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Preface

This monograph ls one product of the lowa Statewide Follow-up Study.
Monographs have been developed, or are currently being completed, on the other
major disabl|ity groups. An Action Group of the lowa Statewlde Follow-up
Study Task Force has also been formed to draft specliflc programming
recommendations based upon the data collected.

The follow-up study is a flve-year project funded by the lowa Department
of Education, Bur¢au of Special Education, using EHA Part B discretionary
funds. The purpose ¢f this project is to determine the adult adjustment of
speclal education graduatez and dropouts (of all disabllitles and program
models) throughout the state of Iowa. The Iowa Statewlide Follow-up Study is a
Joint etfort of the Bureau of Speclal Education, Iowa Department of Education;
the 15 Area Education Agencles In Iowa; Des Molnes Pubilic Schools; Iowa
Brallle and Sight Saving School; and the Division of Speclal Educatlon,
Unlversity of Iowa.

We gratefuliy acknowledge Merry Maitce, who originated the Iowa Statewide
Follow-up Study; Dr. Timothy Z. Kelth, who helped refine the data gathering
procec:'res; Valerie Cool and Rorl Carson, who served as research assoclates
for the project; and the Special Education Directors, Task Force members, and
Interviewers, who made the project a success., We also thank the Individuals
with disabliities who generously shared their storles and experliences with
us.

For more Intormation on the Iowa Statewlde Follow-up Study, contact:

Dr. Patricla L. Sitllington, Project Director
Bureau of Speclal Educatlion
Iowa Department of Educatlion
Grimes State Offlice Building

Des Moines, IA S0319
(515)281-3176
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Abstract

This study Investigated the aduit adjustment of a statewide random sample
of 1,012 individuals labelled learning disabled whose graduating class had
been out of school for one year. Of this group (82% of the original sample),
911 individuals had been graduated from special education programs and 101
individuals had dropped out. Resulis are reported In terms of: a) general
characteristics of the sampie; b) characteristics of the empioyed Individuals,
in terms of rate and location of emcloyment, occupational! status, number of
hours worked, mean wage, and benefits; and c¢) comparisons of employed and
unemployed individuals In terms of vocational training and experiences,
postsecondary training, and perceptions of the usefulness of school. Data are
also reported by graduate/dropout group, program model In which the indlvidual

was enrolled while still In school, and by gender where relevant.
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lIowa Statewide Follow-up Study:
Adult AdJustment of Individuals with Learning Disabllities

One Year after Leaving School

The adult adjustment of former speclal education students has been the
focus of a number of studies In the past few years (e.g., Hasazl, Gordon, &
Roe, 1985; Mithaug, Horluchl, & Fanning, 1985). One of the primary purposes
of these investigations has been to examine factors related to the employment
status of persons after exiting high schuol. Hasazl et al. reported that over
half of their sample that exited Vermont high schools between 1979-83 were
employed primarily In service occupations when interviewed, and that most
found Jobs through the "self-family-friend network.' Employment outcomes were
related to secondary vocational and training experiences, and to part-time or
summer work during high school. Mithaug et al. found that 69% of their sample
of 1978 graduates of Colorado speclial educatlon programs were employed in Jobs
at minimal wages at the time of the Interview; most were 1lving with their
pa' nts, and appeared to be financlally dependent upon thelr families.
Contrary to the Hasazl et al. study, Mithaug et al. reported that persons in
their Investigation sald speclal education teachers were more helpful !n
finding jobs for them than were their parents.

Some studies have focused exclusively on the adult adjustment of
Individuals labelled learning disabled (LD) while in school. Humes and
Brammer (1985) conducted a follow-up study of 29 indlviduals with learning
disabilitles in Virginia. Approximately 90% were elther employed or in

tralning programs. Of those employed, most were In unskilled or semiskilled

1
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Jobs on an entry level. The authors attributed the high employment rate to an
effective guidance and counseling program and an opportunity to participate in
vocatlonal-technical training. Schalock, Wolzen, Ross, Elllott, Webel, and
Peterson (1986) studied the post-secondary community placement of €5 youths
with learning disabllities who had been graduated from high school between
1979-83. These researchers found 72% were employed (typlcally less than
full-time), and an addlitional 6% were attending technlical schools or colleges.
Only one-fourth of the respondents were living independently, but the majority
(71%) sald the primary source of their Income was personal. White, Schumaker,
Warner, Alley, and Deshler (1980) examined the status of 47 indlviduals
labelled learning disabled who had been out of school from one to seven years.
These persons held Jobs at approximately the same rate as their peers, but
their Jobs had less soclal status and the Individuais with |e$rnlng
disabllities were less satisfled with their employment than thelr peers.
Similarly, In a study of adults with learning disablilties who had received
educational services in a university laboratory school, Fafard and Haubrich
(1981) found that most Individuals were not employed full time, and in.icated
that they would get a "good Job" in the future.

Z2igmond and Thornton (1965) examined the employment status of a group of
youths with learning disabllities and 2 control group of non-learning disabled
same-age peers from a northeastern urban area. They reported significantly
higher drop-out rates and significantly lower basic skills competency leveis
among youth with learning disanilities. In addition, both learning dlisabled
and non-disabled high school dropouts were employed at the time of follow-up
at a significantly lower rate than thelr graduating peers.

In the most recent study, deBettencourt, Zigmond, and Thornton (1989

Interviewed three school-year cohorts who were enrolled ae ninth graders in

212



rural LD programs and had beer out of school a minimum of 18 months. They
also included a randomly-selected control samgle of non-handicapped students
from these classes. Individuals were considered employed If they were working
at least 10 hours per week. Elghty percent of the Individuals with learning
disabl1ities were employed, compared to 74% of the non-handicapped sample.
"Recently, Okolo and Sitlington (1986) summarized the findings of
fol low-up studies that have focused on acults with learning disabllities or
included them In thelr sample. They pointed out that, desplte methodological
concerns about these studlies, there were some consistent results. The
individuals studied appeared to be employed at approximate!y the same rate as
non-disabled peers. However, their employment wae often part time and at
entry level or minimum-wage. Moreover, these Individuals frequently received
little vacational counseling In high school.

Halpern (unpublisi:ed manuscript) has expressed concern about the narrow
manner In which the dimensions of community adjustment have been structured in
fol low-up studies concerning former special education students. He
recommended a balanced representation of the various dimensions of community
adjustment, Including employment, community Integration, post-school
education, and personal/soclal adjustment. The purpose of the present
Investigation wus to examine the adult adjustment of students labelled
learning disabled while In high school using a more comprehensive set of
varlables as recommended by Halpern. This Investigation was a component of
the Iowa Statewlde Follow-up Study, which is a flve-year project designed to
study a random sample of speclal education graduates ana dropouts (of all
disabllitles and program models) throughout the state of Iowa.

More specifically, the present study looked at the following dimensions

of adult adjustment: a) general adult status (e.g., marital status, leisure
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activitlies); b) employment variables (e.g., percent employed, locatlon of
Jobs, classification of Jobs, wages); c) types of vocational training while In
high school; d) types of postsecondary education and training; and e)
pe.veptiuns of former students with learning disabllities concerning selected

aspects of thelir high school experliences.

Method

Sublects

The sample for this investigation was a merged data set from two separate
classes (Classes of 1985 and 1986), each surveyed one year after thelr class
was scheduled to be graduated. Each of the flfteen Area Education Agencles
(AEAS) in the state of lowa prepared a list of speclal education students (all
exceptionalities) who were graduated from, or "aged out" of, high school at
the end of the target school year; a similar list was prepared of all speclal
education dropouts who would have completed high school at the end of the
target year. For each AEA, 50% of the students on eacn 1ist (graduates and
dropouts) were randomly selected for- Inclusion in the sample each target year.

School records of individuals in the sample were examined to obtain
relevant Information, Including each student’s primary disabllity label and
program mode! at the time of exit from school. Of the total gsample of 2,476
former special education students, 1,243 had been ldentifled as learning
disabled while In school and 1,015 of these students were actually interviewed
(B2%) during the course of the present study. Three of these Individuals were
excluded from this analysis because they recelved only supplemental
assistance. Thus, the total number of Individuals Included In the analyses

reported here was N = 1,012,
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Relevant data for individuals who were graduated from speclal ecucatlbn
programs (n = 911) are presented In Table 1. Table 2 contalins relevant
Information concerning Individuals who dropped out of speclal education
programs prior to graduatlon (n = 101). Program model In both tables refers
to the type of specla]l educatlon Instructional model attended by Individuals
whlile In high school. In programs designated resource teacher programs (RTP),
students are placed for a minimal average of thirty minutes per day; these
students attend regular classes for the remalnder of each school day. In the
gspeclal classes with Integration model (SCIN}, students attend speclal classes
for the majorlty of the school day, while particlpating In the general
education currlculum In one or more academic subjects. Students In speclal
classes with llttlie Integration (SCIN-L) are Integrated into regular classes
for limited participation. There were no Indlviduals with learning
disabliities enrollied In self-contalned speclal classes (SCC). For the
purposes of thly study, students In more restrictive Instructional models were
considered to be more disabled (e.g., SCIN students were viewed as more
disabled than RTP students, etc.) This assumption was supported by L- tests
which revealed that dlfferences between the mean math grade equlivalent scores
for graduates and dropouts of each program model were signlficant at the .05
level of probabllity. This was also true for mean reading grade equivalent
scores.
lnstrumentation

The survey instrument used In thls study was developed by project staff
in conjunction with a task force of representatives of the 15 Area Education
Agencies (AEA®) In the state of Iowa, the largest public school district In
the state, and the state schools and correctional facllities. Thls task force

ldentifled the content areas to be covered iIn the interview form, based on

‘_ 15



Table 1{

Selected characteristics of sample prlor to graduatlon (Graduates)

Program Model
Total

Variable Group RTP SCIN SCIN-L
Gender (n = 909 (n = 737 (n = 152) (n = 20)

X Male 74.3 72.3 82.2 85.0

X Female 25.7 27.7 17. 15.0
Full Scale IQ (n = 876) (np = 709 (n = 151) (n = 20)
M 94.43 95.15 92.31 84.80

8D 9.00 8.78 9.12 8.37

Academlic Achievement

Math G.E. (p = 882) (np= 73 (n = 149 (n = 20)
M 7.50 7.72 6.77 5.22

Sh 2.46 2.46 2.20 1.76
Reading G.E. (n = 6895 (n = 725) (n = 151) (p = \9
M 6.68 6.94 5.72 4.41

SD 2.38 2.38 2.00 1.70

16



Table 2
Selected characteristics of sample prior to gradyation (Dropouts)

Program Model“

Total RTP SCIN
Varlable Group

Gender (n = 100) (p = 73) (n = 28)

% Male 68.3 58.9 92.9

X Female 31.7 41.1 7.1
Ful) Scale 1Q (q = 95 (n = 68) (n = 27)

N 93.79 94.35 92.37

SD 8.97 9.18 8.41

Academic Achlevement

Math G.E. (n = 96) (n = 69) (n = 27)

M 6.90 7.12 6.35

Sh 2.13 2.17 1.96
Reading G.E. (n = 100) (n = 72) (n = 26)

M 6.48 7.04 5.06

SD 2.52 2.39 2.29

* No dropouts from SCIN-L programs

participated in the study.



previous follow-up studies conducted in other states and on other categories
of information task force members felt would be useful in making programming
decisions In their AEAs.

The survey form was plloted on a random sample of 878 subjec’s from
throughout the state. The Initlal form contained a number of open-ended
Items; the most common responses to these items were Incorporated into
response choices for the revised instrument used in the current study. In
addition, Interviewer and coder comments were used to further refine questions
which seemed to cause problems in Interpretation.

The survey instrument was designed to provide the following types of
Informatlon: background Information about students (e.g., test scores from
high school, disability label, Instructional program model); Information
pertaining to their high school programs (e.g.. number of regular and speclal
vocational education courses taken, extracurricular activities); evaluations
of their school experiences (e.g., did your school experiences help you to
keep a Job?): Information about current 1ife circumstances (e.g., marital
status, living arrangements, leisure activities); and information on past and
current employment (e.g., Job experiences during high school, location of Job,
salary, hours worked).

Brocedure

Interviews were conducted by professionals such as work experience
coordinators, consultants, school psychologists, and teachers from the
students’ school district or AEA. These pald Interviewers were trained and
supervised by the task force member from their respective AEA. In adaditlon,
an In-depth interviewer hancbook and sample Interview forms were developed by
project staff, and Interviewers also participated in one of several one-hour

training sessions using these documents to insure consistency across
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Interviewers. The project dlrector was also on call to answer any general or
specific questions arising from actual Interviews. Interviewers were
Instructed to conduct a face-to-face Interview with the former student, if
possible. 1f the student could not be contacted elther In person or by
telephone, an individual such as a parent, spouse or sibling was Interviewed.
Ot the 1,012 Interviews analyzed In this study, 48% were face-to~face with the
former student, 29% were by telephone with the former student, 10% were
face-to-face with a parent or guardian, and 13% were through a telephone
Interview with a parent or guardlan.

All survey forms were first returned to the task force member for an
initial content and completion check. Next, the forms were submitted to the
Iowa Department of Educatlion for a second content and completion check and for
removal of any ldentifylng Information other than the students’ 1D number. All
surveys were then forwarded to The University of Iowa for a final content
check, coding, computer entry and analysis.

Data were collected in two separate summers, each one year after the
respective class was graduated, Data were analyzed separately for the two
classes, and then compared on key varlables, Since no signlficant differences
were found on these varlables, the two data sets were merged.

Data analyses were completed using routines described In the SPSS-X
User’s Gulide (1986). Results are reported In two parts, one concerning
graduates and the other concerning dropouts. Dropouts were analyzed
separately because Zigmond and Thornton (1985) reported differences between
dropouts and graduates In their study. Each part is subdivided into four
gections; the tirst addresses general characteristics of the former students
while in school. In the second sectlon, employed Indlviduals are further

described (seasonal workers were excluded from the analyses reported in this
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gectlon). The third sectlion contalns a comparison of employed and unemployed
individuals on selected variables. The fourth section provides a description
of those persons who were Judged to have made a "successful® adjustment to

post-high school llfe.

Results

Graduates

Geperal Statys

General status varlables concerning graduates involved In this
Investigation are presented In Table 3. Most graduates reported their marital
status as single at the time of the interview. The most frequently reported
living arrangement was with parents or relatives (64%); this finding was even
more evident among individuals from SCIN and SCIN-L programs (72%, 80%).
Independent !iving was the next most common living arrangement for graduates
from all three program models (13% to 20%).

At least 90% of all graduates were Involved In some type of leisure
activities, with most reporting they participated In from one-to-three leisure
activitles. Soclallzing with family or frliends was the leisure activity
ment loned most frequently by graduates of all three program models. SCIN-L
persons also named listening to music most often as a leisure activity. All
three groups named going to bars least often as a ielsure activity. Persons
from SCIN-L programs also least often identifled games, driving around, and
dancing as lelsure activitles,

During the interview, graduates were asked about their current
occupation. The proportion of individuals Indicatiny they were currently
employed (at least part-time) ranged from 74% (SCIN) to 8C% (SCIN-L>, and

averaged 77% for the total group. The types and locations of jobs are
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Table 3

ates

Program Model®

Total
Variable Group RTP SCIN SCIN-L
Marital Status (n = 909) (n = 737 (p = 152) (n = 20)
Singie 93.1 92.3 95.4 100.0
Married 6.4 7.2 3.3 0.0
Divorced 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Other 0.4 0.3 1.3 0.0
Living
Situation (n = 908) (n = 737) (n = 151) (n = 20)
Residentlal
facllity 0.3 0.1 0.7 5.0
Parents or
relative 64.1 62.0 72.2 80.0
Group home/
suprvsd apt. 0.7 0.6 6.6 0.0
Live with
friend 5.8 6.1 5.3 0.0
Live
indepndtly 18.9 20.4 12.6 15.0
Buying
own home 2.0 2.2 1.3 0.0
Other 8.0 8.7 6.0 0.0
Lelsure
Activities (n = 911 (n = 739 (n = 152) (pn = 20)
None 8.5 8.4 8.6 10.0
1 to 3 64.5 66.2 58.6 50.0
4 to 6 18.8 17.3 23.7 35.0
7t 9 5.7 5.4 7.2 5.0
More than 9 2.5 2.7 2.0 0.0
Doing Now (n = 880) (n = 714) (n = 146) (n = 20)
Homemaker 2.3 2.4 0.7 10.0
Student/Job
training 6.5 7.0 4.8 0.0
Disabled 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0
Unable to
find work 6.3 5.9 7.5 10.0
Flreq/
lald off 2.4 2.0 4.8 0.0
Quit tast Job 2.0 2.1 2.1 0.0
Full/part-time
work 77.0 77.4 74.0 80.0
Other 3.4 2.9 6.2 0.0

* Values are expressed as percentages by column within each varlable.

Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding ercor.
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discussed below. An additional 9% of the total group was “otherwlse
meaningful ly engaged® (homemaker, student, or In job training), ranging from
6% (SCIN; to 10% (SCIN-L).

Characteristics of Emploved

The employment status of individuals In this study is contained In Table
4. The employment rate among males was 81X, whereas considerably fewer females
were employed (66%). This problem was particularly evident for persons trom
SCIN ard SCIN-L programs.

Each respondent’s current occupation was categorized by the interviewer
as competitive employment; community-based, but employed by sheltered
workshop; or sheltered employment. For the total group of employed persons,
99% were in compotitive employment, whereas 1% were In sheltered employment or
In community-based employment sponsored by sheltered workshops (see Table 5).
Simllar proportions were found for both males and females. The only instances
where substantlially more than 1% were not competitively employed Involved SCIN
females (14%) and SCIN-L males and females {13% and 100%, respectively). The
SCIN-L finding concerning females must be viewed with caution since only one
indlvidual was Involved.

Occupations were classifled according to Duncan’s classification system
(Relss, Duncan, Hatt, & North, 1961). Approximately two-thirds of.all
employed individuals In this Investigation had low status jobs as laborers or
gervice workers (see Table 6). An additional 21% held jobs as operatives or
craftamen. This pattern of low status Jobs held true for all program models;
however, males tended to be employed as laborers whereas females were more
often working in service occupations. Further, no females were employed as
craftsmen, and only a few RTP females were emploved as operatives. It should

be noted that only 3% of the total group were employed In “"higher status®
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Table 4
Foployment status (Gracuates)

Employment Status*

Program Model o Employed Unemp l oyed
RTP
Males 533 81.6 18.4
Females 204 66.1 31.9
Total subgroup 737 77.9 22.1
SCIN
Males 125 78.4 21.6
Females 27 85.15 44 .4
Total subgroup 152 74.3 25.7
SCIN-L
Males 17 88.2 11.8
Females 3 33.3 66.7
Total subgroup 20 80.0 20.0
Total group
Males 675 81.2 18.8
Females 234 66.2 33.8
Total 90y 77.3 22.7

& Values are expressed as percentages by row.
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Table 5
Location of emplovment (Gradiates)

Location of employment*®

Commun i ty Commun}ty® Sheltered

Program Mcde! o Competitive Workshop Workshop
RTP

Males 415 99.5 0.5 0.0

Females 133 99.2 0.8 0.0

Total subgroup 550 99.5 0.5 0.0
SCIN

Males 89 100.0 0.0 0.0

Females 14 85.7 7.1 7.1

Total subgroup 103 98.1 1.0 1.0
SCIN-L

Males 15 86.7 13.3 0.0

Females 1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Total subgroup 16 1.3 12.5 €.3
Total group

Males 519 99.2 0.8 0.0

Females 148 97.3 1.4 1.4

Total 669 98.8 0.9 0.3

a Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of rounding error.

©® Individuals are working over half of the time In the coomunity, but as

part of a moblle work crew or small group supervised by sheltered workshop
or work actlivity center personnel.
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Table 6
Ivpe of emplovment (Graduates)

Type of esployment*

Laborer 3ervice Operative® (raftman ‘Higher®  Other

Program Hodel '} Worker Statuss
'41 4
Hales 411 £.5 19.0 15.6 10.2 2.9 6.7
Females 134 1.5 n.6 45 0.0 3.6 12.5
Total subgroup 546  96.1 2.1 12.8 1.7 3.1 8.1
SCIN
Nales B M7 i17.6 16.5 14,1 1.2 5.9
Pemales 14 2.4 64.3 0.0 0.0 7.1 1.1
Total subgroup " 4.4 2.2 14.1 12.1 2.0 6.0
SCIN-L
Hales 15 4.7 26.7 1.3 6.7 6.7 0.0
Pemales 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total subgroup 15 4.7 6.7 13.3 6.7 6.7 0.0
Total group .
Kales 511 £.4 19.0 15.7 10.8 2.8 6.5
Pmales 148 0.8 7.9 4.1 0.0 4.1 12.2
Total 660 3.1 .6 13.0 8.3 3.0 1.9

* Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may
not sum to 100 because of rounding error.

® E.g., meat cutter, assembler, machine operator, truck driver,
shipping clerk.

< Technical, professional 1, school teacher.




Jobs, with females doing slightly better than males.

Seventy percent of the employed were working full-time (over 37 hours per
week), with an additional 23% employed between 21-37 hours per week (see Table
7). A substantially yceater proportion of males than females were emnloyed
full-time. The Job benefit most commonly reported by graduates was health
Insurance (36%), followed by vacations (34%) (gsee Table 8); the least
mentioned Job benefit was profit sharing (4%). This pattern held true for
individuals from RTP and SCIN programs. However, while about one-third of the
SCIN-L persons said they received vacatlons, only 13% indicated their employer
provided health insurance.

A mean wage was calculated for all employed Individuals (as well as for
males and females separately) by program model (see Table 9). The mean wage
for the total group was $4.39 per hour (approximately $1.00 abcve minimum
wage), with the average wage for maie2 being over $1.00 per hour greater than
for females. Wages were also placed into three intervals around the minimum
wage of $3.35 per hour. The only subgroups where more than half the
individuals were receiving greater than $3.95 per hour involved males from RTP
and SCIN programs, Further, the clear trend in all program models is for
males to receive higher wages than females.

Individuals interviewed were also asked to Indicate the main person that
helped them get thelir current job. The majority of individuals from each
program model relled on elther themselves, family, or friends In finding
employment (see Table 10). The most significant departure from thls trend
occurred for SCIN females, where 21% sald they sought help from a community

agency for assistance Iin finding thelr Job.
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Table 7
Number of hours emploved per week (Graduates)

Hours per week*

Program Mode! n <21 2 -~ 37 »37
RTP
Males 420 6.2 17.6 76.2
Females 135 11.1 36.3 52.6
Total subgroup 557 7.4 22.1 70.6
SCIN
Males 90 10.0 24.4 65.6
Females 14 7.1 42.9 50.0
Total subgroup 104 9.6 26.9 63.5
SCIN-L
Males 15 6.7 13.3 80.0
Females i 0.0 100.0 0.0
Total subgr p 16 6.3 18.8 75.0
Total group
Males 525 6.9 18.7 74.5
Females 150 10.7 37.3 52.0
Total 677 7.7 22.7 69.6

= yalues are expressed as percentages by row. P- :entages may not sum to
100 because of rounding error.
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Table 8
Job penefite recelved by emploved individuals (Graduates)*

Program Model

Total Group RTP SCIN SCIN-L
Job benefit
recelved: i X i X i % n X
promot lon 658  21.1 537 21.4 106 20.8 15 13.3
sick leave 705 24.1 o76 25.0 113 20.4 16 18.8
vacatlion 705  33.9 576 34.5 113 31.0 16 31.3
11fe lnsurance 705 18.0 576 18.8 113 15.9 16 6.3
dental Insurance 705 12.8 576 13.0 113 13.3 16 0.0
health Insurance 705 36.0 576 37.7 113 31.0 16 12.5
proflt sharing 705 4.4 576 4.2 113 5.3 16 6.3
free meals 705 17.6 576 18.2 113 15.0 16 12.5

& Percentages indicate the proportion of individualis who recelved the beneflt
as a pact of their curcent employment.
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Table 9
Waces per hour (Graduates)

Wages per hour*

Program Model n M <93.35 $3.35-93.95 >$3.95
RTP
Males 364 $4.67 4.9 29.1 65.9
Females 123 93.57 22.0 55.3 22.8
Total subgroup 489 $4.39 9.2 35.8 65.0
SCIN
Males 75 #4.75 5.3 29.3 65.3
Females 13 93.32 23.1 61.5 15.4
Total subgroup 88 94.54 8.6 34.1 8.0
SCIN-L
Males 15 93.72 6.7 66.7 26.7
Females 1 $1.60 100.0 0.0 0.0
Total subgroup 16 $3.59 12.5 62.5 25.0
Total group
Males 454 $4.65 5.1 30.4 64.5
Females 137 93.53 22.6 55.5 21.9
Total 593 $4.39 9.1 36.3 54.6

» Values are expressed as percentayes by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of rounding error.




Table 10
Source of help In finding employment (Graduates)

Source of Help*

Self School Family/ Community Other

Program Model n Friends  Aozncy
RTP
Males 418 4.6 5.0 42.3 4.5 6.5
Females 135 51.1 6.7 34.1 3.7 4.4
Total subgroup 555 44.0 5.4 40.4 4.3 5.9
SCIN
Males 90 38.9 10.0 43.3 6.7 1.1
Females 14 42.9 14.3 21.4 21.4 0.0
Total subgroup 104 39.4 10.6 40.4 8.7 1.0
SCIN-L
Males 15 46.7 13.3 20.0 6.7 13.3
Females 1 0.0 0.0 0.C 100.0 0.0
Total subgroup 16 43.8 12.5 18.8 12.5 12.5
Total group
Males 523 4.3 6.1 4.9 5.0 5.7
Females 150 50.0 7.3 32.7 6.0 4.0
Total 675 43.3 6.4 39.9 5.2 5.3

s Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of rounding error.
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Comparlson of Emploved/Unempioved

Chil-square tests were conducted to analyze selected portiong of the dats
related to employment/unemployment because of the Importance placed on work In
post-school adjustment. A .05 level of probabillty was used as the criterion
level for signiflcance. Where applicable, chi-square statistics are reported
before the Yates correction.

A 3-way chl-square test was conducted to examine the proportiong of
employed and unemployed graduates by gender across program models., A
significant statistlic, ¥X* (1, p = 737 = 15.55, p = 0.0001, was
obtained for graduates of RTP programs. As Indicated in Table 4, a higher
percentage of RTP females (32%) were unemployed than males (18%). A
significant statistic, X* (1, p = 162) = 6.07, p = 0.0137, was also
obtalned for graduates of SCIN programs. Agalin, a higher percentage of SCIN
females versus males were unemployed (44% versus 22X). Because of the small
number of SCIN-L Individuals involved Conly 3 females), zny conclusions drawn
concerning individuals from this program model must be considered very
tentative.

Three-way chl-square tests were conducted to examine the proportions of
employed and unemployed graduates by type of vocational education received In
high school across program mode!. Regular vocatlonal education programs
(e.g., industrial arts, home economics, distributive education, trades and
industry) and speclally-designed vocational programs (e.g., school-based
simulated work, experiential exploration, work experlence, etc.) were
considered separately. In the first set of analyses, which focused on regular
vocatlonal education programs, most indlviduals who were in each program model

In high schoo! had particlipated In some type of regular vocational education

(gsee Table 11).
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Table i1

Iypes of reqular vocatlional training by current
employment status (Graduates)

Types of Regular Vocational Tralnlng/Experiences*

No General Preparatory
Tralning Tralning Only Tralning®
Program Model n X D X n %

RTP
Employed 23 74.2 193 77.8 351 78.7
Unempl oyed 8 25.8 55 22.2 9% 21.3
SCIN
Emp loyed 1 33.3 42 177.8 67 73.6
Unemp1oyed 2 66.7 12 22.2 24 26.4
SCIN-L
Emplcyed 1 50.0 10 83.3 4 80.0
Unemp | oyed 1 50.0 2 16.7 1 20.0
Total Group
Employed 25 69.4 245 78.0 422 17.9
Unemp | oyed i{ 30.6 69 22.0 120 22.1

* Values are expressed as percentages by column withln each level.

©® Individuals with speciflc tralning may have also had general tralning.
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The first analyels focused on the assoclation between employment status,
type of regular vocatlonal educatlon, and contro!llng for program model. For
this analysis regular vocational education was divided into general vocatlonal
education (i.e., Industrial arts and home economics) and preparatory
vocational educatlion (i.e., office education, health occupations education,
distributive education, agrlcultural educatlon, and trades and Industry).
Individuals were assigned to one of three categorles: a) those who had no
regular vocatlonal education, b) those who had at least one type of general
vocatlonal education, but no preparatory vocatlonal education experiences, and
c) those who had at least one preparatory vocatlonal educatlon experience tand
may have had some general vocatlonal educa.lon experiences aé well). No
signlflcant statistics were obtalned. A substantial majority of the RTP and
SCIN Indlviduals had participated In both general and preparatory vocatlional
programs whereas SCIN-L graduates more often had general, but not
preparatory, vocatlonai training (see Table 11). These results should be
viewed with caution, however, since the number of Individuals with no regutar
vocatlonal education was very small.

The second area of analysis focused on speclally-designed vocational
programs. Less than half (40%) of the RTP Indlviduals had recelved
speclal ly-designed vocational training of some type (see Table 12).
Conversely, about two-thirds of graduates of SCIN or SCIN-L programs had been
involved In some type of speclally-designed vocational tralning. HNo
significant chi-square statistics were obtained for any of the program models,
indlcating that the proportions of employed and unemployed graduates within
each program model who had particlpated in speclally-designed vocatlonal
programs were not substantlally different than the proportions of those who

had not particlpated in these programs.
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Table 12

- _yocational ning
emplovment status (Graduates)

Types of Vocational Programs*

Special ly-designed Ho special Vork No Work
Prograa Program Experience® Experience

Program Mode! 1 | L 1 i X 1 1
RTP

Baployed <)l 78.0 M M9 12 M4 S 1.0

Unemployed 65 2.0 % 2.1 2 2.6 121 21.0
SCIN

Ewployed 76 n.? 37 00.4 5% 75.8 63 7.3

Unemployed K | 28.3 9 19.6 16 2.2 A3 2%.7
SCIN-L

Bwployed 11 9.7 5 62.5 6 100.0 10 .4

Unemployed 1 8.3 3 975 0 0.0 4 2.6
Total Group

Baployed 318 6.8 ¥ N9 1 7.4 521 7.1

Unempioyed % 23.2 110 2.1 58 2.6 148 2.9

Note. Individuals may have had regular vocational
training/experiences.

* Values are expressed as percentages by column within each
level,

& Work experlence |8 a subcategory of speclally-designed
vocatlional programs.

T
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Because of the widespread bellef In the value of work experience programs
for students with disabllitles, a 3-way chi-square was conducted concerning
this speciflc subcategory of speclally-designed vocatlional program by
employment status, controlling for program model. The only group of students
where work experience programs appeared to make a difference were those from
SCIN-L programs, where 100% of those from work experience programs were
employed, versus 71% who were not enrolled In these programs. HNo signiflicant
atatlstics were obtalned, however, for any of the program models.

A 3-way chi-square test was also conducted to determine If there was an
assoclatlon between paid employment during high school and post-school
employment, controlllng for program model. Pald employment was defined as at
least one paylng job; persons with subsidized Jobs were grouped with
individuals who had no Jobs during high school. A significant statistic,

X2 (1, p = 675) = 13.49, p = 0.0002, was obtained for graduates of RTP
programs. In this case, of those who had been involved In pald empl-.yment in
high school, 81% were employed. Of those who had no pald employment in high
achool, 67% were employed. A significant statistic, X* (1, o = 139) =

5.26, p = 0.0218, also was obtalned for SCIN graduates. The employment
percentages of SCIN persons who had paid Jobs In hligh school versus those
without pald Jobs were quite similar to the proportions found among RTP
persone. No signlficant statistic was obtalned for SCIN-L persons. For thls
program model, about 91% of those with pald Jobs In high school were employed,
compared to 67% who had no such Job.

Graduates were also asked about thelr postsecondary education and
training experiences (see Table 13). Sllightly over 50% Indicated they had
participated In such prcgrams. Among those who had participated In these

experiences, the most commonly named was a community college program (20%),
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Table 13

dary tion nina -

Baployment Status by Program Model

Total Group 414 SCIN SCIN-L

Bployed Unemployed Ewployed Unesployed DEmployed Unemplojed Employed Unemployed
Type of postsecondary
education/training:® n 3 n % 1 3 D % 1 X% L X 2 X 1 %

none 705 5.2 206 50.5 67 5.6 163 47.2 113 54.0 39 641 16 9.6 4 5.0
Junjor college M 51 26 49 5% 6.3 165 61 113 0.0 % 0.0 16 0.0 4 0.0
commnity college M5 199 28 23.8 5% 19.3 163 %6.2 113 46 ¥ 205 16 63 4 0.0
Adult Based Bducation 705 0.3 206 1.5 5% 0.3 163 1.2 113 0.0 39 0.0 16 08 4 250
adult education M 10 2206 15 5% 1.0 168 1.8 113 1.8 39 0.0 16 00 4 0.0
four-year college M5 54 206 2.4 5% 3.6 163 3.1 {13 2.7 ¥ 0.0 16 0.0 4 0.0
allitary service 7 88 26 63 5% 6.9 168 64 1413 97 ¥ 2.6 16 00 4 0.0
private tralning M 65 2206 83 5% 59 163 8.0 113 44 3 103 16 0.0 400
apprent iceship W 14 26 1.0 5% 1.0 16 1.2 113 35 3 0.0 16 0.0 4 0.0

* Percentages |ndicate the proportion of Indlviduals who had been Involved
In the educatlon or training 1lsted at some time since high school.

® Individuals may have Identifled more than one type of education or
tralning.
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followed by military service (9%). For unempliyed persons involved in
postsecondary programs, the most frequently named program was in a community
college setting. and the second most commonly mentioned experience was some
type of private training.

Interviewers also inquired about the perceptions of graduates concerning
the quallity of their school experiences In several specific areas (see Table
14). Generally speaking, employed and unemployed persons held positive
perceptions of selected aspects of their school experiences, with two-thirds
or more indicating these experiences were helpful or very helpful. Employed
SCIN Individuals gave some aspects of thelr school program higher ratings than
did SCIN-L persons; this pattern was not found for unemployed persons.
*Successfyl" Craduates

Halpern (1985) has Indicated that "successful" community adjustment
Involves not only employment, but includes a residential and
soclal/Interpersonal component. In keeping with this model the authors
defined overall adjustment of individuals was also of Interest in this study.
"Successful" graduates were defined as: a) employed (full- or part-time), b)
buying a home, living independently, or 1iving with a friend, ¢) paying more
than half their 1lving expenses, and d) involved In more than three lelsure
activities. Thirty-one (31) RTP, nne (1> SCIN, and one (1) SCIN-L Individuals
met these criteria. Thus, 33 of the 911 graduates (4%) were Judged to have
been successful in making the transition to adult life.

The criteria for *successful® graduates are perhaps too high since the
former special education students had been graduated from hlgh school only one
year previously. Therefore, a second set of cr.terla were selected for these
persons, lessening the standards for success in every category. Under these

criteria, graduates were .udged to be 'successful® |f they were: a) employed;
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Table 14
Satjefaction with school (Gradyateg)*

Esployment ' .¢atus by Program Mode!

Total Group 414 SCIN SCIN-L

School was helpful/ Baployed Unemployed DBaployed Unesployed Mwployed Unesployed Eaployed Unesployed

very helpful in

preparing you to: A ¥ 2 % 2 % 2 % B 32 o % o % 0 A
~tind a Job 698 7.9 203 754 510 7.2 160 75.6 112 68.4 39 4.3 16 T5.1 4 5.0
~keep a Job 6% 80.6 201 72.6 567 7.7 158 M.0 {12 97,5 9 66.7 16 62.5 4 T75.0
-get along, deal 699 06.5 205 84.9 572 06.2 162 687.6 111 9%0.1 39 7.8 16 68.8 4 100.0
vith personal

probless

=read things |lke 700 94.1 205 91.7 573 9.0 162 91.4 111 94.6 39 92.3 16 93.8 4 100.0
nevspaper, vant

ad, job Info

-cook, clean, take 699 68.0 205 79.1 572 67.7 162 60.3 11 69.3 39 76.9 16 68.8 4 50.0
care of children

-budget money, save 00 90.0 204 060.4 573 60.8 162 78.4 111 7.4 3B 869 16 62.5 4 100.0
money, understand
taxes, insurance

* Each value is the percentage of individuals who rated their school
experience relative to the statement as being helpful or very helpful.

28




or homemakers, s:udents, or involved In Job tralning; b) buying a home, llving
independently, llving with a friend, or 1lving with a parent or relative; ¢)
paylng at least a portlon of thelr llving expenses; and d> lnvolved in more
than one lelsure actlvity. An additional 386 RIP, 68 SCIN, and 6 SCIN-L
persons met thls second set of criterla. Thus, an addltlonal 460 of the
graduates (50%) were Judged to be successful. When both groups were comblned,
493 persons were rated as *successful," representing about 54% of the

graduates Interviewed.

Dropouts

As mentioned previously, there was a total of 101 dropouts among those
interviewed. Of these, 73 were in RTP programs and 28 In SCIN programs. It
shoul” be remembered that dropouts were surveyed with their orlginal class,
one year after that class was graduated. Thus, dropouts may have been out of
school anywhere from one to four years at the tlme of the Interview.

Geperal Status

Genera] status varlables concerning dropouts Involved in this
investigation are presented In Table 15. Approximately 85% of these
Indlviduals reported thelr marital status as single, and the majorlty of the
remalning persons Indicated they were marrled. The most common l1iving
arcangement was with parents (64%), followed by 1lving Independently (15%).
Close to 90% of the dropouts sald they were Involved In one or more lelsure
actlvitles.

Dropouts were asked durling the Interview about their current occupat lonal
status (see Table 15). About 57% of the Individuals said they were employed
at least part-time; this held true for RTP and SCIN dropouts. The types and

locations of Jobs are dlscussed below. ‘An addltlonal 12% reported they were
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Table 15
Genera] post-high school characteristics (Dropouts)

Program Model=*
Total RTP SCIN
Varlable Group
Marital Status (= 101) (p =73 (n = 28)
Single 85.1 82.2 92.9
Marrled 13.9 16.4 7.1
Divorced 1.0 1.4 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0
Living
Situation (a = 100) (n = 72) (n = 28)
Residentlal
facility 2.0 1.4 3.6
Parents or
reiative 64.0 6.1 71.4
Group home/
suprvsd apt. 0.0 0.0 0.0
Live with
friend 6.0 6.9 3.6
Live
indepndtly 15.0 16.7 10.7
Buying
own home 4.0 5.6 0.0
Other 9.0 8.3 10.7
Lelsure
Activities (n = 101) (n =73 (n = 28)
None 12.9 13.7 10.7
1 to 3 67.3 64.4 75.0
4 to 6 15.8 19.2 7.1
7to9 1.0 1.4 0.0
More than 9 3.0 1.4 7.1
Doing Now (D = 97) (n = 70) (p = 27
Homemaker 6.2 8.6 .0
Student/job
tralningng 5.2 8.6 0.0
Disabled 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unable to
find work 16.5 14.3 22.2
Fired/
laid off 3.1 2.9 3.7
Quit last Job 5.2 4.3 7.4
Ful l/pact-time .
work 56.7 57.2 5.5
Other 6.2 4.3 11.1

2 Values are expressed as percentages by column within each variable.
Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding error.
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"otherwise meaningfully engaged" as homemakers, students, or In Job training
programs. These persons were all from RTP programs; no SCIN dropouts were
"otherwise meaningfully engaged."

Characteristics of Emploved

The employment status of individuals in this study are presented in Table
16. The employment rate among males was 61%, whereas considerably fewer
females were employed (47%). This probiem was particularly evident for RTP
persons. Nearly all (98%) of the employed dropouts held Jobs In competitive
employment (see Table 17). The most common Job classifications for both males
and females were laborer and service worker, while smaller numbers worked as
cperatives or craftsmen. A few RTP females held higher status jobs (see Table
18). Half of the females were empioyed full-time (l.e., over 37 hours per
week), whereas over 75% of the males were employed full-time (see Table i9).
The average wage per hour for males was $4.71; females earned an average of
$1.21 per hour less than males (see Table 20). RTP males and females earned
more per hour than SCIN males and females, respectively.

Most males and females (over B80%) reported they found their present Jjob
themselves or through famlly or friends; although males more often relled on
themselves whereas females obtalned help from family and friends (see Table
21). No females and few males Indicated they recelived help from school
personnel In finding thelr current Job. Purther, few Individuals received
assistance from community agencles in getting thelr Job.

When asked about the Job benefits they received from their current
employers, dropouts most frequently reported they were glven health insurance
(42%), followed by vacation time (39%) (see Table 22). These findings were
consistent for both RTP and SCIN individuals.
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Table 16
Emoloyment status (Dropouts)

Employment Status*

Program Model n Emp loyed Unemp loyed
RTP
Males 43 62.8 37.2
Females 30 46.7 53.3
Total subgroup 73 56.2 43.8
SCIN
Males 26 57.7 42.3
Females 2 50.0 50.0
Total subgroup 26 57.1 42.9
Total group
Males 69 60.9 39.1
Females 32 46.9 53.1
Total 101 56.4 43.6

* Values are expressed as percentages by row.

32




Table 17
Locatlon of empiovment ¢Dropouts)

Location of employment*

Community Community® Sheltered

Program Model o Competltive Workshop Vorkshop
RTP

Males 27 100.00 0.0 0.0

Females 14 92.9 0.0 7.1

Total subgroup 41 97.6 0.0 2.4
SCIN

Males 15 100.0 0.0 0.0

Females i 100.0 0.0 0.0

Total subgroup i6 100.0 0.0 0.0
Total group

Males 42 100.0 0.0 0.0

Females 15 93.3 0.0 6.7

Total 57 98.2 0.0 1.8

» Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of rounding error.

> Individuals are working over half of the time In the community, but as

part of a mob!le work crew or small group supervised by sheltered workshop
or work actlivity center personnel.
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Table 18

Iype of employment (Dropouts)

Type of employment®

Laborer Service Operative® Craftssan "Higher*  Other

Progras Mode! 0 Worker Status<
1414
Hales 26 .6 15.4 19.2 19.2 0.0 11.5
Females 14 1.1 8.7 0.0 0.0 11 0.0
Total subgroup 0 5.0 40.0 12,5 12.9 2.5 1.5
SCIN
Nales 15 40.0 $.3 0.0 20.0 0.0 6.7
Pemales 1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total subgroup 16 51.5 .5 0.0 16.8 0.0 6.3
Total group
Males 41 %.6 2.0 12,2 19.5 0.0 9.7
Females 15 6.7 86.7 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0
Total 5%  28.6 9.3 8.9 14.3 1.8 1.2

& Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may
not sum to 100 because of rounding error.

® E.g., meat cutter, assembler, machline operator, truck drlver,
shipping clerk,

¢ Technlcal, professional 1, school teacher.
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Table 19
Number of hours emploved per week (Dropouts)

Hours per week*

Program Model n <21 21 - 37 >37
RTP
Males 27 3.7 14.8 81.5
Females 14 21.4 28.6 50.0
Total subgroup 41 9.8 19.5 70.7
SCIN
Males 15 6.7 26.7 66.7
Females i 0.0 0.0 100.0
Total subgroup 16 6.3 25.0 68.8
Total group
Males 42 4.8 19.0 76.2
Females 15 20.0 26.7 53.3
Total 57 8.8 21.1 0.2

» Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of rounding error.
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Table 20
¥ages per hour (Dropouts)

Wages per hour*

Program Mode! I M <93.35 $3.35-93.95 >$3.95
RTP
Males 24 94,83 8.3 29.2 62.5
Females 13 93,51 15.4 61.5 23.1
Total subgroup 37 94.38 10.8 40.5 48.6
SCIN
Males 15 $4.52 6.7 33.3 60.0
Females i1 $3.35 0.0 100.0 0.0
Total subgroup 16 $4.45 6.3 37.5 56.3
Total group
Males 39 $4.71 7.7 30.8 61.5
Femalea 14 $3.50 14.3 64.3 21.4
Total 53 $4.39 9.4 39.6 50.9

* Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of roundlng error.
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Table 21

Source of help in finding emplovment (Dropouts)

Source of Help*

Self School PFamily/ Communlity Other

Program Model D Friends Agency
RTP
Males 27 56.6 0.0 37.0 7.4 0.0
Females 14 28.6 0.0 64.3 0.0 7.1
Total subgroup 41 46.3 0.9 46.3 4.9 2.4
SCIN
Males 15 40.0 6.7 26.7 20.0 6.7
Females 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Total subgroup 16 37.5 6.3 25.0 25.0 6.3
Total group
Males 42 50.0 2.4 33.3 11.9 2.4
Females 15 26.7 0.0 60.0 6.7 6.7
Total 57 43.9 1.8 40.4 10.5 3.5

» Values are expressed as percentages by row. Percentages may not sum to
100 because of rounding ecror.
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Table 22
_by ed -

Program Model

Total Group RTP SCIN

Job beneflt -

recelved: n X I X ] 1
promot!ion 55 21.8 39 25.6 16 12.5
slck leave 57 28.1 41 34.1 16 12.5
vacation 57 38.6 41 43.9 16 25.0
11fe Insurance 57 19.2 41 22.0 16 12.5
dental Insurance 57 14.0 41 17.1 16 6.3
health lnsurance 57 42.1 41 41.5 16 43.8
profit sharing 57 7.0 41 7.3 i6 6.3
ffee meals 57 22.8 41 26.8 16 12.5

¢ Percentages |ndicate the proportion of Indlviduals who recelved the
benefit as a part of thelr current employment.
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Comparison of Emploved/Unemploved

As was the case for graduates, chl-square tests were conducted to analyze
the data for dropouts related to employment/unemployment. A .05 ievel of
probability was used as the criterion level for signiflicance. Where
applicable, the chi-square statistics reported are those obtalned before the

-

Yates correction.

A 3-way chl-square test was conducted to examline the proportions of
employed and unemployed dropouts by gender across program model (see Table
16). The proportions of males and females who were employed and unemployed
were not signiflicantly different. For RTP indlviduals, about two-thirds of
the males were employed, compared to 47% of the females. Among SCIN
individuals, 58% of the males were employed, compared to S50% of the femaies.
Results for SCIN persons should be Interpreted with caution, since there were
only 2 female dropouts from SCIN programs.

Three-way chl-square tests were conducted to examine the proportions of
employed and unemployed individuals by type of vocational educatlon,
controlling for program model. The first analysls, which focused on reguiar
vocational programs, revealed that In excess of 90% of the RTP dropouts had
participated In some type of regular vocatlional program (see Table 23). For
RTP dropouts, there were no significant differences In the percentage of
employed by vocatlional education versus no vocatlonal educatlon program.
Among SCIN Individuals, 64% of those who had recelved regular vocat lonal
tralning were employed, compared to 0% of those who had not been in such
programs. This finding concerning SCIN persons was statlistically significant,
X2 (1, n=28) = 4,48, p = 0.0343,

An additlonal chl-square test was conducted to further examine the

assoclatlon between empioyment status and type of regular vocational education
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Table 23

Iyves of regular vocational tralning bv current
emplovment statua (Drooouts)

Types of Regular Vocatlonal Tralning/Experiences*

No General Preparatory
Training Training Only Tralning®

Program Model )1} X o % I %
RTP

Employed 3 50.0 15 60.0 22 53.7

Unemp 1 oyed 3 650.0 i0 40.0 19 46.3
SCIN

Employed 0 0.0 11 64.7 5 62.5

Unemployed 3 100.0 6 35.3 3 37.5
Total Group

Emp 1 oyed 3 233.3 26 61.9 27 55.1

Unemployed 6 66.7 16 38.1 22 44.9

* Values are expressed as percentages by column within each level.

® Individuals with specific training may have aiso had general training.
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for each program model. For this analysis regular vocational education was
divided into general vocational education and preparatory vocational
education. As with the same analysis involving graduates, individuals were
assigned to one of three categories: a) those who had no regular vocational
education, b) those who had at least one type of general vocatlonal education
experience, but no preparatory vocatlional education experiences, and c) those
who had at least one preparatory vocational education experience (and may have
had some general! “ocatlonal education experiences as well). The chi-square
atatistics were not significant. Most employed and unemployed RTP individuals
had some amount of regular vocational training, much of which was preparatory
In nature. Most employed and unemployed SCIN Individuals also had regular
vocational tralning, but much of It was general (see Table 23). The results
for regular vocatlional education programs shouid be interpreted with caution,
since the number of individuals with no vocational education was extremely
smail ¢ o= 9.

The second area of analysis focused on speclally-designed vocational
programs. For RTP dropouts, 48% of those particlpating in specially-designed
programs were employed, compared to 60% who had no such program (see Table
24). For SCIN dropouts, however, the findings were reversed, with 69% of
those from specially-designed programs employed, compared to 47% of those who
had no such program. The chi-square statistics obtained for
speclal 1y-designed programs wer» not significant.

A 3-way chi-square test was also conducted to determine if there was an
assoclation between pald employment during high schooi and post-school
employment. Pald employment was cefined as at least one paying job; persons
with subsidized jobs were grouped with individuals who had no Jobs during high

school. A slgnlflcant statistic was not obtained. For RTP dropoute, of those
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Table 24

employment status (Dropouts)»

Types of Vocational Programs

Speclally-designed  Ho special Work o Vork
Program Progras Experience® Experience
Program Nodel | s a X B 3 B 3
RTP
Bwployed 12 4.0 2 60.4 6 50.0 Y
Uneaployed 13 52,0 iy $.6 8 90.0 4 2.1
SCIN
Baployed 9 69.2 7 4.7 5 62.5 it 5.0
Unesployed 4 3.8 8 53.3 3 95 9 459
Tota! Growp
Bployed 21 5.3 ¥ 5.1 13 54.2 “ 5.1
Unemployed 17 “.7 1 4.9 11 4.8 BN Q9

Note. Indlviduals may have had regular vocatlonal
training/experiences.

¢ Values are expressed as percentages by column within each
leve!.

® Work experience |s a subcategory of speclally-designed
vocational! programs.
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who had been Involved In pald employment in high school, 53% were employed,
compared to 60% employed among those with no pald employment in high school.
For SCIN, 71% of those with pald employment In high school were employed,
compared to 50% of those with no such history of employment.

Postsecondary education and tralning experiences were also discussed with
interviewees (see Table 25). Among the total group of dropouts, 63% of the
employed Individuals had no postsecondary education or training. Of the
remaining employed dropouts with such tralning, community college was the most
frequently named (i4%), while none of these persons salid they had attended a
four-year college. When postsecondary experlences among employed dropouts
were examined by program model, It was found that RTP persons had a pattern
similar to the total group. However, a smaller proportion of employed SCIN
individuals (50%) had no postsecondary tralning. For those employed SCIN
persons With postsecondary experiences, community coilege was named by 25%,
and adult education and apprentliceship programs by 13%. When compared to
employed dropouts, a greatér proportion of unemployed dropouts had no
postsecondary training (71%). Among those who did have some type of training
after high school, all were from RTP programs; none of the SCIN persons had
participated. For the RTP group, the most common experlience was adult
education (16%).

The perceptions of dropouts concerning thelr high school education were
explored during the Interview. Between half and three-fourths of the employed
dropouts expressed the oplinlon that school was helpful to them In the areas
listed in Table 26, When perceptions were examined by program model, lt can
be seen that RTP persons tended to be more positive than SCIN persons about
academic tralning (reading), whereas SCIN individuals were more positive than

RTP people about Job-related training. Unemployed dropouts were generally less



Table 26

Bcstoecondary education and training ¢Dropouts)=

Eployment Status by Program Mode)

Total Group RP SCIN

Bployed Unemployed  Baployed Unewployed  Employed  Unemployed
Type of postsecondary
education/tralning:* Ay n % LI S R LR S I 1
none 57 63.2 4 M5 4 683 R 5.4 16 5.0 12 100.0
Junior college 5 18 4 00 4 24 2 00 16 0.0 12 0.0
commnity college 57 140 4 23 4 98 R 31 16 B0 12 0.0
Mult Based Bducation 57 35 4 0.0 4 49 2 0.0 16 0.0 12 0.0
adult educat fon 57 70 44 114 4 49 R 156 16 125 12 0.0
four-year col lege S 00 4 23 4 0.0 R 3t 16 0.0 12 0.0
nilltary service §7 18 4 00 4 24 2 00 16 0.0 12 0.0
private tralning §7 1.8 4 91 41 24 R 25 16 0.0 12 0.0
apprenticeship §7 63 4 23 4 24 R 31 16 125 12 0.0

* Percentages indicate the proportion of Individuals who had been
Involved In the educatlon or tralning 1isted at some time since high

school .

© Individuals may have identifled more than one type of education or

tralning.
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Baployment Status by Progran Model

Total Group SCIN
School was helpful/ Baployed Unemployed  Usployed Unesployed  Employed Unemployed
very helpfu! In
preparing you to: LYy o 3 a0} 3 » ¥ o A
-tind 3 Job % 574 44 3.6 52.0 4.4 16 68.8 12 50.0
~keep a Job 64 4 09 9.5 0.7 16 60.8 12 41.7
-get along, deal 5 N2 4 5.0 4 7.1 46,9 16 1.0 12 58.3
vith personal
problems
-redd things |lke 57 .5 4 6.9 4 89 n.9 16 5.3 12 50.0
newapaper, want
ad, Job Info
-cook, clean, take 6 626 4 63.6 4 9.6 68.7 16 50.1 12 50.0
care of children
-budget money, save 57 61.4 44 500 4l 61.0 50.1 16 62.6 12 60.0
money, understand
taxes, Insurance

= E._h value Is the percentage of Individuals who rated thelr school
experlence relative to the statement as being helpful or yery helpful.
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enthusiastic in thelr perceptions about school programs, where ratlings of
helpfulness ranged from 39% to 66%. The lowest ratings occurred for
statements related to finding and keeping a job. The pattern of perceptions of
unemployed individuals by program model was similar to the employed dropouts,
vhere SCIN persons were more positive about Job related training
(specifically, finding a Job) than RTP persons, but less positlive about
reading instructlion.
"Succeseful® Dropoyts

The overall adult adjustment of dropouts was also of interest in this
study. "Successful" was defined In this analysis in the same way as for
graduates. Dropouts were considered to have made a successful adjustment to
adult life If they were: a) employed (full- or part-time); b) buying a home,
1iving Independently, or living with a friend; c¢) paying more than half thelr
living expenses; and d) Involved in more than three leisure activities. Two
(2) dropouts (2% of 101) met these criteria (1 from an RTP program and 1 from
a SCIN program). When the expanded criteria used with graduates were app!led
to dropouts, 36 additlonal individuals (36% of 101) (29 from RTP programs and
7 from SCIN programs) were ldentified. The combined total number of dropouts
Judged to be "successful" was 38, representing 38% of the dropouts in the

study.

Discussion
The results of this study Indicate that Individuals labelled learning
disabled whose graduating class had been out of school one year have far to go
to reach our goal of adult adjustment, with only 54% of the graduates and 38%
of the dropouts interviewed meeting the following criteria: a) employed or

“otherwise meaningfully engaged'; b) llving Independently or with a parent or

46 -



relative; c) paying at least a portlon of thelr 1lving expenses; and d)
involved In more than one lelsure activity. Resulta In speciflic areas of
adult adjustment will be discussed below, In terms of graduation status
(graduates versus dropouts), gender, and program model. Dropouts were
interviewed as part of thelr ocriginal graduating class; thus, these
individuals may have been out of school from one to three years longer than
graduates. A number of dropouts displayed a history of moving In and out of
the school system.

Almost all Individuals (regardless of graduation status or program model)
were single and 1iving at home; although slightly more dropouts than graduates
were married (14% versus 6%), 64% of both groups were 1lving with parents or
relatives, It Is encouraging to note that ®*% of the graduates and 87% of the
dropouts were involved In at least one lelsure activity. Involvement in these
activities was consistent across all program mode!s,

In terms of overail employment the present study found that a higher
percentage of graduates than dropouts were In full- or part-time work (77%
versus 56%); an additional 9% of the graduates and 12X of the dropouts were
‘otherwise meaningfully engaged.' Employment levels were falrly consistent
across program models. The disparity In the rate of employment between males
and females i= of considerable concern. Approximately 15% more male than
female graduates and dropouts were employed; for some program models the
differences were even greater. It Is encouraging to note that almost all of
the employed Indiv'duals were in competitive Jobs.

Although the percent of employment among graduates could be viewed with
gsome optimism, 68% of those employed were holding Jobs at the laborer or
service worker level, with females holding primarily service worker Jobs and

males holding laborer jobs. When the results are further analyzed by gender,
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79% of the females were holding jobs at these lower levels, compared to 64% of
the males. These results were falrly consistent across program model,
although slightly more SCIN-L males and SCIN females held lower status
occupations. The fact that 70% of the employed graduates were working full
time (37 or more hours) ls encouragling, but concerns arise when only 52% of
the females are so employed, compared to 75% of the males. This dlifferential
was true across all program models., There was agaln little difference in
program models In number of hours worked for the graduates.

The problem of employment in low status cccupations also holds true for
dropouts, with 67% of this group in laborer or service worker occupatlons.
Agalin, the problem Is much worse for females than males (93% versus 59%).
Full-time employment Is also encouraging with this group as a whole (70%), but
the fact that only 53% of the females are employed full-time versus 76% of the
males |s discouraging.

The average wage for both graduates and dropouts was $4.39 per hour, with
the differential between maies and females agaln surfacing on thls variable;
the average wage for graduate males was over $1.00 per hour greater than
females, with female dropouts earning $1.21 per hour less than thelr male
counterparts. There was little difference In average wage for dropouts across
RTP and SCIN programs. For graduates, however, Individuals from SCIN programs
earned the highest average wage, followed by persons from RTP and SCIN-L
programs,

The present study found no significant association between current
employment status and enrolliment in elther regular or specially-designed
vocatlional programs while In high school for individuals who had been
graduated; thls was true for all program models. A complicating factor in the

Interpretation of these data may be the high percentage of students who were
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enrol led In regular vocatlonal education programs; thus, we have no adequate
comparison between Individuals who have and have not had such experience. A
slgnificant relatlon was found, however, for graduates of RTP and SCIN

programs between post-school employment and a pald job while In high school.

For dropouts a significant relation was found between regular vocatlional
training and employment for SCIN individuals. There was no significant
relation, however, between pald Jobs In high school and post-school
employment. Agaln, the Informatlion regarding reguiar vocatlonal'educatlon
must be Interpreted with caution, since there was an extremely smai! number of
indlviduals who had not been enrolled In some type of vocational educatlon.

Slightly over half of the graduates Indicated they had been invoived In
gome type of postsecondary ecucation or training since high school, with 20%
reporting they had attended a program at a merged area school (community
college). These flgures were lower for dropouts, with only 37% indlicating
they had recelved any postsecondary training and 14% saying they had attended
a merged area school.

The perceptlions of both graduates and dropouts concerning the usefulness
of thelr high school preparation were enlightening. RTP dropouts tended to be
more positive regarding thelr academlic preparation, whereas dropouts from SCIN
programs were more positive than those from RTP about Job-related tralning.
Unemployed dropouts were generally less enthusiastic In their perceptlions
about school than thelr employed counterparts. Both employed and unempioyed
graduates held generally positive perceptions of those aspects of their school
exper lences addressed In this investigation.

Finally, we have analyzed the results of this study according to program
model. The existing differences (or lack of differerces) in adult adjustment

across program models may have been caused by differences In curriculum and
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other program experlences, or differences in functioning level of the
Individuals In these programs, or by an interaction between these two
factors. The functioning level of Individuals does appear to decrease from
RTP through SCIN-L programs, as evidenced by decreases in mean 1Q, math, and
reading scores.

The findings of this investigation are, for the most part, simllar to
other studies examining the post-school adjustment of individuals with
learning disabillties. Although employment rates for graduates are
respectable and almost all graduates and dropouts who are employed are in
competitive employment, a high percentage of these individuais are In
part-time employment in low status occupations. A high percentage of both
graduates and dropouts are also still living at home.

Are the individuals with learning disabilities who were interviewed in
this study “successfully® crossing the bridge Into adulthood? We feel that
the answer is "not as well as they could be.* Although emp loyment for
graduates |s respectable and almost all individuals who are employed are in
competitive Jobs, a high percentage of these individuals are in part-time
employment in low status occupations. A high percentage are also still living
at hame. The results for females are much less encouraging. The emp)oyment
rate for dropouts is much less acceptable and the male/female dlfferential
also exists with this group.

The Individuals in this study were high functioning as evidenced by
Intelllgence, math and reading test scores and by the fact that a high
percentage were served in resource teaching programs, Speclal education as a
fleld needs to examine its goals for all Individuals, but especlally for
Indlviduals labelled learning disabled. The transition process involves three

separate components: a) the _undatlon, which ls laid in the school years; b)
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the end goal of communlty adjustment, which !ncludes residential, employment,
and soclal/Interpersonal network components; and c¢) the bridge between the
school and communlity adjustment. The majority of individuals with learning
disabllltles who were surveyed In this study appear to have crossed thls
bridge alone. Although 50% cf the graduates had received some type of
post-secondary tralning, only 21% had attended even a segment of a community
college program. The fact that only six percent of the group were still
students or in job tralning onc year out of school Indicates that many did not
attend a full two-year program. Only 36% of the dropouts had recelved some
type of post-secondary tralning. In addition, a very small percent of those
employed indicated that the school or a community agency had helped them find
thelr current job,

The foundatlon that we are laying for these students also appears to be a
shaky one. The effects of regular vocational education and speclally-designed
experlences appear to be mixed; the only component that appears to have any
positive effect on post-school employment is paid employment during high
school, and this I8 not consistent across programming models.

As Okolo and Sitlington (1988) have Indicated, special education can play
a critical role In the transition of individualis with learning disabllitlies
from school to adult life. This role can include preparation In academic
skills needed for speciflc occupations, instruction In social skllls needed
for survival in the community and on the Job, and support of the individual In
regular general education and vocational education courses that will provide
apeclfic skill training and pald employment experiences. Speclal educators
also need to be :involved In transition planning for this population so that
the foundation lald can be stronger and more closely related to the
individual‘s goals In adult life and 8o that the individual’s journey across

the bridge does not have to be made alone,
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