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EVALUATION OF
WORKPLACE LITERACY
PROGRAMS:

A PROFILE OF EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL
PRACTICES

Larry Mikulecky
Paul Lloyd
Indiana University, Bloomington

Abstract

This study of ten groups of learners in workplace literacy programs was
used to develop and refine a data-based model for evaluating workplace literacy
programs. The model addresses both the programs' need for custom-designed
assessment and researcher/funder needs to aggregate data across several small
programs. An analysis of the aggregated results compared curriculum and
classroom practice with the impact of each program, and used analysis of
variance to determine which program practices lead to success and in what
areas. The programs were most effective at improving learners literacy
performance, literacy strategies and processes, and learners’ beliefs and plans
related to literacy. The analysis of variance allowed the development of a data-
driven profile of thresholds for effective program practices. This profile
suggests that these gains are linked to an environment intense with the use of
workplace reading and writing materials, and providing regular discussion and
feedback related to learners’ literacy processes, beliefs about personal literacy
effectiveness, and future educational plans.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the three years of this project, studies of ten groups of learners in
workplace literacy programs have been used to gather data on the impact of the
programsin the areas of learner gains and workplace improvements. These data
have been analyzed by comparing curriculum and classroom practice with the
impact of each program, and using analysis of variance to determine which
program practices lead to success and in what areas.

Evaluation of workplace literacy programsis arelatively new area, with its
own unique set of problems. Courses are usually short (3040 hours), curricula
often focus on workplace-specific literacy tasks, and groups of learners tend to
be small (10-15). Therefore, the kinds of assessment methods used for
schools—standardized tests of generalized reading abilities conducted on
hundreds of students—are inappropriate in this context. The present study uses
a new evaluation model that was developed to assess changes in a variety of
learner characteristics, from the ability to read workplace materials to the
increased definiteness and detail of future plans in relation to literacy and
education. The model includes a core of common assessment measures used by
all programs, and a structure within which other measures can be custom-
designed for each program. This mixture allows program assessment to focus
upon specific literacy tasks (which change from workplace to workplace), while
at the same time assessing program impact upon learners’ literacy practices,
aspirations, and attitudes. The shared items and shared structure of custom-
designed items make possible aninitial attempt at merging data across programs
so that patterns of program impact might be identified. Lack of an assessment
approach flexible enough to address program differences and small class sizes
has heretofore prevented most workplace literacy program analysis beyond that
of individual programs.

Moreover, there currently exists little systematic inquiry that might reveal
the effectiveness of this approach or assist practitioners in determining the
conditions under which it might be most useful.

This report provides a brief overview of the nature of native language
literacy instruction for adults, the reasons provided by practitioners for offering
it, and avenues of inquiry that might further the field. The first section
introduces readers to key characteristics of adult native language literacy
programs around the United States, based on survey data. In the second
section, we describe what we have found to be five key reasons for offering
native language literacy. These are based on the literature, evidence provided by
interviews with expert practitioners, and, when it exists, the research. In the
third section, several potentia directions for further research are suggested and
various constraints and limitations associated with conducting research with this
group of learners are discussed.

NATIONAL CENTER ON ADULT LITERACY 1



BACKGROUND

Only afew workplace literacy programs described in the research literature
report any form of rigorous program evaluation or careful documentation of
learner gains, impacts on productivity, and detailed descriptions of effective
program practices (e.g., Haigler, 1990; Hargroves, 1989; Mikulecky &
Strange, 1986; Philippi, 1988, 1991, Sticht, 1982; Sticht, 1995).

The above examples are atypical. Mikulecky and d’ Adamo-Weinstein
(1991) observe that the majority of workplace literacy programs described in
the available research literature tend to report no rigorous evaluation data.
Many programs that do report evaluation data simply provide superficial
information limited to surveys of learner satisfaction and anecdotal reports of
effectiveness. Occasionally a pre and post administration of a standardized
reading test (usually the Test of Adult Basic Education—TABE, or the Adult
Basic Learning Examination—ABLE) provide an indication of learner gainin
general reading ability. Only afew evaluations provide follow-up data on the
impact of programs on learners job performance, retention, or earning
power.

Kutner, Sherman, Webb, and Fisher (1991) reviewed workplace literacy
programs funded by the U.S. Department of Education in order to determine
the elements of effective programs. In order to identify components of
effective programs, the authors examined 29 of 37 projects funded by the
National Workplace Literacy Program in order to determine which programs
were effective and merited further examination. The authors reported that

Due to the absence of quantitative data necessary to identify particularly
effective projects (i.e., improved productivity, low participant attrition, or
improved test scores), study sites were recommended to OVAE staff. These
sites were reported by project directors to have a high retention rate. (p. 26)

Evenin federally funded workplace literacy programs, for which program
evaluation was an expectation for receiving funding, it was not possible to
find six programs that had been rigorously evaluated for effectiveness.
Selection of “effective” programs was based upon undocumented reports of
retention from program directors.

Many evaluation procedures assumed as normal in year-long school
programs are extremely difficult—and sometimes impossible or
inappropriate—for workplace programs. In some programs, privacy issues
preclude testing of any sort. In programs where testing is possible, it israre
for a standardized literacy test to be used as more than an initial screening
device. In any casg, it is hard to justify the use of general standardized literacy
tests for the typical workplace situation: small classes of brief duration where
instruction is often targeted on job-related literacy needs.

Workplace courses tend to be brief (25 hours of instruction per week for
6-8 weeks, and sometimes even less) and involve small groups of learners
(10-15) with few similar courses taking place at the same time. It is often
impossible to gather data on more than 15 subjects taking part in a particular
course of instruction. Also, finding a comparable group of workers as a
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control can present problems in a workplace where many different training
courses are going on, because some of these are likely to overlap with the
course being evaluated, thus making it difficult to find a group of workers who
have not received some recent instruction that relates to the course being
evaluated.

Standardized reading tests measure general literacy ability and are usually
used in schools to assess changes following daily instruction over afull school
year. Such tests are rarely sensitive enough to assess changes over shorter time
periods. Given the brevity of workplace literacy courses, their curriculum is
necessarily limited and often concerns specialized workplace skills and
competencies, rather than a broad range of general literacy skills. In this
Situation, standardized tests of general reading ability are unlikely to show much
changeinlearners’ performance and are not often used by businesses. In order
to show what learners have gained, workplace course evaluations need to use
measures that are custom-designed to assess what has been taught. This may
involve measuring the learners' ability to use workplace reading materials and to
perform their jobs more effectively. An obvious measure of the latter is a
worker’s job productivity, but few organizations keep data of this kind on
individuals—the smallest unit tends to be the work team. The most practical
measures of individual workplace competence are employee rating scales
(usudly filled out by supervisors) and job-related reading scenarios. And both
of these need to be custom-designed for particular workplaces.

However, solving the problem of assessment in one workplace generates
problems for the researcher who wants to compare gains made at different sites
and enlarge the sample size in a study by amalgamating results across
programs. The workplace-specific measures, while providing useful
information on each workplace, are necessarily different from each other, and
introduce difficulties of comparison across programs. Given these difficulties,
the National Center on Adult Literacy (NCAL) Workplace Literacy Impact
project was designed to pilot and refine an evaluation model that employed a
broad definition of literacy, that could be sensitive to the differing literacy
demands of a variety of workplaces, and that allowed for comparisons of
results across programs. The model was based on an overall structure
consisting of some assessments common to all workplaces and of a framework
within which program personnel could custom-design instruments suitable to
their instruction and workplaces, while keeping an element of comparability
with the assessments used at other programs.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework for this workplace literacy impact assessment
model is based upon a broad understanding of literacy. In addition to assessing
improved performance with avariety of literacy tasks, the model also assesses
changesin life-style related to literacy and changesin learners self-perceptions
and aspirationsin relation to literacy. The model owes much to ideas presented
and developed by Lytle (1990) in long-term case studies of changes in adults
experiencing success in adult literacy programs. It was also influenced by ideas
about perceptions of self-efficacy developed by Bandura (1986) and others who
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have studied why some individuals outperform others who have similar tested
abilities.

Lytle (1990) has suggested that performance measures (tests and
exercises) miss a good deal of important information about adult literacy
learning. Lytle has examined the literacy growth of adults enrolled in adult
literacy programs. Extensive observations, interviews, and learner journals
were used to track changes that took place as learners spent a year in adult
literacy instruction. Lytle found that in addition to gains in literacy skills,
adults tend to make changesin their beliefs, behaviors, and aspirations. These
changes are intertwined and seem to influence each other. For example, new
understanding about the process of how reading and writing work may
influence beliefs about what the learner can accomplish. Changes in
aspirations resulting from an increased sense of effectiveness sometimes lead
to increased practice and increased competence. Lytle suggests severa
dimensions that constitute a fuller understanding of adult literacy and adult
literacy growth. These dimensions are learners’ beliefs about literacy and
themselves, learners' literacy practices, the literacy processes employed by
learners while reading, and the plans alearner has that may involve literacy
use. Programs and assessments that focus merely upon performance are likely
to miss the complex, intertwined mixture of changesin (a) self-perception, (b)
literacy life-style, (c) understanding of the literacy process, and (d) hopes and
aspirations, all which are necessary elements in improving and sustaining
literacy performance.

Lytle' s conceptual framework has been adapted to the present workplace
literacy project in order to test the importance of these aspects of adult
learning: beliefs, practices, processes, and plans, and in order to seek out
ways to enhance learning. Information about these dimensions of learners
literacy were gathered using a combination of questionnaire items, interview
guestions, and requests that learners explain their literacy strategies or
processes while involved in simulated job tasks.

Bandura (1986) has written extensively about the influence upon
performance of self-perception of one's effectiveness. His concept of
per ceived self-efficacy has been used to examine the performance of children
and adolescents in school, as well as to examine the performance of adultsin a
variety of life situations from athletic competitions to success in substance
abuse treatment programs to academic and career success. Results of several
studies with adults experiencing phobic reactions led Bandurato note, “People
who are burdened by acute misgivings about their coping capabilities suffer
much distress and expend much effort in defensive action” (Bandura, 1986,
pp. 425-426). Adult literacy researchers (Bean, Partanen, Wright, &
Aaronson, 1989; Van Tilburg & DuBois, 1989) have noted such distress
leading to poor performance and abandoning of programs by adults receiving
literacy instruction. Perceived self-efficacy (based upon accurate feedback) is
particularly important in relation to adult literacy learning. Adults with high
and accurate perceptions of their personal literacy abilities tend to try harder,
to continue in the face of obstacles, and to succeed more often than learners of
comparable tested ability but lower senses of personal effectiveness with
literacy. While learners with low senses of personal effectiveness tend to
subvert their own efforts with self-doubt and excuses for quitting, learners
with higher senses of effectiveness often perform successfully and continue to
learn as a result of persistence. Some other studies (Shunk & Gunn, 1985;
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Shunk & Rice, 1987) have also demonstrated that interventions that are
designed to improve children’s perceptions of their effectiveness with literacy
strategies are associated with improved literacy performance. In the workplace
literacy program impact model discussed in this study, Lytle's conception of
learners beliefs about literacy is expanded to focus more specifically upon
beliefs about persona effectiveness with literacy.

METHOD

The purposes of this study were (a) to gather data on the effectivenessin a
variety of areas of anumber of workplace literacy programs, and (b) to compare
those results with the nature of the instructional practicesin the programs. This
comparison was intended to reveal specific connections between teaching and
learning practices and learner gains in the several areas related to workplace
literacy in our workplace literacy impact model. The focus of the model’s
assessment is on changes in learners' beliefs about personal effectiveness with
literacy, changesin learners' literacy practices, learners’ literacy improvement
with general and workplace materials, and changesin learners’ goals.

Project personnel worked with on-site coordinators at each company to
develop instruments using model guidelines. These instruments were designed
to assess the effect of the literacy courses on the learners own literacy
behaviors and on their work competency. For the first of these, Lytle s literacy
model (Beliefs, Practices, Process, Plans) was used as a basis for structuring
measurement of learner change (Lytle, 1990). During structured pre- and post-
interviews, learners were asked about themselves and their abilitiesin relation to
literacy, about their reading and writing practices, about how they read print
materials, and about their future educational plans. Pretest data were gathered at
the start of each course and posttest data toward the end. All data were then sent
in to the project for analysis. In addition, discussions with instructors,
classroom observations, and analysis of curricular materials provided a
foundation for rating instructional emphases at each worksite.

In order to analyze the results of the ten groups of learners, rating schemes
were constructed to summarize the characteristics of each course and its
curriculum, in such areas as emphasis on workplace examples, reading and
writing intensity, and discussion of literacy beliefs and plans. Comparisons
between these course-characteristic ratings and learner-gain scores have been
used to identify program characteristics that produce learner gains, and analysis
of variance has been used to indicate workplace literacy program practices that
lead to success within the various components of the workplace literacy impact
model.

POPULATIONS: LOCATIONS AND SUBJECTS

The ten groups of learners (n = 181) attended workplace literacy programs
at six companies and completed pre- and post-assessments. No program
administered pre and post standardized reading tests, although two programs
used such tests during initial screening. Reading ability ranges in these
programs were similar to those in high school classes (i.e., from high
elementary school levels to beginning college levels). Age ranges for students
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were from the low 20s to over 60, with the majority of students between 25
and 45 years of age. The typical student had been with the current employer
for more than a decade. Details of the companies and instructional groups
follow.

Ste#l isalarge manufacturing plant, where three courses were conducted:
Technical Preparation—a 6-week, 7-hours-per-day course designed to
prepare employees for subsequent technical training;

GED—meseting for 4 hours per week over 6 weeks; and
ESL—meseting for 8 hours per week over 6 weeks.

For the first of these, there was a control group made up of workers who had
not yet begun the Technical Preparation course. Each of the four groups
consisted of 12-15 employees.

Ste #2 is a women’s prison, where correctional officers and other staff
attended the following course:
Report Writing—28 staff were in class 3 hours per week for 13 weeks,
learning how to improve the quality of the reports that they need to write
as an integral part of their work; and
Promotions Support—9 staff spent 3 hours per week for 7 weeks in
enhancing the skills that they need to apply for promotion, including
preparation for a promotion test.

Ste #3 is a small insurance company, where a group of 20 learners was
improving skillsin job-related tasks connected with reading and writing.
Some attended class for 20 hours and completed a similar amount of work
outside class, while others worked with self-study packages supplemented
by individual help sessions with an instructor. All were engaged in their
studies for about 40 hoursin total.

Ste#4 isa hospital, where 19 service employees attended a computer-based
writing course for 20 hours, plus up to 10 more hours of out-of-class
practice. They were learning the basics of word-processing and, at the
same time, working on their study and writing skills, particularly for
writing memos.

Ste #5 is a large gasket-maker, where data were gathered on 10 learnersin
basic reading and writing courses. These |earners attended two courses in
sequence, for a total of 50 hours. They practiced reading workplace
materials such as newdletter articles, procedure manuals, and productivity
graphs. They were taught how to fill out forms, complete logs, and take
notes at a meeting.

Ste#6 isa manufacturer of electric motors, where reading skills enhancement
courses were conducted for the employees. The goal was to raise the
reading level of all employeesto at least the eighth-grade level. Data were
gathered on 33 learners, who attended class for 30 hours. They were
taught a variety of reading strategies, such as questioning, summarizing,
reviewing, skimming, and scanning.
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INSTRUMENTS

Data were collected for each learner before and after each course, or at
suitable intervals for ongoing courses. In a one-on-one structured interview,
information was gathered on learners’ beliefs about literacy in general and their
own literacy effectivenessin particular. The interviews a so focused on literacy
practices and learners' plansfor 1, 5, and 10 years ahead. In these three areas,
the same questions were asked at all programs. To measure job-specific literacy
processes and abilities, all site coordinators participated in the devel opment of
job-related scenarios based on workplace reading materials. Also, the site
coordinators provided information about curriculum and classroom practices, so
that ratings could be developed to compare the characteristics of the different
COUrSes.

The interview and job-related scenarios used in this analysis were just part
of a wider range of instruments that form part of the full evaluation model
developed in this project. Other instruments include questionnaires on
frequencies of literacy practices and employee job performance ratings. (For a
full set of instruments, see Appendix C.)

INTERVIEW: GENERAL

An interview protocol was devised to cover the four aspects of Lytle's
model. Three of these aspects—practices, beliefs, and plans—were tested using
open-ended questions that applied to all learners at al sites. Concerning literacy
practices, learners were asked about their reading and writing, both at work and
away from work. A typical question isthe following:

“Tell me the sorts of things you read and write on the job during
anormal week.”

This was followed up with a non-directive prompt (“Can you give me more
examples?’), which was repeated several times until the learner had no more to
add. Concerning their beliefs, learners were asked to describe their perceived
level of literacy, and what it might become in future. One set of questions was
the following:

“How good do you consider yourself to be at reading and
writing? What makes you think so?’

Finally, learners were asked about their future plans, for 1, 5, and 10 years
ahead, and how they saw reading and education as part of those plans. For
example:

“Now I'd like to ask you about your plans. Explain how you see
reading and education as part of these plans. What are your
plans for the next year?’

JOB-RELATED SCENARIOS

The fourth aspect of Lytle' s framework—reading process—was assessed
using site-specific job-related scenarios. Three different job-related items (i.e., a
newsletter article, a graph, and a chart or procedure) were selected with the
advice of the site coordinators. The subjects were presented with these
workplace materials, and asked to go over them and describe how they read
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(i.e., reading strategies, areas of focus, thoughts while reading). All learners
were asked essentially the same question in each scenario about how they read
the materids:

“ | am going to show you a newspaper article about your
industry. | want you to explain to me how you would read it.
There are many ways to read. People look at different parts of
a page and think about different things when they read. What
would you do first, then next, then next?’

After reading, they were asked to answer factual, inference, and
application questions about the specific contents of the reading materials.

DATA GATHERING PROCEDURES

The interview and job scenarios were conducted by a researcher one-on-
one with alearner. The researcher asked each question and made notes on the
learner’ s responses, pausing long enough to obtain a considered answer and
using standard non-directive prompts and probes to elicit a more extensive
response. The time taken for each individua interview was in the range 20-30
minutes. These interviews were conducted as pretests at the start of each
course and as posttests at the end.

DATA ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

Data analysis was of two types. category and holistic. Quantifiable
interview responses were recorded and analyzed statistically. Responses to
open-ended interview questions were recorded, and then methods of analysis
were developed to fit the nature of the responses.

For some open-ended interview questions, categories of responses were
allowed to emerge from the data. These categories were then used to label
subject comments. When category refinement allowed for acceptable levels of
interrater agreement (90% or higher), category responses were recorded and
statistically analyzed. For other open-ended interview questions, a holistic
comparison was made between pretest and posttest responses, and the change
was rated as positive, neutral, or negative. As with the category schemes, the
criteriafor ng this change emerged from the data, and the application of
the scheme was subject to the same levels of acceptable interrater agreement.

Examples of both category and holistic rating schemes arose in connection
with the interview question: “How good do you consider yourself to be at
reading and writing? What makes you think so?’ Responses to this open-
ended question nearly always included spontaneously some kind of self-
rating, using words such as average, very good, below average, and poor.
These were categorized from lowest to highest on a scale of 1-5, to produce a
score for each self-rating. In addition, a holistic rating was applied to the full
response, in which change from pretest to posttest was judged as positive,
neutral, or negative according to the reasons given by the subject for the
reported self-image. An example to illustrate this process follows:

Pre: I'm not very good at reading and writing—not much
education.
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Post: I’'m about average. I’'m not stupid. | can read and write—I
can figure things out.

For this response, the self-ratings were 2 for the pre-interview and 3 for the
post-interview, and the holistic rating was positive because of the change from
low to higher self-esteem.

The other areain which aholistic rating was used related to subjects’ plans
for the future. These were judged on their definiteness and detail, as the
following example illustrates:

Pre: 1 don’t know. | might go to tech school in a couple of
years.

Post: I’'m going to school—four nights aweek in the fall.

Thistoo was rated positive, because of the change from vague intentions to
adefinite decision.

For any of the responses which resulted in numerical scores (e.g., materials
read during a week at work or scores for scenario questions), statistical tests
were applied to the set of scores for each group of subjects. Pre- and post-
assessments were compared for the individuals in a course using a paired-
sample t-test, in order to detect gains brought about by the program. In
addition, for the holistic change scores, the allocation of values +1, 0, and -1 to
positive, neutral, and negative allowed the use of a one-sample t-test to
determine if the changes were significantly different from 0. In all cases, asthe
tests were of no difference versus improvement, the statistical tests were one-
tailed.

COURSE CHARACTERISTICS RATINGS

For the analysis of variance described below, it was necessary to construct
rating schemes to summarize the instructional characteristics of each course and
its curriculum. These covered such areas as emphasis on workplace examples,
reading and writing intensity, focus on improving literacy processes and
strategies, and discussion of literacy beliefs and plans. The site coordinators
provided syllabi, assignments, and other curriculum documents, together with
descriptive observational information about the teaching methods of the teachers
at their sites. Using these materials, the ratings were completed by two
researchers, who then compared results, discussed differences in ratings when
these occurred, referred back to on-site coordinator notes and curriculum
documents as necessary, and then reached consensus on the ratings.

Combining data across programs is always problematical. In an ideal world,
data would be combined only for students receiving identical instruction and
being assessed with identical measures. The second of these is easier to achieve
than the first in any situation, but—in this workplace study—neither is strictly
true. However, al learners did receive instruction in literacy aimed at improving
their abilities in reading and writing, which argues for at least as much
commonality as, for example, in a study of high school seniors and their
academic performance.

In fact, the programs and courses that took part in this project had much in
common. All programs were based in workplaces and set out to increase the
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literacy skills of those workers attending. All addressed increasing the literacy
and communications competence of the learners in order to help them deal
with practical situations in the workplace and everyday life. All classes were
small (10-15 learners) and included much individual attention on particular
learner problems. Also, within the wider context of schooling, all courses
were brief. Most were of 20-50 hours duration, and the one exception
included 200 hours of instruction, which corresponds to only 6 or 7 weeks of
high school.

Also all learners were assessed within the framework of the evaluation
model. This assessment included many elements common to all programs,
and those measures—the job-specific scenarios—that differed in topic from
program to program were all constructed to the same pattern. The three
custom-designed scenarios for each workplace included a range of factual,
inference, and application questions, and included prose, document, and
quantitative materials. Thus, a compromise was achieved, which allowed site
specific assessment appropriate to each program and, at the same time, made it
arguably feasible to aggregate data across programs in order to identify
patterns.

As with most instruction, there was enough variation among the programs
to allow an analysis of the effects of those differences on learner gains.
Although all programs were quite brief compared to K—12 schooling and all
addressed workplace literacy goals, the content of the materials varied. Some
concentrated very specifically on workplace skills and materials, while others
employed a greater proportion of more genera literacy materials. As with
instruction in schools, there were differences in the teaching styles employed:
from a mix of lecture, learner practice, and discussion to more structured
learning modules with occasional conferences with the teacher. The
percentage of class time spent practicing reading and writing or in discussion
of reading strategies or the relevance of instruction to future goals also
differed somewhat from class to class. In order to encapsulate these
differences, six factors were chosen to characterize the various courses. They
cover three aspects of course practices:

* Time — total instructional time and time spent on reading and
writing,
* Topic — workplace and home/family orientation of instruction, and

» Talk — discussion of literacy beliefs and plans and of reading and
writing processes.

The six factors are listed below together with abbreviated labels for their
use.
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Factors for Rating Course Characteristics

1. Hours Instructional time in hours—course meetings + homework

2. RIWr Reading/writing intensity—0-5 scale with descriptors®

3. Work Workplace orientation—0-5 scale with descriptors

4. Home Home/family orientation—0-5 scale with descriptors

5. DiscB/P  Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans—0-5 scale with descriptors

6. DiscProc  Discussion of reading and writing processes—0-5 scale with
descriptors

(* For details of all descriptors, see Appendix A.)

Although anchor points were different for the various scales, the two
examples given below are typical.

3. Workplace Orientation

Curriculum and materials:

0 have no direct connection with the workplace
use workplace examples occasionally
use workplace examples sometimes (20-30% of time)

1
2
3 use workplace examples much of the time (50-60% of time)
4 are connected mainly to the workplace (70-80% of time)

5

are connected entirely to the workplace (90-100% of time)

5. Discussion of Literacy Beliefs and Plans:

0 does not occur in this course
occurs occasional ly/incidentally in this course
occurs as adeliberate part of this course

1
2
3 occurs moderately often in this course (every other session)
4 occurs often in this course (most sessions)

5

occurs very often in this course (every session)

The three aspects of Time, Topic, and Talk were chosen to characterize the
courses because of their importance in the workplace context. Most workplace
literacy programs are brief (20-50 hours) and therefore need to be targeted on
very specific goals. Thus, total time is of the essence in determining what can
be achieved, as is the amount of time spent practicing reading and writing.
Because of the limited nature of transfer from one area of application to another,
it is also important to know what kinds of topics are used to teach literacy in
these programs. The use of workplace examplesis more likely to carry over to
job-related scenarios than the use of more general material. Finally, due to the
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limited time avail able, learners are unlikely to make connections on their own
about generalizable reading strategies or about self-esteem and future plans.

The six course characteristic scales were then applied to each course using
syllabi, assignments, and other curriculum documents, together with
classroom observations and descriptive information about teaching methods.
The results of this process are contained in Table 1.

Table 1
Ratings of Course Characteristics
FACTOR HOURS R/WR WORK HOME DISCB/P DISCPROC
COURSE
Site#1: Automotive
Tech Prep 200 3 2 1 2 2
Control 0 0 0 0 0 0
GED 24 5 1 1 1 1
ESL 48 2 2 2 3 2
Site#2: Women’s prison
Report Writing 40 4 4 0 2 5
Promotions 20 4 5 1 3 2
Site#3: Insurance 40 5 4 1 1 4
Site#4: Hospital 20 5 1 1 2 3
Site#5: Gasket-maker 50 4 4 1 1 3
Site#6: Electric motors 30 3 1 2 1 5

For one of the rating scales listed in Table 1(Home/family orientation),
nearly all courses were rated O or 1, showing that this area did not play a
significant part in the curricula of the courses under consideration. Therefore,
thisfactor is not used in the later analysis.

In order to investigate any possible connections among the rating scales as
causes for learner gains, the ratings were applied to each learner in the sample
according to the course attended, and the correlations between the rating scales
were calculated on a sample of 181 learners. Several of these correlations
were statistically significant, but none were very large. For example, the
highest correlations were (a) 0.604 between Reading/writing intensity and
Workplace orientation, (b) 0.409 between Workplace orientation and
Discussion of beliefs and plans, and (c) 0.351 between Reading/writing
intensity and Discussion of reading processes.

Even so, this suggested that factor analysis should be used to establish
whether some of the course characteristics could be combined into more
useful constructs. The results of this process, however, revealed no clear
grouping of the course characteristics within the factors generated, so it
appears that each of the rating scales used in this study involves a separate
instructional factor in the courses under investigation.
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A second approach toward simplifying the picture of course characteristics
involved trying to establish course profiles, into which several courses would
fit. Differences in instructors' styles across the course characteristics did not
allow for any clear generalization in this direction.

LEARNER GAINS

The course characteristic ratings were then compared with the gain scores
(see below) of each individual learner in al of the courses pooled together, in
the areas evaluated by the learner interview. Those areas are asfollows:

1. Practices at work

2. Practices away from work

3. Reading process

4. Scenario performance

5. Beliefs (literacy self-efficacy)
6. Plans

(For details of the calculation of these scores, see Appendix B.)

For Items 1-3, each learner’ s gain score is the difference between a pretest
and a posttest score. Item 4, scenario performance, is based on the sum of
scores on site-specific reading scenarios; because topic materials were different
for each program, the scores on each scenario were standardized before being
combined with the other scenarios. For Items 5 and 6, the gain scores are based
on a direct comparison of pretest and posttest interview responses. With the
exception of Item 4, each area of learner gain was assessed using the same
questionsfor al courses at all programs.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

The technigque of analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare the
gains of those groups of learners having high ratings on particular course
characteristics with those having low ratings on that characteristic. This
indicates which course characteristics play important roles in determining
whether or not learners make gains in each area. In addition, patterns across
courses can suggest the threshold level of the activity related to that
characteristic (i.e., use of workplace materials or discussion of literacy
processes) that is required to produce measurable learner gains in various areas
of the workplace literacy program impact model. Although this processis only
an initial attempt to identify patterns across programs, it can allow some
tentative insights about a desirable mixture of course activities that will produce
learner gainsin avariety of areasrelated to workplace literacy competence.

The division between high and low ratings for each characteristic was
determined by first carrying out analyses of variance with all characteristic
ratings separate. Where inspection showed a change in the level of learner gain
at aparticular point on the characteristic scale, thiswas investigated further, in a
subsequent analysis of variance, by combining all the groups of learners below
that point and comparing them with all the groups of learners above that point.
The authors investigated all possible pairings of course characteristics with
areas of gain, but the results set out below show only those for which thereisa
statistically significant difference between the high- and low-rated groups.
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Before proceeding with the details of the divisions, a somewhat surprising
observation must be noted. The division between high and low ratings for
each characteristic that is paired with more than one area of gain occurs nearly
always at the same point on the characteristic scale, regardless of the area of
gain being analyzed. For example, the characteristic Discussion of literacy
beliefs and plans is paired with the three areas of gain Scenario performance,
gain in Beliefs about one' s own literacy abilities, and gains in the specificity
and detail of future educational Plans. In each case, the change in the level of
learner gain occurred at the same point of division between low and high
ratings of Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans, suggesting that thresholds
of activity may indeed be relevant.

Thedivisionsfor all course characteristics are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
High and Low Ratings of Course Characteristics
Course characteristic |Division Rating Description Number
of
subjects
Instructional timein low 0-50 up to 50 hours 165
hours high 200 over 50 hours 14
Workplace orientation low 0,1 little connection with 85
workplace
high 2-5 use workplace examples at 95
least 20-30% of time
Discussion of literacy low 0,1 at most occasional/ 95
beliefs and plans incidental
high 2, 3* deliberate part of course 85
Discussion of reading and low 0,1 at most occasional/ 27
writing processes incidental
high 25 deliberate part of course 153
Reading/writing intensity low 0-3 up to 50% of time 65
1 high 4,5 over 50% of time 96
Reading/writing intensity low 04 up to 70% of time 127
2 high 5 over 70% of time 53

* ratings of 4 and 5 did not occur

RESULTS

The areas of learner gains described above were compared with the course
characteristic ratings, and cut-points in the rating scales were identified at
which the amount of learner gain changed significantly. Using these divisions
into high and low ratings on the course characteristics, we have the
statistically significant ANOVA results set out below. In each case, the
following information is given: first, the area of gain, the course
characteristic, and the level of significance for the difference between the low
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and high groups (p =xxx); then, for each group, a description of the division
into low and high ratings, the number of subjects (n), the mean gain and
standard error (s.e.) of that mean, and the resultant significance of gain for that
group; and finally, the standard deviation (s.d.) of each group. This last is to
verify that the variances of the low and high groups are always approximately
equal—a necessary condition for the validity of analyses of variance. The
findings from each case are listed:

Practices Away From Work divided according to Instructional time in hours
(p = 0.0120)

Divison n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low (0-50hr) | 165 | 0.121 0.180 n.s. (p = 0.2507) 2.311
high(200hr) | 14 1.786 0.764 sig. (p = 0.0181) 2.860

* Thelearnerswith 200 instructional hours (the Tech Prep group at Site
#1) made significant gains in reading practices away from work, but
all the other learners with 50 hours or less, did not.

Reading Process divided according to Reading/writing intensity 2 (p =
0.0003)

Divison n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain

low (s70% of | 127 | 0.945 0.316 sig. (p = 0.0017) 3.560
time)

high (>70% of | 53 3.491 0.755 sig. (p < 0.0001) 5.497
time)

* Although both the high- and low-rated |earners made significant gains
in increased self-reported sophistication in the reading processes that
they would employ, the learners who spent over 70% of their course
time reading and writing had a mean gain that was over three times
that of the other learners.

Scenario Performance divided according to Workplace orientation (p =
0.0179)

Division n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain

low (<20%of | 85 | 0.858 0.214 sig. (p < 0.0001) 1.976
time)

high (=20% of | 95 1.622 0.234 sig. (p < 0.0001) 2.276
time)

* Although both the high- and low-rated |learners made significant gains
on job-related scenario comprehension questions, the learners who
used workplace examplesin class at least 20-30% of the time had a
mean gain on the reading scenarios that was nearly twice that of the
other learners.

Scenario Performance divided according to Discussion of beliefs and plans
(p < 0.0001)

Divison n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low 127 0.945 0.316 sig. (p = 0.0017) 3.560
(incidental)
high 53 3.491 0.755 sig. (p < 0.0001) 5.497
(ddliberate)

* Although both the high- and low-rated |earners made significant gains
on job-related scenario comprehension questions, the learners who
had discussions of literacy beliefs and plans as a deliberate part of
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their course had a mean gain on the reading scenarios that was
nearly three timesthat of the other learners.

Scenario Performance divided according to Discussion of reading processes
(p = 0.0008)

Division n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low 27 -0.015 0.331 n.s. (p = 0.4827) 1.718
(incidental)
high 153 1.486 0.175 sig. (p < 0.0001) 2.165
(deliberate)

» Thelearners who had discussions of reading and writing processes
as a deliberate part of their course made significant gains on the
reading scenarios, but the other learners did not.

Beliefs divided according to Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans (p <
0.0001)

Division n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low 92 | 0.120 0.104 n.s. (p = 0.1255) 0.993
(incidental)
high 85 | 0.812 0.095 sig. (p < 0.0001) 0.880
(deliberate)

* The learners who had discussions of literacy beliefs and plans as a
deliberate part of their course made significant gains in the area of
beliefs and perceived self-efficacy in relation to literacy, but the
other learners did not.

Plans divided according to Reading/writing intensity 1 (p = 0.0355)

Division n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain

low (<20%of | 85 | 0.858 0.214 sig. (p < 0.0001) 1.976
time)

high (220% of| 95 | 1.622 0.234 sig. (p < 0.0001) 2.276
time)

* Thelearners who spent over 50% of their course time reading and
writing made significant gains in the area of specific, detailed future
plans, but al the other learners did not.

Plans divided according to Workplace orientation (p = 0.0111)

Divison n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low (<20% of | 69 0.174 0.169 n.s. (p = 0.1535) 1.403
time)
high (=20% of | 92 0.750 0.147 sig. (p < 0.0001) 1.411
time)

* Thelearners who used workplace examples at |east 20-30% of the
time had a mean gain in the area of plans, but all the other learners
did not.

Plans divided according to Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans (p <
0.0001)

Divison n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low 77 0.039 0.157 n.s. (p = 0.4026) 1.381
(incidental)
high 84 0.929 0.147 sig. (p < 0.0001) 1.351
(deliberate)
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» The learners who had discussions of literacy beliefs and plans as a
deliberate part of their course made significant gains in the area of
plans, but the other learners did not.

Plans divided according to Discussion of reading processes (p = 0.0141)

Division n Mean gain S.e. of mean Significance of gain S.d. of gain
low 27 -0.111 0.222 n.s. (p = 0.3106) 1.155
(incidental)
high 134 0.627 0.126 sig. (p < 0.0001) 1.454
(deliberate)

» The learners who had discussions of reading and writing processes
as adeliberate part of their course made significant gainsin the area
of plans, but the other learners did not.

It can be seen that, in all of the cases set out above, there is a significant
difference between those groups with low ratings and those with high ratings.
Also, those groups with high ratings made significant gains, compared with no
gains or smaller gains for those with [ow ratings.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The classroom practices related to each of the characteristic rating scales
considered above will now be examined, and these practices will be compared
with the areas of gain that are connected with them. The course characteristics
are Instructional time in hours, Reading/writing intensity, Workplace
orientation, Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans, and Discussion of reading
and writing processes (see Appendix A for definitions).

Instructional time in hoursis a factor only in relation to learner gainsin
reading practices away from work. This result depends on the fact that the Tech
Prep group at Site #1 (who received 200 hours of instruction) made gains in
this area and other learners did not. Although this could be an aberration caused
by this one group, it may be athreshold effect due to the much greater time that
these learners spent in class. Gains in practices could be longer term in taking
effect than those in other aress.

Reading/writing intensity (i.e., percentage of class time spent reading and
writing) appears to be related to gains in learners’ reporting of more
sophisticated reading processes, and more detailed and specific educational
plans. The cause for the positive impact on forming detailed educationa plansis
not clear, but there is an obvious link between the practicing of reading and
writing, and gains in the sophistication of reading techniques. From the analysis
of variance, it seems that quite a high level of reading/writing intensity is
required to achieve this: Gainsremain relatively small in classes that report less
than 70% of instructional time dedicated to reading and writing. In classes with
70% or more of instructional time allocated to reading and writing practice,
gains are considerably higher.

Workplace orientation of materials and instruction isrelated to learner gains
in answering comprehension questions on workplace scenarios and in forming
detailed educational and literacy-related plans. The gainsin plans may be due to
aworkplace orientation making explicit the link between future planning and job
advancement. The connection between use of workplace materials in the
classroom and success with assessments based on workplace materialsis more
direct: It issimply “test what you teach.” For both areas of gain, the level of use
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of workplace materials need not be very high—20-30% of course time—but it
does need to be more than incidental, built into the structure of the course.

Classroom discussion and feedback related to perception of personal
effectiveness with literacy (i.e., beliefs) and future educational plans (i.e.,
plans) are related to learner gains in answering comprehension gquestions on
workplace scenarios, and in articulating learners’ own literacy-related beliefs
and plans. Improvement in personal sense of literacy effectiveness and more
detailed educational plans are directly connected to feedback and discussion of
these subjectsin class. Providing feedback and talking about learners’ beliefs
and plans does appear to produce changes in their attitudes. The
comprehension gains on the scenarios may be related to an increase in
motivation to succeed, caused by raised levels of belief in oneself (self-
efficacy) and by amore definite view of where education might lead. Bandura
(1986) has shown that the willingness to attempt and persist with atask is
related to “ perceived self-efficacy”—the belief in self and ability to succeed,
which can give alearner the confidence to continue in the face of difficulties.
If these ideas are made explicit in classroom discussions and if learners are
provided with feedback about their growing effectiveness, these |earners seem
more likely to develop the persistence that will give them a better chance of
performing well at new literacy tasks. From the analysis of variance, it
appears that it is important for such discussions to be an integral part of the
learners’ instructional experience, rather than incidental. This does not mean
including discussions of literacy beliefs and plans in every course session, but
it does mean that these discussions should be frequent enough to inform the
ongoing process of education. Courses where such discussions were planned
demonstrated much larger gains than those where discussions of literacy
beliefs and plans were left to chance.

Classroom discussion and feedback related to reading and writing
processes appear to affect learner gains in answering comprehension
guestions on workplace scenarios and in forming detailed educational plans.
The cause for the impact on learners’ plansis not clear, but discussing literacy
processes has an obvious connection with the ability to understand and
answer questions about new reading materials. From the analysis of variance,
it seems that such discussions need to be an integral part of the learners
course, rather than incidental, but do not need to occur in every course
session. It is sufficient for these discussions to happen often enough to inform
the ongoing process of reading and writing.

Taking these course characteristics together, it seems reasonable to
hypothesize the following structure for a workplace literacy course to be a
success in awide variety of areas. It should include alarge proportion of time
when learners practice reading and writing (70-80% of course time) and a
substantial proportion of workplace examples (about 30% of course time).
Integrated into this, but without detracting from the reading and writing
practice time, there should also be planned regular discussion both of learner
beliefs and plans concerning literacy and of reading and writing processes.
With such a mix, the results above suggest that learners ought to make gains
in their reading abilities and sophistication of strategy knowledge, in their
beliefs in their own literacy effectiveness, and in their abilities to plan for a
future connected to literacy and education. In addition, for longer running
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courses (i.e., 200 hours), changesin learners everyday literacy practices may
also be expected.

CONCLUSION

This three-year study was designed to determine the feasibility of
developing a workplace literacy assessment model that could produce
information both of useto local program providers and capable of aggregation
across programs.

The study has demonstrated the feasibility of implementing the assessment
model at avariety of sites. The inclusion in the model of a mixture of common
assessment instruments used at al programs and a framework for developing
customized instruments for each program has allowed for the variationsin job
materials used and in skills being taught at the different workplaces. Also,
employing a broad conception of literacy makes it possible to be sensitive to
program variations and to demonstrate program gains even when evaluation
constraints are very limiting.

The feasibility of aggregating data across sites has been demonstrated, but
this must be viewed with a good deal of caution. Although the variation in
instructional approaches in workplaces may not be much greater than the
variation found in schooals, this variation must be weighed in interpreting the
results of aggregating data. Similarly, one must consider whether differencesin
adult ages and work site experiences are so great as to compromise the wisdom
of aggregating data. On the other hand, teachers in large high schools who teach
students from diverse ethnic and social class backgrounds might argue that
working adults have more shared experience in common than adolescents
coming from such diverse homes—and we regularly aggregate data from such
students.

The mgjority of data in this study comes from assessment questions that
were exactly the same at all sites. Aggregating data from these itemsisrelatively
easy to justify. For items custom-designed for each program, the issue is less
clear. The common framework of the evaluation model makes such items
comparable in some sense, but there may be differencesin difficulty level. For
example, aggregating literacy performance data from several different custom-
designed scenarios is problematical, but arguably acceptable when scores are
standardized. Continued research in this area, beyond these beginning steps, is
obviously needed.

Allowing for all the above cautions and caveats, patterns across programs
suggest some useful connections between the instructional uses of time and
learner gains in a variety of literacy-related areas. The analysis of variance
suggests that gains in (a) literacy performance on scenarios, (b) beliefs about
personal effectiveness with literacy, and (c) clarity and definiteness of future
educational plans are strongly linked to an environment intense with the use of
workplace reading and writing materials, and providing regular discussion and
feedback related to learner literacy processes, beliefs about personal literacy
effectiveness, and future educational plans.
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It is conceivable and indeed likely that the focus and motivation provided
by improved self-perceptions and aspirations will provide significant future
benefits as |earners choose additional educational experiences, attempt more
literacy challenges, and slowly accrue more experience and practice with
literacy. The improvement of literacy practice in the single 200-hour course
suggests that such longer term gains are attainable, though not necessarily in
brief, isolated programs.

The brief duration of most workplace literacy programs and the limited
degree of instructional transfer make it mandatory that program providers have
clear goals for what they want to achieve in the limited time that learners arein
class. Among the goals should be helping learners develop, through
discussion and feedback, clearer senses of their own improving literacy
abilities, broader senses of the literacy strategies available to them, and
stronger links between what they are currently learning and future
occupational and educational choices. Since time is so short in the courses,
instructors should also be seeking ways to extend this time beyond the
classroom. One way of doing this is to use on-the-job materials in class so
that learners are more likely to continue practicing outside class time. Also,
encouraging learner motivation and independenceislikely to lead to learners
engaging more often in literacy-related activities.

Although data for this study were carefully gathered over a period of three
years and across programs in several industries, the small sample sizes
available in most workplace literacy programs somewhat limit the findings.
Findings are also limited by the fact that longitudinal follow-up of learners
was not possible. As aresult, questions about the impact of changed literacy
beliefs and aspirations upon future literacy practices and abilities remain
undocumented.
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APPENDIX A

COURSE CHARACTERISTICS

(Assessed by researchers for each course.)

Time 1. Instructional time in hours—course meetings + homework
2. Reading/writing intensity—0-5 scale with descriptors
Topic: 3. Workplace orientation—0-5 scale with descriptors
4. Home/family orientation—0-5 scale with descriptors
Tak: 5. Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans—0-5 scale with descriptors
6. Discussion of reading and writing processes—0-5 scale with descriptors
Descriptor

1. Instructional timein hours (not applicable)

2. Reading/writing intensity

Learner reading/writing:

O WNRFO

does not happen in this course

happens occasionally/incidentally in this course

happens sometimes in this course (20—-30% of time)
happens moderately often in this course (40-50% of time)
happens often in this course (60-70% of time)

happens very often in this course ( more than 80% of time)

3. Workplace orientation

Curriculum and materials:;

GO WNRFO

have no direct connection with the workplace

use workplace examples occasionally

use workplace examples sometimes (20-30% of time)

use workplace examples much of the time (50-60% of time)
are connected mainly to the workplace (70-80% of time)
are connected entirely to the workplace (90-100% of time)

4, Home/family orientation

Curriculum and materias:

GO WNRFO

have no direct connection with the home/family

use home/family examples occasionally

use home/family examples sometimes (20—-30% of time)

use home/family examples much of the time (50-60% of time)
are connected mainly to the home/family (70-80% of time)
are connected entirely to the home/family (90-100% of time)

5. Discussion of literacy beliefs and plans:

GahrhWNEFO

does not occur in this course

occurs occasionally/incidentally in this course

occurs as a deliberate part of this course

occurs moderately often in this course (every other session)
occurs often in this course (most sessions)

occurs very oftenin this course (every session)
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6. Discussion of reading and writing processes:

does not occur in this course

occurs occasionally/incidentally in this course

occurs as a deliberate part of this course

occurs moderately often in this course (every other session)
occurs often in this course (most sessions)

occurs very oftenin this course (every session)

GrhWNEFO

A - TECHNICAL REPORT TR96-03



APPENDIX B

LEARNER RESULTS: AREAS OF GAIN

For most areas, each learner’ s gain score is the difference between the pretest and the
posttest scores obtained from the sources described below. The exception is the use of
holistic scoresin the areas of Beliefs and Plans. Here the gain score is the sum of two or
three holistic ratings each scored as 1, 0, or -1 according to whether each |earner showed
gain, no change, or loss. (See Mikulecky & Lloyd, 1993, for details of the instruments
used to obtain these responses.)

1. Practices at Work
Count of items reported in Interview as read or written at work in last week
2. Practices Away From Work

Count of items reported in Interview as read or written away from work in last
week

w

Reading Process
Total count of strategies mentioned for reading workplace scenarios
(most courses assessed with 3 scenarios, but some with 2 only)

4. Scenario Performance

Total score for workplace scenario content questions, with scores on each scenario
standardized before being combined*

(most courses assessed with 3 scenarios, but some with 2 only)
5. Beliefs

Sum of holistic ratings comparing pre- and post-responses for learners perception
of literacy effectiveness and future literacy aspirations—comparisons based on
learner self-rating comments and quality of reasons given for learner self-
assessments (i.e., concrete mention of specific literacy abilities, activities, and
interests)

6. Plans
Sum of holistic ratings comparing pre- and post-responses for 1-year plans, 5-year

plans, and 10-year plans—comparisons based on clarity, definiteness, and detail of
plans mentioned, particularly in relation to reading and education
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* For each scenario, pretest and posttest scores were pooled and these were standardized as
asingle samplein order to avoid losing any differences between pretest and posttest
scores—and hence any learner gains.

The table below shows the mean, standard deviation, and range for each variable
considered above.

Vaiable Mean Standard Range
Deviation

Practices at work 0.128 2.459 -10-7
Practices away from 0.251 2.391 -6-8
work

1.694 4.365 -9-24
Reading process

1.261 2.168 -4.2-7.3
Scenario performance

0.452 1.000 -2-2
Beliefs

0.503 1.432 -3-3
Plans
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APPENDIX C

INSTRUMENTS USED TO GATHER LEARNER DATA

Note that parts of the instruments shown below were used at all sites, and parts were
custom-designed for particular sites within an overall framework. For these latter parts,
examples only are given—and are labeled as such. Note also that, to save space, the gaps
for learner responses have been reduced from their original sizes.

LEARNER INTERVIEW
Personal Information:

Name: Date:

What class are you in?

Job you do

I'd like to ask you some guestions about reading, writing, and education. The answersto
these questions will give us an idea of the way reading and writing are used here.

Beliefs

1. Describe someone you know who is good at reading and writing. What makes you
choose this person?

2. How good do you consider yourself to be at reading and writing? What makes you
think so?

3. Describe how you would like to be in terms of reading and writing.
(Probe: Could you give me some examples?)

Practices

1. Tell me the sorts of things you read and write away from work during a normal week.
(For probe, ask: "Can you give me more examples?')
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2. Tell methe sorts of things you read and write on the job during anormal week.
(Use probe above for more examples.)

Process. Article (Example from one Site)

1. 1 am going to show you an article from the Employee Handbook. Explain to me how you
would read this story in order to find out what the writer thinks.
(Show attached article “ A Message from The Chairman and CEO” )
Describe what you would look at. What would you be thinking about? How would you go
about reading this story? What would you do first, then next, then next?

2. (easy factua question)
How many customers does the company serve?

3. (harder factual question)
Name one industry that uses the company’s products.

4. (easy inference question)
How does the company help to provide stable employment to workers?

5. (harder inference question)
How is the company’s |leadership demonstrated?

6. (harder application question)
What prospects do you see for the growth of the company?
Give reasons for your answer.

7. (easy application question to end the section)
As an employee how would the chairman’s message motivate you?
Give reasons for your answer.
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A Message from The Chairman and CEO

Our company is very fortunate to have aimost 10,000 good
customers throughout the United States, Canada, and more than
30 other countries. These customers have been remarkably loyal
throughout the years and we're adding more every week.

Our success depends to a great extent on our ability to please
these customers. What pleases customers is good quality, on-time
delivery, fair prices and fair treatment. We do our best to
provide all of these and you are an important part of this.

We serve many different markets, all the way from machine
tool manufacturers, to farm machinery manufacturers, to
distributors who supply replacement motors to industries of all
kinds. This has helped us provide more stable employment than
If we were to serve just one or two industries.

While we supply only 4 or 5% of all the motors produced in
the United States, we are a well-known manufacturer in this
field. As a matter of fact, we're one of the leaders in several
ways. For example, much recognition has been achieved recently
in the area of high-efficiency motors which not only conserve
energy, but save considerable amounts of money for people
buying and using our motors.

We want you to be proud of your company, as | am. We
welcome your ideas, your support and your helping to produce
more and better motors.

Chairman and CEO
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Process: Procedure/Job Aid (Example from one site)

1. 1 am going to show you an instruction sheet. Explain to me how you would read it in
order to find out what it’ s about.
(Show attached instruction sheet, “Hand Washing”.)
Describe what you would look at. What would you be thinking about? How would
you go about reading this instruction sheet? What would you do first, then next, then
next?

2 (easy factual question)
What should you do if your skin becomes dry and infected after washing
your hands frequently?

3. (harder factua question)
What kind of soap must be in a container that will drain?

4. (easy inference)
Look at drawings 4, 5 and 6. What is the point of the drawings?

5. (harder inference)
What are the reasons for using paper towels on the hand washing
instruction sheet?

6. (harder application)
Why does it say in step #1 of the Procedure, DO NOT FILL SINK?

7. (easy application question to end the section)
Explain two jobs which you perform that require hand washing before
or after the job.
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. HANDWASHING
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Required Supplles and Equipmient:

tand Brush, Paper Towels, Suap foar, liqu:d, pawder], Running water

Satety Precautions: PROCEDURE:

Always use paper wwels 1o turn faucets on
and off.

Tt yau have any cuts ar other skin breaks you
™ust wear gloves,

Skin may become dry and may become
infected, basause of fraquent hand washing,
theraforae, apply letion after weshing.

Follow hand washing procedurs sTep by step
— o not take any short <uts.

Whees S saap is used, [t must ba in 2
container that will dealn, rinse ssap off
Lefore using.

Us=e claan brush,

Procedure:

Take pager towel 2nd Turn on Jaucet.
DO NOT FILL SIMK,

¥eat hands.

Apply soap tharoughly — get under nzil 2nd
berwesn fingess.

Use glean brush to remove any sussiances
otfering particujar resjgtance,

Ruob hands topether. Use @ rotating
frictional motlen, Count to 2,

Interlace the fingers. Rub up and down,
Hinse wall under running water.

Dry with papar iowel,

Tuen off faucet, using paper towel

Open dogr with paper 1owel before
disgarding towei,
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Process. Graph (Example from one site)

1. |1 am going to show you a graph. Explain to me how you would read this graph in order
to find out what it's about.
(Show attached graph. “Payment Scores vs Class Average”).
Describe what you would look at. What would you be thinking about? How would
you go about reading this graph? What would you do first, then next, then next?

N

. (easy factual question)
What is the graph about?

3. (harder factual question)
What comparison is being made on the graph?

4. (easy inference)
In how many areas is Lisa higher than the class?

5. (harder inference)
Overall in what areas does Lisa need to improve her payments most?

6. (easy application question)
Is Lisa more knowledgeable about some insurance benefits than others?
Give reasons for your answer.

\‘

. (more difficult application question)
Which areas are you best at? Give reasons why you think so.
Which areas are worst for you? Why do you think so?
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Plans

Now I'd like to ask you about your plans. Explain how you see reading and education as
part of these plans:

1. What are your plansfor the next year?

2. What are your plansfor the next 5 Y ears?

3. What are your plansfor the next 10 Y ears?
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LEARNER QUESTIONNAIRE
Name: Age: Sex:

Education: ___ (furthest year in school) Training
Marriage Status:
Children: (number) (ages)

Practices. Sdlf rating reading ability

I. 1. First check only the things you've read in the past month.
2. Now go back and rate your ability to read the items you've checked.

poor excellent
___ local newspapers 1 2 3 4 5
__ classified ads 1 2 3 4 5
__ telephonebills 1 2 3 4 5
TV guidelistings 1 2 3 4 5
___ magazines 1 2 3 4 5
poor excellent
___ training quides 1 2 3 4 5
__ paycheck stubs 1 2 3 4 5
___ company newsletters 1 2 3 4 5
___ ben€fit information 1 2 3 4 5
graphs and charts 1 2 3 4 5

(For items 11-15, workplace personnel chose appropriate items of reading material. The
following are examples only)

poor excellent
procedure manual 1 2 3 4 5
___ inter-office memos 1 2 3 4 5
__ notesfrom supervisor 1 2 3 4 5
L computer screens 1 2 3 4 5
computer printouts 1 2 3 4 5
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Practices. Reading frequency
Please check the number of times you have done the following:

1. In the last 7 days how many times have you used a TV guide listing to select
programs?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

4. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read a book for pleasure?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

5. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read the following types of books?

mystery: _ times how-to books. __ times
novels. _ times factual books: _ times
poetry: __ times encyclopedia __ times
Bible: __ times comic books: __ times
other types: ___times

___times

6. How often do you make a shopping list before you go to the store?
___hever ___ occasionaly ___ often ____aways

7. When you're waiting in an office, how often do you read magazines?
___never ___ occasionaly ____ often ____aways

8. Do you subscribe to any magazines? __ yes no
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If yes, which ones?

9. How many different magazinetitles do you have in your home?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

Practices. Literacy at work

Please circle the number which best describes you in the situations bel ow:

(1) Youjust listeninteam or department meeting discussions.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

(2) Youtak alot inteam or department meetings, asking questions or sharing ideas.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

(3) Your ideas are often discussed in team or department meetings.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

(4) You wait for othersto talk about written information, just to be surewhat isin it.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

(5) Youlook for printed directions to help figure out what to do when a problem arises.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

(6) You often have trouble reading paperwork from management.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

(7) When the booklet about new health benefits arrived, you read it carefully.

verylikeme 1 2 3 4 5 veyunlikeme

NATIONAL CENTER ON ADULT LITERACY C-—xi



Practices. Family Literacy

Only answer the following questions if you have a child between the ages
of 3-17 at home.

Please answer for your youngest child in this age group and pleasefill in only one answer
per question:
1. Thischildis yearsold.

2. Inthelast 7 days how many times has your child looked at or read books or
magazines?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

3. Inthelast 7 days how many times has your child seen you reading or writing?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

4. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you helped your child with homework and/or
with school projects?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

5. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read/looked at books with your child or
listened to him/her read?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

6. Inthelast 7 days how many times has your child asked to be read to?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

7. Inthelast 7 days how many times has your child printed, made letters, or written?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

8. In thelast month how many times has your child gone to a public library?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

9. Inthe last month how many times have you participated/hel ped out in your child's
school ?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
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Practices. Family Literacy (cont.)

10. In the last month how many times have you hung up or displayed your child's reading
and writing efforts?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

11. In the last month how many times have you bought or borrowed books for your child?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

12. (Please check only one.)

| expect my child to finish at |east:
__bthgrade _ 9thgrade _ highschool _ two-year college _ 4-year college or
more
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LEARNER QUESTIONNAIRE (addendum)
For Year 3 of the project, the questionnaire was revised in order to evaluate learner

practices better. The following questions replaced those above on practices at work and
practices away from work.

Please check the number of times you have done the following:

1. In thelast 7 days how many times have you read a company newsletter or bulletin
board?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

2. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you used a manual ?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

3. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read a memo or |etter?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

4. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you used a graph or chart?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

5. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you used an instruction sheet?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

6. In the last 7 days how many times have you written a note to a co-worker?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

(For questions 7 - 10, workplace personnel chose appropriate items of reading material.
The following items are examples only)

7. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you used a job order form ?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

8. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you used a route shest ?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

9. Inthe last 7 days how many times have you used a computer screen ?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

10. In thelast 7 days how many times have you used a blueprint ?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
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Questionnaire: Practices at work (cont.)

11. How often do you have difficulties with the paperwork in your job?

never  occasondly  often ____aways

12. How often do you wait for othersto talk about written information, just to be sure what
isinit?

never  occasondly  often ____aways

13. How often do you have trouble reading paperwork from management?

never  occasondly  often ____aways

14. When a problem arises, how often do you look for printed directions to help figure out
what to do?

never  occasondly _ often ____aways

15. How often are you able to help when someone has troubl e reading something?

never  occasondly  often ____aways

16. How often do you talk in team or department meetings, asking questions or sharing
ideas?

never  occasondly _ often ____aways

17. How often are your ideas discussed in team or department meetings?

never  occasondly _ often ____aways
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Questionnaire: Practices away from work
Please check the number of times you have done the following:

1. In thelast 7 days how many times have you read a newspaper?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

2. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read mail, bills or ads?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

3. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read a magazine?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

4. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read a book for pleasure?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

5. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read in order to do something?
(For example: buy, build, cook, fix)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

6. In the last 7 days how many times have you discussed something you've read with
another person?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

7. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you written notes to people you live with?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

8. Inthelast 7 days how many books have you brought into your home, either bought or
borrowed?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

9. Inthelast 7 days how many times have you read the following types of books ?

mystery: __ times how-to books. _ times
novels. _ times factual books: _ times
poetry: _ times encyclopediaa __ times
Bible: _ times comic books: _ times
other types: ___times ___times

10. When you're waiting in an office, how often do you read magazines?
___never __ occasondly  often ____aways

11. How often do you make a shopping list before you go to the store?

never _ occasionadly _ often ____aways
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CLOZE EXERCISE (Example from one site)

Name Date

In a cloze exercise, you try to guess which words are missing. For example, in the sentence
below, aword is missing.

She looked before she the street.

A good guess for the missing word is "crossed.”

She looked beforeshe  Crossed the street.

In the story below, try to guess and replace the missing words. Don't expect to get them all.
Some are nearly impossible.

G.M Designs Safety for All Ages

Weall like to think about the old days. Life seemed simpler and, in some ways, better

then. But when it comesto , the good old days offer the
same degree safety astoday's cars trucks. Advancements
in technology the G.M. vehicleyou today among the
safest theworld. Each G.M. and truck is backed
thousands of dedicated men women who care about
safety of their customers. , a G.M. customers
themselves, have a stake in G.M. vehicles the highest

quality and reliability.

And you're wondering if safety improved in recent
years, this: The classic 1955 would require more than
major changes or additions hundreds of incremental
changes be as safe as vehicles.

From: Kilborn, C. GM Today (November/December, 1990), page 1.
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EMPLOYEE ASSESSMENT - OVERALL RATING
(Examples from several sites)

Please rate each employee on ascale of 1 - 10 for each aspect below.
* An average employee would be rated 5.

» A top employee would berated 8 or higher.
A bottom employee would be rated 2 or lower.

EMPLOYEE DATE

RATER
PAPERWORK
Bottom Average Top
intimidated by job-related does job-related paperwork, completesall job-related
paperwork and does it simply keeping pace paperwork and triesto
poorly improve procedures

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

MACHINE SETTING

Bottom Average Top

unable to set machines usually sets machines sets machines correctly and

correctly correctly, but doesn't always checks settings thoroughly
check settings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

PROCEDURES

Bottom Average Top

does not follow procedurein follows procedure most of follows step-by-step
a step-by-step process, the time, occasionally procedure
sometimes missing areasof  missing a step

the job

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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SAFETY PRECAUTIONS

Bottom

has to be reminded
about safety and does
not use caution on the
job

Average

takes precautions,
but sometimes
overlooks small
areasonthejob

Top

follows safety precautions
and understands why

1 2 3 4 <) 6 7 8 9 10
PROBLEM-SOLVING
Bottom Average Top

calls supervisor on minor
details or continuesto
work when equipment is
faulty

makes minor adjustments,
offers solutions to
problems and calls
supervisor only when
necessary

can analyze job situations,
make suggestions and
solutions which implement
change

1 2 3 4 <) 6 7 8 9 10
COMMUNICATION

Bottom Average Top

doesn’'t talk about thejob,  talks about the job and offers talks about the job, has
doesn’t speak at department  suggestions at department suggestions and shows
meetings meetings leadership

1 2 3 4 <) 6 7 8 9 10
QUALITY OF PAPERWORK

Bottom Average Top

paperwork provides paperwork usually paperwork islegible,

no or limited acceptable; at timestoo detailed, clear and
information; brief or vague concise

illegible, poor

grammar

1 2 3 4 <) 6 7 8 9 10
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