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must be footnoted. Spelling and grammar must be correct. Plagiarism will result in a 0 for
this assignment.
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Research involved
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Recommendation, if applicable; and
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b. Methods and research used was understandable and useful to you? If useful,
how?

c. How did the article impact you in working with young children?

d. How would you use the information when working with young children?

e. Would you share any of this information with other teachers? If yes, what
would you share? If no, why would you not share it?

f. Would any of the information be helpful to families? If yes, what would be
helpful? If no, why it is not helpful?

g. What other information do you wish the author had addressed in the article?
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2) Read the article
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4) Summarize the article (in your own words in paragraph form) by including
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the main theme:
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4" & 5% paragraphs — Note the research used by the author, the conclusion
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APA Style. (APA Examples attached)

5) Your evaluation (in your own words) of the article which includes:

a. Did these researchers explain the focus of the paper and the subjects?
b. Were the methods used in a way that was understandable and useful to
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Early Childhood Education?
d. Would you use any of this information in working with young
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conducting this study?
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3) Try not to be redundant in writing your thoughts
4) Be conscious of the length of your sentences
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8) Use paragraphs as much as possible, as you change your sentence focus
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1) Critique a newspaper article
2) Follow the steps given



: RESEARCH

Family Literacy Funding Reductions and Work-First Welfare Policies:
Adaptations and Consequences in Family Literacy Programs

ABSTRACT

This article examines the consequences of two concurrent
policy changes for family literacy programs in Pennsylvania:
(1) the transition from federal (Even Start) to state funding and
(2) the elimination of adulr educarion as a work acriviy for welfare
recipients over 22 years of age. Using qualitarive daca from 10 family
literacy programs, the article shows how the two policies triggered a
cascade of changes in areas such as enrollment, recruitment, student
composition, use of staff time, and'interagency collaboration; and
how professionals adapted to these changes. The study provides a
nuanced understanding of how stare- and local-level actors'responses
to policy shape day-to-day operations in family literacy programs.

INTRODUCTION
Family lireracy (FL) programs provide adult, parent, and early
childhood education for low-income and immigrant families.
In 2003-04, federal Even Srart Fa.jmily literacy programs served
50,000 families, and thousands; more families participated
in state- and privately-funded qrograms. Prior research has
illuminated how accountability (Pe]zer, 2003, 2007; Belzer &
St. Clair, 2005), welfare reform (Imel, 1995; Martin & Fisher,
1999; Sparks, 2001; Setrawn, il998), and related policies
affect adult basic education (AI?E) programs. However, the
scant research on family litcracy;—rclated policies (Alamprese
& Voight, 1998; Knell, 1996; National Center for Family
Literacy, 1998) has hindered 041‘ understanding of how FL
professionals respond to shiftingistate and federal policies.
i

Esther Prins and Ramazan Gungor
Pennsylvania State University

This article examines how two concurrent policy
changes—the transition from federal to state funding and
new state guidelines for welfare-to-work activities—have
shaped 10 FL programs in Pennsylvania. In recent years,
Even Start funding has declined sharply—from $225
million in 2005 ro $99 million in 2006 and $66 million in
2008-2010. To prevent closing FL programs, Pennsylvania
administrators switched 11 of 21 Even Srart programs
to state funding between 2006 and 2008. The programs
survived, but compliance with a different set of regulations
triggered unanticipated changes. With further reductions in
Even Start funding likely, this study provides timely insighcs
into the ways FL programs adape to such predicaments.

The new welfare policy also stemmed from the Defcit
Reduction Act of 2005 (Pub. L. No. 109-171, 120 Stat. 4).
Itincreased the"work participarion rate” for welfare recipients
by changing the base year used to calculare the rate. In 2006,
Pennsylvanias work participarion rate increased from 0% to
50% (Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare [DPW],
2006). To avoid forfeiting up to $70 million in federal
funds, DPW redefined the “core activities” that count as
“work participation.” All employable welfare recipients must
participate in core activities such as employment, job training,
ot community service, typically for 20-30 hours per week.
However, as of October 2006, adult education (ESL, FL,
ABE, GED) is no longer a core activity for clients over age 22.

Esther Prins is an assistant professor in rh‘rf_ Adulr Education Program and co-direcror of the Goodling Institute for Research in Family Literacy. Ramazan Gungor is
2 PhD candidate in the Adult Education Program. Both work at The Pennsylvania State Universiry.
The authots wish ro thank the family litemlcy program directors who parricipated in this study.
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Adult education counts as vocational educational training
‘only when combined with a career-specific curriculum and
embedded within a program that prepares the individual for
employment” (DPW, 2009, p. 47). Clients may participate
in adulc education "directly related to employment” as a non-
core activity (p. 36). Although intended to ensure DPW
compliance with federal standards, this policy profoundly
affected FL programs by disrupting the tradition of referring
welfare recipients who were not deemed “work ready.”

This article draws on Weaver-Hightower’s (2008)
metaphor of policy ecologies to trace the unforeseen
consequences of Even Start budget reductions and the
intensification of Work First welfare ideology. Both policy
changes altered relationships within the policy ecosystem
and triggered a cascade of programmatic changes—most
but not all of which directors considered negative—
in recruitment, student composition, use of staff time,
and interagency collaboration, among other areas. The
study elucidates how state administrators’ and agency
staff members' adaptations to federal and state policies,
respectively, shape microlevel operations in FL programs

serving predominantly poor families.

POLICY ECOLOGIES

Following Weaver-Hightower (2008), we conceptualize
education policy as existing within a complex ecology of
interdependent components. In brief, a policy ecology includes
“the policy itself along with all of the texts, histories, people,
places, groups, traditions, economic and political conditions,
institutions, and relationships that affect it or that it affects’
(p- 155). This theoretical lens helps us highlight connections
among institutions, the “ripple effects” (p. 162) of policy, and
the agency of less visible, less powerful actors.

A policy ecology includes four analytical categories: actors,
relationships (e.g., competition, cooperation), environments
and structures (e.g., boundaries, pressures, inputs), and
processes { Weaver-Hightower, 2008). The most prominent
actors in our study, from most to least powerful, were federal
education and welfare policy makers, stare-level DPW and
ABE/FL administrators, and FL program directors and
staff. (We include FL and ABE in the same policy ecology
because FL programs provide adult education, both program
types are subject to the National Reporting System for Adult
Education [NRS], both typically report to the same stare-
level agency, and local organizations often administer both

types of programs.) We focused on FL program directors and

staff because they are the “frontline” workers who implement
state and federal regulations (Mazzeo, Rab, & Eachus, 2003).

Program directors characterized the relationship between
welfare and ABE/FL policy makers and service providers as _
competitive (they often served the same population), whereas
funding changes affected programs’ cooperative partnerships
with other agencies. Important facets of the environments
and structures included a steep reduction in inputs (Even
Start funding), pressure to place welfare recipients in jobs,
boundaries berween welfare and education agencies, and
various extant conditions, discussed below.

Finally, the salient processes, described further in the
findings, included entropy (“the breakdown or disordering
of an ecology”), adaptation (“change made by acrors to align
themselves with altered environments in an effort to move
toward equilibrium”), conversion (“dramatic change to the
basic structures and dynamics in an ecology”), conservation
(“preservation or reduction in the use of resources in an
attempt to maintain sustainable inputs”), and anticipation
(“prediction of, and action based on, the future needs of actors
in the ecology” [Weaver-Highrower, 2008, pp. 166—167]).
Together, these processes create an atmosphere of “constant
change” (Weaver-Hightower, 2008, p. 156).

Boundaries between federal, state, and local government
institutions figure prominently in this policy ecology. Each
shapes the formulation, implementarion, and monitoring
of educational policy (Deem & Brehony, 2000) and shares
responsibility for ABE and FL funding, policy development,
and administration (Chisman, 2002). The federal government
distributes adult education funding to states through
competitive grants and provides administrative guidance
through regulations (Belzer, 2003, 2007; Belzer & St. Clair,
2005). State education agencies serve funding, policy making,
and administrative functions (Chisman, 2002); as mediators
between federal policies and local service providers, they
are vital to understanding federal policy implementation
(Belzer, 2003, 2007). Local programs are mainly involved
with administration and policy implementation (Belzer,
2007; Chisman, 2002). The way policies are implemented
depends upon local programmatic features (Belzer, 2003)
and the congruence between the goals of policy makers and
implementing agencies (Meyers, Riccucci, & Lurie, 2001).

A noteworthy extant condition in the ABE/FL
environment is the transfer of authority for design and

management of social programs from the federal to state

governments. This approach—the “devolution revolution” or
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the “New Federalism” (Nathan, 2|006)—"is reflected in block
grants to staes, reduced federaII aid, and greater flexibility
granted to states in implementing federal policies” (Hayes,
1999, p. 4). The Personal Respoinsibi]jty Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PR?\NORA, Pub. L. No. 104—
193, 110 Stat. 2105) replaced open-ended federal matching
grants under Aid to Families wil:jh Dependent Children with
capped block grants under Tem?erary Assistance for Needy
Eamilies (TANE) (Alamprese & Voight, 1998; Hayes, 1999),
designed to help adults obrain jobls (Mazzeo et al,, 2003, p.45).

Welfare reform was not irixtended to shape ABE/FL
policy or practice. Nevertheless, its emphasis on “Work
First,” coupled with mandaroty work requirements and
lifetime cash benefir limits, disrupted the ABE/FL policy
ecology and program opera[ion!s (Belzer & St. Clair, 2003;
Fisher, 1999; Hayes, 1999). For instance, FL programs
increased instructional hours, emphasized workplace
skills, and incorporated more work-oriented activities
(Alamprese & Voight, 1998).

The shift toward Work First' accelerated when the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (Pub. L. Ne. 105-220,
212.b.2.A, 112 Stat. 936) subsumed federal ABE funding
under workforce development legislation (Belzer & St. Clair,
2003), compelling states to prioritize“labor force attachment”

over “human capital development” (Fisher, 1999). Since

states TANF block grants are reduced if they do not meet
the work partcipation rate, wafare recipients are directed
toward work instead of adult e%iucacion or training (Hayes,
1999; Knell, 1996). States have latitude, however, in deciding
bow to promote postsecondary access, define allowable
work activities (Mazzeo et al,, 2;003), and use education and
training in welfare-to-work programs (Hayes, 1999).
Increased pressure to meer, accountability requirements
is another relevant extant condition. As stipulated by the
NRS (Belzer, 2007), ABE ahd FL programs must use
standardized measures to demonstrare compliance with
federal and state standards for employment, educational
gains, and other indicators. These accountability measures
create dilemmas and pressure for staff because of differing
underlying philosophies (SparkL, 1999) and because changes
in the policy ecology such as welfare-to-work requirements

may impede attainment of accountability goals.

i
METHOD
‘This study arose from the ﬁrsr: author’s prior research with

three Even Start programs, o:ile of which could no longer

Family Literacy Funding Reductions and Work-First Welfare Policies

serve its niche population—teen mothers in high school—
after shifting to state funding. We wanted to learn what this
funding change meant for all 11 such programs, especially
since other Even Start programs would likely follow
suit. After hearing FL professionals ateribute declining
enrollment to the new welfare requirements, we expanded
the study to address both topics: How have changes in
government funding sources and welfare policies concerning
work and educarion affected family literacy programs? How -
have program personnel responded to these policy changes?

Ten of the directors from the 11 Even Start programs that
switched to state funding agreed to participate in the study. We
selected directors because they are the actors “who interpret
and make these policies real” (Mazzeo et al,, 2003, p. 166).
We believed a focus group formar would allow participants
to compare and contrast experiences. Located in urban, rural,
and suburban regions across Pennsylvania, the programs
were contracted to serve, on average, 55 families. Most of the
programs were managed by larger organizations that provided
federally- and state-funded programs such as Early Reading
First or Move Up. (Administered by DPW and the state adult
education agency, Move Up is an adult education program for
welfare recipients who meet certain criteria.) In 2007-2008,
2471 families participated in Pennsylvanias federally- and
state-funded FL programs. Participants' median family
income was $7,500, and 60% received public assistance.

In spring 2008, we conducted three focus groups by
telephone with 10 individuals (9 program directors and 1
staff member) from nine programs, three programs per focus
group. The director of the tenth program was interviewed
separately. We used qualitative research procedures (Patron,
1990) to elicit participants’ viewpoints concerning (a) the
successes, benefits, and challenges brought by the switch o
state funding; (b) how the funding change and new welfare
guidelines affected their programs; (c) staft responses to
these policies; (d) their opinions of these policy changes;
and (e) their recommendations for changing welfare-to-
work requirements. We recorded and transcribed each
60-90 minute focus group or interview. Some identifying
information has been omitted to protect confidentiality.

We employed thematic analysis (Charmaz, 2006)
to index and code the transcripts, using N'Vivo software,
Version 8 (NVivo, 2008). We used interview questions
to create a tentative coding system, which we revised after
sentence-level coding began. These codes were used to take

apart segments of text and to develop an"analytic handle”to
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construct abstract ideas for interpreting the data (Charmaz,
2006). Member checks (Guba & Lincoln, 1989) entailed
asking the direcrors to review a comprehensive report
before distribution to state ABE/FL administrators. (We
often share our anonymous findings with administrarors
because they have long supported our research by granting
access to programs and quantitative data.)

Although directors identified some benefits of state
funding and several described an easy transition, this article
emphasizes the negative repercussions because directors
unanimously criticized the new welfare policy and
identified more challenges than benefits from the funding
switch.

TRANSITION FROM EVEN START
TO STATE FUNDING

The funding transition triggered numerous ripple effects
(described below in descending order of magnitude) not
because it reduced funding per se, but because it meant
following different regulations. These, in turn, prompted
personnel to maintain equilibrium and avoid ecological
breakdown, or entropy ( Weaver-Hightower, 2008), through

adaptation, conversion, conservation, and anticipation.

Dual Enroliment

Within this policy ecology, programs that had served dual-
enrolled students and teen parents in school experienced the
greatest disruption in equilibrium. Nine of the 10 directors
cited the dual enrollment policy as a drawback of state FL
funding regulations. State performance standards require
Even Start and state-funded (“Act 143”) FL programs to
serve a certain number of families. Even Start programs can
dual-enroll, or count as participants students who receive
FL services such as parent education and simultaneously
attend another agency’s adult education classes. This
means Even Start does not have to provide adult educarion.
However, to prevent duplication of services, state-funded
FL programs cannot dual-enroll; they must use state
monies mainly to provide adult education (Pennsylvania
Department of Education [PDE], 2009, p. 39). Oné person
attributed this rule to state administrators’ interpretation
of regulations “rather than the way [they] were written,”
underscoring policy actors’ latitude in interpreting federal
and state policies (Hayes, 1999; Mazzeo et al., 2003).

First, the dual-enrollment policy hampered some

programs’ abiIity to meet enrollment targets. This matters

because state program quality indicators—for instance,
enrolling 95% of contracted families—are used in evaluation
and funding decisions. Program staff adapred to the loss of
dual-enrolled students and the increased pressure to meet
enrollment standards by investing more time and resources
in student recruitment. In some cases, directors lamented,
meeting enrollment standards inadvertently influenced

program placement decisions:

What it really boiled down to most of the time,
unfortunately, is not what program [in our
organization] provides the best service, but do
they have kids. You know; it’s just that cut and
dried: Do you have children, and if you do have
children, this [family literacy] is where you're
going. That is not a good way to run the program
and provide services, but because we can't dual-
enroll, we're always thinking of,“Well, we need the
numbers...” That was something that we didn’t
think about before [as Even Start]. We thought

about services first and then numbers later.

Thus, in organizations offering various educational programs,
the dual-enrollment restriction placed personnel in the
undesirable position of needing to enroll some students in FL
even though it was “not one of the best places for them to be.”

Second, the dual-enrollment policy reconfigured or
eroded programs’ partnerships with agencies that provided
adult education for dual-enrolled students, illustrating
entropy within the ecology. For instance, a director noted
that if they could not continue dual-enrolling families with
a community college, it would “devastate the way we have
operated” and “reflect horrifically on how we have operated
as a program [in terms of ] meeting our standards.”

These remarks highlight a third challenge: Because
they now had to provide adulr education themselves, some
programs struggled to meet the 50-hour standard for annual
adulr education instructional hours per student, in addition
to instructional hours in parent education, interactive literacy
activities, and early childhood education. Programs adapted
to this change by expanding adult education offerings, which
required budgeradjustmentsand ashiftin skills, mindset, roles,
and use of staff time. For instance, the “hardest transition” for
one program was shifting from the Even Start collaboration
model to providjng adult education themselves, a "huge

cultural change” for personnel accustomed to supervising field
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staff, not teaching, These changes in programmatic structures

(e.g. needing to provide all four program components as well
as services at mulriple sites), combined with lack of funding
to hire more instructors, prompted programs to cross-train
staff. They had to become “experts in ESL and adult ed and
GED and distance learning anld pretty much everything,
whereas before, when we were dual-enrolling, we could put
people in a very specific, targeted class.” The ability to teach
different subject areas at multi'ple sites “requires training.’
Although directors considered c!ross-ftraining a‘good thing,”
they believed it "took away from direct services.”

Fourth, the duad-em-o!lrmam| guidelines shifted staff time
use. In one program, the staff adapted by spending more time
on adult education instruction and lesé time conducting home
visits and working with schools and other partners. Another
directors “biggest concern” was that the dual-enrollment
policy created a “disconnect” because teachers spent more
time preparing for adult educarion, leéving less time to“bond”
with students: “I feel like my program is getting watered
down because we have to do the|adult education component
as well—not allowing our teachers adequate time to do
planning and work with families individually” Finally, due
to increased instructional preparatioh time and time spent
traveling to sites, the staff in some programs worked longer
hours without additional compensartion.

Teen Parents in School

Four of the 10 programs identified the inability to serve
teen parents enrolled in high school as a profound change
within the policy ecology. (Only Even Start programs can
enroll such students [PDE, 2009, p. 57].) Having lost
60% or more of their participants, these programs adapted
by altering recruitment strategies. to meet enrollment
standards. One program’s small size and rural location
magnified the consequences ofl this regulation, since they
had a limited population of potential students. Conversely,
large programs and those serving few teen parents in school
experienced few, if any, adverse effects.

A few programs used other ﬁlmds o provide some services
fot teen parents—an example ofresource conservation—but
they could not count the parents as enrollees or the services
roward instructional hours. Thus, “Our numbers do not
reflect what we reuly do.” This pre;dicafnent evoked conflicting
feelings:“You do not want to encéurage them to drop out, but
at the same time, when we find one did drop out, we almost
cheer [because the}' can enroll in\ FL), which is not a correct
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thing” Moreover, directors related that teen parents no longer
benefitted from FL services to help them stay in school,
and that the programs’ partnerships with high schools had
diminished. One person lamented, “You built this relationship
up for eight years and now all of a sudden you can' do it”;
another noted that “when we could no longer work with their
teen parents” school personnel no longer saw the FL program
as a resource. From her perspective, “losing that relationship
with the schools and not incorporating some of the federal
guidelines [concerning teen parents] into the state guidelines”
was short-sighted and “hurt the state” The loss of high school
partnerships is an example of entropy.

Shift From Center-Based to Site-Based Programs
To adapt to the loss of dual-enrolled students, teen parents,
and welfare recipients, three programs (two urban and one
rural) shifted from a center-based model to one where
teachers “go to different sites and provide the services in
the community.” However, the time spent driving to distant
sites and unpredictable attendance complicated teachers’
daily routines and lowered morale: If students “don't show
up,” then teachers have “to drive back to the center and wait
to go to the next site. That is bothersome for them.”
Several direcrors described the ramifications of the

site-based model for scudents:

There is not a sense of belonging to anything
because they are out there in the hinterlands
with two or three other families and they don't
know from a bigger perspective what family
literacy is all about, about how families are

helping each other and things like that.

The center-based model created more of a"community
feeling” because it gathered families across neighborhoods
and helped students feel “like they were going to school”

The site-based approach also incurred extra costs
for services and supplies, hindering directors’ efforts to

conserve resources:

It's like we're excessively mobile now. ... Ir costs
more money and I think it's not a good use of
money to have to go somewhere to serve five
families and...somewhere [else] to serve two

more families because you are trying to meet

your numbers,
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Home Visiting Requirement

A fourth difference was that, unlike Even Start, state-
funded programs were not required to conduct home
visits, Most directors celebrated this change yet also
identified drawbacks, illustrating the contradictory effects
of alterations within this policy ecology. Most programs
stopped or reduced home visiting, which relieved “pressure’
and freed reachers' time for other duties, but simultaneously

weakened relationships with families:

When we were required to do home visits I
think we knew more about the families and we
did more. ... The families form a better bond with
the teachers when they have them come into
their homes. ... You also see the weaknesses and
the strengths the parents have when you go into
their homes and they are there with their kids.
So that really helps the teachers know what's

helping in class and what they need to work on.

To “retain some of [the] intimacy” afforded by home
visiting, one program instituted monthly teacher-student
meetings to review students progress, while another
resumed occasional home visits.

The elimination of required home visits also altered
program partnerships. For instance, several school districts
and child welfare agencies had relied on a FL program to
conduct their home visits and also sent the program many
referrals. When the program reduced home visits, these
referrals subsided, foreclosing a longstanding student

recruitment source.

Loss of Material Resources

The loss of resources or inputs triggered by the policy changes
also shaped the ABE/FL ecology. Per state regulations, one
progfam could no longer be a direct contractee and therefore
lost the sub-contractees that had provided adult education.
Due to the Joss of matching funds (required by Even Start
but not by state regulations) among other factors, the
program “went from a huge program with a lot of funding to
this little program with hardly any funding”

Four directors mentioned the loss of state summer
reading program funds, used for staff salaries and other
expenses. (These funds were cut to support state FL
program operating budgets.) Consequently, programs
provided fewer summertime services and scrambled to find

new funding sources, a challenge one director described as
“trying to leap across the gulley in three steps™

Where do you put your foot when you are in the
middle of the air? You know, if you don't jump
from one end to the other in one fell swoop, it's

a long way down when you are dancing on air.

During this period of uncertainty practitioners sought to
maintain equilibrium by conserving resources, for example,

offering summer services by collaborating with Head Start.

Additional Programmatic Responses

Finally, FL personnel adapted to state requirements by
adjusting their services, recruitment, outreach, partnerships,
and interpretation of accountability measures. To increase
adult education hours, several programs initiated or
expanded distance education offerings—one of the
few benefits of the transition noted by directors. Some
programs worked harder at recruitment, outreach, and
forming new partnerships with Head Start, community
colleges, Cooperative Extension, and other institutions. As
one director remarked, with Even Start,

A little bit of word-of-mouth went a long way,
but we are out there beating the bushes now.
We are always trying to build collaborations
and partnerships, and with all of that effort it

sometimes only results in three or four families.

To reduce its child care expenditures, another program
began recruiting families whose children attended school
or Head Stare, illustrating resource conservation.

Triggered by the funding transition, the need ro enroll
students and increase instructional hours accentuated the
importance of reporting all programmatic services. The staff
in one program, for example, discussed what constituted
“parenting” and"parentand child time”so that families could
receive ‘credit” for eligible activities. That s, the staff sought
to “translate” services for families “into a state requirement.”
However, a director worried that “spend[ing] a lot of time
trying to figure out how to count [and] get credit for things”
to meet standards could inadvertently diminish program
‘quality” In sum, the funding shift wrought multiple

changes in this ecology, alterations that were compounded

by new welfare guidelines for cote activities,
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CHANGES IN WEI.FARE POLICY

This section describes the consec‘_]uences for FL students and
programs of eliminaring adule ec;iucafion as a core activity for
welfare recipients over age 22. The repercussions underscore
the conflict—and interdependence—between education
and welfare agencies in the ABE&/ FL policy ecology.
|

Consequences for Particip;‘mts

The redefinition of core activities most affected welfare
recipients, the least powerful a%:tors in this policy ecology.
In most cases, directors asserted, limited transportation and
incompatible schedules precludéd attending FL in addition
to core activities. Clients older than 22 who did atrend FL had
to choose between complying with regulations and pursuing
education, a dilemma some res;!olved by not disclosing FL
attendance to case workers. For !instance, a director recalled,
a FL teacher encouraged a student to seek public assistance

funding for taking the GEDs Tests. The student responded:

If they knew that I was atrending classes, they
would make me stop because they want me to
get a job first, but I know|that I need to get my

GED in order to get a better job. So I can't ask
them to pay for this. |
|

The director continued: |

I found that very troublesome. ... It really sends
a conflicting message to the person who is
trying to better their lives}and seemingly, to me,
realizes that they need more education if they
are going to get a job, if they even have hope of
supporting their family.

Unforrunately, concealing class attendance means “they
don't have any financial help”|for GED testing or other
services.

Thus, the core activity guidelines increased pressure to
find work and exacerbated tension berween bureaucratic
goals and those of welfare recipierits. Reflecting on poor
families’ ability to abide by t:he regulations of multiple
agencies, a director remarked, '

|

|
As we look at a shrinki:ng population in our

. | . . .
state.. -everyone [SCI’VECC pfOVldC[‘S] 18 cornpetmg

for those same needy peo;lﬂe. “This client should

!
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do this. They must do that” ... We have to be
careful that we are supporting and not punishing
people for being poor. ... We have to be careful
that we are good advocates of the families that
we serve and not caught in the bureaucracy only.
Compliance is important, but advocacy for the
families is also why many of us do this.

This statement highlights the predicament of welfare
recipients who want to pursue education, a situation fueled
by welfare and education agencies’ competition for clienrs
and redundancy—the “multiple, overlapping roles and
actors” (Weaver-Hightower, 2008, p. 162)—within this
policy ecology.

Consequences for Programs

Directors attributed the programmatic challenges outlined
below to state administrators’ insufficient consideration of
how Department of Public Welfare policies would affect
Department of Education programs, and to longstanding
tension berween ‘core goals” (see Sparks, 2001) of these
agencies:

CAOQO [County Assistance Office] or welfare
wants them to get a job. They don't care if
they get their education or not. We, on the
other hand, want them to get their education
so that they can get a job. [Another director
added: “And stay in the job.”] Right, and so that
tension is so strong—and that is way up the
food chain. It has nothing to do with us, yet we
have to suffer the consequences.

In sum, direcrors perceived the relationships between
institutions in the policy ecology as conflicrual.

Second, several directors observed that the interpretation
of welfare policy had changed, not the policy itself (see Hayes,
1999; Mazzeo et al., 2003), and that welfare departments
and employees applied core activity guidelines inconsistently.
The policy’s effects on FL programs, then, depended on how
local public assistance administrators and case workers, the
“frontline workers” of policy (Mazzeo et al., 2003, p. 165),
interpreted and enforced core activities.

According to directors, participant recruitment and
enrollment were the greatest challenges under the new

policy. Public assistance referrals plummerted because FL
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could not provide sufficient instructional hours for clients.
Previously, clients attended FL to "supplement” mandated
hours, but under the new requirements it was not “feasible’
for “someone who is depending on public transportation”
and who has “other barriers to go from place to place” to
complete the requisite hours through FL.

Participant recruitment became more difficult because
“nobody is really out there promoting family literacy;
especially to public assistance workers. Furthermore,
direcrors believed “special projects” such as Move Up served
the “cream of the crop,” leaving FL programs to serve “what
is left,” such as struggling readers. Programs could recruit
few participants from once-dependable sources such as
WIC (Women, Infants, and Children) because they serve
“the same clients that...are on welfare™:

I don't know where else even to look at this
point, you know. I mean, you can't serve the
teens. So what are our options? Where are we
supposed to be recruiting...for clients who can

actually stay in the program?

A director encapsulated their conundrum: FL
programs are mandated to serve those “most in need)
Women on welfare are most in need, but those over 22
cannot attend FL as a core activity.

Many of the TANF clients who previously would have
enrolled in FL were instead placed in Move Up classes created
for them, rendering many clients under 22 unavailable for
FL. Organizations offering both programs had trouble
meeting FL enrollment standards; they were robbing Peter
(FL) to pay Paul (Move Up), further illustrating redundancy
in the policy ecology. Moreover, the dual-enrollment policy
prevented state-funded FL programs from counting as
enrollees Move Up students who received “wrap-around” FL
services such as parent education.

Welfare-to-work regulations complicated retention of
those students who attended FL while “meeting their core
activities through another program.” As a director related,
“You cant keep them because it is overwhelming and/
or they have to find a job.” Parents stayed in the program
until “welfare taps them,” creating a “revolving door” that
decreased FL student retention.

Lastly, TANF recipients were required to attend all four

FL program components, so losing these students hampered

programs’ ability to meet standards for instructional hours

in parent education (25) and parent-child interactive literacy
activities (35). Since many non-welfare families wanted
only to attend the adult education component, “your adult
ed hours are just shooting through the roof, [but] you're
struggling to get them to do the parenting and the PACT
[parent and child together time, or interactive literacy
activities].” These examples illustrate how the concurrent
changes in welfare policy and funding sources magnified

challenges such as meeting accountability requirements,

Programmatic Adaptations

Program personnel adapted to these changes in the policy
ecology in several ways. First, they intensified recruitment
to compensate for declining welfare referrals by developing
relationships with entities such as Head Start, food pantries,
and schools with early childhood education programs.
Second, they became more “aggressive” in publicizing FL
to welfare case workers and pursuing the “few people that
they send.” One program sent a staff member to the welfare
office every other day:

We have to spend a lot more time doing those
kinds of things because the pool of available
clients is just shrinking. So we have to go over
there and kind of fight for the few thar are
eligible. ... Before it was almost like a revolving
door [regular referrals from welfare]. But
now...you have to be more aggressive to try to
get them to understand that their clients may
be eligible for one of your programs.

The time invested in such efforts, the director argued,
“takes away from direct services” such as "teaching or
doing something for the clients. ... Its a lot of effort for
[recruiting] a few students”

Third, the staff weighed more carefully which families
to enroll in FL because programs had to meet other
standards such as child language development and adult
attainment of employment or educational goals. With
fewer welfare referrals, staff members needed to enroll
all eligible families, yet enrolling one family thar didn't
meet standards could “bring down your averages in small
programs.” A director summarized their quandary:“You do
have to weigh the pros and cons as to who you are going
to put in and why, because you are rated as a program and

families are not necessarily meeting all of the requirements.”
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Here again, accountability-related pressures—a key extant
condition—converged with the new welfare requirement
to structure FL decision making: in unanticipated ways.
Believing that stable, we].l‘:paid employment depends
on education, directors conside:red the emphasis on work
placement to be misguided and short-sighted (Strawn,
1998). Directors anticipated “the future needs of actors in
the ecology” (Weaver-Hightower, 2008, p. 167), predicting
that TANF clients would seek adult education after
reaching the five-year cash benefits limit:
|

So five years down the {road you use all of

your welfare benefits and you sl have a lousy

job and you still have no GED. And because

education isnt higher up in the hierarchy,

eventually it's going to corhe back and bite us.

Adult education, directorsjasserted, should be a core
activity for anyone who reads be‘low a certain level or lacks a
GED or high school diploma. Similarly, they recommended
that DPW establish “realistic’ time expectations for
obraining 2 GED credential——f—especia.lly for the many
welfare recipients with basic li:teracy skills—and provide
credit and financial support for education after finding
work. Such recommendations ;would require the reversal
of Work First welfare policies, a change so dramatic that it

would result in conversion of the policy ecology.

DISCUSSION

Based on family liceracy direcrors’ Resilad accounts, this
study reveals how policy disturbances in two domains—
Even Start funding reductions and increased work
participation rates—reconfigured the ABE/FL ecology
in Pennsylvania. These policy shifts were mediated by
state administrators (Belzer, 2007; Mazzeo er al., 2003),
with myriad repercussions for FL programs, personnel,
and participants. State ABE and welfare policy actors,
respectively, adapted to federlal policy changes by (a)
shifting 11 Even Start programs to state funding, which
entailed following different regulations, and (b) redefining
core activities to avoid forfeiting federal funds. Using their
flexibility in interpreting TANFE (Hayes, 1999; Mazzeo et
al., 2003), srare administracorsi excliuded ABE snd PL us
core activities for thousands of welfare recipients and in

so doing decoupled nearly two !deca&es of policies linking

welfate reform and ABE (Imel,1995).

Family Literacy Funding Reductions and Work-First Welfare Policies

The findings provide a foretaste of how similatly
positioned actors might adapt to Work First welfare
policies and Even Start reductions, while also highlighting
the resourceful ways practitioners redesign programs in
response to subtle and dramatic changes in their ecology
(see eg., Belzer, 2007). In particular, extant conditions
such as federal (NRS) and state performance standards
created a sense of urgency. State FL and Work First welfare
requirements mattered precisely because in some ways
they unintentionally undermined programs’ attainment
of certain performance standards. The study illustrates
how accountability pressures and changes in multiple
policy domains converged to exacerbate challenges for FL
programs, for instance, by simultaneously eliminating dual-
enrolled students, teen parents, and older welfare recipients.
Our research also highlights the difficulties arising from
differing federal and state FL regulations.

Although directors emphasized the policies’ negative
consequences, the study reveals that (a) these effects were
mediated by such factors as student characteristics, local
infrastructure, geographic location, and program size and
structure (e.g., smaller and rural programs were generally
hardest hit); and (b) some requirements had contradictory
effects. Eliminating home visitation, for example, freed staff
time yet reportedly weakened teacher-student bonds and
program partnerships, thereby reconfiguring relationships
among the ecology’s actors and institutions. These findings,
then, underscore the need to understand the variegated
ramifications of policy changes within different types of FL
and ABE programs.

Finally, two aspects of this study demonstrate how
‘one change in one facet of the [policy] ecosystem can
have consequences for the entire ecosystem” (Weaver-
Hightower, 2008, p. 162). First, the study shows that policy
consequences leach through porous agency boundaries,
yet directors perceived that welfare and ABE/FL policy
makers in this case did “not necessarily know about or plan
for their interdependence” (Weaver-Hightower, 2008, p.
159). By increasing coordination and anticipating how other
state agency policies might affect ABE/FL programs, state
administrators and policy makers can reduce competition for
students and funding among welfare and ABE/FL service
providers. Similarly, examining the cumulative, combined
effects of concurrent policy changes instead of one policy in

isolation can illuminate how disruptions in one component of

the ABE/EL policy ecosystem affect the other componente.
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Figure 1. Dicectors’ Perceprions of Direcr and Indirect Effeces of Policy Changes

Second, this article reveals how federal policies, as
interpreted by state and local actors, precipitate direct and
indirect ripple effects in myriad program areas (Figure 1).
For instance, directors believed several state FL requirements
contributed to declining enrollment; this prompted some
programs to adopt a site-based model, which triggered
unforeseen consequences. Adult education policy makers
and administrators should expect that, like a pebble tossed
into a pond, new requirements may alter programmatic
domains far beyond the point of origin. We know policies
have unintended consequences, but without systematic
inquiry we do not necessarily know what they are. It is not
self-evident, for example, that a change in funding sources
would precipitate a programmatic “identity crisis” and
diminish learners’sense of belonging, or that a welfare policy
intended to boost the work participation rate would reduce
FL enrollments and complicate efforts to meet accountability

requirements. By elucidaring the nature, extent, and import

of these consequences in a seldom-studied policy ecology, this
study can help us to anticipate the potential repercussions
and trade-offs of a given policy and to imagine how differently
situated policy actors may grapple with these changes.
Directors’ accounts suggest vital topics for future
research, including the viability of family literacy in an
era of reduced ABE/FL spending and the ramifications
of eliminating adult education as a core activiry for older
welfare recipients. How do programs in states with less
FL funding weather these policy shifts? How do programs
respond to the demands of welfare reform? How do welfare
recipients who are required to work before obraining a
GED credential negotiate conflicting desires, demands,
and regulations perraining to work and education? By
viewing flux in the policy ecology as normal, FL and
ABE professionals will be better equipped to adape to
the changes triggered by the decisions of policy makers in

education, public welfare, and other government agencies.

REFERENCES

Alamprese, . A., & Voighr, J. D. (1998). Delivering family literacy in
the context of welfare reform: Lessons learned. Cambridge, MA: Abt
Associates.

Belzer, A. (2003). Living with it: Federal policy implementation in adult
basic education (NCSALL Reports #24). Cambridge, MA: Narional
Center for the Study of Adult Learning and Lireracy.

Belzer, A. (2007). Implementing the Workforce Investment Act from
in between: State agency responses to federal accountability policy
in adult basic education. Educational Policy, 21(4), 555-588.

Belzer, A., & St. Clair, R. (2003). Opportunities and limits: An update
on adult literacy education. Columbus, OH: Center on Education
and Training for Employment, College of Education, the Ohio
Stare University.

Belzer, A., & Se. Clair, R. (2005). Back to the future: Implicacions
of the neopositivist research agenda for adult basic education.

Teachers College Record, 107(6), 1393-1411.

Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide
through qualitative analysis. London, England: Sage.

Chisman, E. P. (2002). Leading from the middle: The state role in adult
education and literacy. New York, NY: Council for the Advancement
of Adult Literacy.

Deem, R., & Brehony, K. (2000). Educarional policy-making and
analysis. In B. Moon, S. Brown & M. Ben-Pererz (Eds.), Routledge
international companion to education (pp. 193-202). London,
England: Routledge.

Fisher, J. C. (1999). Research on adule literacy education in the
welfare-to-work transition. In L. G. Martin & J. C. Fisher (Eds.),
The welfare-to-work challenge for adult literacy educators: New
Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, No. 83 (pp. 29-41).
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Guba, E. G, & Lincoln, Y. S. (1989). Fourth generation evaluation.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

24 Adult Basic Education and Literacy Journal = Volume 5, Number 1, Spring 2011




~

Hayes, E. {1999). Policy issues that drive the transformation of adult
liceracy. In L. G. Martin & J. C. Fisher (Eds.), The welfare-to-work
challenge for adult literacy educatos: News Divections for Adult and
Continuing Education, No. 83 (pp 3-14). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass. |

Imel, S. {1995). Welfare to work: 'Ib? roleof adult basic and literacy
education. Columbus, OH: ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult, Career,
and Vocational Education.

Knell, S. (1996). Learn to carn: Issues raised by welfare reform for adult
education, training, and work. Washington, DC: National Institute
for Literacy.

Martin, L. G., & Fisher, ]. C. (Edsl) (1999). The welfare-to-work
challenge for adult literacy educators: New Directions for Adult and
Continuing Education, No. 83. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Mazzeo, C., Rab, S., & Eachus, S! (2003). Work-first or work-
only: Welfare reform, state policy, and access to postsecondary
educartion. The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, 586(1), 144-171. |

Meyers, M. K., Riccucei, N. M., & Lurie, 1. (2001). Achieving goal
Congrueﬂce in Complex envl‘mﬂmel‘,ﬂrs: ’Il')e case Of Welfﬂre feﬁ)fm-
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 11(2), 165-202.

Nathan, R. B. (2006). There will alwalil{s be a New Federalism.journaf
of Public Administration Research and Theory, 16(4), 499-510.

Narional Center for Family Li:eraq‘( (1998). Family literacy guide
to welfare reform (Family Indcp:nd:nce Initiative Publication #3).

Louisville, KY: Author.
NVivo. (2008). NVivo qualirarive dai;a analysis software { Version 8)

{Computer software]. Cambridge, MA: QSR International.

il WORLD EDUCATION

EXPERT FACILITATION « LEARNING COMMUNITY -

Family Literacy Funding Reductions and Work-First Welfare Policies

Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methads (2nd
ed.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2009). Adult education
and family literacy application guidelines: Program year 2009-2010.
Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania Department of Educartion, Bureau
of Adule Basic and Lireracy Educarion.

Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare. (2006). Master
guidelines: October 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007. Harrisburg, PA:
Author.

Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare. (2009). Master and
program guidelines: July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2010. Retrieved
from htep:/ /www.betpemproject.org/betponlineforum/
BETPLibrary/LibraryDocs.asp?Page=Guidelines

Sparks, B. (1999). Crirtical issues and dilemmas for adule literacy
programs under welfare reform. In L. G. Martin & J. C. Fisher
(Eds.), The welfare-to-work challenge for adult literacy educators: New
Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, No. 83 (pp. 15-28).
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Sparks, B. (2001). Adult basic education, social policy, and educators’
concerns: The influence of welfare reform on practice. Adult Basic
Education, 11(3), 135-149.

Strawn, . (1998). Beyond job search or basic education: Rethinking the
role of skills in welfare reform. Washington, DC: Center for Law and
Social Policy.

Wcavcr—Hightower, M. B. (2008). An ecc]ogy mtmphor for
educational policy analysis: A call to complexity. Educational
Researcher, 37(3), 153—167.

XZ PROLITERACY

PRACTICAL APPLICATION

Teachlng Adult Numeracy

An online professional development course series from

ProfessmnalStudle_sAE.org

|
B Foundations of Teaching Adult Numeracy

|
B Teaching Reasoning and Rroblem Solving Strategies

|
B Number Sense: Teaching }l\bout Parts and Wholes

B Geometry: Teaching Abou;t Shapes and Their Measures

September 19 to October 31,2011
October 31 to December 19, 2011
January 9 to February 20, 2012

February 13 to March 26, 2012

B Data: Helping Students In;terpret Statistical Representations  March 19 to April 30, 2012

B Algebra: Introducing Alge:braic Reasoning

April 23 to June 4, 2012

For complete course descripti'ons including course topics, completion requirements, policies,
registration, and fees, go to ProfessionalStudiesAE.org and scroll down to “Numeracy!”

|
Proliteracy members receive a 15% discount on course registrations. Group discounts available.

For more information, please emlaif prodev@proliteracy.org.

Adult Basic Education and Literacy Journal = Volume 5, Number 1, Spring 2011

25




Copyright of Adult Basic Education & Literacy Journal is the property of Commission on Adult Basic
Education and its content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the
copyright holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for

individual use.



