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TO ASSESS THE SHORT RANGE EFFECTS OF PARTICIPATION IN A
SPECIAL SCHOOL PROGRAM ESTABLISHED IN 1963 FOR PREGNANT
SCHOOL AGE GIRLS, INTERVIEWERS IN 31965 OBTAINED INFORMATION
FROM 109 GIRLS WHO HAC ATTENDED THE PROGRAM IN ITS FIRST
YEAR, 123 GIR.S WHO HAD BEEN REFERRED BUT HAD NOT ATTENDED,
AND MOTHERS OF THE GIRLS. THE SPECIAL PROGRAM FOCUSE™ ON
FRENATAL MEDICAL CARE, ARRANGEMENT FOR CHILD CARE, ATTITUDES
TOWARD LOVE AND SEXUAL BEHAVIOR, AND WEIGHT CONTRCL AND
NUTRITION. IN THE FIRST YEAR OF OFERATION 142 GIRLS ATTENDED
OUT CGF 541 REFERRALS. ALMOST ALL WERE NEGRO, AGED 13 THROUGH
18, AND THE MAJORITY WERE NOT MARRIED AT THE TIME OF THE
BABY'S BIRTH. DCATA INDICATED THAT GIRLS IN THE SPECIAL
PROGRAM WERE SIGNIFICANTLY MORE LIKELY (P IS LESS THAN .0G1)
TO CONTINUE WiTH REGULAR SCHOOL THAN WERE PREGNANT GIRLS NOT
IN THE PROGRAM. MOST OF THE GIRLS WHO ATTENDED THE SPECIAL
PROGRAM RETURNFD TO RFGULAR SCHOOL AFTER THE BABY'S BIRTH
AND, IF THEY DROPFED OUT, DiD SO SOMETIME AF TERWARD, WHEREAS
THIS WAS THE CASE WITH ONLY A LITTLE OVER A FOURTH OF THE
NONSPECTIAL FPROGRAM GROUF (P IS LESS THAN .GG1). THE MORE
SUPPORT A GIRL HAD (SELF, FRIENDS, FAMILY), THE MORE LIKELY
SHE WAS TO REMAIN IN SCHOOL (F IS LESS THAN .01 FOR SPECIAL
PROGRAM GIRLS, F IS LESS THAN .05 FOR NONSPECIAL PROGRAM
GIRLS). GIRLS IN THE SPECIAL PROGRAM WERE SIGNIFICANTLY LESS
LIKELY (P IS LESS THAN .0GD1) TO HAVE HAD ANOTHER BABY OR TO
BE PREGNANT AGAIN BY THE TIME THEY WERE INTERVIEWED. IN
REDUCING ADDITONAL PREGNANCIES, THE SPECIAL PROGRAM HAD A
CREATER EFFECT UPON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS, THE GROUP FROM
WHICH THE MAJORITY OF NEW CHILDREN CAME, THAN UPON HIGH
SCHOOL GIRLS (P IS LESS THAN .05 FOR HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS AND
LESS THAN .01 FOR JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS). GIRLS WERE ALSO
SIGNIFICANTLY LESS LIKELY (P = .05) TO HAVE ANOTHER CHILD ORK
BE PREGNANT AGAIN IF THEY LIVED IN AN UNBROKEN FAMILY AND
ATTENDED THE SPECIAL PROGRAM. AMONG THE NONSPECIAL PROGRAM
GIRLS, IT MADE NO STATISTICAL DIFFERENCE WHETHER OR NOT THE
FAMILY WAS BROKEN., INCLUDED ARE 59 TABLES PRESENTING DATA AND
THE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS USEC. (BF)
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PREFATORY SUMMARY

Each year in llashington an increasing number of young women become
pregnant while they are still in school. Since the early 1950's the num-
ber of illegitimate children born to nonwhite girls* under the age of 18
has been increasing, on the average, by approximately ten per cent a year.

In Washington, public school students who become pregnant are
required to leave school once the pregnancy is discovered until their
babies are born. 1t is frequently the case that the girl never returns
to school ¥ollowing this hiatus in her education.

Concerned about this situation, as well as about probable needs
for more systematic planning for the baby's future on the part of the
girt and her family, local school officials established in 1963 a special
program to provide a school in which a limited number of pregnant girls
could continue to attend classes while they were pregnant. This was a
demonstration program, sponsored by the Children's Bureau of the U. S.
Department of Health, Education, and Yelfare. In addition to offering
regular academic course work, the program provided for the services of a
special staff. The special staff included a psychologist,. three psychiatric
social workers, medical personnel, and a nutritionist. The specialists
worked with the students on a variety of matters, including among others
arrangements for child care, prenatal medical care, attitudes toward love

and sexual behavior, and weight control and nutrition.

*In 1965, 88% of all girls enrolled in the public secondary schools
were nonwhite.
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Briefly stated, the objectives of the program were to demonstrate:

1. A multidisciplinary team approach to meeting the needs of
pregnant school-age girls.

2. The feasibility of continuing the educational program for
regnant girls who otherwise would be compelled to drop cut of schoo!

dur; ng pregnancy, and of providing for their medical, social and
emotional needs,

3. The extent of participation by pregnant gir'ls, who normally
would be excused from school attendance during this period, in an
organized group in which they might become publicly identified,

L, The extent of community acceptance of group instruction of
pregnant girls by the public schools.

Demand for enrollment in the program was large, and the school
was able tc accommodate only about a fourth of the 541 girls who were
referred for enrollment the first year of operation. in all, 142 girls
attended the ‘lebster school for varying lengths of time that first year.

In 1965 the Bureau of Social Science Research was engaged by the
District Board of Education to conduct a stu'y of Yebster's first year of
operations to examine the extent to which the program was accomplishing
its goals, at least within the year or so since the babies' births.

Two basic evaluation criteria were selected for examination: the
rate at which the girls returned to and continued with regular school
following the baby's birth; and the frequency with which they bore addi-
tional children. The mode of evaluation used in the analysis was to com-
pare the postdelivery experiences of the girls who went to Webster with
those of a group of girls who umré pregnant that year but did rot attend
the special school, and to ascribe differences between them to participa-

tion in the program. In addition, data were gathered on a variety of
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other factors which might also be expected to bear on the return to
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school and the production of more children, such as attitudes toward school,
social networks and associations, knowledge and use of bi.th control

techniques, and so forth.
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The study design caiied for interviewing ail the giris who attende

.
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Webster the first year and an equal number of girls of the same ages who
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were referred to the program but were not enrolled. Brief interviews were
also conducted with an adult in the girit's home, when cne was available

(this was usually the girl's mother).

The mother's part of the interview covered such background

characteristics as houschold composition, amount and sources of income, ¥
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and occupations of workers in the family, as well as some attitudinal
material {the interview schedule is appended to the report). The girls

were asked about a wide range of topics, attitudinal, behavioral, and
demographic, which are discussed in more detail below. Data were eventually
collected from 109 Yebster girls and 123 who were not able to participate

in the program (the control group).

Although it was possible in this study to assess only the short-
run effects of participation in the llebster program, the data indicate
that attendance there did make a significant difference in whether a girl
returned to and stayed in regular school. Attendance also made a signifi~
cant difference in the likelihood that a girl would have become pregnent
again in the time since the first baby was born. Thus, the data confirm
the early impressions of the project staff that the program was "working."
More detailed information on these and other points is presented below,

and still more in the body of the report.




In the pages to follow, the findings are presented in generally
chronological order, beginning with data on the girls' backgrounds and
families, the process of getting to the llebster program, the experiences

of those who went there, and what happened to them in the mornths following

the baby's birth., Finally, the differences the liebster program made are
explicitly examined.

To illustrate the findings, certain data were abstracted from
the tables in the body of the report and are presented on the right=-

hand side of the page, separately for the 'lebster and control groups. It

s
9

should be emphasized that what are summarized below are fcr the most part
only some numbers from the tables. Very little of the reasoning behind
the inclusion of the variables involved is presented here, nor is more
than just a bit of discussion, speculation, and interpretation included.
This fuller treatment of the data is, of course, available to the reader

in the detailed report.

THE GIRLS: THEIR BACKGROUNDS AND CHARACTERISTICS

Yebster Control
4 Half the girls were less than 16 years old when
; their babies were born; their ages ranged from
less than 15 to over 18.

Girl's age at baby's birth: 16 and under 76 % 73 %
E More than half of each group were in junior high
: school the year they became pregnant, but the
1 Webster girls were disproportionately concerntrated
3 in the 10th, 1ith, and 12th grades.
: Grade of school at pregnancy:

10th, 11th, 12th Ls 3k
(p<.01)*

4 "This denotes a statistically significant difference, measured by
1 the chi-square, and states that the probability of this difference occurring
by chance variation of the data was less than one in 100,
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Webster Control

This seeming discrepancy in the data is explained
by the tendency of the non-Yebster girls to be
more often behind their ''appropriate'' grade level,
as judged by their ages.

Grade level: behind level indicated by age 32 % 55 %
On the other hand, the non-lebster girls got better
grades the year before they became pregnant than
did the \lebster group.

Grrde average: C or better L6 65

(P ¢.01)

Family Size and Composition

Nearly three quarters of each group came from
families with five or more members. 73 71

More than half of the families had twc or more
children under 12 years of age living with them. 56 61

The clear majority of the girls in each group were
living in (at least part of) the family into which
they had been born. 77 70

Among the 53 girls who were married at the time
of the interview, the non-Webster girls were
slightly more likely to have established a
separate family with their husbands.

Married: living separately
with their husbands Lo 55

The married Webster girls were more 1ikely to be
living together with their husbands in the home
of the family of one of them.

Among those living in their own family of origin,
more than half lived in broken families, 52 53

Most of the broken families were headed by vomen.
Eight in ten girls had lived all their lives in

Washington. Nearly as many of their mothers had
lived here for 20 years or more.
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Webster Control

Socioeconomic Status

According to several m:asures of socioeconomic
status, the Webster fanilies were in slightly
better circumstances than the non-Yebster families,

They had a higher monthly family income.
Family income: $600 or more per month \ 20 % 8 %

The Webster families also had a higher per capita
monthly income than did the families cf the
control group.

Per capita income: $80
or more per month 34 21

(P<.905)

The jobs held by the main wage earner in the
Webster families were more 1ikely to be regular
and full-time, rather than sporadic and/or
pari-time.

Jobs: regular and fuli-time 98 83
(pg .001}
The same proportion of families in each group
had no income from earnings. 11 9

The mothers of the YWebster girls were slightly
more likely to be employed. 52 Ll

The same was true of the girls themselvas. 17 11

Among the primary male wage earners, those of
the Webster families held higher-prestige jobs
than those of the non-‘ebster families.

Job prestige: above over-all median (55) 49 22
- (P<g.01)

This was also the case among the primary
female earners.

Job prestige: above over-all median (55) 48 2k
(Pp<.ot)

To repeat in summary, the Webster families were con-
sistently "o a somewhat better socioeconomic position.
These differences are statistically significant, but
it should be noted at the same time that they are not
numerically large, and thet the families seem to
belong to the same socioeconomic stratum (viewing the
system as a whole), which might be termed '"lower
middle class."
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Webster Lontrol
illegitimacy in_the Environment
When they were asked whether, as far as they knew,
their mothers were married at the time of the girl’s
birth, the Webster girls were less likely than the
non-Webster girls to say that they were illegitimate. 7%  18%
(P<£.02)

Asked for information on friends and relatives who
had borne illegitimate children, the girls described
365 such peop.e, 80 per cent of whom were friends.
The friends and relatives were not noticeably differ-
ent from the girls in the age at which they had the
baby, their marital status at the time of the inter-
view, or their disposition of the baby.

The friends and relatives did differ from the giris
in the study group in their experiences with the
school system, however. The friends and relatives
dropped out more often, although more of them
graduated from high school (perhaps a function of
their slightly greater age when the baby was born).

The difference is attributable to participation in
the Yebster program. The friends and relatives of
the MWebster yiris dropped out of school following

their pregnancy significantly more often (P<.001).

School status, Yebster girls: dropouts I

School status, Yebster friends and
relatives: dropouts 63

But the dropout rates were not significantiy differ-
ent for the girls in the control group and their
friends and relatives (P< .05).

School status, control girls: dropouts 6L

School status, control friends and
relatives: dropouts 70

Moreover, it will be noted that the friends and
relatives of the VWebster girls are quite similar in
this respect both to the non-\lebster girls and to
their friends and relatives. Thus, one effect of
participation in the VYebster program seems to have
been to differentiate the girl from her peers in
her relationship to the educational system.
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Webster Control

The Baby'!s Father

Nearly all the girls had known the father of the
baby for a year or more when they became pregnant.
The Webster girls had known him slightly longer.

Had known the father for one year or more 92 % 83 %

Most of the couples met through mutual friends
or at school.

Met through friends Lo 34
Met at school 26 19
The baby!s father was usually two or more years
older than the girl. The Webster girls were
stightly more likely to choose a boy within a

year of their own age.

Father was within a year of girl's age 29 21

The majority of the fathers were school dropouts,
although nearly four in ten had graduated from
high school.

s Father's school status: dropouts 53 60

In general, the fathers had had more formal
education than had their girlfriends. This was
the case to a greater extent among the non-
Webster fathers than in the Vlebster group.

Father's education: greater
than the girl's L6 66

(P¢.05)

About a quarter of the girls in each group had
) gotten married by the time of the interview. The
£ ‘ Webster girls were more likely to wait until after
3 the baby was born to marry, while .ae non-Webster
,‘ girls married more often before or during the
8 pregnancy.

Married following the baby's birth 81 61
(P<.05)

L o e
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Webster Control

VWhen they married, the VYebster girls were
less likely to marry the baby's father.

Husband was fTather of the baby

Among those who were pregnant at the time of
the interview, the lebster girls were the less
likely to have been pregnant by the father of
the first baby.

Father of new baby was father of first baby 50 81

These last two findings suggest that one function
of participation in the Vebster program was that
the girl was more likely to break off her relation-
ship with the baby's father. This was confirmed by
the answers to a question on how often tne girl saw
the baby's father, to which the Webster girls were
slightly more likely to reply that they saw him no
more than once a month, or never.

Sees baby's father less than
once a month or never 39 28

The Babies

The babies were just over 16 months old on the

average when the girls were interviewed. Nearly

all of the babies who were alive were living with

the girl. 1

O
U

Several of the pregnancies ended in miscarriage
or stillbirth. 8 6

This cannot be attributed to a lack of prenatal
care, since fetal deaths did not vary with presence
or absence, nor with length, of prenatal attention,

While nearly evervy girl received prenatal care, the

Webster girls were more likely to start it before

their fourth month of pregnancy. 85 59
(P< .001)
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Those girls whose babies were living with them
were asked about their involvement in caring

for and raising their chiidren: the reiative
importance of child care compared to other ways
of spending the time; who had the most to say
about raising the baby; and actual babysitting
responsibilities. On the value level, there was
no difference between the two groups of girls.

Babysitting is more important than
going to school 22 % 26 %

Babysitting is more impcrtant than
going to work 37 33

Censistently more of the non-Webster girls had
respons ibility for child care during each of
five periods of the day, inciuding the hours
when they might have been attending school.

Girl has responsibility for child care
in the:

morning &2 57
(P<.05)

afternoon L6 60
(P<.05)

evening 56 71
(P<.05)

And the Webster babies were more frequently cared
for by someone other than the girl or her mother,
leaving the girls even freer of this responsibility
(sickness on the part of the mother wouid nct be

so disruptive, for example).

Child care by other than the girl or
her mother in the:

morning Lo 25
(P<.05)

afternoon Lo 22
(P <.01)
Whether or not a girl's —other worked made no
difference in either group in the girl's babysitting
responsibil:ties.
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With respect to who ""has the most to say about
raising the baby,' another {intermediate) value
statement, again there were no differences
between the groups.
The girl has most to say about
child-raising 60 % 65 %

Thus, the girl's babysitting behavior seems to
vary independently of her expressed wvalues. For
example, child care responsibilities are not
associated with who has most to say about raising
the baby (P .05 in either group of girls.

THE PROCESS OF GETTING TO WEBSTER AND VHAT HAPPENED THERE

Only a small number of girls said in the interview
that they did not know of the existence of the
Viebster program, These were, obviously, all
non-Webster girls.

Ignorant of the existence of the program 8

Among those who had some knowledge of the project,
a parent, the school system, and the mass media
were relatively more important sources of informa~
tion on the school for uebster girls. For the non-
Webster girls, a friend, a medical institution, and
a social worker were relatively more important.

The non-Webster girls gave a variety of reasons why
they did not attend the school. About a fifth said
that they never considered enrolling, because they
were more than four months pregnant at the time,
they had no interest in school, they had made no
plans for themselves at that time, they opted for
maternity home care, and so forth.

Among those who considered going to ‘lebster, the
most frequent reason given for not doing so was
that the school was overcrowded.

s
AP+ W arad e —~ et e AN PR AP AT - A B S S I AP g ——— - r—



Xviit

Webster Control

Perceptions of the School

Two-thirds of the non-\lebster giris differentiated
the Webster program in terms of the fact that all
its students were pregnant. This exceptional cir-
cumstance aside, the great majority of girls
described the program as one in which the students
"study straight courses.'' Some knew that there was
also special instruction in baby care.

When they were asked more specifically whether, as
far as they knew, any pregnant girl could enroll

in Webster, the most frequently-mentioned limitatics
on enrollment was the capacity of the program to
accommodate the demand.

Whether or not she considered going to \lebster, or
actually did go, nearly every girl said that she
thought a Webster-type program would be good for
all school-age pregnant girls.

The Time at Webster

The Webster girls were enrclled in the program for
a median of 18 weeks. All but 16 per cent stayed
in school up until the time of delivery.

Among the reasons given for leaving Vlebster before
the baby arrived, the one most often mentioned was
illness and/or false labor.

When they were asked whether VWebster seemed very
different from regular school, about half said that
it did not. The main ways in which Yebster seemed
different included (in descending frequency of
mention) differences in the physical plant, the
rules and regulations, and the general atmosphere
and concern for the individual giri.

Nearly all the girls thought that they had done as

well or better as students at Webster than they

- 4 before they became pregnant. This proved to be
a~ overastimation on the part of many, at least as

far as grades went.

Earned equal or better grade average
at Yebster 88 %

Judged their relative grade averages
accurately 36
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Among the various things the program participants
learned at Webster, baby care was most often

named as the single most useful thing, foliowed by
academic subject matter and new perspectives on
love and sexual behavior.

The girls were asked for their perceptions of the
work of the special staff of the program. Among
the wide variety of activities described for each
of the specialists, the function(s) most frequently
named were taken as the central component(s) of
each of the roles as perceived.

The role of the social workers was centrally one of
helping the girls with their personal problems. This
was said to be a "very useful' function by a majority
+f the girls.

Social workers' work was very useful 76 %

The psychologist had a dual role: giving tests;
and talking to the girls and answering their
questions, The test-giving function was under-
standably judged to be somewhat less useful than
the counseling one.

The testing was very useful Lo
The counseling was very useful 65
The nurse's job was perceived as that of teaching
about baby care, which was rated very usefuil more
than any other function. It will be remembered
that, earlier, baby care was named as the single
most useful thing learned in the program.
The baby care instruction was very useful 78
Finally, the nutritionist's work was most often
described as teaching the girls about maternity

diets and nutrition in general.

The instruction on maternity diets
was very useful Lo

The instruction on general nutrition
was very useful 50

Do s s e o o

Control




XX

Webster Control
THE EVALUATION: THE RETURN TO SCHOOL

There are disti.ct differences between the two
groups in school status following the baby's
birth, The Websier girls continued with regu-
lar school more, graduated more, and dropped out
less than their non-ilebster counterparts.

Oropped out of school Lt % 6k %
(P¢.001)

At every grade level, the non-Webster dropout
rate was higher than that for Webster girls.

The most vulnerable year for the Webster girls
(i.e., the grade at which they were most 1ikely
to drop out) was the ninth grade; that for the
non-Yebster girls was the eighth grade. This
reflects the approach to age 16 in each.group

(it will be remembered that the non-Yebster girls
were more likely to be behind their appropriate
grade level),

Among the dropouts, the YWebster girls were more
likely to have returned to school following the
baby's birth and then dropped out sometime later.
The non-Webster girls typically dropped out at
the time that their pregnancy was discovered and
they were excused from school.

Dropouts: returned to regular school
and ther: dropped out 73 28
(P <.o001)

In a search for alternative explanations for this
distribution of the data, several additional vari-
ables were examined, including socioeconomic status,
the girls! attitudes toward school, and their per-
ceptions of the atiitudes of their familyrand frighds.
It was found that although each of these factors
contributed to some extent to the distribution of

the data on the return to school, none was suffi~
ciently influential to eliminate the factor of
attendance at Webster entirely.
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Although a girl's socioceconomic status had some
independent association with her return to
school, it was not a sufficiently strong asso-
ciation to account for the differentials in
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Large proportions of each group agreed that high
school graduation is ''more important than just
about anything else a girl can do."

In response to another question on educational
values, upwards of three-quarters of the girls
chose school over baby-sitting and over going
to work. On neither measure of values did the
two groups differ significantiv.

School is more important than babysitting 76 % 74 %
School is more important than going to work 91 82

High values on educaticn were inversely related

to dropout rates. The larger the number of inter-
personal and institutional supports for staying

in school that were available to a girl, the less
likely she was to drop out.

ke AN e L Ay

Those with maximum support: dropouts 24 Ll

Those with minimum support: dropouts 70 77
(P<.o1)  (P<.05)

Among the girls who were attending regular school

the full year after the baby was born (1964-1965),

the majority maintained or raised their. academic

performance, as measured by grade averages. There

is no difference between the Vlebster and control

groups in this respect. 75 72

Among the few girils who went to work after the
baby ¢ 12, the Webster girls held jobs at higher
skill levels.
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THE EVALUATION: ADDITIGNAL CHILDREN

The Webster girls were significantiy iess iikely
than the non-Webster girls to have borre another
child by the time of the interview. Nor were they
as likely to have been pregnant when they were

interviewed.
Those with another child 9% 22 %
Those who were pregnant 19 31

(p <.001)

The junior high school girls in both groups con-

tributed a disproportionate number of the additional

children, although the differentials were nct

statistically significant. Hcwever, while lebster

attendance generally lowered the chances of having

another child, this effect was more noticeable among

the junio: high school giris.
More children, over-all 28 53
More children, junior high 37 59
More children, senior high 22 Lo

Again, a search was made for alternative explana-
tions for the distribution of the repeated pregnan-
cies, utilizing variables of socioeconomic status,
changes in life patterns since the baby's birth,
family ¢ ze and composition, and knowledge and use
of birth control techniques.

Socioeconomic status was not significantly asso-
ciated witli the production of additional children,
although, as with the return to school, the data
suggested that this factor was not without influence.

Maintenance of or change in such life patterns as
leisure time activities and personal associations,
including association with the first baby's father,
had nc significant association with whether or not
the giri had had another child or was pregnant.
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Only among the Webster girls did it make a
difference whether the family was broken or
intact. Among them, the chance of having
another baby was lowered if they lived in a
family with both parents present. The size
of the family made no difference in a girl's
chances of a repeated pregnancy.

Nearly all of the girls knew of one or mere
techniques of birth control. Most of those with
this knowledge gained it only after the birth
of the baby which brought them intc coiitact

with the Yebster progranm,

The most frequentiy-used form of birth control
used by the girls in each grou;- was ''the pili"
(although there was scattered evidence that it
was not being used correctly). The non-tlebster
girls placed slightly greater reliance on the
pill, the Webster giris on vaginal foam.

Since no data were collected on the frequency
and manner of utilization of birth control
techniques, it was not possible to examine
thoroughly what appeared to be a lack of any
systematic relationship between knowledge and
use of birth control and repeated pregnancy
patterns.

THE FUTURE

With respect to what they expected to be doing in
the fall of 1965 (that is, shortly following the
time of the interview), the Hebster girls were
more likely to be planning to go to schoel or to
combine school and work. The non-Webster girls
expected to be going to school to a lesser extent,
and nearly a quarter of them were planning to
stay home.

Planned to go to school (and, sometimes,
also work) 8L %

Planned to worik full-time 13

Planned to stay home 2

Lontrol

54 %
19
22

(P<.001)




Webster
Among those who planned to attend school,
most expected to be attending regular
public schoo! (as opposed, for example,
to a trade schoo!). 82 %

The Webster girls were slightly more likely
to plan to attend day school, the non-ilebster
giris to attend night school.

Lontrol

81 %




I NTRODUCT 1 ON

Each year in MWaskington an increasing number of young women become
pregnant while they are still attending school. In the 1963-1964 school
year, for exampie, District Department of School attendance records showed
that 347 girls 15 years of age ard ycunger were pregnant, of whom most
were probably unmarried. Since the early 1950's the number of illegiti-
mate children born to nonwhite girls under the age of 18 has been increasing,
on the average, by approximately ten per cent a year. And cne estimate puts
illegitimacy among girls under 18 at a magnitude of over 1,000 In 1965, to
increase, '"if not checked, to about 1,500 in a few years.”}

In Washington, as in most cities, public school students who
become pregnant are asked to leave scheol once their pregnancy is discov-
ered, and they stay excused until after the delivery. A frequent result
of the interruption of what may already be a tenuous attachment to the
school system is that the girl in question never returns to school, or
does so only with reluctance and correspondingly poor performance.

Concerned about this situation as well as about ''the negl igence
in obtaining pre-natal care on the part of many . . . girls' and ''the

lack of adequate plarning for the care and welfare of the babies,”2

IFrom an '"Interim Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Gjrls!
School,'' a document in the files of the public school system.

2From the first annual report of the program to be described below,
"Report on a Multi-Disciplinary Approach to a School-Centered Rehabllntataon
Program for Pregnant School-Age Girls for the 1963-1964 School Year,' which
contains most of the information on which these background remarks rest
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District school officials established in 1963 a special program to provide

a school in which a iimited number of these girls could continue to attend
classes while they were pregnant. It was funded by a three-year demon-
stration grant from the Children's Bureau of the U. S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (Project D 130). Drawing on the experiences and
resources of the school system, the Department of Public Health, and the
Department of Public Welfare, the program was designed to demonstrate:

1. A multi-disciplinary team approach to meeting the needs
of pregnant school-age girls

2. The feasibility of continuing the educational program for
pregnant girls who otherwise would be compelled to drop out of school
during pregnancy, and of providing for their medical, social and
emotional needs

3. The extent of participation by pregnant girls, who normal ly
would be excused from school attendance during this period, in an
organized group in which they might become publicly identified

L., The extent of community acceptance of group instruction of
pregnant girls by the public schools.

The Organization of the Program

Going to the Vebster school was ir several respects quite similar
to going to regular school. The girls attended classes in regular schoo}
hours, returning home at the end of the school day. The academic curricu-
tum was like that prescribed for students in nonvocat ional junior and
senior high schools in the city, and included such course offerings as
English, algebra, history, typing, etc. (although it was necessary some
of the time to combine grade leveis of instruction, such as seventh and
eighth grade English, or seventh, eighth, and ninth grade science). The

girls were on the Webster rolls until delivery and for a few weeks following

3ibid.

e rt——
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while they recovered, after which they presumably transferred back to
regular school. For the most part, they transferred to a different school
than the one they attended when they became pregnant, since all but one
or two schools discouraged their reenrollment.

There were at the same time, however, several respects in which
the Webster program was quite different from that in regular school,
notably in the work of the special program staff. In addition to the
staff of a supervisor and teachers, the program utilized the full-time
services of three psychiatric social workers and part-time services from
a clinical psychologist, medical personnel, and a nutritionist were made
available. These specialists!' functions are describsd briefiy below,

The social workers were to provide a variety of social services
aimed at aiding the girl "', . . to work through and resolve the problems
surrounding pregnancy, to guide her in making long range plans for the
care of her baby, . . . and to facilitate her satisfactory transition from
this program back to reguiar school."

The psychologist was ' . . . to supply the necessary psychological
insights for the social workers, teachers and nurse, and to assist the
girls in changing their social-sex attitudes through group sessions.“5

The medical personnel gave informal instruction in prenatal
physiology and general health practices, supervised the required regular

prenatal care and referred the girls for other necessary medical care,

Mipid.

21bid.
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offered classes on infant care, and organized a trip for some of the older
girls to 2 maternity ward to famiiiarize them with the delivery procedure.

The nutritionist's work was not detailed in the annual report, but
it seems to have bheen centered around instruction cn maternity diets and
weight control, child nutrition, and nutrition in general.

The program was housed on 'the second floor of a school buiiding
which no longer housed children . . . located in the business area of the
city.”6 It was estimated that this space could accommodate about 60
girls at any one time, and that a total of around 125 could be enrolled
during the course of the school year. Anticipating that applications
for admission would exceed the capacity of the program in the early limited
experimental stages, formal selecticn priorities were established.

Priorities . . . by which students are to be selected in the

event that applications exceed capacity are as follows:

1. Those under 16L7] in the early months of pregnancy

2. All others under 16

3. Those 1€ and over in [the] early stage[s] of pregnancy

L. Students needing junior and senior high school course

completions for credit toward graduation

No girls enrolled will be dropped because a girl of higher priority

applies after capacity of the program is reached, Lut girls on the

waiting list will be admitted according to the above priorities at the
time a vacancy occurs.

In all, 142 girls were enrolled in the program in 1963-196%, and ancther

399 were referred but not enrolled.

S1bid.

MThe upper age limit of applicability of Washington compulsory
school regulations.
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The Evaluation 1}

o In 1965, the Bureau of Social Science Research was engaged by the

B
T L Py
VT, L

District Board of Education to conduct a study of the VWebster program's
first year of operations to examine the extent to which it was accomplish-
i 3 ing its goals, at least within the year or so since the babies? births.

3 The program has many facets, of course, and not all of them could suitably
L be examined in a sirgle study; and investigation even of selected aspects
‘ éj of the program could have been carried out in a variety of ways. In the 2

necessary establishment of research priorities, two general evaluation

v criteria were designated for primary emphasis in measurement of the apparent
) ;i effects of attendance at VWebster: the frequency with which the girls
returned to and continued with regular school following the baby's birth;
and the frequency with which they became pregnant again within the period
between the baby's birth and the time of the study. These particular areas
of behavior were selected as the main points of the evaluation on the 4
grounds that they are probabiy basic to the success of any other aspect
of the program. Unless it can be shown that attendance at Webster is
associated with modification of behavior in these areas, much of the
'3 reason for the program's existence disappears, i
~:‘; in addition to providing for gathering information on relation-
ships between participation in the Webster program, the return to school,
and the bearing of additional children, the study was designed to elicit
‘W?{ data on various extra-ilebster factors which might also be expected to

bear on the same behavior. These include such attitudinal and environ-

mental factors as the 'social system of illegitimacy" from which the A




-6

girls came, the attitudes of the girls and of those around them toward
continuing in school, knowledge and use of birth control techniques, and

so forth.

The Study Design

The study utilizes a quasi-experimental design, allowing for direct
comparison of attitudes and behavior between the girls who attended the
Webster school that first year and a similar group who were referred to
the program but did not enter it. The plan was to interview all the
girls who went to Yebster and an equal number of girls, matched by age,
who did not attend. {This second group is designated in the report as
the ""non-Webster'' or control group.) Interviewers were assigned to each
potential respondent to conduct an interview which lasted around an hour.
The first and shorter portion of the interview was to be with the girl's
(biological or sociological) mother or another older relative if the girl
usually lived with that person. This part of the interview covered such

matters as household composition, amount and sources of family income, and

the mother's education, community activity, and length of residence in

Washington. The rest of the interview was conducted with the girl herself

oiif and touched on a wide variety of topics, attitudinal, behavioral, and
f demographic, which will be presented in detail in the following pages.
| The interview scheduie is apsended to this report.
In addition to the date gathered in the interviews, information
‘.w; was obtained from official schooi records on the girls' academic performance

© and school status.
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Location of the respondents proved to be a relatively difficult
and time-consuming process because the address records from which assign-
ments were made were as much as two years old. Comparing the two groups
of giris, many more of the non-iiebster giris couid not be iocated, had
moved without a forwarding address, or were listed at nonexistent addresses.
Eventually, valid interviews were obtained from 109 Webster (77% of the
total) and 123 non-Ylebster girls.8

Before proceeding to discussion of the study findings, it would
be well to describe explicitly some of the limitations of this study.
First, as suggested above, it does not ailow for direct evaluation of
each of the program goals. Specifically, there are no data with which to
evaluate the effectiveness of the "multidisciplinary approach' used by
Webster. Neither dc th. data allow for appraisal of public acceptance
of the program beyond that of the individuals actually interviewed (which

are part of, but probably not representative of, the public at large).

Each of these questions would require a study of its own. The present
study bears primarily on the educational continuity aspects of the
Webster program, and its approach is from the point of view of the

.i; students who were (or might have been) its participants.

Time is another limiting factor. Most of the interviewing was

.wwf done in August 1965, allowing a maximum of about 22 months for the girls

3 8A much higher proportion of the Vlebster group was located and
: interviewed than was the case with the original control sarwle. There
4 were at least one and usually several replacements available for each
! of the non-Webster group, but ncne for the Webster girls. Only 31% of
g the original non-VWebster sample were located and interviewed.
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te have established new patterns following the birth of the baby. Thus,
any evaiuation of the program is limited to an evaluation of its short
run effects, and there is no way of telling what differences, if any,
attendance at Webster eventually makes in a girl's life. A longitudinal
study of the program using a panel design in which the girls were contacted
at the time they were referred to Webster and followed through their preg-
nancy and for some time afterward, would not only be interesting, but
would help to solve some of the problems inherent in the design adopted
for this analysis, such as the necessity to rely on retrospection in
responses, or the lack of data with which to judge what the long range
impiications of the program might be.

Further, this is not a study of pregnant school-age girls as such,
since the group is probably an unrepresentative part of that larger group.

The very fact that the girls sought to continue their education probably

distinguished them from many pregnant girls of the same age, such as those
who were not interested in school, or those from parts of the social system
)‘j in which it is more common to approach the pregnancy as a problem in

. % locating an abortionist, in securing entrance to a residential maternity
home, or to take no particular action at all.

3 Another important thing missing in the study is some of the flavor
. ;? of the experience, both for the girls and for the staff who designed and
carried out the program. It is difficult to quantify (indeed, for respond-
8 ents to express) the '"pioneer spirit" discerned by some of the program
staff, the sense of a ''second chance' afforded the girls who were enrolied
g in the project, the excitement of experiment, and the many subtleties of

E response to the experience.




-9~

What the study does do is to provide a rather extensive body of data
bearing on the lives, experiences; and attitudes of the giris who came in
contact with the program--data which can serve as the basis for evaluation
of certain important existent and potential effec’s of the role of the
program in the community.

In assessing the findings on the eff .cts of attendance at the
Vebster program, it is well {o bear in min. just what might be expected
in the way of effect. it would be unlik..y, for example, that every
Webster ¢irl would return to regular school and stay there, and that none
of the non-VWebster girls would do so. 'or would it be reasonable to
expect that no Vlebster girl but every non-tebster girl would have borne
another child. There are several reasons why this would not be the
expected situation. Perhaps the most important is that the hours spent
at Webster accounted for only a portion of the girl's day, and while she
might have been expected to carry some (or all) of what she learned at
school home with her, the school was, nevertheless, only one of many
sources of influence in her life. Some of these sources may have been
supportive of the school's goals, but others probably were not. It will
be seen that the majority of girls did not change their networks of social
contacts following the baby's birth, for example (they continued to live
at home during the pregnancy, *hey had the same friends, did the same
things in their leisure timz, and continued to see the father of the baby),
and those networks were part of the environment in which the girl originally
became pregnant. And just as the hours spent at school were only part of
the day, the months the girls spent there represented only a small portion

of their lives.




-10-

Another reason to expect these data to show less than absolute effect is
that the period under study was the program's first year of operation,

a period which necessarily involved trial and error, explorat ion, and
chaking down.'' Uhile this is not intended to suggest that absolute
effects would follow on accumulated experience, it is probable that with
time certain increases in desirable effect might reasonably he expected.
Indeed, this report is one factor in that accumulation of experience, and
hepefully will provide a partial basis for consideration of the goals and
direction of the program. !t would also be important, at the same time,
to validate (or refute) these findings by similar systematic examination
of the characteristics and experiences of the participants in the program's
second and third years. It is known, for example, that 57 per cent of the
girls enrolled the second year were from high schootl, as contrasted with
L5 per cent the first year. it would be important to know whether the
second year's comparative dropout rate was lower than that for the first
year, as would be suggested by the data presented in the report.

A final caveat: the Webster program has run the life of its
demonstration grant, and will, starting in the fall of 1966, expand to
approximately four times its original size, supported under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Thus, some of that which fol lows may
be size- or time-tied in such a way as to be irrelevant to the project's
future. Just how much or how serious this matter is cannot be judged now,

but this change in the program should be kept in mind.

The Organization of the Report

The report of findings is organized in roughly chronological

sequence, describing first the families from which the girls came, their




-11-

personal and social characteristics, the process of getting to the llebster
pregram, the experiences there of those who were enrolled, and what hap~
perred to the girls in the months fellowing the baby's birth., Finally,

the differences the llebster program seems to have made in the return to
school and the production of additioral children are expiicitly exanmined.

In the report, the study group is usually broken into its Vebster
and non-Webster components. #uch of the time this does not reflect the
expectation that the two groups differ with respect to the variable under
examination, such as family background. But this technique facilitates 3!
the identification of points at which the groups do differ, sometimes
vhen they were not cxpected to,

Throughout the analysis the chi-square test has been used to
evaluate the significance of differences and similarities between the
two groups. Tue minimum acceptance level was set at five per cent proba- -
bility that differences could be attributed to chance variation of the
data. Thus, the phrase ''no difference' means here ''no statistically
significant difference," even though there may be numerical differences
to be observed. (it will be remembeied that chi-square tests only for
the existence of a nonchance relationship, and says nothing about the

strength of the association.)




THE GIRLS: THEIR BACKGROUNDS AND CHARACTERISTICS

The girls, ali but 3 or 4 of whom were Negroes, ranged from i3
vears old to over 18: their median age was just over 16 when their babies
were born (see Tabie 1). They were a somewhat yourger group than all non-
white mothers of illegitimate children in Washington in 1963: in the
city as a whole, among those 19 years old and younger who bore illegiti-
mate children that year, 7 per cent were less than 15 years of age, while
16 per cent of the study group were that young. (This is at ieast partly
a function of Webster's selection priorities, which emphasized selection
of girls in younger age groups.) Not all of the girls in the study group
were unmarried, so that comparisons with illegitimacy rates for the city
are not entirely valid. However, although about a fifth of each group
married after the baby came, the great majority {92%) were unmarried at

the time of the baby’s birth.

TABLE 1

GIRL!'S AGE
(1n Percentages)

Age \lebster Non-\/ebster
9 (N=109) (N=123)

Less than 15 12 18
15 31 23
16 33 32
17 17 19
More than 18 6 3
Unknown i 5

100 100

Medi an 16-1/4 years 16-1/4 years
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One characteristic of the girls in the study group which differen-
tiated them from the population cf all school-age mothers was the very fact
that they attempted to continue their school ing while they were pregnant.
This attribute of the girls becomes more significant when it is noted that
over half of the study group were 16 years or older when the baby was
born. A good number of these girls were probably close to or even over
the compulsory school age at the time they became pregnant.

Most of the girls were in junior high school at the time their
babies were conceived. Here, there is a difference between the llebster
and non-Webster girls: while a little over half of those who went to
Webster were in high school, only about a third of the other girls were
that far along in school .9 Thirty per cent of the Webster girls were in
the eleventh and twel fth grades when they got pregnant, but only 16 per
cent of the non-Webster girls. There was no difference in the median
ages of the two groups, and the differences in their year of school is a
reflection of a tendency for the non-llebster girls to be relatively far-
ther behind their appropriate grade level, as judged by their ages.]0

Indeed, while 55 per cent of the non-\lebster girls were behind, this was

true of only 33 per cent of the Webster group.

9With a probability of less than one per cent that this difference
is attributable to chance variation of the data.

Orhis is crudely measured by subtracting six from the giri's age
to place her in her ''appropriate'’ grade of school. Vhile thic would not
be a satisfactory absolute measure of academic progress, it will serve
adequately for purposes of comparison between the two groups.

- {m "By r}:;'*
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TABLE 2

GRADE OF SCHOOL WHEN PREGNANCY OCCURRED
(In Percentages)

Grade Ylebster Non-\lebster
(N=109) (N=123)

7th 6 11
8th 16 22
9th 23 31
11th 16 q
12th 14 7
Unknown - 2
100 100

Break: Junior high/high: x* = 8.6; d.f, = i; P €.0i.

TABLE 3

BAPPROPRIATE' GRADE LEVEL FOR AGE
(In Percentages)

Viebster Non-Webster
{N=106) (N=113)
At appropriate grade level 34 27
Above it 33 18
Below it 33 55
100 100

Break: below/at or above: x2 = 10.7; d.f. = 1; P<.01
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The differences in grade level and academic progress suggests

that a factor may have been operating in the VWebster selection process
favoring the better students, a kind of ''selection for success.'' On the
other hand, when academic standing is measured by grade averages, the
non-Webster girls received significantly better grades the school year
before they became pregnant than did the VYebster girls (although the four
who had faiiing grades that year were all non-llebster girls). In view of
the tendency for the non-Webster girls to be farther behind their appro-
priate class level, their better grade standing may have been partly a
function of their greater maturity relative to the level of the work they

were asked to do in school.

TABLE 4

GRADE PERFORMANCE BEFORE PREGNANCY
(In Percentages)

\lebster Non=Vebster
Grades
(N=106) (N=105)
C or better L6 65
Below C 54 35
100 100

Break: C plus/below: x% = 7.6; d.f. = 1; p < .01

All of the girls came from relatively large families. Comparison

of the median family sizes of the two groups shows o difference between
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them: the Webster families contained a median of 6.0 persons, and the

control families were only slightly larger.

TABLE 5

FAMEILY SIZE
(In Percentages)

Number Wlebster Non=-lJebster

in Family (N=109) (N=123)
24 21 23
5-7 39 32
8~10 2k 26
11=-13 9 10
14 and over ] 3
Unknown 6 6
100 100

Median 6 6.25

Nearly all the families had children under 12 years of age living

with them. In a few families there were no youngsters, because the baby

which brought the girl into contact with the Vebstar program (the Webster

baby) had died or lived elsewhere, the girl had not had any additional

children, and no one else in the household had a youngster living there.




NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER 12 YEARS
(tn Percentages)

Wlebster Non-Webster
Youngsters (N=109) (N=123)

Unknown

2.6 2.8

Among those living in their own family of origin more than half
1ived in broken families. This is a considerably higher proportion than
that which was characteristic for -nonwhite families in the District as a
whole in 1960, where both parents were present in 74 per cent of them.

Most of the broken families were headed by women, usuaily the girl's mother
(the comparable figure for.Washington as a whole for 1960 was 21%).

Eighteen per cent of the Webster girls and 27 per cent of the
control group were married and living with their husbands, some in separate
families of their own, some in an extended family relationship (with the
girl's family, or with the husband's family). Among the married group,
Vebster girls and their husbands were slightly (but not significantly)
more iikely to be living in an extended family situation, while the ncn-
Webster girls were more likeiy to have established their own separate

families with their husbands.
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TABLE 7

GiRLS' MARITAL STATUS AND LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
(In Percentages)

5 tlebster Non-Vlebster
tatus (N=109) (N=123)
; -3 Unmarried:
1 in the family that
? raised her: 77 70
1 Both parents present 36 33
d Mother absent ] 2
: Father absent 36 33

Both ahsent L 2

Married:
In the family that

raised her: 6 z

Both parents present L 3

Mother absent - 1

father absent 2 2

Both absent - 1

In her own separate
ﬁ family: i 18
3 in her husband!s family 5 2
f; Unknown Arrangement: 5 3
:
100 100

The families were relatively long-term residents of Vashington.
The clear majority of the girls~-eight out of ten, at least--were natives
of the District. None of them had moved to Washington less than three

years prior to the interviewing, although a very few had spent as much
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as a year with relatives in other parts of the country recently, while

maintaining a base with the Washington members of their family. Around

half of the girls or more in each group had lived in their neighborhood

- .
re than five years, Here is one of the places wher

for locating respondents resulted in a biassing of the data, since the

less stable families were missed in the interviewing. This is especially

the case for the non-=llebster girls. That there is no difference between

TP P e e ot ot v e ey

the groups in length of residence is precisely because they are stable and

could therefore be located either at the outdated address in the Vebster

records, or through friends or former neighbors.

Where information was available, at least a fifth to a third of the

girls were daughters of a native of Washington, and a large-preportion of

the mothers had lived in the city for 20 years or more.

TABLE 8

GIRLS!' LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN YASHINGTON

(In Percentages)

~— = = =

Vlebster Non«Webster
(N=109) {N=123)

Residence

Lifetime 31 80

Moved here from elsewhere

19 20

100
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TABLE 9

MCTHERS!' LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN WASHINGTON
(In Percentages)

Webster Non-Webster
(N=78) (N=82)
3- 9 years 8 7
10~19 years 19 18
20 or more 73 75
100 100
All her 1ife® 36 21

#Some additional numbers of the mothers are pro-

bably Washington natives, but it is not possible to be sure

just how many.

Measurement of the'socio-economic status of the families in the
study group was difficult, and there is some question about the reliabil-
ity of the figures which were obtained. This was the case for several
reasons, among them the circumstance that many of the respondents, all
women, and the girls' mothers for the most part, simply did not know
what others in the family earned at their jobs, if any. Further, although
the majority of jobs were regular and full-time, some were part-time and/or
sporadic, and it was not possible to take very systematically into account
the effects of such factors as seasonality and the business cycle, although
the respondents were asked to take a stab at the 'average month.'' Another

factor here is the relatively frequent change in patterns of income sources

for families at the levels these appear to be, with chances that the
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family will be taken off or put onto public assistance, that the court-
ordered support check may or may not arrive, and so forth. Nevertheless,
the data which were gathered scem to make sense when they are put together
with other information, and they are probably adequate for comparisons
within the study group.

Data for several indicators of socio-economic status were gethered
from the girls' mothers (or anotiher adult where one was in the family).
These incluced meney income, job characteristics, and specific occupations
of members of the family. 7o anticipate the conclusion to be drawn from
the data, the families of the Webster giris were in a noticeably more
favorable economic positicn than those of the non-Yebster giris: they
had higher incomes, better jobs, and less precarious sources of income
ir. general.

The families of the study were neither the very poorest in the
city nor in the higher reaches oi the socio-economic system. Over-all,
the median family income for the study group was near, though slightly
below, the median for all nonwhite Yashington families in 1960. (1t
should be remembered, though, that these families were larger than the
average, so that par capita income is lower by a good deszi.)

TACLE 10

FAMILY INCOME® PER MONTH
(In Percentages)

~ \lebster Non-liebster
In~ome (N=‘09) (N=]23)

Up to $199 9 i3
$200  $399 38 40
$400 - 599 23 21
$600 and over 20 8
Unknown 10 18

100 100
nedian $387 $3k2

a : .

Respondents ware asked to take into account
seasonal and business fluctuations, and to report their
‘ncome ''in the average month."

o .
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Around a tenth of the Families had no income from wages and szlaries,
but relied on public assistance, pension payments, and contributions from

private welfare agencies and individuals, For around 10 per cent of the

Tadita g b

families, public assistance was the major single source of income; a few

b P
Y

additional families counted public assistance as part, though not the
ma‘ority, of their income. There was a (non-significant) tendency for
the non-Webster families to rely more exclusively on public assistance
for income: of the 15 families in the control group who received public
assistance, this was the largest single source of income for two-thirds,
but only for about half of the 19 Webster families who received public 5'
assistance.

Comparing the two groups of families, those of the VWebster girvls
had significantly higher per capita incomcs. The median vor the \lebster
families was 29 per cent greater than that for non-llebster families. (The
medians are group findings only, and have relativeiy little power to 3:
predict the position of any given family. Table 11 shows that the income
distribution curves overlap to a largz extent, so that some VWebster girls
are from families with considzirebly lower per capita income than those of
some of the non-liebster girls. The medians are presented in order to
illustrate the general economic levcls from which the girls derived, not
to suggest that all Vlebsteir girls were different in this respect from the
non-tlebster girls, The samc cauticon applies to the comparative figures
on median occupational prestige Below.)

Sixty per cent of ali Tamilies with the highest per capita monthly

income ($90 or more) had children accepted by VWebster whereas £5 per cent “i
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of the families with the lowest monthly per capita income (less than $20)
were not accepted into the school. It is not altogether clear whether
these figures indicate another selection bias in the Webster pregram,
There may, in fact, have been a tendency for the program to select girls
from families with relatively higher incomes. An alternative interpretation
might be made, however, along the lines suggested in other studies: that
increased income is associated with mere awareness of facilities available
in the community and knowledge about obtaining services. This could sug-
gest the expectation that the better-off families were more persistent in
their attempts to get their davghters enrolled in Webster, Persistence
made an acknowledged difference in the chance for acceptance of any given
girl, particularly as the demand began to exceed the school’s capacity

for students.

TABLE 11

PER CAPITA INCOME PER MONTH
(1n Percentages)

, Webster Non-Webster

neome (N=109) (N=123)
Up to $19 2 2
$20 -~ $39 21 28
$40 - $59 13 17
$60 - $79 18 ' 14
$80 and over 35 21
Unknown 11 18

100 100

Median $67.50 $52.20

Break: Above over-all median/below: xz = 5.2; d.f. = 1;

P < .05

T T ————— | Sr———r—
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Family income can of course be expectri to be closely related

to the jobs that produce it, and the data on these families are consistent
with that expectation, which is an encouraging bit of evidence on the
validity of the income data. The main earner (the individual with the
highest income from employment) in the Webster families was more likely
than his (or her) non-Webster counterpart to have a job which was fuli-
time and regular. Although the majority of jobs in both groups were of

this type, this was significantly more frequently the case among the

Webster girls' families.

TABLE 12

JOB CHARACTERISTICS OF MAIN EARNER

Webster Non. wehster
Status

Per Cent Per Cent Per {ent Per Cent

of Jobs of Total of Jobs of Total

(N=90) (M=109) (N=102)  (N=123)

Job

Full-time, regular o8 81 83 69
Full-time, sporadic ] 9 7
Part-time, reguiar ] ! 5 b
Part-time, sporadic - - 3 2
Unknown 6 9
No Income From ‘Jages 11 9
100 100 100 100

Break: Full-time, regular/other: xZ = 11.4; d.f. = 15 P < ,00]




-25-

Most of the families had more than one wage earner; this was true
of 62 per cent of the Yebster and 57 per cent of the control families.
Most of the second jobs were also regular and full-time.

About a fourth of the families had no male wage earner, and.were
dependent on the earnings of one or more women (some of them the girls
themselves). Looking just at working mothers, slightly more mothers of
Webster than of non-Webster girls worked outside the home. The same
pattern obtains among the girls: slightly more Webster than non-‘lebster

girls worked outside the home.

TABLE 13

MAOTHERS' EMPLOYMENT STATUS
(In Percentages)

Webster Non-Webster
Emp1oyment (N=109) (N=123)

At home? ] 2
Outside home 52 bl
None 30 29
Not applicableP 10 15
Unknown 7 10

100 160

qncludes employment such as babysitting in
own home,

bGirl does not live with mother, or there is no
mother or substitute in the home.




TABLE ik

GIRLS! EMPLOYMENT STATUS
(In Percentages)

Vebster Non-Webster

<

cmployment (N=109) (N=123)
At home - 1
Qutside home 17 11
None 76 7
Unknown 7 9

100 100

The occupations of the main male earner and the main female

earner (where there was either or both in the famiiy) were classified
according to their occupational prestige.}] Once again, the families

of the Webster girls as a group were in a better position than those in
the control group. Although the men and women within each group held jobs
at roughly the same prestige level, the ‘Yebster men had higher-prestige
jobs on the average than did the non-Webster men and more were in the
highest prestige category. The same was true of the women in the two

groups.

"Using Reiss! modification of the North-Hatt occupational prestige
scale (A. J. Reiss, Jr., Occupations_and Social Status [New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1961]), which predicts general proportions
who wouid rate a given occupation as ''good" or '"excellent'! based
©n n the eduzation and income of the occupant of the job and projecting
onto prestige rankings obtained by actual interview studies on limited
numbers of occupations. Although there are some reservations on the valid-
ity of the scale at lower levels of the socioeconomic range, it is never-
theless a useful descriptive tool. Some representative occupations at
selected prestige levels: construction laborer (43), construction opera~
tive (57), hospiv.t attendan: (52), counter and fountain worker (56),
painter (56), laundry and dry-cleaning operative (54), stenographer,
typist, secretary {7L4), retail trade sales clerk (67), auto mechanic (58),
truck driver (54), private household worker, living out {42), charwoman
and cleaner (48).
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TABLE 15

OCCUPAT IONAL PRESTIGE OF MAIN EARNERS (MALE AND FEMALE)
(In Percentages)

Men Women
llebster Non-llebster llebster Non-llebster
(N=109) (N=123) (N=109) {N=123)
Prestige Level:
Up to 39 2 2 ] -
40 - 59 31 L2 31 Ll
€0 and over 29 12 30 14
Cannot Rank Job - 3 L -
No Earner 23 yL 20 25
No Wage Income S 7 9 9
Job Unkncwn 6 10 5 8
100 100 100 100
Median 58 54 58 53
Break (Men): Above over-all median/below: x% = 10.4; d.f. = 1; P < .0l
Break (Women): Above over=-all median/ below: x2 = 8.2; d.f. = 1; P < .0l

in summary, then, and to repeat the earlier statement, the families
of the Webster girls were consistently in a better socioeconomic position
than those of the girls who did not attend the school. They had more stable
employment, in jobs of higher standing, and the larger incomes which would
expectedly be associated with those characteristics. It should be pointed
out that, although these differences are statistically significant, the

variations are not really so great when they are compared with data for
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the larger community. The study group showed internal similarities (such
as relatively low income) which distinguished it, even though there were
differences within it. Thus, a more accurate phrasing of the relative

socioeconomic positions of the two grcups of families might be that ''the

A, $ a ..

liebster Tamiiies were consistentiy in a ilittie better situation.

l1legitimacy in the Environment

Several items in the interview schedule yielded information on the
Penvironment of illegitimacy' in which the girls lived. These inciuded
questions on the girl's perception of her own illegitimacy and of the
experiences of her friends and relatives with pregnancies when they were
unmarried.

Although most of the girls in each group reported that they thought
they had been born legitimately, the non-llebster girls were significantiy
more likely to say that their mothers had not been married when they were
born. This difference could be interpreted in several ways, It may be
that the Vlebster respondents were more inclined to give the respectable
answer to the question. They were, after all, not only from somewhat
higher socioeconomic levels, but thev had been through the VWebster program,
where they were directly confronted with the norm that illegitimacy is

a 'bad thing," and to be avoided. Or, it may be that the Yebster girls’

3 mothers themselves encouraged the notion that the girls were legitimate.
(The question askad for the girl's perception of the situation; she cculd
not know whether her mother was married vhen she was born.) Or it may
simply be that pregnant illegitimate girls were in fact not as successful

at getting intc VWebster, though‘this seems unlikely. At any rate, it should
not be lost that 83 per cent of all the giris said thev thought that they

were legitimate.

T
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TABLE 16

GIRL'S REPORT ON HER LEGITIMACY
(In Percentages)

aitimacy llebster Non-Yebster
7 ! (N=109) (N=122)

Mother married at girl's

birth 88 80

Mother unmarried at girl's
birth 7 18
Marital status unknown 5 2
i00 100

Break: Married/unmarried: x% = 5.6; d.f. = 1; P < ,02

Most of the girls were younger when they had their first child
than their mothers had been with their first children. Only a few of the
girls' mothers were younger than their daughters when they started their
childbearing.

One implication of these data on the relative ages of tne girls
and their wiothers at first birth and the giri's perceived legitimacy
status is that they raise questions about the not-unknown assertion that
the behavior p =rn of young illegitimate pregnancy is cyclical or is
perpetuated along lines of descent {the bad-daughters-of-bad-mothers
approach). At least in this group, this did not appear to be the case.

When the girls were asked about friends and relatives who had
had illegitimate children, close to a fifth of each group said that they

did not know of anyone who had been in this predicament. The non-VWebster
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girls were slightly more likely to say this, which may raise a question
about the suggestion that Webster girls might have been more prone to
the respectable response. The 182 girls who did know of someone who had
had children 'when they weren't married'' gave information on 365 such

relatives and friends.

TABLE 17

REPORTS 8Y GIZL QF FRIENDS AND RELATIVES
YITH ILLEGIT IMATE CHILDREN
(In Percentages)

Wlebster Non-\leb ter
Relationship to Girl (N=187) (N=178)
Relative 20 20
Friend 80 . 80
100 100
Younger than girl 18 i9
f Same as girl 28 26
4 Older than girl 54 55
7 100 100
{:T
g Marital Status® (N=184) (N=173)
- 4 Same as girl 6L 71
il Different from gir! 36 29
:
ﬁ
_ 100 100
A .
..§ Disposition of Baby (N=136) (N=141)
i Same as girl 79 , 87
ax Different from girl 21 13
100 100

This refers to marital status at the time of
interview,

Boc s
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In some respects, the girls and their relatives and friemds were
similar: they had the same marital statuses mest of the time, and (where
the information was available) usually made the same disposition of the
baby. But these similarities are neither surprising nor particulariy
important. Negro mothers of illegitimate chiidren wmost often keep thuir
children with them, partly because adoption oppoitunities are so limited
for these babies. And there is no reason to expect that the friends or
relatives should have married or not married in different patterns then
the girls in the study group. In other words, these similarities of
experience may say less about the influence of friends and relatives on
the girl's behavior than about the histories of Negro mothers of illegitimate
children in general.

The experiences of the friends and relatives with the schoo! system
(as reported by the girls) were both less favorable than those of the study
group (more of the fcrmer were school dropouts) and more favorable {more
graduated from high school). Considerably fewer of the nongraduates were
reported to have continued their schooling after the baby was born. Since
the friends and relatives were frequently o' "sr than the girls when the
baby was born, and hence by age alorne more likely to be high school grad-
uates, those who continued school and those who araduated were combined
and compa.’ed with those who dropped out, The proportions in each of these
categories did not differ for the friends and velatives of the girls in
each group, and whatever differences emerge between girls in the study
group and their friends and relatives will be a reflection of the experi-

ences with the educational system on the part of the study group. It can
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TABLE 13

REPORTED POSTPARTUM EDUCATIONAL CONTINUITY OF FRIENDS AND RELATIVES
COMPARED WITH THE STUDY GROUP
(In Percentages)

School Study Friends and
S: :os Group Relatives
atu (N=231) (N=272)
. Dropped out 52 66
Cont inued 32 9
Graduated 15 25
100 100

be seen from Table 19 that the Webster girls differed significantly from
their friends and relatives, but that this was not so among the non-
Webster girls. Thus, to anticipate a finding to be discussed in more
detail below, the Viebster experience apparently functioned to differ-
entiate a girl from some of her peers with respect to at least this aspect

of her relationship to the school system.

TABLE 19

WEBSTER/NON-WEBSTER DIFFERENCES IN EDUCATIONAL CONTINUITY
COMPARED WITH THEiR FRIENDS AND RELATIVES
(In Percentages)

Webster Non-Vlebster
School
Status . Friends and Friends and
Girls pojatives ,8iT1S Relatives
(N=IO9) (N=|37) (N=‘23) (N=|3S)
Dropped ¢:.e L 63 6k 70
In school,
graduated 59 37 36 30

100 100 100 100

x2=11.1; d.f.=1; x2=1.2; d.f.=1;
P .00l P> .05
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The Babies?! Fathers

Most of the girls hau kr wn the baby's father for at least . vear
at the time they became pregnant, and a few had known him Tor seven years
or more. Fewer than a sixth had known him for a relatively chort time.
These data do not very greatly irom those of other studies, although the
categories of length of time, the specific information asked for, and the
respondents included are different in some respects. Sauber and Rubenstein'?2
found that 89 per cent of their respondents (which included some whites
and Puerto Ricans) had known the baby's father for at least a year prior
to the pregnancy. And Boverman!> found that

. .The vast najority of women had at some time gone with their
sex partners exclusively. . . . More than one-third of the Negroes
had associated with the alieged Tather to the exclusion ¢f othe- con-
tacts for more than two yeers before they had bacome pregnant. . .

About one-quarter of che Negro women nhad associated with the alleged
father exclusively for fewzr than six months or never.

The channel through which tie giris and their boyfriends most
frequently met was that of mutusl friends. Friends and parties accounted
for the mcans of acquaintance fTor over half of the couples in each group.
Next most important as @ meeting place was school. For the Webster girls,
schooi ~s a imeeting place was named siichtliy more often than it was by the
control! group, and so wer2 frionds. The non-Webster coupies met relatively
more often at a party or because cf their physical proximity {they lived

in the same house cr next door to one another, For instance).

12M, Sauber and E. Rubenstein, Experiences of the Unwed Mother as

a Parent {Community Council of Creater New Yo-k, 1965), ». 55.

o
v

13¢. E. Bowerman, D. Irish, and H. Pope, Unwed Motherhood:
Personal and Social Consequences {(mimeo, 1963), p. 97.
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TABLE 20

THE FATHERS OF THE BABIES
{In Percentages)

¥ Vlebste. Non-\lebster

3 (¥=109) (N=123)
How Long the Gir!

Had Known Him:

Less than 1 month - 2

One month up to one year 8 13

1-- 3 years 73 66

b - & years T4 15

7 or more years 5 2

( Unkncwn - 2

E 100 100
| Where They Met:

Through friends Lo 3L

t school 26 .9

in proximity 11 15

At a party i0 L

On the street 7 7

Through the family b 7

At church | ]

Unknown ] 2

100 100

The importance of these differentials is that they shed some light
on certain questions about the ''legitimation' c¢r interperscnal support
for the relationship, which, unfortunately, was not examined systematically
in this study. But other research has raised the issue of whether counles
whose relationship results in an illegitimate pregnancy tend characteristi-

o cally to be generally isolated from peers and family, who might encourage
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constraints on the couple's behavior, or at least subject it to some
scrutiny (in other words, to structure into the situation some limits on

behavior). Bowerman, for example, investigating ''the extent to which the

aiieged fatirer-unwed mother reiationship was subject to the sociai constraints

of family, friends, and home town,'' found that

", . .Only & minority of women have an affair that results in unwed
motherhood while they are in isolation from their normal social environ-
ment. . . . The significance of these facts is that the relationship
leading to pregnancy did not take place apart from the customary sources
of social control, and if these agencies attempted to exert any control,
it was not effective for these girls.

{Of course, as Bowerman observes, neither his study nor the present one

have the benefit of comparative data on the sc:zial networks of girls who

did not get pregnant.)

Although data bearing directly on this question were not gathered,

it may be useful to note that, at least at che point of meeting, the coupies

-~

et

were more frequently acting in the company ot friends and relatives than

they were in situations where they were relatively less visible to scrutiny,

such as those represented by meetings on the street, at a playground =r

-

arcund the neighborhood (althcugh, obviously, friends can encourage a couple

1 -
T R R

to behave in such a way as to risk producing a child). These speculations
are peripheral to the direct concerns of this study, and, in view of the

3 lack of information on the continuing relationship, ought to be taken

with considerabie caution. The matter might constitute part of another

study.

.3 ]hBowerman, et al., lbid, pp. 92, 94-95,




-36~

The babies! fathers were for the most part two or more years older

than the girls. About a quarter of the fathers in each group were four

or more years older. The differences were not significant, but the Yebster

girls tend. . d to choose boys their ocwn age [within a year), while the
non-Webster girls chose somewhat older boys.
TABLE 21
AGE OF THE BABY'S FATHER :
(In Percentages)
Age Webster Non-Webster
J (N=109) (N=123)
L4 or more years oider
than the girl 24 28
2 - 3 years older I L6
The same age 29 21
2 - 3 years younger 4 2
Unknown 2 3
100 100

As far as the girls knew, a little over half of the fathers had
dropped out of school. Upwards of & third were high school graduates,
while a few were still in school. (There is no way to evaluate this
dropout rate to see whether fatherhood affects the boy's chances of
finishing school, since data on general dropout rates among Negro boys

in the Washington schools were not available for this study.)




-37-
TABLE 22

SCHOTL STATUS OF THE BABY'S FATHER
(In Percentages)

School tlebster Non=-\lebster
Status o (N=77) (N=89)
Dropped out 53 60
In school '8 L
Graduated 29 36
100 100

In general, where information was available, the fathers appeared

to have had more schooling than their girifriends. The relatively smaller
proportion of VWebster fathers with more schooling than the gifi may be

due to the tendency for the Webster girls to be more concentrated in the
higher grades., That is, there may be a ceiling effect cperating here:

as a girl gets more toward the top of the range, the sheer arithmetical

chances for her boyfriend to be farther 2long decrease.

TABLE 23

BABY!'S FATHER'S SCHOOLING COMPARED WITH GIRL!'S
(In Percentages)

} Webster Non=-Webster
!

Father's Schooling (N=68) (N=7k)
Greater than the girl's 46 66
The same 26 23
Less than the girl's 28 11

100 100

Break: Greater/same or less: x2 =4,0; d.f. = 1; P .05
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Around a fourth of the giris were married at the time of the
interview. Most of the marriages in each group took place after the baby's
birth, but the Webster airls were significantly more likely to wait until

then to marry.

TABLE 24

GIRL'S MARITAL STATUS AT TIME OF INTERVIEW
{In Percentages)

Marital Vlebster Non-Webster
Status (K=iT9) {N=123)

g Unmarried 76 7

] Married

= Before preg:iancy - 2

3 During pregnancy L 9

E After delivery 20 18

100 100

=

e Break: Married before, during/after: x2 = 5.1; d.f. = 1;

P<.05

Ithen they did marry, the Webster giris were significantly less
likely than the non-\lebster girls to marry the baby's father. Further-
i more, among those who were pregnant at the time of the interview, the
ncn=Webster girls were more likely (but not significantly so) to be preg-
nant for the second time by the father of the Webster baby. it would
appear, then, to report it somewhat out of place, that one result of
participation in the llebster program was to decrease the likelihood that

3 the girl would continue to associate with the father of her first child,
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TABLE 25

THE HUSBAND'S RELATEONSHIP TO VEBSTEF BABY
(In Percentages)

\lebster Non=-Webster
Husband 1s: (N=26) (M=35)
Baby's father 69 91
Another man 31 9
100 100

x% = .05 d.f. = 1; P<.05

TABLE 26

FATHERS OF PREGNANCIES AT TIME OF INTERVIEW
(In Percentages)

' =
Father Was: U?zigg; NO?Niggster
That of first baby 50 81
Another man 50 19
100 100

at least tc the point of an involvement leading to marriage or to another
child. Just who broke off the original relationship between them is not
known, but it could have some bearing on an evaluation of the effects of

the Webster program. There was an =ffort made on the part of the school
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to encourage the father's participation in the pregnancy, by invelving him
in plans for the baby's living arrangements, discussion groups, and z0 on.
And his family sometimes got directly involved, as well, even to the

extent in a few cases of taking the baby to live with them it miaht bhe

-
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conjectured that the relationship between the giri and the baby's father
dissolved under the pressure on the father for his involvement, while the
relatively lesser pressure for participation among the non=\lebster fathers
allowed the relationship to continue.]5 On the other hand, if a continued
relationship of the couple, with whatever things may go along with it,
also results in repeated pregnancies, a breakoff may be prefereble. How-
ever, data from this study suggest-that the opposite is the case: among
those who continuasd to see the baby's father at the time of the inter-
view, 36 per cent had had another child or were pregnant; this was the
case with 43 per cent of the girls who did no* continue their relationship

with the baby's father.

The Babies

At the time the girls were interviewed, the median age of the
babies was just over 16 months. Nearly all of them were living with the
girl in her home, This compares with Bowerman's figure for Negro mothers
of a first iilegitimate child, of whom 95 p2r cent had their babies at

home with them.16 However, Bowerman's group included residerts of rural

SThis smacks of an "irresponsible' version of the fathers, but
could very well be operating, especially among younger, poorer, first=tim:
fathers. VYhat little study there has been of the "illegitimate father"
suggests that his uninvolvement is frequently the case.

cit., Table 10, p. 84.

l6Bowerman,_|9_.
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areas and of a different age range than this study group. It might be
expected that urban mothers would be somewhat less likely than the rural
ones to keep the baby, since they have more, though still limited in the
case of Negroes, adoption opportunities. Mothers of greater age, on the
other hand, would be more likely than younger ones to keep the baby,
partly because of greater basic economic independence. It is not known
to what extent these influences cancel cut, or how conparable Bowerman's

data really are to those of the VWebster study.

TABLE 27

RAGY!S AGE AT INTERVIEW
(In Percentages)

A tlebster Non-Webster
ge (N=109) (N=123)

Up to 12 months 7 12
12 - 13 months 17 13
14 - 15 months 8 16
16 = 17 months 25 22
18 - 19 months 20 19
20 or more months 14 10
Baby deceased : 9 6
Unknown < 2

100 100

Median 16.5 months 16.3 months
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= TABLE 28
LOCATION OF LIVE BABIES
P {In Percentages)
i A
"3 L . Vlebster Non-Webster
; ocation (N=100) (N=115)
With girl 9l 95
p With a relative 6 2
3 Adopted ] 2
"4 In an institution - 1
E With its father 2 -
100 100
\'\
5 About seven per cent of the babies were miscarried or stillborn.!?
Eéf This relatively high rate (and here it is assumed that it is not simply
f? an accident that so many were reported dead, that the figure is valid) is
ig} difficult to explain when it is observed that nearly every girl received
”; regular prenatal care while she was pregnant, and that she started getting
’ﬁ this care when she was {a median of) not quite four months pregnant, The
\é girls whose babies died got as many months of reguiar prenatal care as
Ki girls whose babies did not die. Or, it may be that this death rate is
'; not extraordinarily high at all for girils of this age and natality group.
é Bowerman found a rate of four per cent for Negroes having their first
R child, for example,
Mstatisticians in the Department of Public Health have advised
Y that this rate cannot validly be compared with the rate for nonwhites in
5 the District as a whole {which was considerably below the 7% level in 1963),

because of certain reporting peculiarities which operate to underestimate
actual fetal death rates, and because of nonrandom distribution of fetal
3 deaths within the city, in part.
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The proportion of girls who did receive prenatal care is greater
than that for their age peers in Washington as a whole, where only 79
per cent of nonwhites had this treatment in 1963. Apparently, the practice
followed at Webster of uraing each person referred to obtain prenatal
medical attention had an effect here. ‘ebster's requirement for regular
prenatal appointments‘8 probabiy partialiy accounts for the significantly
greater likelihood for the ‘lebster girls to have started prenatal care
beforz their fifth month of pregnancy.

TABLE 29

WHEN GIRL BEGAN PRENATAL CARE
(In Percentages)

. tlebster Non-Webster

3 \las:

Girl Yas (N=108) (i-117)
] - 2 months pregnant 21 17
3 - & months pregnant ol L2
5 - 6 months pregnant 14 33
7 or more months pregnant ] 8

100 100

Median 3.5 months 3.8 months

Break: Up to four months/over: %2 = 19.7; d.f. = 1;
P« .001

18iMedical appointments were considered to be an integral part of
each student's program." From the program's first annual report.
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Nearly half the girls had had another baby and/or were pregnant
at the time of interview; a few additional ones had been pregnant but
lost the baby before they were interviewed. Among those who were preg-

S oa L
P IO Gl

-t

nant, neariy three-quarters were so by the father of the d.
More will be said below on the matter of subsequent pregnancies.
The girls who had their babies living with them were asked about

their child-care arrangements. This matter is of interest if only because

v

3 a2 girl who cannot find a babysitter cannot go to school. Or, on another
level, if the girl cannot make a kind of abdication of her motherhood, by
leaving child care and child raising to others (which is what happens,

for example, when the baby is cared for and sometimes raised by the girl's
mother), it will be more difficult for her to assume such nonadult roles

as "student." Leaving the care and raising of the baby to others probably
functions much as a form of adoption, in freeing the mother to go about

her previous business if she desires to do so--in this case, going to school,
or, more broadly, being an adolescent.

In order to get at this matter, the girls were asked who '"usually"
tocok care of the baby during various parts of the day, who had 'the most
to say about raising the baby,' and whether staying home to babysit '"would
be more important' than finishing high school or working to earn money.
These constitute measures of the girl's values with respect to child

raising as well as of her behavior in this area.

19The data are not so direct as this statement suggests, unfor-
tunately. The fact that others 'usually' cared for the baby, for example,
does rot necessarily imply the girl's abdication of the mother role. Also,
the value questions were asked in the context of the girl's attitudes
about the importance of finishing school, not in that of child raising.
But the data may be suggestive.
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On the val'.e level, around a fourth felt that staying home to
take care of the baby was more iﬁportant than finishing high schcol, and
a somewhat larger proportion said that baby care was more important thar
4@ going to work. The Vebster girls we}e slightly the more likely to choose
if baby care over working, slightly the less iikely to choose babysitting
over going to schooi. Differences aside, it is striking that such large
proportions of each group opted away from child care for school and for
working. This would sppear to be rather general abdication of at least

this part of the mother role on a value level.

TABLE 30

?i VALUES ON CHILD CARE
(In Percentages)

[
H . . Wlebster Non-iebster
~§_ School over baby 76 7h
14 Baby over school 22 26
£ Cannot choose 2 -
J ¢
> 100 160
3 Work over baby 62 66
B Baby over work 37 33
g Cannot choose ] ]
r
- 100 100
A Behaviorally, somewhat larger proportions of each group had some
15 involvement in caring for their children. The following table shows the

proportions of each group who had at least some responsibility for child
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caie during various segments of the day.20 During the morning, afternoon,
and evening, hours in which a girl could attend regular or evening schaoi,
the VYebster girls were significantly less likely to have had responsibility
for babysitting. It appears that the lWebster girls had been able tc make
better arrangements for the care of the baby, although this may again

have been a function of the relatively higher economic position of the
girls in this group. {It is likely alsc to reflect the efforts of the
WYebster social workers to help the family to arrange for child care with

a view to icaving the girl relatively free of this responsibility.} indeed,
in the mornings and afternoons, 40 per cent of the Webster girls! babies
were cared for by someone besides the girls or their mothers, while this
was true for only a quarter or less of the non-Vebster qirls! children.
Some of the others who babysat were relatives, who may or may not have
charged for their time, but between 36 and 40 per cent of them were not
relatives, who presumably did charge for the child care. At any rate,

the Webster girls did seem to be freer of child care responsibilities

than was the case among the non-Webster girls.

20Two cautions: if a girl reported that she usually took care of
the baby, it did not always mean that she was the only one who usually
did so~~she sometimes shared this with another person, most often her
mother. Second, the interviewing was carried out during the summer, and
the "usually'' to which the girl referred may have steted the condition
during the summer months, ratker than throughout the year, and thus have
resulted in an overstatement of her involvement.
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TABLE 3i

RESPONSIBILITY FOR CHiLD CARE

Hebster Nop-iebstgr
(N=91)~ (¥=110]
Part of the Day Proportion Cared For: Proportion Cared For:
By Girl By Other By Girl By Otheg
Herself Person Herseif Person
Early morning 53 25 67 12
Horning L2 40 57¢ 25d
Afternoon 46 Lo 60° 25
Evening 56 24 715 18
Late at night 66 9 74 8

3Those whese babies live with them only.
bSomeone ovher than the girl or her mother.
€ x2-5.2; d.f. = '3 P< .05,

432 .4, 4.5,

]

I; P<.05.
e x2. 4.3; d.f. = 1: P £.05.
F 2. 7.9; d.f. = i: P<.OI.

9 2. 4.3 d.f.

i

]; P<0050

it was thought that whether or not the girl'is mother worked might
have an influence on the girl's babysitting responsibilities, but there
was no difference betwesn the Webster and non-Yebster groups in this respect,

nor did it make a difference within esach group.
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TABLE 32

WORKING MOTHERS AND GIRL'S RESPONSIBILITY FOR CHILD CARE

Proportion Yith Responsibility:

Vebster Non-Vlebster
Part of
the Day
Mother Mother
Mgg?i; Does Not Msgti: Does Not
tork York
Morning (N=50) (N=32) (N=49) (N=35)
38 31 55 60
Afternoon (N=53) (N=35) (N=47) (N=35)
L2 34 61 63

Moderate and similar proportions of the girls in each group said
that they themselves usually had ''the most to say about raising the baby"
rather than someone else, such as a mother, husband, father, etc. ‘lhen
these responses were compared with those on the girl's actual participation in
child care (Table 34), there was only a slight {not significant) tendency to
association, (This table is percentaged both ways, since it is not known
just which way the association runs, whether the girl had most to say about
raising the baby because she took care of it [Table 34A] or whether she
took care of the baby because she had most to say about raising it
[Table 348].)

TABLE 33

WHO HAS MOST TO SAY ABOUT RAISING THE BABY
(In Percentages)

T

_ tlebster Non-llebster
Most to Say: (N=91) (N=109)
Girl 60 65
Mother 33 27
Someone else 7 8

100 100
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TABLE 34

CHILD CARE AND WHO HAS MOST TO SAY ABAOUT RAISING THE BABY2

Webster Non-\Webster
Girl Other Girt Ocher
A, Responsibility as
Independent Variable: (N=38) (N=50) {N=64) (N=40)
Most to Say:
Girl 66 52 70 55
Other 34 L3 30 Lg
100 100 100 100
x2 = 1.7; d.f. = 1; xZ = 2.8; d.f. = 1;
P<.05 P <.05
B. Most to Say as
Independent Variable: {N=51) {N=37) (N=67) (N=37)
Child Care:
Girl k9 35 67 51
Other 51 €5 33 Lo
100 100 100 100

aCombining morning and afternoon child care arrangements.

In summary, then, the girls were considerably less involved with
childraising on the value level than when it came to their reported actual
behavior. That this should be the case is not surprising, since these are

young women who may feel that they have been thrust intc adult roles early,
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who are at the same time faced with the reality of providing for .the care
of a child in what frequently were confining economic circumstances. ‘hen
the gir) was asked about her wishes (or values) she could afford to opt
away from babysitting, but this was bound to be less easy to put into
practice.

These remarks should not be taken to suggest that the girls were
uninvolved in the sense that they did not care about the baby or that
they were ignoring the fact of their motherhood. fhere are no data in
this study besaring on these issues, but other studies have shown that
among wome.: who keep their illegitimate children there is usually anything
but a lack of concern for the child., Indeed, even granting that adoption
outlets for Negro babies in Washington are limited. the fact that the girl
had the baby living with her may be interpreted as involvement with the
child on her part. It is to be noted that when the girls® mothers were
asked what they thought the girls should do when the discovery of the
pregnancy was made, only six meritioned that they had thought about advising
adoption. And some of the girls who had not attended school in 1964=-i965
because of babysitting responsibilities said that they preferred to stay
home with the baby. In any event, the observations on '"'involvement"
above operate advantageously from the point of view of a school system,
since if the giris were more "involved" they would be that much less

1ikely to return to schooi . 2!

2]The issue of school dropouts is, of course, much more complex
than this; it will be discussed in greater detail below.
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S There are several other kinds of information on the girls, their

children, and school, which will be reserved for discussion below, since

Ragid et

they are more properly examined in the context of the possible effects

3 of participation in the Webster program than as descriptive background

‘3 materials, Before moving to thz evaluation, however, it is necessary to
examine briefly the process of coming into contact with the Vebster progiam,

and what happened in the program to the girls who were enrclled there.
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THE PROCESS OF GETTING TO WEBSTER AND WHAT HAPPENED THERE

Only a smail number of giris said in the interview that they did
5 not know of the existence of the Yebster progrem. They were, obviously,

all non-Webster girls. It is entirely possible for some not to have

TN L

known of the program, since ''referral" sometimes invelved nothing more than

Yo, LA
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a telephone call of inquiry by a parent, or someone else other than the

r
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g girl, which was never carried any farther (after, for example, the inquirer
had to be told that the program was overcrowded). At the time of the

discovery of the girl's pregnancy more than haif of the girls' mothers

did not know of the school, which is hardly surprising since that was the

first year of Webster's operation. Vhat is more to the peint is that at

the time of the intervicw a few of the mothers still did not know of it.zz

Among the girls who did know of the program, the single most

4 frequent source of their information was a friend; a third of the respond-
ents meationed this. Eighteen per cent of those friends had themselves

3 attended Yebster. The second most important source of information mentioned
was school system personnel. These are the sources the girls remember best,
presumably, as much as nearly two years after the event, and may not reflect
accurately the actual very first source from which they heard about the

schcoi. One might expect larger propcrtions naming ciinic personneil than

221 order to avoid the difficulties of possibie confusion resulting
from calling the school by name, the question did not ask for knowltedge only of
‘ ''the Webster program,' but inciuded a short statement that that was the
E pregram where pregnant girls could keep on going to classes.
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actually showed up, for examplie, in view of their strategic location

with respect both to pregnant girls in general and to the program. (It

will be remembered that one of the VYebster psychiatric social workers

was stationed in a clinic which provides prenatal care for large num-

bers of the city's pregnant,) Vhat these data probably do reflect, however,

is the most salient source of information about the school for the giris.

TABLE 35

WHERE THE GIRL FIRST HEARD OF WEBSTER
(In Percentages)

Source Vebster Non-VYebster
of information (N=109) (N=114)

A parent 16 3
Another relative 5 3
A friend 21 LYy
The schocl system 23 15
Medical personnel 10 17
A social worker 6 12
The mass media 17 3
Other, unspecified 2 3

100 100

Although there are no differences between the two groups in type
of information source--around half of them were interpersonal contacts,
the other institutional-~it is notable that a parent, the school system,
and the newspapers and television were more important information sources
for the VWebster girls than for the non-‘lebster girls. {1t will be recalled
that a persistent parent was more likely to be successful than a less

persistent one in getting a girl admitted to the Webster program, especially
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as the school became more crowded.) Among the latter group, a friend,
a medical institution (especially a clinic), and a social worker were
relatively more important.

Of the 232 girls in the study, 123 of them did not attend ‘Jebster,
for a variety of reasons.23 As mentioned above, eight per cent of thenm
never knew of the program. Another fifth said they knew of the school
but did not consider going there, because they were more than four months

pregnant,zg th

ey had no interest in school, they had made no plans for
themselves at that time, they opted for maternity home care, and so forth.
Among those who did consider going to Webster, the most frequent reason
given for not doing so was that the school was overcrowded (56% said this);
and another ten per cent were too near delivery, at least by the time
their names came up on the waiting list. An additional seven per cent did
not want to go to lebster even though they considered it; some just lost

interest and a few were uncomfortable about '‘personal questions' asked

of them.

23lt is particularly unfortunate that there was no measture made
of 'willingnesc to go to Webster," and that only partiai indications of
the extent to which non-Webster cirls selected themselves out of possible
participation in the program are available. |Ideally, such a measure
w uld have been obtained at the time the girl was referred to Webster,
but even a retrospective report might have been useful here. This ;s a
deficiency in the study design.

2"‘Apparently, the selection priority factor of "in the early
months of pregnancy' was set at four months, although many of the group
who did attend the school were in fact faither along in their pregnancy
when they entered Vlebster. The four-months provisior may have been more
stringently enforced in the later part of the year, when demand sc exceeded
openings in the program,




Perceptions of the School

The non-Vlebster girls were asked about their percepi.ons of the
Webster program, ''‘what kinds of girls go there, what they study, and so
forth "' The importance of examining these perceptions is that what people
think about something influences their behavior toward it. Thus, for
example, a widespread impression that Yebster is '"a kind of prison to
make the girls feel ashamed,' as one gir! put it, might bc reflected in
fewer applications than would be the case if the general picture of the
program were more benevolent. And broad general misunderstanding of the
purposes and characteristics of the school could suggest a need for public
education.25

Two-thirds of the girls differentiated Webster in terms of the
fact that all! its students were pregnant. This exceptional ciicumstance
aside, the great majority of girls described the Yebster program as one
in which the students ''study straight courses.'" Some knew that there was
also special instruction in baby care. There is evidence of misunder=~
standing among some of what the Webster program amounts to. There viere
scattered references to high tuition costs, adoption procedures, and
being ailowed to go home oniy on weekends, for example. In some instances
it seems fairly clear that there was some confusion of Webster with the
lonia R, Whipper Home, traditionally a local residential maternity home

for Negroes. In other cases, the nature of the confusion is less clear.

24t is recognized, of course, that there has been increasing
publicity about the program as time has gone along.

.-
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The girls were also asked more specifically whether as far as they
knew "any pregnant girl. can get into llebster who wants to.' Table 36
shows the ideas of the qualifications for attendance among those who

answered the question in the negative.

TABLE 36

\VHO CANNOT ATTEND WEBSTER, ACCORDING TO THE NON-WEBSTER GIRLS

Webster ls Closed Number
to Girls Who: Mentioning This
Are married 7
Are preagnant for the second time 5
Are not good and/or interested students 6
Are outside certain ages 2
Are from high-income families 2
Are too far along in their pregnancy 2

Do not care about the baby, do not have plans
for child care later, or do not have
permission from regular school to enter 1 each

Another ten girls mentioned that the only limitation of the program
of which they knew was its capacity to accommodate the demand. Some of
these qualifications were mistaken perceptions (such as those about limits
on family income, or the necessity to be unmarried), but others of the
qualifications did operate that year, such as restrictions on girls who
were in their second pregnancy or who were close to delivery. In general,
however, it appears that the girls had a fairly accurate picture of at least

this aspect of the lebster program.
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Whether or not she considered going to llebster, or actually did

go, nearly every girl said that she thought a Yebster-type program would

be good for all school~age pregnant girls. There were occasionai hints

of the suspicion that such a program might encourage giris to become preg-
nant, but these were rare, among both the girls and their mothers. Responses
were much more frequently along the lines of "it gives them a second chance,"
it keeps them up with their class,! and ''it lets them know that their life

isn't over.'

The Time at Webster

Attention will be shifted here to the girls who went to VWebster,
what happened to them ‘there, and what they thought about it.

The girls spent a median of 18 weeks enrolled at Vebster altogather
(zome continued on the rolls the second year). All but 16 per cent stayed
in schoo! up until the :ime of delivery. The girls who left did s¢ for
a variety of reasons. A few left because it was the end of the school
year, and the baby was born during the summer; these are not really in
the same class as the rest of those who stopped school early. The reason
most frequently given for leaving Webster before the baby came was illness
and/or false labor--six girls left for this reason. Apparently, sometimes
when a girl experienced a false alarm and left to gc to the hospital, she
decided just to stay out of school afterward rather than to return {on
the other hand, other girls did return and stayed until the baby actually
arrived). Two girls left Webster because of difficulty in getting there

from home by public transportation. Two others chose instead to enter a
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maternity home (one whose mother worked at night and was afraid to leave
the girl at home alone, and one who said that "my sister was afraid that
| would get too big, and she was afraid of what the neighbors would say,
so | went to a maternity home''). One lost interest in school, another
was needed to help out at home, and a third left because she felt awkward
as the only white girl in the school. (There was a white gir} at Yebster
for several months, but she arrived after the first had left.)

Nearly alil the girls found full agreement from their families on
the decision to attend Yebster. Uhat opposition did come from family mem-
bers had to do with problems of public admission of the pregrancy {e.q.,
"My mother worried about what people wouid say. . . . She wanted me to
go to Baltimore with my aunt.''); with wishes for more intensive care and
adoption arrangement:s, as at a maternity home; and with the notion that
"if | had wanted to go to scheol, | wouldn't have gottan pregnant,' as one
girl reported her mother's remarks. FAnother girl said that ''my aunt
thought that later in jife 1| might meet one of the girls at VWebster and
that she would embarrass me. She thought | should stay home."

Inquiry was made about the girls' friendships, if any, at Webster,
partly to see whether involvement in friendship networks there might be
a factor in reinforcing some of the attitudes and ways of tkinking they
may have learned at the school. As it turns out, the friendships =eem
to have been confined mostly to the cchool surroundings: nearly three-
quarters of those who reported that they were ''ciose friends" with other
Webster students while they were there said that they and their friends

did things "mainly just in school"; only 23 per cent said they did things
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4 together both inside and outside of schooi.20 Unat is more, the friend-
ship groups tended to dissolve or attenuate rather socn after the girls
left Vlebster, and only eight per cent of the girls reported that their
e friendship group was still pretty much intact.27

Of those girls with friends at Webster (84% of the total}, fully
70 per cent had knowrn one or more of those friends before entering the
g program, The probabilities of this happening by accident are likely to

be quite low, given the number of students in any particular school and

the number of schools (33) from which the girls came. A check on possi-

-3 ble bases of these friendship groups in the schools from which the girls
came to Webster {and hence to some extent their neighborhoods) showed

?i that it made no difference whether the giris had gone to the same school

heffore. Those who transferred from schools which sent relatively few

students to Webster were no less likely to have known their Webster friends

before than were those from schools with a relatively large number of

. representatives. Examination of the social systems of young pregnancy

in the school! or the neighborhood would itself make an interesting study.
To get an idea of the girls' pictures of the general student body

at Webster when they were there, they were asked to react to a series of

descriptive phrases for 'most of the girls at Yebster.! Taking as an

26Th35 is probably not notably different from girls in regular school.

Coleman found, for example, that ''school-related activities are more nearly
a basis of friendship among girls than they are among boys." (J. S. Coieman,
The Adclescent Society [New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1951]).

: 270f course, many of the girls had moved at least once since they

¢ left Webster, which would work against group mairntenance; others married,

: and those who returned to schocl usually were required to attend a differ-
ent school than they attanded when they became pregnant.
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arbitrary criterion 50 per cent agreement or disagreement, the girls thought
that the Webster students were friendly (95% agreed), just the same as

girls at any other school (84%), imterested in school (72%), and studious
{57%). They were not bad girls (82% disagread that they were), or hard

to get to kﬁbw (78%), nor did they want to be somewhere else rather than

in school {53%). There was disagreement on whether the girls were "out

for a good time' (31% agreed, 45% disagreed), or thought more about the
baby than about schoolwork (35% agreed, 32% disagreed).

Exactly comparable judgments of their peers in the school from
which the girls came to Yebster are not available, but they were asked
whether "Webster was pretty different from other schools you have gone to,
or was it pretty much the same as regular school?'' About half szid that
Webster was essentially like other schools in their experience. Those
viho felt that lWebster was different most frequently cited differences in
the physical plant (fewer steps to climb, crowded classrooms) and the rules
and regulations governing their behavior (generally more permissive). Next
in importance were differences in the general atmosphere at Webster, greater
concern for the individual girl, more personal attention, more understand-
ing, greater comfort on the girl's part. Two other categories of differ-
ence were mentioned with equal frequency: differences in the people at
Webster (e.g., the teachers seemed to care more about the students; the
giris were all pregnant) and in the work they were given to do.

Nearly &11 the Qir]s thought that they had done as well or better
as students at Webster than they had before. This is an overestimation,

at least in terms of grade performance compared with grades the full year

*
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before they became pregnant. By that measure, 3L per cent did better
work, and another 54 per cent did as well as the year before. Thirty=-six
per cent of the giris judged their relative performance accurately by
the measure of academic standing.
Several kinds of explanation were given for doing better as students.

A few quotations from the interviews will illustrate the range.

Administrative factors:

There were not as many students and the teachers could take time
out to help you.

The teachers were more understanding. There wasn't so much strain.

Scholastic factors:

| made better grades. | paid more attention to the work.

| don't krow. | just wanted to do the work at Webster. |
just enjoyed the school. | made my first A there.

The work seemed easier to me.

Social factors:

There weren't any boys there.

Well, | didn't know as many girls at first and, well, being
around friends sort of holds you back, like at the school before |}

went to Yebster.

| did better . . . because | was not around so many friends.

Personal factors:

Because you had a problem on your mind you might as well study--
nothing else to do.

Because it Tooks like it took my getting pregnant to get a more
serious outlook on life.

| was at ease. All the girls around me were the same. | did
not worry about who was looking at me.
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: Among all the things that the girls learned at VWebster, the most
useful to the largest proportion was the instruction in baby care. Smaller
oroportions found the most useful things were skills acquired in their
regular class work, notably in commercial courses such as typing, and
points of view which they had acquired about love and sexual behavior.
Other ‘'most useful' things included cooking and sewing, nutrition, and
"my outlook on life."! That utiiity did indeed seem to be the referent
of these answers (as is appropriate rather than, for example, interest)
is illustrated by the response cf one girl who said that nothing had been
useful to her, since she had had another child after leaving the program.

She was clearly thinking in terms of "how well the program worked."

TABLE 37

THE MOST USEFULL THING LEARNED AT WEBSTER
(In Percentages)

The Most Useful Response

Thing Vas: (N=109)
Baby care Lo
Academic subject(s) 15
Attitudes toward love and sex 10
An outlook on life 5
Nutrition 4
Cooking and sewing 3
Other, no answer 5
Everything 2
Nothing 16

100
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The Special Aspects of the Program

The work of the specialists in the program, the '"multidisciplinary
team,'' as seen by the girls, was varied and covered many matters of rele-
vance to their lives. The respondents were asked to tell what each of
the types of specialist did in the schocl, and how useful that had been
to them. This form of getting the information was bound to, and did,
result in quite a varied list of functions for each of the specialties.
(Of course, this is only one part of the "teuth' of their work, since these
are reports from the girls, who were not nprivy to work, discussions, plans,
and exchanges of information which went on out of their sight. The girls
could, of ccqysé, report only on some of the results of what went on
bekind the scenes.)

Keeping in mind that several specific Tunctions were named for
each specialist, attention will be concentrated on those most frequently
named as ''what that person did at the school.' Restricting attention to
the modal function in this way will facilitate focussing more on the
central components of the specialist's role, and less on individual
experiences of the girl with the individual specialist. For example, if
one of the social workers had occasion to discuss a girlt's sex life with
her, formally or informally, briefly or at length, that discussion might
get reported as part of what the social worker did in the program. And
that is correct. But unless this happens to a relatively large proportion
of the group of girls it is not, in a sense, central to the social worker

role in the program as experienced by the students, (it is, of course,

recognized that in fact one of the central components of the social worker's
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role from her point of view is the giving of individual attention to the
girls.) Using this technique, it will be possible to utilize the *'residual"
functions as a measure of the diffuseness of the role in question or at
least of the role as performed. 1t should be reemphasized here that these
roles are the roles as perceived and reported by the giris,

The social workers were involved primarily in discussing the girls!
personal problems with them, and helping them with those problems. This
activity was the most frequently mentioned one, and accounted for about
a third of the 145 specific responses to the question. This function
of the social worker was usually thought to have been very useful by the

girls.28

The social worker role was the most diffuse of the four specialist
roles, as indicated by the two-thirds of responses unaccounted for by the
modal category. Whatever the function, the work of the social workers
was rated very useful 74 per <~nt of the time; only three per cent of
the ratings were "not so'" or '"not at all useful." Six girls said either
that there were no social workers connected with the school or that they
had had no contact with cne.

The psychologist's role in the program was seen as one with two
central components, giving tests®? and talking and answering questions
about & variety of things, including marriage, sex, love, and child-raising.

Together, they accounted for 36 per cent of the responses to the question.30

28On a four-step scale running from ‘'very useful’ to ot at all
us=: ' in the girl's life since she went to Webster,

29The tests referred to included attitude tests, tests of mental
maturity, and projective personality tests,

30Eight girls said that there had been no psychoiogist at the
school or that they had not been in contact with her.
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This is another instance of a relatively diffuse role. Forty-six per cent
of all the activities were rated as very useful, and ten per cent as of
little or no use to the girl. This is a relatively low "very useful"
proportion, but it would be highly unlikely that the administration of tests,
indirectly related to the girl's daily iife as they are (and limited in
time in a way that baby care, for example, is not), would be rated as use-
ful. Indeed, when the ratings on the ''talking and answering questions'
items were examined separately, 65 per cent were very useful.

The nurse was chiefiy involved in instruction on baby care, in the
view of the girls, aithough she was unknown to or not in contact with
sixteen of them. Here, somewhat less diversity of role function is sug-
gested by the responses: baby care accounted for 52 per cent of all
answers. Not surprisingly, the asefulness rating of the instruction in
taby care was the highest of all the specialists' functions--78 per cent
of the ratings were ''very useful," and only three per cent went as low as
not very useful.“3‘ Over-all, the nurse's work was said to have been
very useful 72 per cent of the time.

Finally, the nutritionist's job was also seen as having two main
components, giving instruction on maternity diets and on proper nutrition
and food selection in general. This role is the least diffuse of all,
according to the girls! descriptions--the two components account for 88
per cent of the responses, The information the girls got from this

instruction was about the lowest in usefulness of the work of any of the

3]Recall that baby care was most frequently named as the single
most useful thing learned in the program.
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special ists, perhaps partly because "proper'' diets and general nutrition
may not have been feasible in families with relatively low income, they
may not have been .onsonant with the girl's accustomed cuisine, and/or
the girl's mother was more likely than the girl to plan and prepare meals,
thereby reducing the chances for the girl to put her instruction into
practice (one component of usefulness). Sixteen girls said they had had
no contact with the nutritionist at Webster (she was apparently at the
school only about eight hours a week the first year).

Tabie 38 recapitulates some of the information on the girls?

views of the work of the special staff.

TABLE 38

THE WORK OF THE SPECIALISTS
(In Percentages)

Primar Per Cent Useful- Over-all
Specialist Function{s) of ness of Usefulness
Responses Function® of Role?
Social workers Help with personal 35 76 74
problems
Psychologist Give tests 23 ~ Lo -
- ] 36 JL@ 46
Talk and answer 13 65
questions
Nurse Baby care 52 78 72
Nutritionist Maternity diet L8 - k9 —~
‘ 88 Jug L7
Proper general diet 40 _ 50

" saying ''very useful."




On the Question of Visibility

In setting up the Webster program, there was some concern about 56\
whether there might be a problem of visibility associated with partici- B
pation. Or, as the program proposal put it, part of the schooi's purpose
was "to demonstrate . . . the extent of participation by pregnant girls

they might become publicly identified."

bo s

in an organized group in whic
Although this matter was not explicitly and systematically explored

in the interviews, there were several points at which answers to other
questions bore on the issue. It will be recalled, for instance, that
severa! girls said that they did better as students because there were
no boys, or other friends, around tc distract them. On another question,
several said that they thought the Webster program was a good thing for 3
them personally because they came to krow that they were nct alone in i;.i
their predicament. Some of the mothers, too, shared this view, in telling :
why they thought Yebster was a good idea:

| think it is gnod because the girls will be with girls who
have a similar problem.

A girl can continue her education with people in a similar
position.

They're ashamed. They like to be together, not self-conscious.
The general impression comes through that separation into a
separate school (and program) in fsct worked positively for the girls, . |

encouraged them to work harder there, and helped to lessen their sense

of visibitity.
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As reported earlier, a few girls and mothers expressed some
? concern that this supportive atmosphere might lead tc more pregnancies,
- because it removed some of the insecurity, shame, and fear which they
ceemed to see as a factor in inhibition of sexual activity. It will be

seen below that this is apparently an errcneous supposition, but it is of

importance to tne extent that it may affect decisions about applying for

entrance tc the program.

| LT




THE EVALUATION: THE RETURN TO SCHOOL

It was mentioned in the first section of the report that the T
mods of evaluation used in this study was to compare the post-delivery ARb
experiences of the lebster and control groups. Implied in this approach
is the assumption that differences between the groups is attributable
to attendance in the Webster program, and that in other respects the ;;
girls in each group are essentially similar. 1t will be remembered, ‘
however, that the Webster girls differed to some extent from those of
the control group in their socioeconomic status. It is necessary tc

keep these differences in mind in assessing the findings, to allow £

RPE

for the operation of this important extra-Webster factor. Data will
be presented at appropriate points in the narrative on the influence 1 af
of socioeconomic status on the return to school and the production of
additional children.

in adé%tion to comparing the \lebster and control groups to
measure the influence of participaticn in the program, it will be
possible to examine the experiences of a group of 33 Webster girls i'(f
who were selected to receive special attention while they were enrolied

in the program. The suggestion would be that, if the Webster program

ek ‘:—m;w:*

was effective in modifying behavior in the return to school and the

bearing of more babies, the effects should he emphasized in this group.
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That is, if attendance at Vebster is associated with lower school
dropout rates in comparison with the non~-Webster group, the 33 girls | .
who received special attention should display an even iower dropout 2!.!
rate than that for the Webster group<as a whole.

The special group consisted of girls who came to the atezntion ;‘”f

of the school staff because they presented particularly difficult “*';‘
problems which seemed to call for more intensive study and treatment

than that provided for the Webster girls in gereral. The special treat-

ment was described briefly in a memorandum from the project supervisor.

Psychological Services: Depth studies were made. Psychological \:
and academic backgrounds were studied. Attitudes toward selves, =
peers, school, sex, family and . . . fathers were determined. 3
Eight to sixteen hours of personal contact and individual consul -

tation were given in individual testing . . . , evaluation of 3

intelligence and achievement, and in vocational and educational
guidance.

Social Case VWork Services: More time was spent in counseling

girls and their families. More home visits were made in order &
to give special attention to particular needs that had been ’
identified. Students and parents were directed to community ;

services. More personal services were given through the school
--free lunches, bus fare, maternity clothes, job placement.

More contacts were made by and with Lthe babies®] fathers. ; }
Help was given to some toward finding jobs

Students and families who were given most intensive casework ?f
seemed to call more freely on the workers in times of stress 3
both during and after the girlis stay at ‘ebster. 3

Educational Services: Teachers gave special attention to these

girls according to needs as they nad observed them and according f/ o
to recommendations . . . from the [special staff] conferences. by -
Girls having spicial educational problems were given individual
instruction, use of special teaching techniques ana waterials, and
special opportunities to select and work out special projects in
the various subject fields.
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Medical Services: The nurse assigned to the project made special F . .
requests when necessary for records of previous illnesses which may e
have a bearing on present problems. Records were obtained from '
hespitals or mental health clinics when needed. Referrals were made
to other health services when necessary.

educaticnail continuity were used: whether or

not the girl continued with regular school following the baby'!s birth; ;;

the point at which she dropped out of school if she did so; and her

grade average (if she returned to regular school) compared with her per-

formance the year before she became pregnant. Grades from the full year

before the pregnancy were used instead of those from the year the baby

was born, in an attempt to minimize possible effects on academic perform-

ance traceable to distractions of being pregnant, such as worry, embarrass--

ment, etc. Thus, the measure is of the girl's performance as a '"student,"

rather than as a ''pregnant student." B
Girls who went to Webster were significantly more likely to continue

with regular school than were the non-Webster girls. They graduated from

high school at greater rates and dropped out less frequently,

TABLE 39

SCHOOL STATUS FOLLOWING THE BABY'S BIRTH
(In Percentages)

School ebster Non-Webster j-/?;
Status (H=109) (N=122) .

Still in schonl 37

AN
[MRe]

(0o
=

Grraduated 22

6"} ; o

&

Dropped out

100 100 ?"
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zf A word on definitions is in order here. A girl was considered
?i a dropout if she had not been in school during the 1964-1965 school season,
or did not complete the year, and did not indicate that she planned to
. 3 return to school in the fall of 1965. ‘hether or not she was in school
in 1964-1965, she was classed as still in school if she said she planned
to go to school in the fall. Of course, intentions or wishes to return
to school do not guarantee attendance, and it is fregquently easier to
say one expects to go to school than actually to do so. But it is valid
to compare answers within the study group to this question, since there
is little reason o suppose that the Yebster girls would say they expected
to be in school more often than the non-llebster girls.

it will be remembered that the ‘lebster girls were farther along
in school than their non-Webster counterparts, although they were of the
same age. This necessitates the introduction into the relationship of
a control for grade of school. For each grade level, the dropout rates
were consistently lower for the Webster group, with the exception of
those who were in the ninth grade whan they became pregnant (but the

rates here are very close to each other, closer than for any other grade).

TABLE L0 -

GRADE OF SCHOOL THE YEAR OF PREGNANCY AND DROPQUT RATES

Per Cent ¥ho Droppzd Out:

Grade of School lJebster Non-Vebster
7th (N= 6) 33 (N=14) 6L

8th (N=33) b4 (N-27) 78

o9th {N=25) 68 (N=36) 61

10th (N=27) 48 (N=22) 72

. 11th (N=18) 22 (N=11) 45

12th (N=15) 7 (M= 9) 33
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Table 40 also shows that the likelihood a girl would drop out
following her pregnancy was apparently affected by what grade of school she
was in when she became pregnant. For the llecbster girls, ‘the most vulnerable
year in which to have become pregnant was the ninth grade; that for the
non~-Webster girls the eighth grade. The difference in the 'most vulner-
able year" was a function of the non-'/lebster group's tendency to be
farther behind their ''proper'' grade level, and reflected in both groups .fJ
the giris' approach to age 16, when they are legally free to leave school.

The dropout rates were adjusted for age, to exclude those girls
who were 16 or older at the time of the baby's birth, and to examine
what might be termed ''baby dropouts.'' This separation lowers the dropout
rates to 18 per cent among the Webster girls and 29 per cent among the
other group, about 4t per cent fewer girls. Eliminating giris close to
or over 16 lowers the dropout rates equally for both groups of girls,
however, leaving the differential between them intact, and the apparent
effect of attendance at Webster on dropping out of school remains.

As predicted, dropout rates among the 33 girls who were given
special attention at VYebster were lower than those for the Webster group
as a whole, dropping to 33 per cent. This is not a significantly lower
dropout rate, but it is in the predicted direction.

Among the dropouts, there was a significant difference between ?:.?%
the sroups in the timing of leaving school. \lhereas most of the llebster

dropouts returned to requiar school following the baby's birth, and left

3ZDropping out seems Lo be associated to some extent with marry-
ing. Girls in both groups who married after the baby came dropped out at ,
a higher rate than did others. A
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somet ime afterward, this was the case with only a little over a fourth of
the non-Webster group, who were more likely to make their excuse from

~
<

<)

school during their pregnancy &

TABLE 41

TIMiING OF THE DROPOUT
(1n Percentages)

Dropout Wlebster Non-Webster
Occurred (N=45) (N=78)

At time of pregnhancy or

following delivery 27 72
After returning to
regular school 73 28
100 100
2

x = 23.9; d.f. = 1; P .00l

Attendance at \lebster enhanced graduation rates, as well. !f a
girl was in the twelfth grade the year she became pregnant, the chances
were 83 per cent that she would eventuaily graduate. But if she did not
go to Webster, the likelihood that she would graduate went down to 67 per
cent. If a girl was in the eleventh grade when she becar: nregnant, her
chances of graduating were lower (48% over-ail), but sti . petter if she
went to Webster (56%) than if she did not (36%).

Socioeconomic status (as measured here by per capita monthly
income) did not make a significant difference in the return to school,

but there are indications that socioeconomic status probably exerted
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some influence in both groups of girls, as shown in Table 42. It will
be noted that non-Wlebster dropout rates are consistently higher at each

income level, supporting again the observation that attendance at Vlebster

made a difference.

TABLE 42

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND SCHOOL STATUS

Per Cent Who Dropped Out:

Per Capita tlebster Non-Webster
Monthly Income (N=97) (N=100)
$39 or less ' 48 68
$40 - $79 46 58
$80 or more 32 L8

What a girl does about refurning to school is, of course, at
least partially a function of ner attitudes toward school, and of those
around her, such as friends and family. Data are available from the
interviews on the girl!s attitude toward the importance of high schcol
graduation, as well as her perceptions of the same attitudes among her
friends and members of her Family.

Nearly everyone said that it is important for a girl to finish high
school. Large proportions of each group said that graduating is ''more
important than just about anything élse 2 girl can do." Graduation was
said to be important primarily as a means to get a better job, or, indead,
any job at all. For a few girls, educat ion seemed to be an end in itself,

a "good thing." At this level, the girl's expressions of the importance
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of graduation give some indication of what she was 1ikely to do about
staying in school: if she attached relatively great importance to high
school graduation, she was less likely to drop out (34% of the Vebster
girls did, 60% of the non-Webster) than if she thought it to be of some-
what less importance (65% Webster, 74% non-\-!ebster).33 The same was (rue
with the effect of friends' and family's attitudes toward graduatioun.
Those who perceived that their friends and families placed a high value on
graduation were less likely to drop out than those who said they had rewsr
such environmental! supports for staying in school. But these relation-
ships do not predict the intergroup differences in who dropped ocut and

who continued in schcol.

TABLE 43

THE IMPORTANCE OF HiGH SCHOGL GRADUATION
(1n Percentages)

Perceived \lebster Non=-lebster
Importance (N=108) (N=123)

For a girl like me, finishing
high school is most impor-
tant, more important than
just about anything else a
girl can do 81 74

Finishing high school is
important, but other things
are important, too, even
more important sometimes 17 23

Finishing high school is not
so important, really, but
a good idea sometimes 2 2

Finishing high schooi is not
important at all . - ]

100 100

331he possibility arises, of course, that the girls would have
answered in such a way as to justify their own behavior with respect to
school, to think school of less importance because they had dropped out.
This may indeed be the case for at least some: 30% of the dropouts said
that school was less than most important, but only 4% of those who were
still in school or had graduated.




-77-

‘When the girls were asked to say which was more important within
each of two pairs of possibilities--''working or going to schoci,' and
'staying home to take care of the baby or going to school''--school was
in each case the more frequently chosen. Again, there is no difference
between the two giroups in this respect, and this measure of the value
the girls put on continuing in school does not explain their different

experiences with the school system after the baby was born,

TABLE Lk

VALUES ON SCHOOL
(In Percentages)

Girl VWJebster Non=-Webster
Chose (N=95) (N=108)
School over baby 76 74 -
Baby over school 22 26
Cannot choose 2 -
100 100
School over work 91 82
Work over schcol 8 17
Cannot choose i 1
100 100

Attitudes of various people around the girl (as reported by her)
seem both to predict the gir!'s behavior with respect to returning to
school and to explain the differences in the experiences of the two

groups. The number of perceived environmental sources of support for
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finishing school were combined to form a ''support scale." A girl could
have had thrze supports for staying in school (self, friends, family),
two (self/friends, self/family, friends/family) one, or none. The
hypothesis here would be that dropout rates increase reguiarly as amount

2 — s = [ - - . - » .8 - ~e o}
of support decreases.”’~ Table 45 shows that the nypotnesis was contirmea

for both groups--that more interpersonal support for staying in school

was associated with doing so.

TABLE 45

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS N SCHOOL STATUS

7 " . Per Cent Who Dropped Out:
4 umber of Sources .
\é of Support Vebster Non-Webster
3 (N=33) 24 (N=25) 4b
2 (N=40) 38 (N=bk) 61
1 (N=23) 52 (N=39) 74
0 (N=10) 70 (N=13) 77
Break: 2 or 3/less: x2=6.6; d.f.=1; x2=5,2: d.f.=1;
Pe .0l P« .05

Tl.e different experiences of the two groups with the school
system is partially a function of the tendency among the Webster girls
to have had a larger numbzar of perceived sources of support for staying

in school following the baby's birth--69 per cent had two or three--

than the non-llebster girls--57 per cent had that many. The difference
between the groups does not quite reach significance, but the numbers

fall in the expected direction.

3l*Dropout rates were used here rather than rates of graduation or
the proportions still in school, partly because the larger number of cases
allowed for greater ease of statistical manipulation.
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Stil1l another factor may be added, if the Webster program can be

interpreted as an institutional source of support for staying in school, )
vh

and this would certainly seem to be a reasonable way to view the program.

i
vihen attendance at Wobster was included as a source cf support, the same g
pattern obtained as that above: the greater the number of factors support- %

ing the return to school, the lower the probabi’ity that a gir?! would g -
i
drop out.35 Indeed, when the YWeoster factor '.as present, dropcut rates i
were only about 60 per cent of those obtain’:g when this factor was missing. g
Comparative information on classracm performance, as measured by é

grades, bef'ore36 and after the baby's birt'. is available for 47 ‘Vlebster

girls and 28 non-Webster girls. (For 138 there were no grades because -

they were rot in school a full year before and/or after the przgnancy.

For another 1L girls therc were no s~,n1 records for either or both years.)

These figures must be interpreted with great caution, since they are small

and refer to only a minority of giris in each group. The girls in each

group had approximately the same history. As groups, the girls had

about the same standing in grades received tefore and after the pregnancy.

Forty-six per cent ol the Webster girls before and bl per cent after

earned a grade avereage oi C or higher; 65 per cent of the non-Webster

group before and 6+ per cent after were at that jevel. Individually, there

was considerable movement, although there was no difference between the E

35!ncidenta31y, the length of time a gir! spent at .Yebster did
not seem to be systematically related to whether or not she eventually

dropped out of school.

36Again, the full year before the pregnancy was used in order to
observe the girl's performance in a nonpreg

nant state in each period.
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37

groups in proportions raising, maintaining, or lowering their grade level.’
in evaluating these figures, it will be remembered that the non-lebster

girls were behind their age peers who went to \lebster in their year

of school.
TABLE L6
CHANGES IN GRADE PERFORMANCE
(In Percentages)

Grade \lebster Non-VWebster

Level (N=47) (N=28)
Raised 28 29
Stayed the same L7 L2
Lowered 25 29

100 100

Among the reasons given for staying out of school during the
1964-1965 schocl year, the most frequent in each group was .at the girl
was pregnant again. This accounted for a fourth to a third of the girls,
Babysitting problems were second most important in keeping girls home,
and when cases in which a girl was needed at home (e.g., when a mother

who normally cared for the baby became i1l and had no replacement) are

37Change is defined here as movement by a whole grade level, e.g.,
from a C to a B average, Movement from a D to a C+ or B- average would
not be counted as a change. it should also be pointed out that a C+ and
a B- were categorized together as an intermediate class, and no distinction
was made between them.,
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added in, demands from the home acccunted for between a fifth and @ third

of the girls not in school that year. About another ten per cent of each

group had lost interest in school, a~1 a lack of money to live on or to
buy the necessities for school accounted for six pei cent of the lebster
N and 11 per cent of the non-Vebster girls who were out of school. it is
probabie that among the group who stayed out because they were needed at
home or because they were mainly responsible for babysitting the situation
was a temporary one for some. They may have been freed to return to school
sometime not too much later. For those pregnant with another taby, or who
had not made arrangements for child care which would allow them to be
¥ away in the daytime or evenings, the prospects werz likely to be less
bright for them to continue with their educat jon. 38
- It might be of interest to look at the implications of attendance
at Webster for the girls! early occupational histcry, the area for which
most respondents felt finishing high school was most important. Although
-{ the 29 girls who were at work after they left school were at very early
points in their occupational careers at the time they were interviewed,
differences between the two groups were already observable. The Vebster
girls seemed tc hold better jobs (and to earr more money) than those who

ér had not participated in the program. Among the Webster group, the most

38This assumes thet those who stayed out would have returned if
not for their situation; that, for example, another pregnancy was the
only reason that the girl was not in school. The assumption that there
k was only one reason for staying out is, however, most unwarranted, and
3 no statements can be made on the basis of the data in this study about
9 what proportion of the girls wou. have been in school if they had not
1 been pregnant, if their mothers had been well, if they could have found
A a(nother) babysitter, etc.
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frequent occupation was a clerical one (clerk-typist, stenographer),

while only three nor-\lebster girls held such jobs. They were more likely
to hold jobs with lower skill requirements, such as waitress and counter-
girl, or hospital aide. Further, the Vlebster giris' jobs were more likely
to be full-time and regular (all but two) than part-time and/or sporadic

(which accounted for eight of the 13 jobs held by non-liebster girls).

TABLE 47

THE JOBS
(in Percentages)

Ylebster Non-\lebster

(N=16) (N=13)
Cierical 56 23
Waitress, counter girl 19 31
Nurse'!s aide 6 31
Laundry, dry cleaning 13 8
Other 6 7

100 100

The Webster girls! earnings were correspondingly greater than
those of the other group: the Webster group's income averaged about $53
a week, compared with an average of $45 per week earned by the non-Webster
girls.

In summary, then, the girls who went -o Webster while they were
pregnant stayed in regular school afterward more often, dropped out later,

graduated more frequently, and were able to find better and more stable

employment when they went to work.
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THE EVALUATION: REPEATED PREGNANCIES

The matter of repeated pregnancies was of interest for several
reasons. One is that it was an area in which Wlebster attempted to alter
the girls!' behavior by discouraging premarital sexual activity. This was
particularly the province of the psychologist, and especially in the
"'group sessions' she conducted, although others on the staff got involved
in the issue from time to time. Reduction of the number of additional
pregnancies serves not only the general goal of fewer illegitimate chil-
dren born to young people likely to be or to become dependent. It also
affects on a very practical level the goal of educational continuity and
in a simple way: a girl with several children is less likely to be able
to finish school than a girl with none or only one, because she loses
time from the classroom when she is pregnant, she frequently cannot afford
not to work with several children to support, and so forth.

Data on additional children came from the girls themselves,39
and include two subgroups which are combined in the analysis: children

born after the Webster baby and alive at the time of the interview; and

children still in utero at that time. It is unlikely that all of the

3¢t is recognized that repeated pregnancies are a different issue
for the married girls, and that additional children do not constitute a
Moroblem' in exactly the way they do for the unmarried girls. However,
the two groups share certain characteristics aside from their marital
status, such as their relative youth, which makes their continuing
reproduction patterns of equal interest.
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pregnancies will result in living children, and the absolute figures

for additional babies are thereby slightly inflated. (On the other hand,

no informatioin was gats nost-Webster pregnancies which did not

produce live children.) T
The study group as a whole had had 62 additional children by

the time they were interviewed, and 37 girls were pregnant. Three of

the pregnant girls (one Webster, two non-tlebster) were on their third

child by that time. Counting the babies which brought them in touch ;

with Webster, the girls contributed 311 childrenuo to the population, a ?t"

mean of 1.2 for the Vebster and 1.5 for the non-Vlebster girls. ‘%
As a kind of guide to evaluation of this figure, compare it to

what could have happened if every girl had, three months after the

Webster baby was born, become pregnant again, and, after that baby was

born became pregnant again three months later, and so on.h] {f this g“:

had been the case, there would have been at the time of interview a g

total of 390 babies (allowing for a 74 fetal death rate) and 141 preg- .

nancies (resulting in 131 babies), for a total of 521, or 306 in addition

to the babies of this study. In fact, the 62 additional babies and 37 { e )

pregnancies (which with a 7% loss would result in 34 children) amounted

to about a third of the number possible. The total number of babies,

quhis is known births and pregnancies. There was no information
for a few girls.

h]The estimate of a median of three months required to become pregnant
is roughly in accordance with the experiences of the girls in the study. ‘ ]
See C. Tietze, et al., "Time Required for Conception in 1727 Planned S
Pregnancies,"” Fertility and Sterility (Volume 1, 1950), pp. 338-346. That -

study actually estimated a median of 2.3 months,
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including the Yebster children, came to about 60 per cent of the maximum
number estimated above.

The Webster girls were significantly less likely than the non-
Viebster group to have had another child or to be pregnant by the time
they were interviewed. Again, this effect was exaggerated among (but not
significantly different for) the girls who received special attention at
Webster, whose rate of repeated prearincies dropped to 18 per cent. (One

additional girl had been pregnant again but had lost the baby.)

TABLE 48

ADDITIONAL CHILDREN
(In Percentages)

vebster Non-Webster
(N=109) (N=121)
None 72 L7
None, but pregnant 19 31
One, not pregnant 8 20
One, and pregnant ] 2
100 100

Break: No other/l or more: x% = 14,2; d.f. = 1; P<.00}

In both groups, the girls who had been in junior high school
when they became pregnant with the Yebster baby were disproportionately
responsible for additional children. Forty-five per cent of the llebster

group were in junior high school when they became pregnant, but 59 per cent
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of the additional children came from this group. And although 63 per cent
of the non-Webster girls were in junior high school that year, they contributed
73 per cent of the new babies born to non-llebster girls.

The junior high/high school differentials in new babies were not
significant, but when the data were combined in a slightly different way, ‘,*“
an important function of attendance at Yebster emerged. Although Webster
attendance lowered the chances of an additional pregnancy in general, this
effect was somewhat more noticeable among the junior high school girls.
Thus, Yebster appears to have had its greatest effect on the group most
in need of it, by reducing additional pregnancies more among the group _

from which the majority of new children came.

TABLE 49

GRADE OF SCHOOL AND ADDIT!ONAL CHILDREN
(1n Percentages)

High School Junior High School

Additional 3
Childreu Webster Non-llebster Webster Non-lebster -
(N=60) (N=£2) (N=49) (N=76) :

1 or more® 22 Lo 37 59 . :

None 78 60 63 4y

100 100 100 100

x2 = 4.9; d.f. = 1; x2 = 6.6; d.f. = 1;
P< .05 P<.01

N ncludes those who had no additional live child but were pregnant j\ E
when interviewed. ]

¢ 5 o ;“';.}i;‘-""-’)" 2w J
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[t might be predicted that the longer time a girl spent as part
of the Webster program the greater would be the chancec that the aims
of the program would 'take,'" i.e., that she would be less likely to have
additional children. As it develops, however, the number of months
spent at Wekster was not systematically related to her production of
more children. As was the case w.ih the return to school, sccioeconomic
status was not significantly associated with the production of additional
children, although, asain, the data were distributed in the expected
direction, except for the slight rise in the proportion of new babies
among the non-Webster girls at the highest income level. (That increase
is not, hoﬁever, very large, and certainly smaller than the reiative
decreases as income goes up.) Also again, there is a distinct Webster/
non-Webster differential at each income level.

TABLE 50

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND ADDITIONAL CHILDREN

Per Cent YWith Another Child
or Pregnant:

Per Capita Webster Non-Webster
Monthly Income (N=97) (N=100)
$39 or less 36 57
$40 - $79 3 L2
$80 or more 23 Ll

An attempt was made to test additional alternative hypotheses which
might shed more light on the circumstances under which a girl would or

would not have additional children. Information was gathered on the
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i effects of the girlt!s reintegration into old friendships and activities

N
.

after the baby's birth, the effects of her living arrangements, and the
role of her knowledge and use of birth control techniques.

With respect to the girl's social (re)integration, the hypothesis
would be that those who remained in or became reinvolved in the social
networks they maintained when they became pregnant were more likely to
become pregnant again than those whose surroundings were new or different.
% The girls were asked whether their leisure-time activities were different

from what they were before the baby came, whether they ! ad the same friends
;5 as before, and whether they continued to see the father of the Vlebster
haby. The indicators of a high level of reintegration would be that the
3 girl did not change her leisure-time activities, she reported no change
in friendships, and that she continued to see the baby's father (if she

3 was not married to him).

4 TABLE 51

CHANGES IN SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

Per Cent Reporting

Social Networks No Changes:
\Yebster Non-Webster
Leisure-time activities? 69 71
FriendsP 8l 83
Seeing the baby's father® 46 Ly

aN=108 Webster, 121 non-‘lebster.
bN=109 Webster, 120 non-‘lebster.

CN-107 Webster, 115 non-Yebster. Eighteen Webster
and 32 non-Yebster girls were married to him.

&; .
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Not only was there no difference between Webster and non-Vlebster
girls in the extent to which they maintained (or resumed) their reguiar

social relationships, but whether or not a girl made a change in these

nificant effect on her chances of having another

ta "~ ~
v"

I I IR R Y H
fei1ationsSnips had no si

NI Ddg

baby.
TABLE 52

;f CHANGES IN SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT AND ADDITIONAL CHiLDREN?
,;% ) Per Cant Who

4 Have One or More
- 4 Additional Children
3 Leisure-Time Activities

2 Have changed 29

4 Have not changed 31

é Friends

B Have changed 1

g Have not changed 18
‘% Sees the Baby's Father

E Seldom or neverd 30

k. More often 37

% 2The study group is treated as a whole in this

; table.

3 PNo more aften than once a month or so. Again
é several girls were married to him.

It is important to keep inmind that these may not be the proper
measures of integration and value milieu, or that they may not have been
properly measured. It should also be pointed out that the girls who
were interviewed were still living in the city and could be traced through

relatives and neighbors, even though a good many had moved from the address
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given at the time they contacted the ‘lebster school. Here, the loss of
girls who could not be tracked down or who had moved to distant cities is
particularly unfortunate, since they may very well represent an extreme
of nonintegration. This is an important bias in the composition of the
study group.

Certain characteristics of family composition bore on whether a
girl had additional children. For the study group as a whole (excluding
the girls who had es .aplished separate families with their husbands),
living in a family with both parents did not seem to be associated with

fewer additional children.

TABLE 53

FAMILY COMPOSITION AND ADDITIONAL CHILDREN
(In Percentages)

|

— t—
e— ——

Girl Lives In A Girl Lives In A

Aggfféggil Full Family Broken Family
i (N=87) (N=103)
None 66 61
One or more 34 39
100 100

When this reiationship was controlled. for attendance at ‘lebster, however,
a girl was significantly less likely to have had an additional baby or to
be pregnant if she lived in an unbroken family and went to Webster.

Among the non-Webster group, it made no difference whether or not the
family was broken.’"2 Data bearing directly on why this should be so

are not available from the interviews, but some speculation may be worthwiiile.

2

Note that all but five of the broken families were lacking a
male head.

B L
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TABLE 54

FAMILY COMPOSITION AND ADDITIONAL CHILDREN
(In Percentages)

 ——————i
e . 1 S A ———

Webster Non-Ylebster
Additional
Children Full Broken Full Broken
Family Family Family Family
(N=43) (N=51) (N=Lk) (N=52)
None 86 69 4g ol
One or more 14 31 55 L6
100 100 100 100
x% = 2.8: d.f. = 13 x2 = 0.8; d.f. = 1;
P =.05 P>.05

it will be remembered that the families of the study group were

not drawn from the lowest sociceconomic sirata of the city--indeed, they
seem to be drawn from what might be termed a "lawer middle'' class. Their
income was lower than that for all nonwhite families in Washington, but

wrozched the city-widé median, the majority of the principal wage earners
aeld regular, full-time jobs, and a relatively small proportion relied on
public assistance as a source of income. The following argument makes
the tentative assumption thzt people (or families) at this class level are
frequeatly likely to act more like middle class than lower class people
(to be ''middle c.ass strivers,' at least on the value level). It has

been suggested above, for exampie, that the very attempt on the part of
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these families to keep the gir' in school, when she would otherwise be
excused from classes, in itself differentiated them as a relatively

educat ion-oriented group.t’3 The argument is this: the decision to try

to have the girl continue with her schooling may be seen as a ''middie
class'' approach to the problematic situation of pregnancy in a school-

age girl, one in which there is an attempt to manipulate the environment
in such a way as to minimize the over-all effects of the fact of the birth
of what was usually an illegitimate baby.h# For the familics of the \lebster
girls, this approach was successful: their daughters continued to go to
schooi whiie they were pregnant. The non-llebster families, on the other
hand, were unable to 'be' middle class in this situation. And, once the
gir! was in Yebster, there was additional encouragement of middle class
behavior. The families were asked to, and given help to, nlan for the
baby's future, for example, planning for the future which involved not
only the girl, but other family members, as well.z‘5 And the girl was
regularlv exposed to noras relating to sexual discipline and other middle
class attitudes toward love and sex. Finally, the Webster approach
"worked'': the girls who went to Webster did go back to reguls- schoo!

more often, even if it were only for a while.

43Note again, also, the ages of the girls when they gave birth,
and the proportion who were probably at or over the age limit of the
compulsory school regulations.

huAs contrasted, for example, with such obvious alternatives as
asking the girl to leave home, encouraging marriage to the baby's father
and the =stablishment of a separate family, arranging for a several-month
visit to an out-oft-town relative, or shrugging the shoulders with the
inevitability of it all. All of these things happened, but to only a
small number of girls,

455.9&, can the mother help to babysit? Can the wage earner(s)
afford child care? the added expenses of a new member of the household? etc.
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Thus, the argurent goes, the success in getting the girl into
the program and whatever additionai support for ''middle ciass'' behavior
was afforde? the family by the school, either through a social worker or

| B R P I
aniu Liic i calce

the giri herseif fresh from a “group sessioi,
of the girl's return to regular school somehow enhanced patterns of
behavior bearing on the general conduct of one's life to whick a man in
the house may make a contributon, including discipline. If this argument
approximates 2 correct interpretation of the data, the differentials in
the relationship between repeated pregnancies and family composition for
each group begin to make sense, Again, these speculations are nothing
more than that, and research de~igned specificaliy to investigate this and
other possible interpretaticns of the observed relationships would be the
next step.

It was hypothesized that the size of the family in which the girl
lived might have an effect on her tendency to have additional children,
tn neither of the groups, however, did family size make a significant
difference in the likelihood that the gir! would bear additional children.
In fact, the proportions ran in the opposite direction among the ‘lebster
group, with the exception of those in the very largest families; the data on
non-Ylebster girls distributed more as predicted, but the differences in

45

pregnancy rate were not noticeably large.

uSThe smaiier families included some of the married girls who
had established scparate families with their husbands, but some of them
were also excluded from the table because no information was available on
their household composition, a result of faulty interviewing.

.o S A e s A T X YA A At 907
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TABLE 55

S{ZE OF FAMILY AND ADDITIONAL CHILDREN
(1n Percentages)

\lebster Non-\lebster
Family
Size: Addi- Addi-
tional One or - .. tional One or
dren dren
9 - L (N=23) 61- 39 .. 100 (N=27) 52 48 100
5 - 7 (N=h2) 79 21 100 (N=L:0) 55 b5 100
8 -10 (N=28) 85 15 100 (N=32) Yy 53 iGo
1l or -
more (N=11) 45 55 100 (N=16) 25 75 100
\

The qirl's knowledge and use of methods of birth control was

another area explored briefly in thé interviews. This issue is of impor-
tance as it bears on the rate of addition of live babies to the population,
as long as the girls continue to have intercourse (and the majority of them
indicated in the interview that they did). From the point of view of evalu-
ation of the effects of participation in the Wlebster program, it is inter-
esting to note that there is no significant difference between the Webster
and non-MWebster girls in the proportion who said that they were abstaining

from intercourse: 34 per cent of the former and 23 per cent of the latter.u6

b6there is reason to approach these figures with considerable
caution, since they may be inflated. The Webster girls especially, but
all of them to some extent, may have felt constrained to give a “'right"
answer, and even though the question was not asked directly, there is a
distinct possibility that the ievel of abstention is overstated.
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Several things shouid be kept in mind in evaluating the data on
knowledge of birth contro! techniques and additional babies. For one
thing, the question was put: 'have you ever learned of any ways for
people to keep from having babies?" to which all but five
girls in each group answered yes. But this does not mean that that many
knew of birth control techniques at the time they first became pregnant;
indeed, some learned of them only after the second baby came. \ashington's
program of widespread dissemination of birth control information and
equipment through public health faciiities did not go into effect until
Ppril 1964, which was, of course, after all of the first and many of the
second pregnancies had occurred. (1n 1965, there were still only two public
nealth birth contrel clinies in the city.) And medical facilities {clinics,
hospitals, a few private physicians) were the source of birth control

informat ion for around three-quarters of each group.

TABLE 56

WHEN GIRL LEARNED ABOUT BIRTH CONTROL
(In Percentages)

\lebster Non-VWebster

(N=108) (N=122)
Learned before Vebster baby 25 22
Learned after Yebster baby 70 ‘ 74
Never learned 5 b

100 100
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Another factor to be borne in mind is that naming a "birth control
technique'’ does not mean that the technique is one recognized as an *f&'w
ffective cne (gin and quinine, fr~ example, or whiskey and sulphur).47
Nor does knowledge imply ise--a girl could know of a technique without
having access to it or without using it for other reasons, such as fear, ;
distaste, expense, etc. Further, even if she knew of a recognized tech-
nique, and used it, that does not mean that she used it in such a way as
to maximize its efficiency. This is so, for instance, in the few cases g
where it was reported48 that the girl took 'the pill," but only when she ';_/
was about to have intercourse, rather than in the prescribed daily pattern. %}

Most of the birth control techniques used were used singly; only 4
a few girls mentioned that they comb ined tec:hniques.l’9 And clearly the
greatest reliance was placed on "the pill," alone or in combination. Just ki)'
why there should have been such a difference between the groups using :1{ i

. . e . . . E
vaginal foam alone or in combination 1s not clear, since there is no evi- f -
dence of differentials in access to sources of supply in public health ;”'
facilities aither during or following the first pregnancy. %

4

h7$ome of the techniques named were actually ones which folklore
holds are usefui for abortion, such as the two above. This could very well |
have been a function of the wording of the question, which spoke not of i_ .
prevention of conception, but of prevention of 'having babies.'" On the il
other hand, it could be that the folklore has shifted the use of quinine 4
from abortion to prevention of conception. Unfortunately, no information
is available o~ how these techniques are supposed to be used.

quy accident of the girl\volunteering the information. The respond-
ents were asked only whether they used any of the techniques they knew about,
not how they used them.

h9For 10 girls there was no information on use because they did
not report knowir~ of any technique. Information is lacking on 27 others -
because of faulty .nterviewing. S

A
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TABLE 57

B1RTH CONTROL TECHN{QUES USED .;i;
(In Percentages) :

i <

Tachni tebster Non-Webster

achniques (N=L5) (N=55)

Pill 61 67
Alone 52 60 ;
With foam 7 5 9
With diaphragm 2 2 e

Foam 30 18 ]
Alone 28 18 ]
With Condom 2 - .

Diaphragm 4 yi

Other? 5 8 :

“ L 4
100 100 3 }‘

3condom alone, douche, suppository.

Note in Table 57 what was not, or seldom, mentioned. The use ;
of condoms in conception control was relatively under=-named, considering
the known rates of use of this device in the society at large. The rate
reported here is probably an artifact of the wording of the question:
"Do you ever use any of these . . . M And none of the girls reported E |~ ]
using “'the coil,' although one knew of intrauterine devices, and a few d
others mentioned a 'button,’ ''cork,' or olug,” possibly references to
older forms of mechanical conception control at the site of the uterus.
This failure to know about 1UD's, let alone use them, is probably at least

partly a reflection of their lack of availability through local public

nealth channels.
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Several girls in each group used no birth control technigues (even

orted knowing of one or more), hut said that they just

homisnth tlhaw ran
LIV L o v - HS

though they
Weook chances." This was true for 14 Vebster and 20 non-Vlebster girls

{(and it is probable that this was true for at least some of those for whom
there was no information).

The data on relationships between knowledge and use of birth
control methods and repeated pregnancies are quite inconclusive, and too
little detailed information (on patterns of use, for example) was available
to allow for closer inspection of the associations. None of these rela-
tional data are presented, since they may be misleading, and are open to
serious question with respect to their validity. The general issue, though,
is certainly not an unimportant one. It seems fairly clear that most of
these girls, whether or not they had been exposed to attempts to modify
their sexual behavior, were in fact continuing to risk stil! more preg-
nancies. A study aimed specifically at the examination of adolescent
sexual behavior at the socioeconomic ievels reprgsented by these g{rls
might prove valuable.

In summary, it is clear that giris who attended Yebster were less
likely than the non-\lebster ones to have borne an additional child and/or
to have become pregnant at least within the months covered by this study.
This tendency seems to have been enhanced among the girls in the lebster
group who lived in families with two parents present. VWhether with the
passage of time these differentials will widen or disappear can only be

a matter of conjecture, of course, but there is no compelling reason to
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expect much change in them as time goes along. It may be, though, that

the tendency of the llebster group to have arranged for a somewhat more
erganized 1ife atter the baby's birth~-~by centinuing with school, making
babysitting arrangements which gave them more free time, by holding better
jobs with higher pay, among other things--will result in a general lower-
ing of their reproductive rate relative to those who were not (by the time
of the study, anyway) able to arrange things this way. At least, many of
the Vlebster giris seemed to be starting from less far behind. This matter
is, however, one on which only longitudinal research can provide other than

speculative suggestions.




THE FUTURE

As a final question, the girls were asked what they planned to do
in the fail of 1965. Among those who had rot graduated (and hence might
go back to schooi), the Webster group was significantly more 1ikely to

expect to return to school or to combine school and a job.50

TABLE 58

PLANS FOR THE FALL OF 1965
(In Percentages)

——
———

Webster Non-Webster
P
ans (N=84) (N=111)

Go to work 13 19
Go to school 65 37
17
22

N
O

Combine work and school

N

Stay home

Other, don't know - 5

160 100

Break: School, school & work/others: x® = 21.2; d
p

Roughly the same proportion of each group expected to go to work;
the main difference between the groups was in the choice between going to

school and staying home. Part of the difference in the proportions

Sowhat they did in fact do then could not be ascertained in
this -study.
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expecting to stay home is probably a refiection of the relatively larger
number of non-Webster girls who were pregnant when they were interviewed,
whose chances of entering school in the fall were lov, and who might experi-
ence some difficulty finding a job if they were in an advanced stage of
pregnancy. The plans of some of them could be expe:ted to change once
the.:eulbaby was born. But the pregnancy is obviously not the entire
explanation: ten Webster girls were also pregnant, but only two of them
expected to be staying home in the fall.

Among the girls who said they were going to return to scheol,
the majority expected to be attending regular day-time classes. The
non-Webster girls expected to rely slightly more on night school for their
classes than the Webster group. One girl in each group expected to enroll

in college in the fall,

TABLE 59

KIND OF SCHOOL PLANNED FOR FALL 1965
(In Percentages)

r——
——

|

st . e . A~
S —————— ——————. P ———————

\lebste Non-Webster

(N=76) (N=63)
Regular, day 64 56
Reguiar, night 18 25
F.ivate vocational® 5 6
College 1 2
Otherb - 3
Dontt know which 12 8

160 100

3Beauty school, secretarial school, etc.

bE.g., job training in Yar on Poverty programs.




SUMMARY AND CONCLUSiON

This has been a study of the characteristics, attitudes, and
experiences of two groups of school-age giris who found themselves to
be pregnant sometime during the 1963-1964 school vear, and who came in
contact with an experimental program in the public school system. One
of the groups consisted of 109 girls who were enrolled that year in the
Webster School program. The second is a group of 123 girls who were
also referred to the program that year but, for various reasons, were not
enrolled in it. The basic purpuse of the study was to examine the extent
of the Webster program's success, if any, in facilitating the girls!
return toc regular school following the birth of their children. Some
attention has also been devoted in the analysis to a variety of other
matters of relevance to the basic issue, such as the backgrounds from
which the girls came, the social networks in which they were involved,
and their experiences with repeated pregnancies.

The data seem to indicate rather clearly that participation in
the Webster program does make a difference, at least in the short run,
it did not eliminate school dropouts among the girls who went to Webster,
nor did they stop altogether having more children. But t:eir histories
following the birth of the baby were noticeably different from those of

the girls who did not ent2r the program.
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FINAL VERSION

(1F NOT ALREADY CLEAR FROM THE OPENING CONVERSATICN.

RECORD BELOW IN ANY EVENT) First, can you tell me what
relationship you are to GIRL?

(CODE WITHOUT ASKINS)

When did you
have the baby?

And how did you find out about it?

hear about it)

{MONTH AND YEAR)

1-3/372
CASE NUMBFR _ _ _
L5 6
INTERVIEWER
mother . . . . . . .
father . . e e e e el 2
brother, sister. . . . . e e 3
grandmother, grandfather .. b
aunt, uncle. . e e e 5
husbzand. . . . . . . . 6
other relative . . . . e . 7
not related. . .. . . 8 77y
Sex
male . . . . . . !
female . e e e e e s . 2 8/y
first find out that GIRL was going to
— 9/
(Where did you
GIRL herself . . . . . . . . . o
baby's father, his family. . 2
other friend . e e e .3
other relative . . . . . ... kb
teacher, principal, school s« « 5
doctor, clinic, medica!l personnel 6
social worker. . . s . . 7
asked and discovared by selr c .. 8
soineone else (SPECIFY)
i 9 10/y




2=

] 4. As you remember, what was your reaction to GIRL's
1 pregnancy? Yhat did you do when you learned of it? 11/

v What did you think GIRL should do? 12/

A9

? 5. Do you know about the school where pregnant school

A girls can keep on going to classes until their

3 babies are born?
.%g , ves {ASK Q. 5a-g). . . « « « « « . 1
i no (GO TO Q. 5F=g) . . . . . . . . 2
4 5a. Did you know about it at the time GIRL

' became pregnant?
N YES. « + 4 4 4+ o 4 e e e e e <3
g RO « ¢« o o o o 4 137y
' b, Vhere did vou first hear about the school?
23 {Who told you about it?)

GIRL herself . . . « . « « .« . o

I baby's father, his family. . . . . 2

~ other friend . . . . . . . . . . .3
L2 other relative . c e e e e b
N teacher, principal, school . . 5

;.5 doctor, clinic, medical personnel. 6

k social worker. . . . . .7

N just knew about it . . 8

g other source (SPECIFY) -

9 Wy
Qﬂ; 5c. Did GIRL ever try to get inte the school,
g do you know, or did anyone look into her
v going to school there?
o) yes {ASK Q. 5d). . . « . v . . . .|

- no (GOTEQ.5f) . . .......2 15/y




47
f" -3

5d. And did she go to school there?

no (ASK Q. 5€) « . « « « . 1
yes (GO TO Q. 5F). . . . . 2
Se. Vhy didn't she go? 16/y
N 5f. Wnat do you think of the idea of having a spe-
3 cizl school for girls who are pregnant while
they are still school age? Do you think this
3 is a good idea, or not such a aood idea?
‘ yes, agood idea . o v v o ooc oo ]
5 no, not such a good idea . . . . « 2
ke 5g. What do you think is especiatiy good {bad)
=3 about it? 17/y
; 6. Can you tell me who usually lives here in this apartment
;o (house)? 1'd like to find out cheir ages and how they
4 . are related to GIRL. Let's start with the youngest.
- (ASK FOR SEX WHERE NOT CLEAR. RECORD BELOW IN ANY
) EVENT)
i.’
- Relationship
to GIRL Age Sex
. Is there anyone else who usually lives here who isn't
\J here right now? 18/
19/

s 20/




le

7. A few more questions about yourself and your family.
During the last six months, have you mainly worked or

mainly stayed home?

mainly worked (ASK Q. 7a=d). . . .
mainly stayed home (GO TO Q. 8). .i

7a. VWhat kind of work do you do (when you're
working) ?

7b.

7c.

7d.

Is that part-time work, or fuli-time?

part=time. . « « « ¢« ¢ o « ¢ o o
full=time. . . . . . . . .

And is that just in certain parts of the year,
or pretty much all the time from month to month?

SPOradiC « « v ¢ o o o o o o o o
reg\,‘ l ar . - . . . . . . . - . . . .

About how much money do you earn in an
average week (when you're working)?

9

8. Does anyone else who usually lives here work?

yes (ASK Q. 8a). . . . ..
no (GOT0OQ.9). .....

8a. UWho is that?

Is that full-time or part-time work?

Throughout the year, or just certain parts of
the year?

About how much does that job bring in in an
average week, that is available for the
family expenses? (PER VHAT)

Relaticnship
to GIRL Occupation | FT/PT | Reg/Spor | Income/Time per.

St e e by e W Ar e Yve e

1]

21/
22/
23/
2ly/
254
26/
27/




v Wl
. 8

5~

9. Does your family get money from anywhere else besides
jobs? For instance, besides the people you've men-
tjoned, is there anyone--a relative or a friend=--who
has sometimes helped out in the last year or so?

yes (ASK Q. 9a-b). . . . . . . . .1
no (GOTOQ.10) . ... .....2

~

. Viho is that? {(PROBE FOR RELATiONSHIP

O
o

9b. About how much is that, usually? (PROBE FOR
AMOUNT ; WHETHER EMERGENCY, SPORADIC, OR
REGULAR HELP, AND PER WEEK, MONTH, EYC.) 28/y

10. How about financial heip from places like wellare, or
churches, or sociai security, or things like that?

ves (ASK Q. 10a) . . . . « .« . . .[]
no (GOTOQ. NN) . ... .....["

10a. VWho is that?
About how much do they help with?
And is that just in emergencies, or from
time to time, or regularly?

Agency Amount Emer/Spor/Reg

ke
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11. Does the family get help with clothing or food, or anything else
besides money, from anywhere?

L et e e

&

-t

yes (ASK Q. 1la) . . . . . .. ..
no (GOTOQ. 12) . . ... ....2

o - ¥
e 3

11a. Who is that?
(IF A PERSON) And how is he (she) reiated to
GIRL?
What do they help with?
About how much of that do you get?
is that just in emergencies, from time to time,
cr regulariy?

0 IS H
(€ § momrgiras —AM_y’-‘«, .
g 3t Ut
DL WY N
* N~

How often?
1
Relationship . Emer /Spor/
Source to GIRL ltem | Quantity Reg Freq.

30/y

12. Does the family get food stamps?

o

yes (ASK Q. 12a) . . . .. . . ..
no (GOTC Q. 13) . ........2 3y

12a. UYhat amount a month? (THIS MEANS AMOUNT THE
STAMPS ARE WORTH)

S 32/

13. Taking into account periods when the family's income may
be lower or higher because of weather or layoffs or
bonuses, and so forth, about how much money does the
famiiy have to spend, in the average month?

) 33/

14, Now, asbout you. Are you married?

presently married (ASK Q. lha-b) .
divorced . . . . ¢« ¢« .« e e«
widowed. . . . . . .

single . . . . .
other (SPECIFY)

3h4/y

e

¢ o
VT W DN e
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1ba. Were you married at the time GIRL became
pragnant?

VES. 4 o o v 4 4 e e s e e w5 e e 1
NO v o o o o o e v o e e e e e 2 35y

b, (IF RESPONDENT #S GIRL'S MOTHER) Is your
husband GIRL's father?

o

yes. L) L) . . L) . L) * [ e L) . L] . L]

NO v o v o o o o efe e e e e e . 2 36/y

15. How far did you get in school? : 37/
38/
th grade 39/

16. How old were you when you had your first baby?

___ years Lo/
i7. Do you get to church often? How often?
per Ly/
(IF EVER) VYhere do you go to church? L2/
Do you beiong to that church?
VES. « v o v o e e e e e e e e e ]

R SR X ¥ AV

18. Do you belong to any clubs or other community groups?

-t

yes (ASK Q. 18a) . . . .. . . ..

no [} © e [} e L] . e . e [} . [} ] * [} 2

18a. What are those?
How often do you go to their meetings?

group attendance

L/

fe e e

e T —
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19, tow long have you lived in Washington?

years

20. VWhere did you live before you came to VYashington?
large city .
town . . .« o o e .
farm, rural. . . . « « « . o

21. And how long have you lived in this neighborhood?

years

Now, !'d like to ask GIRL some questions about herself and
how she's been getting along since she had her baby.

(T0 GIRL)
22. How long have you lived in Yashington?

years

23. How long in this neighborhood?

years

2. 1id Jike to ask you a few questions about your baby.
Just so | don't get confused in these questions, can
you tell me the baby's first name? {THIS 1S TO BE
THE BABY WHICH OCCASIONED CONTACT \/ITH VEBSTER)

(1F NOT CLEAR, ASCERTAIN WHETHER BOY OR GIRL. RECORD
BELOW §N ANY EVENT)

boy. . . . . .« o ..
girl . . « . .« .

25. When was he (she) born?

W N -

45/

L6/y

L/

48/

49/

50/y

51/




-9~

. And where was he {she) born? (PROBE FOR MAME OF
HOSPITAL)

~o
A

{IF BORN AT HOME)} VYho helped out at the delivery?

+ 52/

27. Does BABY live here with you, or somewhere else?

somewhere else (ASK Q. 27a—b) ..
with GIRL (GO TO Q. 28). . .
baby is deceased (GO TO u. 33‘ . . 3 53y

—

i~

27a. Vhere is that?

with a relative (SPECIFY RELA-

TIONSHIP TO GIRL )
with a friend. . . . . « . . . . . 2
ina foster home . . . . . . . . . 3
in cn adoptive home. . . . . . L

in an institution (S“ECIFY

). . . .5 &bty

27b. How often do you get a chance to see BABY?

per 55/

(NOW GO TO Q. 33)




28.

-10-

Who usually takes care of the baby? 1'd like to know

everyone who helps out regularly. For instance, who

takes care of him (her) during the morning?

Is that here in this apartment (house), or somewhere
else?

How about the afternoon?

Evening?

At night?

Time Period

o2} o)
ol ol
© 21 Location
s 5 €1 of Baby
1= ()] (o} o)} )
- .S E -E o [1)] ) 5%
Parson -l € Py sl 9 9| @ Describe
- . ” & e dod
(Relationship to GIRL) | s | 81 & | 5| @ 0| v Other
. ! = < (X1 ] . | xr (w]

30.

31.

Who usually has the most to say about raising the baby?
Like, how it should be taken carc of, what it should
eat, and so forth?

GIRL herself . . . . . . .« ¢« o o1
mother or substitute . . . . . . . 2
other (SPECIFY ) . 3

Do you and (that person) often disagree about these
things?

NO v ¢ v o o o« o o o o o a o o ool
YE5. « v o s e e s e e e e e e e s L
if you do disagree, who usually has the final say
about it?
GIRL herself . . . . . . . . . .1
mother or substitute . . . . . . . 2
it depends (ON WHAT?). . . . . .. 3

56/
57/
58/
59/
60/
6i/
62/
63/
6L/
65/

66/y

67/y

68/y
78/
79/
80/1




1-3/372

Case number

k56

32. Has BABY been sick much?

yes (ASK Q. 32a) . . . . . . .. .1
no (GOTOQ.33) . ... o v o+ .2 7/y
32a, \hat sicknesses has b
Wlhen was that?
Did you go to a doctor about it?
Where (SPECIFY NAME OF CLINIC OR IF PRIVATE
PHYSICIAN)
Who tock BABY there?

fotn) tad?
\ Vi ~ e

tea

1t

8/
9/
Vho took 10/
11/
12/
13/
14/
15/
16/
17/
18/
, 19/

Clinic/

Sickness VWthen Private

How about your (own) health? Did you have any special
medical problems just after the baby was born?

yes (ASK Q. 333) . . ... ....
no (GOTO Q. 34) .........2 20/y

—

33a. Could you tell me about that? What was the
problem? And when was that?

Sickness Vthen

21/
22/
23/
2k/
25/
26/

How is your health right now? t‘ould you say it is good,
or not?

not good (ASK Q. 3ka). . . . . . .1
good (60 70 Q. 35) . .. ... ..2 27/y
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34a. What is wrong with your health?

28/

29/
30/

35. Other than BABY, do you have any other children?

-awd

yes (ASK Q. 35a=b) . . . . . . ..
no (GOTOQ. 36) . ... .....2 3y

35a. s that a boy or a girl?

How o1d?
Age Sex
32/
child 1} 33/
3k/
child 2 35/
36/
child 3 37/
35b. And where is {are) the child(ren) living?
CHILD 1}
with GIRL (ASK Q. 35¢=d). . . . . . . i*
with relative (SPECIFY Y .2
with friend . . . . . . ¢ . ¢« ¢« ¢« . . 3
foster hOME . v v « v « o o« « o« « o« o 1t
adcptive home . . . S
institution (SPEC!FY ) . 6 38/y
CHILD 2
wizh GIRL (ASK Q. 35c-d). . I |
with relative (SPECIFY ) . 2
with friend . . . . . « ¢« v v v v+ 3
foster home . . . . . e e e e e . b
adoptive home . . . c e s s s e s 5
institution (SPECIFY ) . 6 39/y
CHILD 3
with GIRL (ASK Q. 35¢-d). . . . . . . ]
with relative (SPECIFY ) . 2
with friend . . . . . + ¢« « ¢ v « « « 3
foster home . .« v « v ¢ v ¢ ¢ o « o & L
adoptive home . . . . . . . . .« .« b
institution (SPECIFY ) . 6 LOo/y




N
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FOR GIRLS WITH OTHER OWN CHILDREN AT HOME ONLY

35c.

Morning

tho

Afternoon

Who

Evening

Viho

Night
Who

Who usually takes care of the child{ren), say,
during the morning?

Here in the apartment (house), or somewhere else?
How about i the afternoon?

Evening?

At night?

Child 1 Child 2 Child 3

cares for

Where

cares for

Vhere

cares for

\lhere

cares for

Where

W/
42/
43/
Ll/
L5/
L6/
L7/
48/
b9/
50/
51/
52/
53/

5by

55/
56/
57/
58/
59/
60/
61/
62/
63/
6h/

79/
80/2




36.

1-3/372

Case number:

35d. How about the child(ren)'s health? What
sicknesses have there been? (Which child
was that?)
Vhen was that?

Did you go tc the doctor about it?
Where? (SPECIFY NAME OF CLINIC OR IF PRIVATE

PHYS ICIAN)
. Child \ Clinic/
Sickness # \lhen Private
Are you pregnant now, as far as you know?
yes (ASK Q. 36a~d) . . . . . .

no (GO TOQ. 37) . . .. ..

36a. Who is the father of the baby?

36b. s he BABY's father?

VES. o v s o o e s e e e e e .
no, a different man. . . . . .

36c. Are you getting regular prenatal care?

A0 o v o s & o o o e e e e
YES. & v 0 s e 4 e C e e e s
(IF YES) Where is that? (SPECIFY NAME OF

CLINIC OR IF PRIVATE PHYSICIAN

I TV - e

.
-4

.
ot

k56

7/

8/

9/
10/
11/
12/
13/
14/
15/
16/
17/
18/
19/
20/
21/
22/

23/y

2L/y

25/y

26/
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3 36d. Vhen the new baby comes, wiill you plan to

B have it living here, or somewhere else?
e with GIRL. . . Cee ]
(. with relative (SPECIFY ). 2
kS with friend. 3
foster home. « « « « v v « o o« . o b
. adoptive home. . . « .« .. b
institution (SPEClFY ) . 6 27/y
k 37. When you were pregnant with BABY, did you get regular
E prenatal medical care?
yes (ASK Q, 37a-¢) . . . . .. . .1}
no (G0T0OO0.38) .........2 28y
f% 37a. Vhere was that? (SPECIFY NAME OF CLINIC OR
IF PRIVATE PHYS!CIAN)
\ 23/
‘zﬁﬁ 37b. How many months pregnant werc you when you
*% started going thera?
3 months 30/
%g 37c. And how often did you ¢o?
— . per 31/
,'f 38. Have you ever learnad of any ways for people to keep
;- from having babies?
y yes (ASK Q. 38a—d) e e e oo 1
’w, no (G0 TO Q. 39) . ... 2 32/y
: 38a. What ways do you know about? 33/
1 MP
‘iﬁ’ 38b. And where did you lecrn about this? (CODE AS
b MANY AS APPLY)
T [
doctor, clinic, nurse. . 2
relative . . 3
boyfriend. . ob
other friends. . 5
social worker. . . . . .« . . .. . 6 3h/y
somenne else (SPEC!FY Y7 MP

o 4 i — ———— O 7 T E Gy o Ny Mg P TOarl AN AT AN M e = T
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-

38c. \Vhen was that? How long ago? (PROBE FOR DATES,
OR AT LEAST WHETHER IT VWAS BEFORE OR AFTER BABY)

before baby. . « « « « ¢ o o o o o |
_ after baby « o v o o - o v . o . o 2 35/
‘§é‘ 38¢. Do you ever use any of these ways to keep from
s having a baby? Yhich? (IF NO, PROBE WHETHER
ok SHE 1S TAKING CHANCES, OR IS ABSTAINING) 36/

39. Have any of your close friends, or relatives around here,
had a baby when they weren't married?

ves (ASK Q. 392) « o v o v o . . . l
B no (GOTOQ. 40) . . . . « .« .« & 2 37y

39a. 1!'d like to ask you a little more about them.
Take the first person you think of who had a

T3 baby.
2 What is her relationship to you? 38/
& How old was she when she had her baby? 39/
w Is she married now? Lo/
o \Wlhat did she do with her baby? Keep it with L1/
;{g her, send it to live with someone else, or what? L2/
1 And how far did she get in school? (Did she L3/
P graduate? Go back? Drop out?) L/
’i (REPEAT FOR THREE SUCH FRIENDS OR RELATIVES) L5/
Relationship { 4  Married | Baby Grade of Grad/Cont/ ﬁg/
1 to GIRL ge now lives school Drop~-out 49;
- 50/
3 _ 51/
4 52/
h . 53/
4 54/
g 55/

}
3
>

B




4o. Are you married?

yes (ASK Q. 40a-b) . . . . . . . .1
no (GO TO Q. 41) . . . . . . . .. 2 56y

37a. Yhen were you married? (MONTH AND VEAR)

[ %3]
~J
N

37b. s your husband BABY's father?

yes. L] L] [ 4 L4 L) L) . + o L) L] L] [ ] L] . l

MO » & o o o « o s e e e e e e .. 2 58y

How about your life in general these days? Do you
generally have time to do the things you want to do, or
would you like to have more time to yoursel f?

want more time (ASK Q, 4la-b). . . 1
have enough time (60 TO Q. 42) . . 2 59/y

Lla. |f you had more free time, what would you do? 60/

L1b. Vhat are the main things that keep you from
having enough free time? 61/

What about things you do in your spare time? Are there
things you did before the baby came that you don't
do now?

yes (ASK Q. 42a-b) . . . . . . . .1
no (60TOQ. M3) . . . . ... ..2 062/y

h42a. VMhat sorts of things were they that you don‘t
do now? 63/

b2b. Why has that changed? (PROBE FOR BABY'S EFFECT) 6k /




.
o'~
o - -
. ot

43. What ebout your friends? Do you have pretty much the same
friends you did before the baby came, or do you mainly

¥ have different friends now?
R different (ASK Q. 43a3) . . . . . 1

{;3 same friends (GO TO Q. 44) . . . . 2 65/y
i?c 43a. MYhy do you think that is? 66/

Ll, Do you see BABY's father often?

(IF EVER) How often? (PR0BE FOR FREQUENCY PER WEEK,
MONTH, ETC.) 67/

45. Let me ask a few questions zbout BABY's father. How old
3 is he?
" years 68/

46. And how long had you kaown him at the time you became
pregnant with BABY?

3 69/

A 47. Where did you meet him--like at school, or you both
4 went around in the same group of friends, or just where?

3 70/

48. And when did he iast attend school regularly?

7/

- - [ g — —— .. =




[_—

'ﬂ’u, -
g b

L9, What year was he in?

Tthe « v v v e o 0 o o 0 0 e e
- BER. v v v e e e e e o e e e e s 2
-3 Oth. o o ¢ o o o o o o o s o o v o 3
. JOth. v v e e e e e s e e ek
Nth, . . s e e s e e .5

E 12th (ASK G. 50)

3
Lg 50, Did he graduate?

:
¥ I
; no L] L] L] [ ] L] L] L] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] [ ) L] 7 72/y
=3 51. As far as you know, was your mother married at the
- time you were born?
1 X
‘V.:“ marr'edo . . ¢« & o . s e o . e ¢ . ‘
:{: unmarried. . 3 3 . [] (] 3 . [} [ 3 3 2

8 don't KnOW . « « o o o o o « o« « 3 73y

;:*':,}

% t2. At the time you became pregnant, where were you living?

4 (PROBE FOR HOUSEHOLD, NOT ADDRESS)

- same arrangement as NoOW. . . . . . |

A different arrangement (SPECIFY,
- ) 2 7b4/y

v 4 53. And did you live there all during your pregnancy, or
3 did you live somewhere eise?

stayed there through pregnancy . . |
g lived somewhere else (SPECIFY

“ ) 2 75/ Yy

79/
¥ 80/3




55.
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£ 57.

Case number:

Now, let me ask you a few quest ions about school. Do
you think that it's really important or not so
important for a girl to finish high school?

important, . . « « & o o e v e e e i
not important, « . « « ¢ « o o o o &

What makes you think that it's (not) important?

Here are some different ways girls say they feel about
finishing high school. 1'l1 read these four different
things to you and you tell me which one comes closest
tc the way you feel about it. (HAND CARD AND READ

STATEMENTS)

For & girl like me, finishing high school is most
important, more important than just about anything

else aqgirl can do . o v ¢ v o o e e e e e e e e e !
Finishing high school is important, but other

things are important, too, even more important

sometimes. . . e e e e e e e e e e e e . 2
Finishing high school is not so important, really,

but a good idea sometimes. . . . . . R |
Finishing high school is not important at all. . . .. b

Take these different possibilities. Of each pair, which
would be more important, do you think?

—

working to earn money. . . . . . -

OR finishing high school. . . . . . . 2

finishing high school. . . . . . . 3
staying home to take care

of the baby. . . . . « « « « « b

CR

staying home to take care
of the baby. . .« « « ¢ ¢« « « 5

OR working to earn money. . . . « . . 6

£ o B M AR N

| B

3/372

556

77y

8/

9ly

10/y
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How do most of your friends feel about school? Vhich
statement on the card would most of them choose?

most important . . .+ . o . e e 0
very important . . . .« o o o . e
sort of important. . . . « . . « .
not important. . . « ¢« o ¢ o ¢ . .

And your family=--how do they feel about it? VYhich
would they choose?

most important . . . ¢ . o . o ..
very important . . o o o o o o o e
sort of important. . . . . . . . .
pot important. . . . « ¢ o ¢ o . .

Have your ideas about the importance of school changed
in the last year or so?

yes (ASK Q. 60a~b) . . . . . . . -
no (GOTO Q. 61) . . « « o v o o &

60a. !n what ways have they changed?

60b. And why have they changed, would you say?

What was the reaction at school when they found out that
you were pregnant? How did the other students feel
about it?

And how about the teachers?

PV A ARt ar s . AN S R A B o

Ko WERS B

Bl VEEE &t

——t

1/y

12/y

13/y
14/

15/

16/

17/
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63. Do you know of the MWebster School, where girls who are
pregnant continue with their school work until the
baby comes?

L4

yes (ASK Q. 53a) . . . . ... .
no (GO TOC, 64) . . ... ... .2 1iBly

63a. What has been your contact with Vebster?
attended . .

referred, not enrolled . . . . . .
just heard of it . . . . . . . . .

W N e

197y

64. Mere you attending school regularly this past year?

ormbd

yes (ASK Q. Bka-b) . . . . . c .. ‘
no (GOTOQ 65) ... ... e .. 2 X
went part of year, then .

dropped cut (G0 TO Q. 65). . . . 3 20/y

6ba. Vhat scheel did you go to? 2t/

6ith., What grade were you in?

7th or lower . . . . . R X
Bthe & v ¢ v ¢ v o o o 4 e e 4
Othe v v ¢« o o o o o o o« c o « o 4 3
10th. v v v e e o e e e e e e e b
LR < PO 5

12th
6bc., Did you graduate?

VES. & v 4 s s e e e e e e ... 6
IO o o o & o o o e e e s e o e .o 7 22/y

(Now GO TO Q. 70 [PINK PAGES] IF ENROLLED IN WEBSTER,
Q. 93 [BLUE PAGES] IF REFERRED OR KNEW OF WEBSTER,
BUT NOT ENROLLED)

FOR GIRLS WHO DID NOT RETURN TO SCHOOL OR WHO DROPPED CUT MID-YEAR

65. What school did you go to when you last went regulariy?




€6. VYhat grade were you in then?

Jthor lower « « ¢« « « « o o o « &
Bth. & & v v e e e e e e e e e
Oth. ¢ o o o o o o o« o o o o o o s
J1OEN. « v v o o o o o o o s o o o s
T1th. & 0 v v 4 v e o o € o s e s .
12¢h

VSN

66a. Did you graduate?

yes L] . L 3 L] L L] L] L) ] e L) . L] L[] L)

~ Oy

2b/y

no . . & ° . ] ] . . . . ] L] . L3 ]

67. What did you do when you left school? (How did you
spend your time?)

~nvd

worked partetime . . . . . ¢ o . .
worked full-time . . . . . . 5 «
stayed home. . . . . . .
something else (SPECIFY

) & 25/y

68. 1%d like to know something about what made you decide not
to go back to (continue with) school. Here are some of
the reasons girls have for not continuing with school.
Which one comes closest to your own thinking? (HAND
GIRL CARD)

| had to stay home and take care of the baby . . 1

| was embarrassed to go back because of
having the baby. . . . . . « ¢ ¢« v v v v oL

(L)

- People at scucol were rough on me because of

- having the baby. . . . « « « ¢ o ¢« o o o ¢ o o o 3
“é; | had to go to work to earn money. . . . . . . B
;f | wasn't interested inschooi. . . - . . .. . .5
i | was dropped from school. . . . . . . « . . .. 6

e | went to school until i turned 16, and then
didn't have to go any more after that. . . . . . 7

5 | had the baby just in order that { wouldn't
g have to continue with school . . . .. ... .. 8

| couldn't get into the school | wanted. . . . . 9

SOMe OLNEF FEESON. « « o « = o + o o « o o o + . 0 26/y




w2l

69. Can you tell me more about that? 27/

(IF EVER ATTENDED WEBSTER, GO 70 Q. 70.
OTHERVWISE, 60 TC Q. 93)
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FOR GIRLS WHO WERE ENROLLED !N WEBSTER 1963-1964

70. Did you go to Vebster up until the time BABY was due,
or did you withdraw from the schocl earlier?

stopped before delivery

fn A
\nSK Q_. 79:":’3) ¢ o 1

A went untii delivery \GO TO Q 71) 2 28/y

70a. Vhy was that? 29/

N
G * v

+
el b

70b. What did you do when you stcpped? (How did
you spend your time?) 36/

o fordmivinnedd \ o

e | i

71. Thinking back, where did you first hear about Webster?
{SPECIFY IF THAT PERSON WENT TC WEBSTER AND NOTE
IF S0)

ﬁ.
huotsonl IO

3 DAreNt . « « v o o o e e o 0 s . s}

= sister, brother. . . . . e e . .2

53 BABY!s father, his famlly |

) other friend . . « v ¢« « « « « « o *

= other relative . . . . . c e .5

-3 teacher, principal, school . . . . 6

- doctor, clinic, medical personnel 7

3 social worker. . . . .. . ... .38

a just heard about it. . . . . . . .9

; other source (SPECIFY
y ) o 3l/y
p 32/
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72. At the time just before you started at lebster, was
there anybedy, you or anyone else, who thought that
you shouldn’t go there, that you should do something
else?

some disagreement (ASK Q. 72a-c} . 1
all agreed (50 7O Q. 73) . . . . . 2 33/y

72a. Vho was that? (PROBE FOR RELATIONSHIP

E TO GIRL)

e 34/
- 72b. Why didn't she {you) (he) think you should

3 go to Webster? 357
;% 72¢. Yhat did she (you) {(he) think you shouid do

> instead? 36/

z

T?‘ 73. During the time you were at Webster, were you close

=9 friends with any of the other students there?

E yes (ASK Q. 74-78) . . . . . . . . 1

= no (GO T6 Q. 79) . . .. . ... .2 37y

Ei 74. Did you know those friends before you went to Webster, or

iﬁ did you meet them there?

}1 knew most before . . . . . . . . .1}

- 3 kriew some before . . . . . . . . . 2

7 knew one or two before . . . . . . 3

f knew none before . . . . . . . . . 4 38/y

75. Did you and your friends at Webster go around as a group
together, or did you belong to different groups, or what?

AS 8 GroUP « « + « + o« o o o o o o1
3 in different groups. « . « « « . . 2
b something else (SPECIFY




Did you and your friends do tHings together mainly just
in school, or mainly outside of schodl, or both?

mainly th school « + + v« & . .
mainfy outside of school . . . .
both.......;;..s.¢

What were the giris like that you were friends with?
fan you tell me something about what they were 1ike?

Do you still see any of these friends these cdays?

ro (ASK Q. 78a). . . . . . . . .
yes (ASK Q. 78b) . . . . . . . .

78a. Did you stop seeing them right at the time
you left Yebster, or quite 3 while after
you left?

right away L] ) [ [ - - [ ) ) ® [
afterward. « ¢« ¢« ¢ o ¢ o o o o o

78b. Yhich of them do you still see? All or
just some?

v

s 2

v 3 bosy
Ly/

-

i

O

- L
42/
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79. Tell me something about the other groups at VWebster, as
you remember them. Were there several groups that ran
around together, just a few, or weren't there really
any particular groups at all?

there were cliques (ASK Q. 79a-¢). . . . . . . . 1
no cliques (GO T0 Q. 80) . . . .. . ... .. . 2 h3/y

79a. About how many groups were there? L/

79b. Thinking about those groups, what were the girls
like who belonged to the top (most important)
group? Vhat did a girl have to be like to
belong to that group? 4s/

79c. Did you go around with the top group, or did
you have more fun with another group, or did
you spend most of your time pretty much
by yourself?

belonged to top group. « . . . .+ . |
belonged to different group. . 2
mostly alone . . . . . . . . .. .3 Lb/y
80. Here are some things that people might say when they
talk about students. Which would you say weie true of
most of the giris at Webster? For example, how about
Hfriendly'? Would you say most of the girls at Webster
were friendly, or would you say that wasn't so?
Agree ? Disagree
a. friendly . . . . . o oo W] 2 3 Lily
5. interested in school . . . . . .1 2 3 L8/y
c. hard to get to know. . . . . . .1 2 3 Loty
d. out for a good time. . . . . . .1 2 3 50/y
e. sStudious . . « « « ¢ o o o ] 2 3 517y
f. bad. . . . .« . .. e e e e e e 2 3 52/y
g. wanted to be someplace else,
not inschool. . . . « . « « . .1 2 3 53/y
h. thought more about the baby
than about schoolwork. . . . . .1 2 3 Sh/y
i. just the same as girls at any
other school . . . . . . . . . .1 2 3 557y

81. What one thing best describes the Yebster students?
(REREAD LIST AND RECORD LETTER BELOW)
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Which of the following things would you think
describe most of the teachers at Webster? Would you
agree or disagree that most cf the teachers are:

Agree 7 Disagree

a, friendly . . . . . . oo 2 3 57/y
b. TOO0 SEFriCt « « « o« » « « « . H 2 3 58/y
c. don't understand the problems
of pregnant giris . . . . . . ., 1 2 3 39/y
d. pay too much attention just
to certain students. . . . . . . 1 2 3 607y
e. interested in teenagers. . . . . } 2 3 61/y
f. think the students are bad
because theyre pregnant . . . . |} 2 3 62/y
g. pay careful attention to
EVEIrYONE « « o« o o o o o o o o o | 2 3 €3/y
h., helpful. . . . . . . .. . 2 3 6L/y
i. easy to talk over my problems
With « v v v o v o 0 o o o o o o] 2 3 65/y
What one thing best describes the teachers? {REREAD
AND RECORD LETTER BELOW)
66/
Thinking now of all the people you came in contact
with in the school, students, teachers, people on the
staff, and others, who was the one person you thought
the most of? 67/
And for what reason? 68/

Do you think that Webster was pretty different from other
schools you have gone to, or was it pretty much the same
as regular school?

different (ASK Q. 85a) . . . . . .1
the same (60 T0O Q. 86) . . . .. .2 6&9/y

85a. In what ways was it different? 70/




1%
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86. Did you do better as a student at Vebster than you
24 did at the schocl where you were before, about the
Ry same, or not as well?
. better (ASK Q. 86a-b). . . . . . . !
% worse (ASK Q. 86a-b) . . . . . . . 2
7 about the same (6070 8.87) . .. 3
;G 86a. Was that in all your classes, or just some?
;EE all classes. . . . . .. e e o L)
- just some (SPECIFY
i Yy v

86b. Why was it that you did better (not so well),
do you think? 72/

87. What about some of the specific things you learned about
at Yebster? What one thing that you learned about there
has been most useful to you in your life since? {PROBE
FOR ONE MOST USEFUL THING) 73/

; 88. What thing that you learned about has been least useful
to you? (PROBE FOR THE ONE LEAST USEFUL THING) 74/

78/
79/
80/L4
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1-3/372 *
Case number: _ _ _ °
Lse e
89. What about some of the special programs at Webster? For -
instance, what did the sociai workers do at the school?
(ASK. WHAT DID FOR EACH ROLE, THEN FOR EACH CONTENT ASPECT,
ASK:) How useful has been to you in your iife
since? Has it been very useful, rather useful, not so
useful, or not useful at all?
Usefulness
/i Very | Rather | Not very Not
' at all
Social workers . A
b 3 2 i 7/y -
5 b 3 2 ] 8/y .
; A 3 2 ! 9/y E
: b 3 2 1 10/y
L 3 2 [ 1Yy ;
:Psychologist --
L 3 2 ] 12/y
A 3 2 i 13/y g
L 3 2 | ]“’-P/Y ':;
R 2 1 15/y ;
3 b4 3 2 1 16/y i
3 Nurse ;
b 3 2 1 177y
L" 3 2 1 l8/y 3;"’
4 3 2 1 20/y 11
L 3 2 1 zl/y :
5 Nutritionist
4 3 2 1 22/y
L 3 2 ] 23/y
4 3 2 1 24 /y
: L 3 2 | 25/y
E: L 3 2 | 26/y
j t’ ‘:.
1
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90. Are there things you might have been better off not
learning about a2t all?

yes (ASK Q. Q0a=b) . . . . . . . .|
o (GOTO Q. 91) . . o0 v v v o 2

a +haca?
N Wil ) o o

90b. Vhy would it have been better not to have
learned about that?

91. Overall, do you think that going to Webster was a good
thing for you personally, or wasn't it such a good

thing?

92. In what ways (was it good) (was it not so good) (are

you undecided)?

(NOW GO TO Q. 101)

27/y
28/

L4

prNE—— e e B
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31/
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FOR THOSE WHO WERE REFERRED OR KNOW OF WEBSTER, BUT WERE NOT ENROLLED

93.

als,

95.

1963-1964

What have you heard about the Webster School? What kinds
of girls go there, what they study, and so forth? 32/

Where did you first hear shout VWebster? (SPECIFY IF VENT
TO WEBSTER AND IF SO, NOTE)

parent . . . o« o o o e s e o ool
sister, brother. . . . . . v e . o 2
BABY's father, his family. . . . . 3
other friend . . . « . « . .. b
other relative . . . « « « « o« « + 5
teacher, principal, schoel . . . . 6
doctor, clinic, madical personnel. 7
social worker. « . « « o 4 « o4 o 8
just heard about it. . . . . .. . 9
other source (SPECIFY
) 0 33/y
34/
Did you ever think about going to \lebster when you were
pregnant?
no (ASK Q. 95a). . « « « « ¢« ¢ o & H
yes (ASK Q. 95b) . . . . . . .- ] 35/y
95a. Why didn't you consicer going? What kept you
from thinking about going? 36/

95b. Did you ever try to get into the school?

yes (ASK Q. 95¢) . . . . .. .. .1
no (G0TO Q. 96) . ... .....2 37y

95¢c. Why didn‘t you go there? 38/
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96. As far as you know, can any pregnant girl get into
Webster who wants to?

no {ASK Q. 96a). . . . . c e e e e ]
yes (G0TOQ. 97). « v « o ¢ o« - 2 39/y
96a. Vhat kinds of girls can't get into the program? Lo/

97. Here are some things that people might say when they talk
about students. Which would you say were true of most of
the students at the last school where you went regularly?
For example, how about Hfriendly"? Would you say most of
the students there were friendly or would you say that
wasn't so?

Agree 7 Disagree

s, Friendly . . . o o o o0 e ] 2 3 kl/y
b. interested in school . . . . . . ] 2 3 L2/y
c. hard to get to know. . . . . . . ] 2 3 L3/y
d. out for a good time. . . . . e o 1 2 3 Lit/y
e. studious .« + « « o o o o o o oo ] 2 3 45 /y
f. wanted to be someplace else,

not in school. v « o o ¢ o o o o | 2 3 Lo/y
g. thought more about other things

than school work . . . « « « « o 1 2 3 L7/y

98. Vhat one thing best describes the students? (REREAD LIST AND
RECORD LETTER BELOW)

48/
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99. Which of the following things would you say describe most
of the teachers at that school? Would you agree or
disagree that most of the teachers are:

aO
b.
c.

-e oF w

100. VWhat one of these best describes the teachers? (REREAD

friendly . + . « « ¢« ¢ o o .
too Strict . + ¢« ¢« ¢« o o o . s
don't understand the problems
of pregnant girls. . . . . . .
pay too much attention just
to certain students. . . . . .
interested in teenagers. . . .
think girls who get pregnant
are bad. . . . . . ¢ o o o 0
pay careful attention to
EVEFYONE &+ o v o o o o o o o o
helpful. . « . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o &
easy to talk over personal
problems with, . . « « « « . .

AND RECORD LETTER BELOW)

Agree

?

o

o
A

o

b

B T e R

NN

NN

N

w W W W W W

w W W

Loty
50/y

51/y

52/y
537y

sk/y

557y
56/

511y

N o~
- =
Jh
b=
4 e
4
2 L]
K-
- £
- o
L,
%
f
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FOR ALL RESPONDENTS

101. Do you think the Vebster type of program is a good
thing for all girls who get pregnant while they're
in school?

10tla. Vhat kind of girls would it not be good for?

i0ib. Why wouldn't it be good for them?

102. What are your plans for this fall? Will you be working,

going to school, staying at home, or what?

working (ASK Q. 102a). . . . . .
going to schooi (ASK Q. 102b). . .
work, school both (ASK Q. 102a-b).

staying home . . . . . . .
something eise (SPECIFY

102a. Vhat kind of work will you be doing, do you
think?

162b. VWhere will you go to school, do you think?

: 2 59/y

60/

61/

1

?
3
I

Y5 62/y

63/

6L/
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103. Do you get to church often? How often?

per

(1F EVER) Vhere do you go to church?

Do you belong to titat church?
YES: o o 4 4 e s e e e e e e
NO v v o o o o o o o o s o o o
104, Do you belong to any clubs or other community groups?

yes (ASK Q. 104a). . . . . . .
no {60 TC Q. 105). . . . . « .

io0ka. What are those?
How often do you go to their meetings?

group ' attendance

105. Finally, what is the date of your birth?

65/
66/
.
.2 67/y
.
.2
68/y
69/
79/
80/5




