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POSTSECONDARY "HIGH TECH®" TRAINING FOR WOEEN ON WELFARE:

4
L

CORRELATES OF PROGRAM COMPLETION

o ABSTRACT
* - ) . )
Thia atudy explorea the appropriatenesa of conceptual modeles
. L]
™

r developed from research on dropout among traditional, residential,

18. to 22 year-old college students for understanding dropout among a

V4

-

‘ particular/gon-traditional, commuter atudent group (older, moatly

-
2

B minority-women on welfare) enrolled in a post*secondarf; non-degree
* A

vocational training program. It examines the extent to which

variablesa selected from mssessmenta of the literature on dropout

»

) - £from’ higher education (Tinto, i975; Pantages and Creedon, 1978) aa.

- . L 4 &
well as from research on undﬁkgraduate career socialization, more
. a ‘ S

RS

generally (Weidman, in preas), dffferentiate those women who

\5‘ complete ‘the training from those who drop out. It is part of-d
larger evaluation 6£ a high quality, demonatration training progranmn
for.gomen.ig the»WOrk Incentive (WIN)VProgram that was funded by,éhe

-~

Uu. S. Departhent of Ldbor‘(White, et al., 1983).

hd ]

N A

* The findings from thé present research sﬁgéést that™ °
conceptuéi modeia déveloped from iitarature on traditional,
reasidential college studentsa c;n be appropriaté for the’g&hdy of
f _ non—trgditional, commuter postsecondary studentg. They highlight
tthe importance for'progfam completionjof students' g&al commitments .
and their integration into both the acadenmic and non-acAdemic -
sectors qf’postse¢ondary edﬁc&tionai ingpi&utionak The importance
of being}alert to the poaaibility that educational inétiﬁhtions aré
ﬁot encap;Llated environments is also-saggested by the findings that

intra-personal and extra-inastitutional integration are related to

prd%ram'completion. y ‘ ]
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s




P

2t

POSTSECONDARY "HIGH TECH" TRhINﬁgG FOR WOMEN ON WELFARE:

™~ : ’ ‘
. CORRELATES OF PROGRAM COMPLETION

Thia study exploresa the appropriatenesa of conceptual mnodels.
Y ) > ' . -

< .

! 3

developed from research on dropout among trgi;tidhel,_reeidential,
’ ™~ i . S / : '
18 to 22 year-old college students for underatanding dropout among a
- ,'- r i

particular non- treditibnal, commuter student grouﬁ (older, moetly i
' AN | ) )

-minority women on. welfare) enrolled in a post aecondary, non- degree

vocational training program. It examinea thé extent to which

L

variables eelected fron eeaeeements of the literature on dropout

from higher education (Tinto, 1975; Pantages and Creedon, 1978) as

well as fyom, research on’ undergraduate careeaer 8ocialization, more

4

generally (Weidman, in’press), differentiate those women who

s

complete the training from thoae who . drop out. -It ism part of ‘a

L

lerger evaluation of a high quelity, demone@ration training progran

for women in the WOrk Incentive (WIN) Program that was funded‘by the

3 .
-

u. S. Department o{{Labor (White, et al., 1983).
g : ' A ]

“The Demonstration Trgininquroqr

The baeic Qoel of the high. quality training demonetratipn

pro;dct was to determine if a large training inveatment for a small

segment of the welfare population enrolled in the the WIN Progran‘

’
could result in pccese to well-paying and stable jobs for the women

able to underteke such tiaining. C - ' N

“

The follewing is a general description of the WIN Program as

it was operating when the high'qUQlity training demonetrationi

»

.
program wasa implermented in May of 19781

The Work Incentive (WIN) Program, authorized by

=

eﬁendments to Title IV of the Social Security Act, is

.

- ‘ ’ \

deéigqﬁ‘x:fhelp employable belfere recipienta find jobas and



‘ 2 - “High Tech™ Training for Women on Welfare
s | S
thereby achieve economic independence. "The program is

. jyointly dperated by the Departments of Labor and Health,

' * Educationa, and Welfare.. : - . .
. _ | - . o

All applicanta for and recipients of Aid to Families

=

with Dependent ghildren‘(AFDd) who are 16/£§§€; of age or
olderxr are‘required to register fer WIN a; a condition off‘
eligibility for AFPC, unless legally exempt by reason of
health, incapacity, home responsibility, advanced age,’
.student status, or geographic lccation. VWIN registrants who

h | need no social services or have been provided with needed

services are required to accept appropriate empioyment or

3

. preparation for employment, when offered, as a condition of
. . ' T : ‘ ‘ >
continued AFDC eligibility (U. S. Department of Labor, 1977,

po 58) - R © ' = -?

X

AFDC recipiente who would otherwise be.leéally exempt from

i

WIN registration (e. g., weifare mothere with children under six who

want work or. training) may also participate voluntarily. IA fact

during fiscal year 1976 twenty percent of all WIN registrants were
A / b /
: voluntary. The WIN Program ia "the ©Gnly éﬁplﬁ?iént“and‘tfaihihg”

' program that serves welfare recipiénts\exclusively“ (U. S.

Department of Labor; 1977, pp. 57-58).

r *

*  Under the regular WIN program, the proportion bf clients who

A
gained a firm foothold‘in the labor market and earned. enough to
)

»

forego participation in publicly funded programs available for

low-income populationé was generally low " The high quality program
) ' . - :

was not conceived as a training prototypa for all WIN clienta;

rather it was seen ams a useful option for qualified welfare

raecipients who were believed to gonstitute a notidinsjignificant

Y

f
L3
. ) . .
5 . - « -
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prdportién of the total welfare pOpulation;' The devglopmeht of\ |

ro eatimates of the proporﬁion,of such eligibles was one of the p#ogram

. evaluation aub—goals,‘qé was obtaining information about optimal

v ) ” i o i . - ‘.‘.\ ‘ . |

+ , program structure, screéening procedures, and support services that
~ N : L

e

Y- might be implemented in future feplicationa.
con Thé'training programs, selected for this demonstration were
chosen to meet the following criteria: offering trainihg for

. | \ “
) high-demand and high-wage occupations; located in a reputable. »
. L ) ( . . . A ‘_‘.:: . A - R ’ ’ L. . - .
private inatitution with ‘a proven placement record wnd experience in

educating disadvantaged studépts{‘and offering remedial clasgea% 1if
needed. The two institutions selected were the DeVry Institute of

« e

Techhélogy in Cﬂicag?'and the Ohio Inatitute of Technology in
Columbua. Both inatitutions are part of thé Be&l & Howell Education
Group (a"éubaidiaiy of thé Bell buHOQ@ll Corporation; and offer
two-year, non-degree programsa for eleétronic technicians in.-addition
‘to other electronics pfégrams leading to associate as wéll as

baccalaureate degrees.

° The trdining curriculum was a five-trimester progranm

mwéxtehaiﬁﬁ'BVQfWQGMHGEEEE:“:iﬁ;i551ﬁHéa"Basic course work in |

[N
-~

mathematics and eiectrdnics—reiated subjects, with heavy enphdsis on

-

‘ . . .
laboratory practice. A remedial program in arithmetic, basic

-

sé¢ence and English was required_of atudentsa judged to be’ X

-

4

ihadeéuatelf'prepared on the bamias of s‘thelir entrance examination
. ‘] - 4 . . ] .

scores. fhis “"Prep' course added one trimester to the regular.l

*

~

. . ‘. L) L
The schools require high attendance and performance

five-trimester sequence.

standard

and sugpension. However, students can repeat failed courses twice
a : : :

.
6 ' ‘
e .
. .

fuilure'to adhere to these standards results in probation

-

A)
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and be re-admitted: after suspension. Faculty and the regulaxr
student body are predominantly male and white. The réther»étudents»

are young (mostly between 18 and 21). .In recent years, between 35
‘Qi)l -
and -50 percent of students admitted to the program graduated.
. — . l . :

Placement is a major strength of these achoola.. Studentsa

are given extenefve preparation and couneeling for the 105 search,

- - .
s -

and there i3 coneiderable on-campus recru1tmeﬂt by employers.' In

1979, the echoole\}2corded placement within €0 daye of graduetion e

for 96% of. thoae dtudents whe eought.eeeistance from the placement'
LY

office. By{d982, as a result of the deteriorating labor market,
thia figure had declined to below 80x. - -

. ¥
The ‘WIN women who entered the program in 1978 differed from

1

the regular students not only becaﬁéebthey were female, elder, more
likely to be black, and single, heads of houeepolde with jbung

children, but alao because their acadenmic preparation waa weaker.

¥

Since-the goal of the program was to make the WIN clients fully.

competitive in the :-labor market, there waa little modification of
the baeic technician program on their behalf. Additignal services
were provided, including tutoring and supplementary 1nstruction,

toura of work sitea, and the hiring of ™a epecial counseior at each
achool to work‘exc}qsively with WiN etedents. These counselore were

-~

available throughout the life of the progfam-te assist WIN studenta-

M

‘win overcoming academic and non~acedemic-probleme‘which'might

& ~

interfere with eucceeeful echool completion end Job plecement.
The local WIN officea and the corresponding Separate ' .
Administrative Units (SAU’a) alao provided a variety of services

(including apecial allowances and child care) for these students and

devoted an exceptionally high level of moke .than the "usual®

]

4 S : “High Tech” Training for Women on Welfare
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, 1 ) , |
attention and services to t&ege WIN clients. T,

An experimental design for the evaluation of the
' o iy : /

demonatration program was iMpleﬁented dhfing the recruitment process ty
: . ot > o

e g

(see,White arnd ‘Weidman, 1983,.£or a discussion of thebprob}ems
<G .

: : - _ ' -
eécountere@). Grougs of clients who qualified £or‘admissiéb to ‘the ,

> . . :
program weré identified; half of them were randomly assgigned to the

program: eligible, uneelecteq‘clients constitutéd the “control™ or

comparison group. The program wag publicized in both c%tiesﬁanq
. ~ ‘ - X R 4
interested clienta were interviewed and given the GATB test battery

(U. S. Departyent of Labor, 1970). Those with scores above

pre- est?blished cut“off lqvela*(either 90, or 80 for high school .

”~

graduates) were referred to the aschoole where they were tested .
further in arithmetic and readihg on tests routinely given to all

applicanta for the.e}ectronic téchnician(trd&ping progranm. Those .

-

who were accepged by the achoola conatituted the eligible pool

~

(n=313)‘from which the participants (h=137) were randomly selected,

»
with the balance (n= 176) constituting the comparison group)%f ' -

S

eligible, unaelected WIN clients. Early attrition reduced the f

o

number of program participants to 133.. .

r

” Because of differences in recruitment pfoceduaeé used by the
N r N ‘. - , -
two participating WIN sites, the proportion of voluntary WIN clients

was very high in Columbus (79%) and very low jin Chicago (9%). The”

¥
»

average age -of all participénts wos 29. Most of; the participants’
. ' ) % ’ ) - (
had one or two children; 40% had three 'or more. The majority of all

L .
+ -
k4

participants were minority group‘members‘éin Chicago, 81% were

black, 10 X% were othef”@thnic minorities; in Columbus, 47% were

black, 2% other minorities). For the total group, the mean number

. of school-yedrs completed was 11.5, and avefage scores on the three
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« GATB testas exceeded the norm of 100, with Columbus scores 2
-~

’ considerably higher than those in Chicﬁgo.._Vittual}éfall training A~

°

participanta had held a job at .some point in their lives -but at the

kfime of program enrollent, 90% had been unemployed for more than six
' - 4
monthsa. | . ; -
. ' i : ™ : .
In aum, this demonstration training program was designed to

allow the study of a number of innovations in'wIN-pgpvided training,

- r 4

includihg: a) preparation for an odtupaﬁidn, elecfronic technician,
in the expanding'"high tech"_ééctor of the economy: b) requiring the’
~ : ‘ «

.

equivalentiof a high’achool diploma and-some mathématical aptitude

v

for“admiésioﬁ.to the postsecondary traihing program; c) training
women fO? an occupa£ionvin which men predominate; d) féading‘to A
moére highly skilled aﬁd more highiy paid, méré‘fecure Job than most ~
WIN training in the past; e» costing more, dn l&rge part becauag\of
. X
M : i}s minimum duration.of éo montha; and £)' the provision of training
. by an establighed private c9rp6ration (Bell & Howell) through

. postsecondary institufions that are part of its EducatTon Group.

X
a

R : Research Design I

Conceptual Framework a

~

In identifying the variables of interest for the analysis,

we relied on the condeptual mddel of dropout from higher education

s

developed by Tinto-(1975)7 To summarizeé the Tinto meodel briefly,
family background,'ﬁndividual'attrightes,~and pre—cellege schooling
- 8 . -

aré presumed to influence the development of commitmentg to . R

. ’
r 2

. LY - <
educational as weld as other personal goals along with commitments

to the poatsecondary educational, inastitutions through which .su .

*

* goalsa migh£ be realized. The goal commitments at entrance to .

poataecondary educaton affect, in turn, the student’s performance in

Q )

b a4 \N
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r

both the academic (grades and intellectual development) and social

(peer—-group and. faculty 1nterect;ona),ayatéhskbf the educatonal
, .

inatitdtion. The success of studenta”’ performances in the two

x

systema ia reflected Iin the extent of their academi® and social
integration within the inatitutien which influences aubaegquent

institulibnal and goal commitmenta and, ultimately, personal

aésesaments of the importance of those commitments for decisions

about whether or not to drop out from the postsecondary educational

r

inatitution. - o

- »

In the present study, we specified the variables of

, %
imponadce for each of the conceptions in the Tinto model, and

modified the model as appropriaté for our particular study

. A B . A
population. Theifirst set-of variable encompassed the conceptions

of "fAmily background,' "individual attributes,” and "pre-college

L]

schooling.” With respect to "family background,® the uAual

A

variables of.paren{al iné?me’and education-were not appropriate

because .the women in our study were not their parents’ dependentsa

‘e

-~

but were rathé;k themselves, heads Qf households. We did, however,

include the weifare stgtus of their pérenta while they were growihg
up to determine the importance of a loné history of povery for
program completionI Sex was a conétant since all clients were

female. Age (averfge for our WIN clientas was 29) was included

becaume it differentiates our study population $¥om the traditional

N

. [ .
18 to 22 year-old college astudent. Ethnicity was also “included

>

since two-thirds of our study populatidﬁ were minority group
membere. In our data analysis we refer to these variables as

"background characteristics.*

C -
>

‘ "Individual attributes’ used in the analysis were acadenmic

£

(

W



-

: » )
8. T - “High Tech” Training for Women on Welfare

[N \ »
\

ability as measured bfﬂgcoreé;on the Employment Service’s GATB Test}.
the Stanford néadifng ac‘:hie'\rmént test, and the Bell*

Howell

Schoola’ mathematics test.

b
U

Since~the,s£uaénts were enrolled in a
Ve _ _ . . 5 .
vocaé;onal training progqam; it was assume& that previous e@ploymenﬁ
' VoL S \ _
expepience m1ght conceideab;y be relatéqmtg}completion. Virtually .

LgE ..
et '.A

\‘%J

-

- all of the WIN clients who enteréd the dé@onstration training

t

ram were Singlq heads bf'household, so\he’included data 'about

umber and ages of children they had living at home. <

-

Because the‘demonstrAtion training program whs at the

R

postsécondary level but did not lead_tonan acudéﬁic dégree, we used
the %erm ﬁpre-t;aining schooling"” rather than “pré*coﬁlege

- schooling." Variables included type of higﬁjscgbol Fogram
(acadeqic, ﬁeneral, or vocﬁtional), years of prior schpoling

completed, and high aschool background of particular relevance for

4
-

electronics training, namely, courses in science and mathematics.

a With respecf to “commitments,” one important concern was the
client’s ""goal commitment," or desire to pursue what was known to be

RN

a ;ong,(2 yearsa) and academically'challénging training program as
opposed to the direct employment option availaﬁie through the WIN

Program. We approached “inatitutional Commitment"” in a somewhat

-

unconventional way because this particular WIN ‘“demonstration project

was limited to a single postsecondary institution at each asite;

’ {
clients had.essentially no comparable alternatives available.

Hence, the initial placement of the student ("Prep'" va. direct

-~

enrollment in the electronic technician program) was construed to. be

an indicator of initial “institutional'cpmmitment" since it

k}g reflected the inatitution’a assesament of the atudent’s potential

for completing the training.

Q v




—said to reflect the student’s "extra~institutional integration.?

. . _ _
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/
. [/ ™y
Indicators of “social integration” into campuys life included
, ) :
: . /
aupport networks dn campua, participation in extra-durricular

A} . T .
organizations, and interaction with non-WINysestudent' peera. _ .

L4

Indicators of '"academic integration" includ/d willingneass to come to -

campua for stgéying or additional laborato{y work at times Sther

than usual class days and interaction with f&culty.
. ) /. . .
R Two sets of variables not in the [finto model were added to
» . .
olir analysis. The first, the astudents’ Bubjective assessments of

their school experience (in this study, perdeivéd fulfillment of
A\ . & {

expectations), is suggested by the work of Weidman (in press) on

s undergraduate career ;ocializatioﬁ; This may be said to reflect the

concept of "intra-personal integrat.an."‘ The second, problens
encountered outside of school, is :/#gested by Weidman and Friedmann

(1984) who argue that educational in titutions are no Q”ncapsulatéd

environmenta- and that performanc: in achool may be affected by the

atudent’a ability to cope with problems at home or in other

community settingg in which they participate.i This iksne is ' uj
partlcularly inportant for thle WIN population bec?use they musi be
responsible to agencies in fhe welfare system as well as to their

own children and possibly /bther relatives. These variables ;ay be

[y

J

Data Analvais ~ v

-

The interviews/ from which the data were obtained for this

&

paper were‘conductgd in the winter of 1979‘(Ph;se I, 6-8 months
follow$ng iﬁitial program enrollment) and again in thg'spring Of.
1981_(Phaée II. or a discussion qf response rates, see Whiée, et
al. (1983). ‘ | y

-

Comparisons are baéed on data obtained from the fifty-two

vt
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. program graduates and the ninety-seven women who dropped out of the

“.training program for .whom we have data. *Thia graduate group
»

inclu@eé 39 women who were members of the original étudy population Do

"

"and- 13 WIk—sponspréd women who were not recruited duringgthe study

LN

intake periods, but entered/the program later and graduated in

-

February of 1981. Tpe data co}lgcﬁed during the initial cliegt

selection process and the Phase'Ivihterview aréjnoﬁ'availablébfor »
,\these additional thirteen women. Hence, they are not included in

all of the tablea for this paper. In no instances, howeQer, are'the
'tabledigséocihtioné between ?Ariables changea substantially byAthe

inclusion of the 13 additional clients. Since £heré are égsentially

- nolgiggificané differenceé iﬁ completion rates by site, clients ffom

both sites are combined for the data analysis. «
Data analyses are confined to cross-tabulations because mosat

A

variables are categorical and because the number of program
. ~
completers is small (most tables show data from fewer than fifty )
graduates).o We chose to provide descriptive information on a rdange.;
of variables rather than attempting qgc@ more restri;ted
multivariate analyses }complhx multivariate‘analyseaiusing all of
tﬁe vhriables»coula not_be pefformed-in any eyent since the number

of variables would approach the number of valid cases available). »

Comparison of Dropouts and Program Graduates

By May of 1983, only one W%N—sponaored.atudent was still

enrolled in the training program. When this woman graduated at the

.

end of 1 @, twenty-nine percent of the original group of

. 4

WIN-sponasored women had completed the training program. While thia

is a much lower completion rate than that achieved in most WIN

progranms, it is roughly the same as the completiqi;rate for those

¥

i e whad e = e
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regular Bell &uHowell students who'began in’ the remedial or “Prep”™

tern as well as for degree oriented and performance graded s

postaecondary‘éducatioqﬁprograms of no more than two academic yeara’

'ddrdtion‘beyond,htgh school. This rathee‘high att;ition rate at the
"‘Bell & H;;eli’schOEIQ can pe attributedlto the‘academic rigor of the
prggﬁeﬁfend‘the ;cheol’s rigid s@anee;dé foroterninating students
whqse attendence;and.achievement are unsetisfectorx.' o

Moat efhfhe Qomen who diqpped out of this ;rogram did"eo

quite early. iFofty—three'percent‘of the dropouts,left without’

completing a single term of the technidian program, and an

AN
L d

additional t@enty-one percent competed enly the firat term.

1
LI

Background Characteristics

Age. The distributions of the agea of the dropouts and -

graduates at the time they first enrolled in the trairfing progranm
' t,; . ’ N N ‘ )
are very similar. The mean agé,fo} both dropouts and graduates was

twenty-nine. Ages of dropouts ranged’from eighteen to fifty-four;

i
ages of graduateas ranged from nineteen to forty-eight. The

%

differencea in the distributioniof ages are not s£etistically

significant.

-

Ethnic Group. Becaﬁse there was little vﬁﬁ?&tion in

€

ethnicityfklhe diffegrences betweeh drbpoute and graduates are not

atatistically significant. There 1s'a‘slight tendency (though not:

<

;significant) for whites and the 'other"” group to be ovér—represented

-

among dropouts. ;\

Public,Assiatencg_Experience. Graduates were slightl>\

less;likely than droéoute (73% va. 82x; n.s.) to have been enrolled
o ' ' ' ,

in WIN for less than one, year prior to enrollment in the ‘Bell &
N ,/. ) “

Howell training program, and slightly more likely than dropouts (65X%

. . . R R e R b IR 3 . ) .
. . o ) - R . e . i .



related to success in the program.

-~ éontains a large portion of second generation welfnré recipiénts.

-the training program. Forty-five percent of the graduates and

”forty one percent of the dropouts held a paid Job during the year

12 . “"High Tech" Traiaing for Women on Welfare .

va. 59%, n.s.) to be_mandatory WIN participants, suggesting-that

haviﬁg161der children (and presumably_fe@er childcare demands) is

L %

Welfare Status oi-Client:g,Pargbta. Dropouts were ’

- ~,
slightly more likely than graduates (37%'ves. 31%, n.s.) to have come

T
v . »

from families which had been on public aid. Neither'group, ho;ever,4

Individual Attributea

A

Acadenic duaiificationa. Aa part of the process uaed to

-

v -

select the women to take part.in E&e training; each potential r
) R ' . ’
participant was required to' take a series of qualification tests,

including the~GATB teast, the Stanford test of reading ability, and a

basic arithHmetic test that had been designed by Bell & Howell. The

only statistically significant difference between gradua.es and

dropouté was found in the scores achieved on the GATB:G ('
aptitude'") scale. Table 1ﬂsho§s that graduates had slightly higher

average scoreg on each test except the GATB:V ("verbai aptitude™).

{Table 1 about herel

-~ -
. *

Prior Work Experiencq.‘-Ninety—six percent of progranm \“_

L] . N . L

graduates hné eighty~eight percent of dropouts had held at least one

paid job at some time prior to the beginning of the training

program. The memberas of both groups had held an . average of five
different'paid jabs prior to the training program. The members of

both groups had held an average of five different paid jobs prior to

3

prior to the training progrgm. Slightly more graduates than

; ' ' | ‘
dropouts (22X va. 16X, n.s.) reported that they had held an
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electrpnicg related job.

o
@ .

Graduatea were more likely than dropouta (23% va. 11%, n.a.)

to have worked and received public assistanLe at the same time.

f . .
Thia suggests that the graduates are women who were less satisfied

-

than dropouta with the life atyle afforded solely through pubfic

asaiatance, although it is also true that because their children-are
A : 1
. A . { L]

older on the average, they are in a better position to ehgage in

work because they tend to have fewer childcare problens. ?

s

. Family Qharacter} ; ca. There was virtually, no

difference in the family size of graduates and dropouts, although h

) larger proportion of graduates had four or more children (23% vs.

Al

3 - ’
15%, n.a.). The average number of children for members of both

\ ' ‘ : :
groups was two. The children of graduates were also slightly older

{

at the-time the program began than the children of women who dropped

out of the program (9.0 yeara vs. 8.6 years, n.s.). During the time

that the "two groups were enrolled in théltrqining, three of the ’
& ’

. graduateas (7%) and four of the dropouts (5%) reported that they had

‘given birth to another child.

»

Pre-training Education

Years of Previous Education Completed. At the time of

their selection for the training program, the ‘average number of
years of achooling completed by those who had comple%ad the program

‘was 11.6 years, while for dropouts the average was 11.5 years.

Type 6f High School Program. WIN graduates were more
likel; than d;opouts (84% vs. 66%, n.s.) to ha§e been enrolled in‘
'general® Higﬁ school programé, and less likely than dropouts to
‘have been enrolled in "academic” (8% va. 12%, n.s.) or ﬁwocational"

N

programs (8X va. 22%, n.s.). Since only 11 percent of the total

16
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>

atudy population had been #n an academic high school program, it is
‘ - . ) .

‘difficult to make any ganef&liéatioha about thisﬂngUp. It may _be
A — ' - - .o
that thosae® enrolled in vocational prqQgrams were studenta who had

shown a greater job orientation. Thua, one interpretation of the - -
résults would be that theidropoute from the.training program who had
- t . . ’ .

been in high achool vocational programs are thome who prefer working
. .

&
-~ -

oyer being in an” academic or training setting. It is ulso:not.cleur

~

whetherfstudenﬁs,enrolled in ""general' programs obtain a moré .

«

. .. : - . R
rigorous high school education, especially more math and science

clasases, than those in “vocational® programs.

-4

Coursework in Science and Mathematics. In‘'the Phase II';i'

intervieQ, all respondents were asked whether they had completed 6he

or more courges in four‘specified areas 6f ad?anced math and of the

4

natural aciences. Table 2 shows the resulta for graduates and

dropouta. It is interesting to note th;¥ the biggest_differences

A3

are not in algebra and physics, which might be assumed to be mdét

directly relevant to electronics training, But rather in geometry

«

' (the only statistically significant difference) and chemistry. This

suggests that couraes in the more anaiytical math and science areas
proéide useful akills for completion éf;thia sort of training. On
the average, graduates-had taken slightly more coursges in these
eight areas (2.2 va. 1.9, n.s.), but'fuily a quarter of both the
graduéte and'dropouts had taken no coufsea in any of.the areas.

[(Table 2 about herel

Commitments

Goal Commitment. One factor which was strongly .

c

associated with successful completion ofzﬁhe training program waﬁ

the match between a client’s preference for training or immediate



originally enrolled. The most common reason given by these women -
2 . . R * N £ ‘ -

~, g N - N N
. g, _— . - 0
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'eqpld}ment“qu her enrollment in the training program. Gryduutea

\ »

were much leasa likely than dropouts (5% vs. 24%, p=.Q2) to say that  «

they‘Qoulé have preferred job placemgnt to traininé a;'the time thef

’ —

£or'enrol;ing *h trainiﬁg,'deapite their pfeference fox obtaining

emp}oymentr waa that they couldn’t get a job or that WIN had not

-

" been able to {ing a job for then.

While nearly every woyhn missed some classes, the average
number of élasses misge@ between th? stirt‘of the training progrén
and the firat interview was virtUallthhe asane, sixteen for - e
graduates and eighteen fo£ dropouts. The mosat coﬁmon reasons givenr

for absencea were the reapondent’a health, transportation, and '

childcare problems.

\ .
Inastitutional Commitment. The agaff of the training

institutions ‘used the arjthmetic test scores to determine whether a
- & .

woman qualifying for:the tfaining had first to co;plete a remedihl

term (referred to as "Prep") or could be admitted directly to the

firat term of the technician training program. A student was
assiéﬁeqfdirectly to'thé technician training program if she séored vf

above eighty .percent on the arithmetic test. If she ascored lower on

z

the arithmetic teat but had at least a tenth grade reading level she
was enrolled in the "Prep' training. Thirty-seven percent of the y

women in the demonstration program were admitted directly into the

]

technician programr and the remainingkgixty—three pefcent began w}th

the remedial term. The initial assignment of studenta was

233 - .

significantly related to program completion. While forty-four

percent of those who graduated started in the "Prep" course,

4

sixty-six pércent of the dropouts (p=.04) entered training in thi\'
7 - S -

i e e e . . . ’ ) /
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>

"Prep®™ course. . g

Soclal Inteqration o,

. ‘ . 5
»  Support Networks. The schoof'experientea explored in .

the Phase II‘interview‘includéd membership\jn in-school support
networks. Drépouta and graduatéé were ab;§t equalli 1ikeiy to
lreport that the other WIN women formed a tupport group and to feel
that they uﬁfe part of 'that group. Graduatea and drqpouts were also
about equal in the frequency/with which they went to the apecial
'anachool counaelor for the WIN:tatudenta for advice and @erp equally‘ /
‘likely to ratg.the‘counselors favorably.

'praduates were slighﬁl? rore likely tban dropoués to have
laboratory partners who were not other WIN students and to hdve'g
larger ﬁortidn ofnﬁheirwfriéndé at 3chooltwho ware not WIN étudentg.
When asked to‘indicage the importance of.variouﬁ sources of suﬁport |
fTablewai, more gfgduates than dropouta rankéﬁ each source ag very
importanp,except for the school faculty ana adminrstrationﬂ,'The
differenée in the proportions of graduatea and dropouts liaging
non-WIN students as very import%ﬁﬁ i=ms stabisﬁically significant:

[Table 3 about herel

‘Participation in Extra-Curricular Activitjes. Graduates
were more likely than dropouts to see other non-WIN atudénts (66%
va. 48%, p=.05) at social activities outsidé&%f scpool. Graduates
were also significantlyAﬁoreflikely than’dropOuta’g44x va. 16x,  |

s

p=.001) to join a aschool-sponaored club’ or student govefnment, .
“although this ﬁhy simply reflect the graduates’ longer time in the

training program.

Acadenic Integration

. Studying. On the average, dropouts reported studying
. i IS

N
,
-, N
-

B
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[ ' ' . .
only alightly more hoursa per week than graduates (16 vs. 14.5, .

n.s.). Gradhates were, however, significantly more likely than
/ o~ )
dropouts (91X va. 54%, p=.00) to have come in to the school on their

own time to do extra labotratory work or studying. .

. . . L4 . —
Intra-peraonal Integration ’
s ) ' "o - .
Fulfillm@ntlgf Expectationa. Some impressions of.the . -
’ _ . v R S
program .which show differences between those who eventually ’

graduated and those who did not were gathéred,in the Phase 1
- / .o Pl X

'gﬂterview which took place before more than a handful of individuals

had dropped out of the program. Clients were asked whether certain
aspects of. the school experience met their expectations for the

training program. Graduates,.in contrast to dropouts, ¥ound non-WIN

LN - ~

atudents to b# somewhat more friendly than expected (53% va. 40x%;
B ' .. }

a .
n.s.), and.teachers to be significantly more helpful than, expected

N : :
(60% va. 39%, p=.003). Dropouts were more likely than graduatea to

f£ind that the program demanded more time than expected (59% vs. 39%,

n.ga.) and thﬁt»couraeﬁork was more difficult than expected (29% va.

22%, n.s.).

Extra-institutional Integration

Effec&gnvChildren. Graduates were slightly more iikely o
than drqpouta‘(723 ve. 63%, n.s.) to feel ﬁhat their enrollment in }
the tr&ining programrwas'having a pbsigive effect on their children,
such as the child bééinning to etudy more'of’rqturning to school; or
becoming pfoud of and showing more respect to thg-mother.' The .

negative effect most often listed by both dropouts and aduates was

Problems En&ggntered. It.the Phase II interview, the .

-y

graduates and dropouts were Peked to indicate whether each  of a

that the mother had lesa time for her children,

-

R U P A SOV Y S UV UYL R
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*

seriés of potential problems for mtaying in the prograq had actually
¥ -

posed a serious problem for them. As shown in Table 4, dropouta

T

were aignificantly norea likely to respond that tranaportation, their

Péh health, and the difficulty of the work required ware problems
-+
for them. Interestingly, the graduates were significantly more
v > l ¥ -3 R Y . V
likely to respond that ‘personal finances had been a seriousa prqblem

s
e >

1

for them. - This was probably a function of their longer-enrollment

in the-training program and greater dependence on additional
‘training allowances necessary to cover coste of transportatioen,

child care, and achool- supplies. ‘ - -

L4

[(Table 4 about herel

! %

‘cher itema in the interviews elicited more detailed
informhtion on transbortation;'but»they shed little light on the
reasong dropouts hnd.seen transportation as such a problem. The

: droponts‘did not differ aignificantly from the graduates in the )
dietance, time,'coat, or means of commuting from home to the
training site,

_ More detailed information whs also collected on the
reaspondent’s health. Nearl§ the asame proportion of graduates and
dropoute reported that an illneas had caused them to miss a claas.

X

Dropouts who were ill, however, reported twice as many instances of

§

illness (an average of 3.6) as did graduates (an average of 2.0).

v

Nl > -
Dropouts were also more likely to report illnesses which required.

aurgery de¢ hospitalization.

( Discusgsion A - " -

*

The findingas from the preéaent research suggedt that

conceptual models developed from literature on traditional,

//residential college studente (Tinto, 1975- Pantages and Creedon,

Q ,
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! . 1978) can be appropriate for the study of non-traditional, commuter

-~ ) . N
poatsecondary gtudenta-enrolled "in programs that do not lead to an )
3 a N .

academic degree. They highliéht the ihportgnce'for program 7

coﬁpletion of students’ goal commitments and their‘integratyon into

. * t

-~ , L : .
?oth the academic and non-academic sectors . of pastsecondary
[} - ) : ) » , ) N
aducational institutions. Thg importance of being .alert to the
M ' N '/ l - -

possibility that educational institutions are not encapsulated

environments is ala? suggested by/ the findinga that intra-personal

L 4

-

ah@lextra-institutional integration are related to program
; el

[N

toﬁpleﬁiod.

Specifically, while program completion was not related to

»

background characteriastics such. as ethnicity or poverty, it was

related to the WIN client’s academic aptitude (GATB:G test score).

Graduates had a significantly higher GATB:G score than dropouts,
which suggests that this Employment Service aptitude test is a

potentially\éffective screening instfument for female ?IN clients

>
entering similar training programa in the electrpnics field. Hence,,

GATB:G scorea can be uased with some confidence as one criterion for
N . . ¢

e oy _ '
determining which WIN clients should be referred to this type of

. ) 13
training program and which clients should be referred to other

trainng or employment opportunities. The originally determined

GATB:G- scdére of 90 for training referral seems reasonable since the

v only lower acore-attained by a graduate was 89. A GATB:G score

- LI

closer to 100 would %e a better critexrion for réferral, but that . !

would reduce eVen more the already small prOportion of the WIN

' T

4 . .
population who might qualify for such rigorous training.
Graduates tended to have a different high aschool background-

than .dropouts. While roughly, equal proportions of the small number
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( .

of program participants who wére in academic high school programs

graduéted from. and gropped out of the training, clientas who had been

-

- .

in general high schools programas were more likely to graduate those
who had been enrolled im vocational curricula. Graduates were

-

aignificantly more likely than dropouts to have taken geometry and
. ' r ) e O
chemidtry courses in high s%hool. This suggegts tth,thh achool .

é

¥’

curriculum rather than simply aﬁtainmentAof a diploma oxr GED would -(/\\

)
»

aerve as an effective selectjion criteridn. . .
Initial assignment to the "Prep"” semester éeemed to diminish
‘the commitment of thege WIN women to.thg t}aining ﬁrogram. The
sign;fic;nt 31ffe;ence in the rate of completion of the€e brogram
between those who were admitted direétly into the technician
tralning'program and those required to take the remedial “"Prep" term
’suggests that the remedial term be examined for ways to improve the
preparation given for the main training pro%;am'(and, in fact, the
training inatitutionsahavé,éﬁanged the atructufe and content of thié
term greatly since the demonstraton qroup first enrolled) as well
building stronger commitment to the institution. |
“The significance ‘of Qoal commitment for program completion
\ "ias ahown by the finding that dropouts Egndedlto be_more
"job~oriented"” than graduates and suggeéts two more ;spects of the
“Prep"” program which may have contributed to the attrition rate. .
. ‘ , _ . - . . -
First, being required to complete this term added fifteen weeks to J.'
the minimum time fequired to complete the training, which'meaﬁt that
the payoff of thias training in. the Labor market ;agﬂat least two

yeara away from initial enroilment.~ Second, the ﬁPrepJ term ia the p

leaat "Job—like“ term. In one of the smsettings it involved no //

benchwork, and it waa reported tha&zgn neither setting was there

et i e e e e e mmr el ek e e o e o e e e ie i s e o e b e+ e = e a2 m 7
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»
4

"much use or discussion of the f%eryday tools mand activities of an

a

electronic technician. It could be that beth of these factorea

dramatioalﬁ@ decreased te attractiveness of the training program for

-

a woman who was more work- than school-oriented.

”
b4

Individuala’ preferences for training over immediate

»

placement ‘in a Job would also seem to be an effective criterion for

[N

acreening women for admission to this program. T&e effectiveness

would be increased to the degree that WIN cliente were presented

f

'with alternative immediate placement opportunities because this-

would\remove the. incentive for hiding one’s true preferences;

The graduates reported more contact with.tpe non-WIN
studentas at the training institut%on. They were more likely to join
a club or student government, more likely to éee non-WIN students
outside of school, and more likely to identify non;WIN students as
an important source of support in completing the program. These ~
differences may~8imply reflect the differences in time of.exposure
to the‘program and the non~QIN atudenta. But, possib{y, this

1

auggeats that graduates were either the women who poeeeeeed social

4

]

etﬁ?ente and thia fostered interaction, or that the graduates were
women who, when:® brought into contact with the non-WIN students by |
course requirementa:\quickly assimilated their orientationa. ‘ " >
Graduates reflected better integration into the. life of-the
training inetitution'than dropoutas. The ¥indings for theee;yomen
about the imp0rtance of support‘by;and interaction with'non-WIN
hool peers as oﬂbosed to interaction with"faculty.ie congruent‘

with they work of Bean_ (in presa), but in con;yast to Pascarella

(1980) and Weidman (1979) who empha61ze the pre- eminence of faculty

24
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-~

in student socialization. Perhaps there was too great a

aocie-economic and academic'gap between the white male faculty

accustomgd to teaching white male stulents and the predominantly
. " .

minority female WIN studenta for effective interaction to occur.

While faculty were perceived as being more helpful than expected,

willingnesa of WIN women to\do extra clasaswork at the training >
A} . \ . . . ) '

inatitution seemed to be a more important indicator of academic

«

integration among theae non-traditional students.

s

The remainder of thg'findings wsupport a.poftraif of
graduates ha;ihg three éharacteriétiqs which would-be difficult to
.meagure during the screeniné procesa but whosgse use (if‘abpropriaté
indicators could be divised) might furthér reduce E’e attrit;on

rate. One is the motivation to complete the program and to leave

the welfare system. The importance of this factor is suggested by,

: o3
the trends for graduates to have worked yhile receiving public

: A
aaaistance; their perception of and, ihplic{tly, capacity ‘to

overcome greater financial difficulties while on public amsiatance;

"

and their willingneasas to come to the school td work or study on

"their own time. . ) o
. - e

A second element is a positive early impression of the
training and its effects on their families. At the time of the
firast interview, graduates found the faculty to be much more helpful

N - ! .

than they had expected, afid did not feel that-the difficulty of the

r

coursework was much of a problem for them. They were 80’

significantly more likely to have noticed that enrollmen\ was having -

-

a favorable effect-on their children.

. Finally, graduates aﬁong,thié very non-traditional

L]

-

poataecondary student gropp were able to.cope better with the

| TWWf’f7°7f77lff;“ - V~W,E.M£3£5 ?jim -  :'_;«ﬁ

. ’V
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demands of life outaide of the training program than were dropouta. T

7
”

Graduates had more supportive friends and relathéa, fewer problems

]

with their own children, were healthier, and managed to overcome’
problems that they enoyntered with7;pe weglfare system, especially
late checks. This finding provides strong support for our aagertion

that extra=+ institutional factors need to be’ congsidered in the study

of attrition, especijally where independent adult student populatigns
e

ar cerned. : v ’ :
. L3 ‘ ¢ e

. . ‘ ™
. -
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’ TABLE\'_ y
AVERAGE SCORES ON QUALIFICATION TESTS® “
Tests . o | Graduates Dropou;:s
v . | b
GATB-: G Ad - - L4 - » - L3 - * - - - » L} * - - . - ‘0657, '03o8
#»' .
GATB: V - - @ . - . » . . » - - « w » . - e s - ]0509 ‘07d2
GATB: N o o s v e e e e e e e 107.6 105.9
Read'ng (GY“AAQ. E‘l“:v‘ ie"\+) - - - - oA » - . ‘0\ ‘ ) _906
lAri thmetic (PC.Y‘C(;"\"' Covrect) . . v e . 54.8 ' 50.0
K ) (N=93)
2} hcludes only originally selected program participants.
"y bG-Square=66.8; P=.01. S, ' \
~ 4
’ &
f
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4 Y ~
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CTABLE 2

PREVIOUS COURSEWORK IN HATHEMAT'CS AND SCIENCc
(In Percentages)

= rr— —w

-~

" Percent of Women Who Prior to the Start |
of this Training Program had Completed Graduates Dropouts
at Least One Course in: :

Math N
Algebr;. T T T ; ' Gé 58
Trigbgpﬁetry L T ; . .‘. 12 12

% | Geometry . . . . v v v v e e e e e e e 50 ’ 29b
Calculus . . . . 4 v v v v e e e ... _ 3 5.
(N=32) (N=79)

ScienFe ' . ; | p,
Biology. . . . . ... ... 0. . . 00 77 78
Clpi"émistry.:.......l...;..... 29 . 16
ngsics.-. e e e e e e . ... - . 18 21 ) v

- Beology. . . . s ...l 3o, 12
(N=31) (N=79)
o _ <;§ - _
//3Tablg includes only orig}nal]y selected program participants, s
| bChi-—Square=l+.l+;v p=.04L,
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e [P




_TABLE 3 -
IMPORTANCE OF SOURCES OF SUPPORT IN HELPING RESPONDENTS COMPLETE TRAINING
\ (In Percentages)
) Graduvates = || ~ Dropouts ]
Support CL ) )
t C_ Very - Somewhat Im g?:ant Very Somewhat 'm g?iant
Important 'lmportanﬁ P Important | Important P

%t'AJl

At All

69

,i;\ N ~ N -
Family. .\, ¢« . .« & ¢ v v v e v e e e e

27 .

54

34

11

Friends Outside School. ., 29 Lo 3] 22 . 34 Lk .
WIN Students. . . . v iowi o oo e .. 46 36 18 36 L 20 S
Non-WIN Students® . . . ., . ... .. .. . 1) 40 18 19 by 34
WIN Student Caunselor . . . . . . <. . . 65 . 21 Bt 57 33 10
School Faculty and Administrathnu, . . Ly - ‘ L2 "“rt~mwmx 57 313 n i
e e e e e s ST A T R - <D SIS T T T T T e o . LA . .
» (N=45) b *(N=79)
a o )
Chi-Square=8.7; p=.01. ‘
. . . ”
'\‘ %’ | -
~\ E)E? -
31 | | -
| | - o SO ~ﬁ§
D U R T f o T T e ”_l,‘;g:» s = P o : g
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| : - TABLE Y- S
< - ’ | -
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN STAYING IN THE PROGRAM
- (In Percentages)
f‘/ g9
- _ --..;3 - | , Graduates Dropouts
Problems -
N Somewhat Somewhat
3 Serlous of a Prgglem ﬁigé?zi of a Przglem
; Problem Problem Problem - .
a’ o . u 2 . )
Transportation™ . . . .., . o | . . 9 L9 k2 21 30 L9
Clothing. . . . . . .., .. . 13 16 .71 9 20 7
Child Gare. . . ...l 9 22 69 13 20 67
Respondent's Health8 . .‘% c e 7 9 84 13 23 6L
+ Health of Child, Other FamHy Members . 8 22 70 — -2 22 - . 66
thficulty of Coursework B 0 54 : L6 18 43 T 39
Personal Finances®. . . . e by ' 34 - 25 20 28 52
Emotion Problems. . , , . . . . . ., . . n 27 . 62 16 21 63 o
P (N=52) o (N9
/ ﬁ l( . . R B . . . 1—* /‘ ,
| ‘ — | : _ ~ L
a8 .
Chi-Square, p=,05, S .
.@b ‘ | . /\J\’
L
J‘/ ‘ ,
]
33 . 34
. - - 7
7 T SRR




