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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TEAM EVALUATION:
CASE STUDIES FROM
SEVEN WORKPLACE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

In 1993 and 1994, workplace education resarchers Laura
Sperazi and Paul Jurmo field-tested a team-based evaluation
methodology in seven workplace education programs. This "team"
approach involves key program stakeholders in a process of (1)
building an education team; (2) clarifying what information the team
would like to generate in an evaluation and designing a strategy and
tools for collecting that information; (3) collecting, organizing, A
analyzing, and reporting findings; and (4) taking necessary follow-up
action.

The researchers had developed this "team" or "collaborative"
approach two years earlier in evaluations of workplace education
programs sponsored by the Massachusetts Workplace Education
Initiative and other sources. This team model was conceived as an
alternative to more-familiar evaluation scenarios in which (1)
program staff carry out informal monitoring of program operations
and/or (2) more-formal evaluations are carried out by outside
evaluation specialists.

In this project, the researchers wanted to explore the premise
that evaluation carried out by a team of internal "stakeholders" could
borrow the best from the existing approaches to evaluation while
avoiding their limitations. More specifically, a well-planned
evaluation conducted by a team of internal stakeholders could
produce information meaningful to those stakeholders. It would help
them understand what the program might achieve and was
achieving, and identify actions which they and others might take to
strengthen the program. The researchers felt that this evaluation
model also had a natural "fit" with workplaces promoting team
decision-making and continuous improvement, an approach to
workplace organization which the researchers wanted to support.

This document presents case studies which describe how the
evaluation methodology played out in the seven sites, along with
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lessons which the researchers and team members learned about the
evaluation process. These "lessons" are summarized below:

Strengths of the team evaluation model

a. Team evaluation can ties in with team management model. It
"fits" with workplaces shifting toward collaborative decision-
making and continuous improvement.

b. Team evaluation can get al! stakeholders involved so the
evaluation and the education program focus on meaningful
outcomes.

c. Evaluation standards are developed internally, resulting in
reasonable, meaningful focal points for the evaluation and the
program.

d. With all stakeholders involved, evaluation can become another
collectively-valued "essential program component" for which
resources must be allocated.

e. Team evaluation can provide opportunities for staff
development -- for all team members but especially for
program participants.

f. Team evaluation can produce evaluation procedures which can
be replicated by the program itself and by others.

g. Team evaluation can provide an "audience" for stakeholders'
ideas.

Challenges of the team evaluation model

a. Team evaluation takes time.

b. Team evaluation requires a mix of special skills.

c. Team evaluation requires particular attitudes and values.

d. Team evaluation requires discipline.

e. If not properly done, the team evaluation process can be
skewed to serve the interests of just one or a few stakeholders.

f. If confidentiality is not respected, team evaluation can
needlessly jeopardize the security of those involved.

g. Team evaluation requires special knowledge and procedures to
minimize bias and ensure validity and reliability.

h. It is difficult to introduce a "team" approach to evaluation in a
program or workplace not already "team-oriented."

3. Recommendations for those interested in trying team
evaluation

a. Evaluation teams need to have or create;
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e Time
¢ Interest (motivation, "team values")
e Expertise
® A supportive context
® A "code of confidentiality"
¢ An ethic of continuous improvement

b. To ensure that teams have the above elements in place, those
organizing teams should use the following team-building
activities:
e Select members carefully.
® Negotiate roles.
e Stress the need for continuity.
¢ Provide extra training and technical assistance.
® Organize team activities to allow all members to participate

actively.

e Set a "climate" of respect.

c. Teams need to customize, refine, streamline the process to fit it
to the unique needs and opportunities of each site.

d. Teams should clarify where evaluation fits into the larger
program planning process.

e. Teams should consider calling on the expertise of an outsider if
necessary.

f. Teams should "get their feet wet" quickly, not waiting too long
to start.

g. Teams should understand that their goals for the program will
change as they learn more about it.

h. Teams should develop evaluation procedures consonant with
the culture of the company and education program.

i. Teams should use resources which are familiar and accessible.

j. Teams should balance "product" (reports, etc.) with "process"
(the dialogue created among stakeholders).

k, Teams need to be realistic and fair in what they expect from an
educaton program.

1. Teams should beware of intra-organizational politics.

m. Funders and other "higher-ups" should show interest in the
team's activities without interfering in them.

n. Teams should make recommendations which are realistic.

Primary funding for this project was provided by the National
Institute for Literacy in Washington, D.C. Additional support for the
Canadian field-site was provided by ABC CANADA, a national
workplace education service based in Toronto.




INTRODUCTION

Background on this document

This introductory document presents key findings about the
team evaluation process used in seven workplace basic skills
programs in 1993 and 1994. Accompanying this document are case
studies which chronicle the process of conducting team-based
evaluations from the first stages of selecting and preparing a team to

the final stages of reporting findings and using results to improve the
program.

When we began this project, we had good working ideas about
how to implement a team-based evaluation in a workplace basic
skills program. We had piloted an early version of the method with
six programs which were part of the Massachusetts Workplace
Education Initiative in 1990-91. We had been so encouraged by the

results that we continued to evolve the method with other programs
in 1992.

We saw the use of evaluation teams as a promising alternative
to more-familiar evaluation scenarios in which (1) evaluation is done
internally by program staff on an ad hoc, informal basis, or (2)
control for evaluation is put in the hands of an outside evaluaton
"expert." We felt that evaluation carried out by a well-organized
team of internal "stakeholders" could borrow the best from the
existing approaches to evaluation while avoiding their limitations.
More specifically, a well-planned evaluation conducted by a team of
internal stakeholders could build stakeholder understanding of and
ownership for the program. We felt that this evaluation model also
had a natural "fit" with workplaces promoting team decision-making

and continuous improvement, an approach to workplace organization
which we wanted to support.

In late 1992, the National Institute for Literacy provided us
with funding to further develop this methodology with seven
programs. This gave us a unique opportunity to intensively explore
many of the assumptions and procedures imbedded in our earlier
model. From late 1992 through early 1994, our early ideas took
new shape and meaning as we interacted with the many people who
became members of our evaluation teams, and who were themselves
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struggling to understand what workplace education programs can
legitimately be expected to achieve.

At the end of this challenging process of selecting sites, trying
out our team evaluation methodology, and analyzing our experience,
we produced two documents:

¢ Team Evaluation: A Guide for Workplace Education
Programs, which was prepared for other workplace education
teams interested in conducting their own internal evaluations.

¢ This document, Team Evaluation: Case Studies from Seven
Workplace fducation Programs, which details the process we
went through in our field sites, and analyzes that experience.

This project also produced a third document which drew on
sources other than our seven field sites:

Workplace Education: Stakeholders' Expectations, Practiioners’
Responses, and the Role Evaluation Might Play. Based on a
review of the literature and interviews, this report analyzes
the purposes of workplace education programs; approaches to
workplace education; the state of the art of evaluating those
programs; recent attempts to develop a new, "collaborative”
program model; and steps which stakeholders might take to
strengthen the field in general and evaluation in particular.

How this document is organized

This case study document is divided into seven smaller
documents:

This introductory document which summarizes the
methodology used to develop the case studies and key
findings about the team evaluation process.

Six case studies which describe how the team evaluation
process was used in a total of seven workplace educaton
programs. Each case study includes various appendices,
such as sample data-gathering instruments or reports
generated by the teams.

‘U‘ 2 11




Next steps

We feel this project has produced a tremendous amount of new
knowledge about the value of -- and procedures for -- involving all
stakeholders as active players in workplace basic skills efforts.

Many questions remain unanswered -- some old ones and some new
ones which emerged from these 1 1/2 years of experience. Aswe
wind up this project, we look forward to working with others who
would like to explore these questions further in the pursuit of
creating "new and improved" approaches to workplace education.
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THE METHODOLOGY USED
TO DEVELOP THE CASE STUDIES

The seven sites

The two researchers originally intended to select six workplace
education programs to serve as study sites. These programs would

have to have been already well-established and have met the
following criteria:

1. Each program would be managed by an existing team
composed of a range of stakeholders, including learners,
instructors, managers, and union representatives (where a
union existed). These teams would have to be interested in
conducting their own evaluation and able to devote time to
working with the researchers to conduct a pilot evaluation.
In lieu of such an existing team, programs would have to be
willing to form one for the purposes of the study.

2. The workplaces would be moving toward a "high-
performance" organization model characterized by team
decision-making and commitment to continuous
improvement. Such a workplace would preferably also have
an interest in tying its workplace education program into
those larger changes in organizational structure.

Laura Sperazi chose three sites from the Massachusetts
Workplace Education Initiative. She had previously served as an
evaluator for various Initiative sites, and -- with her help -- the
Initiative had already begun orienting its programs to a "team"
approach to planning and evaluation. Through her contacts with the
Initiative network, she identified three programs willing and able to
participate as field sites and which met the site-selection criteria.

New Jersey-based Paul Jurmo did not have ready access to the
same kind of network of workplace education programs available in
Massachusetts. He used his contacts in the field to discuss the
feasibility of finding three sites which met the selection criteria.
After a time-consuming series of discussions with a dozen programs,
he was able to find four which met the criteria. (Note that several




programs expressed interest in participating, but were not
sufficiently well-established to take on the additional responsibilities
of participating in this research project. Also note that, to enable the
study to include a site in Canada, additional funding for travel,
telephone, and related costs was provided by ABC CANADA, a
national technical assistance organization based in Toronto.)

The seven sites represented a mix of industries, populations
served, type of instruction, and locations, as profiled below:

INDUSTRY POPULATION |{TYPE OF
| SERVED INSTRUCTION
BULL Manufacturer |Twenty-eight |e 3 ESL classes
WORLDWIDE | of computer "associates" of
INFORMA- parts mixed ethnic
TION and language
SYSTEMS backgrounds
(Mass.)
DATATEC Manufacturer |One dozen ESL (in small
INDUSTRIES |of computer Latina groups
(New Jersey) |parts immigrant organized by
women skill level)
assembly
workers
HAARTZ Manufacturer | Fifty line ¢ 2 math
CORP. of vinyl fabrics |employees, classes
(Mass.) mostly white ® 2 language
men, with a few/| arts classes
women. e GED class
NORTON Manufacturer |One hundred ¢ 3 math
COMPANY of grinding employees, classes
(Mass.) wheels and including many | e 3 language
related older white classes
abrasive men who have |e 2 blueprint
products worked for the |reading classes

company for
some time
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STATE Educational "Custodial 10-week basic
UNIVERSITY |institution workers on reading and
OF N.Y. (at (state state university | writing course,
Albany, NY) |university) campus using whole
language
approach.
STATE Educational Two dozen ¢ Injtial 7-
UNIVERSITY |institution custodial and week summer
OF N.Y. (at (state maintenance math course.
Stony Brook, |university) workers in eSubsequent
NY) campus technical
residence halls | communications
(reading and
writing) course.
VICTORIA Major teaching |Primarily ¢ Basic reading,
GENERAL hospital for Canadian-born |writing, math
HOSPITAL Maritime hospital (for personai
(Halifax, Nova|Provinces workers from | and job-related
Scotia) food services, development)
custodial, and ¢ GED prep.
other
departments
Researchers' roles

In five of the seven sites, the researchers served as facilitators
of a team evaluation process. This process varied somewhat from
site to site depending on the particular needs, resources, and
schedules at each site. In general, however, the process involved:

(1) forming and preparing the teams,
(2) helping the teams identify what information they needed

and how they would collect it,
(3) collecting, organizing, analyzing, and reporting findings, and
(4) taking necessary follow-up actions.

In those five sites, the researchers worked with site
coordinators to lead the teams through the various required steps.
The researchers also documented the process and the various

products (e.g., data-gathering instruments, minutes of team meetings, -

evaluation reports) which emerged.




In the remaining two sites (at the two State University of New
York campuses), Paul Jurmo trained two workplace educators who
had previously contracted to help those programs with planning- and
evaluation-related needs. In the training, the consultants were
introduced to the team evaluation process and figured out how they
might apply it in their two sites. Paul Jurmo then maintained regular
long-distance communication with the two consultants to (1) provide
them with ongoing technical assistance and (2) document the
evaluation process as it played out in the two sites.

How the case studies were prepared

The above interactions with the seven teams varied from six to
twelve months, depending on the site. Toward the end of those
interactions, the researchers compiled drafts of case studies
documenting the process and lessons learned for each site. These
drafts were submitted to the site teams for feedback to ensure
accuracy and confidendtality. The researchers then revised the drafts
accordingly and compiled them in this document.

As each case study was compiled, the feedback from team
members and the researchers' personal observations were
incorporated into the end of each case study. Those analyses by
team members and by the researchers were then summarized and
further analyzed into the following "Lessons Learned" section. In it,
the researchers present what their work with the seven sites has
demonstrated about the team evaluation process.
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LESSONS LEARNED:
KEY FINDINGS ABOUT TEAM EVALUATION

This section summarizes what the researchers learned about
the team evaluation process. These findings draw directly from the
project's seven test sites, as well as from prior work done by the

researchers in other workplace education evaluations --"team-based"
and otherwise.

This summary presents the strengths and challenges of using
evaluation teams, along with recommendations for those interested
in trying this approach.

1. Strengths

a. Team evaluation can tie in with team management model.
The team evaluation process can complement and support the
team approach to management now being adopted by many
North American workplaces -- and vice versa. Companies
interested in developing mechanisms for involving employees
in collaborative decision-making might see a collaborative
evaluation of their employee education program as an
opportunity for showing what workers can do and helping
them develop team decision-making skills they can use in
other company contexts. Converselv, a workplace education
program interested in carrying out a team evaluation will
likely have a "head start" if the company within which it is
operating already has a history of "teamwork"-- a collaborative
ethic, mechanisms, and expertise -- which the education
program can build on.

b. gam ev agggg n can gg; all stakeholders involved so ;t_lg
ev n n program fi n meaningful

outcomes. By 1nvolvmg a more complete range of stakeholders
in identifying program goals, the team evaluation process
allows (1) the evaluation to focus on those particular goals and
thereby clarify for stakeholders whether their expectations are
being met and (2) the education program to better know how it
might serve stakeholders' needs in the future. Historically,
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programs and their evaluations have tended to not take into
account the expectations of all stakeholders, but to define
program goals and evaluation criteria more narrowly. Team
evaluations have generated new interest in workplace
education programs by (1) providing a system of "checks-and-
balances" to ensure that all stakeholders are given a chance to
decide what information to focus on in the evaluation, and (2)
opening stakeholders up to a broad range of outcomes they
might not previously have considered.

c. Evaluation standards are developed internally, resulting in
reasonable, meaningful focal points for the evaluation and the
program. The team evaluation process allows stakeholders to
think critically about what a program can reasonably achieve
and therefore be held accountable for. Members can, for
example, get away from expecting the program to by itself
"improve productivity;" instead, members can define clearer,
more specific objectives for the program to focus on. This is in
contrast to situations where program standards are set
externally -- or even internally -- by sources who are either
unfamiliar with the workplace's actual needs or who haven't
given much thinking to them. When program objectives are
not carefully negotiated, the resulting standards are liable to
push the program down paths which do not reflect
stakeholders' actual needs and interests.

d. With all stakeholders involved, evaluation and education can
ome collectively-valued "essential components" for which
resources must be allocated. Evaluation is too often seen as an
imposition or afterthoughit rather than an essential element of

a solid program. A team evaluation process can demonstrate
the value of a well-crafted evaluation to all stakeholders. They
are thus more likely to invest time and other resources in
evalaution in the future.

A solid evaluation can also increase the credibility of the
education program itself, by demonstrating what the program
is achieving and that a team of stakeholders thinks it is worth
investing their time in.

. m evaluation ¢an provid rtuniti
development -- for all team members but especially for
program participants. By going through a well-planned team
evaluation process, all members can develop particular
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knowledge, values, and skills useful to the organization and
individuals. For example, members can learn how to define
and solve a problem, communicate with others within the
organization, and develop action strategies. They can also
develop self-confidence and stronger relationships and expand
their vision of what they and the organization can accomplish.
Participation in the team evaluation process might thus be seen
as a valuable staff development activity. It can also be a
unique life experience for program participants normally not
expected to take on such an active leadership role.

f. Team evaluation can produce evaluation procedures which
can be replicated by the program itself and by others. The
process of collectively designing, using, and fine-tuning
evaluation procedures is initially timw-consuming. However,
the resulting procedures can be considered as "templates"
which can be revised and used again by the program without
requiring all of the same preparations. Other programs with
similar evaluation needs might borrow from those well-crafted
procedures, as well, thereby saving them some of the time
otherwise devoted tc the design stage.

g. Team evaluation can provide an"audience" for stakeholders'
ideas. The team serves as an "audience" for the ideas which
team members and others might have been carrying around in
their heads about the education program and the workplace.
Teams can thereby call up -- and build on -- the considerable
prior knowledge, positive motivations, and resources which
stakeholders bring with them. Such a process can encourage
stakeholders to speak up, get involved, think, and make
suggestions in ways they normally would not. The team needs
to be be ready to really listen and respond to those ideas --
stakeholders' "vision" about what a better program and
workplace might look like.

2. Challenges

a. Team evaluation takes time. Rather than rely on a single
evaluaror (whether an external or internal one) to do most of
the work, a team evaluation requires a number of people to
commit time to the preparations and other tasks required. The
process will almost inevitably have false starts, run into
obstacles, and otherwise require patience and perseverance.
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However, most workplaces are busy places these days,
undergoing many changes, and placing many demands on
employees. It is hard for most stakeholders to pay attention to
the education program at all -- let alone committing time to an
evaluation. This is even more true in small or short-term
education programs; members are likely to wonder whether
going through a time-consuming evaluation process is really
worth it if the program is going to last only six months and
serve twelve workers. Members lacking time will be reluctant,
unwilling, or unable to participate, or -- if they do participate
-- will be resentful, "looking at their watches" the whole time.

b. Team evaluation requires a mix of special skills. The process
requires one or more facilitators able to study and understand
the process; lead the team through the various steps --
balancing the need to encourage member initiative with the
need to get the job done; know when and where to seek help;
communicate clearly; and maintain a positive, productive spirit.
Other team members must also have similar abilities. These
include communicating clearly in written and ora! form, critical
thinking, making decisions in a group, finding needed
information and resources, etc. (While not all members must
necessarily possess every skill, those skills must somehow be
available to the team if it is to do the work required.)

Members lacking such skills can become confused and be
unwilling or unable to participate.

¢. Team evaluation requires particular attitudes and values.
This approach to evaluation requires that team members have
an interest in strengthening the education program, the
workplace, and workers' roles. Members need to see the
evaluation process as a potential way of contributing to such
improvements. Members should value the notion of
"teamwork" as an asset for both the education program and the
larger organization. Intrinsic to teamwork are "respect,"
"patience," "perseverance," "listening to others," "compromise,"
and "consensus.” Members lacking such positive attitudes will
likely not feel comfortable on the team and either drop out, or
interfere with or even sabotage the process. And members
need to see the education program in a positive light, not as a
narrow "quick fix" project for "the illiterates."

}
1 2t




d. Team evaluation requires discipline. Conducting an
evaluation -- with or without others -- is not easy. When a
team is involved, special attention must be paid to making sure
that members follow through on the tasks they agree to take
responsibility for. Otherwise, tasks do not get completed and
the facilitator or another team member has to take over for
those not "pulling their weight." To ensure that jobs get done,
the facilitator has the duty of keeping everyone "on task."

e. If not properly done, the team evaluation process can be
skewed to serve the interests of just one or a few stakeholders.
If the team is not careful, the process might become skewed to
focus on issues and recommendations of interest to just one or
a few stakeholders, rather than the entire group. Some team
members not accustomed to or interested in the notion of
"collaboration" might -- even unknowingly -- dominate
meetings with their own personal agendas and effectively
intimidate or "turn off" other members. Some members might
use meetings as a soap box for personal grievances (perhaps
not even related to the topic at hand), especially where there
are no other mechanisms (like a strong union) for airing
personal concerns. In workplaces where a particular
stakeholder group normally. does the decision-making, it will
be hard for members from other groups to make their voices
heard. This is particularly true in workplaces where the
workforce has a significant number of immigrant workers.
Their particular language abilities and cultural backgrounds
might make it difficult for them to "speak up" in a team
process.

f. If confidentiality is not gspgg;gg,x e team evaluation can
needlessly jeopardize the security of those involved. A good

deal of trust and procedures for ensuring "security" need to be
in place to make this process work. If those askad to speak
frankly are not sure that what they say will not be used
against them or someone else, they will not likely be willing to
say what is on their minds.

g. Team evaluation requires special knowledge and procedures
to minimize bias and ensure validity and reliability. Asis true
with any form of evaluation, the findings of a team evaluation
could end up being biased, unreliable, or invalid. This could be
due to team members' bias or lack of experience.
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h. It is difficult to introduce a "team" approach to evaluation in
a program or workplace not already "team-oriented." As stated

under "Strengths" above, a workplace already oriented to team
decision-making can be a fertile context in which to conduct a
team-based evaluation. Converely, workplaces (and education
programs) structured along more traditional lines might not
understand -- or might even resist -- the notion of team
evaluation. In either case, team members need to be shown
how to apply team decision-making to the particular task of
educaton program evaluation.

3. Recommendations for those interested in trying team
evaluation

a. Evaluation teams need to have or create:

¢ Time to do the work

¢ Interest; motvation to build a better education program
and workplace and provide new opportunities for workers; a
recognition of the value of this evaluation process; a
willingness to share decision-making with others and try
something new.

¢ Expertise to perform the various thinking, communication,
and other tasks required by the process.

® A supportive context: a host organization which provides
an audience for the evaluation and an infrastructure (for
example, meeting rooms, a computer for data-analysis anc.
report-writing, release time for staff to participate) where
members can reinforce the team skills to be used in the
evaluation process.

¢ A "code of confidentiality" ("trust") and procedures for
maintaining the confidentiality of team activities.

¢ An ethic of continuous improvement; seeing evaluation as
an opportunity for creative, constructive criticism to
improve the organization and the education program.

b. To ensure that teams have the above elements in place,
those organizing teams should use the following team-building

activities :
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¢ Select members carefully. Key decision-makers in the
organization-- which include not only "higher-ups" but
supervisors who can encourage or inhibit learner
participation -- need to be "on board," supporting the team
even if not actively involved in all its activities. Conversely,
"trouble-makers" or people with "chips on their shoulder"
might have to be screened out.

¢ Negotiate members' roles and those of others (for example,
co-workers need to know why they are being invited to a
focus group and groundrules for participating) involved in
the evaluation. Set groundrules which all members agree to
follow.

¢ Stress the need for continuity within the team and,
therefore, commitment of members to carry cut their
responsibilities.

¢ Provide extra training and technical assistance required to
develop necessary attitudes and perform particular tasks.
Team members, for example, might be willing but unable to
help conduct interviews simply because they never
interviewed anyone before. Facilitators in various sites
might develop a "buddy systera" among themselves, to
enable them to give each other feedback and moral support
as needed.

¢ Organize team activities in ways which will allow all
members to participate actively. For example, translators
might be necessary for some members, or reading tasks
might be reduced to allow members with more-limited
reading abilities to get access to information.

e Set a "climate" of respect, willingness to listen, and a
positive vision in all interactions with the team.

A facilitator might find that, even after carrying out the
above team-building activities, it appears that it will not be
possible to form a coherent team. The facilitator should be
prepared to "just say no" to the notion of conducting a team
evaluation. She or he might instead suggest that the program
arrange for an outside evaluator to come in. Or the program
might postpone the team evaluation idea until a vime when
stakeholders are ready for one.

c. Teams need to customize, refine, streamline the process to fit

it to the unique needs and opportunities of each site. Members
should carefully calculate what they want to accomplish and
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how much time and expertise they can give to the process.
Facilitators should present do-able, practical tasks, organized in
"chewable chunks," which produce clear rewards. Facilitators
should avoid overly-academic or technical language in team
meetings, keeping activities short and simple. This is done to
make the process the most efficient and meaningful one
possible. At the same time, streamlining must not jump over
or eliminate elements which are vital to an effective
evaluation.

d. Teams should clarify where evaluation fits into the larger
program planning process. Ideally, teams would begin their
evaluation work in the early stages of planning the program
rather than after the program is already underway. Teams
should also be clear about the difference between "assessment"
(normally thought of as measuring individual needs and
progress) and "evaluation” (a larger process of clarifying what
is being achieved and deciding further actions related to the
program). ~

e. Teams should consider calling on the expertise of an
outsider if necessary. While the team evaluation process
encourages members to take ownership for evaluation
activities, it is a real possibility that some teams will not be
able to carry out every task required. In such cases, teams
should consider calling on someone from outside the team --
perhaps a professional evaluator -- to carry out some of the
tasks either alone or with other team members. For example, if
the team wants to generate statistical information and
manipulate it in a computer database, perhaps someone with
that expertise might be brought in from the local college to set
up that system.

Team members can be the judge of how much
responsibility they want to give to someone else, so they can
avoid turning the evaluation into a more-traditional, "outside"
evaluation in which members would essentially abdicate
responsibility for the process. If an outsider is brought in (to,
say, design a questionnaire or conduct focus groups), he cr she
might show other team members how to perform particular
tasks so they can do them themselves the next time.

"get their feet wet" quickly. Teams should
not be afraid to "jump in" and try collecting some information,

15 24




analyzing it, reporting it, and acting on it. This can serve as an
initial trial run which produces both useful data, useful
expertise, and useful, concrete results. Members should not
make a "big deal" out of it, dragging out the process, postponing
unfamiliar tasks out of fear or a desire to "make everything
perfect." When that happens, teams will likely lose or change
focus and feel they then have to start all over again. Instead,
members should keep in mind that the more they do it, the
easier it will be.

As members gather information, they should review it
and decide on appropriate actions. Avoid prolonging getting to
the "acton" stage. Otherwise, members might start wondering
why they are gathering so much information without getting to
any concrete action.

g. Teams should understand that their goals for the program
will change as they learn more about it. Rather than take this
as a sign that their original goals were "off target," members
should welcome this change. It is a sign that the program is
growing and that the team is trying to improve it by making it
more relevant. Funders should also recognize this and give
teams time to continually re-assess their goals as the program
evolves.

h. Teams should develop evaluation procedures consonant with
the culture of the company and education program. Some
teams might want a relatively quick snapshot of how the
program is doing and any problems that need to be attended
to. In such a case, a team might simply sit down and listen to
what learners and other stakeholders have to say in one or two
focus groups. Other teams might want a more-formal, longer-
term, in-depth study. Such a study could be done through
ethnographic interviews and observation and come in a
narrative "case study" format. For those oriented toward "hard
data," a more-formal evaluation might also present statistics
acquired through structured interviews and questionnaires and
perhaps some kind of customized "test" or study of company
production records or changes in the organization and learners.
Teams should realize that each of these methods of
gathering, analyzing, and presenting information has its
advantages and disadvantages. Narrative information should
not automatically be dismissed as "lite" or "too soft;" "statistics"
shouldn't automatically be seen as too technical or insensitive.,
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Teams should also be sensitive to the natural ways
people communicate and make decisions in the company. In
many cases, focus groups might be more productive ways of
eliciting employees' ideas than structured, written
questionnaires.

Each team should choose the evaluation procedures
which make sense within the particular culture of the company
and education program.

i. Teams should use resources which are familiar and
accessible. For example, the company or educational
institution might already use a database program for other
data-analysis purposes. The education team might get access
to such a resource rather than have to purchase a new one and
train people to use it. Similarly, the team might call on the
company communications department to help prepare an
attractive version of the team's report. Members might also
participate in training workshops available through the
company training department or a local education institution
which could help members develop expertise the team needs.

j. Teams should balance "product" with "process.” It is
understandable that most team members will get involved in
an evaluation with the hope of producing some kind of clear
"product.” In this case, product is thought of as some kind of
"clear evidence," "data," or "a report" which they can use to
make decisions with and/or show to the program's supporters.
Generating useful, readable, relevant information and getting it
into the hands of intended audiences are important, as they
provide tangible rewards for the team's work.

Members should keep in mind, however, that generating
reliable and meaningful information requires work. They
should also realize that the very process of sitting members
down and giving them an opportunity to talk about the
program has value. Such dialogue can build trust,
understanding, shared ownership, and other support for the
program. It can build a team identity and team skills which
carry over into other aspects of the organization. Teams should
see these benefits of the team process as "products" of possibly
greater value than a neatly-packaged set of statistics or report.
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k. Teams need to be realistic and fair in what they expect from
an educaton program. Teams shouldn't expect a short-term
basic skills program for a few workers to solve problems which
are longer-term, company-wide, and more-complex in nature.
Teams should consider doing a comprehensive workplace needs
assessment, to determine what factors interfere with
productivity and quality of work life. In turn, such an
assessment can identify the range of initiatives a company
might take to deal with those obstacles.

If, for example, employees have trouble reading work
orders, it might be because the orders are poorly written; in
such a case, a clear-writing initiative might be in order. If
workers generally show limited interest in solving problem:s, it
might be less due to lack of problem-solving skills than to a
faulty incentive system; perhaps their interest could be
increased through an employee-stock-ownership plan.

Workplace education could thereby be seen -- and
evaluated -- as one of a number of changes an organization
might undertake to maximize its human potental.

1. Teams should beware of intra-organizational politics. Teams
need to remember that they are not operating in a vacuum and
that the "politics” of the workplace will likely impact the ability
of team members to collaborate. The team process can help
resolve lingering suspicions and adversarial or "co-dependent"”
relationships by giving all stakeholders opportunities to
express their views. Members should realize, however, that
some stakeholders might find it difficult to participate actively
due not so much to the team process as to the "haggage" they
carry with them from other relationships they have in the
workplace.

m. Funders and other "higher-ups" should show interest in the
team's activities without interfering in them. Teams often cite
funders and other "higher-ups" (e.g., high-level officials in the
company, union, or educational institution) as primary

- audiences for their evaluation reports. If those audiences set a

positive "climaie’ and demonstrate their interest in what the
team finds, the teams will likely be motivated to do a good job.
Conversely, if those "higher-ups" politely ignore the team and
its findings, the team will have to look elsewhere for its
motivation. Funders et al should not, however, get overly
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involved in the team and effectively dominate the process or
distract members from what they want to focus on.

n. Teams should make recommendations which are realistic.
Most evaluations will conclude that "if only we had more time
and money, we could make tremendous strides." While such
conclusions are probably true, teams need to be realistic in
what they recommend in their evaluations.
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BULL WORLDWIDE INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Brighton, Massachusetts

I. PROGRAM BACKGROUND
Program history

Bull HN, Inc., is the American wholly-owned subsidiary of the
French-owned Bull Worldwide Information Systems. The Brighton
plant is a medium-sized manufacturer of electronic circuit boards
located in Brighton, Massachusetts. While other manufacturing
plants here and abroad have consistently shown a loss -- including
other plants in eastern Massachusetts -- the Brighton plant has

consistently shown a profit and helped to offset overall losses for the
parent company.

Competition for cheap and well-made electronic circuit boards
has become very keen in the international marketplace. The
Brighton plant is changing its organization of work in order to
continue to compete successfully. The essence of this change is that
self-managed work teams assume more and more control and
responsibility for all phases of work. In addition, the company has
recently become ISO 9000 certified. This means that workers are
required to read and follow standard operating procedures contained
in training and work documents. The combination of the shift to
self-managed work teams and maintaining ISO 9000 certification has
made good communication, reading, and writing skills for all workers
necessary and critical.l

1 This and other descriptions of the Brighton plant contained in this
case study refer to conditions from November 1992 to November
1993, the time during which the team-based evaluation was piloted.
Since January 1994, conditions at the plant have changed
significantly. -‘For example, many associates are now required to
work twelve hour shifts -- and others work copious amounts of
overtime -- in order to complete quick-turn-around orders. With
associates pressed to manufacture and deliver products as quickly
and efficiently as possible, education and training appear to become
less important. Although it is acknowledged that associates need to
improve their skills more than ever, in the face of rigorous
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Program goals

. The workforce of the Brighton plant is culturally and
linguistically diverse. Of the 400 "associates" employed in both the
"B" Shop (where the circuit boards are made) and the "A" shop
(where printed circuits are added), approximately 100 do not speak
English well. The associates are Italian, Portuguese, Cape Verdian,
East and Southeast Asian, and Asian Indian immigrants. Some of
these associates have been with the plant for five years or more and
have a good performance record, but are now being challenged to
communicate in English at a level that they would not have thought
possible a few years ago.

Management is committed to keeping these associates
employed but the underlying message is indisputable: if you cannot
keep up with the changes, your job might be in jeopardy and the
plant might fail. An on-site ESL program seemed a good place to
begin to provide the kind of educational support for acquiring
English communication skills that these associates need. It was also
understood that other associates need other types of basic skills
instruction and that, in the future, the program might serve them as
well. The eleven formal goals which the Planning and Evaluation
Team (PET) generated and which guided the evaluation process are
described in the Goals Matrix on pages 19-22.

Description of program

Twenty-eight associates were enrolled in the ESL program.
Three classes were offered to accommodate shifts and personal
schedules. Classes were held twice a week for two hours. If an
associate attended class during a shift, s/he was given full release
time. If an associate attended class before or after a shift, s/he was
compensated at time and a half. ‘

production schedules, the ESL and basic skills program are poorly
attended. Associates, supervisors and other managers who were

very supportive of expanded education programs simply have to

“put production first."
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From November 1992 through August 1993, the Bull Brighton
plant ESL program was partially funded through a grant from the
Boston Mayor's Office of Jobs and Community Service with
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) 8% set-aside moneys. The company
supported the program before, during, and after the grant period.
The Brighton plant's educational partner is the Adult Literacy
Resource Institute, a project of Roxbury Community College.

II. BACKGROUND ON THE TEAM
History of the team

The first meeting of the PET took place on November 20, 1992,
a few months after the program began. David Rosen, the Program
Coordinator, was familiar with the researchers' team evaluation
model and had agreed -- with the consent of other team members --
that the Bull Brighton ESL program would be a good site for a trial of
the method. He invited researcher Laura Sperazi to the first PET
meeting, so that she could briefly introduce the evaluation process

that the team would implement that year. She was to serve as
facilitator at this site.

The concepts of working as a team to conduct an evaluation
and linking evaluation findings to planning were already very
familiar to Bull employees. Team-based management had

- sufficiently taken hold within management that most team members

normally conducted their business in teams and were familiar both
with setting goals and determining how they would know whether
their goals were being met. This familiarity with team procedures
meant that Ms. Sperazi's introduction of the team-based evaluation
process was not surprising to most members. As the year
progressed, team members would disagree to some extent on what
the evaluation should measure and the time to devote to evaluation,
but not on the fundamental process.

Stakeholders represented on the team
The members of the team included:

e Jane 1a Branche, Director of Training
¢ Dick Henderson, Director of Personnel
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e Manuel Palomino, Training Intern

¢ Mike Balas, Plant Manager, "PWA"

¢ Ken Manganaro, Plant Manager, "PWB"

e Alberto Vigianni, Associate and student

e Reginalda Camaro, Associate and student

e David Rosen, Director of the Adult Literacy Resource Institute,
and Program Coordinator

e Jim Ward, Curriculum Developer

- e Melvina Green, Teacher

e Annie Yu, Teacher

e Sharon Parmalee, Training Intern, replaced Manuel Palomino in
September 1993 and was later hired by the company as
Program Coordinator

¢ Ken Robbins, Supervisor, began attending meetings in
September 1993

III. THE PROCESS WHICH THE TEAM WENT THROUGH

Summary: Between November 20, 1992 and October 17, 1993,
Laura Sperazi met with the Bull PET approximately twice a month for
two hours. True to the purpose of a PET, team members met to
discuss a broad array of program planning issues as well as how to
proceed with the evaluation. As a rule, the evaluation would be one
item on the agenda along with other program planning-related items.
However, when the work of the evaluation intensified -- for example,
when we were developing survey questionnaires or protocols for
focus groups -- a PET meeting might be devoted exclusively to
evaluation issues.

In the late spring of 1993, PET members agreed thata
subcommittee of the PET should focus their attention on evaluation.
It was getting tedious for the plant managers and other company
personnel to be involved in all the details of the evaluation process.
As a result of the frequency of meetings and the regular linking of
evaluation issues to program planning, the evaluaton facilitator
functioned more like a member of the team in this program than in
other settings where the number of meetings was fewer and the
facilitator role more limited.
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Between the late spring and early winter the PET prepared,
gathered, analyzed, informally reported, and integrated into program
planning information which was gathered in seven different ways:

¢ a student survey

¢ a managers' survey

¢ three focus groups for students

¢ two focus groups for managers

e IEPs (Individual Education Plans) for students
¢ a pre-post reading assessment for students

¢ informal exit interviews

The data from these sources indicate that, overall, the Bull ESL
program achieved most of its goals at least partially. (See Goals

-Matrix, pages 19-22.) The program was poised to expand

significantly when, unexpectedly, business conditions required a
major reorganization of shifts and work schedules. As of this writing,
the ESL program has only a few associates enrolled.

Phase I: Initial preparations

Program coordinator David Rosen introduced team-based
evaluation to the PET before he invited researcher Laura Sperazi
(who was to serve as facilitator at the site) to talk with the group. He
was better prepared to make such an introduction than other
coordinators might be because he had worked with the researcher on
a prior team-based evaluation project.

In addition, Ms. Sperazi (hereafter referred to as "the
facilitator") prepared for working with the team by taking several
tours of the plant and discussing issues related to the ESL program
with the Training Director, the Engineering and Training Intern, the
teachers, Curriculum Developer and Program Coordinator. The
facilitator also wrote a letter to the Training Director and the
Training Intern which explained the history and purpose of team-
based evaluation. She then prepared materials for team members

which oudined the steps of the evaluation process and a possible
timeline.
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Phase [I: Planning the evaluation

It took roughly six months for the team to plan its evaluation.
During that time it (1) revised its program goals several times; (2)
clarified the differences between evaluation and assessment; (3)
grappled with the fact that it had not collected base-line data of any
kind other than a series of "placement" assessments in reading,
writing and listening; and (4) tried to reach consensus on what the
focus of the evaluation should be.

Before it settled on a focus and data collection methods, the
team also fortified itself in two additional ways:

First, selected team members met with members of two other
PETs (from the Haartz Corporation and the Norton Company) to share
ideas about how to focus an evaluation of a workplace education
program.

Second, anticipating the need to present the results of their
evaluation in statistical form, selected members participated in a
day-long training on the use of the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS), a database program. (Steven Andrews and Alice
Oberfield Andrews conducted the training and were available for
telephone consultation afterwards.) Although some of the SPSS
training focused on actual manipulation of the database, much of it
focused on how statistical analysis is only as good as the information
collected. This further stimulated the team to think through the
focus of their evaluation -- a question which team members had
much on their minds as they entered the training. In the end, the
team chose not to use SPSS for data analysis. The data which the
team collected did not warrant such analysis. There was some:
discussion about additional training for Bull support staff in the use
of the database so that it could be used in the future, when the data
warranted it.

Clarifying program goals and the information to look
for

The program goals which the team finally agreed on for the
purposes of the evaluation are presented in the Goals Matrix on
pages 19-22, along with an assessment of whether they were
achieved or not.
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Questions about the kind of information the team needed to
collect about the ESL program in the short and long term are best
summarized by the events of the SPSS training.

Jane La Branche, the Training Director, came to the SPSS
training with questions about the evaluation's direction to date.
Basically, she said that at this point in the development of the
program (five months), it was unfair to measure the success of the
program by how well it meets long-term organizational needs. She
said that, at this time, the heart of the evaluation needs to be on
measuring and documenting the improvement of participants'
language skills. What level of language skills are needed to help
bridge associates to other training? How fast can the company

expect associates to approach this level of skill? Are associates
progressing?

At some point, she said, it would be appropriate to determine if
the program is having an effect on the organization. She said that
the team should think about these issues now, in order to be well-
prepared to evaluate them down the road. For now, however, the
focus of the evaluation should be on improvement of language skills.
What the team learns about improving language skills should be
used, in turn, to improve the program.

Jane's comments got everyone thinking again about the kind of
evidence it is important to gather both to help Jane argue effectively
with management for continued support of the ESL program and to
improve the program. In fact, the team shared a tacit assumption
that the evaluation should expose opportunities to improve the
program -- as opposed to determine whether the program should
continue or not. (Some team members later said that they felt
artificially driven by grant requirements to evaluate program and
student outcomes when, at this early stage of program development,
outcomes were not their main concern.)

The conceptual model that the team agreed they were working
from looks like this:




7 Language Skills/ Competen;ies \

Participation in Organizational
theESLClass — ~— — — — 7 7 OQutcomes

- —7
T~ "Willingness" /’/

(to learn and to change)

This model assumes a connection between acquisition of
language skills and competencies and organizational outcomes. It
also assumes a connection between "willingness" to learn and to
change and organizational outcomes. "Willingness" was intended to
describe those personal, affective changes which occur when people
enjoy learning and which affect organizational outcomes in the long
term. The group decided not to try to measure "willingness" at this
point. Rather, it would focus on improvement of language skills and
competencies.

The team made the following suggestions about the focus of the
evaluation at this time:

(1) Revisit the Placement Assessment (which Annie Yu,
one of the teachers, designed and which all program
participants have taken) as a pre-test which can be given
again as a post test, and which can be scored in a way to
demonstrate individual progress over time. The point here
is that there is a system already in place that can be built on to
provide more complete pre- and post information on all students
than is currently available.

The SPSS trainers had some specific suggestions for designing
the post test based on the placement instrument. 2

2 These suggestions included the following and were based on
designing post-tests for reading, listening, speaking and writing: (a)
Score each part of the test so that the final score is more than one
number; (b) It may be useful to score the final test as one number as
well, and that number can be a range from, for example, 1 to 3. This
means that if an associate scores a 4, s/he is ready to "bridge" out of
ESL to another training. The point here is that it is necessary to
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(2) Design a pre/post test using the most important
competencies that Jim Ward, the Curriculum Developer, is
already in the process of identifying. Again, the point is
that there is a system about to be put into place that can be built
on to provide more complete pre- and post- information on all
students than is currently available. There seemed to be
agreement in the training that this would be a logical -- and fairly
easy -- thing to do.

(3) Assess model associates to determine their level of
skill as a standard for participants in the ESL program to
reach toward. Jane had expressed interest in knowing what
level of language is sufficient for workers to participate in other
training programs. The SPSS consultants described this task as
"definitional." The strategy suggested to define -- even in broad
terms -- the level of skills necessary to perform well was: assess
model workers with the same or similar assessments used with
ESL program participants. This will give the staff and Jane a good
idea of what the program should be working toward.

(4) Include a student self-report as part of assessment of
progress. Team members agreed that students' reports of their
own learning are an important part of a complete evaluation. Mel
Green, a teacher, has begun collecting students' self reports in
class, with a particular focus on how to improve the program. The
team members present at the training suggested that the student
self report might be part of the IEP.

(5) Gather systematic supervisor feedback on the effects
of the program on work. Although much of the training
focused on measuring progress from the teacher's perspective,
some time was spent thinking through the value of getting
supervisors' perceptions of how class learning is translating into
changes in behaviors at work. A simple survey could be the first
link in the evaluation system which ties to organizational effects.

identify when associates have developed their skills enough that
they are ready to leave ESL and move on to something else ; (c)
Eliminate the choice of stories to read in the post test. Standardize

the stories used in the post test to match the levels of the stories
used in the pre-test.
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Even a small survey could provide data over time which would
supplement the more skills-based data, and provide Jane with
stronger arguments for ~ontinued company support of the
program. Jane said that this type of survey would not provide
sufficient evidence of program success on its own, but would be
meaningful when combined with other data. Team members
present at the training also discussed the possibility of surveying
other people like associates not enrolled in the program or other
managers. These people would simply provide additional
information on the extent of associates' improvement in English;
they would not constitute a control group.

At this point in the evaluation it was important for the team to
make choices about next steps in light of the resources available.
How much time and creative energy are needed to move forward on
each of the recommendations/actions outlined above? What are the
team's priorities?

The team reviewed another set of materials before it made
final decisions about where and how to focus its evaluation. These
materials are the seventeen quality indicators for workplace basic
skills programs which were developed by the Massachusetts
Workplace Education Initiative. The indicators (Appendix A) identify
and set standards for the essential components of a quality basic
skills program.

When the team reviewed these indicators in March, members
felt that it would be overwhelming to entertain ail seventeen
indicators. They agreed that the team should set aside a whole day
to review the indicators and assess the program against them. (The
team did this in late August.) Members agreed that, for the present,
the evaluation should consider one indicator -- the extent to which
the program is providing a quality learning environment for the
associates.

Designing a strategy for gathering data

The overall strategy which the team developed for gathering
data was:
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(1) The team discussed the issues until it clarified the kinds of
information it wanted to collect (as described above).

(2) With additional input from the team as needed, the evaluation
facilitator developed a draft instrument to collect the desired
information.

(3) The team would then review and revise the instrument.

Often the process of revision took place in three or four phases.
The team would review what the evaluator had done; the evaluator
would then revise the draft and submit it for review again.

In the late spring team members agreed on a strategy for
gathering the data it wanted. There were still differences among
team members about whether it was desirable to assess
decontextualized communication skills (reading, listening, speaking,
and writing as stand-alone phenomena) but it seemed fair to try to
develop a way of assessing improvement in writing skills (using the
placement assessment as a base-line) as one part of the evaluation.
(Possible use of the BEST was discarded after consulting with experts
about the limited value of available standardized tests.)

Student and manager surveys and focus groups would allow
the team to gather information both on the perceived quality and
appropriateness of the learning environment being provided and the
changes in students' work and personal lives which result from
participation in a company-sponsored ESL course. The team also
agreed to continue specifying competencies for the IEP for teachers
in subsequent classes. These competencies would include both work-
specific and general communication competencies. The team also
suggested at this time that formal exit interviews of key staff and
students be conducted by the evaluation facilitator. (The facilitator
was able to conduct only informal interviews at the end of the
project. See Goals Matrix. on pages 19-22.)

There was one more resource available to the Bull team for
input on how to think about evidence, measurement, and instrument
design in general, and how to develop a post-test based on the
placement assessment. That resource was Donald Cichon of Donald
Cichon Consultants. The team had been coming to the conclusion that
it would not be possible to create a meaningful post-test given the
lack of quantifiable base-line data in reading, speaking or listening
but that it might be possible to do something meaningful with
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writing. He met with the team and made suggestions about how to
design and score a writing post-test.

Phase III: Gathering, organizing, analyzing, and
reporting the information

Gathering and organizing the data

The Curriculum Developer, and later the Training Intern, along
with the evaluation facilitator were responsible for carrying out the
data-gathering activities. For example, the Curriculum Developer
oversaw the administration of the student survey as a class activity
in all three classes and distributed the managers' survey to the
appropriate managers. The Training Intern conducted background
interviews for the student survey and the first supervisor focus
group. The evaluation facilitator conducted three student focus
groups and one supervisor focus group.

Once the data were gathered, the Curriculum Developer,
Training Intern, and evaluation facilitator were also responsible for
organizing the data. For example, the Curriculum Developer provided
a simple tally of the frequencies of responses to the student survey.
The Training Intern provided a simple tally of the frequencies of
responses to the student background survey and organized a
summary of the discussion points of the first supervisor focus group.
The evaluation facilitator organized a summary of the discussion

points of the three student focus groups and the second supervisor
focus group.

Analyzing the data

Once the data were organized, the facilitator offered an analysis
of the data to the team and the team would discuss that analysis --
always enriching the analysis in ways that only staff "inside" an
organization can.

For each of the six data-gathering activities which the team
undertook, and which are outlined below, are additional information
on the type of data gathered, its organization, and the team's
analyses.
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Student Questionnaire

The purpose of the student questionnaire was two-fold: . to
assess the extent to which the students believed the program was
providing a quality learning environment, and to assess self-

perceptions of change in communication skills at work and in life
outside of work.

In early March, the Training Intern conducted informal
interviews with ten students in order to gather information with
which to develop survey items. This information focused on
identifying the standards of a quality learning environment from
the students' perspective. (See Appendix B.) After the team
developed the student questionnaire, the Curriculum Developer
piloted a draft of the questionnaire with two students who were
also members of the PET to ensure reliability and validity of the
instrument. (See Appendix C.)

Twenty of the twenty-eight students enrolled at the time
completed the survey. The Curriculum Developer organized the
raw scores so that the facilitator could easily interpret them. (See
Appendix D.)

Students assessed the quality of their program overall as very
high but did not assess their changes in communication skills very
high. Two issues emerged that generated particular interest and
curiosity within the team: (1) students appeared to say that the
curriculum focused too much on work-related issue, and (2) in a
program that they praised so highly, students self-reported
relatively little change in their communication skills. These issues
were followed up on and clarified in focus groups.

13 42



Student Focus Groups

The student survey was followed by three student focus groups
-- one for each ESL class. The facilitator conducted these groups
with support from a new ESL teacher during three class periods.*
(See Appendix E.) The focus groups clarified the two issues
identified above and provided important information about the
students' feelings about computerized instruction.

First, the students did not think that the curriculum focused too
much on work-related issues. They found the question on this
topic in the questionnaire confusing and did not answer it to
reflect their intent. The focus group clarified that students
understand very well the importance of a work-related
curriculum. They understand that the future of the company
depends on how fiexibly they can perform their jobs, which
depends on how well they can communicate in English.

Second, the students were very harsh in their assessments of
their improvements in communication skills because they do not
feel that they can speak at the level at which they want to speak.
They are impatient to achieve their life-long communication goals.
They want more instruction in speaking skills. They want to be
able to practice their English with a proficient English speaker, not
another non-native speaker of English who cannot speak English
well.

Third, students looked favorably on computer-assisted

instruction but did not want it to replace real conversaton with a
teacher.

3 The evaluation facilitator conducted the student focus groups on
the first day of class with the new ESL teacher. The focus groups
proved to be a wonderful introduction to both the students and
program for the new teacher. However, had the teacher been
teaching the class - even for a short period of time -- her presence
would have compromised the focus group process. The students
needed to feel that they could speak freely and honestly about their
program. This would have been difficult or impossible with a well-
known teacher in the group.
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Managers' Survey

A total of four supervisors completed the managers' survey. It
was distributed by the Curriculum Developer and results were
tallied by the facilitator. The survey contained twenty items for
which the supervisor was asked to assess change in each associate
under his/her supervision from the year prior to ESL class (1992)
to the current year (1993). The four supervisors completed a
total of fifteen surveys. There was a total of twenty-eight
associates enrolled in the ESL program so thirteen associates are
not represented. (See Appendix F.)

Of primary interest was whether the supervisors witnessed
any change and, if so, on which items. The results are striking.
Most supervisors report very little change:

¢ For three associates, supervisors report no change at all.

® For two associates, supervisors report change on only one
item.

¢ For another two associates, supervisors report change on
three items.

® For four associates, supervisors report change on six items.

¢ For one associate, a supervisor reports change on nine items.
¢ For one associate, a supervisor reports change on thirteen
items.

¢ For one associate, a supervisor reports change on fourteen
items.

® For one associate, a supervisor reports change on seventeen
items.

The obvious question was why the supervisors noted so little
change. Was this a reflection of the poor quality of the ESL
program? Or were there other factors at work that deserve
attention? For example, do the supervisors have enough contact
with the associates to be able to make an observation about
change in communication skills? And do the associates have the
opportunity to apply all the skills they acquire in the classroom to
their work on the floor? The managers' focus groups attempted to
answer these questions.



Managers' Focus Groups

There were two focus groups with managers (also referre. to
as supervisors). In addition to providing an opportunity to . .th
information from the supervisors, the focus groups were al- se«cu
as an opportunity to educate management about the ESL ar . basic
skills program and to enlist their greater support of and
involveme: 1t in it. (See Appendix G.)

Three supervisors attended the first group (which was
facilitated by the Training Director) and four attended the second
(which was facilitated by the evaluation facilitator). In general,
supervisors corroborated the results of the survey. They did not
see much change in the associates who were enrolled in the ESL
program. The reasons for this are varied.

First, supervisors do not have a lot of one-on-one contact with
associates in the course of a week and do not have the
opportunity to assess the kind or quality of change in
communication skills that is taking place. Second, as a rule, people
whose first language is not English tend not speak in English at
work. Even if their English language skills are improving, the
culture of the floor does not encourage associates to speak in
English. The opportunity to witness any change is thereby
diminished further. Supervisors stressed that all the associates
are "good performers" and that "good performance is not the
issue."”

At the same time, it was easy to see some dramatic changes in
the few associates who do "iaterface" with supervisors and
engineers and who are exceptionally motivated.

Supervisors agreed strongly that there was a need for more
communication in English on the floor. The management focus is
on developing a self-managed workforce. There was consensus
that the company is still "light years away" from having a self-
managed work force and that making English the common
language of work on the floor is essential. Supervisors agreed that
the ESL class should stress self-initiated conversation in English.
Supervisors expect that the ESL staff will stress the importance of
speaking in English for interpersonal communication and for work.
Supervisors underscored that it is a false expectation that people
will speak English on their own when it is not their first language.
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Structures must be in place to encourage and support them both
in the ESL program and on the floor.

With hindsight, the results of these focus groups highlight how
critical it is to clarify supervisors' expectations for what a
workplace education program will achieve when the program
starts. Program staff can educate supervisors about realistic
expectations; but, often, program staff also need to learn what
these expectations are themselves -- as was the case at Bull.

Supervisors also made the following points:

¢ Supervisors should become part of the IEP process.
Supervisors agreed that being part of the IEP process was a
good idea. It gives a supervisor a good basis for evaluating
what a person can accomplish. There was a lot of discussion
about how associates' personal goals should also be integrated
into the IEP and shared with the supervisor -- so the
supervisor can support the associate in achieving those
personal goals. There was also agreement that the associate
should feel at the center of the process -- making choices about
what to share, what to commit to, etc.

e The curriculum should take a broad view of what is "work-
related.” The ESL program can support supervisors and the
company's overall well-being by bringing issues of "quality,
cost, and delivery” into the classroom and curriculum. The
program should emphasize that "people are responsible for
their past, present, and future,” not to "get people nervous," but
to show that "the company needs 100% support.” The program
should give specific examples of why it is important to develop
a certain skill. The focus of the curriculum should be: what
facilitates team-based work? There should be discussions
about what a self-managed team is, and the problems that
associates anticipate they will encounter in this new mode of
work.

e Diversity issues should be addressed in the curriculum. The
question is: How does the message that you can't do something
get conveyed to associates, and what role does cultural

diversity (racism, prejudice, ignorance) play in the sending and
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receiving of that message? In addition, diversity issues keep
the students engaged. Since it is true that the ESL curriculum
"can't do everything," diversity training is something that the
company might offer as a refresher course in diversity issues
for everyone, and then the ESL curriculum can support it.

e Regular focus groups: Supervisors agreed that it would be
good to have a half-hour focus group between supervisors and
ESL staff every six to eight weeks to keep up with the program.

Writing Assessment

The results of the writing post test demonstrate that associates
made progress in writing during their enroliment in the ESL
program.

Individual Education Plans

In order to ensure that the competencies in the IEPs are the
competencies which management believes to be the most
important, the Curriculum Developer surveyed supervisors and
asked them to rate the priority (high priority, priority, low
priority) of fifty items which might be incorporated into the IEPs.
(See Appendix H.)

The IEPs for the grant period demonstrate that associates

achieved the desired competencies in the ESL program. See Goals
Matrix, below.

The Goals Evaluation Matrix

The following Goals Evaluation Matrix presents the program

goals along with the data-collection procedures used to collect
information related to those goals. On the basis of the information
collected from the sources just described, an assessment is made
about whether the goals were achieved or not and, if they were
achieved, to what extent were they achieved. An asterisk indicates
that the assessment needs some explanation. The explanation is
provided at the end of the Matrix.
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Bull Workplace Education Program
Goals Evaluation Matrix
* = This goal was evaluated
A = This goal was achieved, as indicated by the related measure
AP = This goal was achieved partially, as indicated by the related measure
NA = This goal was not achieved
* = See notes at end of Matrix INSTRUMENTS/PROCEDURES FOR

DOCUMENTING AND MEASURING GOALS
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GOALS
1. Provide appropriate learning arrange-
ments to associates in the program. ‘A | - A
2. Identify and enable associates to
acquire oral communication (listening
and speaking), reading, writing, and
math skills needed to participate in
self-managed work teams, collaborate
in data collection, and conduct themselves
productively in meetings. * 1 + APl - APl - AP| - AP - APl - AP

3. Enable associates to be ready to
participate in Bull's standard computer
training course through: '

a. helping associates acquire
necessary listening and speaking skills,
and basic knowledge of what computers
can do, and - A - A
b. providing suggestions to computer
training course instructors on how they
can help limited English speaking
students who enroll in their course to
succeed.

4 Identify and help associates acquire
listening, speaking and writing skills
needed to participate in other Bull
training courses and in on-the-job training « APl - AP
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INSTRUMENTS/PROCEDURES FOR

DOCUMENTING AND MEASURING GOALS o
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5. Enable associates to read, write
and interpret documentation needed
for daily work (e.g. S.0.D.'s, blue-
prints, etc.)

a. as indicated in 1SO 9000 guidelines

. AP

. AP - AP

. AP

b. for safety (e.g. Right to Know Law,
reading M.S.D.S. and safety signs)

c. for quality

d. to understand company policies
and company communications

6. Help associates acquire listening,
speaking, reading and writing skills
needed to participate in the Performance
Appraisal Management Process

a. interviewing

b. reading and understanding
performance appraisal forms

._assessing their goals

AP

c
d. negotiation skills

e. peer assessment skills (listening and
speaking skills needed for commu-
nication with one's "internal customers”)

7. Classroom activities should model
the behaviors that management and
employees at Bull are trying to achieve
in the organization (i.e. teamwork, open
communications, etc.)

8. To enable associates to achieve their
personal learning goals, related or not to
the workplace. *2

. AP

. AP

. AP

2.0
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l INSTRUMENTS/PROCEDURES FOR
DOCUMENTING AND MEASURING GOALS : .4
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9. To enable participants to achieve their
l learning goals as stated in their Individual
Education Plans through the application
of a competency-based curriculum. We
l expect 80% or more of the participants to
attain 80% of the competencies outlined
in their Individual Education Plans within
l the grant period. + A"3
10. Furthermore the program will:
a. establish itself as a program that will
l continue and develop beyond the
period of grant funding - A
b. establish, maintain and improve a basic
I ___skills needs assessment « AP
c. establish an ongoing planning and
evaluation team o A
l d. take full advantage of Buii's computer
lab by offering computer-assisted
basic skills instruction « A
I e. foster in all employees a mindset of
lifelong learning, continuous learning « AP - AP « AP
l 11. The program will build a strong
education and training partnership
between Bull, Roxbury Community College,
. and the community-based education
programs supported by Roxbury
Community Coilege's Adult Literacy
l Resource Institute + NA
! o
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11. continued
a. To develop a referral relationship
with the Jackson Mann Community
Center's aduit learning program and with
Roxbury Community College's Division of
Continuing Education and Community
Services ESL programs, to serve associates
who have earning needs beyond the current
capacity of the program, or associates who
want to meet their learning needs outside
of the work environment. + NA
b. To develop a long-term referral relation-
ship, and possibly continued worksite
programs with the previously named
centers for associates who may need
continuing education (GED or External
Diploma Programs) *4 - AP
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Notes on the Matrix

The following notes summarize the comments of the members of the
planning and evaluation team who worked most intensively on the evaluation,
and who reviewed the goals matrix after the evaluation was concluded.

*1. This goal is too big and therefore difficult to assess. The skills should be
broken out so that listening, speaking, reading, writing and math are
evaluated separately.

*2. If this goal had been phrased "work toward their goals" instead of "to
achieve their goals," it would have been fully achieved. It was impossible for
most associates to achieve their goals in a ten-month period because their
goals were very ambitious and would take years to achieve. However, all of
them did work toward their goals with success.

*3. The team does not have full confidence in this measure. The teachers --
who rated the IEPs -- were fastidious in their record keeping and can
subjectively substantiate their assessments of students' progress. But they
were, in fact, developing the IEP process as the grant year progressed. This
means that they did not have a fully developed process in place at the
beginning of the program which they followed, with base-line data against
which they made an objective assessment of achievement of competencies.
At the end of the grant year they did have a process in place that they felt
very confident about and which subsequently-hired teachers are now using.
After the evaluation was completed, two members of the Planning and
Evaluation Team commented that this might be a reasonable way for a new
program to proceed.

*4. Educational services were expanded internally -- not in relationship with
community agencies -- to include ABE and GED.
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Preparing a strategy for reporting the findings

At the time that the evaluation was conducted, the evaluation
team was the primary audience for the results of the evaluation.
Members understood that the evaluation system was just getting
worked out. They felt that they could use their preliminary findings
internally to develop the program. However, there was an
understanding that, eventually, evaluation results could be used to
argue for program continuation and expansion. The team wanted to
first critically review the information being gathered, and their
interpretations of it, before they reported results with any
confidence to management or other audiences.

Within the team itself, members communicated what they
were learning from data-gathering activities in both written and oral
formats. The facilitator took primary responsibility for summarizing
the results of particular data-gathering activities for other members
to consider.

For the team's external audiences, the Curriculum Developer

authored a program "Annual Report" which drew on the team's
findings.

Phase IV: Deciding what happens next
Taking follow-up action

Based not only on the results of the evaluation but on the
integrated planning and evaluation process in which the team had
engaged all year, with the support of management, the team decided
to:

(1) Expand the program to include native English speakers at the
pre-GED and GED levels.

(2) Integrate a computer-assisted instructional program
purchased from Josten's Learning Systems into the newly
expanded program.

(3) Involve supervisors more intimately in the development of
IEPs so that the IEPs better reflect the students' work-related
needs, and the supervisors better understand the students' non-
work-related goals.
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(4) "Sell" the education program to supervisors and students as
part of the company's strategy for organizational change -- a
change which everyone understands is partly underway and
whose pace will accelerate.

As mentioned earlier, although the Jostens system has been
installed, enrollment in the program is very low. Intensely
demanding production schedules have superceded the
implementation of an expanded education program.

Evaluating the evaluation

Team members and the facilitator commented that there are
two directions which the evaluation might have taken that would
have strengthened it. These are:

* The team could have started its process of identifying goals by
referencing the goals of the program as written in the grant
proposal. While some of those goals were included in the revised
goals list, it still took six months to complete the new list and
begin to collect data. If the team had begun their work with the
goals they had in hand, they could have still continued to refine
goals and also begun to collect information.

® At the same time, some team members regretted having been
too driven by the outcomes of the grant proposal -- outcomes that
are more-realistically addressed in the third -- not the first --
year of a program.

e Earlier data collection would have been useful. The evaluation
facilitator could have directed the goal-setting process more
firmly and guided earlier data collection. Earlier data collection
would have given team members an immediate feel for how
formative evaluation can assist program development --
something that they could have built on during the year.

* It would have been useful to have deeper discussions early on
about the differences between assessment and evaluation, and
about what team members wanted to learn from an evaluation.
In retrospect, team members had different expectations about
what they wanted an evaluation to demonstrate about their
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program. For example, the Training Director was clear about
wanting evidence of improvement in reading, writing, and
speaking against a base-line measure. The two teachersin - e
program were unconcerned with base-line measures and f¢  th. ¢
student self reports and teachers' observations were adeq* .e
methods for documenting progress.

The goal-setting process only partially elucidated thes:
differences. But these differences would nonetheless sur:ace in
the ways that teachers, other education staff and managers
discussed evaluation goals and projected activities. The
evaluation would have been stronger if those differences had
been explored more fully early in the evaluation process, and
proactively rather than reactively.

e Team members agreed that the presence of an evaluation
facilitator probably kept a firmer focus on evaluation activities
than had they worked entirely on their own. However, team
members (especially the Director of Training) were confident that
the team would have evaluated on their own. After this pilot
year, they are confident that they have some evaluation processes
in place on which they can build.

IV. REFLECTIONS

Facilitator Laura Sperazi''s comments:

¢ Overall, team-based evaluation worked well in this company.
Bull employees are accustomed to working in teams so the
evaluation team format was familiar. At the same time, their
familiarity with teamwork required the facilitator to sit back and
let the team govern the process in a way that was more
synonymous with their culture and language than was her
prepared outline of evaluation activities.

¢ The facilitator conducted more of the actual evaluation work
than anticipated. Doing the work justified her presence on the
team and also allowed her to model some "evaluation behaviors"
that some team members learned from.

e This team would have conducted some type of evaluation
without the facilitator. The Program Coordinator is very
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knowledgeable about evaluation and would have required that
some evaluation activities be carried out. The company culture
also values (even demands) evidence of effectiveness of training
programs. The Training Director would have required that some
evaluation activities be carried out. Without the facilitator, this
team would have been a good audience for a Guide on team-based
evaluation of workplace basic skills programs.

e Waiting to collect data until the goals were completely defined
made the activity seem more momentous than it should be. Early
data collection helps the team to be unattached to the data. Some
of it might be good; some not so good. Waiting until all conditions
are (relatively) "perfect" or complete puts more pressure on the
data-collection process than is necessary.

e [t is important to note that several times during the course of
the evaluation, and again at the last meeting where some
members of the evaluation team gave the facilitator feedback, the
following perspective on developing and evaluating a new
workplace basic skills program was articulated:

It takes the experience of developing and attempting to
evaluate a program over the course of a year to know what
it is that the program might accomplish and how it might
best be evaluated. While there is a lot of pressure on the
program to know what it can accomplish at the beginning, in
reality, in this new field of workplace education which has
no set curricula and established evaluation tools, it takes a
full cycle of course development and evaluation to work out
clear goals and evaluable indicators and to design
appropriate evaluation proceaures.

Therefore, the "failure" to produce a complete evaluation
system at the start of a new program is really not a failure. Itis a
function of the state of the art of program development. Spending
the better part of the year openly learning what the program can
do and how it might be evaluated best may well ensure the
subsequent success of the program. Similarly, holding up the start
of a program until all base-line measures -- and all other
programmatic bells and whistles -- are in place may be not only

unrealistic but also not in the best interest of the students or the
company.

-
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Sharon Parmalee 3/28/93

ESL Student Survey -- for developing a tool to assess ESL
classes

1. Characterize an ideal classroom at Bull
2. Characterize a bad classroom at Bull

3. Characterize a good ESL teacher
a. What would s/he be doing?

D. What would s/he be thinking?
¢. What would s/he be feeling?

Characterize a bad ESL teacher
What would s/he be doing?
What would s/he be thinking?
What would s/he be feeling?

O 0P W

. Characterize an ideal ESL class at Bull
a. What would sbe happening?
b. What would people be doing?
C. What would people be thinking?
d. What would people be feeling?

6. Characterize a bad ESL class at Bull
a. What would sbe happening?

b. What would people be doing?

c. What would people be thinking?
d. What would people be feeling?
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Bull ESL Program Code #
Student Survey June 1993

Instructions:

We want to know what you think about your ESL class. /e
will use your answers to improve the program next yea .
Please draw a circle around the answer that is closest to the
way you feel.

Your answers are confidential.

1. The class helps me communicate on my job better.

always usually sometimes never

2. | have enough time in ciass to learn and make progress.

always usually sometimes never

W

. Class is hard for me.

always usually sometimes never

4. Class is easy for me.

always usualily sometimes never

(@)}

. There are too many lessons about our work.

always usually sometimes never

6. The books, worksheets, and other handouts the teacher gives us are
interesting.

always usually sometimes never

7. The books, worksheets, and other handouts the teacher gives us are hard for me.

always usually sometimes never




8. The books, worksheets, and other handouts the teacher gives us are easier
than | like.

always usually sometimes never

9. These are questions about your teacher. Answer them the same way you
answered the previous questions. The only difference is that these questions
do not have numbers next to them.

My teacher:

» talks more than | like.

always usually sometimes never

* gives me a chance to talk in class.

always usually sometimes never

* encourages me to ask questions.

always usually sometimes never

* cares that | am learning.

always usually sometimes nevey

* helps me when | don't understand.

always usually sometimes never

* gives more homework than | like.

always usually sometimes never

* gives less homework.than | like.

always usually sometimes never

2 67

P




* speaks too fast for me.

always usually sometimes never

* speaks clearly.

always usually sometimes never

* uses words | understand.

always usually sometimes never

* treats me as an adult.

always usually sometimes never

10. | feel comfortable telling the teacher | don't understand.

always usually sometimes never

11. Please draw a circle around NOT MORE THAN FIVE things that you would
like to have more of in your class.

« I'd like more:

-- exercise books

-- dictionaries

-- job-related materials
stories

-- newspaper articles
-- math

-- listening exercises
speaking

-- reading

-- writing

-- Is there anything else you would like more of ?

68




12. These are questions about your class.

My class:

* makes me want to continue learning.

always usually som itimes never

* helps me when I'm not at work.

always usually sometimes never

* helps me feel more confident.

always usually sometimes never
* helps me to achieve my personal goals.

always usually sometimes never

13. These are questions about using your English skills at_ work.

* LAST YEAR, before | started class,  READ AND UNDERSTOOD

work documents (for example, S.0.D. s, M.S.D.S.s, blueprints, company policy.)

always usually sometimes never

-

*LAST YEAR, before | started class, | SPOKE English at work (for
example, to co-workers, to supervisors.)

always usually sometimes never
*LAST YEAR, before | started class, | WROTE at work (for example,

memos and notes.)

always usually sometimes never
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*LAST YEAR, before | started class, | UNDERSTOOD what people at
work said to me in English (for example, at department meetings, in my work
area, at business meetings.)

always usually sometimes never

‘NOWIREADAND UNDERSTAND work documents (for exar >le,
S.0.D. s, M.S.D.S.s, blueprints, company policy.)

always usually sometimes never

*NOWISPEAK English at work (for example, to co workers, to
supervisors.)

always usually sometimes never

*NOW IWRITE in English at work (for example, memos and notes.)

always usualily sometimes never

*NOWIUNDERSTAND what people at work say to me in English (for
example, at department meetings, in my work area, at business meetings.)

always usually sometimes never

14. These are questions about using your English skills when you are not at
work.

*LAST YEAR, before | started class,| UNDERSTOOD WHAT |
READ in English (for example, newspapers, books, instructions, children's
school reports, medical and other forms)

always usually sometimes never

* LAST YEAR, before | started class, | SPOKE in Engiish (for example,
to doctors, store clerks, neighbors.)

always usually sometimes never




*LAST YEAR, before i started class, | WROTE in English (for example,
medical and other forms, notes to my children's school.)

always usually sometimes never

*LAST YEAR, before | started class, | UNDERSTOOD what people

said to me in English (for example, doctors, nurses, store clerks, children's
teachers, neighbors.)

always usually sometimes never

*NOWIUNDERSTAND WHAT | READ in English (for example,

newspapers, books, instructions, children's school reports, medical and other
forms)

always usually sometimes never

*NOWISPEAK in English (for example, to doctors, store clerks,
neighbors.)

always usually sometimes never

*NOWIWRITE in English (for example, medical and other forms, notes
to my children's school.)

always usually sometimes never

*NOWIUNDERSTAND what people say to me in English (for
example, doctors, nurses, store clerks, children's teachers, neighbors.)

always usually sometimes never

15. Please think about whether your English skills have changed since you
started class, and circle the answer that is true for you.

*NOW IUNDERSTAND WHAT | READ in English.

a lot better better no change worse

*NOW ISPEAK English.

a lot better better no change worse

Ce



*NOW IWRITE in English

a lot better better no change worse

+NOWIUNDERSTAND spoken English.

a lot better better no change worse

16. Is there anything else you would like to say about your ESL class?

17. Do you plan to continue your class?

-- Yes -- No

If yes, why? Please draw a circle around ali that are true for you.

it helps me to talk with my manager

| want to get into a Bull training program
| enjoy learning

I need it for my job

| want to go to college

-- Other

If no, why not? Please draw a circle around all that are true for you.

-- It is too demanding

-- | don't like school

-- I'm too tired at the end of my shift
-- | have too many things on my mind
-- Other

«7 72




1]
'

N
o] S

0OODOOOOD =
(.P RONOOTDE WN —= =

X TaQ o0 oD

* plus (1) "I don't know what you mean."

Q.10

—
—

— T toao oo D

other:

) .
Mol Ve bl i

-+ P et Lion U0

Tabulation Bull Student Survey, Spring 1993

>
£
)
<
»

O=2=20WOoOOhr~®
o

Always
2
7
7
12
12
5
2
0
12
4
10

Always
10

Usually

W00 —=©®

Usually

APOONDW

T2 0O0O N

Usually
2

ex bks
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newspaper articles

DA

Sometimes
3

3

15

13

8

4

17

13

Sometimes

PO ACOD

Sometimes
5

73

N=a2OOoONDONO

Never

P
®
<
4]
-~

ONOK;(OCHOON—*G)

*

Never



Q.12 Always Usually Sometimes Never

13 6 1 0

7 9 3 1

8 6 5 0

11 3 6 0
Q.13 Last Always Usually Sometimes Never
year/Now 3 5 10 10 5 0 0

3 4 8 10 9 6 0 0

2 2 4 9 7 9 7 0

2 5 6 11 12 3 0 0
Q.14(as Q.13)

3 6 2 6 15 8 0 0

3 5 4 9 12 6 1 0

0 2 4 8 9 10 8 0

3 6 3 10 12 4 2 0
Q.15 lot better better no change worse

5 14 1 0

3 15 2 0

0 20 0 0

5 13 2 0

Q.16

COMMENTS: | would like to learn about speaking reading and conversation in my
ESL class...l would like to learn ESL in class. | like to speak English well, and future in my
job hope much better. | would like to be in college sometime... The best program for Bull
employees...This is the best program for all companies in the country...

Q17 Yes: 20 No: 0
a 14
b 13
c 14
d 17
e 9
Other: 0
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Questions for Bull ESL Program Student Focus Groups
July 1993

Introduction

Thank you for participating in this focus group.
| will ask you some questions about your class. These questions are a follow up

to the survey you took a couple of weeks ago. We will use the information to
improve the program.

Please understand two important things:

1. The questions | ask are not about your teachers. Not about Sue or Mel or
Annie or Jim. Not about them as teachers. We are interested in your ideas
about the program. We need to know what helps you to learn and what doesn't
help you.

2. What you say is confidential. Noone will know what you say except Sue and
me. We will take notes but we will not put your name on them.

I. Questions about work-related learning
® Are there alot of lessons about work?

Is this good or not? Why?

* Do you think that coming to class is important to keep your job? Why/what are
the connections between coming to class and keeping your job?

* What is the best way for you to learn about work-related things?
Probes:

-- Use work related materials in class? (example: MSDSs in class?)
-- Talk to each other alot about what you have to do on your job?
Why is this a good way to learn?

-- Read more Why?

-- Write more Why?

-- Use the computer more Why?

* Option: if class did not focus on work, what should it focus on?
How would you transfer what you learned to doing your job better

= "5



® Option: What helped you the most to improve your English skills
Probes:

-- something the teacher did

-- something you learned

-- something you felt about yourself

Il. Using computers
"« Did you use a computer? What did you do on it?

* How did you like using a computer? Is there anyone here who did not like

using one? Why didn't you like it? (something in the technology? in the
instruction? in you?)

* Did you have alot of support for using computers? Was having support
important to you? Describe the kind of support you need.

* How did you feel about: Using the keyboard (typing)? Sitting in front of the

computer for long periods of time? Reading instructions on the screen that told
you what to do next?

Probe:

scary

comfortable

positive

negative

If you were uncomfortable, what would make you more comfortable?

* Would you like to spend more time with the computer? If yes, what would you
like to learn to do with it?

Hl. Tell us how you have changed as a result of being in the class,
how you would like to change more and how the class can support
you best to change.
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Bull ESL Program

Survey for Managers 1993

Introduction:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the evaluation of the Buil English
as a Second Language (ESL) program. Your answers to this questionnaire are

part of a larger evaluation that will help the planning and evaluation to improve
the program.

Although we ask you for ratings on individuals, the information gathered
will be used to guide program improvement. We are interested in what the
aggregate ratings tell us about the program. Some of the items included in this
questionnaire have not been covered in class.

Instructions:

- Please rate the following communication behaviors for each associate in your
line or department who is enrolled in the ESL class.

« Please rate each associate twice. The first time, circle the answer which best
describes the associate LAST YEAR, before s/he attended the ESL class. The
second time, circle the answer which best describes the associate NOW. Use
the comments section at the bottom of each page to explain your answers
further, if you like. If you need more space, use the back of the questionaire.

» All the information is confidential. Only the person who handles the data will
see your name and the name of the associate.

Your name:
Name of the associate you are rating:

The associate:

1. Speaks up in meetings.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
‘NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

F 1 "




2. Appears to say what's really on his/her mind in meetings.

LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes
‘NOW

always usually sometimes

3. Talks informally with leaders.

+LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes
‘NOW

always usually sometimes

4. Talks informally with co-workers in English.

LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes
‘NOW

always usually sometimes

5. Asks leaders questions when s/he needs to.

«LAST YEAR

always usuaily sometimes
‘NOW

always usually sometimes

6. Asks co-workers questions when s/he needs to.

LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes
‘NOW

always usually sometimes

Comments: (Please indicate the number of the question you are commenting on)

never

never

never

never

never

never

never

never

never

never

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply
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7. Is understandable.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
*NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

8. Uses technical terms.

* LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
*NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

9. Makes suggestions about how to improve the way we work.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
‘NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

10. Attempts to read or reads items such as written process changes,
S.0.D.s, M.S.D.S s, company policies, and blueprints.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
*NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

11. Appears to understand items such as written process changes,
85.0.D.s, M.5.D.S s, company policies, and blueprints.

+LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
*NOW e

always usually sonetimes never does not apply

Comments: (Please indicate the number of the question you are commenting on)
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16. Appearstou

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never
*‘NOW

always usually sometimes never

13. Appears to t:nderstand safety signs.

*LAST YEAR ‘

always usually sometimes never
*NOW

always usually sometimes never

14. Writes memos.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never
*NOW

always usually sometimes never

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never
*NOW

always usually’ sometimes never

nderstand me when | speak.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never
*NOW

always usually sometimes never

12. Makes appropriate use of items such as written process changes,
S.0.D.s, M.S.D.S s, company policies, and blueprints.

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

15. Writes notes to co-workers (such as a note to ihe next shift).

does not apply -

does not apply

does not apply

does not apply

Comments: (Please indicate the number of the question you are commenting on)




17. Appears to understand others (such as engineers) when they speak.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
*NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

18. Appears to understand co-workers when they speak in English.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
‘NOW

always usually sometimes never does not apply

19. Appears confident in her/his ability to learn.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
‘NOW

always usually - sometimes never does not apply

20. Appears motivated to continue learning.

*LAST YEAR

always usually sometimes never does not apply
‘NOW

always usuaily sometimes never does not apply

Comments: (Please indicate the number of the question you are commenting on)

21. Is there anything else you would like to say about:
+ How associates have changed?

» The program?
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EVALUATION RESEARCH
130 Warren Street

Newton Center, MA 02159

Phone: 617/527-6081

TO: Members of the Bull Basic Skills Planning and Evaluation Team
FROM: Laura Sperazi [&

RE: Questions for Managers' Focus Groups

DATE: September 27, 1993

There wiil be two managers' focus groups. One group will be held on
Wednesday, October 6 from 5:00 - 6:00 p.m.; the second will be held on Friday,
October 8 from 7:00 - 8:00 a.m. Managers can attend either group. Jim,
Sharon, and Laura will staff the groups. Laura will take the lead in asking
questions; Jim and Sharon will take the lead in providing information about the
ESL program and how managers can become more involved in it.

All managers -- except L. Magdalenski (sp?) -- have associates who are
enroiled in the ESL program. All managers are expected to attend one of the
focus groups. The PE Team is supposed to come up with a more-interesting
name for the groups than "focus groups.” The hope is that the more-interesting
name and a good outreach effort will ensure that all managers attend.

Part I: Questions for Managers

Introduction:
-- Thank you for participating in this focus group
-- These questions are a follow up to the survey you took a couple of weeks ago

(OK if you didn't fill out the survey; we still want to know what you think about the
ESL program.)

-- Focus group is divided into two sections: asking you some questions about
what you have observed about associates' participation in the ESL program in:

the last year or so; and giving you some information about the program for this
coming year

-- We will use the information you give us today to improve the program
1. What new skills, behaviors or attitudes have you observed in associates in

the last year (or so) that you think are the result of participation in the Bull ESL
program?

G/
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Part ll: Information about the ESL Program

Themes for Jim and Sharyn to work with: '

1. The |IEP Process
* What is the IEP process? Describe IEP process as "checkpoints for
progress" for the mutual benefit of associate and company. Reassure

managers that associates are not left on their own to sink or swim but that there
is @ mechanism for tracking progress.

2. How can managers help to support the ESL p;ogram? Specific suggestions
and discussion re: how managers can support the program
-- |dentify associates who need ESL instruction. What are some of the
indicators that an associate needs ESL instruction? Use handout.to
support discussion.
-- Encourage associates to enroll
-- Tell teachers and other education staff that scmeone needs support
NOTE: The ESL program will allow one hour of planning time each
week for each teacher. This means that you can expect to see teachers on the
fioor, observing work, talking to associates and generally becoming more
knowledgeable about Bull manufacturing processes and work culture. The
teachers are available to you if you questions about the program, an idea you
want to pass on, information about a particular associates or associates --
whatever. One of the responsibilities which the teachers have is to integrate the
real demands of work into the classroom. They will appreciate any way you can
help them do that.
-- Other ways managers can become more involved in the ESL program.
Use handout to support discussion.
* Participate in conferences with the with the associate and teacher (as
part of the |IEP process)
* Review curriculum, critique it, add to it.
* Be a speaker in a class
* Volunteer to be a language coach or tutor
* Learn more about the Jostens computer learning system which will be
installed in the plant soon, and create a role for yourself which
supports the use of the system.
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Probe: Any changes in:
« Listening skills
» Speaking skills
» Computer skills
» Reading work documents

2. As you look forward, what expectations do you have for what the Bull ESL
program can achieve?

Probe: Think specifically about associates you know who are enrolied in
the program.
» What did you expect from associates in the past year
because they were enrolled in the ESL program?
» What do you expect now ?

3. Did you observe associates doing homework this past year?

Probe: (1) What exactly did you observe?
 Doing homework on work time
+ Doing homework "in teams"
» Talking about homework
+ Showing others that they had done their homework
* Other

(2) Did/do you have any opinions about these activities?

4 What kinds of changes -- in skills, behaviors, attitudes, or other areas -- would
you like to have tracked as part of the ESL assessment process?

Question #4 leads us into Part I of the focus group where Jim and Sharyn
convey some information about how the program operates and is integrated
with overall Bull manufacturing and education goals. This information is’

conveyed with the purpose of increasing managers support of and involvement
in the program. '

84
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Part ll: Information about the ESL Program

Themes for Jim and Sharyn to work with:

1. The IEP Process
* What is the |EP process? Describe IEP process as "checkpoints for
progress” for the mutual benefit of associate and company. Reassure

managers that associates are not left on their own to sink or swim but that there
is a mechanism for tracking progress.

2. How can managers help to support the ESL program? Specific suggestions
and discussion re: how managers can support the program
-- Identify associates who need ESL instruction. What are some of the
indicators that an associate needs ESL instruction? Use handout.to
support discussion.
-- Encourage associates to enroll
-- Tell teachers and other education staff that someone needs support
NOTE: The ESL program will allow one hour of planning time each
week for each teacher. This means that you can expect to see teachers on the
floor, observing work, talking to associates and generally becoming more
knowledgeable about Bull manufacturing processes and work culture. The
teachers are available to you if you questions about the program, an idea you
want to pass on, information about a particular associates or associates --
whatever. One of the responsibilities which the teachers have is to integrate the
real demands of work into the classroom. They will appreciate any way you can
help them do that.
-- Other ways managers can become more involved in the ESL program.
Use handout to support discussion.
* Participate in conferences with the with the associate and teacher (as
part of the IEP process)
* Review curriculum, critique it, add to it.
* Be a speaker in a class
* Volunteer to be a language coach or tutor
* Learn more about the Jostens computer learning system which will be
installed in the plant soon, and create a role for yourself which
supports the use of the system.




i

i

IEP Bull Worldwide Information Systems

Name
Class

Teacher

Overall Goals

Where you hope to go with your education in the long run
or where you hope the class will take you this year.

Work

Personal

Objectives

What you need to do now to move towards your goals.

N & W N
s & & s &

This IEP is to be reviewed every 12 weeks by you and your instructor.

Signature Date

H1 86
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Name

IEP Bull Worldwide Information Systems

Competencies achieved that relate to specific objectives

Objective

Competency

Mastery Indicator

Mastery Date

H2
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Name: l
Date: l
Instructor: I
STUDENT'S INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN
Skills Date/% of Mastery Date/% of Mastery I
Oral Communication/Teamwork
D ask questions for clarification / / I
D discuss and interpret reading materials / /
O give directions and instructions / / I
D make requests / /
D make small talk (social English) / / I
D make suggestions / /
O report a problem / /
O / / I
O / /
O / / i
Listening Comprehension l
O follow and understand oral directions and instruction / /
D extract key information / ) l
D record key information / /
0 / / )
0 / / i
O / /
Phonics
O identify and produce consonant sounds / / l
0 identify and produce double and triple / /
consonant blend sounds l
identify and produce consonant digraph sounds / /
O identify and produce short vowel sounds / /
produce vowels before r sounds / / I
Page One of Four l
A. Yuand M. Green
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Date/% of Mastery Date/% of Mastery

Phonics
produce long (double) vowel sounds

produce long vowel sounds with E

D produce irregular double vowel sounds

0

0

O

B T T

Pronunciation
D practice stress, intonation, pitch

e e e e

a3

O

B

Vocabulary/Spelling
O use QuickWords for spelling of sight words

e T S S

J expand word forms using Spellex

D determine unfamiliar vocabulary through context

D find synonyms and antonyms for familiar words

expand vocabulary through the understanding

B T

of suffixes and prefixes
D use a dictionary

e e T e T

D understand and use vocabulary as related to

~

workplace competencies

0

0
m

Reading
Read a variety of reading materials and experience
a variety of activities focusing on:

D identify alphabet

determining the main idea

D finding the facts

A. Yu and M. Green
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Date/% of Mastery

Date/% of Mastery

Reading
D drawing conclusions

G making inferences

D developing vocabulary

summarizing passages, stories, articles

D determining fact from opinion

analyze characters

Qaa

e e e T T

Writing

0 write letters of the alphabet in print and cursive form

e T e i

D write correct word order (subject-verb-object)

D use correct punctuation and capitalization

D combine sentences

use process writing (draft, edit, revise)

D understand the use of editing symbols

D develop writing using a visual (pictures) guide

D write answers to questions to form a story

B e T S N S

(given who, what, when, where, why questions)
group sentences into paragraphs

e T e e S e

write story based on a given topic

write summaries

write instructions and directions

use computer for word processing

0
0
O

B e T e T T

A. Yu and M. Green
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Grammar
O simple present
present continuous
past tense
regular verbs
irregular verbs
future tense
D parts of speech
nouns
D verbs
D adjectives
adverbs
(3 review or introduce new grammar as it occurs
in curriculum

0
3
)

A. Yu and M. Green

Hé

Date/% of Mastery  Date/% of Mastery

B T e T e T

B e e T T S U
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Name: I
Date:
Instructor: I
BULL WORKPLACE CURRICULUM
STUDENT'S INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN I
Date/% of Mastery Comments '
AROUND THE PLANT
0  understand abbreviations /
D Understand and give directions around the plant / I
O Name plant areas and functions /
D Understand stock and shelving systems / I
D Name components /
a / l
0 /
a / l
SAFETY
D Read safety signs / l
D Recognize types of emergency equipment /
D Recognize types of safety equipment / I
D Give and understand warnings /
D Be aware of hazards in the workplace / I
D Read chemical hazard warning /
D Understand Right to Know law / I
D Understand short and long term hazards /
D Read MSDS for significant items /
O / I
0 /
0 / l
HEALTH I
[0 Name parts of body /
D Name aches and pains / I
Bull ESL Program: J. Ward, A Yu, M. Green Page One of Three
1
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JOBS

aaaaauaadaaaaad

Call in sick

Name work-related aches and pains
Explain symptoms (e.g. to a doctor)
Write out injury report

Fill out health record form .
Understand simple exam procedure

Understand health care choices

Name Job title and basic function

Identify main functions in job

Answer questions about job and skills necessary
Highlight skills needed for job

Explain job to visitors

Identify changes in job during tenure

Write free description of work and work day
Carry out "value-added" analysis of job

Fill out forms associated with job

Read documentation necessary for job

Date/% of Mastery Comments

B T e e T e T e T e

B T e T i T S S S

QUALITY

0
O
d
0

a

Use defects vocabulary

Describe quality probiems related to job

Complete quality check forms

Be aware of continuous improvement procedures
in company

Discuss changing roles of workers

Bull ESL Program: J. Ward. A Yu, M. Green
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Date/% of Mastery Comments

D Understand performance review process: set goals

-~ Y~~~

COMMUNICATION

Understand instructions

Give instructions

Ask for clarification

Make requests

Make small talk (social English)

B e L SR

Learn "Action" verbs: common and Bull-specific

Make suggestions

Report a problem

Write down ideas

Develop and apply team skilis

aaaaaagaaaadad

~ Y YN N
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TEAM EVALUATION AT DATATEC INDUSTRIES:
A CASE STUDY FROM A WORKPLACE EDUCATION
PROGRAM

Prepared
by
Paul Jurmo

One of seven case studies in
"Team Evaluation:
Case Studies from Seven Workplace Education Programs,"
a report prepared in June 1994
by Laura Sperazi and Paul Jurmo
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DATATEC INDUSTRIES, INC.

Fairfield, New Jersey

I. PROGRAM BACKGROUND
Program history

Datatec Industries, Inc. is a rapidly-growing manufacturer of
components for computerized equipment, with eight plants around
the U.S. (Their products include computer boards for the laser
scanners used at Toys R Us and other major retailers.) At the main
plant in Fairfield, New Jersey in late 1990, the human resources
director had concluded that many of the primarily-Hispanic
assembly workers could benefit from an ESL course. The director
investigated several language institutes and had potential
participants interview instructor candidates.

Language Training Institute (LTI), based in nearby Englewood
Cliffs, was hired, and classes were begun with fifteen learners. These
learners were divided into three groups according to language
ability. Instruction was "competency-based," focusing on language
needs identified by the company and participants.

Program goals

To keep up with the rapidly-growing demand for its products,
the company had in recent years instituted a quality program
emphasizing high quality work by all employees. The ESL program
was seen as a way of enabling immigrant production workers to
participate fully in that quality program. They would thereby
improve productivity, decrease error, use more-complex equipment
and communicate and solve problems in teams. The focus of the
classes has varied periodically according to learner needs. These
include oral skills, writing, spelling, public speaking, expression of
opinion, fast listening, and grammatical accuracy. The instructor
consciously integrated assertiveness and team-building exercises
with language instruction. Presentations made by learners at
company events served as markers of learner progress.

’
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II. BACKGROUND ON THE TEAM
History of the team

In its first two years, the Datatec program was coordinated
primarily by LTI director Joy Noren in consultation with Larry
Tourjee, the vice president of manufacturing. In early 1993 Joy and
Larry agreed to have the program serve as a site for Paul Jurmo's
research. At that point, the following planning team was put in
place:

Stakeholders represented on the team

Josefa Aboleda: Assembler, program participant

Lucia Izquierdo: Assembler, production team leader, and program
participant

Paul Jurmo: outside facilitator

Joy Noren: education consultant, program coordinator

Patti Scharf: Purchasing agent

Larry Tourjee: Vice president of manufactunng

Larry and Joy selected these members based on the following
criteria:

Patti Scharf: Selected because of her demonstrated interest in the
program from its inception and because of her willingness to
mentor learners. Also has regular contact with many of the
Spanish-speaking employees on a day-to-day basis.

Josefa Aboleda and Lucia Izquierdo: Selected because (1) their
language proficiency level would allow them to participate in
team meetings, (2) they both express their opinions and ideas
openly, and (3) they interact with a wide range of production
employees, especially the ESL program participants.

IIIl. THE PROCESS WHICH THE TEAM WENT THROUGH
Phase I: Initial preparations

To familiarize himself with the program -- and vice versa --
the facilitator, Paul Jurmo, first talked with coordinator Joy Noren by
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phone. She explained the history of the program, focusing in
particular on what she needed and had in terms of assessment and
planning mechanisms. (While the company set broad goals, the
learners "filled in the blanks" in program objectives by bringing in
problems and interests from their daily work. She wanted to find a
way to get more input from higher- and supervisory-level
management in setting course objectives.)

She also explained the company context, particularly the
company's shift toward a "quality team" format.

Based on that input, the facilitator submitted a proposal to Joy
and Larry. It outlined the history of the NIFL research project and
what it might produce for the program stakeholders. It also
described roles which stakeholders might play on the planning team.

Larry responded enthusiastically to the proposal, and he, Joy,
and Paul met to discuss the proposal in more depth. Paul also
observed a class session and talked briefly with the learners. He
then was led by one of the more advanced learners on a tour of the
production area where most of the learners worked.

Based on the information gathered in the above activities, the
facilitator wrote an abridged version of his proposal (called an
"action plan") which Joy Noren circulated among key management
personnel at the company. She and Larry identified the above-
identified (See "Background on the Planning and Evaluation Team")
team members.

Paul met with Joy to review the background of each team
member and the roles they would play in the project. Joy noted that,
until now, the union had not been involved in the education program
and would therefore likely not be involved in the evaluation project.

She noted that learners understand the company's reasons for
setting up the program: enabling them to understand new equipment
and to become more involved in their work teams. Many had an
interest in improving those job-related abilities. Many also were

motivated for persomnai reasons, such as using English with their
children.

She said that, although the company wants clearer
communication, more "unity" between American and non-American
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employees, error reduction, and improved production, more work is
necessary to analyze the specific tasks which learners need to
perform to meet those larger goals. She hoped to establish clearer
communication with management representatives, so that she can be
more clear about what management needs. To date she has relied
primarily on input from learners, trying to gear the curriculum to
both the company's broad goals and learners' personal goals. She felt
that it is difficult,, given the limited time for the course, to respond to
a broad mix of company and learner goals.

Joy hoped that the evaluation process would clarify for her
how to set goals and to measure them in a way which would
demonstrate tangible results to those who need to support the
program.

She until now has set goals for short, 8-week blocks, changing
them depending on what's going on in the company at any time. For
example, "teamwork" was a focal point for some time, and her classes
read and talked a lot about it. She has not put the resulting learning
activities together in a systematic curriculum.

To measure results, she builds in "competency markers." These
include a task which learners role play; periodic checklists in which
learners assess progress toward mastery of various competencies; or
mini-quizzes on topics requested by learners or Larry (in one such
quiz, learners spelled words taken from the workplace). While such
assessment tools produce useful data on learner progress, she feels
that they need to be better organized.

In late March and early April, Paul interviewed Patty Scharf,
Josefa Aboleda, and Lucia Izquierdo, the remaining three members of
the planning team. They discussed the purposes of the program,
their roles at the company, what the program has accomplished so
far, and things blocking learners' participation. These interviews
thereby enabled Paul to better understand the program, while
allowing him and team members to get to know each other and
better understand their respective roles in the evaluation.
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Phase II: Planning the evaluation

Clarifying program goals and the information to look
for

In the first meeting on April 7th, Paul led the team through a
90-minute discussion of three questions:

1. What do we mean by the term "evaluaton"?
2. Who will be the audiences for this evaluation?
3. What types of information do our audiences want?

Paul recorded members' answers on flipcharts, and later typed
up minutes summarizing what the team stated. At the end of the
meeting, it was agreed that Patty, Josefa, and Lucia would talk with
representatives from the primary audiences to ask them:

1. In our evaluation report, what kind of information about the
ESL program should we include? Why do they want that
information?

2. What do they think the ESL program's goals should be?

On April 21st, the team met for the second time, for nearly two
hours. Paul again served as discussion leader, leading the team
through the following questions:

1. What types of information do our audiences want?

2. For what purpose do they want that information?

3. What should be the goals of the ESL program?

4, For the highest-priority goals,what would be evidence of
success/progress?

To answer question #1, Patty, Josefa, and Lucia explained that
they had conducted interviews with eight co-workers (including the
company president) in the past few weeks. These sources had
identified questions which they hoped the evaluation would answer
for them.

To answer question #2, the team brainstormed a number of

ways the audiences might use the information. These included:
determining return-on-investment; and deciding whether and at
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what level to continue the program, how to improve communication
within the production area, how to improve the education program,
and how to motivate learners.

To answer question #3, Paul first summarized what the team
members had previously told him (in Phase I) they considered to be
the program's goals. This was a lengthy list, divided into major
categories of "English on the job" and "English off the job." Each
category, in turn had sub-categories containing specific tasks (e.g.,
participating in team meetings, identifying problems, asking for help,
reading notices, etc.). He asked team members to review this list,
revise it as necessary, and identify which goals were of particular
importance.

At this point, the discussion became bogged down. This was
due to a number of factors including (1) some team members were
not familiar with the language and concepts being used in the
meetings, and (2) a large number of complex tasks were being
presented in a short time. Discussion got stuck on particular details
(e.g., meanings and phrasing of particular terms). The discussion --
and the team's energy -- ground to a near halt.

Joy Noren then introduced another, more concise list of
"competencies" which she had been organizing the program around.
It was agreed that this list was similar to Paul's list and -- for
clarity's sake -- might be a better list to consider as the program's
goals.

To try to rejuvenate the discussion, Paul moved on to the last
question of "For the highest priority goals, what would be evidence of
success/progress?" However, the team had said that all of the goals
or competencies discussed so far were important. As time ran out at
the end of the meeting, it was agreed that team members would on
their own brainstorm a list of possible indicators (evidence) of
progress toward goals which they feel are particularly important.

On May 5th, the team met to identify "indicators" for the goals
which the team had listed on April 21st. Team members had tried to
come up with questions to ask related to those goals, and in this
meeting they shared what they had come up with.

Unfortunately, the discussion rapidly became bogged down.
Members weren't clear exactly what they were being asked to do.
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They focused on details of wording of a small number of indicators
and never got to other ones.

One team member suggested that, rather than develop
indicators in isolation from the instruments they were to be used in,
the team should focus on developing one sample instrument. Time
ran out before anything tangible was accomplished, and team
members left the room frustrated and confused.

At this point the facilitator felt he was in danger of "losing" the
team. He concluded that the team had gotten off to a good start, but
that in the last two meetings members had become bogged down in
details of a complex, unfamiliar, and abstract task. In consultation
with the coordinator, he decided to leap ahead a few steps and do
some "detail work" which, he hoped, would break this log-jam.

Designing a strategy for gathering data

On May 12th, the facilitator shifted the discussion to deciding
what data-gathering activities the team might use. He hoped that
this would give the team something more clear and concrete to focus
on.

He presented a list of possible data-gathering activities
developed by the coordinator. He then revised that list to include
the following possible activities:

G ring information from le IS:

® Interviews with learners

¢ Oral simulations (tests)

® Written simulations (tests)

¢ Grammar mini-quizzes

® Mini-quizzes on workplace vocabulary

* Observation of learners using particular skills in the workplace

* Leadership projects (in which learners use particular skills to
achieve goals set by learners, teacher, and supervisors)

Gathering information from co-workers and supervisors:
* Interviews conducted pre- and post, to identify needs, learner
abilities, and steps to help achieve goals.
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The facilitator suggested that, to keep the process moving, he
and the coordinator develop several of the above activities and
present them to the team at the next meeting. The team agreed.

Desiging data-gathering instruments

In the next two weeks, the facilitator and coordinator divided
up this task. The coordinator put together most of the above
activities for gathering information from learners. She planned to
organize the resulting data in individual portfolios for each learner.
Results of those activities could then be summarized and presented
to management. The facilitator, meanwhile, designed interview
guides for interviews to be conducted with learners and co-workers.
He also developed an "interest inventory" in which learners would
identify topics which they would like to focus on in the classes.

At a meeting on June 2nd, the team reviewed the draft
instruments designed by the coordinator and facilitator. It was
agreed that the coordinator would try out her instruments in the
coming month, while the facilitator would interview learners. A
third team member, Patty Scharf, was to interview several co-
workers.

The team also set some guidelines for the interviews. These
included confidentiality, sensitivity, and limiting interviews to 15-20
minutes each.

Phase III: Gathering, organizing, analyzing, and
reporting the information

Gathering and organizing the da:a

During the next three weeks, the agreed-upon interviews were
conducted with learners and co-workers, and in-class assessment
activities were carried out. Those conducting these activities
recorded the resuits in draft form.

Analyzing the data

On June 30th, the team met to review the data gathered in the
above activities. When the member who interviewed co-workers
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reported her findings, her data indicated that the three co-workers
were generally skeptical about the program and the seriousness of
many of the participants.

This finding came as a blow to other team members, who
questioned not only the validity of those co-workers' observations
but the tone in which they were conveyed. The team was also told
that a higher-level manager was not pleased with the direction
which the evaluation had taken. He said that he had expected the
evaluation to generate quantifiable evidence of learner competencies
and not get off into feedback from co-workers and questions related
to how to improve the program.

This negative feedback from supervisors about the program
and from the higher-level manager about the evaluation was a shock
to the coordinator and facilitator. It was agreed that the evaluation
had not produced clear evidence of learner progress. Instead, a lot of
attention was being given t0 negative comments of a small number
of co-workers who in some cases had little direct knowledge of what
was going on in the classes. It was agreed that the feedback from co-
workers led to a number of other questions:

® Were learners actually learning anything in the classroom?

o If they were developing competencies, why weren't co-workers
observing the learners using those competencies on the job?
Were they simply not paying attention? Or were learners not in
fact using them?

e If learners were developing competencies in the classroom but
not using them on the job, what was preventing them from doing
so? -

¢ What can be done to help the coordinator be sure that the
program focuses on job tasks which the company holds as
important?

* What are effective ways of documenting what learners are
actually learning and then showing that evidence to co-workers
and others in the company?

Given the mood and confusion created by the feedback from
co-workers and from the higher-level manager, the team did not go
much further in interpreting the data. It instead agreed that, in
order to show higher management what the team has been doing, the
facilitator would now take the information gathered in the learner
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and co-worker interviews and summarize it for interpretation by the
team at a later meeting.

The facilitator then spent a good part of a day at the word

processor, preparing a preliminary summary of the data gathered in
the interviews with six learners and three co-workers. This
summary was broken down into three sections:

1. What we hoped to learn: The six key quéstions which the
evaluation set out to answer: .

1. In what ways do Datatec employees have a problem
communicating in English? How do these problems impact the
employees and the company? :

2. What should the English program be trying to accomplish?

3. What in fact is being achieved by the program? Are Datatec
employees now better able to communicate in English?

4. What factors are contributing to the program's success?
What factors are inhibiting progress?

5. Should the program continue?

6. If the program continues, what steps need to be taken -- and
by whom -- to help achieve the program's goals?

2. How we gathered information: A summary of the various data-
gathering activities used: interviews with learners and co-
workers, formal and informal testing, the facilitator's earlier
interviews with team members, and the facili