S

SPONS AGENCY

DOCUMENT RESUME
o CE 062 769

ED 3537378

AUTHOR McBride, Pamela G.; And Others

TITLE Creating Custodial Classes: An Instructional Program
Guide for Custodial Workers.

INSTITUTION Southwest Texas State Univ., San Marcos. Center for

Initiatives in Education.
Office of Vocational and Adult Education (ED),
Washington, DC. National Workplace Literacy

Program.
PUB DATE 92
CONTRACT V198A10216
NOTE 111p.; For related documents, see CE 062 770-773.

AVAILABLE FROM

School of Education/Center for Initiatives in

Education, Southwest Texas State University, 601
University Drive, San Marcos, TX 78666; or San Marcos
Literacy Action, P.0. Box 307, San Marcos, TX

78667.

PUB TYPE Guides - Classroom Use - Teaching Guides (For
Teacher) (052)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC0O5 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Adult Basic Educatiorn; Business Communication;
Business Skills; *Classroom Techniques; Community
Involvement; *Curricuium Development; *Custodian
Training; Instructional Materials; *Job Skills; Job
Training; *Literacy Ecucation; Program Development;
Program Guides; Program Implementation; Reading
Skills; School Business Relationship; *Student
Evaluation; Writing Skills

IDENTIFIERS Workplace Literacy

ABSTRACT

This program guide documents a custodial job family
curriculum that develops competence in generic work force education
skills through business writing/clerical skills and reading and
writing courses. An annotated table of contents lists a brief
description of the questions answered in each section. An
introduction presents a program abstract and a guide overview. The
remainder of the guide is structured according to the four stages in
the process of setting up a work force instructional program:
partnership building, curriculum development, actual instruction, and
evaluation. A detailed table of contents to each section outlines the
steps involved in completing each stage. The section on developing
partnerships identifies some key partners and structures for
achieving their involvement. The section on developing curriculum
describes some structures for assessing and organizing input from a
variety of sources. The section on teaching the class presents a
curricular model with specific examples of daily classroom
activities., The section on assessment and evaluation describes a
variety of assessment tools and discusses their advantages and
disadvantages. The conclusions section offers a preliminary analysis
of the program's results and summary of program effectiveness.
Appendixes include sample course outlines and lesson plans,
registration and evaluation forms, and a selected bibliography
divided into work force skills (59 items), background theory (47),
and practitioner resources (20). (YLB)




EDAR’3TS

<€o¢2 72¢ 9

Creating Custodial Classes:

an Instructional Program Guide
Jor Custodial Workers

thee él Educations’ Rasearc~ ang 'mprovemenrt
EDYCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMAT'ON
CENTER .ERIC)
nt R,

Workforce Instructional Network

°_BESTCOPY AVALABLE

.

S—




Creating Custodial Classes:

an Instructional Program Guide
for Custodial Workers

Workforce Instructional Network

-a




Creating Custodial Classes:

an Instructional Program Guide
for Custodial Workers

Pamela G. McBride, ML.Ed.
Jonathan C. Engel, M. A.

David C. Caverly, Ph.D.

Scries Editor:
David C. Caverty, Ph.D.

Workforce Instructional Network
Center for Initiatives in Education
School of Tiducation
Southwest Texas State University

1992




Cortributors to WIN

Stan Ashlock, I'valuation Assistant

Mr. Ashlock conducted interviews and observations with workers, tcachers, and
employers and collected essential information {or the outside evaluator. He also helped
obtain inter-rater reliability for the qualitative assessment tools and adapted the Daly and
Miller Writing Apprehension Scale 1o a workplace context.

Lisa Bagwell, Administrative Assistant

Ms. Bagwell provided administrative assistance such as balancing ledgers, handling
correspondence, and purchasing supplics.

Karen Burrell, /ustructor

Ms. Burrell designed lesson plans and taught courses for the Equipment Operator Job
Family. She was responsible for the initial draft of all instructional program guides.

David C. Caverly, Program Director

Dr. Caverly initiated the premise of delivering workforce literacy to small businesses in a
small city, wrote the grant proposal with assistance from Ms. McBride, and created the
WIN Instructional Model. He played a role in the development of the Small Business
Literacy Task Analysis, assisted in the development of curricula for all four job familes,
presented two staff development workshops, assistied in the staff development activities
for the Child Carc job family. Morcover, he selected some and developed other
assessment instruments for all four job familics, wrote the “Assessment and Evaluation™
scction on all four curriculum guides, and served as General Editor {or all four
instructional program guides.

Jonathan C. Engel, Project Direcior

Mr. Engel ensured that all grant activitics were per,;ormed cffectively and efficiently. In
addition to overall supervision, he formed and chaired the WIN Advisory Council,
initiated and developed the multiple partnerships in our instructional network, negotiated
conscnsual approaches to achieve stakcholder buy-in, and led focus groups for the
purposes of formative and summative cvaluation. Mr. Engel wrote the “Developing
Partnerships™ scction of all the instructional program guidcs.

Dorcas Garcia, Limited English Proficiency Specialist

Ms. Garcia conducted bi-lingual classes with workers of limited English proficiency in
the Custodial, Manufacturing , and Equipment Opcrators Job Families. She also
conducted staff training in Spanish.

Ann Johnson, Instructional Coordinator

Ms. Johnson designed curricula, developed lesson plans, and taught classes in the Child
Carc Job Family. As instructional coordinator, she trained, and conducted staff
development activitics for instructors in that job family. She wrote the “Developing
Curriculum™ and “Teaching the Class™ sections of the instructional program guide for this
job family.

9y




Margaret L. Johnson, Instructor

Ms. Johnson developed curriculum and lesson plans for the Reading/Writing
Improvement course. She taught classcs in both the Custodial and Menufacturing Job
Families and played a major role in designing the qualitauve assessment instruments.
She was responsible for the design and layout of all WIN instructional program guides
and managed the process of publishing these guides.

Pamela G. McBride, Inustructional Coordinator

Ms. McBride designed curricula, developed lesson plans, and taught classes in the
Custodial, Manutacturing, and Equipment Opcrator Job Families. She also developed
many of WIN's evaluation forms and played a major role in designing the qualitative
assessment instruments for thesc job familics. As instructional coordinator, she trained
and conducted weekly staff development activities for instructors in the above three job
familics. She wrote the “Developing Curriculum™ and “Teaching the Class™ sections of
the instructional program guides for those three job families.

Larry Mikulecky, Ouis:de Evaluator

Dr. Mikulecky of Indiana University is a nationally recognized expert in the ficld of
workplace literacy. He provided vatuable insight to WIN staff at critical junctures during
the grant period serving as external evaluator. In particular, he provided bascline,
formative, and summative program evaluation reports.

Joseph Piazza, Instructor

Mr. Piazza designed lesson plans and participated in planning and evaluation teams for
the Manufacturing Waorkers Job Family. He also taught classes in the Manufacturing
Workers and Equipment Operator Job Familics and helped obtain inter-rater reliability
for the qualitative assessment instruments.

Erma Thomas. Instructor Support Specialist

Ms. Thomas served as a bilingual assistant and substitute instructor in many classes. In
addition, she assisted the program by keeping track of registration, attendance, and other
student and in-kind support data. She helped obtain inter-rater reliability for the
qualitative assessment instruments, and was responsible for compiling, calculating, and
verifying a variety of student achievement data for all program guides.

Gayle Slomka, Instructor

Ms. Slomka was an instructor in the Basic Issues in Child Care ¢lass and gathered
qualititative productivity data for the Child Care Job Family.

Patrice Werner, Curriculien Consultant

Dr. Werner developed curricula, lesson plans, and assessment instruments and taught
classes for the Child Care Job Family. She played a major role in designing the
qualitative assessment instrumrents and conducted a staff training on holistic writing
techniques.

Lisa Withrow, /ustructor
Ms. Withrow was an instructor in the Basic Issues in Child Carc class and gathered
qualititative productivity data for the Child Care Job Family.




Acknowledgments

WIN would like to thank Margaret E. Dunn, Executive Director, Center for Initiatives in
Education and John J. Beck Ed. D., Dean, School of Education, SWTSU for their
administrative and moral support as well as their genuine interest in the success of the
Workforce Instructional Network.

We would also like to thank the San Marcos Chamber of Commerce, the Hispanic
Chamber of Commerce of San Marcos, and all of the empioyers, supervisors, workers,
and members of the WIN Advisory Council for their active participation and interest in
workforce education in the San Marcos area. Together, we have demonstrated to cach
other just how important an educated workforce is 10 the future of our community.

A special thanks to the staffs of the SWT Physical Plant and thc Hays County
Independent Consolidated School District.

For more information or additional copies of this guide please contact one of the
following:

Dean, School of Education
SWTSU

601 University Drive

San Marcos, TX 78666

Executive Director

Center for Initiatives in Education
SWTSU

601 University Drive

San Marcos, TX 78666

Treasurer, San Marcos Literacy Action
P.O. Box 907
San Marcos, TX 78667

Funds for the development and printing of this publtcation were provided under Grant V198A 10216,
National Workplace Literacy Demonstration Grants, U 8. Department of Education

The information presented here is not necessarily endorsed by the State of Fexas or the United States
Department of Lducation.

Soutiwest Texas State Universit, @ member of the Texas State Umiv ersity System, 15 an affirmative action,
equal opportunity educational institution.

© Pamela G. McBride, Jonathan C. Engel, David C. Caverly

Py
{




Table of Contents

Introduction a

.................................................................. Srsraaa i as s aa s A

What are this program and this book about? This section presents an abstract of onr
program and an overview of this guide.

Developing Partnerships ... 6

Who should we contact 1o begin our program? How can we gather ideas from a varieiv of
sources? Effective workforce education programs depend on collaboration from many
sources. This section identifies some key pariners and structures for achieving their
involvemen.

Developing Curriculum ... 23

How do we figure out what classes 1o offer? Whait should each class inctude? How will
we identifv what students should be in cach class? Input from key stakeholders--including
educators, workers, supervisors, managers, and funders--is crucial 1o creating
contexialized, participatory instruction.  This section describes some structures for
accessing and organizing inpuit from a variety of sources.

Teaching the Class ... iin..32

How do we organize so much information into finite classes? What do we do in the
classroom each dav? Contextualized, participatory instruction can require some flexible
strategies from instructors. This section presents a curricular maodel, with specific
examples of daily classroom aciivities.

Assessment and Evaluation ... .. ... 39

How do we measure progress? Diverse assessment instruments can be used for a
number of purposes. This section describes a variety of assessment 1ools and discusses
their advantages and disadvantages.

Conclusions
How did we do? Many variables affect a program’s success rate. This section offers a

preliminary analvsis of our program’s resulls and a summary of the effectiveness of ihe
program as a whole.

Appendices........ . 50

o




Introduction

Four-part :nstructional model

Overview of the Guide

2 Creaung Custodial Classes

—




Workforce cducation, as distinguished from job training, emphasizes instruction in
learning how to learn because of the swiftly changing nature of the workplace today. Our
focus through the Workforce Instructional Network (WIN) was to work with small
businesses in a small town to design instruction aimed at improving the literacy skills of
individuals currently in the workforce. We accomplished this by forming a partnership
between Southwest Texas State University (SWT), the San Marcos Chamber of
Commerce, and the San Marcos Hispanic Chamber of Commerce. The success of our
project supports the use of a process-oricnted education model which emphasizes
transferable skills presented in a series of mini-courses from five to fifteen weceks.

In order to develop our curriculum according to an education model, we identified those
generic workforce education skills underlying job families rather than concentrating solely
on the content knowledge needed for a particular job. Through devcloping competence
with thase skills, we hope to have cquipped workers for future job changes, many of
which cannot even be anticipated in the fast-moving business environment of today.
Moreover, thesc newly developed literacy skills will provide a strong foundation from
which the workers can cducate themselves given new workforce education demands,
resulting in future training savings to the businesses involved. This future efficicncy
aspect is particularly relevant to small businesses which often rely on on-the-job training by
supervisors and co-workers rather than maintaining training staffs.

Never did I think it was going 1o be up 10 me 1o leach my
children the ABC's and 123's. Yes, I had five children, and
[ was ouly a help to them during their elementary school
xears. When they reached middle school and high school, [
was of no help. Then my graduaied hushand 100k over. |
was left out of the close ties of helping with my children's
educaiion.

Reading/Writing hmnprovement Studeni--us Driver

£ r
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Four-part instructional model

A process-oriented educational philosophy formed the basis for our four-part instructional
model. The first step in this model involved an initiating event which engaged the prior
knowledge of the students, who were considered the content knowledge experts for their
jobs. Next, the teacher modeled literacy strategies, using a large-group discussion format,
for accomplishing those literacy tasks we werc able to identify via a business needs
assessment and through student participation. Small groups then collaborated on
workplace related literacy tasks which required the use of these new strategics. This small
group emphasis developed the communication and teamwork skills which are sought by
employers, while at the same time devcloping students’ strategics for accomplishing the
workforce education tasks. Finally, lcarners worked to apply their new understandings
during independent practice on workplace and home-related literacy tasks.

Workforce Instructional Network
Four-part Instructional Model

In all WIN classes, the basic instructional model contained the following 4
components:

1) an initiating event or focusing activity which emphasized engaging the
icarners' background knowledge of the topic to be discussed;

2) large-group modeling of a lcarning strategy;
3) collaborative, small-group practice;

4) independent practice.

Overview of the guide

In keeping with our process-oriented approach 1o workforee education, this guide was
designed to document our Custodial Job Family curriculum from our two classes for
custodial workers.  Students in our classes were drawn [rom the Southwest Texas State
University Physical Plant, a school district Physical Plant, and several small businesses in
the San Marcos community. These classes can be a model for you since the literacy tasks
identificd arc common to many custodial environments,

<
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Sections of guide parallel stages of project

We conceptualized the process of setting up a workforce instructional program as having
several stages: the stages of partnership building and curriculum development before
classes begin, the stage of actual instruction, and a feedback and evaluation stages during
and afer instruction. This guide is structured according to these stages in the life of our
grant-funded program.

An annotated table of contents at the beginning of the guide lists a brief description of the
questions to be answered in cach section. At the beginning of each section, a more detailed
table « f contents outlines the steps involved in completing each phase of our grant.

-
o
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Background and context

The Workforce Instructional Network (WIN) started in May, 199] at Southwest Texas
State University (SWT) through grant (#V198A10216) from the Office of Adult and
Vocational Education, United States Department of Education (USDOE) to establish a
National Workplacce Literacy Demonstraiion Project for small businesses. This National
Workplace Literacy Program arosc out of a concern that the U.S. economy was losing its
competitive cdge in part because the skills of U.S. workers were deficient relative to those
of workers in competing nations. In the national discoursc aboul cconomic

" competitiveness and the quality of the Amecrican workforce, images of workers in huge

automobile and steel plants in urban areas predominated. However, 97% of the nations’
towns and cities have populations of less than 50,000 people (Census Tracts, 1983).
Many of them are like San Marcos, Texas, a community that is characterized by a multitude
of small businesses and an educationally disadvantaged workforce. This guidc is designed
to assist practitioners in desiening and implementing workforce education programs for
small businesses. Since small businesses rarely budget funds for workforce education
activities, the guide will start frons the assumption that practitioners will scek grant funds,
at least for the start-up phasc of their workforce education programs.

Write a grant proposal

We began by approaching the two local Chambers of Commerce (San Marcos Chamber of
Commerce and the San Marcos Hispanic Chamber of Commerce) for assistance in
conducting a gencral nceds assessment of businesses in the community. A preliminary
questionnaire regarding business and industry training needs was distributed to the
members of the Chambers at onc of their monthly meetings. Answers on this
questionnairc documented that employers had a general need for increased employee
training in a varicty of skills. Follow-up discussions with members of the two Chambers
at future monthly meetings confirmed the extent of the perceived literacy necds ranging
from basic reading, writing, and calculating skills through necds in computer literacy.

To further verify the need for this project, a needs assessment was completed via personal
interviews and phone surveys of 20% of the businesses and industries in the San Marcos
community. A broad range of the business community including manufacturing,
communication, government, education, retail trade, financial, and child carc sectors were
contacicd. Results of this assessment identificd over 600 workers in thesec twenty
businesses alone who were in immediate necd of basic literacy skills ranging from rcading
work order forms and filling out qualitv control sheets accurately to basic mathematical
computation skills including fractions, decimals, and pcrcentages, to advanced
mathematical computation skills up through algebra, to reading safety memos and warning
labels on chemicals, to basic computer literacy, word processing, using disk operating
systems, sprcadshcets, data bascs, and tcleccommunications. This information

demonstrated to us that business owners perecived a need for education for the San Marcos
workforce.

Developing Partnerships




Learn about the problems of business

During these discussions with business owners and managers, it was continuously made
clear how important it was for us to avoid preconceived notions about their needs and
goals. Our early discussions introduced us to different business leaders and provided a
forum where we, through active listening, were able to understand some of the challenges
each was facing in an increasingly competitive marketplace. We found these businesses
were often faced with accelerating rates of change and the need to try new ideas, vet the
workforce available to them was poorly cquipped to learn new processes and adapt to these
changes. Custodial workers, in particular, faced management style changes and new
safety regulations. Without exception, business owners did not see massive layoffs and
rehiring as an acceptable solution to this dilemma since there were few people in the
workforce with greater skills. Businesses also valued the loyalty of their current workers
and their job knowledge.

This lack of functional literacy skills wastes the potential of the employee frozen at an
entry-level position and unable to move up into more complex jobs. Italso creates a hiring
bottleneck at the entry-level which harms the employment opportunities of the whole
community. Together with the busincsses we concluded that in many ways workforce
development equals economic development.

Develop a partership

Bascd on these discussions and the results of the needs asscssment, the proposal
development tcam proposed a partnership between Southwest Texas State University, the
San Marcos Chamber of Commerce, and the Hispanic Chamber of Commerce. This
partnership developed a model for offering ctfective job-related litcracy and basic skills
programs for the multiple small businesses that arc the mainstay of the local cconomy. The
guiding concept of the proposed model program was 1o develop a community-based
approach to workforce cducation. Clearly, it would not be cost effective or logistically
feasible to provide instruction to two or three workers at different locations across the
community. At the same timc, it might be difficult for employers to relcasce workers at the
same time to meet at a location in the community.

Our task then was more complicated, or at least different, from itraditional workforce
education programs which are most often partnerships between community colleges and
large manufacturers. (Chisman, 1992 ; USDOE, 1992). Our strategy was to develop
educational programs for job familics, rather than specific workplaces. The job families
we served were Custodial, Child Care, Manufacturing, and Equipment Opcerators,

-t
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Implement a community-based
workforce education model

An initial WiN objective was to raisc community awareness about the need for workforee
cducation. The first step was to establish our position and identity within the community.
We had to cstablish who we were, where we were, and why we were there. This step
may appear obvious. Our expericnce indicated that this was not the casc.  Although
representatives from the business community had been helpful in the proposal development
phase, upon funding 12 months later we had to remind them of who we were and why we
were secking their involvement in the project. This situation was further complicated in the
interim because the president of the San Marcos Chamber of Commerce who had signed
the original partnership agreement had been repiaced, and the San Marcos Hispanic
Chamber of Commerce had clected an entirely new Board of Directors. In effect our
original project partners did not know who we were, where we were, or why we were
interested in workforce education. At a recent meeting of project directors sponsored by
USDOE, similar stories were reported from around the country. It was thercfore
recommended that USDOE strecamline its proposal review process. Whether this occurs or
not, future projects must consider continually informing partners to anticipate changes in
personncl.

Define the mission and connect with partners

Our next step then had to be o (re)deline ourselves and our mission to our partners and to
convince them to buy in to the project. Since our program was of benefit to the
Chambers’ members, but not directly to the Chambers themselves, their support was
nominal. They cach agreed to place a member of their Board of Directors on the WIN
Advisory Council (sce below), but they did not play an active role in recruiting employers
or in publicizing our services o local employers. Nonetheless, our formal partnership with
the Chambers gave us valuable and needed credibility with arca employers and facilitated
initial negotiations with employers who became active participants in the network.

Despite the limited role that the San Marcos and Hispaniz Chambers of Commerce played
in the construction of WIN, we would recommend involving such organizations in the
development of inulti-stranded workforce education initiatives which target small
businesses.  Specifically, we recommend identifying individuals active in such
organizations who have a strong interest in workforce education carly on in the planning
phasc. Mcet with them to learn as much as you can about the prevailing perceptions of the
preparcdness of the local workforce. Among other things, they can help you identify
specific employers who are likely to be receptive to your proposed program. Solicit private
scctor involvement in the development of your workforce education proposal. Such
involvement will not only strengthen the proposal, but also facilitate the project
implementation process. Working with chambers of commerce and other trade
organizations is particularly critical to the success of community-bascd approaches to
literacy development. Such organizations are instrumental in the articulation of the local
ccononiic development strategy, and the quality of the local workforce is always a critical
component of any such stratcgy. Let them know you are capable of enhancing the skills of
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local workers and, with them, determine which sectors of the local workforce are currently
considered most critical to the economic vitality and quality of life of your community.

"It's allowing everyone to voice things that they think are
uncertain. 1t's allowing people to realize that they're not
stupid for questioning things. It's okay to say 'Why?' or
'How?' or 'What?' [ think it's important to lct everybody
voice their uncertaintics”

-Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, Tarule
Women's Wavs of Knowing

The position which the WIN staff decided o establish was that of a community-based
workforce cducation initiative which would raise awareness of the nced for job-related
literacy instruction across the private and public sectors and concentrate the knowledge and
resources of multiple employers, cmploycees, educators, and community representatives on
the problem cf workforce and community development. From the onset, WIN staff
advocated the development of literacy programs that would be flexible enough to meet the
needs of multiple workplaces. This was inmiportant 1o establish because it was not cost
effective to customize workforce instructior: for a particular small workplace that might
only have had two or three workers who would participate. Furthermore, the WIN staff
wanted to demonstrate that workforce instruction could be contextualized to a set of
proficiencies common to a particular job family rather than a particular workplace. Such an
approach was the foundation of our model of werkforce education for small businesscs

and should be of critical interest to other literacy practitioners interested in working with
:nall businesses.

Build on existing resources

A second and equally important reason for choosing a community-based approach to
workforce education was the existence of a strong community-based literacy initiative
already in San Marcos with which most of the WIN staff had been associated previous to
implementation of this project. Building upon existing resources strengthens the
community effort and minimizes duplication. San Marcos 1s a community that has a
significant adult litcracy problem.

Scveral organizations were addressing this problem prior to the establishment of the WIN
project. The San Marcos Public Library has a very active literacy and General Educational
Development (G.E.D.) degree preparation program in place. In addition, various
community agencics had combined efforts and resources to establish a family literacy
program in a public housing complex and to enhance existing programs in order to meet the
requirements of the Job Opportunitics and Basic Skills (JOBS) program for Aid to Familes
with Dependent Children (AFDC) recipients authorized by the Family Support Act of
1988. In consultation with the Program Dircctor, the Instructional Coordinator had
developed a general workforee education class for custodians working tn the Physical Plant
at the university. In addition, the Educational Council of the San Marcos Chamber of

10 Creating Custodial Classes
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Commerce (itself a community-based organization) had asked the Project Director to chair a
literacy task force which culiminated in ihe formation of San Marcos Literacy Action
(SMLA}, a community-based organization dedicated to overcoming functional illiteracy.

In short, given WIN's objective of establishing cffective literacy programs for multiple
small employers and in the context of existing literacy initiatives, it was evident that the
WIN staff should exiend the pre-existing community-based model to meet the needs off
iocal cmployers and to cstablish a public/private scctor initiative aimed at overcoming
funsztional illiteracy in the workplace as well as in the community. The primary vehicles
for accomplishing this community-wide cffort toward workforce cducation and cconomic
development were the WIN Advisory Council and San Marcos Literacy Action.  These
groups had overlapping memberships and complementary missions. Expressed in terms of
raising community awarencss, the primary WIN public relations theme was workforee

devclopment always equals cconomic development. In complement, the pamary theme of

SMLA was an educated workforce (which includes the unemployed and under-ecmployed)
cnhances the quality of life in the community, and the development of effective and
accessible literacy programs is an investment in the future.

Now as a parent, my children come 10 me and ask me for
help. I do as much as possible, but sometimes it's hard 1o
understand some of the new math. I would have 1o tell theri
sorry hecause it is completely different. My daughter lelps
while [ listen and learn.

Reading/Writing hprovement Student--Custodian

[ NN 3, >
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Literacy in San Marcos- Preliminary Statistical Summary

City of San Marcos (1990 Census)

Total population VWhite Hispanic Black
28,473 22,527 (719%) 10,571(37%) 1.535(.05%)

Note. Totais do not equal 100% because many residents identiited themselves as both white and Hispanic

According to 1980 census and recent SMCISD surveys 46t of the adulis over the age of 25 do not have a
high school diploma. This represents approximaitely [1.000 people.

San Marcos Consolidated School District

Tolal population Anglo Hispanic Black

6,000 + 47 63°

)
'
3

SMCISD statistic: The San Marcos High School class of 1990 entered the ninth grade with 562 studenis.
it entered the nvelfth grade with 337: 40 < of the freshmen did not make it to the beginning of their senior
vear. Of that 40, 77¢ were Hispanic. Statistics for how many studenis dropped out in the welfth grade

are not available at this time. Nor are statistics available on the number of students who did not enter the
ninth grade.

Adult and Family Literacy Programs in San Marcos

Total Population ispanic Other
Adult 1.250 86 14%
Children: @120 79 chuldren attended Project PLUS last year

3040 children attend ROOTS program at Jackson Chapel

Note: These statistics do not include local adults who have attend programis at Gary Job Corps, Rurat
Capital Area Private Industry Council, the PRIDE Center (@70 students), or the Hays County Law
Enforcement Center.

| 1.250 adults (.5 of the voung age population) put tn a minimum of 36.000 hours of pariicipation 1a area
‘ titeracy programs.

Conclusion: There are at least 10,000 adults out there without a high school diploma
and many more that are functionally illiterate.

12 Creating Custodial Classes “ 9
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While WIN belicves that it made the right choice in choosing a community-based approach
to workforce education in San Marcos, we do not necessarily believe that it is the only
approach to workforce education initiatives that target multiple small cmployers. Rather,
we recommend that practitioners carciully analyze the context in which they intend to
operate and choose their approach basced or that analysis. A signiiicant factor in your
analysis should be demographics. For example, you may choose to operate in a
community larger than San Marcos that has a large number of small businesses. In such a
context, a community-based approach to workferce education may well be too ambitious.
Y ou would probably have great difficulty galvanizing the interest of enough key players in
the community to make it worth your effort. It is important to be cognizant of the diverse
problems, challenges, and opportunitics that make up community life. The larger the
community, the more diverse, and the more likely that certain scctors of the community
will take ownership of certain issues and other scctors will do the same with other issucs.
A promising strategy for developing programs for small emplovers in a medium-sized or
large city might be to target a particular trade or job family and initiatc a partnership with
the employer trade organization and/or the fabor union to which the majority of employces
belong.

In ecconomic terms where there is a greater division of labor, a greater division of literacy
programs for labor is probably desirable. For exampic, a large high tech company may
want onc basic skills pragram for its chip manufacturing division and another one for its
hardware assembly workers. (It is important to note that major compon-:nts of two such
programs could be, and probably should be, the same.) In a small community
charactertzed by small empioyers like San Marcos, the division of labor wceurs at the level
ol the individual business, each needing labor for one or two product lines of customer
services. The division of labor is to some degree community-based and therefore we chose
a community-based responsc.

Reconcile federal priorities with local realities

Since many workforce education programs for small business arc likely to be grant funded,
practitioners inust reconcile the funding agency's prioritics to local realitics. In the case of
the National Workplace Literacy Demonstration Program (NWLD), USDOE strongly
urged practitioners to: 1) obtain at least a 30% in-kind and/or financial contribution from
their partners; 2) link instruction to the litcracy requirements of actual jobs; and 3)
measurc the impact of literacy instruction on worker productivity.

While the WIN staff supported ail of the above priorities, it had difficulty reconciling cach
of them with local workplace realities. In its literacy program for child care workers, for
cxample, it was quickly established that nsost day care centers simply could not afford to
contribute to the project. At the same time, both center directors and workers were cager to
participatc. The WIN statt decided it had an obligation to scerve child care providers,
despite their inability to pay. (Fortunately, in USDOE terminology, the child carc
providers are referred to as sites, not partners. Therefore, WIN was not out of compliance
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with USDOE.) Unfortunately, it is clear that the great majority of day care centers in the
country can not afford to be a partner in NWLD projects. (For more information

concerning USDOE dcfinitions, please see the Federal Register, August 18, 1989, page
34419.)

Linking instruction to the literacy requirements of actual jobs can also prove difficult,
particularly when those literacy requirements are quite iow or when the employer has a
different priority concerning the basic skills education of its workers. For example, it was
difficult to develop a course of instruction tied to the literacy requircments of custodial
work. In our case, this problem was heightened becausc the primary custodial employer
that WIN served wanted a general literacy program as a prerequisite for job specific
training gearcd toward career advancement.

Measuring the impact of literacy on productivity was the most difficult of all. There arc
many variables that impact productivity. It is extremely difficult to attribute increased
productivity to literacy instruction directly. Therefore, in some job families we usecd
mcasures that we decmed were correlated to productivity. For example, within the
Custodial Job Family, workers had little if any literacy requirements on the job. Sull,
supcrvisors and management believed their workplace would be enhanced (i.c., more
productive) if their staff were to improve their literacy skills. Given improved literacy
skills, more students could work toward and receive their G.E.D. and couid be promoted,
which would in turn open up entry-level jobs. Therefore, we argued that we had to affect
the supervisors' and managements' perception of productivity. Within this job family,
given increased perceptions of productivity, our project would be deemed successful.

Demonstrate what for whom

Demonstration projects are designed to identify instructional strategics that are replicable in
a wide variety of situations and for a wide varicty of audicnces. In fact, the purpose of this
guide is to help you find effective strategies to implement a workforce cducation program
in your company or community. However, we recognize cach company and community
exists in a unique context, and it is usually necessary to customize your program to that
context. In San Marcos, we found it useful to ask the following questions: Demonstrate
what for whom? After some discussion and an in-service staff workshop, the WIN staff
reached the following conclusions for our workforce context. First, we nceded to
demonstrate to local workers and employers that participation in the WIN project can make
a positive difference in the way work is accomplished, however measured. Second, we
nceded to identify what worked best and recommend it as a promising approach to
practitioners who arc implementing workforce education projects with these job familics.

This was a good first step, but the federal prioritics-local realitics dilemma was difficult,
particularly as it relates to program cvaluation issues. In our discussions with local
busincssmen, we sometimes encountered an aversion o government intrusion into thetr

affairs. [t is important to account for this possibility when you initiate discussions with

cmployers. The box below describes WIN's encounter with one such employer.
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Federal Priorities and Local Realities:
You Can't Get There from Here

In the fall of 1991, WIN initiated its first Math for Manufacturing class. The partner
company manufactures heat tracing products, usually involving insulated clectric wire, for
the application of hecat to piping, tanks, instrumentation and other types of equipment.
Headquartercd in San Marcos, the company is competitive on the world market in its niche
and has manufacturing and cngincering offices in eight countries around the world. The
San Marcos plant, the company's largest, employs 220 people, about 50 of whom work in
what is called the wire plant. Hearing about the services of the Workforce Instructional
Network at a prescntation made by the Project Dircctor to the San Marcos Manufacturing
Association, the Vice President of Operations called WIN and said he was interested.
Negotiations on how the program would be implemented began.

At about the same time, the project s outside evaluator, visited WIN to gather data for his
baselinc evaluation. He spent a good deal of time talking to project staff about the
importance of program evaluation and the need for accountability. He reminded staff that
we had proposed to USDOE that we would quantitatively and qualitatively assess learner
gain in job-related literacy as well as develop productivity measures. Duc to the cvaluator's
comments, federal priorities were in the forefront of our minds during the negotiation
phase. The vice-president listened politely as the project director told him the things we
would nced to do to satisfy our commitment to USDOE. In addition, the project dircctor
sent a WIN staff member to interview the vice-president in order to collect some baseline
data for the outside evaluator.

The vice president appeared accepting of it all, and we proceeded to develop an cffective
and exciting class for 15 of the company's wire plant workers; all but onc of whom were
women of Mexican and Mexican American origin. In order to gather some data on
productivity, the project director met with the Wire Plant Supervisor in order to devise a
productivity related supervisor rating scale. In that meeting the project director made some
mention of USDOE or the federal government. The Wire Plant Supervisor quickly said,
"You better be carcful talking about the government with Mr. (the vice
president). And if you need anything from him, you better ask me to get it for you. He's
pretty stcamed about the government wanting this and that around here." Well, this was all
news to the project director. The supervisor went on to say that the vice president had
said, "You know, if I had known those guys were gonna want so much damn other stuff,
[ would have just hired a Math teacher from the high school."

The class was a success by every measure, pre- and post- tests, supervisor ratings, and
participant obscrvations. After it was over, the project director asked if the company
would be interested in developing an intermediate Math class. He was told that the
company was just about to enter its busiest part of the year and to contact the company in
the Spring. The project director did so. He taiked to the Plant Supervisor twice and the
Vice President once. There was always something that prevented us from getting another
class going. The Project Director suspects that the real reason has to do with the problem
of reconciling fedcral priorities with local realitics. Yet the class was a success, and the
wire plant workers and supervisors still need and want more math instruction. Only time
will tell if WIN or some other literacy initiative will be welcome back to the wire plant.
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Implement evaluation strategies

Both anecdotal evidence and the literature (cf., Chisman, 1992) indicate that many small
businesscs do not find formal evaluation as used by educators either useful or cost
cffective. Our expenience confirmed this and indicated that our small businesses preferred
focus groups and other informal methods. On the other hand, USDOE wants and nceds
hard evidence 1o demonstrate to Congress and the tax paying public that it 1s making a
positive difference with our tax dollars. Practitioners need to develop creative strategies 10
mect the somewhat contradictory needs of these two very important “customers’.

We chose a strategy that used evatuation methods that were collaborative in nature, such as
focus groups with workers, supervisors, and management representatives.  1ff yvour
program is going well, it will be easy for management to note increased employee self-
confidence and enhanced job performance. This observation on the part of management
mayv result in the gathering of informatior: you consider valuable for vour evaluation. Just
be carcful how vou ask forit. You might try some gentle prompts such as, “1 wonder if
Juan's attendance has improved since he began taking classes?” 1f the company is large
cnough to have a human resources office, vou may be able to work with them on the
collection of job-related data. Unfortunately, most small businesses do not have such an
office, and many do not keep the kind of productivity data that practitioners might find
useful.

Utilize the Advisory Council

Another promising strategy is to usc the forum of the Advisory Council as the place to
discuss workforce cducation on the global, national and local levels. Begin by informing
the Advisory Council about federal prioritics. Scek their assessment of local realities in
specific relation to those priorities. Share the program evaluation objectives stated in your
proposal with the Council and clicit their advice.

USDOE might consider making it a priority that outside evaluators be recruited locally.
Such a person could devote his time to building a partnership effort for the purpose of
program evaluation, thus frecing up the Project Director to concentrate solely on project
implementation and program development. The evaluator and the director could then work
together to achieve both local and federal objectives. USDOE could hold meetings carly in
the funding cycle to inform both the focal evaluator and project director of its priorities and
to provide specific training.
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Build the network

The construction of a community-based Workforce Instructional Network involved two
distinct processes. One wag the creation of a forum which sought community input and
promoted a cross-fertilization of ideas and strategies that centered around the educational
necds of the local workforce as viewed from diverse perspectives. The other was the
crcation of a mechanism for implementing actual programs. To initiate the first process,
we formed the WIN Advisory Council. The WIN staff invited representatives from across
the community who had an interest in the development of an cducated and/or skilled
workforce to monthly meetings over the lunch hour. In addition to employers who were
active WIN partners, we invited literacy professionals, clected officials, representatives
from employers not participating in WIN programs. members from boards of community
organizations, university professors, workforcee education students, students from other
literacy programs, floor supervisors, school district representatives, cte. The purpose of
this approach was threefold: a) to raise community awareness about the need for workforee
cducation instruction; b) to create a forum where the purposes and methods could be
openly discussed; and ¢) to build community buy-in for WIN objectives.

I need help 1o improve my job because the Faws, rules did
regulations are changing every day.

Reading Writing Improvenent Student

Head Custodian

At the first meetings, the WIN staft introduced the USDOE National Workplace Literacy
Demonstration Program and attempted to explain it in global, national, and local contexts.
Studies and reports such as America's Choice: High Skills or Low Wages (1990), the
Secretary’'s Commission or Achieving Necessary Skills (1991), pertinent articles from the
Business Council for Eftective Literacy, MOSAIC, and other newsletters were
disseminated and referenceu so that Council members could view the WIN project as part
of a broader context or mevement. In addition, the Advisory Council was utilized as a
forum to discuss the salient diff zrences between job-related functional context education
and other more traditional literacy instruction (c.g., library based onc-on-one tutoring,
English as a Sccond Language, G.E.D., ctc.). This stimulated thought and discussion
among ecmployer representatives ;ibout what they wanted their employees to learn and why.
Did they want to provide G.E.D training for their employees simply because a significant
number did not have a G.E.D.? Would the academic skills that such training cmphasizes
have an impact on job performance? Did they want to link the learning to the skill
requirements of actual jobs? Did they want workers (o learn content or to learn how to
Icarn? Similar questions should be discussed in your advisory council mectings.

We found through these discussions a cross-fertilization of ideas began to take place. It
turned out that employer representatives {rom two high-tech companics new to San ivarcos
had extensive experience in basic skills programs in workplace contexts and were doing
similar training for their companies. These companties had alrcady committed to their own
brand of Tatal Quality Management.  When they moved to our town, they sct high
minimum skill standards for entry-level jobs. Therefore, they did not need WIN services.
Howcver, their representatives brought quality experiences and insights to the Advisory
Council. In discussions of general literacy versus job-related literacy in specific contexts,
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they were able to make insightful comments based on their experiences. 1f WIN had
limited the Advisory Council to only participant workplaces, this source of expertise would
not have been added to our program.

The second process for developing the Advisory Council cvolved after WIN had
implemented programs for cach of the job families. The Advisory Council began to take a
broader view of the issue of workforce development in the community. Toward the end of
the grant cycle, the Advisory Council sponsored a workforce development focus group,
primarily as a means to assess where to go from here without the support of the USDOE.
Employer representatives reported they had difficulty finding qualified applicants, even for
low-skill jobs. Onc truly startling revelation that arose out of this discussion was that
cvery employer in the room admitted that most of their skilled employees lived outside the
San Marcos community. If higher paid skilled employecs live outside the community, they
are likely to spend their paychecks elsewhere. WIN 1s hopeful that the implications of the
above for the local economy will serve as a galvanizing issuc for San Marcos Literacy
Action to build local support for linking literacy education to actual jobs after the funding
period.

The establishment of the WIN Advisory Council was a critical mechanism in the provision
of a community base 10 the Worklorce Instructional Network. It created a forum where
peoplc could explore the nature of the link between literacy and a good job. It provided a
forum for the WIN staff to develop and refine its marketing premise: workforce
development cquals cconomic development and enhanced quality of life. Finally, 1t
planted the seed for a private/public scctor initiative to develop the local workforce through
literacy.

Create a participatory support structire
through focus groups

Learning conmmunitics require collaboration anmong all
participants to create a safe. respectful environment in whiclt
caclt individual can be and is heard.

Marilvn Boutwell “Partnership For Change”

Darticipatory Literacy Education

WIN's partnership with the two San Marcos Chambers of Commerce and the
cstablishment of the Advisory Council were critical steps in the process of establishing a
viable workforce instructional network for San Marcos. In business parlance, the
Chambers and the Council were the marketing arm of the network. However, another
mechanism was needed o produce effective literacy programs for cach of the four job
families. In order to guarantce that the instruction was job-related, the WIN staff believed
it was cssential o understand the workforee education problem from as many perspectives
as possible. We felt the best way to accomplish this was to cstablish planning and
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cvaluation focus groups for each job family and work toward crealing a participatory,
collaborative workforce education cffort. This focus group should have at lcast onc
management representative, one direct supervisor, one worker, and cne cducator. The
purposc of the participatory group is to work together to understand each other's
perspectives and concerns about all facets of the planned workforce education program.

The advantages of this participatory approach were numerous. First, it built collaboration
from the very start. Management, supervisors, and workers alike were able to see that the
WIN staff was intcrested in addressing the needs, honoring the perceptions, and listening
to the ideas of the key stakcholders in the proposed program. It created a level playing
ficld, at least for the purpose of education. Workers and employvers both knew that they
had an active role in the implementation process.  Potential problems, such as
confidentiality of tesi scores, relationship of student participation to job security, nature and
extent of employer and employee contribution to the project, and other critical issues were
addressed collectively. This participatory approach initiated a process of employer and
cmployee ownership from the inception of the program and strengthened the credibility of
the WIN staff. Employers and workers alike saw that the WIN staff was being consistent.
We did not say onc thing t¢ managers and supervisors and another to workers. Also, the
openness of the approach afforded the WIN staff high visibility at the various work sites.
By the time the needs assessment was completed and classes began, workers, supervisors,
and management knew who WIN was and why we were there. The potential for key
stakcholders to feel blindsided or left out of the process was minimized.  We attemped to
develop these focus groups for cach job family.

However, as noted above, workforce education programs occur in specific contexts, and
literacy providers must have the ability to analyze workplace culture and act quickly on that
analysis. We found first impressions were critical. We often were unable to immediately
implement a participatory approach for the creation of these focus groups. In some cascs,
we even encountered resistance. (Sec box below for an example.) In these situations, we
were able o adapt the participatory approach to existing realities without sacrificing
fundamental principles such as the WIN staff's commitment to the holistic modcl of adult
litcracy development.

The WIN staff faced such a reality when it implemented its workforce education program
for custodial workers at Southwest Texas State University. As noted above, SWT had a
workforce education program for custodial workers in place prior to the funding of this
grant. That program had two major components: a general literacy program with the
objective of preparing custodial workers for the G.E.D. exam an! a job skills program for
custodians who wanted to advance to skilled jobs within the SWT Physical Plant.
(Custodians who sought to improve their limited English profictency were referred to the
cxisting literacy program at the San Marcos Public Library.) Atlthough the program had
been successful from the perspective of learner gain, it did not enjoy the {ull support of
Physical Plant management and supervisors. In particular, the supervisors were reluctent
to provide relcase time for custodians. The reasons for this were multiple. In some cascs,
it was just a matter of workload. In others, custodial supervisors themselves were limited
English proficient and were threatened by the program. In general, supervisors did not
understand why they were required to provide release time for workers to attend literacy or
job skills classes. They did not sec “what was in it for them™ and were, therefore., non-
supportive.
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Realities of a Participatory Approach

Based on our expericnce, WIN recommends the participatory approach to those developing
workforce education for small businesses. However, practittoners need to be sensitive to

the contexts they arc working in and flexible in the development of effective workforce
education program.

Early on in our project, WIN staff discovered first hand how a program can be
compromiscd by not informing all stakeholders of your purpose from the outset. An
employer approached the WIN staff about the provision of Commercial Drivers License
(CDL) instruction to its drivers. In the negotiation phase, the Human Resources

Department assured the project director that all arrangements had been made for the classes
to begin.

A meeting was scheduled with the plant supervisors, and it was as if they had never heard
of WIN. Thesc supervisors had very strong opinions about how the CDL program should
be implemented. First, they believed that the employver should provide full release time to
workers studying {or their CDL test because the new licensing was requircd by law. The
employer had proposed a 50 % time sharc. Sccond, the supervisors believed the worker
should pay for it because they weuld have the right to take it with them to a new employer.
The employer had proposed that 1t pay for the cost of the CDL license. These issues were
resolved at a meeting betwecen supervisors, human resources personncl, and the WIN staff,
but a ncgative and combative tone had been cstablished. Other difficult issues quickly
arosc coneerning confidentiality of the needs assessment process: a critical issue due to the
large number of Limited English Proficient drivers who needed to prepare for the exam
orally in Spanish. Finally, there was a philosophical difference between WIN instructors
and the supervisors on how instruction was to take place. Supervisors advocated a quick
intensive training approach to achicve the discrete goal of the CDL license. WIN
instructors preferred a “lcarning how to fearn™ approach with classes to be held four hours
per week for five weeks. The WIN objective was for workers to complete the CDL class
with the knowledge of how to prepare themselves for any job-related certification which
required the studying of a manual in order to pass an examination.

All of these problems and differences were worked out, and the classes were taught
according to the WIN instructional model. Howcver, there was no mutually agreed upon
mechanism for addressing the issues, and unnccessary tension was created.  Extensive
damage control was required. If the WIN staff had initiated the partnership utilizing the
participatory madel deseribed above, these issues and differences would likely have
surfaced carly on and would have been cfficiently and effectively addressed in a far more
agrecable fashion.
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It was the WIN staif's objective to supplement the pre-existing workiorce education
program with an expanded workforce education course for custodians and to develop a
career advancement component to prepare custodial workers ior entry-level office jobs at
SWT. As explained below, a needs asscssment revealed that custodial work at the
Physical Plant was organized in such a way that the neced for literacy skills was minimized.
Nevertheless, the WIN staff developed a Reading/Writing Improvement class using such
job-related material as safety shects and personnel forms. In addition, a Clerical Skills
class for carcer advancement was developed because the workers requested it. In order @
foster as much cooperation and coflaboration as possible, the WIN staff was in close
contact with the SWT Physical Plant Training Coordinator. Next, WIN instructors created
a participatory environment in custodial classes such that students were involved in the
curriculum development process and felt “ownership™ in the class. Finally, the Tramning
Coordinator arranged a meeting between all Physical Plant supervisors and WIN stalt.
This vanation on the general theme was deemed to be as successtul as possible, given the
situation.

Still, the WIN experience at the SWT Physical Plant was not wholly participatory. In purt.
this was due to the pre-existing literacy program and the workplace structure of the
Physical Plant. As a literacy provider, the WIN staff had to take these conditions into
account and adapt the participatory model to Physical Plant reality. In so domg, the
participatory naturc of the project for this job family was weakened to the exient that the
WIN staff was not fully informed by the supervisor and management perspectives. For
cxample, SWT has no articulated commitment to the promotion of custodians into entry -
level clerical skills jobs on campus. Still. high supervisor enroliment in the Clerical Skills
class resulted in an enhanced appreciation for job-related literacy instruction on the part of
some supervisors who may be more disposed to participate in futurc planning and
cvaluation focus groups.  Morcover., SWT has allocated funding o continue the
Reading:Writing Improvement and Clerical Skills classes bevond the life of the current
granl cycle.

The WIN staff was able to replicate the Reading Writing Improvement class for custodians
within a local school district.  In this instance, the WIN staff was able to more fully
implement the participatory approach 1o course development. WIN staft first met with the
Assistant Supcrintendent for Business Opcerations and the Director of Special Projects to
discuss our purpose and to learn about the school district’s workforee education goals. We
then met with all custodial employees and supervisors to determine what they wanted to
learn and why. After a [ogistical analvsis of the situation and discussion with WIN
tcachers, it was decided that program implementation would need to be delayved until
summer o accommodate both worker and teacher schedules. In carly summer, the WIN
staff met again with district representatives to negotiate issucs of worker release time and
school district contribution to the program. The following week the WIN stalf met with
interested employees, management representatives, and supervisors following the
participatory model discussed above. The program was initiated through the full
collaboration of key stakcholders. The Dircctor of Special Projects for the district was so
excited by warkers' progress that he brought a video camera to the last class mn order to
capture worker thoughts about what the class meant to them. He intends to use the video
Lo demonstrate the value of workforee education programs to school districts around the
state and potential funding sources.
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Therefore, the WIN staff was able to fully implement the participatory approach in the
school district program, and the interest and support of management was far more evident.
As a result, all stakeholders viewed the program positively, and the school district now

provides 50% compensatory time to custodians who enroll in local ESL, ABE, or G.E.D.
classes.

These examples illustrate the WIN staff's implementation of the participatory model in two
distinct contexts. [n the first case, WIN was obliged to adapt the model to the cultural
complexity of the SWT Physical Plant. The program wcs successful at the level of
individual learner, but it had minimal impact on job performancc, except in the case of
custodial supervisors who were able to transfer their new clerical skills to the
rcorganization of their workload. One reason for this minimal impact is that custodial work
at the university is organized such that a bare minimum of literacy skills is required. [tis
doubtful that this work will be reorganized to require more literacy skills in the foreseeable
futurc. Sull, the only means to tic workforce cducation instruction to improved job
productivity was 1o target supervisors' perceptions. The Physical Plant Training
Coordinator and the Physical Plant management reported satisfaction. We understand that
as improved productivity,

[ think this class will help me in my job. Sometimes we
have 1o refer to the MSD book 10 find information on a
chemical and by knowing it is filed alphabetically we can
Jind it faster, and we have to answer memos and by our
knowledge of writing we can do a better job.

Business Writing and Clericai Skills studenit
Custodian

22 Creating Custodial Classes
g




Developing Curriculum

Develop workforce education curriculum around generic literacy strategies

Complete focus group interviews with workers

Gather job-specific material

Observe the workers on the job

Develop a participatory classroom based upon a needs assessment

Establish the logistics of the class

Ensure confidential reporting procedures

Negotiate contract with business

Screen with context-relevant task

Re-ussess the need and adjust the curriculum
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Develop workforce education curriculum
around generic literacy strategies

We chose to design our curriculum to appropriately meet not only our educational criteria
but business needs as well. Meeting business needs was crucial to our project, but became
complex when having to meet both individual and common necds. By concentrating on
developing curriculum based on educating the workers in generic workforce education
strategies rather than training for specific job content, the instruction was made flexible
cnough to meet the needs of workers from several small businesses. For example, in our
Rusiness Writing and Clerical Skills class we had workers from SWT, the Public Housing
Authority, scveral retail stores, cleaning services, and self-emploved child care providers.
Literacy instruction centered around reading strategies for accessing resources to answer
job-advancement questions, and then synthesizing the answers into writing projects in
order to share the information with others. These generic workforce education strategies
served to meet the nceds of the businesses by providing workforce-literate workers able to
address many literacy demands. 1t further served the workers by providing a model for
functional reading and writing. These generic, workplace iteracy strategies were found to
be appropriate whether the individual was currently cleaning buildings or working a cash
register.

The focus on ed'cating for generic workforee education strategies rather than training for
individual job skills also enhanced the transferability of the learning in several ways. We
cxpect the generic workforee education strategics Lo be helpful in a variety of future job
advancement options. including writing evaluation reports as a custodial supervisor or
generating memos as an office worker. In addition, the generic workforce education
strategies focus also enabled some workers to develop applications of these skills into their
personal lives. For example, anecdotal evidence revealed that several workers gained the
confidence and incentive to read books that had been sitting on home shelves for quite
some time. Scveral workers even expressed an interest in applyving for admission to the
university. They noted the applicability of the reading and writing strategies to achicving
success in college. These changing personal goals can be considered strong evidence of an
increased self-confidence in our workers” literacy ability for any environment.

(Do you think 1aking the class will help you in your job?} Yes. It
made me feel belier about myself no matter what I am doing right
now.

Business Writing and Clerical Skills student--Custaodian

Complete a small business needs assessment

An cffective means for determining the educational necds of the businesses you hope to
serve is a Literacy Task Analysis. Descriptions of the formal process can be found
elsewhere (Drew & Mikulecky, 1988). We found we needed to modify this process to
work with small businesses while retaining the three main points of triangulation:
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interviews, materials inspection, and job obscrvation. Therefore, we created a nceds
assessment to look at each worker’s job from several viewpoints in order- 1o get a clear
picture of the literacy tasks or demands involved in its completion.

Complete focus group interviews with workers

We formed focus groups rather than conducting only individual interviews within cach
organization in order to interview the various workers involved in a job (see above). Often
in small businesses, scveral workers performed several jobs. Morcover, we found 1t
important to get input from cach level of the business organization. Management gave us a
big picture of how cach job fit into overall business nceds, such as in terms of quality
goals; the first-linc supervisors contributed information about the problems with actually
completing the goals; and the front-line employees were the job experts. Usually these
focus groups were composed of people at all levels discussing concerns tegether.
However, an uncomfortable management climate in some small businesses mitigated
against focus groups. In these climates we interviewed the same players separately.

[n addition to the information-gathiering function of the interviews, direct contact with cach
set of concerned workers carly in the development cyvele increased the commitment of the
organization. This buy-in was crucial to our success. Lack of commitment almost
torpedoced our work with one organization for another job family. We neglected o work
directly with the first-line supen isors of people who needed to pass a Commercial Drivers
License exam because, as a new state law, the need scemed evident. This was a mistake,
and it took a lot of energy to mitigate the damage done by this oversight. First-line
supervisors were found to determine whether a program, and the workers who participate
in it, will be viewed positively or negatively by other workers.

Gather job-specific material

The next step in our needs assessment was 1o gather all the materials which potential
workers were expected to use when completing a particular job, as well as those general
maltcrials which arc part of their work cnvironment such as safety warnings, newsletters,
and policy manuals. These materials were used to provide a functional context for
instruction.  For our Reading/Writing Improvement classes, for example, materials from
the job were both supplied by the instructor for large group discussion, and brought in
independently by workers for individual practice. However, materials themselves should
be carefully cvaluated in the curriculum development process. Occasionally, what looks
like a lack of nccessary skills in the workforee can actually be traced to poorly designed
materials. In that casc. new malterials rather than classes might be suggested to more
appropriately meet the business' needs.
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Observe the workers on-the-job

The third point of the triangulation was actual job observation. This gave us a context for
the information gained in the interviews and provoked further clarifving questions about
the literacy strategies of the workers. In addition, observation helped avoid
misunderstandings about the naturce of the job which would not be uncovered in an
interview-only approach. Employecs often did not realize the extent of the various literacy
tasks required by their jobs nor did they identify them as such. For example, since the
reading-to-do found on a job is different from the reading-io-learn remembered from
school days (Mikulecky & Dichl, 1980) workers may say they don't rcad on the job,
whereas observation gathers more accurate data on the frequency of their actual job-related
interactions with print.

Job observation in the Custodial Job Family revealed a relative dearth of literacy tasks
nceded to successfully function as a beginning level custodian. Literacy demands were
more obvious in job advancement opportunitics as well as in home and community-related
contexts. Classroom matenals, therefore, were drawn from the workplace but were more
often identificd based on workers' personal interests. However. transfer of learning
strategics for many types of texts was demonstrated during class.

Develop a participatory classroom
based upon needs assessment

This class helped me feel good about things that | never
really thought 1 could do. When vou listened to me and
encouraged me, then I realized I really could do things. That
gave me more self-confidence, and now Itry 1o do that with
my crew. When the guys come 1o me with questions, 1 feel
mmaore able 1o listen 1o them and iry 1o help with new things,
instead of just telling them the same things 1o do.

Reading/Writing Improvement Student

Ground Crew Supervisor

The curriculum was considered the road to our instructional goal. Therelore, based upon
the nceds assessment, we identified suggested basic topics, a sequence for the topics, some
materials and handouts to be used, and pre-tests and post-tests before beginning the class.
Sull, the curriculum was considered tentative until actual class members were involved in
the development.  There are three important reasons for running workforce education
classes in this participatory manner. First, the workers arc the job experts and their
continuing input is esscntial to determining the validity of instruction. There is little time to
waste in unnccessary instruction, and they are prime experts in what instruction is relevant
1o their needs.
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Second, sharing the power of the class tended to increase the commitment of class
members. This commitment was crucial to success and can be easily lost if the classes
come o be viewed as just somcthing “done to” the workers by management or by
educators unconcerned with them. This commitment is also enhanced because a
participatory approach demonstrates respect for the leamers 23 successful adults who bring
many skills with them to class.

Third, several of the underlying skills considered important by businesses today, such as
thosc associated with problem-solving and teamwork, arc de:eloped best in the atmosphere
of mutual respect fostered by participatory education.

Characteristics of an Effective Participatory Instructor:

Flexible
- willing to adapt new teaching strategies
- able to take and give constructive criticism

- able to approach problems and explain ideas from many angles. not just
“This is my way, the right way.”

- employs a team-player approach

- facilitates group interactions

Experienced in the Real World Application of the Content Area

- knows subject thoroughly to atlow teaching from numerous perspectives
and validating building from lcarner’s prior knowledge

- quickly builds bridges from academic jargon to real world contexts

Student-Centered

- sensitive to workers’ perspectives
- able to listen, as well as lecture

- paticnt with disparate background knowledge and rate of progress of varied
adult learners

- acknowledges learner gains in as many arcas as possible, not just pre-post-
lest numbers

- shows workers s he cares

- sensitive to multicultural issues

Lo
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Establish the logistics of the class

Educators who arc usced to working in an cstablished educational institution often do not
have to think of some of the logistics associated with developing a class. However, we
found workforce cducation requires a more entrepreneurial approach.  Such things as
finding a place to teach, discovering a source {or overhead projectors and blackboards, and
arranging for copying services must be donc. One important itfem to consider was the
confidentiality of a classroom site. One of our classes moved to the community room of
the local public library rather than use a training room in onc of the involved organizations.
Since the supervisors' offices were off of the training room, employces sometimcs felt that
management could “look over their shoulders.” The library room was better able to meet
the workers' nceds for confidentiality during class.

Ensure confidential reporting proceditres

Confidentiality was also an issuc for reporting student progress. We found it very
important that the workers feel comfortable during the lcarning process. This was
especially true of our workers whose past educational experiences had been negative.
They nceded to know that the incvitable mistakes they make while lcarning would not have
a ncgative cffcct on their job ratings. To ensure this confidentiality as lcarners, we
negotiated agreements with all employers to provide them with fcarner gain icports cither in
the aggregate or individually with randomly-assigned numbers. rather than names of
workers.

Negotiate contract with business

The program director needed to negotiate an informal agreement with the businesses for
both programmatic and individual lcarner concerns. One aspect of this agreement was the
incentives which were used to encourage workers to attend class and the various ways
workers were going to demonstrate their commitment. In the case of the Cnstodial Job
Family, cmployers demonstrated their commitment by paying for cither half or full relcase
time for the workers to attend classes. The employees demonstraied their commitment by
regular attendance, which was reported to the companics, and by doing the necessary
studying outside of class on their own time. Since the employees came to class during the
regular working day there was no need for additional support structures such as child care
or transportation.
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Screen with context-relevant task

We chose to screen workers to answer two questions: 1) What are the interests and needs
of workers; and 2) Which students are not at appropriate functional levels fur the class as
designed and can be referred to a more appropriate support structure? The screcning
process included several perspectives in order to get the most complete informaiion to
answer thesc questions.  Perspectives included information from the needs assessment ,
the worker's sclf-perception of need, the perceptions of management and supervisors, an
interview with an educator during the first class to prepare the Individual Educational Plan
and to assess possible English as a Second Language (ESL) nceds and student goals, and
pre-tests to determine genceral and job-specific literacy levels, writing ability, and reading
and writing apprehension levels. These several perspectives provided both qualitative and
quantitative information for the educator to determine what was best for cach student.

Midwife-1eachers are the opposite of banker-teachers. While the
bankers deposit knowledge in the learner's head. the midwives
drav it out. They assist the students in giving birth to their own
ideas. in making their own tacit knowledge explicit and
claborating i1.

--Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberoer, Tarule,

Wormen's Ways of Knowing
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SWT Physical Plant
Reading/Writing Improvement Class

Let's Get Started!
What is today’s date?

What is vour nume?

What is vour job title?

Where do you work?

Please take vour ume to answer the fullowing questions. Be as honest and complete as vou can Use
the back of this sheet or another prece of paper 1f you need more room.  Your answers will help me
know what and how o teach to meet vour necds  [et's create a class together!

Why are vou in this class?

What are the two most important things you want to [earn from this class?

Do vou think it is casy or hard to learn new things? What makes vou think that?

What are your plans when vou finish this class? Do you think vou'll do vour job any
differently? Will you take other classes? Do you hope 1o get a promotion or different

job?

20
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Re-assess the need and adjust the curriculum

The results of the pre-testing and interviews were then evaluated. At this point, some
workers were referred to alternative educational providers for help with ESL or beginning
literacy instruction. The goals and interests of the workers remaining in the class were
mined for commonalities and progression of ideas. Workers and instructor together
prioritized interests and ideas to come up with a progression of class themes, rcading
malcrials, and writing projccts.  This progression was then matched to our curniculum
developed prior to class and compromises were made. The flexibility of this approach
created a need for on-going instructor support staff provided by the I[nstructional
Coordinators.

Provide in-service for staff development

A particular addition to our course development was the provision of staff development
workshops.  Most of our staff had not worked in workforce literacy environments, had
little experience with qualitative and quanitative asscssment, and had virtually no
experience with the WIN instructional model. We solicited consultants from the ficld at
large as well as from SWT to deliver three workshops. Outside consultants werc hired to
provide a two-day workshop to help us corroborate our priorities to demonstratc "what™
for "whom". This workshop was extemely fruitful to cvaluate these prioritics and
document what information needed to go to whom. Two half-day workshops were given
by the Program Dircctor on the WIN instructional model as well as administration and
scoring of the cloze instrument. For the novice instructors, these proved uscful. In
addition, the Instructional Coordinators held weekly staff meetings where instructional
issucs were discussed, pedagogical strategics confirmed, and problems resolved. To
foster transfer for instructors, scveral of the instructors sat in the class for an entirc mini-
course to observe and act as teacher’s aide. For the next iteration of the mini-course, the
instructor taught the course with the Instructional Coordinator observing and acting as a
tcacher’s aide. This transfer of responsibility for instruction proved successful as
performance varied little from those mini-courses taught by the Instructional Coordinator
and those taught by novice instructors. We would, thercfore, recommend you solicit
consultants for staff development in curriculum development, the WIN instructional model,
and qualitative and quanitative assessment.
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Teaching the Class

Teach process not content

Use WIN 4-part instructional model
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Teach process not content

When designing courses for the Custodial Job Family, improving generic literacy skills
were deemed significant desired learner outcomes. For many custodians, however,
literacy tasks (whether reading, writing, or calculating) were not a significant portion of
their day-to-day routines. Because of the generally low literacy levels of this group of
workers as a whole, job routines had already been established by supervisors which
effectively and cfficiently by-passed workforce education demands. Mixing and diluting of
chemical cleaning solutions, for example, were done by supervisors or via simple routines
which were consistent parts of a new employee's training. Safety training was given
orally, if needed, with enough individual practice that workers and management generally
felt no morc instruction in this arca was nceessary.

Workers, however, had a strong desire o improve their literacy skills both for personal
growth and for job advancement. Management supported this desire.  Courses were
devised, therefore, which emphasized expanding reading and writing strategies applicable
to general literacy as well as future workforce education demands. Generative themes
cvolved from w orkplacc issues, and workers employved a variety of community resources
to explore thosc themes

Courscs for custodial workers took several forms, depending upon the workers involved
in any particular course. In general, however, two distinet kinds of classes were offered.
A Rcading/Writing Improvement class was designed primarily for workers who did not yet
have a G.E.D., although their literacy levels vaned widely. Generative themes focused on
issues from work and home. A Clerical Skills class was designed for workers who had
alrcady obtained a G.E.D. or high school diploma. This class focused on carcer
advancement issues. Both classes emphasized expanding reading strategies for a variety of
texts and then synthesizing and applving rcading-based themes into original writing.

Although the content of the courses varied with participant feedback, one of the main topics
addressed in cach course was the instructional process of teaching workers how to learn
independently. Workers were expected and guided to contribute greatly to the pacing and
presentation of ideas (sec WIN instructional model below). This method of teaching
surprised many of the workers who, following the traditional model, initially expected the
class to consist largely of lectures on specific literacy arcas. Workers were surprised to be
forming, then answering, their own questions about subjects.  Other aspects of the
instructional maodel (detailed below) contributed to a consistent effort to model and practice

the process of independent, holistic learning by using the content derived from student-
chosen topics.

Classes were held twice weekly for 14 10 2 hours each session depending upon the class.

The class length was based on a combination of business constraints and the number of
identified literacy tasks. We felt that a twice-a-week class spread out over several weeks in
the form of a rrini-course gave the workers the time needed to practice and refine their use
of the techniques from class at home and on the job. The usual two-day seminar of
traditional training would not have permitted this guided growth process.

S \) Teachmg the Class
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Descriptions of the two classes and the various times they were offered is provided below.,
Sample syllabi and lesson plans for each class are contained in Appendix A.

Summer, ‘91: Reading/Writing [mprovement (8 weeks)

A small class of SWT Physical Plant workers, including both grounds and
custodial staff, who lecamed job-related ESL issues such as reading work order
forms and asking clarification questions of supervisors.

+-W, ‘91: Reading/Writing Improvement (14 weeks)

ST Physical Plant workers from the custodial staff worked on applying reading
and writing strategics 1o job-related safety materials and traditional G.E.D. vendor
malcrials. (The G.E.D. was necessary for promotions.) Workers also generated
work-related questions, such as understanding insurance and retirement benefits,
located ard accessed print resources o answer those questions, and wrote and
presenied i cports on their findings to the rest of the class.

Spring, *#2: Reading/Writing Improvement (14 weeks)

SWT Physical Plant workers and another worker from the community generated
t ¢ work-related themes of cultural issucs at work and opportunitics for continued
cducation. The instructor located articles dealing with the themes. Workers read
the articles together, discussed strategics for achieving understanding, and
answcred comprehension and application questions on the articles. Then workers
used those themes as a springboard for individual writing projects which were
collaborutively edited and published in a group book.

Summer, ‘92 Keading/Writing Improvement (8 weeks)

Physical Plant staff from a local school district generated the work-related themes
refating to education and their position at work. The instructor located articles
dealing with the themes, which the workers read and discussed. Then workers
uscd those themes as a springboard for individual writing projects which were
collaboratively edited.

Spring, ‘92 Business Writing and Clerical Skills (14 weeks)

Two sessions of this class were offered simultancously due to high demand. One
session contained SWT Physical Plant workers, both custodians and supery isors.
The other session contained workers from a number of retail and other service
positions at a variety of businesses from the San Marcos community. Both groups
of workers gencerated topics of interest, including clerical procedures and job
advancement questions. Clerical procedures were modeled by the instructor and
practiced in groups and individually. Workers then chose job advancement
questions, formed interest groups, and located and accessed community resources
(both print and people). Findings were written individually and revised
collaboratively to form group books.

ko)
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Use WIN four-part instructional model

A process-oriented educational philosophy formed the basis for our four-part instructional
model. The first step in this model involved an initiating cvent which engaged the prior
knowledge of the workers, who were considered the content knowledge experts for their
jobs. Next, the teacher modeled literacy strategics, using a large group discussion format.
The strategies taught were based on those literacy tasks we were able to identify via the
nceds assessment and through participatory learning with the workers (see above). Small
groups then collaborated on workplace-related literacy tasks which required the use of
thesc new strategics. This small group emphasis developed the communication and
tcamwork skills which are sought by employers, while at the same time developing
workers’ strategies for accomplishing the workforce education tasks. Finally, learners
worked to apply their new understandings during independent practice on workplace and
home-rclaied litcracy tasks.

WIN Instructional Model

Initiating event/focusing activity

- cngages prior knowledge

- builds on lcarner strengths

- demonstrates relevance/connection of new knowledge 10 old knowledge

Teacher modelling/large group discussion
- uscs master/apprentice conception of litcracy
- demonstrales metacognitive strategics

- validates a varicty ol strategics from students

Small group collaborative practice/application
- cncourages a community of teachers/learners

- gives learners opportunity to develop teamwork skills being emphasized

by business

- safe ask-taking environment, especially for LEP students

Individual practice/application at home and work
- transfers strategics to variety of contexts

- cncourages metacognilion

-_Incorporales wriling 4cross content arcas

i
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Initiating event

At the beginning of the class, activities are oriented toward engaging the background
knowledge of the workers. Starting with information the lcarners alrcady knew reinforced
their self-confidence about the importance of their prior knowledge and lessened the feeling
of the class as remediation. Starting instruction by building on strengths alrcady held also
decreased the alicnation and helplessness many workers felt toward learning. The
participatory naturc of the class was cnhanced by acknowledging the co-learner status of
instructor and student, with workers as experts in job content and instructors as experts in
applying lcarning strategies. The brief “survey” of background knowledge also served as a
mini-diagnosis for the tcacher. She could have a rough idea of the level of expertise of
each of her workers and, therefore, know at what level to begin instruction, what analogies
would be relevant in teaching, and who could be called upon carly as an “expert” to help
modecl concepts. Examples of initiating activities can be found in the Lesson Plans in
Appendix A.

Initiating activitics in the Reading/Writing Improvement class might include reading a title
and predicting text from the article, or discussing personal expericnces on a given topic.
Focusing activities in the clerical class included a group discussion of what workers
already knew about various clerical topics, such as filing or message-taking, or a review of
rescarching/writing progress to date and a plan of action to take for the class session in
order to mect long-term goals.

Modeling and large group discussion

The next step in the class was the instructor modcling a technique such as how to
brainstorm idcas for a writing project. Think-alouds (described in Soifer's book below)
were often used for demonstrating a variety of reading comprchension and writing
composition strategics. The instructor would talk about her scarch for meaning while
cncouraging class members to contribuie their ideas. Teachers and workers talked about
not only the whar (i.c., the content) of the text meaning, but also the ow of arriving at
meaning. Comprchension strategics demonstrated and discussed included vocabulary
context clues, predicting information and reading to confirm, marking text with question
marks, and underlining to monitor comprehension.  Writing composition stratcgics
included the process of planning, organizing, writing, editing and revising. A uscful
cheeklist of reading strategics can be found in Soifer's Complete Theory -10-Practice
Handbook of Adult Literacv (199Q)

The combination of teacher modeling and large group discussion was very flexible and
could be altered as needed according to the progress of the workers. Some methods were
modcled almost exclusively by the instructor the first time. Other methods were presented
mostly by the workers, with the instructor facilitating a summary, if necessary.
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Guided practice

The next step added a guided practice for the literacy techniques introduced during the
modeling and group discussion step. For example, reading stratcgics werc applied
collaboratively on a separate text or a different part of the group-modeled text. Or, peer
feedback was provided during all the steps of the writing process (planning, organizing,
writing, editing, revising). Workers usually formed their own groups of 2-5 members.
They were encouraged to talk aloud about their problem-solving process in order to arrive
at a consensus understanding about the literacy strategy they were learning.

This small group practice was intended to mirror and evaluate the strategies learned during
the large group modeling, but with much less dircction from the instructor. The
instructor's role in this step changed from director to facilitator. Workers were encouraged
to actively involve all group members in a discussion of each student’s understanding of
how to use the strategy. [f questions arose as to punctuation placement during writing, for
example, the instructor's first response was usually, “What does your group suggest?
Who have you asked within your group?” This collaborative small group activity validated
workers' roles as co-teachers and encouraged workers to think of knowledge as being
actively constructed, not passively received. Even problem-solving was guided toward
being an on-going collaborative effort, not a random guess for the right answers to
complete the worksheet.

Independent practice

The fourth step provided the workers with a chance to independently practice the new
literacy techniques they were learning in new texts. Each individual student wrote and/or
read about topics of their own selection based on the theme discussed in class. Their
writings were extensively revised with the goal of publication and sharing with an audience
beyvond immediate class members. Workers could access whatever resources they deemed
appropriate for the task such as reference materials, class notes, co-workers, or the
instructor. In the end, however, they had to build upon their own knowledge of literacy
strategics to process the texts. Peers and the instructor were available, but the student had
to use the strategies on their own. This social, mutually supportive, collaborative approach
to problem-solving was designed to mimic actual job conditions of problem-solving. The
results of some of thesc independent practice student writings have been gathered together
in a scparate book included in this set of instructional program guides.
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Graduation ceremony

A final component of cach class was recognition for the workers who participated. A
brunch was given in honor of those attending each class at which Certificates of Atlendance
were presented (sce Appendix B for an example). This brunch was attended by program
staff and workers' managers and supervisors, and pictures were taken for the local
newspaper and company newsletters. This recognition provided feedback to the workers
on the importance we placed on literacy improvement. For adults who have had httle if any
academic success in their lives, this recognition was extremely well- received.

My daughter is seven. She has three story books she wanis
me 1o read to her. I never knew you could say thing in
different wavs. Now. when [ go howe, [ think I'll try 1o do
that- von know, like make the books exciting for her.

Reading/Writing Iuprovement student

Custodian

i1

e
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Collect on-going feedbuck from workers
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Instructor's perspective
Evaluator's perspective
Conclusion

Summary

M-
P




With our participatory approach, the responsibility for each class’s success was shared by
workers, instructors, and cvaluators. Y orkers were constantly encouraged to provide
feedback to the instructor and to monitor their satisfaction with class progress. [nstructors
were encouraged 1o assess and adapt their instruction to the workers' needs. Evaluators
were encouraged 1o assess the workers' progress with 100!s that informed both the student
and the instructor. This triangulation led us to select some specific assessment tools while
we developed others in a formative effort to identify the most valid instruments and
procedures for evaluating worker progress.

Worker's perspective

Develop an Individual Education Plan

At the outset of cach class, instructors completed an interview with each worker to design an

Individual Education Plan. Using the WIN IEP Interview IForm (sec appendix B), instructors
orally interviewed cach worker. This information helped the instructor screen for workers who
were in necd of ESL instruction and to identify the worker’s goals a--d aspirations for the class.

This information was then used to adjust the curricular goals for the class (see above).

Collect on-going feedback from workers

A sccond, effective procedure was to request from workers information regarding their
perceptions on the success of a given class as it was in progress. To gather this
information, we constructed a WIN Formative FEvaluation Form (scc appendix B) and
administered 1t during the mini-courses. This form provided the instructor of the class
instant feedback from the workers about the most and least useful parts of a given fesson.
Further, it gave instructors information about problems carly enough during instruction that
immediate corrections could be made. The anonymous, written format not only helped
some workers express themselves more freely than an oral format, but it provided a forum
lo practice writing strategics.

Collect transfer feedback from workers at the end of class

A third procedure for gathering evaluation information which we found useful was to have
workers complete a WIN Participant I'valuation Form (see appendix B) on the final day of
class. This information helped confirm the extent of transfer that workers were making
from the class to the literacy requirements of the their job and their personal lives. It also
uncovered any global dissatisfactions, such as too little time to preparc homework between
classcs.

Collect exit interview feedback

A fourth procedurc was an exit interview conducted with each participant. During this
conversation, oral feedback was gathered from workers to confirm the transfer of the class
information to work or to home (e.g., sample information received, “I have a promotion
since | passed the G.E.D. test”™ or *| can tcach my kids how to study™). Information from
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these exit interviews was then compared with the student’s Individual Educational Plan
designed at the outset of the course and examined for goals achieved and new goals set (sec
example in Appendix B) These new goals helped program staff determine new courses
that needed 1o be offered or referrals to other community service or educational programs
for additional support.

Instructor’s perspective

These same {our tools used to understand the worker’s perspective helped inform the
instructor on the workers’ progress in the strategies, their concerns about strategy usage,
and any transfer of strategies to work and home literacy task demands. At the same time,
traditional pre-test and post-test instruments werce administered to document progiess for
the evaluator’s perspective.

Still, the instructors felt even more information was needed to adequately monitor workers’
progress during the class. Gains in behaviors, attitudes, and procedures toward learning
reading and writing were not adequately documented by existing measures. Students
increased confidence in asking questions, willingness to plan and revise writing projects,
and ability to apply reading material to real life situations; all of these aspects of learning
were deemed important by instructors and workers. At the same time, traditional
quantitative evaluation has tended to regard these aspects as 0o subjective to measure for
purposes of program cvaluation. Thercfore, near the middle of the granting period the
WIN staff began developing portfolio-based qualitative assessment instruments. These
instruments were designed to show gain in participatory learning behavior, application of
reading strategies, application of writing strategies, and improved rcading and writing
performance. Because of the complexity of designing and validating thesc instruments, we
were only able to use them in two offerings of the Reading/Writing Improvement class.
However, we would recommend these instruments be used by the instructor to document
progress and revise instruction as necded. We also believe they can, and should, be used
by both instructor and student together to discuss progress in the construction of their
reading and writing strategics. Furthermore, we recommend continued piloting of these
instruments with the goal of assessing their efficacy and appropriateness as program
evaluation instruments. These instruments have been provided and described in a separate
book included in this set of instructional program guides.

School was a very bad experience for me. I couldn't speak a word
of nelish when 1 first started the first grade. I remember standing with my
dad, outside the third grade class, crving, not wanlting 1o go inside the class
roont, I didn't learn English until maxbe the third or fourth grade.

By the time Ileft school I'was seventeen vears old and I was in the
cighth grade. I had learned practically nothing...

Tronically, I think I learned more after I'left school, because then |
got interested in books...

My goal is 10 some dav atlend college classes al my place of
employment. I dare 10 dream that some day I coudd obtain a college degree.

--Reading/Writing hmprovement Student-- SWT Groundskeeper

W
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Evaluator’s perspective

A variety of formal assessment instruments were used to document worker gain from the
cvaluator’s perspective. We were attempting to document gain in both workforce
cducation and general litcracy from both quantitative and qualitative viewpoints as well as
to document improved productivity. Several instruments were piloted to find the best mix
which would be both informative and non-intrusive to formatively evaluate the curriculum.
This also would provide a triangulation on the worker’s perceptions and the instructors
perceptions as mecasured by the informal procedures discussed above.

Initially, a standardized reading test (the Hadley Press Adult Placement Indicator) was
piloted as a quantitative indicator of general literacy performance level. The Adult
Placement Indicator satisfied our non-intrusive criterion since it was typical of most
traditional general literacy measures and our workers reported being comfortable with its
format. Inadequate correlation was sometimes found, however, between performance on
this instrument and perceptions {rom the workers or the instructors. Morcover, this
instrument failed to aid us in asscssing worker ability to read job-related matenials.

Therefore, we developed a cloze test as a measure of workforce education performance.
Our cloze test was created by taking a passage from the working context and deleting every
fifth word. The student must fill in the blank with the original word to the best of his or
her ability. The cloze test we developed was based on a passage taken from a newsletter
distributed to all employees on a monthly basis (see Appendix B for a copy of the cloze
passage). We selected this newsletter since the literacy task analysis identified littfe if any
print job-specific to the Custodial Job Family. This newsletter was as close as we could
get to job-rclated print and success in the class should improve performance in reading the
ncwsletter. However, a readability analysis of the passage suggested it was above 12th
grade level. Still, this was typical of the print available to these workers in the workplace.

For all the Reading/Writing Improvement mini-courses, the workers and the instructors
reported being very uncomfortable with the cloze task, and the workers’ performance
reflected it. All workers performed at the frustration level for this material. This was not
unexpected given the readability level of the text. On the other hand, for the Clerical Skills
mini-course, the workers were better readers and thus were morc comfortable with the
cloze task. Most of the workers performed at the instructional level on this task.

Wtile a cloze task is theoretically sound and measurcs the rcading process more directly
taat the traditional product-oriented Adult Placcment Indicator, it was not sensitive enough
to mcasurc the workers' ability in the Reading/Writing Improvement mini-courses. Had
we re-written the workplace related passage to a lower readability level, the workers might
have had more success with it. 1t might have been more sensitive to their abilitics and the
change in these abilities over the course of the instruction. Therefore, we delay our
reccommendation on the usc of the cloze test as a measure of workforce education until
others have an opportunity to usc it in workplace-related material that is wrilten at an
appropriate readability level.

To address this sensitivity concern, for the last two iterations of the Reading/Writing
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Improvement mini-course, we uscd both a cloze test and the portfolio-based qualitative
assessment instruments (o measure performance gain. These port{olio-based quantitative
assessment instruments scemed to be more sensitive for measuring worker performance
gain. Moreover, if onc could usc thesc continually throughout a class, we believe they
would also help inform instruction better than the cloze or the traditional general literacy
measure.

Additionally, to address the sensitivity issue, we used a Writing Apprchension scale (sce
Appendix B) in both the Business Writing and Clerical Skills mini-courses and one of the
Reading/Writing Improvement mini-courses. This instrument aflowed us 1o assess reduced
apprchension in writing following our instruction. Over the three mini-courses, we saw
marked reduction in writing apprchension. We would recommend this instrument for
informing the instructor, the workers, and the evaluators.

The thing I liked the least about the class was the wrile (sic)
part, and now that 1 finish my write project I end up liking
what I wrote. [ thought I did a great job and I was very
proud of mvself.

Business Writing and Clerical Skills student

Custodian

To satisly our concerns with attrition rates in traditional adult education: programs, we
measured retention rates lor our seven classes. These rates averaged 91% which was
significantly above the national average of S0% to 70 % retention (Chisman, 1990). We
argue our participatory, collaborative approach to workforce education has much to do with
this reduced attrition.

Finally, we measured the amount of time on task for evaluating our instructional
cffcctiveness. While this measure is difficult at best to document, we asked our workers to
approXimate amount of time spent on independent practice utilizing the strategies taught
both on the job and at home. Workers in the Reading/Writing Improvement classes and the
Clerical skills classcs reported spending an average anywhere from 3.3 to 10.7 hours per
week over the term of the mini-course in independent practice. Much of our gain in worker
performance can be attributed to this commitment on the part of the workers to practice
outside of class.  We argue the participatory, collaborative, relevant nature of our
instruction fosters this commitment.

We would, therefore, recommend a variety of job-specific literacy measurcs. Specifically,
we would recommend using a traditional literacy mecasure (like the Adult Placement
Indicator) 1o screen students into the most appropriate level of instruction, to inform both
workers and instructors about general literacy performance, and to document transfer of
workforce education performance to general literacy performance for the cvaluator. We
would recommend utilizing a Writing Apprehension Scale (Daly and Millery to document
for the workers, instructor, and cvaluator reduced apprehension about the writing process.
We would recommend monitoring attendance to confirm whether the WIN instructional
model will reduce attrition in other job scttings.  Finally, we would recommend
documenting worker’s time on task outside of class, both on-the-job and at home, to
confirm our data.
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In addition, we would recommend continued experimentation with the portfolio-based
qualitative assessment instruments and the cloze test. The qualitative instruments have
shown initial promise as instruments sensitive enough to quantily learner gain. However,
their classroom use was limited due to the time coastraints of this grant. Continued
experimentation might concentrate on refining the instruments for ease in administration
anc! ability to compare program gains. Continued experimentation with the cloze should
inciude selecting or designing workplace related material that is more appropriate to the
worker's performance level when creating a cloze test. While several workforce education
experts believe the cloze test is the most viable measure of the reading process, our
experience indicates that instructors, students, and program administrators found the cloze
results to be of limited diagnostic and comparative utility. Continued experimentation with
cloze test administration and interpretation 1s recommended.

o Creating Custodial Clisses
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Conclusions

The final responsibility of any workforce education effort is determining whether the needs
of all concerned parties have been met and then communicating this to each stakeholder.
One of the complicated aspects of workforce education is the number of stakeholders who
may be involved. In our case, we had eight separate stakeholders for each mini-course:
SWT, the WIN program staff, the USDOE, an outside evaluator, each of the workers,
each of the businesses, the two Chambers of Commerce, and the workforce education field
at large. In order to clarify these priorities, we solicited outside consultants, Paul Jurmo
and Carol Clymer-Spradling. This proved to be extremely fruitful as we discovered that a
grid showing “WHO wants WHAT MEASUREF: for WHAT PURPOSE” was not only
stmple, but useful for our formative summative evaluation.

Following this suggestion, we chose to sausfy these stakcholders on two levels. On a
long-term level, SWT, the USDOE, an outside evaluator, the two Chambers of Commerce,
and the workforce education field at large will receive this document to inform them in
future decisions about workforce education implementation for small businesses. On a
more immediate level, the WIN staff and the workers received the information to meet their
needs for refining the curriculum and the instruction. Morcover, the businesses received
attendance data to maintain their payroll records. Learner gain data was also reported on an
immediate basis to the businesses. However, we reported it anonymously or in the
aggregate. We found it vital to ensure that necded feedback was given to and received
from each stakeholder at this immediate level and that this communication was foslered so
that futurc courses could be developed.

In the end, we determined that five questions should be answered by this WIN

demonstration project. These questions and the answers also document the success of this
project.

Dicd we reach our service goals?

Our project as a whole served 232 workers in four job families from 33 separate small
businesses. In this Custodial Job Family specifically, we offered seven iterations of three
different mini-courses to 66 workers. Of those 66 workers, 60 successfully completed the
mini-courses, for an average retention rate of 91%, significantly above traditional adult
Iiteracy retention rates of SO-70% retention (Chisman, 1990).

Wae instriction successful!

The hotistic, participatory nature of our instruction proved successful from both qualitative
and quantitatye perspectives. We were able 1o prlot quantitaus ¢ and qualitative general and
workplace-specific literacy measures and determine the effectiveness of cach. We were
able to develop informal measures of workforce educatton from the worker's, the
istructor’s, and the evaluator’s perspectives. We were able to obtain from management a
definition of productivity as being the workers' ransing then educauon level which would
allow them o apply for higher-fevel jobs.
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Quantitative and qualitative test results confirm the project's effectiveness. Average general
literacy gain based on the Adult Placement Indicator reached as high as .72 grade
equivalent years for 30 hours of instruction. Avcrage gain on the workforce education
measure reached as high as 4. 4% on the cloze test. This was a substantial gain for most of
the workers who performed at the frustration icvel for this workplace matcrial.  Significant
change :n writing apprehension suggested improved sclf-confidence among these workers
in their ability to write.

Perhaps morc importantly, anccdotal reports indicated that workers found grealer academic
self-confidence and increased literacy skills by participating in WIN mini-courses.
Workers reported feeling more free to participate in workplace conversations with peers
and supervisors and better able to understand written directions.  Several workers
mentioned that they felt morc able to participate in family literacy activitics, such as helping
children with homework or writing letters to teachers. Workers uscd independent writing
activities to tackle subjects that had previously felt overwhelming, from learning how to
operate a sprcadsheet 10 coming to terms with an alcoholic family member. The breadth of
their concerns and successes is best described by their own words collected in the student
publications accompanying this set of instructional program guides.

Did tinstruction continue bexond the granting period?

The 18-month life of this grant was not long enough to deal with the whole of the
community neced for workforce education.  WIN Advisory Council mectings and
discussions with former and current workers indicate a continuing need for the types of
literacy instruction covered in the mini-courses offered for this Custodial Job Family.  As
evidence of a continuation, the SWT’s Physical Plant has committed to offering
Reading/Writing Improvement, G.E.D. preparation, and Business Writing and Clerical
Skills classes, starting near the end of this granting period and funded internally to finish
off the course. Custodial workers sceking English as a Sccond Language classes arc
routinely referred to the public library.

Under what conditions i~ this project replicable !

WIN's instructional model has demonstrated its flexibility and replicability by being used
in cight diffcrent mini-courses across four job families: Custodial, Child Carc.
Manufacturing, and Equipment Operators. Within the Custodial Job Family, the modc!
was used for a Reading/Writing Improvement mini-course and a Business Writing and
Clerical Skifls mini-coursc. Two of these mini-courses were taught by two different
instructors to test out the transferability to instructors and to workers from a number of
workplaces. The Reading/Writing Improvement course was taught to both the SWT

Physical Plant workers and a local Independent School District to show replicability of

curriculum betwcen different workplace scttings. The holistic, participatory nature of our
instructional model should be replicable to a number of sites outside the San Marcos arca.
The applicability of our specific fesson plans (as found in Appendix B), however, will
depend to what degree your workers, business climate, and other resources match our
programs.
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How were the project results disseminated?

The WIN demonstration project has produced several tangible end products. This guide
contains a narrative of our process for developing mini-courses for Custodial Job Family
workers, course outlines and lesson plans, sample administrative forms, and a sclected
bibliography. Student Publishing, original qualitative and quantitaiive assessment
instruments and accompanying user's information arc both published in separatc books
accompanying this sct of instructional program guides. Similar guides exist for mini-
courses for the Manufacturing, Child Care, and Equipment Operator Job Families. The
mini-courses for the Manufacturing Job Family teach mathematical constructs from basic
operations, to working with decimals, percentages, and fractions, to reading blucprints.
The mini-courses for the Child Care Tob family teach strategics for accessing print
resources (0 solve job-related problems as well as writing to apply for certification. The
mini-courses for the Equipment Operators Job family focus on passing job-related
certification examinations. Within each guide, program implementation strategics from
both an administrative and an instructional viewpoint arc also provided. In addition, the
qualitative asscssment guides has been disseminated to workforce education practitioners.
[tis offered as a promising formative instrument, and we hope that practitioners around the
nation will usc it and inform us of their results so that the instrument may be further
refined.

There are several important reasons for a thorough dissemination of this project's results,
an¢ «cveral different strategics are required to accomiplish such a dissemination. One need
was 10 create good public relations for the project and its partners. To do this we have
been in contact with various state and local news agencies. This is & successful literacy
program that nceds to be part of the community consciousness. We would recommend
vou promote vour workforce education program (o solicit future endeavors.

The group believes meaningful literacy programs must be
developed with input from all sectors of the communiiy, he
said, adding that literacy will “enhance the quality of life of
San Marcos througl the development of the capabilities of
its citizens.”"

San Marcos Daily Record newspaper
article abour San Marcos Literacy Action Meeting
July 8, 1992

Next, we wished to benefit and strengthen the newly emerging ficld of workforce
cducation. For this, we nceded to produce publications for a professional audience and
make presentations at relevant conferences. This audience of experts helped us through
peer review (o refine our own program. The qualitative assessment instruments were
introduced at a workforee education conference in Dallas, and the WIN instructional model
was prescnted at the national COABE conference in Bismarck, ND at the annual national
meeting of the National Association of Developmental Education in San Antonio, TX at the
annual meeting of the College Reading and Learning Association in San Francisco, CA.
and at several state and regional conferences.

Next, and perhaps most importantly, this material should be used in a continuing cffort to
cducate the business community about the need for workforee education and the resources
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which are available to meet that need. In order to do this, we have disseminated this
instructional program guide to national workforce education organizations. WIN staff
plan to adapt the material presented in the guides to formats appropriate for busincss trade
Journals and other commercial media. We must cultivate an understanding of busincss
needs and develop a presence within business-oriented organizations. This will help us

create the true business-education partnership needed to guarantee this country's economic
future.

1
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Summary

Our project demonstrates that a holistic, participatory, process-oriented workforce
cducation program created in partnership with a small-business community within a small
city can meet the needs of both employees and employers in overcoming the skills gap
currently existing in business and industry in this country. Furthermore, we asscrt that the
participatory approach is essential in developing those Information Age skills like problem-
solving, teamwork ability, arid communication skills. In addition, the process-oriented
rather than cortent-oriented nature of our instructional approach will support the growth of
workers who must be flexible enough to cope with a constantly changing work
environment by transferring their learning skills to cach new situation which calls on them
to master a new machine, work comfortably with a new proccess, or make a positive
contribution to the creation and evolution of high performance work organizations.

The cxcle is one of confirmation-evocation-confirmation.
Midwife-teachers help siudenis deliver their words to the
world, and they use their own knowledge 10 put the studenis
into conversation with other voices- past and present- in the
culture.

-Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, Tarule

Women's Ways of Knowing
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Business Writing/Clerical Skills
Course Outline

Monday, Friday, 1-2:30 or Tuesday, Thursday, 9:30-11
Practice times: Wednesday, 5-6:30. Other times as arranged. The more you practice, the
more you learn!

Week One
- assessment
- registration
- Mac tour
- typing intro
- discuss practice limes

Wecek Two
- typing
- filing
- taking phone messages
- discuss final project format

Week Three and Four
- revicw computer usc
- begin gencrating database fields for final project
- what kinds of questions need to be answered
- what kinds of resources nced to be tracked
- disecuss using portfolio to document individual goals

Week Five
- brainstorm ideas for group projects
- generale list of resources
- gencratc types of communication appropriate for resources
- letters
- memos
- phone interviews
- face-to-face visits
- Writlten surveys
busincss letter format
Journal re: portfolio criteria

t

Week Six
- delegate individual parts of group projects
- draft questions to be answered or outline of writing
- discuss portfolio critcria

Week Seven
- aceess resources for project

)
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Week Eight
- gather info
- draft paper

Week Nine
- continue gathering data and revising

Week Ten
- report data to class via read-arounds
- writer’s workshop format for peer editing

Weck Eleven
- report data Lo class via read-arounds
- writer’s workshop format
- portfolio/progress review

Week Twelve
- revise {inal project by pulling all the pieces together

Week Thirteen
- portfolio review
- IEPreview
- cditing for final publication, including formatting

Week Fourteen
- post-testing
- portfolio review
- IEP review
- graduation party!




SAMPLE LESSON PLANS
Week Two
Dav Onc

Focus/Individual: 20 min
computer work

Modelling and Small Group Practice: 70 min

“Today, we're going to jump into {iling and message-taking. Let’s practice with cach other
first. We’ve talked about the idea of doing a group project in here. Because you’ll
be working together, you might want to be able to get in touch with each other.
Let’s brainstorm what kind of information you need to know about cach other, then
we’ll practice getting information over the phonc and filing.”

Write down respenses on board as they occur. Examples are name, phone at work and
home, good times to call, address, and birthdate (for easy numerical filing practice.)

After responscs arc down in rough fashion, ask for additions, deletions, or other changes.
Then ask for the order they should be in. What’s most important to put on top of
filing card, what should come next, what makes sensc to group together.

“The reason we’ve spent time together coming up with the order and Kinds of info. we
nced is to make an organized system. Everyone needs 1o use the same system, or
filing won’t work.”

“Now you know what you want to find out from cach other. Let’s get that info. all
together by pretending to do phone interviews. 'l do the first one, but everyone
write down the info. | get. If vou have any questions for the person being
interviewed, wait until the end of the conversation, so that the people on the phone
have a chance to ask questions first. Everyone’s going to get a chance to ask and
answer questions, and by the time we're done, you'll all have a class Rolodex.™

Hand out 3x5 cards.

Model soliciting information over phone, and reading back message to clarify.

Ask for questions and comments, then have students practice interviewing one another until
whole group has had turn. After cach interview, give rest of class chance to clarify
any misscd info. Comment on strong or weak telephone ctiquette.

“OK, now you’ve got a whole bunch of files in front of you. How are you going (o

organiz¢ them?” Get suggestions from the group, and agree on onc method. Have
cveryone do that on own, to review next day.

Individual Practice: 10 min
File cards on own.
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Dav Two

Focus: 15 min

“Pull out your notecards of student information. Make sure they 're filed alphabetically by
last name, and that your initials are in the bottom right corner.”

“Switch cards with a partner and check each other’s work. If you find what you think is a
mistake, talk it over together to see if you can come 1o an agreement.”

Ask for a volunteer to read out tacir name order, and write last names on board. Make sure
all are in agreement.

Ask for any discrepancies; go over any tricky situations which present themselves.

“What other way could you organize these cards? Keeping your partner’s cards, re-file
them in another fashion, such as by birthday.”

Give cards back to orniginal owner, and everyone check.

Again, ask for volunteer to read dates, and everyone come to agrecment. Be sure dates are

filed chronologically within same month.

“Other questions about filing? This is really about all you need to know! If there arc tricky
situations, you’ll want to be sure you ask your office manager.”

Large group: 10 min
Review purpose of final project. Go over library examples re: format, sources of
information. Suggest similar formats of project and how they’ll meet goals.

Small group: 30 min

“Look over library examples to give you an idea of what your final project can look like or
things it can include. Jot down the kinds of information you want to leave class
with, or that you want to share with students in the next class. Remember, this is
something you want to write down and share, not specific skills you’ll leave
with,like improved typing. Be sure to think big! You’ll 'ave all semester to work
on this, and lots of people to help.”

The instructor will have todo A LOT of facilitation to help students formulate questions.

Large group: 20 min.
Using computer projector and MORE, record all groups’ ideas of questions to answer for

final projects. 1 ypc in as they're read, then demonstrate how to group ideas under
subhcadings.

Print out brainstorming and make copies for everyone.
Ask students to take home handout and prioritize class projects: 1 by favorite heading, 2 by
next favorite, ete. Let them know they can add and change ideas, too.

Class Feedback: 15 min

Using MORE and computer projector, if desired, get group feedback on what liked and
dishiked about class. Discuss any changes suggested by brainstorming.
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Week Three
Dav One

Focusing: 10 min
Collect class feedback

Ask again re: parking permits

Large group: 30 min
Tally prionties of final project
Consensus re: format of final project, general questions to be asked

Define journal re: final project -- questions, comments, particular piece you'd like to do
Saving to folder

Individual: 50 min

Journalling
Fill out Individual Education Plans with instructor
Mac tour and typing practice

Dav Two

Focus: 10 min

Pull up journal and pull out notes on final project and your own goals. Jot down some
notes re: what you’d like answered in {inal project.

Large group: 30 min

Just like we decided on topics of information to includce in our class filing cards, we can do
the same with questions to be answered for our final project. To help us keep track
of information from cveryone, we can put all the info. in one organized system, and
a computer lets us do that easily.

When you do filing on a computer, you usc a program called a databasc. There are many
different database programs; the one we’ll use is called Microsoft Works.

Using computer projector, boot up Works and start getting class ideas of dbase ficlds.

Individual: 25 min

Using MSWorks, create your own dbase fields for areas you'd like to keep track of your
progress in. Save this file to your student folder.

When you’re done, you can practice typing or do any other classwork you deem
appropriatc.

Group feedback: 15 min »
Using computer projector, come up with things liked and disliked about class. Discuss any
changes suggested.




Week Ten

Davs One and Two

Announcements: 10 min .
- Apnl 1 financial aid deadline
- Any issues left over from last week?

Modeling Revision: 15 min

Today, we’re going to start the revision process on our first drafts. What kinds of things
do you want 10 look at to make changes?

Get group input and map re: content vs. mechanics

Ask for what areas they’ve found tricky or are unsure about

It’s hard to make suggestions for improving your own picce, so we're going to work as a
group to get lots of suggestions for improvement. Everybody’s in same boat, so
fet’s all try to be as honest and helpful as possible. Think of the comments you'd
like other people to make to help vou make your writing as good as posstble.

Which revision areas do you want to concentrate on first?

Make or hand out revision comments checklist.

What we’ll do for the first part of class is take a couple of volunteers who'll read their
drafts, and we’ll all listen to make revision comments. You may want to write
down notes on your checklist or the draft so you remember what you wanted to
suggest at the end of the reading. Remember to point out both good points and
suggestions for improvement.

After we go through that process a few times, we'll break up to do individual revisions, or
vou can work with your partners for more editing.

Group Editing: 15 min

Hand out copices of all student drafts.

Get a volunteer who wants to rcad her draft.

Remind everyone that we're looking for content and organizational suggestions like those
we've identified on the handout.

Everyone take just a few minutes to read draft silently; volunteer notes particular questions
she has for peer editors.

Volunteer reads draft aloud and can make comments during the process.

Peer editing discussion.

Repeat with new voluntecers as tinie permits.

Individual Editing: 45 min

You've all scen examples of ways writing can be changed after the first draft. Now is your
chance to go back to your own work now and apply the suggestions we've talked
aboult to improving your own work.

Remember, if yvou're making changes on the computer, save this draft as a new version so
that you'll have copies of all the drafts in your portfolio.




Revision Checklist
Business Writing/Clerical

Content
Has one main point

Provides adequate examples or
supports to convince reader

Organizes examples clearly

Uses appropriate language [or audience

Mechanics
Proofreads adequately for audience

Revises all major grammatical errors
Revises all major spelling errors

Uses appropriate format for
purpose and audience

Skills
not reatly  sort of
notreally  sort of
not really  sortof
notreally  sort of
notreally  sort of
not really  sort of
not really sort of
not really  sortof

65

ves, clearly

ves, clearly
ves, clearly

ves, clearly

ves, clearly
ves, clearly

ves, clearly

ves, clearly




Week 1

Week 2

Wecek 3

Week 4

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8

READING AND WRITING IMPROVEMENT
COURSE OUTLINE

Introduction of class
Pre-testing
Setiing up rcading themes

First Reading
Discussion of reading strategics
Comprehension Questions

Discussion of individual writing topic
Brainstorming ideas
Organizing idcas before a first draft

Writing first draft
Revising drafts
Final Draft

Sccond Reading
Discusston of rcading strategics
Comprehension Questions

Discussion of individual writing topic
Brainstorming idcas
Organizing ideas before a first draft

Writing first draft
Revising drafts
Final Draft

Post-testing
Book distribution
Wrap-up

Party




Reading and Writing Improvement
Lesson 3

Objective
reading comprehension
discussion of strategies

Large group discussion_and modeling:

Engage prior knowledge:
read the title
What do vou already know about that topic?
map on board

Read the article
mnstructor read 2-3 paragraphs aloud (think-aloud a little)
if all 1s well, have students read silently

Oral re-tetling
What is this article about?
What is the main idea? How do you know that?
What were some things that were about the main idea?

Strategics for reading: GETTING MEANING FROM CONTEXT

choose 3 words from text that are hard 1o understand
think-aloud modeling of getting meaning from context

about coniext clucs:
you won't always know the meaning
vou don't have to know the meaning of all words
some words are more important than others

Small group practice
choose 3 words from text that arc hard to understand
in small group come up with what vou think the meaning is

Independent Practice:
separate articles to read using context clues
as time pemmits, practice in math workbooks and computer work




Reading and Writing Improvement
Lesson 4

Objective
review of reading strategy
reading comprchension questions

Large group discussion

Review of reading strategv: GETTING MEANING FROM CONTEXT

What were the ways that we learned to help us understand words we don't know?
Do we need to usce that strategy for all words or just words we think may be important?

Individual Practice

Reading Comprchension Questions

Introduction

Answering questions individually for aboutl.5 hours (See sample article and questions on
next pages)

instructor monitoring -- facilitate any difficultics using joint think-aloud process

When finished students choose math, computers, reading, or writing from available
resources

(5]
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__Workers beheve they

By A. Phillips Brooks

Amarican-Statasman Staff

{ has been called a city within

itself, employing  nearly

20,000 people in virtually ev-
ery profession imaginable.

One of Austin's largest employ-
ers, the University of Texas at
Austin most often is known for its
scientists, scholars and students.
But the majority of UT-Austin
employees are not the teachers,
but the people who keep the uni-
versity humming.

“The university is like a micro-
cosm of a city,” says Linda Mill-
stone, assistant director of the
Equal Employment Office for
UT. “Many people think we have
summers off, but that’s not the
case for most employees here.”

In many ways, UT-Austin is
like a small city. It produces its
own power and fuel. It has its own
police, fire marshal, trash collec-
tion system, radio station, health
clinic and telephone service. It is
self-sufficient in everything from
fueling and repairing its 600 cars
and other vehicles to blowing
glass test tubes for its chemistry
labs.

Workers in lesser-known jobs,
such as those in the Physical
Plant, utility department, nous-
ing end food service or general li-
braries, “do so many things to
keep the university running,"” says
Manuel Villanueva, a supervisor
in the furniture repair shop of the
Physical Plant. “But people just
don’t know we're here.”

At a time when UT officials are
making budget plans that antici-
pate revenue problems, that ano-
nymity concerns some employees
who feel their work is vital to the
university but may not be recog-
nized as such.

“We really feel threatened
when they talk about budget
cuts,” says James Arnold, a super-
visor in the solid waste division.
“1t seems like we are the small
ones on the totem pole, but, when
cuts are made, they always start
here."

Budget Director Danny Fletch-
er says the employees have some
reason for concern. “President
Cunningham has made it a priori-
ty that teaching and educational
services be protected as much as
possible,” Fletcher says.

When the state Legislature cut
about $1.2 million from its appro-
priations to UT-Austin in 1991,
the university eliminated more
than 60 staff positions — mostly
clerical and Physical Plant jobs.

In 1990-91, state funding pro-
vided for 3 percent merit raises
for UT faculty but no money was
provided for raises for staff. Vir-
tually all UT-Austin employees
are state employees, because the
university is a public institution
supported by public tax dollars.

At any given time, UT-Austin
has as many as 20,000 employees
on its payroll, including full-time,
part-time, temporary, appoint-
ment and contract workers.

These emplovees are clustered
into two main job categories: clas-
sified and non-classified.

About 40 percent of UT em-
ployees are in non-classified posi-
tions. This category includes
faculty, executives, administra-
tors and certain professionals
such as attorneys and counselors.
Faculty make up about 14 percent
of all university employees.

A key characteristic of the non-
classified job category is that
these positions have no minimum
or maximum pay limits.

About 60 percent of UT em-
ployees are in classified jobs. This
category includes professional,
technical, clerical, service and
maintenance employees. Trash
collectors and traffic guards
would be in service and
maintenance.

A key charactenistic of the clas-
sified job category is that these
positions have a clearly defined
salary range for each position
based on a job description and
years of experience, UT personnel
officials said. The pay system is
similar to the one used by other
state agencies, says Millstone of
the employment office.

For example, a glassblower is
considered a classified employee.
At the highest level, a glassblower
would be paid $48,264 a year. A
glassblower at the lowest level
would be paid $14,712.

“There are over 500 job titles
that are called classified,” Mill-
stone says. “This is a beautiful
campus. It’s not (professors) who
are out there pruning the bushes,
cleaning up the grounds or mak-
ing sure there is no green mold in
the fountain.”

The average salary for classi-
fied employees is $19,896, al-
though salaries can range from
minimum wage — $9,012 a year
— to as much as $82,440. Clerical
assistants or students working in
the Texas Union might hold mini-
mum-wage jobs, while research-
ers, scientists and engineers often
hold the highest paying positions,
sgys UT Personnel Director Bill

are vital but unnoticed
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Wallace.

Classified workers can be found
in service and custodial jobs at
the Texas Union, where 340 em-
ployees work. The library system,
one of the nation’s largest, em-
ploys 836 classified employees
who perform clerical and admin-
istrative duties. At the utility de-
partment, 290 classified
employees operate massive gas or
steara turbines, install telephone
systems and do various other
jobs.

The Physich! P._at, whichis on
Manor Road and 26th Street, has
the largest number of classified
employees — about 1,141 — un-
der one roof. Some of those jobs
include collecting trash, refinigh-
ing furniture, building cabinets,
growing plants, maintaining
grounds and buildings, and re-
pairing vehicles! -

On the main campus, faculty
members talk about salary levels
and pay raises, and students talk
about class sizes and the quality
of services such as counseling. At
the Physical Plant, employees
have issues 100, and, like those on
the main campus, many of these
issues trace back to money and
the university budget.

“We're not treated as skilled la-
bor,” says Villanueva, looking out
over a storeroom of refinished an-
tique tables and chairs, couches
stripped down to their frames and
newly sanded desks.

“Qur jobs are similar to those in
the carpenter shop. But they (car-
penters) are skilled, and we are
not,” Villanueva says.

Wallace says UT doesn't classi-
fy its employees as unskilled or
skilled, but says that typically,
technical or professional jobs
start at higher pay ranges, similar
to the state’s pay plan.

Gerald Schroeder, a manager in
the personne! department who
heads the compensation and em-
ployee relations division, says sal-
aries are largely determined by
market factors, not the type of
job. Generally, the higher the re-
quirements, the fewer qualified
job candidates, he and others say.

Another issue among some
staff is the distribution of minor-
ities throughout the ranks of UT
employees. University officials
says minorities fill 23.4 percent of
UT's 8,282 full-time jobs.

Some staff members say, how-
ever, that a high proportion of nu-
nority employees are clustered
the lower-paid classified jobs. UT
officials would not specify how

service and maintenance posi-
tions but did say those groups are
overrepresented in those jobs
compared with the numbers of
blacks and Hispanics in other
jobs at the university.

Records show few minorities
are among the 396 executives em-
ployed by UT-Austin. Included in
this group are vice presidents,
deans, department heads and di-
rectors. Fourteen, or 3.5 percent
of those 396, are black; nine, or
2.3 percent, are Hispanic; and
370, or 93.4 percent, are white.
The remaining 0.8 percent are
Asian or Native American.

In explaining why few blacks
and Hispanics are in top adminis-
trative positions and professional
jobs, Millstone says Texas’ labor
force of skilled, technically quali-
fied minority workers is consider-
ably smaller than its 37.6 percent
minority population.

Schroeder says efforts to hire
more minority workers have been
hindered by an uncertain econgc-
my that not only has slowed attri-
tion but also has increased the
pool of job applicants. That in-
crease has come especially among
candidates who have lengthy ex-
perience, more training and a
higher level of education.

“In many cases, we have people
applying who are qualified way
beyond the minimum require-
ments,” Schroeder says.

Although they worry about the
future and how budget problems
might affect them, most of UT's
classified workers know that the
university cannot cut much from
their ranks.

Meiin Daniels, supervisor of
transportation at the Physical
Plant, says workers in lesser-
known jobs are the “backbone of
m“”

“They couldn’t function with-
out us,” says Daniels. “When the
heat goes out, the air conditioning
doesn’t function or the toilets
flow over, we are called. We pro-
vide many of the basics needed
for survival.”

Armold, the supervisor in the
solid waste division, says: “Presi-
dent Bush, the president of Mexi-
co or the Queen of England can't
come here until we make the
preparations.”

-1
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READING COMPREHENSION QUESTIONS

1. Tecll me what this article is about. Be sure to include examples.

2. In your article find onc or two sentences that best describe the main idea of the entire
article. Draw one [ine under that sentence.

3. In your article find three details which support that main idea. Put two lines under cach
of these details.

4. Draw a map r make an outline of the most important points of this article.




5. According to the article, how many employces does UT have on its total payroll?

6. Why do you think that state funding provided merit raiscs for faculty, but not staff?
Y our answer can include information from both the article and your own opinion.

7. What similaritics or differences do you sec between the information in the article about
UT and your expericnce with Hays Consolidated 1SD?

-
e




Reading and Writing Improvement
Lesson 5

Objective

discussion of individual writing topic
brainstorming ideas

organizing ideas before a first draft

Read-aloud (10 min)
Instructor or student rcads fun reading passage aloud to share sounds of written language
and variety of reading material available.

Large group discussion and modeling

discussion of reading material: model brainstorming on board
What did this stir up for you?
Would you like to change anything about your schooling?
Would you like to change anything about your children’s schooling?
How' do you feel about the school district providing classes?

discussion of writing process:
brainstorming ideas, organizing ideas, first draft, revising drafts

discussion of brainstorming:
model how I would do it for my own topic
see flip chart for ideas
pick any idca yvou want to write about and write lots of 1deas from there
keep brainstorming and pick the best ideas at the end

Smaltl group practice
brainstorm several idcas individually
circle the ideas you like the best
get with a partner and leok over each other’s
rcpeat brainstorming from partner’s circled idea

Individual time:
writers: continuc brainstorming scveral ideas, can begin organizing
math: copy pages out of texts
computers: work with Pam on entering brainstorming on computer




Reading and Writing Improvement
Lesson 6

Objective
Writing strategy: Orgainization of 1decas before draft

Large group discussion and modeling:

discussion of organizing ideas
Map or outline:
modcl family in a map and an outline
show how' this can be donc for a paper, using Virginia's essay (attached)

Smallt Groups:

do "food" exercisce:
hand out attached list of food terms
model 1 way to organize
have students decide alternative groupings-
map & outlinc on board

Individual Work:

model brainstorming and orgainization for tcacher’s cssay
student organize and start first draft for homework

math & compulers

~ L




food exercise

Directions: With the members of your group organize these food items in any way that you
choose.

-orange juice
-steak

-tuna fish sandwich
-baked potato
-coffee
-broccoli
-chocolate cake
-corn on the cob
-milk

-bacon

-french fries
-salad

-Cg8S

-grilled fish
-fruit salad
-hamburger
-bran muffins
-lasagne

-tacos

-pecan pie
-donuts

R
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Reading and Writing Improvement
Lesson 7

Objective
Writing strategy: writing the first draft

Large group discussion and modeling:

engage prior knowledge:
When you have written things before, what was hard about it?
Did you have to change anything?
What did you find difficult in writing your first draft (homework)?
What did you find easy in writing your first draft (homework)?

discussion of writing the first draft:
model how to transform the organization into paragraphs
when you write you may want to change things around in vour organ:zation

Small group practice:

in groups look at what other students have written for homework
make copies for each person in group if necessary
students focus on how the other students transferred the organization to paragraphs

Individual practice:
cach student work on his or her writing project
instructor conference with individuals on progress

I

)




Reading and Writing Improvement
Lesson 8

Objective

content revision

mechanical revision

responding to other studeats' work

Large group discussion and modeling:

cngage prior knowledge:
On vour first draft arc there any things you would like to change before it is as good
as vou can make it? Like what?
map responses on board- cluster content responses and mechanical responses 10
show how there are two Ixpes of revision

discussion of content revision

model with a sample paper how to change the words, add words, expand ideas, cut
out some tdeas, cle.

discussion of mechanical revision
maodel with a sample paper how to change spelling, grammatical errors, cte.

discussion of how to respond to other students' writing
sce handout
model with sample paper how to respond to someone's wriing

Small group practice:

make 3 copies of all studenis' writing

break into groups of three- read and respond to other's writing

be surc all students are able to respond & that consent of author is being given in all
changes made

cncourage students to explain and teach cach other about their suggestions

Individual practice:
work on revision of writing projects




PRODUCTS
OF THE
WRITING PROCESS
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APPENDIX B

REGISTRATION
AND
EVALUATION FORMS




WORKFORCE INSTRUCTIONAL NETWORK

STUDENT REGISTRATION FORM

b
=
)
3
e
=]
o
[ d
o)

2. Place of employment: Class name:

3. Job Title: Supervisu,:

4. Equipment Operated:

5. Number of years/months employed at current workplace:

a2 RS R R RS EsRRRad Rttt ss s se i ik s a2 Rttt o R s i e Rz Rt R A &S 2]

6. Highest level of schooling: grade _ High school diploma___

GED diploma_ Years of college College degree

Other education or training:

LA AR SRS R RS EEER R RRARERRRRRRXERZRX X2 RRRRRRRRERFERRRRRZRERRRRRRRR R X ]

7. Number of children: 8. Are you a single parent? yes ho
9. Did you grow up in a Spanish speaking or bilingual household?

10. Do you speak Spanish in your home today? (circle one)

always sometimes almost never never

11. Do you speak Spanish in the workplace? (circle one)

everyday at least once or twice a week almost never never

I AR R R R EZERE RS R EEE EE X E R E RS E R R R E R R R R RS EXEREEEZZZZZEZ SR RRR S SRR R PR R LR R X XL LY
(WIN staff use only)

Pre-Test: Post-Test Hadley___ _

Reterral: Where Why

Concurrent Enroliment (WIN & Place of Referral) yes no

Other Indicators:

838
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CHomc Phone X\Vol’k Phone

County/District No Ten C Ounty ACE Co_op Registration Date
Site Adult Education Record Instructor
( PERSONAL DATA
Last Name First Name w.l. Social Security No.
g\ddmss City State Zip Code
Date of Birth

X O D

D American Indian

-

(D asian  DBlack

) Hispanic C O whie

Employment Status

PROFILE (codes on reverse side)
Residence

Special

C_

PROGRAM PLACEMENT (definitions on reverse side)

) ()

ESL - Placement Test )

1 C s COeCOn OO
2. C6e 10 n
3. C o1 ConC s C
. C O8O0 C Oma C O
@I. Beginning
QH_ Intermediate
©III. Advanced /

-

&O Beginning O Intermediate J

ABE - Pre-Test

SCORE LOCATION DATE

ﬂ /~ ADULT SECONDARY ED.

(GED)

Subject Area Score

Ltemmne ..o
)

\
(

( ) Improved basic skills
Improved or obtained competencies in.
Q Govemment and Law
O Community Service
O Parenung
O Occupauonat Knowledge

O Health Care

ACHIEVEMENTS
:;j Completed Level 1 or s equivalem
-

Moved to a higher level
Q Obtained high school diploma
Q Passed all GED tesis

O Entered another education or traiming program

Received U.S. ciuzenship prepanation instruction

LMaLh et
Y

Q Improved English languagce skills
(D Voted for the first ime

D Gouajob

Q Got a betzer job or salary increase
Q Removed from public assistance

LQ Consumer Economics y
4 REASON FOR SEPARATION )
O Completed objectives O Day care problems Locauon of class Took a Job
O Class ended O Transportation ( ) Lack of interest Changed address or left ares
() Health problems () Family problems () Conflict with schedule Other known reasons
k Unknown reason )
( POST-TEST RESULTS )
TEST GED
SUBJECT AREA SCORE LOCATION DATE SUBJECT AREA SCORE LOCATION DATE
Writing
Social Studies
Saence
Litersture
Mumh

AL HOURS COMPLTED

T COMPLETION DATE




Reading and Writing Improvement Class
Let’s Get Started!

What is today’s date?

What is your name?

What is your job title?

Where do you work?

Please take your time to answer the following questions. Be as honest and complete as you can.
Use the back of this sheet or another piece of paper if you need more room. Your answers will
help me know what and how to teach to meet your needs. Let’s create a class together!

Why are vou in this class?

What arc the two most important things you want to lcarn from this class?

Do you think it is casy or hard to learn new things? What makes you think that?

What arc your plans when you finish this class? Do you think you’ll do your job

any differently? Will you take other classes? Do you hope to get a promotion or
different job?




Workforce Instructional Network

Individualized Education Plan
for

Date

Education/Learning Goals (both at work and home--now and in the future)

Pre-test Results

Areas | can teach others

Areas | can review

Areas | can study

Student Comments

Additional arcas 1'd hike to teach others

Additional areas ['d like 1o review or study (for home or work)

Instractor Comments

Additional areas you could teach

Additional areas you might like 10 review

Student Placement (Prcsent and Projected)

Enrolled in WIN course (titles and dales)

Referred to other programs (specily)




EMPILOYEE OF THE MONTH

Cindy Lor:as has been named February Employee of the Month at SWT. She is the
office in the Music Department __ she has been employed

_ February 1990.

Dr. Boyd, _ ___ of the Music Department, , “Cindy is an
exceptionally employee. When handling reservations o
university facilities, she shows ____ highest level of interest
goesoutofher ___~ toassistindividualsin _____ reservations for
Evans Auditorium __ UPACC”

Other music faculty have praised Cindy for help in
weir endeavors; example, helping prepare grant forms,
and helping with _________ materials for the Wimberley Series.
Sheis very _____ ___ to both students and __ and has always
expressed ___ good working attitude, even ___ extra deadline
pressures have placed upon her. Ancther member
speaks of her being an exemplary employee. Cindy is unbelievably

patient and pleasant in even the most trying circumstances.

Cindy comes from Bay City. Her husband, Scott, will be graduating from SWT in

May. Cindy, Scott, and their five-year-cld son, David, are anxiously awaiting a “new

arrival” in May.

Congratulations, Cindy, on being named February 1992 Employee of the Month.

w©w

o
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Employee of the Month

The October Employee of the Month is Don Anderscn, Photographer, in
News and Information Service. He began his employment

SWT on March 1, 1973. Don __________ presented a

certificate for ___________ service and dedication by

Leatha Minot, Vice President University Advancement.

Nights, weekends, -- if an event needs be

photographed then Don there. Don rarely complains

the erratic schedule, although __________ rcutinely
interferes with family __________ and plans. His good
__________ makes routine “shoot sessions” less boring or tedious.
Co-workers have labeled him the “unofficial ambassador for SWT”
because of his private promotion of the university with members of

the local media and the community.




Narne Dete
Claes

Writing Apprehension Scale
Daly & Miller

Directions: Listed below are some statements aboul writing. For each statement, piease circle
whether vou ( 1) strongly saree, (2) agree, {3) are uncertain, (4) disagree, or (5) strongly
dicagree with the statement. There are no right or wreng answers to these statements; piease
circle the word that best expresses your own feelings about writing. While some of these
statemer.ts may seem repetitious, take your time and try to be &s honest as possible. Thank you
for your cocperation.

I, tavoidwritine.

straongly agres aqree am uncertain gisaqres strongly gisasree
2 1have no fear of my writing being evaiuated

strongly agres agree am uncertsin greares sireongly disagres
3. i look forward to writing down my 1dess

sirongly agree agree am uncertain disagree strongly disagree
4 My ming seems 1000 blank when | start to work on 8 composition

sirengly agres acree &m unceriain €153cree cirongly disagres
S. Expressing ideas through writing seems 10 te & waste ¢f Lime

strangly agree agree am uncertain 015301 e strongly disagree
& | would enjov submitting my writing to magazines for evaluation and publication

strongly &gree agree &M uncertain g1sagree stroncly disagres
7t hhe o write my 10eas Gown

strangly agree aoree am ungeriam grcanren sirongly C1sdoree
5

P teet confident in my abihity 10 2learly express my 1¢eas 1n writing

srongly 307ee agres g LrCer e NG IS sirongly dicacree
Do ke 16 have miv ITIEnds Teat what « fave writtan
ATONNY 35" 6 39T eE a0 UNLEr Lan SILANTEL wirongiy 0icagras




. U'm nervous about weiting

strongly agree agree am uncertain disagree
. People seem toenjoy what { write
strongly agree agree am uncertain disagres
i enfoy writing
strongly agree agree am uncertain disagree

I never seem t0 be able 10 clearly write aown my 10eas

strongly aaree agree am uncertain disagree
. Writing is a lot of fun

sirongly agree agree am uncertain disagree
. 1 hike seeing my thoughts on paper

strongly agree aqree am uncertain disagree

. Distussing my writing with others is an erjoyable experience

strongly &aree ‘agree am uncer tain ai1sagree
. 1S 2asy for me {6 WrHilE g0od COMPosinions
strangly agree agree am uncertain drsagree
et think | write as well as most other people
cirongly agree agree am unceriein 1SECree

. P gor Ultke my compez1tions 10 De evaluateq

am ungertain

JGngly AN eE 3 ee atn uncer tain QILEQY EE

95

strangly gisagres

strongly disagree

strongly disagree

strongly disagree

strongly disagree

strongly disagree

strongly disagr e

strongly disagree

strongly disagree

strangly disagree

strongly aisaqree




Writing Interview

P lease respond to the following questions:

1
1.

e

a

6.

Are you a good writer? Why or why not?

. What do you do before you start to weite?

What doyou do when you come t0 & word you don't know how to speli?

What do you do when something you write doesn’t make sense?

What 0o you do when you neeg help?

If you were going (o help someone learn to wrile, what would you do to help them?

Name <omedne you know wha is @ good writer. What makes th2( person a goed weiter ?




T e R

WIN Formative Evaluation Form

1) The best thing about class this weck was

2) Pick onc sentence to complete:
This week, I learned

That was important because

This week, | didn’t really learn anything important. Next week, what needs to
happen so I can lcam something uscful is

3) The one thing I would like 1o change about class this week is

4) Other comments, gripes, suggestions, questions, clc.?




PRACTICE TIME OUT OF CLASS

Name Date

Thank you for participating in WIN classes. We hope you’re finding this class
both enjoyable and useful.

As you know, we at WIN are very interested in how useful this class is to you
right now. We’d like to know how often you can use the material and strategies we’ve
discussed here outside of class. We’d appreciate it if you could use the form below to
jot down any instances outside of class where you’ve used what we’ve discussed
together.

Some examples might be time you’ve spent reading your textbook or doing
individual practice assignments. Other examples are using new math or reading skills
to solve a problem at work, or using new strategies to help your kids with their
homework. Maybe something we talked about in class encouraged you to go to the
library or drag open a book you hadn’t read before. For however you’ve used ideas
from this class at home or work, please jot down the amount of time you spent and
a short description of what you did. One entry might look like this:

Monday 30 minutes doing practice sheet
15 minutes reading library book

Day Amount of Time Description
Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

a3




WORKFORCE INSTRUCTIONAL NETWORK (WIN)
Reading/Writing Improvement

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATIONS
WIN is in the process of developing instruction for workers in various workplaces in San
Marcos. Your comments about the class you have just completed will help us to better

meet the educational goals of other workers and their employers. Please be specific and
honest in your answers. Thank you.

1. When you enrolled in this class, what did you expect to learn?

e ' — I

1o

What did you like best about the class?

3. What did you like least about the class?

4. What did vou find most helpful?

5. What did you find least helpful?

6. Do you think that taking the class will help you in your job? How?

O
98]




7. Do you think that taking the class will help you in your life outside of work? How?

8. How did you fcel about the length of the course: too long, too short, about right?
Why?

9. Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the class?

10. Are there other courses that you would like to sec offered ?

11. Have vou cnrolicd in another Adult Education program such as a GED class? Where?

[ §]

. What did you learn?

Thank you for your help! See you in the Spring!

: 1u0
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