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Abstract 

One of the major criticisms of the literacy education programs in the United States is 

that students from the Even Start family literacy programs as compared to the Community 

Adult Basic Education (ABE) or General Education Development (GED) programs are not 

performing differently. These findings raised the concern of literacy education programs 

effectiveness. Are there differences between the stand-alone model and the family literacy 

model? Which type of program design leads to higher student outcomes? To address the 

difference between programs, the author investigated the relationship between learner 

participation and outcome, and a compared the programs in the state of Pennsylvania. Data 

collected included 180 agencies in Pennsylvania that offered about 940 programs throughout 

the state. This study found that although there was a significant association between 

instructional hours and test scores, the association was negative. Thus, the increased 

instructional hours did not result in better adult literacy skills. 

 

Keywords: Adult Basic Education, Authentic or Learner Contextualized, Barriers to 
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Introduction 

The Division of Adult Education and Literacy (DAEL), under the Office of Career, 

Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE) in the U.S. Department of Education advance 

programs that help Americans to get the basic literacy skills they need to be productive 

citizens, workers, and job creators (OCTAE, 2014). OCTAE administer federal funding 

under the Title II of the Workforce Investment Act of the Adult Education and Family 

Literacy Act (AEFLA). Programs provided by the DAEL are as follows; Adult Basic 

Education (ABE), Adult Secondary Education (ASE), English as a Second Language (ESL) 

Acquisition, and Even Start Family Literacy. These programs emphasize literacy skills such 

as reading, writing, mathematics, English language competency, and problem solving. U.S. 

literacy programs are funded through AEFLA federal grants to the states. The amount each 

state receives is based on a formula established by Congress. States, in turn, distribute funds 
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to local eligible entities such as local educational agencies, community-based organizations, 

volunteer literacy organizations, institutions of higher education, libraries, public housing 

authorities, one-stop career centers, and correctional institutions (OCTAE, 2014). DAEL 

provides assistance to states to improve program quality and capacity.  

 

Background of the Problem 

The definition of literacy has changed over the years to reflect its importance in 

society. The original definition was the ability to read, write, listen, and speak; however in 

the early 1900s, basic literacy meant the ability to write one's name. That definition was later 

expanded to mean the decoding of text, and by the 1930s it had come to include reading and 

expressing oneself through writing (Bransford et al., 1999). The National Literacy Act of 

1991 defined literacy as "an individual's ability to read, write, and speak in English, and 

compute and solve problems at levels of proficiency necessary to function on the job and in 

society to achieve one's goals, and develop one's knowledge and potential" (National Literacy 

Act of 1991, Sec. 3). Recently, the Educational Testing Service's Center for Global 

Assessment, defined today's literacy as the ability to use "digital technology, communications 

tools, and/or networks to access, manage, integrate, evaluate, and create information in order 

to function in a knowledge society" (International ICT Literacy Panel, 2002, p. 2). In other 

words, reading, writing, listening, and speaking are important; today's students must be able 

to acquire multiple "literacies," which include expressing ideas through a range of media. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

One of the major criticisms of adult basic education (ABE) programs in the United 

States is that students from the Even Start family literacy programs as compared to the 

Community ABE/GED programs are not performing differently (St. Pierre, Ricutti, Tao, 

Creps, Swartz, Lee, &Parsad, 2003). The third national Even Start evaluation by St. Pierre et 

al., (2003) reported that given the intuitive appeal of Even Start as an approach for enhancing 

parent and child literacy, the program wasn't more effective than the mix of services that 

control group families sought for themselves. These findings raised the concern of ABE 

programs effectiveness. Are there differences between the stand-alone model and the family 

literacy model? Which type of program design leads to higher student outcomes? This study 

investigated the relationship between adult learner participation and outcome, and a 
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comparison study between stand-alone Community ABE/GED programs and Even Start 

family literacy adult basic education programs.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

 The federal government has provided funding for many years to assist states in 

establishing and expanding literacy education programs for individuals age 16 and over who 

have not completed high school. The types of services and providers funded under federal 

legislation, as well as the program's target population, have changed a number of times since 

it began (Lasater& Elliott, April 2004). Originally established under the Adult Education Act 

of 1966, the adult education program is currently governed by the Adult Education and 

Family Literacy Act (AEFLA), which is Title II of the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 

1998, as amended (P.L. 105-220). WIA makes the adult education program part of a new 

"one-stop" career center system that includes many federally funded employment and 

training programs. The AEFLA defines the purpose of literacy education to create a 

partnership among the Federal Government, States, and localities to provide, on a voluntary 

basis, adult education and literacy services, in order to (a) assist citizens to become literate 

and obtain the knowledge and skills necessary for employment and self-sufficiency; (b) assist 

citizens who are parents to obtain the educational skills necessary to become full partners in 

the educational development of their children; and (c) assist youth who dropped out of high 

school in the completion of secondary school education to obtain a high school diploma or a 

GED (OCTAE, 2014). 

Entities funded under the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) are 

mandatory partners in this one-stop delivery system. The central focus of AEFLA is on 

serving those citizens who are most in need, including adults with the lowest skill levels, with 

disabilities, or with other significant barriers to employment and self-sufficiency. The act 

approves funding for literacy program activities that are geared towards individuals who are 

at least 16 years of age, who are not enrolled or required to be enrolled in school, and who 

either (a) lack sufficient mastery of educational skills to effectively function in society, (b) do 

not have secondary school diploma or its equivalent level of education, and (c) unable to 

speak, read, or write the English language (OCTAE, 2014).  

This study addressed questions pertaining to outcomes of learners with basic skills 

deficiencies. It explored a comparative analysis of learner participation and numerous barriers 

that hinder literacy program participation. This study hypothesized that the family literacy 
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program emphasizes active learning through social interaction, which promotes bridging 

social capital; and that participating in the family literacy programs enhances learning and 

learners' achievement in standardized test scores. This research identifies two models of 

literacy programs in the United States of America: The community stand-alone program, and 

the family literacy program.  

 

Community Stand-Alone Model 

Though the central focus of the Community stand-alone ESL, ESOL, ABE, and GED 

program remains to help citizens improve their literacy skills, there have been constant 

changing focuses of the Community stand-alone ABE/GED program to satisfy various needs 

of the society. One such shift was in the area of welfare reform. Responding to the challenges 

of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) 

and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) welfare reform, the federal 

government and the literacy education and training community explored different delivery 

strategies. They integrated delivery services to include training, support services, job search, 

job readiness, coaching, mentoring, job placement, work activities, and post-employment 

services (Knell, 1997; Zafft, Kallenbach, &Spohn, 2006). Three types of the delivery systems 

are: community college, network systems, and the welfare to work program initiative.  

The community colleges provide varieties of education and training programs that are 

integrated to specific job skills as well as to communication, problem solving and team skills. 

While under the network systems, a public school, Community Based Organization (CBO), 

training center, or a college specializes in providing one or several program components but 

collaborates with other agencies and programs to deliver a number of other services. For 

example, a public school might provide adult education, job/vocational training and job 

preparation to adults but might also develop collaborative partnerships with organizations 

that provide support services such as child care, counseling, health care, housing, and job 

development. Finally, post-employment services might be provided as a joint effort among 

several of the partners involved in the collaboration (Texas Workforce Investment Council, 

2010).  

 

Family Literacy Model 

The Even Start family literacy program was originally authorized by the U.S. 

Congress in 1988 under the Title 1, part B, Subpart 3 of the Elementary and Secondary 



JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL ACADEMIC RESEARCH FOR MULTIDISCIPLINARY 
Impact Factor 2.417, ISSN: 2320-5083, Volume 4, Issue 6, July 2016 

 

88 
www.jiarm.com 

Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). The William F. Goodling Even Start Family Literacy model 

was designed to help families most in need to break the cycle of poverty and illiteracy; and 

also to build on existing high quality community resources to provide a unified program of 

adult education, parenting education, children's education, and interactive parent and child 

literacy activities. Prior to the Even Start Family Literacy program establishment, other 

entities such as the Head Start programs, and other public and private community-based 

groups provided similar services. The federally funded Head Start and Early Head Start 

programs have served children, families, and pregnant women since 1965 with enrolment and 

federal funding activities ranging from 561,000 students and federal funding of over $96 

millions in 1965 to 903,679 students and federal funding of over $7.5 billion in 2013 (U.S. 

Department of health and Human Services, 2014). 

Internal social capital can be seen through the interaction within the family in the 

family literacy programs. Thus, enhancing collaboration between parent and child and child 

to parent at all levels of the learning process. External dimension to social capital (Hynes, 

2009), enshrined in the family literacy program, is the informal and formal relationships 

including alliances with individual families, the community, and the learning system.  

 

Family Literacy as a Structure of Social Capital 

Family literacy supports the ability of intergenerational activity to develop community 

capacity and build social capital through creation of new community networks and family 

support systems. It promotes bridging social capital where the parent and the child connect 

with literacy programs to gain and access education and other critical information (Paxton, 

1999). It also affects the role and effectiveness of parents in helping their children learn. If 

parents understand the language and literacy lessons their children learn in school, they can 

more easily provide the experiences necessary for their children to succeed (NCFL, 2003).  

Acquisition of critical literacy and parenting skills enables parents to gain 

employment. As the parent's level of comfort with the school increases, the parent becomes a 

stronger advocate for the school within the community. Family literacy offers a flexible and 

comprehensive educational approach, making it an ideal umbrella for collaboration among 

agencies at the state and local levels to improve on the experience of individuals enrolled in 

the program. The strengths-based approach of family literacy encourages programs to adapt 

to meet the immediate and long-term needs of the families served, encompassing preschool 

and elementary school children, teen parents, low-literacy parents, low-wage working 
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parents, English language learners, and extended family, in both rural and urban settings 

(NCFL, 2003). The programs are set up to educate two generations at the same time. The 

influence of the programs helps teen parents, single mothers, and fathers to break the cycle of 

low literacy and poverty for generations to come (Schuller et al., 2002;  

St. Pierre et al., 2003).  

Balatti, Black, and Falk (2009) research found that there are wider benefits of learning 

in adult and community education, including: experiencing a sense of trust and identification 

with community and society; interacting more effectively with family members, coworkers, 

and other community members; and reuniting with family. They indicated that the benefits go 

well beyond cost savings from reduced demand on health services, law enforcement, and 

social welfare services. Benefits also include economic and social contributions made by 

more learned citizens when engaging in family and social life, in paid labor, in volunteer 

work, and through civic participation more generally.  

 

Data Analysis 

In this study, I analyzed data provided by the Pennsylvania Department of Education 

bureau of Adult Basic and Literacy Education (ABLE). The ABLE program provided 

services to adults who were deficient in reading, writing, and math equivalent up to the eighth 

grade level. Programs and services included, distance learning, English literacy and civic 

education, family literacy, and GED tests preparation. In the program year 2010/2011 the 

ABLE oversaw more than 180 agencies in Pennsylvania that offered over diverse literacy 

programs throughout the state. The sample size for this study was 940 programs, 50.3 percent 

were ABE Community and Institution programs and 31.1 percent were GED Community and 

Institution programs. Nine percent of the total programs were for Even Start and Family 

Literacy programs, while the remaining 9.6 percent were Literacy Corp, ESL Civic, and PA 

WIN (Pennsylvania Workforce Improvement Network) programs. A range of agencies that 

provided services included libraries, local education agencies, literacy councils, state 

correctional institutions, community colleges, community-based organizations, faith-based 

organizations, and universities. Within the above general categories, some instructions were 

focused on addressing the needs of specific populations.  
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Results 

ABE Programs 

The sample of this study consisted of 7,397 adult basic education students from both 

Community ABE and Family Literacy programs. Out of the 940 programs, 50.3 percent were 

ABE Community and Institution programs and 31.1 percent were GED Community and 

Institution programs. Nine percent of the total programs were for Even Start and Family 

Literacy programs, while the remaining 9.6 percent were Literacy Corp, ESL Civic, and PA 

WIN (Pennsylvania Workforce Improvement Network) programs. Table 1 summarizes the 

demographic data of this sample. Fifty-seven percent of the students from the sample were 

female and 43 percent were male. Ethnic backgrounds of the students were composed of 42.3 

percent Caucasian, 36.8 percent African American, and 14.6 percent Hispanic.  

 

Table 1 Frequency Distribution* for Gender, Ethnicity, and Area 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

        Sample** 

       f  Percent 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 Gender 

 Female          4194   56.7    

 Male          3203   43.3 

 Ethnicity 

 White          3127   42.3 

 Black          2723   36.8 

 Hispanic         1080   14.6 

 Asian            458     6.2 

 Other***               9     0.1 

 Area 

 Rural          2544   34.4  

 Urban          4853   65.6 

______________________________________________________________________ 

*   Population total = 71962 

**  Sample Size = 7397 

***Other = Native American, Pacific Islander 
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Six percent of the students were Asians and one percent comprised of other ethnicity. 

Majority of PA-ABE program students were urban dwellers (65.6 percent) and 34.4 percent 

of the students resided in rural areas. Table 2 presents minimum, maximum, means, and 

standard deviations for the main study variables for 7397 students.  

 

Descriptive Statistics for Main Study Variables 

Table 2  Descriptive Statistics 

_______________________________________________________________ 

Min Max  Mean              Std. Dev  

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Instructional Hours  80 1128  146.246               86.454  

Standardized Test Scores  200 710  449.729  135.671  

CASAS Test Scores*  153 262  216.419  18.702  

GED Actual Test*  76 726  438.512  126.204  

TABE Test Scores*  160 812  532.766  75.514  

Reading Skills**  200 710  453.866  134.838  

Total Mathematics**  200 665  489.967  97.945  

Listening Skills**  200 238  215.269  8.687  

Program Size  1249  127.499  79.809  

Household Status***  179 185  180.080  1.317  

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

* CASAS = 1861; GED = 488; TABE = 5006  
** reading scores = 4676; total math = 2252; listening skills = 469  
*** Household Status (Code)  

Head of Single Parent Household  

Head of Spouse/Partner in 2 Parent Household   (179) (180) (181) 

Head of Spouse/Partner-no dependents (182) (183) (184) 

Dependent member of Household (185) 

Dependent and Single Parent  

Living in Group Quarters  

Living Alone 

The average hours of instruction in adult education that students participated in  

ABE programs were 146 hours (M = 146.25, s.d. = 86.45). Majority of the students  

reported that they were head or spouse/partner in two-parent household (M = 180, s.d. = 

1.32), and students had completed about nine to 10 years of schooling at the time of entry 

into the ABE program. The average scores on standardized test were: CASAS 216 (M = 
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216.42, s.d. = 18.70); GED Actual Test 439 (M = 438.51, s.d. = 126.20); and TABE test 

scores were 533 (M = 532.77, s.d. = 75.51). Overall, students’ performance according to this 

study was acceptable within the National Reporting System (NRS, 2014) benchmarks.  

 

Testing the Hypotheses: Differences between Programs 

Hypothesis 1  

1a)  Community ABE/GED and Even Start family literacy programs do not differ 

significantly given students' reading scores as measured by TABE, CASAS, and GED.  

1b)  Community ABE/GED and Even Start family literacy programs do not differ 

significantly given students' mathematics scores as measured by TABE, CASAS, and GED.  

To analyze hypothesis one (1a and 1b), a "One-Way ANOVA with Random Effects" 

was used. The simplest possible hierarchical linear model is equivalent to a one-way 

ANOVA with random effects. The one-way ANOVA with random effects provides useful 

preliminary information about how much variation in the outcome lies within and between 

programs and about the reliability of each program's sample mean as an estimate of its true 

population mean. As shown in tables 3 and 4, the means by program were significantly 

different for reading, F (120, 4403) = 44.98, p < .0001; and for mathematics F (68, 2055) = 

16.56, p < .0001.  

Table 3 Results from the One-Way ANOVA Model 

Reading Scores for all Programs 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Squares F Sig. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total  

45138216.369 

36824212.819 

81962429.187 

120 

4403 

4523 

376151.803 

8363.437 

44.976 .000 

 

Table 4 Results from the One-Way ANOVA Model 

Mathematics Scores for all Programs 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F Sig. 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total  

7156657.015 

13057797.065 

20214454.080 

68 

2055 

2123 

105244.956 

6354.159 

16.563 .000 
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Estimating the one-way ANOVA model is useful as a preliminary step in a 

hierarchical data analysis. It produces a point estimate and confidence interval for the grand 

mean. It also provides information about the outcome variability at each of the two levels 

(Raudenbush and Bryk, 2005). The variance parameter represents the within-group variability 

and the tau-00 (τ00 is the population variance among the program means) captures the 

between-group variability (see tables 3 and 4). Table 5 presents the results from the random-

coefficient model (Covariance Parameter Estimates).  

 

Table 5 Covariance Parameter Estimates (SAS) 

HLM Analysis 

________________________________________________________________________  

Subset      Estimate  Standard Error  Z Value  

Reading Skills    8957.19  1227.94   7.29**  

Mathematics Skills    3512.74  671.34  5.23**  

________________________________________________________________________  

** Pr Z <.0001  

Random-coefficients regression model allows all level-1 coefficients to vary 

randomly. That is, both the level-1 intercept and one or more level-1 slopes vary randomly, 

but no attempt is made to predict this variation (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2005). The results for 

the programs differ randomly given reading and mathematics skills scores. The results are 

similar to those previously reported for the one-way ANOVA model. Programs differ 

randomly given reading and mathematics skills scores. The Random Coefficient for reading 

skills scores, τ00 = 8957.19, Z = 7.29, p < .0001; and mathematics skills scores, τ00 = 

3512.74, Z = 5.23, p < .0001 were significant, therefore, we conclude that programs are 

different.  

 

Comparison of Community ABE and Family Literacy Programs 

Hypothesis 2  

2a).  Type of program does not explain the variance; programs vary randomly given 

reading scores.  

2b).  Type of program does not explain the variance; programs vary randomly given 

mathematics scores.  
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To answer these research questions an HLM "Intraclass Correlation Coefficient" a 

Covariance Parameter Estimates, using SAS and SPSS Test of Between-Subject Effects 

(ANOVA table), were computed. The intraclass correlation coefficient measures the 

proportion of variance in the outcome that is between groups (thus: the level-2 units). It is 

estimated by substituting the variance components for their respective parameters. The 

intraclass correlation coefficient for Reading Skills is (8957.19)/(8957.19 + 8364.35) = .517. 

This means that approximately 52 percent of the variance in students' reading scores was 

attributed to the programs in which they were enrolled. The intraclass correlation coefficient 

for Mathematics Skills was (3512.74)/(3512.74 + 6352.19) = 3512.74/9864.93 = 35.61. This 

means that approximately 36 percent of the variance in students' mathematics scores was 

attributed to the programs in which they were enrolled.  

The question then becomes, does type of program (0 = Community ABE/GED; 1 = 

Family Literacy) explains the difference?  

Hypothesis 3  

3a)  Family Literacy programs with high bonding and bridging social capital do not have 

higher learner achievement scores than Community ABE/GED programs  

3b)  The length of time participating in the family literacy programs with high bonding 

and bridging social capital does not influence adult literacy achievement scores. 

The emphasis for hypothesis 3(a) (b) was learning achievement at the student-level;  

an Independent Sample t Test statistics was used. The analysis provided two statistical tests. 

The F test was not significant for listening skills (.84); this means that the assumption was 

not violated, and the "Equal variance assumed" line was used for the t test and related 

statistics. However, the Levene's F was statistically significant at alpha .05 level for reading 

skills and total mathematics; thus, the variances were significantly different and the 

assumption of equal variances was violated. Therefore, the "Equal variance not assumed" line 

was used. The t in scores on listening skills was not statistically significant (p = .075). 

However, the results for reading and math scores were statistically significant (reading, t = -

9.38, degree of freedom (df) = 1262.39, and p = .001; scores on math, t = -2.38, df = 1099.85, 

and p = .017). I therefore concluded that, there were differences between Community ABE 

programs and Family Literacy programs.  
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Hypothesis 4  

4a)  For the Community ABE/GED programs, mean hours of instruction and mean SES do 

not predict students' reading and mathematics scores.  

4b)  For the Family Literacy programs, mean hours of instruction and mean SES do not 

predict students' reading and mathematics scores.  

 

To answer these research questions, HLM Test of Fixed Effects (see tables 6 and 7) 

was used to model at program level (level-2). However, none of the variables were significant 

predictors at the program level. 

Table 6 Type 3 Tests of Fixed Effects: Reading Skills 

__________________________________________________ 

Num Den  

Effect   DF  DF   F Value  Pr> F  

type   1 119   1.07   0.3023  

ses  1 4401   0.92   0.3365  

hours   1 4401   0.11   0.7455       

__________________________________________________  

Table 7 Type 3 Tests of Fixed Effects: Mathematics Skills 

__________________________________________________ 

Num Den  

Effect   DF  DF   F Value  Pr> F  

type   1 65   0.06   0.8007  

ses  1 65   0.05   0.8210  

hours   1 2055   0.02   0.8831  

____________________________________________________ 

 

The question then becomes, why would type of program not influence scores at the 

program level but did influence scores at the student level? At the student level, I was looking 

at more than 4,000 students in the program. The fact that while there were significant mean 

differences at the student level, the sample size contributed greatly to this. The partial eta-

squared values for both reading and math skills were very low. Essentially, there were 

minimal differences in type of program when the data was analyzed at program level.  
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Student-Level Analysis  

Table 8 presents the analysis on differences of program effects on student-level using 

ANOVA and correlation statistics. At the student-level, the analysis indicated that students’ 

scores differ significantly due to type of program. The descriptive statistics indicated that 

students in the family literacy program scored higher on all tests than their counterparts in the 

Community ABE/GED program.  

Table 8 Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable: students test score 

Type of Program Mean Std. 

Deviation 

N 

CmABE/GED  

Family Literacy  

Total 

447.2191 

489.2740 

453.8655  

138.58454  

106.07188 

134.83791 

3937  

739  

4676  

 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: students test score 

Source 

 

Type III Sum 

of Squares 

 

df Mean Square F Sig. Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Power(a) 

Corrected 

Model  

Intercept 

Type of prog 

ram CmABE 

_0_FL_1  

Error 

Total 

Corrected 

   Total 

1100447.83(b) 

 

545688132.87 

1100447.83 

 

 

83896957.56 

1048224774.0 

84997405.39 

 

1 

 

1 

1 

 

 

4674 

4676  

4675  

 

1100447.83 

 

545688132.87 

1100447.83 

 

 

17949.71 

61.31 

 

30400.94 

61.31 

.000 

 

.000 

.000 

.013 

 

.867 

.013 

61.307 

 

30400.9 

61.307 

1.000 

 

1.000 

1.000 

a Computed using alpha = .05  

b R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .013)  
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The nonparametric correlation coefficients or Spearman Rank correlation coefficients, 

showed a similar pattern of relationship between the two programs as reported above 

(Community ABE/GED programs differ from the family literacy programs). Table 9 shows 

the correlation analysis.  

 

Table 9 Correlations for Student-Level Variables (N = 4676) 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   Students  Students Instruction  Student  

     Test Score Hours   SES 

 

Students Test score   --   -.06**    -.03 

Student Instruction Hours       --                     --    .13**  

Student SES        --   --    --  

____________________________________________________________________ 

** p < .001  

 

Student test scores negatively correlated with student instruction hours and student 

instruction hours correlated positively with student SES. Particularly noteworthy is that both 

correlation coefficients could not be considered a large effect size. Particularly noteworthy is 

that the correlation coefficients were negative and of larger size for the Community 

ABE/GED programs than for the family literacy programs when hours of instruction and SES 

were considered.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Mikulecky, Lloyd, Horwitz, Masker, and Siemantel, (1996) on their evaluation of 

workplace literacy programs study reported that learners who accumulated 200 hours of 

instruction made significant gains while learners with 50 or less hours of literacy instruction 

did not make significant gains. St. Pierre et al. (1999) also reported that there was a 

significant relationship between the amount of adult literacy education instruction and gains 

on the CASAS. However, Young et al. (1994) cautioned that learners’ initial ability was a 

potential predictor of learning gain, and that total hours of instruction were not shown to be 

related to tested learning outcomes for either Adult Basic Education (ABE) or Adult 

Secondary Education (ASE). This study found that although there was a significant 
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association between instructional hours and test scores, the association was negative. Thus, 

the increased instructional hours did not result in better adult literacy skills as measured by 

the TABE, CASAS, and GED subtests: the result indicated that gains were more predictable 

when instruction was intense. For instance, between the GED preparatory students who 

scored the highest attended for fewer than 80 hours of adult literacy instruction. Perhaps the 

increased number of hours of participating in the adult basic and literacy programs was not 

the only factor affecting learning change. Other factors might have included intensity and 

instructional setting (social capital embedded instruction). Similar trends were reported by 

Kassab et al., (2004), Askov et al., (2005), Snoddy, (1990), and Johnston, Young, and Petty, 

(2001).  

The nature of each adult basic education program varies according to locality and the 

specific demands of the enrolled ABE students. This variability was a limiting factor in my 

analyses at the program-level. In the course of the analyses, I noted that there were significant 

mean differences at the student level; however, at the program-level some programs had 

fewer students while others had more students. To analyze at the program-level with this 

wide variability of class size (5 students for some programs and over 600 students for other 

programs) rendered the study results at the program-level not significant. In addition, the 

effect size for both reading and math skills were very low due to large sample size; in truth, 

the programs were contributing to very similar results as this was a small effect. Therefore, 

the basic threat to external application of this study is the problem of generalizability. That is, 

the results from this study may not be generalized to other ABE programs in the U.S.  

What also emerged from this study was that students who were head of spouse/partner 

in two-parent households participated longer and more intensely than those students who 

were single head of households. Females were more likely than males to participate longer 

and more intensely; students from larger communities also participated more than those from 

smaller communities. These findings are consistent with the reports from the research of 

Kassab et al. (2004). Future research should begin to focus on investigating how ABE 

programs can attract more single-headed households, males (fathers) and adults from smaller 

communities.  
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