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Mrs, Helen Howerton

Office of Child Development

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Room 5044

400 Sixth Street, S, W.

Washington, D, C. 20024

Dear Mrs, Howerton:
We are pleased to submit this Draft Final Report on a Retrospective
Study of Employee Mobility in Head Start programs. Submission of this

report i2 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 Retrospective Phase of this contract, It is organized
in six chapters and five appendixes:

Chapter  1--Presents an overview of the purpose, scope
and methodology of the study.

Chapter II--Summarizes the findings, conclusions, and
recomniendations,

Chapter [1I--Describes the extent of mobility in the
sample programs,.

Chapter 1V--Describes the causes of mobility.

Chapter V--Discusses the impacts of mobility on Head
Start programs,

Q a subsidiary 0! ROOZ - ALLEN & HAMILTON Inc

|




Chapter Vi--Presents recommendations for improving
Head Start policies which relate to emplovee mobility
and morale,

. Appendix A--Contains a glossary of terms used in this
report,

. Appendix B--Contains the questionnaires and interview
guldes used in the study,

Appendix CC--Discusses in detail the methodology em -
ploved in the studyv.,

Appendix D--Contains a review of literature concervning
emplovee turnover in other organizations.

. Appendix E--Contains detailed mobility rates for each
Ifead Start organization which provided mobility data.

The findings concerning the impact of mobility necessitate word of
caution, Uur technique involved measuring the extent to which Head Start
Directors perceive an impact from mobility, Whether their perceptions
mirror the actual effects upon the children in the classroom is a judgment

- which we have not been in a position to make.

The scope of this study has required the assistance and cooperation of

many pcople to assist in providing data for us to analyze. We appreciate the
efforts put forth by Head Start Agency directo. s and employeos-'i‘h preparing

1}

their responses, Thanks are also due to OCD personnel, both:in Washington

1
+

1
and in regional offices, far the assistance they have provided in this study,
¥
R

Very truly yours,
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I. INTROLGUCTION

This report presents the findings from a survey to determine
i i ‘

*he extent, causes and impact of Head Start employee mobility,

The findings are based on data fram 56 responding program= ont

o =ample of 70 programs which were chosen for this study,
This report is organized in six chapters and five appendixes:

Chapter I, Introduction
Chapter II, Executive Summary
Chapter III, Extent

. Chapter 1V, Cuauses

. Chapter V', Impact

. Chapter VI, Recommendations

. Appendix A, Glossary

. Appendix B, Questionnaires and Intervicw Guides
. Appendix C, Methodology

. Appendix D, Literature Scarch

. Appendix E, Detailed Mobility Rates

This chapter addresses the background of the data collection cffort.

The chapter is divided into three scctions:

. Purpose of the Study
. Scope of the Study
. Overview of the Methodology

A more detailed discussion of the Methodology is included in

Appendix ¢, Volume I,



1, PURPOSHE OF THE STUDY

Ind v idual Heud Start programs are {reguently caupght in a
potential comh_ct. between the two basic objectives of the total
project: mecting the needs of economically disadvantaged pfw--
school children; and offering an opportunity for recidents ’tf; gam
+mployment, training, advancement, and other teatures e-gsa-nqal
for the dru-lznpme n* of carcers,  To assist in resolving lhi;‘ Po-
tential conflict, this studv addresses several broad qm:stidns‘:

Hew much movement is there m terms of tarn-

B

over and promotions

What causal factors «an be himked wath the
piobility patterns »

Wihat arsount Hf mnpact s tarnoser B e apen

Head start programs="7

Within these vroad questions, there are a number of more
specific arvas to be probed.  All are discussed in the next throe

chapters of this report,

2, SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The study is concerned with employee mobility in full-year

Head Start programs. The Indian and migrant lead Start programs




»

~,

arc s;)«\\.'xfic;ill_\,' excluded from the scoupe, as are Perent-Child

; 1 '
Centers, } fobility, 7 as used in this study, included promotions
within the tead Start programs, movements between Head Start
components, and movegnents cutward from the programs into
other urganizations o toa state of unemployment.  The time
frames <o the'extent of mobility bemny studied extends from

tnly 1, 149649, to Deeoemtbor 31, 18972,

3. OVERVIEW OF THE METHODOLOGY

The .m:-t.hodn!ng'\.' cmployed in this study consists of the
sclection of g strotificd sample of programs, the development
aret admignisiration of guestionnaires ‘o program administrators
and carrent and tormer emplovees, thr interviewing of program
and HiENL regional personnel, and the analysis of the data collected.
This <o ction rnades an overvie w of the methodology.  Additional

Getat, are mcluded an Appendis O, Volume 1.

{1y Seventy Proprams Which Repr ssent a Cross Section of
Head Start Program Characteristics Were Selected

A sample of 70 programs was selected from a population
ot 663 Tull-year Head Start programs listwd ina 1971 OLO
inventory,  In making the selection, the overall objective
was to provide representation of a wide range of full-year

program:s on a random basis within minimum constraints of



asracticality for visiting the program cites. To achieve thesce
~ ohjvctivus, a stra.ficd sample was selected.  The total sample

consisted of four strata, each representing 25% of the total

1071 Head Start Federal funding. In the stratum c.ontaining

the 14 largest Head Start programs, 10 programs were

!

chosen gelectively to include the maximum variation of

bharactc-ristics in the samp]c"‘éut, ¢, g., only one of four

Alississippi programs was sclected in this stratum. In the

nther three strata, the programs were choscn on a completely

random basis. The 70 sampl. programs, scgmented by

strata, .re listed in loxhibit I, following this page.

Since the population was ranked in order of Federal
funding and segmented by equal gr'oupsto.f'P”(‘dcr-a.l dollars
prior to the drawing of the sample, the full range of [Federal
funding o: the programs is clearly represented.  In fact, the
total sample represents over 30% of the Federal-dollar
value of the program population. Furthermore, the 87%. of the

Head Start grantees surveyed in this study represent 27% of
the paid =taff and 257 of the children in Head Start full-vear

programs,

e



EXHIBIT T (1)

Office of Child Development

| Department of [{ealth, Education and Welfare

SAMPILE A

PROGRAM SAMPLE SELECTED FOR
EMPLOYEE MCOBILITY STUDY

FY 1971
Federal

Funds

Grantee City State (000)
Agency for Child Development New York New York $13, 405
Chicago Committee Chicago I1linois $ 8,034
Economic and Youth Opportunity [.os Angeles California $ 8,160
Mary Holmes Community Ed. Jackason Mississippi $ 6,531
United Planning Organization Washington D. C. $ 4,021
Economic Opportunity Miami Florida $ 3,579
Seattle-KXing County Ec. Seattle Washington $ 3,001
Harris County Comimunity Houston Texas $ 3,080
Act for Boston Community Boston Massachusetts $ 2,527
United Community Corp. Newark New Jersey $ 2,315

SAMPLE B

FY 1971
Federal

Funds

Grantee City State (000)
Economic Opportunity Fdn Kansas City Kansas $ 1,625
Depver flead Start Denver Colorado $ 1,615
Montgomery Community Montgomery Alabama $ 1,370
Community Service Organization Jacksen Mississippi $ 1,253
Community Rel. -Social Dev. Milwaukee Wisconsin $ 1,190
AMid-Delta Education Greenville Mississippi $ 1,157
Delta Area Economic Opp. Portageville Missouri $ 1,123
Coahoma Opportunity Clarksdale Mississippi $ 1,122
San Bernardino County San Bernardino California $ 1,075
Mississippi Industrial College Hollv Sgrings Mississippi $ 1,050




SAMPILE B (Continued)

Grantee

Frogress for Providence
Institute of Community Services
TRi-Parish Progress

CAAP of Greater Indianapolis
Community Advancement
Orange (County Community
Southwest \lississippi
TRI-County Community
economic Opportunity
)}labama Council

]
/

SAMPLE C

Grantee

Atlantic Human Resources
Portland Metro. Steering Com.
1.ift, Inc.

ARVAC Inc.

Cameron Co. Comm. Rights
ACTION T'nc.

East Missouri Community
SCOPE

Metropolitan Development

Montgomery County Dept. Corp.

Worcester Com. Action
Shore Up Inc.

West [Lake Cumberland
Experiment in Self-Reliance
The Missouri OOzarks
Iconomic Improvement

City

Providence
Itolly Springs
Crowley
Indianapolis
Baton Rouge
Santa Ana
Woodville
LLaurinburg
Riverside
Auburn

City

Atlantic City
Portland
Tupelo
Dardanelle
Brownsville
South Bend
Flat River
Dayton
Tacoma
Rockville
Worecester
Salisbury
Columbia
Winston--Salem
Richland
kdenton

416

EXHIBIT I (2)

State

Rhode Island
Mississippi
L.ouisiana
Indiana
[.ouisiana
California
Mississippi
North Carolina
California
Alabama

State

New Jersey
Oregon
Mississippi
Arkansas
Texas

Indiana
Missouri

Ohio
Washington
Maryland
Massachusetts
Maryland
Kentucky
North Carolina
Missouri
North Carolina

FY 1971
Federal
Funds
{000)
f 902
$ 985
$ 953
$ 928
$ 908
S 884
$ 841
& 802
& 802
$ 751

FY 1971

Federal
Funds
(000)

640
611
561
547
540
468
453
444
T 429
406
415
406
356
355
308
289

—-
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EXHIBIT 1 (3)

SAMPILE C (Continued)

FY 1971

Federal
Funds
Graniece City State (000)
Piedmont Community Action Spartanburg South Carolina $§ 278
I.owndes CCounty Board Haynesville Alabama $ 263
[.ake County Community Waukegan I1linois $ 253
Community Action Rio Grande Citv Texas $ 253

SAMPLE D

FYy 1971

—————— Federal
Funds
Grantee City State (000)
Sussex County CAA Inc, Georgetown Delaware $ 246
Central Vermont CAC Inc. Montpelier Vermont $ 245
Greater lLLawrence Com. Act. [.awrence Massachusetts $ 219
Muskegon-Oceana CAAP Muskegon Michigan $ 202
York County Community Act. Alfred Maine $ 135
Somerset Comm. Act, Somerset New Jersey $ 126
Mercer County Econ. Opp. Bluefield West Virginia $ 110
Comm. Improvement Council Danville Virginia $ a5,
Thorapson School District l.oveland Colorado $ 7
U'pper Ocmulgee F.con. Jackson Georgia $ 68
Anderson County CAC Clinton Tennessee $ 67
Delta Comm, Act. Pdn, Duncan Oklahoma 3 61
I Care, Inc. Statesville N. Carolina $ 60
Clackamas Co, Eco. Auth. Oregon City Oregon $ 50
Scott Countv Rural Are. Gate City Virginia % 48
Cranston Community Act, ('ranston Rhode Island 3 42
Kno-Ho-Co Tri-County Warsaw Ohio $ 42
Detroit School District Detroit Texas $ 30
Garrett-kevser-Butler Schl, Garrett Indiana $ 15
Kountze Independent Schl. Kountze Texas $ 10



(2)  Questionnaires Were Administered to Current and
Former Employees and Interviews Were Conducted

In order to ascerta.n characteristics, attitudes, and
experiences of Head Start employees, we administered

Current Employee and Former Employee Questionnaires.
\ .

\ AY
These and the other questionnaires are included in Appendix

3 of this volume.

N\,

N The overall approach was to sample 25% of the total
paid staff in the 70 programs through the use of the Current
Employee Questionnaire and to interview all of the central
staff at the grantee agency and one-third of the field staff.
This meant that approximately 3, 500 employees were to

receive the questionna.irejan.d 1, 200 were to be interviewed.

Each of the 70 programs was asked to provide a'.list
of individuals who left Head Start since July 1, 1970. This .
represented the sample of former employees who received
questionnaires. An attempt was made to interview as many

as possible of these former employees via telephone.




(3)  Organizations Were Asked To Provide Data on the
Extent of Mobility and iExpress Their View of Why
Employees Leave Head Start

3

The information concerning the extent of mobility, both
promotions and turnover:' .w;\as collected from reéponses to \
the Grantee Agency Project Data Questionnaire and the |
Delegate Agency Project Data Questionnaire. Some grantee
agencies do not themselves operate Head Start centers but
rather delegate all of the center operations to others. In
these cases a Grantee Agency Project Data Questionnaire
was sent to the g;;aﬁtée agency if there were any Head Start-
funded personnel at the grantee agency. Those grantee

agencies which operated any centers were sent Delegate

Agency Project Data Questionnaires.

These forms also provide categorizations of the
director's judgments concerning turnover problems by job
title anc indications of the level of training and funding of the

agency's program.

In order to provide a complete picture of why an indi-
viduai left Head Start, the agencies were also asked to com-
plete a Confirmation of Employee Departure and-Reasons

Form for cach former employce who was identified to us,




Subsequent chapters of this report detail our findings,

conclusions, and recommendations.

[




[I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter presents the highlights of our findings and
recommendations. The chapter is organized into the following
sections:

Extent of Mobility
Causes of Mobility

Impact of Mobility
Recommendations

Details concerning these topics are presented in the four chapters

which follow this chapter.

1. EXTENT OF MOBILITY !

Turnover rates in Head Start programs were much lower than
anticipated at the initiation of this study, based on studies in similar
occupations. This section discusses those rates, as well as pro-

motion rates.

(1) Staffing Patterns Were Stable Among Components Over
the Three-Year Period

The percentage of employees in each Head Start
component have remained almost cornstant during
Program Years 1970-1972, indicating that no shifts
in staffing patterns have occurred.

-8~



The overall number of employees has risen by
ahout 127 over the 3-year period. OUne factor
contributing to this increase has been the funding
of some new granteces and delegate ag(.n( ies
during the three-year period.

(2) Overall Turnover Rates for Head Start Programs Are l.ow

. The weighted total three-year average turnover
rate is 13.4%.

The highest turnover rate, 20.0%, is found in
Stratum D (the smallest programs), and the lowest
turnover rate, 8.1%, is found in Stratum B (the
next-to-largest programs).

Over a third of the programs had a three- year
average turnover rate below 10%.

The turnover rate of professional employees is
= higher than that of paraprofessionals.

- Professionals--14.8%
- - Paraprofessionals--12. 4%

Turnover rates are low in all Head Start components,
The highest are: ;

- Social Services-~-15.7%
Health--15.6%

(3) There Were No Trends in the Direction of Turnover
Rates QOver the Three-Year Period

. A statistical analysis was applied to t(’bt the
existence of turnover rate trends.

Although turnover rates in each of the four strata
increased from PY1970 to PY1972, the increases
were not large enough to establish statistical trends.




(4) ~ The Overall Promotiion Rate Is About Half as l.arge
as the Turnover Rate .

The weighted total three-year average promotion
rate is 6.9% (which is 51% of tne turpover rate).

The two strata with the highest turnover rates have
the lowest promotion rates, but the individual
organizations with the highest turnover rates have
higher promotion rates than the organizations

with the lowest turnover rates. This apparent
contradiction stems from the following contrasting
forces which work upon mobility:

- Moderately low promotion rates may cause
resentment with resulting departures from
Head Start, causing turnover rates to
increase,

- Very high turnover creates opportunities for
more promotions and very low turnover
impedes opportunities for promotions. The
verv low turnover case frequently continues
because of poor labor market conditions

(5) Promotion Rates Show a Rising Trend Qver the
Three-Year Period

Promotion rates show a statistically significant
rising trend in every stratum except Stratum A,
the largest programs. '

The existence of a trend in three strata
suggests that the Career Development effort has
had a positive impact on opportunities for up-
ward mobility.

-10-




(6) Those Grantee Orgarizations Which Do Not Operate
Head Start Centers Directly Show Higher Turnover
Rates and Lower Promotion Rates for Head Start
Than Other Organizations

The average turnover rate for those grantee
organizations which do not vperate Head Start
Centers directly is 42% higher than the overall
average turnover rate.

The average promotion rates for such organizations
1s 369% lower than the overall average promotion
rate.

Such organizations exhibit mobility rates similar

to those of the Administrative Components of all
programs.

2. CAUSES OF MOBILITY

There 1s a variety of reasons why employees leave Head Start.
NMajor reasons why emplovees leave voluntarily are because:
A job becomes available with a higher salary or
more opportunity for advancement.

They are dissatisTied with policies or personal
relationships in their Head Start organization.

They have personal reasons, such as family
responsibilities or moving from the area.

-11-




Despite the existence of these causes of turnover, it has been
shown that relativelv few employees actually leave Head Start. This

imniobtlity 1s caused primarily by:

. The scarcity of attractive alternative job
opportunities

. A strong belief in Head Start concept

. The high degree of satisfaction from working

with children

These reasons explain how Head Start is able to retain employees
even though some employees report that their earnings have been
reduced over time and though thev have faced annual insecurity

crises about whether their programs would be refunded or not,

Becau:.e individual delegate agency organizations within Head
Start programs sct the climate for employee satisfaction and be-
cause organizations can also be the instruments of policy change,
we have examined causes of mobility by contrasting characteristics
of the 15 highest mobility organizations with those of the 15 lowest
maobility organizations. This section discusses those characteristics
which showed a relationship to mobility at the highest levels of

significance.

-12-
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Such ihssatisfaction, however, was not a 3

maor reason given by former cuaiployeces
when asked why they left Head Siart.

Volunteer/Stalt ratios - . ' .

S
[

ek turnover organizations had a cah=1der-

abiv lgher patio of volunteers to staft than at
fow turnover organizations,, ) _-'5]’- ‘
ihis refationshap s gn-nha'ply more a function

of the urban!rural vartable than one of

causality of turnover.

.

Varables Proedonnnuate o Their Refationship to

vomolion Rates »

|

-

“iE of authority [or promotion aphroval

Type pferganization

High promotion organizations had more
levels ot approval-than low promotion

aryygangZetione, T
£

Thi~ scelns 1o tmlicate that there 1< a4 re-
stionship between the formahity of the
stiucture and the extent of upward mobility,

[y

[.inited purpose organizations tended to
huve tigh promotion rates while school
svstems tendéd to have low promaotion-rates.

Ttus situation seems to be refated to the
greater flexibihity in Career Development
plans n the Tomited purpose organizations.

N
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3. IMPACT OF MOBILITY : -

Head St'eg"'rx Directors were asked to comment on ihe effects
(“.

of turnover upon their program operation. This section discusses

those effects. 7 : ,'

I8N

(1) Turnover Causes Little Impact on the Quality of Programs

Turnover does not interfere significantly with
the objectives of the program.

- . Turnover has more impact on individual com-
e . , ponents than on the whole program.

o . Turnover in the supervisory and administrative
positions has the most impact upon program
! operations.

2. (2) Turnover Is Not a Significant Cost

. Even in high turncver organizations, only a small
portion of the director's time is expended in
recruiting to fill vacated positions.

. Most employees can become fully effective in a
new position in less than four months.

Replacements can usually be found in less than
two months.

It usually costs $100 or less to find and train a
replacement.

Replacements usually spend no-more than 40
in formal training for their new positions.

-15-
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(3) . Lackof Turnover Does Not Necessarily Eliminate the
- Possibility of Promotions

R Between the ranges of very high turnover and
.~a- very low turnover organizations, the varying
emphasis on Career Development seems to
determine whether the lack of turnover forecloses
the option of promoting employees or not.

When mobility rates are combined for all programs
- within each stratum, an inverse relationship
between turnover rates and promotion rates is
found in Strata A, B, and D.

(4)  -Lack of Promotions Can Cause Resentment and Declining
Initiative for Employees To Improve Their Capabilities

\

. A smaller percent of employees in low promotion
organizations feel that there is a fair chance to
advance than the percent in high promotion
organizations.

. &  Employees in high promotion organizations are
~“  more likely to have had more supplementary
training than those in low promotion organizations.

(5) Head Start Served as a Springbqard for About Thirty
) Percent of the Employees Who Left s

. Approximately 55% of former H.ead Start employees
-are now employed. .

. Of those who are employed , about 55% work in

positions similar to their former positions in
Head Start. These individuals constitute about

30% of the total number of former employees
responding.

-16-



G

By oL ALY HER DL TLY

.”!-

.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS C e
v o

s

-

The following recommendations are directed toward (1)

facilitéting the work of Head Start directors and other super--

. visory personnel to reduce turnover in those key positions,

(2) improving employee morale, and (3) improving upward mobility
rates.

. The process of grant renewal should be simplified
and expedited to minimize the annual refunding
insecurity crisis.

. The role of the community representative should
be expanded to enable the programs to have more
frequent direct access to and assistance from HEW.

- Their number should be expanded so that
each representative can give adequate
attention to all of his programs.

- Their responsibilities should be increased _
to include a major role in evaluating and !
improving program operations. [

Rl S

- They should be provided with training for
their expanded roles. '

. Arn effort should be launched to improve communi-
cations of Head Start policies to the programs and
a procedure should be developed to sample program
reaction to propcsed policy changes prior to their
adoption.

. More flexibility should be introduced into the
program budgets.

Funds should be sought to enable programs to
give cost-of-living increases.

-17-
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. Communications should be improved within
Head Start programs, '

Al

1Y

- Program directors and kev supervisors
should be trained in administration,

=— A studv shoulitbeundertaken to test the ©
feasibility of directly funding delegate
agencies in some of the largest Head Start
- programs and of ellmmatmg their grantees
- as inter mediaries.

. FEmplovees in components other than education
should be given a greater feeling of hvmq part
of the entire Head Start effort.

- Directors should clarify the importance of
all components functioning together,

- Cross-component training should be made
available,

. Nontechnical reports concerning successful
Career Development programs should be dis-
tributed to all programs,

T B Rewards should be given to employvees for im-
— proving their educations and skills.
. Certain entry-level positions need a clearer

avenue of advancement.

- Health aides should have more opportunities
to advance their capabilities and
responsibilities. '

- Bus driver/custodians should have a clearer

avenue to other components .as a reward
for performance, |

e ' -18-
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In summary, theredis low emplovee mobility in lHead Start

‘programs and the low mobility rates cause little impact upon Head

Start operations, The greatest impact noted was in keyv administra-

“tivé and supervisory positions, Turnover is primarily veélated 1o

budgetary constraints, which in some cases causes staff to be
tm*mi‘nate(i, and to the urban/rural factor (labor market character-
istic), -Hoth turnover and promotion rates afe related to the
formality of the promotion system.  Although turnover is low,
there exist many employee dissatisfactions which may affect pro-

gram quality and which can be alleviated partially through the

impleimentation of the recommendations in this repert, BN

1
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11I. EXTENT OF MOBILITY '

i IR

N

This chapter discusses the mobility patterns of employees in

Head Start programs, based on a statistical lysis of the reported .
kg ported

AMELILIN ERTIEL A AU S - RPN S UYL AH ATE TR OO CRRY RO

data. The analysis focuses on two general modes of employee mobility:

e 'EREATT A MRS

« - Employee turnover
. Employee promotions within Head Start

-

LYY

W

..
b

This chap_tér is organized into the following sections:

ELN LS L IPIRE 0 PR R L L

i . The measurement of mobility
. Overall staffing patterns
. Turnover rates by stratum
- . Turnover rates by component
: . Promotion rates by stratum
. Prohmtion rates by component
. Relationships between turnover rates and

promotion rates

. Turnover and promotion rates in indirect provider
organizations

~20-
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1. THE MEASUREMENT OF MOBILITY

This section discusses the analytical approach and the

statistical techniques used to determine the extent of mobility ——
'obser-ved in the study. |
(1)  The Extent of Employee Mobility Is Analyzed On a

. "Program ' Basis, Causes and Impacts of Mobility
Are Analyzed for 'Organizations"' Within Programs

. In this report, a distinction is drawn between
"Program' and 'Organization:"

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

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

. A grantee agency Head Start staff
. A delegate agency Head Start staff

- In two instances, ''program'' and ''organi-
zation' become interchangeable:

. When a program has no delegate
agencies, e.g., Atlantic City, N. J.

When a program has no Head Start
personnel in the grantee agency and
it has only one delegate agency, e.g.,
Providence, R. I.

. Data relating to the extent of mobility are
reported on a program basis because program
data must be assembled in order to project
mobility for the entire Head Start population

..21..




Data relating to causes and impact of mobility
arc reported on an organization basis, because:

- Organizational characteristics and extent
of mobility vary among delegate agencices
within a given program

- Organizational characteristics are a major
determinant of mobility

A distinction is also drawn between 'direct
provider' organizations and "indirect provider"
organizations. Exhibit II, following this page,
shows the different possible relationships between
grantees and Head Start centers, exemplified by
hypothetical programs A, B, and C.

- A 'direct prqvider"’ has direct responsibility

for.operating one or more¢ Head Start centers:

. Both grantee agencies and delegate
agencies can be direct providers
(Programs B and C) '

. - If a grantee agency operates any
centers, even if there are delegate
agencies also operating centers in
the same program, the grantee is
a direct provider (Program B)

- An "indirect provider' is a grantee agency
which monitors and coordinates the opera-
tions of delegate agencies, but which does
not directly operate Head Start centers
itself (Program A)

. ‘Mobility rates for seven indirect
providers are reported in Section 7
of this chapter

Data from these indirect providers
arec not used in Chapter III to identify
causes of mobility because they are
fundamentally different in function
from fhe large sample of direct
providers.

-22-
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(2)

(3)

The Data Reported in This Chapter Represent Mobility

~in 56 Head Start Programs for a Stratified Sample

L]

.. B The reported programs are representative of a

_stratified cross section of Head Start programs:

.- The distribution by region of the programs

' reported are compared with that of the total
population of Head Start programs (1971
Office of Economic Opportunity data) in
Exhibit III, following this page.

- The reported programs represent approxi-
mately 6. 5% of the total population of
programs.

- The programs reported include representa-
tion of two or more strata in every region.

. | The data for the 56 programs are derived from
data accumulated from 144 Head Start organiza-
tions, including both grantee and delegate agencies.

. Details regarding the use of stratifying techniques

in sample selection are presented in Appendix C,
Methodology.

Data From Programs in Which Not All Delggite Agencies

Were Sampled Were Adjusted to Represent the Total

- Staff Sizes of These Programs

. . In some cases, data were accumulated from less
~ than 100% of the delegate agencies in a priogram:

- The selection of the sampled delegate
agencies is discussed in Appendix C.

- These daté were expanded to represent
the total employees in the programs..

- The adjustments were necessary in order to
make all.programs statistically comparable.

L



EXHIBIT 11

- Office of Child Development

< Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

HEAD START PROGRAMS BY REGION

All Head Start Programs

STRATUM

| A B c D

Region . Total

I 1 2 9 54 66

It 2 4 11 51 68

111 1 5 22 61 89

IV 4 24 55 100 183

v 3 6 18 108 135

VI 1 14 27 90 132

Vil 0 4 13 39 56

VIII 0 1 4 38 - 43

IX 1 8 17 217 53

X o _&8 31 _38

Total 14 68 182 599 863

Reported Sample Programs

=T STRATUM

T A B c D

Region - Total

1 - 1 1 3 5

11 2 - 1 - 3

I1I 1 - 2 4 (|

i 1v . 1 8 5 3 17

\s 1 2 1 3 7

VI - 1 - 2 3

: VII : - 2 2 - 4
Viil - 1 - 1 2

IX 1 3 - - 4

- X 1 = 2 1 4

: Total 7 1 14 17 56

é_:
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(4)

I

The adjustments were made by using program

. weighting factors:

- The weighting factor for a program was
calculated by dividing the total reported
number of employees in the program in

PY 71 by the number of employees for which
PY 71 mobility data were reported. (PY 71
employee data were more suitable for con-

sistency since a few programs did not re-
port total staff size for PY 72,)

- All staff positions and mobility data in a

program were multiplied by the program's

weighting factor.

- The use of program weighting factors allows
each program to be represented by its actual
number of total employees without changing

‘the rep_orted mobility rates.

- Programs were adjusted in which the sum
of employees reported on Project Data
Questionnaires was less than the total
employees reported for the program for
1971, due to our not having received all
questionnaires. '

- The weighting factors used are shown in
Exhibit 1V, following this page.

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.

Data in Each Stratum Were Adjusted To Represgent the

Total Employees in the Population Contained in_the

Stratum

Stratified sampling is based on the principle that

the samplg programs in each stratum are a statis-
tical representation of all programs in the stratom.

24~



EXHIBIT IV

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

‘PROGRAN WEIGHTING FACTORS

¥

.« STRATUM A
UNITED COMMUNITY CORPORATION. NEWARK N J ) %B . 108
AGENCY FOR CHILD DEYELOPMENT. NEW YORK_ & ¥ 1206 . 1527
' 559
UNITED PLANNING ORGANIZATION WASHINGTON, B C 526 . 526
. 100
‘CHICAGO COMMITTEE ON URBAN OPPORTUNITY. CHICAGO, ILL 720 . 108
: : 584
GREATER LOS ANGE LES COMMUNITY ACTION (GLACA) LOS ANGELES CALIF 1492 . 135
- 109
" SEATTLE KING COUNTY ECONGMIC OPP™ A~ JNITY BOARD. SEATTLE, WASH 478 . 308
_ - . 155
STRATUM B
ORANGE COUNTY COMMUNITY ACTION COUNCIL, SANTA ANA. CALIF g%g . 4a8%
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY BOARD, RIVERSIDE, CALIF ' 2048 . 3N
o . 55
SAN BERNARDING COUNTY BOARD CF SUPERVISORS SAN BERNARDIND. C£ IF. Y SR & 1¢
3
STRATUM U
- MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY | _
DEVELOPMENT. ROCKVILLE, MG - - — | 125 . 160
s 58
STRATUM D
eerml————
ANDERSON COMMUNITY ACTION COUNCIL
__CLINTON, TENN. - , 2% . 275

;7
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To make the data in a stratified sample statistically
meaningful, the data in each stratum must be
weighted so that the sample population becomes

a statistical representation of the total popu\atmn
of all Head Start programs.

The weighting adjur*ments were made by ush\i\g
stratum weighting factors: ._

- Each $tratum weighting factor was calcu-
lated by dividing the total number of pro-
grams in the stratum by the fiumber of
reported sample programs.

- The total number of programs in each
stratum was calculated from the 1971 data
which were the bases of the sample selected.
In a similar manner, weightirig factars
were calculated for programs within regions
within strata.

- All staff positions and mobility data in a
stratum were multiplied by the stratum's
weighting factor to give weighted total turn-
over and promotion rates for the stratum.

- The stratum and regior weighting factors
used are shown in Exhubit V, following
this page.

The use of stratum weighting Tactors does not affect
the mobility rates within each stratum since the
weighting factors are applied to both numerators

. and denominators.

After stratum weighting factors werc applied,
the weighted total numbere of staff positions and
mobility data were summed for all four strata,
giving the weighted total mobxhty rates for all

programs. e
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STRATUM
REGION
|
H o~
14
v
\'
Vi
Vil
Vil
IX
T X
STRATUM
WEIGHTING
FACTORS

EXHIBIT V

- _ Office of Child Devélopment
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

WEIGHTING FACTORS BY REGION

A B c D
- 2.2 8.9 54 . 18
1 1 3
2.1 - 1 1 -
2 1
1.1 - 2 .1 61 .15.26
1 2 a
4.4 24 _ 3 B5 - 11 100 _33.33
1 8 5 3
3.3 6.3 18 18 108 .36
. 2 1 3 -
- 1% 14 - 90 .45
1 2
- 4.2 13 . 65 -
2 2
- 11 - 38 .38
1 1
1.1 8 . 267 - _
1 3
1 - 6.3 31 .31
1 2 1
T4 2 68 _ 378 182 _ 13 599 _3524
7 18 14 17



2, OVERALL STAFFING PATTERNS ‘-!‘

!

This section discusses the overall mix of employees, or

staffing patterns, among the vdrious Head Start program components.' .

’

Staffing patterns are presented for each of three program years.

. Weighted totals arc given'fof each stratum and for the four strata
combined. !

(1) No Shifts in Staffing Patterns Were Observed in Any
Component for the Three-Year Period

The weighted total staffing patterns for all strata
for PY 70, PY 71, and PY 72 are shown in
Exhibit VI, following this page.

- The education component is by far the
largest, employing nearly 60% of Head
Start personnel, :

- The overall number of employees has risen
by about 12% over the 3~year period from
45, 419 to 50, 995.

- The percentage of employees in each com-
ponent has remained almost identical for
the three years, indicating that no shifts
in staffing patterns have occurred.

- The low percentage of employees in the
staff training component reflects the
frequent use of outside contractors
to provide training.

-26-
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o | | EXHIBIT VI

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

WEIGHTED TOTAL STAFFING PATTERNS

Component Percentages of Total Staff

PY 72 PY 71 - PY 70
Education : 59.5% 59, 7% | 59, 7‘;/'0
Health 4.6% . 4% 4.4%
Social Services | 8.2% 8.3% 8.1%
. Parent Involvemet;.t 3.3% 3.6% 3.2%
Nutrition 10, 1% 10. 1% 10. 4%
| Staff Training 1.3% 1,2% 1.0%
Volunteers | ) 1.8% \ . 1.7% 1.7%
Administration c12, 7% C12,1% 12.3%
Psychological 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Total Staff 50,995 49, 270 45, 419

NOTE: Percentages may add to more than 100% because an employee may- -
hold more than one position at the same time,

[ -]
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(2)  Analysis of Components Within Individual Strata
Confirms the Overall Stability In Staffing Patterns

. The staffing patterns within each stratum for
- . each of the three years are shown in Exhibit VII,
: following this page. (This exhibit provides a
method of analyzing the differences in staffing
patterns among programs of different sizes. )

- Except for an increase of 1,7 percentage
peoints in administrative employees in
Stratum D (15.6% to 17. 3%) no significant
shifts in staffing patterns occurred in any
component of any stratum.

- Stratum D programs show the largest per-
centage of administrative personnel, pos-
sibly indicating economies of scale in this
component among larger programs.

. The absence of observable shifts in staffing
patterns appears to reflect the Head Start policy
of the past few years for programs to continue
operating at about the same funding levels.

e "3, OVERALL TURNOVER RATES BY STRATUM

This section presents the overall turnover rates which were
found, in the analysis of reported mobility data. Turnover rates
are presented by stratum:

. For all employees ~~

. For professional and paraprofessional employees
. By HEW administrative region




EXHIBIT VII

g Office of Child Development
¢ _. _ Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

h WEIGHTED S'I‘A'FFING PATTERNS BY STRATUM
} - PERCENT DISTRIBUTION T MBER
Py 72
STRATUM A 57.0% | 5.6 110 4.1 1.7 2.4 1.4 !0.5 06 12431
STRATUM B 60.7% | 3.6 7.2 34 1.4 09 04 139 03 13281
STRATUMC 608% | 39 N- 7.8/ 26 8.6 ‘I.‘I. 31 g8 . 03 13969
STRATUMD 59.1% | 5.6 6.8' 31 8.7 1.0 2.2 17.3 0.3 11312
PY 71
STRATUM A §7.1% | 5.4 108 3.7 120 24 1.4 100 06 11877
STRATUM B 61.1% | 386 7.1 34 116 10 0.4 134 03 13076
STRATUMC 60.1% | 4.1 81 | 34 75 | 07 31 a8 | 04 13322
STBATUM D 80.1% | 5.7 - 69 | 38 9.6 06 19 15.6 0.3 109894
PY 70
STRATUM A " | 588% | 5.0 10.2 36 122 1.5' 18 9.7 0.7 11663
S#RATUM B 61.3% | 3.7 68 3.2 116 11 03 138 0.2 12754
STRATUMC 58.7% | 4.0 84 29 | 75 09 30 104 0.2 11346
STRATUMD 69.6% | 5.1 68 29 98 04 21 -"15.6 04 45419
PO Note: Percentages may 5dd to more than IOQ"/? because an .
EMC employee may hold more than‘:me position at the same time

£ 7a
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Section 4, below, presents turnover rates by component:

(1)

A turnover rate for a.given program year
was determined from the Project Data

‘Questionnaires as the total number of turnovers

divided by the total number of staff positions
for that program year.

- _Turnovers include losses due to resignation
or termination and losses due to lateral
transfers out of Head Start.

- The three-year average turnover rate was
calculated by dividing the total number of
turnovers by the total number of staff
positions for each of the three years.

- The three-year average turnover rate is
an annualized rate which may be described
as the average yearly turnover rate observed
during the three-year reporting period.

Mobility data were reported for program years

rather than for fiscal or calendar years because:

- Programs usually maintain employee in-
formation in time periods that coincide
with their annual funding cycles. '

- "Program Year' was a term familiar to
all organizations,

Overall Turnover Rétes for Head Start Pr%rams Are

Low

The weighted total turnover rates for each stratum
and for all four strata combined are shown in
Exhibit VIII, following this page.

The weighted total three-year average turnover

rate for all programs is 13, 4%, representing
19, 535 turnovers and 145, 681 staff positions.

«28a



AN EXHIBIT VII

e - | | Oftice of Child Development
' - Departm_ent of Health, Educatipn, and Welfare

WEIGHTED TOTAL TURNOVER
RATES BY STRATUM

, : 3 yr
PY 72 PY 71 PY 70 Averag_g_
Stratum A .‘
Number of ‘Staff 12,431 11,877 11,663 35,973
Turnover Rates 14,9% 15.5% 12, 9% 14.4%
\ ' | Stratum B
| Number of Staff 13,280 13,074 12,752 . 39,107
| ' Tur.iover Rates . 8.6% 8.4% 7.2% 8.1%
) Stratum C
/ " Number of Staff 13,970 13, 322 11, 346 38,638
Turnover Rates 14.1% 11.6% 11, 1% 12.4%
Stx"atum D
Number of Staff 11,312 10, 994 9, 655 31, 962
Turnover Rates 21,9% 20,9% 16, 7% 20.0%
Weighfed Total
" Number of Staff 50, 994 49, 269 45, 418 145, 681
Turnover Rates 14,8% 13.8% 11.7% . 13.4%

NOTE: The total staff may not equal the sum of the strata staffs because of
‘ rounding. '

a O ‘ -)J)W
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. The total turnover rate for
low:

strata is quite

-

- At a turnover rate of 13.4%\per year, the
average program would take gver 7 years
to experience 100% employee turnover, as
shown in Subsection 3 below.

- The Literature Review (Appendix B) dis-

i cusses turnover rates in similar types of
e organizations. In most cases turnover
rates were higher in other organizations
than in Head Start organizations.

. The highest turnover rates are found in Stratum
) D, the lowest in Stratum B: :

- An inverse relationship exists between
stratum size and turnover, except in the
very largest programs (Stratum A).

- The causes of high and low turnover rates
will be examined in detail in Chapter IV,

. Average turnover rates in each of the four strata
have increased every year. The possible exis-
tence of a rising trend which can be confirmed
statistically is addressed in Subsection 4 below.

(2)  Over a Third of the Programs Had a Three-
Year Average Turnover Rate Below 10%

. The 56 programs reported are grouped into 5
categories of 3=-year average turnover in Exhibit
IX, following this page.

. When programs are compared in groupings of
10% each, the largest perceniage of programs
are those having turnover rates between 0% and
10%.

. There are as many programs with turnover rates

between 5% and 10% as with rates between 20%
and 30%.

-29=~
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. EXHIBIT IX

Office of Child Development |

Department of Health, _Education, and Welfare

TURNOVER RATE GROUPINGS

Percent of Programs
With 3-Year Average
Turnover Rates

Turnox-rer Rate Ranges in the Range s
0-5% 21, 4%
5-10% 17. 9%
10-20% 37.5%
: 20-30% 17. 9%
Above 30% 5. 4% ’

(Total Number of Programs: 56)

J9e



(3).

(4)

e There are 4 times as many programs with turn-

- over rates between 0% and 5% as with rates above

3070.

More Than 50% of Employees Sampled Have Been

Working in Head Start Longer Than 3 Years

. The lengths of time in Head Start, as reported
in Current Employee Questionnaires,. are shown
in Exhibit X, following this page.

53. 4% said they had been with Head Start
longer than 3 years.

This high percentage of employees who
have been with their programs for a sub-
stantial length of time reinforces the low
turnover rates reporte.u earlier.

The percentage also indicates that many
programs are operating with a large core
of employees who have been working to-
gether for a number of years.

Turnover Rates in Each of the Four Strata Do Not Show

Statistically Significant Trends Either Toward or Away

From Greater Staff Stability

. A test was employed to analyze the realness and
direction of the turnover rate trend for all pro-
grams within each stratum:

These analyses gave an error term for each

year's turnover rate for each stratum as a
whole.

The error term was based on the degree to

which each program deviated from the
average overall trend for its stratum.

-30~



R . o EXHIBIT X-

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

LENGTH OF TIME EMPLOYEES HAVE BEEN
WITH HEAD START

Number of Months With Head Start Percent of Employees in the Range

0-6 11, 1%
7-12 9. 0%
13-24 11, 8%
25-36 12, 5%
37 or more - 53.4%
No response ; 2.2%

(Total responses: 2, 650)

FO0o
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- Thesé error terms provide a statistically

possible range of values for each stratum’s
turnover rates for each year. (The larger
the error term, the greater the range of
possible values.)

- The statistical rule for a rising turnover

rate trend for a stratum is that the PY 72
rate must always exceed the PY 70 rate
over the possible range of turnover rates.
If any PY 72 rate was less than a PY 70~
rate in the.range, the possibility of a fall-
ing trend would exist.

- The data were analyzed at the 80% con-
fidence level:

. This level was necessary because
of the short time interval (3 years)
for a trend to be detected.

At this level, one will wrongly assernrt
that there is a trend, when in fact
there is none, once out of five times,

Summary results of the statistical analysis of
turnover rate trenus are shown in Exhibit XI,
following this page:

- In all strata, fewer than half the programs
showed any statistically significant trends.

- Although some programs in each stratum
showed rising trends, five programs showed
falling trends. {(The names of the programs
which showed statistically signilicant mo-
bility rate trends are given in Appendix E.)

- In no stratum was the observed trend strong

enough to be considered statistically -
significant, even at the 80% confidence level
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EXHIBIT X1 . .

_/ | Office of Child Development
) Department of Heaith, Education, and Welfare

TRENDS IN TURNOVER RATES

- Expected , Overall
Total Number of Programs Number Trend for
Number Showing Significant the Stratum
of Statistically Significant . at 80% at 80%
Programs _ Trend at 80% - Confidence Confidence
“Stratum Analyzed ‘Confidence Lovel Level Level*
(rising) ‘(falling) )
A T 2 1.4 No
(1) : (1)
B _- 18 8 3.6 No
(6} 2)
C 14 | 2 2.8 No
{2} {0}
D 17 7 3.4 No
(5) (2) -
.

=An overall rising trend exists for a stratum only if,
over the range of possible turnover rates at the 80%
confidence level the average turnover rate for the

stratum is always greater for PY 72 than for PY 73.
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In summary, the following conclusior= can pe
made regarding staff stability in Hee. Start.
programs: )

[

By

- - The variations in turnover rate trends
among individual programs arelarge
enough that the overall rise in the average
turnover rate found in each stratum is
statistically insignificant, and should not
be considered an indication of a trend away
fro:... stability. ’

- A high percentage of employees have been
with their programs for more than three
years, indicating that a'large element of
staff stability has existed for several years. -

- Most programs have experienced so little
turnover in recent years that while there is
no current trend toward greater stability,
neither is there a need for -more stable
staffing.

{3) Thc Turnover Rate for Professional Employees Is
Stightly Higher Than for Paraprofessionals in Each
of the Four Strata

Professionals were defined for purposes of this

study as employees who were in supervisory

capacities or were component heads:

- All teachers, regardless of background,
were considered professional employees
in this study.

- Administrative personnel other than sec-
retaries or clerks were also considered to
be professionals.

Paraprofessionals were defined as employees in

one of the following positions, regardless of

background or training:

e . —— .._mpujreaehep&%aky&'__“”m.-w | : ) . P
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- Social worker aide
- ~-_Health aide
- Nutritionist aide
- Other aide categories
- Cook
- Secretary
- Clerk
- Driver
- Maintenance worker

Standardized definitions were presented in order
that the data in these categories would be reported
-as uniformly as possible in all programs., In
some cases, however, programs were reluctant
to deviate from their own definitions of these -
-terms. '

The weighted three-year average turnover rates
for professional and paraprofessional employees
are shown in Exhibit XII, following this page:

- Professional employees in each of the four
strata had an avexrage turnover rate which
was higher than that of paraprofessionals,
although the overall difference is not very
large.

- In Strata C and D, the differences in turn-
over rates between professionals and parapro-
fessionals are too small to be of practical

_ importance. '

- In Strata A and B, the differences in turn-
over rates between the two employment
categories are large enough to suggest

. that some factors in turnover act differently
- upon the two categories of employees.

- Although causes are examined more closely
in the next chapter, one reagon for the
higher turnover rates among professional
employees may be that more employment
opportunities exist for them.
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A EXHIBIT XII

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

WEIGHTED 3-YEAR AVERAGE TURNOVER RATES FOR
'PROFESSIONAL AND PARAPROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES

Professional Paraprofessional Total

STRATUM A

Number of Staff 15,217 20, 755 35,973

Turnover Rate 16, 9% 12, 6% 14, 4%
STRATUM B

Number of Staff 14,408 24,698 39, 107

Turnover Rate 10. 0% 6. 9% 8.1%
STRATUM C

Number of Staff 15, 737 22,900 38,638

Turnover Rate 12, 4% 12, 3% 12, 4%
STRATUM D

Number of Staff 13, 320 18,641 31, 962

Turnover Rate 20, 5% 19, 1% 20. 0%

&‘\.

WEIGHTED TOTAL

Number of Staff 58, 683 86, 997 145, 681

Turnover Rate 14. 8% 12, 4% 13.4%

NOTE: Percentage totals may not equal 100, 0% because of rounding,

3a
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(6) Region IV, the Southeastern United States, Had the
Lowest Average Turnover Rate for the Three-Year
Periocd '

. Weighted regional three-year average turnover
rates are shown in Exhibit XIII, following this

page:

- The average turnover rate in Region IV,
which extends from North Carolina through
Mississippi, was significantly lower than
that of any other region (6.8%).

e This rate is derived from an analysis
of 17 programs representing all 4
g strata.

. This low turnover rate is felt to ac-
curately reflect the observation of the
field interviewers that both political
and economic factors in this region
made Head Start a critically important
source of employment for many people.

- The highest turnover rate is found in
Region VIII, the Rocky Mountain States
(26.4%). The reader is advised that the
data in this region are obtained from
only two programs which may not be
representative of the region as a whole.

- Turnover rates vary only slightly between
the East (Regions I, 1I, and III), the Mid-
west (Region V), and the West (Regions
IX and X).

. It is concluded that, with the exception of the

Southeast, Head Start turnover rates are not
particularly sensitive to geographic location.
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STRATUM A

Number of Staff
Turnover Rate

STRATUM B

Number of Staff
Turnover Rate

STRATUM C

Number of Staff
Turnover Rate

STRATUM D

Number of Staff
Turnover Rate

WEIGHTED TOTAL

Number of Staff
Turnover Rate

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4
- 4,533 1,630 14, 560

- 14, 5% 21. 9% 4. 9%
388 - - 12, 960
16.1% - - 3. 0%
2,421 3,224 5, 722 7,403
16.0% 9.2% 13. 4% 8. 9%
3, 060 - 4,713 4,232
14, 7% - 22, 7%, 15, 6%
5,869 7,767 12,126 39,155
15. 3% 12.5% 18. 1% 6. 0%

/1

I=

2“

NOTE: The total staff may not equal the sum of the strata staff because ¢
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EXHIBIT XIIL

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

WEIGHTED 3-YEAR AVERAGE TURNOVER RATES BY REGION

f’egion 4 Region 5 Region 6 Region 7 Region 8 Region 9 -Region 10 Totals
4,560 6,252 - - - 4,564 1,533 35,973
4. 9% 19, 9% - - - 14, 1% 21.3% 14, 4%
2,960 2,625 8,372 2,424 754 6,388 - 39, 107
3. 0% 8. 0% 5. 0% 9, 0% 22,07 12, 0% - 8. 1%
7,403 7,776 - 2,873 - - 1,026 38,638
8. 9% 13, 7% - 10, 1% - - 18, 7% 12. 4%
4,232 5,508 2,745 - 1,026 - 1,736 31,962
15, 6% 15,77 44, 3% - 29. 6% - 12, 5% 20, 1%
39, 155 22,161 11, 117 5,297 1,780 10, 953 4,265 145, 682
6,07 15,07, 113, 7% 9. 97, 26.4". 12, 8% 17.1% 13. 4%

taff because all strata are not represented in every region.
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4, TURNOVER RATES BY COMPONENT

1

The previous section examined turnovér rates on an overall
basis without a separation into comppnents. This seqti.on analyzes
the turnover rates found within each Head Start component. Turn-
over rates by component are presented:

. As weighted averages for all programs for the
three years combined
. For eac}; year separately for all programs re-

ported in the sample

(1)  Overall Turnover Rates Are Low in Every Head Start
Compon:nt

. Weighted component three-year average turnover
rates are shown in Exhibit XIV, following this

page:

- Although turnover rates are highest in
health and social services, these rates are
not significantly greater than the ove
average rate (15.6% and 15.7% compared™y
13.4%). Thus, it may be concluded that in
no component is the &rerall average turn-
over rate particularly high.

- Stratum D, containing the smallest pro-
| grams, which has the highest overall turn-
over rate, has its greatest turnover rate in
education (26, 1%).

. Reasons for this turnover rate in
education among small programs are
not readily apparent.

. Chapter III examines the relationship
between size and turnover in detail.

-35-
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Education Health
STRATUNM A
Number of Staff - 20,1730 1,915
Turnover Rate : 14. 5% 12, 8%
STRATUM B
Number of Staff 23,8176 1,423
Turnover Rate ‘ 8.3% 20. 5%
"STRATUM C
Number of Staff 23,184 1, 560
Turnover Rate 12, 3% 11. 7%
. STRATUM D
Number of Staff 19, 064 1, 762
Turnover Rate 26, 1% 18, 0%
_ OVERALL WEIGHTED
TOTAL v
Number of Staff 86, 855 6, 661
Turnover Rate 14. 8% 15, 6%

Social

Services

3,837
16, 3%

2,763
14, 0%

3, 146
12. 8%

2,195
20. 0%

11, 942
15, 7%

Parent

Involvoment

1,371
11. 3%

1,312
10. 9%

1,172
8. 9%

1,057
16, 0%

>
©
CO »—
]

[
st
.

WEIGH

Nutrit-

. 4,2¢
13.-

4,5

W~
rn

3, 0«
16,

2, 9
9. (

14,8
10,2

NOTE: Data may add to more than 100% because an employee may hold more than one p«
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'j - EXHIBIT XIV

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

-«

" "WEIGHTED 3-YEAR AVERAGE TURNOVER RATES BY COMPONENT

Staff
Nutrition Training Volunteer Administration Psychological Totals
: 4,299 762 525 " 3,628 233 35, 973
| 13.4% 19. 0% 25, 8% 18, 5% 12.8% 14, 5%
4,511 395 147 5, 366 | 107 39, 107
3.5% 16. 3% 12, 8% 3. 9% 14. 19. 8. 1%
3,068 340 1,206 3,871 114 38, 638
16, 1% 0 3. 2% 10, 4% 0 12. 4%
2, 995/'\‘\ 211 669 5, 190 105 31, 962
9, 0% 16. 0% - 6. 0% 0 20. 0%
14, 874 1,709 2,548 18, 056 560 145, 681

10.2% 14, 3% 7. 6% 9. 07. 8.0 13. 4%

than one position at the same time.
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- The highest turnover rate in administration
is found in Stratum A (18.5%):

. - This may be a manifestation of the
frustrations frequently expressed in
personal interviews with administra-
tive staff in large multidelegate, |

\ .programs. '

. The general impression gained by the
- field interviewers was that adminis-
, trators in the largest programs weére
L‘of‘ten faced with major political and
operational problems,

. On the other hand, an 18, 5% turnover
rate, although somewhat larger than
average, is not excessively large in
comparison with turnover rates found
in the literature (see Appendix D).

(2)  Six of Nine Components Exhibit Rising Trends in
Turnover Rates

. The component turnover rates for each of three
years are shown m Exh1b1t XV, following thxs
page: :

- - These data were obtained from the 144
organizations previously mentioned.
.\.\:
- No weighting factors were applied to the
data in this exhibit, since a detailed analysis
of trends was made previously.

. The six components showing rising trends are:
<«
- Education
- ' - Social Services

- Parent Involvement

- Nujrition

- Staffing Training

- Administration .




EXHIBIT XV

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

YEARLY TURNOVER RATES
BY COMPONENT

PY 72 - PYT1 PY 70
Education D 4,992 D 4, 881 D 4, 703
% 12.2% % 12.1% % 10, 2%
Health D 398 D 382 D 337
’ % 12. 1% % 14, 7% % 14, 0%
Social Services D 820 D 789 D 736
% 16,.0% % 14.1% % 13.0% .
Parent Involvement D 309 D 286 D 261
% 12,0% °Zo 10.5% T 7.3%
Nutrition D 1,077 D 1, 043 D 1,022
% 9,1% % 8.6% %o 6. 8%
Staff Training D 160 D 154 D 123
T 21,3% % 16, 9% %o 16, 3%
Volunteer D 105 D 99 D 100
% 14, 3% % 15,2% % 15,0%
Administration D 1,022 D 954 ‘D 924
% 12, 9% % 12,.3% % 8.6%
‘Psychological D 31 D 31 D 32
% 12, 9% % 16.1% Yo 18, 8%

NOTE 1: Data may add to more than 100% because an employee may hold
more than one position at the same time,

NOTE 2: The percentages in this exhibit are from an unweighted sample
and cannot be directly compared with data in other exhibits,

-




. P'svehological is the mﬂ}‘ component showing a
consistently t‘:llli:‘.;;'tm'nm'r-'r' rate trend, indicating
that this component is rapidlv approaching greater
staff stability,

. Of the two components which showed the highest
weighted turnover rates (from Exhibit XIV),
health shows no trend and social services shows
a slightly rising trend. Neither component shows
a strong trend away from stability; thus, neither
appcars to be threatening to become a problem
in the near future.

2
H

This concludes the analysis of the extent of turnover reported
in the study, The next element of mobility to be.dnalvzed is the

upward mobility or promotions,

5, OVERALL PROMOTION RATES BY sTRATU]

»

This section presents the overall promotion rates whichi were
i

found in the analysis. Promotion rates are presented by stratum

. For all emplovers
. For professional and paraprofessional employees
. By HEW administrative region

Section 6 below presents promotion rates by component,

)
The promotion rate for a given program year was determined

from the Project Data Questionnaires as the total number of pro-

motions divided by the total number of staff positians for that vear. |

Total promotions include both promctions within components and

promotions from one component to another, The three=year

-37-
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average promotion i‘aﬁe\was calculated by dividing the tectal number
R Tas N

of promotiions by the total number of staff positions for each of the

. three years. As in the .case of turnovers, the three-year average

promotion rate is an annualized percentage.

(1)  Overall Promotion Rates for Head Start Programs Are
Approximately Half as Lafge as Turnover Rates

X

. The weighted total promotion rates for each
stratum and for all four strata combined are
shown in kxhibit XV1, following this page. For
purposes of comparison, three-year average
turnover rates are also shown,

. The weighted total three-year average promotion
rate for all programs is 6. 3%, representing
1€, 073 promotions and 145, 681 staff pesitions

- The total promotion rate for all strata
is only 51% as large as the total turnover
rate {6. 9% compared to 13,47, This is
consistent with the in‘ormation obtained 1n
personal interviews that in most programs
_ _ there are few positions into which people
/[ _ can be promoted due largely to a lack of
. funds to previde more than one or two
levels within most components.

- The two strata withtighest turnover rates
(D and A) have the lomwest promotion rates-

- This apparent ifverse relationshy
between turnovel rates and promotion
rates suggests that low promotion
rates may be a factor in causing
people to leave,

. Causes of turnover are examined
further in the next chapter,

- $H-

Q



tul

Py 72

PY 71

STRATUM A

\ i o a . . oo
Nurnher of Stats 12,431 V1, 897
Promotion Rute 7,47 6,27

STRATUAN B

Number of Staff 13,280 13,074
Promotion Rate L R

STRATUXM C

Nty of State RN Y3, 422

Pegntotyen B beo s o0
STRATIN 13

Namhber ot Siaff 11, 312 10, 9494

Promotion Rate 7.27 30017

WEIGHTED TOTAL

Number of Statf R ARTLLIE 30,260
Promotion Rite 8,797 T 0"

NOTE  The total stafl n.ayv not equal the surmn of the strata stalis becausc of

roufiding,

De

WEIGI

-

11,66%

5.3%

12,752
6. l o

11,3-46
6. 7%

9.655 ;
0. 4%

45,418
1. 8%



EXHIBIT XV1

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

WEIGHTED TOQTAL PROMOTION RATES BY STRATUN

f—\- -~ 3-Year

3-Year
Average Average
Promotion Turnover
PY 71 PY 'LO. Rates - Rates -
11,8%7 11, 663 35, 073 35, 973

6. 2™ . 5.3 6.3 . 14,47

13, 074 12,952 70,107 39,107
6.7 f.17 ' AT _ 8. 1%

24, R18 38,638

13, 3 P1o3an
ConaT 6.7 g, 07 12,47
10, 994 - G, 6353 ' 71, 98?2 31, 962 .
5.17 PR N £ 447 20. 07
. . /‘ .
19,260 45,418 145, 681 1475, 681

4. 87 6, 9% . 14,4

~3
<

ata staffs bLecauase i rounding.
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- The lowest overall promaotion rate was tound
-- in Stratum D:

Small programs lack positions into
- which emplovees can be promoted.

Nevertheless, Stratum D has shown
a definite rise in promotion rates in
the past two vears.

[t appears that prior to the past 1wo
vears, upward mobility was almost
totallv neglected in the smallest
programs.

- Average promotion rates have increased
every vear in cach of the four strata, al-
though-the growth has not been as great in
Stratum A\ as in the other three,

(2 Protaotion Rutes Show s Statistically Signiticant Rising
Trend in Every Stratum Except Stratum A

The =ame re-t was anphied to the promotion rate
trends in all progrums as was used earhier to
waalvze turnover rate trends in terms of stu-
ti-ticnl sigmticance (807 confidence),

A suramary of the results of this statistical

analvais s presented in kxhibit XVI, following
thi~ page.

-4l



EXHIBIT XV

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

TRENDS IN PROMOTION RATES

Expected Overall
Total Number of Programs Number Trend for
Number Showing Significant the Stratum
of Statistically Significant at 80% at 80%
Programs Trend at 80% Confidence Confidence
Stratum _Analyzed Confidence Level Level Level*
(rising) (falling) e T -
A 7 4 1.4 No
(3) (1)
B 18 8 3.6 Yes
' (5) (3)
C 14 3 2.8 Yes
(2) (1)
D 17 4 3.4 . Yes

(4) (0)

*An overall rising trend exists for a stratum only if,
over the range of possible promotion rates at the 80%
confidence level, the average promotion rate for the
stratum is always greater for PY 72 than for PY 70,

A



- Although the percentage of programs show-
ing statistically significant trends is
nighest in Stratum A, it is the only stratum
which shows no overall trend,

. This is caused largely by the signifi-
cant variation from the average over-
all trend among the other programs
in the stratum.

. The names of the programs which
showed statistically significant mo-
bility rate trends are given in Ap-
pendix E (pages 27 and 28),

- The existence of a real trend in three strata
suggests that the Career Development effort
has had a positive impact on opportunities
for upward mobility.

- The ahsence of a trend in Stratum A may
be another indication of operational problems
in the largest programs, since it would be
expected that the most opportunities for
promotions would exist in these programs.

(3)  Prpmotion Rates Are Slightly Higher in the East (Regions
I, 1I, and II1) Than in Other Parts of the Country

Differences in overall promotion rates are also
analyzed among the 10 HEW Administrative
Regions.

Weighted three-year average promotion rates
by region are presented in Exhibit XVIII, following
this page: '

- The regions of highest and lowest promotion
rates (Regions IX and VI respectively) are
both represented by programs from only
two strata. Conclusions regarding the
reason for these rates should, thus, be
avoided since these programs mayv not be
representative of the entire region.

-40-



Region 1

Region 2

Region 3 Region 4

Region 5

WEIGH

Region6 R

STRATUAL A

Numbor of Staff -
Promotion Raote -

STRATUN B

Numbeor of Staff 388

}’\z'omntion Rate g, 8%,
STRATUNM C

Number ol Staff 2,421

Promotion Rate 14, 5",
STRATUN D

Number of Staff 3,060

Promotion Rate 3,7
WEIGHTED TOTAIL
PROMOTION RATES

Number of Staff 5,869

Promotion Rate 9,0m
WEIGHTED TOTAI.
TITRNOVER RAT];IS_

Number of Staff 5,869

Turnover Rate 15. 3%,

-7 -

. 60,“('

3,234
10, 97,

7, 167
9, 0%

-
7,761
12. 5%

1,630

10. 0%

-

12, 126

7.3%

12, 126
18,17

14, 560
3. 8%

12, 960
3. 8%,

v, 403
9. 1%,

4,232
1.6%

39,155
4.6%

39, 155

6,07

NOTI: Data mav not add, Strata are not represented in every region,

v (0

[ 1 BEN
S
.;3

™o
~J.
o,
'g N
Y|

22,161
7. 07

22,161
15. 0%,

8,372

3. 8%

30

2,745

11,117
2. 6%

11,117
13,77,



EXHIBIT XVIII

Office of Child Development _
Department of Health, Education, and \Vclt’arc

WEIGHTED 3-YEAR AVERAGE PROMOTION RATES BY REGIC !

on 4 Region 5 Region 6 Region 7 Region 8 Region 9 Region 10 Totals
560 6,252 - - - 4,564 1, 533 25,973
. 87 5.4 - - - 6. 0% 6. 4%, 6. 3%
960 2,625 8, 372 2,424 754 6, 388 - 39, 107
. 89, 7.0 57, 11.0 5. 07 13.87, - 7.4%
403 7,776 - 2,873 - - 1, 026 . 38, 638
1% 11, 37 - 3, 6% - - 9. 6% 9. 0%
232 5,508 2,745 - 1,026 - 1,763 31, 962
L 6% 2.6 0 - 3.7, - 0 4, 4%
155 22,161 11,117 5,297 1, 780 10, 953 4,322 145, 681
, 67, 7.0 267 8. 0", 4,27, 10. 3", 4,497 6. 9%,
155 22,161 11,117 3,297 1, 780 10, 953 4,322 145, 681
.0 15, 0. 13,77 9, 97, 26, i 12, 87 17.1%. : 13,47,

' region,
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- Three of the four regions of highest pro-
motion rate are located in the East, namely
Regions I, I1, and lil.

No other apparent correlations appear to
exist between promotion rates and geo-
graphical loc «tion.

6. PROMOTION RATES BY COMPONENT

Up to this point, promoiion ra;tes have been analvzed on an
overall basis without a sepafation into components. This section
analyvzes the promotions found within each Head Start component.
Promotion rates by component are presented:

As weighted averages for all programs for the
three yvears combined
. For each vear separately for all programs re-

ported in the sample

(1) Overall Promotion Rates Are Low jn Every Component
Except Staff Training

\ o Weighted component three-year average promotion
rates are shown in Exhibit XIX, following this

! page.

l‘; . The exhibit also shows component promotion rates
!

‘within each of the strata.

The lowest overall promotion rate is in the
psychological component (0.47,). This is most

i
|
i
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C

WEIGHTED 3

- Social Parent
Education Health Services Involvement Nutrition T

STRATUM A

Number of Staff 20,730 1,915 3, 837 1,371 4,299

Promotion Rate 6.4%, 2.7% 7.0% 8.29% 4. 0%
STRATUMN B

Number of Staff 23,876 1,423 2,763 1,312 4,511

Promotion Rate 8. J7 4.,2% 5. 4% 6. 8% 7.3%
STRATUN C

Number of Staff 23,184 1,560 3, 146 © 172 306

Promotion Rate 9, 67 - -5, 8¢ 8.3% 1. 6% 11. 07,
STRATUAT D

Number of Staff 19, 064 1,762 2,195 i, 057 2,995

Promotion Rate 3.6 10. 0% 6., 4% 0 2.4%
WEIGHTED TOTAL /\
PROMOTION RATES

Number of Staff 86, 855 6,661 11, 942 4,914 14, 874

Promotion Rate 7.5%, 5.7 6. 9", 4, 9%, 6, 17
WEIGHTED TOTAI.
TIRNOVER RATES

Number of Staff 86, 855 6,661 11, 942 4,914 14, 874

Turnover Rate 14, 8", 15. 67 15, 7% 11, 87 10, 2%,

NOTES Data may add *o more than 1067 becavse an employvee may hold more than one position at

A




EXHIBIT XIX

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

WEIGHTED 3-YEAR AVERAGE PROMOTION RATES BY COMPONENT

Staff
Nutritinn Train.ng Volunteer Administration Psvchological

4,29 762 525 3,628 233
4, 0% 9, 6% 23.6™ 6. 0% 0. 9%
4,511 365 147 5,366 107

7. 37 22,07 17. 9% 3. 9% 0
306 340 1,206 3,871 114

11, 0% 19, 17 1. 17 5,77 0
2, 995 211 669 5, 190 105

2.4 0 0 2,77 0
14, 874 1, 7080 2,548 18, 056 560
6. 17 13,27 6. 4% 4. 47 0.4
14,874 1, 709 2,548 18, 056 a6l
10, 27 14, 3Y%. .6"% 9, 0% 8. 0%,

1an one posttion at the same time,

/6

Totals

35, 973
6. 3%

39, 107
7. 4%

38, 638
a, 0.

31, 962
1.4,

145, 681
6.9

145, 681
13,47



likely because there are no positions into
which a person in this component could be
promoted.

- The highest overall promotion rate is in
staff training (13.2%). Since these posi-
tions tended {o be filled by people who N
filled two roles simultaneously, this may
simply reflect movement to this duai role,

- The promotion rates in Stratum D were
particularly low in administration and
nutrition. This probably reflects the lack
of positions to which directors, secretaries,
and cooks can be promoted in small
programs,

(2)  Four of Nine Components Exhibit Rising Trends in
Promotion Rates

It was previously noted that overall promotion
rates for the three-year pericd showed statis-
tically significant rising trends in Strata B, C. .nd D.

. Exhibit XX, following this page, presents the
promotion rates for each of three vears found in
the components within the 144 organizations for
which mobility d«ta were obtained. No weighting
factors were applied to the data in thiv exhibit,
since a detailed analysis of trends was made

previously.
- The four components showing rising trends
are:
. Education
. Staff training
. \ vlunteer
. Admiinistration,
- Parent involvement is the only component

showing consistently falling promofion rates
for the three-yvar period.
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EXHIBIT XX

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

YEARLY PROMOTION RATES
BY COMPONENT

BY 72 PY 71 PY 70
—ducation D 4,992 - D 4, 881 D 4,703
) 70 80 50;0 70 6. 20;0 0’/’0 50 00170
Health D 398 D 382 D 357
' % 3.0% %o 5.2% T 3. 1%
Social Services D 820 D 789 D 736
% 6.3% To 7.4% % 6.8%
Parent Involvement D 309 D 286 D 261
T 4, 9% %o 7.3% %% 7.7%
Nutrition . D 1,077 D 1,043 D 1,022
. % 5. 9“’/20 % 4,1% T 4,3%
Staff Training D 160 r 154 D 123
% 24, 4% % 13.0% %o 3.3%
Volunteer : D - 105- D a9 D 100
o 24, 8% % 20, 2% Ty 13, 0%
Administration D 1,022 D 954 D 924
. % 6.8% %% 4.3% _ %o 3.3%
Psychological D 31 D 3t D 32
' % 3.2% % 0% %o 0%

1

NOTE 1: Data may add to more than 100% because an employee may hold
more than one position at the same time.

NOTE 2: The percentages in this exhibit are-from an unweighted sample
and cannot be.directly compared with data in other exhibits,
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Except fur the two small components, staft

. traning and voluntecr, education had the
highest promotion rate in BN 72, This is

an indication that more programs arve filling
teacher vacancies by internal promotions and
suggests that Career Development nas had. u
positive impact in this, the largest Head

Start component. \
N

This condclites the analvsis of the extent of upw:p mnbiljty
I3
i . : : /
The final section of the chaptehr exarmmnes
-'/
turnover and promoaon rates in indirect provider ¢érganizations,

reported in the studv.,

-

0. TURNOVER AND PROMOTION RATHES FOR INDIRLCT
PROVIDERS ’

In seviral of the Hend Start programs wiveh had

one (lelegate agency, the grantee agency playeid no direct role n
onerating Head start centers ot cather

. - 3 e IS T N H
s 1. Apmsiiaid

moamtoring and coordinating the operations of the delegate ngencies,
This section examines the turnover and promotion rates in the

seven indhirect provider organizations for which Aata were reported,




« () Fer Indirect Provider Organizations, Turnc-er Rates
¢ \  Are Higher and Promotion Rates dre Lower Than for
the Overall Average oi All Programs

Exhibit XXI, following this page, presents maobility

data for seven indirect provider grantee agencies’

- . The average' turnover rate for indirect providers =~
; : is 42% higher than the overall average rate
- (18% compared to 13.4%).

The average promotion rate for indirect proym/rs
is 36’ lower than the overall averag., rate (4. 4%

- . ‘ compared to 6.9%). -

Promoticns only cccurred in Stratum, A indirect
.- providers.' This suggests that only-the largest
nrograms have been able to provide workable

career ladders in th. se organizations,

- ' . Turnovers were highest in Stratum }iindirect
providers where no promotions dcc iwrred, This
‘ again sugy -sts that a lack of promotion oppor-
' tunities may cause emrloyee dissatisfaction and
result in increased outward mobility.

{2)  Indirect Provider Organizations Exhibit Mobility
Characteristics Similar to Those Found in the _
Administrative Component of Head Start Programs !

-

A comparison of the data in Exhjbit XXI with mobility ™

»

3

inforination from previous exhibits provides further in-

i
.8
4 sights into the nature of mobility 1n indirect provider
o organizations:
# ]
S L4 -
\g‘. '-f-_ '
L 2 . The average promotion rate (or indirect pro-
). S viders 1s the same as the average promotion
4 . ¢ . !
- rate in the administrative component of atl

44 - S
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programe (4,471, lThis is not surprising since
indirect providers are basically administrative
organizanons,

The average turno.er rate for adirect providers
ig very similar to the turnover rate in the admin-
1gtrative component of Stratum A programs
(1%, 07 compared to 18,57.)., This suggests that
personnel in mndirect provider organizations may
h« experiencing similar operational frustrations
ac adrunistrative personnel in the largest programs.
In comclusion, the analysis of mobibty, rates i ndirect
procider orgarszations supports the cuntention that their
charactoristins ary zufficrently difforent that, {or the pur-

poser ol thya staedy, i o Db sl e oews tuded frosn the de-

H -

tailed analvete ~f canses nlemplaoyee mobility,

Trhe analysis of the extent of vployee mobility has shown that
ovirall turnover rates are quite low and apparently stable and that
promaotnn rates, although lower than turnover rates, have shovn
arising trend over the lagst three years., The overall low turnover
rates found 1n the analysis suggest that, for Head Start as a whole,
high turnover 18 currently not a problem.  The reader should hear
in mind this fact when he examines the analysis presented in Chapter
v, Impact of Al and when he congulers the policy implhicat,onsg
of the analysis presented ip Chapter IV, Causes of Mobility,, which
follows immediately,
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(2)

certain variables and employee mobility. The
model is composed of five major categories of
variables:

- External constraint (exogenous) variables
- Contro! variables

- Job environment variables

- Project experience variables

- Outcome variables '

The ciassification of variables into these categories
is presented in kxhibit XXII, following this page.

The information from which the conclusions in
this chapter were derived was obtained from

- " “Interview: notes

- Current and Former Employee Questionnaires
- Project Data Questionnaires

Variable Characteristics of Head Start Organizations
Were Tested For Relationships with Mobility by

Examining the Highest and L.owest Turnover in Direct

Provider Qrganizations

———————

. We examined primarily the analytic result~ ~f the
fifteen organiza.ions with the highest outward
mobility (three year average) and the fifteen
organizations with the lowest outward mobility.
These extremes ale most apt to reveal the causal
relationships.

-« .. W also examined for possible causal relationships

emplovee mobility sample, for example:

- Interviewsawith organization directors
- . . Perspectives of former employees

In dentifying the fifteen highest and fifteen Jlowest

mobility organizations, to analyze Head Start
variables, we adopted the constraint that only ovne

47~



EXHIBIT XXII

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

ANALYTICAL MODEL

EXTERNAL CONSTRAINT

VARIABLES

. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS OF THE
LABOR MARKET
BUDGETARY LIMITATIONS
LEGISLATIVE LIMITAT IONS
ADMINISTRATIVE
REGULATIONS
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

CONTROL VARIABLES

e EMPLOYEE ELIGIBILITY
STANDARDS AND SELECTION
CRITERIA

o OPERATIONAL RESTRICTIONS
— FULL YEAR, EIGHT-MONTH
- FULL YEAR. MORE THAN

EIGHT MC*ITHS L_‘

- PART-DAY

7 - FULL-DAY

e CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
REGIONAL OFFICE

® NATURE OF THE GRANTEE
o PROGRAM GUIDELINES
- STAFFING PATTERNS
- MINIMUM DELIVERY
REQUIREMENTS
' OUTCOME VARIABLES
® JOB DECISIONS MADE 8Y
, eu'ngvess 5
JOB ENVIRONMENT VARIABLES o"n':}%er?fr:ﬁtovw CHOICE AN
CAREER DEVELOPMENT ﬁ o TURNOVER 9Y COMPONENT
EFFORT PROJECT EXPERIENCE VARIABLES e TURNOVER OV EMPLOYEE
MANAGE RIALSTYLE AT THE e EMPLOYEE EXPECTATIONS CHARACTERISTICS
OPERATING LEVEL ~ ACHIEVEMENT e LEVEL OF PRODUCTIVITY
COMPENSATION RATES - RECOGNITION e MOTIVATIONAL LEVELS
WORKING CONDITIONS - RESPONSIBILITY ® FAVORAELE AND
PROGRAM LIFE CYCLE =i ~ ADVANCEMENY - UNFAVORABLE EMPLOYEE
ROLE OF THE AEG,ONAL - CROWTH FLOWS
TRAINING OFFICER 108 CONTENT - UPWARD-INTEANAL
ETHNIC MIX OF STAF? o OCCUPATIONAL INCLINATIONS — UPWARD-EXTERNAL
VOLUNTEER YO PAID STAFF o SYAFF in, 'ERACTIONS ~ LATERAL-INCREASED
RATIO COMPE TENCE
CHILD TO STAFF RATIO - DOWNWARD-INTERNM A
~ DOWNWARD-EXTEANA _
- LATERAL-DECREASFD
COMPETENCE

M‘ € 70




organization from a single program would
he represented

: &
The Mary Holmes pregram, with headquarters
in Jackson, Miss., would have constituted 407
of the low mobility group if this precaution had
not been observed.

- This constraint helped to avoid duplications
of the same characteristics within a program
while examiming the variables.

We excluded grantees which are onlv indirect
providers trom this section of the analvsis in
order to standardi~o the analvsis with organtzu-
tions which operate Head Start centers.

1. VARIABLES RELATED TO OUTWA D AIOBILITY AT .0 -

1.00 CONFIDENCE 1LEVELS

Fach of the variables an the analvtical coode b was
canamined through use of one of the following:

- A hi-square test cinployed upon a contine-
guitcy table

- A T -test

Five variables enerped as related to turnover at
the 20 ~tatisticasl level or abor ¢

- Budpet cuts

- Foxtent of Urbanization

- oevels ol propotion authority

- = atistaction with co-vworkers
- Voduntes /st Rat

None of the five o catepories of the rooded
predomranated inoats correlotion wth turnover

—di3-
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(n High Turnover Qrganizations Were More Freguently
Associated With Budget Cuts Than Were §ow
Turnover Qreanizations

% N Nearly every program voiced budget problems,
in the form of salaries, budget or stiaff cuts.
Budget cuts constituted the problem listed most
frequently among budgetary limitations (P roject

. Data Questionnaire, Question #13).
, Within the past two federal fiscal sears cight of

the highest turnover orgamzations (us compared
with two of the lowest turnover organizations) had
expertenced budget cuts whieh caused themn to
cernunate delegate agenes staftt,

. Exhibit XXIII, followiny this page, demonstrates whieh
organizations reported having experienced budpet cuts.

. The budget cat/turnover relationship was also verified
by examining the actial Federally - funded pursonne’
costs lor cach organization

. Interviews wath current crnjpddosees of soLenty - five
organteation= andicated that the tanding bevel o aased
. other problen < a= well a5 turnove . Phosee w ot it
problen:: and the number of orosuamzation- indienitino

those problems include:
- ock ot cquig ent (20)

Fle i Sttt l’l'ta;j!'{i-’v (NS LENCES EYIE IR T SN SRR B '
chrfdren (31)

- Head start center located i mmadequinte
Vi ity (2)

- oo o w raiaes (48)
t

ook of ~opvice for Biandecn, ped o hildren (B)

Re-troet s ot gty - RS e B LR Y B T (2)




~Qutward Nobility
‘hree-Year Averape!

249,

3oy

4%

4%

g

EXHIBIT X1 (1)

Qffice of Child Levelopmert
Department of Health, Educ tion and Welfare

KILATIONSHIP BE TWEEN BUDGET
CUTS AND OUTWARD MOBILITY

Orpanization Name Y

Chicago Youth Centers - LEARN, Chicago, lil.
Bushwick Community Corporation, New Yorx, N.Y.
Kountze Independent School District, Kountze, Tex.

Seattle Pubiic Schools, Seattie, Wash.

Child Care and Development Services, Los Angeles,
Calf.

Coramunity improvement Council, Lanville, Va.
Coroni Norco Head Start, Corona, Calif.

Thenipson Schoel District Rid., Tovelund, Coln
Cransion Colianumday Action, Cranston, R.1.

Bonner Sp-rings S chooi sttt #1, Bonner Sorags, o~
Alashe oo Pabdn Sohnots ) Maskegon \ieh.

Nhoogpe 130 oo Sabosbhurs AL

Quusex County Community Action Agency, Inc.,

CTEYT IR 1 O
St Alban's Day Nursers, Miapa, Fla.
I rver Puttne Scheetle, Denver, Coln

L 4
{ aecde-Caounty Boord of Education, Hovnescvilie Aia
Milwaskee Publo Schoods ) Alibwaukee, Was.
inttanapolie Pre-Scheol Corporates, lndianay - e 1o
tr: Saml Hregdteas, Ufewioy, P

Tri-Co Caommutst - Action Lasrminhary, N.CL

Montgomery Uounty Connmunity Action Agenues,

a

Mentatsrne e, e

Budget Cuts

Yes

Yes

..o



EXHIBIT XXII (2)

v
1

Jutward Mobility /

ree-Year Average) Organication Name 2 Budget ¢ 'ts
1% Community Service Assctiation, Jackson, Miss. Yes
. 8% Frederick Douglass, Child Development Center No

Los Angeles, Calf.

0% Coshocton County Headstart, Coshocton, Ohiu No
0% Ga}rett Keyser Butler School District, Garrett, ind. No
0% Moaoresville Public Schools, Mooresville, N.C. No
0% : West Lake Cumbq rland Area Development Council, No

Columbia, Ky.

0% Delta Hills Educational Association, Sardis, Miss. No
07 Mary Holmes (Rankin Councy) , Jackson, Miss. Yes
0% The Hilary School, Newark, N.J. N
\.
O
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. TP his surves cdoes not cover the prann Gy causos ol
Heod Start erglovesent problenizan oy experience

or others | have talked withe Fwould say the chief
reasen ; rofesstonals beave Head Sstant 05 the Laes ’
of adequate funding for facthities and eflecationat
ottertad= and the strenuouso a5 of wovear - roand
crocram. - - forrer vmnplovee

>

In teleshone mntersviews which were conducted with

foroer empiovees of the fifteen gh turrover

Croaeatiens, prograr budoet outs wineh coansed
o

to he 1
oot sefreant factor in teaving Heao Swart
- ¢

pesttions to e chimnated were teveale

(v thee Tin Pormeor P losees who responded to
the nestiennarre, 37 feft Head Stav eronlovnent

bBoecause therr positton was elipranated

- Exhibit NXIV, tollowuig s page, Usts the most
sitificant reasons whiooh former crplovees @ave
for teaviny Head Start i omtervoew = st on

FEPRRRCE SO SR BT S

() Lrvan OQrgamieaticns Hove Thehior Turae er than Bunag
(Yroameal -

Fhe oroportios of arban organtsations represented
pee the tileh tallave 1 og ot nart YU creater than an

URATIN FASLUNE ST 4 S BRANUES SR 4N ALV ER

There e R STt thuat turmnv e was Ore aler
v T han areds b cause o thie diflerences in the

coaeptions of the fabor rearket between rural and

-

et an areas (s s his b rartieo g s e Yy
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EXHIBIT NNIV

Office of Child Development
Departerent of Health, Fdaestion, and Welfare

REASONS FORMER EMPLOYEES GIVE FOR
LEAVING. HE.D START EMPLOYMENT

INTERVIEWS WITH FORMER EMPLOYEES
OF HIGH TURNOVER ORGANIZATIONS

Four Most bBroguently Moentioned Reasons

Prosram reduced and position dropped

Family or personal nprotdem

Contlict wath supervisors or adannist ation polies
LLaow pa,

QU ESTIONN ARES RECER ED FROM
FURMER EMPTCYERS

e - ¢ e A m—a~ s maN oz = i Aram ame ) s Pkl

Four Most Freguently Mentioned He Lsons

Personal o tamtls sroblems

Fooumnpd g Lottt

Ledt to pursue education

Proeooomoan. s



(1)

. Because rural areas-do not experience us much

turnover as urban areas, one ca.not assume that
there 1s no cmplovee dissatisfaction in those progran.s
. In contrast to riral areas, the dissatisfaction of
employees in urban areas i1s displayed most clearly
by turnover because the individual has more
opportunities \'avenues’’) available to hum.

Fewer Levels of Appreval Authority for Promotions

and Salary Increase Existed in Organizations of High
Turnover ) -

A chi-square test was periormed in the number of
levels of authomty in high and cw turnover organtza-
tions and the difference was significant at a con-
fidenare jevel of 290%.

The Dfteern mighest tutnover urgamzalions cabibted
bR b ol appreensi authorily Tanging from .ne e
thieo as (omparcd with one 1o si1x levels of authorty
for the Lifteen lowest turnover agencies.  [n fact,
epht of the Nifteen mighest orgamzations had oniv.,
une level of approval autnority, ¥
Turnover may have been related to this variable
because employess felt more subjectively judged
in those organizaiions with fewer levels of authority,
This may have caused resentments and a greater
desire to lrave the program,

Current Emplovees Have More Complaints About
Relationships With Co-Workers in High Turnover
Orpamizations Than in Low Turnover Qrganizativ.as

Cuarrent emplovera were asked: "Howw well do
pecs e an Head Start get along wath therr follow
workers ' The responses whioh anshicated -
satisfactory relatonstups were "Not at alt'” or
“a Littie”

‘”)xb \
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At tim O3 antidence teved, the hghest uraover '
R 3 A% S A Ity e chrarlag Yt!lf‘r E.ﬁ‘!\ View = ol !H}:‘. :
antiafact arv eelationships anwons 2orkers more =
thian dre tho limve-t turnosQ STUanTaatn LR
Ao . . . -
A current vripioyee z'a'nu‘-m-:‘fx fig 4 o A flead ) _ B
Start teacvhier = teiv honed Booas Aljen th potay Lo LD
wistrier il Mt oo s '«ii‘mst by Hesd Rtart : :
o progran: 'f
. .
~ TProbtems vsist bete oen Wwachers and
teeqeiier Gily )
~
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: Thary are no clear limits of joi: 4
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. Due to fack of wanitorsal sdrvices con-
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\

PFogohors cannct actualty toach as ;
Nassroo

tasional enuentors o the clas m
. -\‘
Bt ause the aed s are o ventrol :

- L Addes are extronedy bolhigerent and
nostile becausce they beheve they are
{Enlﬂg the ~ans: wol'h as teas hers, bLiut
are getting paid-less

-;..

. Phe Direcor aa :\;,.xph tely nnr(‘..pnnﬂﬂ*

- . to aii of these prot.lems” . _
On the ore 2 hand, former emplovees ~hd not

dgually o, «dszatisfaction wath co-workers a5 a

principal reason tor leaving Head Start. Onty 279

of all former vimployees respunding to The yuestion -
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naire said they left'because they could not get along

with other people

- . In general, former empioyees gave less
negative reasons for leaving such as ''personal
or family problems " which demonstrated a

reluctance to criticize Head S{art at all
' N

~
\\

(3) | Volunteer/Staff Ratios Were ngher in High Turnover
Organizations

. Wi.n a statistical analysis was made of the relation-
ship between volunteer/staff ratios and turnover it
was discovered that the variable was related
at the . 99 confidence level

- - High turnover organizations have an .average °
of 2.4 volunteers per staff member

\
\

- Low turnover organizations have an average of
. 69 volunteers per staff member

This phenomenon is probably more directly related
to the urban/rural variable than to turnover

i : .
- There are fewer volunteers in the classroom
in rural areas because of the transportation
problem

- The rural characteristic is associated more
often with low turnover than with high turn-
over «rganizations o

- The interviewers did not encounter any, e6m-
plaints about volunteers (either too many or
too few) which would be serious enough to
cause employees to leave the program

|
o :.I'L
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2.  VARIABLES RELATED TO OUTWARD MOBILITY AT .75
- CONFIDENCE LEVEL

~

This section describes two variables for which there is as
great as one chance in four that a relationship with outward
mobility does not actually exist:

. Promotion Rates
. Type of Organization
- This confidence level is not highly significant, but does.indicate

a tendency for a causal relationship to exist..

(1) Promotion Rates Were Directly Related to Turnover
Rates in High Mobility Organizations

. - The relationship between turnover and promotion
~ is one consisting of contradictory associations.

- On the one hand, low promotion rates can
cause employee discouragement resulting
in resigna;éions from the program.

- On the other hand, there is /a. tendency for
the very high turnover organizations to be
the ones with relatwely high promotion rates
and for the very low turnover organizations
to have low promotion rates. This is because
the high turnover organizations have positions
open into which remaining employees can be
promoted, whereas the low turnover orgamza-
tions do not

«54 -
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This contradiction is evident in the apposite
results. which occur between analyzing aggregate
mobility rates for entire strata of programs and
analyzing mubility rates of only those organizations
at the extreme ends of the mobility scale

- Exhibits XXV and XXVI, following this page,
show that the fifteen high turnover organiza-
tions are more associated with high promo-
tion rates and that the fifteen high promotion
organizations are more associated with high
turnover rates than their respective fifteen
low mobility organization counterparts -

- Exhibit XXVII, following Exhibit XXVI,
demonstratés that for the sample strata as
a whole, there is an inverse relationship
between turnover and promotion rates. A
linear regression analysis established this
relationship at the .75 confidence level. We
conclude, however, that this relationship
is not one of causality, which is more aptly
seen from. contrasting the extreme organiza-
tions, but is more a reflection of the associa-
tion of turnover and promotions with program

"~ stratum size

. Further discussion of the factors relating to
promotion rates is found in Section 5 of this
chapter <

(2) Organizations Affiliated with Public Schools Equrienced
Significantly Higher than Average Qutward Mobility

The proportion of organizations affiliated with
public schools was twice as great in the high
turnover organizations as compared with the low
turnover organizations, as shown in Exhibit XXVIII

~55~
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EXHIBIT XXV (1)

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

THREE-YEAR AVERAGE TURNOVER
RATES OF HIGH AND LOW
PROMOTION ORGANIZA TIONS

High Promotion Organizations

Council of Affiliated Negro Organizations, Inc.,
Santa Ana, Cahf

Day Care Services for Children, Milwaukee, Wisc.

Bloomingdale Family Program, New York, N.Y.

West L.ake Cumberiand Area Development Council,
Columbia, Ky.

Worcester School District, Worcester, Mass.

University of Missouri, Portageville, Mo.

*Corona Norco Head Start, Corona, Calif;

Family Services, Inc., Winston-Salem, N.C.

Sussex County Community -Action Agency, Inc.,
Georgetown, Del.

Shore Up, Inc., Salishury, Md.

Marcy-Newberry Association, Chicago, Ill.

Alabama Council on Human Relaticns, Auburn, Ala.

Support Council on Preventive Effort (SCOPE),
Dayton, Ohio

Atlantic Human Resources, Atlantic City, N.J.

Institute of Community Service, Rust College,
Holly Springs, Miss.

JSa

3 Year Average Y

Turnover Rate

16%

17%
19%

0%

16%
10%
31%
16%

39% -

Ut

W -

A

fn

24%
21%
6%

14%

9%
7%




EXHIBIT XXV (2)

LB

3 Year Average . ' 3 Year Average
Promotion Rate Low Promotion Organizations Turnover .Ra't_e
0 Tl’lg":ﬁilary School, Newark, N.J, | | | 0
0 _ | I}ﬁséher Horizons Day Care, Bailey's Crossroads, Va. 13%
-0 .,g?ziommunity Service Association., Jackson, Miss. 1%
. 4, . ,
0 f Bonner Springs School District #1, Bonner Springs, Ks. 27%
: |
0 - Missouri Ozarks Economic Opportunity Corporatio_n, 11%
Richland, Mo.
0 ‘/ Cranston Community Action, Cratr§to/n_./R.I- 28%
0 ﬂ«"ﬂ Anderson County School District, Clinton, Tenn. 21%
0 ?"/ Mooresville Public Schools, Mooresville, N.C. 0
0 / " Garrett Keyser.Butler School District, Garrett, Ind. 0
0 _:’i Muskegon Public Schools, Muskegon, Mich. 0
Q. Coshocton County Headstart, £oshocton, Ohio 25%
- .h__;’o Kountze Independent School District, Kountze, Tex. 43%
0 ' ‘Clackamus County Headstart, Oregon City, Ore. . 13%
Y 2% ~ Coahoma Opportunity, Clarksdale, Miss. . 5%
« 3% Milwaukee Public Schools, Milwaukee, V’isc. 4%

s$54b
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EXHIBIT XXVI (1)

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

THREE YEAR PROMOTION RATES .
FOR HIGH AND LLOW TURNOVER

ORGANIZATIONS
% Outward

Mobility Program Name Promotion Rates

539 Chicago Youth Centers - LEARN, Chicago, Ill. 9%

43% ) | Bushwick Community Corporation, Nev& York, N.Y. 8%

43% Kountze Independent School District, Kountze, Tex. 0%

41% ~ Seattle Public Schools, Seattle, Wash. 9%

, 35% ..+ Child Care and Development Services, Los Angeles, 3%

N Calif. : :

329, Community Improvement Council, Danville, Va. 3%

31% . Corona Norco Head Start, Corona, Calif. 13%

30% | Thompson School District RI1J., Loveland, Colo 4%

29% Cranston Community Action, Cranston, R.I. 0%

| 27% ) Bonner S;)rings.School District #1,- Bonner Springs, Ks. 0%

‘. 25% Muskegon Public Schools, Muskego_n. Mich. 0%

24% Shore Up, Inc., Salisbury, Md. 13%

- 24% “ Sussex County C.ommunity Action Agency, Inc., 13%

" Georgetown, Del ; -

24% | St. Alban's Day Nurse-ry. Miami, Fla. - 6%

22% Denver Public Schools, Denver, Colo. g., 6%

4% ' Lowndes County Board of Education, Haynesville, Ala. 2%

4% Milwaukee Public Schools, Milwaukee, Wisc.. R 0. 5%

/
’
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% QOutward
~ quilitx
4%

4%

1%

1%

: " 1%

8%

0%
0%. -
0%

0%

0%

, 0%

0%

EXHIBIT XXVI (2)

Program Name

Promotion Rates

India_napolis Pre-School Corporation, Indianapolis, Ind.

Tri-Parish Progress. Crowley. La.
Tri- Co Community Action, Laurinburg, N.C.

Montgomery County Community Action Agency,
Montgomery, Ala.

Community Service Association, Jackson, Miss.

Frederick Douglass, Child Development Center
Los Angeles, Calif. ‘

Coshocton County Headstart, Coshocton, Ohio

Gafrétt Keyser Butler School District, Garrett, Ind.

Mooresville Public Schopls. Mooresville, N.C.

West Lake Cumberland ~ ea Development Council,
Columbia, Ky:

Delta Hills Educational Association, Sardis, Miss.

Mary Holmes (Rankin County) , Jackson, Miss.

The Hilary School, Newark, N.J.

%

4%

3% -

2%
0%
6%

0%
0%

17%

| 1%
8%
O%l




s EXHIBIT XXVII

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

RELATIONSHIP OF TURNOVER RATES
g BY PROGRAM AND BY STRATA
TO PROMOTION RATES

3 YEAR
WEIGHTED
AVEIRAGE
20t
18
161
14}
- O12F TURNOVER RATES

0 ‘ PROMOTION RATES

N S OO
T

- .

STRATA

o
>l
e}

O

- X A
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% Outward

Mobility
~ 539
43%

43% -
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41%

*35%

«F R Aol 0%

32%

31%
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30%
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Organization Name

Chicago Youath Centers - LEARN, -Chicago, Ill.
Busﬁwick Community Corporation, New York, N.Y.
K_ountzé Independent School District, Kountze, Teix-
Seattie Public Schools, Seattle, Wash.

Child Care and Development Services, Los Angeles,
Calif, '

Community Improvement Council, Danville, Va.
Corona Norco Head Start, Corona, Calif.

Thompson School District RILJ., Loveland, Colo

Cranston Community Action, Cranston, R.I.

Bonner Springs School District #1, Bonner Springs, Ks.

Muskegon Public Schools, Muskegon, Mich.
Shtore Up, Inc., Salisbury, Md.

Sussex County Community Action Agency, Inc.,
Georgetown, Del '

St. Alban's Day Nursery, Miami, Fla.
Denver Public Schools, Denver, Colo.
Lowndes County Board of Education, Haynesville, Ala.

Milwaukee Publié Schools, Milwaukee, Wwisc.

Indianapolis Pre-School Corporation, Indianapolis, Ind.

Tri-Parish Progress, Crowley, La.
Tri-Co Community Action, Laurinburg, N.C.

Montgomery County Community Action Agency,
Montgomery, Ala. ' '

Type of .-'\genq*

limited Purpose

Community Corporati-

Board of Education
Board of Kducation

limited Purpose

CAP

RBoard of Education

|

Board of Fducation

CAP
Board of Education
Board of Education
CAP

CAP

I.imited Purpdse

RBoard of Fducation |

Board of Education
Board of FEducation
Single Purpose
CAP

CAP

AP

i
ity
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. ENHIBIT NXVIII (1)

- ' ' ' QOffice of Child Development
Department of Health, Fducation, and Weltare

HOURS AND MONTHS OF OPERATION
AS RELATED TO QUTWARD MOBILITY

Rl | LR SO R §

: j Full Dav/ o " # Months Per

Type of Ageney ' Part Day | Year

Limited Pu;*pos-‘.'e: Full and Part 11

: | (‘onnnu‘nity Corporation Iull . 12

= i . Board of Fducation | Part Time _ 10

: ‘Board of I-?(ltn(-at;on Part Time ' n

“  lLimited Purpose Part Time 10

_ CAP | “.. Full S 12

Hoar‘d of IffillCthlOﬂ ‘ I-'t;ll . 8
Roard of Education Part Time 8
CAP ' Part Time b

. K8, Board of Education Part Time i

- Board of Education Full f
CAP _ FFull 12
CAP : Full | | oz

('

l.imited Purpose . Full _ 12 )
Board of Kducuation Pact Time 12

Ala. . Board of Iiducation IFull : 12
Board of Education Part Time _ | 12

- Ind. Single Purpose Full 12
CAP Part Time ] |
CAP Full _. 11

2 '(‘:\}’ _ Full _‘ 12

: : _ ‘.
5 \\




" % Qutward

Mobility Organization Name Type of Agen
1% Community Service Assmiation; Jackson, -Miss. " CAP

- 8% Frederick Douglass, Child Development Center ' C.AP

' l.os Angeles, Calif.
0% Coshocton County H%a@start, Coshocton, Ohio CAPDP
0% Garrett Keyser Butlér Schéol Districi, Garrett, Ind. | School District
0% Mooresville Public Schools, Mooresville, N.C. - CAP

- 0% West Lake Cumberlana Area Development Council, CAD

Columbia, Ky.

-

0% - Delta Hills Educational Association, Sardis, Miss. Limited l’urpoée'
0% Mary Holmes (Rankip County) , Jackson, Miss. Limited Purposce
0% The Hilary School, Newark, N.J. l.imited Purpose
i [
1
O

; ERIC 354




Ind.

2il,.

i
n
3

Type of \peney

CAP,

CAP
CAP
School District .
CAP

CAP

Limited Purposey
l.imited Purpose

Limited Purpose

' ENHIBIT NNVHI (27
el Doy # .\lnmh.q/l;m"'
Part Day R Year e S
Part Time : - “ _
. \' °
I';Ull - a0y .f'_'_z
Par: Time - 4
Fall o ' 0 )
Pary Time ! .10
Part Tine s
Part Time . '
Full . 10 172
PPart Time 10
) s
N, .

N
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. Limited purpbse organizations tended to ex-
" . perience low mobility and CAP organizations
7 were evenly associated with both categories

The larger bureaucracy with which a school system .
is associated may have been a soujce of frustration
for individuals leaving high turnover organizations
o | |
- Pome employees in programs not connected )
iwith public schools but who had formerly been
: public school teachers said they greatly
- appreciated the more flexible arid innovative

atmosphere in Head Start

- Emplovees in oné school system remarked.. .. ..
they were subject to ail the regulations of the
school system but received none of the benefits
(perceived as higher salaries, paid vacations,
etc.). - This conflict caused much discontent

VARIABI.ES NOT REILATED TO OUTWARD MOBILITY

H
Tests of significance were performed for each of
these variaples and it was discovered that little or
‘no statistical significance (i.e. less than .75) was
associated between these variables und turnover

These variables represented several of the categories
of variables in the analytical model

-4

(1) Personncei Conflicts with §gpe.rv1sors Could Not Be
Related Statistically to Turnover

\
. ) \
Current emplovees were asked how well peop.le
got along with their supervisors. The negative
responses 'not at alt' and-"' a little" were
) ‘analyzed u» measures of conflict with supervisors
-56- LEeT
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(2)

. 5.57 of all current emplovees gave one of these
Corespunses N
. There was no statistical significande between high

and low turnover organizations and the negative
responses about relationships with supervisors

. Some individuals expressed concern about the
confidentiality of the survey and ma: have been
reluctant to express their actual opinions '

/

- In general, there appeared to be a reluctance

to criticize supervisors in interviews

- Interviewers observed strained relationships

between emplovers and supervisors in some
organizations

. —_Former employees were somewhat less reluctant
to criticize supervision

- - Of the 736 farmer employvees who responded

to the questionnaire, 47, stated-theyv left
LBecause of conflict with supervisors

- In telephone interviews with the former
employees of the fifteen high turnover
e organizations, conflict with supervisors
was one of the top five reasons which those
interviewed gave for leaving the program

1

.
“ '

Feelings of Dissatisfaction With Head Start \Were Not

Anv Greater in High Turnover Organizations Than in

l.ow Turnover Organizations

. A T-test revealed no significant relationship
tetween dislike of Head Start amofng—former and
current employvees of high turnover organizations
and dislike in low turnover orgenizat ions
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There was no significant difference between those
current employees in high turnover organizations
who liked Head Start less than their last job and

current emplovees in low mobility organizations who
liked Head Start less
(3) Turnover Is Not Affected by Child/Staff Ratious

The child/statf ratios were similar for
both the highest and lowest turnover agencies

The rates range from 6.2 children per emplovee
in high turnover organizations to 5.5 in low turn-
over organizations

(4)

— ————

No Relationship Was Discovered Between .—\,é,e and
Turnover

40-1457. in ecach group (high turnaver and low
turnover) were under 33 years of age

Sex Does Not Appear To Be a Factor in Qutward
Mobility

- .
°

"
~

~
)

. .o h.‘\ .
It was difficult to make a comparison by sex

since females predominate the Head Start
Project. '

[

Those that did have a larger percentage of males
cmployees showed no more prepondernance

toward mobility than those that did not as shown
in Exhibit XXIX, following this page,

-58- |
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EXHIBIT XXIX (1)

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

¢ CURRENT AND FORMER EMPLOYEES
: | IN HIGH AND LOW TURNOVER
ORGANIZATIONS BY PERCENT FEMALE

HIGH TURNOVER ORGANIZATIONS

~. ' Female Employees As Percent of Total

\\ s »
T g - Current Former
Organization Name Employees Employees Variance

Chicago Youth Centers-LEARN,

S Chicago, Illinois 76% 100% +24
v | Bushwick Community Corporation,
New York, New York 80% 80% 0
Seattle Public Schools, - _
Seattle, Washington 1% 92% +21
Child Care and Development ot
‘Services, Los Angeles, California . 88% 69% . =19
Community Improvement Council, .
Danville, Virginia ) 100% 31% : -69
Thompson School District RILJ, . , '. ,
Loveland, Colorado 89% 100% +11
~ + Cranston Community Action, | \/

Cranston, Rhode Island : , 100%- 100% , 0

- Bonner Springs School District #1,
Bonner Springs, Kansas 89% _ 100%: +11

Muskegon Public Schools, _
Muskegon, Michigan 100% 100% 0

Shore Up, Inc., Salisbury, Maryland 100% 100% 0

Sussex County Community Action
Agency, Inc., Georgetawn, Del. 100% 79% -21

Denver Public Schools,
Denver, Colorado 82% 95% +13

.. S
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EXHIBIT XXIX (2)

N

LOW TURNOVER ORGANIZATIONS

Female Employees As Percent of Total

\

Current Former .
Organization Name Employees Employees - Variance
_Loundes County Board of E&ucation,
Haynesville, Alabama ' 100% 100% 0
- Milwaukee Public Schools, )
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 100% T7% -23
Indianapolis Pre-School Cor-
< - poration, Indianapolis, Indiana 96% _g ['/_o______m____ -1
Tri-Parish County,
Crowlcy, Louisiana 82% 88% +6
Tri-Co Community Action, |
: Laurinburg, North Carolina 72% 88% +16
. Montgomery County Community
: Action Agency, Montgomery, Ala, 90% 67% -23
- Frederick Douglas Child
Development Center, Los Angeles,
California 65% 0% -65
' Mooresville Public Scnools, _ :
Mooresville, ;North Carolina 100% 100% 0
West Lake Cumberland Area
- Development Council, .
Columbia, Kentucky 94, 90% -4
Delta Hills Educational Association,
Sardis, Mississippi 82% 76% -6
Mary Holmes (Rankin County),
Jackson, Mississippi 92% 80% ~12
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(6)

(7)

(8)

Months of Operation and Number of Hours of Operation

Are Not Significantly Related to Turnover

The average number of months of operation for
both the highest and lowest turnover organizations

was ten .
\ .

. Most organizations among the thirty highest and
lowest operated full day centers, as shown in
Exhibit XXVIII, following page IV-10

~

The Extent of Regional Training Officer Assistance Is ;\Iot
Related to Turnover

Effectiveness of the regional training officer had no
affect on turnover

Nineteen of the thirty examined organizations
indicated that the role of the training officer
was effective for their training purposes--but
with some limitations

Salary Complaints Were Voiced Frequently Among Both
High and Low Turnover Groups but Low Pay Is Not a
Major Cause of Turnover

‘There was a. tendency for a high percentage of
all employees to say that salaries are too low

51% of all current employees felt their salaries
were not fair

- 13% and 15% respectively of former employees of
high and low turnover organizations expressed
salary complaints on their questionnaires

Former employee telephone interviews indicated’

that of those who had been employed in high and low
turnover organizations, 6.8% and 5.5% respectively
cited low pay a reason for leaving

I
r
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(9

Of all the former employees who responded t(_S the

questionnaire, 37% presently have jobs with higher
salaries than they had received in Head Start °

"I left with reluctance. I have returned to school
to bolster credentials for a public schoo] teaching
job. The pay is better, the benefits are better.
Yearly raises almost assured (provided ore is
responsible). (After two and a.half years as a
reliable employee, my salary was raised $100,
as a Head Start teacher).''--A Former Employ\ee

"While a fair system of raises should be set up
for teachers, not one of raises for just'those who

happen to be favorites of executives, salary should .

not be the important thing.'--A Former Employee

The Number of Levels of Hiring Authority Bore No

Relationship to Turnovef

The average number of levels of hiring was 2.1
for the high mobility programs and 2.6 for the
low mobility programs

60% of those organizations in the high mobility
group have two levels of authority
: ) \

\

\

(10) The Level of Education of\Employees Wag Not

Significantly Related to Turnover #

2 P

L

T-test indicated no statistical relationship between
those individuals with B. A. degrees or graduate
school and outward mobility

- 27% of current employees of high mobility
programs possessed a B.A. or higher degree

- 37% of former employees of high mobility
programs possessed a B.A. or higher degree

il " :
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- 15% of current-employecs of low mobility
programs possessed a B,A, or higher degree
: i :

- 18, 5% of former employees of low mobility
programs possessed a B, A, or higher degree

-

. These results indicate the possibility that:
- Those with college degrees have more
‘opportunitics and leave Head Start more
frequently

- Those with more formal education have
more dissatisfactions with Head Start

(11) _Fringe Benefits Are Not Related to Outward Mob 1 ity

. There was no statistical relationship between
turnover and the rate of fringe benefits

Project Questionnaires revealed a large
range of fringe benefits (from . 0068% to 50%)

- This shows that different types and amounts
3 of benefits were offered in various
- organizations

- This also shqows that some organizational
directors 1g'nor£d such universal benefits
as social security payments in reporting
the percentage of fringe benefits

e d
(12) Ethnic Mix of Staff and Program's Longevity Were
Also Found To Be Unrelated to Dutward Maobility

Py

4. OTHER VARIABLES WERE EXAMINED IN RELATION TO
OUTWARD MOBILITY BUT WERE FOUND TO BE SUBJECT
TO LIMITED STATISTICAL MEASUREMENT

.- The discugsion of the following variables is based
on data secured from:

- Interviews with current and former employces

) Q ‘ | "61"




These data-have been subject to limited statistical
measurement '

We feel the data are important because

- The problems were encountered with con-
siderable frequency

- The problems may have been indirectly
related to turnover (a secondary cause under-
‘lying another reason given for resignation '
from Head Start)

- The problems as sources of latest dissatis-

faction_could trigger mobility at some point.
in the future if the conditions of the labor
market were to change

(1) There Are Few Job Opportunities Available in the

Current I.abor Market

For many of the programs visited, the labor market
is frequently characterized by

- Lack of competitive opportunities

- Requirements for highly skilled and
experienced persons

Twenty-two out of seventy-five organizations which
were interviewed responded that there were no jobs
available in the immediate labor market

An additional thirty-five said there were only
nonsimilar jobs available

One organization among the high turnover group
listed the high unemployment rate as one of the most
important factors relating to employee stability at
every level. This apparently kept people in Head
Start




. It appears that if better paying jobs in a related
= child care field were to become available in-
dividuals would leave for those jobs

- A case in point occurred in an organiza-

- tion located in Region 4 N
Federal monies in the form of Title IV-A '
. funds were granted to the public schools

for preschool education

. The Head Start Director experienced a
flood of resignations including 50%
of the central staff and many teachers

e T and teacher aides in the field staff

This situation occurred in the fall of

1972 but federal funds were held up and
* - the director was able to retain his staff.

He anticipated that the event would repeat

itself in January 1973 when the public

schools finally received the money

The Director felt that this would, hinder
- recruiting for Head Start and it would be
- difficult to find qualified personnel

- In many rural areas, particularly in Region 4,
there was little industry. Some directors there
felt that as industry developed people would
leave for those better paying jobs

Among teachers responding to the Current Employee
Questionnaire, .3% said they took a job with Head
Start specifically because the job market for teachers
was poor. Since teachers represented 30% of Head
Start Employees, this figure represented 1.0% in

the larger population. These data imply that:

- People are attracted to Head Start who would
otherwise not be

-63-




- Some peoy le remain in Head Start when they
would otherwise leave ' ' T

- This snurce of discontent could result in
mobility if conditions in the labor market
were to change for the better

'Exhibit XXX, following this page, details specifically

how the labor market influences different j.ositions
within Head Start. These were the impressions of
the directors completing the Project Questionnaire,
Question #51 -

e

- For over 50% of the positions there were no
problems in recruiting

- Competition was felt to be keen for only three
positions C

Educational Director
Health Director/Nurse
Clerical

(2) Some Federal Regulations Were Viewed as Sources of

Problems But Could Not Be Related Directly to Turnover

B

In interviewing the directors of organizations, fifteen
directors cited federal regulations as causing con-
fusion, inconvenience, or conflict in the organization

Four directors stated that guidelines changed so
frequently and were so vague, it was almost impossible
to follow them

A rural organization felt most OCD guidelines were
urban oriented )

Some guidelines caused considerable inconvenience
- One organization with predominantly Mexican
Americans stated that the new federal regula-

tion requiring citizenship for all employees
was causing hardship for some employees

-64~
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_ Number of Professional or Most Frequently % of.
Head Start Organizations - Paraprofessional AMentioned Which
Position Title Having this Position Position Problems s 3

. Director 11 Prof. B " %4
Educational Director T Prof. ‘ ¢,D, 1 71
Head Teacher - 3 Prof. ¥ G 100
Teacher - 15 Prof. A 60
Assistant Teacher ) Prof. AB 60
Teacher Aide 10 Para. Y S 80
Social Worker e Prof. F 66
Social Work-Aide ) Para, A 80
Health Director/Nurse 11 Prof. : C,E,G 45
Health Aide 3 Para. E,H,J 66
Parent Coordinato- 5 Prof. D 60
Volunteer Coordinator 2 Prof. A 100
Head Cook/Cook 10 Prof. A 50
Cook Aide 7 Para. A 57
Custodian 8 Para. D - 62

.. .. Driver D’ 7 _ Para. A 80
“Secretary/Typist g ' Para. G : 88
Clerk/Bookkeeper 11 Para. C 63
PROBILE M CODES

A No problems in recruiting these peoule’

B No problems in keeping these people

C Competition is keen for these people

D ‘Salarv we can nay hinders recruiting -

- E Salary we can pav hinders keeping people after we train them

3 Qualified people prefer to work for other organizations

_ l.ack of promotion opportunity is a problen:

H Staff nrefer more sccure emplovment

Staff gecome disillusioned because of problems and lack of adequate resources
J High unemployment rate

- ERIC - . %

»
U U WS, SDUPUr SRR SO USRI ORISR R S




Most Frequently

. . AMentioned

"o of Organizations
Which Mentioned the

EXHIBIT XXX

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

1’1!0!31..1'3';“8. EXPRESSED BY HIGH TURNOVER
ORGANIZATIONS IN RECRUITING AND
RETAINING EMPILOYEES

Scceond \lost

Frequently Mentioned

", of Qrganizations
Which Mentioned the

Problems Problems Problems Problem
B 54. 57, A 45.5m,
c,D, 1,1 T1.4v
G 100.07%,
A 60. 07, 3 3.3,
AR 60. 0% o .
AT T T TTTED. 0, ) 13 50. 0"
I 6. 7. I 20.67%,
. A 80.07% G,I! 60.07,
¢,E,G 15,57,
E,H,JT 66. T
D 60.0°, 1 10.0"
A P00 7
A 50,0 13 40.07,
A 37,070 F, G 42,47,
D 2. 37, ' G H0.0",
A 80.0", D 60.0"
G B8, C TT.87
¢ 63,67 G 54,57,
n

adequate resources

N
Liﬁ.h-ﬂ;
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. There were required to atvend citicen-
ship classes two nights a weck with
no transportation or babysitting
reimbursement

. These classes werce in addition to e
supplementary training classes which . .
the individual pursued on his own SR
time in this organization '

One director felt that purch-ases”nf nen-

“consumable items-in the last ninety davs

of program year were prohibited by a
regulation

One director of a rural program said it was
necessary to close the centers one day a

week when the-emplovees traveled to another

cityv in order to receive supplementary training T

. He felt 1n this situation that the objectives
of Carcer Development were in conflict
with the overall objectives of Head start

However, because of the Regional Q0o
restrictions, he did not fepl he had any 7.
options in providing the training nor aav

options in the scheduling "

A few orgamzations specifically had probleins with
the policy of hiring people and accepting children
within a certain income level

Thev experienced complaints about discrimina-
tion by many who desire to work 1n or attend
Head Start

[t was reported that the policy does not make
enough allowances for the large family which is
just slightly above the acceptable incomed¢level

A Director in another program felt a certain
percentage of over income children should
be permitted in the classroom to provide
balance and an enriched learning experience,
but community pressures made 1t difficult to
enroll over income child -en

-65-
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(3)

State Goveramental Regulations Caused Problenis in Some
Head Start Programs '

-]

. Seven of seventyv-tfive organizations cited state
regulations as causing operational ;'::'nh-lems‘
~Such problems increase the frustration which
directoers experience.

- One example is the requirement that Head
Start venters be licensed, when no siumilar .
requirement exists for public schools. .

- Anothoer example is the regulation that employees
arv not, granted compensatory time for nonpaid
overtime hours worked

Alany complaints were voiced bywrganizations
affiliated with the public school system

. 1Y,

- “The Board of FEducation does not Jollow the
letter or the spirit of the Federal Guidelines
or its contract with the grantee agency. There
15 preat.que stion whether the admummstrative
procedures of the Board can be applied to
Head start and still have value for children,
parents and community. Some Head Start
classes have had five teachers in one year
Lecause lowered school enroliment was torcing
out teachers of Head Start because they have
Jess seniority. Community pleas for kKeeping
a certa:n tcacher were unheeded. '-- A Current
L lover

/ -
. There 1s a great deal of uncertainty about the
eventual jolicy regarding the necessity of certifica-
tion t beeon e a Head Start teacher

- 277 of the vrgantcations mterview ed required
teachers to be certified

- Begulations wary fron, progran, e progran withe-

oo region, state and mmoone instance even within
a city

-66 -
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27% of the organizations interviewed required
teachers to be certified T

Regulations vary from program to program with-
in a region, state and in one instance even within
a city

The impact of certification cr noncertification.
requirements is felt to be considerable

Some programs feel the lack of certification
impairs the quality of education

"We need to take a good lock: at promoting
from within in terms of a quality...We need
to start thinking about children again.''--

A Current Employee

-

Those programs which do not require teacher
certification tend to create more-upward
mobility and are less apt to be wewed as a
dead end program - -

Some Directors were under the impression
that it is an HEW requirement that teachers
be certified in early childhood education as
well as state certified. This. causes the
Director to go outside of the neighborhood to
recruit professional workers, unbala :ing the
ethnic mir of the staff reflective of the com-
munity, another Head Start policy

o

A Lack of Job Security Causes Tension and Frustration

[ J—

Twenty-one organizations responded that a lack of
security about annual refunding caused problems,

Employees stated that often they would not
know until just prior to the begimning of the
school year whether or not they had a job

In telephone interyj with former employees
it was discov that those who.moved to the
public schoolfsystem primarily for better pay
cited increagpd job security as a Slgnlflcant
factor in chalging jobs

-67 =
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. . "Most of the dedicated people don't have the luxury
of staying.because one never can say for certain if
the program will be refunded for the next year. e
A Former Employee '

(5) The Success of the Career Development Effort Was Not
Directly Related to Qutward Mobility But Was Perceived
As a Plan on Paper More Than as an Actuality

Directors in thirty-five organizations indicated that
they felt that the career development ladder existed
on "'paper oaly."

- Most employees never seem to reap the
benefits of a realistic career development
program '

- In at least three organizations career develop-
ment plans were non-existent

e,

T - Several plans were in the process of revision
or implementation

In several organizations where impressive career
development efforts are underway, outward mobility
still does not occur

- This relates to the economic conditions of
the labor market

- It also relates to racial discrimination in the
e labor market in certain areas

. The director's own perception of the goal of career
development tended to influence mobility throughout
the organization

IR - One director viewed Head Start as a manpower
training program--her philosophy was up and
out

- Another director felt job training and career
development should be handled by a separ-te
manpower training program (e.g. WIN) and
that Head Start should not be involved

-

Q. | -68-
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Employees appear to have both positive and negative
feelings towards career development '

L it

3 R "I think one of the worst things some people running
Head Start prograins have done is to push a teacher
up and out, even against her will. My district does
not do that, but the fear that that might happen has
been part of the reason I am not out of “college.'

A Current Employee

. "Seems [ am undertrained or under-educated to teach
in public school's (sponsored) Head Start but over-trained
for most other jobs. I feel this Head Start prograni
failed in up-grading me (one of Head Start's goals was
to train and up-grade its employee participants) because
it was not supportive of me and failed to go far enough
in my education and now I am back on the welfare
rolls.'--A Former Employee.

"They have tremendous turnover.because of their own
guidelines. One says hire from the community,
especially a parent. Another says start career develop-
ment. Unless a woman has sixteen kids she can't

be a parent and stay in career development long

enough to advance to a higher level. "--A Former
Employee -

- ‘ . "F'believe in the Head Start Program as stated in i__
41l the guidelines from Washington, but the programs
on the county levels bear little resemblance to the
guidelines. I met many low income people with high
‘potential, but it takes more than that to administer
a good program. Very little of the money and services
_ever reach the children.'"--A Current Employee

(6) Head 3tart Directors Influence Employee Morale and
Upward Mobility but Not Outward Mobility

Directors who were viewed as enthusiastic and
committed to the goals of Head Start had a good
working relationship with employees and more often
encouraged promotions and upward mobility

-69-
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o . Directors who showed a reluctance toward the use
e of innovative techniques, an inability to spot and
P recognize personnel problems, and a tendency to

' hire from the outside were associated with organiza-
tions with little upward mobility and often poor
employee morale

= L Both extremes of managerial style, i.e., autocratic

A e or laissez faire were founid to exist in each of the
situations described above. For example a director
might run the organization with an iron fist but still

e ' command the respect and enthusiasm of his employees

. (7)  Working Conditions and Inadequate Facilities Were
' Said To Be Problems Which Led to Dissatisfaction with
Head Stert

We found it extfemely difficult to measure this
variable, although'it was a complaint which we
heard often

- Facilities were inadequate
Centers were too small

Centers were located in bad
neighborhoods

Those centers located in churches

had no playgrounds and materials had to
be gathered and moved to another part
of the church at the end of each week

Vandalism was a problém

"My very specific reason for leaving had to do with
the fact that the parents lacked respect for the staff,
the staff sometimes lacked respect for the parents
and by virtue of the location of the center, it was

. : constantly being robbed. ., We were ccnstantly under-
staffed so that [ as well as others, had an overload
of work.'"--A Former Employee
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d. VARIABLES RELATED TO UPWARD MOBILITY

. Two variables were significant to upward mobility
at the .90 confidence level

- Tyvpe of Agency (Control variable)
- l.evels of Authority for Promotions

(Project experience variable) I =

. . Two variables were significant to upward mobility
at the .75 confidence level

- Program size, as represented by the stratum in
which the program lies (Job env&'r'onment variable)

. ' - L.evel of education (Control variable)

(1)  Organizations With More Levels of Authority in Promotion
Approval Experienced Higher Promotion Rates

. The average number of levels of approval in high
. promction organizations was 2.8 and in low pro- .
motion organizations 1.0

. The data concerning this variable, strata, and
tvpe of agency, are shown in Exhibit XXXI, . RS
following this page

The higher promotion srganization had up to six
levels of approval for promotions and salary
increments

- This might indicate that there is a relation-
ship between the formality of the structure
and upward mobility

- These programs have more people invelved

(both employees and parents) and hence arc
much more activelv promoting employees

-71-




co R TTE St ITRI TN

s

| ’
|
i
I
-

HIGII PROMOTION ORGANIZATIONS

Council of Affiliated Negro Organizations, Inc., @

Santa Ana, Calif.

- Day Care Services for Children, Milwaukee, Wisc.

-.Bloomipgdale Irfamily Program, Neéw York, N.Y.

West 1.ake Cumberland Area Development Council,
Columbia, Ky.

\\'O_.I‘Ct?sltel‘.SCh()ul District, Worcester, llass.
University of \Iissouri,-I’ortage\'illc, Mo,
Corona Norco Head Start, Corona, Calit.
Family .\'ér'\'i('c:s, Inc., \\'instun-.S.ulvm, NLC.

Sussex County Community Aetion Agency, Inc.,
Georgetown, Del.

Shore Up,- Inc., Salisbury, Md.

Marcy-Newberry Association, Chicago, Il
Alabama Council on Human Relations, Auburn, Ala.
Support Council on Preventive Effort (SCOPE),

Dayton, Ohio

Atlanfic Human Resources, Atlantic City, N..J.

-

Institute of Community Service, Rust ("ullcgc,
Holly Springs, \Iisa.
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ENXHIBIT XXNI (1)

Qffice of Child Development

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FOR HIGH & 1.OW PROMOTION PROGRANMS

TYPE Or
AGENCY

[.imited Purpose

Limited Purpose
CAP

CAP

I.imited Purpose
L.imited Purpose
Board of ¥ducation
CAP

CAP

CAP
I.imited Purpose
I.imited Purpose

CAP

CAP

I.imited Purpose

LEVELS OF PROMOTION AP I’RO\./’AI.

2

(8]
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LOW PROMOTION ORGANIZATIONS

Higher Horizons Day Care, Bailey's Crossroads, Va.

Community Service-Assoetatiomr;—JFackson;,—fiss—

Bonner Springs School District #1, Bonner Springs, Ks.

Missouri Ozarks Economic Opportunity Corporation,
Richland, Mo. :

Cranston Community Action, Cranston, N.J.

‘ Anderson County School District, Clinton, Tenn.

Mooresville Public Schools, Mooresville, N.C.

Garrett Keyser Butler School District, Garrett, Ind.

MusKegon Public Schools, Muskegon, Mich.

Coshocton County Headstart, Coshocton, Ohio
Kougtze Independent School District, Kountze, Tex.
Clackamus County Headstart, Oregon City, Ore.

Coahoma Opportunity, Clarksdale, Miss.

) Milwaukee Public Schools, Milwaukee, Wisc.

The Hilary School, Newark, N.J.

7/¢
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EXHIBIT XXXI (2)

TYPE OF

2_1}_ : AGENCY _ LEVEL CF PHOI-\IOTI(_)N APPRO\'/’AL
- Limited Purpose | 2 |
T CAP 2 i
| ,Board of Education o 2
- CAP 1
- CAP 1
Board of Education 2
CAP ' ' 2
Board of Education 2
Roard of Education 5
CAP - delegate non-profit 2
Board of Education | 1
CAP 2
CAP 1
Board of Education 1
Limited Purpose 2




(2)

(3)

A

LLimited Purpose Organizations Experience Higher

Promotion Rates Than School Systems

. The type of organization, a control variable, vfas
found to be significantly related to promotion rates

- Seven out of fifteen of the high promotion
organizations were limited purpose organiza-

tions

- Six out of fifteen of the lower promotion
organizations were affiliated with Boards

of Education

- There were equal numbers of CAP organiza-
tions with both high and low promotion groups

This situation might occur because limited purpose
organizations are more responsive to the community
and more flexible in their career development plans

" There are several barriers to promotions which
arise in affiliations with public schools which were
discussed in Section 4(2) and include:

e

- Certification requirements

- Hiring of personnel at higher levels so that

Rigidity of school system

|

-

no positions are open to be recipients of

promotions

Promotion Rates Are Related to Strata or Size of Program

’

. At the .95 confidence level, the promotion rate by
strata tended to be inversely related to size

v

. The promotion rates for {each stratum are
- Stratum A 6.3%
- Stratum B 7.4%
- Stratum C 9.0%
- Stratum D 4.4%
-727
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- Eight out of fifteen of the low promotion organiza-
tions were located in Stratum D which represents
the smallest organizations within the survey

- Only one high promotion organization fell
within Stratum D and was also a rural
organization

Small organizations have fewer people and there-
for fewer positions into which people can be pro-
moted

(4) Those Employees Who Have a Bachelor's Degree or
~Who Have Attended Graduaie School Were Found More
Frequently in Low Promotion Organizations

The means of those employees with a B. A. or
higher degree in high promotion programs was 17%

The means of those employees with B.A. or higher
degree in low promotion programs was 26%

The difference was statistically significant at .75
confidence level

* . It was our observation that considerably more pro-
motions occurred on every level in programs in
which educational standards were not high
- In these organizations

. Teacher aides were 5promoted to teachers

) . Non-degreed individuals served as
component heads

- In these same organizations, employees were
not leaving because they were movmg up within
thé Head Start organization

-
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6. VARIABLES NOT RELATED TO UPWARD I\-IOBILITY'

(1

(2)

Tests of signiﬁcadce were made for each of the
following variables

- Budget cuts
- Extent of Urbanization
- Age

Little or no statistical significance (i.e. less than
. 75) was associated with them

Budget Cuts Did Not Affect Promotions

There was no statistical evidence that budget cuts
influenced upward mobility

- An equal number of high promotion programs
suffered cuts (3) as did low promotion

- Twelve organizations in each group experienced
no budget cuts

Staff and positions being eliminated does not adversely
affect mobility

Furthermore, since training funds are separate
from general funding, career development should
be separate from budget levels

The Urban,Rural Variable Was Not Related to Upward

Mobility

.

High and low promotion programs were equally
located in urban and rural environments

In high promotion programs, seven were urban
and eight were rural

In low promotion programs, six were urban and
nine were rural

-74-
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- 4{3) Age Was Not Related to Upward Mobility
. There was no statistical significance between
- _ age and promotions

. Testing those under age thirty-five, there were
s~ no more in nigh than in low promotion programs

5 % % s

This chapter has shown that turnover‘is primarily relateg to
the extent of urbanization of the location (which causes dif!‘ering
labor market conditions), program bgdget cuts, levels qf promot.ion
authority (fewer levels were associated with 'higher turnover), aﬁd' -

. dissatisfaction with co-workers. Promotion rates sre related to the
number of levels of promotion authority in an organization and the
type of organization. The impacts of turnovers and promotions are

- examined in the next chapter.

~—
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V. IMPACT OF MNOBILITY

This chapter discusses the impact of three types of employee
mobility ir. Head Start:
Outward ;\’Iobility of Employees in Direct Pro-
vider Qrganizations

Qutward Mobility in Positions External to the
Direct Provider Organizations

Upward Mobility in Direct and Indirect Provider
Organizations
The sections 1n this chapter are organized in accordance with the
above Fhree mobility cate.gorlcfs.
- The technique used in this chapter to measure responses by
-orgamzation directors to questions concerning the impact of
T .
mobility 15 to report the percentages of the directors who gave
answers which related to the extent of the impacts. To give
statistical recognition to 't—he size of the sample of directors re-
sponding to vach question, we have tested the realness of each
percentage by defining the true limits in which the actual peréentage
:v.'ould lie (with .95 confidence) if one were to measure the responses
of all organization directors. Consequently, wherever the terms
“true value" or "'true percentage' are cited in this chapter, they

imply a realness at the .95 confidence level for the declared range

of values.




1. QUTWARD MOBILITY OF EMPLOYEES IN DSRECT PROVIDER
ORGANIZATIONS o -

_

The turnover of employees in organizations which directly

cperate Head Start centers may have an impact oxi- "ché following
three program elements: '
Program Quality
. Program Cost —
Upward Mobility in the Program
The turnover also impacts upon the departing employees themselves.
The extent of these impacts depends upon ?he rate of turn-
over and the types of positions being \}acated. This section di_s-
cusses the overall impact of outward mobility in high turnover
. -
direct provider organizations and the specific impact of outward
mobility within the various components of all direet provider
organizations.

(1) Turnover Generally Causes Little Impact on the Quality
of Head Start Programs

Turnover does not interfere signiﬁééﬁtly with
the subobjectives of the program.

- During the second half of the retrospective
study, organization directors were asked if
turnover interferes with the program's
ability: "

To support and accelrrate the develop-
ment of children

-T77-
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To strengthen the self-confidence,
family confidence and community
consciousness of children by letting
them see parents and others in their
community operate in situations of
responsibility

To develop the community life of the
parents '

To provide a training ground for
employees in the program to go into
other gainful employment beyond
what would have been possible with-
out their participation in Head Start

- Only six of fifty-one directors indicated
any significant impact from turnover.

- The true value of a significant impact on
program subobjectives would lie in the
range of 2% to 21% of Head Start organiza-
tions.

Turnover has more impact on individual com-
ponents than on the whole program.

- . Sixteen of fifty-three organization directors
felt that at least one comiponent in their
program was affected significantly by turn-

over. \

The true value of a significant impact
on at least one program component
would lie in the range of 17% to 43%
of Head Start organizations.

. Only four components were mentioned
by the sixteen directors as receiving
significant impact from turnover.
(Some directors cited more than one
component)

- Education (9)

-178-
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. - Administration (6) s
- Health (4) ? :
! - Social Service (2) -

The Confirmation of Employee Departure
Questionnaire responses also indicated
the greater impact upon components.

N

Exhibit XXXII, following this page,
shows that only 12.6% of 338 former
employee departures had a moderately
or extremely harmful impact on

their component.

. The true value of the above would
lie in the range of 9.67,to 15.4%.

. Only 7.4% of the employee departures
had a moderately or extremely harm-
ful impact on the program as a whole.

The true value of the above would lie
in the range of 5.2% to 9.8%.

The predominating response to employee
departures was "no impact'.

- For every four responses indicating a
"harmful' impact, there was a response
which indicated a "helpful' impact from
turnover.

According to organization directors, supervisory
and administrative personnel are the most impor-
tant to the functioning of Head Start organizations;
consequently, turnover in these positions has the

greatest impact upon program operations.

- - Question 51 of the Delegate Agency Project
Data Questionnaire asked directors to rank
the importance of positions in terms of
three index numbers:

(1) - Highest impor'tancv

(2) - Moderate importance
(3) - Lowest importance

-79-
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- Exhibit XXXIII, following this page, shows
how frequently each Head Start position
was declared to be among the most impor-
tant to the functioning of the organization;
. for example, in 93.1% of the 101 organiza-
tions in which a measurement of importance
. was assigned to the Director, that measure-
7 ment was "'1" -- highest importance.

s . Prcfessional positions are more
e important than paraprofessional posi-
~ tions to the functioning of the organiza-
-/'; tlono

e ' . In the ranking of highest importance,
thirteen professional positions are
cited before the first paraprofessional
position is included.

Most of the positions vacated by turnover have
been filled. :

- The current status of 468 positions formerly
held by employees who have left Head Start
organizations, is as follows: (Confirmation
of Employee Departure Questionnaires,
Question 13)

e

Filled from within--38. 5%
Filled by external hire--48.9%
Vacant--2.8%
Abolished--92.8%

- Although most organizations have policies
to promote employees into vacant positions,
there is a 95% confidence level that more
positions are filled by external hire than
by filling from within.

- The true value of 'filled from within" is in
the range of 34.0% to 43.0%.

- The true value of "external hire' is in the
range of 44.3% to 53.5%.
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{ ' j EXHIBIT XXXIII

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

IMPORTANCE OF POSITIONS TO THE
FUNCTIONING OF HEAD START

ORGANIZATIONS
v Number of Percent

Position _ Times Reported Declared'1"

1. Director 101 93.1%

2. Supervisory Teacher . 31 90.3%

3. Teacher ) 106 86.8%

4. Education Director 56 . 82.1%

5. Nutrition Director 16 75.0%

6. JMledical Director 15 - 73.3%

7. Finance/Business \lanager 33 72.7%

8. Nurse Supervisor 10 ~-70.0%

9. Social Service Director 31 67.7%

. 10. Nurse 36 63.9%

- A1. Nutritionist 19 83.1%

12. Parent Coordinator 40 60.0%
13. Social Worker 56 57.149%
14. Cook : 80 56.25%
115. Child Care Coordinator 11 54.55%
16. Clerical/Secretary 104 57.88%
17. Driver 31 45.16%
18. Custodian ) 61 ' 44.26%

19. Volunteer Coordinator 17 41.2%

- 20. Community Aide 79 © 40.5%

T "21. Teacher Aide ' 115 39.1%

22. Assistant Director . 15 33.3%

23. Resource Teacher - . 9 33.3%

24. Psychiatrist : 16 31.3%

25. Health Aide 29 31.0%

26. Training Coordinator e 15 26.7%

27. Other Coordinator N 16 25.0%

;

Source: Delegate Agency Project Data Questionnaire, Question 51.

’
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(2) Turnover Is Not a Significant Cost to the Head Start
Program

Even in high turnover organizations, only a
small portion of the director's time is expended
in recruiting to fill vacated positions.

- The average percent of a director's time
devoted to recruiting among the fifteen
highest mobility agencies is 5.7%.

- The percentages of director's time devoted
to recruiting range from 0% to 25%.

. Most employees can become fully effective in a
new position in less than four months.

- The responses to Question 15 of the Con-
firmation of Employee Departure Quest-
tionnaire provided estimates of the time to
become fully effective in the 538 vacated
positions reported upon:

Zero months--29.3%

One month--40.8%
. Two or three months--23.0%
. Over three months--6.8%

- The responses to Question 51 of the Delegate
Agency Project Data Questionnaire of high
turnover organizations indicated that certain
positions required a greater median number
of months on the job ernerience before the
replacement could assume full responsibility.

. Exhibit XXXIV, following this page,
shows that the positions of Medical
Director, Social Service and Super-
visory Teacher require the most
"break-in'' time for replacements.

/ . These positions all fall into the
Administrative and Supervisory class-
ifications of personnel which were
previously indicated to be of the highest

importance to Head Start organizations.
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POSITION

Medical Director
Social Service Diizctor
Head Start Director
Office \Vlanager.
Supenvisory Teacher
}-ZLiux:aj.i(>n Director .
Nutritionist

\'ulunté?a_r‘ Coordinator
Svcrei—_{ﬁg;

Parent Coordinator
Cook Aidé -

Social Wogker
Teacher 7

Teache 1‘__:\"1(10

_Bnnkkcq;m‘

Community Aide
Custodian;

= » Sapervisdry Nurse
‘ReceptTonist

Cook
Driver
Health Aide
Nurse

EXHIBIT XXXIV

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

TIME REQUIRLED TO BECOME FULILY
EFFECTIVE IN A POSITION

v

-~

v -
Number of
Median Number Estimates for
of Months This Fosition
12 1
3] 2
T3 10
6 3
6 3
4.5 6
4.5 2
4.5 2
4 10
3 3
3 6
3 8
3 13
3 13
2.5 4
2 6
2 7
2 1
2 1
1.5 T
1 5)
1 3
1 8
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two months.

- For the 538 positigns associated with the
former employees tovered by the Confirma-
tion of Employee Departure Questionnaire,
the Question 14 responses contained the
following distribution of time to find re-
placements to fill the positions.

. Zero months--40.3%

. One month--45.5%

. Two or three months--11.9%
) . Over three months--2.2%

The true percentage of responses less than
two months lies in the range of 82% and 89%.

It usually costs $100 or less to find and train a
replacement.

- For the 455 responses to Question 17 of the
Confirmation of Employee Departure Quest-
tionnaire, the following distribution of
estimated costs to find and train a replace-
ment occurred:

; . . No cost--71.2%
o . $1 - 100--15.8%
. $101 - 250--7.7% -
. $251 - 500--3.7%
. $501 - 1000--1.3%
Over $1000--0.2%

- The true percentage of replacements costing
$100 or less lies in the range of 83.8% to
900 270.

Replacements usually spend no more than 40 hours
in formal training for their new positions.

- The true percentage of replacements
- receiving less tuan nine hours training lies
“in the range of 43.6% to 52.2% and of

Q -82-~
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receiving from 9 to 40 hours training -
lies in the rangs of 37.0% to 45:6%.

(3) Lack of Turnover Does Not Necessarily Obviate the
Possibility. of Promotions '

As discussed in Chapters III and IV, the evidence
shows that high turnover organizations tend to
have high promotion rates and low turnover
organizations tend to have low promotion rates.

. Head Start Directors feel, moreover, that lack
of turnover does hamper their ability to give
promotions.

- Out of 66 recorded responses to questioning
this relationship in Director interviews,
57 Directors claimed that low turnover did
hamper efforts to promote employees.:

S - The true percentage of directors who feel
that low turnover causes low promotion
rates lies in the range of 77.9% to 94.8%.

. Between the ranges of very high turnover and very
3 low turnover organizations, however, it is the
differing emphasis on Career Development among
— Head Start programs which may determine whether
the\lack of turnover forecloses the option of pro-
mok\ing employees or not.

. In many cases where positions are vacated,
directors feel that it is in the best interest of
program quality to hire the replacement from
outside. the program. It was shown previously
that more positions are filled from outside Head
Start than from within.
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(4) Approximately 55% of Former Head Start Employees

Are C urrently Emplo vec_i

<

Of the 734 former employees who responded to

“the questionnaire, 410 are currently employed.

The true percent currently employed lies

The true percent currently seeking a job
lies in the range of 26.3% to 33. 1%.

The true percent not emplbyed and not
looking for a job lies in the ranggof 11. 8%
tO 17. 0700

Head Start served as a springboard for a little
over half of the 410 former employees who are
now employed.

The true percent of the currently employed
Head Start former employees who are now

in jobs similar to their former positions

in Head Start lies in the range of 48.7% to

58.6%, based on responses to the Former

Employee Questionnaire.

Based on results of telephone interviews
with former emploeyees as shown in Exhibit
XXXV, following this page, the true per-
cent of currently employed Head Start
former employees who are now in jobs
similar to their former positions in Head
Start lies in the range of 45.4% to 56.6%.

The true percent of currently employed
Head Start former employees who-found
Head Start training to be helpful in their
current position lies in the range of 53.9%
to 63.6%. : '

The true percent of currently employed
Head Start former employees who have a
higher salary now than when in Head Start
lies in the range of 53.4% to 63.2%.
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Current Job Current Job \ Currer
Number o Similar To More Responsible . Unli
Interviewed Unemployed Headstart Than Headstart IHeads
Region | _ A
Prof 22 10 .9 1 2
% 45% 41% 6% S
Para 16 9 1 0 6
%o 56% 6% 0 38
Total 38 19 10 1 8
Po 50% 26% 2% 21
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‘Prof 30 1 12 6 9
% ! 3% 40% 20% 36
" Para 15 4 4 4 = 2
%o 2 770 ' 2 7510 27% 13
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% _ 11% 36% . 229 24
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Prof 21 8 2 1 7
% 387, 10% 49, 33,
-+ Para 27 (A 3 3 . 10
%o 26% 11% 11% 37
Total 48 15 5 ) 4 ‘ 117
% . 31% 10% 8% 35
Region IV .
 Prof 77 25 23 8 ‘ 16
: % 32% 30% ) 10% _ T 26
- Para 67 22 ) 10 3 7 / ¢ 21
70 330,70 15(70 4% * 31
.Total 144 47 33 .11 37
= % 33% 23% . T% . .26
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Prof 63 12 26 4 9
% 199 | 41% 6% 14
o , Para 63 27 19 3 5
— %o 46% 28% - 5% _1
Totai 126 39 45 - 7 14
% . 31% 36% 6 11-
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EXHIBIT XXV (D
Office of Chitd Development

Department of Health, Fducation and Welfare

EMPILOYMENT STATUS'OF FOBMER
EMPLOYEES INTERVIEWED
Current Job

Unlike Employed
- Iieadstart No Information By Headstart
2 0 0
a7 0 0
6 0 0
38% 0 0
8 0 0
\ 21% G 0
N
N 1 1
30% 3% 3%
i 2 1 0
13% 6% 0
11 2 1
247, 47%% 27,
L
7 ! 2
33% 4% 10¢.
10 2 2
37% 1% T
17 3 4
35% 6% 8%
15 . 1 4
20% 1% - 5%
21 B~ - 3
31% 12% 19
37 9 1
26% . 6% 4%
9 3 G
147, 5% 147,
, b 6 3
7% 4% 4%
14 9 : 12
119, 7% - 10%
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EXHIBIT XXXV (2)

-~

('urrent Job

bl Unlike Fmployed
. Headstart No Information By Headstart
: .
2 0 0.
14Y 0 0 -
2 ) 0 -
— 157 0 T rviom
: 4 0 0
187 0 0o -
— f
| 0 Q
13 0 0
2 0 0
207 0 0
3 0 0
157 0 0
0 0 v
0 0 0
0 0 . 0
(1 0 0
0 0 0
0 é 0 0
4 0 0
Iy . O 0 -
: §] 0
LI 0 0 S
- a ' 0 0
22 0 \ .G

i 0 2
3 0 3
! 0 0
11 o - 0
i 0 2
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T Head Start was the first job for about the same
percentage of former employees as current
employees.

- The true percent of current employees for
whom Head Start was the first job lies in
the range of 16.7% to 19.8%.

- The true percent of fcrmer employees for
whom Head Start was the first job lies in
the range of 17.1% to 23.2%.

- For the former employees for whom Head
Start was the first job, the true percent
now employed lies in the range of 42.7%
to 59. 4%.

Former Head Start employees are often employed
in the fields of education, child care, and social
- work.

- Exhibit XXXVI, following this page, shows
the distribution of current jobs of 396 former
employees.

- Public school teaching and clerical and admin-
_istrative positions are the predominant jobs
currently held.

L. Employees in the Education component receive the
most extensive supplementary training during their
employment in Head Start.

. Exhibit XXXVII, following Exhibit XXXVI,
chows the distribution of components for

those current employees who have received
various amounts of supplementary training.

\
- Fifty-eight percent of the current employees
who have received 1-15 credit hours of train-
ing are in the Education component, but 78%
of the current employees who have received
over 60 credit hours of supplementary train-
ing are in Education.
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EXHIBIT XXXVI

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

POSITIONS NOW HELD
BY FORMER HEAD START EMPLOYEES

ERCENT POSITION
3.5% Nursery School Teacher
7.19 Teacher Aide
1.5% Babysitting ,
12.4% Clerical/Bookkeeping/Secretar
1.3% Teacher Retarded Children
20.5% Public School Teacher
2.3% Cook/Cook Aide
0.5% Driver
3.5% Caseworker
- 8.8% - Other Education
0.5% Volunteer
5.8% Maintenance and Service
3.5% Community Aide
10.4% : Administration
2.3% Health
0.5% Farming
2.8% Insurance
0. 3% FOOd
2.5% Beautician
3.3% Factory Worker
2.3% Mental Health
1.3% Other professional
2.8% *_ Other Service
99. 7% -
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EXHIBIT XXXVII

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

EXTENT OF SUPPLEMENTARY
TRAINING BY COMPONENT
CREDIT HOURS OF SUPPLEMENTARY TRAINING

1-15 16-45 46-60 Qver 60

Education 58% . 57% 59% 78%

Health 2% 12% 3% 0

Volunteer Services 0 0 0 | 0
Social Services - | 11% 11% 7 % 5Y%

- Nutrition 5% 2% 5% 0
Staff Training 1% 2% 3% 2%

Psychological Services 0 0 0 0
Parent Involvement 1% 3% 9% 7%
Administration : 18% a% 7% 5%
Component Not Identified 4% _4% 1% 3%
100% 100% 100% 100%

f36




2. THE IMPACT OF TURNOVER IN POSITIONS EXTERNAL TO

DIRECT PROVIDER ORGA NIZATIONE

There are several types of positions which have the potential
to disrupt program operations when vacencies occur in them.
They are;

Head Start Staff of Grantees Who Are
Indirect Providers

. Regional Training Officer
Regional/Community Representatives

Other Regional Personnel

Our findings indicate that significant impairments of program
operations do not occur because of turnover in the above positions.
The following paragraphs address the reasons why there is little
apparent impact from such turnover.

(1) Delegate Agency Employees Consider Grantee Agencies

To Be Controllers of the Purse Strings More Than To
Be Providers of Technical Assistance

. The core services provided by the grantee in-
direct providers are concentrated in the Staff
Training and Administration Components. (Note
that administrative and supervisory positions
were previously cited as being the most impor-
tant within direct provider organizations)
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S . Of seven grantee indirect providers, the
follpwing numbers of those organizations pro-
vide core services in each of the components.

- Education--2
- Health--2
- Volunteer Services--2
- Social Services--1
- Parent Involvement--3
~ - Nutrition--1
- Staff Training--6
- Adminjstration~-6
- Psychological Services--1

Disi‘uptions can occur when the incoming grantee
administrator sets new policies regarding the
allocation of funds.

. -7 (2) Regional Training Officers Provide Limited Service
to Head Start Organizations

\

. None of the fifteen highest mobility organizations
was able to indicate without limitations that its
regional training officer was effective. (Delegate
Agency Project Data Questionnaire, Question 47)

- Effective, with limitations--60%
- Not effective--33%
- No response--1%

. Most of the limitations concerned the availability
of the Regional Training Officer. e

. As discussed in Chapter 1V, a stati=tical analysis
showed that there was no relationship between the
effectiveness of the RTO and turnover.

(3) HEW Representatives Serve So Many Programs That
They Can Make Only a Limited Contribution to the
Programs '

. Organization directors stated that the community
representatives visited their programs infrequently.
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Directors did not consider community representa-
tives to be very effective; discussions with fifty
directors resulted in the following distribution

of responses:

Ineffective--46% (T rue value in the range
of 31.9% to 60.1%)

Fairly effective --40% (True value in the
range. of 26.1% to 53. 9%)

Very effective--14% (True value in the
range of 4.2% to 23.8%)

Turnover of community representatives causes
no problems in about half the organizations;
discussions with 70 directors resulted in the
following distribution:

No problems--53% (True value in the range
of 40. 9% to 64.8%)

Some problems--20% (T rue value in the
range of 10.4% to 29.6%)

Many problems--27% (True value in the
range of 16.5% to 37.8%) \

.
3. IMPACT OF UPWARD MOBILITY j

A lack of upward mobilitysgan causeml@er and also have

impact on those employees who remain in the program.

(1)

Employees Who Leave Head Start Have Experieiced

Less Mobility Within Head Start Than Those Who

Remain

Former Employees had fewer positions in Head
Start than current employees.
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(2)

Exhibit XXXVI1lI, following this page, shows that
the proportion of current employees who have
held three or four positions is over 50% greater
than the proportion of former employees who
have held that many positioas.

. At the 95% confidence level, this difference be-
tween current and former employees is signifi-
cant.

P

ar \

Lack of Upward Mobility Can Cause Resentment and

Declining Initiative for Current Employees To Improve

- Their Capabilities

Employees in low promotion organizations com-
plain that there is not a fair opportunity to get
better positions.

- In the fifteen highest promotion organiza-
tions, 54% of the current employees felt
that there was a fair opportunity.

- In the fifteen lowest promotions organiza-
tions, only 41% of the current emplioyees
felt that a fair opportunity existed.

- These expressed differences are significant
at the 95% confidence level.

Employees in high promotion organizations are
more likely to have had more supplementary
training than those in low promotion
organizations.

- In the fifteen highest promotion organiza-
tions, 77% of the current employees had
fewer than 11 credit hours of supplementary
training.

- In the fifteen lowest promotion organizations

84%, of the current employees had fewer than
11 credit hours of supplementary training.
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EXHIBIT XXXVIII

Office of Child Development
Departmeni of Health, Education and Welfare

INTERNAL MOBILITY DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN CURRENT AND FORMER EMPLOYEES

NUMBER OF POSITIONS IN HEAD START

CURRENT EMPLOYEES 1 2 3 4 Total Employees
| NUMBER 1418~ U832 . 286 134 2650
PLRCENT 53.5%  31.4% 10.0% 5.1% 100. 0%

'FORMER EMPLOYEES

NUMBER 413 254 o4 15 736
PERCENT 56.1% 34.5% 7. 3% 2.0% 99.9%

Q _ /2,,




- These differences are significant at the
90% confidence level.

- In the high promotion organizations, a
greater proportion of the employees re-
ceived 11 through 45 credit hours of supple-
mentary training; the proportions were the
same for those receiving more than 45
credit hours.

- Although the differences in extents of
supplementary training can be partially
explained by greater accessibility to
colleges in the more urban higher pro-
motion organizations, many current em-
ployees interviewed stated that they be-
lieved that there were no rewards for
completing college work.

[

This chapter shows that there is little impact upon the
pro_gran; quality or cost from turnover of either direct provider
personne1= or other Head Start reiated personnel, but that there
are impacts upon Head Start employees themselves ;from low
turnover and low promotion situations, e.g., employee resent-
ment or lack of incentives to pursue additional education. The
next chapter discﬁsses opportunities for improving policies which

affect Head Start employees.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS

Data presented in earlier chapters show that the amount of
employee mobility in Head Start programs does not appear to be
great e;mough to be considered a major problem in Head Start. At
the same time, this study kas identified certain conditions which
relate either directly or indirectly to employee mobility in this
study. Recommendations to improve these conditions are dis-
cussed ;Jnder the following topics in this chapter: |

Reducing turnover in critical positions

Improving employee morale
Improving upward mobility rates

1. REDUCING TURNOVER IN CRITICAL POSITIONS

. Directors, supervisors, and other administrative
personnel are felt by the directors of Head Start
organizations to be in the most critical positions.

These personnel feel severe pressure from the
dilemma of uncertain and relatively inflexible
funding while they are held accountable for providing
services in a manner acceptable to HEW, Boards

of Directors, and Parenxouncils.

There are actions which can be taken to facilitcte

the work of the directors and their immediate
staffs.
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(1) Simplify and Expedite the Process of Grant Renewal

(

To Minimize the Annual Retunding Insecurity (risis

Some emplovee salaries have not been paid when
scheduled because of the vear-to-year disruption
of program operations.

There is additional insccurity caused simply by
lack of availability of current information to the
programs about refunding.

W\ hen the directors lack information or receive
frequently changing information, thes lose cred-
ibility with their employees.

-~

2) Fxamine the Possibility of Expanding the Number of
Community Representatives So That the Programs ('an
Have More Frequent Direct Access to HEW

\lanyv commurity representatives said they had
time to visit each program ovnly once a year.
The infrequent vigits were also mentioned by
the organtzation directors.

The community representatives need to have more
t-ohnreal and management training in the Regional
Office £o that they can provide the additional
assistance o the programs which the vrganization
Jdircectors would like to have.

) I auncn an Rffort To Lnprove Communications of
J

tteard Start Policies to the Programs
:

This effort should mclude the reproduction and
feo-w arding of conwplete copies of the current
tHead Start Manual.

- Head Start peli.ies should be communicated

directly to all organizations, including
ddelegate agencies
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. New policies should be accompamed by sug gpestions
of how to contend with protiems associated with
their implementation, e.g., the extent to w tuch
facilities should be altered to serve handicapped
children. ‘

(4)  Introduce More Flexibility Into the Program Budgets

Instead of having many children crowded into &

teacher's private automobiie to get to.school,

allow thbe program to decide if it needs to. spend
. some uf its budget on buses. |
Allow greater program flexibility in allocating
monies to repairs and renovations.

2.  IMPROVING EMPLOYEE MORALE

. In the organizations with the ghest turnover,
morale problems were eviderzed by emnloyed
dissaniafaction with fellow workers.

. Although employee diss satisfaction in Head Stort
typicaliy does nut cxpress itseli in the form of

L\ resignations from the programs, there appests
to be a latent desire to ieave if better 1ohs beconme
available in the field of childdevejopment. At
the same tizme, 1t can be assumed that dissatie -
faction of this kind has some ynpact on programn
guaiity and content.

. The following paragraphs discuss Yecornanenda-
tions o allvvm*f- some of the sources of disxatis-
faction.
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(1)

(

-

)

) !
Funds Should Be Seught To Enable Programs To Give
Cost-si-laving Increases

-

‘The stagnant salaries for many employees over
a period of three cr four years have simply be-
come a hardship on them in the face of rising
consumer costs.

If the raises are not given, however, most
employees will still remain in Head Start be-
cause théy enjoy working with children and be-
cause they do not have alternative opportunities
in the same f{ield.

~

Communications Need To Be Improved Within Head
Start Programs

. Program directors and supervisors need to:

- Do a better job of demonstrating an under=
standing of the problems of their employees;
thiz includeg listening to them,

- Communicate more clearly the reasons
for, and ramificatiore of, policy changes.

- Show more evidence that all employees
have a fair chance to advance in the program.

To assist program directors and other key super-
visory personnel in accomplishing these improve-
ments, a trainng program in adnmunistration should
be offered.

We recommend undertaking a study of the.

feasibiuity of directly funding delegate agencies
in some of the largedt Head Start programs and
of elinunatung their grantees as intermedharies.

- The grantee assistance 1s costly, but not

viewed as highls beneficial by delegate
agency directors.
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- The existence of grantee organizations
. separate from delegate agencies_invites .
continual problems in coordination and »
communications between grantees and
delegate agencies.

(3) Emplovees in Components Need To Be Gwen a Greater
Feeling of Being Part of the Entire Head Start Effort

. Regardless of whether an employee gives favor-
able or unfavorable comments regarding his
experience in Head Start, he is-quite likely to say
.that he feels very helpful to his program.

At the same time, however, employees frequently
view their own components in.isolation from other
components.

- Em plo)eb- feel that they must compete v.ith

atwntmn

- C ross-component training should be given .
to improve the staff teamwork and to provide
additional skills, such as social work training
for teachers to improve their effectiveness
in communicating with Head Start parents
in their homes.

3. IMPR(T‘\-"ING UPWARD MOBILITY RATES

1

. Because some programs have been able to main-
tain reiatively high promotion rates despite low
turnover, we conclude that it is possible to initiate
effective Career Development efforts, at least in
all but the Stratum D-sized programs, which have
very small staffs.

The following paragraphs discuss some options
for improving the rates of upard mobtlity.




(1)

(2)

(3)

Intormation Concernug ""Successful' Career Development
Activities Should Be Distributed to All Programs

. Some programs have been particularly effective
in creating linkages with nearby colleges and in
instilling a desire in their employees to pursue
additional education.

. Programs of this type should be identified by OCD
on a national basis. Their methods of implementing
their career development efforts should be dis-
seminated to other programs as models.

Rewards Should Be Given to Emplovees for Improving
Their FEducations and Skills

. In programs in which raises and promotions were
given infrequently, many employees did not feel
that it was worthwhile to make the sacrifices
necessary to pursue an education while working
full-time, and often while needing to meet family
responsibilities as woll. '

. Sualary increases should be available to be awarded
to emplovees who receive academic degrees while
working in Head Start. .

Certain Entrv-I.evel Positions Need a Clearer Avenue
of Advancement

. Health Aides should have more opportunities
to advance t.hg\ir capabilities and responsibilities

. Jus Drivers/Custodians should feel that good |
performance can be rewarded by a transfer into
nther components, ¢, g., the Fducatinon component
if they want to work in the classroom,
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Head Start organizations, like ¢ther organizations, must be
attentive to providing the environmen}, in which its employees can
work productively. Such an environment is dependent upon a

demonstrated concern for the needs of employees by managemesnt -

-

at all levels--HEW National Headquarters, H"E‘W--Regional Offices,
grantee agencies and delegate agencies. The recommendations

proposed in this chapter provide options for addressing such needs.




APPENDIX A (1)

-

GLOSSARY

Confidence Interval--The upper and lower limits within which a
parameter is expected (with some degree of confidence) to be
contained. )

Confidence Level--The degree of confidence associated with a
confidence interval. If one constructs many 75% confidence intervals
and each time asserts that the interval encloses the true value of

the statistical quantity being estimated, then three out of four

such assertions will be correct. |

Contingency Table--A two-way table of counts. A Chi-Square te'st
is employed to judge whether the difference in the counts from row
to row are consistent from column to cclamn or vice versa.

Delegate Agency--An organization within a Head Start program to
which the grantee has delegated funds for the operation of one or
more Head Start centers.

Direct Provider--A Head Start organization which has direct respon-
sibility for operating one or more Head Start centers. Both grantee
and delegate agencies can be direct providers. A grantee which
operates some centers itself is considered a direct provider even

if it celegates the operation of other centers to delegate agencies.

Grantee Agency--The organization which has been designated by the
Office of Child Development as the primary recipient of funds for a
Head Start program.

Indirect Provider--A Head Start grantee agency which monitors and
coordinates the operations of one or more delegate agencies, but
which does not directly operate Head Start centers itself.

l.ateral Transfer--An employee who leaves Head Start for a similar
job elsewhere at approximately the same organizational and salary level.




APPENDIX A (2)

Organization--Any one of the entities involved with a particular Head
Start program, including the grantee agency or ang} one of the delegate
agencies under the grantee. Because individual 6i;éanizations within
a given program exhibit different characteristics, this study analyzes
the causes of mobility by organization rather than by program.

Outward Mobility--The separation of employees from Head Start
programs due to termination, resignation, or lateral transfer. Out-
ward mobility is used interchangeably with turnover.

Paraprofessional Employee--An employee in one of the following
positions, regardless o’ backgrcund or training, is considered a

" paraprofessional for the purpose of this stucy: teacher's aide, social
worker aide, health aide, nutritionist aide, other aide categories,
cook, secretary, clerk, driver, maintenance worker.

Professional Employee--An employee in one of the following positions,
regardless of background or training, is considered a professional for
the purpose of this study: administration, component director, teacher,
psychologist, counselor, speech ii.2rapist, social worker, zonsultent,
physician, dentist, nurse, physical therapist, nutritionist.

Program--The Head Start staff and activities of a grantee agency and
of each of its associated delegate agencies.

Program Year (PY)--The twelve month period beginning with the month
a Head Start Program's grant is received or renewed. Mobility data
has been gathered on a Program Year basis rather than on a Federal
Fiscal Year basis because it was found that most programs record
data in this manner and because the term Program Year was felt to

be more familiar to Head Start personnel.

Promotion--The upward movement of Head Start employees from one
job category to another accomplished by additional responsibility. The
total promotions for a given program year are obtained from the Project
Data Questionnaires as the sum of promotions within components and
promotions from one component to another.

Promotion Rate--A percentage determined by dividing the number of pro-
motions in a program over a given time by a program's average staff size
during that time. For each program year a program's promotion rate is
found from the Prouject Data Questionnaires by dividing the total promotions
for that year (defined above) by the total staff positions in that year. The
three year average promotion rate.s determined by dividing the sum of the
promotions in each year by the sum‘of the staff position in each year. This
quotient is an annualized rate which may be described as the average yearly
turnover rate observed during the three-year reporting period.
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Stratified Sample--For this study, a random sample of programs
selected from each of four independent segments (or strata) of the
total pcpulation of full-year Head Start programs. Each segment
represented approximately 25% of the total dollar value of Federal
lHead Start grants in 1971. This type of sample allowed a greater
representation of large programs in the sample than would have
been the case under a nonstratified sample.

T-Test--A test statistic employed for judging whether the population
mean for one population is the same as the population mean for another
on the basis of random samples from the two populations.

Trend--A statistical as:ossmeht of the realness of the difference
between the observed mobility xates between PY 70 and PY 72, using
the PY 71 mobility rate to obtain, a measure of error. The statistical
assessment is accomplished by cx‘onstr‘uctmg an interval around the
observed difference. *~herein one would expect the true value of the
difference to lie with 80% confidence. If the interval does not enclose
zero, the difference is judged to be real. In using this procedure, one
will wrongly assert that there is a real difterence, when in fact there
is none, one in five times. If the irterval does not bracket zero, the
trend is said to be rising if the PV 72 mobility rate is in excess of the
PY 70 mobility rate; otherwise, it is said to be falling.

Turnover--The separation of an empl&yee from the program with which
he has been employed. The total turnover for a given program year
is obtained from the Grantee an? Delegate Agency Project Data
Questionnaires as the sum of losses due to lateral transfer and losses
due to resignation and termination for that year.

" Turnover Rate--A percentage determined by dividing the number of .
turnovers in a given time by a program's average staff size during
that time. For each program year a program's turnover rate is
found from the Project Data Questionnaires by dividing the total
turnovers for that year (defined above) by the total staff positions in
that year. The three ycar average turnover rate is determined by
dividing the sum of the turnovers in each year by the sum of the staff
positions in each year. This quotient is an annualized rate which may
be described as the average yearly turnover rate observed during the
three-year reporting period.




Upward Mobility--The upward movement of Head Start employees
from one job category to another, accompanied by additional
responsibility. Upward mobility is used interchangeably with
promotions.

Weighted Total Turnover and Promotion Rates--The weighted total
turnover rate for all programs is found by a three-step process.
First a turnover rate for each stratum is calculated by dividing the
total turnovers for all programs in the stratum by the total staff
positions for those programs. Next the turnovers and staff positions
in each stratum are multiplied by a weighting factor which is the ratio
of all Head Start rograms in that stratum divided by the number of
programs for which mobility data were reported. Finally, the sum
of the weighted turnovers for all strata is divided by the sum of the
weighted staff positions for all strata. The weighted total promotion
rate is calculated analogously.
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4. Please attach a copv of vour staff gelection criteria and a copy of the job
descriptions for each position with the qualification needed to achieve salary
increzse steps 1n the ranges given sbove. If vour agency does not have
written material, please nd:cate here.

No grantee agency selection criieria other than OCD or
QEO r~anuals
No separate grantee agency job descriptions

N> written qualification for <alarv increases

i, In addition to salary, what fringe benefits do yvou offer”

Anaual leave ____weeks
tiealth Msurance

Lafee sroaccrdent insurance
2t sick leave

Cther (SPECFY)

b Are Boneiits ottered g

Al Tull<tuene statf

Al mart-time <taff

v Approax.mately what pe-centage of salarees o es the fringe henefit package represent”
Ab st
8 noormpening an the lahor market tor grantes agency Head Start staff| who are

LA Strongest competitors

5. onal St f Ca

P ilie garkool svstemas

P'rivate syrial sercice agencies

Fiblic sac:al service agencies

Crter Federallv-funded programs such as CEP, Mndel Cities, etc.
Prafit-making chil.y care centers

Nonps ofit il care centers and programs

Cther (SPECIFY)

Pl

&

I

Parapr teaqinnal Staffiy)

Public school svstema

Private social service agencies

Pubtlic social service agencies

Mher Federally -funded programs quch ac CEP, Model Cities, ete
Profit-making child care centers

Naonprofit child care centers and programs

Other (SPECLFY)

T

Nate ta) o parprees of this survev, the rategoaries of professional and paraprofessional

perconnel will he fiveded 1o aconrdance with the List on the following page 11
you have people in positions not listed, please appiv your own defimtion for them,

. o

ERIC
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PROFESSION AL

Administrative
Teacher
Psychologist
Counselor
Speech Theraptst

Soc;?' - urker
Consultant
Phvaician
Dentist

Nurse

Phvatcal Therap:ist

Nutritionyst

PARAPROFESSIONATL

Secretary, Clerk
Teacher s Mide
Socral Worker de
Healtn \1de
Nutritier st Aide
Cin k

Droer

Via:ntenance Worker
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; APPENDIX B (4)

Column Punch

-oa v hen oo lose personnel by reqrnot-an o Lranafer of the swaffl inember,
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- Column Punch
16 (Coantimued? ) -

. .-
ntne Ostiswing part o Mis guestion, Hiread From Uutade’ refers (2 persons
- %h: acre no! previsarly patd witt Head Start funde For example, a social warker -
emplan, et v ine g= o« s Non-Head Start L tion will be treated as Hired .
Froe Dgiande & e aea.inta Head Start 2 answering this question. please” A
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APPENDIX B (8)

For each funded Head Start positoon in voar grantee agency, please provide the

-,
foliswing infsrmanan

Average

SNumber
af \1nths
far New
Emplss e
LA
[

”Q RS ar
Fectine
Yy TR

froger an

Using One
as Highest
Rate Each
Position
1, 2, »e 1
n Crder of
Importance
3¢ Your
Agency
t5 Francuan

Fileroels

From - 1o

Column

Puanct.

Place Nimbers

of the Facts
Salary 1asted Relow

Range

Which Reat Apr!.
to This Poaitinn

- —— mmes  re e e
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18, Type of agency (CAP, Board of Education, etc.)

I Amount of Cirant

APPENDIX B (9)

Column Punch

PY 72 PY 71
t egeral share =
Non-Federal cash share
Non-Federal in-kind rontmibutions ’
Total e I
Perasnne: ((unts
Py 12 PY 71
b Non-Fed bt Noa-Fed
Sata gt B Wapes * onrare Share Totai Share Share Total
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P PROJECT DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

: Grantee Agency Central Office
: Staff Sice

Professionals .
: ' pParaprofessionals .
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\ | | PY 72 PY 71
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OMB No. 85-572023 APPENDIX B(11)
SURVEY L.D. NO,

Delegate Agency Project Data Questionnaire
Head Start Employee Mobility Study
—— . {Give to Grantee if Program Has No Delegate Agencies) --

This questionnaire should be completed by the Head Start Project Director of the Delegam Agency.
. Its purpose 18 to gather factual information about the employment mobility of Head Start program staff
and 1ts causes in order 1o improve Head Start and its policies,

. Tne name of this delegate agency 15 -

. ) \

2. Htow are the fnllowing core service components provided to your delegate agency Head Start I'rogram - ’
fcheck all that apply)
v Pro.dey )
Centrally Provided by Provided by
by Delegate Head Start Another Ageicy Not

Cor:.ponent ' Agency Staff  Center Staff or Consultams Pre ided

Eduratinn ang Dasly

Activities Programs

__Plannuy

_turreoulur development
FEquiprent purchasing
Classroon. instructian

5
1]
1]
H
11

Health Ser.iree Progran:
- (pretensive Heylth
“preice
Derral Program
u-rew h Hearing ant
Language Servire

|
|1
|1
|1
|1

Volunteer Services
He ruttreen
f nordisation

L

—

|1
1

Torial Sers: es P'rograr.,

1

Paren [nvaliernent
Progrars

Nutrition Prograrn.
NMen planning
Couk training and
- Bupe FvaBion
. Food preparation
___ Food purchasing

Staff traning Progran
Pre-service
. —
in-service .
e — ————— — I
Supplemental tra.ung
Carevr development
planming
Pereonnel galertinn

and re:rust:ry

4

-

Psvchological Services

e
et

—— e D "\ ~— Ly —
rp—

1
LI

ERIC : - .

— T - - )
@
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3. Please attach a copy of your- staff selectionériteria and a copy of the job
descriptions for each position with the qual\gcations needed to achieve
salary increuse steps in the ranges given ablve. If your sgency does not
have written material, piease indicate here,
i ?
No seiection criteria other than OCD or OEO manuals
No sepurate delegate agency job descriptions
-No written qualification for salary increases
’ -
4. Our delegate agency staff hiring philosophy 15 generally to (select one):
Promote from within delegate agency and Head Start center staff if we can
Advertise openly with hire of best candidate applying
5, in addition to-salary, what {ringe benefits do you offer™
Annual leave, weehks
Health Insurance
Accident insurance
Pa‘d sick leave
Other tepecify)
6. Are benefits offered to
All full-ume staff
LD part-toone staff
7. .a\ppréufnau.i'. what pereentage of salaries does the fringe benefit package represent ?
Ahout !
f, In ¢cOR peling on e jabor market for Delegate Agency Head Start ataff, who are

vour strongest . ompetitiors ™

Professional staff ta)
Prubl:e schond evgtenc
Private social Ser.ice agencies
T puble fsocial ser.wce agencies
T tnmner Federal v-funded programs such an CER. Model Citien, etc
Profu-making chdd  are centers
- Sonprofit chuld care centers and program
T Other Head Start delegate agene ew
T nner (ape-afy)

Paraprofess:onal Staff {3)
*ublic school systems
Private noucial service agencs s
Public ancial service agencies
C(nher Pederally-funded programs guch an CEP, Mode] Cines, etc.
T Profitemaking child care centers
Nonprofit child care cénters and program
" (nher Head Start delegate agencien
(rher (specify}

For put poses of uns survey, the categories of professionzl and para-
sinonal personnel will be divuted in accordance with the hst on

nr
the @Il /w12 page. if ynu have pe.ple in positions not listed, please
spply vour 2wn defimitu:n for them.

~Note {a)

CERIC

13



APPENDIX B (13)

PROFESSIONAL '_

ik e

Admuinmistrative
- . . TJeacher . -
Paveh agist
i ranselor
— Speech Therapist
Scral Worker

ansultant

Physioan

Dentiat
Narse .
o ;
_ Phesweal Therapist '
Natritoomse
PARAPROE PSS N -
.t { .
HESTTSAIPIE SR T §
; .
W e ALY
- Healte Aot .
. Neatesliahies! A0 b
Pk
13t peore .
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PR A 7 provided by enic [T

o Hbrov a3eie B ind BV ART

3

i1 yes =7 no

P

vou lose rtaff,

12, Apuroximately wnat fraction of the project direciors lime 18 spent in ataff selection

2, When vou loge personnel by resignstion or transfer of the staft member, do they
= primarily take jobs in the agencies shown in Quession 87

10, If the answer to Quention O is no, plesae list the typec of oryaizaitons to wkom

and recrutling wn atypical year” .

Abemt

12, U abfitinnal s:aff members have this duty and/or 1nterview prospective employees
for the delegate arency staff for the center staff, please state the approiimale

-

amount ot thear time spent n a tymedl year,

A

T A the past tas Fodera) fscal vesrs Ta.r vou med te terminate drtegate agen-y

e il

man-monthe of time et year
i Yo

- ataft due 1o e tpeter ¥ nntiathong "

L 4

13. i owew o
empinyment an the cammuraly

DR 4

Ve I .

e Lost o your anowirdys . Jud taear siaff tave Qffhiulty Lading nev

oy
AR Y'Y i &
- "%

staff vind s employment o

ERIC
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Prrafr oo anal Sratf

e —
s

!

-

byl - -hnol systems
freivaly a3l Seby .. ¢ AEEALIES
Fhatifas . oal ctewe AgOnUIEN

it head nf Loy wnoaledps o 2 nat 1ypes f agensien it these terminatesd

(nater Federiitse-funted progeams duch as CEF, Model Cilies, etc,

tent toeakiag At care contgrm
“onprohil craid care cenlerd and programs
! ateral tranafer aithin the delegate agency

Gkl tapie aty

Paraprofernional Sraff .

NRERRRR

Public arheol systems

Private secial arpvice sgencios

Puble - aocial service agencies

tyne - Foderaliyv-fyunded progremna auch as CEP
Profit-making cnild care centers

Nonprofit child care centers and progreme
Letersi tranafer within the delegate sgency
(ther ispecify)

Mnodre! Citten, etc.
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APPENDIX B(15)

Doea your delegste auem;} huve a budget which is indapendent fr:.m the Jrantee's hudgee? -
:" ves E:) no {__'_'7 not applicat te iwe gre th7'gumee) .

N

This program operates certers which offer  (check all the* apply}

177 fulleday szsaions {77 one part-dny sesston 177 two part-day seasions

How mans month. a year Jurs vour Program, operate ? , . oo

T e e T Ty /,' )
3 - fo‘
. . e
Do you opgrate a summer programn a:itios 10 vour full ¥ear program? e
i uen 7 ha (/

tf this 15 icsg than a 12-nionth progrem and you do operate & summer program,
are veur full vear program staff employed (n the gu—mer program?

All who wisth to be

Peattions are lirnated and we only use part of the staff

We yae other staff and all regular staff who want empicynent

‘N use nther staff becsune .
e Size of sumimer program

Vacahope of roguler staft _
Regular 217 wan,. a rest ig soditien te their vacatton ;
Heguiar staff want & reat even thoagh we dor. ¢ nsee pad va:ations

REN

i your program iR IFRR than 1l months and vau 40 ho2 cperals a summsr program,
40 vou nave Sifficulty keeping thr same winff trom year-te-year?

ne-

77 vB8 we 108 aDoL % of our R{Rff esch ysar

Hag the program reen . runged fron cartday to full-day”

| a— -y
) T yew ! 21y

i —

<

Hyvo, - ded thig alfect your ab Lty 18 fure o keep stef!” -

No effect

The type fropy Whio virw o0 tne prograsn changed

Made niring easier

Ma.de keeping staff cosior -

Hap the manttly lemgih of the program “een changed ”

-

NG

™ yes from moniha 1o moanths
A— h s WA SR TR ST~ =

it ves, nowe did this affect your ability 0 hire or keep staff”

No rffect

Type of people wha work in the program changed
Made hiring ear.er ’

Made keeping staff casier

Mher

bitid

-
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26. Do you prepare a weatten individual career development plan for yvour emplovees . .

i LI EB I T T ARE BN L Rs A0

7 yes T no

"_:-.’ for professional employees

: /77 tor paraprofessional employeea

E 27. Do you conduct your own pre-service tratmng for ataff”

: (yes o "
;‘ 28. Do you use written material in these truining seasions ?

=' ———

¢ - : Vel 1 e

29, Wl received prefervioe iramung

Ail grall
: T laat orald care and ediecaiion ataf?
Al profeeaionai staff
. T UOAN saraprofessional Llalf .
- T Other staff. (Specify) .

RITN tew many Staff nours per vear 2o vou estimate are deedted (O preservice trMining -

-

Abeat 1elad Mman-toara are epecn on prepacration of maleriel end teaching
CIRANES PR, 5 eul

At gt tetngl s 2l ] rew ata®f peraonn are Bpent in truimng each vear
e tram anoat ftat! perecas sa.h ves, g
- Jr. o I wom mate 4ot g nag A heT L € IV RUMEY PIORS A
N . _’0‘-"\ ey . E]
Lo ' .. no . o
A N Are thene Jis ubsiun 0 vup Y625.008 up.~g The onference approach to feaching or
/ .- i3 there a pres.s.bed  urriculum®
- "
= Ploncu=sinn groug
Pl rtpt Ly fe ulun
Tobim LBegan Tpresoriben s urriculem

- - 33. {5 the .n=fervi e tramng diveded ity special traimng for each program .
s component ? -

Al ! e

Nosr
B Rapre .
: - Ald tratning 18 o0 LO1M0N group BE#RI0RS ' -
;' /" - .

»
I
- .
- -

- -
- = e .
= 2 N
E 4 “ .-
: L S -
R i R = : o } TR =
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APPENDIX B (17}

Pleasds indicate which program componants reteive in-service raining and

trasning provided, . : .
Component - "Professiona] Stef!
. v Aversge Number Number of Sessioh® Length of Each
in Each Session  Per Year Sessi~1 in Hours
Education and child
. care staff’ ' .
Health servizes
Nutrition eervices
Volunteer services 7 - ,
- . - R A - 4 -
—__ Social services =
Parent involvement -
Staff training services 4
s Other ’ :
Camenrat ) Paraprofessiunal Staf?
) Average Number Numler of Seastons L.engin‘ol Each .
- In Each Seasion Per Year . Session in Hours
Education and (mld . ]
care staff
. R ———— CE———
Heglth servicen :
—e— RE— ——— A ———
—— . Nutrition services *
Volunteer Services
dr———— .- L > _ 2 S Aty LY
Social sorviced .
———— S ng— E——— syt
. Parent involiement / . -
s sramug aervices .
___ Cther ‘' -7 '
Is supplvmentary tramning avalable to the steft
) R Tlne | : R

Doen this tranng 1ead 1o ¢ither a tertifivate or 8 degree :n early ~hilabkand ¢ duycat-on
a7 ity equivalem” -

.“7 ves 1o certificgle -:Jgrh- . iV no

N

J

ves tu AA culy
-

Vil

vee 10 AA and Al , v
!

ves 1o hugher Yegree

o aupplementary training avatlabie whooh leade L ) ;e fagte o e ree iy thes
4 _

reite

.

7T ro

.:7 yes, 1n admimstration .

. __7 yeEB, 1N 50Cial servicen ,

Pk
v of ¥e6. o0 hea th aervices

~ -

i1 yee, in cutrition

- 8 '

{7 vey, ‘er impecify:

*
*
£

. _' Y

'. . - *

AN :

B VR |
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APPENDIX B3(18) : z

How tmany TMpiovess have recetves surplementary training®
™

Cft:{w[.nnan! Number Pr(-te&mbnll . Sumhber Pacaprofessional )
. ’ ' PY7: PY ™ pyid PY T2 PY 7L 2V 75 ' :
- : Education ant otitd care
Shaval aervices -
Hunith services R - -
. Nuatelrion
- - el ruen . — Svrrasraremn
[ :! tegh -
» .
W e SWERE MG GRSl o yupplumentary iraaming pat? of v3ug Alaft
) @ le, T
: - —
, YeR o fn
= 6 Faes Dot Vg apply tcoal 8088 oy parteodar stafl s ) ,
. : Al paraprafensicant i -
. Parbowieris ail parapr weatignut Skt care and edee at; 100 =2tall

: | S proatesaonl
) Partis wially ai. pratsrascnal mild care o educgtion siaft

ifrer tapecityt -

41, RS e ARAR oL gy eans oo e g an #ag counte? 2y pad slaff tune for those
R T LR S ok TR "

< 3.

yex . . L
Do eeme o _ Ny .

Cpesoiar witeation PRAQf DGy

L iB MG e tratming pes et Syning an CMOOYerT s reguler working ours -
Yero B .
i nry o S

e vad el fepen iy
R 21 D ovoy siow 9taft time off wite pay 1 take supplementary tramung?

Ne
‘ 3pecal situalion fape. iy
S 44. il ycy, o a qualified yes, how meny total man hours does this amount 1o 1n & year-s time ?

Professional man hours

Paraprolessonai man noure
x



\

€5, Have you used the Regionsl Training Officer i your progrem *

—avy
7 yen 177 no S
- et i
H
—ete 38,1t yew, woproxin utely now many hours of tresning wers provides © -
Hours planned wn FY 73
: Hourr in FY 32 ;
Hours in FY 7t
41, Do you believe the Regional Tramuing OHce: soocept sn an #ffect ve megnn
. af providing your ataff needed trannng -
. Yes, without iimitetions
. - YER, Bt limsted omps. !
: Yes nut kimeleg autie-t . giter
] Yeu but himute 4 avaslanidity
Yee but other Loslatione fspe.iho
o N e not effesfies pecasap ' e
48, - is‘ﬁamo COmMutaied the Uepartmant of Lat.or aperites fruc et tratning
PEAFERTOG gk aw UFD g R e ike pey 0F Nave vou gnel perasanel
teained o thede progrrmea *
s Pintis ves - a-
L N if yos ‘what TR ny6 vorr A cpceivat o 1iaeng Tr"'."‘f,‘smp -
SarEeine s
El(\(nl_‘qt-: Loy
] Cirok .
Crill care ataf: irarrang
Nkey tape fye
TS s e mRYT e et Ve T UL weng iAo s apply 3 the (ol crmation reguenied
H . N
Pronctoana mean o pwart ctang.ng bl category . fur
example . Tea~her 42 o2t Toarne:
L% L franirr e cnegn dRoay ke srgeetes gl agprexitately
the same argamzateing] ievel and silnry levei
) - , PY rmeans y a0 program year. Far xample, PY 72 vefera
. to the program year «hoae last montk ends in 1332 PY 72
B ’ . ABL Glere sl the grenent Limie, plrase gse sutiMaten 1O
ndlete fe noibility anfnrmation fop the teat of e DEAYgr T
‘CRT
Gut pregram sear negins {m-.n*
In ansseral 004 gurtton, pleass treal each sersonse! g fop e 3 amparste
Cwfhl, e @ tac o arnchons 2 3 promshon and 3 termanalion are vach twi
evenla, cvirls Jf they snsolew the saine emplaves
E]
.‘/‘
Q ) » ‘
- ERIC - .- . S
= BRI ) . s _
T . . . » ‘-

4
.
. N
¥
&
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N
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Jd - -
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31 For each funded Haad Start position in your delegate agency  ncluding all Lead Start
venters  please provide the following information

APPENDIX B (22)

For east positun listed above, please place in the last five columns the numbers of the five
or fewer most important problems relating to stabliity in thia position.

. .

T
W DU O e

11,
12.
13,

15,

v \‘1‘
ERIC
i

Facta

No problems in recruiting these people,

No problems in keeping these pecple.

Penple prefer these jobs even when offered ather joba for higher salaries.
Competition 18 keen for *heme people.

Salary we can pay hinders recruiting.

Salary we can pay hinders keeping people after we train them.

Qualified penple prefer to work for other organizations,

Lack of promotion opportunity 18 a problem.

Familv problems and transfer of family membera causes gtaff to leave.
Work 18 not attractive to qualik\ed people,

Pryaical werking conditions hinders hiring and keeping people.

Stalf leave a8 snon as anything better comes along

Staff prefer more secure employment.

Staff hecome d.mllusioned because of problems and lack of adequate regsources.

" Other 1Sperify)

3

\
\

e B Rttt aniia bl

sl afibsitibis aniolianshainpiniihdd

¥
H
€ e e g e s et i o e Y

o

Using 1 as
Average Highest
. Sumber Rate Each o
of Months Posttion
* for New 1, 2, urd " Place
Emplovee 1n Order of Numbers
To Importance of the
Hecome for Your Facte Listed
) Salarv Effective Agency Belaw Which
Posttiun ‘Range in This  to Function Best Apply
Title From - To Position  Effectively to This Position
1 .
¥
H
3 ~ X —_—
3
s
. E 7 ) i
K ———— ——
in
’ 1. e o
12
i — —— e ___‘
14 — e
! i —_ — e
[
i 16, — — — —
T ’ 15, —_——
18, — — e —— —
19, —
20, - —— —_—

K4

.‘.;\Lr.-.. V

i




APPENDIX B (23)

5'6. Amount of Delegate Agency Grant (with supplementais)

PY 72 PY 71
Federal Share .
- Non-b‘ederai cash ghare
Non-Federal in-kind contributions
53. Personnel Costs: : J
PY 72 PY 71 _
Fed Non-Fed Fed Non-Fed ,
Salaries and Wages Share Share Total Share Share Total i N
] r
P Fringe Benefits :
Total
54, Operating Data PY 72:
Number of Children Number of Centers Hours /Day
Part-day programs
Full-day programs - - , . )
" 5%, | Do you operate a summer program ?
71 Yes Tixe o
56, Ethnic mix of children {approximate).
% Mexican-American % Black
“ Other Spanish surnamed American % American Indian
"o Other White % Other (specify)
57. Geographic mix of children (approximate).
% Urban % Rural

e
-




58.
59.
60,
——
. O ‘
_ERIC .-

A v 17 Provided by ERIC

APPENDIX B(24)

Wha has approval authority for hiring and firing”? (c_‘heck as many as applicable)

E grantee Head Start director I___7 delegate agency Head Start director
[:7 Center director l_—7 other Head Start staff
l_:j Policy Council 1:_7 Parent Advisory Commaittee

. 14
\Who has approval authority for promotions and increases in salary” ({(check aa
many as applicable)

7 grantee Head Start director

] delegate agency Head Start director

i1 center director

—

/ other Head Start staff

:7T policy Council

7

~

Parent Advisory Commattee

s

Who performs the pavroll and accoupting functions for the program?

{1 grantee - |_] delegate agency




. APPENDIX B (25)

--—--—-ADDITION TO DELEGATE AGENCY
PROJECT DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

Total Staff Size PY 72 : _ PY 71

~ Central Office

Professionals A
Paraprofessionals
Volunteers o o B
Center and Field Staff Part Day Full Day Part Day  Full Day
' Centers Centers Centers Crnters

Professionals

Panaprofessionals

—_—

Volunteers

v

Type of Agency (CAP, Board of Education, etc.)




'APPENDIX B (26)
OMB No. 85-872024

. -

. i ® Column Punch
SURVEY 1.D. NO. ' - 1- 8
A J
-}
CURRENT EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE
This questidnnaire 1s being given so that the Office of Child Development can learn
more about why emploveps stav 1in Head Start or move to another job. Your name is not 4
attached to thi1s questionnaire, so please feel free to give answers which show vour feel- 4
ings about your job. (The survey |,), Number is the same for everyone in your agency, : r
.80 1t will nct dentifv vou. )
. L How long have vou worked in Head Start” months 9-10
2, Was Head Start vaouar fivst job? (check one)
a. T \es b. 7' No 1"
3. If not, how manv other johs did you have in the four years before you came
. to Hear Start® 12
- ~
+. Which of thie jobs you had provided useful experience for your tlead Start work?
a. ° / None b, Job Title c. Number of Months
- in This Job
— 13
—_ 14
—_— 15
?
3 ")‘ 5. Which of the jobs vou had before Head Start did you like the best?
Joh Title- 18
B Y
6, Why did vou like that job best” (check two)
a. 1 The work was tnteresting,
— 17
. [T/ The pay was good
e. 171 The ch.nces to get ahead were good, 18
d. /7] The people there were nice, ) .
e. 11 1 got good training,
£, 1] The work was easv,
. 177 My family and friends thought it was a good )ob,
h, [ 4 It was a steadv job.
. i. 17 It iet me do useful things for other people.
1 ! The hours were good,
- Wl I like working with children
Q -k I Other

¥,

e 00 G0 G 5 ) S




APPENDIX B (27)

Column Punch

-

.« Why did you gu to work 1in Head Start”™ (Check two)

a. ;-7 The work scemed interesting 14
- ' 20
b. P The pav was good
- :/ The chances to get ahead seemed good v
d. i e people ~cemed mee
e. 17 I coull pet pood training
— ,
f. . The work seemed easv
i ‘71 Al tanilv and friends thought it would be a good job
h. T It was a steady Job
- _:H It would let me do useful things for other people
J- T The Louras were pood
. 1like working with children
K. T (her
8. How does vour present Head Start work compare with the job you liked the best
before working in Head start? (Check one!
a. ) h, D Y i d. i 21
[ Like the I line both I Like the I didn"t have
Heal starm jobs abour Hea ! <tarm a inh hefrre
job le=- the <ane jab nLore working in
Head Start
9, What other po-:t:uns huve vou had in Head ~tart?
Job Titles: 22
23
24
10 How well o vou know the other people in Heal Start” (Check one in each row)
< a  Don't knowa b Know them ¢.  know them d. We're
them a little well, but 1 goord
don't consider friends
them close friends ) \ -
Ay
Agency officials T 17 I~ /1 28 't
-_— — — —_ ,
Professionals i1 17 C:? 17 26 N
Paraprotessinnals {:::’ L 11 D 09
Parents i 7 1] I 28 %
11, How well do people 1n Head Start penerally pet along with their supervisors? -
{Check one)
a. 1 oon TP e 0T o4 T 209
\ot at all A little Pretty Verw
well well B
Q . .
ERIC - . . S
. : ’ /
v * ) . e et A /l-'
pindana, oy Y pipnEbahly suptbiey




13.

14,

O

ERIC.

BA 7ot provided by ERic:

T , " APPENDIX B (28)

Column Punch

What o vou feel are the biggeat problems in getuing along with supervisors in
Head Start” «Ched s none, ane, two, or three, depepding on what answers
nest appls

] : Thes dan't n:xct therr emplovees, . :?
_ . ; 42
he 7 They don't tell their emplovees what 1s going on,
¢ /_:__ Thev criticize too much,
4, : They don't ask vmp-lovvvs for their 1deas,
e 7 They ton't help thetr eimolovees enough,
'
f. The = 't know the problems of \ht;ll" vmplovees,
. Thes dont ose the pleas therr emplovees have,
i 1l ‘.v.\'_ e tI;{:;x" emplovees tya much of the hard work.

Cther prablems

No major problems, people get along well

Iy by bbbyl

Hok well -0 people 1n Head Start get along with their fellow workers” (check one)

a.. : Not at all. . ' 33
b, /7 A lnle.

c. C-_’ Prettv well,

d /_7 Very well,

What do vou feel are the biggest problems 1n getting along with other workers in

- Head Start™ {(Check none, one, two, or three, depending on what answers best apply.)

a. ] | }'1'0;;10 don’t help each other enough. 14
b. {:_7 Peaple din't tell each other what they are doing, 35
c. : Pu-‘lplé critterze cach other too much.’ 36
d. : Peaple don't care \\he:!.hvr_!h:jv_ 4o a good job or not.
e, (_j Gther problems

D No major problems, people get along well
Do vou think parents of l-lvad start children should . .. (check one)
a. ’_:7 lY'.i':lvc raore to say about the prcizgram ” ) ) . . 37
b, /_:7 “';;w‘ less to sav about the program ®
e, 1 Hawve about the same voice they have now?
Why? . 38




16.

17,

18,

20.

. w ' I‘ -

APPENDIX B (29)

N ‘ Column Punch i
How many uanming courses have vou taken in Head Start”  (¢stimate if necessary) .
a, D're-service trasmng 7T Yes T No 39
b, in-servide training courses (workshaops) (number) 4
A g p 0
R L.eadership Development courses {(number) 31
d, Supplementary tramning courses for which you received college
pp A
credit [(number of credit hours) 12-43
In what fields did you get training with Head Start? {check one or two)
b
a. i tucation, cild development 44 .
h, A lieal, health.
- 45
. 7 Social work, .
4, 17 Natrition, cooking.
e, o Pave hatbogpy, ¢
f. : tather
L 1 -
/
g. Given no traiming.
Did vou get tres wind an ® amouant o traumng vod wanted?
a. Diin't get the kind | wanted, 46
b : Cint some byt not enough
c_l T Gt enough of the Kina 1 wanted, -
P v have people working for vadg, do vou feel that enowgh training is availahle for
it i peof g , ) 4
them ™ *
:1../‘_-' Yes . b. L:-] NO * 47
) . - gt
How gond do vou feel the tramning (n Head dtart is”
a, P
b, [ 1 Far
- 48
c. 1T (ol *
| I Very gl
*
\ _

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-

KL E YO §

= 21, Are voyinterestedan taking college courses leading to a degree and or
I professional certufication in a field sugh s teaching, sucial work, -
- nutrition, etc. (Check oned
. a. Y : Ointy if “ourses were cenveriently avatlable
j - 1 would he willing to make the necessary
: Yacrifices even af inconvenient
i Why are yor intervsted’ _ 71
15 -
¥ &
- b, TN Why?
: '= -

- — Not applizable, ! already have a degree in my firld of interest,
- 22, If your anawer to queston 21 was Yes,  please answer this quesiion also. 2
: Otherwise, skip to question 23, : , ' *
x \
: ’ Does your Head Start Program provide an adequate training opportunity for
2 you to obtain a degree”

1 » -

a. T Yes
;_ b - N, be rauge: (Uheok one nr two} \
o @ :7 Only a few pe sple 1n Head Start get to take courses,
- even thoughiraining funds are available
_ : Head Start tramning funds are not avallable in.my field -
e nf intenedt ’ )
" T The program does not allow me time off when the traning
- . +3 being helqd
ta -—
: __ 7 Not encugh different courses are available in my field of
: interest w6
= ¢ . T Other reason related to the provision of traiming 717
2 ’ -
& -~ . . ]
r? _ s *
L o- Are there nther reasons not related to the tHead Start program’'s
. s provision of training which prevent you from getting the training .
- you need for a degree or certification? (Check one or twol
- 7_7 Too Adifficult to work at a full-time job and take courses too
- ] .
: {:_’ . Fam:ily responsibilities _ .
. 7 Dufficulty of petting to site of training ) 78
= - '™ [t takes too ' ng tn complete the training when | can only '
: o attend on a part-time bacis 79
* ERIC - o T ' - '
/|  Other reason {specify) . , .

. P e A o — . ‘) * :",. L B
—— n 1 - Lad = iy

APPENDIX B (30)

Column Punch




L]
- *
i S
z 21, Has v traoming Ledps ! o s 4 it [SEEAATER S SN b o ®oaned
*~ f
a o Ny H B ot < T A ot
N — — — — R
y 24. D) the tronming el ra et o vatae o peoamo AN SRF1 ¢TI t
<
a. “
R St T s, uwnt g Lroamation
oL ) R AT RIS but pecejves to ragse
—_ f . )
R vot a promotion and a rase N
'I v
- - . i 4 - -
. 23, Du v feel S liewd St PO av e s als e opaleT o Tasr P sl 1 2 hetler ]
A 10ha (7 Heast sepet © geneoa aned
- 1
* \
- ——— 1
3 L ' Yoeos
- . -
- R - 1] .
HE N, nod ety bk e anadlable
: e
o . . ,‘ . /
[ . LTt P Rpe s Lor3 gest toetler L an.s e s
_— R
— - ) ’
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: \
>6. Nat actuding high school oF wollege courses leading to a degrre,
have yu rexelved any gpecial raming BEFORE coming to Head Start? (check one)
¥
a. :-‘—' ’\ﬂ
b. ' Yes, in technica: or vocational schocls
. 77 Yesu, i military schnols )
d. .7 Yes, 12 courses paid for by £r avinus emplovers
. e, ) [ ¢ R ' h
Y ,’.
r
37, In wna! field was your previosus trarmung® (check one)
!
a. T N one
h R Fodiatin, v”xt!'h‘vvl:pnxcﬁt
¢ 2 Slefieal e henlth
4 '—“ Nsepat work
e, .- Natraton, comking s
— t
wf. Psvenalogy
: - t' (R4
38, What 15 the ttle of vour current Head Start position”
%, For now mans hours a <ay are you paid by Head Start”
40. For how manv wee-3 a year are you pald by Head Start?

APPENDIX B (33)

Column Punch

Wrnat :x vour current »alarv® § jer year or §

or § per acur
—— s

]

per week

This is tne end of the queationnaire, Tnank vou very much for your help.

Piedse seal the questionnatre in the envelope provided and

- it e prerson who gave it to you,

,
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APPENDIX B (34)

SURVEY | D. NC°,

FCRMER EMPI CYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

1 how Ling ago 4id vou leave Heaf Start? months
2, Wrat was vour last posttion with Head Start™ tob Tatle
1 Wiqt earhier paaition ded vos have Head Start ”

vt Tatles

.
1. Are . eanow o w creeng fall-time a : Yes W, 1 No icheck onel
part-time " a, !/ Yes b. :/ No (check »ne)

3. If v are not now working, are yod=-

a3 : 1 +hang nly ©r a full-time wb

h T {.ooking onlv for a part-time job

¢ T Looking for either a full-time or part-time 10b

d. + Nofanterested ina job

€ heck one of the abave d
- 128 16 veem are working now, what 16 the ttle of vour wobh?”
T [s 13 werk similar to vour Head Start job? {check one)
a. T 1 ves b, [/ No
' If ves. how is 1t similar”
8. Was Head Start your first job” (check one)
a, [ 7 Yes b, C:: No
If not, how manv other johs have vou had in the past four vears”
9 How manv jobs have vou had gince you le{t Head Start?
O

fpasigatonsiohosepusmmviiginiiipwpsie P L b T TR DI R

e A o e e e g S 2 e o e e

( lumn Poan




1
10.
i 11.
-l
; .
? -
- 12.
\
13,
14,
i
Q
-ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

jl
e

Survey 1. D. No.

'

Dud the work and training vou got in Head Start help prepare vou for the

job vou have now " (check one)
a. 1] Yes b. /] No

S
Compared with your last position in Head Start, is your
present salary:

o T b T e [
Higher About the ' Lower
same ' :

tcheck one of the above)

What did you like best about working at Head Start?
{_hecx the two best answers)

a. D The work was interesting

b, : The pay was good

e. T The chances to get ahead were good

4, : The people there were nice

e, /_-?/ I pot good training

f. f The work was easy

g ! My fanuly and friends thought it was a good job
h, ’__—/ It was a steady job

1. ___—’ It let me do good things for other people
1. ’_:7 The hours were good

k. /' Other

What was the reason given for your leaving Head Start?

\.

NDid you have ather reasons” (check tne vune, two, or three besat
answers!

a. [/ Head Start didn't have enough money to keep me
b, :__—:’ Pay w¢8 too low

C. {:7 Hours were too short

d, _/_“/ vouldn't get-the training | wanted

e I_':-/ Didn't get along with the people

f, f_:—/ The job didn't use my skills very well

& /_'_/ No chance for promotion

/ Found a better job

l\

{Continued)

APPENDIX B (35)

-Column Punch

.
e
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¢ APPENDIX B (36) :
¥ — |
; Survey [.D. No.
: Column Punch 7
P
s . o
. 14. (Continued} : /
& <y
Tl i 1 Personal or family problems o
] .
E ! 3 : Didn’t like the work
3 _— : ; P N
: ke __ Other
i 1, : ! had no other reasons for leaving : Gl
; *. 13, Why did vou take your present job” (check twol .
‘ a. i The work seemed interesting ! v
b, The pay was good -
¥ - : -
: e The ~hances o get ahead seemed good
— —tdyo- R ‘The pecople geemed nice
3 _— *
2 v, _/:__ 1 -nuid get good training -
: £ The work stemed easy
: g. : My family and friends thought 1t would be a good job
z ho It was a steady job
] 1. _: It let me do good things for other people
3 1 : The hours were good R
'3 ke o Other "
3 16, Haw does the jab vou have now compare with your work at Head Start”
" o, e, [T
I iked Head Start I lixe hoth johs I liked the Head
R work 1ess about the same Start work more A
= : 17. How well did you know the ather people in flead Start” (check orfe in each row)
S ‘ . [dn't know  Knew them  Knew them well,but  Close Friends
< T .. them a little didn't consider them
o ’ as friends . .
j —— S e ——
2 Ageney Gfficials a. ! 1 b, 1 ! ve 11 do i1
: Professionals a, : b, 11 . /_Tl d
Paraprofessionals  a. /_j/ ne 11 c. [_1 4.
- Parents a. /_t-/ b. {:7 c. I_-:I d. _/:I
- i ’
. /
H O -
..
it g iy SRS e e s ettt e oo ool v - .




Survey | . No.

18

. 4
'

What do vou feel were the biggest problerris in getting along with supervisors
in Head Start” (Check none, one, two, or'__three; depending on what answers
best apply)

\
Theyv didn't trust their employeu‘;‘; enough.

a. :/
am— Vo
b, ‘They didn't tell their emplovees *'hat was going on,
i
e, i1 They criticized too much, \

i
i

~

%x didn't ask employees for their ideas.

~

e, They didn't help their employees enough,

-

IRNEREERNEAR

Thev didn't know the problems of their employees.
ﬁu\v didn’t use the ideas their employees had.

. Thu\ gave their employee too much of the hard work.

-

Cther problema oo oo e o

19.

O

» ERIC

Y

~

What do vou feel were the biggest problems in getting along with other workers ™
{Check none, one, two, or three, depending on what answers best apply)
a. People didn't help each other enough.
b, ! People didn’t tell roch other what they were doing.
c. ’__: People criticized each other tao much,
d. People didn't care whether they did a good job or not.
©. :’ (.ther problems
12 v think parents of Head Start children should have had (check one)
a, L1 More to sav about the program )
h, [/ l.ess to say about the program.
Why "
Approximately how many training courses did you take 1n Head Start?
P

a. Pre-service Trainng I”1 Yes I”1 %o
b. [neservice tratning ~wourses : {number)

\c. Leadership Development courses {number)
d;*.\ Supplementary (College) courses {number of credit hours)

\
\
N R

o e i et A b e e - e % @ gt ey e Ty [—— . — U I

APPENDIX B (37)

Column Punch

h
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APPENDIX B (38)

Survey 1.1, No. Column Punch

O

- ERIC

PR A v 7ext Provided by ERic

22 What fields did vou get traning 1n with Head Start? (check one or twa)l
- a. ;7 Education, child development.
' b. /7] Medical. health.
e, {1 Social work.
d 1] Nutrition, coaking.
! e. /_:7 Psychology. -
f :_:7 (ther N,
t
g /] Given no trainng. : N
hY
23, Ind vou get the kind and amount of trainming you wanted ?
a. {_—_—7 Didnt get the kind [ wanted,
. i
b. '_:7 Giot a hittle but not enough.
K [_—? (;ot enough of the kind [ wanted.
v 24 in general, how did vou teel about Head Start ?
a. {1 Was good for children.
EY 1] Was good-for_parents.
c. 1 Was good for the community. RN
4. 11 Dt not really help much,
25.  How much do you teel vour work helped your Head Start program ? (check one)
a. /1 Midn't make much dhfference.
b. /] Helped a httle. : '
e, 171 Was verv helpful, \ &
— \
. !
26. Have anv of vour children attended tHlead Start? (check one}
a. ] Yes b. /1 No '
27. Were you hired from the Head Start commumity? {check one)
N
a. /] ves b. [_] No
28. What is your age? years
29. Are you .a. [_] Male b /(] Female (check one)

o e et e e s e s e



survev . [D. No.

30. Are vou

Black

s

NENENAEARERAN

Mexican-American
(her Spanish Surnamed American

Mther White

e. American [ndian
. f. Oriental =
(nher

{Check one of the abovel

71. How manv vears of school have you finished” {check one)

a. ! 1-4 grade school
b. l__:7 911 some high school
c. I Received & high school diploma

d. 7] Some college

e. 171 Received an Associate Degree

f. (7 Received a Bachelor's Degree

-]
-
1

Cther
?.:’ 32, Did you have any special training BEFORE coming to Head Start? {(check one)
a. 171 No.
b, 1] Yes, 1n public schools.
c. D Yes, in the mulitary.
1. 7 Yes, on-the-job.
e /7 (rther "
L 2
33.  What 18 your maun field of training? (check one)
a. /_:7 None.
b, 7] Fducation, child development. .
c. 171 Medical or health.
d. [l Social work.
e, !___7 Nutrition.
o . 171 Paychology. -
e Other
Q
:

pevivetuihivisnpiininin e P N Pt .9 bttt
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Column Punch
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APPENDIX B (40)

Survey 1. D. No. Column Punch

—m. .. 3%. . How many hours a day did you work in Head Start”
35. What was vour salary when you left Head Start? § per vear
\ N ’

$ per vear

36. \What 18 vour current salarv”

This 15 the ond of the questionnaire. Please enclose 1t in the envelope we have
provided and mail 1t to our office in Washington, Thank vou very much for vour

help.

_ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERUERE UL LA At
+4s,
.

——
Column Punet _

oowE

SURVEY 1 DY NUMBER

! " EMPLOYEE T D NUMBER -

HEAD START STAFE MCBILITY STUDY
CONEIRMATION CF PMPLOYEE DEPARTURE AND REASONS

“Name ot Farmer Empl osvee

o SR wmMR S

| ast tarst Aliddle
O

He-gaatt i Jermanston Date

oo vegsdng TR

Tt ast Head stast Positeon He at Start Component

LrAN'N

Person Completing This Form

Name

Pos<ition

e Lo

Date

IRk

(check mned

EC R

©he Primars 3ioaic o amormation Regarhing Tras Emplavers I

Pergmal tamihant

Ke-v at-is

¥

Laurn

Huearsae

LLBL JEPRTEE BREE B ) IS BB

w b

TFE 3% ey o 2

I 3pih sty
.

o
.

“The Head Start supervisor most familiar with this {Hormer emplovee should complete this form.

LI I AL ]

w VH

* ERIC ‘

: Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




]
Survey 1D, Number tmplovee |. D,

. 1. What was the sfficial reason for the vmployee’s leaving the program

a. : Termanat:on by program for cause.
A Lavoff by program due to funding prohlems.
c. :/ \Mutual program emplovee decision, .
- d, : Found m\;re mtufostmg position.
e. Found hetter paving position.
f, :7 Found better opportumity for advancement,
a. : Foun:! hetter traung program. T
U, 1 8

n.o U'nknown to program
i. -'::' Cthers, specifv

2. If there were other reasons for the emplovee leaving program emplavment, what

40 vou think the major reason was”

a. :’ Same as answer to Question 1,
1 : TliaL.natn Yy program or sadse
c. I::! l1.asv 3tf by program due ta funding problems ,
B :’ \Mutual pr gram emplovee decision.
v, ._’_____v' t'nknown to program
f. :’ Cthers, speoify
1. If the prog:an berminsted the emplovere, what was the reason”
N
. . a. [:_-7 Ignhllntv to perform luties,
" b, ’_':7 Inability to accept direction, regulations.
' e, 1_:7 Inability n'_; work with pr()ft.'Ss;mnal staff.
d. : Inabulity t» aurk with paraprofessional staff.
e. ’___:’ Inability to work with volunteers.
£ 7 Inability to work with ehildren.
g C/ Persnnal weaknesses (ahgence, lateness, unreliability).
no 11 Perannal instabilitv (outhursts, pouts),

v 47 Qther, apecifv-

_ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Pt bl Vit S Y, A g

i ceian o eAae e mimmee s ne mer maemee— -

APPENDIX B (42)

Column  Paney

lvis




\ - APPENDIX B (43)

. ’ Column Puneh < s
B N {f la1d off, how was this emplovee chosen” ‘
(Y - .
. a. /:—_. Abolishment of job category.
— . & '
*h 7 Leastsvemority within b category,
e, 7 Cther, Ipecify: .
S,
3 If rmplosee teft by mutaal decision, what was the reason for this decision”
a. Difficultics an pertormag duties
oo Diffieylues in accepling irection, regulations
c. :_ Diftsealities 1n working with pm}'essnonal staff.
4. Bitficaltics 1n working with paraprofessional staff. .
— .
e, [ 3 Diffie ultivs 1o working with volunteers, t
f. : Mitficulties 1n working with children,
a. i_:_’ Personal probhlems fhealth, famalyl.
’ —_— 7
L Personal trasts.
1. -—' {.thers, speduty
—
3 “ -
6. . What were the emploves’s relationships with the Head Start officials he came 1n .
o contact with'™* : ’ © 7
a i thighly <atisfactory )
b. T Satisine Yory
-
c. ; l nsatisfac tory -
., 11 Verv unsatiafactory. '
e, l_:/ Na contact.
7. wt sigere the emploves 3 relati snships with supervisors ?, '/ .
e LW B . - -
) a. !/ Highlv satisfactory. .
. .
h, Satisfactory. ’
c. f:/ Unsatiafactory.
4. -—: Lers o ansatisfactars
t
- L
. . .
o .
ERIC - \ : |
”




O

iy

8.  Whit werethe ermploves 2 relatiunshaps with coworkers ’

.. b I e i .
“Highly Satisfactory t'nsatisfactory Very . . -
satisfa.tory - unsatlsfactory

5, i tie empluvee 5ad a seper-isars pomtion, what were s relations with subordinajes ”

a. b. et a
Hiphlv Satisfactory Unsatisfactary \ery
sat:sfatory ’ ungatisfactory -

T
10. How sansfied did tne emplovee seem to be with his work »

a. : t

oI

-E

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R

‘ery Average Very .
satysfied disuatisfier
fed i, "
11.  Vhat anpa toehd thus emplovee's 'departure have on k15 program component ?
T F .
a. _ Harmful t, ‘:' Helpfut c. ’_7 None -
1o Sl 1. Maty
2. 7 Moderately 2. 1 Moderately .
3. : Extremely ° 3. ./ Extremely ,
12, What unpa-t mas emplovee's departute hfd on the overall program”
: : . :-
B — — »
a. - ' Harmful b. ! ' Helptul ¢. I_i None
— — ’
oo My V. My
— — ¥ -
2 Mederately 2. __ Moederately )
i, : Fxtrermely 3. : Fxtremely .
13, “What 18 the -ur rent 3tatus of the poaition vacated by the employee ”
o 1t has been fitled from within program.
l___ It has heen filled by external hire. "\
.
. .
2 % a. ancy to be filled by sultable external mire when found.
: Deryspen - on erning whether to fill pnaition hae not yet heen completed.
7t Position hav been abolisned., : o
I the position s < urrerntly {lled please anawer the fcllowing -t
14. lerpth of tirwe 0 {:nd repl.cr'emvn! ynonths)
15 Approx.icate Lt e tor repla ereent to be. ome aple 1o fullv assume responaibility R
for 1hi2 posit.on , Ve . e .
{mountheal T o
T .
16 Tire repia. ement spent (a forral trainngforientation program for thik -,
frooxat. Lh ’
thours)
- - . " . ") -
.17, WRat 1< vour estin ate of the overall cost to the program to find and train this
reflazenent? . .
4 s
*
. .
‘ s,



S . - o | APPENDIX B (45) o

COMMUNITY REI’HESENTA'I‘I\'E INTERVIEW. GUiDE

" 1. How long have vou been a community representative? -
"~ 2, ¥ What programs are assigned to vou? '
S S . \.\ i - : - . s
B ) - . L . ’ v, : IS
3. We will be visiting__ program in the near future.
a. Do you feel the program functions effectively
b. = Has it achieved anv noteworthy successes which you could

describe?

(Probe for the nature of relations with the community, with
parents, and ampng staff.)

c. Is it bothered by any particular problems? (Repeat above
probe.) , -
- . . had
d. Has it had problems with turnover of personnel? (Probe-for
indicators, e.g., high turnovers of staff and causes, e.g., ol
too low salaries.)’
- . If theré is no R. T.0O. now, ‘how long ago was there one?

3

e

When there was an R. T.O., was this pr'ogram assisted
by the R.T.O. ?

Does this program make more or fewer requests for technical
assistance than most?




o A

o - - e © APPENDIX B (46)
) . ‘ Y :
)
f. W hat et’s’e\ t haa the Care 6=Tl)evelopment Prngram had on

personnel in the prngram (i—fi"obe for effects on stability
or lack thercof,) . .

P .- [.
) B How does _ program rate in companaon with your
other programs m terms of stab’xlttv"

~

-

b, Is there a iaryge range of’ dxtferenr‘es among the delegate
' agéncies in the way they run their parts of the program ?
{(Preobe for na‘ure of differences, particularly in terirs of
cited sicces i5¢$ or problems.)

T’

~

\Uhat; if any, problems have vou noticed regarding relations
between the grantee and the delegate agencs ? {(Probe for
. effed t of problems.)

-
"

- .3 . Do you think relations between the grantee and delegate agency
. ' might be infproved in some wav? (Probe for nature of
Hmprovemepts. )

¥, Are there 3rv particular topics which we should e sure to i
. - explore with the director or other personnel of : pro-
gram” (Pfohe for personnel knowledgeable by areas.)

4. Has there been much emplovee mobility in your programs in general”?
- (Probe top nature of miobility and associated causes, €e.g.:

‘ Intraprogram (delegate, delegate-grantee, grantee-
regiosal ?

- - i.ateral transfers

- Promotion
.Exteraal
- -~ lL.ateral transfers
- Promotion ]
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o ——

¢ -

a. Does thi§ 'Jmob_ilgty cause any problems for the program? i
-{(Probe for difficulties in recruiting replacements.)

s " b. Do vou ha_\_"'e any suggestions as to improvements that might
_help to eliminate the problems? . - '

c.  How are vou informed about employee mobility? How long does
it take for the information to reach you?

5. Use the Regional Employees Interview Guide to probe for causes
and extent of mobility among regional employees.




APPENDIX B (48) ot

] Office of Child Development T~
REGIONAL EMPLOYEES' INTERVIEW GUIDE

Name /

-

Telephone HEW Region

Job Title

1. . How long have you been in this position?

2. What was your previous position ?

3. When you first started your present job, about how long did it take
before you felt you were functioning effectively? (Probe for efforts
needed to pbtain confidence of Head Start program personnel and
difficulties encountered.)

4. How would you describe the extent of rezgional personnel turnover
since you have been in this position? (Probe for type and leve! of
staff affected.)

5. Do you feel this turnover has affected your job or the region's Head
Start programs? (Probe for specific nature of effects and problems
in terms of jobs and programs. ) o F

a. How arec programs notified of mobility at Regional Office?

b.  How do the.pro%rams perceive the effccts of Regional Office
turnover ?




o“ .
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APPENDIX B (49)

c.  What areas of the programs are mbst affected?

d. Is theére a provision for continuity in Regional Office record
keeping which would minimize the impact of turnover on local
programs ?

What,if any, personnel turnove= problems have you noticed in the
programs in this region? (Probe for prevalence of problems by
grantee and delegate agency by staff type and level.)

a. What is done at the regional office level to assist local
p.ograms with problems?

‘What do you feel are the major causes of these problems? (Probe

for each problem cited.)

\WWhat improvements in Head Start policies or operations do you feel
could be made to improve eifectiveness? (Probe for each problem
cited.)

-

a. Are there problems in communications ?
- Within the office?
- Between the office and the programs?
- Between the office and the national level ?

b. Do all grantees get equal attention from the Regional office ?

- How is decision made to share time among them?
- How often are programs visited?

e ras e T Tam - eaf

'

!,I]x’
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CURRENT EMPLOYEE INTERVIEW GUIDE

To reduce barriers to spontaneity, neither a guide nor a notepad should
be present during the actual interview. Comments should be summarized
after completion of interviews. Explain to the interviewee that purpose

of discussion is to explore HIS opinions regarding areas of possible sensi-
tivity incompletely covered or omitted from the questionnaire.

1'

7

How long have you been working in Head Start?
What is your present position ?

What things do you like best and least about your work in Head
Start? (Probe for examples of each.) '

Have you taken gny training in Head Start?

(If no) do you know of any reasons why you have not received train-
ing? (Probe for employee's decision, program's decision, and
basis for either.) Skip to Question 9,

f

(If yes) do you think it helped you in your work? (Probe for ex-
amples of help.)

Did you get a raise after your training? A promotion? (Probe
for relation to training. )

(If NO raise or promotion followed training)
Do you think you should have been given a raise or promotion?
(Probe for basis for positive or negative answer in relation to

. training.) , -




10.

11,

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

APPENDIX B (51)

Do you feel Head Start staff members get along with each other or .

are there problems? (Probe for nature of relations and problems "\
among same and different types and levels of nonsupervisory staff |
in component and in.other components varying examples, e. g., \
teachers, nutritionists, to fit the situation.) \

Do you have any suggestions as to how relations among Head Start
staff member might be improved? (Probe for solutions to problems
cited in No. 9 as well as other effects of improvements. )

Do you feel Head Start employees- get along with their supervisors
or are there problems? (Probe for nature of relations and prob-
lems by levels of supervision by staff type in component and in
other components. )

Are there any ways in which relatmns between employees and
supervisors could be improved? (Probe for solutions to problems
cited in No. 11 as well as other effects of improvements.)

Have you had much contact with parents of Head Start children?
(Probe for whether contacts are felt to have been restx icted by
program. )

Do you feel that parents are involved enough with the program?
(Probe for whether parents or program are primarily responsible
for sufficient or insufficient involvement and the associated reasons. )

Do you feel that parents have too much or too little say about the - .
operations? (Probe for involvement in hiring and firing, other
personnel aspects, and other aspects, )

Do you feel the program involves and is responsive to the com- )
munity? (Probe for whether the program or the community is

primarily responsible for sufficient or insufficient involvement

and the associated reasons.) ' 3

——— " B P I TR
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.18,

.19,

20,
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Would you h;st;e any ideas for improving the program's relations
with parents or the community? (Probe, as necessary, for basis
for suggestions and their anticipated effects. ) A

Do you feel your salary is fair? ‘(Prwb@be for basis for positive or
negative answer,)

Do you feel promotions are decided on a fair basis? (Probe for
basis for positive or negative answer. )

Are there other problems involving Head Start policies about which
people are unhappy ?
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Former, Employee Interview Guide

AN
AN

Explain to the interviewee that the purpose of this survey
is to improve the Head Start program by finding out what makes
employees leave the program.,

L What things did you like best about your work in Head
Start?

2. What things did you like least about your work in Head
Start?

3. What was your last position in Head Start?
4, How'long Jdid you work in Head Start?

5.  Did you get any training in Head Start? (If no, skip
: to Question 9.)

6., . Did it help you in your work at Head Start?
7. Does it help in 'yc;ur present work? What is your present job?
8. Did you get a raise in Head Start after your training?

A promotion? (If no) Should you have been given a

raise or a promotion?

9, Did the Head Start staff members get along with each
other? (Probe for nature of problems among staff),

10. How might Head Start staff relations be improved?

11, Did Head Start employees get along with their
supervisors or were there problems?

12, Are there any ways in which relations between employees
and supervisors could have been improved?

13, Were there any (other) problems which made you feel
uncomfortable in Head Start?

14, What caused you to leave Head Start?
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Former Employee Interview Guide
Page 2

15. Are you working now? In what job? (If not asked in question. 7.)

16. Did you receive the questionnaire we mailed to you? Have you ~
sent it back to us? If not, please complete it and send it to us.
It is important to have your opinion on these subjects.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE .

GRANTEE AGENCY HEAD START ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW
(Sﬂould only be used for programs having one or inore delegate agencies. )

D W In your overview of delegate agency operations, what, if any, per-
o sonnel problems exist? (If answer is none, probe for other prob-
lems that implicitly reflect personnel problems, e.g., too few
staff, inadequately trained staff, etc.) :

2. What do you feel are the primary indications that the agency is
having personnel problems? (Probe for existence of:

&

High turnover of professional staff

High turnover of paraprofessional staff
High turnover of management personnel
Difficulties in recruitment of:

- Professional
- Paraprofessional
- Management

High rate of internal lateral transfers versus promotions
Also ask for examples as warranted.)

3. What do you see as the most important causes of these problems?
(Probe for possible effect of:

Opportunities for promotion
Training for better jobs within Head Start
. Not enough training
Promotions not being based on performance
. Salaries being too low
Hours too short to earn a reasonable income
Working with children can become frustrating over time
Do not hire the right people
Do not manage people well
Staff relations are poor
Community relations are poor
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4, What other factors, if any, tontribute to personnel problems? (If
specific causes above not mentioned, probe by asking: "Do you
feel that...is a problem ?"!) :

What components of programs seem to have had the most personnei

3.
problems?
6. What factors do you feel have ‘contributed to the prevelance of prob-

lems in these components? (Probe for [1] factors named as being
maost important, No. 3, and [2] factors cited as being of secondary
importance, No. 4,)

7. Which components seem to have had the fewest problems ?

8. Can you cite any reasons why these components have had
fewer problems? (Probe for absence or elimination of factors
named in Nos. 3 and 4.)

9. How do you'feel personnel problems affect the ability of the delegate
agencies "'to function effectively?" (Do not say--'"to achieve its
goals'--this is a rather controversial phrase. Probe for effect of
causes cited as being of primary importance. )

- 10. Have some delegate agencies done a better job than others in their
handling of personnel? (Probe for:

Elimination of problems

Positive approaches which have precluded the develop-
ment of problems, e.g., salaries, good staff or
community relations, etc,)

11, How would you characterize the overall effectiveness of your Career
Development Committee and/or Program; for example, have they
increased or decreased personnel stability? (Probe for other
examples. ) '

12, What, if any, improvements do you feel are needed in the Career
| Development Committee and/or Program?
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13, Have any turnovers among I[EW/OCD Regional employees created
difficulties for the operations of your program? (Probe for the
kinds of difficulties and Regional Office positions in which such

turnovers occurred, ) _
\ . N

| \Only ask if not rmentioned as part of answer to No. 9.)

14, Has turnover in the Regional Tréining Office position been a
' problem? . (Probe for effects it has had. )

-

15, Do you think that personnel problems could be reduced if people in
Head Start received more training in administration? (Probe for:

. In which positions mighi people benefit the most ?
. What kinds of training do you feel are needed ?
- Learning how to choose the right people for the job
- Learning how to manage people better
16. Do you feel that the program has experienced proElexhs in its rela-

tions with its Board of Directors? (Probe for types of problems
and effects.)

17, Do you think that your program's relations with its Board of
_Directors might be improved in some way? (Probe for nature of
improvements: vis-a-vis: [l] cited problems, and [2] other areas.)

18. What problems, if any, have you noticed regarding relations with
the Policy Committee? (Probe for types of problems and effects. )

19, Do you think that relations with the Policy Committee might be
improved in various ways? (Probe for nature of improvements:
vis-a-vis [1] cited problems, and [2] other areas. )




20.

21,

A B APPENDIX B (58) o

~ .

Do you feel that the prograr has experienced problems as a result
of turnover within this agency or the delegate agencies? (Probe
for nature of problems and effects.) '

. )
Do you feel these problems are a result of particular conditions or

are they common to Head Start programs? (Probe for conditions
and examples. )

Would you have any suggestions as to how relations between grantee

‘and delegate agencies might be improved? (Probe for nature of

improvements vis-a-vis [1] cited problems, and [2] other areas.)

P UU R VU PROUS DU SO LUy SR P P
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CADDITION TO HEAD START DIRECTOR INTERVIEW

The following are some of the purposes of Head Start programs as they

have been conveyed to us.

FFor each of these purposcs, please tell me

‘if it is indeed one of the purposes of your program and if so, if emplovee

To support & accelerate the
development of children

.  To strengthen the self-

confidence, family confi- .

... dence.and community.con-

5.

sciousness of children by
letting them see parents and.
others in their community
operate in situations of res-
ponsibility

- To develop the community
-life of the parents

To provide a training ground
for employees in the program
to go into other gainful em-

‘ployment beyond what would
“have been possible without
‘their participation in Head Start

Other purposes

mobility has affected yvour ability to accomplish that purpose. .
Purpose Applicable? Affecied by turnover?

SR PRSI UI I A P S
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ADDERNDUL PO HEAD START

< A
ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW GUIDES

. We will be telephoning the Head of the Policy
Counct! (or Policy Committee). Can you
provide his name and phone numher”

Name . Phone Number
. We would also like to have the name and phone

number of the Head otf the RBoard of Directors ot
¥Our agency.

e Phone Number

“ Inthe Pro:ect Data Questionpiaire, we askert
about genvral typ s of oogamzabions who
cormpete with yvou 1n the employment market.
Will you provide rne wath the exact name andd

Aaddress of cach ol these ergamsations

: A final numerical question=--How long have you
boen the direotnr of thus program

How many directors bhave there been over the
history of this prograr How many
vears has the program existed?
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. | INTELVIEW GUIDE

DELEGATE AGENCY HEAD START
ADMINISTRATOR.INTERVIEW

..q,,.

(Shouid also be us-d for Grantoce Agency Administrator Interview whea
program n has no delegate agency. In this case, omit numbers 19 thyough
. 1. ) B

S

. | _ \ .
1. in your overview of the operations of this Head Start Program,
what, .1f any, personnel problems exist? (If answer is none, probe
for other problems that implicitly refiect personnel problems,

e. g., too few staff, inadequately trained staff, etc.)

2. What do you fecl are the primary indications that the program is
having personnel problems” (Probe for existence of:

High turnover of professional staff
. High turnover of paraprofessional staff
. High turnover of management personnel..
. Difficulties in recruitment of:

- Professional
- Paraprofessional
- Management

High rate of internal lateral transfers versus promotions
Also ask for examples as warranted. )

3. Whdt do you see as tne 051( important causes of these problems?
(Probe for possible effect of:

.

. Gpportunitivs {or promotion

. Training for better jobs within Head Start

. Not enough training

it 822 . Promotions not being based on performance
Salaries being too low
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10.

11.
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Hours too short to earn a rea ..mable income

Working with ch:ldren can becoine frustrating over time
Do not hire the right people

Do not manage people well

Staff relations are poor

‘Community relations are pocr

What other factors, if any, contribute to personnel problems? (If
specific causes above not mentioned, probe by asking: ''Do you
feel that...is a problem?")

What components of the program seem to have had the most per-
sonnel problems?

What factors do youfeel have contributed to the prevalence of prob-

. lems in thesc components? (Probe for [1] factors named as being

most important, No. 3, and [2] factors cited as being of secondary
importance, No, 4.)

Which components seem to have had the fewest problems?

Can you cite any reasons why these components have had fewer
problems? (Probe for absence or elimination of factors named in
Nos. 3 and 4.)

How do you feel personnel problems affect the ability of the program
"te function effectively?'' (Do not say--'to achieve its goals''--this
is a rather controversial phrase. Probe for effect of causes cited
as being of primary importance.)

&

How would you characterize the overall effectiveness of your Career
Development Committee and/or Program; for example, have they
increased or decreased personnel stability? (Probe for other
examples, )

What, if any, improvements do you feel are needed in the Career
Development Committee and/or Program?
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13.

14,

17.

18.'

19.
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Have any turnovers among IHEW/OCD Regional employees, created
difficulties for the operatiors of your program? (Probe for the
kinds of difficulties and Regional Office positions in wh;ch such
turnovers occurred ) ' '

(Only ask if not mentioned as part of answer to No. 9.)

»

!

Has turnover in the Regional'Training Office pos1t1on been a
problem? (Probe for effegts it has had.)

-
r

Do you think that personnel problems could be reduced if people in
Head Start received more training in administration? (Probe for:

. In which positions might people benefit the most?
What kinds of training do you feel are needed?

- Learning how to choose the right people for the job
- Learning how to manage people better
- Other. )

-

Do you feel that the program has experienced problems in its rela-
tions with its Board of Directors? (Probe for types of problems
and effects.,)

Do you think that your program's relations with its Board of Direc-
tors might be improved in some way? (Probe for nature of improve-
ments: vis-a-vis: [1] cited problems, and [2] other areas.)

What problems, if any, have you noticed regarding relations with
the Policy Committee? (Probe for types of problems and effects. )

Do you think that relations with the Policy Committee might be
improved in various ways? (Probe for nature of improvements
vis-a-vis [1] cited problems, and [2] other areas.)

Do you feel that your progfam has expevienced probléms as a result
of turnover within the grantee or delegate agencies? - (Probe for
nature of problems and effects. )

A\
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" Would you have any suggestions as to how relations between grantee

APPENDIX B (64) . . e

Do you feel these problems are a result of particular conditions or
are they common to Head Start programs? (Probe for conditions

_and examples, )

and delegate agencies or among delegate agendies might be im-
proved? (Probe for natur . of improvements vis-a-vis [1] cited
problems, and [2] other areas.)



APPENDIX B (65)

ADDITION TO HEAD START DIRECTOR INTERVIEW

The following are some of the purposes of Head Start programs as they

have been conveyed to us.

. For each of these purposes, please tell me
~if it is indeed one of the purposes of your program and if so, if employee

mobility has affected your ability to accomplish that purpose.

Purpose

To support & accelerate the
development of children

To strengthen the self-
confidence, family confi-
dence and community con-
sciousness of children by
letting them see parents and
others in their community
operate in situations of res-

ponsibility

To develop the community
life of the parents

To provide a training ground
for employees in the program
to go into other gainful em-
ployment beyond what would
have been possible without
their participation in Head Start

Other purposes

Applicable?

Affected by turnover ?
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ADDENDUM TO HEAD START

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW GUIDES

We will be telephoning the Head of the Policy
Council (or Policy Committee). Can you
provide his name and phone number?

Name Phone Number

We would slso like to have the name and phone
number of the Hﬁgd of the Board of Directors of
vour agency.

Narqe ‘Phone Number

In the Project Data Questionnaire, we asked
about gencral types of organizations who
compete with you in the employment market.
Will you provide me with the evact name and
address of each of these organizations ?

A final numerical question--How long have you
been the director of this program?

How many directors have there¢ been over the
history of this program? How many
years has the program existed?
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METHODOLOGY

This appendix contains the method of selecting the survey

sample, the methodology for collecting the data and the extent of

>

responses from the individuals, 2nd organizations in the sample.

1.

SAMPLE SELECTION

(1) A Sample of 70 Programs Was Selected By Stratifying
the Universe of All Full-Year Head Start Programs

The universe of Head Start Programs consisted of a
1971 OEO inventory of 995 programs and their associated
characteristics. This information may have excluded the few
new sponsorships introduced into the “overall Head Start pro- '
gram since 1971, but these data were the most complete'

available for use in this study.

The objective for the selection of a sample was to pro-
vide representation of a wide range of full-year programs on
a random basis by size within minimum constraints of prac-

ticality for visiting the program sites. Accordingly, the
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haz Al .

._'\‘
sample was drawn from a total population of 863 Head Start

programs which represent certain exclusions from the

available roster:

. Indian and migrant programs (64)
. Parent-child programs (32)

. Programs located in other than the continental
United States, e€.g.,: '

- Alaska (3)

- Hawaii (3)

- Pacific Trust Territories (4)
- Guam (1)

- Puerto Rico (2)

- Virgin Islands (1)

. Programs with questionable entries on the
available roster of programs (15)
. Examples of such programs are:

- Harford County Community Action Com-
mittee, Bel Air, Maryland :

- Oconee Area Community Action Agency,
Milledgeville, Georgia

- South Carolina Office of Equal Opportunity,
~Columbia, South Carolina

;-Iutchinson Board of Education,
Hutchinson, Kansas

’
4

.  Multiple programs under one grantee (7)

These_exélusions, representing 132, were not included
due to their special ingredienté or to geographic features

’
I'd
¢
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—— T which would have increased survey

out appreciable benefits.

Using, therefore, a population of 86

APPENDIX C (3) "~

,\

st considerably with-

a sample of

70 was drawn. This sample was selected in the following

The population of full-time Head Start programs
(with the above exclusions) was ranked in accord-
ance to size of Federal funding but was not used
as a determinant of ranking, because it frequently
consists of in-kind or volunteer contributions,

in contrast to monies for maintaining paid staff.

The ranked population was divided into 4 strata,
each representing approximately $72 million or
25% of the dollar value of the sum of all Federal
funds granted to the population (287, 395).

From each of the 3 strata which do not contain the
largest programs, 20 samples were drawn randomly
through the application of a table of random numbers.
These 3 strata contain 68, 182 and 599 programs
respectively. - Subsequently, two substitutions were

- made for randomly drawn samples to achieve -

greater representation for Region VI. Four addi-
tional substitutions were made when it was learned
that four seiected programs had either been ab-
sorbed into other programs or had been defunded.
These substitutions were made within the same
region of each program being replaced and were.

of the same magnitude in Federal funding.

Prom the stratum containing the 14 largest pro-

 grams, a sample of 10 programs was drawn

selectively to achieve geographical jand urban/-
rural representativeness for all of the programs

in that segment. A random selectioa was adjudged

inadeguate. Inclusion of all 14 was adjudged too
time consuming within the scope of this assignment.

- -~ N
( ¢
O
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. The four excluded programs were rejected for
the following reasons:

-  Seven Mississippi programs had already
been drawn randomly, and an eighth, the

~ largest in Mississippi, had been chosen
selectively, thus eliminating the need to

examine: :
e Mississippi Action for Progress,
P Jackson, Mississippi .
. Bolivar County Cornmunity Action

Program, Cleveland, Mississippi

. Central Mississippi Inc., Winona,
Mississippi

- The Midwest large urban city was repre-
sented by Chicago, thus eliminating the
need to examine the Mayor's Committee
for Human Resources Development, Detroit,
Michigan

The final 70 samnles are presented in Exhibit I,

following this page. They are ranked by order of Federal

funding within each sample stratum.

{The sample represents a cross section of Head Start
Program cbaracteristics. _Since the population was ranked
in order of Federal funding\-and segmented by; equal groups
of Federal dollars, the full-range of Federal funding is re-
presented. Other measures of representativeness are

shown in Exhibit II, following Exhibit I.




EXHIBIT I (1)

Office of Child Development

ot _ Department of Health, Education and Welfare

- SAMPLE A

Grantee

- Agency for Child Development
Chicago Committee

Economic and Youth Opportunity
Mary Holmes Community Ed.
United Planning Organization
.Economic Opportunity
Seattle-King County Ec.

- Harris County Community

Act for Boston Community
United Community Corp.

SAMPLE B

Grantee

~_ Ecoriomic Opportunity Fdn

‘Denver Head Start

Montgomery Community
Community Service Organization
Community Rel. -Social Dev,

- Mid-Delta Education

" Delta Area Economic Opp.
Coahoma Opportunity

San Bernardino County

_ Mississippi Industrial College

~

PRCGRAM SAMPLE SELECTED FOR
EMPLOYEE MOBILITY STUDY

City

New York
Chicago

[.os Angeles
Jackson
Washington
Miami
Seattle
Houston
Boston

Newark

City

Kansas City
Denver
Montgomery
Jackson
Milwaukee
Greenville
Portageville
Clarksdale

San Bernardino
Holly Springs

State

New York
[1linois
California
Mississippi
D. C.

Florida
Washington
Texas
Massachusetts
New Jersey

- State

Kansas
Colorado
Alabama
Mississippi
Wisconsin
Mississippi
Missouri
Mississippi
California
Mississippi

FY 1971

Federal
Funds
{000)

FY 1971
Federal
Funds

(000)

1,625
1,615
1,370
1,253
1,190
1,157
1,123
1,122
1,075
1,050

€A PB PPN LPAPARLP



; SAMPLE B (Continued)

£
=
»

Grantee

Progress for Providence
Institute of Community Services

" TRI-Parish Progress

4

CAAP of Greater Indianapolis
Community Advancement
Orange County Community

. - Southwest Mississippi

&

et Aw A

¥

anent W

M 3Rt ),

G

= ";’-.:

TRI-County Community
Economic Opportunity
Alabama Council

SAMPLE C

Grantee

‘Atlantic Human Resources

- Portland Metro. Steering Com.

Lift, Inc.

ARVAC Inc.

Cameron Co. Comm. Rights
ACTION Inc.

East Missouri Community
SCOPE

" Metropolitan Development

T
~

Montgomery County Dept. Corp.

Worcester Com. Action
Shore Up Inc.

‘West L.ake Cumberland
Experiment in Self-Reliance
The Missouri Ozarks

- Economic Improvement

¢
City

Providence
Holly Springs
Crowley
Indianapolis
Baton Rouge
Santa Ana
Woodville
Laurinburg
Riverside
Auburn

City

Atlantic City
Portland
Tupelo
Dardanelle
Brownsville
South Bend
Flat River
Dayton
Tacoma
Rockville
Worcester
Salisbury
Columbia
Winston-Salem
Richland
Edenton

EXHIBIT I (2)

State

Rhode Island
Mississippi
Louisiana
Indiana
L.ouisiana
California
Mississippi
North Carolina
California
Alabama

State

New Jersey
Oregon
Mississippi
Arkansas
Texas

Indiana
Missouri

Ohio
Washingion
Maryland
Massachusetts
Maryland
Kentucky
North Carolina
Missouri
North Carolina

FY 1971
Federal

€A WP PP PPN

- Funds
(000)

992
985
953
928
908
884
841
802
802
751

FY 1971
Federal

Funds
(000)

$

640
611
H61
547
540
468
453
444
420 .
106
415
406
356
355
308
289
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- SAMPLE C (Contiuued)

FY 1971

_ e Federal .

. ' - Funds
| Grantee City State (000)

i  Piedmont Community Action Spartanburg -  South Carolina $ 278
{  Lowndes County Board Haynesville Alabama $ 263
- Lake County Gommunity Waukecgan Illinois $ 253
. Community Action Rio Grande City Texas $ ~253
i

-\ SAMPLE D
RN FY 1071
; A " Federal
: N\ ) . Funds
: K Grantee City State (000)
: Sussex County CAA Inc, Georgetown Delaware 3 26
i Central Vermont CAC Inc, Montpelier Vermont $ 245
i  Greater Lawrence Com. Act, Lawrence Massachusetts $§ 219
: - Muskepgon-Geeana CAAP Muskegon Michigan $ 202
* . York County Community Act, Alfred Maine & 135
:  Somerset Comm, Act.. Somerset New Jersey $ 126
Mercu,s County Econ. Opp. Bluefield West Virgima $ 110
. Comim. Improvement Council Danville Virginia § 95
: Thompson School District lLoveland Colorado S i
i - Upper Ocmulgee Econ, Jackson Georgia $ 68
¢  Andersoa County CAC. Clinton . Tennessee .8 67
Delta Comm. Act. Fdn. Duncan Oklahoma $ 61
:  1Care, Inc. - Statesville N. Carolina $ 60
i, Clackamas Cc. Eco. Auth. Oregon City Oregon $ 50
.7 Seott County Rural Are. Gate Caty Virginia - 348
. Cranston Community Act, Cranston Rhode Island 3042
;. Kno-Ho-Co Tri-County Narsaw . Uhio P 42
- . Detroit School District Detroit Texas $ 30
Garrett-Keyser-Butler Schl, Garrett Indiana $ 15
. Kountze Independent Schl. Kountze Texas $ 10

e

L+



. Regiornal location
- 1 == 7
- I --4
- n -- 7
- - v --20
. - v --19
v - Vi -- &8
- VIl -- 4
- Vial-- 2
- - IX -- 4
- X -= 4

Number of centers

- I through 5 --20
. & through 10 --10
- ilthrough 20=<156
- - 21through 30--11
- Over 30 =13

A

EXHIBIT I

Office of Child Development

Department of tHealth, Education, and Welfare

SAMPLE REPRESENTATIVENESS

Comniunity Characteristic

- Urban-=-33
- Rural --35

Duration of Programs
During Day

Part day -- 33
Full day -~ 18
Combination~- 19

Child/Staff Ratio

- 2:1 through 2.9:1-- 3
- 3.1 throupgh 3.9:1--15
- 4:1 through 4.9:1--22
- 5:1 through 5.9:1--18
- €:1 through 6. 2:1--10
- 7:1 or over -- 2
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As indicated in Exhibit {11, following this page, the
8% of the'Head Start grantees which were surveyed répresent
31% of the Federal funds, 27% of the paid staff, and 25% of
the children-in Head Start full-year programs.
(2) Current Employees Were Selected Using Two Approaches

Which Were Related to the Numbers of Centers and
Delegate Agencies in Each Program

In addressing the program of selecting current employees
within the 70 program uniirerse. the following two approaches
were taken:

N General approach for all programs in which all

delegate agencies were included in this sample
(54 proprams)
. Special approach for programs with several
delegate agencies, not all of which were included
i this sample (16 programs)
In essence, these approaches provide a controlled randomized

sample so that the following percentages of centers were

sampled 1n accordance with the stratum in which the program

falls:
. Stratum A--20%
. ‘Stratum B--207%
. Stratum C--20%

. Stratum D--33%
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EXHIBIT III

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

" -~SAMPLE RELATIONSHIP TO TOTAL POPULATION

STRATA RELATIONSHIP TO TOTAL POPULATION

Grantees Federal Funds (000) Staff Children

Strata Numbg Percent Rangg Percent Number Percent Number Percent

A 14 1.6 §$13,405- 25 9, 437 18.5 49, 204 19.6
2,027

B 88 7.9  $ 2,014~ 25 12,737 250 64, 000 25. 4
" 695

C 182 21.1 % 668- 25 13, 403 26.3 67, 554 26. 8
252

D 599 69.4 $  252- 25 15, 440 30.3 70,806 _28.1
- 1

Totals 863 100, C 100 51,017 100.1 251,564 99.9

|

SAMPLE RELATIONSHIP TO STRATA AND TOTAL POPULATION

Grantees Federal Funds (000) _Ltaff Children
Percent ' Percent { Percent Percent
Sample Number of Stratum Total of Stratum Number of Stratumn Number of Stratum
A 10 7 $51, 822 73 7,616 81 36,281 74
B 20 29 21,426 30 4,248 33 19,483 30
C 20 11 8,375 12 1,479 1 7,543 11
D 20 3 1,948 3 418 v 3 1,695 2
Totals 10 8% $83,571 30% 13,761 27% 65,002 26%
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The overall goal was to sample 25% of the total
. paid staff in the 70 programs through use of the Current
‘Employee Questionnaire. The goal of the general approach

was to draw respondents as follows:

. All employee.s of the grantee Head Start office

. All employees of the delegate agency Head
Start office(s) ;
. All employees of selected centers identified
by the grantee/delegate agency Head Start
_director using the following scheme:

- Referring to an alphabetized list of the
agency's centers, at the director selected
centers starting at the top of the list until
the directed number, e.g., had been
accumulated

- The directed number of centers was
established by Booz, Allen for each pro-
gram so that the above percentages are
observed

The goal of the special approach was to draw respondents

as follows:
. A1l employees of the grantee Head Start office
. Within a representative subsample of delegate

agencies drawn by Booz, Allen to include a
cross-section of delegate agency sizes (in terms
of numbers of centers)

- All employees of the selected delegate
agency Head Start offices
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- All employees of selected centers .of these
delegate agencies identified by the Head
Start director using the above scheme
Note that for the special approach, percentages of employees

within centers were increased sufficiently to assure the same

total program coverage by stratum as specified above.

(3) The Sample of Former Employees Included All
Employees Who Left Each Organization After July 1, 1970

Eacl%organization in the sample was asked to provide a
listing of individuals who had left Head Start employment
since July 1, 1970. These individuals constitute the sample
of former employees. Former Employee Questionnaires
were mailed to all former employees identified by the organ-
ization lists for two reasons:

. Since the turnover rate was revealed as far less
than 100% for the two year period, former em-
ployees were outnumbered by the current
employees

. Experience indicates that the response rate for
former employees is much lower than that for
current employees so any oversampling of the
former on an organization basis is useful in
offsetting this tendency

The rates of response for both organizations and

individuals are detailed in the next two sections.




APPENDIX C (8)

2. URGANIZATIONAL RESPONSE

A total of 123 organizations were visited in the conduct of
this study. One hundred and eight others were sent questionnaires
but were. not visited. Se'reral types of iniarmation were requested
from each organization. This section specifies what was requested
and which organizations responded. |

(1) Despite Rigorous Follow-Up, Only 32% of All

Organizations Visited Returned All Information

Requestied, But Over 75% Returned the Questionnaire
Relating to the Extent of Mobility

Each organization was asked to:

. Complete a Project Questionnaire
. Provide a list of former employees
. Return Current Employee Questionnaires

if they were not available at time' of the con-
sultant's visit

. Complete a Confirmation of Departure Question-
naire for each employee included on the former
employee list

Only 39 out of 124 of the organizations complied with

all of the requests. In general, we observed a higher re-
sponse rate among smaller organizations. Exhibit IV, fol-
lowing this page, shows total numbers of organizations which

responded to each specific request. Exhibit V, following

Exhibit 1V, shows by organization, what information was not



EXHIBIT IV

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

ORGANIZATION - INFORMATION

REQUESTED/PROVIDED
Number of Number Of
: Organizations Receiving - Organizations
’:eration Requested Request Responding
;;ani:ee Agenéy 16 7.
pject Data Questionnaire
:‘egate Agency Project 108 87
ta Questionnaire (a)
it of Former Employees (a) 124 | 92
* indicated no terminations)
legate Agency Project 108 . 50
;.ta Questionnaire (b)
nfirmation of Degarture 77 37

Questionnaire

s

Sent to grantees who operate Head Start centers directly and to those
delegate agencies which were selected to receive Current Employee
Questionnaires and to be interviewed.

Sent to those delegate agencies which were within sample programs, but
which were neither to receive Current Employee Questionnaires nor to be
interviewed.




EXHIBIT V (1)

Office of Child Development
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

ORGANIZATION NON RESPONSES
FYPE OF INFORMMION

Grantee Delegate Current Former Confirmation
Project Proect Employee E:.plovee of
Organization Data Data Questinnnaire List Departure

Waorcester Scloon Departnent hY
Worcester, \liss.
Action fur Baston Comesunity X (x)
Development
Boston, Mass.
¢ ranstor Cors coamts \etien AN
Cranston, R1.
Central Ver: ont Conr-unity N X X (X)
Actiun Corporatu o, Ine.
Montpelier, Vit -
Newuark Pre-School Council, X
Newark. N.J.
Somerset Copnanuwnty Adction ® X X . {X)
Corporation Prograr:,
Sometrset, NLJ.
Agency for Child Develepiment, X
New York, NOY.
Addie AL Collins, * {X)
New York, NOY.
Adults & Childrea for Educational X (X)
Developn:ent
New York, N.Y.
Atchdiocese of Neaa York *
New York, NOY.
iiank street Cootjege X
New York, & %
Redford Stusvesant Y..uth in Action X
New York, N.Y.
Bronx River Neighborhoond Center, X X (X)
New York, N.Y.
Brownsville Cor-nurity Couneil, x (x)
New York, N.Y.
Builders for Fanmily and Youth X X {X)
New York, N. Y.
Bushwick Con munity Corporation, X
New York, N. Y.
UPO” X (X}
Washington, D.C.
Capital Hear Start, X X
Washiagton, D.C.
Arhicgton Cral 1 Das Care Center, X

Ar lington, Va.

» receiwved after deadline
*s no Head Ntart Emplovees

s4* nformation received but deemecd too inadequate for use

{X) Former Frmp lovee 1ast not receive: hence Confirmation Denarture neither requested nor received

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TYPE OF INFORMATION

EXHIBIT V ()

Chicago, Iil.

* received after deadline
*k no Head Start Employees

*** information received but deemed too inadequate for use

Grantee Delegate Current Former Confirmation
Project Enmployee of
Organization Questionnaire List D arture
Higher Horizons Day Care, X
Bailev's Crossroads, Va.
Sussex Courty Commniunity X
Action Agency Inc.
Geargetown, Del.
Montgomery County Public Schools X
Rockwille, Maryiand
Shore Up, Inc. X
Salisbury, \ld.
I.ed County Head Start, X
Auburn, Ala.
Dade County Community Action Agency X
Aliam:, Fla.
.L'pper Ocmulgee Fconomic Opportunity X
Councid,
Jackson, G:.
Mary Holmes Cummnunity Education "
Extension Divi.ion
Jackson, Miss. -
Coahoma Opportunity X
Grenada, Miss.
Community Service Association, X (X)
Jackson, Mliss.
- Institute of Community Service, X

Rust College,
Holly Sprisgs, Ahiss.
Mid Delta Education Association, X (x)
Greenvilte, Miss.
Southwest Mississippt Opportunity, Inc. X (X)
Woadville, Miss.
Economic Improvement Counctl X
Edenton, N.C.
Family Services, Inc. »
Winston-Salem, N.C,
riedmont Community Action,
Spartanburg, S.C.
1 Care, Inc. X (X)
Statesville, N.C.
Chicago Comrr.ctee on X
Urban Qpportunity,
Chicago, Ill.
Roard of Education, X

(X) Former Em: lovee Tast not received, hence Confirmation Departure neither requested nor received

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TYPE QF INFORJMATION

EXHIBIT V (3)

Gruantee De}egate- Current Former Confirmation
R Project Project Employee Emplcvee of
Organization Data Data Questionnaire List Departure

Chicagoe Youth Centers - LEARN by
Chicago, Ill.

Zaon Hill Bapust Church X

Chncago, 1. ~—

1 ake County Comtimurat. Actun EES hY (X}
Waukegan, 1l

CAAP of Greater indianapolis, na

Indianapuhis, ‘Ind.
eindianapolis Pre-3hool Corporation N
‘Indianapohis, Inad.

Action, Inc. x®

Scuth Bend, Ind.

Muskepgon Oceana, CAAP X (x)
Muskegon, Mich.

Cormmumty Relation Social X
Development Comnassion

Miulwaukee, Wisce.

Arvac A% X (X)
Dardanelle, Arx.

« Tri-Parish County, X

Crowley, l.a.

Community Advancen.ent, inc. N A x (X)
Baton Hoaae, Lu.

C.A LS., hY X hY (X)
Baton Rouge, l.a.

Delta Conanunity Adtion Foundation hY X (X)
Duncan, Okla.

Cameron County Comrumty Projects, hY X
Brownsville, Tex.

Harrs County Community Action, badd X (X)
Houston, Tex.

Detrot School District kAL

Detroit, Tex.

Community Action Council of Starr County X X x (X)
Texas,

Riu Grande City, Tex.

Economic Opportumty Foundatin, bot X)
Kansas City, Kan.

East Miasouri Community Action X
Flat River, Mo.

Delta Are. #cunomic Opportunity Corporation X

Portageville, M.

* received after deadline
L no Head Start Employees
**x%  information received but deemed too 1nadequate fur use

{X) Former haaplovee Last not received, hence Confirmation [Departure neither requested nor received

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. : ' EXHIBIT V (4)

TYPE OF INFORMATION

':'\
"Grantee Delegate Current Former Confirmation
) Project Project Employee Emilovee of
QO rganizatiun Data Data: Questionnaire List Departure
Den~er Public Schools, . X

Denver, Colo.

Umted tor Progress X
Denver, Colo, '

LARASA Head start N . . AN
Denver, Colo. .
Greater Los Vagelea AN ’ N N (\)
Conneumty Actian (G ACA)

Los Angeles, Cahf,
Chuild Care and Developruent Services X
¢ l.os Angeles, Calf.

Delta Si1gma Theta Head Start * * (X)
Los Angeles o  alif,

Federation of Pre School and X X X (X)
Co:munity Education
Hawthorne, Cahf. «
kedran Comrunity Head Start - x {(X)
Los Angeles, Califs
Orunge County CAC X X : <)
Santa Ana, Calif.

Counci! of Affiliated Negro X (X)
Qrganizat »n, Inc.

Santa Ana. { aidd,

Econenuce Opportienty Board N X (X)
Rivurside, Calit.

San Jacinty Schoul istrict X
Riverssde, Calil.

Corona Nurco Head Start, X
Corona, Calif.

San Bernardino County Board X X {(X)
Supervisors,

San Bernardino, Calif.

Victorvilie Schooi Iistrict N

San Bernarduio, Cahf. '

North Fontana Head Start X X
San Bernardino, Canf.

Christ Church Heasd Start, AN
San Bernarding, Cald.
€ lackanmus County Headstart X
Oregon City, Ore.

Partland Metropolitan Sterring (o, AN
.Pux’tiand.()re.

. " o .
Seattle King County Feonor 1o X N {(X)
Opportunity Board
Seattie, Wash.

Neighborhood House X (X)
Seattie, \Wash.

T \LS . 9 21 11 32 40

ERIC

PR A 7o povidea by enic:
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received. In Chapter III of this report, mobility is discussed
by program. However, since not all delegate agencies within
all programs returned the project questionnaire, the data in
sdme instances reflect less thanl 100% of those employed in
thg entire program. Exhibit VI, folléwing this page, lists

the programs where not all delegates returned project data

and give the number of employees which this data represents.

An intensive foliow-up was done initially by telephone.
Each organization with outstanding information was contacted
at least twice and in most instances three times. A letter
was then mailed to the organization requesting the information
and copies were forwarded t‘o the Regional office requesting

that they pursue the matter further.

Follow-up wags not as extensive in Regions VI and IX
due to the fact that they_wére visited last in the survey. One
follow-up call was made to organizations in Los Angeles and
Sarta\Ana, California to urge submission of material. No
telephone follow-up was conducted in Region VI, because
programs in that region continued to be visited until shortly

before the close of the survey.
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APPENDIX C (10) :

(2) Project Questionnaires Were Returned AMore Frequently
Than Former Employee Lists or Confirmation of
Employvee Departure Questionnaires

Grantée Agency Project Data Quecstionnaires were
sent to those grantees who do not direetly operate Head 5tart
centers. When it was known that there were no Head Start
employees at the "grantee level, a questionnaire was not sent.
A total of 16 grantce project questionnaires were mailed to

organizations. Two grantec organizations which were

included in the original survey total and which were visited
had no I-lead .Stlart employces. Thesé were counted as
nonresponses. All other grantees and all delegates received
Delegate Agency Projact Questionnaires. A towl of 108 were

maited and 91 were received.

In addition, when only some of the iclcgatei were
visited, in a particular program, a Delegate Agency Prcject
Questionnaire was also sent to each of the delegates nut
visiteds A much lower response rate, however, '.-:'35 obhserved
in these “'nonvisited delegates.” A total of 50 out of 108, or

48% of their project questionraires were completed anad re-

turned as contrasted with 849 of those visited.
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. Seme.prgamzations were unwilling or unable to ﬁrovx‘dc
C

and addreises of former employees, For example, one

1
H
N H

organization refused to give addresses or phone numbers of

L. 3 .
former.employees while another organization simply was unable
o peovede information becadse its files were in such poor

-
“

condition,

T .. .

‘$i1x organizations notified us that they had not had any

v

turpnover, these were counted 35 responses. Therefore, a total

of 82 lists

il

.of former emplovee names were receiver.

3

The Confirmayon of Employee Departare and Reasons

+

Guestionnasre provided information ahout why

the individual left

tieao Start. & questionoaire was sent o the organizations for.

sach former employee dentified on former employee lists, Qver

3,300 Confirr, Jtion of Departure questionnaires were mailed and
398, or 237, were returned completed, representing 37 nut of
77 programs,

{3) diobilLy

7 Data for Some Programs Were Incomplete

If a program which was 2lso an orgamzation (a grantee _
with nu delegates) {aaled to return the project questiorinaire or
failed to provide accurate mobility information 1n Question 50,

then there was no mobility data for that program, However, if

~
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several delegate agenc 'ws' respn{u!ed with accurate information,
the data available were generalized to represent the program,

It was possible to do this with the exception of Dade County CAC
in Miami, Florida, inowhich case only the small delegate agency

(5 emplovees) responded |

» ' r

Exhibit Vii, following this page, gives the:

. Total number of Head Start programs found
in OEQ data ' .
. Sample progfam selected by this survey
" Number of programs for which mability data
were received
¢

Some of these data were received after the cut-off date and

could not he utilized 1n this survey.

- ' For some organizations which were visited at the
N beginning of the survey, the program year ended after the

irotect guestionnaire was completed. There was no statisticall
proj P Y

S —

valid way to adjust these data to reflect the entire program year,
However, we felt that this would not affect the validity of the

. ¢
study since most turnover occurs at the end of the school

year rather than the beginmng. Exhibit VIII, following this

-page; gives the orgamezations for which this was the case,




EXHIBIT  VII (1)

(M o8 Child Development
Deportment o Hiendth, Fdueation, and \We jnro

MOBILITY DATA REPORTED BY PROGRAMS

Total HS Programs By Region From 1971 OEO Inventory

STRATUNI

. A B C D
Regjon o - - Total
1 1 2 9 54 66
I 2 = 11 51 68
I 1 2 22 - 61 -89
Iv 4 2 55 100 183
Y 3 6 16 108 135
VI 1 1+ 27 90 132
VIl 0 4 13 39 56
VI 0 1 4 38 43
X 1 & 17 27 3
X 1 0 6 31 38
Total 14 68 182 599 863
Sample Programs By Region Selected for This Survey
STRHATUN
A B C D
Region - - - - Total
T 1 1 1 4 7
I 2 0 1 ] 4
HI 1 0 2 4 7
v 2 9 6 3 20
V ] 2 3 3 Y
Vi 1 2 3 3 9
Vil 0 2 2 0 4
Vil 0 1 0 ] 2
IX 1 3 0 0 4
X 1 0 2 ) 4
Total 10 20 20 20 70




EXHIBIT VII (2)

Mobility Data Reported By Region for This Survey

~ STRATUM
A B < b

Region . Total

w

11 2

I 1 -
1 .
1

IV

bt 1 N e s

\f

N L W
[

8

2

Vi - 1
VII - 2
1

3

™~
1
N W 3w

4

VIl ' -
X
X

?
l
\

\

IN)
r
— s

\

[
oo
—
949
p—
-3
(6]
D> >

Total




sion  ID
II 30501

10100
r 50800
2 00201
11 30200
\" 40900
\Y 41100
A" 41300
sl 70301

EXHIBIT VII

Office of Child Development |
Departinent of Health, Education, and Welfare

ORGANIZATIONS FROM WHICH DATA WERE
RECEIVED BEFORE THE END OF PY '72

Date Date Months
[ Organization Name PY '72 Ends PD Received Difference
" Scott County School Boa,_rd - Qct, 31 Oct. 2 1
York County Community Action Oct, 31 Oct. 2 1
Scope Nov. 30 Oct. 3 2
Portland Public Schools ' Dec. 31 Dec. 5 1

Sussex County Community

Action Agency

Early Childhood Development

Program

Hinds County Project,

Dec, 31 Oct., 2 3

Dec, 31 Nov. 20 /1

Head

Start, Jackson, Miss, Dec. 31 f)ec. 6 Kl\

Lift, Inc.

University of Missouri

H

Dec., 31 Nov. 20 1

Dec. 31 Nov. 27 1
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along with dates and difference in the number of months

betweer reteipt of questionnaires and the end of program

ra

year.

(4) Organization Directors Were Interviewed To Ascertain
Extent And Causes of Mobility '

Directors of organizations were interviewed to gain
information about specific problems regarding turnover be-
yond the data to be accumulated in the questionnaires. The
interview guide used is included in Appendix B. An attempt
was made to interview all other members of central staff |

within both the delegate or grantee organizations.

3. INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES

Individual employees of Head Start received questionnaires.
Most of these also participated in group or individual interviews.
Forme. employees were mailed questionnaires and interviewed by
telephone.

(1) Questionnaires Were Completed by 2, 650 Current
Employees and Over 1, 700 Were Interviewed

Cver 3, 500 Current Employee Questicnnaires were
distributed to Head Start programs within this sample.

An attempt was made to interview the same individuals who
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"~

had completed the questionnaire, although this was not
always possible. Of the 1,764 employees interviewed, 556
were central office staff and 1, 182 were in the centers. The
interview guide -used is found in Appendix B. Employees
were interviewed both individually (661 employees) and in

small group sessions (1, 085 employees).
The following procedure took place in a group interview:

. Introduction where interviewer-requested each
individual to state his/hecr:

- Job

- Current position within Head Start

- Any earlier positions within Head Start
- Number of years with Head Start

. Interviewer procceded with specific questions
and whichever individuals wished to respond
could do so

. The Head Start Director, as a trule, did not
participate in these sessions and strict confiden-
tiality was stressed

anfd
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(2) Former Employees Were Difficult To Contact Either
By Mailed Questionnaire or By Telephone Interview

The following table demonstrates the response rate

of former einployees to the questionnaire mailed:

Number Percent
Names provided by 92
organizations responding 2401 -
Former Employee
Questionnaires mailed 2349 100.0
Questionnaires returned due
to noncurreunt or otherwise
incorrect address 334 14.2
Questionnaires received 823 35.0

*52 individuals were deceased or program had no addresses
available.

The telephone interview served as follow-up on the
questionnaire as well as a means to gain further information
about feelings concerning Head Start and ideas for improve-
ment which the individual may not have been willing or did

.
m;t have the opportunity to express on the questionnaire.
However, there were several problems en;o.unterc‘d in trying
to contact people via the phone:

. Many Head Start Programs did not furnish the
phone numbers of employees as requested
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. Many of the phone numbers which appeared on
the list .were not current

. When an 'attempt was made to obtain the infor-
"mation through the directnry assistance:

- Many individuals were found to have -
unpublished numbers

- If employee was a woman, the number
was under her husband's name and
impossible to identify
. In addition, once a working number has been
secured, reaching the individual at home was
difficult.and entailed time consuming ''call-backs"
. Some individuals refused to be interviewed on
the phone
Exhibit 1X, following this page, shows the level of effort
and response rate for each organization which provided a list
of former employees.
(3) Information About Regional Office Influence in Head

Start Programs Was Obtained by Interviewing the
Regional Office Employees

In the Regional Office an attempt was made to interview
all employees connected with Head Start including the follow-

ing individuals:

. Supervisors of community representatives

Cemmununity representatives
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. Child development specialists
Carcer development specialists
s . Other specialists or regional office employees
directly concerned with the operations of Head
Ctart programs
In most instances, the Assistant Regional Director of OCD
was also interviewed. A total of 58 community representatives
and 20 other specialists were personally interviewed. The

interview guide used is found in Appendix B.
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Office of Child Development
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L y APFENDIX D (1)

IITERSTURE REVIEW

The ; rina Soudies of employee mobility in Head Start related
fields are those wich examine turnover of Social Service employees, i.e.,
sucial workers and other professinnals who provide surial services; This
fiterature review has surveyved the following topics pertaining to ermpbloyee
maobality: /" T

p—
o

gases of emplovee turnouer
Frieets of empjovie josses

Hesonnendations {ne reducing employes




'APPENDIX D (2)

1. TURNOVER BATES

A comparison of turnover rates determined by various studies is made
in the "Overview Swudy of the D}'nan‘;icé of Worker Job Mébiiity {National Study
of Sncial Welfare and 'Reha{nir:atmn_u.urke-r:, Work and Organizatibnal Con-
ti*xtsi-f!;>i:?'ilsfaf i by the Social and Rehabilitation Service of BHEW n
Mavember, 1971, Exibit I, following this page, detauds the annual turnover
rates for various tvpes of jobs found in the studies examined by the above

are provided on the second page of E yxhibit 1),

th

report. {The full reforence

T Whereas the annual turpove: rate foroandustry in general was approximately

175 {1971 dStudy by Sarrs ot al), turnover rates for employees in social
service agencies ranged from 117 to 507, with most of the rates clustering
b ik Qertim af3ed Yhedl S = tereg o it brea: vi-t-. Those rates in the hxi,’hel‘ p(ﬁ)!‘ti()ﬂ

of the rangs may refivet studigs whnoh were cnttated an reaction oo a perceived

turneyer prohlon..

2. CAUsES uF EMPLOYER TURNOVER

(1) Joel Dwitkowitz, "Personnel Turnover,” a Manuscript Submitted
To Progress an Climical Psychology, 1970

l.eftrowits demonstrates ananverse relationship of transfer to leagth
of employment. Initial problems of a new employvee such as his expectations

regarding the nature of the wb and his traimng an i orientation are 1ssues
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EXHIBIT D-1 (2)

William E. Tollen, "Study of Staff l.osses in (Child Welfare and Family Service
Agencies,' U.S. DHEW, 1960

Sarri, R.C.; Tropman, J.E.; Silberman, M.; Pawlak, E.J.; and Badal,
1470 Client Careers and Pubhie Welfare Structures

Life Of{fice Management Association, 1970 Home Office Employee Termination's
PerSonﬁql Administration Report No. 47, New York: LOMA

S. Al Irzinsk: (1968), Factors Related To Counselor Turnover in a State
Rehabilitation Agency, Unpublished doctoral dissortation, Pennsylvan:ia State
University

U.S. Department ot Healt , Education, 2nd ‘.\'e,lta_re, Division of State llerit
Systerms, 1968 Analysis of Appointments, Separations, Promotions: Public
Assistance Caseworkers and Employment Security Interviewers

Washington; Th(." Division

Posman, . {circa 1968). Poverty & Social Welfare;, Pesearch in Public
Assistance. (mimeo). ) ' '

Cohen, J. (1468), A Descriptive Study of the Availability and Usability of
Social Services in the South Central Arca of T.os Angeles. 1.ns Angeles:
Universats of Southern California, School of Socoal Welfare, Institute of
Government and ubloe Affairs

Maull, B, Burrorn, J.b.; Russell, H.C., Warren, J.J., and Yunich, DT, (1065).
Report of the New York State Citizens Committee on Welfare Costs. New
) ~ork: The Committec -

Vinter, R.D. (1957). "Keport of the Personnel Turnover study, ' The Round
Tabl  Nutional 'ederation of Settlen.ents, 21, pp -5,

Tissue T. (1270). "Expected Turnover among Qld-Age Assistance Workers "
Welfare in Review, 8, pp 1-7.

_,4‘/ . '
Lowy, J. (1468). Churacteristics of the Professicnal Staff of FSAA Member
Apencivs Jaruary 1, 1867 - Part 1 - Seneral Summary and Ten-Year Tronds.
New York: [amtly Service Association of Anierica.

-

Jones, W.l.. (1963) .“Soamal Work Staff Turnover in the Alameda County
Welfare Department'’, Unpublished Master's Thesis, Golden State College,
San Franoisvn, Cabforma

Herman, M. (19539). Qccupationa! Mobility in Social Work: The Jewish Com-
munity Center Worker. New York: National Tewish Welfare Board.
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4. Lindenfeld, Frank. Teacher Turnover in Public Elementary and Secondary

- Schools, 1959-60. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education. -
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-

which form important first impressions in the employee's mind. Other

important factors, which if unfavorable, lead to a greater turnover, are: '

. Job satisfaction
. Physical work environment
. Financial compensation .

Intrinsic aspects of the job
Personal involvement
Supervisory leadership style
The work group

Lefthowity defines four primary caicgories of terminations:

- . Involuntary unavoidal le

Involuntary avoidable

Votuntarily unavordable

\ . Voluntary avordable
Involuntor v unavordable tndludes layolts, alcoboling, crimanai activity,

and drugs.  Invoeluntary avordable ternunations are a result of such problems
as poor b performance, or conflict with supervisors. The voluntary
untavotdable category includes resignations duc to naldary service, pregpnancy,
Hiness, famtly problems or marriage.  he last categoery, voluntary avord-
able, includes resignations from anxiewy and job dissutistaction and going
to a mgher payving job.

(2) Hitde Rehrend, "Absence and Labor Turnover an o Changing
Feonemie Clhimate', Occupatiosal Psychology 19953,

Bebiend attiibates the level of enployee turnover inandustrial

tirms to:

. Changes in management policy (this apphies to individual
) . N,
El{lC factories only) \
A Fuiext provid Ic \\

A Y

N [ ~
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APPENDIX D (4)

. A change 1in the level of wages (umportant only 1f 1t gives
a firm a differential advantage over other firms)

A change in uncontrollable labor turnover (turnover due
to retirement and death and in the case ot women, also
marriage and pregnancy)

Behrend also feels that there are also external faét(srs which
cause emplovee losses. For example, a change 1in the ¢conotuice chimate
imvolving a lgher unengdoyment rate and fewer working hour s may have
increased labor stabidhite and fed to a3 reduction in the level of absence
and labor turnover. There appears to be an inverse relationship that
cxists between the tevel of emnplovnooat and the Jevel of labor turnover.
Furthermore, a rmise an local employment apparently leads to a reduction
tn the ool of Jabor turnove roan tactares ot bty the trage recession.
Supporting tes theory s the fact that “other reasons’ absences and
"Bilue Menday' absence rates show that®the lever of voluntary absenteeism
is reducedan o period of Tess than full tull employment. Therefore,
there s aleo aninverse relationship between the level of cmployment and
the level of absentesasm.  She also contends that Reghonal differences
in labor turnover are also found to c-m"respnnd to reglonal differeaces
the leve] o vnployment,

In =amrrary, the Behrend survey shows that labor turnover de-
creases g peroctabls an practicatly all factories when unemiployment an-
creases, (rres; cotive of dilterences in the personael poiicies of indovidual

factur, 5.

4
-
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{3) W.W. Ronan, "A Study of and Some Concepts C. neerning labor
Turnover”, Occupational Psychology, 1967.

W.\W. Ronan stresses the importence of pay and security to
voluntary terminations for both long-term and short-term employee's
quitting. This study was done for a manufacturing concern of 5,000
employees with these leaving voluntarily from 1960-64. Of ninety-one
persons irterviewed duri'ig this timé. 753% voluntarily left the company.
Their first reason was salary and the nekt was job secyrity.

Parly tufx':m?ur was usually due to the work itself or to work

condittons=. Other problems were:
Foreman interpretation of company poluries

Farpge work groups
ane foreman’s ratoed abihity of tmport .nce

. Dissattsfaction with duties or work condition,
New emplovee isclation

. Supervisory conswderation

. Work and autonomy -

. Huw new cmployees are introduced to the job
Recognitton

oo inveolvement

-

T sunmarize the Ronan articie, the four principle findings are that:

thear length of job tenure

Higher o ve! o sloyees tcave for salary while lower leved
emplovee o ve for job security

. Liall of the perscns terasnab g employment have more than
one reasons for qu.tiing
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. Rueasons for quitting are mdhivr-bal and depend apon o

rattenal jeroes tron of the indnvviong satnation

/
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APPENDIX D (7)

(= Edward Ruda and Lewis Albright, "Raciil Differences on Selection
Instruments Related to Subsequent Job Performance’, Personnel
Psychology, 1863

High scores or the \\';rlgfllcd application 'biank were positively
correviated with a tendency to remain on the job for both ;.n. hite and bla-ck-'
racial groups. [t was also found that high Wonderiic s;ores vere
assodciated waith turnover for the winté emplovees, wm_le no relationship

as such for blacks was found. AMoreover, they found that blacks as a

group tended to stav on the b longer than Whites.

EFFECTS OF EMPLOYEL LO3SES

(1) S.Z. Moss and M.S. Mouss, "When a Caseworker [.caves an
Agency: The Impact on Warker and Client”, Sucial Casework,

1267

The retiren:ent of 8 careworker bas a dual emotional impast. [t
affects the cvasewerker imseli, as well as his clients.
.

For the caseworker, the termination may have both positive and

negattve o hiedtoens M ?:Q-.-r reached the self-vrealization that they
are now able to reach for ¢ gew emplovment experience. A departing

work r has probably had to re-evaluate is own professional dentity, s

-

[#]}

past experience, bia present and future goals.
The worker s feel conflict in the tising of leaving his clients.

Althouph the worker will ge on with s baste role of helping, the time

of his leaving na> not be an wdeal time for ecach individual lient.

.-

.
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.

-

For the client, the reaction is highly dependent uvon the attitude

of the worker toward his ternunation. As the time of tzrnunation
approaches, the client may fear his loss of dependency on iie worker.
Feelings of abandonment and hostility may develop. He may feel

deserted and rejected. Not unusual is .a reaction of resistance or denial.

-

The client may mtmmxzelthe worker's departure and i.mderpliay his own
need for help. He may deny fhe termination by suggesting he continue

with the worker in his new ob.  The chient mav also experience a sense
of relief that a painful process ts about tu end and this znay"'stgmf_y to,

-

Bare that he must now stand on his own.. Conversely, the ¢

™
.-

iLnt may
intensifv s efforts/ to 'work 55 his prablem in an ¢ffort to make the
moat of @ himuted experieace.

The client may also feel that the casewnrker s broaking the tacnt
contract he mgde when he took on the ease. The impact s less on a
new client relationship tha;l a fully developen one. Other factors ;wgéy

o

cou

art :n the client's reactim;, including previous sp;*.ar-atsﬁn experiences
\q.;tm caseworkers. Childres are ;ometumes especially sensitive to this

Alany chients feel anxtous 4buut'theiz‘ new caseworker. The idea
of «s(wuin;u;na a nevw relationship, estabiishing the requered trust, and
ra"t-c'!lingg the ame facts causes uncertaintv..

(2) I, Misnes a Stady of Turnover inr the Housing Authority of
Balt re City, 1854 .-

-8e.,

Tive Lot of trmbing 4 new peson andludes the non-productive time
of the nev worker and supervisor while the new person 16 lcarning his

1

< . ke !
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1ob. This cost may accrue over a lengthy period of time.

Twelve »lements of turnbver cost can be calculated by the perscnnel

statt: .
Personnel staff work r's interviewing time: .
‘1‘5:.~itm_a !ﬁ;n'e ' - -
) . Cost of physical examinations
. Travet l*.!.'isz frear the centpatl officé to a point
. Fravel time 4o a"u.. !“t;u:n the doctor's office
. Orpsntation tramng Conls )
. Nunproductive tra mané on-the - job of supervisors ' >
‘and new employces - ’
Hecrutmiil aii -"%v"f"-.'i"f'?';:?iii;.‘-'~-. el
. Pavroll unit fracessmng costs

. - Personnel »iaf! processing Costs

New errplover procossiag time costs
: ¢ . ) 34

-

A acded cxpens o s the tinwe lag botween the tune the employee leaves:

and a qualified replacement o= found.

-

Disney alse mentions higden costs which are not always obvious to

“the personnel oftuee. 1'hese are training done by co-workers, the supervisor's

-
t

time i trying to dissuade the emplovee from leaving hus joh; the discussion
time hetween the supervisor and the personnel stafi hefore a new employee

18 brought w3 and the non-productive period after the appéarance of a

.

new worker.,
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REDUCING EMPLOYE!. 1.(OSSES "

F. AL Iisnes makes several useful recommendations for: ceducing

—— -
1

emplovee {osses. He found that the heaviest turnover oc.ursed during the

first year. Qne partwealar engloser perrsitted a salary wncrease cnly once

a vear until the maximum grade was reached. Disney suggested that a raise

n

after the

-

Jrst sy moenths maight b useiul in-combatting turn:s ver, since one-

—wy

third of *he resignations witinn the tirst vear were due ¢ nnancial reasons.

A pusittive attitude 15 developed by the new employee " he can satisfuctordy

answer theae questuans: ' .

. What sart of person 18 his supervisor”®
Ave s ceo-warkers (tlepdly and cooporative”
Ade Hia worRing quatier. cleon and well arranged?
Are iz duties thoroaznly expismned ™
% £2 he know what his supervisor expests of him?
"

weat do other emplovees thunk of hes cormpany F agency?

»

i

stahien s rrploves bnvalty | A supfrvisor mast great the new

employes warmng, intraducing B e both co-worrers and surroundngs.

Disnes iczrned from s oxit inter vicws that nost lursever v caused Ly poor

Supervizory practices.

; - . APPENDIX D (10).
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N APPENDIN E (3)

. \

TURNOVER RATES IN HEAD .

H START PROGRA)IS (Cont.)

3 Name of Organization py?2 PYil PY50 3-Year Average

3 Sreatun. D .

2 Yot Conaet. Cone cazutsy Acnon, 23 28 25 T 76

B Mfre b, e 13.04™ ) 14.247%, 8.00% 11,847,

z Greater L aarens ¢ Corng umity Action Corp., 27 ' 27 19 T3

. I aarenoe, Aasa. ' 7417 11.11% 26.32% 13.70%,

:: Cranston Conosumty Action, -7 T 7 21

: Cranston, R.1- : 0 42.88% - 42.86% - 28.5%%

E_ siumty Action Agenay, Inc., bY) 51 38 146

* 38.6% 21.5%7, 5.267 23. 67",
Sceott County Rurat Area Develop:ent, 11 11 G KB

: Gate City, _\.'a.' 18.18% 18. 187 22,227, 1v,35™
Comemmty i provement Council, 20 20 20 ' 60

; Danville, Va. 35,007 43.007%, - 15.007% 31.67%

: ) AMerver Coarty Lo ecgeic Opportunity Corp., 25 24 27 76

2 Biuciield, W. Vae - 12.007, 12.507% 18.527% 14.47"

; Upper Ovinltigee Evononie Opportunity Council, 13 "3 11 37

. Jackson, Ga. : 15. 387 30.77°, ] 16,227,
Anderson C.ountsy CAC, 8 . H 4 24
Chintan, Tens 25.00™. 37,507, 0 20.83%

) PCare, Lo, ' 8 8 8 24

. ) Stitessibe, N O . 0 0 0 0

B i

: Garrett-heyser- Butler School Iistriet, 3 3 3 a
Liarrett, Ind. 0 ] 0 0

T Muskepon Oueana CAAR, 24 20 27 76

VMuskegon, Mich, , 10. 347, 15.007% 44, 447 23.68%

- KNO-HO-CO Tri County Commuhity Action 25 20 o 14 . 68

Commission, 0 17.247 T 147 8.82%

T Warsaw, OUhio .

. ‘ . Delta Conumuntty Action }-‘nur.flut'.«-h, 18 18 18 54

= - - Duncan, Okla. . ~30.00". 33.33% _:')0. 00% . 44.44%

- Kountze Independent School District, +4 3 - 0 7
Kountze, Tex. 50. 007, 33.337% 0 42. 887,
Thomps=on School Iistrict, u 9 9 27
f.oveland, Colo. ' 33. 3347, 33.33% 22.22% 29,63%
Clackamus County Head Start, 20 ia 17 56
Oregon City, Ore. - 35.00% 0 0 12. 50%

N
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APPENDIX E (4)

! PROMOTION RATES IN HEAD
START PROGRAMIS
Nane of Qrgamsiatin Pya72 PYT7l PYT0 3-Year Average
- Stratum A =
United Cos —runity Corporation, 303 287 278 850
Nesark, N.J. . 5,257, 6,627 9.717% 7.13
L
.. - Ngency for Chuld Development, 870 789 694 23353
New York, N.Y. 9,087 6. 467 7. 407, 1.7
United P!m.t:‘.ma_ Organization, 100 100 110 310 Y
Washingtan, 1.C. 13.00" 8,007, 8.18% 0. 00" /
\lary Holmes Communily Education, 1178 1205 1257 3640 » ]
Jackson, Miss. - 5.947. 31.93% 1. 919, 3.827
Chicago Committee un Urban Opportunity, 701 684 600 1985
Chicago, u_l- 3.42% 6.73% 3.83% 5. 39%
Greater L.os Angeles Community Action 1142 1109 1130 3381
(GLLACA), Los Angeles, Calif, 7.18% 5. 057, 41.78" 5,077,
Seattle-Kins County, 187 1%5 156 498
Seattle, Wash. 5.35% 7. 74% 6.41% 6.43%
Stratum B ”
York County Community Action, 64 65 - 6% 194 R
Alfred, Me. . ' 3.137% 7.687, * 15.387% 8.9767%,
Al,abama Couticl, 149 144 142 435
_ Auburn, Ala. 16.787 3. 477, 15. 497, 11.95%
-- .- .. Montgomery Cn-mmumty . 238 238 238 714
Montgomery, Ala. 7. 147, 0 0 2.38% ,
) Coahoma Opportur,\'xt,v. 173 171 174 518 P . B
Clarksdale, ‘Miss. 0. 587 0 0.19%
. Mississippi Industrial College, 222 222 222 666 ;
Holly Springs, AMlss. 3. 157, 0 0 1.05%
Community Service Assu_uatmn. ) 174 174 193 541 :
Jackson, Miss. 0 0 0 .0 '
Institute of Co'mmunity Survices, 150 157 1167 474 I
Holly Springs, Miss. 14.007% 10. 19% 8.38% 10.768% 7
Mid-Delta Education A. - iation, 196 106 196 588 /
Greenville, Miss. 7.657 3.06% &-55% 4.42%
“Tri-County Community, 128 128 128 384
. Laurinburg, N.C. 1.56% 0.78% 5.47% 2.60% 1
’ 2
CAAP of Greater Indianajwlis, 148 148 148 444 :7
Indiapapolis, Ind. 14.86% 5.41% - 0.686% 6.98%
Community Relations Social Deve ' ,Dment, 169 153 109 431 .
Milwaukee, Wisc. 1:.83% 9.80% 0.927% 8.35% 4
3
. LY
\ Tri-Parish Progress, 197 202 189 898 ¥ T
AW Growley, La. 5.08% 5.45% 0 3.51% !
A ' o i
‘\\ Economic Opportunity Foundation, 99 87 (i 263
-\ ‘Kansas City, Kansas 0 ) 5. 75% 1.30% 2.28% -
- .J \ " fobionie o i ey T ikt o B, Ml Ay iainivinil s doi - o T T psoutamniodh A S TPl
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APPENDIX E (5)
1)
- * L]
PROMOTION RATES 1IN HEAD
START PROGRAMS (Cont.)
Nanie of Qrganization PY72 PY?: PY70 3-Year Average
Stratum B.LCont.l
Deita Arca Economic Opportunity Corporation, 333 3w 207 648
Portagevilie, Mo. 9.01% 13. 797 17.85% 13. 387,
Dinver flead Stagt, 240 252 - 253 754
Denver, Colo. 2.01°7% 4.37% 8.70%: 5.047%
Opare County Cosnmunity Action Councid, a1 39 41 141
Santa Ana, Calif. 2317, 26. 53 19,077 14, 827
Ecodomic Oj-portunity Board, 57 55 55 167
Riverside, Calif. 8.77T % 10.91% 10.917% 10. 187%
Lan Bernardino County Board of Supervxsors. 80 T8 70 2 23y
San Hernardine, Calif. 17. 50% 6.33% 3.80% l 9,24%
Stratum C
Worcester Community Action Corporation, 94 90~ 85 2651
Wurcester, Mass. 18.157 14. 447 9. 417 14.50%
Atinnti.- Hur.an Resources, 104 0g aq 294
Atlantic City, N.J. 3T 17.717 HLaTT 10.88™
\tintgun.ery Counj. Department of 81 78 73 232
Car rumty Development 3. 04 31.857 1.377% 3. 457
Rockville, Md.
- : 52 49 48 149
‘ 23(1‘:1):1‘; t:x:: ' 29, 307, 12.24" 0 12.75%
- 9 ¢
f.owndes € --uﬁt& Board . BHducation, 31 6 ii"' "g 2 '2.2%
Haynesville, Ala. LA ;’
Y. J
44 17 11 ‘1142
e ‘ . . d, . .
| Fest Lake € amberian 11, 367 25. 53% 14.637 17. 427
b Lift, Inc 82 69 0 151
.ift, .. o
Tupelo, Miss. 6. ?00"’ 0 0 3.31%
i ' : S 53 21 21 95
ggg:'ﬁ?;xt;ft(v‘x;.)roven)enl Council, 0 4.76% 14,20 4.21%
iront i . 71 %5 59 205
f":::;::; ot In Seif-hiet e 0. 867% 21.33% 6.78% 13.17%
' ‘Support Council on Prescntive Effort (SCOPE), o5 Rl o hon o
‘Dayton., Ohio - 400 n : Te
: A .i it HE) 95 92 282
2?::.§§:Zi‘out\;u?0”‘mh'.l 2 Action, 12.63% 7.31% 6. 527, B.87%
<~ Missouri Ozarks Eeones 1 Opportunity Corp., 52 3; ‘)3 163
“Richland, Mo. 0
e :
i P o Sreer 52 57 61 170
gg::g:g .\g:é‘(.)p()litan stweerning Company, 9. 627 10. 537, 11.48% 110, 59%
: welonsyent € a7 58 37 172
. '?‘Tct;‘:.l,:.m:;:.,lg’,t velopment Counail, 15, 10 172 5. 260, 1. 567
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APPENDIX E (8)
» )
PROMVOTION RATES IN HEAD
STARTD PROGRANVR (¢ .nt.)
Nase of Organisation PYi2 PY?71 Y70 3-Year Average
Stratun )
Yok County Commurnity }\ction, ‘ 23 T ou8 25 76 .
" Alfred, \e. 1] o147 0 2,63 .
Greater Lawrence Commurnity Action Corn., a7 27 10 3 .
L.asrence, Mass. 22,20 0 0 8.22°
Cran-taen Coo munity Actton, T T T 21
Crandton, R.1. 0 0 0 0
Susfex County Community Action A gency, Inc., 37" 51 38 1486
fie.rgetoun, __Del.- 24,567 4, 80" 0 13.017, K
" Scoft County Rural Area Development, 11 11 T 31
Gate City, Va. 9.00% 8. 097, 0 6.45%
Comrmunity Improvenient Council, 20 20 20 60
Danville, Va. 3. 00 3.00" 0 3.33"
Mercer County Economic Qpportunity Corp. , 25 24 27 T
. Blueficld, W. Va. : _ 0 8.337%. 0 2.637
Upper Ocrmulgiie Economic Opportumity Counctl, 13 13 11 T
N _diack=an, (3. 0 19,347 0 o417
Andervsan County UAC, 8 8 6 24
Clinton, Tenn, 0 0 0 0
I Care, ., : ) A 4 24
Statesville, N, O, ) . 0 0 J 0
Garrctt-Keyser-Butler School District, i, 3 3 4
Garrett, Ind, U 0 0 0
Musicugon Oceana CAAP, . ) ki 20 27 76
Muskegon, Mich, 0 0 0 0
-KNO-HO-CO Tr1 County Community Action 23 20 14 64
Commission, 0 10.34™ 7.147, 5.887
. Warsaw, Ohio
Delta Community Action Foundation, 18 18 18 “24 -
. Puncan, Okla. . 0 0 0 0
Katntze Indepenaent School District, 3 3 0 7
Kountze, lex, 0 0 0 0
Thompaon School District, 9 2] 2 27
ioveland, Cola, 11.117% \ 0 0 3.70%
Clackamus County Head Start, .20 19 17 56
Oregon City, Ore, 0 . 0 0 0
i -

7,’
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.- APPFNDIX E (7)

" TURNOVER RATES IN HEAD B :
START ORGANIZATIONS ‘

Name of Organization o ' .
Stratum A : - PYT72 PYT71 PY70 - 3-Yr, Av,
Unlted C'o'mmunity Corporation, D 3 . 3 3 9
Newark, N.J. : % 33,3% 0% 0% 11,1%
. Newark Pre-School Council, D 283 280 ‘271 834
Newark, N.J. ' T 8.1% 13.5% 9,9% 10, 5%
The Hilary School, D 4 4 4 12
Newark, N.J. % 0% 0% 0% 0%
. The Leaguers, : 15 0 0 15
- Newark, N.J., ' % 0% 0% 0% 0%
Agency for Child Development, D 72 74 18 164
New York, N.Y. % 6.,9% 6.,7% 16,6% 7. 9%
ABC llontessori, D 12 12 12 - 36
New York, N.Y. % 8,3% 8.3% 41,67% 19,4%
Addic Mae Collins, D 27 27 217 81
~ New York, N, Y. " ' 14,8% 14.8% 14,8% 14, 8%
Archdiocese of New York, D 23 - 23 23 69
New York, N.Y. <, 21, 7% 8, 7% 0% 10, 1¢
Bank Street College, D 15 18 22 55
New York, N.Y. . 407, 50% 0% 27.3%
- Bedford Stuvvesant Youth Action D 82 75 82 239
New 'York, N.Y. ' , : 0% 24,4% 14,6% 17,1% 18, 8%
Bloomingdale Faniily Pregram, L 16 16 16 48
New York, N.Y. 7o 12.5% 18,8%  25% 18, 87
Breukelen Recreation Room, D 16 16 16 "~ 48
New York, N.Y. T 37.5% 0% 31,2% 22,9%
/,:/v - Brownsville Comm. Council, D 62 71 69 2-02
/- New York, N.Y. % 21% 25.,49% 13% 19.8%
Bushwick Comm. Corp., D 25 .28  N/A 53 7
New York, N.Y, - % 28,0% 57.1% N/A 43.4%
Cardinal Spellman Center, D 14 13 13 40
New York, N.Y. %

7.1% 23.1% 23.1% 17.5%
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Name of Organization
Stratum :\
Community Parents, Inc.,
New York, N.Y,

DeWitt Reformed Church,
New York, N.Y.

Iast Side House Settlement, .

New York, N.Y.

*~ ¥

Commun'it L.ife Center,
New York, N.Y,.

Escuela Hispana Montessori,
New York, N.Y.

. West Harlem Comm. Organ.,

New York, N.Y.

CcC.H,1,L.D, Inc.,
New York, N.Y,.

Hudson Guild,
New York, N. Y.

Hunts Point Coordinating Council,
New York, N. Y.

Job Opportunity & Training Ctr.,
New York, N.Y.

MeDonough Street Comm. Ctr.,
New York, N.Y. '

Manhattanville Pre-School
New York, N.Y.

:\I.'Eo No Do. - 4‘\)\
New York, N. Y.

Morningside Comm. Center,
New York, N.Y,

Nor‘ih Presbyterian Church,
New York, N.Y.

Quick Start, Inc.,
New Yor_k, N.Y.

Sea and l.and Presbyterian Ch.
New York, N.Y. .
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APPENDIX E (8)

R P

PY72  PY7l  PY70  3-Yr. Av.
13 13 13 39
0% 30.7% 0% 10, 3%
12 12 13 37
250110 160 72'0 23. 101'0 2106(3'0
12 12 12 36
0% 0% 8.3% 2. _8%_
56 57 87 - -~ 170
19,6% 7.0% 3.5% 10.0%
32 32 32 96
9,4% 18, 8% 0% 9, 4%
12 11 9 , 32 -
33.3% 18.2% 22.2% 25, 0%
82 0 0 82
24.4% 0% 0% 24,4%
15 15 15 45
13.3% 6.7%  13.3% 11, 1%
11 11 11 33
18.27, 18,2% 18,27 18.2%
) /
13 13 12 38
15.4% 0% 33.3% 15.8% B
30 22 19 71 ,
6, 7% 9,1% 10,5% B8.5% -
15 15 15 45
40, 0% 0% 0% 13.3%
13 13 13 39
7.7%  46.2% 46.2% 33,3%
12 12 14 - 38 S
33,3% 41,7% 7.1% 26, 3% i
14 13 13 . 40 ,
21,4% 1.7% 15,4% 15%
14 14% 11 39
57.1% 7.1% 0% 23, 1% N
15 15 14 44 . '?
20% 6.7% 7.1% 11, 4% >




APPENDIX T ) - =
Name of Organization . '
Stratum A\ PY 72 PYT71 PY70 3-Yr. Av,
sharon Haptist Church, D 13 14 14 _ 41
New Yors, NGY. "o 0 7.1% 0% 2,47
“South Brons Head Start, D12 12 N/A 24
New York, NOY, o 41,7% 58,37, N/A 50.0".
S. Hx-.‘mi\lx;1-(‘“;:.::;umt,\' Cory., D12 12 12 _ 36 i
New Yors., NOY O " 58.3% 16,77, 16,77, 30.67,
S Jamaicn Ctr. Parents/Chitd, D 18 18 18 34
New York,"NUY. %y 11,1% 16.7% 0% a4, 3% .
St. Alban's Con.m. Ctr., Inc., D 12 12 12 ‘36 ¢
New York, N.Y. T 8.37 0% it 2.8% .
Torah Umesorah Society, D 41 41 40 122
New York, N.Y. Y 9.1 7.3% 5% 7.4%
Trabmamos, D 13 13 13 39 -
New York, N. Y. . %  T1.7% 30. 7",_"9 15, 4% 17, 9% Co
United Families, D 14 14 14 42
New York, N.Y. T 7,17 21,4% 0% 9,57
United Planning Organization, D 6 9 21
Wasthington, D.C. o 07 16, 7%  33,3% 19,07
Higher Horizons Day Care, D 9 ] 12 30
Bailev's Crossroads, Va. T,  33.3% 11,1% 0% 13.3%
National Capital Area Head Start,D 85 85 89 259 . . :
Washington, D.C. % 22.3% 30.57T% 16. 8% 23.2% -
St. Atban's Nursery, D 5 5 7 17
’ Miami, Fla. T 0% 0% 57.1% 23.5%
AMary Holues, D . 221 221 233 675
Aadison County, ™ 1,8% .9% 1,3% 1.3%
Mary Holmes, D T 81 89 241
Rankin County, % 0% 0% 0% 0%
Mary Holmes, D 57 57 57 171
Newton, County, % 15.8% 0% 0% 5.3%
Mary Holmes’™. D 84 84 86 - 254
Copiah County, % 4,8% 14,37 1,2% 6, 7%
Mary Holmes, D 735 75 75 225
v Kemper County,. % 1.3% 6.7%  8.0% 5,3%
3
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APPENDIX E (10)
- ’ . . { B
Naine of Urgantzation . : '
* Stratum A - PY72 PYT71 PY70 3-Yr, Av,

»

1108 Bl tl'{l L e H el

P ; \1;1:“: e s, ) ‘3?) ) 70 20 - 220 ’
¢, . Foeuake County, 1.4 0, LT 3,67
c S Viary Holies, D43 . 31 31 _ 125 L -
. Stone County, T 0", 0. A
Mary Holmes, Grantee Office D 28 21 22 71
. ' ) 17,87 33037 45,57 . 31,0m -
. Mary Holuies, D .13l 151 15l 451 , _
Jasper-Saath Counties, . LU W LA BT T @,
: - Mary Holns, IR TRRSEY 14 157 337
Loundes Counts, 3.87 3.07° 1,3 2,
- | Mary Holmes, o D 116 ° 116 116 4% ]
r - Jones County, .ooeT. o 0n 0. 0%
\ o
] , Mary Holmes, D 131 13 150 420
L Washington County, =, 16,87, 22,37 .37 15,77,
: Archdiceese ot Chicago, b 142 156 161 5
¢ Chicagu, Nl T, 14,17 3,87 13, 10, 4°
:
Board of Education, D265, 23 216 716
Chicago, 1. ' o3t 200370 21037 16,7
- Chicaga Boy's Club, D1 1 I 37
; Cticago, lil. T, 07 3.37 10,57, A
4 g .
- - Chicago Fed, of Settien.ents, N 88 o8 88 264
S Chicago, 1. - ST 21067 15,07 13T 18,77
Chicago Youth Centers-1.LEARN, D 78 85 116 273
Chicago, Ill. v 092,3% 52,97 26,47 33,57
” Episcopal Charities, D .23 [ 23 - 23 6"
- Chicago, Ill.- T, 21T 17,470 17,47 1,67
Greater St John A.\I{E Church, D . 10 28
. C'hicago, Iil. ’ . r,oo22,27, 22,27 07 : 14.% "

- . Lutheran Welfare Services D 40 40 . @ 28 _ L
Chicagn, Il 7, 0, S R 07 07 o

Marcyv-Newberry Association,
Chicago, I, '

AT

8 Lo 5 24
62,37 07 0, 20,87

M
N
2
7

St. Matthew Methodist Church,

NIy 16
N

: D 8 8 ..
Chicago, Iil. "o 12,5 25,07 NCA 18,77 )
“ 4 - -
! b
- i EY -~



danje of Orgamization
Stratuin .\

' ) . -
STEA, Inc., ’
Chicago, [l
YW CA O tetropolitan Chicago,.
- - . s
Chicagn, Tl
ABC Headstart, Inc.,
~ Los Angeles. Calif.
_ Chiule Care & Developnent Serv,
. L.os Anpeles, Caid.
Comune Youll Deveivp. Agency,
T Les Anvceles, Calit,
Delta Siera Theta Hoad Star, ‘
LLes Asgeles, Califo
3 Fada, lor Early Chuldhood Ed.,
) LLos Angeles, Caht. )
Frederek Douglass C.D. Crp,
toos Angeles, Calt,
Nedran ( ndv.e Heasstart Cer.,
Foug Aogeie-, Caldds
’ Loatin Asverican Civic Assoc,,
15 Ange,es, Canhy
T HENER ST (‘_"-:.-'.1!'.'_‘, Schral,
T.os Angeles, Calf.
. pParent Cinda Gopees Ctre,
Foos Angeles, Cahf.
seattie Public Schowls,
Seattle, Wash.
. Intern ediate Schood District 41,
seattie, \Wash.

Pl Central Area Motivin. Pgm.,
Seattle, Wash, v

e -
.\'(‘Lghhul'hﬂ()\i House,

Seattle, Waaslh.

~

0

D

-t

D

l!‘t U

ST

APPENDIX L '11)

45 - 4%

13,2 BUun

121
38,

3
262 230
11.3% 19,67

J-¥r, Av,
21
32,67
30
5
145 .
2w ' {

16, 0% \
4 F

. 287

4,97

138 .

40.6™ )
221 ;
15, 8™

107

9. 1."‘-(; '

32

15.6™ ‘
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- Lo
P
’ Name of Qrganization -
-“ i

Steratgm B .
D ST 73 .

Proswot Head Start, Tl

Providdnee, R.1 ™

* *

Alsbiara Ceane il on Hunoen Hels L D
Auburn, Ala, .
YT v “
AMontoorery Co. CoAGAL, 1
= ilontgomery, Ala. . e

Coahoma Opportuaily, D
Clarkgdale, Mi=sz., 5
1

LN

")

hssizsipm fndustrai Caoilege, D

e
3 okl v Sorindn, Alx.

e

LI

) - 1 3 ) - - 4 . - L 3

Pleita Bitids Boduoialienal Arniv.. D
el .

=ardiz, \hiss. : %

Caminunity Service Assnc. . D

lappeieatonet S Faual B
Guacssen, Airds, <

N _
. '.\.51., ol Cernneades v Rust Coll., I_’)‘

s FVidy Surings, nlips. "
] - ‘
Voo Dhote B T e n

y 2 .o
RS R F DI S R L

b Boaariabare N O

H ':1.__;:'.,55 :_lié*j. F RS T SIS S S s)

a8

1 3
P, Mileauhee Public Schools, D

i Ehlvankee, iR, -t

o N . ; R

) Lpy Care Services tor Chluldren, D
. Licho aukee, Wisa? B

. i L
- . T i z. o
oo cCoalibion Head Start,

+ O

- Aldlw aukee, Wiso. n

Tri-Parish Progress, D

Creecdes, .

) Economic\Opportumty Fadu.o, D

o Kansas Cilv, Ks. 7,
&

~ERIC

I
c e’

A

G4 §3
19,67 - PR

.
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[
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&

L2
1363
* L] »J
24,6
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- : ' _ ;\PPENDIXEHB) . ' ’

o Name of Qrganizafion . .
3“’";‘ . Stratum B _ PYT2! PYT! PY70 3-Yr, Av, s

Behner Spoangs Svrbol Destel, D 1L 0 N/

- Bonner Springs, ¥alo 27037 NJA
- .

University of Alissouri, D 333 310 297 - 040 p =

Portageville, Mo. | '

9
(=]
L ]
[o;]
2
o
Qo

4
—
o
[4 4]
3
3=}
3

o Denver Head Stapy, D 11 12 32 . :
-/ - Denver, Colo. T, 100,0% 90,9%  30.0% O T8,17%

S Denver Vablie schools, D117 118 118 353
' - 15,45 22,90 28,8% 22,47 R

Peaver, Coloe. ’ T

- - L3 ”~ -
Ciald Gopertensts Program tne., D 13 [ . 1% 51
T Derver, CaleT” T5.0h 0 1LTL 5. 7.8%
Upgtedd oy Progress, D 35, 35 34 1ud
R LRI S ST - 14,37 5.6 .o 8,77
. «
- Acrarta Convcamty Conter, | LI 17 18 52 -

Dener, o, w 20,47 52,07 50,07 4. 27,

. , o )

' i

§ :j:l-'::-g;'-. 3 t :-:‘,—_{911“’..-9.i F!}!‘.d, D 34— 5
Denver, ot T mfzaan

Ceounetd ot Ad. Nepro Orgaine. P 21 21

. r 1.8 -
.-, -
e O S [

Yigenn Pare Toulag, D9 7

o Coonan! for Hetter Bduen,, Ine., I 13 i K 33

EET A

Santa Ana, Cabil, s 15,47 18,27 07 12,17,

Copr o o Humgr oten Beach, D10 10 10 30
sanla -Alia, CHial. ™ 0. 30T 207, 207,
Apvori tonied schoel Dnstrcr, D 1o - 1G . 10 30
Hoversieie, (uld, S 0" 10.0™ 0. ) 3.37%
c )
Goorr boavalto S buaed 0¥y, D | 8] 14 19 57
Hoooovarde Cats ' , 15,87 21,17 5,37 147,

; . . _ 13 11 11 35 _
il Al =8y 1T 36,47 18,27 25, 7% -

D pedid NG Heasd Start, I} 15 15 15 45
R I N T B S T3 T 26.7" 2E.7T. 407 +31, 17,
san Berasrdine 3 hool hstrict, D 31 32 32 45
Ran Beresrdane, Caldl SR A 6, 3% 6.3 4,27

.
Q ’ ‘
ERIC - .
. o .
o T . -
p . - .
o e g A, AW AAMe $ Y LAt 2 etV fr it T Y= o ey eew - Aans i [P P, e — P e T st e e A



. RE (LS T

[RR\ PRI e

.|.lT-'I- Col RGP VI e B

et Y18k p,

DRGSR

PRI L I N PO e

e TE M e

5
™

-

< .

Nam< of Organization
Stratirn-J3_

~

\_c
Fantana Unified School District,

San Bernardino, Calif_. \

K.alto Unitfied School District,

SSan Beranardino, Calil.

Victorville School Distiict,
Sar Bernardino, Calit.

Christ Clhamrch Head Start,
San Bernariinos, Calif.

Stratem C

. l‘ “--,:-
\Worcester School Dept.
Worcester, \ass.
Atlaatic Hun:an Resources,
Atlantic City, N.J.

Montgonmiery Co. Public Schools,

Rockville, M\id.

Shore Up, Inc.,
Salisbury, Jld.

l.owndaes Co. Bd. ot kduca.,
Havnesville, Ala.

West Lake Cumberland Dev.Cnl.

Columbia, Kyv.

1.1ft, Inc.,
Tupelo, Miss.

Foeonontic Iheproven.ent Council,
wdenton, N,C,

tramily Services, Inc.,
Wiston-Salem, N.C.
SCOPLE,

Dayvton, Ohio

* o, Missouri Comm. Action,

I*lat River, llo.

Al Quarks Econ. Oppor.Corp.
Richland, Mo.
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APPENDIX E (14)

A S S

PY72 PY7T1 PY70 3-Yr, Av,
ER ¢ 14 42
C% .Y 0% 0% 0%
7 5 5 17

0% 0% 0% 0%

15 15 15 45
26, 7% % 0% 8, 9%
- /-’/’

e X 13 13 39
T.7% 7, 7% 23, 1% 12,8%
94 a0 85 269
11, 7% 22,29 14, 1% 16%
104 96 94 294
11.5% 8.3% 7.5% 9.2%
81 78 73 232
6.2% 10,3% 119 9, 1%
52 49 48 149
25% 34.7% 12.5% 24, 2%
31 31 28 90
3.2% _ 6.5% 3,6% 4,4%
O i 132
0% v Q% 0% 0%

82 69 0 151
229 0% 0% 11, 9%
53 21 " 21 95

3. 8%_ 9,5% 4,8% 5,3%
71 75 59 205
26.8% 16% 3.4% 16.1%
158 158 116 232
18,5% 14,6% 6% 13,7%
95 .95 02 282
12.6% 8.4% 8. 7% 9, 9%
52 54 54 160
9.6% 7.4% 14,8% 10,6%

e e e gy s s S ewtoe o aere s
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Name of Orﬁanizatlon
Stratum C

Portland Public Schools,
Portland, Ore. |
Tacoma School District,
Tacoma, Wash.,

Stratum D

-

York Co. Comm. Action Corp.

Alfred, Me.

Greater Lauwrence C.A.C.,
Lawrgnce. Aass.

Al

Cranston Community Action,
Cranston, R.I. -

Sussex Cn, C.A.A., Inc., _
Georgetown, Del.

Scott County School Board,
Gate City, Va.

Community Improvement Coun.

Danville, Va.

AMercer Co. Econ.Oppcr.Coun.

Bluefield, W. Va.

Upper Ocmulgee EOC, Inc.,
Jackson, Ga.

Anderson Co. School District,
Clinton, Tenn.

I Care, Inc.,
Statesville, N.C.

Mooresville Public Schools .
Aooresville, N.C.

Garrett-Keyser-Butler School D

Ga_trrett, Ind..

AMuskegon Oceana CAAP,
Muskegon, Mlich.

Muskegon Public Schools,
Muskegon, Mich.
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APPENDIX E (15)

PY72

PY71 PY70  3-Yr. Av.
. 52 *57 61 170
- 23, 1%‘ 7% 34.4_% 21, 8%
5% 58 57 172
17, 5% 10.3% 19,3% 15, 7%
'23 28 25 76
13.0% 14,3% 8,0% 1_1. 89,
27 27 19 73
7.4% 11, 1% 26.3% 13. 7%
7 7 7 21
0% 42,9% 42,9% 28, 8%
57 51 38 146
38.6% 21,6% 5, 3% 23.9%
11 11 9 31
18. 2(70 18. 20170 22. 2‘?’0 19. 470'
20 20 _20' 60
35.0% 45.0% 15.0% 31.7%
25 24 27 76
12, 0% 12. 5% 18, 5% 14,5%
13 . 13 . 11 37
15.4% 30.8% 0% 16, 2%
8 8 8 24
25.0% 37.5% 0% 20, 8%,
6 6 6 18
0% 0% 0% 0%
2 2 2 6
0% 0% 0% 0%
3 3 3 9
0% 0% 0% 0%
i
3 1 N/A 4
0% 0% N/A , 0%
26 19 27 72
11, 5% 15, 8% 44, 4% 25,.0%
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AN APPENDIX E (18)
! . ) .

A

ll. anl'

Name of Qrganization -

“Stratum D | PY72 PY71 . PY70 3-¥Yr. Av.
Coshocton County leadstart, ‘D " 10 10 .N/A . 20
Coshocton, Ohio % 0% ° 0% N/A 0%
Kakosing Day Care, D 15 19 14 48 : .
Mt. Vernon, Ohio % 0% 26.3% 7.1% 12,5% -
Delta Comm. Action Fndn., D 18 18 18 54
Duncan, Okla. ¥ % 50,0% 33.3% 50.0% 44,4%
Kountze Ind. School District, D 4 3 N/A 7
Kountze, Tex. % 50, 0%. 33. 3% NJ/A 42, 8%
Thompson School Dist. RILJ, D 9 .9 9 27
Loveland, Colo. % 33,3% 33.3% 22,2% 29,.6%
- Clackamus Co.Eco-Auth.Inc., D 20 19 17 56 .

Jregon City, Ore. % 35.0% 0% 0% 12, 5%

y \ !
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APPENDIX E (17)

PROMOTION RATES IN HEAD
START ORGANIZATIONS

Name of Ox‘ganization
Stratum A

United Community Corp.,
Newark, N.J.

Newark Pre-School Ccuncil,
Newark, N.J.

The Hilary School

Newark, N.J.

The Leaguers,
Newark, N,J. «°

" .
Agency for Child Development,
New York, N.Y,.

ABC J\lontessori,
New York, N,Y.

M ddie Mae Collins,
New York, N.Y.

Archdiocese of New York,
New York, N. Y.

.Bank Street College,

New York, N. Y.
o

Bedford Stuyvesant Youth Action,

New York, N.Y.

Bloomingdale Family Program,
New York, N.Y.

" Breukelen Recreation Room,

New York, N.Y.

Brownsville Comm. Council,
New York, N.Y.

Bushwick Comm. Corp.,
New York, N.Y.

Cardinal Spellman Center,
New York, N.Y. '

Community Parents, Inc.,
New York, N.Y. '

-3

|20 |U JIC AU RO KR _RU qSYU S|U RLD 820 2 U

_RU

PYT72 PYT71 PY70 3-Yr. Av,
3 ' 3 3 9 .
33.3% 0% 0% 11,19
283 280 271 834
4,9% 6.8% 9,9% 7.2%

4 4 4 12 ___
0% N, 0% 0% g
15 0 0 15 -
6.7% 0% 0% 6.7%
72‘ 74 18 164
1.3% 5.4% 0% 3.0%
12 12 12 36

0% 16, 6% 8.3% 8.3%
27 27 27 81
3.7% 22.2% 0% 8.6%
23 23 23 69
3.7 1,37 07, 4,3%
15 18 22 55

26, 7% 11,19 13,69 16, 4%
82 75 82 239
15.8% 1,3% 7.3% 8.3%
16 16 16 48

12, 5% 12, 5% 31,3% 18, 8%
16 16 16 48

0% 0% 12.5% ‘4,2%
62 71 69 202
8.1% 2.8% 2,9% 4,5%
25 28 N/A 53
8.0% 7.1% N/A . 7.5%
14 13 13 40

0% 7.7% 0% 2.5%
13 13 . 13 39

0% 15.3% 15.3% 10, 3%



Name of Organization
. Stratum A

kY
AN

DeWwitt-Reformed Church,
New York, N.Y.

East Side House Settlement,
New York, N.Y.

Community Life Center,
New York, N.Y.

Escuela Hispana Mdhtessori,

NeW YOrk: N' Y'

west Harlem Comimn. Org.,

" New York, N.Y.

#e

C.H.LL.D. Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Hudshyn Guild,
New York,; 1\7/\

Hunts Point Coord. Council,
New YorkK, N.Y.

~ Job Opportunity & Training Ctr.

New- York, N.Y.

McDonough Street Comm. Ctr.,

New York, N.Y.

Manhattanville Pre-School
New York, N.Y.

:\Io E' L~. Do ?
New York, N.Y.

" Morningside Comm. Center,

Newi’(ork, N. Y.

~ North Presbyterian Church,
New York, N.Y.

Quick Start, Inc.,
New York, N.Y.

Sea and Land Presbyterian Ch.
New York, N.Y.

Sharon Baptist Church,
New York, N.Y.
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APPENDI! E (18)

PY72 PY7l PY70 3-Yr. Av.
12 12 13 37 .
33.3% 16.7% 23.1% 24, 3%
12 12 12 , 36

001‘10 070 160 70:’0 5' 6’0/40 .
56 57 57 170
1.8% 1, 7% 1. 8% 1, 8%
32 32 32 96
6.3% 3,1% 0% 3. 1%
12, 11 9 .32
16.7% 18.2% 11.1% ' 15,6%
82. 0 0 82
24.4% 0% 0% 24.4%
15 15 15 45

0% 0% 0% 0% .
11 11 11 33
9,.1% 0% 0% 3%

13 13 12 - 38

T. 7% 0% 25,0% 10.5%
30 22 19 71 .
3.3% 4.6% 10.5% 5. 6%'-
15 15 15 45 ¢
0% 6.9%  20.07 8. 9%,
13 13 13 39 -
0% 0% 0% 0%
12 12 14 38 :
8.3% 0% 7.1% 5. 3%
14 13 13 40 1
7.19, T.7% T. 7% 7. 5_%
14 14 11 39
14.3% 0% 0% 5.1%
15 15 14 44

- 0% 6.7% 0% 2.3%
13 i4 14 41
0% 7.1% 0% 2.4%

y
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Name of Organization

Stratum A

South Bronx Head Start,

New York, N.Y.

S.Brooklyn Comm. Corp.,

New York, N.Y.

S.Jamaicd Ctr. Prats/Chldn

New York, N.Y.

St. Alban's Comm. Ctr., Inc.,

New York, N.Y.

Torah Umesorah Societj.

_New York, N.Y.

Trabajamos,
New York, N.Y.

United Families,
New York, N.Y.

United Planning Organization,
Washington, D.C.

Higher-Horizons Day Care,
Bailey's Crossroads, Va.

‘National Capital Area Headstart,
Washington, D.C.

" * st. Alban's Nursery,

"Miami, Fla.

Mary Holmes,
AMadison County,

Mary Holmes,
Rankin County,

Mary Holmes,
Newton County,

Mary Holmes,
Copiah County,

Mary Holmes,
Kemper County,

Mary Holmes,

_Leake Countys

%

R"O

%

D
%

"RU KU

R C

¢ APPENDIX E (19)

PY?72 PY7l PY70 3-Yr. Av.
12 12 N/A 24
8.3% 33.3% NJ/A 20. 8%
12 12 12 36
0% 0% 8.3% 2,8%
18 18 18 54
11.1% 27.8% 22.2% 20,4%
12 12 12 36 .
0% 0% 0% 0% |
\
41 41 40 122
17.1% 9.7% 17.5% 14.8%
13 13 13 39 "‘-.'\
7. 7% 15.4% 15,4% 12.8% -
14 14 14 42
14.3% 0% 0% 4,7%
6 6 ‘9 21 .
33.3% 33.3% _11.1% 23, 8%
9 9 12 30
0% 0% 0% 0%
85 85 89 259
12.9% 8.2%  8.9% 10, 0%
5 5 7 17
0% 20.0% 0% 5.8%
221 221 233 - 675
4- 070 3. 670 3- 470 . 3- 770
71 81 89 241
18.3% 6\.2% 2. 2% g,3%
57 5 57 171
3.5% 0 0% 1.2%
84 84 . 86 254
5.9% 13.1% 2.3% 7.1%
75 75 75 225
1.3% 0% 2. 7% 1,3%
70 70 80 220
1, 4% 0% 0% 5%
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APPENDIX E (20)

Name of Organiz ation

.Q-Yr. Av,

Stratum A PY72 PY7l PY70
Mary Holmes, D 43 41 41 125
Stone County, % 11.6% 0% 0% 4,0% )

‘Mary Holmes, - D 28 21 22 71 -
Grantee Office, % 14.3% 23.8% 9.1% 15.5%

- Mary Holmes, D 151 151 151 453

“JaSper-Smith Counties, % 0% 1.3% 1.9% 1.1%

" Mary Holmes, D 131 149 157 437 -
Loundes County, % 3.8% 5.4% 3.2% 4,1% ' o
Mary Holmes, D 118 116 116 348
Jones County, % 1.7% 0% 0% 6%

Mary Holmes, D 131 139 150 420
. Washington County, % 17.6% 4.3% 0% 6.9%
Archdiocese of Chicago, D 142 156 101 399
Chicago, Ill. % 5.6% 9% 5% 6.8% B
Board of Education, D 269 231 216 716
Chicago, Ill. % 7% 4.7% - 1.8% 2.4%°
Chicago Boy's Club, D 19 19 19 57
Chicago, Ill. DA % 0% 0% 0% 0%
. . X , ‘T‘\
Chicago Fed. of Settlements, D 88 88 88 264
Chicago, Ill. % 5.7% 0% 0% 1,9%
Chicago Youth Ctr.-LEARN, D 78 85 110 273
Chicago, Ill. % 14:1% 10.6% 3.6% 8,8% :
Episcopal Charities, D 23 23 23 69
Chicago, Ill. % 4.4% 4.4% 13.0% 7.2%
. Greater St. John AME Church, D 9 9 16 28
. Chicago, ILl. % 22.2% 22,2% 0% 14. 3%

- Lutheran Welfare Services, D 40 40 8 ' 88 - -
-Chicago, Ill. % 2.5% 10.0% 12,5% 6.8%
Marcy-Newberry Association, D 8 8 8 . 24 - -

. Chicago, Ill. % 12,5% 12.5% 12,5% = 12.5% '
St. Matthew Methodist Church, D 8 8 N/A 16
Chicago, Ill. % 0 0 N/A 0
STEA, Inc., D 7 7 7 21
Chicago, 1110 70 57. 170 5.7. l% 71.470 61. 970




Name of Organization
~Stratum A :

. YWCA of Metropolitan Chicago,

- Chicago, Ill.

v .

ABC Headstart, Inc.,
Los Aqgeles. Calif.

Child C.are & Dev. Serv.,
Los Angeles, Calif.

Comm. Youth Dev.-Agency,
Los Angeles, Calif.

. Delta Sigma Theta Head Start,

Los Angeles, Calif..

Fndn. for Early Childhood Educ.

Los Angeles, Calif.

Frederick Douglass C.D. Ctr.,
Los Angeles, Calif.

Kedran Cmty. Headstart Ctr.,
Los Angeles, Calif.

L.atin American Civic Assoc.
L.os Angeles, Calif..

Los Angeles County School, |
Los Angeles, Calif.

Parent Child Gdnce. Ctr.,
Los Angeles, Calif.

Seattle Public Schools,-- - ---
Seattle, Wash.

Intermediate School District #1,

_ Seattle, Wash.

Central Area Motiv'n. Pgm.,
Seattle, Wash. ;

Neighborhood House,
Seattle, Wash.

Stratum B

Project Head Start,
Providence, R.I.

D
%

D

%

%

%

APPENDIX E (21)

o

PY72 PY7l PY70 3-Yr. Av.
10 10 10 30
30% 0% 0% 10%
45 " 45 55 145
8.9% 6.7% 9.1% 8.3%
122 121 120 363 ,
--40 970 4. 170 0% 370 ~‘f :
_ 62 48 47 157
9. 7% 12.5% 4.3% 8.9%
134 . 136 136 406
2. 270 5. 170 070 ’ 2. 570
104 102 111 317
1.9% 4,9% 1.8% 2.8%
118 ‘ 118 118 354
7.6% 5,9% 5.1% 6.2%
63 61 59 183
11.1% .9.8%  6.8% 9. 3%
134 134 134 402
10.5% 4.5% 15.7% 10.2%
262 250 255 767
8.4% 7.2% 3.5% 6.4%
08 94 = 95 287
9.2% 3.2% 5.3% 5.9%
46 46 46 138
6.5% 15.2% 6.5% .9.4%
78 - 71 72 - 221
5. 1% _1..470 . 2. 870 3. 170
31 38 38 - 107
6.5% 10.5% 13.2% 10, 3%
32 0 0- 32
3.1% 0% 0% 3.1%
64 65 65 194
3.1% 7.7% 15,4% 8.8%

\




Name ¢ of Ox;gg.nization
Stratum B

- Alabama Council on Human Rel.,
~Auburn, Ala.

Montgomery Co. C.A.A.,
Montgomery, Ala.

Coahoma Opportunity,
Clarksdale, Miss.

Mississippi'lndustrial College,
Holly Springs, Ala.

Delta Hills Educational Assoc.
Sardis, Miss.

Community Service- Assoc.,
Jackson, Miss.

" Inst. of Comm. Serv.Rust Coll.

Holly Springs, Miss.

- Mid-Delta Educ. Assoc.,
-Greenville, Miss.

Tri-County Comm. Action
Laurinburg, N.C.

- .
Indianapolis PS Corp.
Indianapolis, Ind.

. Comm. Rel.Soc. Dev. Comm.,

Milwaukee, Wisc.

Milwaukee Public Schools,
Milwaukee, Wisc.

’ Day Care Services for Children,

Milwaukee, Wisc.

~ Coalition Head Start,

Milwaukee, Wisc.

Tri-Parish Progress,
Crowley, La.

Economic Opportunity Fndn.,
Kansas City, Ks.

Bonner Springs School Dist. #1,
Bonner Springs, Ks.

D

%

D
%o

D
%

D,

%

D
%

D
%

D
%o

%o
%
%

%
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APPENDIX E (22)

PY72

PY?1  PY70  3-Yr. Av.
149 144 142 435
16.8% 3.5% 15.5% 11,9%
238 238 238" 714
7.1% 0% 0% 2.4%
173° 171 174 518
. 50110 070 070 . 270
3 3 3 . 9
0%. 0% 0% 0%
219 219 - 219 657
3,.2% 0% _ 0% 1.1%
174 174 193 541
0% 0% 0% 0%
150 157 167 474
14% 10.2%- 8.4% _ 10,8% -
196 196 196 588
7.6% 3.1% 2.6% 4.4%
128 128 128 384
1.6% 0.8% 5. _5% 2,6%
148 148 148 444
14, 8% 5.4% o 1% 6.9%
5 . 4 4 13
0% 0% 0% 0%
71 71 71 213 * !
0% 1.4% 0% .5%
34 34 34 102
38.2% 26.%% 2.9% 22.6%.
59 44 0 103
11.9—% 11.4% 0% 11.7%
197 202 199 598
5.1% 5.5% 0% 3.5%
88 87 7 252
0% 5.8% 1. 3% 2.4%
11 N/A  N/A 11
0% N/A N/A 0%



_. - - - a - - -

T S APPENDIXE(23)V .

. Name of Organization o _ : \
s Stratum B PY72 PY7l PY70 3-Yr. Av,
. University of Missouri, D 333 319 297 949 '
' Portageville, Mo. ' o 9% 13,8% 17.9% 13.4%
- - Denver Head 5tart, D 9 11 12 32
Denver, Colo. % 0% 0% 0% 0%
Denver Public Schools, D 117 118 118 353
. Denver, Colo. _ % 9% 4,3% 13.6% 6.3%
L Child Opportunity Program Inc.,D~ 17 17 17 51
‘ Denver, Colo. _ %o 0% 29.4% 0% ' 9.8% -
_ United for Progreés. D 35 35 34 104
Denver, Colo. % 0% - 0% 2.9% 1%
Auraria Community Center, D 17 17 .18 52
Denver, Colo. %  17.7% 0% 16. 7% 11,5%
L  Children's Education Fund D 54 - 54 54 - 162
' Denver, Colo. % 1.8% 1.8%  3.7% 2,5%
: Council of Aff'd. Negro Org.Inc. D a1 21 15 57
Santa Ana, Cahf % 38.1% 19.1% 20.0% 26.3%
F Buaena Park Lulac, D 7 T, 21
: Santa Ana, Calif. M 0% 14,3% 0% 4,8%
_ Council for Better Educa. , Inc.,D 13 11 9 33
Santa Ana, Calif. T 23.1% 9.1% 0% 12.1%
: __ - Comm.Ctr. "Huni‘:ingt.'on Beach, ‘D 10 10 10 - 30
1. Santa Ana, Calif. % 40% 70% 40% 50%
Alvord Unified School District, D 10 10 10 30
2 Riverside, Calif. % 0% 0% 0% 0%
San Jacinto School District, D 19 19~ —119 57
s ’ ' \ oL T ) -
: Del Ray Day Care, v D 13 11 11 35
Thermal, Calif. % 15,4% 27.3% 18.2% 20.0%
;', Corona Norco Head Start, D 15 15 15~ 45.
Coropa, Calif. % 13.3% 13.3% 13.3% 13.3% .
San Bernardino School Listrict, D 31 32 32 95
- San Bernardino, Calif. % 3.3% 9.4% 0% 4.2%
Fontana Unified School District, D 14 14 14 42
% i

e San Bernardino, Calif. 57.1% 0% 14.3% 23.8%




Name of Oganization
Stratum B

Rialto Unified School District,

San Be_rnardino_. C__alu‘.' .

" Victorville School District,

San Bernardino, Calif.

Christ Church Head Start,
San Bernardino, Calif.

Stratum C

Worcester School Dept.
Worcester, Mass.

Atlantic Human Resources,
Atlantic City,’ N.J.

Montgomery Co. Public Schools,

Rockville, Md.

Shore Up, Inc.
Salisbury, Aild.

l.owndes Co. Bd. of Educ.

- Haynesville, Ala.

West Lake Cumberland Dev.Cnl.

Columbia, Fy.

Lift, Inc.,
Tupelo, Aliss.

Economic Improvement Council,

Edenton, N.C.

Family Services, Inc. ,
Winston-Salem, N.C.

SCOPE
Dayton, Ohio

E. Missouri Comm. Action
Flat River, Mo. .

Mo.Ozaris Econ. Oppor.Corp.,

Richland, Mo.

Portland Public Schools,
Portland, Qre.
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APPENDIX E (24)

PY72

i
»

e ’ cy
.

10.5%

PY71  PY70 3-Yr, Av.
: : .

7 5 5 - - 17
14.3% 0% 0% - §5,9%
15 15 15 45
20% 6. 7% 6. 7%.. 11.1%
13 13 13 39
.%  1.7% 0% 5,19
94 90 85 269
19.2% 14.4% 9.4% 14, 5%
104 96 94, 204
5.8%  17.7% 9.6% 10, 9%
81 78 . 73 - . 232
4, 9% _ 3.9% 1.4% _‘*_3. 5%
52 49 48 149
257, 12.2% 0% 12, 8¢
31 31 28 90
0% 6.5% 0% 2.2%
44 47 41 132
11.4% 25.5% 14.6% 17, 4%
82 69 0 151
6.1% 0% 0% 3, 3%
53 .21 21 95
0% ' 4.8% 14, 3% 4,2%
71 75 59 " 205
9.9% 21,3% 6.8% 13, 2%
138 ° 158 116 . 432
_16‘. 5% 7_. 6% 9,57, 11,3%
95 . 95 92 282
12.6% _ 7.4% 6.5% 8.9%
52 54 54 160
0% 0% 0% . 0% ,'
52 57 61 170
9,6% )

11, 5% 10,6%
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Name of Qrganization

S!ramm C

Tacoma Schuol District,

- Tacoma, Wash.

Stratum D -

York Co. Comm. Action Corp.

Alfred, Me.

Greater Lawrence C.A.C.,
L.awrence, Mass.

Cranston Community Action,

“Ciranston, R.I.

AY

Sussex Co. C,A.A,, Inc.
Georgetown, Del. i
Scott County School’ Board,
Gate City, Va.

Community Improvement Coun.,

Danville, Va.

Mercer Co. Econ.Oppor. Coun.

‘Bluefield, W.Va.

Upper Ocmulgee EOC, Inc.
Jackson, Ga.

Anderson Cuo. School District,
Clinton, Tenn.

I Care, Inc..
Statesville, N.C.

Alooresville Public Schools,
Mopresville. N.C.

Garrett-Keyser-Butler S. Dist.
Garrett, Ind.

Muskegon Oceaga CAAP,
Muskegon, Mich.

Muskegon Public Schools,
Muskegon, Mich.

Coshocton County Headstart,

Coshocton, Ohio
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CPY72 PYTI
57 58 57 172
15,8% 1.7%  5.3% 7.6%
23 28 25 76
0% 7.1% 0% 2.6%
27 27 . 19 73
22,2% 0% . 0% 8.2%
7 7 7 21
0% 0% 0% 0%
57 51 g 146
24. 6% 9,8% 0% 13.0%
11 11 9 31
_9. 10!’0 9. 1% 0% 60 52'0
20 20 20 80
5.0%  3.0% . 0% 3, 3¢,
25 24 27 176
0% 8.3% 8%, 2,67
13 13 11 37
0% 15, 4% 4 47 5.4%,
8 8 8 24
07 0% 0% 0%
6 6 6 18
0% 0% 0% 0%,
" L2 2 6
0% 0% 0% 0%
3 3 3 9
0% 0% 0% 07 -
3 ] N/A 4
0% 0% N/A 0%
26 19 27 72
0% 0% 0% 0%
10 10 NZA 20
0% 0% N/A 0%
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- Kawnusing Day Care, :
' A 15, 8%  7,1% 8. 3% :

M. Vernon, Ohio

RO

S Delta Comm. Action Fndn. | D 18 18 18 . 54 N
Duncan, Okia. T 0% 0% ou: . 0%
. . r
' Kountze Ind. Schootl District, D 4 3 N/A 7 ’
4 Kountze, Tex. P P ¢ X % N/A B | L -

... “rhedipson School Dist. RIM, D 8 9 9 27+ L .o
L © Lueveland, Colo. TG 0% 0% . 3. 7% : :
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. SIGNIETCANT FUHNOVER TRENDS

. | INCREASING.
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PROGRA LS SHOWING STATISTICALLY
SIGNIFICANT PROVIOTION TRENDS

INCREASING

STRADUNM

United Priansing Orgameatien, Wastungten, 1L,

Chmie ot Corraaty et Yeeney, \laa, B
- .- e ater 1o Asrgevles Conrrunity Action, Los Angetes, Calif,

d.

STRAFCNM B

\l...,.'x.'l

AN

St bty A ton ;\gem-_\-, Al tianery, Al
intlianoa olis, Imiianapolis, tnd!

SORATL Y G

Stuaae Uyl L., Sabisbares, Vid.
VMetrvawolotan Descioga cont Coungtd, Taconra, Wasn.

SIRARU A D

. Grewser T asrence Conirramity Action ('nrpnratmr;, l.awrence, \lass.
Suzaetn Coanty Gosnumts Aotion Ageney, Ine., Georgetoan, Del.
v - <o Seatt Ot Hearsd Area Dessjcpieent, Gate Caty, Vi,
Porow o o o Dp2teret, Lesveland, Colo.

DECREASING
CERAT: s

ot b U o cmunils Corpearation, Newark, NJOJ.

srpail s p

Frre greas PR S O T L OT Y R e, R.I1.
Pefta Arewcbeves o Oponrtarity Corg aratesn, Portagevilie, Mo
.

Pheer Lo He s Estarr Dienver, Call,
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TNTHATU N

= * Freannee Tog reverent Counail, Edenton, N.C.
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