy is connected to employment, it follows that it is related to
income. As Figure 3.3 and Table 3.3 show, there appears to be a strong bivariate
relationship. The income groups in this table represent wage income quintiles specific
to each country. That s, the income range covered by each quintile includes 20% of
the income eamers in that country. This means that quintile | in the Netherlands
does not represent the same range of income as quintile | in Poland; the comparisons
across countries are, therefore, relative to the distribution of income within a country.
If the income range in a country is small, then it will be more difficult to detect a
literacy effect than in a country with a larger income range.

In all the countries there is a clear direct effect of literacy on wage income. In
all cases,’ individuals at Level 1 are much more likely to have no income than those
at other skill levels. At the same time, in all cases those at Level 4/5 are more likely
to be in the top income quintile. But it is also important to point out that individuals
performing at Level 3 are also likely to have relatively high incomes. In some
countries, the Netherlands and Sweden in particular, the difference between the
percentage of Level 3 at quintile 5 and the percentage of Level 4/5 at that quintile is
small.
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6 In the Switzerland data, individuals with no income were given the same coding as those in
quintile I; hence, there are no Swiss respondents reported as having no income. While this makes
it more difficult to see that low literacy is closely connected to low income in Switzerland, there can
be no doubt that the data show a relation between high literacy and high income.
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Table 3.3

Proportion of population at each literacy level whose-reeme is within a particular
quintile, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

27.7 20.3
17.6 16.5
13.6 13.9
15.1 17.8
13.1 18.8
12.8 12.7

Canada No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Germany No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Netherlands No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Poland No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Sweden No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Switzerland (French)  No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Switzerland (German) No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

United States No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5
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It is also useful to consider what proportion of each level has income below
each quintile; this will help us understand how income increases with higher literacy
skill. Table 3.4 presents these data for Canada as an example. It is clear that the
higher the literacy level, the smaller the proportion of the population with incomes
below a given quintile. The other countries show similar patterns.
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Table 3.4

Proportion of Canadian population at each literacy level whose income
is below a particular quintile, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Below quintile 2 63.8 45.3 36.8 291
Below quintile 3 82.6 58.9 50.7 42.3
Below quintile 4 90.0 74.0 68.5 54.2
Below quintile 5 95.0 87.1 87.3 73.1

Occupation

Occupations differ in the skills they require. Indeed, most classifications of
occupations, whether national schemes or the International Standard Classification
of Occupations (ISCO-88) used in the IALS, group them by some measure of skill,
often educational attainment. As Figure 3.4 shows, there is a consistent and expected
relationship between literacy and occupation, and there are also some interesting
differences across the scales for particular occupations.

It is useful to consider each occupation separately:

® Manager/Professional (ISCO 1 and 2) is predominately a high-skill
occupation group with 60% to 75% at Levels 3 and 4/5. There are also
usually larger proportions at Level 4/5 on the quantitative and document
scales, when compared with the prose scale.

® Technician (ISCO 3) is also a high-skill occupation group, though there
are more technicians at Level 2 than managers/professionals and fewer
technicians at Level 4/5.

® Clerks (ISCO 4) regularly deal with documents and it would be expected
that high literacy skills are required. Compared with other occupations
with similar education qualifications, such as sales, service, skilled craft
workers and machine operators, clerks do have higher skills. It must be
noted, though, that the largest numbers of clerks are at Levels 2 and 3, not
at Level 4/5, suggesting that the highest level of literacy skill is not required
for the kind of tasks clerks regularly perform with text. From the
descriptions of the levels found in the previous chapter, it is apparent that
the task descriptions for Levels 2 and 3 (locate and identify information in
complex texts) match closely with typical clerical tasks. That is not to say
that there are no clerks at Level 4/5; indeed there are, and there are
always more clerks at this level than craft and machine workers.

® Sales and service workers (ISCO 5) are the most difficult occupational
group to relate to particular literacy levels. There are usually some of
these workers at each literacy level; in many countries, such as Canada
and Sweden, there are even quite significant proportions at Level 4/5.
The literacy data suggest that this occupational group is the least
homogeneous. When industry and literacy are examined below it will be
seen that the literacy skills of service workers in finance are different
from those in personal service industries.

® Skilled craft workers (ISCO 7) differ noticeably from country to country.
In the United States and Canada, between 25% and 30% of the craft
workers are at Level 1 (document scale), but in Germany only 7% are at
this level. Similar large differences between the Level 1 proportions of
these three countries can be found on the other scales. This reflects the
fact that entry into craft occupations in North America is relatively easy
and often unregulated, in contrast to Europe where these occupations are
usually subject to more rigorous entry requirements and/or certification
based on demonstrated skill.



Literacy, Economy and Society

Figure 3.4
Literacy by occupation, document scale
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® Machine operators (ISCO 8) have skill levels similar to those of skilled
craft workers when the latter are relatively low skilled (as in North
America). However, they have lower skill levels when craft work is
subject to certification (as in Germany). In particular, machine operators
tend to have lower skills on the quantitative and document scales.

® Agricultural (ISCO 6) and primary occupations (ISCO 9) have the lowest
demonstrated literacy skills. This is particularly noticeable in countries
with larger agricultural sectors, such as Poland.

While Germany and the United States have similar proportions at each of the
literacy levels for the Manager/Professional occupations on the quantitative and
document scales, there is a larger proportion in the United States at Level 4/5 on the
prose scale. At the same time, in the traditional blue-collar occupations (ISCO 7
and 8) there are larger proportions at higher literacy levels in Germany on all three
scales. This suggests that comparisons of occupations across countries must be
made with care, because there are quite real differences in the basic skills required.
It is also surely worth further study to understand why this occurs and how this
affects the organization of work in otherwise similar occupations in different countries.’

Itis also important to note that the traditional assignment of skill to occupations
through educational attainment is misleading. Clerks, sales workers, service workers,
skilled craft workers, and machine operators are all identified with the same level of
education (some secondary education) in the ISCO classification system. The IALS
data demonstrate that there are quite significant literacy skill differences across
these occupations; therefore, analyses that treat them as equivalent in skill will be
misleading.

Industry

As Figures 3.5a and 3.5b show, there is an interesting and important relation
between changes in employment by industry and literacy.® Those industries, such
as financial and personal services, that have grown in all countries in the last
20 years are those where the incumbents have the highest average scores. At the
same time, industries in decline, especially agriculture, are characterized by workers
with the lowest average literacy skill. Much commentary and forecasting has
emphasized the growth in skill demand in the changing industrial economies; the
IALS data provide concrete evidence of that change.’

7 It is also worth noting that the organization of work may affect literacy skills. If jobs are designed
for workers with low literacy skills, then everyday practice will not encourage the retention or
development of higher skills. This possibility is discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

8 Germany and Canada were selected for analysis because they represent countries with small and
large agricultural sectors. Similar patterns were found in all countries (data on similar industrial
change in Poland are not available).

Y It might be thought that the increased literacy of the growing industries is due simply to an age
difference: growing industries might be thought to have a younger workforce than the declining
ones. This is not systematically the case. In the IALS sample in Canada, for example, 35% of the
workers in personal services were over 45, but only 23% of those working in agriculture were this
age and only 19% of those in manufacturing; 45% of those in financial services are under 35, but
60% of the workers in sales were this age. The agricultural work force is older in Germany, where
43% are over 45, but here, too, the personal service industry has an equal number in this age group,
42%. The differences among industries cannot be attributed primarily to a simple difference in age
composition.
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Figure 3.5a
Employment growth and literacy patterns, Germany
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Figure 3.5b
Employment growth and literacy patterns, Canada
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e Table3s

Proportion of workers in each industry who are at a particular literacy level,
document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

32.8 22.7
31.3 23.2
26.7 21.3
32.4 24.7
47.4
32.0

23.5
215
18.7
21.0
21.9
27.0

221
21.5

Canada Agriculture/Mining
Manufacturing
Construction/Transport
Trade/Hospitality
Financial services
Personal services

NN
S SRR N
NNomoo»

R
o w
E N

Germany Agriculture/Mining
Manufacturing
Construction/Transport
Trade/Hospitality
Financial services
Personal services

Netherlands Agriculture/Mining
Manufacturing
Construction/Transport
Trade/Hospitality
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..and the de;:lining agricultural

: ! The connection between industrial sectors and skill is set out for all the countries
sector has'the least literate workers.

in Table 3.5, using proportions in each level of the document scale (similar patterns
are found on the prose and quantitative scales). Agriculture, the industry in greatest
decline, has high proportions at Level 1 and low proportions at Level 4/5. The
growth sectors, finance and personal service, are marked by large proportions at
Level 4/5.
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Some countries can turn to the
unemployed and those not in the
labour force for a supply of literate
workers... :

...the rest have few reserves upon .
whiich to-draw. ~ a

Part:time workers seem to be as
skilled as full-time workers...

..and this may be because many
part-timers are students.

Reserve labour force

If the pattern demonstrated in Figures 3.5a and 3.5b is characteristic of all
modern economies, then for an economy to grow there should be a source of skilled
workers to fill the jobs in the growth industries. One source is students leaving
school and Figure 3.2c suggests that in all countries this is a relatively highly skilled
group. The unemployed, Figure 3.2b, as just noted, are not typically highly skilled.
Another source are those who are out of the labour force, but not in school, who
might be attracted into the work force.

As Figure 3.2d indicates, it is not always the case that this reserve pool is very
skilled. In every country, on all scales, large numbers of this group are at Level |
and in many countries, the number at Level 4/5 is about the same as the number of
unemployed at that level: Sweden is a notable exception. Certain countries do have
a large proportion outside the labour force at Level 3 (Germany and the
German-speaking group in Switzerland have over 40% at this level), suggesting that
they do have a resource that might be available if conditions were appropriate.
Canada, the United States and Poland would seem to have the smallest reserve
resource; in all three countries over 30% of this group is at Level 1.

Full-time versus part-time work

Another potential source of skilled workers are those working only part time.
But this is a source only if part-time workers are not less skilled than full-time
workers. Overall, there is no systematic relation between literacy skill and whether
an individual has full- or part-time employment, as Figure 3.6 portrays. On some
scales, in some countries, full-time workers have slightly larger proportions at the
higher skill levels; on other scales, often in the same country, there are also large
proportions of part-time workers at the upper skill levels. Forexample, in Switzerland,
among the French-speaking population, there are almost twice as many part-time
workers at Level 4/5 on the prose scale (part-time, 18%; full-time, 9%), but on the
quantitative scale there are virtually the same numbers at this level (part-time, 21.7%;
full-time, 21.5%). Among the German-speaking population in Switzerland, more
full- than part-time workers are at Level 4/5 on the quantitative scale (23% vs. 12%
part-time), but the numbers are approximately the same on the prose scale (part-time,
8.5%; full-time, 9.4%).

One reason that part-time workers demonstrate high skills may be that much
part-time work is carried out by students. In the United States and Canada about
one-third of the part-time workers said they were students and over 20% of the
part-time workers in the Netherlands were also in school. This explanation does not
exist for all countries with highly skilled part-time workers. In some, only a small
number were in school; in Germany and Switzerland, for example, only about 10%
were also going to school.

A second frequently reported reason for part-time work was that the individual
had child care or other family responsibilities that limited working hours. In
Switzerland, Germany and the Netherlands, over 30% of the part-time workers
gave this reason. This suggests that factors other than skill and competitiveness
drive much part-time employment. In still other countries, those working part time
said they could not find full-time work; in Canada this represents 30% of the
responses.
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Figure 3.6
Estimated distribution by literacy level of the full-time employed and part-time employed populations
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Studies on training show that...

i

Adult and continuing education

The increasing demand for highly skilled workers in the 1990s has been
accompanied by a growing interest in training; specifically, the training employees
receive to prepare them—and their employers—for changes in the work environment,
processes and products. In this way the existing work force is yet another source of
higher skilled workers when their skills are enhanced. This is particularly important
as at least 80% of the post-2000 labour force is already at work.

A number of studies in OECD countries of adult education have shown that
training tends to be concentrated on individuals with higher skill levels (Statistics
Canada 1992; Australian Bureau of Statistics 1993). Yet, at the same time, employers
worry that they will be unable to bring new technology to their workplace because
some of theiremployees have such low literacy levels that the cost of training them
would be prohibitive. But, one can also argue that continuing education allows
individuals to broaden their skill. Much of the reading employees do each day is
routine and there is some evidence that workers, particularly those with low literacy
skills, develop reading skills that are narrowly specific to the regular reading they do.
Itis in training that new—and therefore challenging—reading activities occur, offering
the opportunity to expand and deepen the literacy skills the individual ordinarily uses.

Table 3.6

Proportion of population at each literacy level who participated in adult education
in the last year, document scale

Leve_l 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada 19.3 35.3 44.6 65.1
Netherlands 19.8 30.2 448 57.2
Poland 8.7 15.6 23.2 34.2
Sweden 28.9 38.9 52.2 59.4
Switzerland (French) 20.9 27.6 41.8 47.7
Switzerland (German) 20.2 39.1 52.0 70.2
United States 21.4 36.0 53.1 62.8

The IALS data point to considerable similarity between countries both in terms
of the proportion of the work force that receives training (Figure 3.7) and in the way
training is distributed by literacy skill (Table 3.6). Poland is a clear exception; here
the proportion of the sample population reporting having received any training is
notably small. Independent data are not available to confirm the IALS figures for
Poland. However, it is likely that the IALS figures are appropriate and that because
of Poland’s transition to a market economy, employee training has yet to play an
important role there.'°

0 Figures for Germany are not included in this discussion. The training data for the 1ALS sample were

inconsistent with other data from Germany. When the wording of the relevant question used in the
German questionnaire was reviewed, it was found that it would likely lead respondents to report
only training that occurred in formal institutions; this undoubtedly led to under-reporting.
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R ..~ Figure 3.7
Literacy levels for those who received training, document scale
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...the more likely she or he has had
some training or educational
opportunity.

Eachcountry has a unique pattern
of immigration...

Canada is unusual because it has
a large proportion of immigrants
with Level 4/5 literacy skills. This
is related to Canada’s immigration
policy, which is intended to attract
highly skilled immigrants.

In short, for countries other than Poland, the more skilled a person is the more
likely he or she has had some training or educational opportunity in the last year.
Indeed, in all countries except Poland the majority of those at Level 4/5"" had some
training opportunity; only in Sweden did those at Level | have similar opportunities
(25%). In all countries, the higher the literacy level—whatever the scale—the
greater the likelihood that those studied received some training in the previous year.
Consequently, this may be creating an increasing societal division based on skill. If
training adds to skill, then clearly those who already have high-level skills will have
these skills enhanced. At the other extreme, those with fewer skills have fewer
opportunities to benefit from training; that is, to improve both their general literacy
and specific, job-related skills. If their ordinary activities provide few opportunities
for literate activities, or little variety in those that do occur, then their skills may even
decline. The data explored in the next chapter strongly suggest that this is, indeed,
the case.

Immigration

For many countries, immigration is a source of new workers. Some, such as
Canada, have a significant proportion of immigrants in their 16- to 65-year-old
population (approximately 20% in Canada), while others—Poland, the Netherlands
and Germany in particular—have under 10%. While immigration often meets labour
force demands, immigrants may be expected to have an impact on the distribution
of literacy in at least three ways:

® they may have different educational experiences than the native-born
population

° they may have learned an official language only as a second language
® they may be less familiar with the literate culture of the country.

Table 3.7 displays the distribution of literacy among immigrant and native-born
populations.

Table 3.7

Proportion of population who are immigrants and who are native born at each
literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Born in Canada 14.8 25.6 35.4 24.2
Immigrant 31.1 21.3 19.3 28.3"
Germany Born in Germany 7.8 321 40.7 19.4
Immigrant 23.2 40.1 24.8 11.9
Netherlands Born in the Netherlands 8.9 25.4 45.2 20.5
Immigrant 27.4 30.8 30.0 11.8
Sweden Born in Sweden 4.3 18.0 40.3 37.3
Immigrant 1247 27.3 30.8 17.2
Switzerland (French)  Born in Switzerland 10.2 29.3 42.6 18.0
Immigrant 31.5 281 29.4 11.0
Switzerland (German) Born in Switzerland 8.7 31.3 41.9 18.1
Immigrant 56.6 20.7 14.5 8.2
United States Born in the United States 17.5 27.4 34.0 21.2
Immigrant 54.2 19.7 19.1 6.9

' The only exception is that just slightly less than half those at this level on the quantitative and

document scales in French-speaking Switzerland received training.
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...which is reflected in the literacy
skill distribution:of the population.

Canada has “relatively more
immigrants-at Level4/5...

...which can be directly attributed
to a policy that ‘seeks high-level
skills.

The highly skilled receive more
training and this inay increase
worker skill disparity...

Many: factors - influence -the
opportunity ‘to access literacy
enhancing activities...
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In all but one country, Canada, immigrants account for higher proportions at
Level 1 and lower proportions at Level 4/5."2 In Switzerland and the United States,
immigrants are more likely to have lower educational attainment than those born in
the country, but proportions with low education are similar between native- and
foreign-born residents in Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden. Atthe same time,
there is little difference in any of these countries between immigrants and native-born
residents in the proportion with tertiary education. Inthese cases, otherexplanations,
such as language or culture, are necessary.

The exception to these observations is Canada. While there, too, the proportion
of immigrants with low literacy skills is greater than the proportion of native-born
residents, there are proportionately more immigrants at Level 4/5 than there are
native born (26% compared with 22% on the prose scale, 28% compared with 24%
on document, and 28% compared with 21% on quantitative). While the differences
in proportions are not large, what is notable is that native born are not more prevalent
than immigrants at Level 4/5 as they are in countries other than Canada. At the
same time, a greater proportion of immigrants is at Level 1.

It appears that Canada, somewhat unlike the other IALS countries, has
significant numbers of both low- and high-skilled immigrants. While it is difficult to
directly compare immigration policies, it is important to note that Canada has long
had a dual immigration policy; that is, one that actively seeks immigrants with high
skills under one program, while accepting significant numbers of immigrants under
other programs (refugee and family reunification). The IALS data reflect this dual
policy. Because none of the other countries participating in the IALS actively recruit
high-skilled immigrants, no others have large numbers of immigrants at Level 4/5.

If the IALS data are viewed in broad perspective, it can be concluded that the
processes of literacy and employment work to increase the skill disparity in a society.
Highly skilled people are more likely to find employment and are more likely to find
it in positions that offer greater opportunity to use their skill. Therefore, opportunities
to use literacy and opportunities to develop skill fall disproportionately to those with
higher skill levels.

If economies require increasing numbers of highly skilled workers to expand,
then growth may well be limited by existing practices. Instead of enlarging the pool
of highly skilled workers, the tendency is to increase the skills of the already skilled.
The reserve employment pool, made up of the unemployed and those working in
declining industrial sectors, is a low-skilled pool. Policies directed towards providing
more educational opportunities and increasing skills in that pool must be a necessary
part of any industrial growth strategy.

Background to literacy

Some of the factors included in the IALS study can be seen as more or less
directly affecting the skill a particular individual possesses. These are not proposed
as simple causes of literacy (or the lack thereof) but as factors that most directly
influence an individual’s opportunity to participate in literacy and literacy learning
activities. Education is the most prominent of these, but others, such as age, knowledge
of the official language (or languages) of the country, and familiarity with literacy
practices also have an effect. It must be acknowledged that these factors are also
important consequences of literacy; individuals with low skill are more likely to leave
school early, for example. It is convenient, nonetheless, to start by thinking about
these characteristics as a background to the distribution of literacy in a society.

12 Poland is excluded from this analysis because the proportion of the IALS population who reported
being born outside Poland was less than 2%, making the distribution by level for this subgroup too
unreliable.
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..but none is as important as
education.

literacy level.

Education

Although literacy is closely tied to education, it is not the same as education.
Because the IALS countries have quite different patterns of educational attainment,
it should be expected that these differences play some role in the differences in
literacy. Table 3.8 presents, on the document scale, the proportion at each literacy
level for specific levels of educational attainment' (tables for the other scales are in
Appendix B). Figure 3.8 presents the same information.

Table 3.8

Proportion of population at each level of educational attainment who are at each
literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Canada Less than ISCED 02 73.6 15.4 9.7 1.3
ISCED 02 23.2 40.2 26.3 10.3

ISCED 03 10.5 28.4 36.9 241

ISCED 05 4.2 17.6 39.1 39.1

ISCED 06/07 3.3 10.1 38.5 48.1

Germany Less than ISCED 02 55.5 30.2 14.3 0.0
ISCED 02 10.5 38.3 39.2 12.0

ISCED 03 4.7 26.7 43.5 25.1

ISCED 05 4.7 20.2 48.3 26.8

ISCED 06/07 1.1 17.9 34.8 46.2

Netherlands Less than ISCED 02 36.0 38.7 19.2 6.2
ISCED 02 11.2 36.9 43.1 8.8

ISCED 03 2.9 18.2 52.4 26.5

ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A

ISCED 06/07 1.3 13.8 50.0 34.9

Poland Less than ISCED 02 74.6 18.8 5.2 1.4
ISCED 02 46.9 33.9 15.2 4.0

ISCED 03 27.8 38.3 27.2 6.8

ISCED 05 16.4 35.5 36.1 121

ISCED 06/07 15.6 29.6 32.8 22.0

Sweden Less than ISCED 02 22.5 38.1 33.2 6.2
ISCED 02 6.8 16.9 45.5 30.8

ISCED 03 3.9 19.1 421 34.9

ISCED 05 1.1 11.1 37.8 50.1

ISCED 06/07 0.7 8.1 29.8 61.4

Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 41.9 39.7 16.4 2.0
ISCED 02 311 46.9 19.9 2.1

ISCED 03 9.0 311 451 14.8

ISCED 05 2.0 19.5 47.9 30.6

ISCED 06/07 4.9 7.1 47.9 40.1

Switzerland (German) Less than ISCED 02 72.6 16.7 10.6 0.0
ISCED 02 31.6 40.2 17.9 10.3

ISCED 03 9.7 30.9 42.9 16.5

ISCED 05 5.1 24.9 49.1 20.9

ISCED 06/07 6.8 15.7 39.1 38.4

United States Less than ISCED 02 74.0 18.8 6.3 1.0
ISCED 02 45.2 27.9 21.1 5.9

ISCED 03 21.2 33.7 32.5 12.6

ISCED 05 11.7 25.0 39.4 24.0

ISCED 06/07 6.7 13.3 38.9 411

In order to compare educational attainment across countries, the TALS used the ISCED system.

The full ISCED system distinguishes eight levels, but only five are used here. The numbers at cach
of the lowest levels (less than secondary) are quite small and do not support subgroup analysis
singly; they are combined here. At the other end of the continuum, ISCED 07, education beyond
the first university degree is also small and is combined with ISCED 06. The levels can roughly be

interpreted as:

ISCED 10/00/01

ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07

Primary or less

Some secondary education, but not completed
Secondary education completed

Tertiary, non-university education

Tertiary, university education
It should be noted that the Netherlands does not use ISCED 05 in reports on its education system.
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Figure 3.8
Distribution in each country of literacy level by educational attainment, document scale
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Individuals in Germany with lower
educational attainment are less
likely to be at low literacy levels
than are -those in Canada.
Conversely, individuals in Canada
with postsecondary education
(ISCED 05 and 06/07) are more
likely to be at Level 4/5 than those
with similar education in
Germany.

Table 3.9a

Comparison of the proportions in Canada and Germany at each level of
educational attainment who are at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3  Level 4/5
Percentage
Canada Less than ISCED 02 67.5 22.1 9.9 0.5
ISCED 02 22.2 36.8 33.0 8.1
ISCED 03 10.0 29.3 41.2 19.5
ISCED 05 4.4 20.9 46.9 27.7
ISCED 06/07 0.2 10.8 29.8 59.1
Germany Less than ISCED 02 67.7 14.5 17.8 0.0
ISCED 02 17.5 38.6 36.0 7.9
ISCED 03 7.9 33.6 445 14.0
ISCED 05 4.1 14.0 49.2 32.6
ISCED 06/07 4.0 17.0 394 39.6
Table 3.9b
Comparison of the proportions in Canada and Germany at each level of
educational attainment who are at each literacy level, document scale
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3  Level 4/5
Percentage
Canada Less than ISCED 02 73.6 15.4 9.7 1.3
ISCED 02 23.2 40.2 26.3 10.3
ISCED 03 10.5 28.4 36.9 241
ISCED 05 4.2 17.6 391 39.1
ISCED 06/07 3.3 10.1 38.5 48.1
Germany Less than ISCED 02 556.5 30.2 14.3 0.0
ISCED 02 10.5 38.3 39.2 12.0
ISCED 03 4.7 26.7 43.5 251
ISCED 05 4.7 20.2 48.3 26.8
ISCED 06/07 1.1 17.9 34.8 46.2
Table 3.9¢
Comparison of the proportions in Canada and Germany at each level of
educational attainment who are at each literacy level, quantitative scale
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage
Canada Less than ISCED 02 69.4 18.5 11.3 0.8
ISCED 02 23.1 41.5 27.6 7.8
ISCED 03 8.8 31.7 42.8 16.6
ISCED 05 4.2 20.7 48.6 26.4
ISCED 06/07 2.2 4.4 294 64.0
Germany Less than ISCED 02 42.5 20.8 29.2 7.5
ISCED 02 7.6 31.0 441 17.2
ISCED 03 4.1 21.0 49.3 25.7
ISCED 05 2.7 111 59.4 26.9
ISCED 06/07 2.0 13.2 28.6 56.2

75



Literacy, Economy and Society

It is no surprise that as the level of education increases, the proportioA at Level

IALS countries differ greatly in :
- . 4/5 grows and the proportion at Level 1 decreases.

educational attaini

This connection offers some explanation for the differences between gountries:
their literacy levels differ because their educational attainment levels differ. For
example, a much larger proportion of the Canadian (33%) than of the] German
population (14%) has completed some form of tertiary education. As this is the
level of educational attainment with the largest proportion at literacy Level 4/5, it
follows that Canada should have a larger proportion at literacy Level 4/5 (see Tables
3.9a to 3.9c which compare the two countries on all three scales). That is the case
for the prose and document scales, but not for the quantitative scale.

..and large differences in literc At the same time, a larger proportion of the Canadian population lells at the
skillsare tobe expected. . lowest ISCED level, the group that has not attended secondary school ( 12% dompared
' 3 with 1% in Germany); this is the educational attainment level with the largest proportion
at Level 1. Inthis case, there are larger proportions of Canadians at this level on the
document and quantitative scales, as the difference in educational attainmel:t would

suggest, but the numbers are quite similar for the prose scale. Thus, there are
grounds for proposing that while some of the differences between countries on the
literacy measures are associated with differences between them on educational
attainment, not all are. In this particular case, there seems to be a different connection
between education and quantitative literacy and betweeneducation and prose literacy
in Germany compared to Canada. One important conclusion from this is that the
literacy measures produce a more richly textured picture of skill differerices than
simple educational attainment scales.

Figure 3.8 shows how the relation between literacy and education varies in
the TALS countries. At the lowest education level (less than ISCED 02), the largest
portion of the population is at Level 1 in all countries except Sweden and the
Netherlands, where the largest portion is at Level 2. Level 2 (Level 3 in Sweden) is
the predominant level for those at ISCED 02 (not completed secondary school)
except in Poland and the United States where a larger number with this level of
education are at Level 1.

By the completion of secondary school, ISCED 03, Level 3 is dominant, except
in Poland; only in the Netherlands and Sweden are the numbers in Level 3 strikingly
larger than those in Level 2. It is in tertiary education levels (ISCED 05 and 06/07)
that Level 3 is the largest group in all countries. In Canada, Sweden and the United
States on all scales, and in Germany on the document and quantitative scales, 4/5 is
the most common level for those with university education (ISCED 06/07).

Earlier it was noted that while Canada and Germany had similar mean scores
on the prose scale, Germany had higher document and quantitative averages and
that education was related to literacy in different ways in the two countries (Tables
3.9ato 3.9¢ provide some insight into this). On the quantitative scale in Germany,
only ISCED 02 is required for Level 3 to be dominant (44%); only with tertiary
education is this large a Level 3 proportion reached in Canada. A similar pattern,
though with somewhat smaller proportions, occurs on the document scale; 39% of
those at ISCED 02 in Germany are at Level 3, but it is only at [SCED 05 that there
is this large a proportion in Canada. Explanations for these differences are not
available in the IALS data. It makes sense to start by looking at differences in
school curricula. A large body of material documents curriculum differences between
Canada and Germany (and among other IALS countries); the conclusions of most
of that literature are consistent with the findings of higher levels of literacy skill being
attained at lower levels of education in Germany. (For comparisons of reading
instruction, see Lundberg 1994.)

' This reflects, in some respects, inconsistencies in the way education is classified in the ISCED system.
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Par tailz’gz;ly(:ation also matters...

..and iliisféajtor‘ varies from-country

Education is, by itself, not a satisfactory or simple proxy for literacy. Not only
does every country have some proportion of its least educated population at Levels
3 and 4/5 on each literacy scale (and some proportion of its most educated at
Level 1), but the relationship between education and literacy is not the same in every
country and not the same from scale to scale. In the Netherlands and Sweden, and
to some extent for the French-speaking population in Switzerland, the proportion of
those with low education at Level | on the prose scale is small (less than 40% for
the first two) compared with the other countries (all over 60%). As well, although
Germany and Canada have the same proportions of those with low educational
attainment at Level | on the prose scale (68% in both cases), Germany has a
smaller proportion of this population at Level | on the document scale (Germany,
56%; Canada, 74%), with even larger differences on the quantitative scale (Germany,
43%; Canada, 69%). These both suggest that comparisons based solely on educational
attainment may incorrectly estimate true skill differences.

Further, it should be noted that a direct test of literacy, such as the IALS, gives
a different picture of the distribution of literacy than do classifications based on
educational attainment (the UNESCO criteria, for example).” In the Netherlands
some 324,000 adults who had never attended secondary school would be classified
as having low literacy levels by UNESCO, even though they scored at Levels 3 and
4/5 on the TALS test. On the other hand, 474,000 adults who had at least started
secondary school in the Netherlands would be classified as having high literacy
skills although their scores on the IALS test put them at Level 1. In Canada, some
222,000 adults who scored at Levels 3 and 4/5 would be classified as low-skilled
based on their educational attainment and 1.6 million of those at Level 1 would meet
UNESCO’s high literacy criteria because they had attended secondary school. In
the Netherlands, approximately 7% of the population and, in Canada, 10%, would
be misclassified using educational attainment alone.

Parents’ education

It has long been recognized that an individual’s educational attainment and
literacy level are influenced by the parents’ educational attainment. As Table 3.10
demonstrates, there is a relationship, but it is not the same in all cases.'® Forexample,
more Canadians than Germans whose parents have relatively low levels of education
nonetheless attain Level 4/5. In general, one could argue, there is a closer relationship
between parents’ education and literacy in Germany than in Canada. This, in part,
is likely a consequence of the considerable growth in tertiary education in Canada,
which permits a significant number of Canadians to attain higher levels of education
than their parents.

Although notdirectly a focus of the IALS, it is worth noting, once the connection
between parents’ education and literacy is established, that the IALS countries are
remarkably varied in the parents’ education. Over 30% of the respondents in the
Netherlands reported that their parents had not attended secondary school, but only
2% of the German respondents reported their parents’ education at the lowest
levels.

5 The UNESCO criteria classify individuals based on educational attainment:

Less than Grade 4: basic illiterate
Less than Grade 9, but more than Grade 4: functional literate
Grade 9 and higher: fully literate.

'8 Table 3.10 is based on the education of the parent with the highest level of attainment.
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Table 3.10

Proportion of population who are at each literacy level for each level of parents’
educational attainment, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage "

Canada Less than ISCED 02 28.3 30.1 29.6 12.0
ISCED 02 8.9 23.8 29.5 37.8

ISCED 03 8.6 15.1 46.2 30.1

ISCED 05 9.9 16.7 29.4 44.0

ISCED 06/07 8.4 19.3 31.2 41.0

Germany Less than ISCED 02 37.5 35.6 23.6 3.2
ISCED 02 9.6 34.7 37.8 17.8

ISCED 03 4.3 27.4 47.2 21.2

ISCED 05 1.8 21.9 56.2 20.1

ISCED 06/07 1.9 18.7 40.8 38.6

Netherlands Less than ISCED 02 18.4 33.9 36.7 11.0
ISCED 02 5.3 25.9 46.4 22.4

ISCED 03 2.0 21.0 51.9 25.2

ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A

ISCED 06/07 3.1 10.4 48.7 37.8

Poland Less than ISCED 02 54.1 29.8 12.9 3.3
ISCED 02 37.4 354 22.0 5.3

ISCED 03 22.2 31.6 34.8 11.4

ISCED 05 25.7 28.6 33.2 12.5

ISCED 06/07 16.7 27.3 30.4 25.6

Sweden Less than ISCED 02 8.6 23.1 40.3 28.0
ISCED 02 1.6 15.3 42.5 40.6

ISCED 03 2.4 14.3 39.6 43.7

ISCED 05 1.3 14.6 34.5 49.6

ISCED 06/07 0.4 8.0 35.4 56.2

Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 24.5 36.3 29.1 10.1
ISCED 02 14.8 34.9 40.0 10.3

ISCED 03 8.4 26.2 47.4 18.0

ISCED 05 10.1 19.5 46.4 241

ISCED 06/07 5.6 19.1 40.8 345

Switzerland (German) Less than ISCED 02 50.9 24.2 20.9 4.0
ISCED 02 16.4 38.6 35.8 9.2

ISCED 03 7.7 29.6 43.2 19.4

ISCED 05 1.7 32.3 42.4 23.5

ISCED 06/07 8.2 25.1 36.0 30.7

United States Less than ISCED 02 33.6 30.6 26.5 9.3
ISCED 02 22.7 30.8 36.5 9.9

ISCED 03 14.0 25.8 351 25.1

ISCED 05 9.0 16.5 32.3 42.3

ISCED 06/07 8.4 18.6 41.5 31.5

78



Literacy, Economy and Society

Table 3.11

Proportion of population in each age group who are at each literacy level,
document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3  Level 4/5
Percentage
Canada 16-25 10.4 22.3 36.4 31.0
26-35 13.5 25.3 33.8 27.5
36-45 13.8 22.0 36.8 27.4
46-55 23.0 31.0 23.6 22.4
56-65 43.8 23.7 23.8 8.7
Germany 16-25 5.2 29.0 43.0 22.8
26-35 5.9 29.2 40.0 24.9
36-45 9.5 30.6 38.5 21.4
46-55 7.4 35.0 431 14.5
56-65 17.7 40.9 32.6 8.8
Netherlands 16-25 6.1 16.8 51.1 26.0
26-35 5.9 19.2 457 29.3
36-45 9.2 24.2 49.5 17.1
46-55 12.6 35.7 38.0 13.7
56-65 22.6 40.5 30.1 6.8
Poland 16-25 32.2 33.1 26.2 8.5
26-35 39.2 33.8 19.7 7.4
36-45 42.6 33.6 18.1 5.7
o 46-55 55.6 27.0 13.3 4.1
) 56-65 70.1 20.9 7.6 14
; Sweden 16-25 3.1 16.6 39.6 40.7
26-35 3.9 10.4 38.1 47.6
36-45 6.6 18.2 39.8 354
46-55 6.8 19.7 43.1 30.3
56-65 12.2 33.3 36.0 18.5
Switzerland (French) 16-25 8.7 24.9 40.4 26.0
26-35 11.5 22.4 44.5 21.86
36-45 19.2 " 329 34.2 13.7
46-55 18.0 29.8 42 .4 9.7
56-65 27.5 38.1 29.8 4.6
Switzerland (German) 16-25 71 25.7 41.0 26.3
26-35 17.4 20.7 38.8 23.1
36-45 21.5 30.3 36.3 12.0
46-55 21.0 33.8 35.0 10.2
56-65 22.8 39.9 30.6 6.7
United States 16-25* 24.7 30.9 28.4 16.1
; ] 26-35 21.6 22.9 34.5 21.0
so'meexp‘_eif’wncéis',requiredtoreae 3222 g?g ;g; g;g ??g
this level. . .- 56-65 29.3 32.9 26.0 1.7

*  The proficiency of United States’ postsecondary students has been underestimated due to a sampling
anomaly. This note also pertains to Figures 3.2c and 3.9.
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Literacy’s relationshi : Age

iteracy’s relationship to age is

complex... Educational attainment is not only distributed differently between the countries,
but it is also distributed differently by age within each country. For example, only
49% of the Canadian population aged 55 to 64 has completed secondary education,
while 81% of those aged 25 to 34 have that level of education. In comparison, in
Germany 69% of those aged 55 to 64 have attained this level and 89% of those aged
25 to 34 (OECD 1995). Literacy is related to age independently of education as
well. Recent Canadian data (Statistics Canada 1992) showed that groups of
individuals with similar educational attainment, but of different ages, did not have the
same literacy distribution, while older Canadians have lower skills than younger
Canadians with the same education. There are no marked disparitics among the
countries with respect to the age makeup of the study population, so this by itself
would not account for the differences, yet the relationship between age and literacy
is itself an important question.'” Table 3.11 and Figure 3.9 present the basic age data
for each country on the document scale.

Table 3.12

Proportion of population in two age groups whose highest level of education is
secondary graduation who are at each literacy level

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Switzerland (French)
Prose 18-24 7.8 19.1 60.6 12.6
25-30 18.0 34.9 44.8 1.5
Document 18-24 2.9 25.9 55.5 15.7
25-30 17.8 27.4 46.4 8.3
Quantitative 18-24 7.8 11.6 65.0 15.7
25-30 3.5 44.8 43.4 8.3

Germany
m——— - Prose 18-24 8.0 29.3 54.8 8.0
In Germanyliteracy increases with 25-30 8.3 29.6 36.1 25.9
experience after schooling ends Document ;ggg gg ;gj 232 ég g
(there are morg atLeyel I3 inte  quanittive 18-24 5.8 203 56.3 17.6
o n 25-30 3.0 11.7 48.4 36.9
United States

. Prose 18-24 11.3 59.2 23.4 6.1
f]";t"fs"il‘iz 25-30 212 28.4 341 16.2
ftted S105es Document 18-24 18.2 42.2 37.2 2.4
25-30 27.9 20.3 36.9 14.9
St Quantitative 18-24 13.7 46.7 33.1 6.4
there is botl increase and decrease. 25-30 21.2 18.8 34.5 25.5

7 Because there is an age effect on education, a breakdown of literacy scores by age and education
together would be interesting, but sample sizes in most countries are too small to support three-way
(age by education by literacy) analyses.
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Figure 3.9
Literacy by age, document scale

%
80
60
40

20
0

80
60
40
20

0

80
60
40
20

0

80
60
40
20

0

80
60
40
20

0

80
60
40
20

0

80
60
40
20

0

80
60
40
20

0

Canada

Germany

Netherlands

Poland

Sweden

Switzerland (French)

Switzerland (German)

_nlin snlin uitlls =il slli_

United States

*  Sce note on page 79.

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45
Age 16-25 Age 26-35 Age 36-45 Age 46-55 Age 56-65

81



Literacy, Economy and Society

The relationship between age and literacy is slightly more complex than that
between education and literacy. In all countries, at older ages, the proportion at
Level 1 is larger on all three scales,'® ' though there is not always a regular decrease;
for example, the proportion at level one does not increase between the ages of 36 to
45 and 46 to 55 in either Swiss language group and there is no significant change at
this level between the ages of 26 to 35 and 46 to 55 in the United States.? It is
generally the case, though, that fewer—in many cases significantly fewer— young
adults are at the lowest level on any scale. The exception to this is the United States,
where the youngest age group has a slightly larger proportion than other age groups
at Level ] on all scales.?!

g This does not mean, however, that proportionally more young adults are at
Iways at the highes + Level 4/5. Indeed, the relation between the proportion of 16~ to 25-year-olds at
ST . Level 4/5 and the proportion of 25- to 36-year-olds at that level is quite mixed.
Seldom does one age group have a substantially higher proportion than the other. In
assessing this information, it must be noted that many of those aged 16 to 25 are still
in school and that the 26-to-35 age group in many countries naturally includes more
individuals with tertiary education; in some countries over 40% of the youngest age
group have not yet completed secondary education. One interpretation of the data
is that increases in educational attainment, and perhaps even in educational
effectiveness, at the primary and secondary levels (the levels most likely attained by
the youngest age group) are successful at raising skills to Levels 2 and 3, but that
further education or life experience is necessary for Level 4/5. This interpretation is
consistent with the findings discussed above under education, where it was seen
that tertiary education is most commonly associated with the highest literacy level.

Even when those who have only completed secondary school are considered
(Table 3.12) the picture is not consistent across countries. In Switzerland, among
the French-speaking population, the 25-t0-30 age group typically has larger numbers
at the lower levels than the 18-t0-24 age group and smaller numbers at Level 4/5.
One interpretation of this pattern is that literacy skills decline after individuals leave
school.

In contrast, the 25- to 30-year-old group in Germany consistently has larger
numbers at literacy Level 4/5. A sensible interpretation of this pattern is that
post-school experience raises literacy skills in Germany. It is particularly noteworthy
that the proportions at Levels 1 and 2 are the same for the two age groups, further
suggesting that the increase in Level 4/5 comes from increasing the skills of those at
Level 3 after they have left secondary school even when there is no further formal
education.

®  The sole exception is the United States where the proportions at Level 1 are similar for all age
groups. A greater proportion of the United States 16-to-25 sample are still in secondary school
than in any other country, perhaps providing some explanation for that age group. This, however,
does not explain why the proportion is the same for other age groups when this is not the case in
the other countries.

¥ A traditional explanation for the lower scores in older age groups might invoke a notion of
intellectual decline with age. Recent research suggests that this is unlikely to be a major factor.

*®  The 1992 National Adult Literacy Study in the United States found this same pattern for these
three age groups (26 to 35, 36 to 45, 46 to 55).

2 At least some of the explanation for the United States results here may lie in an under-coverage of
university students. In this country more of respondents who reported being in school were in
secondary school than in tertiary education; in the other countries students were more likely to be
in a postsecondary program.
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While the German pattern shows a consistent gain in skill and the Switzerland
(French) pattern a regular decrease, the United States shows both an increase and
a decrease. In the United States there are larger numbers at Levels 3 and 4/5, and
at Level 1 for the 25- to 30-year-old group. This suggests that some Level 2
secondary school graduates are able to increase their skill to Level 3 (and some at
Level 3 may improve to Level 4/5), while others see a decline in skill to Level 1. If
this is the appropriate analysis for the United States, it adds to our understanding of
why the United States is characterized by large numbers at both extreme literacy
levels and small numbers at the middle levels.

The mixed results one sees in Table 3.12 demonstrate that adult literacy is a
result not just of school experience, but also of life experience. In turn, this implies
that the IALS resuits are not an appropriate measure of school effectiveness, but
rather a measure of the culture of literacy in a particular society.

"It is safe to say that in all cases the proportion of young adults, those just
entering the work force (aged 16 to 25) or at the beginning of their careers (aged 26
to 35), have notably higher skills than older workers, who will be retiring from the
work force.

Gender

Studies of school reading, such as the IEA Reading Literacy Study (Elley
1994), routinely find a gender effect, with girls typically scoring somewhat higher
than boys, although in some studies boys have scored higher on reading tasks that
are more practically oriented. As Tables 3.13ato 3.13c show, there is also a gender
effect, small in some countries, large in others, but that effect is not the same on all
the scales or for all countries on a scale.

® On the prose scale (Table 3.13a) women slightly outscore men in some
countries (most notably in Canada and the United States), but the advantage
is not large in any of them. In other countries the scores are so similar
that no real difference can be claimed; in some cases the mean scores
are a couple of points higher for women, in others, for men.

® Onthe document scale (Table 3.13b), in some countries men score higher
than women, but there are still a number where there is no difference,
though this group includes those for which there was a female advantage
on the prose scale.

® On the quantitative scale (Table 3.13c), men outscore women in every
country, though the difference in Canada is too small to be significant. In
some cases, however, the differences are relatively large; in Sweden '
there is a 16-point difference.

In general then, as one moves across prose to document to quantitative scales,
men’s scores increase relative to women’s. In some countries, women’s scores
decrease through this progression of scales, but even when they do increase they do
so more slowly than those of men. The predominant explanation for the difference
between sexes points to different patterns of course enrolments in school. However,
the IALS did not collect data on this young population. Men, particularly older men,
tend to have more education than women, but this would only serve as an explanation
if men outscored women on all scales. One might try to argue that the quantitative
scale is more sensitive to education than is the prose scale (that is, an increase in
education leads to a relatively greater improvement on quantitative), but the datado
not strongly support this. It may also be that differences inemployment, particularly
in type of occupation, may play a role. Occupations that were historically filled
more by women than by men, such as clerks, are characterized by greater frequencies
of reading and writing (prose and document) than of numeracy (quantitative), while
those more often filled by men, technicians and skilled craft workers, for example,
are associated with more frequent numeracy tasks.
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Table 3.13a
Proportion of each sex who are at each level of literacy, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Male 19.0 26.6 37.0 17.4
Female 14.3 24.7 33.2 27.8
Germany Male 15.4 31.8 37.9 15.4
Female 13.3 36.7 38.0 12.0
Netherlands Male 10.5 31.3 43.6 14.6
Female 10.5 28.8 44.6 16.0
Poland Male 43.3 35.4 18.7 2.6
Female 42.0 33.7 20.8 3.5
Sweden Male 7.9 20.9 39.9 31.3
Female 7.1 19.8 39.5 33.6
Switzerland (French)  Male 171 31.2 40.9 10.8
Female 18.2 36.2 36.4 9.2
Switzerland (German) Male 17.9 32.9 40.0 9.2
Female 20.7 38.4 32.1 8.7
United States Male 22.2 28.0 29.8 20.0
Female 19.3 23.9 34.7 221
Table 3.13b

Proportion of each sex who are at each level of literacy, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Male 17.0 25.7 31.8 25.0
Female 19.3 23.8 32.3 24.7
Germany Male 7.8 31.0 38.7 22.4
Female 10.1 34.4 40.2 15.3
Netherlands Male 8.5 23.9 45.0 22.7
Female 11.9 27.7 43.3 17.1
Poland Male 43.7 31.1 18.7 6.4
Female 47.0 30.4 17.4 5.2
Sweden Male 5.0 16.8 39.6 38.6
Female 7.3 21.0 39.3 32.4
Switzerland (French)  Male 14.0 27.0 40.3 18.7
Female 18.5 30.6 37.5 13.4
Switzerland (German) Male 15.2 26.7 39.7 18.4
Female 21.1 31.4 33.6 13.9
United States Male 25.2 24.9 30.4 19.5
Female 22.4 26.7 32.3 18.5
Table 3.13¢

Proportion of each sex who are at each level of literacy, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Male 17.2 24.9 33.8 24 1
Female 16.6 27.2 35.9 20.2
Germany Male 5.7 22.7 42.9 28.7
Female 7.6 30.5 43.5 18.4
Netherlands Male 8.2 20.8 46.4 24.6
Female 12.4 30.4 42.1 15.1
Poland Male 36.2 29.7 26.1 8.0
Female 42.0 30.6 21.7 5.7
Sweden Male 5.2 15.3 37.6 41.9
Female 8.0 21.8 40.4 29.8
Switzerland (French)  Male 11.0 19.8 43.8 25.4
Female 14.8 29.1 40.7 15.5
Switzerland (German) Male 12.2 22.2 41.9 23.7
Female 16.1 30.2 39.6 14.2
United States Male 20.9 22.2 29.9 271
Female 21.0 28.1 32.5 18.4
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1

Summary

This chapter has laid out some of the factors that relate to literacy, but are not
in and of themselves literacy activities. The most notable points are that there are
differences among the countries, not simply on average scores, but on how literacy
is distributed within the society. It also seems clear that policy decisions do have
effects. Canada’s policy of actively recruiting highly skilled immigrants gives it a
quite different pattern of immigrant literacy. There also appear to be differences
resulting from education policy; that is, individuals with similar levels of education
have different patterns of literacy across the three scales when countries are
compared.

Further, it has been shown that differences in literacy have consequences.

Low-skill adults are more likely to be unemployed, or if employed, to be employed in
industries that are declining. High-skill adults are likely to have higher incomes.

What has not been examined in this chapter are the actual literacy practices
with which individuals are engaged. That is the topic we turn to in the next chapter.
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This chapter looks. at the practices
of literacy, within and between
countries, and itsimpact on literacy
- skills.... ‘

inside and outside work.

A key question is how literacy skill
and literacy activity reinforce each
other.

There are-some connections

between literacy skill and the

frequency of performing certain
tasks;.. )

...sitch as reading journals...

Chapter 4

The practice(s) of literacy

Stan Jones, Centre for the Study of Adult Literacy, Carleton University, Ottawa,
Canada

he International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) collected a broad

range of information about the literacy practices and other daily

activities of the respondents. This information is, in and of itself, of
considerable comparative interest. The IALS also provides new insights into the
differences in the distribution of literacy within and between countries.

This chapter discusses literacy practices at work and in the community:
® Literacy practices at work

Most adults must face some literacy tasks at work, though these differ
from job to job and individuals may differ in how successful they think they
are in dealing with them. TALS respondents were asked a series of questions
about their literacy practices at work and how they felt about their ability to
carry them out successfully.

® Literacy practices in the community

Everyone, whether employed or not, can engage in literacy activities as
part of their daily life outside the workplace. Here, too, IALS respondents
were asked to report on their everyday reading and writing tasks and to
judge how well their abilities served them.

In each case both the range of practices and the relation of the practice to
literacy were examined. A key question is: How do literacy skill and literacy activities
interact? It seems likely that individuals who demonstrate higher literacy skills are
more likely to be assigned and more willing to undertake more complex literacy
activities. These activities in turn, by providing opportunities to practise and perhaps
expand literacy skills, allow these individuals to maintain, and often to improve, their
skills. If literacy is a fragile skill, one that requires continued use, the practices
considered in this chapter constitute that continued use.

Literacy at work

Literacy practices

The IALS participants were asked a series of questions about the frequency
with which they engaged in a variety of reading, writing and numeracy tasks. These
tasks are conveniently grouped into three categories.

I. Reading. Respondents were asked how frequently they read or used
information from six types of texts as part of their job:

a. Letters or memos
b. Reports, articles, magazines or journals
c. Manuals or reference books, including catalogues
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d. Diagrams or schematics
e. Bills, invoices, spreadsheets or budget tables
f. Directions or instructions for medicines, recipes or other products

-.writing letters.... . .
S 2. Writing. Respondents were asked how often they wrote or filled out four

types of text as part of their job:

Letters or memos
Forms or things such as bills, invoices or budgets

.

Reports or articles

a0 o op

Estimates or technical specifications
3. Numeracy. They were asked about two kinds of arithmetic:

a. Measuring or estimating the size or weight of objects
b. Calculating prices, costs or budgets

The relation between skill and frequency is unlikely to be a strong one,
particularly in Levels 2, 3 and 4/5,' because frequency by itself does not equate to
difficulty. As the test items themselves show, some tasks using a text can be relatively
easy, while others are more difficult. For example, consider written directions, one
of the literacy tasks surveyed. Directions can be simple (connecting two pieces of
equipment, for example) or they can be difficult (such as instructions on installing a
new furnace). Still, as in other studies of the relationship of frequency to skill, the
IALS data show some connections.

! Because the proportion at Level 5 is under 5% in most countries, Levels 4 and 5 have been
combined in the analyses presented in this chapter and in Chapter 3. For many of the analyses,
then, a reliable estimate could not be made for the subgroup proportions at this level. Rather than
simply leave blank cells in tables, Level 5 was combined with Level 4. As well, there seems to be
no compelling policy interest in the relative proportions at Levels 4 and 5. As the data presented
here show, even the difference between Level 3 and Level 4/5 is of minor interest. Given the large
numbers at Levels | and 2 for which lack of literacy skill has a large impact, the pressing policy
concern is how to increase Level 3 relative to Levels | and 2.
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Figure 4.1a Figure 4.1b

Read directions or instructions Read reports, articles, magazines,
for products as part of job at least journals as part of job at least once
once a week, prose scale - a week, prose scale
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Table 4.1

Proportion of population in each country who reported engaging in each of several workplace reading tasks
at least once a week

Directions or Bills, invoices, Diagrams Manuals Reports, Letters
instructions for spreadsheets or or reference articles, or
medicines, recipes or schematics books, including magazines memos

or other products budget tables catalogues or journals

Percentage

Canada 30.4 48.0 32.5 49.2 55.4 70.2
Germany 31.9 62.0 51.4 60.8 66.9 80.4
Netherlands 23.8 43.2 39.9 521 61.5 66.7
Poland 241 28.2 21.0 27.0 29.9 33.6
Sweden N/A 57.6 63.2 71.9 66.6 78.5
Switzerland (French}) 191 56.8 38.2 50.3 72.3 72.9
Switzerland (German) 17.0 61.2 31.8 56.1 70.4 81.0
United States 33.8 47.6 37.6 61.6 59.8 71.6
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Figures 4.1a and 4.1b and 4.2a to 4.2d portray the relation between literacy
ability and the frequency of various reading tasks at work. Table 4.1 reports the
overall frequencies of the tasks for each country. There is a general tendency,
across countries, scales and tasks, for individuals at higher literacy skill levels to
report that they carry out a practice more frequently. For example, in Poland only
18% of those at Level 1 on the document scale reported reading directions as
frequently as at least once a week, but 46% of those at Level 4/5 reported doing so.
The differences are even larger for tasks that are likely to involve more complex
texts, such as manuals and reference books; 17% of the Polish respondents at
Level 1 (prose scale) said they did this at least once a week in contrast to 50% of
those at Level 4/5. Similar differences are found for the reading of reports: Of those
at Level | on the prose scale, 16% said they read reports at least once a week; of
those at Level 4/5 on the prose scale, 62% did so.

Whether there are different frequencies reported at different levels on a
particular scale may be related to the connection between the task and the scale. In
Germany, respondents at Levels 2, 3 and 4/5 on the prose scale reported about the
same frequency for reading diagrams and schematics. This type of task, however,
is more typically a document task and, on this scale, there are some differences in
reported frequency across these three levels, though not large ones. Similarly, in all
countries there is no consistent relationship between level (except at Level 1) and
frequency of use of bills, invoices and spreadsheets on the prose and document
scales, but those at higher levels on the quantitative scale consistently report more
frequent use of these texts.

It might also be expected that those tasks that might occur regularly at varying
levels of difficulty are less likely to show a strong relationship than those that likely
have narrower ranges of difficulty. Thus reading directions and instructions, which
can show a wide range of complexity, is inconsistently related to level (in some
countries, on some scales, Level 2 respondents may report more frequent use than
Level 4/5 respondents). On the other hand, a task such as reading a manual or a
reference book—which usually has a higher level of complexity—shows a consistent
relationship between skill and frequency (in all countries, on all scales, Level 3
respondents reported performing this task more often than those at Level 2 and less
often than those at Level 4/5).

The frequency of reading tasks varies by occupation, as should be expected
(see Table 4.2). In French-speaking Switzerland, for example, 83% of the clerks
reported reading memos and letters at least once a week, but only 54% of the skilled
craft workers said they read them this frequently. Also in Switzerland, 68% of
clerks reported working with bills or invoices weekly, while 55% of the technicians
said that they did; in contrast, 42% of the technicians, compared with 23% of the
clerks, used diagrams and schematics this often. Thus literacy practices are a key
element in the connection between literacy skill and occupation, as demonstrated in
the previous chapter. If literacy practices do maintain and enhance skill, then work
organization itself can contribute to literacy skill. Common sense would suggest that
if a job is organized to place few demands on worker’s skills, then that worker’s
skills are likely to decline. Conversely, when a job allows regular exercise of literacy
skill, incumbents can expect to maintain and increase that skill.
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Table 4.2

Proportion of workers in each occupational group who reported engaging in each of several workplace reading
tasks at least once a week

Letters Reports, Manuals or Diagrams Bills Directions or
or articles, reference or invoices, instructions
memos magazines books,  schematics spreadsheets for medicines,
or including or budget recipes or
journals catalogues tables  other products
Percentage
Canada Professionals/Managers 93.4 84.0 81.6 51.5 65.2 45.0
Technicians 77.2 69.9 48.3 28.5 45.3 28.2
Clerks 84.1 52.9 459 14.7 52.2 17.2
Service workers 58.4 41.4 32.3 15.0 43.8 34.9
Skilled crafts workers 42.5 29.9 36.7 48.2 32.8 22.6
Machinery operators 56.5 40.9 31.8 32.6 33.5 21.3
Agriculture 42.0 31.7 29.7 23.1 38.4 25.3
Germany Professionals/Managers 91.5 85.9 67.8 61.8 57.9 25.6
Technicians 93.2 89.1 66.6 53.7 69.3 38.9
Clerks 95.6 78.9 63.5 39.0 76.5 26.1
Service workers 74.5 63.4 59.3 32.8 64.4 38.3
Skilled crafts workers 68.6 42.8 59.4 73.1 54.4 31.5
Machinery operators 68.3 44 4 50.9 49.9 50.8 39.6
Agriculture 44.8 311 354 22.2 40.2 29.6
Netherlands Professionals/Managers 86.6 86.9 70.8 55.0 59.7 25.8
Technicians 81.8 74.2 62.2 43.5 50.7 34.1
Clerks 79.9 58.9 50.8 37.3 49.6 17.5
Service workers 445 43.0 324 18.8 37.0 28.7
Skilled crafts workers 38.2 37.0 50.7 39.9 23.1 16.3
Machinery operators 54.5 42.6 346 38.5 18.3 15.7
Agriculture 27.0 27.3 14.6 18.5 171 10.7
Poland Professionals/Managers 72.4 78.6 70.7 42.5 48.1 50.6
Technicians 65.1 61.0 51.6 34.5 41.5 38.7
Clerks 61.0 43.6 34.9 12.7 64.0 27.5
Service workers 27.9 20.1 24.0 3.5 52.8 32.4
Skilled crafts workers 16.6 10.7 13.3 28.6 8.0 15.2
Machinery operators 23.9 11.8 10.1 19.9 23.2 1.5
Agriculture 8.5 10.9 7.6 3.8 9.0 9.5
Sweden Professionals/Managers 91.5 91.8 81.9 76.9 62.1 N/A
Technicians 87.9 89.0 76.8 70.2 63.5 N/A
Clerks 90.0 84.1 79.2 53.3 66.5 N/A
Service workers 74.6 77.0 69.2 53.7 63.6 N/A
Skilled crafts workers 57.0 61.5 62.4 50.4 41.9 N/A
Machinery operators 55.2 57.1 44.7 47.2 42.7 N/A
Agriculture 49.5 53.3 46.8 38.0 38.7 N/A
Switzerland (French)  Professionals/Managers 86.1 88.4 54.9 49.7 78.2 13.6
Technicians 79.8 77.5 54.7 42.2 54.9 28.7
Clerks 83.2 74.7 39.1 22.5 68.2 8.8
Service workers 56.8 51.9 421 19.8 46.5 22.1
Skilled crafts workers 54.3 61.7 55.1 56.2 47.0 20.6
Machinery operators 62.5 57.9 38.3 30.8 34.7 17.6
Agriculture 64.2 63.9 52.1 25.1 451 24.6
Switzerland (German) Professionals/Managers 94.9 89.8 66.4 47.3 69.6 17.7
Technicians 94.3 82.3 65.2 40.8 62.1 28.3
Clerks 91.1 74.5 57.0 25.4 72.6 7.9
Service workers 68.7 58.6 41.4 18.1 62.4 15.9
Skilled crafts workers 69.4 55.5 62.8 31.8 54.9 15.3
Machinery operators 54.3 39.2 27.2 12.3 46.8 16.6
Agriculture 56.4 49.4 36.1 14.9 41.9 6.8
United States Professionals/Managers 92.0 85.0 82.9 51.7 62.9 41.9
Technicians 83.1 75.3 80.6 64.5 33.3 48.4
Clerks 87.7 67.5 60.4 25.1 58.7 27.5
Service workers 56.2 44 4 48.0 21.7 41.4 35.4
Skilled crafts workers 53.0 39.1 53.4 57.5 34.6 26.4
Machinery operators 43.5 29.2 42.3 28.3 21.3 20.7
Agriculture 26.4 347 13.1 8.8 25.2 20.4
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Figure 4.2a

| o Read bills, invoices, spreadsheets as part of job at least once a week,
3 quantitative scale

Figure 4.2b

Read diagrams or schematics as part of job, at least once a week,
document scale
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Figure 4.2c

Read manuals and reference books as part of job at least once a week,
prose scale
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- 7 Figured4.2d
Read letters or memos as part of job at least once a week,
prose scale
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Overall, the occupational category with the highest reported frequencies across
tasks is the professional/manager group. Clerks and technicians report the second
most frequent use for many tasks, but for tasks closely associated with an occupation,
these two groups differ. Thus, clerks read diagrams less frequently than technicians
who, in turn, are less likely to read bills or invoices than clerks. Service workers,
skilled craft workers and machine operators typically report reading less frequently
than clerks, technicians and professionals/managers, but even in these occupations
certain tasks occur with greater frequency. Skilled craft workers and machine
operators read diagrams and schematics more frequently than clerks and service
workers, and they must deal with bills and invoices relatively often. These are
logical differences. Agricultural and other primary workers, for every task, reported
the least frequent use of work-related reading materials.

As with reading, the relation between frequency of writing activities and skill
varies from task to task (see Figures 4.3a,4.3b, 4.4a and 4.4b). Overall frequencies
in each country are presented in Table 4.3. In some countries, there is little difference
among those at Levels 2, 3 and 4/5 on writing estimates (even Level | respondents
report comparatively high weekly frequencies on this task) and on using bills and
invoices (Level 1 is somewhat lower here). In contrast, in all countries respondents
at Level 4/5 are considerably more likely than those at Level 2 to write letters and
memos; they are also somewhat more likely to write reports and articles. For both
types of writing, Level 3 frequencies are somewhere between those for Levels 2
and 4/5, and Level 1 frequencies are lower than Level 2. Again, as the task becomes
more complex—uwriting letters and reports is usually more complicated than filling in
forms—there is a stronger relationship between frequency and level of skill.
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Figure 4.3a Figure 4.3b

Write reports or articles as part Write or fill in forms, bills or
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L ai Table 4.3

Proportion of population in each country who reported engaging in each of
several workplace writing tasks at least once a week

Letters or Forms or Reports Estimates

memos things such as or or

bills, invoices articles technical

; or budgets specifications
Percentage

Canada 53.8 47.2 39.4 26.6

Germany 72.4 57.8 48.3 27.0

Netherlands 53.4 26.4 36.1 30.8

Poland 29.6 28.8 17.7 8.3

Sweden 74.0 47.8 54.6 30.2

Switzerland (French) 60.8 47.0 46.1 24.4

Switzerland (German) 79.0 57.3 42.8 25.3

United States 58.7 51.8 44.2 29.2
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Figure 4.4a

Write estimates or technical specifications as part
of job at least once a week, document scale

Figure 4.4b

Write letters or memos as part of job at least
once a week, prose scale
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...with predictable occupational

differences:

Different kinds of mathematics
« skills are also used .in various

occupations...

Here too there are natural differences among occupations (Table 4.4).
Professionals/managers, technicians, and clerks reported the most frequent use of a
variety of tasks. Notably, clerks are more likely than any of the other occupations to
process bills and invoices; service workers reported as much use of these kinds of
tasks as professionals/managers and technicians.

IALS respondents were asked to report on how often they used two different
sets of mathematics skills in their job. One set comprised those required to deal with
money (budget math) and the second those necessary to carry out measurements.
There are some interesting correlational differences between these two activities
(see Figures 4.5a and 4.5b and Table 4.5). Level | respondents reported using
measurement math more often than budget math, though the overall frequencies of
the two types are similar in all countries (except Germany, which reported more
frequent budget math and Poland with more frequent measurement math).
Correspondingly, those at L.evel 4/5 reported more budget than measurement math.
The proportions for the two sets of math tasks are almost identical in both Levels 2
and 3, although higher frequencies were uniformly reported for Level 3, compared
with Level 2.
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Table 4.4

Proportion of workers in each occupational group who reported engaging in each of several workplace writing
tasks at least once a week

Letters or Forms or things Reports Estimates
memos such as bills, or or technical
invoices or budgets articles specifications
Percentage
Canada Professionals/Managers 83.6 58.0 65.4 42.8
Technicians 49.1 37.2 37.0 241
Clerks 64.2 62.5 33.9 13.7
Service workers 41.0 46.1 26.9 15.1
Skilled crafts workers 32.6 29.0 27.7 35.8
Machinery operators 36.2 41.3 37.3 27.9
Agriculture 28.4 343 15.0 12.2
Germany Professionals/Managers 90.7 60.2 64.2 27.3
Technicians 87.2 70.5 69.8 33.6
Clerks 84.4 73.4 59.5 33.6
Service workers 68.3 59.6 36.1 14.5
Skilled crafts workers 58.0 43.1 34.2 353
Machinery operators 58.1 55.8 26.6 17.2
Agriculture 29.3 23.6 10.2 8.2
Netherlands Professionals/Managers 69.6 32.4 52.3 43.9
Technicians 721 321 47.5 29.5
Clerks 64.9 30.5 28.0 22.2
Service workers 354 29.9 25.0 18.3
Skilled crafts workers 26.6 16.1 24.3 39.7
Machinery operators 29.5 11.0 18.8 32.1
Agriculture 19.6 8.9 10.7 12.5
Poland Professionals/Managers 66.4 48.6 33.2 201
" Technicians 59.1 47.8 33.0 15.2
Clerks 51.3 68.6 36.0 11.3
Service workers 21.3 47 1 21.2 7.7
Skilled crafts workers 15.4 10.0 8.0 5.6
Machinery operators 20.9 23.6 14.3 4.2
Agriculture 6.7 7.1 3.9 1.6
Sweden Professionals/Managers 87.8 53.1 65.0 39.0
Technicians 86.1 49.0 59.0 22.8
Clerks 83.2 61.1 55.6 23.2
Service workers 66.5 51.5 50.3 20.7
Skilled crafts workers 48.0 371 43.1 43.2
Machinery operators 48.9 32.1 35.0 21.6
Agriculture 48.5 31.0 32.3 18.5
Switzerland (French) Professionals/Managers 78.8 77.7 60.4 31.2
Technicians 64.6 45.5 52.3 28.8
Clerks 79.5 65.2 411 18.2
Service workers 431 34.8 28.4 10.5
Skilled crafts workers 42.3 36.7 45.9 43.1
Machinery operators 48.3 47.9 42.1 8.3
Agriculture 37.7 30.2 36.1 11.5
Switzerland (German) Professionals/Managers 91.8 66.6 64.8 38.3
Technicians 90.5 64.7 52.6 294
Clerks 90.6 64.0 43.5 21.4
Service workers 68.1 62.2 27.4 18.6
Skilled crafts workers 70.0 38.5 26.6 28.2
Machinery operators 50. 49 1 221 1.0
Agriculture 55.1 36.8 26.6 11.7
United States Professionals/Managers 83.1 64.4 65.1 38.7
Technicians 74.0 44.3 48.7 47.2
Clerks 72.6 57.8 49.2 19.4
Service workers 43.9 43.9 29.0 20.4
Skilled crafts workers 40.6 48.1 35.3 46.0
Machinery operators 21.3 33.8 23.0 18.4
Agricuiture 19.7 24.0 6.0 9.0
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Figure 4.5a

Use mathematics to calculate costs,
prices or budgets as part of job at

Figure 4.5b

Use mathematics to measure
things as part of job at least once

least once a week, quantitative scale

a week, quantitative scale
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Table 4.5

Proportion of population in each country who reported engaging in each of two
workplace numeracy tasks at least once a week

Measure or estimate the
size or weight of objects

Calculate prices,

costs or budgets

. Percentage

' Canada 47.2 48.9
Germany 28.3 43.3,
Netherlands 44.9 47.2
Poland 48.1 26.8
Sweden 53.2 48.8
Switzerland (French) 37.2 46.7
Switzerland (German) 45.3 37.4
United States 47.9 52.3
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" Table4s

Proportion of workers in each occupational group who reported engaging
in each of two workplace numeracy tasks at least once a week

Measure or Calculate
estimate the size or prices,
weight of objects costs or budgets
Percentage
Canada Professionals/Managers 48.2 30.5
Technicians 30.8 40.0
Clerks 40.7 51.5
Service workers 41.5 56.5
Skilled crafts workers 65.9 40.6
Machinery operators 55.2 29.7
Agriculture 48.5 37.9
Germany Professionals/Managers 33.5 48.0
Technicians 29.2 49.3
Clerks 18.3 63.0
Service workers 11.4 48.7
Skilled crafts workers 48.6 30.5
Machinery operators 21.4 14.0
Agriculture 15.3 21.9
Netherlands Professionals/Managers 49.9 58.5
Technicians 41.2 50.0
Clerks 35.4 49.3
Service workers 39.3 52.3
Skilled crafts workers 61.2 41.4
Machinery operators 52.5 31.0
Agriculture 33.0 18.2
Poland Professionals/Managers 51.1 42.9
Technicians 50.9 35.0
Clerks 40.9 45.9
Service workers 65.7 52.9
Skilled crafts workers 58.5 9.8
Machinery operators 421 15.9
Agriculture 31.2 16.4
Sweden Professionals/Managers 57.0 51.7
Technicians 35.5 52.6
Clerks 30.5 46.7
Service workers 53.6 66.5
Skilled crafts workers 78.2 31.3
Machinery operators 56.6 33.5
Agriculture 48.4 29.7
Switzerland (French) Professionals/Managers 32.6 56.5
Technicians 40.0 49.2
Clerks 20.3 44,7
Service workers 25.3 47.3
Skilled crafts workers 69.5 37.1
Machinery operators 43.7 33.4
Agriculture 34.4 40.1
Switzerland (German)  Professionals/Managers 43.7 52.9
Technicians 53.1 41.3
Clerks 24.3 34.3
Service workers 24.9 331
Skilled crafts workers 75.2 29.2
Machinery operators 56.3 16.0
5 Agriculture 35.3 23.6
United States Professionals/Managers 45.4 64.2
Technicians 60.7 34.8
Clerks 32.8 54.0
Service workers 41.5 54.5
Skilled crafts workers 74.3 50.2
Machinery operators 57.7 23.0
Agriculture 50.2 31.9
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IR DT Table 4.6 presents data on the frequency of these mathematical tasks for
different occupations. Clerks and service workers, as might be expected, reported
using budget math more frequently. On the other hand, skilled craft workers, machine
operators, and agricultural workers used measurement math more frequently.

Technicians and professionals/managers reported similar frequencies for the two

..With.more ""budgeting'" in some,
andmore ""measuring" in-others.

g maths.
Th‘?; ~I?“’,t;ef”~f0f countries in the There are differences between the countries in the frequencies reported for
z(j;f’;,’ca‘ft?if ‘,i”e" acy is similar for the different literacy tasks, but these differences are mostly consistent from task to
: Herentinss task. Swedish respondents almost always reported the most frequent use of literacy
tasks at work and Polish respondents the least frequent. Except for the quantitative
tasks, Polish respondents report the second least frequent use of each task.
Figure 4.6a

Employment growth and literacy patterns, Germany
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- B o The differences reflect the countries’ different occupational distributions. In
Lmany general, responden% in Poland used all the literacy skills the least, and this country—
Sthat at least among the survey countries—has the largest proportion of workers in the
occupations requiring the fewest literacy skills: agriculture and other primary
occupations. At the same time, Poland recorded the smallest proportions in the
occupations requiring the most frequent use of literacy: managers, technicians, and
clerks.’

...reflectingva
workersbelo
makemore

Figure 4.6b
Employment growth and literacy patterns, Canada
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2

Sweden also has a small proportion of clerks, but this is offset by a very large number of managers.
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There is not only a connection between literacy level and the ongoing changes
in employment patterns, but there is also a connection between the frequency with
which job incumbents deal with literacy tasks and those changes. Figures 4.6a and
4.6b show, using Canada and Germany as examples, the relationship between changes
in employment patterns and the average proportion across all tasks who reported
engaging in that task several times a week. The proportions of workers in those
industries that recorded growth between 1979 and 1990 and reported performing
certain work-related literacy tasks several times a week are larger than those in the
industries that recorded no or declining growth.

Self-assessment of skills at work

Respondents were also asked to judge how well their literacy skills served
them in the workplace, particularly in relation to their current job and their ability to
improve their job (see Figures 4.7a - 4.7¢). It should be no surprise that few people
rated their literacy skills for their current work as poor or even moderate. The
largest proportion doing so are in the Netherlands (20%). It must be noted that here
and in Poland, there is a general tendency for lower ratings than in the other countries.

Figure 4.7a
Self-rating of reading skills for main job, document scale
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3 Sweden did not collect self assessments of skill.
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Figure 4.7b
Self-rating of writing skills for main job, prose scale
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Figure 4.7¢

Self-rating of mathematical skills for main job, quantitative scale
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pamcularly mzpressed with their.

ading than in wrmng ‘

In general, fewer than two-thirds of the respondents felt their literacy skills at
work were excellent, though there was a tendency for those at higher skill levels to
rate their own skills as excellent. This effect is found for all three skills—reading,
writing and numeracy—on all three scales.

In all countries more people rated their reading ability higher than their writing
and numeracy abilities. The latter two were either similarly rated, or numeracy
received slightly lower ratings. In North America, most programs that provide
workplace-relevant literacy training focus on reading. The IALS data suggest that
more adults have, or regard themselves as having, lower writing and numeracy
skills. Therefore, examining how well such programs meet the perceived needs of
potential participants would be valuable.

Relatively few people (fewer than 20% in most countries; Germany and
Switzerland had poor response to this question) felt their skills limited their
opportunities, although in many countries those at Level | were much more likely to
indicate some problems (Poland and the Netherlands are the exceptions). Figures
4.8a to 4.8c show the patterns of responses.
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Figure 4.8a Figure 4.8b Figure 4.8¢c
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whlch mrght help explain low
scores in Poland ‘where
¢ cyia»skzlls may

espectally among small-scale
farmers

ltteracy level...

If these perceptions are accurate, they may provide some additional evidence
for the low scores in Poland. In this country, respondents reported the least frequent
engagement in literacy tasks at work compared with respondents in other countries.
Researchers who have explored literacy in other industrialized jurisdictions with low
literacy levels have argued that literacy skill is demand driven. That is, if the need
for literacy is low, then there is little rotive to improve literacy skill. Further, pursuing
higher education, which delays entering the work force, is not an economically wise
decision: there is no payoff. And investing time and money in additional training
does not necessarily lead to a better job or greater productivity. The evidence from
Poland may indicate that in this country the demand for literacy is lower, relative to
other countries, because low-skill individuals report fewer perceived limitations based
ontheirown literacy skill. Hence, if literacy is demand driven, it is not surprising that
lower skill averages are found in Poland. It will be important to see whether, as the
market economy develops more fully in Poland, there is an increase in demand and
inskill.

Why the demand might be lower is, of course, an interesting question.
Undoubtedly the changing economic base in Poland plays a large role. There is a
relatively large agricultural population in Poland. And the data from the occupational
analysis suggest that agricultural occupations are associated with lower literacy
skills. In addition, to the extent that agriculture is often a small enterprise, it is
unlikely that Polish farmers will need to access information from complex texts.

Literacy in the community

Literacy, of course, is not only interesting because of its role in work—it is
essential to full civic participation. Much literacy activity takes place outside the
workplace. The IALS asked respondents a variety of questions about their everyday
literacy practices and their participation in other social and community activities.
They were also asked to evaluate their own literacy skill outside work. The results
from this battery of questions mirror those from the workplace literacy questions.

Literacy practices

The survey asked about four specific home and community literacy activities:
newspaper reading, book and magazine reading, library use, and letter writing. The
patterns of everyday literacy practices are shown in Figures 4.9a to 4.9d. Almost
everyone reads a newspaper at least once a week (over 80% of respondents in
every country reported doing so; over 90% in some countries), but daily readership
varies from country to country from lows of 60% in Poland and 62% in the United
States to a high of 90% in Sweden. Literacy level has only a small effect on
newspaper reading, probably because this task covers a broad range of skills. The
National Adult Literacy Survey in the United States (Kirsch et al. 1993), for example,
found great level-to-level variation in the newspaper sections that were read regularly.
Nonetheless, those at Level 1 are less likely to read newspapers, particularly on a
daily basis. In those countries with large numbers of second-language speakers in
Level 1 (Canada, the United States and Switzerland) the proportion of Level |
newspaper readers is smaller, most likely a consequence of the scarcity of daily
papers in the languages these individuals speak most fluently. Reading newspapers
is the most common literacy activity; no other task attracted such frequent readers.

Much less common are literacy activities that might be thought of as less
functional, more “literate,” than reading newspapers. Fewer than 40% of respondents
in any country reported reading books daily; about 66% at least once a month.
Reading books has a strong effect on the level of literacy. Uniformly, more of those
at Level 4/5 reported reading books every day, with smaller numbers at each lower
level. In Germany more than 50% of those at Level | said they read books monthly.
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There are small differences in letter writing from country to country. About
half of respondents reported writing letters at least once a month. There are significant
differences across literacy level for all frequencies of letter writing.

...and fewer than half of people
wrmngamonthly tter

Many libraries have programs designed to help adults at low literacy levels
improve their skill. The IALS data suggest that most such programs likely serve the
already highly skilled. In all countries individuals at Level 4/5 are most likely to
report frequent library visits, though in the Netherlands those at Level 3 have almost
the same frequency. Fewer than one-fifth of Level | adults said they visit a library
even once a month. There are large country-to-country variations in the use of
libraries. Swedish and Dutch residents are the most frequent users of libraries;
Swiss residents reported the least use.

Figure 4.9a Figure 4.9b
Percentage who read a Percentage who read a
newspaper or magazine book at least once a
everyday, document scale week, prose scale
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2
3
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Switzerland (German) 1
2
3
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United States 1
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4/5
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Overall, adults in those countries where the average scores are highest (notably
Sweden and the Netherlands) also report the greatest daily use of literacy-related
tasks and those in countries with the lowest scores the least use. It is important,
nonetheless, to note that the Polish are closer to the middle in library visits. Still, one
is impressed by the overall consistency, in everyday and workplace contexts, in the
connections between practice and skill, both on an individual and a population level.
Such consistency should not be unexpected, of course, and that it is so strongly
reflected in the IALS data is further evidence of the quality of that data.

Activities related to literacy

The IALS examined a number of practices that, while not direct evidence of
literacy, are widely thought to be associated with it, or with its absence. Forexample,
it is a widespread public belief that television watching and literacy are somehow
incompatible. The IALS data demonstrates a noticeable—and negative—link between
the two (see Figure 4.10). Those most likely to watch television for significant
periods of time are usually at lower literacy levels. Over 10% of those in Level |
reported watching more than five hours of television each day, except in Poland and
Switzerland where television viewing is generally low, in part because television
ownership is low. Over 20% of those at Level 4/5 watched television less than one
hour a day.
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The frequency of television viewing varies by country. About 10% of all
respondents in Germany and the United States reported watching over five hours a
day, but only 5% in the Netherlands and Poland watch this much television daily.*
Television may interfere with literacy in two ways: the time it occupies might have
been spent reading; and it provides easy access to everyday information, reducing
the need to read.

There is some country-to-country difference in how literacy relates to
community participation (see Figure 4.11). In Canada and the United States such
participation is higher among respondents at Levels 3 and 4/5 than for Levels 1
and 2. Among the German-speaking population in Switzerland, those at Level 4/5
reported more regular community participation than those at Level 3. In other
countries, however, there is no difference across the highest three levels. In all
cases, asmall number at Level 1 reported frequent participation in their communities.

Throughout these participation questions, however, the clearest difference is
between Level I and the others. Sometimes Level 2 differs from 3 and sometimes
Level 3 differs from 4/5, but there are also instances where the differences between
these three levels are relatively small. In all, however, Level 1 is distinct with respect
to community participation. This further suggests that a single approach to studying
literacy is unwarranted; the effects are different at different levels. However, there
are effects at all levels.

Figure 4.10
Percentage watching two hours of television per day, prose scale
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Figure 4.11

Percentage participating in community organizations at least once a month by
literacy level, document scale
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Self-assessment

In addition to evaluating their workplace literacy skills, IALS respondents were
asked to evaluate how well their literacy skills served them in daily life. And justas
in the workplace, most think their skills are satisfactory (Figures 4.12a to 4.12c).
Over 80% of the respondents in every country rated their reading in daily life as
good or excellent. Although there is a clear relationship between level and self-rating,
many of those at Level 1 rated their skill as excellent. Only a handful of Level 3 or
Level 4/5 respondents—often only one person—in any country rated their skills as
poor.

Although not specifically asked to judge the adequacy of their literacy skill in
daily life, this may well have been the criteria that many respondents used. Numerous
studies have shown how adults with low literacy skills are able to construct their
daily lives so that literacy is not a part of it and therefore, they can legitimately claim
that their skills serve them well . These coping mechanisms often lead to individuals
being dependent on others to meet their literacy needs.
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Figure 4.12a

Self-rating of reading skills for daily life, document scale

In most countries, more individuals were willing to rate their reading skills as

excellent, but they did not give the same rating to their writing skills. There were
fewer people who rated their mathematics skills higher than their reading skills, but
the assessments for writing and mathematics were similar in all countries.
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Figure

4.12b

Self-rating of writing skills for daily life, prose scale
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Figure 4.12¢
Self-rating of mathematical skills for daily life, quantitative scale

%
100
80
60
40
20
0

100
80
60
40
20

0

100
80
60
40
20

100
80
60
40
20

Canada

- . |

Germany

Netherlands

Poland

pmg e
Level 2

pmg ¢
Level 3

pmg ¢
Level |

pmg e
Level 4/5

%
100
80
60
40
20
0

100
80
60
40
20

100
80
60
40
20

Switzerland (French)

=

Switzerland (German)

United States

pmg e pmg e pmg e pmg e
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
p = poor

m = moderate
g = good

e = excellent

112



Literacy, Economy and Society

Summary

Literacy practices are intimately related to literacy skill: each reinforces the
other. In some ways, jobs can be designed to fit the literacy skills of the people
available to fill them, but clearly, employees with low levels of literacy skills are less
able to adapt to changes efficiently through the use of printed text either for self-study
or for more formal instruction. Significant numbers of Level 1 respondents in all
countries said that their literacy skills made it difficult for them to advance or change
their jobs.

If the formal education system provides the raw material from which adult
literacy is created, the practices explored in this chapter are at the centre of that
creation. It is possible to imagine that those individuals with lower educational
attainment but high literacy skill are those who found—or had thrust on them—
ways to practise literacy, and to sustain and develop it. At the same time, those with
higher educational attainment and lower skills may well be those who could not find
opportunities, or did not act on opportunities, or who found themselves in situations
where opportunities were not available; therefore, they were not actively engaged
in literacy activities. With this view, the judgement on the education system is not
whether it produces literate adults, but whether it yields graduates who can sustain
and augment their literacy levels. The judgement on a society is whether it offers
opportunities for, or whether it values, high literacy levels for all. Widespread high
levels of adult literacy are the result of what adults do, not necessarily what students
do.
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Chapter 5

International Adult Literacy
Survey: insights and
prospects

T. Scott Murray, Statistics Canada, Ottawa, Canada

ground in the understanding of literacy, its distribution and its
implications. When the project was conceived in 1991, there were
reservations about the potential for comparing literacy proficiency across
languages and cultures. In practice, the richness and validity of the data obtained
exceeded even the expectations of the project’s most enthusiastic supporters.

T he International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) has broken new

The IALS demonstrated that modern measurement technology is capable
of making valid estimates of adults’ abilities across countries. Both the theories
of literacy and the measurement scales that have been devised in national contexts
have proven to be robust when adapted to accommodate multiple languages
and cultures. Such a breakthrough will have implications beyond the measurement
of literacy. It is the first time that a reliable means has been found for comparing
the competences of different countries’ adult populations. In a world in which
the abilities of the work force are thought to be crucial in determining well-
being and economic performance, the demand for such knowledge is immense.

The findings

This report has made only a start in interpreting the IALS data. The main
work of interpretation and application will need to be carried out within each of
the participating countries. But already, there are some strong conclusions. The
most important findings are that:

® [mportant differences in literacy skills do exist across and within
nations. These differences are large enough to matter both socially
and economically. They concern not only the overall levels of literacy
skill in particular countries, but also the distribution of those levels. In
some countries, most of the population clusters into a relatively narrow
band of proficiency; in others, there is a wide range of difference
between adults with low and high levels of literacy.

® Literacy skill deficits are found not just among marginalized groups,
but affect large proportions of the entire adult population. Over
half of adults in some countries fail to move beyond the two basic levels
(Levels 1 and 2) of literacy. There is a need to consider methods for
improving the skills of entire populations as well as seeking remedial
measures for selected groups.
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® Literacy is strongly correlated with life chances and use of
opportunities. While the processes that lead to this result are certainly
complex, there can be no doubt about its importance to employment
stability, the incidence of unemployment, and income. Moreover, in most
countries the structural adjustment that is reducing the economic
prospects of adults with low literacy levels is far from complete.
Therefore, those with low literacy levels will have even fewer
opportunities in the future.

® Literacy is not synonymous with educational attainment. Not
surprisingly, people with more education tend, on average, to have higher
literacy levels. But the length of initial schooling and further education
is shown to be only one factor contributing to literacy in adulthood—in
two ways. First, in every country there are many cases of poorly educated
people who perform well, and a smaller but still significant number of
highly educated people who perform poorly on the literacy scales. The
implication is that although formal education yields an immense
advantage, there is also scope for individuals to improve their literacy
through their own efforts and behaviour. Second, there are considerable
differences between countries in terms of the likelihood that someone
with a particular quantity of education will perform at a particular level.
The implication is that schooling provides no more than a “start in life”
when it comes to acquiring literacy skills, and it appears to provide a
more effective start in some countries than in others.

® Literacy skills, like muscles, are maintained and strengthened
through regular use. Formal education systems provide only the raw
material for adult literacy. The evidence shows that the lack of application
of literacy in daily activities is associated with lower levels of
performance. Some supportive contexts at home and at work seem to
reinforce literacy practices and applications better than others. One
reason for optimism is that some areas of high employment growth in
OECD countries, such as financial and other service sectors, tend to
create environments that reinforce literacy. Others, such as
manufacturing, may become better at doing so through restructuring.
But the transition to information-based economies is not a smooth one,
and a strong effort will be needed to ensure that literacy practices are
improved within organizations of all kinds. The creation of environments
that favour lifelong learning will require strong commitment from
individuals, employers and governments.

® Adults with low literacy levels do not usually acknowledge or
recognize they have a problem. Survey participants at all literacy levels,
when asked whether their reading skills were sufficient to meet their
everyday needs, replied overwhelmingly that they were. For those
designing programs to reduce the dependence of low-level literates on
others, this denial has important implications.

International differences

In supporting these conclusions, the TALS offers a unique set of cross-
national data. It is important, however, to ensure that any direct comparisons
across countries incorporate an understanding of international differences. This
contextual understanding has two dimensions. On the one hand, it is necessary
to appreciate the cultural and societal norms that make each country specific.
On the other hand, it is important to account for different structural characteristics
of societies including, in particular, the demographic composition, the make-up
of their industrial base and the degree of urban-rural disparities. For example, a
country’s immigration pattern may influence its distribution of literacy proficiency.
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The relative importance of text-based information and the traditional use of
written materials in homes and workplaces will have important effects on each
country’s results.

But at the same time, national differences in literacy patterns cannot simply
be dismissed as cultural phenomena beyond control. It is essential to recognize
that government policies can have important long-term effects on literacy levels.
In most European countries, it is striking to note the increase in literacy levels
among succeeding generations, as shown by the much higher performance of
16- to 24-year-olds compared with their elders. A straightforward explanation
of this would be the expansion and improvement of upper-secondary and tertiary
education in these countries during recent years. It is also striking to note that in
Germany, one of the few European countries that has traditionally stressed the
development of literacy skills even for those secondary education students
destined for technical jobs, relatively few adults of any age have low literacy
scores. A striking contrast between North America and Europe which may be
related to their education systems, is that North Americans score higher in
prose than in document literacy; in Europe, the reverse is true. A plausible
explanation for this could be found in the domination of narrative textbooks in
North America, and the greater exposure of students in many European countries
to written materials that impart information.

What is evident, however, is that the interactions between national policies
and the shapes of national performance profiles are in many cases complex,
and policies do not always fall into a single area of responsibility. To address
literacy-related problems therefore requires broad co-ordination between several
bodies, to devise strategies for long-term cumulative impact. In Canada, an
inter-ministerial effort, co-ordinated by the National Literacy Secretariat (National
Literacy Secretariat 1990), followed the country’s first national study of adult
literacy (Montigny et al. 1991). Any strategy for addressing a nation’s literacy
problems, moreover, needs to find an appropriate combination of actions—
involving all interested parties—that address literacy locally, followed by larger
policies, including any necessary changes to the education system.

The next steps

This first International Adult Literacy Survey has established an interesting
model under which collaboration between governments and researchers can
produce, in a period of three years, a rich and complex source of cross-national
data providing a solid information base for policy decisions. A general renewed
interest by governments in human capital indicators is associated with the need
to demonstrate that investment in human resource development can pay off.
Having created a robust methodology, the IALS therefore offers a useful
instrument for governments wanting to make similar comparisons in the future.

While the present report was going to press, plans were already under
way to conduct parallel studies in a number of countries, including Australia,
New Zealand and the United Kingdom. One reason for encouraging the
participation of other OECD member countries in such surveys in the coming
months and years is that they will provide a cumulative set of comparisons. The
average skill levels of adults can be expected to change very slowly compared
with those of school-age populations, who are more immediately affected by a
cycle of educational reform. So it will be reasonable to compare the data from
the seven countries who participated in the 1994 IALS with that of other countries
undertaking a similar survey, say, two years later.
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Furthermore, there is a need to build links with other agencies to explore
the viability of applying aspects of the IALS methodology in less developed
countries. Current methods of measuring literacy in such countries might be
refined using the insights gained from this survey. The accelerating pace of
development in some regions demands a gradual shift in concern from policies
for fighting illiteracy to those addressing problems of low literacy.

Finally, there is ample room for improving the quality and scope of this
kind of survey in the future. Governments need to work with researchers to
build the next generation of assessments. To achieve a richer understanding of
the factors associated with literacy, three improvements could be made. First,
the inclusion of more domains of literacy skill would allow a better understanding
of the relationships between various skills. Second, larger population samples
would allow more information on detailed statistically valid breakdowns of results.
Finally, if assessments could be administered to samples of workers within
individual firms, and those workers and firms were followed over time, a detailed
understanding of the links between workers’ skills, job success and company
performance might be obtained. The reward would be a micro-level
understanding of the contribution made by adult literacy to macro-economic
performance.
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s mentioned in the Introduction, many people have contributed to

this study. This appendix lists the names of the country representatives,

olicy makers, researchers and experts in literacy assessment and

scaling who have actively taken part in the preparatory work leading to the publication
of the study.

International management and co-ordination

Mr. T. Scott Murray, International Study Director,
Statistics Canada, Ottawa

Prime technical contractors

Mr. Donald Hirsch, Consultant, London

Mr. Stan Jones, Carleton University, Ottawa
Mr. Irwin Kirsch, ETS, Princeton

Mr. Archie Lapointe, ETS, Princeton

Mr. Andy Latham, ETS, Princeton

Mr. Georges Lemaitre, OECD, Paris

Ms. Nancy Mead, ETS, Princeton

Ms. Mary Michaels, ETS, Princeton

Mr. Kentaro Yamamoto, ETS, Princeton

Representatives of national and support agencies

Canada Mr. Jim Page, National Literacy Secretariat, Ottawa

Mr. Doug Giddings, Human Resources Development
Canada, Ottawa

Ms. Cathy Chapman, Human Resources Development
Canada, Ottawa

Germany Mr. Michael Hirsch, Federal Ministry of Education,
Science, Research and Technology, Bonn

Ireland Mr. Padraig Bennis, Ministry of Education, Dublin

Netherlands Mr. Peter van den Dool, Ministry of Education,
Culture and Science, Amsterdam

Poland Mr. Jerzy Wisniewski, Ministry of National Education,
| Warsaw
Sweden Mr. Ulf Lundgen, National Agency for Education,
Stockholm
Switzerland Mr. Uri Peter Trier, Swiss National Science Foundation,

National Research Programme 33, Bern

United States Mr. Eugene Owen, National Center for Education
Statistics, Washington, D.C.
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National study teams

Canada

Mr. Jean Pignal, National Study Director, Statistics
Canada, Ottawa

Mr. Richard Porzuczek
Mr. Paul Labelle

Ms. Debbie Calcutt
Ms. Huguette Demers
Ms. Anna Maneiro
Ms. Lia Gendron

Ms. Claire Bradshaw
Ms. Linda Bélanger

Germany

Mr. Rainer Lehmann, National Study Director,
Humboldt University, Berlin

Mr. Rainer Peek
Ms. Barbara L. von Harder

Ireland

Mr. Brendan L. Hickey (deceased), National Study
Director, St. Patrick’s College, Dublin

Mr. Mark Morgan, National Study Director,
St. Patrick’s College, Dublin

Ms. Anne Cronin
Mr. David Millar

Mr. Ronan Reilly
Ms. Anna Gacquin
Ms. Clare Fitzpatrick

Netherlands

Mr. Willem Houtkoop, National Study Director, Max
Goote Expert Center for Vocational and Continuing
Education and Training, Amsterdam

Mr. Max van der Kamp
Ms. Ellen Couvret

Mr. Jan Bouts

Mr. van Assema

Poland

Mr. Ireneusz Bialecki, National Study Director,
Warsaw University, Warsaw

Ms. Hanna Gulczynska, Deputy National Study
Director, Warsaw University

Ms. Ewa Swierzbowska-Kowalik
Mr. Zbigniew Sawinski

122



Literacy, Economy and Society

Sweden

Mr. Mats Myrberg, National Study Director, National
Agency for Education, Stockholm

Ms. Eva Josefsson

Ms. Birgitta Jarpsten
Ms. Ann-Charlotte Ocka
Mr. Stefan Persson

Ms. Helena Sjosvérd
Ms. Harriet Stenvall

Ms. Sonja Tiderman

Ms. Monica Atting

Switzerland

M. Frangois Stoll, National Study Director, University of
Zurich, Zurich

Mr. Philipp Notter, National Study Director, University of
Zurich, Zurich

Mr. Denis Ribeaud
Mr. Claude Fischli

United States

Ms. Marilyn Binkley, National Study Director, National
Center for Education Statistics, Washington, D.C.

Ms. Gail Hoff
Ms. Karen Monroe
Ms. Marilyn Monahan

Key supporters

Mr. Paul Bélanger, UNESCO Institute for Education,
Hamburg

Mr. Michail Skaliotis, EUROSTAT, Luxembourg
Ms. Bettina Knauth, EUROSTAT, Luxembourg

Mr. Norman Davis, Consultant, European Union Task
Force on Human Resources, Education, Training and
Youth, Brussels

Mr. Albert Tuijnman, OECD, Paris

Ms. Jeanne Griffith, National Center for Education
Statistics, Washington, D.C.

Independent quality review team

Mr. Graham Kalton, WESTAT, Rockville
Mr. Lars Lyberg, Statistics Sweden, Stockholm
Mr. Jean Michel Rempp, INSEE, Paris
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Page 84: Table 3.13a

Number for Germany, Male, Level 4/5 should be 14.9.

Pages 127 to 129: Tables B-1a to B-Ic

Table B-1a
Proportion of each labour force category at each literacy level, prose scale
Levell Level2 Level3 Level4/5
Percentage
Canada Employed 11.5 247 375 264
Unemployed 326 232 357 86
Student 115 27 39.7 26.1
Other out of labour force 290 31.0 252 148
Germany Employed 10.8 333 405 154
Unemployed 264 343 278 115
Student 53 218 444 286
Other out of labour force 203 38.7 340 6.9
Netherlands Employed 6.9 26.5 486 180
5 Unemployed 196 2.2 43.1 80
Student 6.8 19.0 504 239
Other out of labour force 186 417 321 77
Poland Employed 394 364 20.7 35
Unemployed 4.6 39.1 156 0.7
Student 165 373 380 82
Other out of labour force 59.9 278 115 08
Sweden Employed 55 19.5 41.0 339
Unemployed 12.7 21.8 40.7 248
Student 35 15.1 399 416
Other out of labour force 20.7 29 317 17.7
Switzerland Employed 139 336 419 10.6
(French) Unemployed 259 271 348 122
Student 55 304 437 204
Other out of labour force 4.1 434 23 32
Switzerland Employed 15.0 37.8 384 8.8
(German)  Unemployed 20.0 413 299 88
Student 33 17.5 512 280
Other out of labour force 249 418 289 43
United Employed 15.0 26.2 340 247
States Unemployed 315 268 322 9.6
Student 27.1 250 344 135
Other out of labour force 322 259 285 135

Table B-1¢
Proportion of each labour force category at each literacy level, quantitative scale
Levell Level2 Level3 Leveld/5
Percentage
Canada Employed 11.4 250 36.0 216
Unemployed 329 306 21.2 93
Student 75 26.6 453 206
Other out of labour force 325 273 25 10.7
Germany  Employed 43 29 452 276
Unemployed 104 33.0 403 163
Student 39 204 378 379
Other out of labour force 109 338 41.2 14.1
Netherlands Employed 6.0 21.2 480 248
Unemployed 184 26.1 RS 11.0
Student 6.1 193 497 249
Other out of labour force 200 373 34.1 86
Poland Employed M5 305 256 93
Unemployed 434 304 23 39
Student 19.1 36.6 364 79
Other out of labour force 558 26.5 154 23

Page 156: Table B-13a

Number for Germany, Male, Level 4/5 should be 14.9.

Table B-1b

Proportion of each labour force category at each literacy level, document scale

Poland

Sweden

Switzerland
(French)

Switzerland
(German)

United
States

Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force

Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Swdent

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force

Levell Level2 Level3 Leveld/S
Percentage

11.9 240 345 296
304 294 231 171
8.1 260 319 339
380 248 215 9.7
53 30.7 416 224
182 40.6 264 148
55 179 374 393
147 38.1 387 85
57 21.7 485 240
16.5 260 468 10.7
47 144 47.1 338
209 383 328 8.0
413 31.0 206 7.1
469 335 16.1 35
2217 347 315 1.1
63.1 274 75 1.9
48 16.7 406 379
11.9 230 352 299
26 16.7 39.7 411
154 318 334 19.5
120 30.3 411 16.6
153 279 36.3 205
20 19.7 49.7 285
275 324 30.7 93
14.1 30.6 384 169
244 232 352 17.1
19 16.2 424 39.5
217 354 353 76
17.8 255 340 227
357 26.5 246 13.1
238 257 337 168
373 298, 252 76

For example. 26.0% of the unemployed in the Netherlands are at Level 2 on this

scale.

Sweden

Switzerland
(French)

Switzerland

United
States

Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force
Employed

Unemployed

Student

Other out of labour force

Levell Level2 [Level3 Leveld/s
Percentage

47 174 398 38.1
10.1 204 36.2 333
50 179 380 39.1
17.5 249 357 219
87 247 456 209
134 238 396 232
33 138 464 36.5
20.7 328 328 138
104 263 423 210
189 377 3717 il
19 20.6 420 359
140 33.1 421 10.8
159 245 325 27.1
37.2 237 26.7 124
255 273 36.6 10.6
305 288 289 118
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Page 58: paragraph 2 in “Employment”

1

Table 3.2 summarizes the data, Table 3.2 15 i B RA Ry

by literacy level, on those who Proportion of population at each literacy level who are'unemployed, document scale '/ -
reported being unemployed. The e e msrases
proportion of unemplqyed by level Level 1 Level 2 Level3 Level 4/5
e i

i5 country Bepatcs the Canada 13.1 93 5.6 v K.
unemployment rate differs), though Germany 14.0 8.6 4.6 54

the decrease between Level 1 and Netherlands 7.0 4.3 4.6 2.3

Level 2 is small in some cases. In all Poland 10.2 10.8 8.9 59
countries, fewer individuals at Sweden 11.8 1.5 = 48 3.2

Levels 3 and 4/5 find themselves Switzerland (French) 43 3.7 3.6 49
unemployed, while more of those at Switzerland (German) 43 2.0 24 2.7

Level 1 are without work. The United States 6.2 3.9 3.0 2.6

proportion at Level 1 who are
unemployed is comparatively large
in Canada, Germany, Sweden and
Poland. Clearly, literacy and
employment are strongly linked.

This table shows that when compared with other levels, more of those at Level 1 are
unemployed and fewer of those at Level 4/5 are unemployed. Literacy skills appear
to have the greatest impact on employment in Canada and Germany.

Page 59: Figures 3.2band d

Figures 3.2 b and d
Literacy and employment, document scale
Not in the Not in the
In the labour force labour force In the labour force labour force
Unemployed (b) Other (d) Unemplo b Other (d)
80
60 |-
Canada Sweden T
20
0
80
o Switzerland 60
ermany
(French) Zg ‘
0
80
Switzerland 60 |
Netherlands 40
(German)
20
0
80
Poland 60 |
United States 40 ks
20
0

Page 67: paragraph 2 in “Reserve labour force”

As Figure 3.2d indicates, it is not always the case that this reserve pool is very skilled. In some countries (Canada, the United
States and Poland), large numbers of this group are at Level 1 and in some countries, the number at Level 4/5 is about the same as
the number of unemployed at that level. Certain countries have a large proportion at Level 3 outside the labour force (Germany has

almost 40% at this level), suggesting that they do have a resource that might be available if conditions were appropriate.
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Table B-1a
Proportion of each labour force category at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

24.7
36.9
20.9
14.2

33.3
40.5

Canada Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force

W =
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Germany Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force
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Netherlands Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force

N
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Poland Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force
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Sweden Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force

- N

= o
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Switzerland (French) Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force

N W=
N

Switzerland (German)  Employed
Unemployed
Student
Other out of labour force

N W=
n

United States Employed
For example, 40.5% of the Unemployed

employed in Germany are at Level Student
3 on this scale. Other out of labour force
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Table B-1b
Proportion of each labour force category at each literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Employed 11.9 24.0 34.5 29.6
Unemployed 38.9 23.1 23.3 14.7
Student 8.1 26.0 31.9 33.9
Other out of labour force 35.3 26.6 26.8 11.3
Germany Employed 5.3 30.7 41.6 22.4
Unemployed 19.0 38.2 37.9 5.0
Student 5.5 17.9 37.4 39.3
Other out of labour force 14.0 38.8 35.9 11.3
Netherlands Employed 5.7 21.7 48.5 24.0
Unemployed 18.8 47.3 29.5 4.4
Student 4.7 14.4 47 1 33.8
Other out of labour force 20.5 35.0 35.5 9.0
Poland Employed 41.3 31.0 20.6 71
Unemployed 67.4 24.5 6.7 1.3
Student 22.7 34.7 31.5 11.1
Other out of labour force 50.1 33.5 13.0 3.4
Sweden Employed 4.8 16.7 40.6 37.9
Unemployed 17.7 37.9 33.3 1.1
Student 2.6 16.4 39.8 41.2
Other out of labour force 12.2 23.6 34.3 29.8
Switzerland (French) Employed 12.0 30.3 411 16.6
Unemployed 27.5 30.7 35.7 6.1
Student 2.0 19.7 49.7 28.5
Other out of labour force 24.6 31.8 30.8 12.8
Switzerland (German)  Employed 14.1 30.6 38.4 16.9
Unemployed 18.9 34.2 421 4.7
Student 1.9 16.4 41.9 39.8
Other out of labour force 22.6 33.6 341 9.6
United States Employed 17.8 25.5 33.9 22.7
Unemployed 26.8 43.2 24.7 5.3
Student 23.6 25.8 33.8 16.9
Other out of labour force 40.3 24.8 25.3 9.6
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Table B-1¢
Proportion of each labour force category at each literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
- i . . Canada Employed 11.4 25.0 36.0 27.6
= el Unemployed 29.3 32.9 25.5 12.4
. e Student 7.5 26.6 45.3 20.6
Other out of labour force 33.2 27.4 29.5 9.9
Germany Employed 4.3 22.9 45.2 27.6
Unemployed 12.1 37.2 40.7 10.0
Student 3.9 20.4 37.8 37.9
Other out of labour force 10.3 32.4 41.2 16.2
Netherlands Employed 6.0 21.2 48.0 24.8
Unemployed 13.2 36.1 43.0 7.8
Student 6.1 19.3 49.7 24.9
Other out of labour force 20.8 35.7 34.4 9.1
Poland Employed 34.5 30.5 25.6 9.3
Unemployed 57.7 24.0 16.4 1.8
Student 19.1 36.6 36.4 7.9
Other out of labour force 47 1 311 18.2 3.6
Sweden Employed 4.7 17.4 39.8 38.1
Unemployed 19.9 31.0 35.4 13.6
Student 5.0 17.6 38.1 39.2
) Other out of labour force 12.3 19.0 36.1 32.7
Switzerland (French) Employed 8.7 24.7 45.6 20.9
Unemployed 20.9 33.2 35.3 10.5
Student 3.3 13.8 46.4 36.5
Other out of labour force 18.9 30.5 33.8 16.9
Switzerland (German)  Employed 10.4 26.3 42.3 21.0
Unemployed 21.5 241 41.0 13.5
Student 1.9 19.9 42.4 35.8
Other out of labour force 13.6 35.3 41.6 9.5
United States Employed 15.9 24.4 32,5 27 1
For example, 7.9% of the students Unemployed 15.0 31.6 39.4 13.9
in Poland are at Level 415 on this Student 25.2 27.4 36.7 10.7
scale. Other out of labour force 36.9 26.7 25.1 11.3

\
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For example, 20.3% of those
working part time in Poland are at
Level 3:on this scale.

For example, 24.3% of those
working fulltimein Canada areat
Level 2 on this scale.

130

Table B-2a

Proportion of those working full time and those working part time at each literacy
level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Full time 13.5 25.3 36.7 24.6
Part time 8.9 18.4 40.6 321
Germany Full time 11.8 33.6 391 15.5
Part time 11.8 27.6 42.9 17.7
Netherlands Full time 7.8 28.6 47.0 16.6
Part time 5.6 20.5 51.8 22.0
Poland Full time 39.3 37.2 20.1 3.3
Part time 46.4 30.5 20.3 2.9
Sweden Full time 5.1 18.9 41.2 34.8
Part time 5.8 19.7 38.9 35.6
Switzerland (French) Full time 13.7 34.7 42.4 9.2
Part time 17.0 29.1 36.3 17.6
Switzerland (German)  Full time 12.5 37.0 411 9.4
Part time 19.5 38.4 33.6 8.5
United States Full time 15.9 26.5 33.0 24.6
Part time 14.0 22.3 411 22.6

Table B-2b

Proportion of those working full time and those working part time at each literacy
level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Full time 14.0 24.3 34.2 27.5
Part time 7.8 23.0 35.1 34.1
Germany Full time 5.6 30.6 41.7 221
Part time 8.5 27.3 39.9 24.3
Netherlands Full time 6.3 22.5 47.7 23.5
Part time 5.5 19.5 49.9 25.1
Poland Full time 42.1 31.2 19.9 6.8
Part time 41.0 31.9 22.3 47
Sweden Full time 4.3 15.5 411 39.1
Part time 5.4 221 39.4 33.1
Switzerland (French) Full time 11.4 31.3 411 16.2
Part time 13.2 25.1 39.5 221
Switzerland (German)  Full time 11.4 30.2 40.2 18.1
Part time 22.1 29.3 36.1 12.4
United States Full time 18.7 25.9 32.2 23.2
Part time 16.3 22.1 42.3 19.4
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Table B-2¢

Proportion of those working full time and those working part time at each literacy
level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Full time 12.7 25.5 34.9 26.9
Part time 10.5 251 41.3 23.1
Germany Full time 4.5 22.5 44.6 28.4
Part time 6.2 251 43.0 25.7
Netherlands Full time 6.3 211 48.1 24.6
Part time 6.6 23.0 47.6 22.8
Poland Full time 35.0 30.3 25.8 8.9
Part time 38.4 30.8 23.1 7.7
Sweden Full time 41 16.3 39.8 39.8
Part time 6.1 22.0 41.5 30.4
Switzerland (French) Full time 7.9 25.3 45.2 21.5
Part time 12.8 20.8 44.6 21.7
S Switzerland (German)  Full time 8.8 24.3 441 22.8
i 446% of th}b&ye : Part time 14.3 34.7 3941 1.9
. working part time in. Switzerland United States Full time 16.3 24.4 30.6 28.7
( 16.9 23.6 42.5 17.0

t‘Level 3 on this scale. - Part time
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Table B-3a
Proportion of each income group at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada No income 29.9 29.7 29.0 11.4
Quintile 1 14.3 25.7 38.0 22.0
Quintile 2 20.6 24.4 34.2 20.8
Quintile 3 13.7 221 37.3 26.9
Quintile 4 7.9 29.2 34.9 27.9
Quintile 5 4.4 18.5 37.7 39.4
Germany No income 14.2 35.4 37.9 12.6
Quintile 1 14.2 32.0 39.5 14.3
Quintile 2 21.5 36.3 34.2 8.0
Quintile 3 14.6 37.4 35.3 12.8
Quintile 4 10.0 38.0 40.4 11.6
Quintile 5 7.8 25.2 43.6 23.4
Netherlands No income 17.0 37.0 35.5 10.5
Quintile 1 7.6 24.2 491 19.1
Quintile 2 9.5 22.9 51.7 15.8
Quintile 3 9.9 28.2 44.6 17.2
Quintile 4 7.2 34.6 42.3 15.9
Quintile 5 2.1 20.4 55.5 22.0
Poland No income 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Quintile 1 44,2 37.7 16.0 2.1
Quintile 2 45.0 34.4 18.7 2.0
Quintile 3 36.2 39.3 21.2 3.3
Quintile 4 28.9 40.8 25.3 5.0
Quintile 5 36.5 30.9 26.7 5.8
Sweden No income 29.6 311 27.3 12.0
Quintile 1 3.1 11.5 38.7 46.7
Quintile 2 10.2 22.8 39.8 27.2
Quintile 3 9.0 23.1 36.8 311
Quintile 4 5.7 24.0 43.2 271
Quintile 5 3.7 14.5 40.6 41.2
Switzerland (French) No income N/A N/A N/A N/A
Quintile 1 15.6 39.4 344 10.6
Quintile 2 18.3 36.9 31.5 13.3
Quintile 3 15.3 32.6 41.9 10.1
Quintile 4 12.0 32.8 46.5 8.7
Quintile 5 4.7 28.8 49.4 17.1
Switzerland (German) No income N/A N/A N/A N/A
Quintile 1 18.7 34.9 33.9 12.5
Quintile 2 21.0 40.8 31.3 6.9
Quintile 3 13.5 44 1 32.7 9.8
Quintile 4 15.3 33.2 46.0 5.5
Quintile 5 3.4 31.0 47.5 18.1
Uniled States No income 32.4 29.9 27.3 10.4
Quintile 1 23.4 26.3 32.4 17.9
Quintile 2 17.8 26.9 35.3 20.0
Quintile 3 8.4 21.9 41.6 28.0
Quintile 4 3.8 15.8 41.0 39.4
Quintile 5 1.2 14.9 28.4 55.5
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o ChEae e Y ¢ Table B-3b
Proportion of each income group at each literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada No income 36.8 26.4 251 11.7
Quintile 1 13.8 26.7 32.6 26.9
Quintile 2 23.5 22.7 30.4 23.4
Quintile 3 9.9 26.9 41.3 21.9
Quintile 4 6.1 21.5 40.3 32.1
Quintile 5 6.2 21.2 27.3 45.3
Germany No income 10.8 33.4 39.8 15.9
Quintile 1 5.6 37.6 37.6 19.1
Quintile 2 14.0 35.6 341 16.2
Quintile 3 7.0 39.2 36.3 17.5
Quintile 4 6.4 27.4 46.2 20.0
Quintile 5 2.6 19.9 45.0 32.5
Netherlands No income 18.3 32.7 35.2 13.8
Quintile 1 7.8 20.3 51.0 20.8
Quintile 2 5.9 21.6 53.7 18.8
Quintile 3 9.9 251 43.7 21.4
Quintile 4 5.0 25.4 46.6 22.9
Quintile 5 1.0 16.4 50.6 32.0
Poland No income 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Quintile 1 50.4 25.5 20.0 4.1
Quintile 2 43.8 33.2 17.8 5.2
Quintile 3 36.5 33.4 22.5 7.7
Quintile 4 35.8 36.7 18.8 8.7
Quintile 5 38.6 25.3 25.5 10.7
Sweden No income 46.0 0.0 311 22.9
Quintile 1 1.7 16.0 36.9 454
Quintile 2 9.7 25.4 37.8 271
Quintile 3 6.9 19.3 43.5 30.3
Quintile 4 5.1 20.9 42.9 311
Quintile 5 1.9 10.9 40.3 46.9
Switzerland (French) No income N/A N/A N/A N/A
Quintile 1 17.9 28.2 35.4 18.5
Quintile 2 17.9 30.6 39.0 12.6
Quintile 3 11.7 32.2 38.3 17.8
Quintile 4 8.1 29.8 42.7 19.4
Quintile 5 3.9 22.9 50.2 23.0
Switzerland (German)  No income N/A N/A N/A N/A
Quintile 1 17.0 30.2 33.6 19.1
Quintile 2 23.5 34.7 28.2 13.7
Quintile 3 13.7 28.7 38.2 19.4
Quintile 4 13.1 28.0 42.4 16.5
Quintite 5 2.8 30.3 42.8 24.0
United Slates No income 35.7 31.2 24.2 8.9
Quintile 1 26.1 25.8 33.9 14.2
Quintile 2 17.9 31.1 31.8 19.2
Quintile 3 12.4 24.7 36.5 26.4
Quintile 4 4.8 19.0 41.3 34.9
Quintile 5 3.1 11.0 37.9 48.0
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L "]  Table B-3c
Proportion of each income group at each literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

| Percentage
| Canada No income 33.2 27.9 29.6 9.3
| Quintile 1 14.1 26.9 43.1 15.8
| Quintile 2 17.1 31.0 35.0 17.0
| Quintile 3 13.8 28.8 27.1 30.3
Quintile 4 5.0 16.7 49.2 29.1
Quintile 5 3.6 21.8 32.0 42.6
| Germany No income 7.8 29.5 42.7 19.9
* Quintile 1 6.2 32.5 42.7 18.6
Quintile 2 8.9 30.0 41.4 19.7
Quintile 3 6.4 28.3 44 .4 21.0
Quintile 4 5.0 19.5 47.9 27.7
Quintile 5 3.2 16.3 43.8 36.7
Netherlands No income 17.8 31.5 38.1 12.6
Quintile 1 10.7 21.6 47.9 19.8
| Quintile 2 6.2 25.5 53.1 15.2
| Quintile 3 8.6 24.7 45.9 20.8
| Quintile 4 5.2 25.0 46.2 23.6
i Quintile 5 1.0 13.4 46.1 39.5
| Poland No income 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
| Quintile 1 455 27.4 22.5 4.6
| Quintile 2 37.2 32.3 25.7 4.8
| Quintile 3 31.6 30.8 27.5 10.0
| Quintile 4 25.4 35.6 26.8 121
| Quintile 5 30.8 247 28.8 15.8
§ Sweden No income 46.0 0.0 43.1 10.9
| Quintile 1 3.5 14.4 38.0 44.2
Quintile 2 10.1 23.3 40.1 26.4
Quintile 3 6.6 23.7 42.0 27.7
Quintile 4 6.0 18.9 43.9 31.3
Quintile 5 1.3 11.0 37.5 50.2
| Switzerland (French) No income N/A N/A N/A N/A
| Quintile 1 13.5 25.5 38.9 221
j Quintile 2 11.5 26.5 443 17.8
| Quintile 3 11.7 29.4 46.0 12.8
| Quintile 4 3.8 211 52. 22.4
Quintile 5 3.2 15.8 38.8 42.2
Switzerland (German)  No income N/A N/A N/A N/A
| Quintile 1 12.4 28.7 40.7 18.2
| Quintile 2 15.3 41.6 28.8 14.2
| Quintile 3 11.7 26.1 42.8 19.4
| Quintile 4 8.6 21.3 51.0 19.1
| Quintile 5 0.9 19.3 443 35.6
United States No income 32.9 28.0 28.0 11.1
Quintile 1 25.6 26.8 33.4 14.2
Quintile 2 18.9 30.2 30.8 20.0
Quintile 3 9.3 22.9 37.2 30.7
Quintile 4 1.8 13.6 36.7 48.0
Quintile 5 1.2 8.4 33.3 57.1
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) "+ Table B-4a
Proportion of each literacy level in each income quintile, prose scale

¢

Level 1 Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Germany No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Netherlands No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Poland No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Sweden No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Switzerland (French) No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Switzerland (German)  No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

United States No income
i Gt Ou!ntile 1
For example, 14.2% of those 85:2::::5
at Level 3'on this scale in Germany Quintile 4
are in Quintile 2. . Quintile 5

30.0 21.6 12.6
16.3 17.8 15.3
14.0 14.5 13.2
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10.7 16.2
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ST ... 1 TableB-4b
: . Proportion of each literacy level in each income quintile, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

27.7
17.6
13.6
15.1
13.1
12.8

Canada No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5
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i " Table B-4c
Proportion of each literacy level in each income quintile, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

21.4
19.6
14.4
10.5
20.6
13.4

Canada No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5
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Germany No income
Quintile 1
! Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Netherlands No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5
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Poland No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Sweden No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Switzerland (French) No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

Switzerland (German)  No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5

United States No income
Quintile 1
Quintile 2
Quintile 3
Quintile 4
Quintile 5
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scale.
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Table B-5a
Proportion of each occupational group at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Manager/Professional 3.2 17.4 36.5 42.9
Technician 4.3 26.4 26.3 43.0
Clerk 6.0 27.8 51.2 15.1
Sales/Service 10.9 29.2 345 25.4
Skilled crafts workers 29.7 23.1 33.4 13.8
Machine operator/Assembler 291 19.6 39.9 11.4
Agriculture/Primary 18.6 27.9 39.6 13.8
Germany Manager/Professional 4.5 19.1 44 4 32.0
Technician 3.9 22.9 49.0 24.2
Clerk 9.6 39.0 38.9 12.5
Sales/Service 10.4 36.9 36.3 16.5
Skilled crafts workers 14.4 35.6 42.9 71
Machine operator/Assembler 21.6 52.8 20.0 5.7
Agriculture/Primary 36.8 31.3 28.0 3.9
Netherlands Manager/Professional 3.2 20.0 52.1 24.7
Technician 2.7 19.6 54.4 23.3
Clerk 6.0 24.2 53.2 16.5
Sales/Service 8.5 29.5 44.2 17.8
Skilled crafts workers 10.4 44.6 37.8 71
Machine operator/Assembler 19.1 36.5 36.8 7.6
Agriculture/Primary 16.9 31.6 43.1 8.4
Poland Manager/Professional 13.1 31.2 40.9 14.8
Technician 23.4 451 28.0 3.6
Clerk 25.1 43.3 28.5 3.1
Sales/Service 30.5 43.4 22.0 4.2
Skilled crafts workers 47.2 38.6 14.0 0.3
Machine operator/Assembler 48.7 35.0 15.7 0.5
Agriculture/Primary 62.9 27.8 8.5 0.7
Sweden Manager/Professional 2.4 12.1 38.4 47.0
Technician 33 16.5 43.1 371
Clerk 3.4 18.5 43.2 35.0
Sales/Service 6.6 22.4 38.8 321
Skilled crafts workers 10.0 26.4 42.5 211
Machine operator/Assembler 7.7 27.5 41.4 23.4
Agriculture/Primary 11.6 30.0 39.4 19.0
Switzerland (French) Manager/Professional 7.0 17.3 53.3 22.4
Technician 8.4 29.5 48.5 13.5
Clerk 3.5 39.1 457 11.6
Sales/Service 27.0 45.7 24.6 2.6
Skilled crafts workers 25.2 35.7 37.7 1.4
Machine operator/Assembler 28.0 30.4 31.9 9.7
Agriculture/Primary 24.8 48.2 24.2 2.8
Switzerland (German)  Manager/Professional 5.1 31.4 50.4 13.0
Technician 3.5 29.9 52.6 14.0
Clerk 6.3 38.0 40.4 15.3
Sales/Service 15.9 44.3 34.7 5.0
Skilled crafts workers 24.8 46.5 26.2 2.4
Machine operator/Assembler 40.1 35.9 24.0 0.0
Agriculture/Primary 33.3 43.9 20.5 2.3
United States Manager/Professional 3.9 15.6 37.0 43.4
Technician 2.4 16.3 47.3 34.0
Clerk 7.3 29.8 41.7 21.2
Sales/Service 24.2 26.1 32.3 17.4
Skilled crafts workers 29.4 38.0 25.5 71
Machine operator/Assembler 28.9 36.9 27.8 6.3
Agriculture/Primary 31.7 21.2 24.5 22.7
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Table B-5b
Proportion of each occupational group at each literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Manager/Professional 2.6 14.9 32.4 50.1
Technician 3.5 121 58.6 25.9
Clerk 8.2 26.8 36.7 28.3
Sales/Service 16.4 29.7 29.0 24.8
Skilled crafts workers 24.7 30.5 28.8 16.1
Machine operator/Assembler 27.7 31.3 26.4 14.6
Agriculture/Primary 17.5 31.4 32.7 18.4
Germany Manager/Professional 1.5 20.0 36.4 421
Technician 2.3 14.0 54.2 29.6
Clerk 5.4 31.1 442 19.3
Sales/Service 5.5 37.3 39.3 17.9
Skilled crafts workers 6.7 33.0 46.5 13.7
Machine operator/Assembler 11.7 48.3 321 7.8
Agriculture/Primary 19.0 39.1 28.7 13.2
Netherlands Manager/Professional 2.3 171 52.5 28.0
Technician 2.6 15.1 49.6 32.7
Clerk 5.0 20.3 55.1 19.5
Sales/Service 7.1 241 49.0 19.8
Skilled crafts workers 9.1 36.2 3941 15.6
Machine operator/Assembler 12.8 33.4 36.2 17.5
Agriculture/Primary 16.4 24.2 43.7 15.7
Poland Manager/Professional 19.2 28.4 33.9 18.4
Technician 22.2 39.2 29.8 8.8
Clerk 33.1 31.7 28.1 7.1
Sales/Service 34.3 32.9 25.8 6.9
Skilled crafts workers 47 1 30.4 16.6 5.9
Machine operator/Assembler 57.7 27.3 12.7 2.3
Agriculture/Primary 60.5 29.3 8.9 1.3
Sweden Manager/Professional 1.6 13.7 38.2 46.4
Technician 2.8 14.8 41.7 40.8
Clerk 2.2 15.8 411 40.9
Sales/Service 5.9 21.5 41.3 31.3
Skilled crafts workers 8.4 17.3 44.5 29.8
Machine operator/Assembler 7.3 19.3 45.3 281
Agriculture/Primary 11.0 25.5 37.8 25.8
Switzerland (French) Manager/Professional 5.4 15.9 49.0 29.7
Technician 6.9 30.4 47.9 14.8
Clerk 6.3 31.2 46.1 16.4
Sales/Service 16.7 39.5 34.9 8.9
Skilled crafts workers 21.8 28.8 32.0 17.3
Machine operator/Assembler 27.9 34.7 23.3 141
Agriculture/Primary 19.6 45.1 28.5 6.7
Switzerland (German)  Manager/Professional 5.0 28.6 44.0 22.4
Technician 4.4 22.4 47.7 25.4
Clerk 7.1 32.0 42 .4 18.5
Sales/Service 201 38.1 36.0 5.8
Skilled crafts workers 22.0 36.8 32.7 8.5
Machine operator/Assembler 30.6 27.3 31.0 111
Agriculture/Primary 31.3 31.9 24.6 12.2
United States Manager/Professional 5.1 14.9 41.0 39.1
Technician 4.2 17.0 48.7 30.1
Clerk 111 34.0 33.1 21.8
Sales/Service 26.6 25.4 32.8 15.2
Skilled crafts workers 29.9 37.6 25.0 7.4
Machine operator/Assembler 354 32.2 25.8 6.6
Agriculture/Primary 36.4 12.2 27.3 24 1
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Table B-5¢
Proportion of each occupational group at each literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Manager/Professional 2.2 15.0 36.4 46.4
Technician 3.9 17.7 334 45.0
Clerk 4.9 34.6 40.7 19.7
Sales/Service 15.2 30.7 40.8 13.4
Skilled crafts workers 22.2 34.5 29.3 13.9
Machine operator/Assembler 29.0 28.6 33.7 8.8
Agriculture/Primary 21.2 25.0 36.1 17.7
Germany Manager/Professional 1.9 14.1 37.3 46.7
Technician 1.7 15.4 51.6 31.3
Clerk 5.2 26.1 45.6 23.1
Sales/Service 5.0 25.2 44.5 25.3
Skilled crafts workers 3.2 23.8 48.2 24.8
Machine operator/Assembler 11.2 40.6 36.0 12.3
Agriculture/Primary 17.6 27.2 38.5 16.7
Netherlands Manager/Professional 1.9 15.1 48.9 34.2
Technician 2.9 17.4 50.7 29.0
Clerk 4.5 26.7 51.9 16.8
Sales/Service 7.8 241 47 1 21.0
Skilled crafts workers 10.1 31.9 44 .4 13.6
Machine operator/Assembler 13.4 24.8 41.5 20.3
Agriculture/Primary 18.3 27.2 44.0 10.4
Paland Manager/Professional 11.5 26.3 37.5 24.7
Technician 18.5 32.7 36.1 12.7
Clerk 27.5 31.7 29.5 11.3
Sales/Service 28.2 36.8 28.1 6.8
Skilled crafts workers 41.8 29.3 24.2 4.6
Machine operator/Assembler 42.7 31.0 19.8 6.5
Agriculture/Primary 54.3 28.5 15.2 2.0
Sweden Manager/Professional 1.5 15.4 37.0 46.1
Technician 3.5 15.0 41.5 40.0
Clerk 3.9 14.7 42 1 39.4
Sales/Service 7.3 21.4 39.8 31.5
Skilled crafts workers 6.4 19.5 44.0 30.0
Machine operator/Assembler 7.9 16.1 42.0 34.0
Agriculture/Primary 8.0 26.5 39.1 26.4
Switzerland (French) Manager/Professional 4.0 10.8 44.8 40.5
Technician 3.7 18.7 57.6 20.0
Clerk 3.2 251 52.0 19.6
Sales/Service 19.7 36.3 34.4 9.6
Skilled crafts workers 12.2 28.4 40.3 19.0
Machine operator/Assembler 27 .4 31.5 33.0 8.2
Agriculture/Primary 18.6 39.0 36.7 5.7
Switzerland (German)  Manager/Professional 3.6 16.5 49.8 30.1
Technician 2.6 20.5 49.4 27.5
Clerk 8.5 26.4 45.4 19.7
Sales/Service 12.1 38.8 38.2 10.9
Skilled crafts workers 11.5 36.5 39.5 12.5
Machine operator/Assembler 27.9 245 39.6 8.1
Agriculture/Primary 26.2 32.7 27.0 14.0
United States Manager/Professional 3.7 14.1 36.6 45.6
Technician 2.3 10.8 44 4 42.5
Clerk 10.6 31.7 355 221
Sales/Service 25.1 28.5 29.3 17.2
Skilled crafts workers 28.7 31.5 28.9 10.9
Machine operator/Assembler 30.4 30.9 27.5 11.2
Agriculture/Primary 33.6 9.5 42.5 14.4
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N ) 7% Table B-6a
Proportion of workers in each industrial group at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

24.7 44.0 15.2
17.3 42.9 14.7
24.3 33.4 20.5

Canada Agriculture/Mining
Manufacturing
Construction/Transport

—“ NN =

Switzerland (French) Agriculture/Mining
Manufacturing
Construction/Transport
Trade/Hospitality
Financial services
Personal services

— N =

—_

Switzerland (German)  Agriculture/Mining
Manufacturing
Construction/Transport
Trade/Hospitality

—_ = N =

6.
5.
1.
Trade/Hospitality 2. 30.5 371 20.1
Financial services 2. 26.1 46.7 25.2
Personal services 6 21.0 33.1 39.0
Germany Agriculture/Mining 30 38.4 14.7 16.3
Manufacturing 11 37.7 36.4 14.0
Construction/Transport 17 37.3 33.6 11.4
Trade/Hospitality 13 36.1 37.5 12.6
Financial services 6 26.8 54.0 12.7
Personal services 6 26.0 445 2
Netherlands Agriculture/Mining 14 33.3 43.3
Manufacturing 10 32.5 451 1
Construction/Transport 10 35.4 44 1
Trade/Hospitality 7 33.8 45.5 1
Financial services 4 20.4 49.8 2
Personal services 4 17.6 53.1 2
Poland Agriculture/Mining 61 30.3
Manufacturing 4 35.1
Construction/Transport 41 38.2
Trade/Hospitality 30 46.5
Financial services 22 33.9 1
Personal services 31 37.5
Sweden Agriculture/Mining 3 31.7 1
Manufacturing 6 21.9 3
Construction/Transport 7 1 2
Trade/Hospitality 7. 2 3
Financial services 2. 1 4
Personal services 4. 1 3
3.
0.
4
6
5
0
5
2
4
7
0
3
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Financial services 1

Personal services 1 1

United States Agriculture/Mining 21 3

Manufacturing 21 1

: Construction/Transport 17 1
For example; 34.8% of those . Trade/Hospitality 18 1
“working infinancial servicesinthe Financial services 10 2
United Statesare at Level 3 on this - Personal services 12 3

scale. - ~
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: 7 7 =777 Table B-6b

Proportion of workers in each industrial group at each literacy level,
document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Agriculture/Mining 16.9 27.6 32.8 22.7
Manufacturing 21.6 24.0 31.3 23.2
Construction/Transport 19.6 32.4 26.7 21.3
Trade/Hospitality 13.9 29.0 32.4 24.7
Financia! services 3.3 15.7 33.7 47.4
Personal services 7.9 19.7 40.4 32.0
Germany Agriculture/Mining 8.5 49.1 18.8 23.5
Manufacturing 5.6 29.3 43.5 21.5
Construction/Transport 7.7 40.5 33.1 18.7
Trade/Hospitality 6.7 33.2 39.2 21.0
Financial services 5.6 19.7 52.7 21.9
Personal services 51 23.5 445 27.0
Netherlands Agriculture/Mining 9.8 19.8 48.3 221
Manufacturing 6.5 28.3 43.7 21.5
Construction/Transport 10.5 28.5 42.6 18.4
Trade/Hospitality 5.7 24.5 52.3 17.5
Financial services 4.7 13.5 50.7 311
Personal services 4.6 18.4 49.3 27.7
Poland Agriculture/Mining 60.5 26.4 10.8 2.3
Manufacturing 49.8 28.6 15.0 6.7
Construction/Transport 38.8 38.1 18.2 4.9
Trade/Hospitality 30.3 38.4 24.7 6.7
Financial services 27.3 25.5 29.4 17.9
Personal services 33.1 30.9 26.9 9.1
Sweden Agriculture/Mining 6.9 21.0 44.3 27.8
Manufacturing 5.6 16.1 39.7 38.6
Construction/Transport 4.0 14.4 42.4 39.1
Trade/Hospitality 5.8 18.9 443 31.0
Financial services 2.3 11.0 34.4 52.3
Personal services 4.2 18.4 41.4 36.1
: Switzerland (French) Agriculture/Mining 5.2 58.0 26.1 10.7
< E ‘ Manufacturing 16.3 34.1 38.6 11.0
S Construction/Transport 22.3 22.7 37.3 17.8
Trade/Hospitality 11.8 39.2 39.2 9.8
Financial services 2.9 22.0 52.6 22.4
Personal services 8.9 25.6 43.6 22.0
Switzerland (German)  Agriculture/Mining 17.2 43.4 31.5 7.9
Manufacturing 13.3 35.0 32.3 19.3
Construction/Transport 17.5 26.6 42.2 13.7
Trade/Hospitality 16.4 33.8 37.5 12.3
Financial services 5.3 21.6 50.9 22.2
Personal services 10.6 28.3 40.7 20.4
United States Agriculture/Mining 221 19.9 26.1 32.0
. Manufacturing 25.0 28.3 30.6 16.2
For example, 27.0% of those Construction/Transport 19.8 30.3 30.9 19.0
working in personal services in Trade/Hospitality 22.5 28.0 32.0 17.5
Germany are at Level 415 on this Financial services 12.4 24.7 35.5 27.4
: : 14.2 20.8 38.2 26.8

~ scale. Personal services
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Table B-6¢

Proportion of workers in each industrial group at each literacy level,
quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Agriculture/Mining 17.2 28.2 37.8 16.8

Manufacturing 20.4 27.9 30.3 21.4

Construction/Transport 21.6 27.0 32.0 19.4

Trade/Hospitality 12.8 33.9 37.7 15.5

Financial services 1.5 19.9 35.6 43.0

Personal services 7.5 19.6 39.6 33.3

Germany Agriculture/Mining 3.8 22.0 44.9 29.3

Manufacturing 3.5 28.2 447 23.6

Construction/Transport 71 27.5 36.0 29.4

Trade/Hospitality 6.8 24.6 42.7 25.9

Financial services 2.9 12.2 57.4 27.4

Personal services 4.4 18.6 44.9 32.1

Netherlands Agriculture/Mining 8.6 17.7 56.5 17.2

Manufacturing 6.9 24.0 49.2 19.9

Construction/Transport 10.5 26.2 47.0 16.3

Trade/Hospitality 6.5 26.0 49.8 17.7

Financial services 4.8 15.6 44.7 34.9

Personal services 5.1 19.6 471 28.2

Poland Agriculture/Mining 53.2 26.3 18.3 2.2

Manufacturing 391 30.9 21.5 8.5

Construction/Transport 32.5 31.4 29.2 6.9

Trade/Hospitality 25.2 35.3 29.7 9.8

Financial services 20.0 22.8 35.1 22.2

Personal services 27.9 31.1 28.8 12.2

Sweden Agriculture/Mining 5.1 20.6 45.4 28.9

Manufacturing 6.1 15.8 39.7 38.4

Construction/Transport 2.9 15.0 40.3 41.8

Trade/Hospitality 7.2 19.0 40.3 33.5

Financial services 1.4 11.8 34.4 52.4

Personal services 4.3 19.6 41.1 35.0

Switzerland (French) Agriculture/Mining 8.8 32.2 50.1 9.0

Manufacturing 9.6 36.5 38.4 15.5

Construction/Transport 17.6 16.6 39.8 26.0

Trade/Hospitality 7.8 33.3 411 17.8

Financial services 2.1 19.0 53.6 25.3

Personal services 7.2 20.3 47.4 25.1

Switzerland (German)  Agriculture/Mining 14.7 46.6 34.0 4.7

Manufacturing 11.5 26.7 37.8 24.0

Construction/Transport 9.4 30.8 43.8 16.0

Trade/Hospitality 10.4 34.2 40.7 14.8

Financial services 3.3 19.0 48.4 29.3

Personal services 10.4 20.7 46.1 22.8

United States Agriculture/Mining 20.4 6.4 42.4 30.8

) Manufacturing 20.1 26.5 30.6 22.8
For_example, 40.3% of those Construction/Transport 171 29.0 30.5 23.5
working in the tradelhospitality Trade/Hospitality 20.6 30.0 30.5 18.8
sector in Sweden are at Level 3 on Financial services 13.0 21.8 37.2 27.9
this scale. Personal services 13.5 20.7 34.3 31.6
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For example, 46.2% of those who
participated in adult education: in
Switzerland (Germar) are at Level
3 on this scale.

For example, 25.6% of those who
did not participate in adult

- educationin Canadaare at Level 1
on this scale.
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Table B-7a

Proportion of those participating and not participating in adult education at each
literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Participant 8.1 204 40.9 30.6
Non-participant 23.0 29.5 30.7 16.7
Germany Participant 6.3 28.7 39.4 25.7
Non-participant 16.1 35.4 37.7 10.8
Netherlands Participant 6.0 23.3 49.0 21.8
Non-participant 13.7 34.8 40.7 10.8
Poland Participant 24.5 36.0 31.0 8.5
Non-participant 45.8 34.3 17.8 2.1
Sweden Participant 4.3 16.4 40.9 38.4
Non-participant 10.6 24.3 38.7 26.4
Switzerland (French) Participant 8.5 27.7 47.5 16.3
Non-participant 19.3 38.5 35.3 6.9
Switzerland (German)  Participant 8.0 31.4 46.2 14.4
Non-participant 22.9 42.2 30.0 4.9
United States Participant 7.9 20.5 38.9 32.7
Non-participant 27.5 30.5 28.7 13.3

Table B-7b

Proportion of those participating and not participating in adult education at each
literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Participant 8.2 20.4 33.4 38.1
Non-participant 25.6 28.0 311 15.3
Germany Participant 4.3 21.8 41.4 32.4
Non-participant 10.0 35.1 39.0 15.9
Netherlands Participant 4.9 19.0 48.3 27.8
Non-participant 13.8 30.5 41.3 14.4
Poland Participant 26.6 321 28.0 13.4
Non-participant 48.7 30.5 16.3 4.5
Sweden Participant 3.5 14.4 40.5 41.6
Non-participant 8.9 23.3 38.4 29.4
Switzerland (French) Participant 8.2 22.9 46.8 22.0
Non-participant 17.2 33.3 36.1 13.4
Switzerland (German)  Participant 6.4 25.5 42.7 25.4
Non-participant 22.0 345 34.2 9.3
United States Participant 10.7 21.9 39.3 28.1
Non-participant 30.3 30.1 26.8 12.9
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For example, 26.7% of those who
participated in adult education in
- ‘Poland are at Level 2 on this scale.

For example, of those who
participated in adult education in
Switzerland (French), 56.7% are at
Level 4[5 on this scale.

For example, of those who
participated in: adult education in
the United States, 36% are at
Level 2 on this scale.

Table B-7¢c

Proportion of those participating and not participating in adult education at each
literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Participant 7.7 22.4 39.9 30.0
Non-participant 23.8 28.9 31.0 16.3
Germany Participant 2.6 22.9 411 33.4
Non-participant 7.5 27.4 43.7 21.4
Netherlands Participant 5.2 20.7 47 4 26.8
Non-participant 13.8 28.9 42.2 15.1
Poland Participant 23.9 26.7 35.8 13.7
Non-participant 41.8 30.8 21.8 5.6
Sweden Participant 3.8 15.6 39.8 40.7
Non-participant 9.3 21.7 38.2 30.9
Switzerland (French) Participant 5.3 191 47.8 27.8
Non-participant 13.4 28.5 40.9 17.2
Switzerland (German)  Participant 5.1 21.0 44.9 29.0
Non-participant 15.6 32.5 401 11.8
United States Participant 10.1 20.5 37.6 31.8
Non-participant 26.7 29.1 27.7 16.5

Table B-8a
Proportion of each literacy level who participated in adult education, prose scale
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage
Canada 20.8 341 49.9 57.8
Germany 7.8 14.9 18.5 341
Netherlands 23.3 31.7 45.6 58.3
Poland 8.6 15.6 23.4 41.5
Sweden 29.4 411 52.2 60.1
Switzerland (French) 19.6 28.5 42.7 56.7
Switzerland (German) 23.2 39.3 57.2 71.9
United States 18.1 341 51.1 65.5

Table B-8b

Proportion of each literacy level who participated in adult education,
document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada 19.3 353 44.6 65.1
Germany 8.6 11.9 18.7 30.7
Netherlands 19.8 30.2 448 57.2
Poland 8.7 15.6 23.2 34.2
Sweden 28.9 38.9 52.2 59.4
Switzerland (French) 20.9 27.6 41.8 47.7
Switzerland (German) 20.2 39.1 52.0 70.2
United States 21.4 36.0 53.1 62.8
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' S " Table B-8c

Proportion of each literacy level who participated in adult education,
guantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage
Canada 19.6 36.7 491 58.0
Germany 7.1 15.3 17.0 25.3
Netherlands 20.8 33.2 43.8 55.2
8 . Poland 9.1 13.2 22.4 29.9
For example, of Sweden 29.9 42.7 51.9 57.7
participated in adu at Switzerland (French) 18.0 27.1 39.3 47.2
the Netherlands, 33.2% are at Switzerland (German) 21.9 35.9 49.3 68.1
Level2 onthisscale. = Unlted States 22.6 35.2 51.1 59.9
Table B-9a

Proportion at each ISCED level for each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Less than ISCED 02 67.5 221 9.9 0.5
ISCED 02 22.2 36.8 33.0 8.1
ISCED 03 10.0 29.3 41.2 19.5
ISCED 05 4.4 20.9 46.9 27.7
ISCED 06/07 0.2 10.8 29.8 59.1
Germany Less than ISCED 02 67.7 14.5 17.8 0.0
ISCED 02 17.5 38.6 36.0 7.9
ISCED 03 7.9 33.6 44.5 14.0
ISCED 05 41 14.0 49.2 32.6
ISCED 06/07 4.0 17.0 394 39.6
Nelherlands Less than ISCED 02 37.8 42.1 17.2 3.0
ISCED 02 11.9 44.8 38.3 4.9
ISCED 03 2.7 23.3 55.2 18.8
ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A
ISCED 06/07 1.3 11.9 52.3 34.5
Poland Less than ISCED 02 75.2 19.0 5.7 0.2
ISCED 02 42.5 39.7 15.9 1.8
ISCED 03 24.9 44 .4 28.5 2.3
ISCED 05 11.8 38.8 40.7 8.6
ISCED 06/07 11.2 30.4 42.0 16.4
Sweden Less than ISCED 02 25.2 42.5 24.7 7.6
ISCED 02 7.0 20.7 47.3 25.0
ISCED 03 5.7 20.5 42.7 . 311
ISCED 05 1.4 9.4 43.4 45.8
ISCED 06/07 0.7 6.3 32.2 60.7
Swiizerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 48.8 34.7 14.9 1.6
ISCED 02 28.9 51.5 19.6 0.0
ISCED 03 1.1 36.4 43.5 9.1
ISCED 05 7.0 25.6 56.8 10.7
ISCED 06/07 4.8 13.4 49.4 324
Switzerland (German)  Less than ISCED 02 65.8 28.8 5.4 0.0
ISCED 02 34.2 42.9 18.7 4.2
ISCED 03 11.0 39.8 39.4 9.8
ISCED 05 6.8 30.1 54 .1 9.0
ISCED 06/07 6.7 211 46.7 25.5
Uniled Stales Less than ISCED 02 69.3 19.9 8.9 1.8
ISCED 02 447 30.1 22.3 2.8
For example, 39.6% of those at ISCED 03 16.9 33.7 35.4 13.9
ISCED 06/07 in Germany are at ISCED 05 9.5 24.8 39.9 25.8
ISCED 06/07 4.9 11.9 357 47.5

Level 4/5 on this scale.
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~~  Table B-Sb
Proportion at each ISCED level for each literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISGED 06/07

Germany Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07

Netherlands Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07

Poland Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07
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Sweden Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07

Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07

Switzerland (German)  Less than ISCED 02
ISCED 02
ISCED 03
ISCED 05
ISCED 06/07

United States Less than ISCED 02
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33.9% of those at. ISCED 03
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Forexample 11.3% of those at less
than ISCED 02 in Canada are at
- Level 3 on this scale.
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Table B-9¢
Proportion at each ISCED level for each literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Less than ISCED 02 69.4 18.5 11.3 0.8
ISCED 02 23.1 41.5 27.6 7.8
ISCED 03 8.8 31.7 42.8 16.6
ISCED 05 4.2 20.7 48.6 26.4
ISCED 06/07 2.2 4.4 29.4 64.0
Germany Less than ISCED 02 42.5 20.8 29.2 7.5
ISCED 02 7.6 31.0 44 1 17.2
ISCED 03 4.1 21.0 49.3 25.7
ISCED 05 2.7 11.1 59.4 26.9
ISCED 06/07 2.0 13.2 28.6 56.2
Nelherlands Less than ISCED 02 35.5 35.5 23.7 5.3
ISCED 02 11.9 35.5 41.7 10.9
ISCED 03 2.7 22.1 52.0 23.2
ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A
ISCED 06/07 1.7 9.7 49.4 39.3
Poland Less than ISCED 02 69.4 21.3 7.9 1.3
ISCED 02 394 34.3 221 4.1
ISCED 03 20.9 36.2 32.9 10.1
ISCED 05 15.5 25.7 47.7 1.1
ISCED 06/07 9.1 25.9 38.6 26.5
Sweden Less than ISCED 02 21.7 32.0 35.3 11.1
ISCED 02 71 21.0 40.8 31.1
ISCED 03 4.8 18.5 41.9 34.8
ISCED 05 0.6 14.6 38.5 46.3
ISCED 06/07 1.0 5.9 29.3 63.7
Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 40.2 371 22.4 0.3
ISCED 02 22.6 44.0 29.5 4.0
ISCED 03 5.6 24.2 48.2 22.0
ISCED 05 3.2 13.8 51.8 31.2
ISCED 06/07 4.2 9.1 45.4 41.4
Switzerland (German)  Less than ISCED 02 51.0 26.3 19.7 3.0
ISCED 02 22.0 44.0 21.3 12.7
ISCED 03 6.9 27.2 46.7 19.2
ISCED 05 3.7 14.3 54.2 27.9
ISCED 06/07 6.8 18.3 36.0 38.9
United Stales Less than ISGED 02 66.8 23.2 9.1 0.8
ISCED 02 44,7 22.8 28.0 4.5
ISCED 03 18.4 34.2 33.0 14.5
ISCED 05 8.8 23.1 41.3 26.8
ISCED 06/07 4.9 11.3 32.1 51.8
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Table B-10a

Proportion by parents’ education for each ISCED level at each literacy level, prose
scale
Level 1 Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Less than ISCED 02 26.0 25.9 34.8 13.3
ISCED 02 7.9 25.0 43.3 23.9
ISCED 03 10.8 23.0 33.6 32.5
ISCED 05 3.9 20.2 38.6 37.3
ISCED 06/07 7.2 20.8 33.1 38.9
Germany Less than ISCED 02 53.6 341 9.6 2.6
ISCED 02 15.2 36.2 36.0 12.6
ISCED 03 8.5 32.8 45.5 13.2
ISCED 05 2.5 21.4 55.6 20.4
ISCED 06/07 5.4 19.0 45.3 30.2
Netherlands Less than ISCED 02 17.8 41.0 341 7.1
ISCED 02 7.1 26.7 48.1 18.1
ISCED 03 3.5 20.8 54.8 21.0
ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A
ISCED 06/07 2.6 16.5 53.3 27.5
Poland Less than ISCED 02 52.5 33.1 13.0 1.4
ISCED 02 33.0 39.5 254 2.1
ISCED 03 17.8 38.5 36.6 7.2
ISCED 05 31.0 21.7 40.8 6.4
ISCED 06/07 12.6 30.1 38.9 18.4
Sweden Less than ISCED 02 10.5 25.0 39.9 24.6
ISCED 02 2.0 14.0 43.4 40.6
ISCED 03 2.8 171 39.1 41.0
ISCED 05 1.6 13.8 38.8 45.9
ISCED 06/07 1.4 10.0 33.7 55.0
Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 26.3 39.4 31.5 2.8
; ISCED 02 17.7 37.3 37.6 7.4
: ISCED 03 10.2 33.3 44.7 11.9
ISCED 05 9.3 22.5 52.8 15.4
ISCED 06/07 5.8 18.9 50.0 25.3
Switzerland (German)  Less than ISCED 02 49.5 30.8 18.5 1.2
ISCED 02 23.6 41.3 29.7 5.4
ISCED 03 8.4 40.2 41.7 9.7
ISCED 05 3.6 35.4 447 16.3
ISCED 06/07 7.3 19.2 51.9 21.5
e L = 5 -~ United States Less than ISCED 02 32.2 28.9 28.0 10.9
Forexample, 39.4% of those whose ISCED 02 18.5 26.9 39.1 15.6
parents’. '(,fducation is at less tha\n, ISCED 03 10.6 24.3 38.0 271
ISCED 02 tn Switzerland (French) ISCED 05 6.3 29.2 33.6 31.0
7.7 16.0 37.9 38.4

arearLevel 2-on this scale. . - ISCED 06/07
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Table B-10b

Proportion by parents’ education for each ISCED level at each literacy level,
document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Less than ISCED 02 28.3 30.1 29.6 12.0
ISCED 02 8.9 23.8 29.5 37.8
ISCED 03 8.6 151 46.2 30.1
ISCED 05 9.9 16.7 29.4 44.0
ISCED 06/07 8.4 19.3 31.2 41.0
Germany Less than ISCED 02 37.5 35.6 23.6 3.2
ISCED 02 9.6 34.7 37.8 17.8
ISCED 03 4.3 27 .4 47.2 21.2
ISCED 05 1.8 21.9 56.2 20.1
ISCED 06/07 1.9 18.7 40.8 38.6
Netherlands Less than ISCED 02 18.4 33.9 36.7 11.0
ISCED 02 5.3 25.9 46.4 22.4
ISCED 03 2.0 21.0 51.9 25.2
ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A
ISCED 06/07 3.1 10.4 48.7 37.8
Poland Less than ISCED 02 541 29.8 12.9 3.3
ISCED 02 37.4 35.4 22.0 5.3
ISCED 03 22.2 31.6 34.8 11.4
ISCED 05 25.7 28.6 33.2 12.5
ISCED 06/07 16.7 27.3 30.4 25.6
Sweden Less than ISCED 02 8.6 23.1 40.3 28.0
ISCED 02 1.6 15.3 42.5 40.6
ISCED 03 2.4 14.3 39.6 43.7
ISCED 05 1.3 14.6 34.5 49.6
ISCED 06/07 0.4 8.0 35.4 56.2
Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 24.5 36.3 291 10.1
ISCED 02 14.8 34.9 40.0 10.3
ISCED 03 8.4 26.2 47 .4 18.0
ISCED 05 10.1 19.5 46.4 241
ISCED 06/G7 5.6 19.1 40.8 34.5
Switzerland (German)  Less than ISCED 02 50.9 24.2 20.9 4.0
ISCED 02 16.4 38.6 35.8 9.2
ISCED 03 7.7 29.6 43.2 19.4
ISCED 05 1.7 32.3 42 .4 23.5
ISCED 06/07 8.2 25.1 36.0 30.7
United States Less than ISCED 02 33.6 30.6 26.5 9.3
ISCED 02 22.7 30.8 36.5 9.9
ISCED 03 14.0 25.8 35.1 251
ISCED 05 9.0 16.5 32.3 42.3
ISCED 06/07 8.4 18.6 41.5 31.5
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. Table B-10c

. Proportion by parents’ education for each ISCED level at each literacy level,
quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Less than ISCED 02 23.9 33.3 32.3 10.5
ISCED 02 7.5 24 .4 41.3 26.8

ISCED 03 10.3 18.9 404 30.4

ISCED 05 6.1 21.2 39.9 32.8

ISCED 06/07 8.2 16.4 33.7 41.7

Germany Less than ISCED 02 37.5 35.4 26.5 0.5
ISCED 02 7.0 28.2 42.6 22.2

ISCED 03 4.3 22.0 50.0 23.6

ISCED 05 0.7 8.2 51.9 39.2

ISCED 06/07 2.4 16.2 44 1 37.3

Netherlands Less than ISCED 02 17.6 32.7 37.3 12.3
ISCED 02 6.3 24.5 46.9 22.4

ISCED 03 3.4 21.5 52.3 22.7

ISCED 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A

ISCED 06/07 2.6 12.4 51.8 33.2

Poland Less than ISCED 02 46.6 301 18.9 4.5

: ISCED 02 32.0 33.5 26.5 8.0
: ISCED 03 18.2 28.5 43.1 10.2
] ISCED 05 22.9 28.0 36.7 12.5
i ISCED 06/07 14.7 23.3 40.5 21.5
Sweden Less than ISCED 02 8.8 21.5 40.4 29.3
ISCED 02 4.3 17.3 38.1 40.3

ISCED 03 2.7 14.8 40.6 41.8

ISCED 05 1.6 14.7 33.4 50.4

ISCED 06/07 0.8 10.5 33.0 55.6

Switzerland (French) Less than ISCED 02 17.8 31.7 39.7 10.8
ISCED 02 : 10.7 27.5 40.2 21.6

: ISCED 03 6.5 20.9 47.5 25.2
: ISCED 05 7.3 19.5 50.0 23.3
: ISCED 06/07 6.6 11.8 45.2 36.3
: Switzerland (German)  Less than ISCED 02 39.1 28.1 27.7 5.1
ISCED 02 12.1 36.2 36.6 15.1

ISCED 03 5.2 25.7 47.4 21.7

ISCED 05 2.0 19.7 51.9 26.4

ISCED 06/07 5.1 20.9 40.6 33.4

United States Less than ISCED 02 31.3 25.7 29.3 13.7
ISCED 02 19.9 33.2 36.8 10.2

ISCED 03 11.9 24.0 34.5 29.6

ISCED 05 9.1 23.2 39.9 27.7

ISCED 06/07 7.7 15. 36.0 41.3
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Table B-11a
Proportion of those within each age group at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada 16-25 10.7 25.7 43.7 19.9
26-35 12.3 28.5 33.1 26.1
36-45 13.3 18.6 36.8 31.3
46-55 20.6 30.2 30.9 18.4
56-65 37.6 26.4 28.0 8.1
Germany 16-25 8.9 29.5 46.2 15.4
26-35 12.4 30.6 37.3 19.7
36-45 14.5 31.5 39.4 14.5
46-55 14.2 37.4 37.5 10.9
56-65 221 43.2 30.1 4.7
Netherlands 16-25 8.3 221 50.1 19.5
26-35 6.4 20.5 50.6 22.5
36-45 8.6 30.4 46.6 14.3
46-55 13.9 38.8 37.5 9.8
56-65 20.1 47.5 27.7 4.7
Poland 16-25 26.7 38.3 29.1 5.9
26-35 35.0 39.0 22.2 3.7
36-45 42.0 38.0 17.2 2.8
46-55 53.5 29.6 16.0 1.0
56-65 69.5 20.5 9.8 0.2
Sweden 16-25 3.8 16.7 39.8 39.7
26-35 4.9 14.2 39.2 41.7
36-45 7.1 19.7 41.5 31.7
46-55 8.2 21.8 41.8 28.2
56-65 15.9 32.7 35.3 16.2
Switzerland (French) 16-25 10.5 31.0 43.1 15.4
26-35 11.1 29.4 46.5 13.0
36-45 221 33.5 35.5 8.9
46-55 20.9 35.1 36.1 7.9
56-65 27.7 43.3 26.8 2.3
Switzerland (German)  16-25 7.3 35.5 43.4 13.8
26-35 16.6 26.8 44.6 12.0
36-45 24.2 34.3 32.4 9.1
46-55 19.4 417 34.7 4.2
56-65 30.4 46.0 19.5 4.1
United States 16-25 23.5 30.7 33.0 12.8
26-35 19.6 23.2 35.7 21.6
36-45 19.5 21.4 30.0 29.2
46-55 18.3 25.7 32.2 23.8
56-65 23.6 30.7 31.1 14.7
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Table B-11b
Proportion of those within each age group at each literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

; Percentage
i Canada 16-25 10.4 22.3 36.4 31.0
! 26-35 13.5 25.3 33.8 27.5
36-45 13.8 22.0 36.8 27.4
46-55 23.0 31.0 23.6 22.4
56-65 43.8 23.7 23.8 8.7
Germany 16-25 5.2 29.0 43.0 22.8
26-35 5.9 29.2 40.0 24.9
36-45 9.5 30.6 38.5 21.4
46-55 7.4 35.0 43.1 14.5
56-65 17.7 40.9 32.6 8.8
Netherlands 16-25 6.1 16.8 51.1 26.0
; 26-35 5.9 19.2 45.7 29.3
: 36-45 9.2 24.2 49.5 17.1
. 46-55 12.6 35.7 38.0 13.7
56-65 22.6 40.5 30.1 6.8
Poland 16-25 32.2 33.1 26.2 8.5
26-35 39.2 33.8 19.7 7.4
36-45 42.6 33.6 18.1 5.7
46-55 55.6 27.0 13.3 4.1
56-65 70.1 20.9 7.6 1.4
Sweden 16-25 3.1 16.6 39.6 40.7
26-35 3.9 10.4 38.1 47.6
36-45 6.6 18.2 39.8 354
46-55 6.8 19.7 43.1 30.3
56-65 12.2 33.3 36.0 18.5
Switzerland (French) 16-25 8.7 24.9 40.4 26.0
26-35 11.5 22.4 44.5 21.6
36-45 19.2 32.9 34.2 13.7
46-55 18.0 29.8 42 .4 9.7
56-65 27.5 38.1 29.8 4.6
Switzerland (German)  16-25 7.1 25.7 41.0 26.3
26-35 17.4 20.7 38.8 23.1
36-45 21.5 30.3 36.3 12.0
46-55 21.0 33.8 35.0 10.2
56-65 22.8 39.9 30.6 6.7
United States 16-25 24.7 30.9 28.4 16.1
26-35 21.6 22.9 34.5 21.0
36-45 23.5 19.7 31.4 25.4
46-55 21.4 28.2 33.2 17.3
56-65 29.3 32.9 26.0 . 1.7
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Table B-11c¢
Proportion of those within each age group at each literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada 16-25 10.1 28.6 44.6 16.7
26-35 12.0 25.5 35.1 27.5
36-45 11.9 22.4 35.6 30.1
46-55 23.9 32.2 24.8 19.0
56-65 39.7 21.5 31.4 7.4
Germany 16-25 4.4 26.4 471 22.0
26-35 4.9 23.3 42.9 28.9
36-45 6.5 22.9 44.3 26.3
46-55 7.0 271 41.2 24.7
56-65 10.8 34.9 40.8 13.5
Netherlands 16-25 7.7 21.0 50.1 21.1
26-35 6.7 19.9 45.3 28.2
36-45 10.1 25.0 46.0 18.9
46-55 12.8 31.0 39.8 16.4
56-65 17.6 36.2 36.9 9.3
Poland 16-25 29.6 32.6 31.0 6.7
26-35 32.7 33.0 25.6 8.7
36-45 36.1 321 23.4 8.4
46-55 47.7 26.9 19.5 5.9
56-65 60.8 21.4 15.6 2.2
Sweden 16-25 4.9 17.6 39.0 38.4
26-35 4.0 14.3 36.3 45.4
36-45 7.0 16.5 41.2 35.2
46-55 5.8 19.7 40.5 34.0
56-65 12.9 27.0 37.5 22.6
Switzerland (French) 16-25 - 6.2 21.4 47.0 25.4
26-35 8.8 20.6 47.8 22.9
36-45 16.6 25.2 36.4 21.8
46-55 16.1 22.7 43.2 18.0
56-65 19.2 36.0 33.8 11.0
Switzerland (German)  16-25 6.9 21.9 48.2 22.9
26-35 13.1 20.7 40.8 25.4
36-45 19.0 26.3 37.9 16.9
46-55 14.8 28.5 41.2 15.5
56-65 15.8 37.6 35.7 10.8
United States . 16-25 26.5 30.8 29.2 13.5
v o 26-35 20.1 20.9 35.6 23.5
‘those aged | 36-45 18.2 23.2 26.9 31.6
lands are at | 46-55 19.0 25.2 32.3 23.6
o 56-65 22.4 29.6 32.0 16.0
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Table B-12a

Proportion of those who are immigrants and of those who are native born at each
literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Born in Canada 12.9 26.4 38.9 21.8
) Immigrated to Canada 31.0 22.6 20.5 26.0
Germany Born in Germany 12.3 34.3 39.1 14.2
Immigrated to Germany 38.5 32.8 24.2 4.5

Netherlands Born in the Netherlands 9.1 29.9 45.0 16.0
Immigrated to the Netherlands 30.6 32.9 30.9 5.6

Sweden Born in Sweden 5.1 201 40.4 34.3
Immigrated to Sweden 30.9 22.2 32.5 14.4

Switzerland (French) Born in Switzerland 11.3 34.0 43.4 11.3
Immigrated to Switzerland 33.6 33.4 26.2 6.7

Switzerland (German)  Born in Switzerland 9.8 39.7 40.7 9.8
Immigrated to Switzerland 58.1 19.7 16.7 5.5

United States Born in the United States 14.0 27.3 35.0 23.7
Immigrated to the United States 55.5 17.8 19.6 71

Table B-12b

Proportion of those who are immigrants and of those who are native born at each
literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Born in Canada 14. 256 35.4 24.2
Immigrated to Canada 311 21.3 19.3 28.3
Germany Born in Germany 7.8 32.1 40.7 19.4
Immigrated to Germany 23.2 40.1 24.8 11.9
Netherlands Born in the Netherlands 8.9 25.4 45.2 20.5
Immigrated to the Netherlands 27.4 30.8 30.0 11.8
Sweden Born in Sweden 4.3 18.0 40.3 37.3
Immigrated to Sweden 24.7 27.3 30.8 17.2
Switzerland (French) Born in Switzerland 10.2 29.3 42.6 18.0
Immigrated to Switzerland 31.5 28.1 29.4 11.0
Switzerland (German)  Born in Switzerland 8.7 31.3 41.9 18.1
Immigrated to Switzerland 56.6 20.7 14.5 8.2
United States Born in the United States 17.5 27.4 34.0 21.2
Immigrated to the United States 54.2 19.7 19.1 6.9
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p v — Table B-12¢

Proportion of those who are immigrants and of those who are native born at each
literacy level, quantitative scale

1

:
o
o

i

:

1

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Born in Canada 13.8 28.2 37.4 20.6

Immigrated to Canada 28.9 18.2 24.9 28.0

Germany Born in Germany 5.8 25.4 44.7 24.2

immigrated to Germany 17.2 40.9 26.0 15.8

Netherlands Born in the Netherlands 8.9 25.3 45.5 20.4

Immigrated to the Netherlands 29.5 29.3 27.8 13.4

Sweden Born in Sweden 4.8 17.9 39.9 37.4

Immigrated to Sweden 24.5 25.4 29.7 20.4

Switzerland (French) Born in Switzerland 6.4 24.5 45.9 23.3

- Immigrated to Switzerland 29.3 24.7 32.9 13.0

F L Switzerland (German)  Born in Switzerland 5.8 27.0 46.1 21.1

. Porexample 19.0% Immigrated to Switzerland 477 23.3 18.6 10.5
- Switzerland (Germa h

immigrants are at Level 3 on this United States Born in the United States 14.9 26.7 33.4 24.9

- Immigrated to the United States 53.5 15.2 21.8 9.5

scale.

Table B-13a
Proportion of each sex at each literacy level, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Male 19.0 26.6 37.0 17.4
Female 14.3 247 33.2 27.8
Germany Male 15.4 31.8 37.9 R5.4
Female 13.3 36.7 38.0 12.0
Netherlands Male 10.5 31.3 43.6 14.6
Female 10.5 28.8 44.6 16.0
Poland Male 43.3 35.4 18.7 2.6
Female 42.0 33.7 20.8 3.5
Sweden Male 7.9 20.9 39.9 31.3
Female 71 19.8 39.5 33.6
Switzerland (French) Male 171 31.2 40.9 10.8
Female 18.2 36.2 36.4 9.2
Switzerland (German)  Male 17.9 32.9 40.0 9.2
Female 20.7 38.4 32.1 8.7
United States Male 22.2 28.0 29.8 20.0
Female 19.3 23.9 34.7 221
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Table B-13b
Proportion of each sex at each literacy level, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Male 17.0 25.7 31.8 25.0
Female 19.3 23.8 32.3 24.7
Germany Male 7.8 3t1.0 38.7 22.4
Female 10.1 34.4 40.2 15.3
Netherlands Male 8.5 23.9 45.0 22.7
Female 11.9 27.7 43.3 17.1
Poland Male 43.7 31.1 18.7 6.4
Female 47.0 30.4 17.4 5.2
Sweden Male 5.0 16.8 39.6 38.6
Female 7.3 21.0 39.3 32.4
Switzerland (French) Male 14.0 27.0 40.3 18.7
Female 18.5 30.6 37.5 13.4
o : Switzerland (German)  Male 15.2 26.7 39.7 18.4
s %fl)f‘tﬁﬁ males | Female 21.1 314 33.6 13.9
e at Level 1 on this . United States Male 25.2 24.9 30.4 19.5
S Female 22.4 26.7 32.3 18.5

Table B-13c
Proportion of each sex at each literacy level, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Male 17.2 249 33.8 241
Female 16.6 27.2 35.9 20.2
Germany Male 5.7 22.7 42.9 28.7
Female 7.6 30.5 43.5 18.4
Netherlands Male 8.2 20.8 46.4 24.6
Female 12.4 30.4 421 15.1
Poland Male 36.2 29.7 26.1 8.0
Female 42.0 30.6 21.7 5.7
Sweden Male 5.2 15.3 37.6 41.9
Female 8.0 21.8 40.4 29.8
Switzerland (French) Male 11.0 19.8 43.8 25.4
Female 14.8 291 40.7 15.5
Switzerland (German) Male 12.2 22.2 41.9 23.7
Female 16.1 30.2 39.6 14.2
United States Male 20.9 22.2 29.9 27.1
Female 21.0 28.1 32.5 18.4
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Table C-1a

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several reading activities at work at least once a week, prose scale

Directions Bills Diagrams Manuals Reports Letters

Percentage
Canada Level 1 16.8 24.8 18.3 23.0 25.5 35.0
Level 2 28.5 52.8 27.3 40.1 46.1 62.3
Level 3 32.6  49.8 37.5 54.2 59.8 76.3
Level 4/5 35,6  52.2 36.5 62.7 71.5 84.9
Germany Level 1 26.8 52.6 37.5 48.6 46.9 63.7
Level 2 37.2  59.8 51.6 61.1 65.4 76.0
Level 3 28.5 66.6 54.4 64.0 70.8 85.9
Level 4/5 33.7 621 53.1 61.6 74.7 87.8
Netherlands Level 1 17.0 222 26.2 29.1 30.5 37.1
Level 2 247 425 37.2 44.9 54.3 58.1
Level 3 25.7 442 41.0 55.3 65.4 71.6
Level 4/5 20.3 495 45.8 62.5 73.7 77.7
Poland Level 1 16.6 18.5 13.4 14.4 15.7 21.0
Level 2 249  33.8 24.6 29.7 34.8 37.9
Level 3 325 344 25.6 41.3 43.8 46.6
Level 4/5 53.4 442 43.1 59.8 61.7 58.3
Sweden Level 1 NA 410 47 1 53.5 61.9 52.9
Level 2 N/A  48.8 56.1 64.8 711 69.0
Level 3 N/A 59.7 63.1 74.2 82.4 81.4
Level 4/5 N/A  62.2 69.5 76.1 84.9 84.2
Switzerland (French) Level 1 19.2 421 16.5 48.4 53.7 57.0
Level 2 17.7 54.3 32.2 459 65.7 66.0
Level 3 21.3 61.7 437 52.3 79.8 79.8
Level 4/5 15.1 65.7 64.9 58.6 88.4 88.7
Switzeriand (German)  Level 1 20.2 45.8 11.8 35.7 40.5 49.8
Level 2 17.4 59.5 23.9 52.4 66.2 791
Level 3 15.7  67.5 43.3 63.2 81.8 90.5
Level 4/5 16.6  64.5 448 70.1 83.5 95.3
United States Level 1 20.9 26.7 20.9 32.8 29.0 40.6
Level 2 36.7 45.0 32.9 57.0 51.6 64.7
Level 3 35.8 53.3 411 66.7 66.3 79.7
Level 4/5 36.2  55.3 47.9 77.0 78.0 86.4
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Table C-1b

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several reading activities at work at least once a week, document scale

Directions Bills Diagrams Manuals Reports Letters

Percentage
Canada Level 1 235 241 14.1 21.5 24.4 34.2
Level 2 23.4  45.0 28.0 41.0 50.1 67.0
Level 3 311 50.8 33.7 51.2 58.4 73.7
Level 4/5 38.5 57.5 42.4 65.5 69.1 83.8
Germany Level 1 23.9 4641 32.3 39.7 41.9 62.7
Level 2 342 60.8 47.8 57.4 62.2 75.2
Level 3 316 62.9 54.1 65.5 70.9 82.6
Level 4/5 31.8  66.2 55.8 62.3 72.2 88.1
Netherlands Level 1 13.2 24.4 18.3 22.6 27.9 34.4
Level 2 249 38.8 37.9 44.0 55.9 57.7
Level 3 25.2 444 39.4 54.5 63.3 69.3
Level 4/5 22.9 493 48.1 61.7 71.4 77.4
Poland Level 1 17.9  18.4 15.2 17.7 18.4 23.5
Level 2 22.9 326 22.1 25.2 29.9 35.3
Level 3 31.9 359 25.9 41.4 46.1 45.7
Level 4/5 45.8 449 36.9 49.3 52.6 52.5
Sweden Level 1 N/A  31.2 48.5 51.4 61.4 55.1
Level 2 N/A  49.0 52.7 63.8 73.3 67.6
Level 3 N/A 58.6 61.8 70.7 79.8 78.9
Level 4/5 N/A  63.4 711 79.6 85.6 85.6
Switzerland (French) Level 1 18.5 38.7 19.5 42.2 47.0 55.4
Level 2 21.7 56.8 29.7 48.4 68.5 68.3
Level 3 19.3  60.0 40.9 50.7 77.3 76.4
Level 4/5 14.8  61.7 59.3 57.9 84.3 84.2
Switzerland (German)  Level 1 18.9 36.1 101 32.6 35.7 451
Level 2 16.3  59.2 24.9 51.9 68.7 78.2
Level 3 17.5 66.3 37.8 63.0 81.1 91.1
Level 4/5 15.9 734 47.6 66.1 76.7 91.6
United States Level 1 251 271 247 34.6 30.4 43.3
Level 2 31.6 425 32.0 56.3 54.7 68.4
Level 3 40.9 545 41.3 68.7 66.5 79.2
Level 4/5 32.5 591 48.5 78.0 78.3 85.8
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Table C-1¢

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several reading activities at work at least once a week, quantitative scale

Directions Bills Diagrams Manuals Reports Letters

Percentage
Canada Level 1 19.4 21.3 14.3 17.4 22.8 42.8
Level 2 30.5 43.2 25.0 44.0 53.2 68.5
Level 3 32.4 55.3 37.7 51.5 54.2 69.0
Level 4/5 32.8 54.8 40.3 65.6 73.8 85.8
Germany Level 1 23.1 52.5 27.8 53.5 48.2 70.4
Level 2 35.6 59.9 49.4 62.1 62.3 77.5
Level 3 29.9 61.7 51.6 60.2 68.3 79.0
Level 4/5 33.5 65.8 56.5 61.9 71.6 86.6
Netherlands Level 1 15.7 19.1 19.3 26.5 25.3 321
Level 2 24.4 35.8 30.6 39.4 52.1 56.2
Level 3 249 45.0 41.5 55.1 64.5 70.1
Level 4/5 23.5 52.3 50.5 63.9 73.5 78.3
Poland Level 1 15.6 16.4 12.5 14.0 15.0 21.5
Level 2 23.9 29.8 22.5 26.7 28.8 33.3
Level 3 28.0 34.7 24.8 35.0 43.0 42.3
Level 4/5 47.6 50.6 37.9 55.2 54.9 57.8
Sweden Level 1 N/A 31.0 49.3 48.7 47.7 54.6
Level 2 N/A 49.8 52.2 63.7 57.8 69.7
Level 3 N/A 58.6 61.3 71.3 66.7 78.9
Level 4/5 N/A 63.1 719 79.3 72.5 84.9
Switzerland (French) Level 1 16.4 33.5 14.0 43.9 46.3 55.9
Level 2 23.1 52.0 30.8 48.5 63.4 66.9
Level 3 201 58.5 39.0 48.4 76.0 74.9
Level 4/5 13.7 68.5 54.9 58.7 85.3 82.5
Switzerland (German)  Level 1 16.1 39.6 10.1 33.1 31.3 39.2
Level 2 15.5 57.0 20.1 49.5 66.6 75.7
Level 3 17.5 65.1 37.4 59.1 77.0 88.5
Level 4/5 18.6 68.9 45.8 69.0 80.7 92.6
United States Level 1 22.9 23.1 18.7 31.7 28.5 40.8
Level 2 34,7 42.0 28.1 55.6 50.8 66.2
Level 3 38.4 51.2 39.0 65:7 65.5 76.8
Leve! 4/5 341 63.4 56.1 80.1 79.9 88.7
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Table C-2a

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several writing activities at work at least once a week, prose scale

Reports Forms Letters  Specifications
Percentage

Canada Level 1 20.9 25.9 24.7 18.2
Level 2 35.2 49.8 48.7 20.5

Level 3 44.8 50.9 58.4 30.7

Level 4/5 44 .4 49.5 65.2 30.3

Germany Level 1 32.5 39.2 49.3 18.3
Level 2 45.7 57.9 68.7 26.2

Level 3 53.0 62.7 771 29.9

Level 4/5 54.2 59.7 85.5 27.8

Netherlands Level 1 16.7 12.3 22.3 25.7
Level 2 32.6 31.2 42.7 34.2

Level 3 37.7 26.0 59.2 29.2

Level 4/5 447 25.9 65.7 32.0

Poland Level 1 12.1 17.9 18.6 4.4
Level 2 19.4 32.7 331 8.3

Level 3 24.0 40.3 40.5 13.7

Level 4/5 29.5 45.5 60.9 24.0

Sweden Level 1 40.5 36.7 40.4 26.3
Level 2 . 461 37.9 63.6 26.7

Level 3 56.3 49.4 76.3 31.2

Level 4/5 59.6 53.0 82.2 31.5

Switzerland (French) Level 1 24.2 33.7 40.8 17.1
Level 2 44 1 43.5 51.2 21.5

Level 3 51.7 52.5 70.9 29.4

Level 4/5 59.3 54.7 77.3 23.5

Switzerland (German) Level 1 18.2 33.4 50.5 11.9
Level 2 39.8 56.6 751 27.1

Level 3 51.4 64.2 89.1 27.9

Level 4/5 55.4 67.4 94.4 27.5

United States Level 1 23.4 291 28.8 17.4
Level 2 36.1 51.1 50.8 27.3

Level 3 51.3 58.0 66.4 32.7

Level 4/5 55.2 58.1 74.3 33.7
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Table C-2b

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
- several writing activities at work at least once a week, document scale

Reports Forms Letters  Specifications
Percentage
Canada Level 1 18.3 24.0 28.4 1.7
Level 2 35.3 50.1 45.8 21.4
Level 3 43.1 47.9 55.3 26.8
Level 4/5 47.7 54 .1 69.2 34.9
Germany Level 1 33.0 40.5 47.3 18.1
Level 2 421 57.1 67.3 24.7
Level 3 52.2 59.9 74.8 28.7
Level 4/5 53.9 59.8 81.7 29.5
Netherlands Level 1 17.9 15.8 18.4 24.5
Level 2 29.2 23.9 41.7 29.3
Level 3 38.2 28.4 58.8 30.0
Level 4/5 42.5 21 61.7 35.3
Poland Level 1 2T 17.6 19.2 4.9
Level 2 19.0 32.4 .7 8.2
Level 3 L7 38.7 41.7 10.2
Level 4/5 30.8 52.0 49.7 27 |
Sweden Level 1 36.8 27.5 491 19.3
Level 2 48.1 38.4 63.6 26.5
Level 3 54.3 47.3 73.6 29.9
Level 4/5 60.0 55.0 82.2 33.5
Switzerland (French) Level 1 23.0 30.8 38.3 19.7
Level 2 44.7 45.5 52.6 17.2
Level 3 50.3 al:l 67.7 28.2
Level 4/5 53.9 49.6 73.7 30.8
Switzerland (German) Level 1 16.8 28.7 48.6 9.9
Level 2 42.8 52.8 5.2 26.7
Level 3 48.3 65.6 87.2 28.9
Level 4/5 1.1 69.2 91.2 7.2
United States Level 1 23.7 29.7 324 15.2
Level 2 39.5 48.0 53.6 29.3
Level 3 49.9 59.9 66.2 32.1
Level 4/5 56.7 61.3 13.5 35.8
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Table C-2c

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several writing activities at work at least once a week, quantitative scale

Reports Forms Letters  Specifications
Percentage

Canada Level 1 23.6 253 241 14.6
Level 2 33.9 46.7 48.9 20.1

Level 3 421 52.8 571 21.7

Level 4/5 48.4 50.1 67.2 37.0

Germany Level 1 33.0 41.9 51.0 16.9
Level 2 42.3 57.9 66.0 24.6

Level 3 48.9 58.9 16 27.4

Level 4/5 55.0 59.1 82.6 30.2

Netherlands Level 1 171 12.9 74 20.8
Level 2 27.8 24.6 40.7 28.7

Level 3 38.2 29.1 58.4 30.4

Level 4/5 44.3 26.0 63.1 38.7

Poland Level 1 14.3 16.9 17.8 4.1
Level 2 16.9 28.7 30.8 1.3

Level 3 22.6 37.8 39.1 10.0

Level 4/5 S1.7 49.5 46.2 24.2

Sweden Level 1 33.7 21.4 49.9 16.5
Level 2 46.7 38.9 64.9 23.4

Level 3 55.2 46.9 74.4 29.2

Level 4/5 60.2 55.9 80.8 36.1

Switzerland (French) Level 1 21.6 25.7 37.9 10.6
Level 2 39.5 39.6 48.2 20.3

Level 3 48.7 51.0 65.5 25.6

Level 4/5 58.0 55.9 74.5 31.9

Switzerland (German) Level 1 15.8 30.5 471 8.5
Level 2 37.8 50.3 67.4 21.4

Level 3 48.1 64.5 86.7 30.5

Level 4/5 91.2 64.5 93.3 27.6

United States Level 1 27 27.3 30.3 13.3
Level 2 36.1 46.7 52:3 22.7

Level 3 47.4 87.2 61.7 31.1

Level 4/5 61.2 64.8 78.0 42.6
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Table C-3a

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of two
numeracy activities at work at least once a week, prose scale

Measurements Prices
Percentage

Canada Level 1 22.6 38.8
Level 2 43.8 451

Level 3 53.6 49.4

Level 4/5 58.8 49.7

Germany Level 1 31.0 28.3
Level 2 41.7 28.3

Level 3 48.6 27.6

Level 4/5 42.4 29.1

Netherlands Level 1 30.5 39.5
Level 2 48.5 50.5

Level 3 471 45.8

Level 4/5 52.0 36.2

Poland Level 1 19.2 39.1
Level 2 31.0 55.4

Level 3 32.2 511

Level 4/5 37.2 57.3

Sweden Level 1 34.5 48.9
Level 2 41.0 56.8

Level 3 5.0 54.6

Level 4/5 52.3 50.1

Switzerland (French) Level 1 34.5 36.6
Level 2 43.6 a7

Level 3 517 38.4

Level 4/5 54.1 33.9

Switzerland (German) Level 1 235 39.1
Level 2 36.1 51.3

Level 3 42.9 43.1

Level 4/5 40.2 38.6

United States Level 1 29.1 43.1
Level 2 50.0 <511

Level 3 57:2 47.5

Level 4/5 62.3 481
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Table C-3b

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of two
numeracy activities at work at least once a week, document scale

Measurements Prices
Percentage

Canada Level 1 29.7 401
Level 2 421 48.2

Level 3 48.0 44.7

Level 4/5 63.5 52.2

Germany Level 1 26.4 20.4
Level 2 40.5 27.8

Level 3 47.5 29.4

Level 4/5 43.7 28.6

Netherlands Level 1 32.3 37
Level 2 42.0 47.2

Level 3 48.1 45.6

Level 4/5 53.6 43.3

Poland Level 1 19.0 41.2
Level 2 29.5 50.4

Level 3 34.1 55.1

Level 4/5 41.2 60.0

Sweden Level 1 26.9 45.9
Level 2 39.0 52.5

Level 3 50.2 53.6

Level 4/5 54.1 53.9

Switzerland (French) Level 1 28.7 33.8
Level 2 43.4 40.3

Level 3 52.2 35.1

Level 4/5 o1.8 39.0

Switzerland (German) Level 1 19.2 33.9
Level 2 34.8 44.8

Level 3 43.2 48.3

Level 4/5 43.0 48.0

United States Level 1 29.6 42.3
Level 2 49.1 50.3

Level 3 57.3 Sl

Level 4/5 66.1 44.6
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Table C-3c

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of two
numeracy activities at work at least once a week, quantitative scale

Measurements Prices
Percentage

Canada Level 1 23.2 39.3
Level 2 441 45.0

Level 3 52.4 48.7

Level 4/5 60.0 50.8

Germany Level 1 26.7 23.8
Level 2 38.2 27.4

Level 3 44.3 27.4

Level 4/5 48.7 30.9

Netherlands Level 1 27.4 34.5
Level 2 39.7 421

Level 3 50.1 48.9

Level 4/5 53.4 42.0

Poland Level 1 17.3 38.2
Level 2 28.7 81,7

Level 3 32.1 53.0

Level 4/5 42.6 61.2

Sweden Level 1 21.9 40.9
Level 2 39.7 48.8

Level 3 49.7 54.0

Level 4/5 bh.2 95.7

Switzerland (French) Level 1 23.6 33.9
Level 2 39.3 33.1

Level 3 §1.6 39.5

Level 4/5 54.6 38.2

Switzerland (German) Level 1 19.3 27.8
Level 2 318 43.1

Level 3 42.3 47.2

Level 4/5 43.4 51.8

United States Level 1 28.5 38.4
Level 2 471 48.3

Level 3 55.6 49.7

Level 4/5 67.4 51.1
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Table C-4a

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their reading
skills for their main job, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 20.3 47.3 62.3 79.9
Good 25.6 40.9 30.1 18.9

Moderate 17.3 10.1 5.0 0.7

Poor 16.7 0.1 0.5 0.0

No opinion 20.0 1.6 o2 0.4

Germany Excellent 24.7 45.3 55.7 68.1
Good 52.9 47.8 39.6 31.3

Moderate 12.0 3.8 4.1 0.6

Poor 7.0 0.3 0.0 0.0

No opinion 3.4 2.8 0.7 0.0

Netherlands Excellent 741 11.0 20.7 34.0
Good 40.3 55.7 61.7 51

Moderate 42.6 29.6 195.2 6.7

Poor 3.5 1.6 0.3 0.5

No opinion 6.6 2.1 2= e

Poland* Excellent 8.4 21.2 33.6 51.6
Good 67.4 69.6 63.1 48.4

Moderate 21.6 9.1 2.5 0.0

Poor 2.6 0.0 0.8 0.0

Switzerland (French) Excellent 14.8 40.5 61.9 82.9
Good 491 441 30.6 14.3

Moderate 19.3 122 i 2.8

Poor 12.6 1.0 0.0 0.0

No opinion 4.2 23 0.5 0.0

Switzerland (German) Excellent 38.2 68.1 74.9 83.7
Good 26.0 28.9 24.8 16.3

Moderate 18.7 2:5 0.4 0.0

Poor 14.9 0.2 0.0 0.0

No opinion 2.4 0.4 0.0 0.0

United States Excellent 23.1 46.6 67.3 78.0
Good 363 44 .4 28.0 20.0

Moderate 15.6 Ted o 3.7 1.4

Poor 20.2 0.6 0.3 0.0

No opinion 3.7 1.0 0.6 0.5

*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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Table C-4b

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their reading
skills for their main job, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 22.4
Good 26.4
Moderate 15.3
Poor 15.9
No opinion 19.9

Germany Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

Netherlands Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

Poland* Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor

Switzerland (French) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

Switzerland (German) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

United States Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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Table C-4c

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their reading
skills for their main job, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 28.5
Good 27.2
Moderate 14.5
Poor 13.1
No opinion 16.7
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*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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Table C-5a

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their writing
skills for their main job, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 16.9 421 5§16 63.4
Good 271 39.0 34.8 33.2

Moderate 17.3 1231 9.0 2.6

Poor 24.0 4.1 0.8 0.1

No opinion 14.7 2.8 3.8 0.7

Germany Excellent 22.0 39.8 51.0 64.6
Good 49.5 51.3 44.3 341

Moderate 16.1 8.7 3.6 1.3

Poor 8.0 0.7 0.0 0.0

No opinion 4.3 25 8 0.0

Netherlands Excellent 1D 9.4 141 26.4
Good 38.6 46.4 58.1 58.1

Moderate 44.5 34.4 24.4 12.0

Poor 8.2 7.3 1.4 0.9

No opinion 7.2 2 2.0 2.6

Poland* Excellent 6.1 17:2 ) 40.9
Good 66.6 69.8 66.3 b1.7

Moderate 24.3 12.6 6.0 1.4

Poor 2.9 0.4 0.6 0.0

Switzerland (French) Excellent 8.0 27.8 47.0 63.0
Good 35.6 36.0 37.4 28.8

Moderate 24.7 251 14.3 6.8

Poor 26.5 9.7 1.3 1.4

No opinion A 1.4 0.0 0.0

Switzerland (German) Excellent 34.3 56.7 62.5 73.5
Good 212 325 33.2 25.6

Moderate 20.2 9.2 3.2 0.9

Poor 18.2 0.9 4 0.0

No opinion 6.1 0.7 0.0 0.0

United States Excellent 172 33.5 52.5 64.9
Good 35.4 512 37.4 29.7

Moderate 20.0 11.8 7.4 4.6

Poor 23.9 2.3 5 0.0

No opinion 3.6 12 1.3 1

*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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Table C-5b

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their writing
skills for their main job, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 19.7 36.8 56.3 60.1
Good 26.6 41.3 324 34.9

Moderate 15.9 19.2 7.0 3.6

Poor 24.3 1.0 2.8 0.2

No opinion 13.6 5.6 1.9 1.3

Germany Excellent 24.6 35.7 48.6 62.3
Good 42.3 54.9 45.2 34.5

Moderate 15.9 5.8 9:2 2.6

Poor 10.8 13 0.2 0.0

No opinion 6.5 2.8 0.7 0.7

Netherlands Excellent 8.7 8.3 14.0 22:7
Good 36.1 44 .4 58.3 57.0

Moderate 43.6 36.9 23.9 16.8

Poor 9.7 6.9 2.3 0.5

No opinion 6.8 3.6 1.4 31

Poland* Excellent 8.4 171 23.8 28.6
Good 66.6 68.8 673 66.9

Moderate 22.3 13.6 8.6 3.7

Poor 2.7 0.6 0.3 0.7

Switzerland (French) Excellent 13.4 24.8 46.2 50.8
Good 28.5 38.2 34.8 38.4

Moderate 24.0 27.3 14.7 9.2

Poor 7.7 8.2 4.3 1.6

No opinion 6.4 1.6 0.0 0.0

Switzerland (German) Excellent 34.0 50.9 64.0 72.7
Good 22.9 36.7 31.0 24.7

Moderate 187 10.1 3.9 2.6

Poor 18.6 1.9 0.6 0.0

No opinion 5.8 0.4 0.5 0.0

United States Excellent §7.2 40.4 51.8 62.9
Good 38.6 45.7 38.6 31.4

Moderate 19.6 11.2 6.7 52

Poor 211 1.8 1.3 0.3

No opinion 3.6 0.8 1.6 0.2

*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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Table C-5¢

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their writing
skills for their main job, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 25.0 39.2 54.3 58.8
Good 26.9 35.7 34.0 37.2

Moderate 14.6 14.3 T:7 3.4

Poor 22.9 4.6 1.0 0.1

No opinion 10.6 6.2 31 0.5

Germany Excellent 211 39.0 46.3 55.4
Good 43.4 47.8 48.1 41.2

Moderate 18.6 7.3 4.6 2.6

Poor 1.7 2.0 0.2 0.1

No opinion b2 3.9 0.8 0.6

Netherlands Excellent 4.7 8.6 13.6 231
Good 31.2 46.4 58.8 55.7

Moderate 47.4 35.8 24.2 16.1

Poor 9.0 5.9 2.2 1.9

No opinion 7.8 3.3 1.3 3.2

Poland* Excellent 7.0 16.0 22.4 28.4
Good 65.5 68.7 68.2 68.2

Moderate 24.6 141 9.4 2.8

Poor 2.9 12 0.0 0.5

Switzerland (French) Excellent 8.0 23.3 42.6 51.5
Good 26.5 35.9 35.7 39.5

Moderate 27.6 215 16.9 8.6

Poor 29.8 115 4.8 0.4

No opinion 8.2 1.8 0.1 0.0

Switzerland (German) Excellent 26.6 53.3 61.9 68.2
Good i 33.8 32.0 27.7

Moderate 17.9 12.1 4.4 3.5

Poor 25.8 0.7 1 0.7

No opinion 8.0 0.2 0.6 0.0

United States Excellent 1.5 37.6 51.2 61.9
Good 37.8 46.7 38.9 32.0

Moderate 18.6 12.2 7.0 5.6

Poor 221 3.1 0.8 0.5

No opinion 4.0 0.4 2.0 0.1

*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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Table C-6a

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their
numeracy skills for their main job, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

Germany Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

Netherlands Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

Poland* Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor

Switzerland (French) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Switzerland (German) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion

United States Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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For example; 20.0% of those at

Level 2 on this scale in Switzerland

(French) said they had moderate ...
- numeracy skills in jol

Table C-6b

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their
numeracy skills for their main job, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 27.4
Good 33.7
Moderate 16.6
Poor 10.6
No opinion 11.8
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Good
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Poland* Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
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* The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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For example, 16.1% of those at
Level 3 on this scale in the
Netherlands said they had excellent
_numeracy skills for their main job.
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Table C-6¢

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their
numeracy skills for their main job, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Excellent 26.2
Good 33.9
Moderate 17.3
Poor 10.0
No opinion
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Moderate
Poor
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*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
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For example, 44.2% of those at .

" Level 1 on this scale in Germany
said that their reading skills were
somewhat limiting their- job
opportinifies.

~For example, 2.0% of those at Level -
T-on this scale in Poland said that
their reading skills were greatly.
limiting their job opportunities.

Table C-7a

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
reading skills limited their job opportunities, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Greatly limiting 12.9 2.7 2.3 0.0
Somewhat limiting 29.5 13.3 4.9 0.9
Not at all limiting 57.6 84.0 92.8 99.1
Germany Greatly limiting 15.2 16.8 2.2 0.0
Somewhat limiting 442 28.5 11.5 0.0
Not at all limiting 40.6 54.6 86.3 100.0
Netherlands Greatly limiting 6.3 1.1 1.3 1.6
Somewhat limiting 11.8 11.6 5.6 4.4
Not at all limiting 81.9 87.2 93.2 93.9
Poland Greatly limiting 2.1 0.7 0.5 0.0
Somewhat limiting 10.5 7.4 3.8 1.7
Not at all limiting 87.4 91.9 95.7 98.3
Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 6.6 1.8 1.4 2.2
Somewhat limiting 16.8 18.1 7.1 4.9
Not at afl limiting 76.6 80.1 91.5 92.9
Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 7.6 1.3 1.3 0.0
Somewhat limiting 10.7 3.9 1.9 0.7
Not at all limiting 81.8 94.8 - 96.8 99.3
United States Greatly limiting 17.4 1.7 0.4 0.6
Somewhat limiting 21.9 8.7 4.7 2.8
Not at all limiting 60.7 89.7 94.9 96.6

Table C-7b

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
reading skills limited their job opportunities, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Greatly limiting 13.3 4.1 1.2 0.1
Somewhat limiting 27.2 12.3 6.5 1.1
Not at all limiting 59.5 83.6 92.3 98.8
Germany Greatly limiting 22.5 9.3 2.7 0.0
Somewhat limiting 38.1 35.6 14.8 22.8
Not at all limiting 39.3 55.1 82.5 77.2
Netherlands Greatly limiting 7.4 1.0 1.5 1.2
Somewhat limiting 11.4 91 7.4 4.9
Not at all limiting 81.2 89.9 91.1 94.0
Poland Greatly limiting 2.0 1.0 0.3 0.0
Somewhat limiting 11.4 7.5 2.1 2.8
Not at all limiting 86.6 91.5 97.6 97.2
Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 8.0 0.8 1.8 2.6
Somewhat limiting 16.2 16.5 11.3 2.6
Not at all limiting 75.7 82.7 86.9 94.8
Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 8.8 0.9 1.5 0.0
Somewhat limiting 8.9 5.5 2.2 0.0
Not at all limiting 82.2 93.6 96.3 100.0
United States Greatly fimiting 15.5 1.3 0.2 1.0
Somewhat limiting 18.6 9.6 4.6 2.5
Not at all limiting 65.9 89.2 95.2 96.5
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Table C-7c

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
reading skills limited their job opportunities, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Greatly limiting
Somewhat limiting
Not at all limiting
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Germany Greatly limiting
Somewhat limiting
Not at all limiting
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Table C-8a

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
writing skills limited their job opportunities, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Greatly limiting 16.5 5.4 0.8 0.0
Somewhat limiting 19.6 13.4 8.3 2.6

Not at all limiting 63.9 81.1 90.9 97.4

Germany Greatly limiting 14.2 9.2 3.0 0.0
Somewhat limiting 33.6 26.2 19.2 0.0

Not at all limiting 52.2 64.6 77.8 100.0

Netherlands Greatly limiting 7.2 3.6 1.3 2.1
Somewhat limiting 13.8 10.2 5.6 4.8

Not at all limiting 79.0 86.2 93.1 93.1

Poland Greatly limiting 1.6 0.8 0.5 0.0
Somewhat limiting 11.2 6.3 5.3 5.0

Not at all limiting 87.2 92.9 94.3 95.0

Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 12.0 3.5 2.2 2.5
Somewhat limiting 19.7 28.4 11.2 7.1

Not at all limiting 68.3 68.1 86.6 90.4

Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 8.5 1.9 1.2 0.0
Somewhat limiting 14.4 71 3.2 2.7

Not at all limiting 77.0 91.0 95.6 97.3

Unlted States Greatly limiting 20.3 2.2 0.9 0.5
their writing s Somewhat limiting 18.7 8.9 5.1 4.6
limiting 'th‘ei‘r]\_ ] Not at all limiting 61.1 88.9 94.0 94.9
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For example, 1.2% of those at Level
4/5 on this scale in the Netherlands
said that their writing skills were
greatly limiting their job
opportunities.

For example, 14:9%.of those at
Level 3.on this scalein Switzerland
(French) said thattheir writing skills
‘were somewhat limiting their job
opportunities.

Table C-8b

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
writing skills limited their job opportunities, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Greatly limiting 16.9 2.5 2.5 0.2
Somewhat limiting 18.4 15.4 7.2 3.1
Not at all limiting 64.7 82.0 90.2 96.6
Germany Greatly limiting 15.5 16.0 0.0 0.0
Somewhat limiting 42.6 29.7 12.6 7.5
Not at all limiting 41.9 54.3 87.4 92.5
Netherlands Greatly limiting 7.1 3.1 2.3 1.2
Somewhat limiting 12.8 10.0 6.7 4.5
Not at all limiting 80.0 86.9 91.0 94.3
Poland Greatly limiting 1.3 1.4 0.2 0.0
Somewhat limiting 11.9 6.6 3.9 2.3
Not at all limiting 86.9 92.0 95.8 97.7
Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 13.8 2.2 3.5 2.0
Somewhat limiting 22.0 26.1 13.9 9.6
Not at all limiting 64.2 1.7 82.6 88.4
Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 7.9 1.3 2.2 0.0
Somewhat limiting 15.5 7.4 3.7 2.2
Not at all limiting 76.6 91.3 94.1 97.8
United States Greatly limiting 18.0 1.9 0.6 0.9
Somewhat limiting 17.9 9.0 4.4 4.6
Not at all limiting 64.1 89.1 94.9 945

Table C-8¢

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
writing skills limited their job opportunities, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Greatly limiting
Somewhat limiting
Not at all limiting
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Somewhat limiting
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For example, 89.5% of il

Level 2 on'this s
States said that their

were not at all limiting

_opportunities.
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Table C-9a

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
numeracy skills limited their job opportunities, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Greatly limiting 13.3 1.4 0.6 0.2
Somewhat limiting 19.3 16.9 9.5 3.7

Not at all limiting 67.4 81.7 89.9 96.2

Germany Greatly limiting 7.7 2.3 1.3 0.0
Somewhat limiting 32.8 10.7 29.1 0.0

Not at all limiting 59.5 87.0 69.6 100.0

Netherlands Greatly limiting 5.4 2.5 1.6 1.0
Somewhat limiting 11.5 7.2 4.9 3.3

Not at all limiting 83.1 90.3 93.5 95.7

Poland Greatly limiting 3.5 1.4 1.2 0.0
Somewhat limiting 13.8 8.1 7.7 5.0

Not at all limiting 82.7 90.6 91.1 95.0

Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 6.5 1.6 1.2 2.2
Somewhat limiting 23.5 22.5 7.7 8.1

Not at all limiting 70.1 75.9 911 89.7

Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 1.2 0.5 1.7 0.0
Somewhat limiting 12.8 3.9 1.8 0.0

Not at all limiting 86.1 95.6 96.5 100.0

United States Greatly limiting 11.1 2.1 0.9 0.0
Somewhat limiting 17.8 8.4 5.6 4.6

Not at all limiting 71.2 89.5 93.5 95.4

Table C-9b

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their

numeracy skills limited their job opportunities, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Greatly limiting 141 0.7 0.8 0.2
Somewhat limiting 22.2 15.5 8.6 5.1

Not at all limiting 63.7 83.8 90.6 94.6

Germany Greatly limiting 11.8 1.3 0.9 0.0
Somewhat limiting 34.5 24.3 13.7 0.0

Not at all limiting 53.6 74.4 85.4 100.0

Netherlands Greatly limiting 4.8 2.0 2.1 1.2
Somewhat limiting 16.2 5.8 4.9 4.5

Not at all limiting 79.0 92.2 93.0 94.3

Poland Greatly limiting 3.4 1.8 0.7 0.0
Somewhat limiting 14.3 8.3 7.0 2.6

Not at all limiting 82.3 89.9 92.4 97.4

Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 7.1 1.8 0.9 2.6
Somewhat limiting 24.8 23.3 10.6 4.2

Not at all limiting 68.1 75.0 88.5 93.2

Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 1.2 0.7 1.5 0.5
Somewhat limiting 12.6 3.5 2.7 0.6

Not at all limiting 86.2 95.9 95.8 99.0

United States Greatly limiting 10.0 2.0 0.7 0.0
Somewhat limiting 17.6 8.9 3.9 5.3

Not at all limiting 72.5 89.1 95.3 94.7
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Table C-9¢

Proportion of respondents in each literacy level who reported whether their
numeracy skills limited their job opportunities, quantitative scale

Level 1  Level 2  Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Greatly limiting 12.0 2 0.7 0.2
Somewhat limiting 22.6 17.8 8.3 2.
Not at all limiting 65.4 80.1 91.1 97.1
Germany Greatly limiting 11.8 3.1 0.0 0.0
Somewhat limiting 32.6 20.7 21.2 0.0
Not at all limiting 55.6 76.1 78.8 100.0
Netherlands Greatly limiting 8.7 1.9 2.3 0.9
Somewhat limiting 12.3 7.2 5.0 3.8
Not at all limiting 82.0 91.3 92.6 95.3
Poland Greatly limiting 4.2 1.3 1.1 0.0
Somewhat limiting 15.6 9.6 L 4.2
Not at all limiting 80.2 89.2 93.5 95.8
Switzerland (French) Greatly limiting 8.3 2.7 0.9 1.9
Somewhat limiting 20.0 23.7 141 4.9
Not at all limiting T 73.6 85.1 93.3
Switzerland (German)  Greatly limiting 1.7 1.0 iJad 0.7
Somewhat limiting 13.9 §:1 1 1.5
Not at all limiting 84.4 93.9 96.8 97.8
United States Greatly limiting i 2.3 0.5 0.0
Somewhat limiting 19.5 10.0 4.7 3.1
Not at all limiting 69.4 87.7 94.8 96.9
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Table C-10a

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of

several literacy activities in their daily lives, prose scale

Read Read Write Visit a
newspapers books at letters at library at
at least once least once least once least once

a week a week a week a month

Percentage

Canada Level 1 68.7 28.5 10.5 12.8
Level 2 92.4 40.5 15.6 171

Level 3 91.1 54.3 18.4 27.3

Level 4/5 92.1 74.9 24.8 40.2

Germany Level 1 90.5 34.7 12.6 12.5
Level 2 97.2 41.5 7.3 15.4

Level 3 97.7 50.0 26.0 22.9

Level 4/5 97.4 64.0 26.9 36.3

Netherlands Level 1 8.5 25.2 9.4 15.4
Level 2 93.7 36.6 141 27.2

Level 3 97.0 49.0 20.7 42.0

Level 4/5 95.7 60.0 26.4 46.4

Poland Level 1 83.4 24.8 5.6 10.6
Level 2 94.4 41.3 15.2 22.4

Level 3 97.4 56.4 23.1 a1l.5

Level 4/5 97.5 78.7 40.0 45.8

Sweden Level 1 94.5 34.9 9.8 20.1
Level 2 98.0 41.9 9.5 23.1

Level 3 99.2 ol 1.7 32.4

Level 4/5 99.1 63.5 18.9 44 1

Switzerland (French) Level 1 94.6 40.0 13.6 13.1
Level 2 94.2 49.2 20.4 14.0

Level 3 98.1 62.1 33.4 20.3

Level 4/5 99.5 65.6 39.6 31.5

Switzerland (German)  Level 1 91.9 36.6 15.8 4.5
Level 2 97 .4 46.3 20.9 11.3

Level 3 97.4 62.1 28.2 20.4

Level 4/5 97.4 82.5 36.7 387

United States Level 1 67.0 33.7 15.4 12.8
Level 2 89.3 45.5 17.2 179

Level 3 92.0 57.4 21.8 28.8

Level 4/5 97.0 59.6 23.5 35.3
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For example, 71.2% of those at
Level 1 on this scale in the United
States read a newspaper at least once
a week.

Table C-10b

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several literacy activities in their daily lives, document scale

Read Read Write Visita
newspapers books at letters at library at
at least once least once least once least once

a week a week a week a month

Percentage

Canada Level 1 71.8 36.4 10.8 15.9
Level 2 89.8 44.7 19.1 21.3

Level 3 91.5 571 18.1 27.0

Level 4/5 931 60.6 214 33.7

Germany Level 1 88.7 36.2 11.0 8.4
Level 2 95.9 37.6 141 13.9

Level 3 97.8 51.1 25.6 21.7

Level 4/5 98.4 58.4 291 35.8

Netherlands Level 1 87.2 27.6 8.2 15.1
Level 2 94 1 42.3 14.1 30.9

Level 3 95.9 46.1 20.9 40.4

Level 4/5 97.3 51.9 23.4 40.4

Poland Level 1 84.8 26.8 7.0 13.1
Level 2 93.9 42.7 14.2 21.4

Level 3 96.9 52.8 23.0 28.2

Leve! 4/5 96.4 61.0 30.2 38.7

Sweden Level 1 92.7 33.4 6.8 19.6
Level 2 98.4 47.7 12.5 27.3

Level 3 98.9 50.6 11.6 32.5

Level 4/5 99.2 59.3 17.1 40.0

Switzerland (French) Level 1 95.9 43.2 12.6 12.8
Level 2 96.4 49.0 22.2 14.0

Level 3 96.4 59.5 32.6 19.2

Level 4/5 96.8 62.5 31.3 27.9

Switzerland (German)  Level 1 91.1 37.0 14.9 4.9
Level 2 96.8 51.4 24.8 11.5

Level 3 97.8 56.1 25.0 18.5

Level 4/5 97.6 68.4 29.5 25.0

United States Level 1 71.2 36.0 12.7 15.5
Level 2 88.7 47.6 19.6 20.0

Level 3 93.7 57.5 22.6 28.7

Level 4/5 94.2 57.9 23.4 32.5
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: Ut 7 Table C-10c¢

Proportion of respondents within a level who reported engaging in each of
several literacy activities in their daily lives, quantitative scale

186

Read Read Write Visita
newspapers books at letters at library at
at least once least once least once least once

a week a week a week a month

Percentage

Canada Level 1 70.7 35.4 10.4 12.3
Level 2 89.1 46.9 18.2 20.8

Level 3 92.5 52.5 18.2 28.3

Level 4/5 92.5 66.4 22.6 35.6

Germany Level 1 89.2 32.0 15.2 11.7
Level 2 95.2 442 171 16.7

Level 3 97.3 47 1 23.4 19.7

Level 4/5 98.4 52.9 23.5 29.1

Netherlands Level 1 87.0 30.8 8.4 19.9
Level 2 92.8 41.3 14.7 31.7

Level 3 96.5 46.7 21.2 39.7

Level 4/5 97.7 50.2 22.1 38.3

Poland Level 1 84.6 24.9 6.0 12.3
Level 2 92.0 39.9 14.5 21.7

Level 3 96.2 51.8 21.1 26.7

Level 4/5 97.0 61.5 241 32.0

Sweden Level 1 93.1 36.1 8.5 19.2
Level 2 98.2 47.2 11.9 28.1

Level 3 98.8 52.0 13.9 33.9

Level 4/5 99.5 57.5 14.6 38.2

Switzerland (French) Level 1 94.3 45.3 11.6 14.5
Level 2 96.4 49.6 20.1 15.1

Level 3 95.8 56.8 30.5 19.2

Level 4/5 98.7 60.7 33.2 21.5

Switzerland (German)  Level 1 91.3 38.1 14.0 5.2
Level 2 96.8 47.0 23.5 12.7

Level 3 97.0 59.5 26.1 17.6

Level 4/5 97.9 60.3 26.8 20.2

United States Level 1 68.4 36.7 15.6 13.4
Level 2 87.0 48.9 17.9 20.9

Level 3 94.6 56.4 20.7 28.0

Level 4/5 95.0 54.9 24 1 32.3
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" Table C-11a

Proportion of each level who reported various frequencies for watching
television each day, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Germany Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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w W —

Netherlands Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Poland Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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O
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Switzerland (French)  Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Switzerland (German) Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
110 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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United States Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
For example, 49.5% of those at More than 2 hours but less than 5
Level 4/5 on this scale in Poland 5 or more hours per day
watch television 1 to 2 hours per Do not have a television
day.
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For example, 5.8% of those at Level
3 on this scale in Switzerland
(French) do not have a television.

188

Table C-11b

Proportion of each level who reported various frequencies for watching

television each day, document scale

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3 Level 4/5

Canada

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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Germany

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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Netherlands

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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Poland

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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Switzerland (French)

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than §
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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Switzerland (German)

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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United States

Not on a daily basis

1 hour or less per day

1 to 2 hours per day

More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day

Do not have a television
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r example, 1.5% of those
2 on this scale in Germany
“.watch television on a daily basis.

Table C-11c

Proportion of each level who reported various frequencies for watching
television each day, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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W NN
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Germany Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Netherlands Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Poland Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Switzerland (French) Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Switzerland (German) Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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United States Not on a daily basis
1 hour or less per day
1 to 2 hours per day
More than 2 hours but less than 5
5 or more hours per day
Do not have a television
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Table C-12

Proportion of each level who reported participating in community or volunteer
activities at least once a month for each scale )

Prose Document  Quantitative
Percentage
Canada Level 1 10.6 9.0 7.0
Level 2 15.9 19.7 18.2
Level 3 241 30.5 27.8
Level 4/5 39.6 28.0 34.7
Germany Level 1 17.7 19.7 22.4
Level 2 25.8 23.5 23.7
Level 3 28.5 27.6 27.6
Level 4/5 25.2 27.5 24.9
Netherlands Level 1 241 22.3 18.3
) Level 2 28.9 30.9 30.2
Level 3 33.1 31.1 31.4
Level 4/5 371 38.0 40.3
Poland Level 1 6.9 6.7 5.6
Level 2 10.3 10.9 10.8
Level 3 1.1 9.7 10.9
Level 4/5 7.4 12.4 11.5
Sweden Level 1 341 28.3 30.3
Level 2 421 43.5 40.7
Level 3 46.7 46.9 47.6
Level 4/5 54.3 52.9 53.4
Switzerland (French) Level 1 10.3 9.4 3.8
Level 2 21.0 20.6 18.5
Level 3 22.2 22.3 22.8
Level 4/5 24.2 23.5 24.8
Switzerland (German) Level 1 11.6 9.8 6.1
Level 2 21.9 19.7 20.6
Level 3 25.9 25.3 24.7
Level 4/5 36.8 36.1 32.5
United States . Level 1 18.5 20.1 17.2
Level 2 29.9 27.3 27.6
Level 3 37.7 42.2 40.1
Level 4/5 44.4 42.8 44,6
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Table C-13a

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their reading
skills in their daily life, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Germany Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Netherlands Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Poland* Excellent
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Switzerland (French) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Switzerland (German) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
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United States Excellent
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No opinion
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* The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

**  The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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Table C-13b

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their reading
skills in their daily life, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 21.9 42.9 68.3 81.5
Good 26.5 46.2 28.4 17.9

Moderate 23.9 8.7 3.1 0.6

Poor 22.0 1.9 0.2 0.0

No opinion 5:7 0.3 0.0 0.0

Germany Excellent 33.9 44.5 56.1 72.4
Good 43.0 49.0 40.6 25.6

Moderate 13.4 4.3 31 2

Poor 6.7 0.5 0.1 0.0

No opinion 3.0 1.8 0.0 0.0

Netherlands Excellent 3.9 13.5 21.4 32.2
Good 49.6 58.2 63.0 57.5

Moderate 371 26.9 15.2 9.8

Poor 8.0 1.1 0.2 0.1

No opinion 1.5 0.4 0.2 0.2

Poland* Excellent 11.9 23.4 30.9 35.6
Good 64.5 67.4 63.8 60.6

Moderate 19.6 9.1 5.3 3.7

Poor 4.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

Sweden** Excellent 16.3 39.7 49.7 62.7
Good 65.2 55.5 49.3 36.9

Poor 18.5 4.7 1.0 0.4

Switzerland (French) Excellent 19.0 35.2 56.0 69.3
Good 46.7 46.3 36.0 26.3

Moderate 19.0 16.4 7.0 4.4

Poor 14.0 152 0.8 0.0

No opinion 1.4 1.0 0.2 0.0

Switzerland (German) Excellent 42.8 68.5 78.7 81.7
Good 25.6 271 20.2 18.3

Moderate 18.8 4.4 1.2 0.0

Poor 9.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

No opinion 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

United States Excellent 18.2 50.6 65.7 79.83
Good 39.7 40.6 32.0 19.5

Moderate 18.1 7.2 2.0 1.2

Poor 22.:1 1.5 0.2 0.0

No opinion 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.0

*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.
*%  The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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Table C-13¢

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their reading
skills in their daily life, quantitative scale
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Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage

Canada Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Germany Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Poor
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Good
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Sweden** Excellent
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Switzerland (French) Excellent
Good
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Switzerland (German) Excellent
Good
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Good
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* The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

** The no opinion or moderale categories were not options on the Swedish questionmnaire.
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Table C-14a

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their writing
skills in their daily life, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 8.0 35.1 51.7 71.8
Good 27.0 45.0 38.8 26.1

Moderate 25.8 12.7 8.5 2.0

Poor 321 71 0.9 0.1

No opinion 7.1 0.1 0.0 0.0

Germany Excellent 24.7 40.8 54.8 68.9
Good 50.6 51.5 39.8 28.8

Moderate 15.2 5.4 5.0 1.9

Poor 7.4 0.5 0.0 0.0

No opinion 2.1 1.8 0.4 0.4

Netherlands Excellent 1.8 10.6 16.4 31.0
Good 41.8 49.6 61.3 57.9

Moderate 38.2 33.9 21.2 10.3

Poor 18.2 5.6 1.0 0.5

No opinion 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.3

Poland Excellent 8.2 16.1 26.3 34.0
Good 60.6 72.2 66.5 63.8

Moderate 26.2 11.3 7.2 2.3

Poor 5.0 0.4 0.0 0.0

Sweden Excellent 18.4 271 42.7 56.6
Good 52.8 63.3 53.5 421

Poor 28.7 9.6 3.9 1.2

Switzerland (French) Excellent 9.5 25.6 42.3 59.6
Good 26.2 42.2 43.9 31.2

Moderate 31.9 22.9 11.1 9.3

Poor 31.2 9.1 2.5 0.0

No opinion 1.3 0.3 0.2 0.0

Switzerland (German) Excellent 35.1 62.6 70.2 78.7
Good 24.7 28.8 26.6 20.9

Moderate 21.3 7.8 2.4 0.4

Poor 16.5 0.8 0.9 0.0

No opinion 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

United States Excellent 14.4 45.6 66.7 79.3
Good 38.1 46.4 29.9 19.7

Moderate 18.9 71 3.2 1.0

Poor 26.5 0.6 0.2 0.0

No opinion 2.1 0.2 0.0 0.0

*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

** The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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 Forexample,0.4% of those at Level
415 on this scale in Canada said
 they had poor writing skills in their
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Table C-14b

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their writing
skills in their daily life, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Canada Excellent

Percentage
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The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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For example, 41.3% o,

Level 1 on this scal the
Netherlands said they had moderate
writing skills in their daily life.
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Table C-14c

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their writing
skills in their daily life, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent 11.0 35.0 51.4 71.5
Good 32.3 43.0 38.3 24.9

Moderate 20.5 15.0 8.2 3.4

Poor 29.2 6.9 2.0 0.2

No opinion 7.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

Germany Excellent 25.5 41.0 47 .4 61.6
Good 43.3 47.0 46.9 34.8

Moderate 19.5 7.6 4.9 3.1

Poor 10.1 1.6 0.3 0.1

No opinion 1.6 2.8 0.4 0.3

Netherlands Excellent 2.4 8.8 16.5 27.9
Good 39.8 52.6 59.8 56.2

Moderate 41.3 33.2 21.7 14.0

Poor 16.5 5.0 1.9 1.5

No opinion 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.5

Poland* Excellent 8.9 15.5 231 23.7
Good 61.2 69.2 68.3 69.4

Moderate 24.8 14.6 8.4 6.9

Poor 5.0 0.7 0.3 0.0

Sweden** Excellent 19.6 32.3 41.9 51.8
Good 53.6 59.5 53.5 45.4

Poor 26.8 8.2 4.6 2.8

Switzerland (French) Excellent 12.0 23.4 35.9 50.0
Good 20.3 37.7 44 .4 40.1

Moderate 30.8 27.3 14.6 8.6

Poor 35.0 11.2 5.1 1.0

No opinion 1.9 0.4 0.0 0.3

Switzerland (German) Excellent 30.9 59.4 69.6 68.9
Good 24.2 30.7 24.4 26.5

Moderate 17.0 8.8 5.2 3.9

Poor 24.0 1.0 0.8 0.8

No opinion 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

United States Excellent 171 47.3 65.1 77.5
Good 38.4 447 31.0 20.8

Moderate 18.5 6.4 3.4 1.8

Poor 24.0 1.4 0.6 0.0

No opinion 2.0 0.3 0.0 0.0

* The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

** The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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For:example, 59.3% of those-at -
Level 2 on this scale in Germany
said they had good numeracy skills
in their daily life.

i

Table C-15a

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their
numeracy skills in their daily life, prose scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Percentage

Canada Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Germany Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor

— N
W
s
Lo

Netherlands Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Poland* Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
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Sweden** Excellent
Good
Poor
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Switzerland (French) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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Switzerland (German) Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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United States Excellent
Good
Moderate
Poor
No opinion
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*  The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

**  The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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S 7771 Table C-15b

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their
numeracy skills in their daily life, document scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

’ ‘ Percentage
i Canada Excellent 17.3 33.7 52.4 64.3
i Good 40.1 481 34.2 32.2
; Moderate 21.4 13.7 13.0 3.4
P Poor 14.9 4.4 0.4 0.0
I No opinion 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 Germany Excellent 26.7 30.1 43.4 56.0
Good 45.2 58.9 51.2 41.0
Moderate 21.7 10.5 5.3 2.8
Poor 6.4 0.5 0.2 0.2
Netherlands Excellent 3.0 11.4 18.2 29.4
Good 447 571 60.0 58.6
Moderate 40.3 27.3 . 19.7 11.1
Poor 12.0 4.2 2.0 0.8
No opinion 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2
i Poland* Excellent 9.7 18.0 25.5 38.5
:, Good 63.6 69.9 66.6 57.4
' ! Moderate 221 11.4 7.7 3.0
‘; : Poor 4.6 0.8 0.1 1.1
; } Sweden** Excellent 17.7 32.9 46.8 62.6
b : Good 67.8 62.9 50.1 36.4
Poor 14.5 4.2 3.1 1.0
! Switzerland (French) Excellent 19.9 31.5 46.6 58.5
: Good 41.8 45.3 43.6 35.9
Moderate 30.8 20.2 8.9 4.3
Poor 6.1 3.0 1.0 1.3
No opinion 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Switzerland (German) Excellent 43.3 57.5 711 731
Good 30.1 35.0 24.9 23.1
Moderate 19.2 6.7 3.6 3.8
Poor 3.5 0.7 0.4 0.0
: No opinion 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘ : United States Excellent 18.2 50.6 65.8 79.3
i y Good 39.7 40.6 31.9 19.5
i ! Moderate 18.1 7.2 2.0 1.2
' ! Poor 221 1.5 0.2 0.0
No opinion 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.0
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* The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

** The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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Table C-15¢

Proportion of each level who gave a particular self-assessment of their
numeracy skills in their daily life, quantitative scale

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5

Percentage
Canada Excellent 17.9 31.2 52.9 66.9
Good 38.1 46.6 39.5 26.4
Moderate 21.7 18.0 7.1 6.7
Poor 15.7 4.2 0.6 0.0
No opinion 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Germany Excellent 20.1 31.5 39.7 55.7
Good 47.3 55.0 54.8 41.5
Moderate 24.7 13.2 5.1 2.7
Poor 7.9 0.3 0.4 0.1
Netherlands Excellent 3.3 7.7 18.4 33.5
Good 37.9 57.4 61.2 59.0
Moderate 43.3 30.2 19.0 7.3
Poor 15.5 4.7 1.3 0.0
No opinion 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2
Poland* Excellent 8.5 17.0 241 37.5
Good 62.3 701 67.9 58.3
Moderate 241 11.9 7.6 3.7
Poor 5.1 1.0 0.4 0.5
Sweden** Excellent 18.7 32.5 46.5 63.1
Good 65.1 61.7 51.5 36.1
Poor 16.2 5.8 2.1 0.8
Switzerland (French) Excellent 18.1 27.6 447 57.7
Good 31.5 47.6 43.9 39.3
Moderate 39.5 21.9 10.0 2.7
Poor 9.0 2.9 1.4 0.2
No opinion 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Switzerland (German)  Excellent 39.2 53.5 68.8 77.7
Good 34.4 36.1 25.8 204
Moderate 18.6 9.4 4.9 1.2
Poor 3.6 0.6 0.5 0.7
No opinion 4.2 0.4 0.0 0.0
United States Excellent 171 47.3 65.2 77.5
Good 38.4 44.7 30.9 20.8
Moderate 18.5 6.4 3.4 1.8
Poor 24.0 1.4 0.6 0.0
No opinion 2.0 0.3 0.0 0.0

* The no opinion category was not an option on the Polish questionnaire.

**  The no opinion or moderate categories were not options on the Swedish questionnaire.
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Literacy, Economy and Society :
.Results of the first International Adult Literacy Survey

What does a person need to compete successfully in a marketplace-
which increasingly requires technological know-how and high-level skills?
And what can national policies do to cultivate a highly skilled, educated,
and literate workforce? 3

What does it mean to be literate? And how can literacy be measured?
This book defines and presents the results of tests for three types of
literacy: prose literacy, the skills and know-how -needed to understand texts
found in daily life; document literacy, the ability to respond to written
information contained in materials like job applications, transportation
schedules, maps, tables and graphs; and quantitative literacy, the skills
required for daily arithmetic operations like balancing chequebooks.

This is a landmark demonstration of the intersection between literacy
skills and national economic performance. The richly nuanced skill profiles
of adult populations in the seven countries covered show substantial
differences in both distribution,and overall performance level. As OECD
countries continue to evolve into post-industrial societies, strategies to
build literacy skills, as part of broader strategies for lifelong learning, are
pivotal for developing comparative national advantage.
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