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FOREWORD

This research and development was conducted in support of Exploratory
Development Task Area ZF522.Oll (The Assessment and Enhancement of Pre-
requisite Skills).

This repor t, the f irs t of a series of two , provides inforitation on the
role of reading skills within the context of the Navy ’s occupa tional and
career development systems. The other (NPRDC TR 77—41) (Sticht , Fox ,
Hauke, & Zapf, 1977) presents a generai i road’h~~o the design, develop-
ment, and implementation of a training system that incorpora tes bo th
job skills and learning/communication skills improvement within an in-
tegrated framework.

The results of this study are intended for use by the Chief of Naval
Education and Training. Dr. Thomas M. Duffy acted as contract monitor .

J. J. CLARKIN
Command ing Officer
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SUMMARY

Prob1~ n

In the past , training research and development effor ts  have been directed
at adapting the training system to individual differences in cognitive and
affective processes. Recently, R&D efforts have been initiated for providing
training to help the learner become a more adaptive person by improving his
basic learning/communication skills within the context of an adaptive train-
ing program. One such skill Is reading; that is, using written language in
performing job tasks.

Purj,ose

The purpose of this effort was to provide information about the nature
and extent of reading in the Navy, the reading skills of Navy personnel, and
their attitudes regarding the Navy’s current job training and reading training
programs.

Approach

A structured Navy Job Readin,R Task Interview was administered to a sample
of enlisted personnel comprised of students, instructors, and job performers.
The Interview consisted of three sections. The first section was designed to
obtain sample demographic data and data on general reading and writing activities
that occurred during the normal course of event8; and the second, to elicit - 

-

specific job reading task data; that is, reading that is required to complete
a job task. The third section was concerned with personnel attitudes toward
the Navy training system, reading problems, and reading training.

Results

1. Overall, personnel spend about 2 hours per day in general reading
activities and slightly Over 1 hour per day in general writing. Ninety
percent of all, personnel report reading signs, schedules, notices, manuals,
forms, and figures; and 90 percent, filling out forms.

2. A total of 325 specific job reading tasks was identified by Interviewees.
Of these, 60 percent were reading—to—do tasks (e.g., look up a reference and
complete the job task) and 40 percent, reading—to—learn (e.g., studying for a
test). As interviewee moved further away from the role of student, he found
It harder to cite reading—to—learn tasks. Sixty—two percent of all tasks
cited involved use of figures.

3. Interviewees reported that they had performed 59 percent of the specific
job reading tasks before and 41 percent, for the first time. For 45 percent
of the tasks, the materials had been read before. For 50 percent, additional - 

-

reading related to the task had been performed.

4. Twenty—nine percent of subjects reported that making a reading error
would affect only themselves; 57 percent, that it would affect the Navy; and - -

7 percent , tha t It was of no consequence.

vii

~~~.— — --- — ---—~~~~~~~ —~~~~~~~~ 
,
~ 

- 
---- - 

-



Fr - 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

5. Forty—seven percent of the reading—to—learn tasks had been performed
either to prepare for a test or because they were required . About 80 per-
cent of instructors ’ responses were that they read to teach the material.

6. Subjects reported that, for 76 percent of the reading—to—do tasks,
they would have to reread the materials if required to perform the same job
the next day. Further , this percentage increased as the amount of elapsed
time increased . Close to 70 percent of all learning that occurred in con-
nection with reading—to—do tasks was incidental (i.e., just by reading and
doing the job).

7. For 77 percent of the reading—to—learn tasks , learning had occurr ed
intentionally (i.e., by using special study techn iques); and fo r 23 percen t ,
incidentally. The reread/rehearse strategy was reported most frequently ,
followed by the problem solve/questions strategy.

8. Both instructors and job performers indicated that daily job experience/
on—job training was the most important training experience in regard to their
Navy career.

9. Overall, instructors and job performers reported that 50 to 55 percent
of the information taught in Navy school courses was relevant to job performance;
and 70 to 75 percent, to passing the test. For correspondence courses , these
percentages were 50 percent and from 70 to 80 percent respectively . Suggestions
for changes to both courses indicated a desire to have written materials modified
to make them simpler in language and format.

10. Subjects indicated that reading problems were experienced by 20 per-
cent of students in both Class A schools and rate training courses and 15 per-
cent of persons both in recruit training and performing on the job. At least
one fourth indicated that they, themselves, had “some” difficulty in under—
standing the materials used in each of these four career activities.

11. Low personnel skills were cited by 52 percent of the personnel as the
cause of reading problems; and a combination of low skills and difficult
material, by 39 percent. Seventy—four percent of people—related problems cited
were attributed to poor preparation and lack of motivation.

12. Sixty—four percent of subjects indicated that a job—related reading
program would be helpful; and 31 percent, that it would not (mostly because
they didn ’t need it). A strong relationship was shown between a person ’s GCT
score and his perception of the usefulness of a job—related reading program.

13. Seventy—two percent of subjects indicat”d they would enroll in a job—
related read f ng program If It were given during on—duty hours; and 43 percent,
during off—duty hours.

14. Fourteen percent of subjects ranked their reading skills in the upper
20 percent of all enlisted personnel; 51 percent, above the 60th percentile;
and 20 percent, at or below the 40th percentile.
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Conclusions

The above results appear to demonstrate the feasibility of developing
an Integrated job skills/reading skills training system that will permit
the marginally skilled person to have a more satisfying Navy career , while
providing a more effective, competent Navy force.
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INTRODUCT ION

Problem and Background

Many of the efforts conducted by the militar y services in training
research and development (R&D) have centered on ways to adapt the training
system to ind ividual differences in cognitive (thinking) and affective
(emotional) processes. For ex amp le , in self—paced instruction , the learn—
ing rate of an individual is accepted as a given and a person Is allowed
to proceed at tha t pace. Within certain limits , d ictated primarily by
administrative considerations , the slow learner is permitted to take as much
t ime as he need s to complete a program .

More re cen t ly,  military R&D agencies have begun to consider the develop-
ment of training systems tha t, while adapting to Individual differences in
cognitive/affective processes , also begin to produce a more adaptive person ;
tha t is, one who can learn more effectively and efficiently in a wid er range
of content areas. For example , Dansereau , Actkinson , Long , and McD onald ( 1974) ,
in an Air Force study, make the following po int:

Governmental agencies have been instrumental in stimulating
research to provide a basis for educational improvements. In the
main , these studies and subsequent attempts at implementation have
been directed toward the improvement of teaching . That is, this
research has been designed to ferret out ways of presenting informa-
tion to students tha t will optimize their performance on a variety of
criterion measures

The extensive efforts directed at improving teaching methods
have overshadowed the few scattered attempts at developing a
basis for improving students ’ learning strategies and skills.
As we will argue , the relative neglect of the learning side of
the educational coin is probably totally unwarranted and should
be remedied as quickly as possible. Teaching and learning
strategies need to he developed In concer t , consequently, due
to previous emphasis on methods , research on learning strategies
needs to be brought “up to speed .” (p. 5)

The Army has also recognized the need for improving the effectiveness of
its training system by Improving personnel learning capabilities . Project
ABEL (Jealous, Blalek , Pitpit , & Gord on , 1975) was an “emp ir ical exp loration
to determine the scope of the learning capacity of margina l Army personnel ,
to observe the longitudina l effects of long—term self—managed learning
stra tegies , and to determine the proficiency levels tha t these men could reach
as a result of these strategies. ” This work was an extension of earlier work
(Weingarten , Jealous , Bialek , Boatman , Gordon , & Pitpit , 1973), In which the
rationale for research to develop learning skills of Army personnel was dis-
cussed with regard to both g~neric (basic read ing, oral communication , etc.)
and generative (problem solving, Information recoding , etc.) skills:

1 
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Skills combine to f o r m  t a s k s , t a s k s  in  t u r n  c o m b i n e  to
term t h e  h i g h er  o r d er  s k i l l — c o m p o s i t e s  In v o l v e d  In jobs and
o t h e r  s o c i a l  roles and s ta t u s e s .  S k i l l s  t h a t  are required in
a w i d e  v a r i e t y  of such h i g h e r — o r d e r  compos i tes  may be said to
be gener ic. The skills ol a r i t h m e t i c , read ing , w r i t i n g , and
language use are “basic ,” not because they canno t be further
reduc ed to more elementary levels , hut because they are generic
in this sense.  An indiv idua l ’s mastery of generic skills in-
creases decision—options , both his own and those of his social
system in regard to role—allocation

Some skills are useful chiefly as a means of generating
other skills. When a person “learns to learn ,” he m a s t e r s  a
number of generative skills that can help him in mastering
o t h e r  substantive skills. Lacking a mastery of generative
s k i l l s , a s t u d e n t  remains , in a sense , a passive recipient of
i n s t r u c t i o n , w h i c h  must  be very  c a r e f u l l y  t a i lo red  to h i s
l i m i t a t i o n s .  G en e r a t i v e  s k i l l s , on the  o the r  hand , acco r d
t h e i r  possessor an a c t i v e  r o l e  In  and ultimatel y the direction
of h is  own learning . . . (p. 3)

in r ega rd  t o  the  a d a p t i v e  person t r a i n i n g  concep t , t he  a c q u i s i t i o n  of bo th
g e n e r i c  and g e n e r a t i v e  s k i l l s  would a ss i s t  the  s t u d e n t  in b u i l d i n g  a broader
skills base , and thus facilitate his becoming a more adaptive learner. The
m j l i tir v R&D agencies recognize the importance of having a more adaptable job
perfor :er available for the more compact , technology—oriented military of the
future. They also recognize the limitations of a training/job desi gn policy
that attempts to adapt to etch individua l ’s peculiar learning sty les and
capabilities. Such a polic y would simp ly allow slow learners to continue to
learn slowl y and require manuals , regulations , and other printed materials
to he rewritten to the level of the poorest reader. As a result , personnel of
average or superior aptitud e would not be further developed , as they are in
programs provided for top management personnel In major industr ies , businesses ,
and g o v e r n m e n t  ag e n c i e s .

Ideally, the development of job skills and adaptive skills for more
e f f i c i e n t / e f f e c t i v e  l e a r n i n g  and job performance would evolve together. That
is , the job training system would adapt only p a r t i a l J v  to the learning/corn—
mtin ications capabilities of t h e student; it  would initiall y accommodate the
Inu ividual and then operate to Improve not only his job skills but also his
learn ing/communications ski 1 Is.

To illustrate , studies sponsored by the Army investigated the feasibilit y
of Integrated job skills and job reading training programs for Arms’ personnel
enrolled in tl~~ Supp lvman (MOS 76A) course at Fort Ord , California (Hungerland
& Tay lor , 1Q75; Stlcht , l97~ a). This training program was modified (i.e.,
adapted to a self—paced format) to accommodate Individual differences in
learning. The reading mat erials , wh ich wire developed from Army clerical
and supply materials , provided practice in using search strategies such
as indexes and tables of contents , following procedural directions , us ing
tables and graphs , and f illing in job—related forms. It was hoped that 
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the modified course would produce a set of similarly skilled job performers
and , at the  same time , improve their basic learning/communications skills .
Students completing t h e  course were tested on a reading test designed to
measure abilit y to read and to use Army technical materials in general
(i.e. , not exclusively Supplyman ’s materials). Results showed that students
not only acquired the necessary job skills , but also improved from a mean
reading grade level of 5.5 to 7.2 , for a gain of 1.7 years (Sticht , 1975a).
These results indicate that it is feasible to consider modif ying job skills
and learning/communications skills training systems to produce more adaptive
training programs and more adaptive personnel.

The Navy Personnel Research and Development Center recently has initiated
an R&D program (Duffy, Carter , Fletcher , & Aiken , 1975) to improve the adapt—
ability of Navy personnel by improving their communication skills, wh ich are
considered as prerequisite or enabling skills underl ying a wide range of Navy
tasks. One such skill is read ing; tha t is, using written language in per-
forming job tasks. To complement its in—house R&D activities on reading,
NAVPERSRANDCEN has contracted the Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO)
to conduct a two—phase study. In the first phase , which is documented in this
report , information was provided on the role of read ing skills within the con-
text of the Navy ’s occupational and career development system. In the second
phase , which is documented in Sticht , Fox , Hauke, and Zap f, 1977 (NPRDC TR 77—41),
a general approach to the design , d evelopm en t , and implementation of a training
system incorporating both job skills and learning/communications skills improve-
ment within an integrated framework was developed .

Purpose

The purpose of this effort was to prov ide information about the nature and
extent of reading in the Navy , the read ing skills of Navy personnel , and their
attitude regarding the Navy ’s current job training and reading training pro—
grams . This information was obtained through administration of a structured
Navy Job Reading Task Interview to a sample of enlisted personnel comprised of
instructors , students , and job performers. 

3 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

.
~~~~~~~



- -

~
-

~
-

~

APPROACH

In terv iew Samp le

The sampl ing plan called for  interv iewing thr ee types of Nav y personnel
at  t h r e e  s p e c i f i c  career  stages :

1. S t u d e n t s  and instructors in the Recruit and Basic Training Programs .

2. Students and instructors in C~ass A schools.

3. Job performers on fleet duty aboard two classes of Navy ships.

Interviews were administered to personnel in ten A schools and two train-
ing programs at Navy training installations at San Diego , Grea t Lakes , and
Mer idian. Selection was based on the availability of personnel within a
rating in rates E—1 1 through E—7 who were currently performing their normal
ra t ing du ties at those installations. The ratings represented by the sample
and the number in each are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 - 
-

Final Sample Interqiewed on Performance of Job Reading Tasks

Personnel
Job

I tem Studen ts Ins tructors P erformers  To tal

Recruit Training (RT) Program 8 4 0 12

Basic Electricity & Electronics
(BE &E ) Training Program 3 2 0 5

A School Rating/Training Program :

Avia tion Storek eeper (AK ) 5 3 6 14
Av iation Structural Mechanic (AN) 0 0 4 4 .1
Boatswain ’s Ma te (BM) 8 4 10 22
Electrician ’s Mate (EM) 8 5 9 22

Electronics Technician (ET) 4 3 8 15

Gunner ’s Mate (CM) 5 3 8 16
Hull Maintenance Technic ian (lIT) 8 4 7 19

Mess Management Steward (MS) 7 0 9 16

Perso nr-ielman (PN) 6 0 9 15

Quartermaster (QM) 6 4 8 18

Total 68 32 78 178

1 Rates refer to enlisted military paygrad e rank, with E—l being the lowest
enl isted rank in the career ladder .
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In te rv iew Instrumen t

A s t r uc tu r ed  job read ing task interview was administered in the  i n t e r —
viewee ’s job area so as to have ready access to printed job materials and
required about 40 to 80 minutes .  It was desi gned to p r o v i d e  infu rm.- i t i o n
about the nature  and extent of reading (and , to a lesser degree , w r i t i n g )
in the Navy,  the reading ski l ls  of Navy personnel , and t h e i r  a tti t idi- r egard-
ing the Navy ’s curren t job t ra in ing  and reading t r a i n i nt ~ propr irn~ . Ihe i n t t - r —
view forma t was made up of three major  sect ions.  A d i s c u s s i o n  of  t~~ t - i n f o r m a -
tion obtained during each section and the rationale for requiring this i n forma -
tion are presented in the f o ll o w i n g  pages.

Section 1——Demographic Data and General Read ing and Writing Data

Sect ion 1 of the in terv iew compr ised 19 questions , the first 14 of
which were designed to obtain interviewee demographic data. Items 15 and 16
asked respondents to indicate , on a checklist of reading materials (e.g.,
manuals , letters , signs , e t c . ) ,  those that  they used in the course of their
curren t Nav y ac t iv i t ies  and how much time they spent reading such m a t e r i a l s .
Items 17 and 18 were ident ica l  to the previous two , except t ha t  they re fer red
to wri t ing.  The f inal  quest ion asked interviewees (1) how many hours  they
spent stud y ing for their  last rate  tra ining correspond ence course and (2) over
how long a time these hours were spread .

Section 2——Specific Job Reading Task Da ta

The second section of the in terv iew was designed to elicit specific
job  reading task data,  as opposed to general reading da t a .  The interviewer
asked the subject  to consider spec i f ic  job reading as an enabl ing sub task tha t
helps him to accomp lish a spec i f i c  job task.  For example , if a quartermaster
needs to v e r i f y  a computat ion of the times of sunrise and sunset (job task) ,
he would have to refer  to the Air  A lmanac for information about those times
at a given l a t i t u d e  and date (enabling s u b t a s k ) ,  and verif y the computation.

Figure 1 presents  a general model for  a specific job reading task.  The
specific job shown consis ts  of a number of s teps.  With each step,  there is an
impl ic i t  quest ion : Do I know how to do the next  step? If the answer is yes ,
the person proceeds throug h t ha t  s tep  to the next  one. If no , he perform s a
subtask involving a general operat ion called “ read ,” which acts on a data base
called “m a t e r i a l .” Informat ion  is extracted by the “read/mater ia l”  rout ine
un t i l  the job task step can be performed , and the person proceeds through the
task.
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Job Task

Do I know how to do: Step 1? Read (Mate r ia l )

Per form Step 1

Do I know how to do: Step 2? Read ( M at e r i a l )

Per fo rm Step 2

Do I know how to do: Step n? Read (Ma te r i a l )

P e r f o r m  Step n

EXIT

Figure 1. General model for specific job reading task.

7

L_ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



ri” ~~-z~~~~~~~
-- -- 

~~~~~~ 
- -

~ --—- -~~ r- —---- -
~~~

--- _ —--  —
- -

~~
--

~ --~~
-—- —----

Nature of Specific Job Reading Tasks. Two types of enabling sub—
tasks——reading—to—do and reading—to—learn——have been identified on the
basis of both the qualitative and quantitative differences in the amount
of information processing required t per form the task .  A read in g—to— d o
subtask involves looking up or reading information for immediate use in
complet ing a job task (e.g., checking a reference number); it is then
appl ied to the job task and may be forgotten . A read ing— to—learn subtask
involves reading information tha t is to be retained for later use (e.g.,
in taking a rating advancement exam). When the interviewer felt that the
subject und2rstood the difference between the two types of reading subtasks,
he asked the subjec t to name the job tasks he had performed the previous
day (or the last working day) that had included reading subtasks. From
the list of spec if ic job read ing tasks ob ta ined , the in terv iewer selec ted
two——one of each type , if possible.

Searching/Locating Strategies and Skills. For the two tasks selected ,
the interviewer asked the subject to obtain the printed materials used to
accomplish them and to point out the exact section(s) read . If the subject
had to ge t the ma ter ials from another room or work area , the interviewer
accompanied him to assess the area. While the subject was locating the
appropr iate sections of mater ial used , the interviewer noted the following:

1. The manner in which the subj ect located the mater ial  ( i . e . ,  Table
of Contents (TOC), index , leaf ing through material , or other).

2. Whether or not a search s t r a t egy  was applicable. For example ,
materials consisting of a single sheet would have no TOC or index. Also , in
cer ta in  cases , it might  be necessary to read an en t i re  document to complete
a job task.

3. The skill with which the search/locate task was perfor’~ed , ra ted
on a th ree—poin t  scale of high , medium , or low (with a bias toward l en i ency ) .

4. How much of the information was obtained from text and how much ,
from figures. The interviewer then asked a number of detailed questions about
the tasks.

Knowledge Contexts for Job Tasks and Job Reading Tasks. All
job—related reading takes place within a context of work in which job tasks
are rou tinel y per formed , some with a great deal of repetition . Additionall y,
specif ic  reading tasks take place wi th in  a con tex t of other , sim ilar read ing
tasks. To fu l ly  und erstand the nature  of reading in the Navy,  it is necessary
to unders tand the “con tex tua l  knowledge ” tha t  personnel may develop that
may fac ilitate read ing comprehension on the job. In this regard , it is
impo r t a n t  to know whether per sonnel read on a “one—time ” basis or whether
they read a&~d reread the same mater ia l s  to pe r fo rm the same task.  If they
mostly perform repetitive read ing tasks , this m igh t impl y tha t reading skills
are less important. Repetitive reading , or read ing concentrated on similar
mate r i a l s , may produce a very capable reader of a narrow range of top ics .
However , he may not be as competent as desired , particularly if the Navy ’s
goal Is to maintain a force of flexible and adaptable personnel who can
read ily and abl y switch jobs and use their literary skills for seif—Instruc—
t ion and gu idance  in pe r f o r m i n g  a wide  range of reading tasks .

8 

“~~~~~~ - - -~~~~~~~~~~ - --- - U _



To o b t a i n  t h i s  I n f o r m a t i o n , the in t e r v i e w e r  asked t h e  s u b j e c t s  t h e
f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  (pa raphrased  f r o m  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  f o r m a t ) :

1. Have you done t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  j ob  t a s k  b e f o r e ?  I f  yes , how
o f t e n  and how long ago? I f  no , have you pe r fo rmed  t a sks  t h a t  were s i m i l a r
to t h i s  s p e c i f i c  t a sk?

2. Have you ever read the  s p ec i f i c  p r i n t e d  m a t e r i a l  r e q u i r e d  to
comple te  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  job  t ask  b e f o r e ?  If  yes , when and f o r  wha t p u r p o s e ?

3. How much of the mater ial accompanying  the  s p e c i f i c  m a t e r i a l
required to complete the  job task  have you read and how o f t e n  have you read
i t ?

4. Have you ever read any th ing  else tha t  told you someth ing  abou t
this specific job task? If yes , why and did i t  hel p you?

Expec tanc ies  fo r  Value and Use of I n f o r m a t i o n  Gained.  I n f o r m a t i o n
on expec t anc i e s  fo r  va lue  and use of i n f o r m at i o n  gained is needed to p rov ide
a be t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of the  general  c o g n it i v e / a f f e c t i v e  processes invo lved
in the  pe r fo rmance  of w o r k — r e l a t e d  r ead ing  tasks . To determine the perceived
value of reading, the interviewer asked the  sub j ec t  what would happen i f  he
read the  m a t e r i a l  Inco r r ec t l y and thus  made a m i s t a k e  in  d o i n g  the  job  t a sk .
Wou ld the  m i s t a k e  on ly  a f f e c t  the  sub j ec t  h imse l f  or would t h e r e  be some
d i r e c t  e f f e c t  to the  Navy s y s t e m — — i n  terms of t i m e , m a t e r i a l , e tc . ? Re-
sponses to this question should indicate whether or not people even perceive
that a link exists between their reading behavior and some possible conse—
quenc e fo r  the  job .

I n f o r m a t i o n  on e s t i m a t e s  of perceived use was o b t a i n e d  by a s k i n g  the
fo l lowing quest ions  w i t h  respec t to the read ing—to—lear n task (paraphrased
from interview format):

1. Why did you selec t th i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  to stud y and l e a r n ?

2 . How long do you have to  remember the  i n f o r m a t i o n  learned u n t i l
you use it?

3. How o f t e n  do you expec t  to use t h e  I n f o r m a t i o n  l ea rned ?

To d e t e r m i n e  how much ma te r ial people m i g h t  have to search and sor t
through to put together the informa t ion they needed for the reading—to—learn
t ask s , subjects were asked whether the materia l they were looking for was
( I)  in one place in an order and arrangement suitable for study, (2) in one
p lace bu t  in a m i x e d — u p  o rder  such  tha t i t  had to be r e a r r a n g e d  fo r  st u - ’ v
purposes , or (3) s ca t t e r ed  t h r o u g h o u t  the  m a t e r i a l  such t h a t  I t  had t e
“dug ” out and put  t oge the r  for  stud y .

S torage  and R e t r i e v a l  S t r a t eg i e s .  For read i ng—to—do tasks . I’ orma—
t ion  was needed to  d e t e r m i n e  whe the r  l e a r n i n g  took p lace when t h e  sw ect
looked up m a t e r i a l  to c o m p l e t e  a job  t a s k  and , i f so , w h e t h e r  t h i s  l e a r n i n g
had been i n t e n t i o n a l,  b y u s i n g  some s t r a t e g y ,  or i n c i d e n t a l ,  s i m p l y by read—
Ing and do ing  the  job t a sk .  To o b t a i n  t h i s  I n f o r m a t i o n , t h e  s u b j e c t  was
asked t h e  f o l l o w i n g  qu e s t i o n s :

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



_ -

1. Would you read this printed m a t e r i a l  again if you had to do
this job again tomorrow . . . next week . . . next menth . . . a year
f r om now?

• 2. If yes (for tomorrow) , will you need to look up all of the
info rmation you looked up this time or only part of it? If par t , which
information do you remember and how did you learn it?

3. If no (for tomorrow), did you learn all information needed just
by reading the mater ia l  and doing the job? If no again , what did you do to
help you learn it?

For reading—to—learn tasks, subjec ts were asked whether they used
any special stud y methods to learn the specific material and, if so , wha t
they were. Also , they were presented with a checklist of nine stud y methods
(e. g . ,  take notes),  and asked to indicate whether they used each of the
methods “almost never ,” “occasionally, ” or “f requent l y. ”

Writ ing Component of Specific Job Reading Tasks. The f ina l  part
of this section of the interview concerned the writ ing component of specific
job reading tasks, as opposed to general reading tasks. Respondents were
ask ed the following questions (parap hrased from the interview format):

1. Is there any wr i t ing  connected with this job?

2. If yes , what kind ( i . e . ,  le t ter , memo , log en t r y ,  form , or o the r ) ?

3. When you finish the writing, does anyone check it? If yes , who?

Section 3——Literacy and Job Skills Train ing

The final section of the interview was designed to obtain information
abou t the interviewee ’s attitudes toward and opinions of the Navy’s career
developmen t system (i.e., formal school training prugrams, rate training
correspondence courses), reading problems, and reading training.

Navy Train in g System. A pr incipal  object ive of the Navy t ra ining
system is to provide personnel with the informat ion and skills necessary to
perform the job . Such t ra in ing is normally provided by (1) forma l (resident )
rating training, (2) self—study (nonresident) rate training correspondence
courses , and (3) on—the—job training (OJT) . Before efforts are undertaken
to modif y some or all of the t raining programs to Include job—related reading,
it is necessary to determine how Navy personnel feel about the relative value
of these programs. To obtain this information , interviewees 2 were asked to
rate the importance of (1) prorating knowledge , (2) school rating training
courses , (3) self—stud y rating training courses , (4) daily job experience
(OJT) , and (5) off—duty education courses in terms of three aspects  of thei r
Navy career . These aspects were (1) performing current jobs, (2) passing
the Navy—wide exam, and (3) performing future jobs (at higher ratings).

2 lnst ruc tor s  and job performers only ; students were not included because
of t he i r  l imited Navy experience.
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Navy School T ra in ing.  The ques t ions  in t h i s  p a r t  were concerned w i t h
determining how the students feel about the training program itself. For
example , do they  fee l  tha t the  l e a r n i n g  load is too heavy to a l l o w  a d d i t i o n a l
learning r e q u i r e m e n t s  or tha t some of t he  c u r r e n t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  could be
e l iminated  w i t h  no loss to t h e i r  p e r f o r m a n c e .  To o b t a i n  such i n f o r m a t ion ,
in te rv iewees  were asked to e s t i m a t e  how much  of the  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h e y  a r e
expected to l ea rn  in a school t r a i n i n g  program w h i c h  is ( 1) need ed to pass
the course , ( 2 )  needed to he able  to do the  lob , and (3) not needed fo r  e i the r
c o n d i t i o n  ( i . e . ,  i t  may be n i c e  to know bu t  not necessary).

Another  p e r s p e c t i v e  to be cons idered  is the  r ecommenda t ions  f o r
changes to the  t r a i n i n g  school programs and t h e i r  printed materials to make
them more u s e f u l  to the  use rs .  This i n f o r m a t i o n  is very  i m p o r t a n t  not only
during the actual modification of the current programs , but also as an in—
dic a t i o n  of what  exper ienced personnel f ee l  is relevant for satisfactory job
performance.

C u r r e n t l y ,  the re  is cons iderab le  concern  over the  read ing  d i f f i c u l t y
level of the  p r i n t e d  m a t e r i a l s  and spoken language used in Navy job training
courses ( D u f f y et a l . ,  1975; Curran , 1976) . Recent  Navy—sponso red  s t u d i e s
by Carver (1973; 1974) and Biersner (1975) have shown tha t the  average d i f -
f i c u l t y  level of a sample of Navy ra te  t r a i n i n g  manuals  is at  or beyond the
13th grade leve l .  In compar ison , D u f f y  (1976) has e s t ima ted  the  average
reading a b i l i ty  of Navy recruits at the 9.8 grade level .  These da t a  i nd i ca t e
a considerable d iscr epancy between the reading skill level of the personnel
and the ma ter ial they are expec ted to be able to read and comprehend . This  —

difference is f r e q u e n t l y  r e f e r r e d  to as the “ l i t e r a c y  gap ” ( D u f f y et a l . ,  1975) .

In the present study, to det ermine whether or not the “liter ac y gap”
was perceived by Navy personnel , in terviewees  were asked to  j udge  t h e  d i f -
f i c u l ty of r e a d i n g  m a t e r i a l s  used in resident school training courses.
Additionally, estimates were obtained for the difficulty of the spoken language
used in Navy schools. L i m i t e d  research  ( e . g . ,  S t i c h t  & Beck , 1976) has sug--
gested tha t m i l i t a r y  personnel  w i t h  low reading s k i l l s  may also be low in t he
ski l ls  and knowledges required for comprehending spoken language . Thus , there
was interest In determining the extent to which personnel perceived difficult y
in comprehending the spoken language used in Navy schools.

Navy Rate Training Correspondence Courses. Similar information was
obta ined fo r  rate training correspondence courses by asking the following
questions (paraphrased )

1. How much of the  i n f o r m at i o n  you are r equ i r ed  to  learn  in r a t e
training correspondence courses is actuall y needed to pass the course or to
do your job? How much i s  not needed fo r  e i t h e r ?

2. Are the r a t e  t r a i n i n g  manuals  easy to read and u n d e r s t a n d , and
how can they  he made more hel p f u l  to  you?

3. How mu ch  of the Information in these m a n u a l s  do you t r y  to  l e a r n ?
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Read ing Problems/Reading Training. To determine the extent of
read ing problems In the Navy, Interviewees asked the subjects to estimate
the percentage of enl is ted  personnel whom they f e l t  had d i f f i c u l t y  in
unders tand ing  (reading) the materials used in (1) recruit training, (2)
Navy Class A school courses , (3) rate training courses , and (4) job per-
formance. Another perspective on the extent of read ing problems was sought
by asking the subjects to rate how much difficulty (none, some , or a lot)
they themselves had experienced in reading the materials used in these four
career a c t i v i t i e s .  To get an indica t ion of the cause of reading problems ,
they were asked whether they f e l t  the mater ials  were too hard , personnel
ski l ls  were too low , or b o t h .

At present , it is possible fo r  Navy personnel to pursue read ing
t ra in ing  through o f f — d u t y  education courses . However , the par t i c ipat ion
r a t e — — f o r  bo th  reading t r a in ing  or any other off—duty course——Is very low.
To discover  the reason fo r  t h i s , in terviewees  were asked fo r  the i r  op inions
on wh y more people did not p a r t i c i p a t e  In reading courses , e i ther  on du ty
or a f t e r  d u t y  hours .  Given tha t  many of the  reasons given fo r  not a t t e n d i n g
reading courses could be dea l t  wi th  by various means , the quest ion s t i l l
remains  as to whether  or not Navy personnel feel there is a need for  reading
t r a i n i n g  and , if so , what  incentives could be o f f e r e d  to encourage more
people to p a r t i c ipate .  To obtain informat ion  related to this area , inter-
viewees were asked the fol lowing questions (paraphrased from interview f o r m a t ) :

1. Would a job—related reading training program (i.e., one tha t  would
help you better understand the materials you have to read) be of any help to
you in your f u t u r e  Navy assignments? I f  no , why not?

2. Would you sign up fo r  such a program o f f e r e d  dur ing  on—duty
hours . . . o f f — d u t y  hours? If no for  e i ther , what would it take to make you
change your mind?

The f ina l  question in the Interview instrument asked the interviewee
to rate his reading ability against that of other enlisted personnel in the
Navy .
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RESULTS

Demograp hic Data

As indicated previousl y ,  the personnel  sample administered the Navy
Job Read ing Task Interview comprised 68 students , 32 instructors , and 78
job p e r f o r m e r s .  Demographic  data for these personne l , which was obtained
through section one of the interview , are summarized below .

The median age of the samp le was 22 years , wi th  a range from 17 to over
40. Students ’ median age was 19; job incumbents ’, 24; and instructors ’, 35.

Concerning e thn ic  back ground , caucasians comprised 81 percent  of the
sample; Blacks , 9 percent; Filipinos , 8 percent ; and Spanish , 2 percent.
Three percent (all s t u d e n t s )  were f ema le .

Years of education completed ranged from less than 9 (8%) to more than
16 (1%) , with a median of 12. Twenty—five percent did not finish high school ,
and 17 percent had attended college . Of the 75 percent having a hi gh school
certificate , 17 percent had the CED equivalent .

The med ian Genera l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Test (GCT) 3 score was 56 , w i t h  96 per-
cent of the scores falling between 35 and 79. Since the (‘.CT has a mean of
50 and a standard deviation of 10, the present sample represents the full
range of aptitude. Accord ing to fluffy (1976), a median GCT score of 56 cor-
respond s, by regression anal ysis , to a general reading grade level of about
10.5 ( i . e . ,  the 5th month  of the 10th grade) ;  a (‘.CT of 35; approximatel y grade
7.0; and a GCT of 79, above the 12th grade level. Thus, 96 percent of t h e
reading scores fo r  the samp le fell between the 7th to l2th+ range . There
were no major differences between instructors , students , and job performers
on GCT read ing levels.

The median t ime in the Navy was 4 months for  s tuden t s , 44 months fo r  j ob
performers , and 192 months (16 years)  for  i n st r u c t o r s .  The median time spen t
in present rating was 156 months (13 years) for instructors and 36 months for
job performers .

Most i n s t r u c t o r s  and job pe r fo rmer s  had received Class A school t r a i n i n g
in their  ra t ings .  However , those  In the less t e c h n i c a l  r a t i n g s  ( e . g .,  h u l l
Maintenance Technic ian , Mess Management Steward ) had had less training than
those in the more technical or data—oriented ratings (e.g., Quartermaster)——
50 percent  vs. 60 to 70 percent. Abou t a quarter of the personnel samp led
had held civilian positions related to their Navy rating.

3General Classi ficat ion Test (GCT) Is one of five subtests I n c l u d e d  In the
Basic Battery Test , which is used to measure basic a p t i t u de s  of new N av y
inductees. The CCI is desi gned to mea sure  ab l i l t  v to  t h i n k  and to rca son
verball y.
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F i n a l l y ,  the i:~t e r v iew  samp le included comparable numbers of person —
nel in r a t e s  E—l t h r o u g h  E—7 , with one E—8. Students were mostly E—ls
and E—2s;  I n s t r u c t o r s , concen t r a t ed  in the E—6 and E—7 r a t i n g s , and job
p e r f o r m e r s , f a i ’- iy  evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  over the r a t e s  f rom E—3 to E— 6 , w i t h
a few at  E—2 and E—7 . Overal l , the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of ra tes parallel s the
d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h  t ime in the  Navy ; i . e . ,  the grea ter the length of serv ice ,
the  h ighe r  the  r a t e  achieved .

General  Reading and W r i t i n g  Data

General read ing and writing task data refers to that occurring within
the general Navy environment. Pertinent data for students , job performers ,
and instructors , which was obtained in the first section of the interview ,
are summarized below .

Students

Signs were the reading  mater ial most f r e q u e nt l y  c i ted  by s t u d e n t s
(97%) , and messages (e.g., telegraph messages), the least cited (6%). Not ices
and manuals  were repor ted ly  used by more than 90 percent of the s tuden ts ,
wh i l e  schedules , f igures , forms , and d i rec t ions  were read by more than 80
pe rcen t .  Correspondence courses , rep or ts, letters , and messages were read by
less than 25 percent.

Typ ically,  s tuden t s  spent  2 hours a day in read ing, with the range
being from 0.2 to 6.0 hours. Lower ability readers (GCT < 44) read 1.8
hours a day; and high ability readers (GCT = 65+), 3.0 hours .

Students in Recruit Training read 1.1 hours daily; those in Boatswain ’s
Mate (BM) Apprenticeship School , 1.5 hours; and those in Class A schools, 2.0
hours .  Three s tudents  in the Basic E l e c t r i c i t y  and Elect ronics  (BE&E) Pr o—
paratory School repor ted reading S hours or more dai ly.  This school makes
heavy use of programmed texts.

To determine whether reading t ime varies ~‘s a f u n c t i o n  of the  na tu re
of ratings , the ratings were grouped into three job types:

1. Serv ice/Main tenance,  cons i s t ing  of the Boatswain ’s Mate , Hull
Ma in t enance  Technic ian , and Mess Managemeat  Steward .

2. Technica l  Maintenance]Repair,  cons i s t ing  of Aviat ion S t ruc tu ra l
Mechanic , Basic Electronics and Electricity, Electric ian ’s Mate , Electronic
Techn ic i an , and Gunner ’s Mate .

3. T)ata Group,  cons i s t i ng  of Av ia t i on  Storekeeper , Personnelman , and
Quart e r inas~ e r .

R e c r u i t  T r a i n i n g  was m a i n t a i n e d  as a separa te  group.

Genera l l y ,  s t u d e n t s  in R e c r u i t  T r a i n i n g  read fo r  1.1 hours .  Those in
S e r v i c e / M a i n t e n a n c e  r a t i n g s  read f o r  1.3 hours;  Technical  M a i n t e n a n c e / R e p a i r
r a t I n g s , 3.0 hours ;  and Data  Group r a t i n g s , 3.8 hours .  Thus , the  amount  of t ime
spent  r ead ing  d i f f e r s  fo r  these f o u r  groups .
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Concern ing  writ ing , 90 p e r c e n t  o t  the students reported filling out
f o r m s ;  72 pe rcen t , w r i t i n g  c l a s s room n o t e s  and assi gnmen t s , and 58 p e r c e n t ,
f i l l i n g  in Logs . Thus , o v e ra l l , f ewer  t y p e s  of m a t e r i al s  were  w r i t t e n  than
were read .

S t u d e n t s  spen t  about  2 . 2 5  hour s  a day in  w r i t i n g ,  w i t h  a range  f r o m
0 to  7 hours .  C o n s i s t e nt  w i t h  t he  r e a d i n g  da t a , the  amount  of t ime spen t
w r i t i n g  increased  w i t h  the  s k i l l  level of the training; that is , it ranged
f rom 1 /2—hour  in R e c r u i t  T r a i n i n g  to 2 , 2 .5 , and 3 hours  in the  Service!
Main tenance , Technica l  Ma in t enance/Repa i r , and Data r a t i n g  groups  r e s p e c t i v e ly.

Job Per fo rmers

More than 90 percen t  of the  job  performers reported reading signs ,
schedule s, notices , manuals , forms , and directions. Messages were the least
read , as they were fo r  s t u d e n t s , a l though  50 percent of the performers read
messages , compared to only 6 percent  of the stud ents. About 70 percent of
the job pe r fo rmers  repor ted  read ing correspondenc e courses , which r e f l e c t s
the Navy ’s use of such ma terials for rate and rating training .

Typica l l y ,  j ob  p e r f o r m e r s  read 1.8 hours a d a y ,  w i t h  a range of 0.1 -

to 6.0 hours .  As w i t h  s tuden t s , lower a p t i t u d e  readers  read somewha t less
( O . 9 — - - l . 5  hours )  than h igher  a p t i t u d e readers  ( 2 . 0 — — 2 . 3  h o u r s ) .  Again paral-
lel ing the data for students , job performers In the less skilled ratings
(Service/Maintenance) read less (1 hour) than those in the more skilled ratings
(Technical Maintenance/Repair) (2 hours), and Data—oriented ratings (3 hours).
These data suggest tha t the reading demand s of the job are being represented
in the A schools , and r e i n f o r c e  the no t i on  tha t  d i f f e r e n t  r a t i n g  groups have
d i f f e r e n t  r ead ing  d emands.

Job pe r fo rmer s  also showed d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  amount  of t ime spent
reading as a function of rate , with E—ls to E—3s reading 0.7 hours dail y;
E—4s and E—Ss , 1.7 hours; and E—6s and E—7s , 2.1 hours. This suggests tha t
the h igher  up the ladder one moves , the grea te r  the requirements for reading.
This is consistent with Army research (Department of the Army , 1968),  w h i c h
ind ica tes  tha t peop le of h ighe r  rank  spend a g rea te r  p r o p o r t i o n  of t h e i r  read-
ing t ime on job—related reading .

One read ing  a c t i v i ty  tha t d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  job p e r f o r m e r s  f rom s t u d e n t s
Is the  read i ng of r a t e  t r a i n i n g  correspondenc e courses .  Promot ions  in the
Navy are c o n t i n g e n t  upon the  s a t i s f a c t o r y  comp le t ion  of such courses .  ln the
present samp le , personnel were asked to es t imate  the amount of t ime spent in
completing their last course. Job performers spent around 30 hours studying
their  last  correspondence course , w i t h  s tudy  t imes r ang ing  f rom less than 10
to more than 100 hours .  On the  average , t h i s  r e a d i n g / s t u d y was per formed at
a r a t e  of 4 hours  per week , although some personnel reported spending more
than 16 hours. Typ ically, job performers had completed their last rate train-
ing correspondence  course  abou t  18 months  p r io r  to the  i n t e r v i e w . However ,
almost a q u a r t e r  had completed t h e i r  last  r a t e  t r a i ni n g  course f rom 4 to 5
years or more p r io r  to the i n t e r v i e w .  These people were a t  t he  h i g h e r  r a t e s
(E— 6——E—8 ) and had more t han  5 years  in t h e i r  p r e sen t  r a t i n g .  It  is l e g i t i m at e
to q u e s t i o n  the accuracy of these estimates over such period s of t ime; however ,
the d a t a  r e f l e c t s  t he  f a c t  tha t such courses are  used to  qual Ify personnel
for promotion t o  higher rates , and It does present a descript ion of the  read-
ing engendered  b y cor r e s p o n d e n c e  course advancement requIrement s.

I s
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C o n c e r n i ng  w r i t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  most f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e d  typ e s  of
w r i t i n g  were f i l l i n g  out  fo rms  (88 % ) and loGs (h9~~) . F i f t y  p e r c en t  of
the l o b  p e r f o r m e r s  r epo r t ed  w r i t i n g  schedules  and memos and preparing
igures. Writing typicall y occupied 1/2--hour a day, w i t h  a range from 0

to 6 hours. The least writ ing (0.5 hour )  was p e r f o r m e d  b~’ th ose  in the
ServIce/Maintenance and Technica l  Maintenance/Repair rat ings; and the most ,
by t hose in the Data ratings (I hour). Similarl y, higher ranking personnel
(E—b——E— fl wrote for 1 hour a day, while those in r a t e s  E—i t h r o u g h  E—5 w r o t e
f o r  1/ 2 — h o u r .  These da t a  are cons i s t en t  w i t h  the  r ead ing  data in sugges t ing
g r e a t e r  use of l it e r a cy  s k i l l s  in the  Data  r a t i n g s  and at the higher rates.

Instructors

Al l  of  the  In s t r u c t o r s  in te rv iewed  r epo r t ed  r ead ing  s i g n s , schedu les ,
and f o r m s , w i t h  over  90 p e r c e n t  r e p o r t i n g  r ead ing  n o t i c e s , manua l s , direc-
tio n s, f i g u r e s , memos , o r der s , correspondence courses , reports , and Navy
regulations. Not surprisingly , more than half of the i n s t r u c t o r s  repor ted
reading instructor ’s guides , lesson plans , and o t h e r  c o u r s e — r e l a t e d  m a t e r i a l s .
Al l  t o g e t h e r , more i n s t r u c t o r s  r e p o r t e d  r e a d i n g  more d i v e r se  t y p e s  of  materials
than e i t h e r  s t u d e n t s  or job  p e r f o r m e r s .

However , i n s t r u c t o r s  spent  no more t ime per day in r e a d i n g  (2 hours )
than  students or job performers. Interestingly, reversing the trend for
students and job performers , instructors in the lower aptitude/reading skill
range reported spending almost twice as much time in daily reading (3.0 hours)
as those  In the higher GCT/reading skill levels (1.7 hours). Also , instructors
in Class A schools reported spending less t ime reading (1.8 hours) than those
in P r e p a r a t o ry  School (BE & E—— 3 .0 hours)  , Ap p r e n t i c e s h i p  Schoo l (3 .5  hours)  , or
R e c r u i t  T r a i n i n g  (2 .1  h o u r s ) .  However , as shown in Table I , none of t h e
i n s t r u c tor s  in te rv iewed  were in t h e  Personne lm an ’s r a t i n g ,  where d a ta  f o r
s t u d e n t s  and job p e r f o r m e r s  in t h i s  r a t i n g  ind ica te s  a f a i r l y  h igh  leve l of
r ead ing  ( 2 . 5  and 3.0 hours  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . Also , the number of i n s t r u c t o r s
i n t e r v i e w e d  per r a t i n g / t r a i n i n g  area is very  small , so these da t a  cannot  he
cons idered  as ve ry  r e l i a b l e .

C o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the  da t a  for students and job performers , instructors
in t he  t h r e e  career  c l u s t e r  areas  r e p o r t e d  more t ime in r e a d i n g  as the  s k i l l
level of t he  c l u s t e r  area  increased :  Se r v i c e - ’~I a i n t e n a n c e — — l  .0 h o u r ;  T e c h n i c a l
M a i n t e n a n c e / R e p a  j r — — I  .8 hou r s ;  and D a t a — — 2  .2  hours .

L i k e  job p e r f o r m e r s , i n s t r u c t o r s  had spent  t ime s t u dy i n g  r a t e  t r a i n -
ing c o r re s p o n d e n c e  courses  and , In  f a c t , r e p o r t e d  t y p i c a l l y  spending  44 hours —

on such study (compared  to 30 hours  f o r  job  p e r f o r m e r s)  , w I t h  8 hou r s  a week
b e i n g  a t y p i c a l  rate of stu d ~~. Ha l f  o f  t h e  i nst r u c t o r s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  21
m o n t h s  had Ltp sed  sinc e they  had comp le t ed  t h e I r  l a s t  r a t e  training cor-
respondence  c o u r s e ;  and 38 p e r c e n t , t h a t  t hey  had not s tud  ied a r a t e  t r a i n i n g
course In the last  5 years  or l o n g e r .  A g a i n , the  e s t i m a t e s  of t ime spent
stti dvin g must be regarded with caution.
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Concern ing writ ing activities , instructors reported spending about
1.4 hours  a day in writ lug, with the most frequent type being f i l l i n g  ou t
forms (97~ ) .  As in r e a d i n g ,  more i n s t r u c t o r s  r epo r t ed  a w i d e r  range of t ypes
of w r i t i n g  than did e i t h e r  s t u d e n t s  or job performers , w i t h  a m a j o r i t y  (60 % )
reporting the development of course materials as a major  wr i t i n g  a c t i v i t y .
I n s t r u c t o r s  in t h e  more s k i l l e d  career  areas spent twice  as much t i m e  (2 hours )
in w r i t i n g  than  those in the  least  s k i l le d  ( S e r v i c e / M a i n t e n a n c e ;  R e c r u i t  Tra in—
ing) career areas (less than 1 h o u r ) .

Comparison of Reading Done by Navy and C iv i l i an  Personnel

Sharon (1972)  conducted  a na t i ona l  survey  of a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  samp le of
adults (persons 16 years  and over)  to determine  what types of m a t e r i a l s  t h e y
read . Those who indica ted  tha t  they were par t  of the work fo rce  (40%) were
asked what  types  of ma te r i a l s  they  read on the job .  Table 2 l i s t s  severa l
ca tegor ies  of reading m a t e r i a l s  i t emized  in Sharon ’ s work  t h a t  seem (at l eas t
in name) to correspond to m a t e r i a l s  asked about  in th i s  i n t e r v i e w  s u r v e y,  and
the percentages of c iv i l i an  and Navy personnel who r epo r t ed  read ing the -~t
m a t e r i a l s .  From t h i s  t ab le , it appears tha t  the Navy tasks invo lve more
reading overall than those found in the c i v i l i a n  world of w o r k .  For t x i m j ~Ic ,
43 to 57 percent of the civilians reported read ing “Signs/Schedules/N ot ices ”
on the job , as compared to  Q4 to 99 percen t  of Navy personnel . T h i s  i s  t r u e
also in terms of the median t ime spent read ing, which was 2 hours in the Nav y
sample and 1 hour in Shiaron ’s sample. Taken at face value , these data suggest
that , general ly,  the l i t e r a c y  r equ i r emen t s  of the Navy f a r  exceed those of
civilian jobs considered generally.

Specif ic  Job Reading Tasks

Nature  of Sp e c i f i c  Job Reading Tasks

In the second section of the interv iew , interviewers asked the subjects
(N = 178) to provide a list of all the job tasks they had performed the previous
day (or the last working day)  t ha t  included a read ing task .  As a r e s u l t  of
this question , a listing of 325 job reading tasks was obtained— —l96 (60%)
read ing—to—do tasks and 129 (40%) read ing—to—learn tasks.  F igure  2 shows the
percentages of both types  of reading tasks ci ted by the three subsamples .
Although the interviewer attempted to obtain a citation of one to—do and one
to—learn task from each person , it became more and more difficult t o  identi f y
reading—to—learn tasks as t.~e subject moved furthe r from the role of student.
Job performers , in pa r t i cu la r , simp ly could not provide the desired c i t a t i o n .
Three f o u r t h s  of reading these people do is the type in which  m a t e r i a l s
serve as aids or co, .au l t at ive  devices.  Thus , l ea rn ing  of the content Is not
required .

S e a r c h i n g / L o c a t i n g  S t r a t e g i e s  and S k i l l s

The r e s u l t s  of the  ana lys i s  of s e a r c h i n g / l o c a t i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  used by
personnel in f i n d i n g  m a t e r i a l s  r e l a t i n g  to  se lec ted  job t a sks  showed t h a t ,
for  the most pa r t , these  st r a t e g i e s were not m u t u a l ly  e x c l u s i ve .  For exampl e ,
if the  read ing material fo r  some t a sk  permit ted the use of the Table of
Con ten t s  (TOC),  index , and l e a f i n g ,  the  I n t e r v i e w e r  mig ht  have r a t ed  t h e
subjects on all three : (1) TOC——appli cable , not used , (2) index——applicable ,
not used , and ( I )  l e a f i n g — — a p p l I c a b l e , used and w i t h  high skill l e v e l .
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Table 2

Reading  M a t e r i a l s  Used by the  General  C iv i l i an  Work
Popu la t ion  and the  Navy Work Populat ion

Reading  Civi lian  Navy
Mate r i a l s  Work Populat ion Work Popu la t ion

(%) (%)

S igns/ Schedu les/Not i ces  4 3 — 5 7

Forms/Logs/ Invoices!
Accoun~ ing Sta tements  39—44 72 91

L e t t e r s/ M e m o s / N o t e s  48 47—78

Manua l s——Wri t t en  I n st ruc t ion!
I) irections 43 88—9 3

Legal Documents

(Navy Regulations)a 14 68

Reports/Articles in Publications

(Correspondence Courses) a 
34 51

aN ater ials  in parentheses  are  judged to be the Navy equivalent of the
cor responding  c iv i l ian  m at e r i a l s .

In th i s  regard , Table 3 shows tha t  TOCs and indexes were used for  onl y
about  25 percen t of the tasks for which they were applicable , as compared to
91 percent for  the leafing—through strategy . In part , th is  r e f l e c t s  the
r e p e t i t i v e  na ture  of job reading discussed earl ier , which permi ts  people to
know roughly  where cer ta in  information is located in the materials they read .

The skill level ratings given to search strategies observed being used
to locate the desired informat ion  were generally high . The overall perc entages
of high , medium , and low ra t ings  assigned to the TOC s t r a t egy  were 70 , 19 , and
11 respect ively;  the index s t r a t egy , 80 , 10, and 10; and the l e a f i n g  s t r a t e g y ,
76 , 18 , and 6.

Finally ,  interviewers noted that , of the 325 reading tasks identified ,
104 (32%) involved reading textual materials only; 81 (25Z ), using figures
only ;  and 120 ( 3 7 % ) ,  reading and using both text  and f i g u r e s .  Thus , 62 pe rcen t
of the  reading  tasks  involved the use of f i g u r e s .

18
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Table 3

App l i c a b i l i t y  and Use of Search S t r a t e g i e s

Type of No. of Used When
Sear ch Stra tegy Tasks Appl icable Appl icable

(N) (%) (%)

Table of Contents

Ins tructors 33 73 21
S tudents 76 72 24
Job Per formers  59 92 33

Total 168 79 27

Index

I n s t r u c t o r s  32 50 12
S tuden t s  74 46 32
Job Performers 56 71 18

Total  162 56 22

Leafing Through Mater ials

Instructors 32 —— 88
S t u d e n t s  77 —— 94
Job Per formers  53 —— 87

Total 162 —— 91

aOther

instructor s 4 —— — —

Students 24 —— ——
Job Per fo rmers  73 —— ——

To tal 101 —— — —

a0f t he  101 tasks f o r  which the  f i r s t  three  search s t r a t e g i e s  were not
a p p l i c a b l e , more than half  (52)  were tasks in which the e n t i r e  p r i n t e d  source
was used ; and about one fourth (27), those requiring the use of unbound printed
m a t e r i a l s .

Knowledge Contexts for Job Tasks and Job Reading Tasks

In terv iewees  r e p o r t e d  t ha t  they had prev iously perfor tn ec l 192 (59% ) of
the 325 job  tasks  i d e n t i f i e d ; and 133 (41%) , f o r  the  f i r s t  t ime . F’or j ob
perf ormers , these percentages were 79 and 21 percent respectively, Indicating
-ì h i g h  degree of t a sk  r e p e t i t i o n  fo r  worke r s  on the  job. For students ,
however , the trend was In the opposite direction. Onl y 33 per cent of the

tasks t h e y  repor ted  had been pe r fo rmed  p r ev i o u s l y ;  and 66 pe rcen t  f o r  the
first time . This seems to he consistent with what we would expect for people

j u s t  l e a r n i n g  a j o b .
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The f r equency  and recency data obta ined fo r  the  59 percent ot the t a s k s
reported as having been previously performed show that almost one—third of
the  repor ted  t a s k s  were  be ing  p e r f o r m e d  dai l y and that most o f  them had
been repeated within the last mont h .

F i n a l l y ,  the data obtained Indicates that overall , for more than two—
t h i r d s  (68%) of t h e  t asks  r epo r t ed  as not  having been done b e f o r e , a s i m i l a r
task had been pe r fo rmed .

Information was also obtained on the knowledge context for job reading
tasks. In this regard , results showed that , of the  325 r ead ing  t a sks
i d e n t i f i e d , the  ma te r i a l s  had been read be fo re  in 146 (45 % )  of the cases.
For i n s t r u c t o r s, the overal l  percentage  increased to 75 percen t , while for
s tudents , it declined to 27 pe rcen t .

Data ob tained regard ing recency and purpose of prior reading were obtained
for 60 percent (N = 87) and 100 percent (N = 146) respec t ive ly f o r  t he  1~~h
reading tasks tha t  had been performed p r ev ious ly .  These d a t a  i n d i c a t e d  tha t ,
for  almo st two—th i rd s  of th -iese tasks , the  s p e c i f i c  m a t e r i a l  had been read
previously wi th in  the past month and tha t  it had been read f o r  the  same pu rpose .

For 90 perc ent of the reported reading tasks , some portion e l  the r ema inde r
of the ma te r i a l s  ( i . e. ,  not j u s t  the par t  s p e c i f i c a l ly c i t e d  as the  job  r ead ing
task fo r  the  in te rv iew)  also had been read .  In f a c t , in 57 pe rcen t  of t he
cases , more than 80 percent  of the remainder  had been read .

Estimates of the frequency with which the portions of the rest of t h e
ma te r i a l s  were read were ava i lab le  fo r  174 (54%)  of the  read ing  t a sks .  el
these , 36 percen t  had been per formed only  once b e f o r e ;  and 75 pe rcen t , weekly
or more f r e q u e n t l y .

For 50 percent  of the total reading tasks cited , additional reading telated
to the task had been p e r f o r m e d , and in 67 pe rcen t  o f  these  cases , the  r e l a t e d
reading helped in read ing the material cited in the reading task for the job
interview. For instructors , these figures changed to 68 and 53 percent .

Expectancies for Value and Use of Informat un Gained

Table  4 presents responses to the question asking subjects what would
happen if  they read the materials Incorrectly and thus made an error In
completing the job task. As shown , a total of 443 responses was o b t a i n e d  (some
subjects made multiple responses for a given task). Of these , 12~ (2~~~
reported that the reading error would affect only thiemselves (e.g., verb.il
r e p r i m a n d  of some t y p e ) ;  2 3  ( 5 7 % ) , t ha t  it wou ld  a f f e c t  th ie  N a v y ;  and 3 h ( 7 ’~~,
t h a t  it was of no consequence .  Thus , for the  most  p a r t , N a v y  pe r sonne l  see
som e value for their reading. Reading has a pe rce ived  fun c t l on a l  v a l u e  since
there are perceived contingen cies between the act of reading and the f unc tionin~’
of the Navy as an operational system .
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Table 4

Consequence of Making Reading Error  in P e r f o r m i n g  a Job Task

Job
Ins t ruc tors S tudents Performers Total

Consequence % (N) % (N) 7 (N)  % (N)

Affec t individual onl y 13 (10) 32 (54) 33 (65) 29 (129)

A f f e c t  Navy System:

Time ( e f f i c i e n c y )  42 (32 )  22 (38) 18 (35) 24 ( 105)
T i m e / M a t e r i a l  11 ( 8) 17 (2 9 )  16 (31) 15 ( 68)
Eq u i p m e n t  damage or loss S ( 4) 7 (12) 14 (27 )  11) ( 43)
Personnel (bodily harm ) 5 ( 4) 8 ( 14) 10 (19) 8 ( 37)

No consequence
( i . e .,  no th ing  would
hap pen) 8 ( 6) 6 (10) 8 (15) 7 ( 31)

Other 16 (12) 8 (14) 2 ( 4) 7 ( 30)

Total a 100 (76) 100 (17 1) 101 (196) 100 (443)

a
some of the interviewees made more than one response for a s ingle  j o b

t ask .

As indicated previously, estimates of the expectancy for use of the
information gained from reading were obtained with respect to the read ing —
t o — l e a r n  tasks  onl y .  For 115 such tasks , 47 percen t  were reported to have been
per fo rmed  to prepare  f o r  a test or because it was r equ i r ed . This was pr i m a r i ly
due t o  responses by s tudents  and job pe r fo rmers , many of whom must  take  cor-
respondence courses and pass f i n a l  course exams to get  promoted . About 80
percen t  of the  ins t ruc tors’ responses were t h a t  they  read to teach the  m a t e r i a l .
Thus, as perhaps is true in the civilian world , reading—to—learn tasks are
m o t i v a t e d  la rge l y by system requirements fo r  t e s t ing  or certifying as qualified
fo r  advancement  to some next  stage of development .

Add i t i ona l  ins ight  in to  the perceived uses of what was learned in
r e a d i n g — t o — l e a r n  tasks was obtained by asking respondents  when they f i r s t
expected ~o use the learned informa t ion and how they expected to use i t .

Responses ind ica ted  t h a t  more than hal f  of the  r e a d i n g — t o — l e a r n  tasks
provided  i n f o r m a t i o n  that  peop le thought  would be used w i t h i n  24 hours whi le
90 pe rcen t  of t a s k — d e r i v e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  was expec ted  to be used w I t h i n  30 days .
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Fur the r , fo r  76 r e a d i n g — t o — l e a r n  tasks (approximately 60 percent of
the to ta l  of 29 reported), over half resulted in information that personnel
es t ima ted  t hey  would be using dail y,  w i t h  75 percen t  be ing  used one or more
times every month .

These data indicate that the reading—to—learn tasks were perceived
as being pe r fo rmed  fo r  a definite purpose and that the information learned
would be used r e l a t i v e ly soon and repeatedly.  Again , th is  es tabl ishes  a
perceived f u n c t i o n a l  con tex t  f o r  r e a d i n g — t o — l e a r n , which may serve as a
motivation for learning by reading .

Responses to the questions regarding the difficulty encountered In
f i nd ing  the  spec i f i c  mate r i a l  needed indicated that , fo r  the  most pa r t  (91%
of the tasks) , the ma te r i a l s  were in one place and in the  desired o r d e r .

Storage and Retrieval Strategies

Information on the strategies used by personnel for storing and
r e t r i e v i n g  what they read was obtained separately f o r  r e a d i n g — t o — d o  and
reading—to—learn tasks.

Read ing—to—do  Tasks. For 149 ( 7 6 % )  of the 196 r e a d i n g — t o — d o  tasks
identified , respondents reported that they would have to read the materials
again if they had to p e r f o r m  the same job  task tomorrow. Further , this per-
centage increased as the amount of elapsed time increased (i.e., to 80, 83 ,
and 85% for a week , a month , and a yea r , respectively) . These results suggest
tha t  reading Is an inhe ren t  par t  of a l a rge  number of tasks , such as f i l i n g  a
doc ument , filling out a form , etc. It also suggests that rereading is
requ i red  because people f o r g e t  some of what  they read , and thus  have to reread
i t .  This l a t t e r  suggest ion is supported by the fact that , of the  76 perc ent
of tasks tha t  would have to be reread “ tomorrow , ” onl y 60 percen t  would have
to be reread comple te l y .  Thus , in the  remain ing  40 percen t , some l e a r n i n g
had taken p lace .  For tha t  40 pe rcen t , in fo rmat ion  was obtained on whether
the learn ing  was incidental or intentional. Responses showed that , over a l l ,
fo r  73 percent  of the tasks , the learning occurred just by reading the job
m a t e r i a l s  and doing the job task  ( i . e . ,  incidental learning) . For the remain-
ing 27 perc ent , the respondents ind ica ted  tha t  they  had used some l ea rn ing
s t r a t e g y  ( i . e . ,  int ent~~mal  l ea rn ing ) .

For 45 (24%) of t h e reading—to—do tasks identified , respondents
repor ted  t h a t  they  would not  have to look up the  m a t e r i a l  aga in  “ tomorrow ”
(imp lying tha t the relevant material had been learned). When asked how this
learning occurred , they responded that it was incidental in 71 percent of
the tasks and intentional in 24 pe r cen t .

Thus , In bo th  cases where l ea rn ing  was i nd i ca t ed  w i t h  r e a d i n g — t o — d o
tasks , i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  accounted  fo r  a lmost  t h r e e — f o u r t h s  of the  r e s u l t s .
E i t h e r  most  of t h e  s u b je ct s  could not reca l l  any p a r t i c u l a r  l e a r n i n g  s t r a t e g y
used or the  i n f o r m a t i o n  p rocess ing  involved in e x t r a c t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  f rom
tex t s  a n d / o r  in a p p l y i n g  I t  to comple te  a task provided s u f f i c i e n t  c o g n i t i v e
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  f o r  l e a r n i n g  to occur.
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Reading—to—learn Tasks. Interviewees who had i d e n t i f i e d  the  129
reading—to—learn tasks were asked whether they used any special study tech-
niques to learn the specific material. Responses were received for 107
(83%) of the ta’~~ s. Of this  to ta l , sub jec t s  reported tha t , overall , learn-
ing had been accomp lished b y special techn iques for  77 percent (N 82) of
these tasks and tha t  it had occurred simp ly b y reading the mater ia l  for  23
percent (N = 2 5) .  For s t uden t s , these percentages  changed to approximatel y
90 and 10 per cen t , respec tively.

For the 82 tasks involving special  s tudy  techni ques , responses were
solicited regarding the nature of these techniques . Altogether , a total of
147 responses was obta ined , wi th  some tasks receiving multiple responses ,
143 of which were c l ass i f i ed  into the fo l lowing four s to rage/ ret r i eva l
s t ra tegies :~

1. Reread/Rehearse (R/R) :  Involves repeating the processing of
information taken from text , w i t h  minima l elaborat ion or t r a n s f o r m a t i o n .

2. Problem Solve/Questions (P/Q): Involves answering text questions ,
solving problems in texts , and performing tasks that stimulate a search
through materials to obtain specific answers.

3. Rela te /Associa te  CR/A) : Involves use of mnemonics , d iscuss ion
of materials , asso ciation of new information with other in format ion , and
elaborations.

4. Focus Attention (F/A): Involves activities tha t  reduce the amount
of i n f o r m a t i o n  in some manner ;  e . g . ,  underl ining key points , outlining, taking
notes.

As shown in Table 5 , which l i s t s  all the s tud y techni ques repor ted
by the interviewees , the reread/rehearse (R/R) strategy was reported most
frequentl y, accounting for 34 percent of the total responses. The focus
attention (F/A) strategy was reported least frequentl y ,  accounting for  only
13 percent .  The relate/associate  (R/A) category included the greatest  number *

of d i f f e r e n t  entries , although some of these may have j u s t  as log ica l ly  been
categor ized  as R / R .

To de termine  how o f t e n  Navy personnel use var ious  s tud y methods , 144
subjects were presented with a checkl i s t  of nine s p e c i f i c  stud y techniques
that had been used in a previous stud y with Air Force personnel. These
s p e c i f i c  t e c h n i q u e s  were se lec ted  because there was some in te res t  in comparing
the two surveys.  T a b l k ’  6 l I s t s  these techniques , categorized under the four
l e a r n i n g  s t r a t e g ies l i s te d  above , and i n d i c a t e s  how they were ra ted  by 144
p e r so n n e l .  As shown , the “ read m a t e r i a l  over ” t e ch rn iqu e , w i t h i n  the R / R
s t rat e g y , was rated as be ing  used fr e q u e n t l y by 60 percen t of the pe rsonnel ,
fo l lowed b y “u n d e r l i n e  i m p o r t a n t  pa r t s , ” w i t h i n  t h e  F/A st r a t e g y ,  which  was
used by 57 p e r c e n t .  N e i t h e r  of these two t echniques  requi res  much t ransforma-
tion of or e l ah o r a t i ’. on the material to relate It to o the r  areas. In addition ,
the l a t te r  t e c h n i q ue  educes  the amount of i n f o r m a t i o n  to be concentrated on
in review.

‘~Four responses d i d  no t  seem to f i t  any ca tegory  and were  exc luded
from classific ati on.
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Table 5

Study Techniques Reported for Reading—to—Learn Tasks

Learning S t r a t egy  Study Technique Number Total

Reread/ Rehears e Reread/re p eat 34
(R/R) Memorize by repetition 7

Preview , then read 4
Copy verba t im in wr i t ing  2
Record on tape , listen to tape 1
Teach to someone 1.

49 ( 34%)

Problem Solve/ Prac tic e problems 21
Questions (P/Q) Check problem s against  book 8

Take t e s t / answer  quest ions  7
Review questions/answers in text 6
Use study guides 1

43 ( 30%)

Relate/Associate Use pic tures/diagrams and relate
(R/A ) to text 15

Discuss with someone 4
Associate to other  i n fo rma t ion  3
Listen to lec ture  3
Use mnemonic device 2
Make drawings 2
Use other refere nce materials 1
Watch demonstration 1
Relate notes and book 1
Relate to previous work

33 ( 23%)

Focus Attention Take notes/study notes 12
(F/A) Pick out  key po ints  3

Use o u t l i n e  1
Under l ine  1
Us e stud y sched u le 1

18 ( l3~:)

143 (100%)
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Table 6

Use Frequency of Learning S t ra tegies by
Nav y Personnel (N = 144)

Frequency

S t r a t egy /Techn ique  Almost
Never Occasionally Frequentl y

Reread/Rehearse (R/R)

Pre—scan material  before
stud ying 15 42 43

Try to memorize 28 26 46
Read m a t e r i a l  over 7 33 60

Problem Solve/Quest ion (P/Q)

Ask self quest ions 20 34 46

Relate/Associate (R/A)

Draw pictures 38 36 26
Use d ic t ionary  37 37 26

Focus Attention (F/A)

Make outline 50 32 18
Under l ine  important  p a r t s  18 25 57
Take notes 23 31 46

The “draw p i c t u r e s ” techn ique , w i th in  the R/A s t r a t egy , has p rev ious ly
been inves t igated by the  Arm y ( S t i ch t , 1975b) ard the Ai r  Force (Dansereau et a l . ,
1.975) as a method for improving comprehension and retention. Table 5 indicates
tha t  t h i s  techn ique , w h i c h  requi res  considerable  t r ans fo rma t ion  of the t ex t
and e labora te  encod ing of what  is comprehended , is used “almost never ” by 38
percent  of the samp le and “ f r e q u e n t l y ” ~y onl y 26 pe r cen t .  It appears t h a t
t h i s  t echn ique  requ i res  more e f f o r t  than the R/R rereading t e c h n i q u e  or the
F/A u n d e r l i n i n g  techn ique .

Overall , the open—ended responses , which were obtained during the
discussion of read ing—to—learn tasks , revealed a much wider range of speci f ic
learning t echn iques  than was inc luded  in the checklist. Nonetheless , there
is considerable agreement that the R/R strategy , which requires the least
t r an s fo rma t ion/ e l abo ra t i on , is the  most f r e q u e n t l y  used s t r a t e g y  when l e a r n i n g
is the ma jo r  goal of the r e a d i n g .  This s t r a t e g y  may s a t i s f y a “p r i n c i p l e  of
least e f f o r t ” requi rement , s i nce  it r equ i r e s  l i t t l e  ac t ive  read ing of da t a .
It Is not known if t h i s  s t r a t e g y  Is genera l ly  more or less e f f e c t i v e  than the
others , a l t h o u g h f i n d i n g s  of p r ev ious  s t u d i e s  ( c f .  Dansere au et a l . ,  1974)
suggest that the more active strateg ies tend to improve information retention .
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Writing Component of Specific Job Reading Tasks

Respondents repor ted that , of t h e  325 job  t a sks  identified , 1 °7
(61%) required some type  of w r i t  i ns .  O f t h i s  t o t a l  , 87 (4 4~ ) wer e  c i t e d
by job perf ormers; 79 (40%) , by s t u d e n t s ;  and 31 ( 1 6 % )  , by i n s t r u c t o r s.
Filling out forms a c c o u n t e d  for  27 per~’~ n t  of t h i s  wr i t  ing;  and I et t e r s ,
memos , and log cot r ies , 10 [~e r c c n t .  For l2 ~ ( 6 3 %)  of the  197 tasks , the
w r i t i n g  cons i s ted  of “o t her ” ty p e s  such  as ( 1)  t a k i n g  n o t e s , ( 2 )  an s w e r i n g
problems , ques t ions , and t e s t s , (3) c o m p l e t i ng  job  sheets  and workshee t s ,
and (4) making n o t a t i o n s  and c o r r e c t i o n s  on sheets.

Overa l l , respondents  had to show t h e  w r i t  ing to someone e lse  for
checking about  h a l f  the  t i m e . However , as expected , students reported that
they had to have t h e i r  w r i t i n g  checked 62 percent  of the t ime . The person
most l ike l y to check  w r i t i n g  of job performers was a chief or officer; of
i n s t ruc to r s, a senior c h i e f ;  and of s t u d e n t s , i n s t r u c t o r s  or t eachers .

Literacy and Job Skills Training

Navy Tra in ing System

As indicated previousl y, the instructors and job performers were asked
to rate the importance of certain training experiences in helping them to per-
form their present job , to pass the Navywide exam , and to perform a new job (at
an advanced rate). The results are sunim~irized in Table 7. As shown , da i l y job
experience/OJT was cited by 100 percent of both groups as being important for
performing their present job ; further , it was cited by at least 97 percent as
being important for passing the Navywide exam and for performing a new job.
S e l f — s t u d y  r a t i n g  t r a i n i n g  was c i t e d  by 87 percen t  as be ing  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  per-
forming  the prt ’sc’nt  j o b ;  by 94 pe rcen t  , f o r  p a s s i n g  t h e  N ; iv v  exam; and by 91
percent  , for performing a new j o b .  School  r~i t  i ng  t r a i n i n g  was cited by 80 pe r-
cent as be ing  i m p o r t a n t  for  p e r f o r m i n g  the  present  job  and passing t h e  N a v y  exam
and by 86 percent , f o r  p e r f o r m i n g  a new j o b .  In coot r a c t  , prerat 1 ig kn owl  edh e  was
c it  ed b y on lv 53 percen t  eve ra 1 1 .is b e i n g  impor t  to t for per forming the present
job ; 45 pe rcen t  , for  pass ing  t h e  Navy exam; and by 43 percent , fo r  p e r f o r m i n g  t

new job.  No m e a n i n g f u l  r a t i n g  was rc~ ci  ~‘cd I or of f—dut v ed icat ion cou rses , --, I
t h i s  ca tegory  d i d  no t  a p p l y to  over  75 pe r e t  of b o t h  g roups .

As p a r t  o I t h e  same ques t  ion  
* 

p e r s o n n e l  w~ - r i ’  a sk ed  t o I nd I c a t  e whi i (- hi
of the  f o u r  r e l e v a n t  t r a i n i n g  e x p e r i e nc e s  t h e y  f e l t  was t h e  most i m p o r  t i n t
f o r  p r o v i d i n g  I n f o r m a t i o n  r e l e v a n t  t o  p e r f o r m i n g  each  of t i ,  h r e t -  c a r , - ,  r
a c t i v i t i e s .  For p e r f o r m i n g  t h e  p r e sen t  j ob , ~ob expe t j o n c , - f ( u J 1 was  c i t  ,d  h ’.
a p p r o x i m a t e l y 7~ p e r c e n t  ( i f  bo th  g roups .  h e r  j u . i s s t n ~~ t h e  N . i v v — w i d , ’ e.x;im ,
forma l A s choo l  t r a m l  ng was c I t  ed by 47 jw r e t ’  t of  t it  l i i  St  I 0 t i ‘~ and 2
percen t  of the job per f r n ’ -  r s ; . - ind corresponden t coor s .  -

~ , 
by 30 and .. ~ p er  —

ccit t . Re spon  s i ’s  I n  rega rd t o  j e  r f o r m i n g  ftt t. u re 
~~~ 

we r , - ~ i m i i i i  t t i e  ‘~~,‘

f o r  p e r f o r m i n g  c u r r e n t  lobs , I n  t h a t  a lmos t  70 p e r c en t  o t  b o t h  ‘ u t  u - h o o t -
job  expe r te~~ce / O ,J T as he iu ~~ most i m p o r t a n t .
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Thus , bo th groups indicated that , for career activities relating to
actual job performance , job experience/OJT training was the most important
of the training experiences. However , they differed in their evaluation of
the importance of formal school training and the self—stud y course training
in contributing to passing the Navy—wide exam, with i the instructors rating
the school training as n’ost important. Instructor experience with school
training may have affected their evaluation of its importance to the exam ,
par ticularly since the school text is frequently the same text as tha t used
in the correspondence course.

Navy School Training

Overall , instructors and job performers reported that only 50 to
55 percent of the information taught in Navy school course s is relevant
to performing a job. In contrast , they ind ica ted  that 70 to 75 percent of
the information was needed to pass the course . The job performers also
indicated that about 10 percent was not used for either purpose. In com-
par ison , the students felt that 80 percent of the information taught was
needed to satisfy course requirements. They also conjectured that about
that same amount of information would be used later on the job . Thus, in-
experienced students have fairly high expectations for applying what they
are learning.

Responses rece ived were also analyzed in terms of personnel in ratings
grouped by job type (i.e., Service/Maintenance, Technical Maintenance/Repair ,
and Data). It was found that personnel in Service/Maintenance ratings felt
that about 50 percent of what they learned in rating schools was relevant to
their jobs ; and personnel in Technical Maintenance/Repair and Data—oriented
rat ings, from 65 to 75 percent . These results indicate that , depend ing on
the program , approximatel y 25 to 50 percent of the information taught is
considered unnecessary in regard to performing Navy jobs. Thus, if training
requiremi~nts could he brought more in line with job requirements , it appears
that a considerable amount of time could be made ava:ilable for job—related
reading training and that training costs could be reduced.

A total of 159 suggestions for changes to the formal school training
system was made by 112 personnel (about 75 percent of those responding to
this question). Of this total , 35 (22%) were made by instructors; 53 (337.),
by students; and 71 (45%), by j ob performers. The four categories of sug-
gestions cited below accounted for 78 (49~) of the total :

1. Add more practical /simulated experiences to the training program
(N = 27 , 17% ) .

2. Lengthen the training time (N 21, 13%).

3. Make the tra ining n~~re job—relevant (N = 18, 11%).

4. Provide more q u a l i f i e d  and be t t e r  i n s t ruc to r s  (N = 12 , 8%) .

Both I t ems  1 and 3 Indicate a desire to make the  t r a i n i n g  more
relevant to job demands and to simulate OJT to a greater extent. This is
consistent with the fact t h a t  OJT was repor ted  as the most important training
experience fo r  im p r o v in g  job  p e r f o r m an c e .  Three additiona l suggestion
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categories , account ing fo r  12 (7 .5% ~ of the responses , f u r t h e r  suppor t
the notion that school courses may contain much information of little
relevance to the job . Those categories were: (1) include less theory,
(2) eliminate unnecessary top ics, and (3) cut down material to be learned .
Thus , over one th i rd  of the suggestions for  change ind ica ted  a desire for
more job  re levancy in t r a i n i n g .

Estimates of the difficulty of the Navy ’s traininc language——both
spoken and w r i t t e n — — w e r e  made on a f i ve—po in t  scale w i t h  1 ind ica t ing
“v e ry  easy ” and 5 , “d i f f i c u l t . ” Resul ts  showed that over half  of the
instructors (6.~%) indicated that the school’s spoken language was “very easy,”
con t r a s t ed  w i t h  only ~ 2 pe rcen t  of the s t u d e n t s  and 34 percent  of the job
pe r fo rmers .  None of the instructors preceived the spoken language as more
d i f f i c u l t  than average , while  5 percent of the students and 13 percent of the
job performers  did . Overall , over 90 percent of the personnel  indica ted  tha t
the schoo l ’s spoken language was of average d i f f i c u l t y  or eas ie r .

In comparison , 34 percent  of the i n s t r u c t o r s , 21 pe rcen t  of the
students , and 14 percent of the job performers felt that the school’s printed
language was “very easy, ” while 20 to 30 percent  of the t o ta l  personnel  f e l t
tha t  it was of more than average d i f f i c u l ty .  Eight—one (46~ o f t h e t o t a l
sample) persons made a total of 107 suggestions for changes in the school’s
printed materials. Of this total , 21 (20%) were made by instructors ; -~O
(37%) , by students , and 46 (43%) by job performers. The four categories
of suggestions listed below accounted for 61 (57%) of the total:

1. Simplif y the language of the mater ial (N = 20 , l9~ ) .

2. Use better formatting and clearer writing sty le (N = 17 , 16 ’ ) .

3. Give more definitions; provide better glossaries (N = 15, l4°~) .

4. Provide more visual aids (e.g., diagrams) in the materials
(N = 9 , 8%) .

Both items 1 and 2 suggest that some people are hav ing problems
because of the  read ing d i f f i c u l t y  of the material (as previousl y indicated).
Also , two additional suggestion categorl’s——ge t rid of extraneous information
(N = 7, 8’~) and reduce r e p e t i t i o n  (N 3, 3%)——indicate that school materials
might be reduced in volume .

Navy Rate Train ing Correspondence Courses

The e s t i m a t es  of the v a l u e  of l e a r n i ng  r e q u i re m e n t s  imposed b y r a t e
training orrespondence courses were s i m i l a r  to  those  of the  value of school
t r a i n i n g .  I n s t r u c t o r s  and job performers reported that , of the total in-
formation to be learned , on1~’ 50 percent was applicable to the job , whil e
70 to 80 percent was n e c e s s a ry  to pass the Navy—wide exam. Ten to iS per-
cent of the material was reported is n o t  relevant to either activity.
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Responses rece ived  were also a n a l y z e d  in  t e rms  of job p e r f o r m e r s
distributed by rates (i.e., E—2s and E—3s , E—4s and E— S s , and E— 6 s and E — 7 s ) .
Results showed that the amount of information judged as r e l e v a n t  to job
performance increased as the rate increased . E—2 and E—3 personnel judged
35 p e r c e n t  of t h e  m a t e r i a l  as r e l e v a n t ;  E— 4 and E — 5 pe r sonne l , 45 p e r c e n t ;
and E—6 and E—7 personnel , 62 percent. Overall , the p e r s on n e l  e s t i m a t e d  tha t
about  70 p e r c e n t  of the  m a t e r i a l  was needed to  pass t h e  exam. Again , these
da ta  suggest  that cours.-/te st requirements are more demanding than those for
actual job performance.

In regard  to the  e s t i m a t e d  d i f f i c u l t y  level of r a t e  t r a i n i n g  manua l s ,
22 pe rcen t  of the instrLctors and 19 percent of the job performers felt t h a t
it was “very  easy, ” and 25 and 16 percen t , tha t  i t  was of more than average
difficult y . Students were not asked to respond to this question . When thaese
r e s u l t s  are  cons ide red  together with those fo r  forma l school spoken and printed
languages , it appears tha t personnel generall y do not consider the training
languages to he undu ly dit t i c ult. However , one in four of the intervi e’.-ci’s
f e l t  the p r i n t e d  trai n i - -tg language was above average in difficult y .

S i x t y — f o u r  persons (6 5% of the  99 who responded ) mad e a total 01
81 s u g g e s t i o n s  fo r  changes to r a t e  t r a i n i n g  m a t e r i a l s .  Of t h i s  t o t a l , 2~c
(32%) were made by i n s t r u c t o r s;  and 55 ( 6 8 % ) ,  by job p e r f o r m e r s .  The f o u r
ca t ego r i e s  of sugges t ions  l i s t ed  below accoun ted  for  60 (75%)  of the  t o t a l :

1. Use clearer  forma t , and clearer  language or w r i t i n g  (e .g . , d e f i n e
terms and build interest into the mater ials (N = + , 30%) .

2. Prov ide more detail and more information in the manual (N = 16 , 2O~’-).

3. Include less detail ; i.e., make the manuals more general
(N = 13, 13%).

4. Design the m a t e r i a l s  to be more p r a c t i c a l  and r a t e — s p e c i f i c
(N = 7 , 9 % ) .

Once aga in , the  major  ca tegory  of recommended changes p e r t a i n s  te
language and f o r m a t .  I tems 2 and 4 should be cons idered  t o g e t h e r , s ince  m o s t
of those ask ing  fo r  the  more d e t a i l e d  i n f o  “nat ion were j ob  p e r f o r m e r s  who
wanted more information about their particu .’ r job. (It is i n t e r e s t i ng  to no t e
that items 2 and 3 contradict each other.)

Overall, there appears to be a desire for school and rate training
correspondence courses to be modified such that they present less “nice—to—
know ” in forma t ion and focus  more on the  i n f o r m a t i o n  need ed f o r  job p e r f or m a n c e .
There is also a des i re  to have written materials modified toward greater
simplicity in format and language , with more attention directed to defining
words as they  are In t r o d u c e d .

Readinj~ Prob1ems/ReadIn~ Training

Extent of Read ing Problems. Estimates provided by interviewees
c o n c e r n i n g  the p e r c e n t a g e  of e n l i s t e d  personne l  w i t h  r e a d i n g  p r o b l e m s
m d  i ca ted  tha t such problems were  experi enced by a p p r o x i m a t e  L v  15 p er c e n t
of personnel  in recruit tr ain ing (RT) , 20 p e r c e n t  of  students In Class A
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sc hools , 20 p e r c e n t  o l p e r~~~~~~ enrolled in r a t e  t r a i n i n g  c o u r s e s  (R T C) , and
15 p e r c e t i t  of pe r s o t i u c i  p er f o r m i n g  on the  job . As a group , the instructors
tended to r e p o r t  more p e o p l e  as h a v i n g  read ing  p rob lems  than did either the
job performers or s t u d e n t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  regard to the  RTC and on—th e—
j oo  a c t i v i t ie s .  P o s s i b l y ,  the  i n s t r u c t o r s’ exper iences  w i t h  school t r a i n i n g
and their attention on a adeii :ic performance have focused tiiei r awareness on
read ing  problems more  t h a n  those  personnel  vit o are more concerned w i t h  d o i n g
a job .

In r e g ar d  to  t h e i r  own r e a d i ng  a b i l i t y ,  a t  least  one f o u r t h , o ver a l l ,
of the  personnel  i n t e r v i e w e d  ind ica ted  t h a t  they had “ some ’ d i f f i c u l t y  in
u n d e r st a n d i n g  t h e  m a t e r i a l s  used in the f o u r  career  a c t i v i t i e s  noted above .
In fac t , f o r  bo th  Class A and r a te  t r a i n i n g  courses , w h i c h  place more academic
requirements on the use of pr i n t e d  m a t e r i a l s  than the  o t h e r  two a c t i v i t i e s,
the e s t i m a t e s  rose to about  36 pe rcen t.  Spec i f i c  da ta  p e r t a i nI n g  to the f o u r
a c t i v i t i e s  are provided below :

1. R e c r u i t  t r a i n i n g .  One hundred  pe rcen t  of the i n s t r u c t o r s  and 95
pe rcen t  f the s t u d e n t s  r e p o r t e d  ‘ no ” reading problems in RT. However , onl y
u2 percen t  of the job performers reported having “no” problems , while 35 per-
cent reported having “some” problems ; and 3 percent , “a lot.” Over all , 73
percen t of the  personnel  interviewed reported  “no ” reading problems in RT; and
2 3  percen t , “some” problems .

2. Class A school training . Sixty—four percent of the instructors ,
34 percent of the students , and 71 percent of the job performers reported “no”
read ing problems in Class A school. However , 52 percent of die students r e p o r t e d
“ some ” problems , as compared to 27 and 26 percent  f o r  i n s t r u c t o r s  and job per-
f o r m e r s .  Overal l , 64 percen t of the personnel  repor ted  “ no ” read ing  pr ob lems
in A school ; and 32 pe rcen t , “some” problems . The d i f f e r e n c e s  between s t u d e n t s
and i n s t r u c t o r s/ j o b  p e r f o r m e r s  i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  personnel who are a c t i v e l y  in-
volved in a p a r t i c u l a r  ca ree r  a c t i v i t y  are l i ke ly  to repor t  more problems than
those who are r e c a l l i n g  t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  exper iences .  -

3. dat e  t r a i i i i i i g  co r re spondence  cou r ses .  T w e n t y — s e v e n  pe rcen t  of the
instructors and 69 p e r c e n t  of t h e  job p e r f o r m e r s  repor ted  hav ing  “no ” d i f -
ficulty in reading t h i e s e  m a t e r I a l s ;  64 and 28 pe rcen t  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  “ some ”
d i f f i c u l t y ;  and 9 and 3 p e r c e n t , “ a lot ” of difficulty. Thus , overall , abo u t
one t h i rd  of these  p e r s o n n e l  r epo r t ed  exper i enc ing  d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  the read ing
requ i red  in t he se  cou r se s .

4.  O n — t h e — j o b .  F i f t y — f i v e  pe rcen t  of the i n s t ruc to r s  and 77 per-
cent  of the job p e r f o r m e r s  r epor t ed  having  “no ” d i f f i c u l t y  u n d e r s t a n d i n g
t h e i r  job  read ing  m a t e r i a l s;  and 45 and 22 percent respectively, “some”
d i f f i c u l . . y .  Overal l , 25 pe rcen t  experienced “some” difficulty in under-
standing these materi a l s .

When t h e sante data Imi terms of personnel  are d i s t r i b u t e d  by GCT
level , the  re lat .  i o n s h i i p  b e t w e e n  a l t  i t u de  and reading  a b i l i t y  become s obvious .
For i n s t a n c e , of t h e  p e r s ou n c  I w i t h  a GC’I ’ o f  45 or above ( w h i c h  c o r r e s p o n d s  t o
a reading a b i l i t y  ab ove  t h e  8 th  g r a d e  level (Duffy ,  1976)) , o n l y  26 p e r c e n t
r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  d i f t  i c u h t v  w i t h  t h e i r  print ed materials in RT;  21 pe r - c u t ,
in A s c h o o l ;  20 per~ cnt , l i i  i~ir ; and 18 p e r c e n t  , on the  job . C - i -. t r a s t e d  t o
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t h i s  a re  t h e  r e s u l ts  for those personnel with a GCT score below 45, w h i c h
correspond s to a reading ability below the 8th grad e level. Sixty—nine
percent of these peop le reported reading problems in RT; 46 percent , in A
school; 56 percent , in RTC ; and 29 percent , on the job. This suggests that
personnel with lower reading skills are likely to experience “some” or “a lot”
of difficulty in understanding the materials used in the various career
ac t ivities in which they will eventually participate.

Causes of Reading Problem s. Low personnel skills were cited as the
reason for read ing problems by 73 , 54 , and 45 percent of the instructors ,
students , and job performers respectively; and a combination of low person-
nel skills and difficult materials , by 27 , 36 , and 45 percent. Overall , low
personnel skills were cited as the cause by 52 percent of the personnel; and
low skills/difficult materials , by 39 percent .

When asked ~~~ they felt personnel skills were too low or the materials
were too hard , 127 (71% of the total sample) interviewees cited a total of 199
reasons——l44 for people—related problems and 55 for material—related problems .
Of the t o t a l  responses , 28 (14%) were c i ted  by i n s t ruc to r s ;  55 (28%) , by
s t u d e n t s ;  and 116 ( 5 8 % ) ,  by job p e r f o r m e r s .

The following five problem categories accounted for 107 (74%) of the
144 peop le—re la ted  problems ci ted :

1. People have never learned to  read ; they had a poor education
(N = 53 , 37%) .

2. Peop le don ’ t t r y  to read b e t t e r ;  they  ski p over p a r t s  and/ o r

~ b ‘r e  d i f f i c u l t  p a r t s  (N 17 , 12% ) .

3. Peo ple ought  to be able to read better than they do (N = 13, 9%) .

4. People have low reading aptitudes ; they are not able to read
better (N = 12, 8%).

5. Peop le don ’t want to read ; they aren ’t motivated (N = 12 , 8%~~.

Of these five reasons , only Item 4 seems to suggest a problem that
might be inherent with the person and not modifiable to a grea t extent. Items
1 and 3 seem to be concerned with the person ’s la ck o f preparation , while
Items 2 and 5 suggest problems of motivation. Thus, four out of five of these
reported causes for reading problems appear to be amenable to modification
throug h training and Incentives.

The following four problem categories accounted for 50 (91%) of
the 55 material—related problems cited :

1. The language used is  too complex (N = 21 , 38~. ) .

2. The materials are poorly formatted (N = 12 , 22~~) .  -:
3. The materi als are just “too hard ” (N = 12 , 2 2 % ) .

4. There is too much  m a t e r i a l  (N 5 , 9~~) .

~1~3 -
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Of these , I tems 1 and 3 may be viewed as sugges t ing  tha t  personnel
do not have the  language  s k i ll s  r equ i r ed  to deal  w i t h  t he  m a t e r i a l .  These
problems are thus amenable to solution by either literacy skill upgrading or
by rewriting of mater ials. Items 2 and 4 seem to be more indicative of changes
to materials than to per sonnel.

In summary, Navy personnel tend to attribute reading problems more to
people and their lack of skill or motivation than to the inadequacies of
training and job written materials . This suggests that further attention
should be given to the provision of reading training for  upgrad ing read ing
skills.

Attitudes Toward Reading Training. A total of 163 persons (92% of the
total sample) provided 256 reasons for the low enrollment in volunteer reading
t r a i n i n g  programs.  F i f t y — f o u r  (21%) of these reasons were ci ted by i n s t ruc to r s ;
100 (39%) by students; and 103 (40%) , by job performers.

Overall , 32 percent  of the responses indicated t h a t  the  low e n r o l l m e n t
was due to a lack of mo t ivat ion ( i . e . ,  lack of interest  or initiative) on the
part of personnel. Another 18 percent indicated tha t personnel  were perceived
as being unwilling to admit a deficiency in reading skills by enrolling in a
remed ial course. Thus , half of the reasons given for why personnel do not
attend the current reading training program s refer to emotional/motivational
factors.

An addi tional 16 percent of the responses indicated tha t personnel felt
ther e was no spare time available to take the course; and 7 percent; that people
were unaware that such training was available. Only 10 percent of the overall
responses suggested tha t people do not attend reading training courses because
they feel they do not need such training .

Although the data given here are highly subject to bias toward socially
accept able answers on the part of respondents , they nonetheless prov ide an in-
dication of the problems tha t need to be addressed when designing, developing ,
and operating a reading training program . For excaple , if reading training
were integrated Into job skills training motivation and initiative to succeed
in job skills training could generalize to stimulate interest in developing
better competence in performing job—related reading tasks. Also , personnel
would not h ave to admit read ing difficulties; they would simp l’.’ pi oceed through
a different course of job skills trainin g (with intermixed reading training)
than others. Finally, a job—related reading training program would be available
during regular duty htours so that those without sufficient t ime for the
c u r r e n t  read i ng t r a i n i n g ,  w h ich  is p r i m a r i l y g iven a f t e r — d u t y  h o u r t - , could
p a r t i c i p a t e , and those who a re  n o t  aware of the present read ing programs
would a ut c m ; ’ i ~- . t l 1 y  become awar e  of the  read ing t r a i n i n g  being g iven  In
con juri ct iot w i t h  job s k i l l s  t r a i n i n g .

At t itudes Toward lob—related Readin& Tra ining. Of the 178 personnel
I n t e r v i ew e d , 114 ( 6 4 % )  m d  j e t t e d  t h i ~i t  a job—related reading program would he
h e l p f u l ;  55 ( 3 1 % ) ,  t h a t  i t  w o u l d  no t  he he l p f u l  and 5 (3%) , “may be. ” Four

2~~) d i d  lo t  respond . About  h.t I f  of  those who said t h a t  such a p r o gram would
not  be h e l p t t i i  c i t e d  r & - . i s o t i s  f o r  t h e i r  positions; the  m a j o r i t y  of  w h i c h  (84Z)
I nd I c  a t . 1  t hat respondent s f e l t  t h ey  ~h l d  no t  need the t ra I n  i ng bee  aus t -  t he’’
cou ld  ‘ ge l  h ; ’’ w i t  bou t  i t
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When the same data were sor ted over fou r  lev e l s  of GCT scores ( i . e . ,
44 or less , 45 to 54 , 55 to 6L~, and 65 and o v e r ) ,  a s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p
emerged be tween a person ’s GCT score and his perception of the usefulness of
a job—related reading program . Eighty—seven percent of personnel with a GCT
score below 45 said that the program would be hel pful to them , as compared to
68 percent of those in the 45 to 54 range; 60 per cent in the 55 to 64 range;
and 43 perc ent , in the range above 64. Thus, the lower the CCT score , the
more likely a person will feel tha t a job—related reading program would be
helpful to him in future career activities.

The same data were also analyzed in terms of ratings grouped by job
H ratings , which are the least demanding of the rating groups , said that the

program wo uld be useful to them , as compared to 68 percent of those in Tech-
nical Maintenance/Repair ratings and 64 percent of those in Data related ratings ,
the most demanding of the groups. The slight inverse relationship between
ra ting ap titude requirements and personnel perce ptions of the usef ulness of a
job—related reading training program (i.e., the more d emanding the rating
ap t:itude requirements , the less useful the training is perceived by personnel)
indicates that the interview is obtaining valid responses.

Estimates of Enrollment for a Job—r elated Reading Program. Additional
information obtained regarding the percentage of the interviewees who would
actuall y sign up for a job—related reading training program if it were avail-
able during on—duty hours or off—duty hours provided some indication of the
type of response (projected input) one might expect from the Navy in general
for such a training program . As could be expected , results showed that 72
percent of the respondents indicated that they would be willing to enroll in
the program if it were given during on—duty hours , as compared to only 43
percent for off—duty hours.

The same data sorted by the four levels of CCT scores noted above
showed tha t 88 percent of job performers with a GCT score below 45 were willing
to enroll in the program during duty hours , as c ompared to 74 percent of those
with GCT scores in the 45 to 54 range; 65 percent , in the 55 to 64 range; and
60 percent, in the 65 or above category. A similar relationship, with lower
percen tages of personn el involved , was also found with the job performers
volunteering to enroll in the program during off—duty hours: 56, 47 , 30, and
20 percent respectively. Thus, personnel of lower GCT/reading skills reported
more interest in enrolling in reading training than did more highly skilled
personnel. This finding is consistent with the data presented above , wh ich
ind icated tha t personnel with higher GCTs rated themselves higher in reading
ab ility.

Information regarding Incentives that would Increase enrollment in a
job—related reading program was sought from those who indicated they were not
interested in either on or off—duty classes , pl us a few “yes” respondents who
qualified their responses , for a total of 61 persons. The following four
response categories accounted for 35 (57%) of the total:

1. l ) i r e ct  o r der  (N 11 , l h % ) .

2. Cony i nc e  person h :e had a real  need (N = 10 , 1 h~~

3. Cony i ric e per son  course  would  be b enef  Ic Ia I (N = 8 , 1 i~~)

4. Money (N 6 , I 0 ) .

35
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Se l f—es t ima ted  Reading Skill  Levels. The fo rego ing  i nd i r ec t l y  indicates
whether  or not people feel  tha t they are capable of dea l ing  w i t h  the  Navy ’s
reading demands. A more d i rec t  es t imate  of the person ’s own reading a b i l i t y
was obtained by asking the interviewees to rate their reading ability in com-
parison to all other enlisted Navy personnel. The results showed that 14 per—
cent of the  interviewees ranked the i r  reading skil ls  in the upper 20 percent
of all Navy enlisted personnel ; 51 percent , above the 60th percent i le;  and 20
percent , at  or below the 40th percent i le .  Thus , not all personnel perceived
themselves as having well developed reading skills.

When the da ta obtained were analyzed in terms of GCT levels , a pos i t ive
re la t ionsh ip  emerged between a person ’s GCT score and his general  reading
a b i l i t y ,  which is consis tent  wi th  work done by Duff y (1976).  For examp le ,
the job performer s ’ judged reading level percenti le scores were 45 for
those w i t h  GCT scores below 45; 68, for scores between 45 and 54; 75, for
scores between 55 and 64; and 80 , for  scores of 65 and above.

The f a c t  tha t , overall , some 20 percent  of the interviewees perceived
themselves as having marginal reading skills (at or below the 40th percentile)
is consistent with the finding tha t  interviewees estimated tha t  15 to 20 per-
cent of the Navy personnel have difficulty, to some extent , reading the Navy
printed materials.

36
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CONCLUSIONS

The resul ts  of the survey ind ica ted  tha t  Navy personnel  not only spend
approx ima tely a quarter of the ir day engaged In some j o b — r e l a t e d  reading
activity but also that between 10 and 20 percent of them have some type of
reading skill deficiency. However , it was estimated that the reading dif-
ficulties were amenable to reading training. In fact , almost two—thirds
of the interviewees indicated that a job—related reading training program
could by very hel pful to them for future career activities. These findings ,
while providing an indica tion of the scope and impor tance of the role of
read ing in the Navy, also re infor ce the fa ct that read ing as a problem
area does indeed exist in the Navy .

The severity of this problem could be somewhat hidden by the fact that
the repetitive nature of the typical job task may tolerate fairly low levels
of literacy on the job; that is, it enables litera te personnel to lear n
by rereading and repea ted job  performance. However , since this effect
has a limiting influence on the person ’s career progression and utility
for the Navy, it is not in the best interest of either party to ignore the
def iciency and not try to remediate it in some manner . This is particularly
true in light of the finding that , by br inging training requirements into
line with job requirements , a considerable amount of time can be made avail-
able for job—rela ted reading training and training costs can be reduced .
This f inding, coupled with the desirability of on—duty training appears to
demonstrate the feasibility of developing an integrated job skills/reading
skills tra ining sys tem that would permit the marginally skilled person to
have a more sat isf ying career in the Navy , while simultaneously prov iding
a mor e compe tent Navy force.
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