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° PREFACE

%

This report is the third in 2 series of six descriptive analyses
that make up the final report of the Competency-Based High School
Diploma (CBHSD) program for CETA clients from 1977-80. The CBHSD
grew out of the- Adult Performance Levgl (APL) Project, developed by
the University of Texas, which also ﬁghaged this joint pilot project
for 238 students/clients in six Texas sites: Abilene, Austin,
Brownsville, E1 Paso, Houston, and Temple. This analytical. report .
shows the -nature and effect of student/client completion results.
Follow-up methodology is outlined,and features both common and unique
to the sites are described. .

The following points are detailed: a description of the data
collection precess during the follow-up period, premature terminations,
and student/client completions. Discussion focuses on the data sources
drawn upon: initial interviews, follow-up of dropouts and completions
alike, along with problems with data gathering by project administrators.
The section on premature temminations distinguishes characteristics ’
between dropouts and candidates leaving for other reasons. A review of
the student/client completions includes overall statistics, length of
stay for participants, a record of what program components were completed
by them, employment status of graduates, plans for further education,
and their judgment of CBHSD results.

The findings from the data show that some form of follow-up was
made of 45% of the entire enrollment (102 candidates out of 238).
Seventy-six {76) were graduates, 26 were dropouts or participants who
left for other reasons. The reason why relatively little inform:tion
was gathered on participants in the fellow-up period is the legal
restraints set on employers under the Privacy Act. It disallows
employers from divulging any particulars regarding an employee's
working conditions or performance on the job. Therefore, details on
start-up salaries, increases in pay, promotions, and overall effectiveness
at work were not available from employers.

What is known about these indicators of success on the job was
provided by the graduates themselves. Thirty-two (32) of them filed
their own reports. The -59-forms--submitted by CETA-counselors-also
4ncluded this kind of information. Thirty-seven (37) graduates were
known to be working at some time during the 9Q-day follow-up period.
Less than half of them thought their jobs were directly related to -
their career goals. Theiy starting salaries ran_from $2.65 per hour _

to $6.58 per hour. One-third of them {(10) received salary increases
and four received promotions. °

While only 26 c£ the graduates who responded to the follow-up
answered questions about the value of the CBHSD in comparison to oo
the regular high schcol, oyer 90% were positiye about its impact. ¢
. A11 but one of them said it differed significantly, and in a favorable
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vay, from regular secondary school instruction, This was mainly due
to the fact that the CBHSD prov1ded instruction in life-coping skills,

Follow-up of the 26 participants who dropped out or teft for
cther reasong reyealed that, by and large, thosg who chose to leaye
the program of their own accord did so because their unrealistic
expectations led to quick and easy disappointment. \For some, motiya-
tion and/or maturity were insufficient to achieye thair goa]so The
participants who left for other reasons included a number who, though
they were close to completing the coursework, had to diScontinue .when
their projects closed down. Without financial remuneration, the
candidates could not or woyld not comp]ete the educational component
of an HSD program. Others withdrew since they moved to other towns
or found their own jobs. The remaining candidates faced family
responsibilities that required their immediate and full attention.
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+ I'. INTRQDUCTIQM’

o

A, Data Sources -
v \
/ Data were drawn from foldow-up forms, attendance records, correspon-
dence, telephone calls, and Client Information Sneets. Follow-up forms
- wer- designed for both graduates and lecal CETA office staff to submit
to NFIE. There were three kinds of follow-up forms used by graduates
and one form filed by the prime sponsor (see Appendixes A, B, C, and D).
Attendance records included both monthly and cumulative reports from all
the sites, except for Austin, which submitted only a cumulative atten-
dance record (see Appendixes E and F for samples of both kinds of .

monthly report forms)s
/

Correspondence between CETA and the APL Project Field Coordinator

included letters and memos from four sites. For Brewnsville, there

was a memo (8/3/79) and a letter (7/76/80) regarding dropouts and

graduates alike. For E1 Paso, there were three letters (11/20/78,
¢2/14/79’ and 2/27/79) reporting on graduates and individuals still

enrolled in the pilot project. For Houston, there was a memo (11/20/78)

regarding the status of graduates, And for Temple, there was a letter

(8/7/78) describing follow-up on dropouts.

There were ‘three telephone calls between NFIE and the APL Project
Field¢Coordinator 8/11/80, 8/19/80, and 9/8/80, all of which centered
on follow-up methodology and specific_inquiries about Abilene,

" Brownsville, and Houston projects. Client Information Sheets, based
on initial and interim interviews conducted by the APL Project Field
Coordinator, provided the fifth and final source for background
material on student/client completions.

B. Overall Statistics

In all there were 129 follow-up forms or reports submitted by
graduates and CETA staff, 55 monthly and six cumulative attendance
records, six memos or letters and 87 Client Information Sheets, all
of which formed the baseline data for this report. 0f the follow-up
forms submitted on 116 participants, 14 were invalid, since they
contained incomplete information. These included one form each from

-— - Abilenes—Austin, and Brownsydl1 e;—two—from-El-Paso;—and-nine-fyom-
Houston. Therefore, the usable data included 110 forms on a total
of 102 participants. (Eight individuals had two reports filed on
them, which accounts for the additional number of forms.)




1I. FEATURES COMMON TO ALL SITES

A, Follow-Up Methodology a

4

1. Overview

e d .

Student/client portfolios were neither uniform nor comprehensive,
There were as many as four different reports filed on candidates
throughout the program: init{3l interyiews, interim and follow-up
accounts on dropouts and graduates alike submitted by CETA counselors,
and follow-up forms filed by participants. The.record shows how many
of these reports were submitted in relation to the overall enrollment,

(See Chart I on page'4.)

0f the 238 participants in the pilot project from 1977 to 1980%,
87 were interviewed. Forty of these indiyiduals had some kind of
follow-up done on them, either by CETA or by themselves when they
responded to the special form mailed out. Therefore, roughly one-third
of the 90 graduates (31) had portfolios containing both intake data
from the initial interview and follow-up reports. Only one-tenth of
the 109.dropouts (eight) had the samg' amount of information filed on .

them.

A total of 8 participants had two follow-up reports (CETA's and
their own) along with interview sheets making up their portfoliog,
enabling NFIE a three-way view of a participant's involvement during
and experience after the pilot project. Such a complete file of
information exists for only 5% of the total graduate base.

In order to develop a more copplete picture of premature termina-
tions and graduates alike, NFIE drew relevant information from initial
interview sheets on those candidates for whom there was no follow-up.

A review of the monthly and cumulative attendance records also provided
still more important clues. In addition to the 102 follow-ups
conducted by project staff aré tentative conclusions made by NFIE on
the fate of 52 additional participants, all of whom terminated

prematurely.

2. _Initial-Interyiews - o —

During the first few months of a Earticipant's enrollment in the
joint program, she/he was interyiewed by the APL Field Coordinator,
who asked if the interyiewee would participate in the follow-up. A
total of 75 out of the 87 agreed to do so. The remainder did not
answergthe question, and only gne came close to saying "No" with the
remark that he “guessed" he would. T

-----------—----------\-‘-,—,-.-‘-p,,--,—-

*Based on the APL Project Field Coordinator's list of enrolled
clients/students

&5 '
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Among the suryeyed candidates thére:were 35 who later graduated,
eight who dropped out and one whu 1eft for, “other reasons."* Thirty-one
graduates did participate in the follow-up,. CETA reported on eight of
the interviewed drépouts and one indiyidual who left for other reasons.

3, Fullow-Up of Graduates ' -

r

The APL Project Field‘Coordinator mailed out forms, not only to
the local CETA office, but also to the participants who completed one
or both components of the joint program. The returns show that 59 forms’
(containing questions on clients at 30, 60, and 90. day intervals)
were turned in by four sites. For the remaining candidates, the APL
PRoject person made calls to two CETA staffs, who in, turn called the
last known employer a client worked for. This resulted ip the prepara-

" tion of three narrative reports on 38.?ore participants, ‘ .

The Coordinator also mailed forms to graduates in the different

sites and received responses from 32 graduates, or approximately 30%

of the graduate base. To reach the rest of the participaits, she JE

made calls to relatives of #he students/clienpg when she wds in the
yarious -cities on site visits. She also mgd€ it a practice to attend
all the graduations at pilot sites, whickresulted once in the

fortunate chance meeting with two candflates receiving their diplomas.

Their whereabouts were unknown until £hat -moment as each had left and

‘reenterad the program after the projgct ¢losed. ) TR

4. Problems with Data Collectibn : BEENEE

The data both on successful ¢ompletions and on premature departures =
amounted to roughly 45% of the tofal (or 102 out of 238). The reason
- why relatively little information/was gatheed on dropouts,in general *
and graduates .in particular is th legal restraints set on employers
under the Privacy Act. .
. ‘ .
The Privacy Act, which was passed by Congress in 1974 in order to
protect employees from any inquirigs regarding their activities ¢n
the job, also prohibited project-s aff from asking for the kind of
information necessary for a complet® fcllow-up. The onPy intelligence
. an employer could divulge was whether a pa tNcular individual currently

or recently worked at his/her gstabli

Al

- v
Details regarding-salary, promotions, condust whereabouts (i.e.,
telephone number, address) were the strict proyvincg\of an employer,

A fifiler discussion of the Privacy Act is taken up ¥n Report IV:
Employer Follow-Up. Because employers were*bound by law not to

*"(Other reacons" were those expressly stated by individuals as they
left (e.g., moving out of town, finding 3 job), as opposed to what
was meant by "dropout" (anyone whose departure was unexplained).

11

12




»

) supply information about graduates, the chief source of

- data on s:‘laries, promotions, job satisfaction, etc. was the gradur te.
Ideally, it -would haye suited the research design of this stody to

have had the details on employment from hoth employer and employee:

in the same way that the tyo kinds of Client Information Sheets provided
not only the viewpoint of the candidate on a number of key questions,
but that of the interviewer as. well. ﬂ

In addressing the problem of insufficient docupentation on with-
drawals and completions, NFIE made a review of the Client Infcrmation
’ Sheets. These papers often contained clues as to why candidates
dropped out or left prematurely for other reasons. ;In five instances,
these intake forms also included follow-up information, perhaps because
these candidates were being igtérviewed at about the time they made

their exif\{:gz the program. .

' The attendance records,.both monthly and, cumulative, revealed still

more helpful, follow-up data, For examp]g,,xhg cumulative records showed
- that 15 candidates were forced to "retire" from the programs they were

enrolled in because projects ‘closed down (E1 Paso, Temple).

a———

B. Premature Terminations

1, Overail Statistics

. 0f the 148 -premature-terminations, 109 dropped out and 39 left for
- other reasons. By and large those who chose to leave the program of

» their own accord did so because their unrealistic expectations led to
fﬁg? quick and easy. disappointment, or their motivation and/or maturity

! were insufficient to achieve their goals. The total number of early

- dropouts (those leaving within thé first three months) was 33, or
roughly onegggird of the overall dropout rate.

, *
NG 2. Characteristics

Of the 39 participants who left for other reasons, nearly half

~(14) departed within the first three months after enrolling. Half

that number (7) left the Abilene project within that short period.

While no reasons are given for most of these individuals' withdrawals,

many of those who were interyiewed expected: to moye to other towns
: in the not too distant_.future or faced sqmé family responsibility
— that required their full and immediate attention. Then too, there

were the 15 whe had tc leaye when theipr projects closea down.

C. Student/Client Completions,

. ) 1. Overall Statfstics

Of the-76 graduates suryeyed in the follow-up period, 29 had
completed only one of the two components of the joint program. 5

123




This helps to explain why a large number of graduates completed their
course or training in a relatively short period of time. The overall
record shows that of the fiye sites that produced graduates, 14 had
completed their work within three months.

More often than not, clients/students paralleled the experience
of the Austin groups, which took from six to seven months to complete
~ both CBHSD and CETA requirements. Only twe students/clients completed
both program components in two months' time. At the other extreme,

12 candidates (or 13% of the totai graduate base) took from seven
months to a little over a year to complete the program. A couple of
them dropped out midway tc tend to a family crisis and reentered
later to complete requirements and take their degree.

14

2. Characferistics

Thirty-seven graduates were known to be working at some time
during their 90 day follow-up period. Less than half thought their
jobs were directly related to their career goals. This, coincidentally,
approximates the same kind of record for matching job to clients'
career aspirations during the CETA component of the joint program.

(See Chart II on pages 14-16 for a breakdown on jobs by site.)

While only a few (26) out of the total nufiber surveyed answered
questions about the value of the CBHSD in comparison to the regular
. high school, over 90% were positive about its impact. Ali but one
e indicated it differed markedly from the regular secondary school,
in that it taught the students life-coping skills that affected their
present and future lives, Only one of the four, who stated the CBHSD .
made no difference and/or could not be readily distinguished from -
the regular high school, gave an explanation. This individual said
the high school dipToma was not necessary to do the kind of job he
got after graduation (working as a sheet rocker).

13

14




Chart II

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF GRADUATES
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Crart II
DPLOYMENT 3TATUS OF JFADUATES continued)
w2 Time o Jyt| Starting| Salary Promo- |Job Related | Sziislied
Zalzry Increase | tion 10 Goals With Job
sustin | nurse's 3,20/ b4
veon't laide | __ R T MV N EU
warchouse | $3.25/ N Y
clerk | _ hr
reception- | $3.25/ | $3.75/ .
ist hr ur
review $3. 50/ $3.85/
technician hr hr
driver $3.81/ none Y
______________ he
‘data
trans— $3.91/ N Y
. hr
criver
copy $4.00/ $4.50/ N .
artist hr , hr '
bank $4. 00/ Y Y
teller hr
electri-
cian's" $ﬁ;25/
trainee
) sheet $k. 50/ $4. 50/ Y
rocker hr hr +
%-age
cierk $5.80/ Y Y
______________ he e
plumber's $6.00/ Y
helper hr ,
carpenter $6. 8/ $7.12/ ~ Y
hr hr .
teacher $240/ ’ 7 v )
aide bi- v
month-
ly
N U SN I L________- __________________________
15
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lasz Tyre 3f Jobn  [Starting | Salaxy Promo- Job Related Satisfied
Jalaxry Increase |tion to Goals With Job
wwsting fmail elex: | $550/ Y
‘con't) mo
transport
luggage $7gg/ none
(airport) |
ol : .
3rowms- |, (company:
ville Levi
= Strauss)
? (company:
Planned
Parent-
hood)
" |EL Paso |bockkeeper $2.65/ Y .
hr
?(company $2.65/ |$2.90/ y -
Washev hr hr
Plastics)
garment $3.10/ . N
inspector hr G
Houston |dental $2.65/ -~ Y Y
- technician hr
courier $550/ N N
mo ) :
Temple NO GRADUATES }
%?TALS: Number graduates working...... 37
Starting salariz
under $3.00/hr..vuvveierans 8 under $500/m0....... 1
$3.00/hr-$4.00/hr. .o vvvuen. 15 over $500/mo....... 2
$4.00/hx+ - $5.00/hx....... b
over $5.00/hr..vieeeerinnn 3.
Number of salary increases... 10 Graduates who liked Jjobs... 17
Number of promotions......... L Jobs related to goals...... 9




IIT. FEATURES UNIQUE TO EACH SITE

A. Abilene

1. Follow-Up Methodology

a., Initial interviews

There were 33 candidates from Abilene who were interviewed,
22 of whom said they would participate in the follow-up, _ Ten of the
22 later dropped out, five left for other reasons, and seven graduated.

b. “Rost-graduate follow-up |

A total of 14 forms were filed on 12 participants. (On two
occasions, a report was submitted both by the graduate and by CETA.)
Four reports were completed by the graduates, ten by CETA. The survey
covered 86% of the graduate base (12 out of 14). '

A

c. Problems in data collection ) \
A\

There is a fairly complete record for only five graduates (i.ee,
initial interview and a follow-up). The APL Field Coordinator had a
chance meeting with two of these graduates when she discovered them at
graduation exercises over a year after they had initially enrolled in
the joint program. She requested and received their follow-up reports.

2. Premature Terminations

a, \Overalﬁ statistics

There were 51 clients/students who left the Abilene project
prematurely. They represent 79% of the total enrollment. Of the
35 who dropped out, 14 exited within the first three months. Sixteen

persons left for other reasons.

N :
b, Characteristics of dropouts

',The.documenfg;iow on 27 of the 35 dropouts came from the initial
interyiews, as‘there was no practice of making follow-ups on premature
' terminations. However, fiye “follow-ups’ of a sort were found in these
Client Information forms, more. than 1ikely because the candidates were
“at the point of dropping out when the interyiew was to take place.

Three had completed the CETA training. One of them was Known

to haye quit his joh after the training,.-and another was reported to

_ Fave left town to take up work he had found on his own. The others
“Manifested personality problems {from insecurity to overconfidence).

17
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Seven of the remaining 22 favorahly impressed the Field
Coordinator ("clear on goals," "deteymined to succeed," etc.). As
many as four of them, howeyer, dropped out within three months of
their entry into the program. One particularly striking case was a ’
female candidate who was quite enthusiastic about working toward the
HSD, and also enjoyed the strong support of her family. VYet, this. \\\\
individual dropped out after a month. Still another puzzling instance
was a candfdat?4zho\stayed six months, having impressed the interyiewer
as well as her<ifstructors with her driye and ability. Eyeryone had
"great faith in her" and .believed she would return (from some undis-
closed activity). She never did. -

Fourteen dropouts were described as having personality problems
and/or family complications. One additional person suffered from a
physical injury. As in most sites, program participants -such as these
dropouts faced not just one, but-a combination of disabling traits
or tendencies. Weakness of personality, family problems, poor
educational background, and economic deprivation often combined to
create circumstances that overtook a candidate's desire or attempts
to make this "second chance" sucteed.

3

3, Student/Client Completions

a. Overall statistics

At the time the various follow-ups were being done, only seven
of the 12 surveyed had completed”both the .CETA and CBHSD, comf.nents. The
remaining seven had finished just theé APL classroom work and were
enrolled in CETA manpower training programs. The length of tinme
graduates spent-in the program was from two months to-a year. One
graduated after two months, four after three months, three after
four 1o six months, and four after seven months to one year.

0f the five participants who graduated from the joint program,
just one had two kinds of reports filed on her; one seént by CETA, the
other by her, CETA-attempted to follow up on two more, but was
successful in reporting on only one after 60 days, when that individual
términated her employment in order to marry and leave the area. CETA
also lost contact with the other, who had just completed the.CBHSD
component. She had a cpitically i11 child who required special treatment
out of town. While she was reported to haye reenrolled in the program, o
where she finally completed. her CETA training, no other follow-up ‘
on her was done. ’

[N

b. Employment status

One of the five graduates rented some space in a building in
order to bBuild up a clientele for a beauty shop. _After 90 days, she
was seryicing four regular-customers, and said that her salary was
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dependent on the number of customers she had. In the form she filed,
she described the CBHSD program as something that should-he continued.

Two more were working as secretaries, one of whom had just
wen a salary increase (from $3.10/hour to $3.50/hour). They liked
their jobs and said the CBHSD had not only he]ped them to get their
Jobs, but also made them feel "more confident" in doing ‘their work.
A1l told, four of the five graduates were known to-have found a job,
w1th&on1y one reporting an increase in salary. Three of them 1iked
their jobs, two of them directly re]ated to thie career goals of .the
graduates.

The seven who had completed only the CBHSD included:

e one for whom two reports were filed (CETA's and
the client's)

¢ two for whom CETA reports were submitted

e four for whom there was one report each from
CETA

Four wére enrolled in manpower training courses (secretar1al, clerical)
at. the time of the follow-up, and were therefore receiving the CETA
allowance of $2.90 per hour. One left to have a baby although she
intended to return to enroll in'LYN .schooling courses. Another left .
for Kansas. Before doing so, she said her future plans were to further
her education by attending a business school. She felt that thus far
the HSD had not "helped very much." Yet she described it as a
"wonderful program”.as it enabled "so many of us who did not finish
our education" to succeed. She added that "The people who ‘worked with
us were so very helpful and understanding.” This persor and

all the .others surveyed (making a, total of six) were involved in CETA
training that was directly related-to their career goals. .

B, Austin.
1. Follow-Up Methodo1_gy

a. Initial: 1nterV1ews &

- Eleyen of the 16 candidates in the first group (December 1QJ8 -
June ]979) were interyiewed. All of them said they would particip.te
in the follow-up and they, plus five more, did do so. No initial
intéryiews were conducted with. the second group (March.1979 - October-
197¢). But of the 25 who graduated, only one was not suryeyed. In all,
39 graduates were reported on or f1]ed their own accounts.
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The length of time reguired to complete the program included
el six months for the first group of 15, and seyen months for the second
—group of 25, Since there were.no monthly reports it was not possihie

to determine what individual yariations there were among-candidates.

b, Premature terminations

No follow-ups were done on dropoufs or those who left for -
other reasons (comprising altogether 13 indiyiduals). Since there
were no interviews conducted among candidates who later left the
program without completing it and no monthly records of attendance,
explanations regarding the circumstances surrounding their departures
cannot be offered. - What one does know, from examining the cumulative
attendance record from the second group, is that three candidates
dropped out after one month, three more after two months, and one
.at the end of the third month, making a total of seven early dropouts.
It is not known when the only dropout from the first program terminated.
Among those who dropped out for other reasons, one left after two
months and two after four months,

2. Student/C]ieﬁt Completions

a, Overall statistics

Of the 39 graduates surveyed, 24 filed their own reports and
15 were followed up by the CETA office, Two from the secord group
' not only submitted- their own report but were also followed up by - the
CETA office. Because two different forms were used, each of them
asking for dissimilar kinds of information, it is not possible to
give a complete profile of each student. In addition, numerous
questions were left unanswered on bhoth client and CETA forms, which
accounts- for considerable fluctuation in the tallies given on
k responses to particular questions. (See Chart III on page 21s)

b, Employment, status

. The results show that among the graduates, 26 were working and
13 were not at the time follow-up was being done, Six were actively
.. — - ~Tooking for work. .Among the 14 who .answered the question, "Do you
1iké\your joh?", all but one said yes, The samne number receiyed _
promof}bns (5] as did not, Nine-recelyed salary increases (representing
gains of 10¢ to $1.75 per hqur). -

0f the 2§nwho listed their salaries, there are these figures,
The lowest starting salary was $2.65 per hour, the highest $6.58 per
hour. ABout half (M) started at salaries ii the neighborhgod of
$2.40 per hour to $3.1Q per hoor. Only two.had hourly wages starting
as high as $5.8Qper hour-or more. -
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Chart ITI
AUSTIN FOLLOW-UP RESULTS
Inquiry Group I: 15 Respondents Gi‘oup II: 24 Respondenté —Tl:»' t?l-;;' T
. ~
Working 10 Yes (Y) 16 Y ) o ¥
5 No (N) . 8 N 13N
30/60/90 day » & . . 0 6 Y 30/u0/90
follow-up L 3 I ’ 1 1 h 5 4 8
Two of the four had interrup- Four were working; one en- s
ted employment tered community colle working: 8
proyment. Y 6e- school: |
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ - -7
Looking for work -0-Y 6Y 6 Y
-0-N . -0-N ON
__________________________________________________________ PSR SRR SR R e Sttt R Rty
Job satisfaction 5% 8Y 13 Y
y -0-N 1N . 1N
Promotion -0- 5Y 5Y
« -0-N 5N 5N
Salary increase’ 5Y by 9 Y
2.N 1N d 3N »
Further education 2Y Ly 6 Y
6 N O N 10 N s
CBHSD is different : - . ’ .
from regular high g § : 2 § : ],j ; )
schcol in a posi- . ”
tiver vay ’ l.
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. A1l but one of the seven answeyed "Yes" to the question, "Is,
your job.related to your goal?" Six had plans for further education; .
ten did not. Fifteen said the CBHSD was different from the regular * g%
high school; foar disagreed. The differences cited by the over- :
whelming majority of respondents inciude:

the CBHSD teaches o Tife-coping skills ~7 (number graduates)
develops o employable skills 3

o self-confidence, a 3
general under-
standing, positive
outlook

N provides e an alternative style 3 ‘ )
v of learning (less

memorization, fewer

tests, more writing

and activities)

In describing the ways in which the HSD was helping the
- graduates, they pointed out that it provided:

e greater 6pportunity 3
to secure a job

. o entry into technical 1
' schools and/or
community colleges

e practical skills for 1
o , day-to-day living

While few answered the above qugstion, many more articulated their

reasons for pursuing arf HSD through the joint program. Eleven hoped

the diploma would lead to a "“good job" more quickly, Eight wanted 5

to develop and projéect a good self-image. Five wanted to enter technical .
school or coilege. - .

ot ’ Future plans for the respondents inciuded joh-related activities
‘ . or family matteprs and schooling. gix said they were planning on pre-
- - paring for or entering intq the following fields; computer technology,

counseling, printing husiness, day care, and general office work. Four

were making plans tg marry, raise a fami]{, or take hetter care of their.
children, Both financially and educationally. One expected to pursue,

furthey education.

- ' -+ Ca Brownéifl]e

1. ‘Follow-Up Methodology - 94
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a. Overview

There were problems associated with the collection of follow-up
data on graduates. The first assessor in the project stated he would
not participate because ‘the process was "too inyolved." As a result,
'no official forms were filed by graduates or CETA staff, which would
have given details regarding salary, promotions, jobh satisfaction, and .
the graduates’ }iew of the CBHSD, along with their goals, future plans, ‘
thoughts about further education, etc. The documentation which was
submitted on ‘graduates only listed where an indiyidual worked or -
studied (including whether he/she was on scholarship).

The second assessor was approached by the APL Pro@,ct Field
Coordinator™to give more follow-up data on student/clien} “completions. .
While promising to carry out a more extensive follow-up On the 10 -
Brownsville graduates, he still had not delivered any reports as of
mid-July, ,1980. )

Efforts were made to follow-up dropouts as well. The reason
which prompted project staff to do this was to help determine why
there was-so large a turnover in the student/client population.. .
During the period from April 1978 through March 1979, there were
anywhere from four to 10 candidates dropping out each month, but
no graduates, What is known about these dropouts is gleaned from
the brief paragraphs written by CETA on the participants ard the
appraisals given by the APL staff person in her interview forms. In
all, there is some kind of documentation on 18 pfemature terminations,
eight of them drawn from the original interview and ten from the
follow-up. Two dropouts had received an initial appraisal by the °
Field Coordinator as well as by the CETA staff. No clients/students
were cited for having left for "other reasons.” :

b, Initial interviews

Of the 16 candidates who were interviewed, all agreed to parti-
cipate in the follow-up. Twelve later dropped out and four graduated.
While only two of these dropouts were followed up, ali but one of the
graduates were reported on in the follow-up.

2,. Premature Terminations

As many as ten candidates left in the early stages of the
program (i.e., within the first three months), The probable reasons
for ‘these early departores and for the Targe dropout rate 1in general.
appear to stem from persenal limitations and family grob]gms of those
surveyed. Among six of the candidates, there were these interyening
factors which interfered with their learning:

.,
E . >
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’ personé]ity-probiems (unﬁgalistic 4  (number of people)
. or uncertain doals, pooy q;scipline,_
lack of motiyation) )

<

e family responsibilities —_— 1

S e poor educational bétkground (1ack 1
of English language skills)

. h couple of the 10 candidates did come acrass as®promising °
individuals to the interviewer, however. They both seemed so deter-
mined to earn the HSD. - The one who encountered $%rong family opposition
to her program participation dropped cut after three months,

The two dropouts for whom there are both an initial appraisal
and a follow-up present reveal studies in failed ambitions. One was
. brought on by the client herself; the other, by the joint staff's
apparent inability to address the client's problem, y/ . ,

In the former instance, the candidate struck the interviewer
as one who projected ah image of* competence and ability, neither of
which was warranted by her APL. test score. Nevertheless, She was
working hard at a job she not only liked but which also fit in with
her plan of becoming  a physical education teacher (i.e., recreation
aide in a city park). These more pogitive indicators for future .
Success led tite interviewer to conclude the client would complete the
program. However, she was terminated after five months for reasons
of "insubordinations" This Treason for dismissal tended to bear out -
the interviewer's initial reservations regarding the individual.

. In the second case, a .male candidate was-assigned toc janitorial
work as his CETA job experience, an activity he disliked and also felt
was totally unrelated to-his goal of becoming an auto machanic. This
unfortunate mismatching of job with career aspiration concerned the
interviewer enough that she brought the matter up with the CETA girectdF:
who in turn said reassignment was out of thé question. The client
appeared to have a strong interest in completing the course, stating

he placed a high Value on the HSD. But, after three months, ‘he, too,
left the program, haying fpund&s job with a construction company.

3. Student/Client Completfons . - -

a. Oyerall statistics .

Rrownsyille-graduates present an inweresting record in terms of
the length of time they required to copplete their indiyidual programs.
They run the gamot from haying candidates who marked the earliest .
successful completion oj both. components, as well as the.record for
the longest time taken in fulfilling the requiréments (anywhere from
7 months to over a year].

£
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After Brownsville had not been producing any graduates for more
than 10 months, there was, in.early 1979, a rush of candidates not only
. « earning the CBHSD, but at a rapid rate. Just before January 1979, a
’ community person took an interest in the progress of the participants
) in ‘the CETA/CBHSD program., By working through the Director of the
Adult Basic Education Coop Center, he provided scholarship aid to any
candidates interesfed in pursuing further education at Texas Southernmost
“College (TSC), as long as they completed all CBHSD requirements, As
many as four of the 10 individuals who did so responded to this challenge
and received scholarships to TSC. One of them completed al! course work
in the shortest pesriod of time recorded for candidates in the six sites ~
(two months). Arother finished within three months. The other two,
R who had entéred the pilot project many months prior to the scholarship
offer, drew their programs to a successful close within weeks once the
financial assistance to college was provided.

4, Employment Status

?

L 0f the ten who graduated, two were working at the time of the
follow-up. Five were in.school, four of them on scholarships, One
entered the Marine Corps. Two went back to being housewives. Because

a4 no follow-up was conducted beyond determining the whereabouts of the
graduates, there is no way of knowing what these individuals felt about

v the CBHSD, their future plans and goals, or details surrounding their
empioyment and schooling. /

D. E1 Paso

5 1, Follow-Up Methodology

a. Overview

The follow-up was doﬁe on 11 participants:

e three finished both CETA and CBHSD components
e 'three had completed the CE}A training

e one had done the APL course

5 o four were participating (focused on doing the
CETA tnainingl

This then means thgj/fEEFén ere final follow-up reports on three of the
fiye candidates wh§ had fulftlled all program requirements, and interim
reports on eighi others, who had done. only one of the tyo components.

«The follow-ups inclided. both. the efficial forms (filed by CETA} and short
paragraph deseriptions of candidates.
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Initial interyiews, follow-ups and cumulatiye attendance -
records giye some clues as to why as many as 16 individuals left
hefore completing hoth. the CETA and CBHSD sections of the joint pro-
gram. Lnformation on eight of them came from follow-up forms, the
remaining from the initial interyiews.

b. Initial interyiews

There were five clients/students interyiewed, all of whom said
they were willing to participate in the follow-up. Eyery one termi-
nated from the program prematurely; four dropped out, one left for
other reasons. ) S

g
2. Premature Terminations

a. Characteristics of dropouts

0f the five dropouts who were interviewed, three left within
three months of entering the program. The interviewer had felt that
two of them evidenced sti-ong interest in the program. In addition,
one of the two had a good previous work record and was encouraged
by her husband to complete the diploma program. The other had progressed
far enough to be near, completicn, Only the third failed to impress the
interviewer, even though she asserted that she would continue in the
project after the CETA allowance discontinued (which, according to the
attendance.record, she did not do). ’

a

b, Characteristics of those who left for other reasons

The two who had clear goals and strong motivation to pursue the
HSD were precluded from doing so because their project closed down.
Not only were these two prevented from finishing the course, but a
review of the cumulative attendance record shows that five others were
also kept from completing the program for the same reason.

. Of the seven who left because the project closed, three had at
least completed the CETA training; three had not. Because the parti-
cipants realized they would haye insufficient time to complete all
requirements, they decided to forego the APL program (for which they
would not he paid to continue) and turned instead toward pursuing the
GED. '

3. Student/éffeﬁt‘CompTetton§-

Two of the five graduates compléted their program after three
months, two after four months, and one after fiye months. A1l thyree =
graduates suryeyed were working at the time of the 3Q day- follow=-up.
Two were working on the 6Qth. day-and one after 90 days. Two started
at a salary of $2.65 per hour, one at $3.10 per hour. One increased
her salary by 25¢ per hour. Two had jobs related to their goals.

26




The one whose joh was unyelated to her career ambitions sought
further training in order to improye her typing skills. She was
displeased with. her work.as a garment inspector, although the Jjob
paid more than what she wonld receiye as an entry-level secretary.

E. Houston (Harris County) -

1. Follow-Up Methodology

a. Overview

The Houston project faced extraordinary logistical problems
in the process of conducting the follow-up. Houston is a great urban ;e
- sprawl, a physical factor that dominated the entire planning and
operation of the pilot project. It resulted, for example, in the
decision to offer the APL study before the CETA training (rather
than providing both simultaneously, as was the case in all the other
* sites). This separation of CBHSD coursework from CETA training was “
done in recognition of the fact that the buildings for each activity
were so many miles distant from each other and from the students/clients.

The same logistical problems led to the decision by the CETA
staff to exclude from the follow-up:

e any graduates that found jobs’on their own

e candidates whu had a "nonpositive termination®

e individuals who left for “"other reasons"
There were seven candidates who answered to the description. of the
first two categories. Another 14 dropped out or left for other

reasons and were not surveyed as a result.

b, Initial interyiews

Eleven of the 13 candidates interyiewed agreed to participate in
the follow-up. Al1 of them had completed the CBHSD component of the
joint program. A total of 12 participated in the follow-up, rgpresgnting
a gain of one oyer the original numbeyr expressing an interest in doing so.
Among those surye¥ed, fouy had alsQ subpitted follow-up forms and were
reported on by CETA as well. °

é; Studeﬁt/ciient Completions

Three participants completed after gne month, three after Wwo
months and nine within three months. Six finished after four to six.
months. Because none of the 12 had completed their yocational
training at the time of the follow-up, there were no 30/60/90 day
reports conducted on them. Three were describfed as "holding" (i.e.,
in limbo].

7 - ¥
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The recoyrd shows that 11 were seeking furthé} education
(including the twg. "in the program holding"). They were enrolled

f in the following training programs;
‘ e Houston Skill Center 3 - (number enrolled)
e Massey Business College 2
e Goodwill (general office skills | 2 R
~ ~ training) S
o Texas Dental Technology School ' 1
e American Institute of Technology 1
‘ o Houston Community College 1 -

The third candidate "in holding" was not seeking further edication aﬁd
was terminated from CETA two months after- she completed the CBHSD.

Among the four who haJ’&§Lmany as three different reports of
their progress on file, there“is this breakdown of their status Vis-a=vis
employment, Two stated they were simultaneously working and in school,
One was making $2.65 per hour as a trainee in a special dental lab
technician*s program. She liked the job, which was directly related
to heri goal of Becoming a dental assistant. )

Without the high school diploma, she did not think she could )
Jhave gotten-into this school, and went on to comment that the APL :
taughtjper'"a 1ot of things I didn't know concerning government and
economics.” rhe interviewer seemed to think this individual would
succeed, describing her as.a "sharp person, (who) seems very determined
to get %hat she wants."

l
| The other person, who was studying at.the American Institute of
"Technglogy, was also working as a courier, but disliked it since she
didn't Tike driving in the Houston traffic.” She was making $550 per
month apd p]énned eventually to enter the Nayy, where she could pursue
training in electronics., The value of the HSD for her was that it
gaye her "more self-confidence.” While the interyiewer thought this
.participant*s aspirations were commendahle, she expressed some douhts
as to whether  the client cquld gain entry into the Nayy, let alone
-break tdto so difficult a field as electyronics and then "stick it out,"
l ‘

The remaining two candidates were not working, but stated that \
® their HSD was essential to theiy entry intq the colleges and training
programs\wﬁere,they were at the time of the follow-up. One said she
would recommend it "to anyone who wanted to improye their way of

earning money or to prepare themselyes for a better way-of 1ife," and
added, "The APL.program also giyes a person more pride in one's own
accomp]i$hments§"
| 28
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The interyiewer noted at the outset of Her conyersation with
this woman that the client worried oyer whether she was "too old" to
succeed. Because of the client's demonstrated ahility at working
with figures and desire to work.as a bookkeeper, the interviewer felt
the woman would probably socceed, if, she noted, the woman could face

-

the inevitable ups and downs of a competitive market. :

The other individual, who was enrolled as a trainee in a day
care program, described the APL program as "ideal for adults who were
not able to finish high school earlier." The Field Coordinator felt
this candidate would more than likely complete her plans. Working in
or around patients was right in this candidate's 1ine, as she was
“a very fine person, friendly, soft-spoken, and eager to better herself."

F.” Temple .
1. Follow-Up Methodology

7

0f the nine candidates interyiewed, all indicated they would
participate in the follow-up. None graduated and no one took part in
any follow-up reports. However, CETA followed up eight other Temple
participants, all of them premature terminations as well,,

Zo;LCharacteﬁistics of Premature Terminations

While none of the interviewed candidates were followed up,
there are some clues suggested in the Client Information Sheets that
shed some 1ight on the circumstances surrounding their departures.
The_cumulative attendance record also points to the reasons some left.

Three candidates came across to the interviewer as individuals
with considerable personal problems. One lacked the drive to move on
with her 1ife. She had 1ived on welfare and accepted the "jnevitability"
of falling back on it "if all else failed." Anothér, who had already
passed two parts of the GED before -entering the pilot project, was
leaning toward the idea of dropp.ng the CBHSD/CETA course in favor .
of completing the GED. She was "disgusted" to find all the additional
"material, work, etc." inyolyed in fulfilling all the requirements
for the joint prograﬁFEPQ*fuvther disliked paying $1 a day for trans-
portation to attend APLf c¥gsses.

The third individual was pregnant but thought she could still
devote sufficient energies toward.completing the diploma program. In
addition to her somewhat unpealistic ambitions, she exhihited a speech
defect, and appeared to thg‘ﬁhteryiewer to be 3 slow learner as well.

Yet, the majority of the -interyiewed candidates (5) impressed

the APL Project person with a number of positiye attributes. Two had
insisted on the importance of earning a diploma, in order to get a Jjob
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and therefore never again go back on welfare. Another "sharp" individual
who "knows. the ropes" had assumed financial support for his family,
which. years earlier had led to his premature withdrawal from high school.
Others were descrifed as "mature,” “clear thinking,"-and "doing well in
the program."

Because the project closed down after six months, it precluded
four of these five indiyiduals from completing their indiyidyal prograps.
The reasons for the fifth. individual's departure (one month before
other four) are open to conjecture, -as nothing s documented concerning
the circumstances surrounding his withdrawal. This was the individual
described By the APL Project person as one who had real coping skills.
More than likely, when he saw the project closing down, he found a job
in order to support his family, leaving aside any thought of completing
a high school diploma. : -

The La Vega Adult Basic Education Center sent invitational
letters and followed up with calls to the 10 students still enrolled
in the Temple program just before the project closed down, None of
them, including the five who had appeared so committed to receiving
an HSD, accepted the invitation, One can only assume that the money
the students received for attending the APL classes was necessary for
their continuation, and once that was gone, there was no particular
incentive to complete the course at the La Vega ABE center.
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. . : APPENDIX A
Follow-Up Form 1 for Graduates -
DATE
NAME ) SOCIAL SECURITY #
ADDRESS TELEPHONE #

Please complete the questions listed below which apply to you and your present
situation, ‘

Are you working? Yes_ _ No___ . If yes, where?

If no, what seems to be the problem?

Are &ou actively iboking for work?

Are you enrolled in school? Yes_ No___

If yes, where?

What is your goal? ’

When do you expect to comp]ete your schooling?

If you are not working or attending schooi, what are your future plans?

y -
1

Do you continue to feel having your.high school diploma has helped you?
Yes No_ If yes, in what way?

Thank you for compfeting this form and returning it to this office in the self-
addressed, stamped envelope. I will contact you again in the near future.

- Sincerely,

H

" Ann Brownlow . ’
. o APL Project Field Coordinator '

) BN | o }




APPENDIX B*

Follow-Up Fom 2 for Graduates

FOLLOH-UP QUESTIONNAIRE ' .

NAME DATE
ADDRESS * SOCIAL SECURITY #

N TELEPHONE # ) s

Please complete the following questions which apply to you and your situation. |
. L4

Are you still working for the same cumpany? Yes ' No

If not, where are vou working?

_ e Date started: f‘

Why did you change jobs? . .

Within the past three months, have you-fébeived:

) a job promotion? Yes No :f\
a salary increase? Yes No -
Are you still enrolled in school? Yes No

If not, wﬁy?

Remarks :

33
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APPENDIX C

Follow-Up Form 3 for Graduates

CETA/CBHSD FOLLOW-UP

NANE: DATE:
ADDRESS ¢ SOCIAL SECURITY #:
TELEPHONE #:

. Please complete the quest1ons Tisted below wh%ch apply to you and your present

Are you working? ___Yes __No .
If yes, where?. '
- Date you were employed: Position:
Starting salary: Have you had any promotions? __Yes _No
Do you 1ike your job? __VYes _No
If no, why?

’ ********************************#*******

¥

situation.

Are you enrolled in school? _Yes . No
If yes, where?

what is your goai?
when did you enioll?

When do you expect to complete your schooling?
*************w**************************

\ —————— ¥

If you are not working or attending school, what are your future plans?

Are you looking for wqu?“ - _Yes \\\___ﬁo

****k*****ﬂ'**********'\*******************
s

N

why did you want a hign school diploma?

How do you feel about the Competency-based High School Diq%oma Program?

At what grade in school did you drop out?
Does the CBHSD material differ from regular iigh schoo] work? __Yes _No
If yes, in what way is it ﬁifferent’

Thank you so much for completing this form. I congratulate you on completing )
the CBHSD Program, '

e o v ¢ e b G




10.

1.
12.

13.

- 14.

]5'

. _ ' APPENDIX D

!

Jo]low-ljp Form for CETA Cc;unselor

f

Follow-Up on CETA/CBHSD Completions -
- ¢ . @

: 2.

Participant's name So¢ial Security Number

40

Address Date -Completed CETA/CBHSD

City State Zip

. — Yes
6. Further Education __No

-Address of Employment . 8.

Nhere'Employed (1f yes, where?)

Beginning S.ilary

Present Salary

Supervisor's Address

Is this empioyment/education related to goal of the participant? __yes
(If no, please explain why it is not.)

no

CETA's 30-day follow-up

3

CETA's 60-day follow-up

CETA's 90-day follow-up

Remarks:

FTA Counselor . : 3 7

E

e cwene

o v—
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APPENDIX E

L]

P

. : Monthly Attendance Record (1)
1L 70: ' |

—————

ne University of Texas at Austin  Training Facility Date of Keport '
Jult Performance Level Project .

‘#4ycation Annex S-21
astin, Texas 78712

APL DATE ]
NAME OF STUDENT SOC. SEC. ¢ LEVEL | ENROLLED SCHEDULED FOR: DATE TERMINATED

. HRS. DAYS . | DROPPED
- PER DAY | PER WK. COMPLETED out OTHER

34

SIGNATURE

TYPE: pAME & TITLE PHONE NO.
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~IL 10:

—r——

he University of Texas at Austin

_ dult Performance Level Project

4ycation Annex S-21

7

Monthly Attendance Record (1)

Training Facility

Il

Date of keport

. "APPENDIX E

-~ “
sstin, Texas 78712 : .
. . APL DATE
HAME OF STUDENT §0C. SEC. # LEVEL | ENROLLED |  SCHEDULED FOR: OATE TERMINATED
ol ’ PER DAY | PER WK. | COMPLETED | OUT | OTHER
. \__./’
- . il jﬁ,} y-1 K
+ /-\
/7 ° \P _
- i / ) BN
| v T e
|
| A
<}
|
L <
/ pRx7] 3
/ 4
- - | ;
] \\
' 7
" / \ [ ] =
| \ 1
\ { STGRETURE

TYPE:

AAFME & TTTLE

""\PHONE U,

-

41




-

Monthly Attendance Record (2)
C.E.T.A./CBHSD MONTHLY REPGRT

APPENDIX F

MAIL TO:
- The University of Texas at Austin Prime Sponsor Date of Report County(s) Served
Adult ‘Performance Level Project . .
Education Annex S-2) )
" Austin, Texas 78712 ‘
° NAME OF STUDENT SOC. SEC. # AT | sex | ma REPERRED KTTENDED S, TTENDED.
. ] + ‘
2.
3.
') : 4

) \\\ — L —
6.' —
7.
8.
9.

10.°

11.

12.

13.

14. — -

15.

STGNATURE
TYPE: NAME & TITLE PHONE NO.
42
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