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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

For more than a decade, policy makers have been concerned about the low literacy levels of a
substantial portion of the U.S. workforce. According to recent estimates, close to 40 percent of
workers have limited skills in reading, writing, and math (Sum, forthcoming). Such skill
deficiencies may not only make it difficult for American workers and businesses to compete in an
increasingly high-tech global economy but may also affect national well-being in other areas, such
as reducing adults’ abilities to teach literacy skills to their children or to take on civic
responsibilities.

One potentially promising strategy for improving workers’ literacy skills is to link literacy
instruction closely to the workplace. Rather than teaching literacy skills in general, workplace
literacy focuses on developing the literacy skills workers need to perform their jobs. For example,
workplace literacy instruction might center on improving reading skills so that workers can
understand and apply technical terminology linked to specific job tasks. This kind of instruction can
take place either at the work site or somewhere else; the key is that materials from the work site are
included, the curriculum is based-on job task analyses, and courses are convenient for workers.

With the goal of expanding the number of workplace literacy programs and developing
promising practices that could be used by other workplace programs, in 1988, the U.S. Department
of Education (ED) began administering a federal demonstration grant program known as the
National Workplace Literacy Program (NWLP). Since its inception, the NWLP has awarded about
$130 million in federal grants to numerous workplace literacy partnerships across the country. For
the three-year grants awarded in 1994, partnerships had to reflect participation of at least one
education institution and at least one business, industry, or labor organization.

This report is an interim product from an ongoing national evaluation of the effectiveness of
NWLP partnerships, conducted by Mathematica Policy Research Inc. (MPR). It provides descriptive
information on the 45 workplace literacy partnerships funded by ED since 1994.! The following
questions are addressed:

» What organizations participate in workplace literacy partnerships and what do they do?

»  What kinds of instruction are provided in workplace partnerships and who provides it?

¢ Who are the workers participating in workplace literacy programs, how much do they
participate, and what outcomes are associated with their participation?

! Another report, anticipated in early 1998, will present information from case studies of five
NWLP partnerships; it will also address the issue of these programs’ impacts on participants through
a random-assignment experiment being conducted at three-of the case-study sites.

1]
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To address these questions, MPR collected extensive data from the 45 grantees through a
computer-based information system during the period of October 1994 through April 1996.
Although the findings presented in this report are not generalizable to non-NWLP-funded programs,
they may provide insights into a broad array of workplace literacy programs, because the NWLP
partnerships are diverse in terms of where and how they operate.

OVERVIEW OF MAJOR FINDINGS

o Partnerships vary in terms of size and kinds of organizational partners. Partners are
much more actively involved than employers that merely serve as sites for workplace
literacy. NWLP partnerships are composed of a diverse mix of educational institutions,
employers, industry groups, and unions, reflecting the broad general guidelines for .
NWLP grantees. A key distinguishing feature of partnerships is whether they are state-
or local-based; not surprisingly, state consortia are larger, involving more partners and
recruiting learners from more employers and unions. Although employers greatly
outnumber unions, both tend to participate for the same reasons and to engage in similar
activities. In addition, employers and unions who are partners are much more likely to
take part in various NWLP activities than those who are affiliated with the partnerships
but do not serve as partners.

o Most workplace literacy courses were applied and job-oriented, and were convenient
in terms of schedule and location. In several respects, the instruction offered through
the 45 NWLP partnerships adhered to generally accepted notions about what makes
workplace literacy programs effective and distinct from other kinds of adult education.
For example, courses were applied and job-oriented in nature, helping to distinguish
them from traditional school classes; they were convenient, typically located at the work
site and scheduled during working hours; and most used team-learning and integrated
materials from the workplace. Some aspects of the instruction offered are worthy of
special note by policy makers and practitioners. In particular, few courses used
computer-assisted instruction, but a majority of projects reported staff development
focused on computer-assisted instruction. Furthermore, little consistency in the

- assessment methods used to place or evaluate learners across the projects underscores
the difficulty of making comparisons of learners’ initial and final skills. Finally,
instructors were generally well-educated, but their demographic profile was quite
different from that of the participants. There may be some utility in launching efforts
to diversify the instructional staff to provide role models from different cultural
backgrounds.

o Increased hours of instruction (more than 30) appeared to make a difference in the
Jjob outcomes and plans of workers who completed courses. Specifically, workers with
more than 30 hours of instruction were more likely to report such outcomes as moving
to a better shift, receiving a bonus, pay raise, or having increased job responsibilities
(Figure 1). They also were more likely to plan to enroll in additional education, job-

Xiv
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FIGURE |
PARTICIPANTS' WORK-RELATED EXPERIENCES, BY TOTAL
HOURS OF INSTRUCTION RECEIVED
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Applied for a new job @More than 30 hrs of instruction (48%)

Moved to a preferred shift

Received an award, bonus,
or other special recognition

13
Received a pay raise
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Percent of Completers

training, and computer courses. Similarly, the completion of more than 30 hours of
instruction may be associated with other learner outcomes, such as improvements in self-
assessed ability levels (Figure 2). These findings are only suggestive of the potential
effectiveness of workplace literacy instruction because they do not account for important
differences between workers with more and less hours of instruction. For example,
workers receiving more instruction may be more highly motivated than those receiving
less.

e While certain benefits may accrue from more than 30 hours of instruction, only half
the workers who completed courses had more than 16 hours of workplace literacy
instruction. Most learners who completed courses during the data collection period
received modest amounts of instruction; half had 16 hours of instruction or less.
Learners’ instructional hours were primarily a consequence of the short duration of
many courses. Overall, workers who completed courses attended 80 percent of the
scheduled course hours. These modest amounts of instruction reflect the general pattern
of formal job training hours that employers nationwide provide to less educated workers
(U.S. Department of Labor, 1997).
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FIGURE 2
PARTICIPANTS' FUTURE EDUCATIONAL PLANS, BY
TOTAL HOURS OF INSTRUCTION RECEIVED

330 hrs of instruction or less (52%)
EIMore than 30 hrs of instruction (48%)

GED course or GED exam

Home study course

Course in using English (such as ESL)

Course leading to a 2- or 4-year degree

Course to get an occupational certificate

Basic skills course in reading, writing, or math

Job training course

Computer course

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Percent of Completers

MAJOR FINDINGS: A CLOSER LOOK
Profile of Partners and Their Activities

Principal findings concerning the organizations that comprise NWLP partnerships and the nature
of their involvement are summarized below:

* Population Served and Size. Most partnerships were heterogeneous in their mix of
learners and were of varying size. Only 14 percent of partnerships served a population
that was heavily comprised of learners who were limited English proficient. In terms
of the number of learners served during the 18-month data collection period, about 42
percent of the partnerships served a cumulative count of between 200 and 600 learners,
about 35 percent served more than 600, and only about 23 percent served fewer than
200.

14
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o Partners. On average, the partnerships consisted of about eight partners, although the
number of partners was typically much higher for the seven state consortia and slightly
lower for local consortia. About 60 percent of the partners were drawn from business
or industry, trade associations, or private industry councils; roughly 20 percent were
education institutions; and less than 10 percent were unions. The three most common
activities that partners engaged in were attending advisory meetings, monitoring
program services, and recruiting learners.

o Employers and Unions. On average, partnerships recruited learners from eight
employers and unions, although the number was much higher among state consortia and
slightly lower among local consortia. Employers outnumbered unions by about 8 to 1
as sources of learners. A majority of employers and unions were from the
manufacturing sector. The most common reason both employers and unions cited for
instituting a workplace literacy program was to reduce errors and waste, and the most
common activity that they engaged‘ in was providing instructional materials. About 60
percent of the employers provided either partially- or fully-paid release time, which can
make it easier for employees to attend workplace literacy courses. Employers and
unions participated more in workplace literacy programs when they were also members
of the partnership. Finally, most employers and unions make participation in workplace
literacy courses voluntary for all workers.

Courses and Instructors

Highlighted below are major findings concerning what types of workplace literacy courses are
taught and who teaches them:

o Course Scheduling and Content. Of the 2,113 courses offered during the data
collection period, 86 percent were held where the participants worked. Most courses
were scheduled during normal work hours (excluding lunchtime); the remainder took
place immediately before or after work. Although many subjects were taught, the most
common course emphasis was basic skills/literacy, followed by English as a second
language. However, courses also commonly incorporated skills beyond those implied
by the primary focus; the two skills stressed most often were problem solving/reasoning
and communication.

e Methods of Instruction and Assessment. About 60 percent of all courses utilized a
team-learning approach and an equal percentage used workplace documents and
displays. Only about 17 percent of all courses used computer-assisted learning, but it
was twice as common in courses using a learning center format as in courses following
a classroom approach. Learning centers typically allow workers to participate at times
suitable to their schedules and at their own pace. Staff reported using a wide range of
assessment methods. Examples of learners’ work and supervisor ratings were rarely
used to place or evaluate course participants; interviews were used more often, but only
in about a third of all courses. Similarly, only a third of courses reported any-use of
standardized literacy tests.




o Instruction and Partnership Focus. In some cases, basic course characteristics differed
between partnerships with differing employer or worker clienteles. For example, the
courses offered by partnerships in which more than two-thirds of the learners were
limited English proficient were much more likely than other partnerships’ courses to

- teach writing and communications skills, probably stemming from their main empha51s
on teaching English as a second language.

e Instructors’ Roles and Backgrounds. Workplace literacy instructors typically had
numerous responsibilities in addition to teaching. For example, in 80 percent or more
of the projects, instructors’ roles included designing/adapting curricula, assessing
learners, and developing learner education plans. In the average project, 75 percent of
the instructors were female and more than 80 percent were white; 45 percent had a
masters degree; 44 percent had a state teaching certificate; and more than half had
experience teaching basic skills and teaching in the workplace.

Learner Profiles, Participation Levels, and Outcomes

Following are highlights concerning the workers who participated in the courses offered by the
45 partnerships, the extent of their participation, and what they may have gained from the
experience:

o Enrollment. A total of 21,168 workers enrolled in at least one workplace literacy
course during the time period studied.

* Demographics. About half of the learners were between the ages 29 and 45, half were
women, a quarter were foreign born, almost a third were limited English proficient,
almost two-thirds had completed 12 or more years of schooling, and almost half were
racial/ethnic minorities.

o Job Information. About one-fifth of learners held more than one job. About 90 percent
of participants reported that their job provided them with health insurance, but only
about 64 percent received paid sick leave. Workers had been in their jobs an average of
more than 7 years and, for more than 90 percent, the typical work week was 40 hours
or longer.

o Attendance and Completion. About three-fourths of participants took only one course.
Among course completers, about half received only 16 hours of instruction or less,
although they attended, on average, 80 percent of the scheduled course hours.

° Qutcomes. Among learners who completed at least one course, about 37 percent
reported that they had been given more responsibility on their jobs and about 17 percent
had received a pay raise. About one-third reported that their education or career goals
had changed, and substantial percentages planned to take a variety of other courses in
the future. In addition, they tended to rate their abilities in various areas--such as
reading and writing English--higher after completing their courses than when they

‘ xviik 1§




started. Moreover, completers who received more than 30 hours of instruction were
more likely to report each of these types of outcomes than were those who received less
instruction.

DATA ISSUES AND LIMITATIONS

The findings presented in this report should be interpreted with certain data limitations in mind--
limitations which, to varying degrees, are present in virtually all large-scale, complex data collection
efforts. Chief among the limitations of the NWLIS data is the problem of missing data. For
example, learner assessment data is missing for a sizable proportion of participants, which reduced
the number of workers in our analyses. Other data issues concern, for example, extrenie values. A
detailed discussion of these issues and our analytic responses is provided in Appendix A.

Xix



I. INTRODUCTION

A. THE PROBLEM OF WORKER LITERACY AND PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The low literacy levels of a substantial fraction of U.S. workers have caused concern among
policy makers for more than a decade. Recent estimates place the fraction of workers with l_imited )
literacy skills in reading, math, and writing at close to two-fifths (Sum, forthcoming). There is
widespread belief that many of the natibn's businesses and most of these adult workers are not well
positioned to successfully navigate the more technologically-oriented economy of the United States.
Policy makers are also increasingly recognizing that the skill deficiencies of adult workers extend
beyond the workplace; they have implications for other arenas critical to national well-being--for
example, parents being able to develop their children's literacy skills and adults being able to take
on civic and community resﬁonsibilities.

In many respects, the attainment of increasingly higher levels of literacy and other job relevant
skills is a self-perpetuating proceés within the workplace: the more literacy skills one has, the more
skills one has the opportunity to acquire. Workers with low liieracy levels are concentrated in low-
wage occupations. Often referred to as hourly or front-line workers, these employees have been the
least likely group to receive company-provided training (Barton 1993, Lillard and Tan 1992). Based
on data from the 1991 Current Population Survey, less than one-third of workers with a high school
degree or less participated in skill improvement training while on their current jobs, but almost two-
thirds of those with a college degree did so (U.S. Department of Labor 1992).

This repbrt provides information about the activities of 45 business-labor-education partnerships
that are implementing a strategy that links literacy instruction closely to the workplace--a strategy

that many believe has considerable promise for altering the foregoing state of affairs. These

1
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partnerships were funded in 1994 by the National Workplace Literacy Program (NWLP), a federal
program of demonstration grants administered by the Office of Vocational and Adult Education
(OVAE) in the U.S. Department of Education (ED). In existence since 1988, the NWLP's expressed

purpose, as defined in its governing regulations, is to fund projects that will “teach literacy skills

‘needed in the workplace through exemplary education partnerships between business, industry, or

labor organizations and educational organizations” (34 CFR Sec. 472.1). The NWLP’s definition
of literacy skills is fairly broad. These skills span basic reading and math skills, English proficiency,
skills necessary to complete a high school diploma or its equivalent, and competency in speaking,
listening, reasoning, and problem-solving. Eligible workers are defined as individuals 16 years or
older who are beyond the age of compulsory school attendance and whose participation is likely to
result in new employment, enhanced skills linked to continued employment, career advertisement,
or inc‘reased productivity.

Since 1994, ED has awarded a total of $49 million in federal grants to 45 workplace literacy
partnerships to support workplace literacy instruction for a period of three years.! The grants have
two overarching goals: to expand the number of workplace literacy programs and to develop
exemplary programs for use by other workplace programs. Although this report focuses on
describing the most recently funded NWLP partnerships, it is important to note that in the years prior
to 1994, more than $80 million in federal NWLP grants supported numerous workplace literacy

partnerships across the nation.?

'However, no funds for a new cycle of grants were provided for this demonstration program in
the federal budgets for 1996 or 1997.

?Several states also use a portion of their adult education funds along with other sources of
support to sponsor workplace literacy programs. 1 g
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This report ié an interim product from a larger, ongoing, national evaluation of the effectiveness
of workplace literacy programs that ED has contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
(MPR) to conduct. The focus of this report is descriptive data. The range of &escriptive information
about various aspects of the 45 partnerships we present in this report gives interested parties a rich
picture of the diversity and major emphases of workplace literacy ﬁrograms. Specifically, we
describe the organizations involved in the partnerships, the workers who participate in partnership
programs, the instruction and services they receive, and the outcomes these workers and their
instructors report. Although the findings in this report are not statistically generalizable to programs
beyond those funded by the NWLP, they provide important insights into a broad range of programs
because the NWLP partnerships represent a highly diverse group in terms of location and
participating organizations.?

The data that form the basis for this report were gathered over a period of 18 months--exactly
half the life span of the partnerships' grants--from October 1, 1994, through April 30, 1996.*
Partnerships reported data in various areas to MPR by means of a computer-based information
system, the National Workplace Literacy Information System (NWLIS), that was especially

constructed for the evaluation.

3A prior study, conducted by Pelavin Associates, Inc., focused only on-the NWLP's first year
of operation. The report (1) discussed key components associated with workplace literacy projects
considered effective and (2) recommended ways to improve program effectiveness (Kutner et al.
1991).

“Not all of the 1994 partnerships began their NWLP grants in October 1994. Several grants
became effective in November, and a small number did not commence until December 1994 and
January 1995. Because the data represent half the period of partnerships' operation, they do not
reflect the full amount of service offered over the entire grant. ,



In addition to tracking the partnerships' activities and participants, the ongoing evaluation
includes in-depth case studies of five purposefully selected workplace literacy partnerships, three
of which also are using an experimental evaluation design based on the random assignment of
workers to a treatment and a control group. The final report, preseﬁting findings from the in-depth
study phase of the evaluation, will be available in early 1998. That report will address whether the
NWLP makes a difference in paﬁicipmts' lives by improving their literacy skills. Such outcome-

oriented information will be of interest to policy makers in evaluating program effectiveness.

B. KEY QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO WORKPLACE LITERACY

Although workplace literacy is a highly diverse enterprise, there are some important conceptual
boundaries that make it a distinct approach to improving the literacy skills of adults. Workplace
literacy is_not simply delivering education in a workplace. Although it is highly desirable to deliver
services at the wdrksite (for example, to make courses very accessible to workers and to facilitate
integrating instruction into the work environment), a worksite location is not absolutely essential.
What is essential is tying instruction to the workplace through the inclusion of worksite materials
and thé development of curricula based on job task analyses. The fbcus of workplace literacy is a
worker's job-linked literacy requirements--not literacy skills in general, nor specific training in how
to perform a job. For example, job-linked literacy requirements can be broadly construed to mean
having the communication and writing skills necessary to contribute to a quality improvement team,
or more narrowly construed to mean having sufficient English skills to read, understand, and
correctly apply technical terminology linked to a specific job (for example, administering
medications).

Researchers have attempted to synthesize the features that many observers of workplace literaé$l
consider highly important to the success of a program (Alamprese 1993, Kutner ét al. 1991,
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Mikulecky and Lloyd 1993). These include actively engaged partners from the realms of education,
business and labor, education counseling for employees, services such as transportation and child
care to allow workers to participate in programs, incentives such as paid release time for workers to
participate, assessment of learners' skills and provision of periodic feedback to them, and staff with
expertise in te'aching adults through work related curricula.

Providing sufficient instructional time and opportunity for practice of literacy skills is generally
accepted as a critical feature of workplace programs (Mikulecky and Lloyd 1993). Considerable
evidence supports the general proposition that the acquisition of literacy skills requires adults to
invest a substantial number of hours.> Workplace programs that provide more hours, therefore, are
generally regarded as more promising, in terms of increased proficiency, than those offering only
a few hours of instruction. Yet, commitments of signiﬁcant amounts of instructional time is difficult
for many programs. Literacy instruction must accommodate job demands and the requirements of
the workplace. In practice, it has been extremely difficult to arrange workplace courses that require
substantial time commitments from employees. As Mikulecky and Lloyd (1993) have observed, in
many industries the standard training class is less than 30 hours. For that reason, some workplace
literacy experts advocate getting workers to enroll in multiple courses or to invest in open-access

learning centers to increase their overall hours of exposure and practice. On-the-job reinforcement

SExactly how much time is necessary for positive and significant increases in skills is subject
to debate. In the past, one hundred hours has been advanced as a general rule of thumb, but the
evidence for this has been questioned (Moore and Stavrianos 1995). Some programs report one-year
gains in reading proficiency for 50-70 hours of targeted instruction. However, most researchers
agree that fewer than 50 hours of exposure is unlikely to result in a one-year gain in reading
proficiency (Mikulecky and Lloyd 1993). Literacy instruction of such minimal duration is more
likely to produce behaviors and the preconditions within adult learners to pursue additional steps to
improve their skills.



by supervisors, peers, and the inclusion of more literacy tasks within the job itself are also viewed
as promising strategies for extending learning time.

Beyond consideration' of the importance of various features of workplace programs lie
considerations about the availability of workplace literacy across the full range of employers. Bassi
(1994) suggests that although businesses with between 50 and 500 employees account for half of all
employment in the United States, they generally are less involved than large businesses in workplace
literacy education programs. In recognition of this disparity, the NWLP encouraged partnerships
to include small businesses in their proposals for federal grants in 1994,

Whether all employees who have skill deficiencies have opportunities to enroll in workplace
literacy is an equally important consideration. Within workplaces, decisions about whom to target
for workplace education must be made, raising issues about which employees will be eligible in
terms | of prior education attainment and relative skill deficiencies. The sex, race or ethnic
background, and age of employees may also influence decisions about participation in courses,
despité the NWLP's explicit direction that these should not be factors in enrolling workers who are
otherwise eligible.

Several questions emerge from this set of considerations about workplace literacy that the

information available in this report can inform. These include:

* What organizations participate in workplace literacy partnerships and what do they do?

Specific questions of interest are the types of organizations involved, whether
small businesses are included, the reasons that prompt employers to
participate, the sectors from which employers are drawn, the incentives they
offer workers for participating, and the involvement of unions.

oD
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 What kinds of instruction are provided in workplace partnerships and who provides it?
Topics comprising this area are the location and timing of courses, the types
of courses offered, the main literacy emphasis of courses, the instructional

approaches employed, and the types of assessments used in courses.

* Who are the workers participating in workplace literacy programs, how much do they
participate, and what outcomes are associated with their participation?

Specific topics of interest in this area include the educational level of
workers, their demographic characteristics, the amount of instructional time

workers receive, the number of courses workers take, and workers' reports of
future plans and outcomes.

C. AN ORGANIZATIONAL GUIDE TO THE NWLP WORKPLACE LITERACY

PARTNERSHIPS

The organizational variety of workplace literacy partnerships, although not surprising, is a
dimension of the NWLP that has important implications for efforts to systematically describe and
compare partnerships. One of these implications is the difficulty of measuring key aspects of
partnerships when some partnerships are markedly more complex in their structure than others. At
a very broad level, the 45 workplace partnerships funded by OVAE can be seen as falling within two
generic types. The first type represents a state-level consortium, typically headed by a state agency
that encompasses a network of local workplace literacy partnerships. The second type reflects a
local consortium that does not involve state leadership. Figure 1.1 displays the two levels at which
NWLP partnerships operate. The figure indicates that partners from various sectors (education,
business, industry, unions, and associations) participate at both levels. Even this rendering
understates the organizational complexity. In reality, most state workplace partnerships oversee
networks comprised of different numbers of local partnerships. For example, among the 1994
partnerships, four of the seven state-level partnerships oversaw a network of six or more local

partnerships.



FIGUREI.1

STATE AND LOCAL NWLP WORKPLACE LITERACY PARTNERSHIPS
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Local partnerships that are not clustered within a state partnership also can be diverse in terms
of their operations. A partnership can include two or three community colleges, for example, in
different states, each of which has established workplace programs with employers near the college.
Alternatively, a local partnership can be truly local, focusing on one large employer that serves as
a partner and a small business that supplies parts to the larger employer.

The important point here is that the dimensions of any NWLP partnership can expand either
vertically or horizontally. Vertically, a single state partnership can translate into a number of local
partnerships. Furthermore, local partnerships can expand horizontally in terms of partners and
service delivery locations. .We have attempted to take these differerices among partnerships into
account as we report the descriptive information contained in this report. In certain instances, it is
useful to combine information at the level of the 45 funded-partnerships. In many cases, however,
it is useful to describe patterns for workplace programs which are' more similar in scale and in a
manner that is more sensitive to the magnitude of operations within state level partnerships.
Consequently, we often present results that disaggregate information from the state partnerships, to

the extent possible in the data, into the local partnerships that comprise them.

D. DATA ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS AND KEY TERMS
1. Partnerships and projects

In Figure 1.2 we summarize the ways in which information about the 45 NWLP partnerships
will be presented throughout the remaining chapters of this report. At the far left of the figure, we

show the most overarching level: NWLP partnerships (sometimes loosely termed grantees because
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" one organization within the partnership is always designated as the grantee).® These 45 partnerships
translate into 72 workplace projects. We have chosen the term “project” to refer to the official
reporting sites that the NWLP partnership elected to use when gathering and reporting data to MPR
over the 18-month period that they particiiaated in the NWLIS information system.” Because
reporting sites often are the local partnerships within a state partnership,l they provide a useful way
of reducing the clustering that is inherent in state level partnerships.". Reporting patterns in terms
of projects, in effect, makes the partnerships more equivalent in terms of the scale of their operations

than does reporting at the level of the 45 partnerships.

2. Institutional actors: partners and employers

In the box adjacent to the NWLP partnerships box in Figure 1.2 appear the key institutional
actors in a partnership: partners, employers, and unions. As noted previously, all partnerships must
include at least two types of organizations: one representing business, industry, or labor, and another
representing education (for example, state education agencies, colleges, local education agencies).
There are no specific limits, however, on the overall number of partners. Partners hold an official

status within the NWLP: they can receive funds from the partnership; they must be included in a

SUnder the regulatory requirements of the NWLP, grantees are the partners that have been
designated as “the applicant and grantee.” Grantees serve as the fiscal agent to whom the grant is
awarded and through whom official documents related to the federal grant flow.

"Often the NWLP partnership and the project, as defined in this report, are identical. But eight
of the 45 grantees (or 18%), had more than one reporting project. These eight grantees generated a
total of 35 reporting projects, inclusive of the official grantee. Of these projects, 24 are connected
to three state-level partnerships. The remaining 11 projects represent four local partnerships with a
geographically dispersed service and reporting structure.

%One state partnership reported all data for its local partnerships; because these data are
aggregated, it is not possible to separate them into local partnerships equivalent to what we refer to
as projects.
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formal agreement specifying the roles of all partners; and they are bound by all statements and
assurances contained in the federal grant. Employers and unions attached to a partnership can be
partners or they can merely be orgmﬁzatidns that wish to establish a workplace literacy program but
do not seek to carry the responsibilities of a formal partner in the partnership grant.” Because of
these different statuses, the institutional actors within a workplace partnership really conform to
three categories: (1) partners that contribute none of their own employees to the programs (for
example, a trade association), (2) partners that contribute employees, and (3) employers or unions
that establish workplace literacy programs but have not become formal partners in the partnership's
fede;al grant. As Figure 1.2 shows, during the 18 months of data collection in this study,
partnerships reported a total of 360 partnérs from education, business, and labor organizations. The
partnership grants were affiliated with a total of 318 employers, regardless of whether the employer

was a partner, and 38 unions (most of whom, but not all, were partners).

3. Courses

The literacy instruction that all partnerships offer can generically be broken down into units
called courses. The term “course” includes a range of learning formats, which can further be broken
down into four general types: classes, learning centers, workshops, or tutorials. During the period
of MPR's data collection, all partnerships were instructed, according to their best judgment, to
classify each of their instructional offerings into one of these four categories. Classes are the most
straightforward type of learning format. Learning centers, however, can encompass a range of
situations. We refer to learning centers as facilities or spaces where workers can come to learn on

a more individualized basis. Workshops differ from the other instructional formats by virtue of their

*The NWLP regulations refer to this type of employer asa “site.”
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short-term learning sessions (for example, a two-day seminar) that bring together a group of workers
to focus on a specific instructional goal. Tutorials include instructional activities that involve
arranging for the tutoring of individual workers. Altogether, more than 2,000 courses were offered

by the 45 partnerships during the 18 months in which data were entered into the information system.

4. Workers

Workers constitute the last level at which information is available from the NWLP partnerships
and are represented by the box at the far right of Figure 1.2. Because workers participate in
workplace literacy programs in various ways (for example, through unions or other associations),
they are not necessarily employees at the time they participate. A total of 21,168 workers
participated in the workplace literacy programs provided through the NWLP partnerships during the
18 months covered in the data base. We note that some of these workers could enroll in more than

one course during that period--a point that Chapter IV addresses in greater detail.

E. ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

The three questions listed previously in this chapter frame the subsequent chapters of this report.
Chapter II describes the partners and defining dimensions of the partnerships. Chapter III presents
information about the courses and instructors that form the instructional program provided by the
workplace literacy partnerships. Chapter IV reviews findings related to the workers and their levels

of participation.



II. NWLP PARTNERSHIPS: WHAT ORGANIZATIONS
PARTICIPATE AND WHAT DO THEY DO?

NWLP partnerships include many institutions, including education providers, employers, and
unions. Nationwide, these partnerships operate in diverse environments defined by the learners they
serve and the industries from which they recruit. The complexity of the partnerships is further

defined by the number and size of the institutions, and their roles within the partnership. This chapter
provides institutional information on the 45 NWLP partnerships. In Section A we profile the
partnerships along several dimensions of learner and employer characteristics. Section B looks at
the partnerships from the perspective of the partners as defined in the NWLP grants, and Section C
scrutinizes partnerships from the employers’ and unions’ point of view, irrespective of their

partnership status.

A. DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN NWLP PARTNERSHIPS

The 45 NWLP partnerships can be characterized along several dimensions including the type
of industry served by the partnership, the mix of limited English proficient (LEP) learners that
participated in the program, and the number of program participants served during the 18-month
period. Most partnerships were associated with employers from different sectors of the economy
and served employees with diverse literacy needs. A definite subset of partnerships, however,
focused on homogeneous populations of employers and employees. Partnerships also varied in
terms of the number of employees whom they served over the data collection period. We describe
these distinctions among the NWLP partnerships in Figure II.1. Because these differences can
influence the instruction and services that are made available, they are important to understanding

the operations of the NWLP partnerships. Some noteworthy partnership distinctions include:
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e In terms of sector focus, about a third of the NWLP partnerships worked almost
exclusively with employers who were associated with the manufacturing industry.'

e While most partnerships served some learners who reported their ability to understand
or to speak English was either poor or fair, about 15 percent served a clientele where
more than two-thirds of the learners had limited English proficiency, and 20 percent
served a clientele where half or more of the learners had limited English proficiency.

e The typical number of participants served by a partnership was between 200 and 600;
however, more than a third served fewer than 200, and almost one-quarter of the
partnerships served more than 600 learners.

These categories of industry type, learners’ limited English proficiency, and number of
particii)ants have considerable overlap and when taken together show that some partnerships focus
ona fairly specific population of learners and employers, while others serve a more diverse group.
For example, partnerships with high concentrations of LEP learners generally worked with
employers in the manufacturing industry (67 percent). Also, LEP learners were more concentrated

in medium size partnerships (57 percent) and partnerships with few LEP learners were larger (50

percent had more than 600 participants).

B. PARTNERS IN NWLP PARTNERSHIPS

Partnerships are composed of employers, trade associations, labor organizations, and education
providers who have entered into an agreement to provide workplace literacy services. Each NWLP
partnership is required to include at least one education provider (such as a state or local education
agency, or a school), and at least one organization from business or industry, a labor organization,
or an organization that acts as an intermediary such as a chamber of commerce or a private industry
council (PIC). In this section we report on the number of partners in NWLP partnerships, describe

some of their characteristics, and report on the nature of their involvement in the partnerships.

'Definitions are provided in Figure II.1 o
\V
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1. What types of organizations are partners and how many are there?

There were 360 6rganizati0ns that participatedl as partners in the NWLP and, on average,
partnerships included about eight partners. The number of partners, hlowever, varied considerably,
particularly for state consortia and for other partnerships. For the seven state consortia, the average
number of partners was 23, and partnerships based on a local consortia included an average of only
six partners.

As might be expected, given the general guidelines for forming NWLP partnerships, there is
wide variation in the composition of this group. Most of the partners were drawn from business and
industry, private industry councils, or trade associations: about 60 percent of the partners were
classified as belonging to these types (see Figure I1.2). The next largest group of partners was
composed of education entities, such as state or local education agencies, area vocational schools,
or community colleges. The smallest representation in the partnerships was for iabor organizations,
employment and training agencies, and community-based organizations.

The average local partnership included as partners five businesses or industry-related
- organizations (including PICs and trade associations), two education-related organizations (including
a state or local education agency, a community college, or an area vocational school), and one labor
organization (see Table I1.1). For state consortia and local providers the same pattern is present, but
as one would expect, the averages for each type of partner were much smaller for partnerships

organized around a local model.
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TABLEII.1

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PARTNERS IN NWLP PARTNERSHIPS

State Local
Partner Type ’ Overall Consortium  Partnership
Business and Industry Organizations, PICs, Intermediaries 5 12 4
Education Organizations 2 . 6 1
Unions 1 ' 4 2
CBOs and Employment/Training Agencies 2 1 2

2. In what activities have NWLP partners been involved?

The most common activity for partners was their attendance at projéct advisory panel meetings:
eight-tenths of all partneré attended these meetings (see Figure I1.3). The next most common
activities focused on monitoring program services, helping to recruit learners, helping to establish
operating procedures, and cost sharing.? Besides these activities, many partners took part in
activities such as conducting literacy job task analyses, providing work related materials for use as
part of the instructional program, and helping design the program. Few partners engaged in activities
to support employees’ attendance at courses through the provision of child care services or
transportation. This limited provision of support services should be expected, however, because, as

we note in Chapter III, many NWLP projects held their classes before work, during the workday, or

2Although all partners are formally required to share in the projects’ costs, it appears that when
responding to this item, some partners distinguished between the direct outlay of funds and other
activities that could be considered as cost sharing such as the provision of space for holding classes

at the work site. As a consequence, less than 100 percent of the partners reported they contributed to

cost sharing. n
v
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immediately after work--times when there is little demand for child care beyond that which parents

have already arranged or for transportation since workers are already at the workplace.

C. EMPLOYERS AND UNIONS

This section looks at the NWLP partnerships from the perspective of employérs and unions from
which learners wefe recruited regardless of their partnership status: many employers and unions
were partners in the NWLP grant, but about 30 percent did not carry this official status.> Two
approaches are taken to describe employers and unions. First, we describe the characteristics of
employers and unions, their reasons for participating, and the activities in which they participated,
regardless of an orgénization’s partnership status. Second, we take partnership status into account
when examining employer and union activities. The two approaches reveal that some employers and
unions take a much more active role in NWLP than others. In fact, employers and unions thét are
partners are often more than twice as likely to take part in NWLP activities as non-partners.

1. Who are the employers/unions that participated in the NWLP partnership and how many
- are there?

NWLP partnerships recruited learners from 356 employers and unions for an average of about
eight per partnership. The average number of employers and unions is 18 for partnerships working
with a state consortium and seven for partnerships with a local program. Ninety percent of the
organizations from which learners were recruited were employers; the remaining organizations were

unions.

*Using partners instead of all employers and unions as the basis for examining the status of
organizations that contribute learners to courses, we find about half of the partners were employers or
unions from which workers were recruited. / 9
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Most employers and unions working with NWLP partnerships were associated with the
manufacturing industry: more than half the employers and unions were in manufacturing, about 20
percent were associated with health related industries, and about 10 percent were in a serviée
industry (see Figure 11.4).* Few employers were from the retail industry.

Some other characteristics of employers and unions were:

N

*  About one-third of the employers in the NWLP partnerships were small businesses.
This is similar to that found in other studies of workplace literacy programs: large
employers tend to dominate the landscape (see, for example, Bassi 1994).

*  Two-thirds of the employers had no union employees at their work sites.

e Organizations with multiple work sites accounted for almost two-thirds of the
employers.

* An average of two employer sites or plants were involved in an NWLP partnership.

AY

2. Why employers and unions participate in a workplace literacy project

Employers and unions institute workplace literacy programs for many reasons. Bassi (1994)
observed the most likely reason for beginning a workplace literacy program in her sample of 72 case '
study sites was to reduce errors and waste, particularly for manufacturing firms. This also was the
most common reason employers and unions participated in the 1994 NWLP partner/ships. Figure
I1.5 shows that other reasons for participating included responding to organizational changes such
as moving to a team-structure, changes in production or operational procedures, changes in

technology, and improving the skills of employees with limited English proficiency. Twelve percent

‘Employers were asked to indicate which of the following types of industry they were primarily
associated with: hotel/hospitality services, hospital/health care services, other services, manufacturing,
or wholesale/retail trade, and other.
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or fewer of the employers and unions reported starting a workplace literacy program to meet health

and safety standards, to attract new workers, or to honor an agreement with a labor organization.
Employers and unions generally had similar reasons for participating in NWLP partnerships (see

Table 11.2). The';t;:vo exceptions were changes in production and operations, and improving skills

of limited English proficient workers--unions were more likely to participate for both these reasons.

3. Involvement in NWLP partnerships by employers and unions

Employers and unions participated in various partnership related activities. These activities
include providing materials from the workplace that were used as part of the instructional program,
attendance at advisory meetings, provision of space for classes and other instruction related
activities, and contributing to cost shari1’1g (see Figure 11.6). Few employers or unions provided
support services or helped recruit other employers and unions to participate in the NWLP
péﬂnerships.

Besides direct involvement in activities, employers and unions may be indirectly involved
through the provision bf paid release time and .the recognition of the literacy related
accomplishments made by their employees. Paid release time may be especially important for.
learners because it makes it easier for them to participate in workplace courses. Although paid
release time may be an important element of workplace literacy programs,l it appears difficult for a
number of employers to support. Less than one-third of the employers involved in the partnerships

offered partial paid release and a similar number offered complete paid release (see Figure I1.7)°

’A few employers and unions checked both partial and corriplete paid release. When we removed
this overlap in responses, we found that about 58 percent of the employers and unions offered either
partial paid release or complete paid release time.

L8

26



TABLEII.2

REASONS EMPLOYERS AND UNIONS PARTICIPATED
IN WORKPLACE LITERACY PARTNERSHIPS

Reason Employers Unions
To reduce errors and waste 61% 58%
Organizational innovations 54 47
Changes in production/operations 48 58
Improve skills of limited English speakers 45 68
New technology 41 47
Changes in the available workforce 25 21
Worker requests 25 18
Other reasons 13 29
Meet health and safety standards 11 13
Attract new workers / 8 3
Agreement with labor organization 5 11

NOTE: Appendix A reports the number of observations (employers/unions) used to compute
percentages. ' '

In addition to investing through the use of paid release time, employers and unions may show
their support for learners through other mechanisms that recognize their accomplishments. The most
common form of recognition by employers and unions was the presentation of an award certificate
upon completion of a workplace literacy course. Other practices such as cash bonuses were rarely

used.
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4. Are partners more likely to be directly involved in a NWLP partnership?

Employers and unions often took part in four activities: (1) providing instructional materials,
(2) participating in advisory meetings, (3) providing space for instructional services, and (4)
contributing to cost ‘sharing. Figure I1.8 disaggregates the information further and shows that being
a member of fhe partnership substantially increases the participation of employers and unions. For
example, almost 60 percent of the unions that were partners provided instructional materials while
less than 15 percent of the other unions provided materials. For employers, similar observations
apply.

Figure I1.9 shows use of paid release time and recognition by employers and unions that were
also partners. In general, it is clear that partners took a more active stance in this area than did non-
partners. For example, employer/partners were twice as likely to provide partial paid release time
to workers as employer/non-partners. In part, the greater use of paid release by partners may reflect

part of their contributions to the cost sharing required by the NWLP from the partnership as a whole.

S. Is participation in workplace literacy mandatory for learners?
Like other employers with workplace literacy programs (Bassi 1994), almost 80 percent of those
involved with NWLP partnerships allowed employee participation to be voluntary (see Table I1.3).
Léss than 10 percent have a mandatory program and another tenth make it mandatory for some
workers. Comparison of employers with unions shows that the same pattern is present; however,

unions are more likely to rely on learners voluntary participation than are employers.

o4
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TABLE I1.3

MANDATORY PARTICIPATION IN WORKPLACE LITERACY FOR LEARNERS

Participation Overall Employers Unions®
Mandatory for all _ 8% 10% | 0%
Mandatory for some 13 14 5
Voluntary 79 76 96

*Does not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.

NOTE: Appendix A reports the number of observations (employers/unions) used to compute
percentages.
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I11. WHAT KINDS OF WORKPLACE LITERACY COURSES ARE
TAUGHT AND WHO TEACHES THEM?

Workplace literacy instruction is premised on a close relationship between instruction and the
literacy requirements that workers encounter as part of their jobs. It follows that instruction must
be customized to the work cont;:xt and developed through a careful analysis of job-based literacy
demands. Ideally, the courses that result from this approach incorporate actual workplace materials
and problems into the lessons used to instruct workers. Supporters of workplace literacy endorse
many of the pedagogical approaches that adult educators generally advance as key features of
effective practice: the avoidance of traditional school-based approaches that adults with deficient
skills may have found unrewarding in the pést, the routine assessment of learners’ progress and the
provision of feedback to them, the involvement of workers in setting personal learning objectives
and plans, the use of instructors experienced in teaching adults, and the provision of professional
development opportunities to enable staff to master techniques for teaching job-linked skills.
Finally, workplace literacy’s goal to closely link instruction to the job implies that workers should
find participation in courses relatively convenient.

Information from the NWLP partnerships suggests that staff have put into practice many of these
elements of workplace literacy instruction.' Below, we highlight imporfant findings presented in this
chapter that support this conclusion:

o Although staff categorized 86 percent of all courses as “classes,” the diverse content
and the applied nature of these classes distinguish them from traditional school classes.

'The information about courses reported in this chapter was reported by staff in the NWLP
partnerships. The findings are not based on direct observations of courses.
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e Workplace literacy courses overwhelmingly were located at the workplace and were
scheduled during the workday (though not during lunch) or at either end of it.

o Well over half the workplace literacy courses were based on team-learning and
employed materials obtained from the workplace.

Certain characteristics of the courses offered by the partnerships, however, reveal areas where
additional investment, technical assistance, or recruitment efforts might be warranted. We
specifically call attention to the following findings:

» Relatively few courses used computer-assisted learning. Learning centers, workshops,
and tutorials used computer-based learning more than classes, but even among these
types of courses, only one-third reported computer-assisted learning.

e Assessment methods to place or evaluate workers in workplace literacy courses were
extremely diverse. Although almost all courses used some assessment method, less
than one-third used the following: supervisor ratings, portfolio assessments,

. standardized literacy tests, or customized job-related competency tests. A number of
courses depended only on teacher-developed tests.

o Instructional staff employed by partnerships had high levels of education and
experience in workplace literacy. Their demographic profile, however, differed
markedly from that of workplace literacy participants.

This chapter first presents information about the courses that the NWLP partnerships offered,

describing such aspects as location, scheduling, content, instructional methods, and assessment tools.
The chapter then turns to a description of how instruction in partnerships that work with a specific

group of employers and learners differs. The last section of the chapter addresses the roles and

characteristics of instructors in workplace literacy partnerships.

A. THE SCHEDULING AND CONTENT OF WORKPLACE LITERACY COURSES
Convenient access was the norm for the 2,113 courses reported by the NWLP partnerships.

Only 14 percent of workplace literacy courses were held at a location other than workers’ places of

Q 61
3




employment. These off-worksite courses were located at community colleges (3 p‘ercent),
community-based organizations (3 percent), union facilities (1 percent), schools (1 percent), or other
unspecified locations (5 percent). Course schedules tended to be equally accommodating to workers,
with 58 percent of courses offered during the workday (but not at lunchtime) and 42 percent timed
to occur before or after the workday.

The main emphasis of courses varied considerably, ranging from basic reading and math skills
to team building (Figure II1.1). Such variety is consistent with the mﬁltiple literacy problems that
Mikulecky and Lloyd (1993) have observed are characteristic of workplaces--problems that range
from a lack of English language skills to difficulties in writing reports for supervisors. The most
prevalent course emphasis, not surprisingly, was the general area of basic skills/literacy. Almost
one-third of courses focused on this area, with one-fifth, the second largest fraction, concentrating
on English as a Second Language (ESL). The areas least reported as an overall focus were
motivation (that is, self-esteem and goal setting) and team\ building.2

So. far, we have described the principal emphasis of a course, not the group of skills that may
be taught in a course. The variety of skills that staff reported teaching in courses provides additional
perspective on the applied, job orientation of workplace literacy courses (Figure II1.2). For example,
problem-solving and reasoning skills were frequently cited by instructors as skills they taught, even
though the principal emphasis of the course was not on problem-solving or reasoning. Another way
of stating this is to say that instructors pursued the primary emphasis of courses through lessons that
required the workers to solve problems and reason. In fact, when we examined the courses in which

problem-solving skills were taught, we found that courses focused on the two principal objectives

*These results reflect analyses that treat each course as a single unit. Obviously enrollments within
courses can vary. Consequently, the numbers of learners having the opportunity to learn certain skills
such as mathematics or ESL may differ from the frequency patterns presented.
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of basic skills/literacy and ESL accounted for half the courses in which problem-solving and
reasoning were taught. Similarly, basic skills/literacy and ESL courses accounted for haif of the
workplace literacy courses in which writing skills were taught.

The diversity and applied nature of workplace literacy courses can also be assessed by the extent
to which'coursés incorporated a variety of skills beyond those implied by a course’s-principal focus.
Courses with ESL as a primary emphasis, for instance, usually included instruction in the expected
skill areas of reading, writing, and speaking, but a significant number of ESL courses also taught
problem-solving, motivation, and team-building.> Such patterns were common across courses in the
NWLP partnerships. It abpears that just as many jobs call upon workers to combine a number of

skills, so did the workplace literacy courses offered by the NWLP partnerships.

B. METHODS OF INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT

Most workplace literacy courses relied upon instructional methods consistent with the workplace
literacy template (Figure II1.3). Team learning and workplace materials were key pedagogical
elements in close to 60 percent of all courses. By relying on team learning, workplace literacy
courses address the goals of involving learners and creating environments that affirm the skills
learners already possess. Similarly, workplace materials contextualize instruction to make it
meaningful to workers and to maximize the transfer of literacy skills. Just over half of all courses
relied on a teacher-led classroom--a noteworthy finding given the overwhelming percentage of
courses thaf were designated as classes by staff in the partnerships. Apparently, team learning

approaches in combination with self-paced learning allow instructors to shift from the structure of

The percentages of ESL-focused courses that included these skills were 56, 44, and 39,
respectively.
E7
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the more traditional classroom. The least utilized form of instruction was computer-assisted
learning; only 17 percent of all courses were reported to have incorporated computer-based
instruction. As noted subsequently in this chapter, more than half of the‘ projects, reporting
information to NWLIS indicated that computer-assisted instruction was one of their emphases in
staff development. Many proponents of workplace literacy consider computerized assistance to be
a very potent tool for workers because of its individualization and self-paced features. Nevertheless,
its full implementation. in the ﬁeld'gppears to be some ways into the future.

Although we generally found few differences stemming from whether courses were categorized
as classes or as other learning formats, instructional methods were an instance where tﬁese
differences did emerge. Team learning, for example, was used more extensively by workplace
literacy classes than by learning centers, workshops, and tutorials. By contrast, computer-assisted
learning was more prevalent in learning centers than in classes.

Learner assessment practices, while widely regarded as important to effective workplace
literacy programs, nevertheless have often stirred debate. At the center of this controversy are issues
about the appropriateness of various measures and counterconcerns about the lack of objective, -
comparable measﬁres of learners’ progress (Kutner, et al. 1991, Mikulecky 1994). Evidence from
courses offered thfough the NWLP partnerships reveals wide variations in the use of assessment
methods, suggesting that these issues are far from resolved. Although some type of assessment
method was reported for almost all courses offered during the data collection period, courses varied
considerably in the type of assessment method employed--either as a placement tool, a pretest, or a
posttest. The mosf frequent response from staff who were asked to report the assessment method
used in a course was “other.” Instructors in 37 percent of courses chose this response, despite the

presence of a list of several specific assessment methods (displayed in Figure I11.4). Our inspection
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of the responses that instructors wrote in to explain what “other” methods were used shows that
many courses relied on reviews of learners’ course work or tests. that instructors themselves had
developed (for example, methods frequently cited were writing samples and tests of the unique
material taught in the course).

Several assess'ment méthods were used with limited frequency. For example, in only a few
courses were learners assessed by means of supervisor ratings and pbrtfolios. Standardized literacy
tests--long viewed as insensitive to the gains that workers make in the job-customized, short-duration
courses typical in workplace literacy programs--were used in less than one-ihird of the courses.*
Even individual learning plans tended to be used only moderately as assessment tools; in only 30
percent 6f courses were these plans used in the assessment process--a sharp contrast with the
apparently widespread i)resence of these plans. More than two-thirds of workplace literacy projects
repoﬁed that they required individualized learning plans for all participants. Overall, what is
noteworthy in these results is the seemiﬁgly limited extent to which new assessment tools--be they
job-related competency measures, portfolio assessments, or improved standardized assessment

batteries such as Work Keys--are being used in workplace literacy courses.’

“The 25 percent of courses using standardized tests cited in Figure I11.4 is a slight underestimate
of actual usage. Responses in the “other” assessment category indicate that some courses did use a
standardized test, but one not included in the list provided to respondents.

*The American College Testing Program (ACT) introduced the Work Keys System about the time
many workplace literacy partnerships commenced operating under their 1994 federal grants. The
system is an assessment inventory composed of skill scales on what are defined as critical generic
workplace skills. About 5 percent of courses reported using Work Keys during the 18-month data
collection cycle.
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C. INSTRUCTIONAL DIFFERENCES ASSOCIATED WITH THE SPECIALIZED FOCUS
OF PARTNERSHIPS

- The content and main emphasis of courses differed in partnerships that focused heavily on a
specific population of workers or on a specific group of employers. Courses offered by workplace
literacy partnerships with a large percentage of LEP learners (that is, partnerships in which two-
thirds or more of participating workers had limited proficiency in English) were much more likely
than courses as a whole to teach writing skills and to rely on team approaches to learning (Table
II1.1). The courses offered within partnerships focused on manufacturing (that is, partnerships with
80 percent or more of employers in the manufacturing sector) differed from the average course by
placing greater emphasis on team building skills and team learning methods. Courses in
manufacturing-focused partnerships also were much more likely to be held during the workday as
opposed to before or after work.

The information in Table III.1 also highlights notable differences and similarities between
courses in the p'artnerships with a specialized focus.® Instruction in LEP-focused partnerships as
compared to that in manufacturing-focused partnerships more often included writing and
communication skills and less often included reading and math, problem solving/reasoning, and team
building skills. In terms of methods, courses in LEP-focused partnerships relied less on teacher-led
classrooms, computer-assisted learning, and self-paced learning than did courses in manufacturing-
focused partnerships. The courses in both types of partnerships, however, shared a reliance on using

team learning techniques. Perhaps the most striking difference between the courses in the ESL and

‘Table III.1 includes only instructional features on which differences occurred between
partnerships. The two types of specialized partnerships addressed in Table II1.1 overlap. Two-thirds
of LEP-focused partnerships are manufacturing-focused. Only one-quarter of manufacturing-focused
partnerships, however, are LEP-focused.
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TABLE III.1

INSTRUCTIONAL DIFFERENCES AMONG PARTNERSHIPS

Percentage of Courses in Partnerships

All LEP- Manufacturing-
Partnerships Focused® Focused®

Primary emphasis of course

Basic skills 31 17 38

ESL skills 20 54 20
Skills taught within course

Reading and math 27 19 37

Writing A 46 81 55

Problem solving/reasoning 62 69 75

Communications 55 79 66

~ Team building 38 39 51

Instructional methods used in course

Team learning 67 80 81

Teacher-led classroom 52 38 56

Computer-assisted learning 17 9 25

Self-paced learning 39 24 42
When course is held

During workday (not lunchtime) 58 47 71

Before/after workday 42 43 27

*LEP-focused partnerships account for 13 percent of all partnerships and 16 percent of all courses.
®Manufacturing-focused partnerships account for 36 percent of all partnerships and 30 percent of all courses.

NOTE: Appendix A reports the number of observations (courses) used to compute percentages.

&

manufacturing-focused partnerships was when courses were held. Courses in ESL-focused

partnerships were much less likely to occur during the workday.

D. NWLP WORKPLACE LITERACY INSTRUCTORS: ROLES, CHARACTERISTICS,
AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

The experience, qualifications, and skills of instructors are features generally considered critical

to the success of workplace literacy programs. In an idealized model of workplacé literacy,

B ‘ 46 roe
5




instructors, as a minimum, should have experience teaching adults and working with job-related
curricula. Also in this idealized model, staff development should be an ongoing feature of workplace
literacy.programs--both to allow instructors to acquire additional skill with the approaches required
in workplace literacy courses and to expand the professionalism of the emerging field of workplace
literacy instruction. Research addressing workplace literacy has given little attention to the issue of
the demographic composition of instructors in workplace literacy courses. However, the diversity
of adult learners who participate in workplace literacy courses suggests that the presence of
instructors who can serve as role models as a consequence of their racial or ethnic background could

be an asset for programs.

1. The instructors’ roles and staff development efforts in the NWLP partnerships

Consistent with expert opinion that workplace literacy requires instructors to operate on many
fronts, instructors in most of the NWLP projects were expectéd to carry out numerous functions
beyond pure teaching (Figure IIL.5).  The instructors’ roles commonly entailed developing
curriculum, assessing learners, promoting workplace education within the workplace, and working
with workers’ supervisors. Some projects, however, have defined instructors’ roles more narrowly.
Instructors in about one-third of the workplace literacy reporting projects were not expected to recruit
learners to courses, counsel employees on their education plans, or conduct job task analyses.
Finally, workplace literacy projects generally did not assign instructors the task of recruiting
employers to participate in workplace literacy programs.

Almost all workplace literacy projects provided instructors with staff development
oppdrtunities, most of which concentrated on the core elements of teaching: the development of
workplace relevant curriculum, teaching in a workplace setting, and assessing learners (Figure I11.6).

Computer-assisted learning is evidently an area in which NWLP projects have been attempting to
n
47



— ey

001

06

‘sagejuaoiad ayndwos 03 pasn (sans Suniodau) suonealasqo jo sequinu ay) spodas v xipuaddy (310N

Bunpoday syoalold Jo Jussiad

| | { | | | | | |
x
. i
P
RN
" . B .
, % Booo oW .
o e i e w w
P ) EErS
R [P
G a6 w8 o .
“ «
won ho» 4 o w s w
5 Lot e
e . e e s -
A A Y

PO

[ 4w ;
PR EAa % «
PR [
< N EE
. TR k2
4 % . Frape g
R 3
3 it o o
e B - ’
B o
RT3 N ‘ s wd e n d
b e . oot on wow P B
P Fom R e — e e
sog ¥ v . P A I b
T B T T s »
B PR Lo N i o ke
i PR
e g K -
: Ly . ) P
; 3 .
A o e A b T
A R P . gt
mo P + P ] : :
g5 ¥ % Ao »o % v
ER A A . - i A v
b P R . PR
i - »
- PR "
B ERE - s el
Y P B H
b od s bk p s
P .
By w o
LT s won B
T i
B

2
e|nouund bundope/bulubisaq
sJaules| Buissassy

sueid uoneonps Jaulea) buidojanag

aJISy}Jom Je uoljeonpa asejdxiom bunowosd

48

slosiaiadns apsyJom ypm Bunjopp

$3SIN02 IO} Slaules| buninioay

uoljeanpa uo saskojdwa Bulgsuno)

sasA|eue yse)} qol Builonpuon

siafojdwa buninioay

SA10Y SHYOLIMILSNI ADVIALIT AOVILNIOM 10 SINANOJINOD

SHI 9NO14

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



o

\

5.

el

"soSejuasiad aindwos 03 pasn (saus Suniodar) suotiealasqo jo Jaquunu oy spodas v xipueddy 310N

Buuayo Buioday sjosloid Jo Jusalad

001

suossa| Buluueld;wnnoluns Buidojaasg

aoejdxyJom ay; ul buiyoesa |

siaulea| Buissassy

s)inpe Buiyoea

uononAsul pajsisse-randwos buisn

‘ [o))
B - 4
“ee+| siaules) Bupiniosy
.M w 1S3 Buiyoes |
,i sJaules| Buljasuno)
0e z Koeiay) ao10juIal 0} siosinsadns Buiyoes |
slafojdwa Buninioay
SASYNOD ADVIALITHOVIANIOM
4O SYOLINILSNI YOI AFIFJI0 INFNIOTIATA 4AV.LS «
9’111 AANOIA ° m

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



O

build staff expertise. More than half of all projects reported this as an area in which they offered
staff development, yet, as we noted previously in this chapter, computer-assisted learning was used

infrequently in courses.

2. Demographic composition and experience of workplace literacy instructors

The demographic profile of workplace literacy instructors differs remarkably from the profile
of learners we describe in Chapter IV (Table II1.2).7 Instructors in the NWLP projects were
overwhelmingly female and white, while learners were equally divided by sex and were highly
diverse in their racial/ethnic backgrounds. Relative to their representation among course
parti?:ipants, Hispanics and blacks were particularly underrepresented among instructors.

Workplace literacy instructors in the NWLP p?ojec’ts_ did have considerable amounts of formal
education and relevant work experience (Table I11.2). Projects reported, on average, that more than
two-thirds of their instructors had taken graduate course work or obtained a graduate degree, and that
a majority had worked in the industry or service sector in which they taught and had experience
teaching basic skills in the workplace. Less than half of the instructors in the typical project were
trained in ESL and less than one-fifth were bilingual, but these percentages were néticeably higher
in LEP~fdcused workplace literacy partnerships® Although many instructors had substantial

experience, a noteworthy fraction are likely to require staff development in the key areas associated

"Information about the demographic backgrounds and experience of instructors was provided by
the NWLP reporting projects for instructors as a group. No individual data were collected from
instructors. The overall number of instructors reported by projects was 545, which represented 72
percent of the total staff. Due to high nonresponse rates, staff counts cannot be converted to full-time
equivalents.

0n average, 57 percent of instructors in LEP-focused partnerships had ESL training and 39
percent were bilingual.
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with workplace literacy instruction. For example, 36 percent of instructors lacked experience

teaching in the workplace and 44 percent had not worked in the sector in which they were teaching.
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TABLE II1.2

- WORKPLACE LITERACY INSTRUCTORS:
DEMOGRAPHICS AND EXPERIENCE

Average Percentage of

Instructor Characteristics Instructors in Projects
Sex
Male 25
Female 75
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic &3
Black, Non-Hispanic 6
Hispanic 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 5
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1
Other 1
Education
High school only <1
Some college only 3
Associate degree only 1
Bachelors degree only 23
Some graduate school only 19
Masters degree only 45
Ph.D. 3
Work Experience®
Working in industry/service sector 56
Teaching secondary school 40
Teaching college courses . 38
Teaching ESL 38
Teaching in the workplace 64
Teaching basic skills 59
Specific Skills
ESL training 39
Bilingual 21
State teaching certificate 44

“Because workplace literacy projects could select all items that applied, the percents do not add to
100.

NOTE: Appendix A reports the number of observations (reporting sites) used to compute percentages.
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IV. WHO PARTICIPATES IN WORKPLACE LITERACY COURSES
AND WHAT DO THEY GAIN FROM THE EXPERIENCE?

This chapter presents information on the number of workplace literacy participants, describes
their personal background and work-related characteristics, summarizes their attendance and
completion patterns, and explores learner outcomes associated with participation, including work-
related experiences, future plans for education and training, and changes in self-reported ability
levels. Our discussion of these primarily self-reported outcomes, however, leads only to tentative
cohclusions; another component of our overall evaluation will address this issue separately in a
future report. In that report, additional data from employees’ supervisors, literacy tests, and
employers’ records will be examined.

Following are highlights concerning the over 21,000 workers who participated in the NWLP and
their experiences:

¢ Overall, workplace literacy instruction showed some signs of self-reported positive
outcomes for course completers over a range of areas. For example, learners tended
to rate their abilities in various skill areas higher after completing their courses than
when they started. In addition, we found that course completers who received
relatively high amounts of instruction were consistently more likely to experience
various outcomes than those who received relatively little instruction.

e Although increasing amounts of instruction are associated with more positive
outcomes, the typical participant appeared to receive relatively little instruction during
the 18-month data collection period. Among course completers, only about half
devoted more than the equivalent of two workdays to their courses. This appears to
reflect the short duration of many courses offered.

e Overall, participants’ job situations appeared to be fairly good. Most were working full
time, had worked at their jobs for several years, and the vast majority received benefits
such as health insurance and paid vacations.

o The learners were a demographically diverse group, with substantial numbers of

racial/ethnic minorities and foreign-born workers; many also had limited abilities in
speaking and understanding English. These characteristics reflect both the increasing
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diversity of the U.S. workforce and a central focus of much workplace literacy
instruction: improving English language skills.

A. NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AND TOTAL COURSE ENROLLMENT

A total of 21.,168 individuals enrolled in at least one workplace literacy course during the time
period studied. About 25 percent of these individuals enrolled in two or more courses, bringing the
total enrollment in all courses to 29,947. However, for the remainder of this chapter, except where

otherwise noted, percentages are based on the unduplicated count of 21,168 participants.'

B. BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

e Age. Participants ranged in age from 16 to 79; however, 50 percent of participants
were between the ages of 29 and 45, and the average age was 38. This somewhat
counters a perception that the primary target of workplace literacy programs is young
workers who recently graduated or dropped out of high school but lack sufficient skills
to perform their jobs satisfactorily. Indeed, workers who enrolled in workplace literacy
programs were, on average, about 20 years past the age of high school graduation;
young workers, age 23 or under, accounted for only about 10 percent of all participants.

e Sex. Men and women were equally represented among participants, each accounting
for about 50 percent of the total.

o Immigrant Status. One-fourth of all participants were foreign-born, and three-fourths
were born in the United States. :

o Language Skills. Almost one-third (30 percent) of the NWLP learners were limited
English proficient, defined as having only a poor or fair ability to either speak or
understand English (self-reported).

e Prior Education Attainment. Two-thirds (64 percent) of participants had completed
a total of 12 or more years of schooling (in the United States and/or abroad) prior to
their initial course enrollment, about 18 percent had completed 9 to 11 years, and about
12 percent had completed only 8 years of schooling or less (Figure IV.1).

'To solve the problem of multiple records for one individual, caused by participants filling out
similar data collection forms each time they started or ended a course, in conducting our analyses we
used background and precourse information (such as age, years of education completed, and ability
levels at start of course) from the first time participants reported it, and outcome/post-course data (such
as future plans and ability levels at end of course) from the last time they reported it.
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FIGUREIV.1
TOTAL YEARS OF SCHOOLING COMPLETED BY PARTICIPANTS
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Appendix A reports the number of observations (participants) used to compute percentages.

aTotal years of schooling could not be determined from data provided.

NOTES: Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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*  Race/Ethnicity. More than half (55 percent) of all participants were white, non-
Hispanic. The two next largest racial/ethnic groups were Hispanic, regardless of race
(18 percent) and black, non-Hispanic (17 percent). Asian/Pacific Islanders made up
about 8 percent of all participants. A complete breakdown of participants by
race/ethnicity is shown in Figure IV.2.

*  How Racial/Ethnic Groups Differed on Other Characteristics. The profile of NWLP
learners varied substantially between racial/ethnic groups. While the majority of white
and Hispanic participants were male (55 percent and 53 percent, respectively), the
majority of black and Asian/Pacific Islanders were female (59 percent and 67 percent,
respectively). Two-thirds of Hispanics and 90 percent of Asian/Pacific Islanders were
foreign-born, compared with less than 10 percent of learners in other racial/ethnic
groups. Finally, Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders had completed fewer years of
schooling than learners with other racial/ethnic backgrounds. (See Table IV.1 )

°  National Comparisons. How do the participants in NWLP partnerships compare with
all participants in workplace literacy programs? Although recent figures are difficult
to come by, an analysis of data from the 1991 National Household Education Survey
(Hollenbeck 1993) provides three points of comparison: sex, education attainment, and
race/ethnicity. Hollenbeck found that 51 percent of workplace literacy participants
were male; 12 percent had 11 years of education or less; and 56 percent were white, 21
percent were Hispanic, 19 percent were black, and 4 percent were from other

- race/ethnicity groups. Compared with Hollenbeck’s national estimates, the participants
in the NWLP partnerships completed fewer years of schooling, and were more likely
to be Asian/Pacific Islanders or American Indians/Alaska Natives.?

C. EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND WORK-RELATED CHARACTERISTICS

°  Employment Status. Nearly all participants (about 97 percent) indicated they were
employed, less than 1 percent reported being on temporary lay off or retired, and only
3 percent reported that they were not employed. These percentages certainly are not
surprising, because workplace literacy programs are by definition intended for workers.
The remainder of this section focuses on participants who were employed or on
temporary layoff at the time of initial course enrollment.

*  Multiple Jobs. About one-fifth (19 percent) of part1c1pants reported working at more
than one job.?

?Our findings on the age, sex, and race/ethnicity of participants are generally similar to those
reported for participants in the NWLP’s first year of operation (Kutner et al. 1991).

*Participants were instructed to answer all employment-related questions for the job that allowed
them to take the workplace literacy course they were enrolled in.
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e Job Benefits. About two-thirds or more of workplace literacy participants reported
that they received various benefits at their jobs. Specifically, 64 percent received paid
sick leave, 90 percent received health insurance, 92 percent received paid vacation, and
93 percent received paid holidays. As an indication of the overall quality of their jobs,
about 60 percent reported receiving all four types of benefits, and about 30 percent
reported receiving three of the four.

¢ Years at Current Job. At the time they first enrolled in a workplace literacy course,
learners had worked an average of 7.3 years at their current jobs. About 25 percent had
been working in those jobs one year or less, and another 25 percent had been working
11 years or more.* This finding reinforces observations that some firms are more
willing to provide basic skills training to workers with valued experience and tenure,
than to hire new workers who lack basic skills (Hollenbeck 1993).

*  Hours Worked Per Week. The large majority (72 percent) of participants reported that
their average work week was 40 hours, but 19 percent reported working more than 40
hours in a typical week and 9 percent reported working less than 40 hours per week.

e Union Membership. About 24 percent of learners reported being members of a labor
union.

D. ATTENDANCE AND COMPLETION PATTERNS

*  Number of Courses Taken. About three-fourths of participants enrolled in only one
workplace literacy course during the time period studied, about 14 percent enrolled in
two courses, and about 10 percent enrolled in three courses or more.

e Course Completions. When data collection ended for this study, about 48 percent of
the participants had completed at least one course, according to reports from the
partnerships. This does not represent the course completion rate for all learners,
however, because many were still enrolled in an ongoing course at the end of the 18-
month data collection period. The remainder of this chapter focuses on course
completers, because data on hours of instruction received and outcomes were generally
not available for those who had not completed at least one course.

*  Total Hours of Instruction Received. Among participants who had completed at least
one workplace literacy course, the average amount of instruction received was 30

“On findings on length of employment are generally similar to those reported for the participants
in the NWLP’s first year of operation (Kutner et al. 1991).
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hours--equivalent to slightly less than four full-time work days.” However, half of the
participants in this analysis received 16 hours of instruction or less, and only about
one-fourth received more than 40 instructional hours during the time period studied
(Figure IV.3). ‘

» Percentage of Course Hours Attended. For another perspective on learners’
attendance patterns, we used the number of instructional hours participants received
and scheduled course length to calculate the percentage of course hours attended.®
Learners who completed one or more courses attended, on average, 80 percent of the
scheduled/expected course hours, with more than half (57 percent) attending 100
percent of their course hours, and another fifth attending between 70 and 100 percent
of course hours.

E. OUTCOMES

At the end of each course, workers were given a learner assessment form to complete, which
asked about their experiences, plans, and abili_ty levels. We used this information to explore
outcomes associated with participation in workplace literacy programs. This section describes (1)
how satisfied participants were with the instruction they received, (2) whether learners had
experienced certain work-related events, (3) what types of courses participants planned to take in the
future and whether their education or career goals had changed, and (4) how learners’ self-
assessments of their ability levels changed over time.

In discussing the latter three types of outcomes, we also describe how results differed between

workers who received 30 hours of instruction or less and those who received more than 30 hours of

°In computing this average, we first excluded all completers with zero hours of instruction (120
learners), because these cases represented erroneous data. Second, we computed a trimmed mean,
because some very high values were skewing the results. The trimmed mean excludes from the
analysis the top and bottom 1 percent of the distribution (104 participants with more than 245 total
instructional hours and 100 participants with less than two hours of instruction). See appendix A for
a detailed description of analytic assumptions.

Because workers could have taken multiple courses, for these analyses we treated each course
taken as a unique record; in other words, if an individual took three courses, he/she is included three
times, with three separate percentages.
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FIGUREIV.3
TOTAL HOURS OF INSTRUCTION RECEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS
WHO COMPLETED AT LEAST ONE COURSE
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NOTES: Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
Appendix A reports the number of observations (course completers) used to compute percentages.
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instruction.” To provide context for interpreting the findings discussed below, limited background
information on the composition of these two groups is presented in Table IV.2. By way of overview,
learners in the 30-or-more-hours group were more likely to be foreign-born, limited English
proficient, and black, but less likely to be white. Also, they were more likely to have taken an ESL

course.

1. Participant satisfaction

One way to gauge the success of workplace literacy programs is by the degree to which
participants are satisfied with the instruction the?y receive. When asked at the end of their courses,
91 percent of those who had completed at ieast one course reported that they had learned what they
wanted to learn. By this measure, then, courses offered through the NWLP partnerships appear to

have been very successful.

2, Work-relatéd experiences

Because workplace literacy courses focus on skills that help Aworkers perform their jobs, a
question that naturally follows is: Do workers who enroll in these courses experience changes
related to their jobs? Of the learners who completed at least one course, 37 peréent reported that
more responsibility had been added to their jobs, about 17 percent indicated that they had received
a pay raise, and about 16 percent reported having received an award, bonus, or other special

recognition on their job, about 14 percent had moved to a preferred shift, and about 11 percent had

"We used 30 hours as the dividing line because roughly half the participants in these analyses fell
on each side. It should be noted that the course completers in these analyses-—-that is, those with post-
course assessment data--had substantially more hours of instruction than all course completers.
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TABLEIV.2.

CHARACTERISTICS OF COURSE COMPLETERS WHO
RECEIVED DIFFERENT AMOUNTS OF INSTRUCTION

Overall 30 Hours or Less More Than 30 Hours®
Born in the U.S. A 76% 82% 70%
Foreign-Born 24 18 30
White 56 68 44
Hispanic 14 14 14
Black 18 9 27
Asian/Pacific Islander 11 8 14
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1 0
ESL course taken 87 7 ‘ 20
No ESL courses taken 13 93 80
- Limited English Proficient 29 22 35

(LEP)

Non-LEP . 71 | 78 65

*Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.

v

NOTE: Appendix A reports the number of observations-(course completers) used to compute percentages.

applied for a new job.® However, we hesitate to characterize these percentages as low, given the

relatively short time between the start and end of the typical workplace literacy course.

*Less than 10 percent experienced the other work-related events we asked about--been promoted,
switched to full-time status, started a new job at another company, been laid off, and left your job for
any other reason.
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For each type of outcome, learners who received more than 30 instructional hours were more
likely to report these job-related experiences than those who received 30 hours of instruction or less
(Figure IV.4). While this finding cannot definitively address the question of whether workplace
literacy participants experience wbrk-related changes--for example, the worke_rs who completed
more course hours may have been highly motivated or hard-working individuals, and these
characteristics or other factors may have been primarily responsible for their getting more
responsibility or a pay raise--it suggests a relationship that is worthy of future examination.
Forthcoming data from the three NWLP partnerships that agreed to use a randomly assigned
treatment and control group will pr6vide further evidence about the influence of workplace literacy

courses on these types of outcomes.

3. Future educational plans

Participants who completed at-least one course reported a fair amount of interest in taking
additional courses in the future. About two-thirds indicated that they planned to take é computer
course in the future, more than half reported an intention to take a job training course, and about one-
fifth indicatéd plans to take a General Educational Development credential (GED) preparation course
or the GED examination (Figure IV.5).

In addition, plans to take additional courses were related to the amount of instruction that
participants received. As shown in Figure IV.6, for all eight types of courses we asked about,
learners who had been exposed to more than 30 hours of instruction were substantially more likely
to express an interest in pursuing additional education than those who received 30 hours of
instruction or less. Although it may be that personal motivation and a preexisting interest in

education and training led some participants to take more hours of workplace literacy instruction in
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the first place, it is also possible that taking more course hours may cause some participants to
become interested in pursuing additional education and training. This relationship merits additional
study, because it touches on an interesting potential benefit of workplace literacy instruction.

More suggestive of the effect of workplace literacy instruction on participants’ education plans
is our finding that of those learners who completed at least one course, one-third reported that their
education or career goals had changed. Furthermore, a change in plans was associated with the
instructional hours participants received: 43 percent of learners who had been exposed to more than
30 hours of instruction reported a change in education or career plans, compared with only 24
percent of those who received less instruction.

. Another education-related issue addressed in the learner assessment form was whether
participants had received a GED since initially enrolling in a workplace literacy course. Of those
who had completed at least one course, 2.6 percent' reported that they hayeceived a GED while
participating in workplace courses. We do not know, however, what role workplacé literacy
instruction played, if any, in helping these workers toward this education achievement. Analysis of
the learner and course data shows about 20 percent of those receiving a GED had taken a course with
a GED emphasis. This suggests many who obtain GEDs participated in other types of workplace

courscs.

4. Workers’ ability levels before and after course participation

At the time of enrollment, and again upon course completion, participants were asked to rate
their abilities to perform seven basic activities: reading, understanding, speaking, and writing
English; using math; solving problems/using reasoning; and working as part of a team. The purpose

of the two self-assessments was to build a portrait of participants’ initial ability levels and allow an
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exploration of whether learners’ abilities changed over the time they were participating in workplace
literacy programs. F igurg IV.7 shows the distribution of both initial and final responses for all
participants who completed at least one course and had a rating at both time periods.’

The main message that emerges from Figure IV.7 is that, overall, the di;tribution of participants’
final self-assessments was very similqr to the distribution of their initial ratings. However, after
participation, in all seven skill areas, slightly fewer participants rated ‘theif abilities as poor, and
slightly more rated their abilities as good, suggesting that the courses taken may have had a small
positive effect on ability levels.

Another way to explore the influence of workplace literacy participation on learners’ ability
levels is to focus on whether individual learners’ final self-assessments were higher, the same as, or
lower than their initial self-assessments. To the extent that more learners rated themselves higher
than rated themselves lower in a given skill area, we can surmise that the workplace literacy courses
had an overall positive effect. The results of such an analysis suggest that in all seven skill areas
there was a slight overall improvement in ability levels.

In addition, a potentially important finding is tpat overall higher ability ratings were related to
the amount of instruction participants received (Figure IV.8). Across all seven skill areas, learners

who received more than 30 hours of instruction reported slightly more improvement than those who

received 30 hours or less of instruction.'’ In interpreting these findings, hovgevér, readers should

*The distribution of this group’s initial self-assessments in all seven skill areas was quite similar
to that of all participants.

"®For example, in reading English, 21.3 percent of those in the high-instruction group rated
themselves higher, and 17.1 percent rated themselves lower, a difference of 4.2 percentage points. In
contrast, among those in the low-instruction group, 13.7 percent rated their English reading abilities
higher, and 12.8 percent rated themselves lower, a difference of only 0.9 percentage points. Thus, the
high-instruction group showed more improvement, by a margin of 3.3 percentage points.
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bear in mind two points. First, across all seven skiil areas the difference in outcomes between the
two groups was small, never more than seven percentage points. Second, because this analysis does
not control for other factors that might have influenced participants’ self-aésessed ability levels, we
cannot safely attribute any changes (or lack of changes) in learners’ self-assessments to the
workplace literacy instruction they received. Nonetheless, this analysis, like others summarized
above, suggests a positive effect related té) hours of instruction--a relationship that ma); have

interesting implications for the field of workplace literacy.
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DATA APPENDIX

A. THE NWLIS REPORTING SYSTEM
-7 Data analyzed in this report were collected during an 18-month period with the National
Workplace Literacy Information System (NWLIS). A computer software system that allows NWLP
partnerships to enter information difectly into a computerized data baée is the cornerstone of the
approach employed when collecting data.! ED asked the NWLP partnerships to use the information
system so that a standard set of information could be obtained and reported semi-annually. During
the 18 months, 45 NWLP partnerships collected information about partners, employers, unions,
courses, and learners.” For each partnership, a cbmplex hierarchical data structuré with longitudinal
data was formed.

Data for each reporting period were submitted by NWLP partnerships to MPR so that (1) basic
data checks for out of range codes and other data errors could be conducted, '(«2) inappropriate data
codes could be corrected by NWLP partnerships, and' (3) semi-annual proﬁlés of the pgrtnerships

could be prepared for ED’s review. The unduplicated results of the data collection activities are

shown in Table A.1.

' The NWLIS computer software system was developed by MPR as part of its contract with ED
to conduct the national evaluation of the effectiveness of workplace literacy partnerships.

? Data forms that were the basis of the information collected through the NWLIS are shown in
Appendix B. :



TABLE A.l

NUMBER NWLP ORGANIZATIONAL ENTITIES, COURSES AND LEARNERS

Data Source Unduplicated Count
Partnership , _ 45
Partners 360
Employers 318
Unions ' 38
Courses | 2,113
Learners ' © 21,168

B. COMPUTING SUMMARY MEASURES
1. Population-level data

_We uéed a range of summary measures throughout this report inéluding percents, averages,
minimums, and maximums. Calculation of these quantities is based on population counts. Because
population-level data were used instead of sample data, we did not compute standard errors and tests

of statistical significance--practices appropriate for sample data, but not for population-level

information.

2. Missing data

When computing the summary measures, we excluded cases (for example, learner records and
course records) with missing values from the analysis. Missing values are present in the data for
several reasons. For example, some NWLP partnerships did not complete partner forms for all
employers and unions that were members of the partnership. As another example, some learners

failed to respond to all items in the enrollment form. Also, learner assessment and attendance data
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could not be entered into the information system until the last 12 moﬁths of data collection. During
the 18-month périod for which the data were collected, MPR worked closely with the NWLP
partnerships to correct out of range data codes and other data errors' and to encourage the
partnerships to complete missing forms; however, in several instancc::s, missing values remained in

the data before we undertook the analyses.

3. Extreme values

Average number of learners’ instructional hours was computed using a subset of data that
excluded extreme values--extreme values may distort averages. High numbers or very low numbers
of instructional hours arose, in part, because of errors made by NWLP partnerships when reporting
learners’ course attendance and because of mistakes made when NWLP partnerships described the
length of class sessions. Examples of extreme values include learners with more than 1,000 hours
of instruction in 18 months. To remove observations that may distort the findings, we trimmed the
distribution of learner hours by excluding from the analysis learners in the top -1 percent and the

bottom 1 percent of the distribution. This corresponded to removing from the analysis learners with

more than 245 hours of instruction and those with less than two hours of instruction.

;1. Duplicate records across and within periods

Because NWLIS divided data collection into three six-month periods, records entered in one
period were carried over and were updated where appropriate in the subsequent period. It was also
possible for partnerships to enter efroneously more than one record on learners, employers, and
courses during a single period. Data submission by the partnerships also varied in terms of
comﬁfehensiveness and quality. Generally speaking, period 2 and period 3 data are of better quality

than period 1 data. Throughout the analysis, decisions had to be made about the inclusion of specific
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records across periods. Most analyses requiring a single response were based on an “if ever” rule
or the “last record entered” rule. Instructor data reported in Chapter III are based on counts of staff

averaged across periods 2 and 3.

5. Course completers and analyses of learner outcomes
a. Course completers

Several analyses reported in Chapter IV focused on course completers that had more than zero
hours of instruction. We classified about 47 percent of all learners as such. By focusing on this

group we reduced the number of unduplicated learners from 21,168 to 9,948.

b. Learner outcomes

Analyses of learner outcomes were based on information derived ﬁom the learner assessment
fonﬁ and restricted to learhers defined as course completers with more than zero hours of instruction.
Amdng this group of course completérs, 57 percent had a learner assessment form or responded to
one or more of the kéy questionnaire items. The number of learners is reduced substantially when
we focus on learners with assessment data (9,948 to 5,641). Assessrﬁent forms fnay be missing for
several reésons. First, learners niay have chosen not to respond to any of the items on the assessment
‘form. Second, some forms may be missing because NWLP partnerships did not give them to all

learners when the courses ended.

c. Change' in learner outcomes

Analyses that examine changes in learner outcomes (for example, change in the learner’s
reported ability to read English) require that we link data from both the learner enrollment form and
the learner assessment form. Because some learners completed several courses during the 18 months

of data collection, and learner enrollment and learner assessment forms were generally completed

A-6 .
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for each course, we used the learner enrollment form for the first course and the learner assessment

form for the last completed course.

d. Background characteristics of learners with missing data
Table A.2 shows the background characteristics of all course completers, learners with
assessment information, and thos¢ with missing information. Comparison of the analysis sample
(course completers with more than zero hours of instruction, and the assessment form) and the
excluded sample (course completers with more than zero hours of instruction, and no assessment
form) shows only modest differences. The most noteworthy differenqes occur for (1) percent born
in the United States, (2) percent male, (3) percent white and percent black, and (4) percent speaking
English at home. Compared to the analysis sample, the excluded sample has relatively more U.S.-
born leamerS, more white and black learners, more men, and a higher concentration of learners that
speak English at home. There are only slight differences in the percent of learners in each sample
reporting that their ability to perform certain job related activities was poor or thgt they had poor
. English language skills. The small differences betwegn the samples suggest that the conclusions
drawn from analyses focusing on learner outcomes pertain to a population of learners that was more
likely to be born outside the U.S. and had more women participating in .NWLP courses than the

larger population of NWLP course completers.

C. NUMBER OF CASES USED TO COMPUTE SUMMARY MEASURES
Tables A.3-A.5 show the number of observations we used to compute the summary measures

presented in the text, tables, and figures.
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TABLE A.2

MISSING DATA ANALYSIS
Analysis Excluded
Overall® Sample® Sample*
Age 37 37 38
Years U.S. Schooling 10 10 11
Years Foreign Schooling 9 9 9
U.S.Bom - ' 75% 75% 86%
Male 50% 50% 58%
‘White (non-Hispanic) . 55% 56% 62%
Black (non-Hispanic) 17% 18% 23% .
Hispanic 18% 14% 11%
Asian/Pacific Islander ' 8% 11% 4%
American Indian/Alaska Native 2% 1% 1%
English spoken at home (yes) 79% 81% 89%
Ability to (rated poor)
Read English 11% 8% 7%
Understand English 7% 5% 4%
Speak English 9% 7% 5%
Write English 15% 12% 9%
Work as part of a team 4% 3% 2%
- Use math 9% 8% 6%
Solve problem/use reasoning 5% 5% 3%

Number of learners 21,120 5,641 4,307

*All learners with relevant information on the enrollment form.
®Learners who completed a course, had more than 0 hours of instruction and had an assessment form.

‘Learners who completed a course, had more than 0 hours of instruction and were missing the
assessment form.




€c1

Q
oT

96¢
0s¢
LET
0s¢
£0S
14%)
96t
134

(Jaquinu wnuwiuywy)

diyssouped g M N ut sans Jakojdwy

sansyiom ajdnnuw ynm suopeziuedio

S1yiom uorun yim s1akojdwyg

$3SS2UISNQ [JBWS SB PALJISSE[D mco_cz\mb»o_a_:m

siauped asam jey) suojunysiakojdwy

suolun/siakojdwa jo sad£ |,

(suotun) siakojdwa a19m jey) suolun/siakojdwsa jje jo areys

. sdiysiaupred ui suotun pue siakojdwa Jo 1aquinu 38elaAy

D uonoas ‘I 1adey)d
D uonoas ‘I 1dey)d
D uondag ‘i 1adey)d
D uonoas ‘1 1aidey)
D uonoag ‘1| 1aidey)

t'11 21314
D uonoas ‘| Jaideyd
D uondag ‘1] 1aidey)

96¢ JUSWIA[OAUL JUMR] €11 231y

137 ad£) soupey ¢l aqel

1943 sdiyssouped dTMN ut Sunedioed suoneziuedio jo sadK |, 11 gy M.

9¢ B11JOSU0D-[220] U1 ssauped Jo 1aquinu 38eloAy g uonaag ‘j| 1aidey)

9 B1L0SU02-3).)S Ul s1auped Jo saquinu a8elaAy g uonoas ‘| taideyn

a4 siouped jo Jaquinu aSelaay g uonoas ‘jj deyy |

(%7 sdiysisupred ssosoe syuedidiped jo uonnquisiq 11 an3iyg

a4 sdiyssoupred uj siausea) 497 JO UOLENUIIUO)) 1°11 2314

£t sdiysiaupred ur Sutiniogjnuew yim pajeidosse s1akojdwa Jo uoneHUIIUOY) 'l a3y
SuUoNBAIISqQ . (w] ereq aangiyg 4o ‘3pqe]

X3 ul 32uaIdJY
11" Y4LdVHO NI SASATTYNY 404 QaSnN SASVI 40 YA9ANN
£V d74v.L ‘
5

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



1§
QN
A |

X!
(1aupedsuoiun) 4z
‘(daupred/iakojdwa) £ 8|
{(Kjuo uoiun) ¢
{(Kjuo Jahodwa) 9¢ ,
(1[e13A0) ¢ [ € s1auped pue ‘suoiunysiafojduwia Aq uoniu30931 pue awi) Ised|Y 611 21n31 4
(1aupedyuotun) ¢ |
‘{(soupediakojdwd) ¢ ¢
{(Kjuo uoun) ¢
{(Kjuo 1akojdwa) g¢
‘([[e13A0) gp€ Suoseal uowiwod jsow inoj ‘diysiouped JTMN Ul JUSWIIAJOAU| 811 21n314
96¢ S13uJea] Jo uonuosal pue wij asea|ay L' 2314
€2¢ SalANSE dTMN U JUSWAA[oAU] uolun/idkojdwg 9°[1 21n314
8E pue 0l € sme)s uotunzsakojdwa Aq unedisiped o) suoseay €11 3198l
96¢ [1esaa0 “Bunedioiued Joj suoseay S'11 N34
SUOI)BAIISqO) (s)may] vreQ aindig 10 ‘aqe]

‘)X3 ] Ul dDUIIIJIY

(panunyuod) ¢y 319v.L

O

A-10

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



O
25T

LS sanIsLIa)oRIRYD JojoNnIisul s)aafold 111 319eL
19 sad£) yuswdojanap eis s10afoag 9’111 ansiyg
09 slojonisut 10j sajos paudisse syoafoly S'111 2n814
4114 $3SIN0J/PUE SJUIWISSISS p'111 amnBig
SLT ' §SB[2UOU/SPOY)3L [BUOI}ONIISU| €11 2814

9€L‘l SSB[9/SPOYial [BUOI}INIISU] €111 2814 -

181 3SIN0J/SPOYIaW [BUONIINIISU] €111 2By <
411 x4 W3ney sjinis Tl andiy
z10'T [[€/P3npayds sasinoy 'l 219 L
vr9°l SnJ0j dg77/s8sIn0) 'l o_p.m,r
6081 sno0j Suln)ogjnuUBW/SISING)) ["'111 31981
£H8°l $3sinod [je/siseydws Arewld I'l11 319BL
£F8°1 351n09 jo siseydwo Krewny I'111 2in814
SuoBAIISqQ (s)wayf vyeQq aingig lo ‘Jqe],
IXJ I, Ul dUILIIJIY

HI 4dLdVHO NI SISATVNY 404 ddSN SASVO 40 dFdNNN
'V 314v.L ‘
5

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



o

g/

A

LTE8I qofjuaind je siea A D uondas ‘Al 1adey)d
£v9°'LI (sAepijoy ‘uonjesea ‘adueinsul ijeay ‘aaea| YdIs)--siyauaq qof D uondas ‘Al BES_,U
L10°81 | sAepljoy--sj1jousq qof D uondag ‘Al sadey)
6v0°81 uoIBOBA--S}1joU3q qOf D uonoag ‘Al Jaidey)
£96°L1 adueinsul yijeay--sjyyauaq qof D uondas ‘Al Jaidey)
s6L'Ll aAE3] YdIs--s1Yyauaq qof D uondas ‘Al Jaideyd
6vLl sqof ajdujn iy D uondag ‘Al Jardey)
£09°0C smels JuawAojdwy O uonoag ‘A sa1deyd
L9961 Anotuyia/aoes Aq Juswuiene [euoleINPa JoL g I'Al 2198l
zesel Andwuyia/aoes Aq snjess JueiBiwiw| I'Al 919l
LbZ'02 Anoruylayaoes £q xas I"'Al31qel
7870 Awoiuyiajasey TAl2n314
¥20°02 Buijooyos jo s1ea A 1 >_ a3y
12681 Kauaroyoud ysij3ug panwi] g uondss ‘Al Jardeyd
920°0C snje)s JueiBiww | g uondasg ¢ \.: laydey)
£V0°1T pEIN g uondas ‘A Jaidey)n
S9L61 a8y g uonoas ‘A Jardeyd

(s)way] BYRQ aandig 10 ‘siqe

SUONBAIISqO

‘)xa ], ul 3duaxdydY

A1¥3LdVHO NI SHSATVNY 04 ddSN SASVD 40 YFENNN

Svdidavi

O

M
(SN

A-12

o

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



v

NET

s o

s

10v°S Auedwiod Juaiapyip ‘qof mau--sasuaitadxa paje(ds YIom  p°Al 2inBi4 pue ‘g uonass ‘A Jadeyd
810°S aui}-||nj 0} paydims--saduattadxa pajeal JIOM  p'A[ 2InB14 pue ‘g uondag ‘A Jadey)d
£8€°S | pajowoid--saduatradxa paje|al YION  p°Af 2inS1§ pue ‘g uonass ‘Aj Jadey)
Sop'S qof mau 10§ paijdde--sasuarradxa pae(al YIoM\  p°Al 2an31§ pue ‘g uondag ‘A[ Jaydey)
06£°S Y1ys padueyd--sadoualiadxa pajedl UoA  p°A | 2in3Big pue ‘g uonoas ‘Al SE&_U
80¥'S uoniu809a1 Jo ‘snuoq ‘pleme--saoualiadxa pajejas oA Al 2n3i4 pue ‘g uondag ‘A 1aidey)
90¥'S asies Aed--sasuauiadxa pajejal YI0A  p°Al aIn3ig pue ‘g uondas ‘Al 1adey)
LY'S Anpiqisuodsal pappe--sasuauadxa pajejal J1I0M\, ' AJ 2Ind14 pue ‘g uondas ‘Al 1aidey)
8SH'S (urea] 03 pajuem Aay) jeym paused| siuedioiued) uonosejsies g uonoas ‘Al Jaidey)
0S9°S $35IN02 ST --PAA12021 UoHINISUI JO sInoy £q ‘sansudeIeyd $1933)dwod 3sino) TAlalqel
SOP'S Kduadiyoud :m__.m:m Panwi|--paA1a3dal uoldNIIsul Jo sinoy £q ‘sansuajorieyd s1933|dwod 3s1no0) T Al 919el
0S#'S b_o_cs.ﬁo\oom._--vozooo_ uonodNIsul Jo sinoy Aq ‘sansiaoeieyd s19331dwod asino) TALdIqeL
y1¥'s snje)s JueISIWWI--PaA1ad3l uoLdONIISUl JO sinoy £q ‘sansuajoereyd s1933|dwod 351no0) T AI919el
€25zl | Papuale SINoy 3sINod JO 33e1uadiadd @ uonoas ‘Af Jaidey)
69L°6 uo[dNASYY JO SInoy jelo ] €' Al 2n314
891°1¢C suona|dwod asino) g uondas ‘Al Jadeyd
89112 uaxe) $3sIN0J JO JAqUINN @ uonoas ‘Al Jaadey)
69681 diysisquiaw uoiun) D uondas ‘Al Jaidey)
L0981 Yaam 1ad payiom sInoH D uonaas ‘At 1adey)
© SUONEAIISqQ (s)may Byeq aan3i4 10 dyqe],

)X3 ], Ul 3IUI3JY

(panunuod) ¢y 3714V.L

O

A-13

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



&

r»
[

LI1z's yrew asn--uonjedidiued 1aye pue 210§3q S|2A3] ANljIqY ‘ L Al2n3i4
980'S weaj e Jo ped se yiom--uonedidiued 1aye pue 310§3q s[aA3] A11|Iqy L Al 2n3i4
L8T'S ysiSug anam--uonedionied Jaye pue a10§aq sjaa3| A1IqY L Al 2an3i4
L8T'S ysii3ug aum--uonedionted 1aye pue 210§3q sjaA3] A1y LAl 2314
yog's yst|Sug yeads--uonedioiued 13k pue a10§aq s|aA3] ANjIqY L Al2an3i4
0£€‘S ys13ug puejsiapun--uoyedioled 1aye pue a10§aq s[aA3] ANjIqY L Al2an314
8pE's ysy3ug um&--co_aa_u_tmm._ocm pue 210§3q s[2A3] AJ|IqY L Al 2314
LSE'S 3D PaAIDY 3 uon2as ‘Al 1a1deyd
vEP'S sued 12313 10 uoyEINPa paduey) q uondag ‘Al laidey)
£EI°S wexa/asin0d g3 n--suejd jeuoneonpa sueddived 9°A] 21n314 pue ¢ A 2314
LOl1‘S 351000 Apnjs swoy--sued [euolieonps syuedioiied 9°A] 21314 pue ¢ A[ 2n3iy
L8I1°S yst{3ug Suisn ui asinod--sue|d [euoyeanpa sjuedioiped 9'Al 21n314 pue ' A 2in3i4
L91°s 92135p 239][00 premoy wmhzoo--mcm_a [euoneonps suedidiuey 9°A] 21n314 pue ¢ A 2131y
Ipl's 3s1n0) uoleslyiad [euonednado--sueld jeuopeonps  siuedidiped 9'Al2in314 pue g'A] 2314
10€°S 3s1n0d s||1ys oiseq--sueld jeuoneonps sjuedidiped 9°A] 21314 pue ¢'A 2un3iy
86l1‘s 3s1n02 Suiuie)) qof--sueld [euoneonpa sjuedidiped 9'Al 21314 pue A | 2nSi4
yog's asinos sandwod--suepd [euoyeonps sjuedioigey 9°'Al aIn314 pue g'A| 2By
6l€'s uoseas 1ayjo Aue 10y qof ya|--saoustiadxa pajejas 4o $'A] 2In314 pue ‘g uondas ‘A | Jaidey)
0¥ A JJo piej--saousiiadxa pajejas Y10M  H'A 21n814 pue ‘g uondas ‘Aj Jadeyd
SUOIBAIISqQ , (s)wdy] ey | aandiy 10 ‘dqe

BYCRNMIERIENETE) |

(ponuuos) ¢y 41GV.L

oy
(4D

O

A-14

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



mD
V)

209 |

gs1°s
191°
110°S
82¢'s
9T's
oLe's
062°S
He's

Buiuoseas asn/swiajqoid aajos--sinoy [euononnsul £q ‘sjaAd| A)jiqe ui saduey)
yiew asn--sinoy [euononisui £q ‘sfaaal Aujiqe uj saduey)

wed) e Jo ued se yJom--sinoy [euononisui £q ‘sjaa3| Ajiqe ui saduey)
ysij3uq ajum--sinoy [euonannsui £q ‘sjaaa) Ayjiqe ui saduey)

ys1)3ug yeads--sinoy [euononunsui £q ‘sjaAd| ANjiqe ui saduey)

ysi|3ug pueisispun--sinoy [euononnsui £q ‘s|aa3| Aljiqe ui saduey)

ysi|3ug peas--sinoy [euononiisui Aq ‘sjaa3| Aijiqe ui saSuey)

Buiuoseal asn/swajqoud aajos--uonedioired Jaye pue 210§3q S[aA3] AN[1IQY

8'Al 2314
8'Al ain3iy
8'Al 23y
8'Al 2in3iy
8'Al an3iy
8'Al 2in3iy
8'Al 2n3iy
L'Al 23y

" suoneAlIsqQ

(s)wayg vyEQ

aingdyyg 10 Jqe L
IX3 L, Ul dUIIYIY

(panunuod) 'y 3149v.L

O

A-15

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



APPENDIX B

NWLIS DATA FORMS




OMB No.: 1875-0105
Expires: Nov. 30, 1997

PART I: PROJECT OVERVIEW 6. How many NWLP grents (including this one
and sny continuation grants the project hes
received) has this project received and for

A. GENERAL INFORMATION which years?
- Grant Period
1. Department of Education FYS4 Grant Number:
1. to
{Date) {Date)
2 to
(Date) (Date)
2. Project Tite:
3 to
(Date) (Date)
4 10
(Date) {Date)
5. to
3. Name of Project Director: (Dste) (Date)
(Last) (First)

: 7. Did this organization offer workplace kteracy
instruction before receiving its first NWLP
grant?

o [J Yes
4.  Project Director’s Telephone Number: oo O No
O D= ) PART Ii: REPO
Area Code Number : RTING PERIOD

PROJECT INFORMATION

Each of the major sections that follows baging with @
gquestion that azks yeu to review the responises given in
that saction for tho previeus repertng pered. After the
5.  Projoct Diroctor's Fax Number: responses to Shis quosticnnciro hovo been ontorad tato
the NWLIS for the firot reporting peried, you enly reed to
O I= = reviow and reviso your reaponses to eemploto tho ferm

Aroo Cedo Numbor for oubsaguant reporting perieds. To sovo tmo, tho
RWUS =il Espley tho rcoponces from Gho provicus
reporting poried end clow the wser to wpdate eny
responses 80 thar thoy ccourately reflet U cusvem
reporting peried.

ERIC o mmsen | '§5- BESTCOPYAVAILABLE "™




B. STAFNG

’ @G

9a.

Pleose roview e nformcien provided on stetfing for the previous reporiing period. Heve cny rosponses
@ the questons cn stwwifing chenged since the previous reporting perod?

ot O Yes

o 0O No - GO TO Q.27 (PAGE 6)

projest crmploy eutolde consultents, or pcople from orgenizatons ether $rooo forming
pertncrohip, wito perform esrtain specigfized eedvites, such o8 eonducting @ job task enalysis
@7 8o preicst ovcluaton duning this reporiing period? Do not incdude consultents wiho work enly
instructors, counseiors, o Wtors.

° [For simplicity, theso persons will Bo roferved to o8 conaultonts hercafter.
or O Yes
o0 00 No - GO TC Q.10 (PAGE 3}

How meny esnsultents were undsr conwacet  the projoct during the reporting period? (Pleesso eoumt
COmpaniss or agencizs Tt were hired en o consultant boegis a8 pRe conoultent.)

|__i___| Number of Consultants

Whet was tho 9ta! number of hours worted by consultentc during the reporting pasiod?

|__l__|__| Total Number of Hours

Which ef the folowing activitias were performed by mmumzm; during the reporting perod?
(MARK ALL THAT APPLY) |
ov O Conducting literacy job task analyses

o2 00 Designing/adapting curricula

o O Collection and/or maintaining evaluation data

o« O Designing and/or conducting the evaluation

os 0 Computer programming or technical assistance

es [0 Developing asssssment instruments or approaches

o O Training instructors 'lnd providing staff development

o O Supervising instructors

o O Other (Prease Specify:

[RIC  BESTCOPYAVAWABLe » 188




during this reporing period. Do not Include paid consuitants
or tutors.

Name®

Project Director

Assistant or Associate

Project Director/

Project Coordinstor

Instructors

instructors’ Aides

Counselors

Tutors

Computer Programmer/

Technician

Clerical/Dats Entry

Cther (Please Specify)

hore will nct bo bohuated in Dw €ats s| that o ciutrectsd for e caudy.

Average Number Number
of Hours of Weeks
Worked Worked in This
Per Week Reporting Period
. |
11 11|
— I It |
1| R
11 1l
11 1!
N R
11 JH
I R
1 1
1| I
I S
! 1
R 11
1 1|
R R I
1| 11
—l__1 R
I R D
i | I
R 11
1 |
I I
Il 11
R S I

vloven & Go preisst. Resp Ry B0 O cpend for

® A emems for the emetover'e remhs b pecvited for yeus comverdonss ond © he's you Moks cortain you heve etsd & peid amcs

10. For ccch of the stoiing estogonias Boted below, plogse provide the eversgo rumber of hovrs workod por
woaek cnd the number of weslks worlied in this regorting periad for each paid cmployes whe werked
SEe mv sErve &3 ﬁwﬁu@@m. @@WD@@@N.

first neme endy or idticts: o W romes of rttvidus emetoyers ero not reguircd. To creasst tho confidertiaiity of B prelest’c GRpicyem, Rivikual fAemo & e otRen auscd

«mm‘m BEST COPY AVAILABLE .
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Answer questiors 11-17 ornly for the Ingtruetors who wero cmployed (es @@i@ st or &8 consultents) by the
NWLP project during this reporting period.

.11. How meny of the projoct’s instructors were:

Number
Y T Z |
T R R R R |

12. How many of the project’s instructors were:

Number
White, NOR-HISPANIC? . . .o v vveeeeennnnneeennnnnnnns e eeeeeea. 1|
Black (African American), Non-Hispanic? ..........ccoeeieeeeanccnnnns 1|
HiSpaniC? .....ccvieieinieeeececesocensonscnossassosssnssnssnnss | N
Asian or Pacific Islander? . ................. @t e, 1|
American Indian or Alaskan Native? . ......cccveevecennccsnsccnnasnns 11
Oﬁ\er (Please Specify: ) et .

13. How many of this project’s instructors had:

Number
Ahighschooleducation only . ........ccieeteenviooccecsnnnseannns | N
Some college credits, butnotacollegedegree ............ccccveeeeennnn I
A two-year college degree (Associate degree only) . .. .. teeseenseseaseenene 11
A four-yearcollegedegreeonly ................ . | S
Some graduate level credits, butnotanadvanceddegree ...........ccc0... 1
A master's degree, butnotaPh.D. ............. ... ittt S |
N 1 > T PP |




ﬂ@l

15.

18.

How meny of the notrueters n tils prejest
heve experiencso:

Working in the industry/
service sector?

Teaching secondary school? .. |
Teaching college courses? ... |
Teaching ESL?
Teaching in the workplace? .. |

Teaching basic skills other
than ESL to aduits?

How meny of this project’s mstructors:

Have ESL training?
Are bilingual?

Have a state teaching
certificate?

in which of the following areas, if any, was
staff development offered to instuctors during
this reporting pesicd?

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

or 0 Learner assessment

o2 O Curricuium development/planning lessons
o O Teaching adutts

o« O Teaching in the workplace

os J Teaching ESL

os O Recruiting learmners

o» O Recruiting employars

ez O Counseling learners

eo O Teaching supervisors to provide
reinforcement on the job

10 O Using computer-assisted instruction

n O Fulfiling administrative/reporting
procedures

12 O Other (Please Specify:

13 O None of the above

17.

18.

18.

20.

Which of the folowing toels @d this prejoet

routinely assign to instructors during the

reporting period?

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

o1 O Teaching learning sassions

o2 O Recruiting employers to the project

o3 O Recruiting learners

os [J Assessing leamers

os O Collecting data for project avaluation

oe O Conducting job task analyses

o» O Designing/adapting curricula

e O Developing learner-developed educational
plans—|EPs (individualized Educational
Plans) or ILPs (Individualized Leaming
‘Plans

o O Counseling employees on thair
educational development

s0 O Working with worksite supervisors

1 O Promoting workplace education &t
worksite

12 O Other (Please Specity:

How meny volunteers (that is, parsons who
provided unpaid assistance) assisted in this
NWLP project during this reporting peried?
oo O None - GO TO Q.21 (PAGE 6)

or

|| __1 Number of Volunteers

Which of the following functions, if eny, &d
volunteers perform during this reperting period?

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

ot O Instructor

o2 O Instructor’s side

es O Tutor

es OO Counselor

o O Clerical/data entry

es O Computer technician/programmer
oy O Other (Please Soecity:

os D Nong of the above

What wes o wial rumber of hewrs
contributed by il
__| Hours

b 124
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21. Plogse roview thoe infermegion provided on prejoet opcratons tn the leot reporting period. Hove eny
rOSPORSES o guestions on preojcet epcratons chenged sineo tho provious roporting period?

ev. O Yes
o O No <= GO TO 0.27 (PAGE 8)

22, Flosso tadiesto ow freguently feblowing motioeds wcro used by this loemers during
s reporting pesiod:

{MARK ONE BOX ON EACKH LINE)
Not Used Somatimes Ersauantly
=} e

230. Did tuis projost provide NWLP-supported cduestions! services at more then ono location?

.mDYu
oo O No-- GO TO Q.24

b. Were ths same rocruitmant methods used for afl locations during this reporting period?

or O Yes
o O No (recruiting methods vary by location)

24. mmmwemmwmmwm@umwhm@@mmW7
(MARK ONLY ONE)

o O Yes, for al BEST COPY AVAILABLE

o2 O Yes, for some
o O No

6 i 4 2 12:2184 3520m



25. FPiesse indicate whether this grantee (not other pertners, employars, o unions) provided the following
incentives to leerners enrolied in NWLP during this reporting pariod:

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

o1 O Award certificate upon completion
o2 O Award ceremony upon completion

o O Other (Please Specity:

26a. Did this project serve learners with the following conditions during this reporting period?
(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)
o O Leamning disabilities
a2 O Physical disabilities

o3 O None of the above - GO TO Q.27 (PAGE 8)

b. Were special accommodations or curricular adaptations used for these learners?
0 OJ Yes

oo O No - GO TO Q.27 (PAGE 8)

v
c. Please describe these accommodstions or adaptations:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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D. FunDmNG

27.

¢ For raporting purposes, an "NWLP project® congists of all activities that are funded at least in part by federal
NWLP funds and by the cost-sharing contributed by the NWLP partners.

Plogse roview the information provided on funding for tho provious reporting period. Mave eny rosponses
@ the questions on funding changed since the previous reporting paeriod?

or O Yes
0o 0 No - END HERE

What ks tho emoumt of Feders] NWLP funds obligatod for this seporting pered? i tho oxact amount is not
available, pleaso provids your best estimate.

s b1

For cech couree of funds thet supports this NWLP project, ® ether then tho NWLP grent, ploase provide
O following infermatien: tho neme of the fuading souree (column A), tho anount of csch contributod
w0 the project during o ewrvent reporting penod (cskumn B), end tho amount of indind contributons
made during the reporting period (column C).-

¢ IF THE EXACT AMOUNTS ARE NOT AVAILABLE, PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE.

(A) (B) _ ' (€

~ Amount Contributed this Reporting Period

Source of Funds In Cash in Kind
1. Partnership Match 8| LIV s 1__ll__1__I__1I
2 Sl hl_l_1—1 &) __l__I__ld__1__1__1
3 $ |1 b1V &) 11 Ll__1__1_]I
4, $ bl &1
5 |1 L1V &) __J_ 1t 1_1_
6. . $ 1)LV s

(MARK IF APPLICABLE)

oo [J No other ﬁmding sources

- RICaemmn  BEST COPY AVAILABLE 144
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18750105

OMB No.:
Expires:

Nov. 30, 1997

1e.

3a.

Perincr Ideatificz: |

Meme of Orgenizeton/ingtinstion:

Please review the information provided on this
partner for the provious reporting period.
Have any responses to tha questions on this
partner changed since the pravious reporiing
period?

or O Yes
oo O No - END HERE

Mailing Address:

Number Street Apt. No.

State ZIP Code

City

Date Official Partner Statug Effective:

i t19__ i
Month Yeoar

Type of Partner:

(MARK ONLY ONE BOX)
o 0O
02 O

State education agency

Local education agency or school
{includes area vocational school)

o3 O
oe O
os O
o O

Employment and training agency
Community/technical college
_Community-based organization

‘University/four-year coliege (including
affiliated research institutes)

o7 O
o O
o O
10 O

Private industry council
Union
Business/industry

Intermediary, such as the Chamber of
Commerce or a trade association

Other {Please Specify:

Becs €l poriner qualify oo ¢ omell business, &8
dofinod en tho NWLP great cpplicetion?

es O Yes

eo O No

Flease indicate which of the following ectivities
this pertner performed during the reporting
period.

O Check here if perter is no longer atfilisted
with the project

O Check here if partner did not participate in
any activities during the reporting period
(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

or O Attended project advisory panel
meetings

Financed part of the project by
contributing to required cost share

Monitored program services

o2 O

e O
o O
os O
o O
o O

Assisted in dissemination activities
Assisted with fiscal management
Helped to establish operating procedures

Provided business materials as
instructional materials

Provided space for instructional services

Provided or paid for transportation
services for learners

e O
oo O

1w O Provided or paid for child care services

for learners
w0
20
w0
w0
w O

Provided peer tutors for iaarners
Recruited employers

Recruited learners

Referred learners to community services

Referred learners to educational
programs outside of NWLP

Provided iearners with @ducational
counseling

Arranged for or conducted literacy job
task analyses

we O

v 0

1 O
e O

Assessed Igarners’ literacy competencies

Developed instructional, work-related
materials

20 O Hired and/or managed instructors

a O Trained instructors

22 O Helped to design the program evaluation
23 ) Other (Please Specify:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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— — — OMB No.: 18750105
1. Employer ldentifier: |___|___|__|__| 8. Which type of induswy io this employer or union

primarily essocisted with?

(MARK ONLY ONE)

2.  Name of Employar, Union or Instititon: o O Hotel/Hospitality services (including food
services, such 8s restaurants and bars)

o2 [J Hospital/Health care services

es [J Other services (for axample, financial
gervices, personal or business services,
. . . . building maintenance services, repair
3.  Please reviow the information provided on this services, legal services, cducational
ams»b«;ve;1 or union for the @m:nwmwomg services, child care servicas)
period. Have eny responses ® .
questions changed since the provious o« O Manufacturing

reporting period? os O Wholesale or retail trade (including
service stations, car dealers, and
o O Yas all types of stores)
oo 0 No - END HERE os [0 Other (Please Specity:
)
4.  Malling Address: 9. s this organization en amployer or @ union?
ov 00 Employer
To— o o2 [0 Union -~ GO TO Q.13 (PAGE 2)
10s. How many of the employer’'s work sites or
Gy Stte 21 Code plants are involved in this NWLP project?
|__l__I|__| Number

. f Contact P :
S.  Neme of Contact Person b. What is the approximate total number of

employees employed at those sites or plants?
(Last) (First) |—l__ll__l__]__! Total Number
~ of Employees

11s. Is this employer owned or managed by a

6. Contact Person’s Job Title: . corporate organization with multiple work
sites, factories, or service providers?

oy O Yes
oo O No
4+ O Don’t know

7. Contact Persen’s Phone Number: . Does this employer ar the corporation that
owns or mansges this employer have a total
workforce of 500 or more employees?

( [ O 3 N O
IA_'.l._éL_o 1 |Nmb|" | | o O Yes
oo O No

4 O Don’t know

*Includes sites as defined in NWLP regulations, 34 CFR 472.5.

! BEST COPY AVAILABLE -




i2.

3.

Of N the werkors employed lincluding
menagement) at eny of this employer’s cltes
ek ero pericipeting in the project, wihar
proportion are members of @ union?

(RRARK ORLY ORIE)

o1 O 50 percent or mors
o2 O Losgs than 50 percent
os 0 None

4 O Don’t know

For which of the following reasons did this
cmploysr ov union nstitute &8 worlplace
fiteracy instructional program?

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

ov O To reduce errors and wasts

o2 O Bscause it was noeded as & resuit of
changes in production or operational
procedures

os O Bacause it was needed as a raesuit
of a new technology

es OO Boacause it was needed as & rasult of
organizational innovations, such as
self-directed worlk teams, job rotation,
use of employee problem solving groups
{for example, quality circles)

os O To atiract new workers

ss 0 To meet new health and/or safety
requirements .

o7 CI Bacause of an agreemant with labor

e O Bacause of changes in the available
workforce

o 00 Because workers identified the need
and requested the instruction

10 00 To make greater use of the skills
of employees with limited English
proficiency

1 [0 Other (Plesse Specify:

12 O Reasons are unknown

ﬂ@‘

18.

Wero eny of the following types of
ergenizations instruments] in geting this
cmployer or union t perticipate i this
NWLP projoet?

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

ov O A union

o2 0 An educational institution

o O A professional association

os 0 The Chamber of Commerce

os J A regional or statewide business
association

os O Other (Plegse Specify:

o7 O None of the above

2 O Don’t know

Age any of the following provided by the
cmployer or union @8 incentives to workers
wite perdeipate n ghe MYWLP project?
(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

ov O Partial paid release time

o2 0 Complete paid release time

O Cash bonus upon completion

et 00 Award ceremony at completion

s O Award certificate at compietion

o¢ 0 Other (Please Specity:

o7 O None of the above

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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16.

17.

18.

19.

Doas this employer or union require that workers participaty in the NWLP projoct?

(MARK ONLY ONE)

oo O No, participation is voluntary for all workers

ov O Yes, all workers who could benefit from participation are required to participate

o2 J Some workers are requifed to participate; for others, participation is voluntary
(Please specify percentage of workers teking NWLP courses for whom
participation is mandatory

___| Percent)

* IF THE EXACT PERCENT IS NOT AVAILABLE,
PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE

is this employer or union a partner?

‘o O Yes ~ END HERE

oo [0 No

When did this employer or union begin participating in this NWLP project.

i1l f__|__|
Month Day Yoar

in which of the following activities did the employer or union éuﬁcipato during this reporting period?
{MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

os O Attended project advisory panel meetings

o2 O Financed part of the project by contributing to required cost share

o [0 Provided business materials as instructional materials

o« O Provided space for instructional services

o [J Provided transportation services for leamers

oe O Provided child care services for learners

o» O Provided peer tutors for learners

ce [J Recruited other employers or unions BEST COPY AVAI LABLE

oe [0 Other (Please Specify:

10 J None of the above
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OMB No.:
Expires:

COURSE FORM

The United States Department of Education is concerned with protecting the
privacy of individuals who participate in voluntary surveys. Your responses will be
combined with those of other survey participants, and the answers you give will
never be identified as yours. This survey is authorized by law (20 U.S.C.
12216.1). You may skip questions you do not want to answer, howaver, we hope
you will answer as many as you can. Ik is expected that this form will require
approximately 5 minutes to completa. ¥ you have any comments regarding the
burden estimates or any other aspact of this collection of information, ineluding
suggestions for reducing the burden, please send thsm to the U.S. Depariment of
Education, Information Management and Compliance Division, Washington, DC
20202-4651; ond to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction
Project 1875-NEW, Washington, DC 20503.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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1. Course Number: 8. What is the minimum number of hours that
learners must attend this course in order to
complete it?

[__|__| Hours

2. Course Name:

9. a. Is there another course that learmers must
have completed before participating in this

3. instructor(s) Name: course?

(1 o1 O Yes
Oast) (First)
oo 0 No- GO TO Q.10
(2) _
QLast) (First) b. Please give the name and the number of
that course.
Course Number:
4. Dsate Course Starts:
bt 9 __1__| Course Name:
Month Deay Year
8. Number of instructional sessions for the
course: 10. When are instructional sessions usually held?
i Number (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)
o O During the workday (but not at lunch)

6. Hours per instructional session: (if the '

sessions very in length, please enter the oz O At lunch
average number of hours the course meets for
each session.) o 0 immediately before or after the workday
|__|__]| Hours os O On weekends
os [0 Other (Plesse Specify:
7. Number of days per week that the course )
usually meets:
| | __| Number of Days BEST COPY AVAILABLE
Q b O
ERIC i
- B ORI 1 122184 4:095m




11. Whero cro tnstruetone! seostens hold? 18. Beco ﬁr‘tﬁs eowse oervo loemers with o pordevler
martt off thot opply ond provide o nemols).) paEens] or lob okill desoifiecton?

o O Employer's worksite

Name of Employer:

a2 0 Community college

Name of Collsge:
e O Four-yeer college 4. Does this eourso serve leamcrs with e pardcuder
besic siill leve! classification?
Name of College:
: o O Yes
o+ O Union hall

e 0 No-- GO 7O Q.16
Name of Union:

ez O Building in a local school district
(for example, high school, activities
building, administrative building)

' 18. Which of the following tcrms best deseribes the

MNemo of School District: oid® tave) of the leamers tn Uvis cowsoo?

os [J Community-based organization (MARK ORILY ONE)
Name of Orgenizetion: o D Beginning (that is, the learners have
. . little or no knowledge of the course
oz [J. Other (Plesse Specify: subject aroa)

ez O Intermediate (that is, the learners
have some knowledge of the course
subject area, but it is limited)

12. Which statement best describes when learmnars

ean begin stiending the cowrse? e O Advanced {that is, the leamners heve
_ @ significant amount of knowledge of
(MARK ONLY ONE) the course subject area)

ov [0 Learners can join the course at any time -

o2 O Leamners can only join the course within
the first few instructional sessions

(Specify the Number of
Sessions: |__|__|)

o O Learners cannot join the course after

the first instructional session BE S_E, C OPY AVAI LABLE .

12/21/04 4:039m




16. Plesse indicats how Frequendy cach of the following instructiona! methods is used in this course.

(MARK ONE ON EACH LINE)

Ca. Tééﬁi;{ér:rung small
*.-activity/role playing.

b. _ _Teac er-led classroom .

= O =0 o 0

17. Which of the following curricular areas is the primary or overall emphasis of this course?

(MARK ONLY ONE)

o O Literacy/pre-literacy

o2 O] Basic skills (reading only)

o [ Basic skills (math only)

o« O Basic skills (reading and math)

os [J Writing skills

os O ESL

o7 0 GED preparation/other high school preparation
o O Problem solving/reasoning skills

o O Motivational (self-esteem, goal setting)
o O Speaking/istening/communication

1 O Team building

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

12.0 Other (Please Specity:
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18.

19.

Which of the following skills are taught in this course?

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

o O Basic skills (reading only)

a2 O Basic skills {math only)

oo O Basic skills (reading and math)

o« O Writing skills

os O Problem solving/reasoning skjlls

os [0 Motivational skills (setf-;steem, goal setting)
o2 O Speaking/listening/communication skills

os O Team building skills

o O Other skills {Please Specify:

Was the curriculum for this coursa uniquely developed for the course?

{MARK ONLY ONE)
or O Yes

o2 O No, a curriculum that was uniquely developed
for this project is used with modifications

o3 O No, a general curriculum or standard text is
used with modifications

o+« O No, a general curriculum or standard text is
used with no modifications

os [ Other {Please Explain:

1272184 400




20. Please indicste which, If any, of the following tests or assessmant messuros ere used to plece loarners in
this course, as @ pre-tagt for loerners in this courss, or for the post-test.

(MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

Used Used Used
for for for

Placoment  Pre-Test  Post-Test

b. CASAS/ECS . . o O o2 O e

Group interviews . o O o2 0 os O

Learner work examples cesesesena o O o2 O o O

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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29. a. -ﬂn additon % (ho cssocosment mezsures opacificd gbovoe, re eny other nstruments o approaches

usad t0 238883 leamers’ growth in this course?
— o1 O Yes

oo O No

L—» b. Please list those instruments or approaches below.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Q
LE,E MC 'S (QU'E/NWLP)

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

OMB No.:
Expires:

LEARNER ENROLLMENT FORM

The United States Department of Education is concerned with protecting the
privacy of individuals who participate in voluntary surveys. Your responses will be
combined with those of other survey participants, and the answers you give wiill
never be identified as yours. This survey is authorized by law (20 U.S.C.
1221e.1). You may Skip questions you do not want to answer, however, we hope
you will answer as many as you can. It is expected that this form will require
approximately 20 minutes to complete. If you have any comments regarding the
burden estimates or any other aspect of this collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing the burden, please send them to the U.S. Department of
Education, Information Management and Compliance Division, Washington, DC
20202-4651; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction
Project 1875-NEW, Washington, DC 20503.

j

1875-01058

Nov. 30, 1997

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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BEGIN HERE

YOUR INSTRUCTOR
WILL COMPLETE
THESE QUESTIONS

l

v

A. Course Number: Course Name:

B. Who completed this form?

{MARK ONE BOX)
O The learner
O The learner, with assistance from instructor or project staff

O An instructor or project staff member with information provided
by the learner

‘O Other (Please Specify: )

C. Date Form Completed:

| 19 f__1_ 1|
Month Day Year

foo
¢n
£




LEARNER ENROLLMENT FORM

1. Name: 5. Sex:
0O Maie
{Last) (First)
O Female
2. Social Security Number:* 6. Are you of Spanish or Hispanic origin

or descent?
! ! O Yes

O No

7. Race:
! ! | years old (MARK ONE BOX)

O White
OO Black (African American)
: . . O Asian or Pacific Islander
4. Were you born in the United States?
O

American Indian or Alaskan
Native

O Yes

C No

O

Other (Please Specify:

Giving us your Social Security number is completely voluntary and there is no penalty for not disclosing it. It is needed so that any
information obtained later gets correctly matched with the same individual; your identity will be removed from olirecords once this match
is made. We are authorized to ask these questions by Section 408 of the General Education Provisions Act (20 USC 1221e.1).

Q s quenwp 1 12/21/4 3:43pm
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8. Is English the language that is spoken most often in your home?
O Yes

O No

9. How many years of school have you completed?

{MARK ONE BOX IN BOTH COLUMNS)

In the United States: | In Any Other

0O No schooling 0O No schooling

O 1-5vyears 0O 1-5 .years

O 6-8 years 0O 6-8 years

O 9 years | O 9~years

O 10 years 0O 10 years

O 11 years 0O 11 years

0O 12 or more years : 0O 12 or more years

10. Are you a union member?

O Yes— What is the name of your union?

12/2184 3:43pm



11. Please rate your abllity to perform each of the following activities.

(PLEASE MARK ONE RESPONSE
FOR EVERY ACTIVITY)

Poor Eair Good Excellent
Read English . ............ e e 0O O O O
Understand English . ....... e e O O O O
Speak English ............. e O O O O
WriteinEnglish . ................ O o O O
Work as partofateam........... E O a O O
Use math ..... e et e O O O O
Solve problems/use reasoning . ...... O O - O O
12. Do you have a job?
0O Yes, employed
GO TO NEXT PAGE
0O Yes, on temporary layoff
O No, retired
- Thank you. You have completed
D NO, not emp'oyed this 'orm. Please return it to
your instructor.
L Q - i -
L 3 (QUENWAP) 3 i E D 12/21/84 3:43pm




INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer questions 13-19 for the job
that allows you to take this course.

13. Name of company or employer:

14. Job title: [For example, nursing assistant, housekeeper, construction worker.]

15. On average, how many hours per week do you work on this job?

|_|___| Hours Per Week

16. How much do you earn at this job?

(WRITE AMOUNT AND MARK ONE BOX)

O Per hour

O Per year

1€]

12/21/84 3:43pm



Years

Use math

O Yes
O No

17. Do you get any of the following at this job?

(MARK ONE FOR EACH LINE)

Paid vacation . . .. . ot v vt ittt e et e e
Paidisick 1= Y- 177 - S AU O
Paidholidays . .. .coveeeiennneennnennanss

Health insurance . ............ R

18. How long have you worked at this job?

and |__ | |

Months

19. At your job do you need to do any of the following?

(MARK ONE FOR EACH LINE)

Read instructions . ............c.veeeuneenn.
Receive spoken instructions inEnglish ...........
Speak English . .. ..... ... e
Work aspartofateam ............¢c0i00ecen

Writein English . . . ........ e e e e

Solve problems/usereasoning . . .. .............

20. Do you work at. more than one job?

No

0O 0O 0O 0O

No

OO0 00000

Thank you. You have completed this form.
Please return it to your instructor.

ERIC

IR VS IQUE/NWALP)
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ﬁ Y

OMB No.: 1875-0105
Expires: Nov. 30, 1997

LEARNER ASSESSMENT FORM

The . United States Department of Education is concerned with protecting the
privacy of individuals who participate in voluntary surveys. Your responses will be
combined with those of other survey participants, and the answers you give will
never be identified as yours. This survey is authorized by law (20 U.S.C.
1221e.1). You may skip questions you do not want to answer, however, we hope
you will answer as many.as you can. It is expected that this form will require
approximately 10 minutes to complete. If you have any comments regarding: the
burden estimates or any other aspect of this collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing the burden, please send them to the U.S. Department of
Education, Information Management and Compliance Division, Washington, DC
20202-4651; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction
Project 1875-NEW, Washington, DC 20503.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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BEGIN HERE:

YOUR INSTRUCTOR
WILL COMPLETE
THESE QUESTIONS

l

A.

C.

‘Course Number: Courso_ Name:

Who completed this form?

{MARK ONE BOX)
J The learner
[0 The learner, with assistance from instructor or project staff

0 An instructor or project staff member with information provided
by the learner

[J Other (Please Specify: )

Date Form Completed:

(PR U U RN £ I O D
Month Day Year.

icg

v



LEARNER ASSESSMENT FORM

1. Name:

- {Last) (First)

2. Social Security Number:*

3. In the future, do you plan to take any of the following courses?

Plan Do Not
to Plan to

Take Take

A basic skills course in reading, writing, ormath ............ O O
A course in using English (suchasESL) .................. O O
A COMPULET COUPSE - - & v v v v ov v o aeteasas e e e ee s O 0O
A GED courseorthe GEDexam .. ............ .0, O O
Courses to get an occupational certificate ............ / ... 0O O
AjJOD trainiNng COUISE . . . ..t v ittt m i eei e e e s e O O
Courses leading to a 2-year or 4-year college degree ......... O O
AhOme-StudY COUPSE . .« . v v vttt it ettt en e ae e e O O

(MARK ONE ON EACH LINE)

°  Giving us your Social Security number is complately voluntory and there is no penafty for not disclosing it. It is needed so that any
information obtained later gets correctly matched with the same individual: your identity will be removed from all records once this
metch is made. We are authorized to ask these questions by Section 406 of the Generol Educstion Provisions Act (20 USC 1221e.1).

L.ASSE SIS,N'WS ({QUENWLP}

1 |
ERIC . g BESTCOPY AVAILABLE

IToxt Provided by ERI



4. Since this course began, have you:
(MARK ONE ON EACH LINE)

Yes No
Learned what you wanted to learn in thiscourse? ........... O O
Changed your educational or career goals? . ............... O O
Had more responsibility added to your job.? ................ O O
Moved to a shift youprefer? . . ... .......c. i nn. O O
Switched from part-time to full-time? . ... .. ............. O O
Received @ PAY FaiS87 . . . . v v v v vt ittt ettt et et nn e O O
Been Promoted? . . . . ... e e e e e e O O
Received an award, bonus, or other
special recognitionon yourjob? . .............. ... ..., O O
Received your GED? . .. ... ... it it ittt et O O
Applied foranew job? . ... ..... ... O O
Started a new job at anothercompany? .................. O O
Beenlaid off? . .. ..... ... .. .. . i a a
Left your job for any other reason? (Please Specify: ......... O O

)

5. Please rate your ability to perform each of the following activities:

(PLEASE MARK ONE RESPONSE
FOR EVERY ACTIVITY)

Poor Eair Good Excellent
ReadEnglish . .................. O 0 0 O
Understand English .............. O O O O
Speak English . ................. a a a a
WriteinEnglish. . ............... a a a a
Work as partofateam ........... ] O O a
Usemath ..................... O a O a
Solve problems/use reasoning . ...... O O O a
‘m S ,1€6 i
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By 43

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI):
B Educatlonal Resources Information Center (ERIC) : .

NOTICE.

REPRODUCTION BASIS

g
N
o

This document is covered by a signed “Reproduction Release
(Blanket)” form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore,
does not require a “Specific Document” Release form.

This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to
reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release
form (either “Specific Document” or “Blanket”).



