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Executive Summary
GAIN Appraisal Program
Fourth Report

The Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Legislation, AB 2580 (Chapter 1025),
enacted by the California Legislature in September 1985, contained a full range of
employment-related training and supportive services designed to provide Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) program applicants and recipients with the skiils
needed to acquire unsubsidized employment. Education and training are key
components of this welfare reform legislation.

Assessment has been integral to the GAIN program since its inception, providing the
foundation upon which training and educational needs are identified and an
employability plan is developed. Implementation of the GAIN Legislation at the county
level was designed to occur gradually over a six year period, beginning in June 1986. In
keeping with the GAIN statute and regulations mandate which specifies that the county
welfare departments shall deterniine if a registrant lacks basic literacy, mathematics, or
English language skills, tests were designed and developed by the Comprehensive
Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS) through a contract administered by the
California State Department of Social Services in cooperation with the California
Department of Education to assess the basi~ reading, math and functional listening
comprehension skills of GAIN participants. Tugether these tests comprise the “GAIN
Appraisal Program.”

CASAS' test item validity has withstood ongoirig internal review and external evaluation
since 1980. The GAIN Reading Appraisal, the GAIN Math Appraisal, and the GAIN
Listening Appraisal which comprise the GAIN Appraisal Program have proven to be
internally consistent, reliable and accurate with the psychometric model used. On the
basis of test results, participants lacking basic reading, mathematics or English
language skills shail have provisions for obtaining these skills incorporated into their
GAIN paiticipant contract. Referral criteria are available to assist in appropriate referrals
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to Adult Basic Education (ABE), General Educationa! Develepment {GED) instruction or
English as a Second Language (ESL) programs. This aducatioral opportunity facilitates
the movement oi GAIN participants taward unsubsidized employment.

TEST SCORE CHARACTERISTICS AND INTERPRETATION

CASAS assessment instruments have been widely used throughout the United States
since 1980 to assess the functional literacy of adults and youth including an estimated
300,000 welfare recipiants. Based ugon this extensive experience and corresponding
databass, levals of functional literacy have been determined. The following briafly
summarizes these levels of functional literacy relative to the workplace.

Below 20%. Adults scoring helow a 200 scale score have difficulty with the basic literacy
and computational skills necessary to function in an employment setting and/or in the
community. These adults can handle routine, entry-level jobs, but are often limited to
jobs requiring only the most basic oral communication in a setting in which ali tasks can
be demonstrated. These adults have difficulty providing basic personal identification in
wiitten form (e.g. job applications), are not abie to comipute wages and deductinns on
paychacks, and cannot follow simple directions and safety procedures.

200 through 214. Adults scoring at a 200 through 214 scale score leva! can function in
entry-lave: jobs that require simple oral communication skills where performance tasks
are demonstrated. They have difficulty pursuing other than entry-level iobs requiring
minimal literacy skilis. They can fill out simple job application forms and deo istrate
only basic computations.

215 through 224. Adults scoring at a 215 through 224 scale score level are able to
perform Lasic literacy tasks and basic computational skills in a func’ional employment
setting. They are generally abie to function in jobs or job training that involves following
oral and written instructions and diagrams. They usually have difficuity following more
complex sets of directions.

225 and Above. Adults scoring at or above a 225 scale score can usually perform work
that involves following oral and written directions in familiar and come unfamiliar
situations. They can function at a high school entry level in basic reading and math and,
if they do not have a high school! diploma, can profit from instruction in General
Educational Development (GED) and have a high probability of passing the GED test in
a short time.

LC i
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Executive Summary

GAIN APPRAISAL PROGRAM DATABASE

Data coliection which has been ongoing since the initial implementation of the GAIN
Legislation includes not only test score performance but also provides salient
demographic, educational and program characteristics of GAIN participants. Data
presented herein update the GAIN IIl Report by 70,358 participants for the time period
from May 1989 through April 1990. The data reported below are cumulative, hased
upon 191,863 GAIN clients throughout the 58 counties i~ California for the time period
from July 1986 through April 1990.

This fourth annual GAIN report contains a weaith of information regarding GAIN clients
in this study population throughout the state of California, the major findings of which
are incorporated into this Executive Summary. As with any data, caution should be
exercised in interpretation. Limitations in data collection, processing and analysis have
their origins in the gradual irplementation rates at the county levei; data collection
instruments modified over time based on evolving operational needs; and data
collection materials which are submitted incomplete. Where some of the largest, most
demographically diverse counties have not met projected imp'ementation rates, those
counties are underrepresented in this study population thus limiting the potential for the
generalization of findings to the larger GAIN popuiation. Frogram implementation rates
rather than program size determine the proportional contribution of each county in this
dynamic database.

DEMOGRAPHIC, EDUCATIONAL AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

The d.:nograghic, educational and program-specific characteristics of individual GAIN
program participants are captured in the data collection process and subsequently
aggregated for analysis and reporting purposes. Detailed data are presented in GAIN IV
which provides a demographic and educational profile of GAIN participants in this study
population. P:ogram-specific characteristics of participants peraining to their aid
category (AFDC-FG, AFDC-U, RCA, GR), aid status (New, Existing, Restoration) and
registration status (Mandatory, Voluntary) are also provided.

Demvographic Characteristics

Gender. In this GAIN study population, 64.2 percent are Female and 35.8 percent are
Male.

Age. More than two-thirds (€7.5%) of the GAIN participants in this study population are
less than 35 years of age and nearly half (48.7%) are age 25 to 35. Approximately 30

3 j?
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percent are from 35 to 50 years old and only three percent are 50 years and older. The
age 45 and over category comprises 6.8 percent of this GAIN population.

Ethnic Background. Three ethnic categories account for 86.5 percent of this study
population, namely Caucasian (44.7%), Hispanic (25.3%) and Black (16.5%). The
remaining categories which together comprise 13.5 percent of this study population are
Indo-Chinese (4.2%), Native American (3.6%), Asian (2.5%), Filipino (0.7%), Pacific
Islander (0.6%) and Other (1.9%).

Native Language. Two languages, specifically English (83.7%) and Spanish (8.4%),
account for more than 92 percent of the total reported. Seven languages (Vietnamese,
Laotian, Cambodian, Korean, Chinese, Japanese and Tagalog) and an Other category
account for the remaining 7.9 percent of the native languages reported .

Educational Characteristics

Highest Grade Completed. Only 12 percent of the study participants reported that they
have completed more than 12 years of school. Approximateiy three-quarters (76.1%) of
this population reported that they have completed nine through twelve years of
education and approximately 12 percent of participants reported comp!etion of less
than nine years of school. Nearly seven percent of these reported completing 0-6 years
and approximately six percent completed 7-8 years of school.

Diploma/Degree Awarded. Only 45.7 percent of the GAIN participants in this study
population reported earning a High School Diploma or equivalent and eight percent
reported having earned either a Technical, Associate of Arts (AA), or Four Year Degree.
Another 46 percent reported that they had not earned a diploma/degree of any kind.

Last School Attended. Nearly 70 percent of those GAIN participants for whom data are

available reported that the last school they attended (high school or below) was in
California.

Program Characteristics

Aid Category. GAIN participanis are classified intc on2 of four aid categories including
AFDC-Family Group (AFDC-FG), AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-U), Refugee Cash
Assistance (RCA), or General Relief/General Assistance (GR). Nearly 7G percent
(68.8%) are AFDC-FG and the remaining 31.2 percent are predominantly AFDC-U. The
RCA and GR categeries combined comprise less than one-half of one percent of this
GAIN study population.

$ —
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Executive Summary

Ald Status. GAIN participants are further classified as a New, Existing or Restoration
case. Approximately 47 percent of the GAIN participants in this study population are
New cases. Existing cases accounted for another 47 percent and the remaining 6.4
percent are Restoration cases.

Registration Status. GAIN participants have either a Mandatory or Voluntary
registration status. The greatest majority (84.6%) of the GAIN participants in this study
population have a Mandatory registration status.

APPRAISAL SCORE PERFORMANCE

Assessment of GAIN participants’ functional reading, mathematics and English listening
comprehension skills is an integral component of the GAIN Appraisal process. Unless
otherwise indicated, the GAIN Reading Appraisal and GAIN Math Appraisal are
administered to participants to assess their basic reading comprehension and basic
math skills in a functional or “life-skills” context. The following test score data are based
on test score performance of 182,112 participants on the Seading and Math Appraisals
for the time period fror July 1986 through April 1990.

GAIN Reading and Math Appraisal Scores

Reading Appraisal Scores. Approximately 76 percent of this GAIN study population
scored at or above a 225 scrile score indicating that they can function at a high school
entry level in basic reading and perform functional reading tasks. Nearly 14 percent had
a reading appraisal score between 215 ai.d 224 indicating that they are functioning
belew a high school level and only marginally capable of performing functional reading
tasks. Approximately 12 percent had a scale score below 215 indicating that they could
not demonstirate even a minimal level of functional literacy required for most jobs and
indicating the need for an educz*‘onal referral. The mean or average Reading Appraisal
score was 233.3.

Math Appraisal Scores. Approximately 36 percent of the GAIN participants in this
study population achieved a scale score of 225 and above on the Math Appraisal and
would be able to perform functional math tasks in the workplace. The slightly greater
than 26 percent who scored at the 215 t=-:ugh 224 level would be only marginally able
to perform math tasks in the workplace. Of the remaining 37.5 percent, approximately
30 percent scored between a 200 and 214 scale score and nearly eight percent scored
below 200. This means that more than one-third of the GAIN participants in this study
population couid not perform functional math tasks required for most jobs. The. mean or
average scale score on the GAIN Math Appraisal was 218.9 indicating that on the

5 ;
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average this GAIN population can r2rform basic math tasks at only a marginally
functional level.

Appraisal Scores by Gender. Eighty percent of the females and approximately 70
percent of the males in this GAIN study population achieved a scale score of 225 and
above on the GAIN Reading Appraisal and would be able to perform functional reading
tasks in a work environment. Approximately 13 percent of the females compared to 16
percent of the males scored at the 215 through 224 level indicating their marginal ability
to perform work-related reading tasks. Only 7.5 percent of the females compared to
13.7 percent of the males scored below 215 on the reading test indicating their inability
to perform basic functional reading tasks required for most jobs. The mean reading
scale score was 230.9 for males and 234.7 for females.

The percentage of males and females scoring at each scale score level on the GAIN
Math Appraisal is nearly identical. Approximately 37 percent of both males and females
achieved a scale score of 225 and above and 26 percent scored at the 215 through 224
level. In other words, approximately 63 percent of both males and females would be
able to at least marginally perform functional math tasks in a work environment. More
than 36 percent of the participants in both groups scored below 215 and would not be
able to perform the functional math tasks required for most jobs. The mean math scale
score was 219.3 for males and 219.1 for females.

Appraisal Scores by Age. Participants age 45 and over demonstrated lower functional
literacy on the GAIN Reading Appraisal. Only 57.6 percent of participants age 45 and
over achieved a scale score at the 225 and above level on the GAIN Reading Appraisal
compared to from 74 to 79 percent of participants in each of the other age categories.
The percentage of patticipants in each age category scoring below a 215 scale score on
the Math Appraisal also increased with age. On the GAIN Math Appraisal, only 28.8
percent of participants age 45 and over scored 225 and above.

Appraisal Scores by Ethnic Background. Nearly 90 percent of the Caucasians in this
study population scored at the 225 and above level compared to 30 and 35 percent
respectively of the Indo-Chinese and Asians. The mean reading score by ethnic
background ranged from 215.8 (Indo-Chinese) to 239.1 (Caucasian). Me2n reading
scale scores are lower than the overall mean (233.3) for Indo-Chinese (215.8) , Asians
(218.4), Hispanics (229.2), Native Americans (229.3), Pacific Islanders (229.8), Filipinos
(230.4), and Blacks (230.6).

The mean scale scores by ethnic background on the GAIN Math Appraisal were
considerably lower ranging from 212.9 for both Asians and Indo-Chinese to 225.0 for
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Caucasians. For the other ethnic groups, mean scale scores on the GAIN Math
Appraisal were Blacks (213.3), Hisf. anics (214.0), Native Americars (215.1), Filipinos
(216.3), and Pacific Islanders (216.8).

Appraisal Scores by Native Language. Eighty-one percent of participants who
identified English as their native language had reading test scores at or above 225
compared to 57 percent of the participants who identified Spanish and 42 percent of the
participants whose native language is Vietnamese.

There also exists a relationship between English reported as participants’ native
language and scores on the GAIN Math Appraisal. Approximately 39 percent of the
participants’ who reported English as their native language scored above 225 on the
GAIN Math Appraisal compared to 34 percent of the participants whose native language
is Vietnamese and approximately 19 percent of the participants who identified Spanish
as their native language.

Appraisal Scores by Highest Grade Completed. Participants who completed more
years of school had higher test scores than participants who completed fewer years of
school. The mean reading scale score for participants who completed Grade Levels 0-6
was 216.0; for Grade Levels 7-8, 224.4; for Grade Levels 9-11, 231.4; for Grade Level
12, 236.9, and for participants who completed Grade Levels 13 and above, the mean
reading scale score was 242.6.

Nearly three-fourths (74%) of the participants who completed six or fewer years of
school scored below 215 on the GAIN Math Appraisal thus lacking the basic functional
math skills reauired in most empioyment. The mean math scale score for participants
who completed six or fewer years of school was 205.6 compared to mean scores of
209.6, 216.2, 222.2 and 229.8 for participants who respectively completed grades 7-8,
9-11, 12 and 13 or more years of school.

Appraisal Scores by Diploma/Degree Earned. The percentages of participants who
scored above 225 on the GAIN Reading Appraisal ranged from 83 to 93 percent for
those who reported earning a diploma or degree of some kind compared to only 63
‘percent for those who did not earn any type of diploma or degree. More than 16 percent
of those without a diploma or degree scored below 215 on the GAIN Reading Appraisal
and lack the minimal functiona! reading skills needed in the workplace.

The mean math appraisal score of 212.7 for participants who reported no diploma or
degree of any kind is indicative of the lack of minimal functional math skills as well. The
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mean scale scores on the GAIN Math Appraisal for participants who reported earning a
diploma or degree of any kind ranged from 221.7 to 232.8.

Appraisal Scores by Location of Last School Attended. The mean score on the
GAIN Reading Appraisal for participants in California was slightly higher (233.8) than
the mean reading scale score (232.0) for those outside of California.

Where participants last attended high schoo! or below appeared to have little impact on
math test score performance. The mean scale score on the GAIN Math Appraisal was
218.5 for those in California and 218.1 for those out of state.

Appraisal Scores by Program Characteristics. The AFDC-FG category had the
greatest percentage of participants scoring above 225 on the GAIN Reading Appraisal.
The mean reading scores by Aid Category were AFDC-FG 234.7; AFDC-U 231.5; RCA
226.3; and GR 227.0. No notable differences were identified based on participants’
classification as a New, Existing or Restoration case. There is a difference, however,
‘between Voluntary and Mandatory registrants. The mean scale score on the GAIN
Reading Appraisal was 233.0 for Mandatory wherezs Voluntary registrants had a mean
score of 237.1.

Math Appraisal score performance was similar for the two AFDC categories. Mean math
scores were nearly identical for AFDC-FG (219.4) and AFDC-U (219.3) participants.
Mean math scale scores were 213.3 for RCA participants and 212.4 for GR participants.
Slight differences in math test score performance by Aid Status were identified. The
mean math scale score for New cases was 219.8, Existing cases 218.4 and for
Restoration cases the mean scale score was 219.2. There is a difference in GAIN Math
Appraisal scores for Mandatory versus Voluntary registrants. Mandatory participants
had a mean score of 218.7 compared to 221.3 for Voluntary participants.

Composite Appraisal Scores. Approximately 36 percent of the participan:s in this
study population scored at the 225 and abuve level in both reading and math. Three
percent scored at the 215 through 224 level on both tests, 4.5 percent scored at the 200
through 214 level on both tcsts and one percent scored below 200 on both tests.
Approximately 54 percent of the GAIN participants in this study population scored lower
on the Math Appraisal than the Reading Appraisal and only 2.3 percent scored higher in
math than in reading.

©
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Executive Summary

Composite Appraisal Score Performance by Program Characteristics

Aid Category. Little difference was seen between the percentage of participants in the
two AFDC categories who scored 225 and above on both tests (AFDC-FG 36.8% and
AFDC-U 35.8%). There was a pronounced difference between these two groups,
however, in the percentage who scored below 215 on both tests, 4.1 and 7.4 percent
respectively. In the RCA/GR combined category, only 21.1 percent scored 225 and
above on both the GAIN Basic Reading an< Math Tests and more than ten percent
(10.6%) scored below 215 on both tests.

Aid Status. More than 37 percent of the New participants, 34 percent of the Existing
cases and 36 percent of the Restoration cases scored 225 and above on both the
Reading and Math Appraisals. No notable differences in composite test score
performance were identified relative to Aid Status.

Registration Status. Nearly 35 percent of the Mandatory participants compared to 42

percent of Voluntary participants scored at or above 225 on both the GAIN Reading and
Math Appraisals. :

PROJECTED EDUCATIONAL REFERRAL MODEL

A model was developed to permit simulated educational referrals integrating the
general, "ecommended educational referral criteria with clients’ composite test score
performance and educational background. The following educational referral projections
specific to this GAIN study population are derived from this model.

PROJECTED EDUCATIONAL REFERRALS

It is projected that 60 percent of the GAIM clients in this study population would receive
an educational referral. Of these, it is estirnated that more than one-third (34.2%) would
be referred to Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs, 19.1 percent to General
Educational Development (GED) instruction, 5.4 percent to English as a Second
Language (ESL) programs and the remaining 1.6 percent to further diagnostic
assessment. All participants projected to receive no educational referral projection
minimally scored at 215 and above on both tests. Nearly two-thirds (65%) scored at the
225 and above level on both GAIN Appraisals and have a high school diploma or
equivalent.
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Educational Referral Projections by Program Characteristics

The projected educational referral model was further utilized to develop educational
referral projections in conjunction with data regarding participants' aid category, aid
status and registration status.

Aid Category. The greatest percentage of participants estimated to receive no
educational referral is in the AFDC-FG category (43.1%) followed by AFDC-U (38.7%).
Twenty-seven percent of the participants in the RCA category are projected to receive
no referral as are 24.2 percent of the participants in the GR category.

Approximately 34 percent of both AFDC categories are projected for referral to ABE
programs compared to greater than 44 percent of participants in the RCA category and
more than one-half (51.5%) of participants in the GR category.

Educational referral projections to GED instruction are similar for both AFDC categories
and also for-participants in the GR category. Twenty to 22 percent in each of these
categories are projected to receive a GED referral. Only 17.3 percent of the participants
in the RCA category are projected to receive an educational referral to GED instruction.

The greatest percentage of projected educational referrals to English as a Second
Language (ESL) is in the RCA category (8.9%) and the lowest percentage in the AFDC-
FG category (1.4%). The percentages of participants in each aid category projected for
referral to Level A or Level AA Testing ranged from one percent (AFDC-FG) to 2.5
percent (RCA).

Aid Status. No educational referral is projected for 42.8 percent of the Nev cases, 39.2
percent of the Existing cases or for 41.2 percent of the Restoration cases. Similar
percentages in each group are projected for referral to ABE, GED and Level A and AA
T-sting. Slightly more than three percent of the New cases, 2.6 percent of the Existing
cases and approximately one percent of the participants in the Restoration category are
projected to ESL referral.

Registration Status. The GAIN participants in this study population with a Mandatory
registration status have a predictably larger percentage (£9.5%) projected to receive an
educational referral compared to 53.1 percent of Voluntary participants.

Nearly 36 percent of Mandatory participants are projected for referral to ABE programs
compared to 29 percent of participants with a Voluntary registration status. A greater
percentage of Voluntary participants (22.6%) are projected for referral to GED
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Executive Summary

instruction compared to an estimated 19.8 percent of Mandatory participants. More than
two percent of the Mandatory participants are projected for ESL referral compared to
approximately one percent of the Voluntary participants. Finally, an estimated 1.6
percent of GAIN participants with a Mandatory registration status are expected to
receive a referral to Level A/AA Testing compared with one-half of one percent (0.5%)
of Voluntary participants.

These GAIN Appraisal results and educational referral projections have far reaching
implications, providing the vehicle for basic skills evaluation as mandated in GAIN
statutes and regulations. These results also assist program managers through the
availability of a reliable demographic, educational and program profile of this GAIN
study population.

The Basic Skills Certification Test was piloted this past year and the ESL Certification
Test has progressed through the developmental and field testing stages with statewide
implementation expected in the near future. As data collection efforts continue, this
proves to be an exciting year with significant contributions to this dynamic GAIN
database.
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Chapter One:
GAIN Appraisal Program

GAIN LEGISLATION

The Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Legislation, AB 2580 (Chapter 1025),
enacted by the California Legislature in September 1985, contained a full range of em-
ployment-related training and supportive services designed to provide Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) program applicants and recipients with the skills
needed to acquire unsuosidized employment. Education and job search and
employment training were key coinponents of this welfare reform legislation, the goal of
which was to get welfare recipients into jobs which would keep them permanently out of
the welfare system thus bei efiting both the GAIN participants and the state welfare
system. This mandatory program provided the avenue for AFDC and Refugee Cash
Assistance (RCA) recipients to acquire the basic tools and necessary support services
which would allow them to subsist on their own, namely self-confidence, job-seeking
skills, education «nd !rairiing.

GAIN Implerientation and Reporting

Responsibility for local implementation of the GAIN Legislation was at the county
welfare department level with assistance from the California State Department of Social
Services. Under state supervision, implementation at the county welfare department
level was 1o occur gradually cver a three-year period, beginning in June 1986. This is
the fourth annual report addressing, though not limited to, the basic skills appraisal and
educational referral components of the GAIN program.

This first chapter contains background information including the basic skills appraisal
requirements inherent in the implementation process, properties ot the assessment
instruments which comprise the GAIN Appraisal Program and a description of pertinent
GAIN program characteristics. It is provided to facilitate a better understanding of botk
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narrative and graphic presentations which foilow in subsequent chapters and
appendices to this report.

Initial Appraisal

GAIN regulations mandate that:

The County Welfare Department shall determine if the registrant
lacks basic literacy or mathematics skills or English language skills
by using the appropriate testing instruments provided by the State
Department of Social Services in cor‘unction with the State
Department of Education. (Manual of Fulicies and Procedures,
Sect. 42-761.361)

Assessment, therefore, has been integral to the GAIN program since its inception, pro-
viding the foundation upon which training and educational needs are identified and an
employability plan is developed. Through a contract administered by the California State
Department of Social Services in cooperation with the California Department of
Education, tests were designed and developed by the Comprehensive Adult Student
Assessment System (CASAS) to appraise the basic reading, math and functional
listening comprehension skills of GAIN participants. Together these tests comprise the
“GAIN Appraisal Program” which is described below.

TEST DEVELOPMENT

The GAIN Appraisal Program tests were developed from the CASAS Item Bank which
consists of more than 5,000 test items and has been under continual development and
refinement since 1980. The application of Item Response Theory (IRT) to these 5,000
items assigns a reliable index of standardize« difficulty to each item. Assessment
instruments diaveloped from these items accurately measure basic skills in a functional
context.

Psychometric Properties

CASAS' test item validity has withstooc ongoing internal review and external evaluation
since 1980. In conjurction with the development of the GAIN Appraisal Program, field
testing was conducted from July to December 1986 to gather data regarding the psy-
chometric properties of the GAIN Appraisal Program forms. Summary results were pre-
sented in the GAIN Appraisal Program Field Test Report (CASAS, 1987, pp. 5-6) and
the GAIN Il Report (CASAS, 1988). The GAIN Reading and Math Appraisal Forms 2
have been implemented since publication of the GAIN I Report, and their psychometric
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Chapter One — GAIN Appraisal Program

properties have also been analyzed. The results were summarized in the GAIN 1II
Report (CASAS, 1989) confirming that the instrumentation used in the GAIN Appraisal

Test Forms 1 and 2 are internally consistent and accurate with the psychometric model
used. ‘

Psychometric Model. The psychometric theory underlying the development of the
CASAS Item Bank and tierefore the GAIN Appraisal instruments is commionly referred
to as Item Response Theory (IRT). This measurement model standardiras or indexes
the difficulty of test items in order to measure an individual's ability to read and compute
in a pre-employment context. This model postulates that under certain conditions, item
difficulty estimates are invariant; that is the standardized difficulties, unlike P-Values, are
not dependent on the varying abilities of individual test respondents or samples of per-
sons being tested. A measure of this invariance may be found in the correlation of the
local difficulties to the established item bank difficulties. As this correlation approaches
1.00, confidence in the application of the psychometric model to the data set increases
as does confidence in the application of the item bank difficulties to the population of
examinees of interest.

Local to Bank Difficulty Correlations. In the case of the GAIN Reading Appraisal
Form 1, the correlation between local to item bank difficulties was .81 and for the GAIN
Reading Appraisal Form 2, the correlation was .89. For the GAIN Math Appraisal Form
1, the correlation between local to item bank difficulties was .85. A corresponding
correlation was computed independently for Blacks, Caucasians, and Hispanics. For the
GAIN Reading Appraisal Form 1, the respective correlations were .75, .81 and .80 and
for Form 2, the respective correlations were .89, .84 and .91. For the GAIN Math
Appraisal Form 1, the correlations were .85, .82 and .86 respectively and on the GAIN
Math Appraisal Form 2 the correlations were .84, .76 and .83 respectively for Blacks,
Caucasians and Hispanics. A correlation of .70 existed between Form 1 Reading and
Math scale scores and a correlation of .76 existed between Form 2 Reading and Math
scale scores. These correlations did not differ appreciably by gender or ethnicity.

Item-Total Correlations. Point-biserial correlation coefficients were obtained for the
GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals. In the case of the GAIN Reading Appraisal Form 1,
the coefficients ranged from .40 to .60 with a mean of .49. For the GAIN Reading
Appraisal Form 2, point-biserial coefficients ranged from .43 to .77 with a mean of .63.
Similarly, coefficients for the GAIN Math Appraisal Form 1 ranged from .24 to .63 with a
mean of .51 and for the GAIN Math Appraisal Form 2, coefficients ranged from .48 to
.65 with a mean of .58. For the GAIN Listening Appraisal, coefficients ranged from .38 to
.61 and the mean point-biseral correlation coefficient was .53.

| 15

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



GAIN Appraisal Program — Fourth Report

P-Values. The P-Value refers to the proportion of examiness passing an individual itemn
and gives an index of difficulty for each item relative to the sample of persons tested.
The P-values for the GAIN Reading Appraisal Form 1 ranged from .45 to .95 with an
average P-Value of .77 indicating that an average of 77 percent of the examinees
scored correctly on each item. For the GAIN Reading Appraisal Form 2, the P-Values
ranged from .42 to .87 with an average value of .71. For the GAIN Math Appraisal Form
1, the P-Value ranged from .25 to .90 with an average P-Value of .56 and for the GAIN
Math Appraisal Form 2, values ranged from .34 to .83 with an average P-Value of .53.
The P-Values for the GAIN Listening Appraisal ranged from .24 to .71 with an average
P-Value of .39.

Reliability. Computation of Kuder-Richardson (KR)-20 indices for GAIN Appraisal
Reading and Math Appraisal Items indicated that in the case of GAIN Reading Appraisal
Form 1, the (KR)-20 was .89, and for GAIN Reading Appraisal Form 2 the (KR)-20 was
.94. The (KR)-20 computation for the GAIN Math Appraisal For.n 1 was .86; Form 2 was
.89. The (KR)-20 for the GAIN Listening Appraisal was .76.

Field Testing

FField testing of the GAIN Appraisal Program tests was conducted from July to
December, 1986. Site visits and technical assistance were provided by CASAS and
state personnal to gather data regarding the psychometric properties of the test forms
and also assist in identifying initial operational problems. County test administration pro-
cedures such as proper and efficient test administration, testing conditions, and scoring
and interpretation of tests were addressed.

GAIN APPRAISAL PROGRAM

The foilowing tests which assess a participant's level of skill in reading comprehension,
basic mathematics computation and basic listening are part of the GAIN Appraisal
Program.

The GAIN Reading Appraisal. The GAIN Reading Appraisal assesses a participant's
ability to apply basic reading skills in a functional or “life-skiils” context. The Reading
Appraisal consists of thirty multiple-choice items.

The GAIN Math Appraisal. The GAIN Math Appraisal consists of twenty multiple-
choice items which assess a pariicipant’s ability to perform basic math computation and
to apply basic math skills in a functional or “life-skills” context.
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Chapter One — GAIN Appraisal Program

An alternate form of both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisal (Forms 2) have also
been developed for use in the event an alternative testing instrument is needed.

The GAIN Listening Appraisal. The GAIN Listening Appraisal consists of tweive
multiple-choice items designed to assess a participant’s listening compretiension in a
functional or “life- skills” context. This test is :ntended for and administerad only to those
GAIN participants who have been evaluated as having limited prosiciency in English.
Further information regarding the GAIN Listening Appraisal is fourd in Appendix B.

In addition to the GAIN Appraisal Tests described above, Level A and AA tests are used
to assess the basic skills of participants demonstrating lowei levels of proficiency or
functional literacy. These tests are administered when a participant scores below a 200
scale score in reading or otherwise indicates a possible learning difficulty. Further infor-
mation regarding the Level A and AA Tests is found in Appendix C.

These CASAS tests were developed in accordance with the GAIN reguiatory mandate.
On the basis of test results, participants lacking basic reading, mathematics or English
language skills shall have provisions for obtaining these skills incorporated into their
GAIN participant contract. Referral criteria to Adult Basic Education (ABE), English as a
Second Language (ESL), or General Education Development (GED) instruction are
found in Chapter 4, Table 4.5.

Scale Score Interpretation

CASAS assessment instruments have been widely used. To date, mora than 800,000
participants have been assessed in diverse program settings and gengraphic regions.
An estimated 300,000 welfare recipients, both in the GAIN program in California and
nationally in programs similar to GAIN, have been assessed using CASAS instruments.
Based upon this extensive experience 2.d corresponding database, the following levels
of achievement have been determined.

Test Scere Characteristics

Below 200. Adults scoring below % 200 scale score (Beginning ABE/ESL) have difficulty
with the basic literacy and computational skills necessary to function in an employment
setting and/or in the community. These adults can handle routine, entry-lavel jobs but
are often limited to jobs requiring only the most basic oral communication in a setting in
which all tasks can be demonstrated. These adults have difficulty providing basic per-
sonal identification in written form, are not able to compute wages and deductions on
paychecks, and cannot follow basic written directions or safety procedures.
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200 through 214. Adults scoring between 200 and 214 scale scores can function in
intermediate level ABE and ESL programs requiring minimal literacy skills. They are
able to satisty basic survival needs and some limited social demands. Adults scoring at
this iavel can function in entry-level jobs that require simple oral communication skills
where performance tasks are demonstrated. They can provide some basic written
information and perform only basic computation.

215 through 224, Adults scoring between 215 and 224 scale scores are functioning
abova a basic literacy level and are considered to be at an advanced ABE/ESL level.
They are able to perform basic literacy tasks and computational skills in a functional
employment setting. They are generally able to function in jobs or job training that
invoives following oral and written instructions and diagrams. They usually have
difficulty following more complex sets of directions.

225 and Above. Adults scoring at or above a 225 scale score can generally perform at
a high school entry level in basic reading or math. They can profit from instruction in
GED preparation and have a high probability of passing the GED test in a short time, if
thoy do not have a high school diploma. They can usually perform work that involves
foliowing oral and written directions in familiar and some unfamiliar situations.

Test score performance is used in conjunction with other participant information (i.e.,
2ducational bz ckaround) in the GAIN educational referral process. Limited English pro-
ficisnt participants who speak no English or score below 215 on the GAIN Appraisal
Listening 7est, ‘or example, are referred to ESL instruction. Additional information re-
garding the rsferral process is found in Table 4...

-

PARTICIPANT CATEGOFRY INFORMATION

In March 1987, GAIN-implementing counties began col'zcting Participant Aid category
information from participants taking the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals. Counties
ware additionally asked to indicate whether participant referrals to ESL programs were
based upon test score performance below a 215 scale score on the GAIN Listening
Apypraisal or whether refarrals were made without testing. The addition of the ESL
rafeiral tield to the GAIN Appraisal data collection instruments has provided valuable
information to program managers, allowing them to identify the number of referrals to
ESL programs and o collect descriptive demographic information. Data in this report
cre presented for each category of GAIN pariicipant where appropriate. These
categories are driefly summanzed below.
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Chapter One — GAIN Appraical Program

AFDC Aid Category Information

AFDC-Family Group (AFDC-FG). This category is comprised of a family group in whicn
the child is deprived because cf absence, incpacity or death of one parent. Casss in
this aid category are typically fernale-headed households.

AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-U). This category includes a family group in which
the child is deprived because of the unemployment nt a parent living in the home. The
majority of cases in this aid category are two-parent households where the father is the
principal wage earner and unemployed.

Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA). This program provides federally-funded assistance
for refugees in their first twelve months in the country who are not otherwise eligible for
any other cash assistance program.

General Relief/General Assistance (GR). The purpose of this program is to provide
assistance to all indigents who are residents of the state of California whose needs are
not otherwise -met, who ars not eligible for any other public assistance program, and
who are aclively seeking employment or are unempioyable.

Aid Status

The Aid Status of participants is divided into three categories: New, Existing und
Restoration. A New case is one who has received aid within the pravious 12 months; an
Existing case is a participant who was receiving aid upon GAIN implementation in ths
county; a Restoration case is an applicant who received aid within the last 12 months
and is reapplying. Analyses of participants by Aid Status will focus pniarily on New and
Existing cases because they comprise the majority of available Aid Status data. Existing
cases are of particular interest because they are thought to be more represe:itative of
the “long-term” aid recipient who thus may require additional educational and support
services to make the transition to unsubsidized employment.

Registration Status

Upon registration in GAIN, participants are classified as Mandatory or Voluntary. All
AFDC applicants are considered Mandatory registrants for GAIN unless otherwisa ex-
empt. (For a complete description of exemption criteria, see GAIN implementing regula-
tions, Manual of Policies and Procedures, Section 42-799, California State Department
of Social Services, 1989.) Persons who are exempt froin participation may, under
certain conditions, participate in GAIN on a voluntary basis.
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Collection of data in these participant categories provides comparative information and
the opportunity to analyze and report the demographic and basic skills characteristics of
a given garticipant category versus another, thus creating a more comprehensive profile
of the GAIN participant caseload. The continued collection of these data provide valu-
ab'e insight regarding the functional skills and demographic characteristics of significant
subpopulations witnin AFDC, Aid and Registration Status categories.

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT

Data for this report were collected from 191,863 GAIN clients throughout the 58 counties
in California for the time period from July 1986 through April 1990. It is important to note
that: ‘

 implementation at the county level has been gradual;

* answer sheets used in data collection have been modified over time in
recognition of evolving operational needs; and

« submitted answer sheets are not always complete.

The data reported, therefore, represent the number of clients for whom data are
available rather than the total GAIN enroliment in any given county or in the GAIN
Program as a whole. Data presented herein update the GAIN il Report and any
significant departures from GAIN lil are highlighted.

As with any data, caution should be exercised in interpretation. Where implementation
rates have lagged behind in some of the largest, most demographically diverse counties
over time, those counties are underrepresented in this study population, limiting
generalization of findings to the larger GAIN population.

The next chapter presents a profile of the demographic, educational and program
characteristics of participants Chapter Three provides test score performance. Finally,
Chapter Four presents summary test score findings integrating the information
presented in the two preceding chapters with educational referral projections.

There are four appendices to this report. Appendix A contains sample GAIN Appraisal
data collection instruments. Appendices B and C provide information regarding the
GAIN Listening Appraisal and Level A and Level AA Tests. Appendix D concludes the
appendices section, providing information regarding the Basic Skills Certification Test
pilot study which took place during this past year.
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Chapter Two:
Demographic, Educational ard
Program Characteristics

The demographic, educational and program-specific characteristics of individual GAIN
program participants are captured in the data collection process on various GAIN an-
swer sheets. (See Appendix A.) Individual data are subsequently aggregated and re-
ported annually. The data presented in this chapter are cumulative, updating the infor-
mation contained in GAIN Il by 70,358 participants for the time period May 1989
through April 1990. The cumulative data presented, therefore, represent the population
of GAIN participants for whom data are available for the time period July 1986 through
April 1990 (N=191,863).

This chapter initially presents a demographic profile of GAIN participants in this study
population including county of residence, gender, age, ethnic background and native
language. Following the demographic profile, edu * ‘ional characteristics of GAIN partic-
ipants are presented including the highest grade level completed and diploma/degree
earmned along with information, where available, regarding whether participants last
attended school in California or elsewhere. Concluding this chapter is a presentation of
program-specific characteristics of participants pertaining to their aid category (AFDC-
FG, AFDC-U, RCA, GR), aid status (New, Existing, Restoration) and registration status
(Mandatory, Voluntary).

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

County of Residence. All 58 counties in California are represented to some extent in
this study population of GAIN participants. The proportional contribution of each is dy-
namic, relative to implementation rates rather than to the size of the GAIN population in
any given county. With this in mind, Figure 2.1 presents the percentage contribution by
county for 20 counties. The remaining 38 counties are aggregated into the Other cate-
gory, each representing less than or equal to 1.5 percent of the study population.
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As illustrated in Figure 2.1, the three counties with the greatest number of GAIN partici-
pants are San Diego, Fresno and Santa Clara representing 18.2, 7.5, and 7.0 percent
respectively of this study population. A sizeable increase in the number of GAIN partici-
pants from Riverside, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Los Angeles counties is seen in
this 1989-90 study population over prior reporting years.

San Francisco | 0.6
San Mateo B 1.3
Alameda 1.4
Shasta

Madera 16

Los Angeles
Ventura

San Joaquin
San Bernardino
Sacramento
Stanislaus
Kern
Riverside B
Santa Clara E
Fresno

San Diego
Other

County

Valid In=186,064
Missir:y

18.2 Dataa5,799

W 777 2.3
e« v ]
0 10 20 30
Percent

CASAS, 1990

Figure 2.1 — County of Residence
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Chapter Two — Demographic, Educational and Program Characteristics

Gender. As presented in Figure 2.2, a decided majority of the GAIN participants in this
study population are Female. The gender composition of this study population is 64.2
percent Female and 35.8 percent Male.

The changing gender make-up of this study population in this 1989-90 reporting period
is indicative of the overall dynamic nature of the data. At the end of the three reporting
yea’s, approximately 58 percent of our study population was Female and 42 percent
was Male. Alsc noteworthy is the apparent departure from the gender composition of
the overall study population in two ethnic categories as discussed later in this chapter.

ST Male
B Female

35.8% 64.2%

Valid N=175,734
Missing
i Data=16,129

CASAS, 1990

Flgure 2.2 — Gender (Total Population)
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Age. The age of GAIN participants in this study population is recorded on the appropri-
ate answer sheet in one of ten age categories. These are represented in Figure 2.3.
More than two-thirds (67.4%) of the GAIN participants in this study population are less
than 35 years of age and nearly half (48.6%) are age 25 to 35. Approximately 30 per-
cent are between the ages of 35 and 50 years old and only three percent are 50 years
and older. The age 45 and over category comprises 6.8 percent of this GAIN study
population. A comparison of age categories by ethnic background is found in Figure 2.6.

Over 60
55-60
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39 S

30-34 Ve A y y j 4.6
_ 24.0

Age Category

25-29 (e
20-24 B2 o Valid N=189,505
under 20 P 5° Datacs 358
0 ' 10 ‘ 20 ' 30
Percent
CASAS, 1990

Flgure 2.3 — Age (Total Population)
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Ethnic Background. The ethnic background of GAIN participants is recorded on the
appropriate ans ar sheet in one of nine categories. These are presented in Figure 2.4.
Three ethnic categories account for 86.5 percent of this study population, namely
Caucasian (44.7%), Hispanic (25.3%) and Black (16.5%). The remaining categories
which together comprise 13.5 percent of this study population are Indo-Chinese (4.2%),
Native American (3.6%), Asian (2.5%), Filipino (0.7%), Pacific Islander (0.6%) and
Other (1.9%). These ethnic categories are further described in conjunction with the age
and gender of participants in this GAIN study population.

Caucasian
Hispanic
Black
indo-Chinese

Native American

Ethnic Background

Filipino
Pacific Islander i 0.6 Valid N=185,985
Missing
other P 1-° Dataw5,878

) ° L] v 1 M ] v | v 1

0 10 20 30 40 50
Percent

CASAS, 1990

Figure 2.4 — Ethnic Background
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Gender by Ethnic Background

As presented in Figure 2.5, differences are identified in the predominance of Males vs
Females in the various ethnic categories. A greater percentage of Males is found in the
Asian and Indo-Chinese subpopulations whereas females are more prominently
represented in all other ethnic subpopulations.
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Figure 2.5 — Gender by Ethnicity
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Age by Ethinic Background

Age differances from the larger study population are aiso identified by ethnic category.
Apprcximately 43 percent of the Asians in this study population are age 25 and older as
are approximately 41 percent of Filipinos. The greatest difference is sesn in the Indo-
Chinese sub-popu'ation where 61.5 percent are 35 and older and only 38.5 percent are
less than 35 years of age. (See Figure 2.6.)

Caucasia
2 Hispani
_g Black BB 45 and akave
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Figure 2.6 — Age by Ethnic Background
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Native Language. The native language of GAIN participants in this study population is
recordad on the appropriate answer sheet in one of ten categories. Two languages,
specifically English and Spanish, account for more than 92 percent of the total reported.
As presented in Figure 2.7, 83.7 percent of the GAIN participants in this study popula-
tion repcrted English as their native language. Although Hispanics comprise nearly 25
percent of this study population, only 8.4 percent of this study population identified
Spanish as their native language.

Seven languages and an Other category combine to account for the remaining 7.9
percent of the native languages reported by this GAIN population. Of these, the
following three categories comprise 5.2 percent of the native languages: Vietnamese
(2.7%), Laotian (1.5%), and Cambodian (1.0%). Finally, Korean, Chinese, Japanese
and Tagalog together comprise less than cne percent of the native languages identified

by the GAIN participants in this study population and are included in the Other (2.7%)
category.

English 83.7
@ Spanish
]
& Vietnamese
8 Laotian
Cambodian @ 10 Valid N=185,155
' Missing
Other I 27 Data=6,708
LA ¥ ] v T v T 4 T Y 1
0 20 40 B30 80 100
Percent
CASAS, 1990

Figure 2.7 — Native Language
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EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Highest Grade Completed. The GAIN participants in this study population are asked to
identify their highest grade completed. As presented in Figure 2.8, the range reported
(based on 184,815 participants) was from Grade 0 through Grade 18. Approximately
seven percent completed 0-6 years; six percent completed 7-8 years; and 42 percent
completed 9-11 years of school. Altogether, more than one-half (55%) of the
participants in this GAIN study population have completed less than 12 years of
education. Approximately one-third of the participants completed 12 years of school and
slightly more than 11 percent completed greater than 12 years of school. While the

modal number of years completed was 12, the mean or average was less than 11
(10.75).
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Figure 2.8 — Highest Grade Completed
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GAIN Appraisal Program — Fourth Report

Diploma/Degree Awarded. More than ons-half (53.5%) of the GAIN participants in this
study population reported earning a diploma/degree of some kind. As pointed out in
IFigure 2.9, approximately 46 percent reported earning a High School Diploma or
equivalent (General Educational Development/California High School Proficiency Exam)
and another 46.5 percent reported that they had not earned a diploma/degree of any
kind. The remaining eight percent reported having eamed either a Technical, Associate
of Arts (AA), or Four Year Degree.

Valid N=182,382
Missing
Data=9,481

g 65

CASAS, 1990

Figure 2.9 — Highest Degree Awarded
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Chapter Two — Demographic, Educational and Program Characteristics

Location of Last School Attended. As presented in Figure 2.10, data regarding
whether the last school attended (high school or below) by participants in this study
population was in California or not are available for only approximately 31 percent of this
GAIN population (N=59,770). Of those participants for whom data are available,
approximately 69.1 percent reported that the last school they attended (high school or
below) was in California.

@4 InCA
Not in CA |

L

Valid N«59,770
Missing
Data=132,093

CASAS, 1990

Figure 2.10 — Location of Last School Attended
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The majority of Caucasians, Hispanics, Blacks, Filipinas, Native Americans and Pacific
Islanders reported that their last school attended (nigh schooul or below) was in
California compared to 67.6 percent of Asians and 86.4 percent of Indo-Chinese
participants who reported attendance out of state. (See Figure ©.11.)
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Figure 2.11 - Location of Last School Attended by Ethalc ‘Background

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Ald Category. GAIN participants are are classified ii:i¢ wne ot four aid categories
including AFDC-Family Group (AFDC-FG), AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-U),
Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA), or General Relief/General Assistance (GR). Counties
began collecting this information in March 1987 and data are available for approximately
65 percent of this study population (N=121,786). Where data are available, nearly 70
percent (68.8%) are AFDC-FG and the remaining 31.2 percent are predominantiy
AFDC-U. The RCA and GR categories combined comprise approximately one-ha'f of
one percent of this GAIN study population. (See Figure 2.12.) Further information
regarding Aid Category and demographic and educational characteristics is provided
following Registration Status data.



Chapter Two — Demographic, Educational and Program Characteristice

Aid Status. In addition to aid category, GAIN participants are classified according to aid
status as either a New, Existing or Restoration Case. As presenter in Figure 2.12, data
are available for approximately 65 percent of this study population (N=123,910). New
and Existing Cases each account for approximately 47 percent of those for whom daia
are available. The remaining 6.3 percent are Restoration Cases.

Registration Status. Data regarding GA!N participants’ registration status as either
Mandatory or Voluntary is available for approximately two-thirds of this study population
(N=127,830). As presented in Figure 2.12, the majority (84.6%) of the participants in this
study population have a Mandatory registration status.

id Gateq Aid Status Begistration Status

15.4%

Rl 46.5%
\ "+t BRK ... X =E
\ 2 _“_"'-.- s
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. O Now B Mandatory .
AFDC-U B Sxisting B Vount
M RCAGR ! @ Restoration oiumary
Valid Na121,786 Valid N=123,910 Valid N=127,830
Missing Missing Missin
Dataw79,077 Dataw67,953 Dataw64,033
- CASAS, 1990

Figure 2.12 — Aid Categury, Ald Status and Registration Status

Aid Category by Demographic, Educational and Program Characteristics
Infermation regarding select demographic, educational and program characteristics is

provided by Aid Category for use n GAIN program planning. (See Figure 2.13.)
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Information regarding the RCA and GR categories, although not graphically presented
because of size, is included in the following narrative.
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Figure 2.13 — Demographic, Educational and Program Characteristics by AFDC Category

Compared to the overall GAIN study population (approximately 64% female, 36% male),
participants in the AFDC-FG aid category are predominantly female (89.1%), and
participants in the AFDC-U category are predominantly male (83.3%). The age

distribution within these two largest aid categories presented above is fairly similar to
the overall study population.
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Chapter Two — Demographic, Educational and Program Characteristics

Several differences in ethnic background, however, were identified. Only 29 percent of
participants in the GR category are Caucasian compared t:, 48.2 percent in the AFDC-
FG and 46.9 percent in the AFDC-U category and 45 percent in the overall study
population. Approximately 31 percent in both the RCA and GR aid categories are
Hispanic compared to approximately 25 percent Hispanic in the two AFDC aid
categories. Only 8.4 percent in the AFDC-U and 10.2 percent in the RCA categcry are
Black compared to 17 percent of the participants in the cverall study population and
19.1 percent in the AFDC-FG category.

While Asians comprise approximately 2.5 percent overall, the percentage of Asians in
the AFDC-FG, AFDC-U and RCA categories were approximately one, six and 10.7
percent respectively. Less than one percent in all ethnic categories were Filipino with
the exception of the 2.6 percent Filipinos in the GR category. The percentage of Pacific
Islanders and Native Americans was fairly similar in all aid categories.

Regarding years of education, the AFDC-FG category had a smaller percentage of
participants completing 0-6 years of school (3.2%) compared to greater than seven
percent (7.1%) of the AFDC-U participants.The AFDC-FG category also had a greater
percentage (48.1%) of participants who completed 12 or more years of education
compared to 42 percent of the participants in the AFDC-U category.

Nearly 57 percent (56.8%) of the AFDC-FG participants earned a degree of some kind
compared to approximateiy 53 percent of the overall study population and 51 percent of
the participants in the AFDC-U category.

Finally, the most appreciable difference between the two AFDC categories relative to
aid and registration status is the 20.1 percent of Voluntary participants in the AFDC-FG
category compared with 15.4 percent Voluntary in the overall study population and 6.6
percent in the AFDC-U category.

SUMMARY

The data presented in this chapter are cumulative, providing a profile of the GAIN study
population for the time period from July 1986 through April 1990 (N=191,863). All 58
California counties are represented in this dynamic database, with program implemen-
tation rates rather than program size determining the proportional contribution of each
county. As increases in data provided by those counties which have been underrepre-
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sented in this study population are realized, so too will the potential for generalization of
these findings to the larger welfare population. The following chapter builds upon this
information, presenting test score performance in conjunction with the demographic,
educational and program characteristics.
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Chapter Three:
Test Score Performance

Assessment of GAIN participants’ basic reading, mathematics and English language
skills is an integral component of the GAIN- Appraisal process, providing the foundation
upon which training and educational needs are identified and an employability plan de-
veloped. The GAIN Appraisal assessment instruments include the GAIN Reading
Appraisal, the GAIN Math Appraisal, the GAIN Listening Appraisal and Level A and AA
Achievement Tests.

Unless otherwise indicated, the GAIN Reading Appraisal and GAIN Math Appraisa! are
administered to participants to assess their basic reading comprehension and basic
math skills in a functional or “life-skills” context. The GAIN Listening Appraisal is
administered only to individuals with limited English language proficiency, and Level A
and Level AA Tests are administered to participants with test scores below 200 on the
GAIN Reading and/or Math Appraisal .

This chapter focuses on the test score performance on the Reading and Math Appraisal
taken by the majority of GAIN participants. Descriptions of these assessment
instruments and test score characteristics are found in Chapter One of this repor.
Further descriptive information as well as test score performance on the Listening and
Levels A and AA Tests is found in Appendices B and C.

GAIN Reading and Math Appraisal data are based on test score performance of
182,112 participants for the time period from July 1986 through April 1990. Test score
performance is presented ralative to the demographic, educational and program
characteristics outlined in Chapter Two. D:fferences from and similarities to prior years’
test score findings are highlighted.
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GAIN Appraisal Program — Fourth Report

GAIN READING APPRAISAL SCORES

Reading test score performance was nearly identical to that reported in GAIN |ll. As
presented in Figure 3.1, approximately 76 percent of this GAIN study population scored
at or above a 225 scale score and neaily 14 percent achieved a scale score of 215
through 224. Approximately 10 percent had a scale score below 215 and two percent
had a scale score below 200. The mean reading scale score was 233.3, slightly higher
than the GAIN il mean reading score of 231.6. 4

225 plus

o
S 215thru224
=]
s
§ 200 thru 214
(4

Valid N = 180,154

Less than 200 Mais:sing
Data = 10958
v v v v —
0 20 40 60 80 100
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CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.1 — ReadIng Appralsal Scores
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Chapter Three — Test Score Performance

Reading Appraisal Scores by Gender

A comparison of reading test score performance by Gender is presented in Figure 3.2.
Approximately 70 percent of the males achieved a scale score of 225 and above
compared to 80 percent of the females. Nearly 16 percent of the males scored at the
215 through 224 level compared to 12.5 percent of the females.

Males had nearly twice the percentage (13.7%) scoring below 215 compared to females
(7.5%). Only 1.3 percent of the females had a scale score below 200 whereas 2.9
percent of the males scored at this level. The mean reading scale score was 230.9 for
males and 234.7 for females. These rather pronounced ¢ ender differences in reading
test score performance are similar to those reported in GAIN lII.

225 plus
Male 70.4 1590 13.7 215 thru 224
M Below 215

Reading Score
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Female {800 RN \\\ Valid N = 164,773
N\ Missing s
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Figure 3.2 — Reading Appraisal Scores by Gender
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Reading Appraisal Scores by Age

From 74 to 79 percent in each age category scored at the 225 and above scale score
level with the exception of participants age 45 and over. In the age 45 and over
category, only 57.6 percent achieved a scale score at the 225 and above level on the
GAIN Reading Appraisal. At the lower end of the scale score range, a linear relationship
existed between reading test scores and age category. As presented in Figure 3.3, the
percentage of participants in each age category scoring below a 215 scale score on the
reading test increased with age. More than three times the percentage of participants
age 45 and over scored below 215 compared to those under 25 years of age, 23.5 and
7.3 percent respectively.

Less than 25
25 thru 34

35 thru 44
E1° 45 and above

7 78.6

iz

7

Valid N=178,442
Missing
Data=3,670

225 plus
Reading Score
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Figure 3.3 -- Reading Appralsal Scores by Age
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Reading Appraisal Scores by Ethnic Background

Reading test score performance by ethnic background data are available for 175,005
GAIN clients in this study population. Some rather pronounced differences in reading
test score performance are presented in Figure 3.4. Nearly 90 percent of the
Caucasians in this study population scored at the 225 and above level compared to ap-
proximately 30 and 35 percent respectively of the Indo-Chinese and Asians. The per-
centage of the remaining ethnic groups scoring at the 225 and above level ranged from
61 to 71 percent. Approximately three percent of the Caucasians in this study population
scored below 215 compared to approximately 42 and 47 percent respectively of the
Asians and Indo-Chinese. Eleven to 15 percent of the participants in the remaining eth-
nic groups and nearly 20 percent in the Other category scored below 215.
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RN vy i MiSSing
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Figure 3.4 — Reading Appraisal Scores by Ethnicity

Comparsd to the overall mean reading scale score (233.3) for this study population, the
mean scale score by ethnic background ranged from 215.8 (Indo-Chinese) to 239.1
(Caucasian). Mean scaie scores, in fact, are lower than the overall mean not only for
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Indo- hinese but also for Asians (218.4), Hispanics (229.2), Native Americans (229.3),
Paciw Islanders (229.8), Filipinos (230.4), and Blacks (230.6).

Reading Appraisal Scores by Native Language

Based on data for 174,255 GAIN clients in this study population, a relationship between
native English language and reading test score performance was identified. A higher
percentage of participants (81.0%) who identified English as their native language had
reading test scores at or above 225 compared to participants who identified Spanish
(67.0%), Tagalog (55.7%), Korean (55.0%), Japanese (53.3%), and Other native
languages. (See Figure 3.5.) Also of note, test score performance at the 225 and above
level differed for Vietnamese speakers, 41.7 percent of whom scored at this level
compared to only approximately 19 percent of the native Laotian (18.5%) and
Cambodian (19.2%) speakers. |

Participants who identified Laotian or Cambodian as their native language also had a
higher percentage of participants who scored below 215. As presented in Figure 3.5,
57.2 and 59.6 respectively of Laotian and Cambodian speakers had scores below 215. .
The number of GAIN participants in these language categories is small and caution in
analysis is encouraged. While not illustrated, it is of note that compared to only slightly
more than one percent of the native English speakers who scored below 200 on the
Reading Appraisal, the range for other languages was from five to 14 percent.
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Figure 3.5 — Reading Appralsal Scores by Native Language

Reading Appraisal Scores by Highest Grade Completed

Overall, there is a positive relationship between reading test scores and category of
highest grade completed. As presented in Figure 3.6, more than 93 percent of the
participants who completed 13 and more years of school had a Reading Appraisal score
at the 225 and above level compared to 85.2 percent of participants at the 12th grade
level and approximately 73 percent at the 9th through 11th grade level. Only 53.4
percent of the participants who completed grades 7-8 and 30.3 percent of participants
who completed zero through 6th grade scored at the 225 and above level on the GAIN
Reading Appraisal.
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Nearly one-half (48.3%) of the GAIN partjcipants in this study population who completed
six or fewer years of school had a reading scale score below 215 compared to only 23.1
percent of the participants who completed 7-8 years, 9.8 percent at 9 through 11 years,
4.7 percent of those who completed 12 years and 1.8 percent of participants who
completed 13 or more years of school. More than 16 percent of the participants who
completed 0-6 years of school had Reading Appraisal scores below 200 compared to
less than two percent in the other grade level categories.The mean reading scale score
for participants who completed Grade Levels 0-6 was 216.0; Grade Levels 7-8, 224.4;
Grade Levels 9-11, 231.4; Grade 12, 236.9; and for Grade Levels 13 and above, 242.6.

<
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Figure 3.6 — Reading Appralsal Scores by Highest Grade Completed

Reading Appraisal Scores by Degree Earned

As with the number of years of school completed, there was a positive relationship be-
tween having a diploma or degree and reading test score performance. This positive
relationship between reading test score performance and degree is presented in Figuie
3.7 which shows the percentage in each category achieving each scale score level.
Approximately 84 to 93 percent of participants in all diplorma/degree categories scored
at the 225 and above level compared with cnly €3.4 percent of participants who
reported that they did not earn a degree or diploma of any kind. Greater than 16 percent
of those without a diploma or degree also scored below 215 on the GAIN Reading
Appraisal compared to approximately two to nine percent of those who have a degree.
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Chapter Three --- Test Score Performance

Finally, 3.4 percent of participants without a degree scorad below 200 compared to less
than one percent of the participants in all other categories.

Mean scale sceres for participants who earned a diploma or degree of any kind were
higher than for those who reported that they had no degree. The mean reading test
score for those reporting no diploma or degree was 227.6, ten to 16 points lower than
the mean reading test scores of those vho had earnad a diploma or degree of any kind.
The mean test scores for each category were CHSPE 239.4; GED Certificate 239.3;
High School Diploma 237.5; Taechnical Degree 237.0; AA Degree 242.8; and Four Year
Degree 243.1.
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Flgure 3.7 — Reading Appralsal Scores by Diploma/Degree

Reading Appraisal Scores by Location of Last Schooi Attended

Reading test score performance by whether participants last attended school (high
school or below) in California cr not, is available for 58,096 GAIN participants, approxi-
mately 69 percent of whom last attended school in California. California participants had
a greater percentage scoring above 225 cn the GAIN Reading Appraisal than those
whose last schoo! attended (high school or below) was out of state. (See Figure 3.8.)
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The mean reading scale score for participanis whose last school attunded was in
Caiifornia was slightly higher (233.8) than the mean reading scale score of 232.0 for
those who last attended school outside of California.
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Figure 3.8 — Reading Appralsal Scores by Location of Last Schooi Attended

Reading Appraisal Scores by Program Characteristics
Aid Category

Reading test score performance by Aid Category is presented in Figure 3.9, Test sccres
by Aid Category data are available for 118,026 GAIN participants in this study
population. The mean reading scores were AFDC-FG 234.7; AFDC-U 231.5; RCA
226.3; and GR 227.0. Similarities in test score performance are seen between the two
AFDC categories. The AF:)C-FG category had the greatest percentage of participants
scoring above 225 (79.8%) and also had the smallest percentage (7.6%) scoring below
215 on the GAIN Reading Appraisal compared with the AFDC-U category which had
77.1 percent scoring 225 and above and 9.1 percent scoring below 215. While the RCA
and GR categories each had greater than 21 percent scoring below 215 on the GAIN
Reading Appraisal, the numbers of persons in these categories is small and caution in
analysis is again encouraged.
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Figure 3.9 - Reading Appraisal Scores by Aid Category
Aid Status

Analysis of data regarding test score performance and Aid Status revealed no notable
differences based on whether pariicipants were identified as New, Existing or
Restoration cases. These data are presented in Figure 3.10. Mean scale scores on the

GAIN Basic Reading Test for the Aid Status categories were New 234.1; Existing 232.9;
and Restoration 233.4.
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Fiyure 3.10 — Reading Appraisal Scores by Aid Status
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Registration Status

Based on data for 124,027 GAIN clients, fewer Mandatory (75.3%) patticipants had
reading test scores above 225 compared to Voluntary (86.0%) participants. As
presented in Figure 3.11, Mandatory participants also had a greater percentage scoring

below 215. Mean scale scores on the GAIN Basic Reading Test were Mandatory, 233.0
and Voluntary, 237.1.
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Figure 3.11 — Reading Appralsal Scores by Registration Status
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GAIN MATH APPRAISAL SCORES

Like reading test score performance, math test performance through April 1990 was
similar to that reported in GAIN |ll. Approximately 36 percent of this study population
achieved a scale score of 225 and above and 26.4 percent scored at the 215 through
224 scale score level. Of the remaining 37.5 percent, approximately 30 percent scored
between a 200 and 214 scale score and nearly eight percent scored below 200. (See
Figure 3.12.) The mean or average scale score on the GAIN Math Appraisal was 218.9,
slightly higher than the GAIN Il mean scale score of 217.0.
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Figure 3.12 — Math Appraisal Scores
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Math Aporaisal Scores by Gender

Math test score performance by gender data are available for 164,572 GAIN
participants in this study population. As presented in Figure 3.13, the percentage of
males and females scoring at each scale score level is nearly identical. Approximately
37 percent of both males and females achieved a scale score of 225 and above and
36.5 percent in each category scored at the below 215 level. The mean math scale
score was 219.3 for Males and 219.1 for Females.
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Figure 3.13 — Math Appralsa! Scores by Gender
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Math Appraisal Scores by Age

Notable differences in Math Appraisal score performance are identified by age category.
(See Figure 3.14.) Approximately 36 to 39 percent of participants through age 44
achieved a math scale score at the 225 and above level compared to only 28.2 percent
of participants age 45 and over. Thirty-seven percent of participants in both the 25-34
and 35-44 age categories scored below 215 on the GAIN Basic Math Test. A smaller
percentage (34.6%) of participants under aga 25 scored below 215.
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Figure 3.14 — Math Apnraisal Scores by Age
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Math Appraisal Scores by Ethnic Background

Compared to the overall mean math scale score (218.9) for this study population, mean
scale scores on the math test ranged from 212.9 for both Asians and Indo-Chinese to
225.0 for Caucasians. Mean scale scores on the math test were lower than the mean, in
fact, not only for Asians and Indo-Chinese, but also for Blacks, (213.3), Hispanics
(214.0), Native Americans (215.1), Filipinos (216.3), and Pacific Islanders (216.8).

As presented in Figure 3.15, Caucasians had the greatest percentage (52.3%) of
participants scoring at or above a 225 scale score on the GAIN Math Appraisal, more
than twice the percentage scoring at that level in most of the other ethnic categories.
Approximately 21 to 28 percent of participants in each category scored at the 215
through 224 scale score level. One-half or more of the participants in four categories,
namely Hispanic, Black, Asian and Indo-Chinese scored below 215 on the Math
Appraisal. The percentage in each ethnic category with scale scores below 200 ranged
from three percent for Caucasians to nearly 18 percent for Indo-Chinese.
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Figure 3.15 — Math Appraisal Scores by Ethnic Background
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Math Appraisal Scores by Native Language

Math test score data by Native Language are available for 173,987 GAIN clients in this
study population. The relationship between English reported as participants’ native lan-
guage and math test score performance is not as stron¢ as that reported between
reading test score performance and native language. (See rigure 3.16.) More than one-
half of the native Korean speakers, approximately 39 percent of both native English and
Japanese speakers, 34 percent of Vietnamese and 27 percent of Chinese speakers
scored at the 225 and above level. Approximately 18 percent of both native Spanish and
Tagalog speakers and only 11 percent and nine percent respectively of native Laotian
and Cambodian speakers scored at the 225 and abcve level. Native Laotian and
Cambodian speakers also had the greatest percentage of participants who scored
velow 215 on the GAIN Math Appraisal.

English 39.2 7268 34.0 225 pius
Spanish IS » » 215 thru 224
Vietnamese 34.2 24.1 41.7
) Laotian
S
g Cambodian m7
@ Korean 53.4 22.4 24.2
g Chinese &
Japanese :
Tagalog ;1_\;: _ Valid N=173,987
. Missing
Other B\ Data=8,125
. —_r_"_'_!_,_l'_—'_!—|
0 20 40 60 80 100
Percent
CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.16 — Math Appraisal Scores by Native Language
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Math Appraisal Scores by Highest Grade Completed

Math test score performance by Highest Grade Completed is based ort data from
173,781 GAIN clients in this study population. As with Reading Appraisal Scoras, there
was a positive relationship between the number of years of schoo! completad and level
of performance on the GAIN Math Appraisal. (See Figure 3.17.)

At the upper end of the scale score range, less than 11 percent of participants who
completed six or fewer years of school and 14 percent of participants who completed 7
and 8 years of school scored at the 225 and above level on the GAIN Math Appraisal
compared with nearly 28 percent of participants who completed 9 through 11 years of
school. Test score performance for participants wha completed grades 12 and 13 or
above had 45 and 66 percent respectively scoring at the 225 and above level.

This positive relationship also existed at the lower end of the scale score range whers
nearly three-fourths (74%) of the participants who completed six or fewer years of
school scored below 215 compared to approximately 63, 43, 28, and 13 percent
respectively for participants who completed 7-8, 9-11, 12 and 13 or more years of
school.

The mean scale score for participants who completed six or fewer years of school was
205.4 compared to mean scores of 209.6, 216.2, 222.2 and 229.8 for participants who
respectively completed grades 7-8, 9-11, 12 and 13 or more years of school.

Q
80 - : ) 225 p'US
‘ . 5 Q 215 thru 224
&l Below 215
60 - N
\
£ w §
S 40- N
s | B N
o 1 N
N\
20 - N |
& Valid N=173,781
1 § Missing
o N80 i N Data=8,331
Othru 6th 7th and 8th 9ththru 11th 12th  13th and Above
Grade Level
CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.17 — Math Appralsal Scores by Highes: Grade Completed
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Chapter Three — Test Score Performance

raath Appraisal Scores by Diploma/Degree

As reponted for Reading Appraisal Scores, there was a positive ralationship between
having a diploma or degree of some kind and Math Appraisal score performance. The
mean scale scoras on the GAIN Basic Math Test in the various categories were CHSPE
227.9; GED 225.1; High School Diploma 2283.1; Technical Degree 221.7; AA Degree
230.8; and 232.8 for those with a Four Year Degree. The mean scale score of 212.7 for
participants who reported no degres of any kind is lower by comparison.

The percentage of participants with some type of diploma or degree who scored at the
225 and abnve leve! on the Math Appraisal ranged from 43 percent to 72 percent to just
under 20 percent for those who had no degree. (See Figure 3.18.) Nearly three-fourths
(73.5%) of all participants who scored below 200 on the CAIN Math Appraisal reported
having no diploma or degree of any kind.

Four Year \\«\w \\\k\a\\\\\\\\xk ;f N 225 plus
M S e Pt

215 thru 224
7 Below 215

Ry =7y
NN 18.3A12.7

g Technical B - NNz
g 432NN/
ne A
GED

Valid N = 178,147
Missing
Data = 3,965

None

Y] 20 40 50 80 100
Percent

CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.18 — Math Appralsal Scores by Diploma/Degree
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Math Appraisal Scores by Location of Last School Attended

Data are available for 57,951 GAIN clients in this study population. The mean scale
score on the GAIN Math Appraisal was 218.5 for those who last attended school in
California and 218.1 for those who last attended school out of st.te. .\s presented in
Figure 3.19, 38 percent of participants who last attended school in California scored
below 215 compared to approximately 40 percent of GAIN clients who reperted that
they last attended school outside of California.

50 - < In CA
) é =] ~ o | Not in CA
40 p:4 p:S
£ 30- /
3 .
S 204 ”, A
- ' 7 NN Valid N-57.951
10 7 ;////5 Missing
' ! 7 7 /\ Data=124,161
o | B % W& L
Below 215 215 thru 224 225 plus
Math Score
CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.19 — Math Appralsal Scores by Location of Last School Attended
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Chapter Three — Test Score Performance

Math Appraisal Scores by Program Characteristics
Aid Category

Math test score performance by the various program characteristics is presented in
Figure 3.20. Test scores by Aid Category data are available for 117,814 GAIN clients in
this study population. Like reading test score performance, math test score performance
was similar for the two AFDC categories. Mean test score performance was nearly
identical for AFDC-FG (219.4) and AFDC-U (219.3) participants as was the percentage
of each AFDC category (37%) scoring above 225 on the GAIN Math Appraisal. Mean
math scale scores were 213.3 for RCA participants and 212.4 for GR participants. While
greater than half of each of the two latter categories scored below 215 on the GAIN
Math Appraisal, the actual numbers of participants is small and caution in analysis is

advised.
60 - AFDC-FG
] AFDC-U
" N N B RCA
40 : .” ”® . (')8 o GR
E o | o (D. I~ \§7 h.
8 30 : SRS §é N
2 ] N \/ i
o. 20 § § /
N7 I \\ﬁ Valid N=117,814
\ N [
. N N alambd,
0] N % &

Less than 200 200 thru 214 215 thru 22 225 plu
Math Score

CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.20 — Math Appralsail Scores by Aid Category
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Aid Status

While some differences in test score performance by Aid Status were identified, the dif-
ferences were not pronounced. As presented in Figure 3.21, approximately 35 to 38
percent of participants in each Aid Status category scored 225 and above on the GAIN
Math Appraisal and 65 percent of the New cases, 63 percent of the Existing cases and
65 percent of the Restoration cases scored at or above 215. Only slight differences ex-
isted in mean scale scores as well. The mean math scale score for New cases was
219.8, Existing cases 218.4 and Restoration cases 219.2.

60 - New
J B Existing
50 - = _ o |@ Restoration
40 - © g3
E o
8 30-
&) .
20 ) Valid N=119,144
10 - Missing
4 Data=62,968
Less than 200 200thru214 215 thru 224 225 plus
Math Score
CASAS, 1990

Figure 3.21 — Math Appralsal Scores by Aid Status

Registration Status

Mean scale scores by Registration Status were 218.7 for Mandatory clients in this study
population and 221.3 for Voluntary participants. Approximately 36 percent of Mandatory
participants scored at or above 225 compared to 42 percent of Voluntary participants.
Nearly eight percent (7.8%) of participants with Mandatory status scored below 200 on
the GAIN Math Appraisal compared with less than five percent (4.6%) of GAIN
participants whose Registration status was Voluntary. (See Figure 3.22.)
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Figure 3.22 — Math Appraisal Scores by Reglstration Status
SUMMARY

Test score performance on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals provides
essential information for the referral process. Test score performance presented thus far
provides insight into the percentage of participants in each given category pertorming at
each of the four scale score levels. However, the combined GAIN participants’ reading
and math scores is used in the referral process, and it is this composite test score
performance which is presented and summarized in Chapter Four.

Recommended educational referrals and estimated duration based on a model which
incorporates various composite test score performance combinations and educational
history are also summarized in the following chapter. Chapter Four additior-ally presents
projected educational referral information for this study population based on actual
composite test score performance in conjunction with GAIN participants’ prograr
characteristics.

‘:\
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Chapter Four:
Composite Test Scores and
Educational Referrals

The inherent need for assessment in the 1985 GAIN Legislation provided the impetus
for the development and implementation of the GAIN Appraisal Program. Chapter One
describes the GAIN Appraisal Program including the assessment instruments which
comprise it. This backgrounu information is followed in Chapter Two by a demographic
and educational profile of this four-year GAIN study population. Chapter Two further
provides information regarding participating GAIN clients’ aid category, aid status and
registration status. Test score performance on each of the GAIN Reading and GAIN
Math Appraisal is presented in Chapter Three.

This chapter presents the combined test score performance on both the GAIN Reading
and Math Appraisals. Combined or composite data indicate the percentage of
individuals scoring at each of the four scale score levels on both tests, enhancing
predictability and having greater utility in the educational referral process.These
composite data are summarized in Table 4.1 for the overall study population and in
Tables 4.2 through 4.4 relative to the demographic, educational and program
characteristics of the GAIN clients in this study population.

Since composite test score performance provides the primary basis for educational
referrals, this chapter concludes with educational referral projections, beginning with
recommended referrals and proceeding to projected referrals. Recommended
educational referrals are presented in Table 4.5. and projected educational referrals are
presented in Figures 4.1 through 4.4 for both the overall study popuiation and relative to
participants’ program characteristics.
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COMPOSITE TEST PERFORMANCE: READING SCORES BY MATH SCORES

Data regarding test score performance on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals
are available for 179,218 participants in this study population. The percentage of GAIN
participants in this study population with test scores at each scale score level are
summarized in Table 4.1. Approximately 44 percent of the participants in this study
population scored at the same level in both reading and math, the majority (35.5%) of
whom scored at the 225 and above level on both Appraisals. Three percent scored at
the 215 through 224 level on both tests; 4.5 percent scored at the 200 through 214 level
on both tests; &nd one percent scored below 200 on both Appraisals.

Table 4.1
Summary Test Score Performance
How to Read
Each Cell:
Math Score
Less than 200] 200-214 | 215-224 | 225PIus | Roww
1,765 1,235 108 10
56.6% 39.6% 3.5% 0.3% 3.1 18
12.9% 2.3% 0.2% 0.0% 1.8%
1.0% 0.7% 0.1% 0.0%
4,678 8,066 1,276 228
o | 200-214 32.8% 56.6.% 9.0% 1.6% 14,248
8 34.2% 15.2% 2.7% 0.4% 7.9%
‘?o 2.6% 4.5% 0.7% 0.1%
S 4,107 14,279 5313 1,168
3| 215- 224 16.5% 57.4.% 21.4% 4.7% | 24,867
Y, 30.0% 26.8% 11.2% 18% | 13.9%
2.3% 8.0% 2.9% 0.7%
3,128 29,624 40,692 63,541
225 Plus 2.3% 21.6% 29.7% 46.4% |136,985
22.9% 55.7% 85.9% 978% | 76.4%
1.7% 18.5% 22.7% 35.5%
Galumn N 13,678 53,204 47,389 64,947 |179,218 Missing
um 7.6% 20.7% 26.4% 36.3% | 100.0% || 'Datan? 894
CASAS, 1990

Approximatsly 54 percent of the GAIN participants in this study population scored lower
in math than reading and only 2.3 percent scored higher. It is interesting to note that of
the one percent of participants who scored below 200 on both tests, approximately 43
percent scored higher in math than in reading.

62 .
£




Chapter Four — Comyosite Test Scores and Educational Referrals

Reading and Math Test Score Performance by Demographic Characteristics

Table 4.2 presents composite test score performance by select demographic character-
istics. For each demographic variable, the percentage of participants in a particular cat-
egory who scored at the same level on both basic tests is presented. The percentages
of participants who scored at different levels on the two basic tests, in other words, who
scored at a higher scale score level in reading than math or vice versa are also
presented.

Gender. Data regarding Reading and Math Appraisal score performance by gender are
available for 163,977 participants in this four-year GAIN study population, approximately
64 percent of whom are female, 36 percent male. Slightly greater than 36 percent of
both males and females scored at or above 225 on both tests. Nearly eight (7.7%)
percent of the males scored below 215 on both the GAIN Basic Reading and Math tests
compared with only 3.9 percent of the females.

Age. Reading and math test score performance by age category are available for
177,561 GAIN participants in this study population. The percentage of participants who
scored at the 225 and above level ranged from 35 to 38.5 percent with the exception of
participants age 45 and above, 27.6 percent of whom scored at the 225 and above level
on both the Reading and Math Appraisal. Another notable exception was the 4.5
percert of participants in the age 45 and over category who scored higher in math than
reading and 12 ¢ ~*cent of whom scored below 215 on both the GAIN Reading and Math
Tests. The majority (50 to 56 percent) in each age category scored lower in math thei in
reading and the percentage in each age category scoring 215 and above on both tests
ranged from approximately 32 to 42 percent.

Ethnic Background. Data regarding reading and math test score performance by eth-
nic category are available for 174,160 GAIN participants in this study population.
Congruent with reported test score findings in Chapter Three, Caucasians in this study
population had a far greater percentage (51.7%) scoring 225 and above on both the
reading and math tests as well as the smallest percentage (1.7%) scoring below 215 on
both tests.

Approximately 19 percent of both Asians (19.7%) and Indo-Chinese (19.4%) in this
GAIN study population scored at the 225 and above level on both tests.These two
ethnic categories had the greatest percentages scoring telow 215 on both tests (Asians
24.9% and Indo-Chinese 27.5%) and also the greatest percentage scoring higher in
math than in reading, 11 and 15.2 percent respectively.
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Table 4.2
Composite Test Score Performance*
GAIN Basic Reading and Math Tests by
Demographic Characteristics

Score Level 225+ 215 thiu 224 200 thru 214 <200 Read>Math Math>Read

Gender

Male 36.1 4.3 6.3 1.4 48.2 ¢ 3.7
Na58,624

Female 36.3 23 3.3 0.6 56.0 1.5
N=107,353

Age

Less than 25 35.3 35 3.9 0.4 54.9 2.0
Ne34,734

25 thru 34 35.2 2.6 3.9 0.7 55.8 1.8
N=88,217

35 thru 44 385 3.0 5.1 1.2 49.6 2.6
Nat4d, 795

45 and above 27.6 4.1 8.5 3.5 51.8 45
Ne9,815

‘Ethnicity

Caucasian 51.7 1.9 1.5 0.2 43.4 1.3
Neg1,304

Hispanic 225 3.8 5.7 1.1 64.8 2.1
Ne43,747

Black 20.3 2.6 53 0.9 69.2 1.7
N=30,158

Asian 19.7 8.0 19.9 5.0 36.4 11.0
Ne3.810

Filipino 295 3.6 6.4 1.4 56.7 2.4

- Na1,235

Native American  26.3 3.7 7.2 1.4 58.6 28
N=8,554

Indo-Chinese 19.4 9.1 18.9 8.6 28.8 15.2
Na3,048

Pacific Islander 28.0 57 6.3 1.6 53.9 4.5
Ne1,007

Native Language

English 38.7 24 3.2 05 53.7 15
Na151,640

Spanish 17.8 4.9 8.7 24 62.6 3.6
N=13,008

*Percentage of participants who scored at each level

CASAS 1990
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Chapter Four — Composite Test Scores and Educational Referrals

Native Language. Data regarding reading and math scores by native lanyuage are
available for 179,218 participants in this GAIN study population. Similar to the findings
reponted earlier, there appears to be a relationship between native language and test
score performance. Data are presented in Table 4.2 for only the two mujor language
categories, English and Spanish as an overwhelming majority (83.7%) of participants
reported English as their native language and 8.4 percent reported Spanish. More than
seven languages comprise the remaining 7.9 percent including Vietnamese, Laotian,
Cambodian, Korean, Japanese, Chinese, Tagalog and others. These are not i!lustrated
because the numbers in each category are often small and test score performance
patterns frequently too dissimilar to combine.

Nearly 39 percent of native English speakers scored at the 225 and above level
compared to only 17.8 percent of the participants who reported Spanish as their native
language. Approximately 41 percent of the participants who identified English as their
native language scored abo''e 215 on both tests compared to approximately 22 percent
of the participants in the Spanish language category. Less thar. four percent (3.7%) of
the native English speakers scored below 215 on both the GAIN Reading and Math
Appraisals compared to 11.1 of the participants in the Spanish fanguage category. More
than one-half of the participants in both the English and Spanish native language
categories had lower math score~ than reading scores.
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Table 4.3
Composite Test Score Performance*
GAIN Basic Reading and Math Tests by
Educational Characteristics
Score Level 2254 215 thru 224 200 thru 214 <200 Read>Math__ Math>Read

‘Grade Level

0-6 years 9.3 3.8 18.0 9.4 51.8 7.7
N=3,831

7 to 8 years 2.4 9.7 4.2 13.3 66.7 3.7
N=10,561

91to 11 years 26.9 3.5 4.8 0.7 61.9 2.2
N=74,835

12 years 44.0 24 23 0.3 49.4 1.6
N=59,812

13 and above 65,3 1.5 0.9 0.1 3141 1.1
Na21,184

‘Diploma/Degree

None 18.8 3.9 7.3 1.7 65.2 3.1
N=75,653

High School 46.6 22 24 0.4 46.9 1.5
Ne81,789

GED 52.4 1.9 1.3 0.1 43.0 13
Na17,778

Technical 425 25 2.7 0.2 50.5 1.6
Ne8,872

Associate of Arts  68.3 1.6 1.0 0.2 27.6 13
Na4,394

Four Year 71.1 2.3 1.6 0.1 22.8 2.1
N=2,641

Last School

In California 34.1 2.7 3.8 0.7 57.1 1.6
N=40.801

Out of State 34.0 3.0 6.1 1.8 52.0 3.1
N=17,025

*Percantage of participants who scored at each level

CASAS , 1990

Reading anu Math Test Score Performance by Educational Characteristics

Table 4.3 presents composite test score performance by select educational characteris-
tics. For each educational variable, the percentage of participants in a particular cate-
gory who scored at the same level on both basic tests is presented. The percentages of
participants who scored at different levels on the two basic tests, in other words, who
scored at a higher scale score level in reading than in math or vice versa are also pre-
sented.
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Highest Grade Completed. Data regarding Highest Grade Completed are available for
173,223 GAIN participants in this study population, more than one-half of whom com-
pleted less than 12 years of school. A clear relationship has been established between
grade level completed and test score performance on both the GAIN Reading and Math
Appraisals.

Nearly two-thirds (65.3%) of the participants who completed 13 or more years of school
scored 225 and above on both tests compared to 44.0 percent of participants who
completed 12th grade and 26.9 percent of those who completed grades 9 through 11.
Only 2.4 percent of participants who completec; Grades 7-8 and 9.3 percent of
participants who completed 0-6 years of school scored at the 225 and above level on
both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals.

Participants who completed 0-6 years of school also had the highest percentage
(27.4%) scoring below 215 on both tests. This finding is in sharp contrast to the test
score performance below 215 on both tests for participants completing 7-8, 9-11 and 12
years of school (17.5, 5.5 and 2.6 percent respectively). Only one percent of participants
who completed 13 or more years of school scored at this level.

Diploma/Degree Awarded. Data regarding test score performance in conjunction with
whether or not GAIN participants in this study population earned a diploma or degree of
any kind are available for 170,706 GAIN clients, approximately eight percent of whom
earned either a Technical, Associate of Arts (AA) or Four Year Degree. The remaining
92 percent was fairly equally divided between those who had no diploma or degree of
any kind and those who reported having earned a high school diploma or equivalent.
The number of participants who reported earning a CHSPE (N=1,579) is too small to
illustrate. The GED category (N=17,778) is, however, presented in Table 4.3.

A positive relationship existed between having a diploma/degree of any kind and test
score performance on both the GAIN Reading and Math Tests. Only 18.8 percent of the
participants who have no degree scored at or above 225 on both tests compared to 43
to 71 percent of those who have a diploma/degree of some kind.

Nine percent of the participants without a diploma/degree scored below 215 on both the
GAIN Basic Reading and Math Tests compared to only 1.2 to 2.9 percent of participants
in the remaining categories.

Location of Last School Attended. Datia regarding Reading and Mat" test score

nerformance by whether participants’ last school attended (high school or below) was in
California or not are available for 57,826 participants, approximately 70 percent of whom
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last attended school \nigh school or below) in California. The relationship between test
score performance and this variable is weaker than that reported for the other
educational variables.

Approximately 34 percent of each group scored at 225 or above on both tests and three
percent scored at the 215 through 224 level, initially suggesting that where participants
attended school last had little if any bearing on test score performance. This was not the
case, however, upon review of test score performance below 215. Nearly eight percent
of out of state participants scored below 215 on both the GAIN Reading and Math
Appraisals compared to 4.5 percent of those who last attended school in California.

Table 4.4

Composite Test Score Performance*
GAIN Basic Reading and Math Tests by
Program Characteristics

Score Level 225, 715 thru 224 200 thru 214 <200 Read>Math Math>Read

Aid Category

AiFDC-FG 36.8 25 3.5 0.6 55.0 1.6
N=81,691

AFDC-U 35.8 4.1 6.0 1.4 49.4 3.3
N=35,228

RCA/GR 21.1 6.7 10.2 04 57.0 46
Na539

Aid Status

New 37.4 2.9 4.0 0.7 53.0 2.0
N=55.433

Existing 34.4 3.0 4.6 1.0 54.7 23
Na55,695

Restoration 35.9 3.3 4.6 0.7 53.7 1.8
Na7.661

Registration

Status

Mandatory 34.9 3.1 4.7 1.0 54.0 2.3
N=104,024

Voluntary 41,6 2.0 2.1 0.3 52.9 1.1

Na=19,401

*Percentage of participants who scored at each level

CASAS 1990
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Reading and Math Test Score Performance by Program Characteristics

Table 4.4 presents composite test score performance by the various program character-
istics. For each program variable, the percentage of participants in that particular cate-
gory who scored at the same level on both basic tests is presented. The percentage of
participants who scored differently on the two basic tests, in other words, who scored at
a higher scale scors level in reading than math or vice versa are also presented.

Aid Category. As nointed out earlier, counties began collecting Aid Category data in
1987. Of the four aid categories, AFDC-Family Group (AFDC-FG), AFDC-Unemployed
(AFDC-U), Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA), and General Reliet/General Assistance
(GR), nearly 70 percent are AFDC-FG and 30 percent AFDC-U. The RCA and GR
categories combined account for less than one-half of one percent of the GAIN
participants in this study population. Data regarding test score performance on both the
GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals in conjunction with Aid Category is available for
117,456 GAIN clients.

Little difference was seen between the percentage of participants in the two AFDC
categories who scored 225 and above on both tests (AFDC-FG 36.8% and AFDC-U
35.8%). There was a pronounced difference between these two groups, however, in the
percentage who scored below 215 on both tests, 4.1 and 7.4 percent respectively.
Approximately twice the percentage of participants in the AFDC-U category scored
higher in math than in reading compared to the AFDC-FG category (3.3% and 1.6%
respectively) and the AFDC-FG category paiticipants had a higher percentage with a
‘reading test score higher than their math test score (AFDC-FG 55.0%, AFDC-U 49.4%).

The percentage of participants in the RCA/GR combined category who scored at or
above 225 on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals was 21.1 percent. More than
ten percent (10.6%) of the participants in this combined aid category scored below 215
on both tests. This combined aid category also had the greatest number of participants
(4.6%) with math scores higher than their reading scores.

Aid Status. Data analysis of composite test score performance .n conjunction with Aid
Status for 118,789 GAIN participants revealed similar patterns for the three categories
(New, Existing, Restoration). Percentages of participants who scored at the 225 and
above level ranged from 34 to 37 percent and roughly three percent scored at the 215
through 224 scale score level. Approximately five to six percent in all categories scored
below 215 on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals.

*
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Registration Status. Registration status data, that is whether a participant’s status is
Mandatory or Voluntary, in conjunction with tast score performance on both the GAIN
Reading and GAIN Math Appraisals are available for 123,425 GAIN participants in this
study population. Approximately 84 percent of the participants in this study population
have a Mandatory registration status.

As presented in Table 4.4, 34.9 percent of Mandatory participants scored at or above
225 on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisais compared to 41.6 percent of the
Voluntary participants. The Mandatory group had a gre. ‘er percentage (5.7%) Who
scored below 215 on both tests and also below 200 (1.0%). Less than 2.5 nercent of tha
Voluntary participants scored below 215 on both GAIN tests and iess than one-half of
one percent (0.3%) scored below 200 on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals.

70

-
BN

¥

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Chapter Four — Composite Test Scores and Educational Referrals

Table 4.5
Recommended Educational Referrals
GAIN Appraisal Program
Recommended Educational Referrals and Estimated Duration Based on
Appralsal Test Scores and Participant Educational History*
High School Estimated Duration
Appoleal Tast  Score Diploma of GED? Referral (approximate)
Math §§;",*, Yes No Educational Referral
Rectir 9184,
Mo ﬁa No GED instruction 100 - 3 00 hours
g ﬁg‘" ong Yes No Educational Referal
Readling 20504 No ABE Advanced/ 300 - 600 hours
Math: 225+ Pre-GED Instruction
Reuing 215-224 )
Math 21624 Yos No Educational Referral
Reodirg 15 - 24 ABE Advanced/ &00+
Math gm . g’a N Pre-GED instruction hours
Reorti
Mt g?gf - Yes/No Adlt Basic EQv ation 600+ hours
Rocaing 20,24 Ves/No Aduit Bosic Education 600+ hours
Reading A ves/No Aduit Basic Ecucation 600+ hours -
Math
Reoding 200-214 Yes/No Adult Sasic Educciion 600+ hours
Math 215-224
Mot 20514 vesiNo Aduit Basic Ecucation 600+ hours
Rogaing 20 2 Yes/No Aduit Basic Ecucation 900+ hours
&mm %&m;?go Yeos/No Further Aopraisal Nesded
m"c gg:ga % Yas/No Further Approiso! Needeci
j

* Projections based on Callfornia GAIN Approisal Test scores.
“*Estimated duratior based on an educationol goal of passing the GED.

CASAS, 1990

RECOMMENDED EDUCATIONAL REFERRALS

The integral nature of composite test score performance in the GAIN Appraisal process
and its role in educational referral recommendations is apparent upon review of Table
4.5. This table summarizes the recommended educational referrals and estimated dura-
tion based upon the various combinations of test score performance levels on the GAIN
Reading and Math Appraisals in conjunction with participants’ educational history. This
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table serves as a general framework for determining whether or not a GAIN client will

receive an educational referral and, if so, the approximate number of hours of instruction
recommended.

Projected Educational Referral Model

In order to determine educational referral projections specific to this GAIN study
population, a model was developed. The components of this model include: |

* Pre-gstablished referral criteria;

* Information regarding whether or not clients had earned a
diploma or cegree; and

* Actual composite test score performance.

This model permits simulated educational projections through an integration of the gen-
eral, recommended educational referral criteria delineated in Table 4.5 with specific data
regarding clients’ test score performance and educational background.

Actual, combined test score performance on the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals or,
in other words, composite test score performance in conjunction with the other model

components underlie the following educational referral projections specific to this GAIN
study population.
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Projected Educational Referrals

The following projected educational referrals are based on the projected educational
referral model described above. Projected educational referral data which are available
for 180,457 GAIN participants in this study population are summarized in Figure 4.1.

Level Aor AA Test

ABE, 600 + hrs.
ABE, 900 + hrs.
GED, 100 -300 hrs.

GED, 300 -600 hrs.

Referral Group

GED, 600 + hrs.

ESL, Not Tested

Valid N=180,457
2 Missing
: 397 Data-1 1 .406

ESL, Listening Score of <215

No Educational Referral

0 10 20 30 40 50
Percent

CASAS, 1990

Figure 4.1 — Educational Referral Projections

It is projected that approximately 60 percent of the GAIN clients in this study population
would receive an educational referral. Of these, it is estimated that more than one-third
(34.2%) would be referred to Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs, 19.1 percent to
General Education Development (GED) instructinn, 5.4 percent to English as a Second
Language (ESL) programs and the remaining 1.6 percent to Level A or Level AA testing.

Projected educationai referrals to a given level within the ABE and GED categories are
presented in Figure 4.1. As stated above, composite test score performance on the
GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals provides the foundation for projected educational
referrals for the majority of the GAIN participants in this study population. ESL referral

3
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information is presented in Figure 4.1 and further information regarding referrals to ESL
instruction and Level A or AA Testing is provided in Appendices B and C.

Participants projected to receive no educational referral minimally scored at ‘he 215 and
above level on both the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals and nearly two-thirds (65%)
scored 225 and above on both tests and have a high school diploma or equivalent.

Educational Referral Projections by Program Characteristics

The projected educational referral model was further utilized to develop educational re-
ferral projections in conjunction with data regarding participants’ aid category, aid status
and registration status. These data are summarized in Figures 4.2 through 4.4.

Aid Category. Projected educational referrals in conjunction with aid category data are
available for 114,644 GAIN participants in this study population, more than two-thirds of
whom are in the AFDC-FG category. Approximately 31 percent are in the AFDC
Unemployed (AFDC-U) category and only one-half of one percent of the participants in
this study population are in the Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) and General
Relief/General Assistance (GR) categories combined.

As presented in Figure 4.2, the estimated percentage of participants in each aid
category to receive an educational referral differed sharply, ranging from 57 to 76
percent. The smallest percentage of participants estimated to receive no educational
referral is in the AFDC-FG category (56.9%) followed by AFDC-U (61.3%). Seventy-
three percent of the participants in the RCA category are projected to receive an
educational referral as are 75.8 percent of the GR participants.

Approximately 34 percent of both AFDC categories are projected to be referred to Adult
Basic Education (ABE) programs compared to 44 percent of pariicipants in the RCA
category. More than one-half (51.5%) of participants in the GR category were projected
to receive an ABE referral. Because of the relatively small size ot these two latter aid
categories, caution in interpretation of this data is advised.

Educational referral projections to GED instruction were similar for both AFDC cate-
gories and also for participants in the GR category. Twenty to 22 percent in each of
these categories were projected to receive a GED referral. Only 17.3 percent of the par-
ticipants in the RCA category were projected to receive an educational referral to GED
instruction.
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The lowest percentage of projected educational referrals to English as a Second

Language (ESL) is in the AFDC-FG category (1.4%). The AFDC-U category has 3.6

percent and the greatest percentage is in the RCA category (8.9%). An estimated three
percont of participants in the GR category are projected for referral to ESL programs.

Very small percentages of participants in each aid category are projected to be referred
to Level A or Level AA Testing. Percentages ranged from one percent (AFDC-FG) to 2.5
percent (RCA). The percentage of participants in the AFDC-U category projected for
referral to Level A/AA Testing is 2.3 percent. No referrals to Level A or AA Testing are
projected for participants in the GR category.

g, 1D AFDC-FG
Level Aor AATest Pn gi AFDC-U
NUEE RN N S RN A SRR RRRRNRNRS 28 2 . RCNGR
ABE, 600 + hrs. ’//5//I/////I///////////I//M//////m 28. 43 33
ABE, 900 + hrs., 11.4
§ GED, 100-300 hrs. B 8t
g GED, 300-600 hrs. P 1_0'3
5 9.1
€ GED, 600+ ks,
ESL, Not Tested
8.3 Valid N=114,644
Missing
ESL, Listening Score of <215 Data=77,219
R T ECEEERHENEECEEEEENSNSIOa . 43.1
No Educational Referral VIIII//III//II/III/I/IIII/III/III/I/III/I/I/I/J 38.7
0 10 20 30 40 50
Percent
CASAS, 1990

Figure 4.2 - Projected Educational Referrals by Ald Category

75




GAIN Appraisal Program — Fourth Report

Aid Status. Projected educational referrals in conjunction with participants’ Aid Status
are available for 116,755 patticipants in this GAIN study population. Approximately 47
percent of participants are in each of the New and Existing categcriss and 0.4 percent
are Restoration cases.

An educational referral is projected for 57.2 percent of the New cases, 60.8 percent of
the Existing cases and 57.8 percent of the Restoration cases. The percentages of par-
ticipants in each group projected for referral to ABE, GED and Level A and AA Testing
are fairly similar. (See Figure 4.3.)

The greatest difference in projected educational referrals between the three Aid Status
categories is in the percentage of participants projected for referral to ESL. Compared
with 3.2 percent of the New cases and 2.6 percent in the Existing category,
approximately one percent of the participants in the Restoration category are projected
to ESL referral.

1.2

Level A or AA Test 1.7
E 1.1 [J New

] 272 B Existing
' @1 Restoration

ABE, 600 + hrs. |

ABE, 900 + hrs.

GED, 100-300 hrs. |

GED, 300-600 hrs.

Referral Category

GED, 600 + hrs,

g Valid Na116,755
SR o et S e 39.2 MiSSing
(2222222227222 22222227222 722727A 422 Dataa75,108

1 M U J

10 20 30 40 50
Percent

No Educational Referral

L A

0

CASAS, 1990

Figure 4.3 — Projected Educational Referrals by Aid Status
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Registration Status. Data regarding participants Registration Status and projected ed-
ucational referrals are available tor 120,498 GAIN participants in this study population,
the majority (84.3%) of whom have a Mandatory registration status. A greater
percentage of Mandatory participants (59.5%) are projected to receive an educational

referral compared to Voluntary participants (53.1%).

Nearly 36 percent of Mandatory participants are projected for referral to ABE programs
compared to 29 percent of Voluntary participants. A greater percentage of Voluntary
participants (22.6%) are projected for referral to GED instruction compared to an
estimated 19.8 percent of Mandatory participants. More than two percent of the
Mandatory participants are projected for ESL Referral compar 4 to approximately one
percent of the Voluntary participants. Finally, an estimated 1.6 percent of GAIN
participants with a Mandatory registration stztus are expected to receive a refarral to
Level A/AA Testing compared with cne-half of one percent (.5%) of participants with a
Voluntary registration status.

Level A or AA Test B

ABE, 600 + hrs. R Mandatory

[l Voluntary

ABE, 900 + h's. E

GED, 100"300 hrs. ::.:.:.0,0“ %

GED, 300-600 hrs. E

Referral Cotegory

GED, 600 + hrs. [ 2-

ESL, Not Tested

ESL, Listening Sccre of <215 Valid N=120,498
QOOOOCK ’0'0'070'0'0'0'0:’:'070'0 MiSSing

No Educational Referral feessiesessaeesss™ L Data=71,365

Fercent

CASAS, 1990

Figure 4.4 — Projected Educational Referrals by Registration Status
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Comparative Educational Referral Projections

9w appreciable differences between projected educational referrals in conjunction
with the various program characteristics versus those reported for the total study
population are worth noting:

+ Overall, approximately 57 to 61 percent of the GAIN participants in this
study population are projected to receive an educational referral with a few
exceptions. The greatest percentages are in the Refugee Cash Assistance
(RCA) and General Relief/General Assistance {GR) categories,
approximately 75.8 and 73.C percent of whom respectively are projected
to receive an educational referral. Voluntary participants have the smallest
percentage (46.9%) of participants projected to receive an educational
referral.

» Regarding projected referrals to Adult Basic Education, 33 to 36 percent of
all categories of participants are projected to be referred to ABE with the
excention of partzipants in the RCA and GR aid categories and Voluntary
participants. The projected percentages for referral to ABE in these three
categories are RCA 44.3; GR 51.5; and Voluntary 29.0.

+ The percentage of participants projected for referral to GED instruction
ranged from 19 to 21 percent. The exceptions once again are RCA and
Voluntary participants who have projected educational referrals to GED
instruction of 17.3 and 22.6 percant respectively.

* Projected educationa: referrals to ESL programs are quite ditferent for the
various program categories compared with the 5.4 percent projected for
the overall population. As reported above, the range is from a low of 1.1
percent in both the Restoration and Voluritary categories and as high &s
8.9 percent for RCA participants. Two to four percent of participants in the
remiaining categories are projected fur educational referral to ESL
programs.

» Approximately one to two percent of the GAIN participants in this study
population overall are projected to te referred to Level A and AA Testiny.
Exceptions were in the AFDC-U and RCh categories, 2.3 and 2.5 percent
respectively of whom are projected for referral to Level A and AA Testing.
Participants with a Voluntary status predictably have the smallest
percentage (0.5%) projected for referral to Level A and AA Testing.
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Appendix E:;
Listening Appraisal Referrals

SACKGROUND

Assessment has been integral io the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAiN) pro-
gram enacted by the California Legislature ir: September 1885, providing the foundation
upon which training and educational needs are identified and an employability plan is
developed. Reading, Main and Listening Appraisals were developad by CASAS to ap-
praise the basic reading, math and functionai listening comprehension skills of GAIN
participants. Data regarding the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisais are presented in
the body of this GAIN IV 1990 Repont. The focus of this appendix is on the listening
component of the GAIN Appraisal Program.

LISTEMING APPRAISAL

The GAIN Listening Appraisal was developed frcm the CASAS Item Rank which
consiats of over 5,000 tes! items and has been under continual development and re-
finement since 198C. The GAIM Listening Appraisal is comprised of {ast items which
have been extensiveiy field tested and calibrated through the application of itam
Response Theory (IRT) which assigns a reliable index of standardized difficulty to ea h
item. Test forms developad from these items, therefore, accurately assess basic listen-
ing compretignsion in a functicnal context.

The GAIN Listening Appraisal assesses a participant's listening comprehension and the
use of this skill in an employability setting. Designed for persons with limited proficiency
in English, this twelve item, multiple-chicice test assesses whether a participant has
sufficient English skills to take the GAIN Rearling and Math Appraisais or should ve
referred to ESL instruction. Participants who speak little or no English are not tested but
rather are referred directly to ESL instiuction.
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LISTENING APPRAISAL DATA

The following GAIN Listenii _ Appraisal data are based upon assessment of a total of
10,131 GAIN participants from July 1986 through April 1990. Although most California
counties are represented in this small Listening Appraisal sample, the majority (69%)
are from San Diego, Merced, and Santa Clara counties. These data represent only a
partial profile of the estimated GAIN caseload who stand to benefit from administration
of the GAIN Listening Appraisal. In addition to limited implementation, answer sheets
used in the data collection process have been modified over time in recognition of
evolving operational needs and submitted answer sheets are not always complete. As a
result, some data are based upon an even smaller sampling and caution in data
. analysis is encouraged. The following is a summary of the background characteristics of
this GAIN Listening Appraisal sample.

DEMOGRAPHIC, EDUCATIONAL AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Gender. Based on 9,796 cases, 57.3 percent of the GAIN participants in the Listening
Appraisal sample are male, 42.7 percent are female.

Age. Only 7.1 percent of the 9,948 participants for whom data are available are less
than 25 years of age. Thirty-two percent reported their ages between 25 and 34 and
37.4 percent were between the ages of 35 and 44. Nearly 24 percent reported their age
as 45 or above.

Ethnic Background. Approximately 53 percent of 9,888 cases were Indo-Chinese, 32.1
percent were Hispanic, and 7.3 percent were Asian. Less than three percent were
Caucasian and the remaining 4.7 percent included four ethnic categories, namely Black,
Native American, Filipino and Pacific Islander.

Native Language. More than half (§5.6%) of the 9,843 GAIN participants reported
Vietnamese, Laotian or Cambodian as their native language and approximately 31
percent repcrted Spanish. The remaining 13.2 percent of participants identified other
native languages.

Education. More than 83 percent of 9,787 participants reported not having any type of
diploma or degree. Approximately 12 percent reported the attainment of a high school
diploma or equivalent and the remaining 4.5 percent reported earning either an
Technical, Associate of Arts (AA) or Four Year Degree.
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Based on 9,525 participants, 55 percent completed 0-6 years of school, 29.5 percent
completed 7-11 years and 10.9 percent completed 12 years of school. Only 4.5 percent
of the participants in this sample reported completion of 13 and more years of school.

Program Characteristics. Data regarding participants’ program characteristics are
based upon approximately 500 GAIN participaniz. Data collection in these categories,
which were added to the answer sheet in response to tiis identified need for this infor-
mation, began in March 1987,

Aid Category. Approximately 46 percent are AFDC-FG and more than one-half (53.6%)
of the 496 respondents are in the AFDC-U aid category.

Aid Status. Of the 480 GAIN participants for whom aid status information is available,
New cases accounted for 21 percent and approximately three-fourths (76.7%) are

Existing cases. Restoration cases accounted for 2.3 percent of the participants in this
sample.

Registration Status. Based on 507 cases, 95.9 percent are Mandatory, 4.1 percent
Voluntary.

Test Score Performance. Listening Test data on the GAIN Listening Appraisal are
available for 8,700 GAIN participants in this study sample. Slightly more than 83 percent
scored below 215 and 16.9 percent scored 215 and above. Of the 83 percent of partici-
pants who scored below 215, 37.3 percent scored below 200 on the GAIN Appraisal
Listening Test. The mean or average scale score on the Listening Test was 195.2.

Table B.1
Listening Test Referrals
Scale Score Recommended Referral
214 and Below ESL Instruction
215 and Above Administer GAIN Appraisal
Reading and Math Tests
CASAS, 1990

REFERRAL PROJECTIONS

Based on test score performance on *he GAIN Appraisal Listening Test, approximately
83 percent of itie 8,700 GAIN partic., .nts in this study sample for whom educational
referral projection data are available were referred to ESL programs. Nearly 17 percent
vrere referred to the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisal.
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SUMMARY

Native language data reported in the GAIN IV 1990 Report indicate that approximately
16 percent of more than 185,000 GGAIN participants reported a language other than
English as their primary or native language. The ESL segment of the GAIN-eligible
population is expected to increase with continued implementation of GAIN in the larger
and more diverse counties. Use of the GAIN Listening Appraisal is, therefore, also
projected to increase. Because many of these participants potentially lack the English
reading skills needed to take the GAIN Reading and Math Appraisals, administration of
the Listening Appraisal can assist in the identification and appropriate referral of the
Limited English Proficient (LEP) participant.
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Appendix C:
Level A and Level AA Tests

BACKGROUND

Assessment has been integral to the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) pro-
gram enacted by the California Legislature in September 1985, providing the foundation
upon which training and aducational needs are identified and an employability plan is
developed. The GAIN Appraisal Program consists of the GAIN Reading and Math
Appraisals (See GAIN IV Report, CASAS 1990) the GAIN Listening Appraisal (See
Appendix B), and the Level A and AA Tests. These tests were developed by CASAS
specifically for the GAIN program. The focus of this appendix is on the Level A Pre-
employment Tests and Level AA Test which are used in conjunction with the GAIN
Appraisal Basic Reading and Math Appraisals.

The Level A and AA Tests are used to assess the basic skills of GAIN participants
demonstrating lower levels of proficiency or functional literacy. Like the other GAIN
Appraisal Tests, the Level A and AA Tests were developed from the CASAS Item Bank
consisting of more than 5,000 test items which have been under continual development
and refinement since 1980. Test items have been extensively field tested and calibrated
through the application of Item Response Theory (IRT) which ass.jns a reliable index of
standardized difficulty to each item. Test forms developed from these items accurately
assess basic reading comprehension and math computation skills for lower levels of
achievement in a functional context. Table C.1 presents guidelines for using Level A
and AA Tests and the recommended referrals based upon test score performance.

THE LEVEL A PRE-EMPLOYMENT TEST

The Level A Pre-employment Test is utilized in conjunction with the GAIN Appraisal to
further assess basic skills for lower levels of achievement ii functional literacy. If a client
scores below 200 on the reading or both the reading and math portions of the GAIN
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Appraisal, a CASAS Level A Pre-em>loyment Test can be used to validate that score.
The Level A Test consists of separate reading comprehension and mathematical
computation components.

The Level A reading test contains 25 multiple-choice items and, although not a timed
test, should be completed within thirty to forty-five minutes. The untimed math test has
24 multiple-choice items and should also be completed within approximately thirty to
forty-five minutes. The reading and math components may be administered together or
the reading section may be administered alone to further assess basic skills in reading.
Referrals to Adult Basic Education (ABE) are based upon scale score performance
level. (See Table C.1.)

THE LEVEL AA TEST

The Level AA Test was developed to measure lower levels of achievement. It is admin-
istered to GAIN participants who have taken the Level A Test and achieved a scale
score below a CASAS 180 or took longer than 40 minutes to complete the Level A Test.
The Level AA Test is administered individually and orally by an examiner who com-
pletes all demographic information and test item responses for the GAIN client. This test
is designed for native English speakers and, therefore, not appropriate for Limited
English Proficient (LEP) students.

Individually administered, the Level AA Test consists of 25 items and takes approxi-
mately twenty minutes. Each test item is spoken no more than twice and c.ent re-
sponses are also oral. A scale score below a CASAS 180 on this test indicates the pos-
sibility of a learning difficulty and referral for further diagnostic assessment and profes-
sional evaluation is recommended. (See Table C.1.)

SCOPE OF DATABASE, LEVEL A AND AA TESTS

Data based upon the Level A and AA Tests were collected during the time period from
July 1986 through April 1990. These data include demographic and educational charac-
teristics of GAIN participants who were administered either Level A or AA Tests.

Data are based upon 1,964 GAIN clients who took the Level A Test and 560 GAIN
clients who were orally administered the Level AA Test during this time period. This is a
partial profile of the GAIN population, representative only of those GAIN clients for
whom data are available. In addition to gradual implementation, answer sheets used in
the data collection process have been modified over time in recognition of evolving op-
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erational needs. Program characteristics, for example, were not collected until March
1987 and are not reported as the data are quite limited. Data are also based upon
submitted answer sheets which are not always complete. While all 58 California coun-
ties submitted data, the numbers are frequently very small. For these reasons, caution

in data analysis is advised.

Table C.1

Level A and AA Test Usage and Referral Recommendations

Scale Score

Recommended Referral

Readu’ng 21 5 and above

Readmg 200 214
and
Math below 200

Do not administer Level A Test.

Participant has basic skills in reading but not in math.
Refer participant (with or without a high school diploma or
quivalent) to Adult Basic Education to attain math skills.
Expected duration of instruction is approximately 6-18

months.

Reading below 200
and
Math 200-214

or
Math below 200

Administer Level A Reading Test

Level A 200 and Above

Participant lacks basic skills, but is educable and capable
f achieving basic competency level. Refer participant
with or without a high school diploma or equivalent) to
dult Basic Education to achieve a basic competency level
n both reading and math. Expected duration of instruction
s approximately 9-18 months.

Level A 180 -199

Participant lacks basic skills, but is educable and capable

f achieving basic competency level with individualized
ssistance at the beginning of instruction. Refer participant
(with or without a high school diploma or equivalent) to
Adult Basic Education to achieve a basic level of
competency in reading and math. Expected duration of
instruction is approximately 9-24 months.

Level A scale score below 180 or
participant takes longer than 40
minutes to complete Level A Test

Administer Level AA Test

Level AA 180 and Above

Participant may not be capable of achieving a basic level

f competency, but could benefit from Adult Basic
Educatior in conjunction with basic and directed vorational
raining leading to some form of employment. Consult with
ocal educational provider to determine availatility of
nstruction.

Level AA Below 180

Participant may not be able to achieve a level of basic
ompetency within a 24 month period and/or may have a
earning disability. An educational or vocational
ehabilitation professional should be consulted.
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LEVEL A PRE-EMPLOYMENT TEST DATA

The following provides a demographic, educational and program profi'e of the 1,964
GAIN clients administered Level A Tests during the time period from July 1986 through
April 1990 along with a summary of test score performance.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender. Of the 1,854 GAIN participants in the Level A Pre-employment Test sample for
whom gender data are available, approximately 55 percent were Female and 45.2 per-
cent were Male.

Age. Age data are available for 1,853 GAIN clients in this sample. Nearly four percent
were under the age of 25 and approximately 20 percent age 25-34. Slightly more than
37 percent were between the ages of 35 and 44 and 38.7 percent age 45 and above.

Ethnicity. Approximately 36 percent of the 1,877 GAIN participants whn reported their
ethnic background were Hispanic, 19 percent Caucasian, and nearly 18 percent Black.
Of the remaining 17 percent, 9.6 percent were Asian, 9.5 percent Indo-Chinese, 3.7
percent Native American and 4.2 percent reported Filipino, Pacific Islander and other
ethnic origins.

Native Language. Based on 1,854 respondents, approximately 59 percent reported
English as their native language. Spanish was the native language of 19.3 percent;
Laotian 6.6 percent; Vietnamese 3.6 percent; and Cambodian 2.0 percent of the sam-
ple. Korean, Chinese and Tagalog combined were the native languages reported by one
percent of the sample and the remaining 3.4 percent reported other native languages.

Education. Almost 87 percent of 1,842 GAIN clienis in this Level A Test sample re-
ported completing fewer than 12 years of education. Nearly 31 percent of these com-
pleted 0-6 years and 56 percent competed 7 through 11 years of education. Nearly 14
percent completed 12 years or more.

Almost 80 percent of 1,863 GAIN clients in this sample reported not having any type of
diploma or degree. Approximately 17 percerit reported having earned a high school
diploma or equivalent and 2.9 percent earned other degrees.
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Appendix C — Level A and AA Tests

LEVEL A TEST SCORE PERFORMANCE

Reading. Reading test score performance is available for 1,799 GAIN participants in
this sample. Actual test scores are aggregated for reporting purposes and reported at
one of three levels of test score performance. Nu:::ly 56 percent of this GAIN sainple
achieved a scule score of 200 or above and approximately 31 percent achieved a scale
score at the 180 thru 199 level. Nearly 14 percint (13.6%) scored at the 180 and lower
scale score level.

Math. Math test score data are available for 1.142 GAIN clierts in this Level A Test
sample. Like reading test data, actual test scores are aggregated for reporting pur-
poses. More than one-half (53.2%) of the GAIN participants scored at i 1e 180 through
199 test score level. Slightly more than seven percent achieved less thun a 180 scale
score and 39.6 percent achieved a 200 and above scale score.

SUMMARY

Nearly all (97.5%) of the Level A Test score data reported above are based on the use
of Form 12. The majority of the participants in this sample would not be able to satisfy
basic survival needs, perform routine work and social demands, and participate
effectively in social and familiar work situations.

SCOPE OF THE LEVEL AA TEST DATA

Data on the Level AA Test were collected during the time period from July 1986 through
April 1990 from 560 GAIN clients. The following summarizes demographic and educa-
tional data along with test score performance on the Level AA Test for this small
sample. The number of participants for whom data are available in each category are
indicated.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender. Out of the 514 participating GAIN clients in this Level AA Test database, 50
percent were Male and 50 percent were Female.

Age. Age data are available for 382 GAIN participants. Nearly 29 percent were 21 years
of age and under inciuding 11 percent age 18 and under. Approximately 36 percent
were age 22-40 and 33 percent age 41-60. More than eight percent (8.4%) were over
age 60. |
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Ethnicity. Based upon 504 GAIN participants, 32.3 percent were Caucasian, 42.3 per-
cent Hispanic and 17.1 percent Black. American Indian accounted for three percent and
Asian 1.4 percent. Filipino and Indo-Chir ¢se combined accounted for 1.4 percent and
Other 2.6 percent.

Native Language. Seventy-four percent of the 515 GAIN participants reported Englist:
as their native language. The remaining 26 percent who identified other native
languages were erroneously administered this test designed exclusively for native
English speakers.

Education. Of the 502 GAIN participants who reported education data, more than 30
percent (32.5%) complzted 0-6 years including 5.4 percent who reported that they had
completed none. More than one-half of the respondents (56.3%) completed 7-11 years
and only 11.2 percent completed 12 or more years of education.

TEST SCORE PERFORMANCE

Test score performance data available for 560 GAIN participants in this Level AA Test
sample are aggregated into two levels of test score performance. Nearly three-fourths
(74.1%) of the GAIN participants in this sample scored at the 180 and above level and
approximately 26 percent scored below 179, The mean or average scale score on the
GAIN Level AA Test was 190.7.
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Appendix D:
GAIN Basic Skills Certification Test

BACKGROUND

The GAIN Basic Skills Certification Test was developed to assess a participant’s
reading comprehension and math computation skills relative to the workplace. This two-
part certification test is designed for persons who have demonstrated proficiency at a
high intermediate level of Acult Basic Education (ABE) or achieved a minimum of
CASAS 215 scale score on a Survey Achievement Test. The reading comprehension
component of the test has 30 items and should be completed within thirty minutes. The
math computation component of the test has 32 items and should be completed v/ithin
forty minutes. The certification tests can be group or individually administered.

The GAIN Basic Skiils Certification Tests are administered to verify a participant's ability
to apply basic reading and math skills in a functional or “life-skills” setting. The test
resuits are used in conjunction with instructor assessed individual progress in course
work to determine the timing of administration of the 8asic Skills Certification Test. Upon
achieving a CASAS 215 or above on a given level cetitication test, participants proceed
to their next appropriate GAIN activity.

PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES

CASAS' test item validity has withstood ongoing internal review and externai evaluation
since 1980. The GAIN Basic Skills Certificat'on Tests were developea from the CASAS
Item Bank which consists of over 5,000 test items. The application of Item Response
Theory (IRT) to these 5,000 items assigns a reliable index of standardized difficulty to
each item. The following psychometric properties are provided in support of the ahility of
the certification tests to accurately measure basic rzading and math skills in a functional
context.
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Item-Total Correlations. Point-biserial correlation coefficients were obtained for the
Basic Skills Certification Reading and Math Tests. In the case of the Basic Skills
Reading Test, the coefficients ranged from .32 to .57 with a mean of .45. Similarly,
coefficients for the Basic Skills Math Test ranged from .14 to .49 with a mean of .39.

P-Values. The P-Value refers to the proportion of examinees passing an individual item
and gives an index of difficulty for each item relating to the sample of persons being
tested. In the case of the Basic Skills Certification Reading Test, the P-Values ranged
from .81 to .98 with an average of value of .92 indicating that an average of 92% of the
examinees passed each item. For the Basic Skills Certification Math Test, the P-Value
ranged from .69 to .96 with an average P-Value of .86.

Reliability. Computation of Kuder-Richardson (KR)-20 indices for the GAIN Basic Skills
Certification Test items indicate that in the ¢ ase of the Reading Basic Skills Test, the
(KR)-20 was .85, and for the Math Basic Skills Test, the figure was .81. These figures
support the reliability of the Basic Skills Certification Tests.

GAIN BASIC SKILLS CERTIFICATION TEST PILOT STUDY

Developed specifically for ZAIN Adult Basic Education (ABE) certification, these tests,
along with the Survey Achievement Test, were piloted to assess the criteria, impact, and
effectiveness of progress monitoring and certification testing in the ABE component of
the GAIN program. A pilot study was conducted during the nine-month period from July
1988 through March 1989 to determine administrative costs associated with progress
monitoring and certification testing and examine the impact of these on an individual's
length of stay in Adult Basic Education. The pilot also assessed the impact of progress
monitoring and certification iesting at the county level to identity operational and admin-
istrative problems.

Four counties wi,0 serve an extensive ABE population participated in the pilot study.
The participating counties were Kings, Merced, San Mateo, and San Diego. These four
counties ware asked to describe testing procedures, costs and type of educational ser-
vices offered prior to the GAIN ABE Pilot Study. At the conclusion of the pilot study,
these counties repr-ted on the four study objectives. (See Table D.1.)
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Table D.1
Basic Skills Certification Pilot Study Summary
Objective Four County Resuits
Determine the administrative cost Additional administrative costs were
associated with the monitoring of progress documented but were outweighed by a
and certification testing. more rapid exit of participants out of ABE.
Determine the impact of monitoring Wo counties already using CASAS tests
progress and certification testing on a oted no change. The other two counties
participant's length of stay in ABE oted that participants were exiting ABE
education. ore quickly through the use of progress

onitoring and certification tests.
Assess the impact of a county’s transition to he initial transition to mandatory
mandatory progress monitoring and rogress monitoring and certification testing
certification testing. an have a significant impact since
onsistent methods for monitoring, tracking,
nd certification will need to be established.
verall potential gains are expected to out-
eigh these initial start-up costs.
Identify problems in the administration of No significant problems were reported in the
CASAS progress and certification tests. se of CASAS progress and certification
ests. Problems mentioned were
dministrative in nature and are anticipated
o diminish as the tests became fully imple-
ented.

CASAS, 1990

The opportunity to use the Basic Skills Certification Tests was made available in the four
counties involved in the initial pilot study and elsewhere. A demographic profile and test
score performance data based upon the Basic Skills Certification Tests for a sample of
1,410 GAIN clients follows.

SCOPE OF BASIC SKILLS CERTIFICATION TEST DATA

Data for this report were gathered frem July 1988 through April 1990 for 1,410 GAIN
clients. While data were submitted from several counties, many of the submitted anawer
sheets failed to identify the county of origin. It is estimated , however, that the majority of
the data are from San Diego County. These data present only a limited sampling of the
eventual GAIN caseload which stands to benefit from administration of the GAIN Basic
Skills Certification Test and are neither representative of the larger GAIN study popula-
tion (See GAIN IV 1990) nor the overall GAIN client population.



GAIN Report — Appendices

CEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Gender. Based on 1,282 participants in the Basic Skills Certification sample, approxi-
mately 68 percent were Female and 32 percent were Male.

Age. Nearly one-half (49.7%) of the 1,195 GAIN participants who reported their ages
between 25 and 34. Approximately 31 percent were in the 35 through 44 age category
and 7.9 percent were 45 and older. Nearly 12 percent (11.6%) were under age 25.

Ethnicity. Approximately 39 percent (38.7%) of 1,178 GAIN clients reporting were
Hispanic, 28.5 percent Black, 19.3 percent Caucasian and four percent Asian. The re-
maining 8.7 percent were comprised of Native American, Indo-Chinese, Pacific Islander,
Filipino and Other Ethnic origins.

Native Language. Native language data are based upon 1,164 GAIN participants, ap-
proximately 62 percent of whom reported English as their native language. Spanish was
identified by approximately 27 percent and Vietnamese, Laotian, and Cambodian com-
bined accounted for the native language of 5.5 percent of the respondents. Other native
languages accounted for the remaining 5.1 percent of participating GAIN clients.

Education. Approximately 67 percent of the 1,049 GAIN clients reported completing 11
years or less of education including 14 percent who completed 0-6 years. While 29.3
percent reported completion of 1. vears or more, only 3.5 percent compieted greater
than 12 years of education.

BASIC SKILLS CERTIFICATION TEST SCORE PERFORMANCE

Actual test scores are aggregated at four CASAS scale score levels for reporting pur-
poses. (See Chapter One in the GAIN 1V 1990 Report for scale score interpretation.)
Following is a summary of test score performance for this GAIN Basic Skills Certification
Test sample. Reading test scores reflect performance by 1,174 participants and math
test scores by 1,120 GAIN participants in this sample.

Reading Tes) Score Performance. Aimost 96 percent (95.8%) &.chieved a scale score
of 215 or above including approximately 78 percent of the sample who achieved a scale
score of 225 or above. Slightly more than four percent scored below a CASAS 215
including two percent who scored below a 200 scale score. The mean or average
reading score was 231.9.
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Math Test Score Performance. Ninety-three percent of the GAIN participants achieved
a CASAS scale score of 215 or above including 63.1 percent who scored 225 and
above. Of the remaining seven percent, 5.8 percent scored between a CASAS 200 and
214 scale score and 1.2 percent scored below 200. The mean score on the math com-
ponetit of the Certification Test was 227.6.

SUMMARY

The following are highlights of test score performance and participant characteristics.

» Most students scored above a CASAS 215 scale score on both the
Reading (96%) and Math (93%) portions of the Basic Skills Certification
Test.

» Tha mean reading score of 231.9 and mean math score of 227.6 indicate
that a clear majority of the GAIN clients in this sample are functioning
above a basic literacy level and therefore able to handle basic literacy
tasks and computational skills in a functional setting related to em-
ployment.

The Basic Skills Certification Test represents a major step forward in the assessment of
GAIN clients’ ability to perform basic literacy and computational tasks in a functional
setting pertaining to employment. This appendix has provided descriptive and statistical
data which is both informative and supportive of the reliability of the Basic Skills
Certification Test as an assessment instrument in the GAIN program.
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