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) The Training Research Laboratory of,ther S Army Research Institute--

for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) performs research and develop=
—mient—in-areas—related—to—military trainings—Of _specia
mation pertaining to numbers and types of soldiers who need English-as—a-._

second-language (ESL) instruction due to their limited proficiency in = 4;_
) English. The majority of ESL-eligible soldiers are Hispanic, so the Army .

Hispanic ESL-eligible population. This report provides information on that

population inm the form of demographic projections to the &ear 2000 by "age,

sex, and ethnic group._

This investigation was funded by the Training . Research Laboratory .
as Scientific Services Program Conmtract number DAAG 29- 1-D-0100: The

research was conducted at ARI, but the.contract was handled through the

Army Research office and Battelie Laboratories, both of Resedrch Triangle ;;d

Park North Carolina. : : N

It is expected that the information reported here will be of dse’

to policy makers and scientists concerned with military training, education,

Of—special—interest is— tnfor=——=""—_

.recruitment helection classification,\personnel utilization, an%aretention.'

©  EDGAR M. JOHNSON
Technical Direc%gr

*a

.
~
i

.
- Y

2|
L

S 8

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ~ - . . .

-
»

~ The. authors are especlally: grateful to Dr. Veronica Thomas for. bégii
. We also thank the following. peraonn for

‘tireless data analysis efforts.

_their helpful reviews:
Redish, Frances Grafton and LTC (Ret.) Clinton Andersomi

Qrc Jdén Hamn, Dtu M- Ko FiBChi

Dr: Janice -

Eséentialf¥—~——¥
Technical and production”support came from Joseph Duvall, Bettie Teevan,

‘Martin GendeII K:at:e néE?éﬂ, and Deborah Lucdss: .- -
v, - _"‘_:; a
- ' 1 o T \
. - - R <
. ' s ) < ) Y
5 : . . ‘
A . S .
.' - : 4 R A
,,' v = , - t "
Br . . » . -
‘. L 4
‘l.,. -
. . BN F:‘
. 1 : '
~ } :
‘ - * LN
’ ’ o
L)
. 7 .
- . . A
1
B N ‘
R -
. S S RS A _
Py - v \kt "3 L IS
4 - s - N k.
-~ R . \ K N\ CoLE
“ R . . V *
BN [» - . -
- * ) . z - N
- —r . . 4 - .
' B! : ; = z
. . . O
B - S i
i o L. .
. ko . S .
P £ . -
. ¢ vi . e :
- ‘ “ia > * .i [ e
/. . - N B ~
s': et ) '
N - N - .7 -
o s ‘8 R
. - cs . .
7 . : .



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS TO THE YEAR 2000

. OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT HISPANIC ACCESSIONS IN THE U. S. ARMY
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MARY , . S .o L -

N

A

‘sﬁbstantialfy

-ﬁéqﬁiréﬁéht{

’

'1‘o improve the Army's capability for p'lanning its training and \manPOWer

programs by grojecting the number of limited English proftcient (tEP) Hispanic :

(Spanish oriQin) accessions in the Army to the year 2000.

Procedure:-
The proj

age-specific
proficiency*(
males and fem
(disaggregate

weighting fac

. Findings' S

‘The Hisp

are projected
‘puerto Rican
. Higpanic ethni
-all Hispanic

-accessions ar
have much hig
Hispanic fema
rate. _ Puerto’
the LEP rates:

one-third of,
profxcxency i
* 2000.  The ge

English profi

Utilizatio o
i R

"y 7. This réfort. Has utility for scien LS

recruitmenr,

retention,. Pe
population:

EhE—need_for_contingegx;gigh_ggality English instruction; suitable selection

and classific
data Collecti

N

BEUSI

>

%
ection procedure combines three gets of data: - (1) projections of -

4'”'““'“%he Spanish origin population in the U. S..in accession-eligible ages,;. (2)

rates" of. Hispanic7§r@yiaccessioﬁs,\aﬁd (37" limited English .
LEP) ratesffer Hispanicd: - Frojections are made separately for
ales in the folloWing age intervals: 17-18,\19 20, 21-25 -

d to 21—22 and 23-25 for males), and 26—35. .Two different

tors are used to generate alternative EEP projections. ’ ,:”f

! 4 . " ' : !

.

anIc popuiation in Army access10n age ranges’ Is projected to . grow

Getween 1980 and the year 2000.' Hispanic Army accession rates
to increase to; a peak at ages 19-20, followed by a~decline. =

accession rates .are fiore than twice as:high as rates for. other .

ic ‘grQupsS. j ﬁarge increases are projected for Army accessions. in

ethnic groups;, ‘particularly Puer to Ricans. Current ‘and proJected,:'

e much lOWer forgHispanic females than for Hispanic males. Mates "'

her rates Of limited English proficiency than females., The.

le LEP rate. is about one-fourth the size of the Hispanic male LEP

Rican LEP rates exceed.. (in some categories by ‘tWwice the _number)

:of other Hispanic ethnic ‘groups. Between one-fourth and
all Hispanic:'accessions were estinated to be limited in English

n 1980 and: are projectedigoipe sxmilarly limited in the year
eneral pattern 'is one increase in the total ‘numbey’ of 1imited

cient accessions in the Army from 1980 to 2000.' ' . -

.

f Findings:ai

selection,iclassification,,"aininﬁ, personneliytilization,, and .

cause it proVides information on an important segment of the Army

timited English proficient Higpanic accessions. - Results _point to

ation procedures, SGEEEﬁess*of*chlthral—differencesf_and_LmEEQZEQ___

op methods.. L .
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DEMOGRHPHIC PROJECTIONS TO THE YEAR 2000

= 2o &0 ‘

OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT HISPANIC ACCESSIONS IN THE" U.\§. ARMY

B o = v . i o

THE ARMY HAS A NEED FOR DATA ON HISPANIC ACCESSIONS B

In early 1981 educatlonal offlcers in the krmy Adjutant General's office

asked the U.S: Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and social Sciences

(ARI) to brovxde demographic pro;ectxons of Hispanic recrufts who were limited

in English proficiency and hence eligible  for the Army's Engllsh-as-a-second

language (ESL) instruction provxded in the Basic Skills Education Program.

{BSEP). Interest in projections of Hlspanlc'gecruxts, especially those with

' Engllsh 1anguage deficiencies, also became evident in other offices within the

Departmént of the Army. _ Iriclusion of the topic of Hlspanlc timited English

prchcIent soldiers in the continuous; long-range: plaﬁ ng cf the Department

of the Army and the Army Rese rch Instltute attests to e growing need to
accommodate the needs of such dldlers.

’
'

This report presents demographlc pro;ectlons to the year 2000 of limited

Engilsh profIclent Hispanic accessions in the Army. Projectxons are made for

males and females, various Hxspanlc ethnic groups, and.age bands within the

acces510n age range of 17 to 35.

,m'

Because thIs report is 1ntended for poixcy use, we first present our

focus and a very short summary of related research, followedrxmmedlately by

results, discussion, implications, and references.irhppendlces contain indepth

coverage of related. research technical details gbout the methodolcgy we used,

‘THE INVESTIGATION FOCUSES ON LIMITED ENGLISH' PROFICIENT HISPANICS

in thIs Investlgation, the uItImate focus is on a partxcdiéi type of

v,soldIer- - the Hlspanlc accession who is limited in Enngsn language .

proflcxency. -As” used here,;the term "accessxon" sxgnlfles a recruit ghgihas

not only*apglled to ‘join the Army. put—ids also been accepted and has signed a

contract. In thxs report. we uge total accessxon-flgures that inciude both

nonprior-service recruits and prxor-servxce recruits, the latter of whom 'Q;,;,

comprxse about 8% of all recruxts. Our flgures include active Army accessions

only;,; not National Guard and Army Reserve ‘accessions,. pecause the initial

requests for lnformation which we received concerned only active: &rmy acces-.

sions. Making projections of National Guard and Army Reserve accessions would

necessitate a separate—lnvestigation, as their composition and acéession.

trends are different from those of active Army accessions. We include in our

-the former:being soldiers

fIgures’both "delayed ‘entries” and "direct. ships,

“who elect; to. delay thetr entry aftep smgninq the cpntract to join the krmy and

the latter Being soldiers who enter lmmediately.




of

} The terms Iimited Engixsh proflclency, or "LEP," and "ESL ellglble" are

“used synonymousiy in this report, becatise limited Engllsh proficiency is the

' criterion for being eligible for ESL programs. in the Army. "LEP" is used

frequently 1n recent demographic research (Oxford, .Pol, Lopez; Stupp; Gendell,
& Peng,; 1981; Peng, Oxford, Stupp,' ‘s Pol; 1982; Pol, Oxford-Carpenter, & Peng,

in press). "ESL-ellglble is a programmatlc term used for classification

~ purposes in the. Krmy s tra1n1ng and education arena. :The operational deflnx-

tion of "LEP" or "ESL-ellglble"_ln the Army at the current time is a score of

" fess than 70 on the English Comprehension Level Test (ECtT) and/or command

referral of an 1nd1v1dual soldier for ESL 1nstructlon.f The ECLT is-a test

developed by the ‘Defense Language Instxtute English Language Center to. dassess

English proficiency. Two-thirds of the test.cover a combination of " IIstenIng

and reading, and the balance is purely reading. - Further information on the

test is found in Oxford-Carpenter, Harman, and Redish (1983)%

Projections of Hlspanic ESL—eIIglbIe accessions are important, because

85% to 95% of; Army ESL students are native Spanish Speakers (Holland, Roger-

baum, Stoddart, & gediéh, 1982; Oxford-Carpenter, Harman, & Re§§$§1,1?83)'

These pro;ectIons are of great interest to Army educators and trainers;

partxcuiariy those involved in planning and conductlng ESL programs. In-

dividuals concerned with personnel selection andrciass1f1catlon also need to
know how many limited English proficIent soldiers may be entering the Army in
the next two decades.
1
'HISpanlc“ and "sSpanish or1g1n“ are used 1nterch&ngeab1y here to _

encompass individuals whose origin is Mexiean, puerto Rican; Cuban, Central

kmerlcan, South American, spanis** or other related backgrounds. ~"spanish
origin" is the official term used by the Census Bureau to designate these

backgrounds, but "Hlspanlc“ is often used as a shorgpand name.

oo It is helpful to d1st1ngu1sh among. the terms “populatlon proaectlons,

"forecasts;" and "estimates.” Simply put, a populatlon projection merges a

. Set of population data, such as the age and sex compoSition of a population;

%1th assumptions concerning future demographlc behavior (fertility; mortality,

and migratlon rates). This merging generates_ popuiatxon numbers for some

specified year(s) in the future, Generally, alternative proaectlons are
provided by varying the assumptions, begause several demographlc scenarios may

'be possible. At the present time;. the U.S. Bureau of the Census produces four

sets of pro;ectlone for the U:S. popuiatlo' by varying these demographic

”‘prOjectlons, for one reason or another; assigns a higher probablllty to one

set Of assumptlone than to atl other assumptions. In this instance, one set

of numbers is. produced, and this’ 1s called a "forecast. The difference

between a pro;ectlon and a forecast concerns the degree of confidence the .

producer has in any one Set of assumpﬁIons being more likely to hold than ‘a1l

others.
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The other term frequently used in s1m11ar contexts is “est1mate,fﬁiiii

Estlmates are usually generated for intercensal timg periods (i.e., perlods, .

between the _ten-year,. or decennial, censuses) and after the estxmate year in:

question. The estimates published by the U,S. Bureau of the Census through

the federal-state cooperative program usually appear two years after a given

estimate’ year has passed. Tke procedures used to create population estlmates

are frequently dlfferent from those—used to yield projectlons.; .

Th1s 1nvestigatlon is cong rned ‘with.. populatxon estimates for 1980 and,

- more 1mportantly, populatlon prdjections for 1985,«1990,_1995, and. 2000.; The

obvious use for a populatlon projection is to provide a. set of'numbers on’. - S

which to base planning dec1s10ns.' However, an equally 1mportant purpose may

be analytic in nature. Any population projection will contain some error. As

one makes projections further away from the current year, the error can be
greatly magnIfled. However; by analyzing errors—-that is; periodxcally

ascertalnxng the differences between pro;ected and actual numbers .and

attemptlng to isolate the sources of the differences--errors in the futuré

may be reduced. Error sources, such as faulty fertility or mortallty

assumptlons, can be identlfled and subsequent assumptlons adjusted.

.
- A . . N

T

RELATED RESEARCH ‘EMPHASIZES HISPANIC GROWTH

Two areas of related research are 1mportant for .the current "

1nvest1gatlon- general demographic research on Hlspanlcs and Krmyqrelated

research on Hispanics and ESL eligibles. We present herg a brief synopsis of

this research.
»

Many 1nvest1gatIons have been conducted concernlng Hlspanlc populatlon

growth. The ~verall results show that _Hispanics are growing faster than other

ethnic .and language groups in our .countrys: It is questionable, however,

whether Hispanics will outstrip Blacks in number as the largest, U.S. minority

group by the end of the century; as some have. asserted.' The unknown number of

illegal Hispapic ImmIgrants would afEect the balances

The Bxspanlc populatlon 1s yournger than the total U, S. populatlon and is

- growing faster than the total U.Ss. populatlon. The total U.S. population is

actually shrinking in accession age ranges. To be specific, the most rapidly

growing age group in the total U.S. population is 85~ to 44-year-olds. The

U.S. population of 18- and 19-year-olds, the prlme group for Army accession,

has -been projected to decline from 8:5 miilion in 1981 to 6.5 million in 1995

(a 24% drop) and then rise somewhat to 7.5 ln the year 2000 (a 12% decrease

from the 1981 level). Hlspanxcs, in contrast, are projécted to increase from 7%

to 10.8% of the total U.S. population in the accession age range by the year

2000. Therefore; Hispanics could prov1de a source of available and talented i

" manpower for the Army as 19@ overall avaxiable manpower pool shrinks.
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b  THE RESULTS EXHIBIT LARGE INCREASES IN MANY CATEGORIE

-

s indicated by Army research, there is a sizeable number of limited

English.proficient soldiers in the Army, and most of them are well-educated
Puerto Ricans. nd Bl
White Army accessions have graduated from high schools 'The economic trends

Largeriperééﬁtééésréﬁfﬂiépahic and Black”ﬁrmi'accéééiéﬁé than

that influence accession may affect minority groups; such as Hispanics,
differently from Whites. Although Blacks are the largest minority group in

the Army, the high Hispanic growth rate will probably change the numbers of

'Higpanics in the total military manpower.pool.

~ see appendix A for a more extensive discussion of related resedrch, -
including spe%ifié citations, corncerning pboth general and Army-related

demographics.

. -

. THE METHODOLOGY COMBINES THREE DATA SETS
R e e e memma—mmmee e e e o - ——— - __..7;.._»_.

g . *

The projection procedure combines three sets of data: 't1) Brojections of

tﬁéfspan;sh origin population in the U. S. ingaccessioﬁ-éiiéibléfégeéj iies;

17-35, (2) age-specific rates of Hispanic Army accessions, and (3) limited
English proficiency rates for Hispanics: Projections are made separately for
males and females in the following age intervals: _17-18, 19-20; 21-25 )
(disaggregated to 21-22 and 23~25 for males), and 26-35, The Cohort Component

. prevalance Rate methodology, developed for LEP projections in the general U.S.

population; was used to project numbers of LEP Hispanic accessions to the year

2000. Two different weighting factors were used to generate alternative LEP

projections. Both weights produce relatively conservative projections; which
cah be consiuered theh“Iéwer.boundé” for future planning.

Major data'sources inglude Army. accession tapes; U.S. Census Bureau

projections, Hispanic projections developed by the Population Research Bureau,
and LEP rates derived from currént Army education and training data. The
population Reference Bureau is a nonprofit organization in washington; D.C.

interested in national and international demography.

Appendix B provides more inforiiation about the methodology we used’ in the
investigation. - ‘ : -

-

*

.

n this section we present first a description of the results tables and

then an explanation of the results themselves. All tables are included in
Appendix, C. _ :

}

[
(=p]
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| ' How_the Tables are Organized

- .

' ‘“—rables 1 through 4 contaln the contlnental Hls anic populafion

iprojectxons for Army-relevant jes (17-35) by sex, age, and ethnxcity.

orzglnally_ln flve-year age Intervais, to produce our wn age bands.

~

_Haupt; 1983). In”addition, we have ‘disaggregated these pro;ectlons, which were

-t

Tables 5 through 7: contaln Army accesSLon rates by ggx, age, and L
P

ethn:cxty. These rates are a prodict of dccession. data

v

ovided to us by the
. Army (the. numerator of the rate) and 1980 -Census data by sex; age; and
ethnicity- (the denominator of the rate). :

In Tabies 8 through 11 are found projectlons of Ermy ac'esslons by sex,

These
projections are provided by - Populatlon.ReferenCszureau (Eouvxer, Davis; &

,age, and ethnlclty. These projects are, qenerated by multi Iy'ng ‘+the accession .

rates ln Tables S through 7 by the populatxon projectxons in T_bles 1 through

4.

: f Tables 12 and 13 provzde the rates:’ of llmlted Engllsh profi 'ency (LEP)

' [or ESL eligibility for; Hlspanlc accessions in various age, -sex, and ethnlc

" for sex, age,vand ethnicity by the approprxate denominators. for Hls anlc Army
-accessions. . ] . , : - > ' ’ :

Tables 14 through 27 contain the ESL eligible (LEP) projections. \ They

are the resuIt of multiplying LEP rates from Tabies 12 and- 13 by thé

" accession projectlons in Tables 8 through 11: Furthermore; the project'ons in

Tables 14 through 20 ate adjusted to reflect a more conservative TRADOC

control total for ESL elxglbles, while 4in Tables 21 through 27 a slIghtly\Iess

conservatIve wezghtxng factor is used.

N

Tables 28 through 32 show comparlsons that may be the most lmportant data

'\

A

for key policy dec1510ns.f These comparxsons -are in the form of frequencles

.and percentages. ) : _Auf

) . . . . . B
P

g;spanlc Populatlon PEGJeCLLOQSAShDW Substantial Increases

As can
populatlon ‘'of the U.S» is projected.to grow substantlallyrbetween now

year 2000. we mentloned in the review of related reseatch, that this

growth is consxderably larger than the rate for the Anglo population.

differences are evident _in the qrowth rates. For example, Table 1 shows that

17- to 18-yearnola males are proﬁected to increase by almost 24% (From 334;035

to 413,430), while 26~ to 35-year-old males are projected to increase

anajthé

rate of -

Age

by 62%

(from 1;194;740 to 1,937, 310). The pattern for females is much the sahe.-

-2
.

x|
-

‘groups._ These rates are calculated by dvaaIng the: Army ESL-eligikle: flgurea '

»

1
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.. Buerto Ricans Lead iﬁé;’iéﬁia Accession Projections.

e

. o e N
) Tables 5 through 7 contain the Hispanic accession rates. The pattern

"shown,in these tables indicates_an increase in the rates from ages i7-18 to ’

" 19=20, Where the rates peak, followed by a censiderable decline as age

.
increases: This is; of course, not an unusual pattern for Briny. accessions.

The rates for Puerto Ricans are more than twice as high as thg rates. for the

'-other Hispanic ethnic groups. Also, as expected, the rates of accession for

‘ EVidenf in Tables 8Athrough 11 is the relatively large projécted Increase .
(27% or 1,779 soldiers) in the nﬁmber of sPanish origin Brmy accessionss ‘

accessions remain about 5% of total Army accessions. An increase is projected

_However, as noted in the section on comparative results, Spanxshforigin

for all sex, age, and ethnic groups. Overall,: male Hispanic’ accesSions are

projected to grow by 29% (from 5,733 to 7,293); while female ‘Hispanic acces- -

sions are projected to grow by 32% (from 677 to 896). Of course, the female

TIncrease, while proportionally large; i% small in actual numbers. In addi-

‘tiony. among all Spanish’ origin accessions Puerto RIcans are the largest group, .

tholigh the proportion of all Spanish origin accessions who are Mexican origxn

is increasing. interestinglyL the: increase is much larger for MEXicans than

for Puerto Ricans at ages 17-25. ¢ Klthough the rates of Hispanxc accession are

‘hIghest .at’ ages 19=20 (see Tables 5 through 7), the’ numbers of progected

" Bispanic' accessions are highest at ages 26-35 (se& Tableé 8). The mnumber of

proaected Hispanicrfemale accessions is. substantially smaller than-the .-
- 4 _ . -

-

Puerto

or #SL Eligibility Rates

. It can pe seen-in Tables{12 and 13 that there -i$ considerable varIation
by sex;" age, and ethnicity in Hispaﬁtc ESL eligibility or LEP rates.,;For

males and females, except. for the males in the Other spanish (non-Mexican; . .

n-Puerto—Rican) group, the peak in rates occurs at either the 19-20 or 21-25

age band. For males in the Other Spanish category, there is an lncrease in

LEP rates at every age, moving. from approximately 3% at agés 17-18 to 59.7%

{the highest recorded LEP rate in this investigation) at ages 26:;5.773EP

rates .also vary by sex, with males having considerably higher rates than = _

females. Also, in seven out of eight categories for female Mexican and female

Other Spanish, the LEP rate is zero. Finally,i ‘LEP rg&e for Puerto Ricans

is much higher tgan that of other Hispanic ethnic groups ‘and in a few

categorigs more than twice as hig'; The highest Puerto Rican LEP rate was for

males é:}??‘ 21-22 (45.4%). T i

The Hispanic ESL elxgibility (LEP) projections appearing in Tables 14

through 20 are weighted to ’match TRADOC totals. -These are the more conserva-
tive L X 3 -
411 of their LEP rates in Tablé 13 were zero.__The overall Hispanic ESL-
eligible\ or LEP pattern is one of increasé::27% (from 1,437 to 1,822) for all"

spanish hough

,7pr03ections. A table for Mexican females does not appear,’ because

drigin maleés and 33% (from 46 to &1, although we must beware of latge-

proportio'al increases from small numertc increases) for all Spanish origin e

\

2

g




females: Note the s1m11ar1ty between the LEP piojectlons by sex and the

prev1ously cited Army Hispanic pro:ectxons by sex. Hispanic EsL—ellglble

males are proaectéd to outnumber their female counterparts by 30 t 1 (in

totals, 1,822 toi 61) in the year 2000. The _largest Hispanic Esn—elxglble‘

ethnic group is Puerto Rican; representlng B83% (1,189 out of 1; 437) of the

‘total of Hispanic ESLPellglble males in 1980, though a declxne to 75%_(1,370_ o

out of 1;822) of the: total is projected by 2000; A more dramatic declifie, B5% .

{39 out pf 46) to 69% (42 out of 61), is projected for Puerto Rican females;

although their small’ nunbers make the sf@nlflcance of thls decline. moot:; The'

peak 'LEP or ESL—elIgIble age for total Spanish origin - Puerto Rxcan, and

MeXLcan is either 19 20 or. 21-25, whlle that for Other Spanlsh ls 2&-35.1

- Adjysting by means of a hlgher alternatxve control total leads to

substantially. larger, somewhat less conservative projections in Tables. 21 _ -

" through 27, thouagh the patterns discussed above (e.g., an increase in total

'”Spanish orIgIn LEP or ESL eligibles) remain the same due to the proportional

increase utilized. Males increase 27% (from 2,080 to 2;637), . and females

increase 35% (from 66 to 89).' For 1980 and 2000 the. alternative control tota}.

. yields a LEP flgure a5% hIgher than the more ,conservative option for ail
'Spanlsh orlgln ‘males (a comparison of Tables 14 ‘and 21) and 46% higher_ for all

'Spanlsh orIgIn ‘females (a comparison of Tables 15 and 22).. To be speclflc,

“the HIspanzc male ESL—ellglble number for . 1980 ‘is 2,080 using thé alternative

control total, compared to 1,437 usxng the TRADOC control total; for the year‘;,”

2000; parallel flgures are 2,637:and 1,822. The Hispanic female ESL—eIIglble

figure.is 6& under the:alternative control total and 46 under the TRADOC

'control totaI, ‘with parallel -figdres'for the year 2000 at 89 and 61. It must

- be .remembered - that both of* these projection optIons y1eld relatively conserva-

" tive frgures, as prev1ously d1scussed.77FIgures using the alternate control - ..

- ==

oo total are llkely to be - more accurate, as: d1scussed laters...:

- . \

' R .eaaga;aéivé. Results sho’w Wa 'fs'if‘féféﬁéés.

- :
s r [FEEE . . ;

?dr pollc v"urposes, some of the most 1mportant results are ;heicgmpara-d:;v

'.t1ve ones shownlln Taﬁles 28~ 32 These results show how certarn,target groups

proportlonally relate to Iarger populatlons. o ;45 R

. -
T

Taﬁle 28 compares the total u. s. populatxon ages 17-35 w1th the Hlspanic,

or Spanish origin, - populatrbn in the same age. range. for the. baseryear 1980 ‘and

*i.Lthe projection year 2000. These data do not include insular Puerto Ricans but

" do include. continental Puerto R1cans., Reslilts show that, the Spanlsh origin,

'population ages 17- 5 AR ‘the U, S.fls projected -to Increase from 5, 247;77657in

1980 to 7;423; 082 in the year 2000, as compared with.a projected decrease in g

the . total%U s. populatlon in the same age” group, from 75,091 000 in- 1980 to,

c. 68,895,000 in ‘the. year ZQOO. i?portion of the 1980° u. S.,populatlon in .
e . those ages Iisted .as ‘Spanish or1g1n is 7.0%; whlle in 2000 the proportion is.

10, 8%--a 3.8% increase. While the, overall U.s. populatlon in this ,age -

-.bracket 1s predlcted to; decredse: by about- 6 million. between 1980 ang, the, end:_

l}" of the century, in’ the same perIod the Spanlsh orlgln group 1n these -ages “is’
b . | e

P B - I - N . : ' - -
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: projected to increase by: about 2. 2 million. Furthermore, the projected

- T i T AT ,

Spanish origin 1ncrease is at the, conservative end of the scale. Macias 2

(1977) reported. that™ projections of“?he Spanish or1g1n population (all ages)

for the year 2000 were 6.7% to 21% of the total U.S. pulatron, dependxng ‘on

assumptlons used——compared with our flgure of 10.8%. r

In Table 29 are found Census-based comparIsons of Blacks to total u. S.‘.

populatlon-ages i7=35 in 190 and the year 2000. This table is. included

.because ‘of the frequently heard assertlon that HlSp&nlCS ‘will overtake Blacks-

,id number and” ‘proportion of the U:S. populatlon by the-end of the century (see:"

" Macias, 1977; Loxg & Barnés, 1983) .. Census-based_ datd show that; at least for

. the age group 17 -35; :Blacks_are: prolected to increase from 12.3% to 15.0% of

the total U.S. population (i.e.,"a Black increase from 9,268,000 to
10,335,000). THis - increase of 2. 7% is less. than the Hispanic increase of

3.8%, which-was mentioned ‘'in. the preceding paragraph. However, according to ..

these. figures, BIacks are projected to represent:a larger share than Hlspanics
in the total U:S. populatlon in the year 2000: 15% for Blacks compared with"

10:8% for Hispanics. ~These figures include some but certainly not all of the

Illegal Hlspanlc immigrants. The proportion of* Hispanics_in the total U.S.

population would, of course, be targer if insular Puerto Ricans and ail

illegal HlspanfE immigrants ﬁere 1ncluded 1n the U.S. pzzgectxons.

ons in 1980 _is 6,a1o,f.
compared w1th the total accession flgure of 133,186 for that year. The

ﬁs seen in Table 30, the number of Hispan:c acces

. Hispanic proportion of total Army accessxons for 1980 _is 4.8%. » Qur pro:ectxon_

-for’ HlspanlC;cheSSLOnS in 1990 is 7,032, which is 5.2% of the ‘Army's 1990

. ”ob]ectlve for total accessions. It is interesting to note that these’

- figiures are close to; the percentage reported by . Lord and Barnes (1983), who

* i 'stated that non-Black minorities comprise,about 5% of Army recruits.. It must =~

be - explalned that our percentages of 4. 8% and 5.2% are guite close to each .

_other. .The reason for this is that the projection. methodology assumed

"cons tant" Hispanic access:on rates from 1980 to the ena ofithe century ‘(see

*% Appendix B: for methodology). If there is any. chanqe in Army accession pollcy

or any unforeseen; major demographlc ehlft, the actual rates may vary. Of

- course; the. assumption of "consgant" rates does not mean that- the’ actuoal

projected numbers of HispenIc accé¥sions are the‘same for the base year 'and

‘the projection year. The nunber of Hispanics in the totaI U.S: population is ..

projected to lncrease greatly, and this large lncrease is reflected in.

projected Hispanitc accession figures even if- accessxon rates stay the same.

With more data, it may be possible later to obtain information on. the HIspanxc

' proportion of total accessions to the year 2000.

' rables 31 and 32 compare. total Spanlsh origin accessions who are limlted

in Engllsh profxcxency for the years 1980 and 2000. Table -31 ises the more

conservative TRADCC control adjustment, while Table 32 uses ‘the less conserva-

. tive alternative’ adjustment (see Appendix B for detalls). Several interestlng

facts are .avident in these two tables. Flrst, taken together these results

indicate that between one-fourth and’ one-third of ail Hispanic accessidns were

Iimited in English gkills in 1980 and are pro;ected to be so in the year 2000; ~

unless rates of limited English profIcIency change unexpectedly. (The

1dentica11ty of  the 1980 and 2000 proportlons mast be’ 1nterpreted w1th somev”
: . - : o T ] Y e
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caution; as it may be an. artlfact of the methodology ) Second the female LEP

rate {(i.e., the percentaqe ‘of female spanish or1g1n accesslons who, are_ ilmlted'

in English prof1c1ency) is abodt one-fourth the magnltudeLof thermale LEP rate

. for both years.and poth types of adjustment. _Using. the TRADOC adjustment, the

= female .LEP rate is 6.8%;. compared with the miale LEP rate of " 25 6-25 1% .The

_i . alternative adjustment yields a female LEP rate of 9: 8~9.9%, “in contrast to a .

male LEP rate of 33.2-33.3%. THese facts show that about 7 ‘to 10 outjof ‘every .

100 female Hispanic accessxons are limited in Engllsh sRllls, compared with

about 25 to 33 out of éGéEy 100 male Hispanic accessions. ' Third, for both

years and for both types of adjustment, the number of female HIspanlc LEP

. _ " accessions is less than 100. ' In . contrast, dependIng Lon ‘the. weighting factor

.used; the .number of male Hlspanlc ‘accessions varies from about 1,500-2,100 in:

1980 ‘to about 1,800-2, 600 in the year 20QO. This comparison reflects poth the .

low rate of female accessions and the low ‘rate of limited EnglIsh prof1c1ency

'among femaie Hlspanlc access1ons.
4.

) :

- ' EY

AResults indlcates Hlspanlc Increases
and Sex leferences L

The Hxspanlc populatlon in Army acce551on ages, 17-35, is progected to
grow. by 27% to reach a total of over. 8, OOO by the year 2000, w1th growth rates

dlfferlng w1de1y by ‘age. nghest growth is shown by males ages 26-35 (an

increase of 62%). ThlS is reflected 1n the age pattern of Army accessxon

projections; - : ) - ; L =y S

. K . \3_ . ,; . ;»- . '_
HIspanac Army access1on ratesJ;ncrease from: ages 17-18 to 19~20, Where

-

.

' the rates peak and then decllne. Puerto. Rxcan acce551on rates are more than

' twice as _high. as rates for other: HIspanlc ethnlc groups. Increases are

projected for Army accessxons in all Hlspanlc ethnic groups, espec;ally

A _3. Mexicans ages 17-25 and Puerto Ricans -.in many age pands. Current and.

pro;ected acce551ons are much lower for Hlspanlc females than for Hispanic
males., .-T__ _p_. o :

¥, -
- .

- : Lon51derable varIatIon by sex, age, and ethnchty occurs in Hxspanxc LEP

'(ESL elgIbIlIty) rates. Males have far’ hlgher LEP rates than females. Puerto

Rican LEP rates exceed (in soiie categories by tWIce the ‘amount) the LEP rates

of other Hispanic ethnic groups. Two different welghtlng procedures produce

‘different, but still. conservative,lsets of Hlspanlc accession LEP projections:

, . - The general pattern is one of increase in ESL eligibility or limited English .
‘ . -prgflciency from 1980 to the year 2000. Use of mo§e Iiberal welghts would
o show an even more strlklng 1ncrease. : .

In térms of comparative results; the Hlspanlc percentage of the totalr

U. S. population ages 17-35 is projected to increase from 7.0% in

in the year 2000; but it still® trai'ls behind that of Blacks; who r

" 12.3% of the total U.S. population in 1980 and are progected to increase to

'15 O% in. 2000. .These figures do not Inctnde many or, most 1llegal Hispanlc .

immigrants, however. HlspanEcs cdﬁErzse about 4.8%=5.2% of the total Army -
i a =

accession populatlonignithe perio 980~-1990. The female LEP rate among -
Hlspanlc accessxons IS about one-fourth the s1ze Sf the maie LEP Tate. About -

.

.
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7 to 10 out of every 100 female Hlspanlc accessxons 'is limited in Engllsh

prof1c1ency, compated with about 25 to 33 out of eVery 100 male: Hlspanio

accessions. In both 1980 and 2000, the number of female Hlspanlé LEP acces-~

sions is less than 100. However, the number of male Hispanic LEP accessions

- ranges - from about 1,500-2,100 in 1980 to about 1,800-2,600 in the year 2000,

. dépending on the weightIng factors used. BetWeén one-foutth and odﬁ?khltd of'

all Hispanic accessions were estimated to be. iimited in Engllsh proficiency in

1980 and the same ptoportlon is ptojeéted to be slmllatly 11m1ted in the year .
2000. L o o _ , , .

. R
Dw .. . a AN .

[4

e

N . ’ : ; .
. THE ALTERNATIVE CONTROLiADJUSTMENT Is PROBABLY BETTER .
! THAN THE TRADOC CONTROL ADJUSTMENT . . - . |

E
_The bas1c questxon which emetges ‘from the presentatlon of the two

altetnatlve ‘1limited Engllsh proficiepcy progectxons is, which one is the most

useful? while both sets are producé through a careful and loglcaI method; -
each is plagued by at least two types of assumptions Whlch had to be made due

“to Incomplete Army data. The first type of assumption concerns: the adjustment

f” of totals to reflect:. (1) the known TRADOC totalsor (2) another total thought

\

to be_an 1mptovement over the TRADOC total due to TRADOC's undercount of

ESL—ellglbIe persons. The second type of . assumption holds LEP and accesslon :

rates constant thtoughout the interval 1980- 2000.‘ Again, given the

IImItatlons or the_ data dvailable; these were the. only teasonable assumptlons

whxch could be. applled.
.
Thls leads us ‘back to the questlon of which ptojectlons of LEP or ESt

ellglbIIIty are superior. ' The answer. depends on how accurate one belleves the

TRADOC data set is in reflecting the actual number of limited English

ptof1c1ent Hispanic soldiers (ESL enrollees and, 1mp11c1tly, BSL elxglbies).

‘We know there is. an undetcount' the issué is how large the undetcount and how

to distribute by sex, age; and ethn1c1ty thosg estimated not to have been 23
e

counted. Probably; the alternative control adjustment. btingsius closer _ “to
truth than does ‘the TRHDOd‘controI adjustment. Possibly a more liberal

adjustment would be even bettet, lthough we carnifot tell for sure.:

R S .

. The dlfflcuttxes encounteted here with regard to questionablé assumptlons il

are. in part a product of the data collected and maintained by the Army on i

sccessions; ESL enrollees, and ESL eiigibles cross-classified by sex, age, and

etnnxcity. fdeally, one would iike to- begin with data which are not

undercounted or at_least in which the undercount is relatively small.i ;nithat

's1tuatlon, fio weighting factor would be needed. Also, one should have a good

set of hlstOtIcai data to ascetta1n what changes are occurring, because LEP

and accession rates may be ‘changing. Wwithout these high quaiity data, . any __'3:7

projection’ genetated will refiect some ‘degree of errore.

B}

i
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B o We advise that ‘future Army accession pabjectlon research could use
’ Jﬁlfferent sets of assumptlons, Such as variapble acces51on rates. 3 ia DaIE'and

4
4 .Gilroy (1983) due to different_economic condltions; * use of varying y

‘. ’ assumptlons would: allow production of muItIpIe-sets of progections.. “The

current study- was not abIe to employ such varlatioﬁ!-due to severe fundlng and )

: time restrlctxons. ' : ;. : ‘ PR

Aiso, even if varlable assumptlons cquld be’ used, it must be acknowiedged:,5

that projections : closer to. the base year (in this case, 1980) .would llkely be

. __more accurate: ‘than projections‘further from the base’ year. This fact would

‘lead’ us to snggest that the; progeq%:ons be, recalculated on,a regular’ basls,

say»every five to- ten years..” Errofeous assumptlons could be perlodlcally

corrected and more accuratn‘prOJec ons made.t. o

e . . L 3 -
. . . .

- . L. THE PROJECTIONS HAVE. IMPL;GA;;O§§7FQR .
- - ARMY INSTRUCTIONAL AND-MANPOWER PROGRAMS = &

o - L c el ] “.‘ 2] - N R — L @

\ N z ER . . Al
ﬁi»The results presented above have major 1mpllcatlons for the Army., Flrst,

due ‘to. hiigher rates of Hispanlc limited: ‘English prof;clent accessions, ‘the’

. Army wxil have an 1ncreas1ﬁg need to provide high quallty English—as—a-second--{

. language instruction. Key elefienits in such instruction are discussed by

oxford~Carpentsr, Harman,.and Redish (1983). These elements include-more
emphasls on oral-auraI skIIIs inside and outside of the classroom, more

concernfgoriadequate teacher training'in ESL, reallstlc appraisal of entry ,3
tevels and of what can be achieved in the allotted ESL tra1n1ng time, and a

~

-’ job-related approach to ESL lnstruetlon. - E

Second, we have deen that the HIspanic populatlon 'is young and grow1ng,-;

while the. overaII u. popuiatron is older and -shrinking. - Therefore, .

Hisgan;cs shouid be congidered as;a gotentlal Source of able §“§,§Y§I;a§;e T
manPOWer for the’ next two decades and thereafter. Although no recrultlng 4
campa}gn is planned to enlist Hlspan;cs, such a campalgn mlght be useful for

long-range manning of the force. R

oy

;A- L T ThIrd, Puerto Rican males w111 continue to~be ‘the maln reciplents of ESE

Instructlon at least'to the year 2000, 1f current trends continue. HISpanlc

‘~‘ females in géngral wi'll require much less ESL instruction than Hispanic males:
- Perhaps Hispanic. females Tan serve as peer tutors to Hispanic males who are ‘5
hav1ng Engllsh Ianguage dai fxcultles. B ; ;;. - :
[N . o

. Fourth; manpower and perséhnel speclallsts‘shouldibe7aware that thef

. 'influx of Spanish’origin. accessions may bring. with it a number of linguistic,
" _ cultural, gnd sociological differences; These differences must be understood

and cyisidered in_the day- to-day Army rout:.ne. ‘for example, ’Hispam.cs are

s of ten Pound to be extremely pqtfiotic, hardworking,- and able to cope well with

authorlty. They. often come from very Gglosely kn;t,rreltgxous families. - These'

traits must be acknowledged and can be used tO‘the Army' s advantage, e R
- partlcularly for unit coheslon. Coe . - J
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e Army mxght want to L
g and;educationidisPlayed-f

ited i NThe high motivation Y .
at L

level of Hispanic ESE—eligIble,recruits has been documented by Holland,

Fifth for recruiting and retention purposes

_capjtalize on the generally‘high interest in traini

‘ by Hispanics who are, limited Iq.English proficiency.

’Rosenbaum, Stoddart, and Redish (4982) The increiiing number of this type

_ of indiVIduai makes it Wise to build on that traxning-related ﬁotivation.

T Sixth, selection and cIassification techniques may &:hd to be refined’ to
. handle the generallyf@right, well educated: Puerto Ricans who- dOgInate the Jﬁt
vArmy s limited English proficient population. The gskills 'of' these recruits.

. need to be appropriately used by the Army in the: ypars to COme.~ The\ability_ii ; Lt

.and motxvation of many Hispanic soldiers should be- recognized and ué%d‘in job. .

seiection and classification. For many- of these soldiers,rthe language

‘problem is the main factor which bars them from more prestigious or more - . ‘;ﬁi

.- technical jobsein tha nrmv. Therefore, the - Ermy-must consider ‘how to~assess

fairly the aptrtﬁde of’an‘indiVidual who is derfcient in’ English’ language

skillg. A Spanish-language version of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude"

'\:Battery {ASVAB) exists but has_not been ﬁsed Widely. The currémtly used <.

ﬁnglish version_ of the ASVAB may underestimate the aptitudes bf some Hispanic

applicants. _ Selection ‘and ciassification planners need to. consxder ways ‘to f '

.. optimize. the" usge of the skills’ of Hispanic soldiers who have English language . Cg
iproblems, . s o o o

. - . - S ’
L= . . . . ~ .- . N . ¥
. . - x 5 Cooa e I

.

) Seventh, a more uniform méthod for'determining wHo should ‘be assessed for

limited English proficiéncy ‘is qesirable for the Irmy.‘ Decisions about who

should take the lafiguage . screening test, the ECLT, are made . in- different ways =

in different ‘lscations. Despite requlations, Army operational schedulesvand

immediato?manpOWer needs’ sometimes cause decisions abogt who is finally

enrolled“in ESL training to ‘be made differently, as well. Perhaps all Army
.accessions should rputiﬁer be given:the ECLT, wKich rneeds only a. short

administration tine. The ‘Navy has experimented ‘with juat such a program

recently on a pxlot basis. A more standardized proc!duf& would assure that

7 all who. fieed such instru.ction get it and wout% improve the Army ] record-—

_ keeprn§ s§§téﬁ. 3 ‘ .
P ~ hY

- assumptions, such"as different accession: rates -‘acrqss time based" on changing ™

<o .economic conditions., A 1arger investigation would, of course, be necessary,_. ”

\Eighkh,(future Army accession proaection research could use variable

but the. yreld would be worth the ‘efforts .
L. - ..A e :

o Finally, better and more complete reoords Would heIp reduce undercounts

! - i . I s ’.

.. and would proVide the ‘Army with more reliableidata for planning its many

1 programs in the areas ;of- training andégaﬁpower.w In fact; the Army could use

-. geparate iﬂvestigatioh of the numbér and characteristics of its. current

b n

. gispanic accession_ population, as well as trend data over time on that .

: population.;rclearly, projections are necessary for long:gange p&anning Within
. the ‘Army. The quality\of pro;ections depends 1atge1y upon the quality of ;f;
,aeaiigbié_a;ca.; ! A . SRR

- .’

s e -

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



e i .* ' REFERENCES

‘Bouvier, L:,iDayis,ig., & Haupt, R: Projections of thé Hispanic _Population
‘ in the UnitedgStatés 1980-2000. Washington, D.C.: Population Reference
. . . 'Bureau, 1983. % . -. ST J : wj- )

& Ciirof,‘é} The effects of the bus:ness ‘cycie on “the size and

e Daié, ciy of th
: com90s1txon ‘of the U.S. krmy. Etlantlc Economlc Journal 1983, 11 (1?"in

press. : . K
i : : o .

Defense News Branch Fact sheet on ”Proflle of American Youth " Washlngton,
D. C.. Department of Defense, February 1982¥ :

Deputy chIef of Staff for Operatlons and Plans. . The  Army pian (ﬂrmy!””""""’

voi. I) 1985-1999. ~Wash1ngton, D. C.. Department of the Army; December 1981.

D1rectorate of Informatlon, Qperatlons, and Reports. Department of Defense

g selected manpowerustatlsticsfaﬁxsl, Washxngton, D:C.: Department ‘of
Defense, 1981.

Dubois; D: D. The Children's English and Service : i thodoiogicai : R
review, Publitation No. B0-503. Washington, D.C.: NatIonai Qenter for
Education Statlstlcs, 1980." . R S . s

o . . : . V- : / o ‘

Elton, R: M. ODCSPER Form 1, FY85—89 program objectlve memorandum. Office of :

the Deputy ehxef of staff for Personnel, Department\of the Army, 1983.

Gendell, M., Pol,rﬁ;, & Oxford—Carpquer,;gii Report on the project seekiny to
produce projecti I

insular Puerto Rican limited-English proficient persons

to -the year 2000 for U;S.-Army’ Englxsh—as-a-second-language training. .
Alexandria, . VA: u.'s. Army Research Institute for the Behav1ora1 and Socxai

.

* Sciences; 1982. .
‘Holland, V. M., Rosenbaum, H., Stosart, s:; & Redish, J.  BSEP § ESL programs.

e Washington, D.C.: " American Instltutes for Research, 1982. .~

Krug, Rs E.; & Wise, L.,L. Ana1y§1s of BSEP Imandellgdata files:; . Research - '
Memorandum 82-1. Washington, D C.: American Institutes for Research, 1982'.3*

..

‘Lord, G., & Barnes, D. Personneil assessment 2002. Washington, D.C: Personnei

Plans and Systems pirectorate,; Officey Deputy Chief: of Staff for Personnei

Department of the Army, 1983. ; . !

MaciasL R. F. U.S. HlSpanics 1n 2000 K.D.--projectlng the number. Agénda,ﬂi.f
May-~June, 1977, 16-19. p v R S

Maier; ! H., & Grafton, F. c. Scallng ﬂrmed Ser -Yoie: 1 iﬁéiiﬁaé
Battery (ASVAB) Form 8AX. " Research'Report 1301 - Alexandria, VA: -U.S. Army

Research Institute for the Behav1ora1 and Social Sclences, 1§81.'"

..'"7" | T

5 13

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

office of. 'Assi étant Secreﬁéry of Defense ‘for Manpowe

'OffICe of Eéﬁél Opportunlty Prcgrams.- Informatlon.pa“

O'Malley, I M. Chxldren s Engl;sh#and,SErvxces Study~ Languagegmiﬁcrxty"

'Oxford—Carpenter, R., Pol, L., bopez, D.

R
. . :
' B . . -

Miller, L. _ Estlmates of the populatlon of the Unlted States, by age, ‘SEX, and
race: 1980 to 1982. Current Populaticn Reports, Population Estimates = " | -
and Projections. - SerleSrP~25, No. 929. ‘Washington, :D.Ce: .Us Sq. Bureaﬁ of the . °
Census, 1963: . . . : . AR , B

e‘ervé,éffaiié, and
Loglstiés. profile of American gouth: 1980  Administration of the Armed  _ ;
ServxeeskVEcatxonal Aptltude Batteny. .Washington; DeC.ot; Depar tment of
Defense, 1982: . o L Sl e

'Demographlcs.n
washington, D.Ces Dépﬁty Chxef of Staff for Personnei, ﬁepartment of the
Army, December 1981.: . Do ;

. P
. '

children with_lifited Enqllshgprbfxcxency in the UnltedAStates,_
Natronal Clearlnghouse for Biixngual Educatlon, 1981, ° -

O'Malley,'ﬁ.‘m Cniidren’s Engllsh and Se;v;éés,study. Educ n
assessmentgforhianguage minority ch;ldren with. 1imited EnglLish-
Rosslyn, VA 1Naxlonal Clearlnghouse "for- Blllngual Educatioﬁ,j’}

'<L.1 LOPéZ, D-, Stupp, P.,,Gendelv

Sf\ non-Engllsh Jlanguage background and. llmlted Engixshfpf”ticxent per 7ns
- "th UnltedVS:ates to the year 2000: Eduga 'nai plann 1n'the-d,mograph1c

conitext, Journal of the Natlenalgkss xatlbn for BmlmngualgEducatxon, 1981L

(3), 1-30;

-,lm .

Oxford—Carpent r,. vrméﬁ Ter & Redlsh, J.AEnQIIsh—as~a~second-langummi
programsflnfthé arm Paper presented at the . annual mee ting of the_ﬁmerxcan
Educatlonai Research'Assoclaﬁaon, Montreai, Canada, "April. 1983.71  ;(‘ :

Stupp,_,’f anaeti M., & Peng S
Changes in’ numbex_oiﬁon—f:néilsh language_backgibung and limited Engl—ish
proflclentgpexscﬁs :n the United Statesgfcgthe ‘year -2000: ;Praject;ons,and
howgtheygwere made. - Rosslyn, VA:. Na:xonai Clearlngho for Bilingual
Eaucatxon, in press;” i < ,_; S L

Peng, S., Oxford, R.,rsf&pp, P., & Pol,'L. Estlmatiﬁn of
. children with’ 1imited English. proflclenc A ‘review of . analytlc procédures. .

Journalgeigfhe,Natlohal AssqclatlonfforgBI1Ingual Education, 1982, A (1),

37 52. . v ,-4 .:_ . - R L 3 .-' . » ) -

- Pqi,_L., Qxford~Carpent r, R., & Geﬁééll, M 'Usegqigseif~ré§62téa and 6£héz%

"reported languagégprofxcléﬁéy ratings 1n4makinggprojectlons of limltedf .
Engllsb p;cﬁiclgnn populatxons.' quprogréss. _ ; : .

Analytical techniques §ﬁ§79£OJeCtlonS. In E. Garcia & Rs

Advances_ in bilingnai,educatxon research. Tempe, Ariz. s
Arizona Press, in press. I . : L S T

'Pol, Lis 0x£ord~Car§enter, R., & Peng, ‘Sa leltgd English profxciency-

Padilla, Eds.,
niyeraity of :

ce

o . o . ; a




. -
)
: ‘ “
Lo
t
. v
. S
. - .
. ot I
.
. . .
_ R [ .
-
>
o .l '
LE AR .
- (e . *
. L '
; - -
. .
. ’
v Ty
. ‘ i .
woe

o
ERIC

A ruitext provided by enic




v% :'_77 ) v"

‘Russell,

\ : 15-25;
A 2

C: The news about Hispanics. Afierican Demographics; March 1985,

Stoiz, W., & Bruck, M; Final report: A project to de I ——
English languag roficiency. Arlington, VA: Center for Bppited;pingﬁiétiés,

s

TR [ ] -
Taylor; W. J. et al. (not naied)s Army manpower issues for the 1990s.

.. . mMBving from “jarb- gum" to the prisoner's dilemma." Army 2000 project.
“Georgetown University Center for Strategic and Interna-

washington, -D,C.: . Georgetow
;;ttQQﬁaLrSﬁﬁdiéﬁlj: raft manuscript;, not dated.

v

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Special studies: Language usage in the United
States: Juiy 1975 (advance report). Current pPopulation Reports.’

. K Series ,
C 'p=23;” No. 60, revised. Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Department of Commerce, 1975: °

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Projections of the population of the United
state 982 to 2050 (advance réport). Current Population Reports,. o

. Populati®n Estimates and Projections. Series P-25, No. 922. Washington, D.C.:

'~-b§§artﬁéﬁt,bf Commerce, 1982: . s :
Jepartment of : . G

J

Geographic distribution, nativity, and age distribution of
s minorities in the United States: Spring 1976. Bulletin 78-5.
Washington; D.C.:. National Center for Education Statistics, 1978.

‘& passel; J: S. Estimates of illegal .aliens from Mexico counted
in the 1980 United States Census, Paper presented at the annual meeting of the:

Population Association of America, pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, April 1983.
v R . o . . . B . . ' .

L . . . . .« . £ -8

_ Warrem, R., &

.. <~
;
. .
.
' < ;
.
- .
R e
p
L " - N !
. . .
. P
. .
. ﬁ
Ny L4

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX A

_ REIATED RESEARCH COVERS ,
GENERAL, DEMOGRAPHIC STUDIES AND ARMY RESEARCH -

This appendix concérns research relevant to the current investigation.

Such. research £alls‘into two areasi . first; general (i:e.g non-Army-specific)
demographic research on Hispanics or other pertinent ethnic and/or language '

groups; and second, Army-related research on Hispanics and ESL-eligibles.

- © . % " ceneral Demographic Research .
’ . Shows High Hispanic Growth- Rates

 Many important demographic studies have been conducted on the topic of .
Hispanics and other ethnic groups. We will discuss.the most relevant of- these.
~ studies here in the order in which. they were conducted or published. '

-~

‘The 1970 Census (see Russell; 1 83) ‘estimated the Spanish origin

population in four ways: ~'a Spanish $rigin question, asked of a-5% sample of

households across the U.S.; & Spanish surname identifier used in five states;

a Spanish mother-tongue question asked of a 15% sample of households; and a

question concerning birthplace of self and of parents asked of 20% and 15% of
households, respectively. With four ways of counting -Hispanics, four separate
_ estimates of the Hispanic population were produced by the Census Bureau, The
‘:Spanish’ origin.question produced an estimate of'.9.1 million (the most often
“‘guoted- figur'e for. the 1970 Hispanic population).. Other 1970 Census estimates.
of Hispanics' were 4.7 hmillion generated from the Spanish surname -identifier;
9.6 million based on the Spanish mother-tongue question;-and 5.2 million :
 estimated from birthplace ‘data (Russell, 1983). The 1970 Census is likely to .

contain a severe undercount.of Hispanics, an undercount at least as great as.
the 7.7% underestimateé for Blacks, according to the U.S. Commission on Civil

Rights (Macias, 1977). A widely held assumption is that undocumented "

. Hispanics avoid government contacts, such as the Census (Macias, 1977).

- . The 1975 Current Population Survey--survey of Language Supplement; or
. CPS-SLS ' (U:S: ‘Bureau of the Census, 1975) asked questions about current

individual language, current household ‘language, mother tongue, é§ili§9,;b‘
* - speak and_understard English, birthplace, year of immigration, and ethnic .
' origin. . The CPS-8 seqist;atified;ﬁﬁitiéétégé;c;ﬁ§t¢:;s§@§1;§§ of ' ' ¢

households: The CPS-SLS was used as’a piloti test for certain questions which -
were used ‘in later studies such as_the Survey of Income and Education (SIE)._

The CPS-SLS indicated that 90% of Americans had no second language, ahile 4.3
million reported Spanish as a second language and 4.9 million reported English
"as a.second language. Of the 8 million persdéns 4 years old or over who had a -

language other than English as their usual language, 5 million (60%) reported

difficulty in speaking or understanding English. Four million persons 4 years

a

act1 x o
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old or over had Spanish as their usual language, of tnis number 54% teported

diffioﬁlty in speaklng or understanding English Compated to 96% of Americans

reporting English as their usual language, 2% ot Aamericans reported Spanish as

. their usual language. The number of Americans living in non-English speaking

‘million. ThHe 1979 CPS also inciluded a Survey of Language Supplement,

" households (i.e., households where the language is other than English) was 4. 8

Respondentsguereeasked self-teport and -other-report guegtions on 1anguage

Q
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In anticipation of the SIE, a study (Stolz & Bruck, 1976) was condnoted

R TP S I'd

by the Center for Applied Exnguistlcs to.develop a surrogate ,"measure of

English 1angua§eiproficiency," or MELP, which consists of a set of census-type

or survey-type questions such: as' mother tongue, usual language spoken, or

~,fax;ntly income. The main purpose of a MELP is to allow estimation of. 1im1teé

English proficiency rates when 1anguage testing cannot be used,’ as 1n7fh§,SIE.

"In order-for a MELP to be useful, it must first be callbtated ‘in a study in

whlch both the MELP and a language test are admlnlsteted and then the MELP

sdlone can be used as a surrogate for the test in a larger census or survey to

impute levels of English proficiency. The MELP study included a sample of

children: and adults from four states (Fiorida, Texas, Arizona, and

Callfotn;a). This}study calibrated the MELP {a set of items including length

of time jin U.S., ‘'ratings of proficiency in speaking and understanding English,

ﬁsﬁal~household language, language spoken with siblxngs, 1anguage spoken with

" pest friends,'eduéatlonal attainment, income, year of bltth, and other toplcs)

with a language test covering teception, ptoductlon,;and communication and

with other. language ratings. A discriminant function’ analysls showed 82%

correct classlflcation between the test and the MELP.

The Survev of Income and Educatlon, or SIE (Waggonet, 1978) was tééﬁiteé

bf the Education Amendments of 1974 to furnish current data on the number of

. school-aged children ih poverty for: purposes of fotmula allocation of ESEK

‘Title I (compensatory education)JFuPPOtt. The census Bureau c¢onducted the SIE

with input from' the National Center for Education - statlstios (NCES). “The SIE

used Sttatlfied, muitx-stage cluster ‘gampling,; - with primary sampllng units .

{PSuUs) stratified by proportion of‘petsons 5-17 years of age 11v1ng in povetty

families in 1970. The SIE included 138, 500 housenholds and 440,000 individuals

in a sample of 51 independent state and District of_ Columbla samples. The SIE

found that apptoxxmately 28 mxiixon persops in the U S., including ahout 5

million school-age. children; have mother tongues other than English or live in

hoiuseholds in which languages_other than English are spoken (Waggoner, 1978).

'=prtox1mate1y two-thitds of all- these petsons and more than fout-flfths of the

school-age children were nat1ve borns- . One person_in elght in the U.S. ‘'was

classified as non-Enngsh 1anguage backgtound (NELB), and one ‘in- ten

school-age chiildren (6-18) was NELB. Mbre than one-third of all NELBs and 60%

of all NEIB school-age children were Hlspanxc, with Spanish-language O

background. petsons numbering 10,6 mIllxon. Other ptlnclgal NELB groups were

" ttalian and German (3 million each), French (2 million); and Asian, xncludlng

Chinese, Filipino, Japanese; Korean; and Vietnamese (total of 2 milixon).

These figures may be conse;&atlve, pattlculat;y for t§e Hispanic populatlon) :

which includes a sizeable numbet of . undocumenped persons.
. . P ] . .
- B BN . ;«i\/ ) Tl
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The Children's English and Services Study or CESS (Dupois, ‘1980;

= AT iadieathull A

O'Malley, 1981,1982) was launched by the National Institute of Education (NIE),,

and NCES to obtain counts of LEP children for the nation and for four smaller

A

areas: Califcrnia; Texas, New York; and the rest of the.nation.f The CESS

dealt only with the sﬁécific language categories of Spanish and 'other. _The

approximately 2;000 identlfled as NELB, and thus EIIgible fcr inclusion.

?Ultimately, 1, 909 children {(ages 5-14) and their families were interviewed. A

~13-item MELP and ‘a speclally constructed test of English proficiency {the

- gkills: reading, writing, speaking, and un

Language Measurement and Assessment fnventories; or LM&Al) were administered

for each sampied child. The LM&AI is an indirect, discrete-point instrument
having 11 different forms, one each for ages 5-1%4. - The test is.

objective-based, built by expert consensus, and covers all four langﬁage

tandlng. The results of this

test were calibrated with selected MELP i tems ¥

' SIE to obtain estxmates of LEP persons. D1scr1m1nant function analysis in the

CESS showed accuracies of classification ranging from 54% to 67% petween the

MELP and the test. The age group 5-14 was found to contain 2:4:million LEP

children. Using extrapolation, the study determined that the U.S._school-age

Lpopulatlon (a-18 fgars) contained an estimated 3.6 million LEP children, which

equalled 63% Of all NELB children in that age range. More Hispanic NELB

1L.EP. 'This means that the LEP rate was hlgher fcr HIspanIc NELB children aged

5=14 (73%) than for other NELB chlldren of the same age. CESS results B

indicated that LEP rates did not vary appreciably by age. The study showed —

-that 1.5 mllllon or 62% of all LEP chlldren iive in three states: California,

';vTexas, and New York. The proportion of LEP children in those states ranged

from 70% ‘to 77% while the proportion in the rest of ‘the country was 53%..

,_7 The 'LEP proaectlcn study conducted by InterAmerica Research Assocxates B

KOxford, ‘Pol, .Lopez, stu*g,&sendeil; & Peng, 1981; Peng, Oxford, Stupp, & pPol;

1982; Oxfcrd-Carpenter, Pol, Lopez, Stupp; Gendell; & Penig, in press) madei

projections by state, age; and langudge group. to the year 2000 for NELB and

LEP persons. The SIE, the CESS, the' CPS, and the Census Bureau's lllUstrative.:'

proaectlons of the 50 states and the District of Columbia were used as data' :

elements in the study. A spec:[al MELP composite developed for this study

conslsted of two items: reported ability to speak and ui derstand English and

family income. A probabilistic procedure was used 'to 1in¥K the CESS and the

. SIE with the nen\MELP composite,’ The researchers deveioped a new Cohort = :_

projected before LEP rates were applied.

Component Prevelance Rate Me thod to project the number o - LEP persons agés 5

‘through 14 for particular years. NELB pophlatlon flgures for all ages were .

1.
Results 1nd1cated that the number of NELBs in the total U:S: was

projected to increase from approxlnate;g 28,0 miilion in 1976 (the base. year),
to 30.0 mllllon in 1980, 34,7 mitlion in 1990, and 39.5 million in 2000. Of

all NELBs of any year, the largest single language group Was. Hispanic,

ccmprrsrng 106 million NELBs in 1976, or 38% of the total NgﬁB population 1n

.that year. Due to their higher growth rate, Hispanic NELBs were pro;ected to

increase tao 18.2 million by thg year 2000 (46% of the total NELB population).

Younger NELB age catedgories showed projected 1ncreases that were larger than

A-3

on to both the CESS and the -

children ages 5-14 than other NELB children of the same age were classified as

>



. synthetic ‘estimate procedure does not require subjectxve la

rest of the NELBs, and this configu ation became more - ptonounced S

through _the projection years. Heavy concentrations of NELHBS were found i

Texas, California, and New. York, with proaected proportioﬁal increases :

first two states and a prdjected proportlonal decrease in the. last; Be

1976 and 2000 there was a proaected increase of 886 , 000 LEP children ages

14; of this number, 840,000 or 95.5% were accounted for by the. Hispanic LEP

population, _Hispanic LEP children were projected to movefgrom 1.8 million cr

71%'”? all LEP children ‘in 1976 to 2.6 million or 77% in 2000.' LEP rates

(i.e., the percentage of all non-English’ language background persons in a _

particular gréfup who have limited English profrctency) vary considerably by

language; with the highest LEP rates (75%) being found among Hispanic and

Vietnamese populations and the typxcal range belng 41% to 53%. California and

Texas showed overall projected gains in numbers of LEP chlldren ‘between 1976

various NELB and LEP groups, slight and temporary decixnes were projected for

.'and 2000, while New York's LEP number remained the same for 1976 and 2000. In

for by later increases. -3
- o

Peng, oxford, Stupp, and Pol (1982) rev1ewed three analytIc procedures by

which estimates can be made 'of the number of LEP chLIdren in the U.S.:

certain early projectlon years, biit ‘these declines were more than compensated .

discriminant function analysis as used in the CESS; probablllstlc technlques

as used in the InterAmerica projection study, and a synthetic estimate

procedure. The researchers maintained that the: synthetlc estimate procedure

can be used to dgenerate informat:on about the number of LEP persons thh fewerv

prerequisites than th?EEK“EE: two procedures entail. pecif@catly, the .
d age . ablllty

== (B

rating items, unless grouping -of subpopulations calls-for: those 1tems.,,

ill req ‘res reliable' valig, and

However, the synthetic estimate procedure st

';obgectlve measurement of English 1anguage sk 11s" from a representat:ve sample

© of NELB persons.

’Perlodic re'alculatlon of LEP rates*was also recommended.

ussell, 1983), 1n coﬁtrast to the 1970_ Census,

In the 1986 Census (se

the questxon, "Is "this. person of Spanish/HIspanac origin or descent?“ yas

asked of every person in ‘the country. The Census Bureau admits that there-maj.f

‘have been an: overcount of Hispanics in certain areas,rsuch as small towns;,

‘small to have any overall effect,,accordlng to

those areas is likely to be t

experts on the Census as-discussed_ in a rscent New York Times article.  Using
the Spanlsh/ﬂlspanlc or1g1n questron, the 1980 Census found that 14.6 milllon

where- Hlspanlcs had rarely bﬁd? found in the past. However," -the overcount in
o

people.in the U.S. are ‘Hispanic, a: 61% increase over the 9.1 million flgure

from the 1970 Censuss . Naturally;’ the use of a different census-taking o

procedure regardIng Spanish origin makes such dIrect comparlsons between 1970

-and 1980 suspect: Census Bureau SPQCLaIIStS feel that the true growth .rate is

probably .lower; but “for the nation as a whole. the

apparent growth rate of Hispanics due to 1mproved reporting on the census from

-are unable to separate the

_the true’ growth due to births and to legal and illegalirmmigration (Russell,

. 1983, p.16)._ However, for certain states with many Hispanics; comparisens . -

‘{?_between 1970 and 1380 are possible because Iarge numbers reduced _sampling

";errors;‘nRussell 1n icated that the Hispanxc populatlon of Florida grew 112% <

Q
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‘in the ten—year perlod (even before the 1nflux of about 120 OOD ubans just

. compared to 36 years for all Americans (Russell, 1983). In the 1980 Census,

after completion of the 1980 Census), while CaIIfornia 8 Hlspanzc'popuiation_yu.

1ncreased by 92%, Texas' by 62%;- and New York's by 23%. The 1980 Census }?

counted 8:7 wmillion Mexicans;,; 2.0’ mllllon Puerto Ricans, 803,000 Cubans,,and%

© 331 million "other Spanish " ‘Mexicans were the dominant. Hispanic. group .in : '_,,%rm
California and Téxas. ‘Puerto Ricans were -the largest Hlspanic group in New L

‘York, and Cubans were the biggest Hlspanic group in Florida. chordlng to the
1980 Census, the median age of" ﬂIspanrcs throughout the U:Si 1s 23 years,‘f- K

for varlous Hlspanlc groups, w1th Cubans belng most affluent.‘~

Altﬁough the overall income of U S. Hlspanlcs ‘is lower than the natlonal .

average, Hlspanlcs in the U.S. are the wealthlest Hispanics in the world
(Russell, 1983%. _The potentlal ‘for-economic opportunity draws both legal and
1llegal Hlspanlc immigrants to the U .Se Incomes of . Hlspanlcsrln thig country ',_: .

levels, lthough Russell Indicated that younger ‘Hispanics are catching up with

- their non-Hisoanic peers.in the area of education. Among 25= to 34-year-old =~

e Hispanics, 57% had finished high school in 1981, and 235 had attended. at least

‘one year- of college, accordlng to the 1981 Lurrent Populatlon Survey (RuSseIl,
1983).. - b " s ; )

Use of Engllsh varIes by Hispanic ethnic group.‘ Russell 61983) polnted o

QQF,Eh§§,Eh? 1980~survey of Hispanics in NCES' High School and Beyond Study
found that among high school seniors, 12%.of Mex1can-Amer1cans, 19% of Puerto

Rlcans, and; 26% of Cubans spoke only Spanlsh at home, ‘In, contrast, 30% of

" Mexican-Americans, 27Tk of Puerto Ricans, and 21% of Cubans spoke only English

at hoie. Tn; rest used both' languages at home. Level of education ard place ) i

of birth (in Ide or out51de U S.) are related ‘to Engilsh{gyoflclency among R :

Hispanics.

r

ensus Bureau demographers Warren -and Passel (1983) noted that the

tal 1980 Census count of iltegal aiiens in ‘the U:S: was only about 2

off
mi}lion, which is about one-third of the'more scientifically.accurate 6 :

mikiion estimate produced by Warren and Passel. {Note that this would mean
‘that the actual._total number of .Hispanic. origin individuals in the U:.S. in

1980 mfght be closer to.18.6 million than to the reported 14“6 mitlion). - .

Estlmates of‘the numbers of Illegal aliens in the U.S, have ‘varied widely;

. from 2 million to 25 mIIIIon. No sxngle country besides Mexico appears to

cgntr}bute a substantlah segment of the illegal alien population, according to

Wwarren and Passel. Macias {1977) estimated that-at least 90% of the undocu- .
mented populatlon is Hlspanlc. . ‘ Lo

- -

;lhlgher growth rate for Higzanxcs than for the overall U.S. populatlon

was cited by macias (1977), Oxford; Pol;, Lopez; Stupp; Gendell, and Peng

(19819, and Russell (1983). Some contributing factors include the larger P :
Hispanic family, the younger age of Hispanics, the_ hlgher birth rate of U:Ss :

‘Hispanics (except for Cubans) in comparlson -‘with the general- population, and

continuous legal and illegal immigration to the U.S. from Spanlsh-speaklng
countrles. . - R B
;'-Q ‘ r h ﬁ—s S




'“'Black has- een pro;ected +to increase from 11:p% in 1981 to’'13.4% in 2000 (U.S.

1

rfBecause of this hlgh Hispanic growth rate, it was asserted that by the'

Hlspanics wiil be the largest rac1al/ethnic group, after Anglos, in:

Maqmas, 1977 The proportlon of wthe total U:S. population that is .

. Bureau “of | e Census, 1982).. Not. all data support the assertlonrthat

. ??ﬁlgt?s tgﬁtheﬂhncertaxn number of 1llegal Hlspanlc 1mm1grants.

‘Hispanics w111 outstrip Blacks in number by the year 2000, The 'key questlon-

Tk report'pubalshed byfthe Center for ContInulng Study of the Callfornla

l Ecpnomy (clted‘by Russelln 1983) grogected that the U.S. Hispanic populatxon

" will number” 18.8° mxlllon by 1990 and ;1. million by 2000 using one.set of .

assumptlons, or 20 4 mIIiIon By 1990 and'26 ‘9 million by 2000 using a

o dlfferent skt of assumpt ns? The hlgher flgures assume . higher fertlllty and

j, more’ legal and illegal 1mmlqrat1on -than - the tower figures. 1In both pro;ectlon

v

e

series, Mexxcans'were projected to 1ncrease as ‘a.ghare of the total Hlspanlc

popuiatlon, -£rom: 6i%vin.. 1990=to as ftich as~66% in 2000 under the h1gher-growth

*aiternatlve.= as %Jproporflon of ‘the. total populatlon, Hlspanlcs were .

prOjected to- inicrease from their current '6.4% to‘between 8:6% (first

\alternatlve) andig 9% (second alternatlve) by’ the yéar 2000. By.age the ;F’K

youngest group, under 15;:was pro;ected:to grow most leW1y because Hispanlc

fertility is expected to decllne 1p.accprdance w1th decllnes already ‘seen &n
the rest of the u. S. populatlon. ' Coe "',r‘-;“ :

e .

““medlan age of Hlspanxcs was pro;ected to,'

As c1ted by Russeil (1983)

climb to between 27 'and “29 years .by the tur of thé century-—-still far below,

‘the projected median ‘age of 36 for all Amerxcans.' The total u.S. populatxon

is growing older.  The most’ rapldIy grow1ng -age: group 1n ‘the U,S,‘ii.

populatlon is 35- to. 44—year-oids (Miller; . 1983). Qhe Us S, popuIatlon of 18- p

and 19-year-olds,_the prime; grbup entering the labor forcer college, and the’
Armed Forces, has been pro;ected to. decllnelfrom 8.5 mllllon in 1981 to 6.5 _
million-in 1995 before rising. sloﬁlj to 7%S mitiion in "2000, dccording to the

* U.S. Burzau of the Census (1982). These changes represent -a decline’ of 24%

- graduates ‘each year are- projected to- dec11ne over the next two’ decades’ (Taylor_f

Q

between 1981 "and 1995 and d net’ decllne of ]ziwbetween 1991 and 2000..

and younger ‘than age.

Hlspanlc age structures are very d;fferent from ge .
structires of - the total U S. populatlon.théaﬁgxn,the total U S. populatlon

fcernitage’. .of students .expected to

there is projected to be an increase in

complete high. school; but both the reIaEIve number of 18— to 24-year—olds -as a

percentage of. the total population ‘and the: absolute number of high school;

et al., n.d. ) These factors w1il shrlnk‘tne ellgable manpower pool fer
mllltary serv1ce., Hfig - . . L ‘W ﬁg% . g-ﬂ: -:,',,; ‘

e o ‘
w

a Macias (1977) presented Hlspanxc prgjectlons foréf:;:year iééﬁithit

. ranged from a_conservative 17.5 mglllon to\aﬂllberal

3 million; dependlng

on the rate o‘ naturaI Increase, sounde ofxbase year”da , -and 1nclu51on or

i exclu51on of 1lIegaI alIen ~data. Bas%d on- these fxgures, Hispanics in 2000 ;;Qf

“were projected to representggrom 6. 7§'to 21% 'of 'the total U.S. populations At’

and at the h1gh end about ‘twice the* Black total.

the low end, HispanlcE_In‘ZUUU'would be half" Ehe total of :the Black popuiatlon'

A6 o ¥
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The Populatlon Reference Bureau proJecéhons of Hlspanlcs to the year 2000

(Bouvxer, pavis, & Haupt, 1983) provide data in ‘the approprlate ‘ethnic, age,

and sex detali neéded. for_ the current research. We feel they are the best

R vavailable’ projections 'having the necessary characﬁéristics.‘ The methodology oy

< ... " and results secﬁfons report our use of those projectlons.”

In sum, many lnvestigatlons have Been conducted concernlng HlsPAnlc_

populatlon growth. Results across studies show that. Hlspanlcs as ‘a.group are

R increasing faater than other-ethnic or languvge grougs 1n the U, S., although B

gheﬁassertxon that Hxspanlcs w11f’overtake Blacks as" the*largest U,S. mincrxty L
group by the year 2000 is still: under debate., Hlspanlcs ‘are younger than“the o

total U.S. population; whlch is growlng older, The increasing age. of” th

3%r _ population_ is dauslng a shrlngagejgn the elxgxbie military pool.. : ‘Hispan - *
4[;$ - .may slightly alleVLate that shrxnkage because Qf thelr dlfferept age struc—.-—*' =
/ N N
/‘ . ture‘ ‘ - ! ) Sl " . - . : ‘ '\-: :,-'. ! .

- c;'”"; Army-Related ResearchAShcms sgzﬁ‘ Te Number - . - s
. : v o Profxcxent HlSpanlc Accessléns - o

The Krmy s great concern forhprOjectlons of Spanlsh”orlg ESL elxgibtes J

is Cfetated to-the Fact that.almost all (85-95%) of -the ESL eligibles are -,

" native Spanlsh speakers (Holland, Rosenbaum, Stoddart, & Redish, 1982;

_OxforduCargenteg, Harman, §ﬁgedishL71983)._ Most of tHe SPanlsh-speaklng,

ESl~eligible soldiers are “from Puerto Rico.*: Most non-Spanish:speakang.ESLfii
eligibles are, from Korea and the Phlllpplnes. Puerto Rican ‘ESL eIIgibIes are

almost ai& Ei&ﬁ school graduates who are literate in their nat;ve Ianguage.f

v-( Some ‘have’ college expen;ence -and even college degrees. .Most have stud1ed . . .

] ; Engllsh 4n'a grammar-t énslatlon'mcde in Puerto Rico. The typical "ESL soldier

e has some - faclllty :in ‘redding and writing English but weak Skllls in speaklng

gllSh and understanding spoken English. Despite their previous gngl:shﬁJ

Ianguage training; Arﬁy ESL studen¥g'sScores.on the .ESL screénxng test,uthe » .
je ESL-eIigbee range of 0-to 69. - .

ECET, are widely d1str1buted over

2t :

L]

Durlng flscal years 1979 through 1981 (FY79-81), at " least 4;183 llmlted .

Engllsh proficient soIdxers ‘were identified' a® eligible for ESL instruction,

' w1th eIrglblltxy based on below—70 ECLT Scores and/or .referral by commanders

(Krug & Wise,; 1982"Holland, Rosenbaum, Stoddart, & Redish, 1982; .

'Oxford—Carpenter, Harman, & Redlsh,71983). ESB instructlon is optional. for

members of - ‘the National Guard and the ‘Enlisted.Reserves but is officially -

requlred for ellglble Regular Krmy enlistees, 'Despite:the offlclally

* mandatory nature of ESL for Regular Army soldlers who lack Engllsh skllls,

. . only about 62:5% of the eligibles actually enrolled in FY79-81. The figure.of"

j”fv 4; 483 zé-an underestimate, becaise the data base from which it comes . (provxded

by the {.S. Army Traifiing and ‘Doctrine Command; or TRADOC) is known to have a
conslderable amounﬁ\of mlssing data. EXtrapolatlng ‘from data gathered in a . =

special survey ‘of Aarmy ESL cilasses in FY82;, it is estimated that“the ESL

enrollment for that fiscal year, alone was 1,500 to 2,000 soIdIers--most of

'”Whom were, of course, of SPanlsh orlgln. L, ) - g

iR ~ : e - y ﬁ_7':
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The‘Department of Defénse study; Profile .of ‘American Youth (Offide of

. Asslstant Secretarytof Defense for Manpower, Reserve ﬂffalrs, and Légistics,

, 1982), found that larger pe inic and Black Army accessions had

high school d1plomas than did Whlte accessions (87% of Hispanics; 92% of

' Blacks; and 83% of Whltes). Iri the same study Hispanics-had higher Armed

Forces Quallfylng Test (qFQT) averages than Blacks .but lower _ones than Whltes,

¥ and the same _pattern occurred for read1ng grade levels, Profile -of American’

Youth flgurts for Hispanics of accession ages are about 80% "the size of

Census—based fIgures, accordlng to Frances Grafton of ARI (personal communica-

?m Based on a Hlspanlc Market Profxie produced by Strategy Researchiiiii
torporatlon,rthe office of -Bqual Opportunity {EEO) Programs of the Department

accessxons to 1990. The market profile figures led the‘Bepartment of the Army

j-of the Army * (19819 developed some preliminary projections of Hispanic -

to .assume that the Army s Hispanic accessions increased from 24,609 to 30,582

(24 3% increase) between 1976 and 1980 and that these accessions would grow

from. 30,582 to 76,284 by 1996 €40. 1% increase). The 1990 Hlspanlcrfigure

represents 9. 9% of the 1990 total force, according to the Army's information

. paper on _the topIc. However; - the time _intervals used in the market profile

and - the Army proJectlons were not- completely paraliel, and assumptions

: underlylng the projections were not explaIned. These projectlons are about

. five to six times larger than those produced in the current 1nvestigatxon,

although no adequate explanatlon for the difference" can be determxnedo

-

Gendell, Pol; and. Oxford-Carpenter (1982), the current authors, attempted

to make demographic projections of 1iniited Engllsh proficient. insular Puerto

Rican accessions.in the Army to ‘the year 2000 u51ng ECLT Scores as a basis’ for

C:idetermlnlng LEP‘%ates. However; a major problem arose because the ECLT is

" ‘administered to relatively few access;ons, and incénsistent criteria are used

may ‘pe missed in the pr
sible to make demograph

ess., Due tO thIS probiem and others, it was impos-

,5o: determinxng who tasz ‘the ECLT. .Some soldiers who need ESL instruction

projections d51ng an actual language test as a ‘basis

.for Army LEP rates. Gendell, Pol; ,and Oxford-Carpenter mentioned the optlon
: of adm1n1ster1ng the ECLT to all recruits in order to assesg Engllsh com-

- petence and to provxde approprlate data for plannings

_ In the. absence of admlnlstratlon of the ECLT to all recruits, in 1983 the
current,authors turned .to other: methodoioglcal alternatlves,rsuch as use of

language proflclency ratIngs available in -the 1979 Current P6pulatxon survey. -

ratlngs proved too subjective, as Stolz and Bruck (1976) might have

’

These:
_foretold, and resulted in severe undercournts when linked with Army acce551on

"data (Pol. Oxford*Carpenter, & Gendell, in progress). The subjectlve

procedures, wi gle 1og1cally appealing,. were apandoned in favor of the. simple

approach of estlmatlng LEP rates by using recent ESL enrollment and employing

——an inflation factor ta correct for undercounts. This approach will be

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’aescrlbed in detaII In Appendlx B,

Although thelr research does not dIrectiy mention Hlspanlcs, Dale and

leroy €1983) produced econometrxc forecasts of Army enlistment that may have
implications. for Hlspanics. Bale and Gilroy found that the.rise in
unemployment rate has Ied to a substant1a1 increase in Army ‘enlistments of

| - &
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Récruiting Command efforts to attract hxgh school graduate enlistees. These

b factors may influence Hispanic recruitmé t..; We may speculate that many

- Hispanics; perhaée in larger proportionsg” than Anglos;, may be drawn to_ the Army - .
particularly in times of high unemployment. Hispanics may be more. w1lllng o

- ‘than Some other groups to accept mllltary salaries. Because Hispanics are

" closing the education gap between themselves and non-Hispanics, many may se

Army educational benefits in iarger proportions than non-Hispanlcs.: Change in . ‘i .

unemployment rate, education benefits; and. salary might therefore differen-

t1ally affect Hlspanlcs and non—Hlspanlcs 1n terms of enllstment rates.i In a '
; i (OffIce . s

t1cs,71982, PP. 16—19), noted the etrong effects of. a,varlety of factors,?

(aocessxon policy, mlixtary pay; economic condltlons, “and All—Volunteer Force)_;1 PR
“ j . . -

on AFQT scores of accessions.

[
Y

Minorities and women are ificreasing their numbers in the’ Army. Taylor ‘e

T LISl poozalu us

al. {(n.d., pp. 19- 20) emphasized that the result of these trends is that "3 .

dlegroportxonateinumber of minorities--and ceftalnly many women--are ligely to . .0
become casualties ;i any future conflict. -, " They conjébtured that Army B

"~ combat effectlveness,}may be significantly influenced. by the racial content or o

the number of womeén in the force.," R < . ) oL f

£

Lord and ‘Barnes (1983) reported that the ‘numbers of Blacks in mllltary 2

- §§§§;ce is hIgher than the numbers of’ other minority group members in military: .
service. In 1982; 33% of the enliéted force and 7.8% of the officer corps. “j,»'l
were listed as Rk ; 23% of .all recruits in 1982 were Black, and other ii‘ o L.

minorities (1nclud1ng Hlspanics) represented énly about 5% of recruits; ' The

‘higher percentage of Blacks in the overail Army (recruits and’ reenlistees) is
explaxnable because Blacks tend to stay in the service longer

lainable b se Btacks tend to stay in the service longer than whites due
to economic cond'-1ons, according’ to Lord and Barnes. . These researchers y
- predicted that, due to higher Wirth ‘rates among Hlspanlcs than among- ‘other A

. minority groups, HisSpanics would outnumber Blacks by. the end of the century,'{ o

. T
P :

resulting in higher levels of Hispanic than. Black accessions by the year 2000.

7 . As mentioned earlier in this review of research; the data may not justify the !

goncluSIon reached by lLord and Barnes about Hispanic dominance among m1nor1ty-
group Army accessions by the year 2000, partlcularly because 1lIe§al Im- ;
mlgrants are technlcally inellglble for Army serV1ce. R . . B

s
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‘qmefsnmmary of AtmyrRelatedeaesearch on HlSpanlcs . . .!' ?
,,74,,,i;:,7,_ﬂgfandVE§L EllglbleseEmthSIzes Puerto Rlcans : j :

‘that most of;them are well-éducated Puerto. Ricans, Larger percentages of

Eésearch on Hispanics and ESL eilgibles in the Army indicates that there .1 —

ig a sizeable number. of limited’ Engllsh proficient soldiers in the Army and {

. Hispanics and BIack army acce351ons than WhIte Army accessions have. graduated,

“from high schooI. Accession_is influenced by ‘national:ecenomic ﬁtends, which -

mightiqggfetentlally affect Hispanics. and other groupsi. although®Blacks are 'ﬂ S
the Iatgest minority group- im the.Army; the hlgh HlSpan;gigrowth rate is’ - : ;ﬂ e ?
likely to alter-the’ numBers of HlSpanlcs &nd Blacks in the total milltary ]
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Tﬂﬁ'PROJECTION METHOD HAS THREE KEY PKRTS

a

: 77§§7§p§ted earixer,ithe opjectxve of this. project is tb make proaectlonsif.'
of ‘Hispanic Army accessions who have limited prof1c1ency in English. The

projections are carried out in flve-year lntervals to the year 2000‘and sﬁown
- in sultable detall._ A . .

< . ) i .
- N .
. '

The— Projectxon Formula Comblnes Three Broad pata Sets
g X \--f .

—vam i
S

" The procedure for preparlng the proJectIons/combInes th;ee general sets

of data. o
. . 5. % o
s : e (1) a proJectlon of the_ sPanlsh orlgln/populatlon 1n the U.S. in
' 'Army-ellglble agesA 17 through 35),
. ) o - .
. . (2) rates of Ue.Se. Ermy accesssxon,féf Spanlsh origin persons, and
; (3) gégéé of limited Engllsh proflclency for Spanls? orlgln_
ce acceSSLons. . . ‘ T : -
. / . . . . . ) ) = .

The projectlons are ma separately for mates and. femaies in the

» foliowxng age intervals: 1 18, 19-26, 21~25 (disaggregated to 21-22 and

23-25 for mal?§2',§§§12§7§5' which are the age limits for U.S. Army accessxon.
in addItIon, the proJectlohs are made for che following ethiic groups: total :

' spanish oriéiﬁ, Mexlcan origin, Puerto Rxcan _originm, and all others of. Spanish -

oxfons : AU

" +. origin. ° - ol S . o :
) £ » R - : - ¥ : : TN

Comblnlng the three data sets’ above, a projectlon is derlved by the_

R

formula. L . ‘ A . - .
: P R § \;\-" - (e
:55 . proaectlon 7 populatlon-projegtxon o x acceSSLOn_rate .
A L. - = :J,k : L , R ,1,3 k ’ . _ ,3,k
4 0.;; ~ 7 . . . ) .7. (d) ) ";"' ,__‘.\ ;
‘ X llmlted Engllsh prof1c1ency (LEP) rate S
7': ' P : a 4 I'J'k " - .
, , ' . . , 77...‘.'» - . . ‘;4- ,
’ . where:. i =:sex, .
. ) j-=age; -
- . . k = ethnic group. -
' R "~ B=-1
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In. other words, a pro;ection (a) for any sex, age, nd/or ethnic-group-

specific population is derived by taking that populatxon's projection of slzei .

{b) and multiplying it by its acces510n rate. (c) and its LEP rate (d). For

K sex5<§:d ethnic background (i.e:;

Q
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example, in order to.pruject - of 17- to. 18-year-old male PuUerto

[

Rican accessxons who in 1990 are LEP,'we take the 1990 population pro;eo*lSu

of 17- to yﬁ-year-old male puerts Ricans and multlply it by therapproprlate

"accession and LEP rates. Proyectlons of the Spanish origin accessions are.

made by multiplying the Spanish orlgln population pro;e tions (bS tlmes.fg s o

relevant accession rates (¢). -7 -
The'Hlspa91CAEopulat¢on Proaectlon Methodology Uses Data ~ o

Ihe” HilsSpan. .t -
fremethe_Popuiation«Reference Bureau.and the Immlgratlon
v and Natural;zatldn,Servxce .

, Puerto ngan,iother Spanish) for:
to 200¢ has beenyprepared by the Population

Reference Bureau - (Bouvxer, Davis, & Haupty 1983) 5 ~Three type§ of assumptions

(fertility, mortality, and migratiop 3. need to be cons1dered i regard to these';

The Spanlsh ‘origin population projectlon data by flve-jearfaée groups,

fivk-Year age lntervals from 1980

spanish orngn populatlon proyectlo s._

for the projections is 1980; the only births that can influence the proj

,ASane the young'st ige of xnterest to the Army is 17, and the base ééte,,

to the year 2000 are those t'at occur: lnitheibrlef perlod 1980~ -1983. Iti'makes
‘fertilitys : :

llttle dlfference, therefore what /is assumed abou
I )

'sumptlon of a gradgai but deceleratlng
: eems

As for mortallty, the sxngle

decrease’in the death rates from théir already—low initial level

reasonable. Moreogeg, 'since:the death rates in the ages of interes
study..(17-35) are very: low, -even unreasonable assumptions abouyimortatity

would have omrly negligible effects on the numbers pro;ected. [' .;4 f'
Y - R
ngratlon, however, is another story. There,are several reasons. formw,;

this:. One, during the past two decades there has ‘been considerable legaL

immigration ‘from LatIn America, _TwO, there has: .been a considerable and - -

perhaps growing volume of lllegal immigration; particularly from Mexico

rre i £ legal and, to some extent,’-’
Iilegal immigration is: sinfiuenced by polltlcal decisions about lmmlgratlon7;;

(warren & Passel, 1983)4% - Three, the volume

legislation and the wxlixngnessﬂto accept exiles,-refugees, and those seeking-
asylum.; - o s o . . ' ,

- R
~

Ennual data supplled by the Immlgratlon and Natural:zatlon Serv1ce for

the late .1970s provided a bas:s for constructing arsxngie assumptlon about the - -+

annual level of legal 1mm1gratlon -for each of the Hispanic. natlonal orlgIn

groups speclfled above, speclflcallz,'aboutwggg ;000 legal: lmmlgrants a year
with an allowance of an additional 24,000 Cubans ‘in: ‘the 1980-1985 period; ' .

additional assumption : 1nvolv1ng L

reflectlng the Marlel exodus. A planned
illegal Hispanic imt grants at.a level -of 400,000 périgear was considered but,.

: dropped for tm reasons.; (1) 1llegal lmmlgrants .are not ellglble 'for service

in the Army, and (2) ‘contractual time scheduIes ‘did not allow this assumptlon

to be u :d e L ‘ . -
) B-2 ) i ) o

|




In addltlon, the SpaniSh origIn fIve—year Intervai populatlon pro:ectlons_.

above. The quctuatxon over time 1n 51ngle—year cohqr

Q
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" in previous years there

;composed of. fuur key subtests of thé| ASVAB, had’ been miscalibriated to earller?~‘

years in the nu S ' ,s.' amis"implz.es_that +o disagggggatg 5

the 1980-2000 f1ve—year age groups into sxngle ‘years oﬁfage, it is better to

use the age distribution reported in the 1980 ‘Census’ than a mathematital

method (i.e:, some type of 1nterpolation). This observation also seems. to *r”f

imply that the effect of net m1gratlon on the Span1sh or1gin population has ~ 7 =

the Spanlsh origin popuIa Ion.

began to be reported in 1978 and then o' x'for 17 states..r

e

ﬂ~natlonal brlgln aggregates whlch are ‘included In the totai Spanish orlgin

?'populatlon (Mexlcan, PUET O Rxcan, and other). However, it is preferable to

use the same,procedure for the. component groups as for the aggregate.

>

s

) 3 The Hlspanlc Access;onAErO}echonuMethodoIoggiWﬁ ;
Includes Army nd_Census Bureau Prolectlons
Seedur . UL

The followxng procedure is used for calculatlng Army acceSslon ratés.

ccession data;p:OV1ded by the U. s. Army by sex, age, and ethnic group circa -

¢1980 are the qumeratons for the- rates, while the: appropriate 1980 Census

fjpopulatlon flgures ‘by sex, age, and ethn1c group serve as the denomlnators.

We d%@,@?? make pro:ections of total Army accessions, on SPanlsh orzgin . ,
5E@Y,§CS§§SI°“5° as noted earlier; the Spanlsh origin popur'tlon piogections - ;':;
are mult1p11ed by "the accession rates to obtaln Spanlsh orifjin’ accession N

proJectlons.,vChanges in proportlons of - Hlspanlc to other exhnic groups across e

:time aré’built into the Spanish origin projectxons befOre they are multlplxed

" by accesslon rates. For example, if the proport;ons of ‘Hispanics and Blacks fﬁ

initheitotai U.S. pulatxon change ackoss tlme, this Wikl be automatlcallyfi
reflected in:Army accession’ proaect17 1s and in any: other projectiqnsqbased on

U.S. populatlon figurés. . Lo g; _ _ .

' /

_Accession, data are' ohtaiéed From the Army s FY8i accession flle, which

covers the perIod fram: dcto/pr 1980 through September 1981. ThlS perlod

roughly represents’ the yeat /1980, which.is used as the base year /for all.

projections in the _current investlgation; FY81, was selected foriuse because.

¥s. a problem thh Inaccurate norming offthe screenlng

test for applicants, &rmed ServIces VOcatlonal Aptltude Battery (KSVEB).'

gthrggpffn/caIIbratxo 6f the ASVAB in use from January 1976 through -
September 1980 resulted/in inaccurate category designations for soméirecruxts

(taking the test (Maler/& Grafton, 1981; Office of' Assistant’ Secretary of

Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and LogistICS,,1982).' Specifically, ";;

the January 1976 version of the  Armed Forces Quallfylng Test (AFQT), which is

“forms of the test. This error inflated the AFQT scores of low-scoring =~

i i .
recruxts. The problem was corrected,w1th the introduction of the Hew test Ln~ 7

. :x. »

-.‘B—3, . Lo 5 _:‘ .= - : :f'-.
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October 1980, ‘When the inflated scores were recomputed, the corrected norme
_revealed a significant decrease in Category III (average-scoring recruits) and

a very large increase in Category IV {(below-average) recruits recorded-as’ - Y. i

having entered the services during the period 1976 through mid-1980. Even

with the existence of retroactively corrected norms for earlier years, many

f}éiéﬁiéﬁEJiEEAiﬁ;fdg,thdéelyéars in terms of estimating the number of Hispanic ..

‘- accessions who would have been admitted under the new norms, hat those norms
o time - the ted ould entail a
geparate investigation. Therefore, it was decided that FY81 was the mosSt -

Been in place at the time. Also, use of the corrected norms

appropriate and accurate soirce.of Hispanic accession data for the projection
base-year; 1980. EvVen without the norming problém, FY81 (October 1980 through -

September 1981) woiuld have been as practical a_source of pgée.ygér accessgion
data as FYBO (October 13979 through September 1980). Had the norming problei

‘not eﬁisté§;rhqﬁeVer; it would have been possible to tabulate monthly -data to .

-

obtain annual accession figures for the calendar year 1980, whigh would have T
peen somewhat more precise. . 7 L : : o o

Due to the lack of useful historical data, we have no basis gor - .l

projecting variible accession rates for five-year intervals from 1980 520004 <

Therefore, our projections assume constant” accession rates.. Use of varying

accession rates would demand a ‘whole different investigation at greater cost
- to §§§7§Emy'thaﬁ the current investigation: 'We recommend that such research

“be conducted.”

Even “constant® rates are ambiguous.. . “6ans£&ﬁ§§ﬁ may mean that the rates

_observed at each age are peculiar to that age rather than to the .cohort.» In;.
the former case, constant rates would mean that the rates for those, say;y 175
to 18 years old would:be the same at every projection date. ‘This is the
assumption for the projections appearing in tHis report, Congtant cohort _
rates, on, the other hand;, would.mean that the rates for those 17-18/in 1980
would be the same as those for 22-23 in 1985, 27-28 in 1990, 32-33 in 1995, '

and 37-38 fn 2000. Since accession is a one-time event, .and the probability v
of such an event occurring appears to be negatively related to §ge; : t

age-specific rather than cohort-specific rates are approprtatgﬁféi measuring '
~accession. - : | L §

2

A check was made in June 1983 with Accession Policy pggggﬁggi in ‘the

. Departmént of the Army concerning any current or future agcession pblicies
pebarding Hispanics, These administrators stated that there fs no specific = )
Taliey existing or planned which either limits or promotes Hispanic.accession: ;"
B pans that thére are no negative or positive duotas regardinguHispamics: . i

Therefore, we did not have to build in an adjustment fac "’?icé;‘zﬁé or floor) ! -
. : L o L

_for Hispanic accessions. PR 2 "y o
' ' . P R ffﬁ;ﬁ;i )y
Since the accession data; unlike U.S. population q;tai;include'iﬁédla:‘

Puerto Ricans, the calculation of accession rates for the Ruerto Ricans and
the totdl .Spanish origin population reguires . the inclusion’ of the insular o

puerto Rican population in the denominator. This has béen done for 1980. . ' ¢
Note that .there were considerably more insular ?qeftédnicxns,thqn continental
Puerto Ricans. among Army accessions. . i ' : T
B N t - ]
B-4 e y !
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jer; no. up—to—date ll.e., baSed on. the 1980 Census) pro;ectlon of the

insulaf Puerto Rican population is available. Projection of that population

was outside the scope of the current research. go; .the disaggregation of the

"-’flve-YE’rrage groups and the caIcuiatxon of the projected number of accessions

T

was done sxng ‘the, contznental data only. Dlsaggregatlon of five-year data

was done using a standard formula as: explalned in ‘Oxford, Pol, Lopez, Stupp,
Gendell, and Peng._ 11981). Thus, 1f we,were able ‘to include the insuIar

Puerto Rican population, the prdjections wpuld have béen iarger. However,

because we were not able to Inciude thg 1nsular Puerto Ricans; the.

: d?E?@I§§E°r§,Qf,the accession rates are smaller and therefore the acceSSLon

rates are larger. Nevertheless; the relationship between insular: Puerto ]
Rlcans and the total Spanlsh or1g1n populatlon remalég 1ntact‘- As a resut 7

As for the dlsaggregatlon,'the percentage dlstrlbutlon w;thin each B

flve—year[age :category has been calculated for both the c6nt1nental population

alone (Puerto Rican and Spanlsh origin) and for the contlnental‘plus the

insular Puerto Rican population and found to varyionIy slightly. ‘Hence,

calculation based on the cont1nenta1 popuIatIon, which is sxmpler, proVLdes
rellable results.r s - o

n

To caicuiate ESL or LEP EIIgIbIILCY rates; we relled on Army data for the .

"ﬁnumber of limited Engilsh proficient soldiers. (by sex, age, and ethnic group)

‘x\ffor the numerator and on Army accession data (again by sex, age, and ethnic

group) for the denomlnator. _We have ESL data for three years (FY79-81) and
accession data circa 1980. ‘ESL data camé from TRADOC' s BSEP- I ESL data file.
1*.«-"*.

However,7pro lems ex13t in the EEP data set. In FY7§—81, at least 4 483

ILmIted—Engiish speaking soldiers were identifled as llmlted 1ann§IIsn

proficiency and hence eligible for ESL instriction, as noted earlier; In

FY¥79-81, approximately 62.5% of ESL-eligible soldiers, at least 2;800

7/ Soldiers, enrolled in BSEP I ESL clagses, Because data are known to be _"

migsing from the TRADQC data base, these figures are almost certainly

underestImatéé. In FY82, a- special survey was conducted by the American

- Instltutes for Research (AIR) with 550 soldiersxanswerinq questtonnatres

durlng a_three-month _period. Extrapolating from the AIR survey data; it has
~.been estlmated that 'FY82's enrollment was 1, 560——2 000 ‘soldiers. TH@reEore,

a method is needed’ to adjust the LEP data provided by the U.S.' Army to levels

which better reflect th tual number of ESL-eligible or LEP accessions.

Because of difficulties,in adjuating these figures, we offer two sets of

projections, both relatively condservative with one less conservative than the

other. - Thése are the best available ftgures. Better data.could be obtained

through a full-scale demographtc survey ot limited English speaking

accessions, . and the Army might be wise’ ‘to fund such.an investigation.
¢ However, ati:ne current time only estimates can be made using two availabte

weighting £ ctors.
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) u51ng 7,200 4 6.X 4

The first, ‘more conservative ‘set. of prolections uses data from the

‘Enlisted Master File. iEMF) linked ‘with TRADOC =38 BSEP I ESL enrollment data for .

FY79-81: This matching is done in order “to. obtain sex; age, and ethnic

‘breakdowns (available on the EMF) for ESL enrollees (listed on the TRADOC L

. tape).': The EMF data provxdea by the U:S. Army are for a 50% sample of ali

soldiers with Social Security numbers ending in’ digits 5- throhgh 9; In

addition, the computerxzed match between EMF data and BSEP I ESL enrollees Eor

F179-81 is: successful in only 60%-of the cases due to poor or incomplete data

or to attrition. However, attrition accounts for only a fraction of the

unmatched  data. 1In other words, the orIginal matched. data on ESL énrollees

_fprov1“ed by the U-S. Army represents only 30% (i.e,, 50% multIpIIed by 60%) of
what should be thé total figure. Therefore, it seems IogIcal to adjust the :

’ total rinure by a.factor of 1/.30 or, 3. 33. Nevertheiess,.when the total of

the TRADOC~EMF match (1,160, which is the,number prov1ded by the "U,Ss- .army) is

'aajusted by this factor, the - ‘new total (1 160 x 3.33 = 3, 863) is Iess than the

total of ESL-eligibles from the TRADOC ‘data set‘(4,483). Also, thie “TRADOC

‘data.set is believed to oontain an undprcount.- Therefore, we weight our

figure once more (4, 483/3 863 = 1.16) to achieve "the control total 4 483,

though we know that this. is a conservative—estxmate of ESL-eligibles because

of the TRﬂbUC‘Uﬁﬁe?tount’— Application of these two weights (3.33 and 1.16)

provxdes us w;th our first set of! pr03ections. Finally; these fIgures-

" comprise a three-year total, ‘and to derive a one—year projection this. number'

must be divi8@ed by 3. By this. process, the more conservative ESL eligibility

rates and projeotioné are obtained. -
- -

- The slightly less conservative method is as follows. Asrstated earlilr,
it his béen estimated £hat FyYyg2's BSEP ESL class enrollment was -1; 500~~2,000

soldiers (bgsed on specIal survey data). If we assume the number of enrollees
nt circa 1980, then_ by using the iower figure of 1,500 we

" can estimate that there were 4,500 (3 x 1, 500) enrollees in F¥79-81.° SInce

enrollees are 62. 5%/'f the Espfelggrbles, then an adJustment factor of 1.6 (1

X .625) must be appl ed. Therefore; an alternative projectIon is produced -
;500) eligibles as a coritrol totals The welghting factor

to accomplis this :ts 7;2007/3;863 = R 8638. Again, td&s is a three=-year =

totil, so for one year the number, must pe divided by 3: This is still a fairly -

‘conservative method. ' A more 1ibé ar method might have used the larger figure

of 2,000 instead of 1, 500 énroIIees per year.

I

The final issue remaining focuges on how to distribute Qﬁthin sex, age,

and/éthnio group the adjusted EbL—eligibIe totals. Because we have no * ¢

additional information on how to distribute these persdns, they are

distributed in proportion to the percentage they- -alreaay represent. That is,

for example, if male Puerto Ricans ages 17-1H comprise 5% of the unadjusted
ESL—eligible~ftgure, then they make up 5% of the adjusted total. There fay be

problems with this; because Solie groups (e.g.; females) may have sliqhtly

greater attrition and should therefore perhaps represent a slightly greater

proportion ‘of the adjusted: than the adjusted to®ils. , However, in the absence

of solid facts to help us determine differential weights atfter a thorough

review of all available data; we ¢ iopse to apply the simpler proportional

distribution scheme, in which a sir igle group has the 'same proportional

""diqtribution for unadjusteéd and adjusted figures. ;

!
:

4
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It should be emphasxzed that this methodology for proaecting Hispanic ﬁSL

- e};g§§1e§ includes a large number of implicit assumptions, particularly when

weighting factors are involved. All available Ariy, Census Bureau, and’ other

data were carefully studied and were used wnenevér relevant. The Army rieeds a
geparate, thorough demographic survey concernIng the number and

characteristics of its current Hispanic accession population. Trend data over

time would. also help: Such information would allow our assumptions to be

.checked: Until such information is available, our assumptions stand as the

- moét logical and teaSLble basis for pro;ections of limited English proficient

.
c e

&iﬁé .Methodology for Compariéon§ Involves

The first comparison 1&.between the totaI u.s: populatxon ages 17-35 and

the Hispanic population _ of the same  ages in.the years 1980 and 2000. These._

figures are: calculated from data provided by the. Census Bureau {(Miller,; 1983;

U.S. Bureau of the Census; 1982) and the Population Research Bureau (Bouvier,

- Davis; & Haupt: 1983) respectively. These data do not inclaode insular Puerto

Ricans, because no adegquate pro;ections yet exist for Insuiar Puerto Ricans.

The second contrast is between Biacks and the total U.S. population ages

. L 17 35 for 1980 and 2000. fnis comparison uses calculations based on Census

. Bureau data (Millgg 1983, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982);

° -

3
A comparison of total Army acce551ons with Hispanlc Army accessions is

found next. The Ariiy has no accession projections to the year 2000, although

.the Ariiy's" "ob]ectlve" (a statement of a desired goal) for personnel strength
- to the year 2000 may be ready by October 1983 for inclusion in the Army Plan,

lott |

according to informal statements made by the Army's Directorate for Perspnnel

Plans and Systems.: At this time, "the furthest avaxlable "objective" {(which is

° ©§ ‘not the same as a statisticaI pro;ection) is dontained in a memorandum by

. "Elton (1955),§9§,EF§ year FY89: We are accepting Elton' 's FY89 "objective" in
the current Investigation as a rough equivalénﬁ to a 1990 projection. Our

. Hispanic accession projections are made by multiplying Hispanxc population
».projections by dccession rates.

years 1980 and 2000 using the two different weiqhtinggdactors--first the

’
. ThHe last set of comparisons is' between Hispanic LEP accessione in the

- adjustment associated with the TRADOC control thai,ﬁ,i,fﬁgﬂ,the adjustment
related to the alternative corntrol total: The ‘two adjustments produce
distinctly different results. "

'

nll these comparisons involve multiple and disparate data sources; which

uﬁe different assumptions and methods. For ‘example; Elton's memorandum is

i\ oriented towaru an Army “objective" for F¥89, whereas Census Bureau data are .

concerned with statistical estimates and projections. Therefore, one has to

be careful in making suoch comparisons to specify the methodology and _Bources

an clearly as possible. The comparisons offer very relevant and important

policy data but should be interpreted cautiousi . When and if the Army begins .

“to make actual demographic. projections of accesaions, comparisons such as

thosc mentioned above can be made with graator confidence.

B-7
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1. Total Spanish origin population. projections by sex and agerdﬂv

2; querto Rican population projections by sex and age i w . e

3."Mexican population projections by sex and age . « o o o o o

. 4. Other Spanish origin populationm pro;ections by sex and age

5:' Total Spanish origin accession rates by age and sex, 1980 : & ;far.-}C;7

: Male Army accession rates by age and ethnicity, 1980 : s ¢ i . ..t C=B
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i Table 1

Total Spanish Origif Population Projection
.. RN

PO

& by Sex and Age

Y
N

L -
o

Year

., -Males

17-18

19-20

. 21-22

. 23-25
26-35

" Females

. c 1718
LT 19-20
|ora1t2s

- 26~35

E

Male

AlL

. Totals - -

Female

334,035

344,632 0 17

B 328,907 .

v 14729487

1,193,740 . .

, e

310,174
319,761 "
' 753,599
1;198;430.

PO

T s
‘2,664,081 -
2,582,964
5,247,765

< 306,491 .

' -
.

<328,728

328 ) © 354,160

353;751, .« 329,010
552,874 .. .., 516,441
1,614,060 -5, .15 902,030

e r e

e o B
! Y N
Y i

325, 901

831,844

1,791,440

.

3,438,904
3,294,629
6,733,533

.

3,155,904 -
3i666;60§ .
6,163,913

€« .,

337,263

345,444

376,917
... 364,960

356,414

_ 556,674
1,932;130

t

. 359,202
354,907
892,595
1;86&}166

e .

358709 -
_.7T3;470;804

 ? 7,051,899
;'i = L

v

413,330
423,747
_394;926
584,089
1,937,310

398,245
.411;764
952,332
1,907,245

3,753,496

" 3,669,586

7,423,082

O
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o - T T T §aBls 3 .o L o

" .Puerto Rican Populatiém Projections by Sex and Age

.. -Year o . -

. Age -4 51980 ;'_i985 . > 74990

Males . .. 4 ' S s , __—
A . » . . . Ot FES . S

17-18 45,094 43,162 40,832 - 45,99 - %142, 063
119-20 45,71t . . 47,418 47,743 44,746 ° 47,586
. 21=22 22,239 7 49;286 '46,645 ' 43,535 . 50,265

73,332

23-25 60,143 - 75;208 -
w7 275,181

26=35 158,916 . 206,774

‘

yugemaiéé.g'?:‘
< %7-18 " .- 44,232 41,9197 39,530 - 44,057’ Y ao,518
1920 45,078 as;11s° 45,322 42,111 7. 48,874 -
'31-25 107,514~ 117,118 113,379 . 109,252 . - 113,522,
/%534,-35‘ 177,535 215,024 247,400 . 253,224 ..~ 245,573 .
i . L . . ) ‘ . ) L L ° : b ..“.' R

Y

.

Totals A
;7 R L . R L . ‘v',, . R

. Male - 352,103 . _ 421,838 470,960 ;.-  488;751 . A89,427
_ Female 374,359 ~ ° 419,176 445;631 - . 448,644 444,485

o RIL . 27267462 841,024 J 916591 ° | 937;395 833,912 -
R O : : - - %_g . & o

v

L

4.

: FIFE

Note: Continental Puerto Ricans only. - =~ ° S B
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Table 3 = - -

3 T T . : . X .
4 s SR ) Méxicaé'Populatiaﬁ Projections by Sex and Age _ N
. Co A . . i . N S

e © . Year
T .

wi

Y

© % 1990 2000 .

age '
. - B PR . _ }7 -

Malés, . oo Li
270, 862
270,622

185,648 . 213,111
195,530 215,806
211,442

331,509
967,270

.. 1718 207,461 . < 185,648 . 213,111 234

-~ - 19-20. . ~ 216,026
21-22 .- . 208,463
-23=25~ .300,155° .
26-35 736,625

Ed

358,700

1;J99;820

196, 589 221,209, 089
- 300,051 332,522
1,110,770 1,098,170
| remales - %, -

260, 603
© 262,507

582,619
1 ;}6?3; 470"

183,019
190, 607
- 493,021 ,
876,216

205,300

210, 342

486; 755
1,000, 360,

186, 749
192,798 ,
-454,418
- 687,644

SR 17-18 .

S q9-20
- 21-25 -

26=35

_ 538,906
1,032,910

-
’ LAY .

- Male__

1,668,730

Female

. Bll

1,521,609
3,190,339

3,036,327

1,902,757

"+ 3,939,084

2,021,825
4,137,718

2;253;093
2,184,199

4,437,292

T L o
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B : _ ' Table 4 SR

H

other Spanish Origin Population Projections by Sex and Age

B TR

Year

Age 1980 . 1985 1990 iess. o0

Males . '
: : co ontee o o DI

17-18 . . 81,326 77,352 | ' 83,432 . . 90,635 100,012

19720 82,895 ' 86,040 - 90,439 & 90,118 - 105,300

21-22 78,205 '

2325 112,190 146,472 141,466 148,746 150,607

26-35 - 299,192 437,965 532,905 - 555,727 . 554,739 -

Females . o L s o
17818 579,193 76,215 . 81,268 " gs,082 . 97,444
19-20 ~-81,885 84,540 &+ .© - 89,311 .. 88,796 104,565 |

21-25 . 192,669 238,429 230,791 244,238 255,375 -

26-35 . 333,256 447,573 543,744 578, 621 582,091

. Totals v _

gar,147 ., = 933,747 i 976,728 1,012,307
, . 846,757 T 945,114 * 989, 707 1;039;475 ¢
,811 1,687; 906 1,878,861 . 1,976,435 2,051,782

Males
Females
kii' H ’ 113

¥
¥

L e
-

L ]

VA

0!
1
[+,

rzim

78,205 . 93,320  @s.s0s . . - 91,502 . 101,649 R

L
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Total Spanish Origin Accession Rates by Age

and_Sex; 1980 -

. e R _“Accessions per
Age Population? Army accessions? 100,000 population:

17-18
19-20
. 21-25
26-35

Totals
Male
Female
All

.

.. 1;3286

2,055
- 891
‘818

" 720
. [

203,031 = .-
380, 653 :

1,409,067

. 136
T 249

376,177 .-
382,481 . ¥

893,858

1,441,557 . .. s

3,138,478 ! -
. 3,094,073 oL 88
6,232,551 : - 6,491

3 ‘4 - . —

331

510

234
150 .

51 ¢

NI W
NN :

1,276
_ 13 .
01,407 T

- S '
Insular and continental Puerto Ricans.
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7}.Eé$ié'gv

z 72.fﬁﬁiéi€§;‘i§§6

1
Py

Age ,
= P

'opulation -

g;ﬁy accessions

v

 ‘Accessions. per,
100,000 population -

PO

-

puefto Rican®,
mh

T 17-v8 .

- 19-20
21-22
23-25
26-35

"Mexican®

. 14,422 7
104,109
93,984 :
133,118 . . e

e

592
891,
- 469
475
2477

At

17-18
v 19=20. -
C21-2g . YR
23=25 00
| 26-35 ¢ .

.Other spanish .

©qrmE
©19=20 .
21-22,
23-25

. 26-=-35

Totals
Puerto Rican® .

: Mexican L -1,
.. Other S?Eﬁiéh

All - -3,

736,624

12,189
< 9;191

818,885

5327 -,
895 *

. 305:
258

207;462 ,°

216,027 '
208, 464 o
300,156 .

202

81,380
82,895

78,205

668,733
6537860
141,478

-

P

g
a4 -
-

arnsular 'and continental
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Ty Table 7
- Female Army Accession Rates by Age and Ethnicitys 1980,
- Sl B e B ' “ Accessions per

‘Age e Population Army accessions 160;099 population

. . L 7‘-.777 .i,‘:
Puerto Rican?

“ 17-18, e 110,234, 53
. 19=20 - © 107,797 - 82

) ;2125 e Y. 246,768 a1
. 26-35 0 " 7420, 659 10 -

‘Mexican
35
59
18

“17-18 ' _ 186,748
19=20" . 192,797
21-25 " . © - 454,417
26-35 - 687,643

®»

~ Other Spanish

17-18: il ey 22 i ”
AN . 19=20 : 81;887. S Vi o : - 87
s, 21-25 192,673 . . 280 oy RN
ey . 26-35 : 333,255 .. o 18 .

. Totals '

" puerto Ricap -, , 885,458 ey 88 - i
~-Mexican "t 771;521,605 PR 287 A
Other Spanish - 687,010 L - 106 .

v_‘;y

All.: .3,094,073 s 681

\

£

O
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' . [ ¥ motal Spanish Origin Army Accession Projections by Sex and Age s

CS— - = 5 S S

.. D —

o R h Year N

‘Age T 1980 . 1985 1990 1995 - 2000

Males

1,217 1,339

17-18 1,326 33¢ ;473

19-20. - 2,054 . ¢ 1,959 _ 21 - 23175
21-22 e 891 959 : 892 . 966

. 23-25 : 8%% ’ 956 893 963 - . .-
26-35 . .64 - .. 872 - '1,027 ‘i°45 -

* Females -, . R S

1437 158 - -0
269 Vo277t e
.233 . . . 250
125 5130

17-18 136
19-20 - = 236
21-25 . - .. 211

26-35 ) 84

. TGE&I% E : b', o /

Males 5,733 © 5,963 6,262
Females 677 . - 728 2 770

A1l : 6,410 6,691 . 7,032
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. .26-35

", “Totals

@
4 . 2

::E§5ié 9

. Puertoc Rican Origin Army AEEééaiaﬁ*?tdjébéiaﬁ§9byﬂ§ei and Aged

-

..

Year

1980

. o198 .

- 1990

1995

891
469
475

Females
17-18 ,
.19-20 - 88"
21=-25

Male .
Female
All

592

. 447 ¢

. *ﬂni_"

. '3;818 . 7

536
93
518 -
599
+730.

604"

873 o
483

596 .

7784

e L. . -~ . R iij, . :
arpsular and continental Puerto Ricans. o L
: ) ;ﬂf; FE
: DR
" 2
- o S 2 SN
. c-11 = )
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. Mexican Origin Army lﬁécféﬁ&;ﬁt_&ﬁ Projections by Sex and Age

S .

:

géﬁf .

Age . 1sg0. - 1985. .. 1990 7 1995

1718 - ‘531 . 415 546 . . 600

1920 . . 894 U~ o 809 o 893 951
‘ Sl 304 i 309 287 o323
258 285 ... 258" 286

199 - 261" 300 - " 297

s © . ues. . e o To79 g o
9-20 a0 omz ¥ oa2a 0 13z TS5
-25 82 oo 89 © ... 88 97 . _ 105

&/

| ges s oL A0 a0 a3

U Male . oot 2,186 0 2,139 1,984 2,457 ; ,
“.pemate : . 7289, 7 300 : 324 349" 3gq ./
Arx . 2,475 2;439

TR T M . CRE




Table 11

LY

Other Spanish Origin Army AccesSion Projections by Sex

Year

-

)

. Kge .

1980

»w

1990

Males .
202
269
17
- 85
At 72

17-18
19-20
21-22-
23-25.
26-35

Females

i7-18  ® 13
19-20 47
21-25

.26-35 17

Totals

- Male
Female.
All

106

29

745

851

192°

280

. 140

1
1105

12

36

828
‘118

946

48

22 -

-

207
294
128
108
128

13

51
35

27

. 865

126

991

.. 1,032

14

=21
37
29

901
131

¥

\
P =
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Table 12

: . bale BSL-Eligible® (LEP)P Rates by Age and Ethnicity
N | | : and ==

. ' ¢ Ethiiic Group - /

z =
. - . ¢ o . o
All ‘Spanish % Paerto ! Othe#

Age - . Origin - . Rican ﬁeiiéaﬁ ' Spanish

“
\

17-18 .0912 +1858%_ .0094 - +0297
19-20 .2128 ;4231 O .~ .0089 <1933
.21-22 S .2862  .4542 <0296 .2820
"23=25 .2228 .3074 . ;0232 . «3529
26-35 :1876 : © 1785 .0000 . <5972

apiigible for Army English-as-a-second-language imstruction: —
bpimited English proficiencys 1 , |

L

‘Table 13

. Female ESL-Eligible (LEP) Rates by Age and Bthaicity

v
1 4

All Spanish . Puerto- . . - . other.

< -Age Origin ’ Rican ' Mexican - _ Spanish .

17-18 o ,0294 - 20690 ~ - 2+ 0000 . .0000 -
19-20 T 40482 . T " 1364 - - T ,0000 &, -- 20000

21-25 - .o758 - . . s1100 N L0000 - T a1d24

26-35 . .0476 . . :0930 ;0000 . . 8K0000.




T : o Tabie 14 . , . )
. ' ¢ o
Total Spantsh Ortgin Male ESL-Eligible (LEP) Projections by Age
(Adjusted to TRRDOC Control Total) o
: > - 5
- I "+ Year . - Lo ‘
. g‘ . ) - ) l. ) B ] N . . ‘

Age- 1980 1985 1990 . 1995 - 2000

17-18 . ise e a5y i L ae
19-20 ’ 563 o ‘537 . L 578 . Lo, .596 0 692

21-22 - 328 .33 . - 328 - 35 - - (394 =
v 23=25 | ' 234 274 - . - 256 s 276 : 290°
253 _

26-35 . - 156 : o210 F T T 248 252

. 4 . Ry oI L
Total 1,437 1,518y 1; 567 ., 1,6837- -~ 1,822

P

o

N L -
. Tabie 15
Tétai Span:sh Oritgin Female ESL-Ellgible (LEP) Préjectiéns by ng
(Adjusted to TRADOC Control Total) ;
T T — % A
A _ R ¥ o Year - T s e
.t : L ,‘,n- = : \ -
L o c y I S ““‘ 77777 L - e
Age - 1980 - -,. - .1985 % - 1990 . 1995 . . 2000 -
,\f N 7 . 3 . . - : . '.\, - . = .

., . 77 _7/77 : N B
© 1718 g 6

l1e-20
21-25 ..

N . =
T T
v
N
~3 WHON W
N
W 3
ey
[ SR
YR |
) 0N
- O~

v 26-3% — 8.
AN . . ; ° . ) _“'Q
| Total S 4 o B .. s3 T . 'ss
) e .
c¢-=15 : .

T : . . © s SO .
- T S ot C .
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R i oon Table 16 .
.+ . rpuerto Rican ﬁéléfégifﬁiigiﬁié”(LE?).?tgﬁéctibﬁs by Age &
(Adjusted to TRADOC Control Total) s
L a. . Year - ) ‘ '

4

1980 .

;3_ i§§6‘

‘. 1995

o oY - o . ;;
17-18" 142 136 . 128 Ji1a4 132
19-20 - 485 - 504 507 a76 " 506 g
21-22 274 320 .. 303 282 326 - f
| 23-25 188 . 235 -T237 236 232
. S IR o oo R
_ Total 1,189 1,326, 1,339 1,314 1,370
e LA R S AR
a o ‘ v

o . . Table 17

B

c-1

6

. ‘ w‘

puerto Rican Female ESL-Eligible (LEP) Projections by Age . »
. (Adjusted to TRADOC Control Total) ‘ :

Year . . . :
i e o 7}7 .
Age 1 §§0 ".1985 ) 1990 1995 2000
. 17-18 5 5 s 5 5
% 19-20 15 A8 - 15 ¢ 14 15
Too21=25 14 .15 15 14 AS
26-35 s X3 i 7 7 S
Total 39 41 &z a0 VT © a2
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Table 18 e

'-.""

L Mexican Maie ESL-Eiigible (LEP) Projections by ng EAE S

L. . o R (Adjusted to-TRADOC Control Total)
e 7 T . : ,:r'.“- 4io‘.:,

- ';E{ge' ~.iyese. i - 1985 - T

Sro

.

¢ - 'r :
‘ R -,
- - - § o
= . -
I ’ ' WO s
PR ’ o ?
. ]
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e ,f}~rab1e 19"~ ( N 'erf’;ﬁ's‘-.“
Sl R R B
.« - other Spanish’ Male ESL—Elxgible (LEP) Projections bySng

e %ﬂr : (Adjusted to. TﬁKDOC Control Total)

Table 20

Other $§hnish Female ESL-Ellgible (LEP). Projections by ngu
: (Adjusted to” TRADOC Controi Total)

’?' N

.
cw

“Age. -+ . . 1980 1985 - - 1990  ades’ . . 2000

19-20
.. 21=25 -8 .8
. 28=35 -0 - . S 0o - L, 0T

oOMO Ol
omoo | -
OO 0Ol

]

)
[« X MeNle)

© 0o o

[+
@
o]

Total -

O
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Table 21 : o iﬁ,. S

Total SP,

;ish rigin Hale ESL-ElfgibIe {LEP) Progections by Age
C justed to ﬁiternative Control Total) , . IR

0 - = e

Year -~ - #r0 .

kge' o qe8a % 'Tises . - 1990 . 1995 2000

Y
”

, 228
777 S X X
512 .. ... 476

397 3N
' 305 . 359

B UL R S
Wromotal o L ¢ 2,080, . 2,198 . .. 2271

ﬁ_;'iz.'.<'~?§a51é;22*;

SORES

&3 o Total Spauish Origin Female ESL-Eliglble (EEP)Ngggjectxons by Age”]~

. S (Adjusted to Alternative Ccntroi Totai)

b
i

Age . - 1980 . 1885 [ i980" |- 1995 % 2000

O
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PR , 7 Table 23 ; , 3
A : . :
Puerto than Male ESL-Eligib;gﬁStEP) Projectlons by Agk /
(Adjusted to.ﬁlternattve Control Total)
- ‘ R S 2 :
Year AR
e P — '
. . B o i; . - o
Age. 1980. ... 1985 . . 1990 o i§§§ J 2000
17=18 ‘ ‘196 ... ‘185 209 0. 191
19-20 . , u729 g ) 734 688 732,
21-22 A ‘463 {439 409 372
23-25 v - 340 383" 341 © 336
26-35 : - 189 237 © 255 251
Total 1,917 1,947 1,902 1,982
,‘ 2 . . ; "l; .;‘_ . a ’;
- v :  Table 24*' LT o
E ] . : ] . . . CE
_ " ’9‘ [ -~
€ Puerto RIcan Female ESL-EIig;§;gittEP) Projections by Age *’(”_
(Adjusted to Klﬁérnatxve Control To,fl) et
T , _ : . - v,
= ; ot .. | S e g 3 |
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Mexican Male ESL-Eligible (LEP) Projections by Age
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Table 28

Comparison of Total U.S.fg”~~i _
- (ngs 17}35) in'1980 and 2@0@

- oy ,, N L [t
- ; | 1980 0. . 2000
P _ ; origin . il > : °r191n ' i
S v e a S ias per= s : . a8 per=x . |
) ) “Total : Spanish - . cent@gg of’ ‘Total Sggg;ge ‘of - .
W U.s.® origin® ¢ total Uss: US4 total U.S.
i : e e , R
TR L. : : ] : T l,,: e e
<s T Males "'37,668,000 = 2,664,081 7.1, . 894, 999 '3,753,496  10.8 .
Females 37,424,000 ' 2,582,964 6.9 325 002,000 -3, 669 586  10:8 -
< ~'1‘o.t,al‘-’ -75;:09.1,,050 5,2a4%,765 .- 7. sa 395 000. 77;423—, 082 ' * 108
[N L -~ ,", . . ; B ( . ' . _ - I, . -
ol § Does not include insular Puetto Ricaﬁsib EER 'l;;"laz'ff“ - " )
" b..Caiculated from figures in Miller (1983), P:,?'”,ll, o
- € calculated from figures in Bouviegiigav15, and Haupt (1983);' R ,
A d Calculated from f;gg §$,i9,“:s- Bureau of the Censusllﬂgsgj, p. 11,
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Compartson of Total U.S: P’opﬁlacion and Black Population
. (Rges 17 35) in 1980 and 2000 : P ’
3 5 '
. I "
' é‘i;ai as per= - i ‘Black’as per- i . |
7 centage of ~ Total . ‘" centage of . :
- Doadie-UaSe % fBlagk total U.S: - |
| 3 K :17.7‘ P Y . 7 .
Males 37,668,000 s 38,894,000 5,152,000 148
Females 37,424,000 '4,81§ 000 12,9 ~ 34,002,000 5,181, ooo R T X
Total€ 75,091,000 §—,-268,666- - 123 .. " 68,895,000
Calculated from figures in Miller (1983), p. 9, 777777 ‘ s :
b ‘galculated from giggures in U.S. Bureau of tljg t;ensus (1982), Pe _f11:, o - ’
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Sy e

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:






o A Table 30 -
1 . . _/'l' ‘
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7,032 7 7 sz

133,186 6;410 a8 1357300,

b e

a Calculated from acce551on raﬁés anad muitxpiled by proaectxons iﬁ Bcﬁ?icf;
bavis, -and. Haupt (1983). o * n o )

b CaIcuLated from fIgures xnaElton (1983). R CI L
S r. - oL e ' '
, - : - . « .
. 1 . ;
] . .
o ; . - K
. < - =
! [ -
W o
, .
4 = ’ T "
] ’:‘ -
e
. A
L .
§ ‘ e
ORISR LS AT :
' - . L :
. .
; k
i :
L 5
a i - . -
« . R e ¢ N
N .
i .
. e TR ‘
] ) ’ w
K o
SR ' R S S e
. : 7 . (
. /..
v s A ~.
- - - == @
. s ) c-25 ‘ ) '
. a ‘o Lo ¥
) PRI Y
T, K . &
Lt -~
v v, b Y N -

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



“ | fable 31 SR
L i .

Comparison of Total Spanish Ofigin AccesEions and = _, 7 -

S 'LEP Spanish Origin Accessions'in 1980 and 20Q0 " B
o Lo . .. (R@justed to TRADOC Control Total) . .- '
C ey 1980° SO : LU 20000
i S i A N S v
: L T Lf:'!f’ as - R ‘3% & Lfgp‘_ag
L T e percentage =~ - . . - 4., ' percentage
. Total - “+ LEP © of total " fat;__a;; L%:?A_ of total
Males 75,7330 1,837 0 28 T 7,208 2 ;
Females 7 - 677 46 7 B.B T ' =
“Total #6;410 ;483 0 2301 ' griee o "

Table 32 .

o

"', Comparison of ;Total Spanish Origin Accessions and
LEP. Spanish Origin Accessions in. 1980 and 2000

L " (Adjusted toiRlternative Control Total).’
S - . . Bl 4 ’ ’ PR .

wisw .

LEP as R LEP as .
Y . percentage o ¢ pércentage

o T DLl
Males 5,733 2,080 -
Females .= 677 66
' -rotal - 6;410 2,186
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