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rs, tlelen Howerton

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, lEducation,
and Welfare

Room 5044

400 sixth Street, S. W,
\WWashington, D.C, 20024

Dear \Mrs. Howerton:
We are pleased to submit this Final Report on a Prospective Study of
! _ .
Implovee Mobility in Head Start programs. Submission of this report is

in accordance with the requirements of our contract with the Office of

Child Development. ) -

This report presents our findings and recommendations based on
data obtained during the Prospective Phase of this contract. It is orga-
nized in seven chapters and two appendixes:

. Chapter [--Summarizes the findings, conclusions, and
recommenrlations

. Chapter I1--Describes the methodology of the study




. Chapter [lI--Describes the responses of Head
Start organizations to the reporting requirements
established in ths study

Chapter IV--Describes the extent of mobility in
the sample programs

Chapter V--Describes the causes of mobility
from the viewpoint of former employees

Chapter VI--Describes the causes of mobility
from the viewpoint of Head Start organizations

Chapter VIi--Presents factors to be considered
" in the establishment of future reporting systems
for Head Start organizations

Appendix A--Contains the questionnaires used
in the study

Appendix B--Contains detailed mobility rates for
each lead Start organization which provided adequate
mobility data in both phases of the study

IS

Since the number of organizations providing adequate 'nobility

A\

data was considerably smaller in the prospective phase than in the
retrospéctive phase, interpretations of the prospective results

should be viewed with caution. The prospective phase, however, did’
afford us the opportunity to examine the cap'abilities.and willingness
of llead Start organizatiions to respond to ongoing reporting require-
ments. We feel that our observations concerning factors in the

reporting process are representative »f Head Start programs in

general.




’g‘he scope of this study has required the assistance und co-
operartion of nany people in providing data for us to analyze., We
appr:'e_cialte th'e efforts put forth bv Head Start organization direc- _
tors and employees in preparing their responses. We also ap-
preciat~ the assistance vou have provided in both phases of this
studv,

Very truly yours,
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter presents the highlights of our findings from
' a prospective study of employee mobility in Head Start programs.

i “.This chapter is organized into the following sections:

Responses to Onguing Reporting Requirements
Ext;nt of Mobility
Causes of Mobility
Recommendations éoncerning Data Collection.
From Head Start Organizations
Details concérning these four topics are presented in
Chapters III through VII. Chapter Il presents a discussion of the

methodology employed in this study.

1, RESPONSES TO ONGOING REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Since mobility data were gathered by requesting Head Start
organizations (grantees and delegate agencies) to submit monthly
mobility reports to Booz, Allen, the prospective study offered an
opportunity to review the capabilities and willingness of Head

Start organizations to respond to reporting requirements,
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Ilead Start organizations demonstrated low response rates -

to the stpdy - '~qu1rements to submxt mobmty information on a

monthly bag\s for nine consecutive periods. Only 4 organizatigns

out of 122 originally contacted submitted the rec%hested data for

all 9 periods,

(1) Low Response Rates Partially Reflect the Nature of
This Study and Its Degree of Importance to the
Organizations

Some organizations indicated tliat they did not
feel turnover was a critical problem, and there-
fore they felt that information being collected
was not important.

Some organizations felt that the requirements

of the retrospective phase were so extensive that
they had already fulfilled their obligation to the
survey.

Some orgeanizations lacked the staffs needed to
n complete the report.

Other program priorities required the immediate
attention of the staff in some organizations,

When program directors left the organizations,
usually no information regarding the significance
or requirements of ihe survey was transmitted

" to new directors. A total of 16 program direc-
tors left their organizations during this phase of
the survey.

There were reorganizations among CAP agencies.
Two grantees were changed and discontinued
participation in the survey

Some organizations found the requirements of

completing and cross-checking numerical entries
in a tabular form too complicated,

-9




o~

(4)

—_— ‘

\

~ ' ‘ R
Somé€ organivations feared that the data would k(\

used to criticize them for conditions such as
staff positions remaining unfilled for an extended
period of time, '

-

While Not Submitting Data for All Nine Periods of

the Study, Many Organizations Did Submit Sufficient

\lobility Data To Allow Estimates To Be \lade

Out of 122 organizations originally contacted,.
51 organizations provided mobility data sefficien®

for incl‘usmrﬁ the analysis.

.. ' Only 4-organizations submitted data for all .9

- periods, while 47 organizations submitted inter-
mittent, but gufficient, data. '

More Than Half the Orgghizations Either Submitted

Insufficient Mobility Datp or Refused To Participate

!

2
. Twenty-nine organizations sulNdﬁt&.
\ . 4
. Thirty-seven organizatiors submitted Some dafh,
. but not enough data to allow reasonable estimates

of mobility,

Five organizations refused to.participate. e=
. B
This lack of response existed despite extensive
follow-up efforts by telephone and mail.
- .
/

Incorrect \Monthly \Mohility Summary Sheets Were

Manifestations of a GieReral Problem in Datd Reporting

. The data collection instrument utilized to capture
mobility data was the \lonthly \obility Summary
Sheet, shown in Appendix A. This sheet pro-
vided a test of the orgunizations' abilities to
process numerical data, r \ }\

: . ' . 5 K\)
o, . .‘; '

/

.



. Although a cross-check formula was provided
in the instructions to the Monthly Mobility.Sum- —
mary Sheetc, most organizations made report-
, ing errors which would not have appeared if they
' had applied the cross-check formula,

Continuity from one report to the next was often
destroyed by such errors as not bringing forward
the correct total staff-on-hand.

. Basic ‘mfofmation, such as the unduplicated
. totals of staff members, was omitted from many
reports.

L

.‘.. )

Y (5) Time Delays Were Caused by the Tragnsmissibi'i of
Information Between Administrative Offices and Head
Start Centers i / ( o

\tr.u \'&-

Confirmation of Employee Departure Question-
naires were utilized to obtain the organizations'
viewpoints on employc.e turnover.

- Since the person most familiar with & fogmer
employee was often located in a llead]Start
center, this questionnaire frequently jnade a
round trip between an administrativ office and
a center before .be'mg submitted to Booz, Allen.

. § "
2. EXTENT OF MQBILITY

\I‘he prospective study analyzed information conce rring the
outward mobility (turnover) and internal mobility (promotiohs, /?)—’

demotions, and interndl lateral transfers) for 51 Head Start orga-

\
nizations (grantees and delegate agencies) representing 37 Head

Start programs._ Since mobility data for the retrospective phase

2
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were reported by aln19$jt three times the number of organizations
N
t

-

participating in the prospective phase, conclusions drawn from

the prospective data must be considered tenuous in comparison.

The available prospective mobility data have been analyzed

ot the basis of:
4

“T)tal mobility rates, weighted to represent the
entire population of Head Stars employees

Mobility rates by four strata within the program
sample . @«

- A (the largcst programs)
- B

- C

- D (the smallest programs)

Mobility rates tor professional/paraprofessional
positions '

Mobility rates by liead Start component

(1)  Overall Tur‘xlver‘ Rates We:rc Higher in the Prospective
Study Than in‘the Retrospcctive Study

The total turnover rate in the prospective study
was 16. 0% and in the retrospective was. 13. 4%
(a 3-year average),

The prospective turnover rates were higher in
every stratum than the retrospective turnover
rates, ' '

.o



(2) While the Turnover Rate for Professional Employees
Remained Constant Between the Periods of the Two
Studies, The Turnover Rate for Paraprofessionals
Increased Substantially ' -

The total turnover rates for professional |
employees hovered around 14. 7% in both studies.

The total turnover rate for paraﬁfofessionals
was 17. 3% in the prosbéﬁive phase, as opposed
.10.12,4% in the retrospective phasey ~-— " 77

Job titles of professidnals ‘and p.-a"rapr‘ofessionals
are listed on Page A(4) of Appendix A,

(3) The Education Component Had the tlighest Component
Turnover 1t the Prospective Phase

»

In the prospective phase, the education com-
ponent showed a turnover rate_of 19, 3%.

In the retrospective phase, the health and social
services components had the highest turnover
rates (15, 6% and 15.7%).

(4) Promotion Rates Were Much lLower in the Prospective
Phase Than in the Retrospective Phase

) .. The prospective phase total promotion rate was
. ~ 2.9%, compared to a 3-year average of 6. 9%
- in the retrospective phase,

The prospective phase promotion rates are much
lower in each of .the four strata than the corre-
sponding retrospective rates.

The apparent decline in prométions may be
attributed to incomplete reporting by Head Start
organizations, since several large programs
reported no promotions during the prospective
phase.




(5) © Administration Was the Onlv Component To Show
a tHignher l"&@notion'l{ate ir the Prospective Phase
Than in the Retrospective ’huse

The administration component promotion rate
increased slightly from 4.4% to 4.97.

Nutrition was the component with the second

w

highest promotion rate (4, 8%) in the prospective

- 7 phase, O

(6) Almost All Internal Lateral Transfer Rates and
Demotion Rates by Stratum Were l.ess Than 1% in
~the Prospective Phase

Only Stratum C (1. 68%) had a demotion rate above

et
Ly

These rates are too low to have significance in
terms of program operations or policy.

(7)  The Relationships Between Turnover Rates and
" Promotion Rates by Stratum Are Consistent Between
the Retrospective and Prospective I’hases

In both phases, turnover rates were:

-

i

Highest in Stratum D
Second highest in Stratum A
Third highest in Stratum C
- Lowest in Stratum B

H

-
In boih phases, promotion rates were:

- Greater in Stratum B than A
- Greater in Stratum C than B
- I.ess in Stratum D) than C

- Highest in C and lowest in A

———



3. CAUSES OF MOBILITY

Causes of mobility were addressed from both the. former
employees' and the organizations' view. As discussed in the
following paragraphs, these two viewpoints were in general

agreement.

- e im e s+ o e

(1) Individuals Decided To Become Employed in Head
Start Because They Liked Working With Children
and Because Thev Felt Head Start Allowed Them To
Do Something Useful for Others

More than half of the former employee responses
concerning the two most important reasons for
deciding to work in Head Start pertained to work-
ing with children or lielping other people.

The third most frequently mentioned reason

was that the work seemed interesting,

(2) The Principal Reasons Why Individuals Leave Head
Start Are More Often Related to Personal
Circumstances Than to Dissatisfaction With the
Program or Attraction to_Another Job

A Y

Both former employees and their organizations
listed reasons related to personal circumstances
in about 45% of the cases in which specific prin-

cipal reasons were given., P’erso circum-
stances include:

) - Marriage

S P \1‘\ Personal or family responsibilities
T - Pregnancy

' llness

Moving away

- Pursuit of <ducation

- Retirement

.V % -
-8- ! ™,
-8 ' . 1 : /




Former employees and their organizations were
also consistent with their proportions of de-
partures attributed to terminations or layotfs--
177 in both cases.

The desire for a betier job was the cause in

- about 25% of the cases, with the organizations
citing this reason more often than the former
employees.

Dissatisfaction with Head Start-or-a-mutual ~——

emplovee/program decision was the cause of
turnover in about 12% of the cases, with the
former employees citing this reason more
often than the organizations,

In response to a question probing for reasons
in addition to the principal reason for leaving
liead Start, former employees tended to cite
dissatisfaction with Head Start more than ad-
ditional perscnal considerations,

(3) Teacher Turnover Was Frequentlv Related to the
Teacher's Own Decision To l.eave, Whereas Teacher
Aide Departures Were \More Frequently Attributed
to Decisions Outside of Their Own Control

. ‘The official reasons given for leaving liead Start
showed that the percentage of teachers ieaving
to take a bhetter job was 57%, while the corre-
sponding percentage of teacher aides leaving
for that reason was 277,

. The reasons given also showed that in only 127
of the teacher departures, the decision to leave
was outside of the teacher's exclusive control.
In contrast, 317. of the teacher aide departures
were attributed to decisiong outside of their own
control, )




(4) More Than Half of the Employees Reported That Their
Feelings Toward the Program in Which They Worked
Changed During Their _>mployment

: . The most frequent change was that employees

P © began to feel that supervisors were difficult to
work with.

o om=es - o= Klthough feélings often changed toward specific

programs, almost 90% of former employees

continued to believe that Head Start is a worth-

while concept. -

e St it et et -

(5)  Although Dissatisfaction With Head Start Was Not the
Major Cause of Turnover, the Head Start Experiences
of Most Former Employees Include Some Areas of

- . Dissatisfaction

Former employees usually did not have upward
mobility while in llead Start., Almost two-thirds

~ reperted that they had held only one position in
liead Start.

More thar half of the former employees reported
having had problems with supervisors and
co-workers. .

Only 38% of the former employees received
enough of the type of training they desired.

(6) Organizations Felt That Fewer Than Half of the
Departures Had Any Impact on the Programs

\

~

L :
Only 447 offhe departures were considered to
have had impgact on the program.

- Helpful impact--9%
- Harmful impact--35%

-10-




For the component in which the former employee
had worked, 559 of the departures were con-
sidered to have had impact,

- Helpful impact--107,
- Harmful impact--45%

Almost two-thirds of the p('>sitions vacated had
been refilled when the Confirmation of Employee
“Departure Questionmaire-was-completed, usually

within a month following the departure. T

Vacancies were filled more often by external
- hire than from yithin,

(7) Almost ilalf the Former Emplioyees \WWere Employed
at Another Job at the Time Thev Completed the
Questionnaire

Of the former employees, 45% were employed.

- Full time--357,
- Part time--10%%

An additional 32% were looking for employment,

Of those employed, 527 weporived that their
current work was similar to their tlead Start
work.

Salary considerations were the most frequent
reasons cited in accepting other employment,

Of those respondents who provided a comparison
between their current salaries and their former
Head Start salaries, two-thirds said that their

. current salaries were higner, ‘
‘ = .
4. RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING DATA COLLECTION | -

FROM HEAD START ORGANIZATIONS

i . The experience in collecting data on a monthly basis from

Head Start organizations has shown that several factors must be

-11-
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considered if additional reporting systems for Head Start organi-

zations are to be established,

(1) There Must Be Incentives for the Organizations
To Comply With Reporting Requirements

Organizations must feel that the informatié;'n o
L __wm___.______supphed is ultimately of importance to them and

that they will be provided feedback of the kinds
of data which will enable them to 1mprove their
e operations or services,

If the nature of the data will not allow such
importance or feedback, then compliance must
be mandated by higher authority,

(2) The Effort To Be Expended in Meeting Reporting
Requirements Must Be Reasonable in Terms of Staff
Availability = ~/

:

In many organizations, a significant increase

in reporting requirements would require more
manpower than that now available within existing
staffs.

Before introducing more requirements, an
assessment should be made of the total of
reporting requirements already imposed on
Head Start organizations

(3)  Training of Head Start Staff in the Proper Completion
pf Reports Will Be a Necessity for Most Reporting

{gzstems

Providing instructions for the completion of
reports containing numerical data did not ensure

_qg. T




accuracv. Although a cross-check formula was

supplied for verifying accuracy, many organi-

zations submitted erroneous reports until the

verification process had been explained several
“ times.

If reporting requirements are at all complex,
on-site training should be provided before
implementing the system. @

- __(4).—The Nature and-Timing of the Datu Required Should -—
Dictate the Appropriateness of listablishing Ongoing _ .
Reporting Requirements R

. Basic information that must be maintained on a
current basis in order for the Office of Child
Development to manage its affairs is appro-
priately obtained through a reporting system

- Changes in grantees or delegate agencies
should be reported frequently, e.g.,
monthly,

- Changes in numbers of centers, children
enrolled, and staff sizes should be reported
regularly, but on a less frequent basis,

e. g., semiannually.

Special research »Hn topics such as employee

mobility can be adequately obtained through a

one-time study, as was the czse in the retro-

¢ spective phase of this study.

In summary, in the prospective phase of the employee mo-
bility study: (1) turnover rates were found to have increased and
promotion rates to have decreased, although low response rates

greatly diminish the statistical significance of these rates; (2) a

T -13-




larger amount of turnover continues to be caused by personal
circumstances than by program deficiencies; (3) the impact of
turnover continues to be either mild or nonexistent; and (4) the
capability of Head Start organizations to respond to exteusive re-

porting requirements is generally lacking.

-14-




1. METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses how the sample was selected for this
survey, the methodology of data collection, and responses of em-
ployees who left the Head Start organizations. The responses

: of the organizations themselves are discussed in Chapter VI.

1. SANMPLE SEILLECTION

%

In the retrospective phase of this study, 70 programs were

: seiected on a stratified basis in accordance with ranking of lf‘ederal
fur‘lding of the programs. The population of Head St‘art programs
was divided into four strata, each representing 257 of the total

1971 Head Start IFederal funding, The sample was drawn as

follows:
I'ederal Program
Funding Number of Method
Stratum Range (000) Programs Selected  of Selection
e A $2,027-13, 405 10 Selected to achieve
3 maximum geo-
v graphic variation
B $690-2,014 20 . Random
] G $252-668 . 20 Random
D $1-252 20 Random

-15-




The same 70 programs were also asked to participate in this
. _ prospective phase of the study. During the retrospective phase,

all grantee organizations and selected delegate agency organ.za-

" tions were chosen to be visitea and to complete the Current Em-
. - ) ‘
ployee Questionnaires. I[n contacting the 124 selected organiza-

tions, it was learned that 2 grant';ee organizations did not have any

L - — —_ N

Head Start employees. The refﬁaining 122 organizations thus be-

b came the target of the prospective phase methodology, which was
designed to track mobility in these organizations for the period of

December 1, 1972, through November 30, 1973,

g

2. METHODOILLOGY OF DATA COLLECTION

Mobility information was gathered through use of three in-

struments, each included in Appendix A of this repart:

. Monthly Mobility Summary Sheet
[ ]
. IFormer Employee Questionnaire
. Confirmation of Employee Departure
Questionnaire

The results from these questionnaires fopm the basis of our con-
clusions énncernirig the extent, causes, and impacts of mobility for
purposes of this report. Because the retrospective study achieved

a imuch higher response rate and included on-site interviews as

~

-16-
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well as self-administered questionnaires, its findings should be

viewed as more cgnclusive than the findings in this study.
: . , .

. \ ‘
(1) 'I‘hefMonthly Mobility Summary Shegy Obtained Dataj‘
Concerning Turnover, -Promotions, Demoticns, angl
l.ateral Transfers “

_\ _ . I
-~ . ..‘o-

The Monthly Mobility Summary Sheet gathered data

N 4

similar to that c-)bté'ing'c'_i"b_y_Qﬁéhstiﬁaﬁ 50 of the\I#lggate Agency *
: . . .

2] .
Project Data Que)stionnaire utilized in the retrospective

phase. Because some indiv.duals work in more than one

L 4

component, the unduplicated total line on the Monthly Mobility
Summadry She&t may differ from the sum of thes component
, .

totals. *The form was designed to enéB\? con1p1§;tions of

mobility at both the component and unduplicated total levels.

s t .

(2) The Confirmation of Employee Departure Questionnaires

and Former Employee Questionnaires Obtained Data
Concerning Causes of Mobility. 'rom the Vlews of the

Organizations and th& Employees
{ e

These two questionnaires were slightly modified ver- . /

.

sions of the questionnaires of the same names utilized in the

retrospective study. The modifications consisted .of the
4 . .

- b4 *

.

-17-
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addition of several questions as well ‘as additional alternative

responses to existing questions. These changes were made

in order to: ' ? .
——t— ‘,-\' [ » l :
. Test add1t10nal variables relating to mob1hty

as uncovered in the retrospectlve study

. - Examine point-in-time perceptio'ns of causes of
. turnove by both the fonmer employees and the

progr superv

. I)e{ec tichangés in employee feelings and attttude
between the time they responded tQ-the retro-
.. ' spective studyv and the time they left Head Start

-

- _ P 3
K'S ’
4

,T}me Confirmation of Employee Departure Questionnaire

-

4

-

provided organizational perceptions of mobility impact as

w1l ag causes of maobility. -
v

(3) Head Start Organizations Were Asked To Submit the
Appropriate Questionnair s Each \Month or Indicate _
That No Changes in Staffing Had Occurred During
That Month

The Monthly Mobility éuln}xlary Sheet along witk: appro-
priate (‘onfirmat_ion of Lmployee \[&parture Questionnaires
were to be completed each month by each ofganization and
mailed to Booz, Wllen. 4f no changes had occurred, the
organization was requested to relay this information by phone

Al

or by a prepaid return postcard.

-18-
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14
(4) The Completed Confirmation of Employee Departure
Questlonnalres Triggered the Mailing of Questionnaires
to Former -Employees

v | The Confirmation of Employee Departure Questionnaires
| provided the last known address of employees terminating
during the period of the proépective study.  Using these

. addresses, -we mailed out Former Employee Questionnaires

along with self-addressed prepaid envelopes.

The extent of responses by Head Start organizations and our

follow-up efforts in contacting nrganizations that did not resp'ond

r

are.discussed in.the next chapter.

1% : P
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[1I. THE RESPONSE OF HEAD START ORGANIZATIONS TO
ONGOING REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the:

Response rate of lead Start organizations

IF'ollow-up efforts extended in attempting to
achieve full participation in the survey

Organization reporfing capabilities as evidenced
by the quality of data submitted and the timing
of submission

1. ORGANIZATION RESPONSE RATES PARTIALLY REVLECT

THE NATURE OF THIS STUDY AND ITS DEGREE OV
INNPORTANCE TO THE ORGANIZATIONS

Conclusions regarding the capability of Head Start orgahiza-
tions to provide accurate data on a regular basis are lifiited by the
nature of this survey and the organizations' perception of the sig-

nificance of the survey., These limitations include:

g W)

Organizations indicated that they did no' feel
turnover was a critical problem, and therefore
they fclt:gbat information being collected was
not impor‘tant.

) . Organizations felt that the requirements of the
retrospective phase were so extensive that they
had fulfilled their obligation to the survey.

-20-
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There were additional problems that were Wue to this

1

'”sLi.rvey and that could operate in the establishment of other report-

ing systems:

\

Organizations lacked the staffs needed to com-
plete the report.

Other program priorities required the attention
of the staff,

When program directors left the-organizations,
usually no information regarding the significance
or requirements of the survey was transmitted
to new directors. A total of 16 program direc-
tors left their organizations during this phase of
the survey.

There were reorganizations among CAP agencies.

1 wo grantees were changed and discortinued
participation in the survey. .

Some organizations found the requirements of
completing and cross-checking numerical entries
in a tabular form too complicated.

_Some organizations feared that the data would

be used to criticize them for such conditions
as indicating that a staff position remained un-
filled for an extended period of time,

2. ALTHOUGH FEW ORGANIZATIONS REPORTED DATA FOR

ALL NINE REPORTING PERIODS OF THE STUDY, MANY

SUBMITTED SUFFICIENT DATA TO ALLOW ESTIMATES

TO BE MADE OF THE DATA THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN

SIGNIFICANT-IN THE MISSING REPORT

A total of 51 organizations out of the 122 criginally contac*or’\"

provided data suificient for inclusion in the analysis. Of these,

A‘_‘



four submitted data for all nine months. The remaining 47 sub-

mitted reports inte;:rnittently, but frequently enough to allow the

m-issing reports of intérvening months to be reconstructed from

the available data,

3. MORE THAN HALF OF THE ORGANIZATIONS WETLRE
EXCLUDED FROM THE ANATLYSIS EITHER BECAUSE

THEY SUBMITTED INSUFFICIENT DATA OR BECAUSE
THEY REFUSED TO PARTICIPATE “

Seventv-one organizations were excludéd from the analysis.

“."The reasons for exclusion were:.

L4

Ssubmitted no data--29

Submitted some data but not consistently during
the 9 months--37

. Refused to participate--5
Ny

It should be noted, in contrast, that only one llead Start or-

ganization compietely refused topartjcipate in the retrospective

EXS E i
phase. The smaller partﬁ'&ipation in the prospective phase may
/"
- be attributed to the same factors as were discussed.in Section 1

of this ¢hapter,
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4. AN EXTENSIVE FOLLOWAP WAS CONDUCTED BY

TELEPHONE AND BY ¥AIL

e
- .
. The following paragraphs detail the chronology of the follow-
up effort involved in this survey: /

e

v

During the first month of the survey, all organi-
zations were contacted by phone to urge their
participation in the survey.

During the following two months, ox%ly those
organizations that failed to submit the material
by the deadline were contacted by phone.

During the summer months, no follow-up was
conducted.

A follow-up letter was mailed to all organiza-

tions at the end of the summer to urge their con-
tinued participation in the survey.

After the deadline of the September report, all
organizations were again contacted by mail,
either to acknowledge Booz, Allen's receipt of
the report or to urge the organization to sub-
mit the report.

- 5. INCORRECT MOBILITY SHEETS WERE MANIFESTATIONS

. OF A GLNERAIL. PROBI.EM IN DATA REPORTING

Often the organizations sent incomplete Monthly Mobility

Summary Sheets.

The most common error was neglecting to com-

plete line 10, "Unduplicated Totals, ' which was to have indicated

the total staff size. This information was essential since often an
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individual served in more than one component, &nd inaccuracies

would have resulted if totals were calculated simply by summing

3," the component entries.

Several other types of errors occurred frequently:
. Simple arithmetic errors occurred and could be
corrected by reviewing the summary sheets.

. Totals were not correctly carried over from the
previous month,

. Organizations did not follow the formula that was
provided in the instructions for the summary
sheets and that would have allowed columns to
be checked against each other,

Most of the errors necessitated returning the mobility sheets
to/the agency and asking that they be corrected. This caused the
organization to fall behind in its report submissions when the

effort to review and correct the previous month's report overlapped

with the current month.

6. VMATERIALS THAT WERE SENT BETW.IEN THE CENTERS
AND TIHE ORGANIZATIONS' ADMINISTHATIVE OFFICES
ENTAILLED A CONSIDERABLE TIME LAG

Confirmation of kmployee Departure Questionnaires were
sent to the organizations' administrative offices with the expecta-
tion that they be completed by each former employee's supervisor.

*

‘This person was frequentlv located in one of the centers. In such
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cases, the ques__tionnaire was sent from the administrative office
to the center and/back to the administrative office before being

returned tq BooA, Allen. This process sometimes involved more

" than a month and often caused the mobility report to be late, l

i~

In addition, some Confirmation of Employee Departure

Questionnaires were returned to Booz, Allen without the former

“employees' addresses. These questionnaires had to be sent back

to the Head Start organizati‘ons to obtain complete information.

In view of the tact that only 4 of 122 organizations submitted
mobility sheets for all 9 reporting periods as réquested, it ap-
pears that =xtensive reporting requirements of this nature placed
upon Head Start qrganizations would not result in a comprehensive
and accurate flow of information to national headquarters. Recom-

mendations concerning reporting systems are discussed in Chapter

VI

*
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IV. EXTENT OF MOBILITY

This chapter disqusses the mobility patterns of employees
in Head Start programs, based on a statistical analysis of the data
reported ir the prospective phase of the study. The analysis fo-

“cuses on two general modes of employee mobility:
. Outward mobility (turnover)
. Internal mobility (éromotion.;‘,, demotions, and

internal lateral transfers)

The chapter is 6rganiz_ed into the following sections:

. The measurement of mobility
. Outward mobility by stratum and component
. Internal mobility by stratum and component

.Comparisons of mobility between prospective
"and retrospective phases“

Because adequate information was reported by only 51 orga-
nizations in the prospective phase, compared with 144 in the retro-
spective phase, the analysis of the extent of mobility presented in
this chapter is less cglmprehensive than the analysis presented in °

the retrospective pnasc, As a result of the low response rate,
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the statistical uncertainty of the data from the prospective phase is
. ‘ : : o

increased by several orders of magnitude., This increased un-

certainty makes the projection of conclusions regarding the extent

\ﬁ of mobility in all Head Start programs quite tenuous.

In addition, the low response rate in the prospective phase

significantly reduces the validity of comparing mobility in 1973
with the data from previous years as reported in the retrospective
phase of the study. Consequently, the repert limits the extent of
the comparisons of the prospective data with the data presented
in the retrospective phase report, Included are comparisons of
mobility reported by those- 4.4 organizations for wﬁich adequate

. 5 “data were submitted in both phases of the study. (Seven organiza-

tions reporting adequate data in the prospective phase did not

submit adequate data for purposes of the retrospective analysis.)

1, THE MEASUREMENT OF MOBILITY

This section discusses-the analytical approach and the sta-
tistical techniques used to determine the extent of mobility ob-
served in the prospective study, which covered the 12-month

period of December 1, 1972, through November 30, 1973,

-27-




(1) The Extent of.EmplcSy'ee Mobility Is Analyzed on a
"Program' Basis

In this report, a distinction is drawn between '"'Pro-

4

gram' and "Organization:'

. "Program'' refers to the Head Start staff and
activities of a grantee agency and of its associ-
ated delegate agencies

. "Organization'' refers to any one of the entities
involved in a particular Head Start program,
e.g.:

- A grantee agency lrad Start sta_ff

- A delegate agency Head Start staff .in-—
cluding center personnel)

. In two instances, "Program'' and "Organization"
become interchangeable:

- When a program has no delegate agencies,
i. e., all center personnel are employees
of the grantee agency
- When a program has no Head Start per-
sonnel in the grantee agency and it has
only one delegate agency
Although information was collected by organization,
data vrelating to the extent of mobility are reported on a pro-

gram basis so that mobility can be projected by stratum and

region for the entire lHead Start population,

-~
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(2) The Data Reported in This Chapter Represent the
Mobility Reported by 37 Head Stari Programs From
a Stratified Sample

-

The reported programs are a stratified cross section

!

of Head Start programs.

. Exhibit I, following this page, compares the
regional distribution of the reported programs
with that of the total population of Head Start
programs (1971 Office of Economic Opportunity
data).

. The reported programs represent approximately
4.2% of the total population of programs.

The data for the 37 programs, presented in the pro-
spective phase, are derived from data accumulated from 51
Head Start organizations, including both grantee and dele-
gate agencies. Details regarding the use of stratifying
techniques in sample selection were presented in Chapter II
(3) Data From Programs in Which Not All Delegate

Agencies Were Sampled Were Adjusted To Represent
the Total Staff Sizes of These Programs

In some cases, data were accumulated from less than
1007 of the deleéate agencies in a program, In these in-
stances, the data were expanded to represent the total em-
ployees in the programs, These adjustments were necessary
so that all programs could be represented- by their actual

number of total employees,
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EXHIBIT I

Office of Child Developmeat
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

HEAD START PROGRAMNS BY REGION

/ All Head Start Programs

&

STRATUNM

. A B ( D
Region T T - - Total
I 1 2 9 <54 66
1§ 2 1 11 51 68 -
11 1 5 22 61 89
v 4 ‘94 55 100 183
\ 3 6 18 108 135
VI 1 14 27 90 132
VIT - 4 13 39 56
VI - 1 4 38 43
X 1 8 17 27 53
X C 1 - 6 31 38
Total 14 68 182 599 863
Reported Sample Programs
STRATUN
, A B ¢ D
Region _ Total
1 - - 1 3 4
1 1 - - - 1
[ 1 - 2 3 6
v - 5 3 1 q
v 1 1 - 2 ] 4
VI - . - - 2 2
VI ' - 1 1 - 2
VT - 1 - 1 2
AN 1 3 - - 4
X 1 - L 1 _3
- Total 5 11 8 13 37
. - LG a




The adjustments were made b;7 using "program weight-
ing factors.' The "'weighting factor' for a program was
calculated by dividing the average number of employees in
the program during the prospective phase by the number of

employees for which prospective mobility data were repcrted.
- . &
All staff positions and mobility data in a program were mul-

tiplied by the pr.bgr.am's weighting factor. T_he program
factors used in the prospective phase are shown in-Exhibit
[I, following this page. Eor other ;i'ograms, it was not
necessary to use program weighting factors b:ecause the

reported data encompassed all the-(* employees of the programs.

The use of program weighting factors allows each pro-
gram to be represented by its actual number of total em-
ployees without chan.ging the mobuility rates rcported for
each program. This is true because in applying weighting
factors both the numérator (number of turnovers or pro- .
motions) and the denominator (number of reported employees)
are multiplied by the same number. The only effect of pro-
gram weighting factors is to make all programs comp'arable
by representing their relative size by their actual number of

employees.,
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EXHIBIT II (1)

. : ‘ Office of Child Development
' o Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

PROGRAM WEIGHTING FACTORS

STRATUA A

Agency for Child Development, New York, New York 1—:13—3—2- = 10,64
United Planning Organization, Washington, D. C. %g = 6,34
Chicago Committee on Urban Oppourtunity, Chicago, Illinois -(2%% = 3,47
Greater |.0s Angeles Commuhity Action, I.os Angeles, California %g = 2?8’9
City and County Consortium, Seattle, Washington -2—2%- = 4,30
STRATUM 13
ﬂ .

Community Relations/Social Development Commitfee 186 _ 4 g
Milwaukee, Wisconsin T 65 : .

- 297 .
Denver Head Start, Denver, Colorado <z - = 75
Orange County Community Action Council 104 . 9 49
Santa Ana, California 43
Riverside County Schools 204 _ 3. 71
Riverside, California 55
Dependency Prevention Commission of San Bernardino 347  _ 18. 26
San Bernardino, California 19

»

FOa, . . 7




EXHIBIT 1I (2) *

S
o
& S
o &S
STRATUN C
Montgomery €ounty Department of Communfity 122 _
. 0 i — =~ 1,08

Development - 113

Rockvillie, \Maryland

| S ")
STRATUM D .

)
Muskegnn-Cceana CAAP : . ) 42 N
Muskegon, Michigan 5 = 2.21
Kno-tlo-Co Tri Countv CAA , _ _ _?.2. = 2,20
Warsaw, Ohio 0
i
~
i
ek
X -
4
/\'/
;
<\ \ . )
Y
\
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After program weighting factors were applied, staff

position and mobility data from: all programs in a given

stratum were summed, giving the total mobility data for the

~

stratum sample, ° e

x
¥

(4)  Data in Each{Stratum Were Adjusted To Represent
the Total Employees in the Population Contained in
the Stratum

To make the data m a stratified saﬁple statistic-ally
comparable, the data in each stratum must be aldjus-ted o)
that the sample programs in each stratum become a _g_‘_g-p'_re -
sentation of all Head Start programs in the stratum, Even
when the sample size is much smaller than expected, as is
the case in this prospective phase, no valid compa_risons can
be made until the data are adjusted to represent the relative
size of each stratum, As in the retrospective };has.e of the
study, the reported sample of programs in Strata A, B, and
C represents a much larger percentage of total programs
than is represented by the sample program in Stratum D,
Simply adding the stratified data, without adjusting for .r:ela-
tive stratum size, would give unrepresentative emphasis to

Mobility in the larger programs,
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The statistical/téchnique used to analyze a stratified

sample is to multiply the data in each stratum by a weighting
. & e .
~ . . k:'*’::. .

factor so that the data in edach stratum are statistically

" ‘comparable,

¥

e S

: o . Fach strathm weighting factor was calculated by
m dividing the total number of programs in the
stratum by the number of reported sample programs,

. The total number.of programs in each stratum
was calculated from the 1971 OEO data, which
were the bases of the sample selected. Ina

" similar manner, weighting factors were calcu-,

‘ lated for programs within regioffs within strata.

Ce All staff positions and mobility data in a stratum
. . were multiplied by the stratum's weighting factor

/ to give weighted total turnover and promotion
rates for the stratum.

. The stratum and region weighting factors used

' in the prospective phase are shown in Exhibit
[1I, following this page.

The use of stratum weirhting factors does not affect

‘the mobility rates within each stratum since the same

weighting factors are applied to both numerators and denom -

inators. Their only effect is to make the data in all four

1

strata statistically comparable,

After stratum weighting factors were applied, the
wei,g.hte'd total numbers of staff positions and mobility data
were summéd for all four strata, giving:thg weighted total
mo’x;-i"lity rates for all prcgrams, . .
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EXHIBIT III

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

\ W EIGHTING FACTORS
BY STRATUM AND REGION
Y
Stratum
Region : A B C D
i g ) 9 54
I / — 9 -— =
— ¢ 5 = 18
/ .
. 2 - - -
/1[ — = 2
> / 1
/
/ 1 22 61
__; = - —— 11 —
/ i1 L =1 : = 20,33
- 24 55 100
£2-4.8 22 - 18, 33 —_
IV 5 3 1 100
- 3 _ 6 - = 108 -
v 17° 76 5 54
- - R 90
’ — = 45
Vi 5
- 4 13 _ -
VII T ° 4 T 13
1e - 1 - - E =
Viii 1 1 T - 38
1 8 - -
= = 2 = 2,87
X 1 1 3
X _1. -1 - §_ = 6 ._3_11 - 31
‘ 1 1 1
Total 14 68 182 \ 599
otat =2 22,80 22 :-¢6.18 ~84 - 22,75 227 - 46.08
Weighting 5 11 8 13

IYactors by
Stratum

S2a
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2. OUTWARD MOBILITY BY STRATUM AND COMPONENT

This section presents an analysis of the outward mobility,
or turnover, reported in the prospective phase. Turnover rates

are presented:

. Bv stratum
. For professional and paraprofessional employees
. By program component

Turnover rates are not analyzed on a geographic basis by region,
as they were 1n the retrospéctive phase, Such analysis.wa‘s 'x:mt
possible because programs did not report data in too many of the
strata in éach of the 10 regions. Insufficient data were reported
for 18 of the 40 possible geographic combinations (10 regiohs times‘

1Y
4 strata in each region), or 45% of the total combinations,

(1) Turngver Rates Were Determined in the Same Manner
ag in the Retrospective Phase of the Study

A program's turnover rafe is calculated as the total
n?mber éf reported turnovers divided by tre average number
, of staff :positions repot ‘ed on the Monthly Mobility Summary
Sheets during the prospective phase, Turnovers include los-
ses due to resignation or termination and losses due to lateral

transfers out of Head Start.



(2)  Overall Turnover Rates Reported in the Prospective
Phase Were Higher Than Those in the Retrospective
Phase

The weighted total turnover rates for each stratum
for both professional and paraprofessional employees are

shown in Exhibit IV, following this page, Both prospective

-

phase turnover rates and average retrospective phase rates

are presented,

The weighted total turnover rate tor the prospective

¢

phase is 16, 0%, compared with a three-year average of 13.4%
' !

in the retrospective phase of the study. Total turnover rates

in each of the four strata are also higher in the prospective

[ 4

phase than they were in the retrospective phase, Because

the prospective phase mobility rates were caleylated from
. AN

a much smaller number of programs, the higher reported

turnover rate may not be indicative of an actual increase in
) (]

outward mobility among all Head Start programs during

(3) * The Prospective Phase Data Show Shifts in Turnover
Rates Between Professional and Paraprofessional
Employees

The definitions used for the terms 'professional” and

"paraprofessional’’ are the same as those Lsed in the

-~
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EXHIBIT IV

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

. WEIGHTED TOTAL TURNOVER RATES
BY STRATUM _

Retrospective Phase Prospective Phase
(3 year average) - . ‘ (1973) _
Professional Paraprofessional Total Prcfessional Paraprofessional Tota
Stratum A 16. 9% 12,6% 14,49 17.6% 18. 3% 18.C
Stratum B 10. 0. 6. 9% 8.17% 5.1% 12, 5% 9,3
stratum C 12.4% 12,37 12, 4% 13.0% 20. 3% 16.<
Stratum D 20. 5% 19, 7% 20.0% 28.2% 22.3% 25,1
TOTALS 14, 8% 12.4% 13.4% 14,6% 17.3% 16.¢
-~
A
»
—

3% :




-

-

.retrOSpective phase of the study.{ Professional employees
are defined as employees who were in supervisory capacities
or were component heads, This includes all teachers and

all administrative personnel other than secretaries or clerks,
All other employees are defined as pa'raprofessionals. These
definitions were standardized so that data from all reporting

programs would be comparable,

-

In the retrospective phase, turnover rates for profes-
sional employees were hi;;f,her.' than those for paraprofes-
sioﬁals in all four strata, as wés shown in Exhibit [V, In
the préspective phase, turnover rates are higher for profes -
sional employees in only one strafum, Stratum B, The
weighted total turnover rate for professional employees is
almost identical in the retrospective and prospective phaseé
(14, 8% versus 14, 6%), but the total turnover rate reported
for paraprofessionals is higher in the prospective phase

(17, 3% versus 12, 4%),

Because of the small number of programs reporting in
the prospective phase, it cannoi be said with certainty
whether the reported data actually reflect a nationwide i.n;
crease in turnover among paraprofessional employees in

1973,
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(4) Prospective Phase Turnover Is Highest in the
Education Component

Exhibit V, following this page, presents weighted

total turnover rates by component for both the retrospective

' and prospective phases of the study, Turnover rates in five

of nine components--educatién, parent involvement, 'nu'tri-
tion, administration, and psychélogical—-are higher in the
prospective phase than they were in the retrosoectivé phase,
In the prospective phase, the education component shows

the highest turnover rate .(19. 3%); in the retrospective phase,

health and social-services had the highest turnover rates

(15, 6% and 15, 7%).

/_,-/ Again, because of the much smaller data base in the

axtar

prospective phase, it cannot be said whether or not these
figures represent a significant increase in turnover among
all Head Start teachers and teacher aides during the past

year,

INTERNAL MOBILITY BY STRATUM AND COMPONENT

This section presents an analysis of the intérjnal mobility

reported in the prospective phase of the study, Internal mobility

includes promotions, demotions, and internal lateral transfers,

Promotion rates are presented by stratum and by Head Start
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 EXHIBIT V ‘

Office of Child Development
Department of Heaith, Education, and Welfare

WEIGHTED TOTAL TURNOVER RATES BY COMPONENT |

Retrospective Phase Prospective Phase
(3~Year Ave.) : (1973)

Education ' 14.8% 19. 3%
Health ) '15.6 7 7.0
Sogial Services . 18,7 . 11.1 ~
Parent Involvement 11.8 T 15,2
Nutrition ‘ 10.2 16.8
Staff Training : 14.3 ' .6
Volunteer | . 7.6 3.7
Adrainistration. , 9.0 . 15.8
Psycho'l.og*lcaf ’ | ] 8.0 16.5

Jotal _ 13.4% | 16.0%

‘ ° j‘a




component, Internal latéral transfer rates and demotion rates
are presented only by stratum,. Because of the lack of adequate

data, as was discussed in the introduction to Section 2, prospec -

tive phase internal mobility is not analyzed on a geographic basis,

‘Promotion rates are calculated in the same manner as was
used in the retrospective phase of the study, A pgogram's' promo -

tion r.ie is equal to the total number of reported promotions

divided by the average nuuib<ci' of staff positions reported during

the prospective phase, Internal lateral transfer rates and demo-

tion rates were determined in a similar manner,

(1) Promotion Rate‘s in All Four Strata Are Much Lower
in the Prospective PPhase

Weighted total promotion rates by stratum are pre-
sented in Exhibit VI, following this page. Both prospective
phase promotion rates and average retrospective phase rates

are presented,

The weighted total nromotion rate for the prospective
phase is 2, 9%, compared with a three-year average of 6. 9%
in the retrospective phase. Promotion rates are also much

lower in each of the four strata for the prospective phase,

These very low turnover rates reported in the prospec -

tive phase appear to be the result, in part, of incomplete

!
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Stratum A
Stratum B
Stratum C
Stratum D

Total

EXHIBIT VI

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

WEIGHTED TOTAL PROMOTION RATES BY STRATUM

37

Retrospective Phase Pirospective Phase
(3-Year Aye.) (1973)
6. 3% 1.1% IR
7.4 2.4
- 9.0 5.2 L
4,4 3.2
6.9% 2.9%



reporting by Head Start orgénizations. For example, none
of the organizations participating in the stu'dy from the lead

Start programs in New York City, Chicago, or Washington,

D, C,, repor\gcﬁmngle promofion during the time .

\
period covered in the prospective phase,

(2) Promotion Rates Reported in the Prospective Phase
Are Lower Than Those in the Reﬁ‘ospective Phase
in Every Component Except Administration

Exhibit VII, foil.ewing this page, presents weighted
tm.:al promotion rates by component for both the retrospec -
tive and' prospective phases of the study, Promotion rates
in every component are lower in the prospective phase than
in the retrospective phase, except in the administration
component where the promotion rate increased from 4. 4%

“to 4.9%. The two components which show the highest promo -’
tion rate in the prospective phase are nutrition (4.8%) and
administration (4, 9%), These components ranked fifth and
eighth, respectively, in promotion rates of components in

the retrospective phase,

Because of the small number of programs which

participated in the prospective phase and the apparently

. incomplete reporting of promotions by those which did par-

ticipate, it is impossible to tell whether these data reflect

-386-




EXHIBIT VII

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

WEIGHTED TOTAL PROMOTION RATES BY COMPONENT

Retrospective Phase Prospective Phase
: (3-Year Ave.) (1973)
Education : _ 7.5% 3.4%
Health —~ ) ' 5.7 ' 1.4
- Social Services | 6.9 1.8
Parent Involvement 4,9 ) - 1.5
Nutrition 6.1, ' 4.8
Staff Training 13.2 ’ 0
Volunteer 6.4 0
Administration 4,4 4.9
 Psychological 0.4 - 0
Total 6. 9% 2. 9%
i AN
-
/
I-/'
o .




any actual shifts in promotions by component among all

\ -

lHHead Sta.'t programs thr‘\\ou'g'h_out the nation during 1973,

!
4 i

(3) Internal Lateral Transfer Rates a emotion Rates
Reported in the Prospective PhasegAre Very Low

in All Strata

~

-

. Exhibit VIII, lowing this page, presents prospective
phase rates of internal lateral transfers and demotions, No
‘) comparisons with the retrospective phase are possible

e because these data were not analyzed in the retrospective

phase of the study.

As the e.';hi_bit shows, all strata have internal lateral
transfer rates of less than 1%, and only Stratum C (1.6%)
has a‘total demotion rate‘ above 1%, Theée rates are too
low to be of significance in terms othheir impact on prqéram

operations or policy, In fact, within the limits of statistical

significance, the rates in all strata are’ effectively zero.

A 4. COMPARISONS OF MOBILITY BETWEEN PROSPECTIVE
\ AND RETROSPECTIVE PHASES

The two previous sections have presented mobility data from
the prospective phase of the study in a manner similar to that
presented in the retrospective phase, This section will make

several other comparisons of the dzta in order to gauge the
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EXHIBIT VIII _

Office of Child Development
Départment cof Health, Education, and Welfare

- WEIGHTED TOTAL DEMOTION AND
ANTERNAL LATERAL TRANSFER RATES

A :
Gr; - ” BY STRATUM

4

) Prospective Phasex
Internal LLateral Transfer Rate Demotion Rate

Stratum A 0.2% '-_-0 .. 1%.

Stratum B 0.3% 0. 4%

Strafum € ' 0.5% [6% - °

Stratuff D " 0 0.6%
TOTAL 0. 3% 0. 6%

*Data not analyzed in retrospective phase of the study

-
.
¢
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significance of the prospective phase data and to test their con-
sistency with the data from the retrospective phase, The following
two questions of comparability between the prospective and retro-

spective phases will be examined: :

. Are the relationships between turnover rates and
promotion rates found in the retr}»spective phase
also found in the prospective phase ?

. How do turnover rates and promdtion rates change
hetween the retrospective phase and the prospec-
tive phase for those ovganizations which pro-
vided mobility data in both phases?

" (1) _ The Relationships Between Turnover Rates and
Promotion Rates by Stratum Are Consistent Between
the Retrospective and the Prospective Phases of the

~St udz

A graphical representation of the relationships between
“ turnover rates and promotion rates by stratum is presented
in Exhibit 1X, followingz this page. As the exhibit shows,

the relationships which were found between turnover rates and

N prdmotion rates by stratum in the retrospective phase were

repeated in the prospective phase, Although turnover rates
were consistently higher in the pr'bspelctive_phase, in both
phases turnover rates declined between Strata A and B,

rose from Stratum B to C and again to D, and reached their

highest level in Stratum D,
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EXHIBIT X

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

RET.ATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TURNOVER
RATES AND PROMOTION RATES BY STRATUM

30% —
> TURNOVER RATES
_ PROSPECTIVE
20% PHASE
v
< RETROSPECTIVE PHASE
> ]
=
<
2]
O
s
10% |-
- (N
) « RETROSPECTIVE PHASE
Ll <«
a‘"s \\
N -’ - - ~——
) .t . q—— PROMOTION RATES
' _e”  PROSPECTIVE
PP et PHASE
Y P |
0 A B C D
STRATUM
KEY:

e RETROSPECTIVE PHASE (3 YEAR AVERAGE)
I PROSPECT!VE RHASE (1973)
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Likewise, promotion rates in both phases of the study
change consistently between strata. In both phases 'promotior_l
rates rose from Stratum A to B and C and declined between
S.trata C and D. These findings tend to confirm the rela-
‘tionships between turncver and promotions presented in the

( retrospective phase report,
(2) The Changes in Turnove‘r Rates by Year Between the

Retrospective and Prospective Phases Are Consistent,
But the Changes in Promotion Rate by Year Are Not

A ] \\-

Exhibit.X, following this page, provides a graphical
presentation c;f changes in weighted tof;al turnover rates and
promotion rates 5y year, includiﬁg both retrospective and
prospective phase data, The exhibit shows that the total
- turnover rate calculated for the prospective phase (1973)

follows the same pattern of increasing from year to year

found in the three years of retrospective data,

The total ?romotion rate calculated for the prospective
phase does not follow the pattern of increasing annually as
shown in the retrospective phase. Instead, the total reported
promotion rate declines significantly between 1972 and 1973.
As mentioned eérlier,l because of the much smallér number
of programs which participated in the prospective phase and

the apparently incomplete reporting of promotions by those
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i

which did participate, it is not‘_po_sgible to say whether the
prospective phase promotion data reflect any actual decline

in promotions among all Head Start programs during 1973, -

-

(3) A Comparison of Thoge Qrganizations Which
Participated in Both Phases of the Study Indicates
That the Overall Turnover Rate Was Essentially
Unchanged Between 1972 and 1973

A final means of comparing retrospective and pro- -
spective phase data is the analysis of mobility for only those
organizations; which participated in both phase-s of the study.
Exhibit XI, following this page, presents turnover and pro-
motion rates for these 44 organiza;i‘;r;s:’zl organizations
which participat‘ed in only one of the two phases of tﬁg study

have been excluded from this analysis.

4
This exhibit shows that the average retrospective phase

turnover rate for these 44 organizations is higher than the

U S )

turnover rate for all retrospegtive pha.ls.e oxjgia/?iza:fions

(16, 6% vérsus -14. 6%). These data suggest that the retro-
spective pﬁase organizations which participated in the
prospective 'phase were not a typical sample of all retro-
spective phase organizations in that their 1972 turnover rates

- were higher than average,
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EXHIBIT XI

Office of Child Development
v Department o: Health, Education, and Welfare

COMPARISON OF MOBILITY RATES rOR 44
ORGANIZATIONS WHICH PARTICIPATED IN ROTI]
PHASES OF THE STUDY

Average Turnover Rates Average Promotion Rates
" Number of Retrospective Prospecpive * Retrospective Prospective
-atum  Organizations (1972) §97 ) . (1972) (1973)
A 11 19.6% 19,.8% . 7.4% 1.1% -
B 13 17. 3% 15. 1% 7.2% 1.49%
C 8 12. 570 12. 770 IC. 870 3. 7(’70 i
D 12 17.0% 22, 7% 4,0% 1. 8%
1 Strata ‘\ 14 16.6% 17.6% " 7.4% 2,0%
\ .
2ighted
tals for all _
rograms 14, 6% 16.0% 8.7% - 2.9%

~

OTES: (1) All mobilify rates are unweighted averages except the weighted totals for

all programs.

(2) Detailed moBility rates by organization are presented in Appendix B.

7.2 e
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, The exhibit also shows that 1;1 Strata A and C turnover
among the 44 organizations was essentially the same between
1972 and. 1973 (19, 6% versus 19.8% and 12, 5% versus 12, 7%);
in Stratum B, turrover was higher in 1972 than 1973 (17'. 3%
versus 15,1%); and in Stratum D, it was lower in 1972 than
1973 (17,0% versus 22,7%), The overall average turnover
rate for the 44 organizations increas~d slightly between thé
two years (16, 6% to 17,6%)., lowever, the inconclusive
trends shown within each stratum suggest that the best in-
terpretation of _the prospective phase turnover rate is that,
within the range of sté.tistical significance, it represents
essentially no change in the extent of turnover reported

between 1972 and 1973,

Exhibit XI also shows that the organizations which
participated in both phases of the study had 2 lower average
‘promotion rate than the weighted total for all retrespective
phase programs (7, 4% versus 8. '_7%). This 10\.aver.'rthan
average 1972 promotion rate suggests 1ihat these organiza-
tions were also atypical retrospective phése. organizations

with regard to promotions,

Even thougl. these organizations had lower than

. average pro.notion rates in the retrospective phase, their
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reported prospective phase (1973) promotion rates dropped
significantly in every strafur;“x., Howeyer. the apparent in-
complete reporting of prospective phase promotions, men-
tioned earlier, precludes the drawing of conclusions regard-

ing actual changes in promotion rates between 1972 and 1973,

This chapter has presented an analysis of the extent of mo-

bility reported during the prospective phase of the study and a

s et e —

comparison of prospactive phase and retrospective phase data.

The next chapter discusses the causes of mobility from the view-

point of Head Start _employees.
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V. CAUSES OF MOBILITY: THE EMPLOYEES' VIEW

This chapter examines the responses of former employees to
the Former Employee Questidnnaire, which appears in Appendix A,
The responses to this questionnaire are presepted m Exhibit XII,
following this page, and provide the Pasis for the analysis in this

chapter,

The Former Employee Questionnaire was'mailed to 622 for-
mer employees (representing 73 organizations) identified by the

organizations participating in the study. A total of 179 question-

naires were returned, representing a 28% response. Thisisa ~
. ¢

slightly lower rate of response than the 35% who returned the

questionnaire in the retrospective phase.

The purpose in contacting former employees was to obtain
the individual employee's perspective conce'ng the causes of
mobility to provide a contrast to the organization's perspectiiﬁe.

The organization's viewpoint is discussed in Chapter VI

Five topics are discussed iun this chapter:

A comparison between the reasons given for
entering and for leaving Head Start

| -45-



1. How long aga did vou leave Head Start
38, 55 0-10 wevks
37,41 11-20 weeks
8.4 21-30 weeks
2,79 3140 weoks
3.1 (ner 40 weeks
8,38 No answer
2a, Wa- it vour decision to leave Head St
70,935 Yes
22,35 No -
i 6.71 No answer
b, If vou
64, 57 0-10 weeks
12. 60 11-20 weeks
: 0, 29 21-40 weeks
0,7 (ver 40 weeks
L 15,70 No answer
t \What was vour last position with Head Mart”®
447 Soeial Work Aude
11,7 Cook Aide

ol

<
T T T T B

—
ST A~ A DAL D

- e
as '

o e e e
e

_D&-!t;-—wl;»—OOOO.&D»-'J'

le lw
~) LY L o= g e o

| S
. o e
pel

0, 56
1.12
2,27

1,64

ERIC

e

Driver

Fducation Director
Health Aide
\laintenance
\ledical Director
Nurse Administrator
Nurse

Nutrition Llirector
Nutritionist
t’rogram Director

P’svehologist or Speech Therapist

social Service Director
social Worker
fiead Teacher

Teacher —
Teacher Aide/Assistant Teacher

Career Development Specialist
Volunteer Coordinator
('linical/Secretarial

Resource Teacher/Consultant
Assistant Director

tther liiredtor

Nu answer

ENHIRBIT XTI (1)

Offiee of Chald Development
Departiment of Health, Tducatum, and Welfare

RESPONSES TO FORVER EVPLOYER QUESTIONNATRE

decided to leave, how long before vou left Head start did you decide to leave?

e .
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1h,

da,

.

Hbs,

i,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

ENHIRUT NI ()

. . . . o .-
How manv earhier posittons did sou have with Head Staet”

11.28 1
3.4 2
1,12 X
ad, 25 None ar ne answer

What were the carlier positions with Head Stast?

i.—‘i:—) ~oc1al Work Adde
13,01 ook Aide

1, 39 Draver ) v
1, 35 Felueation Director )
2,70 haintenanee

1,30 ATIRNY .

1e 30 Natritionist

2,70 P'apent Coordinator

1. 35 Program Irector

1, 6 l's\'(-hnlugl.ﬁ o Speech Therapist
.41 Hend Teacher

17, 57 eadcher .

RESREH Teacher Aud-/ Assistant Teacher

1,25 Career UHevelopment Specialist

2,70 Clinical/ Secretarial

4,05 \ olunteer *

1,57 Resource Teacher/Consultant

| R ¢ urriculum (‘xmr(lin?tnr

2,70 Assiswant Rirector

2,70 (nher Diredctor

2,70 inance and Business \anagement

.

Was Head otart vour first job?”

13,41 Y e
8o, 47 Ny '

1. 12 No an-wer )
Nunber of other ohs™

lt’)ﬁ vonee
15,29 1 :
11,76 2

3,23 3

4, 26 trcepr
312,48 N answerr

A van now working full tinge .
SENR! \ oS -
Y PRI Na

13,41 N Answer
Areonr now orkingg part tune”? .

i
10, 61 Y es
37,10 N6 !
11, 140 N onswer "
- .



UNHIEDTE N o
T. FOoverg are not sow werking, ate vou s
- \\.
b, 1o [aooking only for o full-titne job . R
IR Pooking anls for a part-tume job
i, 1O Looking tor ither o full-tune or part-tinwe b
20,11 Nt anterested oo ob
. 12,05 N answer
KN FEoves e wobh e tusy, whiat s the title of vour goh - :
. .
N -, .
(AR D Care Worker .
1. 65 l.-.q. eyt \1(10
' 1,12 Habvsitting .
LI Cie el al "Boogkeeping “ Seo et .
10,451 ¢ Pong e
".' N { vk
- 1oy Driver
R sueial Waorker
Lol tnthier Profe<stonal Hducational
1. 50 Lhaintenans o Housekeeping
S, et Ly W ledisteative Fainancinl
2000 General Health .
. U, 06 Cstental Health
: 0, 6" ~eif- Frploved Business
1, 12 . Clamutacturing
330 (nhepr Seprvices (Professiqnal)
B SRR AL Other Services (Nomprofessonal)
.- 300 N o answer
AR 1 thes aark ~bilar to vour Hewd Start job?
* *
N T Yes o ('
12, e N\ . ¥
NI Nonn-~sep
N e apailae, Yow st sunidlar
34,00 Woaorkmg with children
2T Woarking with peonle
l 19, 45 e s skalls
1,52 Warkig with another Head anget
J0g 11 N~y
19, Dl vhe work amd tenmang won ot in Head staret help prepare von for the job von have now
TS T
ST N
3 IR No answerp
1}
.4‘ '/
1i. Conmare boath vour st pesttion e Head Staes, as vonr present SR TR
* »
* ’ 10 Pt
o 0N Niveg! thee Qame
T2 oy ) P
13, 6O N answer
. ‘

\ . . v
o Y5
ERIC. :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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12,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EXHIBET NI 3

What were veur original reasons fur deciding to work in tHead Start * (Cheek two best answers, |}

— .
16,451 e oot seerae-b e esting .
2,006 The pas scerned good )

2,24 The chanees to get ahead seemed good

0, '6 1ae prople there seemed nice

2,23 The *rairi- 1 seemed good

0. 6-1 Jhe v cemed vasy

0,32 WL farmy and friends thought it was a good 10b

2,55 I owas a steadys aoh
20,45 ' let e douse ful things for other neople
5,14 I likee! vorking with cnildren

3,43 The hours were gooad -0 ' .

.2 {nher
'H, 1) Neeanswer
il wonr Seelines toward Head Sact change during the time vou were warking for the program”
(It e, 1iswer Question 14 alsoln N

A

51,3 Yes
0,22 \o

T.82 No answer
fieae -lid s~ onr feelings about Head Start change® (Check the two best answers.,) .

\

0. 64 Decided the work was not interesting

WAl Decided the pav was ton low

3. 84 Decided.the chances to get ahead were not good

Decided Head start supervisors were difficult to work for

Deculed Head Start 53—\~.~n1'kur.~. wepe difficult to work with

Decided t.he training was not 3o useful .
Dedided the work demanderd too muach of ms time

v

Decided my toh was very siacertain=~that i<, | did not know low long the program
would last

Do fded the work 1 was doing was not really helping other people
" rpled that 1 was spending too much time on things that were not important

! -

Other \

Decuded prograr soals were not carried out

Ny answer

.-t

. | Y54
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EXHIRIT XD

- t
- * \
13, What was the reason given for vour leaving Head Start” N
ti, 10 Pay was too low '
0, 36 tCoulidn’t get the training | wanted -
2,70 Didn’t get along with supervisors
1. 12 Dudn't get along with co-workers
/ 0, 56 No chance for promotion .
11,17 Pound a better job
1. 68 Didn't like to work *
0. 56 Head Srart didn’t have enough monev to keep me
S2,23 The 1ob didn't use mv skills very well
0. 56 Dangeraus/unpleasant location of job
1, 6% Progran does not do things 1t should
Yool 12 People have problems getting things done in srogram
. M NP Personal op familv responsibilities
305 Pregnaney
Te 2H To pursue education
T.82 lliness ,
LR T Ot Was terminated/fired ]
4.0 Voved awav | . -
$, 45 totired i :
8. 38 Program/pos=ition terminated
2423 Nut qualitied for position
i 1, 12 Instability of program
13,61 Na answer
1. 40 (nther
".’"1.'.::_"‘ gg'.-.
16. . Did vou have other reasons” (Check ong, two, or three most important answers,)
' . LAY o ,,‘;
i .
10,82 Pav was too low
, 3. 46 Hours were too short
.S 3.05 Couldn‘t get the training [ wanted
6. i1 Didn't get glong with supervisors
1. 30 Didn't get along with co-workers
4, 66 No chance for promotion
ikt Found a better job
1.76 Poor progfam equipment/supplies
. . 0,43 Didn't like{ to work
2,60 Head Start didn't have vnough money to keep me
5,83 The job didn't use my skills veryv well
0,43 Toa manv people/children assigned to mei
1. 30 Nangerous{unpleasant location of job
L6 Program dbes not do things it should
11,64 People havé problems getting things done in program
Lo, Personal o family responsibilities
’ 14,72 { har no other reasons for leaving
0,13 instabilitv of\ program
1,30 {rHer \

-~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



LNHIBET NI (6)

© 17, Whyv did vou take vour present b (Check two most important. )

\ 10,21 Mo work seenis antesesti
11,06 CThe pav is good

3. 33 The hours are good

1.70 I'he supervisors .

43 The other workers seem nice

30 I can get good training
0,85 I'he work seems easy
0,43 The job is located in good neighborhond
2,18 You seen ta be able to getta lot of things done without problems
8. 00 1t will let me do good things for other pvd'ﬁlv
7.24 It seems to be a b i could keep for a long time
2,13 The chances to get ahead seem goad
0, 43 Pursue professional ¢ oals
1,24 Needed a job
2,55 Other
11, 70 N0 answer
18, What do vou feel were the biggest problems in getting along with supervisors in Head Start” (Check
none, one, two, ar three, depending on what answers best apply.) NO ANSWER--16,37"
'8, 21 Thev didn't trust their emplovees enougn
18, 7 Thev didn't support their emplovees
16, 41 They eriticized too much
7,13 Thev didn't ask emplovees for their ideas
26,15 Thev didn't tell their emplovees what was going on
10,26 Thev didn’t know the problems of their emplovees
3. 08 Thev didn't use the ideas their emplovees had
3, 50 Thev gave their employees too much hard work
0,51 Anfighting/antagonisms amaong supervisors
2,05 Supervisors really weren't concerned about the Head Start program
0, 5l l.ack of agreement/communication among supervisors
n. 51 Fxces3i®6 turnover/lack of continuity
2,06 Otier
14, Wit do vou fieel were the Inggest problem= in getting along with other workers? (Check none, one,
two, or Thres, Jdepending on what answers best apply, ) NOANSWEHR=--51, 96"
-r -
1, 35 PPeople didn't help each other enough
14, 84 Prople didn't tell each other what thev were doing
26,45 . People criticized each other too much
33.55 P'eapte didn’t care whetner they did a poot job or not
0, 65 l.ack of eoncern for children
1,2 [.ack of 2ufficient education or training
3.87  Rdrer
20a. Do vou think parents of Head Start children should have had (check onel”
A :'u&'_“:f}_-% \ore to say about the programn N
\,,__w{'zn l.ess to sav about the program ’ '
26, 26 No answer

”

O .
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21,
Jlh,
21,
211,
12a

'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Wi

1

D
al
.23
35

o i o

.;'

8.4
Lo 12
1,12
i, 30

A, 20

Prograia is for the parents

Parents not interested enough to become involved
Parents need more training
Parents need more understan
neourade parent participaj
Parents are responsg >r the program
Parcents have gog#idens

\-unﬂivt

Prarenta caus

N answey

Did o take preservices tpaining”

1108
26,26

3 67T

Hlow many nservice Training Courses did vou take in Head Start”

~e
.

[ 2

TS S
.

N W -

o
o

e =3 B i v =
e

ot
<o
.

—
e

How many Leadership Development Courses did you take in Head Start?

V01
6. 15

AR
.
~t)

No answer

Q
1-3
6-10
11-20
treer 20
No answer
L 4

k4

tde o = O

]

=10
Over 10
No answer

FNHEBIT X1

How many credit hours supplementary (college) courses did vou take in Head Start?

PREE
15,08
11,73

.01
)i ’,"l

S.TH

3035

f}

1-10
11-20
21-130
31-45
treer 45
No answer

Dl vou 7ot the kind and amount of training vou wanted”

Didn't get the kind I wanted
ot a little hut not enough

tiot enough of the kind | wanted
No answer

i



22b,

2 3h,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N EXHIBIT NI (8)

>
Why nat?
23,64 Cour<es offere ! nor relevant to indisidoeal or work with Hend Start
L Not able to participate due to famaly responsibilities, transportation, ete,
6. 40 Inadequate funding
IR R Not offered courses
3.10 DLidn't qualify tor courses ) <

LN

If wou recerved supplementary (colleged training, did help vou get a better 1ob outsitle of Head
Start”

10,61 Yes
23,91 No
686, 43 N anawer

Did 1t nelop vou do vour 1ob better in Head Start

31034 Yeos 3
7.26 N\
50, 20 No answer

If vou received supplementary training in HeadStart, in what field did you receive that training”
{(Cheok onegy

2405 'ducation .
1.68 \ledical, Health
3.39 social Work
6.15 Nutrition .
2,33 Psvehology
0. 38 (nher
34,75 \No ansawver

If vou did not receive supplementary (college) training in Head Start, were vou interested in taking
supplementary training® (Check one,)

-
22701 Yes

10.06 \Ne

14,34 Not applicable, I already had a degree
52,51 No answer

45L
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25h,

26,

- 26a,

26h,

~
<

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ENHIBUET X (D)

Why were vou not interested”

-

3. 56 Not enough wnrormation about what available
11,11 Not qualhified

3.36 Too old
16, 67 Familv responsibilities
61,11 Noanswer

If v wvere mterested in, but vou did not receive, supplementary training, please answer this
. "
que stion, -

Delvour Head NMart program provide an adequate training opportunity for you to obtain a degree™

10,61 e
179,05 No
Ve No answer

IT 1t was not adequate, why not?

10,00 Omlv a few people in Head Start got to take courses

i, 20 tead start training funds were not available in my field of interest
2,37 \nt enought different courses were available in my field of interest
14,29 (nher reasons related to the provision «f training

32 86 No answer -

Were taere other reasons Aot related to the Head Start program's provision of training which
prevented Vo from getting training for a degree or certification? (Check one or two,)

P oo difficul ta work at full-time job and take courses too

0.9l Family responsibilities

3, 18 Difficulty of getting to location of training -

T.27 1t would have taken too long to complete the training when I could anly attend courses )

on a part-time bisis

0."'1 N ¢ ennugh slots available
62,73 No answer
12,62 (nher

In general, how did vou feel about Head .\'tﬁirt" {Choose two best answers, )

.

14,95 Was gnod for children

21,82 Was good for parents

20, 85 Was gond for the community
2,61 Did not really help much
2,26 (R r
Toed No answor

Hewr oonety -1 vag feel vour work helped vour Head Start program”  (Check one, )

2, 5¢ Didn’t make much difference
18, 14 Helped a little but not enough
74. 86 Was very helpful

3,71 No answer

2



30,

11,

33.

34,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Have any

(9] )
51 ]
.
TR e
L

Were vou hived from the Head Start community”

of vour children attended Head Start”

Yers
\.\)
No answer

\l‘h—
\l)
No answerp

\What is vour age”

0.—35
15,048
{4,093
24,02
25,14

1,12
Are vou

10,61
He, N3
3. 3D

\ e Lat

102
S50
2,70

41,10
0.56
2,24

3,91

How manyv vears of school have vou finished”

I'nler 18
13-25
26-135
16-45
Ahove 45
No answer

(Check one,d

\iale
I emnale
No answer

(Chieck one,

RBlack
Viexical-American

trher Spari.h surnamed American

Orther white
Oriental
Other

(Check one.)

(Check one,)

ENHIBIT NI (10)

No answer

1-8 arade schnol

9-11 some high scrhool
Received a high school diplama
Sonme college

Received an Associate Degree
leceived a Bachelor's Degree
(iraduate school

(Mher

(Cheon one,)

@ answer



ENHIBIT NIT (11}

15, W hat is vous main field of training” (Check one.)
<
8..—214 None
15, 81 t;ducation, child development
5,03 \ledical and health
6.70 Social work
], 38 Nutrition
2,70 Psvehology
1,68 Clerical/secretarial
1,12 Rusiness/management °
3. 30 (thér
HN flove miany hours a dav did vou work 1n Head Start”
1. 64 3 op luss &
2,90 4 -
a8 )
12,20 6
10,06 T '
37,54 -0 .
5.03 Over o
, 2,23 No answer .
7. How many weeks a vear did you work in Head Start” (Data utilized in computing annual sale es,

nut not tabulated,)

58, W hat was vour salary when vou left Head Start?
14,353 g 0-% 2,000
17,55 # 1,000-% 4,000
12,24 i 4,001-% 5,000
4, 38 :+ 5,001-% 6,000
7,26 L 6,001-% 7,000
6, 15 % 7,001-% 8,000
3,91 ¢ #,001-% 9,000
2,70 £ 9,001-%10,000
3,13 £10,001-%11,000
1,12 £11,001-%13,000
1, 56 Over $173,000
15,00 No answer

ERIC . | 95 £

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Employees' perception about their Head Start
experience

i e . The decigion-making process leading to the
: departure from ead Start

The type of employment the individual sought
when leaving Head Start and how important their
employment experience with Head Start proved
to be in relation to their new positions

The profile of the individual responding to the
survey ‘

These topics are presented in the five sections that follow.

1

1. A COMPARISON BETWEEN THE REASONS GIVEN FOR
ENTERING AND FOR LEAVING HEAD START -

Responses to the questionnaire showed that, although Head
Start employees are highly motivated to contribute to the social
] well-being of others, personal considerations everitually cause

many of them to leave flead Start.

-

(1) Individuals Chose To Work for Head Start Primarily
"Bzcause They Liked Working With Children and Because

They Felt Head Start Allowed Them To Do Something
"Useful for Others

Former employees were asked to give the two best
answers that described why they decided to work with Head

Start.

35% responded that they liked working with
children (110 individuals)

-46-




~

C : 20% stated that Head Start let them do useful -
' things for other people (G4 individuals) ’
" Exp-ctations regarding salary, advancement, and training
~were secondary to these motivating factors.
(2) Employees Left Head Start Because of Personal

Reasons That Did Not Appear To Be Directly Reiated
to Cdnditions Within the Head Start Program

-

The single must frequently cited answer to the principai
reason for an employee's leaving Head Start was that the in-
dividual found a better job (14%). When all the specific types
of responses given are considered, however, they fzll within
four broad categories.

S

~
. Termination or layoff--17% (25 individuals)

. Attraction to better job (salary, promotion oppor-
tunity, training)=-23% (35 individuals)

. Dissatisfaction with Head Start program or
personnel--13%. (20 individuals)

. Personal circumstances--47% (71 individuals)

The last category includes:

No longer needed to work -
Personal or family responsibilities
Pregnancy
Pursue education
llinzss '

- Moved away
Retired

*»
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When responses in this category are combined, they repre-

sent a total of 49% of the reasons given for departure,

This pattern parallels the findings from the question-
naire in the retrospective report, wherein individuals did
not tend to criticize the I_lead Start program or to cite nega-
tive reasons for leaving,
L 4
(3) Three Out of Four Employees Stated That Their

Departure Was Related to Additional Reasons Beyond
the Principal Reason '

The major additional reasons for leaving Head Start

inclyded: &
. People have problems getting things done in
program--12% (28 responses)
) Pay was too low--17% (39 responses)
. .Program did not do the things it should--10%

(23 responses) '

These secondary reasons reflect somewhat more nega-
tively orf Head Start than the principal reasons given and

suggest that discontenti.iight influence decisions to leave.
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2. PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE HEAD START EMPLOYMENT
EXPERIENCE AMONG FORMER EMPLOYEES

Employees' perceptions about training, -advancement oppor-
tunities, and work relationships are discussed in the following
paragraphs.

(1) Former Employeeslndiéated Some Disappointment

.Concerning the Quantity and Kinds of Training They
Were Able To Receive

In response to the question "'Did you get the kind and

amount of training you wanted, "' the responses were as

follows:
. Did not receive the kind of training desired--26%
(33 individuals)
. Received some training but not enough--35%
(44 individuals)
. Received enough of the type desired--38% (48

individuals) _
1
In the retrospective phase, those individuals receiviﬂ%\
2 ' ' ' '
supplementary training seemed to feel that it was valuable,

s . .
and the majof complaint was that not enough employees

\\\
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¢ X,
couid purticipate. Similar findings were noted in this
J’

. phase of the survey:

70 individuals stated that they received supple-
mentary training (39% of the sample)

- 57 felt that it did help them %o do a better
job in Head Start

- 41 (out of the 60 who w-ere employed) said
Ilead Start helped them get a better job

54 individuals reported that they desired training '
but did not receive it

- 19 felt that the program did provide an ade-
quate opportunity for supplementary training

- 35 felt that it did not provide an adequate
opportunity for supplementary training

(2) Employees Not Receiving Supplementary Training Felt
That a l.ack of Opportunity and Other Barriers
Prevented Them From Taking Supplementary Training

The 54 individuals who did not receive suppiementary

training but desired it responded that there were both program

-

limitations and other problems that prevented them from
participating,

The major program limitation was felt to be that
onl, a few people in lead Start were able to take

courses,
\ . The mvnst frequently cited additional problems
) were family responsibilities and the personal
, decision not to pursue college training due to
. other hardship facters,
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(3)  Almost Two-Thirds of Former Employees Reported
" That They Held Only One Position While Employed by
Head Start k

The majority of employees (64%) had only one position
while with Head Start.. For those who did occupy additional

-.ysitions, the num»er of additional positions and the percenf?

f -
>

age giving the responses are as follows:
.
One other--31.3%
o . Two others--3.4%
Three >thers--1,1%

In contrast, in the retrospective study, 56% of those

-~

responding to the Former Employee Questionnaireé~had held

~

only one position while with I‘Iead-‘S_tart. ~The lower promotion

' /rat&% reported in 1973 coéuld account for the lesser upward

—

- mobility qf former employees during the prospective phase.

(4) More Than Half the Former Employees Felt There
"Were Problems With Supervisors, and an Almost
Equal Proportion Felt That Problems Existed With
‘ Co-Workers ‘

The tMst significant problems with supervisors

"wene perceived to bhe:

' . Communications--26% (51 responses)
- , I.ack of support to employees=--19% (37 responses)
I-xcessive criticism--16% (31 responses)

‘-Dl- N
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In response to the questior‘x\ about how feelings toward Head
Start changed durirg the coi\xrse of employment, the most

frequent response was that the employee felt that it becams

v

————

difficult to work with supervisors. S -

Am:mg co- worke):é the @ems were:

. A laek of concem about the job--33% (52 responses)
. Excessive criticism--26% (41 responses)
. [.ack of support--19% (30 resporl'ises)

C rews |

These responses seem to mdicate a percelved lack of

organizational cohesi{/eness. Although 40% of the employees

left Head Start because of reasons that were not directly re-

. r
lated to the program, it appears that some underlying dis-

' satisfactions with the working relationships existed., These
| fml)ﬂgs:%are consistent with the retrospective study wherem

‘about 65% of the former employees c1ted some problems in

getting along with co-workers, yet only 2% of them had
actually left because they could not get along with other

emplovees,

e
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3. THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS LEADING TO A
DEPARTURE FROM HEAD START

L)

‘Questions 13 and 27 in the questionnaire determined how
employees' feelings toward the Head Start experience changed-
while employed there and how they viewed Head Start from their

current perspective. : , \

— B L/-\_
(1) \When Pressed, More Than Half of the Employees .
- Reported That Their Feelings Toward the Head Start °
Profram in Which They Worked Changed During
Their Employment (527, N

As stated in Section 2 above, the most frequent change
was that the employee began to feel that supervisors were
diffigult to work with (18% of those responding). Former
empl‘loyees also reported that they developed feelings of un- N
certainty about fhe program's funding and the continyed ex-

istence of their job (14%.).

*

Most employees s‘(g?ted that it was their decision to
; _
leave:
¥
:127 former employees reported that they chose
to leave

40 reported that it i,vas not their choice

VA
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(2)  Although Some Employees' Feelings Toward Specific
Programs Changed, Most Employees Continued To
Believe That Head Start Is a Wortawhile Concept

In response to the question, ""How do you feel about’
lHead Start," 88%l of the former employees stated that they
felt it was good for either children, parents, or the community.
Only 3% felt it was not really meaningful. In addition, em-
ployees continued to feel that the work they accomplished was

meaningful, Thus, it appeafs that most former employees

continued to have good feelings about Head Start even though
they felt dissatisfied with the program that they left.

4. THHE TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT THAT FORMER
EMPLOYEES SOUGHT AFTER LEAVING HEAD START
- §

Questions 6, 9, and 17 identified whetﬁer employees were
succesgsful in finding employment after leaving Head Start, whnether
they found employment similar to theirwork with Head Start, and

what their specific considerations were in accepting 2 new position,
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(1) Over One-Third of the Former Emp-loyees Were
Emnleyed Ful® Time at Another .Job, and One-Tenth
Were Employen Part Time

Almost half of the former Head Start employees (45%)
were employed at another job when they completed the ques-.
tionnaire. Among those who were not employed:

67 were looking for a full-time job

9% were looking for a part-time job

17% were looking for either kind of employment
20% were not seeking employment

Of those employed, 30% reported that the work that they were

doing was similar to their work in lHead Start. -

(2) Salary Considerations Were the Most Frequent Reasons.

Cited in Accepting Other Employment

There were 137 responses to the question "Why did
v
you take your present job?" The most frequent response

was that the pay was good (19% of those answering).

When comparing present salaries with Head Start
salaries, the présent salaries were most often higher (66%
of those responding to the question). Present salaries were
the same as at Ilezd Start for 187% of the respondents and

lower for 15%



‘These findings coincide with an earlier statement that
one of the important secondary reasons employees gave for

leaving was that pay was too low.

(@}
.

PROFILE OF THE INDIVIDUALS RESPONDING TO THE
SURVEY -

The most frequently reported characteristics of individuals

responding to this survey were:

Female (86%)
26-45 years old (58%)

Did not have children who attended Head Start
(60%)

Had been hired from the llead Start community
(58%)

Other characteristics four ! frequently were:

Had received some college training or had a
bachelor's degree (44%)

. Had been trained in the field of education or
child development (467%)

Were either teachers or teacher aides with liead
Start (43%) -

»
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This chapter has focused on employees' perceptions of their
Head Start experiences., The next chapter reports the viewpoints

of the +. unizations with which the; we>e émployed.




VI. CAUSES OF MOBILITY: THE ORGANIZATIONS' VIEW

This chapter discusses the responses provided by the Con-
firmation of Employee Departure Questionnaire, which appéars
as Exhibit XIII, following this ”pa,ge. The completed question-
‘naires covered 622 employees who left their Head Start organiza-

tions during the period from December 1972 through November

1973.

1, AGCREGATE RESULTS

The foliowing paragraphs discuss the findings obtained from
the 622 completed Confirmation of Employee Departure
Questionnaires.

(1) Almost Half the Questionnaires Referred to Former
Teachers and Teacher Aides

Including the positions of supervisory teacher, resourc?
teacher, teacher, and teacher assistan./aide, 49. 6% of the
a guestionnaires related to tcac!ﬁngﬁpoéitions. The next most
frequently reported position was that of cook/cook aide,{which

-\‘Ou
.. appeared on 10% of the questionnaires.

-58-
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EXHIBIT XIII (1)

Office of Child Developmer.:
Department of llealth, Education, and Welfare

. RESPONSES TO CONFIRMATION OF EMPLCYEE
DEPARTURE QUESTIONNAIRE J

.
o~ .
Form Appreves! \ Column Punch

MR\, Ba-nT200%

St RVEY 1.D. NUMBER

PROSPE( TIiVE PHASL
HEAD START.STAFF MOBILITY STUDY

CONFIRMATION OF EMPLOYEE DEPARTURE AND HEASONS' ..
b o
7
Nar.e ? Foroer Lmiplosee . o . ~
L.ast ) First \Midd.e
Ladt Known \ddres-
of Former Employeu
Rezignation Termination Date
* L=t Head Start Position Head Start ( omponert -
- o—"/
praor<ont ompleting Thi- Forns: S
" Name:
Pasition:
Dute:
The Primary Soarce of Information Reparding 7 his L.niplotce Is: teheck ane)
- t2et ~oral faniiliarity
:__.. Rurcards
Hear say
.

T T et §ostnpt anper danr st faiiliar with this former emploves shonld camplete this form,

[N -
RRIC S Se
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+ EXHIBIT XII (2)

v

.\

CONFIRMATION OF EMPLOYEE DEPARTTVIRE

LAST HEAD START POSITION

s 6.4% Community Aide
10.0 Cook/Cook Aide
7.1 Driver
1 4 Education Director
1. Health Aide
4, - Custodian
0. Medical Director
1. Nurse
0. Nutrition Director
Nutritionist
. Parent Coordinator
Psychologist -~

Social Service Director
Social Worker
Supervisory Teacher
Teacher

Teacher Aide
Resource Teacher -
Training Coordinator
Volunteer Coordinator
Curriculum Coordinator
Clerical

Business Manager
Head Start Director
Assistant Director
Other Director

No Response

[\ \&
HHOHO-JOOOQNN)PHOOHO
WU‘HO’NNNWWWWOO)U‘C’WWNHN'JOZ

.
x

i
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EXHIBIT XIII (3)

v

CONFIR MATION OF EMPLOYEE DEPARTURE

HEAD START COMPONEN T

Education 51.8%

Health - 2.6

Social Services - 8.7

Parent Involvement 1.3

Nutrition 10.8

Staff Training 0.3

Volunteer 0.2

Administration 22. 1

Psychological 0.6

No Response 1.1
DATE OF TERMINATION PERSON COMPLETING FORM

. December 8.8% Director/Asst, Dir. 45,3%
%2-: January 10.6 Supv. Teacher 4.0

February 10.0 Pusiness Mgmt. 0.8
March 8.8 Nutritionist 1.0
April 7.7 Educ. Dir. 11.6
May 12.1 Sccial Worker 2.4
June 11,7 School Supt. 0.3
July 3.2  Secretary - 9.3
August 7.8 Other Dir. /Coord. 20.9
September 9.8 No Response 4.3
October 5.3
November 0.0
No Response 4.0

L
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- EXHIBIT XIII:(4) "

A
!

2

¢Column Punch

>

Whit was the official reason for the emplovee’s leaving the program®

LAY

e

e’

Fp byttt bytptyty byt

..

.

Termination by pregaram for cause -
I.av I by m':-qr.':xm due-to funding r.)rn!;le!'m'

LavelT l;\ proegram h(-c.'.m:-iv of Parent's Policy Committee washes

\hntual'gm wrat=emploves decision

bomned inore :.ntcrc.st.n{z prsition

frnl hetter paving position

I'ound hetter opportumty for ad\'ancemcni

tound better trunming progran:
. ' .
i
I nknodn t neagram )
. / .

cCthers, sbvmf\': Moved 't-.arried

(ther personal reason
(ther better ob
(ther la\':uff by program «
Trar spurtatn'nn probler s
o/

tther

N responge

1. there were other reasons for the emplovee leaving program erplovment, what do vuu/

thank the meaer reason was™ o
) *

K 77 Qmre as answer in Questicn |

- . " M
b, ' Teraqnation by program for cause
e. 7 Laveff by program due to funding problems

— .
I, T e ff by peen e beeuuse of Parent’ s Policy Vomnuttee wishes

— .

| -

e. 77 Atual program emplovee decision . /I

—— . - . ? ’
f. ' ! tUnknown to programm )

— ) L
o, 77 (thers, speaifv: | ound nare interesting position
h, | rmind ln-t;’(rr paving nosition

’ -~

iy (ther . .
“ N pesponse o

.

o

' S



o Ao | . S EXHIBI'L' XI1it (b)/

. s

.
- -3
- —“
* - -
o i - - : : ¢ olunir Prunch
’ . .- /
- T '
. . ~

_ 3, I the progras tersaaated the ¢ nl wew, whot was‘the rda<on -

- 2-'.{ i : fnata ity oo nerfae Jduties .

» _-h'

Lot 0,8 h : Inabulits t accept survect. o, reealate s .

1,0 e Cetability §oowers s th aeefesasnal ~tatf
) i, T aabebity ek woth poranefesss anl St . .
N e, T tamtalits ok woth velinteers,
: —_— N .
T bty te weerketh eliddre:
- 1 (Y \_\ﬂltn pretn ~_

5 e 0 taatihay to werk wath Parent’ s Poliev ooel e e . :

- hnd . . .

. « —— ° . ¥

200 he — Pers ol weakiaesses absence, Iateness, unpebinbe hity )
n,2 e T pyeraon Danstal Lt neithapsts, peets)
n,x W 7 tther, shecify: traiev change t - deere :~:L- proporton of nenparent .
. v oatadt
1.“'. K. (ghepy ’ ' - . 8 .
2,1 L N pUSpEM e - o )
Y .
/3, Lo b ho ~.-’;|~; th < e nloves chosen™
.'!_. T e Abchishy: ent - ebo categars
1,4 by, " [ et &onseeraty withen b categrss -
0,4 <. .—-' Reunking by Parent's Pedies O ttew
- n,6 i, T the ) spec:fve -
T e, C N pelane e .
-
N
. e 1T er.nloved h'%’ hey o bl dee s sty whoat was the renson Foar thos sere st
. ’
. R .1 e tnifeehiltie s o pertors any hites
0 —— . . .{-f. ~
i —_— . . a ™
.0 b, o Inffiopities an aceenting hirection, y'-';_','llnt'-:.va' 7
— 4 3
J— b
., T Infficdities moworking weth orefessimal stalf
A, "__' 1, ¢ .l!-c-a‘\;n‘\\ ring With pupm e ssiennl Pt
S et . .
S, T e e Eities o0 wnrking ath vl nteers : '
" — \ '
0,2 f, prnffickities .o wore.az wth obubdeen \ ,
1, T — '-.:nro-%n'n'v | feelimps f 4 ssatisfacte oow.th progrn B \
4 - .
n, s M, T wpre sareed Feelinges o b aant afacten watd Xaft . ) ,
. ) — . A !
10,6 . T prer s dant prebdecs o onesnithy fue b :
- . .
;. 1 Persoal tradts "
— i j
3.8 k, ' ' (rher I-;. spee-f
423 1, . Ne pespenie ;

- = .

. R ) E : . /
K3 ]: \l}C _ ) ! ' B ) . /
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. B i N +
' :. - . /
H L ' . - T .
. ﬁ' - K . .
/. . .
i

6. What vere the o olaee 3 B o1 relationshins w th the e o Start offeals he cav e
pcontact aath ' *

2,6 e " Highlv satisfact e
Kl . b, "«.‘hyz:':n't.-r\'.
’ AT S Uasat. sfact o
—_— ) s
Lo Clery ansatostactory
-
LY e, N ¢ oetact t i
J— .
\
R 2.4 ) Nt pesponse
. . » R ,
. T What were the er olooee s!m-nm'nl relationsbios With sapery sors - . . :
P " N ) K
s . _
- — . " . - I .
207 a, H o Milv ~tsfactorny !
—_ . !
57T ty Sat,<fact ey (_ . . ;
- .- . . l
. . N
H, 3 c, Unsati<facte
I 1.3 i, Vers s i<t ey
) —
g ’
\Q ! 2,7 = N. response
L ] . 3 .
- ' S What wer e the o= nlavee 3 zeerdd reiatioensh s woth eo=w srhers™ .
'1‘
LACA Wl H:phly sutisfactory /-
' - R and .
A0, 3 b, saty <faatry ’
B Ko . . . :
7 [ ! rh‘::th‘lagt--r\. N
l‘ —— . N
a, 4 i, Very aasatesfact o ,
* . . . . _ !
02 e, t ther
Wi of, N.respanse c-
- * T the e 1 vee had A ~pervisors nos oo, what were Hos cenerad ;:-[31 e _(h- wehiopri ates
) CORT 16,7 _ B e MO Ty, -
0 . e Y ) - " —t— ' .
el [ - - - . '
RERRIRY i Nat-sfactory I nsat afactary Lery N resh e
N t : . .
v sat,sfact.en ! vaat SThet .
e
10, Ty cemerai, R sat <fied L the oo nbepe S 8 th b <o ores :
. MLAT . S, 00 ) Tou
¥ b, ’ e -_. e L
i ‘Average Lery L pespmse ..
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. . . EXHIBIT XIII (7) . =
; . : . o ' =
¥ - . 4 - ' 4 N " -
R % ' .
- . : . -
. ' Columin Punch . . -
. - Y * . :
R ' . oot
§'. R ¥ 98 What imipact didd thus emplovee’s departure-have on lus program component ™ :
g z Aaenz ) ©o40,E% LT
% e a. ¢ Haresful b, /! Helpful - ¢ ! None . . ‘d, No response
: 7 = - * . ® ) - -
! 6.8 1, —Alibdlvg : . Mildiy 23,77 - )
T cean il 2,77 Aloderately 2, 17 AMaderatelv 4,17
3 ' —_
c- 1.0 3, T liwtrenely 3. | Extremely 15,27 )
é o Tar o, SN ApON A6 ) ’ N respinse 16, 9%
q - . : : '
3 . - : . .
i 12, What o pracet has emplovee's depacture had on the overall program® R
5. R T _non SoBLn ' A
: “ a, __  Hare:tul by '/ Helpfal e " N\uone d.  No response
N EE 2 N P G F L. Mty 26, 8"
S
5 aT.e 2, ' AbTderately 2,0 77 Aloderatelv 41,17
i — o . . . ;
H °8,. 3, kxtremely B0 7 Ixtrerely 16,17
; 3.6 4, do respotine SO N oresponse 16,17
E 13, What.«a the current status of the position vacated by the emplovee”
: 2, . I has been filled frons within pragean:,  The previons ob title of the person wha filled the i \
. vacant positiob was . . . .
t — i : ' 1
3 i 1t has been filled by external hire, “ . g
; - - . ! .
3 oo 17 Uhcancey to be filled by suitable external hire when fdund, .
5 o 6,3 :‘, “hecision concerting whether to fill position has not vet been completed, | : L
i;'_" 8,2 ::-* Phsition has been abnhished, ‘
E\ a3 N response, . )
If the position 18 currently fitted, please nﬁswer the following: ' . . o
i i, { engthr of tin:e to find replacerment {months), {In QQ, 13 give one of first two answers,) . ..
= \ : 38, 17 immerhate : . ’ )
[ \ 12,87 1 maonth . ° '
E, « -\ < 10, 25Fw-onths
. : n, 5" 1«6 months )
0,37 cwer 6 nonths
s ’ - 15, .-\npt'n-_\:it":cth troee for replacetsent to beeonme able to fullv assune responsibihity for this
d po<ition w—— ) '
: B tranths)
- 18,87 anunediate -
At * 27,37 1 numth
13,97 23 onths
T 00 $e=6 teanths
: 1,57 512 1ontha
— 0, 3 -wer 12 conths’
v . N =
e *
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S ' S ' . . Column Punch
JU— - . [ .
: 16, Time replacement spent in furmal trainin;:-,-'nnentatmr{ program for this
. ®

position
thours)

—————————

.

3

1

i : 17.3% 1-8 hours ‘

H 12.8% 9=24 hours .

H 13,0" 25-40 hours B

x * 7.3 41-80 hours ’ ' ' .

= "1.8% over 80 hours

g

5 _ 17, What 18 the salary of the replacement” )

z b per vear

- z - .

5 6,37 #0-2,009 - . <

: . 16,07 3,000-4,000

w - C17.3% 4,001.5,000

i ' {0.8%  3,001-6, 000 ]

z : 6.5% 6,001-7,000 .

I . 3,877 7.001-8,000 - :

z . : 3.3 8,001-9,000

L 2,0% 9,001-10, 000 :

- ' 0,8"  10,001-11,000

N 0,87 11,001-13,000" .

= . : 13,001-15,000 '

: - ‘ 0,8" wver 13,000
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Paralleling the positions, -the component distribution

,also shoWed representation of the education component on |

about half the questionnaires (51. 8°/') - The administratlve
component also contained a substantial percentage of the

departures (22,7%), as did the nutrition component (10, 8%).

(2) The Peak Months of Reported Degartures Were May

and June .

About one-quarter of the year's reported departures
took place in May and June. Lower volumes of. Confirmatwn
of Employee Depa;jture Qpestionnaires in the autumn of 1973
may reflect generally poor organization responSe rates during

that period.

(3) Personal Circumstances Dominated Among the
Principal Reasons for Employee Departures

. .Leavtng; Head St:rt for a better paying job was the |
organizations' most frequent response concerning the reason
for the entployee's leaving.. When responses are..grouped by
categories, however, the category of. personal reasons most
frequently applles. The distribution of responses under four
broad categories of specxflc reasons ("'Other" and "No re-

sponse'' excluded) is as follows:
. Termination or layoff-=17%

. ~59-
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. Attraction to better job (s’algry; promotion op- =
‘portunity, training)--27% -
. Dlssatlsfactlon w1th Head Start program or mutual -
employee/program decisnon to terminate employ-
ment--10%
. Personal circumstances=--45% - -

PR

The last category includes such circumstances as rﬁoving.
getting married, illness, or family-related problems,
(4) . The Emplozees Who Left Head Start Generally Had

Maintained Good Relationships With Other S’caff in
- Their Organizations

Few individuals who left Head Start were thought tobe . ' _

malcontents. The percentage of relationships with various

staff levels rated satisfactory or highly satisfactdry was

as follows:

. - With Head Start officials--89% )
. With sypervisors--86% o

. With co-workers=-90% -

The greatest personal conflicts were with immediate
supervisors, where almost 10% of the rélations_hips were

unsatisfactory or very unsatisfactory, ‘ —

Although the organizations'did not detect many unsatis-
factory relationships, -the former employees expre’ssed'much

more dissatisfaction, as was discussed in Chapter V.
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,;_w_, o B ‘Frc')x'n the organizations' point of view, few former .. ~:{
E : | superjvis.-brs (‘3%) had less than a satisfactory_rélatgionship _ "
.; o ' with thtei'r subordinates. The organizations felt that only . -
5 -about-6% of the former "émployees_ h;;ld been ﬁry dissatisfied ‘
i : - with their work. : ‘_ | ‘ I : j _
% 7 (5), } Organizations Felt That Fewer Than Half of the _
;;"" B N : Departgre_s Had A_njy_ Impact ?n the Prégrams | o
{7 ) N _

g - At the component level, about 55% of the departures

,, were viewed as causing some impact (10% helpful, 45% | . _
’ -+ harmful impalct). In -.relaLtions to the eﬁtire program, however,

_ only 44% of the departures Were considered to have impact :
~ (9% helpful, 35% harmful).

Eviden'cé of lingering strong neg;ative feelings aboqﬂ't

_ _—_ those indi;riduals whdse depapturés helped the program and

i ’ its component can be seen from exa_mining the deg;'gés of

EF_ helpfulness or harr’hfulness of th‘e departure.- The harr?nfﬁl‘

*;.._ .irnpaé:t was more iikely to be viewed as é.mild amo-unt than t
i the helpful impact‘.l In the same manner, the hE].pfl.;l impact - :
‘- wés.more likely to be viewed 4s an extreme amount than the g ,&

harmful jmpact. In.sum, losing a "probl-m" employee usually
created a benefit for the program that was greater than the cost

— . ) - . of losing a conti'ibuting employee,
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As shown on Exhibit XIV, following this page, organi-

‘zations viewed harmful impact in a greater 'proﬁortion of =

qaées in the pr,ospective study than’in the retrospective study.

(6) About Two-Thirds of the Positions Vacated Were
Reported as Being Refilled :

Since most of the Confirmation of Emplqyee Departure
. .- - b . - )
Questionnaires were completed soon after the turnover oc-
curred, the high number of vacated positions being refilled

(64%) indicates that the programs waste little time in finding“

replacements. " This observation is verified by responses o

concerning those positions that had been refilled. Eighty-'-_' '

nine percent of those replacements had been-f;)und within
-one month, Furthermore, “76% of the replaceme;xts. _ﬁad as-
sumed full responsibility m their posit.ions in that shor.t.a
time period:.. |

4

Vacancies continue to be filled more often by external
hire (35.0%) than from within (29, 3%), as was the case in the

retrospective study, which found 42. 6% filled by external hire
.. h

and 33. 5% from within. A gfea}er proportion of the positions |

\ N ,

'S : ' R
- .remained vacant in the prospective stvdy (18. 2%) than in the

retrospective study (2. 4%) because the questibnnaire com-

-

pletion was timed more closely tq the point of employee. .

v

™~

_62_-- - \ ’
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- 'EXHIBIT XIV =
ER AV - /\ Office of Child Development = . _
S o ~ / Department of Health, Education, and Welfare’
R IMPACT OF EMPLOYEE DEPARTURE -
_ QUESTION 11--IMPACT ON COMPONENT
' | Harmful Helpful No Impact No Answer
=" Retrospective 36.3% . - 9.1% = 43.7% 11.0% =
- .. Prospective - 45.0%  9.5% 40.8% . - |4.7% -
- QUESTION 12--IMPACT ON PROGRAM
Harmful Helpful © No Impact No Answer |
Retrospective 26.2% 7.1% 54, 6% 12. 1% //' | ._ -
Prospective . 35.2% 9. 0% 51.1% . 4.7%
=TT ) s . - P . e

| {in
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departure in the prospectivpe study. The proportion of

. abolishied positions was about 8% in both studies.

~63% receiving no more than 1 day of training and only 24% -

\ . .

Formal training of the replacements was minimal, with

receiving more than 3 days of ’training.

(7) The Refilled Positions Were Associated . Wxth Low
Salaries

Of the positions held by'new replacements, 36% were -

' associated with annual salaries of less than $3, 000, and

80% carried salaries of $6, 000 or less. |

TEACHER AND TEACHER AIDE RESULTS

L&

Analysis of the reéponses reléting to teachers and teacher

aides, the twombst frequently reported positions, indicates that

thé reasons for, and impact of, employee depa. tur;:s differ be-

tween

1t

these two positions.

(1) - Teacher Turnover Was Frequently Related to the’

Teacher's Own Decision To Leave, Whereas for
Teacher Aides, the Decision To Leave Was More
Likely To Be Partly or Wholly Outside of Their
Own Control

In those cases in which the organizations were able

. to identify the specific official reasons for employee ..

L
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.departures: the type of ‘reasons'vari.ed. drTr_xatica_lly betiveép L

~ the teacher and the teacher aide positions:

t
!

. The official reasons given for leaving Head Start
showed that the percentage of teachers leaving
to take a better job was 57%, while the corre-
sponding percentage of teacher aides leaving for
that reason was 27%,

. The r~asons given also showed that in only 12%
of the teacher depariures, the decision to leave
was outside of the teacher's exclusive control.
In cohtrast, 31% of the teacher aide departures
were attributed to decismns outside of their own.
control, -

. In approximately 40% of the departures of both
) . teachers and teacher aides)y/the reason for
leaving related to personal considerations of- the~
. employee., .

b ]

~ Exhibit XV, following this page, lists the specific

causes of depérture within ﬁ\e above three major categories,

~ .

along with the number of cases applicablé"to each official

reason,
. .
T~
(2)  The Departure of a Teacher Is More Likely To Be
Harmful to the Education Component Than the
Departure. of a Teacher Aide '

Intuitively, it would be expected that the de.parture of
the teacher would have the greater impact. Alth_dugh 54%

of the teacher departures were reported as harmful, 45% of
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EXHIBIT XV o

ealth Educatxon. and Wel{are *

. : OFFICIAL REASONS FOR ~
o . TEACHER/TEACHER AID™ DEPARTURES. - =

[

_ Not Exclusively the Employee's\Deciéion

Termination for cause
Layoff .

. Mutual program-employee decision

Job only temporary

..

Employee Decision Concerning a Better Job

More interesting position
Befter paying position

. Better opportunity .

Better training .
Transfer to public school system
Wanted more working time in a year
Wanted broader experience

. .Personal Considerations |

M Qved /married

Family' problem

[llness .

Pregnancy -« - :

To pursue edﬁcation ' ' o’

: Transportation problems
. Didn't need to work any longer

Retired because of age
Personal reasons -

Teacher

'OQ'HQ
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" teacher aide depa’ri:ures were also sd_rep'orted.‘ The large._st

gap bétw_een the two positions was found in the response

denoting no"\n{pact. . N
. For 35% of the teachers, there was no impact,
. For 45% of the ,.teacher aides, there was no

impact.

»

Employee departures were deemed helpfuiL in a slightly
hxgher prOportmn of teacher instances (11%) than teacher

aide instances (8%). .

. (3) The Vacated Position Was More Often Filled From

Within for Teachers and be External Hire for Teacher
Aides- .

-q

Amdﬁg\the responses given for teachers, 44% of the
vacancies had been filled from within, and only 30% had
. ’ - ~ . '\';1' : ’ - Co /
been filled by-exter_ns:l hire., Conversely, 44% of teacher

aide vacancies were filled by external hire, and 40% of such

vacancies had been filled from within,

Finding a replacement requires imore time.in the case

of teachers than in the case of teacher aides.

. Of 129 teacher vacancy status responses, 21
positions were intended to be filled but had not
been filled.

{

<85-



..  Of 129 teacher aide vacancy status responses, _
only 7 positions reflected a similar status,~ "
3. _——- _ For both teachers and teacher aides, the proportion” :
J". /P/ ] . - R '-_. ) R - ‘-.

" . of vacancy status responses reflecting abolishment of the :
ﬁ position was about 5%, as was the proportion reflecting orga- ..
. ' ‘nizational indecision about whether the vacancies would be E
filled. . - .  ° I L
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S . ' / -
T Vi, RECOMMENDATIONS CQNCERNING' . . -
R _ ' " DATA COLLECTION FROM. ‘ .

' HEAD START ORGANIZATIONS :

=t

o

As discussed in Chaoter I, the data collection techniques

e P omb WG v BE ¢

T

in this study were unable to produce a consistent\accurate re-

——— e . —_— “— - -

' éponsc{ by Head Start orgamzattons to monthly repor‘t,'mg- requtre-
i ,I " ments \As a result of thts experience, we present below Jour /-
° . factors that sh_ould be borne in mind when ‘cansidering the estab-

lishment of reporting systems ,for Head Start organizations,

PlAALRiAL e wi.s BT

L ¥ THE INCENTIVES TO COMPLY WITH { REPORTING
*_“"‘““-REQUIREMEN‘TS .

-

.

PLAARGRIE il L o oL

Reporting requirements must be accompaaied by either
e und‘erstaoding of the importance of the 'repO'rts and meaningful

t‘eedback ot‘fsummery data in .return for compliance or the threat

-~
-~

‘”' of funding agency unhappmess toward no’ncpmphance - Since the
' programs dyring the retrospective phase felt that somethmg was
= 0 to be 'gained from the study and that the reglonal offlces u{ere -

urgmg thelr participation, ali orgamzatuons except one were

wxlhng to part1c1pate ,to the extent of permittmgvmte visits by our

I

consultants. A much greater proportion (68%) of these orgamza-

- tions, however, was dehnquent in submlttmg all the requested data.
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By contrast, during the prospective p‘haée’, five organizations |

hA) Y

refused to participate and 97% of the ox-gan@éﬁms failed to sub- 0 '-.-

_ mit ali of the data, w.hich.admittedly involved more work for the I

orgahizations because of the multiple submissione required.
n‘. N

5 ° REASONABLENESS OF EFFORT REQUIRED

—_— . - -

[

. ,children and the community. In many organizations, a significant

‘Many Head Stdrt amployees rebel against ''pape rwork' ber

cause they feel that it detracts {rom time di:i;erviise spent serving

~ -

.increage in re_pdrting requirements would require more manpower C o h

than that whi,qh is available within existing St.%.f,fﬁgm'

Before introducing more requirements, an assessment

-should be made of the total body of reporting “zfquirements' already

B I
- A e oy

imposed on the organizations to deferr‘niqe 1f s,_ystem‘ streamlining
can be accomplished and if additioral data i\_;_fgdé can be fulfilled
’ i . . L - 7 :‘ T

itH existing systems. -

through integ:r‘ation w

ot P [

Although our instructions for the Morlj:}&z“‘_ Mobility Summary
| : : _ - :

Sheet for the prospéctive phase -brovided a simplc.cross-check
-7 Moy,
sy



B . formula fbé verifying the accuraéy of numerical data, many
.orgamzatmns submttted erroneous reports until the verification

process had been explamed several times. .

If reporting requirements are at all complex, on-site train-
Tl ing §hould be provided before implementing the system. Site
'\_risits not only provide the ppportunity for training but also seem

 —to~add-to-the motivation for compliance with data requests.

In the retrospective study, 84% of th‘e organizations visited
_ that received Delegate Agency Pro;ect Data Questionnaires com-
pleted and returned them The comparable response rate for

orgamza,txons not visxted was 46%

-~

. 4. . APPROPRIATENESS OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

o ,Tﬂgnature and timing of the data required should dictate
the appropriateness of establishing ongoing reporting requirements.
Basic fnformation that must be gnéintained on a current basis in

order for the Otfice of Child Development to manage its affairs

is appr_oi:riate'ly obtained fhrough a reporting system. ,
;_‘_:, | , -‘Examples of information that should be gathered frequently

e T Expenditures under an OCD grant
Changes in grantee/delegate agency .

‘=69~




Examples of information that should be gathered on a regular __—
_: L ‘basis, but with lesé.{frequency than the above two exampleé, -\a_re: :
. At L. Changes in number of centers _ ~
. - S Changes in number of children enrolled A -
£ . Changes in total number of employees ;
- ‘On the other hand, information on such topics as employee =
~ . _ mobility cah be adequately obtained through a one-time study; as
— ———— was-the case-in-theretrospective phase of this study.  Even /i}n
g L - that case, however,, system improvements should include the )
___' " establishment of better record-keeping systems at the p'-g-ograms,' -
~_ ~ so that data are accessible when a retrospective examination is
made,.
;
A : - ‘:L
- . ®
w* ‘ ) ‘ —
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... 7 " APPENDIXA(3) , = _-

-

... 7 INSTRUCTIONS ONTHLY . - | L
' MOBILITY SUMMARY SHEET : . X

s &

_ When referring to an emploype who works in more than one com-

§ = ponent. record him in each one,of the components in which he

1 pa ticipates. For example, an individual who works in both the

; __"_";_ . Parent Involvement Component and the Social Services Component

s*____'_ _should be counted as one staff person in each one. However, he
. .17 ‘should only be included nnce when calculating the Unduplicatad

“*‘Total line..

&

- - :On the first page, in showing movement into components, count
:.____.._'.employees in the position and component'th_ey are entering.

! ' S - : o=

| On the second page, 1n show ing movement upward or eutward, count
— employees in the position from which they were moving. For
ST exa.mple-' C . _ B )

e . _A promotion from teacher aide to teacher shouid appear
"a. promotlon of a paraprofessional within the Educatxon

Component.

CLEE LR L B L SL L Y

e

. A promotion from cook aide to assistant teacher should -
©  appear within the Nutrition Component as a promotion -
of a paraprofessional to another Head Start Component. ;oo

R and  TRASNT 1o (k.
.
1
(3

. Th.e Administration Component should include personnel who
~ srovide services which are not unique to any other component.
- Examples are: .

TR . Secretary, clerk’ _ ¢ o . - s
- .+ . Driver - -
SR % Custodian




R | o ' | . APPENDIX A (4) =
- " . 5.,  For purposes of this study, please make the distinction -~ %
Feooo between Professional and Paraprofcssional employees as™ ., =7
T " shown below. If you have employees in positions not ~ ~
D | ' listed, please apply your own definition for them. SR
S Professional | Paraprofessional ==
wEme - ' .Admimstrative | Secretary, Clerk S
N - . Teacher oL . Teacher's Aide B
el . Psychologist - . ~ Social Worker Aide L=
. | ' Counselor ~ | . Health Aide ‘ R
TR ' ' Speech Therapist Nutritionist Aide - -
T T . Social Worker . .Cook - o
= B Consultant *  Driver B
: | " Physician . | Custodian
o - Dentist | ’ -
e ' Nurse 7
~ "~._\s | - Physical Theraplst ' | =
TN - N Nutritionist ) S E
e Component Coordinator ' ' U
‘ o . 6. Treat each personnel action as a segarate event, e, g. =
two promotions or a promotion and a termination count ;
as two events, even if they involve just one employee.

- 7. The following definitions apply to types of mobility i

i : o Promotmns mean the upward changing of Job i

EEE—————e ; . -'category, e.g., Teacher to Lead Teacher.
S ., o . Démotions mean the downward changing of s
e . : job category. ) R
_ _ . Lateral transfers mean movements between -

~-. o . approximately the same organizational level TS

' ' and salary level, e.g., Teacher A,ide to Social
Work Aide. . _

8. The following is a check for accuracy-

. - Each of the categories are lettered‘!"through L.
~ After determining the mobility for the month,
check.the totals by using the formula:; :

G=A+F -L, for each component
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Approved L APPENDIX AY5) - -
No: 85-872024 : - : : : .
L T , < SURVFY I,D. NO.

| %
. PROSPECTIV! STUDY ’
FORMER EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE R
:{
!
SO - s i .
'. . Flow_lons ago did you leave Head Start” *___weeks - .
T ae - 1___1 | weeks - . ' : . -
1777 it was not my decision to leave . R L . o LT
§.L _‘ © What-was yowlast position with Head Stgrt? o . - : ) "t_ .
7 dob Title ‘- -
- . % "'_.‘_‘
.. . What earlier positionis) did you have in Head Start” ¥ =
Rl ] & . 1
T lob Titles: 7 i ,;(_ —
. ) H I
. ) % e
. WasHead Start your first job? (check one) ) -
E . . , v g : : - =
=TT Ay 1] Yes - b, /1 No Y , " LT
---- If not, how many other jobs have you had in the past four years ° o . ' -
6, Are you now working full time> a. [—_/ Yes b. /_/ No
e T : part time? a,  /__/ Yes b. /__/ No
;ﬁ_i--—‘---lf you are not now working , are you ==~ h
.- - - . 1 . . . . ) —
/11 Looking only for a full time job _ = -
!~ le oking only for a part-timé job e o “=
. Looking for either a full time or part-time job :
l:/. Not interested in a job z
]
=’;——".—5~="— “-4check one of the above) - - . - '
. - A . . pu—y | - . - T . =
-~ "1 you are working now, what is. the title of your job? ' S

1s ;hii_‘q‘_ogk simﬂ_ar to your !‘!eud Start job? 'f&heck one)

T ITTIN, Yes v 1 Ne < 7 _ -

¢ ¥ mam— - A

* a—ay ¢

. -
v
b -
- _—
., .

. .

. L -

- . - - — — -1 . -
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S 'Sugvoy LD. No.

Did the work and training-you got in Head Start help prepare you for the job Coem
you havé now? (check one) ' - o -

a. || Yes b. _l:l No

Compared with your last position in Head Start, is your present salary: (CHeck one)

a. ! Y 2 e o : ___
o Higher Ahout the Lower . -
e . ‘ Same S
L : 12. \\ hat were vour original reasons for deciding to work in Head Start? ._ )
IO . (check the two hest answers) _ _ N
‘as [__! The work seemed interesting " g. /_! My family and friends thought 1t was a g('md_]ij
. . b. 1! The pay sgemed good che Il 1twas a steady Job i T
e, ! / The chances to get gﬁead seemed good 1° ! :/ It let me do useful things for other people
4. ! The peaple there seeined nice 3o 11 1liked working with children ,
- e. [ ] The training <eemed good k. /_/ The hours were goqd 3
) !~/ Otner, specify

—~—

. The work seemed easy L

- . 24

l\

* '

- 13. Did vour feelings toward Head Start change during the time vou were working

* for the program?” : ~
J o a. /:/_ Yes b. /__:I' No , _ | y
':" 1f yes, answer Questior 14 | ' h
. 14. | liow did vour feelings about Head Start cha-n-ge? {Check the two ge_s_t_answers)
R _ a. l:/ Decided the work was not interesting :
_—_ . b I__| Decided the pay was too low
o v Co /_‘_'_-_— / I_)ecided the ch'ances to get aheaq were not good P
d: /—_: { Decided l:lead Start supervisors w;_zre difficult to work for
"e. /_:/ .';eclded Head Start co-workers were difficult to wo_rk. with ;
f. /:_— | Decided the training was not so useful . =
g, I:I Decided th'.e wqu demanded too much of my time ' A . —_—
h. /] Decided that yvork'lngxwuh children was too hard - | -
i I:l Decided my job was vgrj'r uncertaln; that is 1 did not know . : -
how long the program wouid last 3
Jo I:I Decided the work I was dohﬁ was not really helping other péoﬁle . .
;o ke |__] .Decided that1 was spendtn.g-too much time on things that were | '
i _ not important '
g R Other_,. specify: L .
' ' T . .. ' ' - . T

.‘..L A . .
»n

. ) N ' -
15, What was the réason given 13y your leaving Head Start?

-
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“?v-e‘y__l D, _‘N_o .

!d you have other reasons? . (check one, two or three most important answers)
\__ . . -

v — ---’__;__I. --:-_*x Pay was to low - jo 1 Head Start didn't ‘have enough money to _
i _‘_ I ' - keep me
i E / Hours were too short L 1__1 The job didn't use my skills very well
S ‘ \ — . . _
E__;_;L_{_“ Couldn't get the training I wantéd 1, / / Too many people/children assigned ‘o me
Y 1__ 1 Didn't get along with supervisors m, /—'-./ _ Dangerous /-unpleannt 1ocation of iob
R ) .
¢_;:'_-'_':_—'I:/ _ Didn't get along with co-workers ' B n, /:/ Program does not do things it shouwld —=
3 e . . . . - S _. ....
I Y No chance for promotion : - o, I__ 7 People have problems getting things done i
R ' ‘ L ___» inprogram : N
f__/ ™ Found a better job _ - P. r__/ Personal or family rpnponmb\lnu & '
/ ~ Poor program equipment/supplies qQ. /__1 Other', Bpecify:. &
/ Didn't like to work - _ L 1—_ 1. I had no oth. r reasons for leaving ‘_/j
‘hy-did-youtake your present job” (check two most important) -, _’
!.- v I The work seems interesting h. / / The job is located in good peighborhead -
: % : . :
e J/__/_ _The pay is good _ i, 11 The job. seems to pruvide gpod equipment .
P Co ’ —_— * supplies -
.7 ! ) _ The hours are good _ jo 1__1 You seem to be able to get alot of thmne
TR ' : ' : done without problems T e
TSI The supervisors _ k. I__/ 1 will let me do good things for other people
.:— ! The other workers seem nice 1, /__1 It seems to be a job 1 could keep for a long =
£ T Ny - time _ - -
1! 1 can get good training m, [/__/ The chances ts get ahead seem good y
i I__ !  The work-seems easy ' n. 1___1 My family and friends though! it would be
= a good job
g _ o, / / Other, specify;
"Mhat do. you feel were the biggest problems in getting along with aupervuors in Head Start® (check none, one, two o
r1bree. depending on what answers best apply) . E : B
./ They didn't trust their employeen enough f, / / They didn't know the problems of their R
M . - _— _employeen s
/1 They didna't supgort their employees 8. /__ 1 They didn't use the ideas Qhe\r pmployven .
enough . ‘ had - e =
. N / They criticized too much - h, / They gave their employou too rhuch Co o
: ’ hard work . .

\| ~

Fioy [ 'They didn't ask employees for their ideas i. Other problems, |peci{y. . =
.They didn't tell their emhployees what

. was going on

S
~
N
° ’
I

Mat do you feel were the biggest problems in getting along with other workers” (check none, one, two or three,
ependlng on what answers be-t_applv)

_. Peopie didn't help each other enongh d.. /__/ People didn't care whether they did a
o . good job or not i
7 People didn't tell ‘each other what they -, /! Other problems, specify;

‘'were doing
I People criticized each other too much

=

R'a“g acﬂy) ’ PR . -

e g : R R TR S S U S



Pre-service training « —“7 Yes l____/ No
In-service training courses _ (numbe r)
.. lLeadership Dovelé’pment courses ] - {number)
e d. Supplen'ientary (college) courses - {(number of credit hours) .
o L < TR
g. . P . . <
'_, .. 22. . Did you get the kind and amount of training you wanted” . s
T T a., / ! Didn't get the kind | wanted - Why not"’ - . —
A . RY
. b ;! Get alittle but not enough - Why not” B
© . : — . v
. c. / / Got enough of the kind I wanted ‘g
: ‘ ! N » ‘ T : O ey =
: 1 you reérewed supplementary (college) training while in Head Start, please answer this question. . ;
S " Did sqppléman_tary icollege) training help you get a better job outside of Head Start” / / Yes / /1 No

Did it help you do your iob better in Head Start" __ "/ Yes {::7 No i

—_ 14

e e

J= =724, 0 1f you received supplementary trai_ning in the Head Start, in what field did you recerve that 'ri_ining" {check one
' 2 a. /:/ Fducatiqn ' d. /__/ Nutrition

gm0 . . —_— '

ST be ] Medical, Health e. [__/ Psychclogy -
j N S Y A Sacial Work g f. !/ ]/  Other, specify

= s ' -

g 25, If you did not receive supplementary (follege) training-in Head Start, were you interested in taking

supplementary training” (check one)

3

a. I~ 1 Yes. . .
b, /_____—/ No, Why”
O /! Not applicable, I already had a degree /
; . . . : .
37T 26, o If you were inte fested in, but you did net receiva,supplementary training, please answer this quen‘tion s

Dil your:Head Start pro'gram provide an adequate tr'aining opportunity for you to obtain a degree”

-

a, /__—_—/ Yes
 rmm— T ) . ' Jf - e
‘b, /__ ! No, because: ( check one):. i _ . A
1, /_____7 Only a few people in Head Start got - 4, _/:/ Not enough different courn'»'l
___  fotake courses ' : were available in my field -
2. /___! Head Start training furids were not availahle —_— of interest -
___ in my field of interest 5, /__/ Other reasons related to the-
3, / | The program did not allow time off when the ° _ provision of training’ :
/ ~ the tnlning was held : .

Were there other reasons not related to the Head Start program's provilion of tnimng whtch prevemed you~ f!
getting training for a degree or certification” {check one or two)

1, /-_-__— ! Fo .d_mi_cult.to wo-rk at full-time job and T4, /__—_7 It would have taken to !ong o
s take courses too - . . complete the training when 1 @
N /_1  Family responsibilities only attend courses ona pvr
’ ' : basis ;
- 3, /_;_-/ . Difficulty of getting to location of training ‘ 58, Other reasons, specify:
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—'-‘-—:h\ :13:1:_&1. how did you feel about Head S_nn {choose two best answers) ) ?—
. :: '\\"a_a rood.for. .cl;ild;_e_n - d, | I:/.‘ Did not really help much _"‘L
b, - L Was g.ood for parents | e, l:/ | _ Oth;r,. specifv;. T _ . _':
7.-11?:‘“« .““‘,“ / Was good for the community | . m
3_—:}{0\; much do.you feel your work Belped your Head Start program” (check om;) _ .. - ;:
% - a. _;:/ Dida't make much difference T °
] :__—h. i:' Helped a little but not en?un-h _ ) X -
T /771 Was very helpful | o N
-.--?——.?-.l.iave any o your children attended Head Start” (check one) .
2 i Yes ‘b, 177 No T
%. - ‘.&'.en:f you hired from the Head Start community? (check one) )
(e 1227 Yes b, /=77 N _
{0 : . a
TI:."_‘.' What is your .age years '
._ ‘Are you: a. /__1 male ' b, /] temale (check one) '
:'. .Are you: , . . ' '
;; “a. /:/ Black e, 1/ CGher white g
; R TR X Mexican-American . f. 11 Oriental’ _ |
; Hﬁ €T I Other Spanish surnamed American g. I/ Other, specify;
;:____d .- 1/ American Indian , -
re —How many years of school have you'ﬂnhhed?_’(check one) ! ) . i
:; _ PR A /  1-8 grade lch901 ... LI /:: / Received an Auocia.te Degree .
: 9-11 some high -ch‘_ooi ’ £, 1 Received a Bachelor's Degree ) _
Received a high school diploma g /! Other, specify; ~ . J
Some collgge | - T
: :—___m; at :i". your n_ni'n field of training? (check one) .
'-"n. 10 none _ | e, /__/  Nutrition =
_Education, child development £, 1/ Plychololy ‘ .
Medical and health g r—/ Other,’ |§;c{{y:
Social work " _
’ - .
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H .

z

|

2 - _ -

How many hours a day did .you work in Head Start?

*
o
-

.
-

cor R B

How many weeks a year did you work in Head Start?

5 What was your salary when you left Head Start $ per year
T, or § . . __per weekor $ ) - per hour (give one)

PO

¥ . 3a, - /<’hat is your salary on your new job? § persyear or §
[} . . »
i or § per hour (give one)
é P ) ) N : . .
§ RN How, many weeks per year do you work on your current job” - ‘ g
% - : ) ) - "t ;: : . T
Lo 41, For how many hours-a day are you paidson your current job?
" ' ' S -
. . X - . ‘ .
. L] . . Iy
i : “This is th~ end of the questionnaire.’. Please _enclose it in the envelope we have provided and mail it to
-0 . N . AR . .
£ : our office in Washington, Thank-you very much for your help, : . o : *
§ s . _ -« - g .
s s . v . .- - ¢ . ) . . ) i S - - =
i | o M ’ 2 ' "5-_:-
X . f__-
Bt ‘_ . \\g . ' .
R, : R ¢ R " -
; — ! . * a _.__..:
5 ) . I i ) : .
= . —— -
3 .- S———
P ‘ .
z . > ) . =
, R .
“ A
. " .
- Al
- , . -
é N . /=
; =77 N . . ‘ '
s
z ™ . .
E‘. ______ . - r Ma - -l
‘% i “~ '. . ' - *
=
™ . . ' . u
i . . ‘ . -
é‘ - ) . . . - - -
¢ .
-
¢ . «
€ -
;
o
.
/
e . ) ) — : .
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T Form Approved ' o . ~ Column Punch

~,° . -OMB No, 85-§72024 ' D

—a : . . . : ) - e

SURVEY 1.D. NUMBER _ . )
S " ' ' . 4

e S ' v, PROSPECTIVE PHASE
L HEAD START STAFF MORILITY STUDY
o - CONFIRMATION OF EMPLOYEE DEPARTURE AND REASONS*

N . R .
R ¢ A . .
T * . . o £ . - . - . . ) . R

Name ¢f Former Employee

- - . Last First < Middle
Z.. . Last Known Address o ' L S
=777 "of Former Employee _ =
N > * . . o “ -
_—-r.‘ e e ’ ‘ L ,
' R_'eslgr-xa!ion /Termination Date
: .La_st_. Head Start Position- : _. Head Start Component -
0 Person Completing This Form: -
B’!arpe:
Position:
A
+ .Date:

;;w_-;__'lfhe. Pri.nury Source of Information Regarding .This Employes 1Is: . (check one)

T .. [ Personal familiarity ' . ) o -

o [J Records

N . - . . _. .
e : J Hearsay - _ ' . : o
¢ T - o
¢ - -
i
- 3
./
- ’/'
L/
/
. . .0t
. N
LR . ) [ ' . - s

.( . .. -
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T v - e Colum
. . . . o . . ;.;
- Survey 1.D. Number ; e .
f 1. What was the ot;icial reason for the‘er;ﬁﬂ;i;e's leavin.g the program? . ja -:t
. ’ i - - o :
; ) ’ ° & [T Termination by program for cause. . . R z.
' . b. ] Layoff by program due to fund.in_.g”p;'obi'_e‘mg,_ ' / -
- e. ] Layoff by program because of Parent's Poucy Committee wishes, =
d. 7] Mutual program employee decision. - = —... .
_e. ] Found more interesting position. - . .
;”__ " . f. ,Lj Found better paying position. . . B :—
| g. " Found better opportunity for advancement. :—
__5 ¢ ° h. [J  Found better training program. '
i .o _ 1. 7 ' Unknown to p_rogrlam. _
3. £  Others, spectfy: . ‘ , . !
= ’ 2. It there were other reasons for the employee leaving program employment, what do you .
you think the major reason was?
-t ! - ) ' . ' B h -
e : . ' a. [J  Same as answer to Question 1.
. | v LT _Terﬁzix;at_ion by program for cause. .
Co [::7 Layoff by program due to funding problems.
. d. [ _ ‘Layoff by prgg'rm because of Parent's Policy Committee wishes. ’
. _ . e. [TJ Mutual program gimployee-decision. 4
ST — - t. [J Unknown to program. .
— | . : g. D Others, specify: )
| 4,‘.. . l 3. If the proﬁru:n terminated the employee, what was the resson?
- a. 7 .Inahmty to pér_torm duties. ~- -
b. D Inability to acc_e'pt direction, regulatitas. : ‘ - .
c. [TJ Inability to work with prefessional staft, .~ " _
d. 7 Inability to work with paraprofessional staff. ) ’
o. [7 inability to work \ ‘th volunteers. i .
= . f. [J inability to wori with children; :- -
“ : . 2 ‘ g D Inability to work with Parent's Policy Comu:l'ti“;e"é.
- ‘ ' h. [j Personal weaknesses (absence, lateness, }'_:nrcllabiuty). ,
) . 1. [T _ Peuénn instaﬂuty (outbursts, pouts}, _m:’ . . L
'3 [J  oOther, specity: | | o
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"=~ APPENDIX A (13) —
- Column Punch
4 u laldht-:ft. how was this employe’e chogen? g ) . . - 'j _:_
_,,__ L "™ - a.. L]  Abolishment ot:job' category. - ' ) . w
o . = b, {7  Least seniority within job category. i ' i
R , _ a. 'c. [~7 Ranking by Parent's Policy Committee ) |
.-ZP- - '_ - d. [] Other, specify: ) N
= 5. 1t eﬁxplbyee left by mutual decisl;m.' what was the reason for this decision? -
_ ' " . "7 s [ Difficulties in performing duties.
—- - . b. [J Difficulties in accepting direction, regulations. .
_: i . G D Difficulties in working with professional staff.,
" - .d.- D Difficulties in working with paraprofessional staff.

'. . ST Co o [7 Difficulties in working with volunteers. i '
_ | ) t. ] Difticulties in working with children. | N
L - r."tj ' Expressed feelings of dissatisfaction with program.

) b. ]  Expreused feelings of dissatisfaction with staff.
. . - 1. —7 | Personalt problems (health, family).
' 1, T Personal traits. oo \
. ke 7 Others, specity: B /J
e What were the employee's general relationships with the Head Start officlals he’came _ : i
ontact with ? _ . ' _ _ .
. ’ . - ; |
e ’ a. [] Highly satisfactory.
o b. [] Ssatisfactory. . |
. [T _Unnaii;factoby.
d. T ..Very unsatisfactory. - .
N T Ae.—U ~ .No contact. : . ' _ . ’/i__;
7. vn?;t'were the e mployee's general rolationahiﬁl with supervglors. ’
) B e . & Cj Highly satisfactory. _ )
_ N ) ' b. ] Satisfactory. - o - _ .
c¢. [ Unsatisfactory. _ . , .
" . & C] . Very unsatisfactory. | .
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|
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9. If the employee had a supervisory position, what were his general relations with subordinates?.

L4, Length of time to find repiacement (months).

APPENDIX A (14) "=

chmgL_

M n. \J

‘a. [__7 " Highly satisfactory.

b. Lj Satisfactory. ) 7 T s
'_' c. [_] Unsatisfactory. '

d. /[ ] Very unsatisfactory.

a. [] © b [ Ce T d. [J ’ N
Highly , Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Very el
satisfactory - _unsatisfactory

10. In general, how satisfied did the employee seem witn his work ? R =
a [ b. [ e 7. . e T T
Very ' Average Very : : . ' , \ =
satisfied ) dissatisfied _ U

11.  What impact did this employee's departure have on his program component ?

a. D Harmful b. C_? Helpful c. D None
1. (] Mildly 1. /7 Mindly .
2. [77 Moderately 2. [} Moderately _ . . -

3. [_-7 Extremely 3. :_I Extremely

.

12. What impact has employee'’s departure had on the overall program ?

a. 7 rarmful b, [/ Helpful - c. [_] None )
1. [T7.midly 1. 77 mildly g .
2. {7 Moderately 2. [_! Moderately ' o » .

3. /7] Extremely 3. [_] Extremely . ' -

13. What is the current status of the poémon vacated by teamployee ?

{Z] 1t has been filled from within program. The previous job title of the person who filled th
vacant position was ‘ . ..
[”7 1t has been filled by external hire. - - .

l_j Vacancy to be mled' by suitable external hire when foupd._
[T]  Decision concerning whether to ill position has not yet been completed.

/7] Position has been abolished.

& ’ ? S . . S

1f the position is currently filled pjease answer the following: - -
. . ’ .

¢

N
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) ¢ ' . . . . Column Punch \

Approximate time for replacement to Become able to fully ‘assume responsibility _

15.
for this pasition
S - (months) : _ -
18. . Time replacement spent in formal training/orientation program for this T~ -
position ' - : s
: . " (hours) : o

17. - What {s the aalavy of the replacement ? ' :
' _ . $ per year o

=
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S : .. MOBILITY RATES\iN ORGANIZATIONS WHICH PARTICIPATED IN

R —
Turnover Rate

APPENDIX B(1) 5

BOTH PHASES OF THE STUDY

Promotion Rdte

. " Retrospective Prospective Change

()rganizatién

_ (g2 (1973
R R Y

" STRATUM A

o © BEST COPY AVAILARIT

- '7 Addie \lae Collins Comin, Service

.- -New york, M.y, g 14,87 15, 3% .
S ﬁed&‘ord Stuyvesant Youth Action
“TrTTNew York. NLY, : 24, 4% 17. 2% -
" . Bleomingdale Family Program . !
Muw York, MY, 12,57 7.1% - "
~<. Capital liead Start -
= +—--Washington, D. C. 22,3% 11, 0% -
Board of Education .
© Chicago, [llinois . 9, 3% . 17. 97 +
-, Marcy-Yewberry Association . .
—= -..Chicago, Illinois ' 62,5 90, 0% .
Child Care & Dev, Serv. - :
i.0$ Angeles, California 13, 3% 40, 19> +
=+~ Delta Sigma Theta Head Start _
l.og Angeles, California 4,5% 16, 9% *
Federation Pye-School and Comm, tidye,
L.os Angeles, California 17, 3% . 0 -
Irederick Douglass C. D, Ctr, :
L.og Angeles, California 1. 7% 0 -
=" geattle Public Schools , , R
. Seattle, Washington / 32,67 2,17 -
. ; o . /s '
" ‘Stratum A Average - 14, 6" 19, 8%
.. Weighted Totals for All T'rograms 14, 9% 8,07 .,
. .. ® . !
| STRATUM B ' . A
- 'Momgomery County CAA . )
T Montgomery, ‘Alabama - 3. 4% 11, 7% 4+
Cba_homa Opportunity )
N Clarksdale, \Mississippi - 5.2% . B 0% ¢
72 Delta Hills Educational Agsoc,
T Sardis, Mississippi . 0 . 1.9% '
Inét. of Comm, Serv., Rust College . ) :
Holly Springs, Mississippi 5, 3% 1. 8% -
o Tri-County Comm, Action
_Laupinburg, - North Carclina 2,3% 3.1% ¢
= ™~
“Day!Care Services for Children ) o
26, 5% 7. 7% -

- -Milbaukee, Wisconsin

—— e 1

-

Retrospective Prospective Change

SO (1)

(19711‘3

3, 7% 0
15,87 d
12,57 q

RN 4

0, 7% D
12, 5%
e
2, 2% 3.8%
1,99 s U 9%
r . q’
7. 6% 0
8. 5% : 32 1,
70 40"0 glo lq"
7.4% 1,1%
|
\
7.1% .2, 0%
0.5% 2. 9%
. 33.2% 8. 3%
14, 0% 8.4%
V . F o
1)
10 BOI:I '008%
. .
38, 2% -0

-+
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— - - . _ a - S
o s M Nh\‘m“‘ S APPENDIX B (2) S Te T
S . b ' Turnover Rate _ _ . Promotion Rate N
i - Orpumzation ' Retrospective PProspective Change Retrospective «‘Prospective Change
AR (1972) (1Y) (1972) T (1973) _
S ) N, B I
Econnmic Opportunity Found, ) o . -
Ransas City, hansas . RS £ 12, 9% . 0 - 0 NC
'Bnqner Springs Schoul ist, #1 . =
Bonner Springs, kansas 27,37 30,37 + _ 0 0 N
—— Dénver Public Schools i _ . oo Q) “
T Denver, Colorado 100..0/ 0 - o . 0 TONC
- N a . . . .o . ' . . 'v I . - ‘_7:
.. United for Progress . . - T D el
. Denver, Colorado : . 14, 3" Lo23.0m + .. 0 _ 0 . NC
‘;' - «Council .'fﬂt‘ Better Fduc,, Inc, T .,' St . . ' . LT
= L7+ Santa Ana, Califorma y 15,47 23. 1% . 23, 1% 0 o -
. “Alvord Unified Schonl Distrief®. - ' _ i
‘" Riverside, California . 0 0 NC 0 .0 . NC
© San Jacinto School District _ ) ' ' o “ ‘“ . : ,
;=% ¢ Riverside, California . 13, 8% LT AT ' 5,3% ) 0 -
_ . . T e - . ’ B
Stratum B3 Average . 17,3% 15.1% 7% - 7.2% . 1,4% -
W eighted Totals for All Programs 8, 6% 9, 3% S T 0,4 T 2,4% '
PR - . . . ' ,'
0, STRATUM C ' . | e - ' e
o ; . . .
‘-‘ .~
. Warcester School Dept. ) . :
Worcester, Massachusetts 1,7 11,6% - 19,27 2,1% -,
: !
e Montgomery (o, Public Schools : : .-
Rockville, Marviand 6,2%: 15,0% + 4,97 3.5% - .
T | | | e
T "Shore-Up, Inc. N : : _ ; ¢
. Salisbury, Maryland . 25,0% 24.7% - 25, 0% 1.9% g =
L.owndes Co, Board of Educ, ﬁ T
¢ . Hayreasville, Alabama i 3.2% 'ogam ‘ 0 0 NE Z
~ West lake Cunwherlaﬁrl Dev. Council I | =
_ " Columbia, Kentucky 0 2,17 + 11, 4% 0. - ‘
Family Services, Inc, ' - : ‘ . - l, -
~=——--—4¥inston-Salem, North Carolina 26.8% -16,6% - L 9.9% 18, 0% + o
e _ 7 ' !
Mo. Ozarks FEcon, Oppor, Corp. B ’ - :
- Richland, -Missouri i Y, 6% 9,0™ - : 0 0 N
Pt ] _ !
7 Tadoma School Digtrict : : | :_
T 'Tacoma, Washington \ e 17.5% . | 13. 5% - fs. 8% -3.8% -
Stratum ¢ Average \\ L 12,57 L2, 77 ‘ 10.8% 3. 1% - .
. Weighted Totals for All Progranfs 14,17 %18, 37 ' 10, 5% 5, 2% i
. . ., . -
. STRATUM D
L.
3y, - ' . ) ; . .
- york Co, Comm, Action Corp. : . T ' z
T Alfred, Mame . " 13.0% ] 0 - . . 0 o - NC
Zomi . Greater l.awrence CAC- .4, M . wu : . : .
: © " awrence, Massgchugetts N . " AT i 15, 1% ’ 22, 2% o - . - _ =
. - v CANT _
. - .:p_ PR - ' PR -~ ¢
. i —eE - AN :
i




.. Lo e | ‘ “e-.s"" | . <
. 4 o e
r . 'M wh“ ) . . ) ‘
o ‘g : ' APPENDIX B (3) cE
Sl i s . =
! : , sTurnovet Rale , ‘ Promotion Rate T
Organization ' Retrospective Prospective Change o Retrospeéctive ¥’rospective Change R
. _ /. . S (1972 1973 . ) (1972) 18T : -
© Cranston Community Actjbn : _ ' % e
Cranston, Rhede Island, o)L L. L 27,3% 4 0 i} 0 ' \NC
'-.-«..._. scott ('ounu'lh’chnul Bbard : . B
Gale City, Virginia 18, 2m. 93, 1™ . 9,17 0 -
o Community Improvement Coun, . : -
- 7. rhanvilley Virginia . . 35,0 10,8% - 5.0% 0. - ST
------- :Jonresv:lle Public Schools . : . - i ' <
\louresville, New Orleans i ] 0 NC ] 0 NC
' --_-—_-.;‘w‘ ‘Garrett-kevser-Jutler School Dist, N ) . . - . :
c Garrett, Indiana -~ ’ 0 0. NC 0 0 aNC - I
\ltiakegon Public Schools _ o =
Muskegon, Michigan- 7 : 11, 5% 10, 5% - ; 0 0 - NC
_ -A"",_Cc')shocton County tiead Start : ' )
Y __€Coshocton, Lhio 0 . 24.0% ¢ o 16.0% ' 3
Delta Comm, A‘cﬁinn Found, : . ' : ) ' T T
. Duncaw, Oklahoma : 50,07 ,;\5.6"2 ro- 0 BT
S .“Thnmp.q(‘m Sé}mol District \ , : . : .
' Loveland, Colorado . . 33. 3% 45,4% + 11, 1% 0 -
Development Opportunity, Inc. .
© o Oregon City, Oregon 35,07 - 18, 47 - ) 0 0 NC
) . ) . ._.-'-‘- - : *
Stratum D Average : . 17,07, 7 22,7% 4, 0% 1.8% -
Weighted Totals for All Programs 21, 0% 25,17 7.2% 3.2% 7
©7 +TAll Strata Average _ ' _ 16.6% 17.6% 7. 4% 2.0%
.- Weighted Totals for All Programs 14, 6% 16,07, 8..7% 2, 4% -
———— . '4: . . .
- . . i . .
. T o - .
“ . NOTHE: All mobility rates are unweighted averages except where otherwise noted,
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