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Executive Summary

Introduction

The state is experiencing a shortage of child welfare workers that is expected to get worse (O’Neill, 2000). Public child welfare, with its mandate to both protect children and preserve families, is facing its own acute shortage of social work personnel. Statewide there were 6500 public child welfare positions funded for FY 2000/01, yet there was a need for twice that many to meet minimum standards and three times that many to meet ideal standards (American Humane Association, 2000). More important, the U.S. General Accounting Office (2003) reports that high turnover rates in child welfare agencies are a major obstacle to timely investigations, compromising the ability of agencies to protect children.

Although existing research has identified a number of factors that are closely related to employee retention and its correlates, this research has not determined which broad set of characteristics - individual, organizational, or economic - has the most effect on worker decisions to remain on the job. This study represents an advance on previous studies through the development of a more comprehensive model of prediction of retention, and, especially, through the use of a statewide multi-county sample which provides the opportunity to incorporate diversity in both agency characteristics and local labor markets. The retention of public child welfare workers is a pressing professional and practical concern. The conclusions from this study are intended to point directly to specific solutions to the problem. 

Method

The intent of this longitudinal study was to develop a hierarchical set of quantitative predictors of new public child welfare workers leaving the job, in order to establish the relative importance of individual, agency or local economic factors. Time 1 data are from a survey of California’s public child welfare workers hired during a one-year period. Individual variables were gender, ethnicity, age, country of origin, educational level of father, marital status, dependent children, income other than salary, educational degree, licensure, work experience and commitment to the career of child welfare. Factors that capture the relationships between individuals and their jobs include union membership, job satisfaction and self-efficacy. Agency variables are caseload size, time to full caseload, hours worked per week, amount and type of training received, job stressors, quality of supervision and administration, agency authority, job formalization, role conflict and congruence between individual values and the job. In addition, the survey measured intention to leave the job. This variable was used as an alternative outcome, in comparison with actually leaving the job.

Potential subjects for the study were all new public child welfare workers hired in California between April, 2000 and April, 2001. Data were collected from new workers in 44 counties. Over 1700 surveys were mailed. Thirty-two (6%) of the respondents had already left the agency at the time of data collection. 


At the county level, available data were used as measures of local demographic and economic characteristics. 

In addition, qualitative data were collected through an online focus group with a subset of the survey respondents. 

Time 2 data consist of the turnover variable and were taken from county personnel records. Turnover data were collected for the entire population, not only those who completed the survey. In addition, we requested whatever qualitative data each county had regarding reasons for departure. 

Limitations

The effort to combine county level data in analyses with individual level data was largely unsuccessful due to measurement problems with county level data. We believe that the failure to establish the importance of these county level variables as predictors of turnover is due to the inadequacy of these measures, and that the primary research question of this study remains unanswered.

There was a response rate of only about 34%. The response rate varied across counties.

We were unable to achieve sufficient participation in the online focus group to derive meaningful findings.


The constraint of the two-year time limit of this study limits the applicability of these findings. In particular, it precluded the examination of the role of Title IV-E stipends in the decisions of new workers to remain on the job.

Findings

Turnover

One hundred forty one survey respondents (27.2%) left the job. For those who left, mean and median time on the job was about 16 months. Those who stated their intention to leave at the time of initial data collection were more likely to leave than others. There are a significant number of workers still on the job who intend to leave. 


Of the 1165 subjects on whom turnover data were received, 386 (33%) had left the job. There were 657 workers from 26 counties on which we obtained information on the reason for leaving the job. Of these, 240 (37%) had left the job. Sixteen (7% of 240) were fired or were unable to complete probation. Of 240, 26 (11%) transferred to other social service departments in the same county. Eight departees took similar positions in other nearby counties. Two of these were subsequently rehired by the same department of the same county. Eleven (5%) moved out of the area; eight went back to school; six reported leaving for personal reasons, such as pregnancy. It is evident that worker turnover is not a single undesirable outcome. The biggest reported category of turnover - transfer and promotion within the same county - cannot be regarded as a negative event. The career paths of those leaving for personal reasons cannot be predicted, but many are likely to return to social work at some time in some capacity. The only truly negative outcomes are those who did not complete probation, or those few who left the field of social services all together.

Descriptive

Fifteen per cent of the respondents were male, 58% White, 18% Latino, 11% African-American, 7% Asian, and 5% Other (Bi-racial). Fourteen per cent of the respondents were born abroad; 55% had a father with some college. Forty-eight per cent were married or living with a partner, 31% never married, and 21% divorced, separated or widowed. Forty-four per cent of the respondents reported having at least one dependent child living with them. Thirty-seven per cent of respondents had an MSW, 19% an MA, and 10% a BSW. Few (4%) had a clinical license, while 10% were under supervision for getting a license. Twelve per cent were in school at the time of the survey. The mean age for the sample was 35 years; the mean amount of work experience was 12 years; and the mean amount of household monthly income in addition to salary was $1840. Seventy-nine per cent of the respondents were union members. 

The average monthly salary was $3172. Average caseload size was about 30 children; workers put in an average of almost 45 hours of work per week; and they reported spending about 52% of their work time doing paperwork. Most (70%) had taken the Core Academy and at least one Regional Training course (59%).

Respondents reported high levels of peer support and quality of supervision, though lower levels on quality of administration. Only medium amounts of role conflict and work formalization, and relatively low amounts of agency authority were reported.

Respondents reported a high level of commitment to the field of child welfare. Generally, respondents were satisfied with their jobs. They were least satisfied with the workload and most satisfied with job flexibility. Respondents reported very high levels of feelings of self-efficacy.

Predictors of leaving the job

Factors that workers bring with them to the job, i.e., gender, ethnicity, family background, education and work experience, are not as a group very strong predictors of leaving the job. Attitudes of individuals toward the job do not predict actual turnover. Job and agency characteristics as a set of variables do a better job of predicting turnover than individual and attitude factors. 

Latinos and Asians are more likely to remain on the job than Whites and African-Americans.

Divorced or separated workers are more likely to remain on the job than married workers, but the same is not true for workers who were never married.

Workers who report more general job satisfaction are more likely to remain on the job, while other job satisfaction scales are not predictive of turnover.

While actual caseload size is not related to remaining on job, an unexpected and very useful conclusion from this study is that the more slowly new workers are assigned to full caseloads, the more likely they are to remain on the job.

Another unexpected, and unexplained, conclusion is that the presence of stressful job conditions is correlated with remaining on the job. 

While individual salaries were not related to turnover, high salaries for child social workers at the county level were associated with leaving the job.

Workers in more densely populated counties were less likely to leave the job. 

Predictors of intention to leave the job

Attitudes of individuals toward the job are more predictive of intending to leave the job than of actually leaving the job. 

Compared to MSWs, workers with BAs are more likely to intend to remain on the job.

Workers with high levels of commitment to the field of child welfare are likely to intend to remain on the job. 


Workers who report more general job satisfaction are likely to intend to remain on the job, while other job satisfaction scales are not predictive of intending to remain on the job.

Child welfare workers who perceive better local job opportunities are likely to intend to leave the job. 

List of Tables

Table 1 - Factor loadings and scales for items measuring job satisfaction


39

Table 2 - Factor loadings and scales for items measuring self-efficacy


42

Table 3 - Factor loadings and scales for items measuring job stressors


45

Table 4 - Per cent and frequencies of leaving the job by individual demographic 

variables









52

Table 5 - Per cent and frequencies of leaving the job by individual educational 


and individual/job variables







53

Table 6 - Means of individual demographic variables by leaving the job


54

Table 7 - Means of job satisfaction variables by leaving the job



56

Table 8 - Means of self-efficacy variables by leaving the job



57

Table 9 - Means of job variables by leaving the job





59

Table 10 - Means of job stress variables by leaving the job




60

Table 11 - Means of agency variables by leaving the job




62

Table 12 - Individual demographic variables regressed on leaving the job


64

Table 13 - Individual/job variables regressed on leaving the job



65

Table 14 - Job variables regressed on leaving the job




66

Table 15 - Individual demographic, individual/job, and job variables regressed 

on leaving the job








68

Table 16 - County economic and demographic variables regressed on leaving the job
69

Table 17 - Individual demographic, individual/job, job variables, and county economic

 
and demographic variables regressed on leaving the job



70

Table 18 - Individual demographic, individual/job, job variables, and county economic 

and demographic variables regressed on leaving the job. Variables from Table 

17 at p < .3









72

Table 19 - Predicting leaving the job (+). Bivariate relationships and predictive models
74

Table 20 - Variables regressed on intent to leave the job




77

Table 21 - Predicting intention to leave the job (+). Bivariate relationships and 

predictive models








78

Table 22 - Means of commitment variables by Title IV-E stipend status


102

Table 23 - Means of job satisfaction variables by Title IV-E stipend status


103

Table 24 - Means of self-efficacy variables by Title IV-E stipend status


105

Table 25 -  Means of agency variables by Title IV-E status




106

Introduction

The state is experiencing a shortage of child welfare workers that is expected to get worse (O’Neill, 2000). Public child welfare, with its mandate to both protect children and preserve families, is facing its own acute shortage of social work personnel. Statewide there were 6500 public child welfare positions funded for FY 2000/01, yet there was a need for twice that many to meet minimum standards and three times that many to meet ideal standards (American Humane Association, 2000). An important way of achieving a sufficient staffing level is to retain staff that are hired, especially after a significant investment in education and training. The retention of staff is in turn seen as crucial in the recruitment of additional staff (Daly, Dudley, Finnegan, Jones & Christiansen, 2000). 

Turnover has long been a problem in nearly all areas of social work (Ewalt, 1991), as well as in public child welfare (Council of Family and Child Caring Agencies, 1989; Helfgott, 1991). Current staff replacement costs have been calculated at $10,000 per worker by Graef and Hill (2000) and about $16,000 per worker by Daly et al. (2000). More important, the U.S. General Accounting Office (2003) reports that high turnover rates in child welfare agencies are a major obstacle to timely investigations, compromising the ability of agencies to protect children.

 It is difficult to specify precise current turnover rates in public child welfare because of regional differences and because of different ways of measuring turnover. Many studies, like this one, follow newly hired workers for a period of time. It would seem reasonable that turnover would be higher within a short job tenure (Kiyak & Namazi, 1997), as more satisfied workers remain on the job (Lee & Wilbur, 1985). However, job tenure was not always found to be a predictor of turnover (Balfour & Neff, 1993; Michaels & Spector, 1982). Furman (1998) found that about half of new hires left Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services within two years of hire. In San Diego, 24% of new hires left the job in a period of time ranging from one to three years (Jones & Okamura, 2000). While the U.S. GAO (2003) estimates the annual turnover rate of public child welfare workers as high as 30% to 40%, more careful measures are in the 10-20% range (American Public Human Services Association, 2001; Daly et al., 2000; National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being Research Group, 2001), though with considerable geographical differences.

Title IV-E, with the dual goals of increasing the number of workers entering public child welfare while increasing the level of education of these workers, represents a significant investment in the education and training of professional child welfare workers. In California, 200 MSW graduates per year are added to the pool of child welfare workers (California Social Work Education Center, 1999). However, because of the increased investment, the retention of workers who received stipends through Title IV-E has itself become an issue. In Los Angeles County, about half of stipended workers leave DCFS within two years of beginning work (Furman, 1998; Weaver, 1999), a rate similar to that of non-stipended new hires. In San Diego County, though, the turnover rate for IV-E workers was only 11% (Jones & Okamura, 2000), and the one statewide study to date found a 22% turnover rate (Dickinson & Perry, 2002). However, measuring the turnover rate for IV-E graduates is complicated by the required two-year payback period. Leaving the job within the first two years of hire entails a considerable financial cost for these workers. In Jones and Okamura (2000) half of the subjects were still within the two-year payback period. Dickinson and Perry (2002) surveyed subjects three to six months after the payback period. More accurate measures of the turnover rates of Title IV-E graduates requires longer observation periods.

Although existing research has identified a number of factors that are closely related to employee retention and its correlates, this research has not determined which broad set of characteristics - individual, organizational, or economic - has the most effect on worker decisions to remain on the job. In particular, existing research has not included local economic factors that are certain to be present in the decision-making process for individual workers. This study represents an advance on previous studies through the development of a more comprehensive model of prediction of retention, and, especially, through the use of a statewide multi-county sample which provides the opportunity to incorporate diversity in both agency characteristics and local labor markets. 

The retention of public child welfare workers is a pressing professional and practical concern. The conclusions from this study are intended to point directly to specific solutions to the problems of where attention and resources should be directed to increase the retention of these workers. Should resources be directed to the education they receive before hiring? To on-the-job training? To workload concerns? To the quality of supervisory and administrative staff? Or simply toward increasing salaries and promotion opportunities?

Theories of Job Turnover

Current empirical research on the predictors of turnover among social workers is relatively atheoretical; rather than developing and testing specific theories of turnover, research is focused on developing and testing multivariate predictive models. Nonetheless, there is a tradition of theorizing about employee turnover, and these theories inform the development of predictive models. Theoretical frameworks that attempt to explain employee turnover and retention in existing literature are based on psychological, sociological and economic disciplines. Most current theories of retention and turnover are based on the work of March and Simon (1958), who focused on the degree of ease of movement that workers have as the basis for the likelihood of seeking a new job. Miller’s (1996) model is based on the social exchange theory, which incorporates ideas from economics, sociology and psychology.  

Psychologicaltc "Psychological"
Psychological theories of retention and turnover are generally based on individual characteristics and their ability to adapt to and handle situations in the workplace. An individual’s psychological well-being has been identified as a predictor of greater job satisfaction and lower job stress (Koeske & Kirk, 1995). Lance’s (1991) structural model of voluntary turnover looks at an individual’s desire to quit, intentions to search for another job and self-reported search for alternative employment. 

Some psychological research has focused on the effect of stress on turnover (Todd & Deery-Schmitt, 1996), including both occupational stress and stress experienced outside of the workplace. Burnout has also been given considerable attention in the turnover literature. For example, Maslach’s model (Maslach & Jackson, 1984), which includes the emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment constructs, has been used to explain the stress levels of workers who exit their jobs. This is done because burnout can be associated with feelings of withdrawal (Pines & Maslach, 1978) and depersonalization (Leiter, 1988). Pines and Maslach (1978) also found that the high burnout rate experienced in health and social services is a major factor in high job turnover. Drake and Yadama (1996) focus on a structural equation model of burnout and job exit among child protective services workers.  Their study found that emotional exhaustion had a direct effect on job exit, while depersonalization appeared to be unrelated to worker retention.    

Other psychological models have looked at commitment as a predictor of behavioral outcomes such as turnover and intention to leave. The attribution theory is a major conceptual framework in social psychology. This model states that certain manipulations of commitment, such as low incentives or high choice, affect how cognitions are organized (Kiesler, 1977). Highly committed people are resistant to change because other cognitions are more salient and a change would be potentially disruptive to the individual’s organization of these cognitions. Low incentives increase an individual’s resistance to change, including seeking a new job. Lee, Mitchell, Holtom, McDaniel and Hill (1999) have developed a model of voluntary turnover based on the psychological paths individuals take in the process of deciding to leave an organization. This study found that the decision to leave a job results from a very individualized series of decisions that is often initiated through some type of shock or unexpected event, either within or outside of the individual’s working environment, and suggests that managers identify these jarring events and take immediate steps to respond. This research evolved into a new theory that introduces the idea of job embeddedness. Lee et al. (1999) assert that three factors - relationships with others in the organization; perceptions of goodness of fit with the job, organization and community; and perceived losses that would occur if the job or organization is left - make up the concept of being embedded in an organization. Preliminary research has shown that a lack of job embeddedness is a predictor of both intent to leave and actual voluntary turnover, and is closely associated with other related outcomes such as job satisfaction and commitment (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski & Erez, 2001).

Sociological

Sociological models explain employee retention and turnover by looking at the structural conditions of work, while placing less emphasis on individual factors.  For example, in the corporatist control model Lincoln and Kalleberg (1990) argue that an organization does not need to rely on direct control of employees. Instead, organizations can facilitate social integration, autonomy, legitimacy of authority structure and promotion within the organization. The authors indicate that these four components can influence job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Mueller and Boyer (1994) also found that employer controlled work conditions influence job satisfaction and commitment. More specifically, they found that a satisfactory workload, variety, pay, distributive justice, work group cohesion and instrumental communication all had a positive effect on job satisfaction, which, in turn, influenced an employee’s intent to stay. Their study also found that employees who had greater external opportunities had lower intentions of staying in their current job, thus increasing turnover.    

Another sociological theory that aims at explaining employee commitment is Lawler’s (2001) affect theory of social exchange, which explains how the emotions produced by social exchange develop stronger or weaker ties to relations, groups or networks. Individuals will attribute their exchange-based emotions to social units - such as relations, networks, or groups - to the degree that the exchange brings them together in a common endeavor and creates a sense of shared responsibility (Lawler, 2001). Affective attachments to a social unit can develop when the social unit is seen as stable and when feelings of pleasantness, pride, and gratitude are formed. Affective detachment occurs when negative feelings are produced. 

Allen and Meyer (1990) propose a model of organizational commitment that is based on three components. Affective commitment is seen as more of an individual choice, with employees remaining in their current jobs because they want to. Continuance commitment deals with employees remaining in the job because they need to, while normative commitment is related to a feeling that they ought to stay.   

Other sociological models focus on the influence of job satisfaction on organizational commitment. For example, the needs-satisfaction models hypothesize the relationship between job characteristics that satisfy worker needs and form positive job attitudes. Glisson and Durick (1988) found that job characteristics are good predictors of satisfaction and that organizational characteristics are good predictors of commitment. They also found out that worker characteristics play a significant role in predicting commitment but were not found to predict satisfaction. Sociological explanations of worker attachment include the idea that employees gauge the legitimacy of the rules and actions of their superiors and weigh those factors against the subordination that they must incur. The more legitimate the actions of the superiors are perceived to be, the greater the level of worker attachment (Halaby, 1986). Contrary to the needs-satisfaction model is the dispositional model, which suggests that workers are predisposed to certain attitudes (Staw & Ross, 1985) that are independent of the extent to which needs are satisfied by job characteristics. 

Orthner and Pittman (1986) tested an empirical model that linked organizational support for family and job commitment of military personnel, and found that organizational support for families increases the level of work commitment among the employees. They posit a traditional model of job commitment whereby the family and the organization compete for the time and energy of the individual. If the organization is too demanding, then the time allotted to the family can be strained. The growing number of families, the increasing participation of women in the job sector, and an increase in single parents are social trends that have increased the potential competition between the family and the organization. A comprehensive support model of human resources has emerged in order to counter the effects of such trends. In this model, the organization provides direct support services to the families and to the employees, thus strengthening its overall influence on the workers and their job commitment (Orthner & Pittman, 1986).

tc "
"Economictc "Economic"
Studies that attempt to explain turnover in economic terms pay attention to the overall market conditions. March and Simon (1958) looked at the role of alternative job opportunities and the ease of movement in the market. Economic theories focus on the employees’ likelihood of staying in their current jobs based on weighing the utility of continuing with the current employers or leaving their jobs (Halaby, 1986). Price (1977) also noted that dissatisfaction with one’s job results in leaving only when other job alternatives are viewed as positive. The supply and demand model is also used to explain turnover since changes in the market affect the supply of labor. Barth (2003) indicates that if the population is large relative to overall labor demand, there will be large numbers of individuals available to occupy jobs in a particular realm. On the contrary, if the population is small relative to the overall labor demand, then the labor market for any occupation, including that of social work, will be relatively tight. Economists also claim that there are certain barriers to job entry, such as licensing or registration standards.  These barriers serve as deterrent factors for those individuals who are not willing to get the extra certifications (Barth, 2003).  

Hulin, Roznowski and Hachiya (1985) indicate that a correlation exists between the objective labor market and job satisfaction, which in turn predicts intention to leave. On the contrary, a study conducted by Hui (1988) did not find the situation in the objective labor market to have an effect on job satisfaction or on the withdrawal process on an individual level. However, subjective perceptions of alternative employment opportunities, job satisfaction and withdrawal intention were predictive of voluntary termination within the year following the study.

Definitions and Correlates of Turnover

A complicating factor in research on turnover is the ambiguous nature of job turnover. The assumed definition of job turnover is that of workers voluntarily leaving jobs because they have obtained better jobs elsewhere. However, job turnover also includes workers who are fired or not retained past a probationary period, workers who leave the job for personal reasons without necessarily being dissatisfied with the job, workers who have transferred to similar positions in other similar agencies, and workers who have been promoted to more responsible positions within the larger human services agency. The American Public Human Services Association (2001) usefully distinguishes between preventable departures and unpreventable ones. Preventable departures, those that could in principle be prevented by actions taken by the agency, comprise up to 60% of the turnover rate of public child welfare workers. Similarly, Tai, Bame and Robinson (1998) divide reasons for job departures into four categories: voluntary/avoidable reasons such as salary and job conditions; voluntary/unavoidable reasons such as retirement, moving out of the area, or staying home to care for a new child; involuntary/avoidable reasons such as dismissal; and involuntary/unavoidable reasons such as death or disability. Departures due to being dismissed are not necessarily a negative event from the point of view of the agency. Unavoidable departures are seen as negative occurrences but outside the control of the agency. Other positive outcomes, such as being promoted within an agency or transferring to another similar type of agency, are not included in the above typology. This type of departure raises the issue of for whom job departure is a negative event. Even considering only the point of view of the employer (leaving out benefits of turnover for the employee and his/her family), a promotion to another department within a county Human Services Agency is a positive for the overall Agency but a negative for Children’s Services within the same county. A transfer from one county’s Children’s Services to that of another county is a negative for the first county, but a neutral or positive outcome (given the transfer of expertise) for the field of public child welfare (and for the Title IV-E program). 

In any case, these distinctions are not sufficiently taken into account in the research on job turnover among child welfare workers. This is a problem in particular for developing predictive models, as the set of predictors for being fired from one’s job, for example, is likely to be quite different from the predictors of being promoted to another department. The variables discussed here and in most of the retention literature are assumed to be related to avoidable/voluntary turnover, though the outcome variables (including the present study) may not differentiate among types of departures.

A key distinction in the literature in terms of outcome is between intention to leave and actual turnover. Both outcomes have been used extensively. Measuring intention to leave has the practical value of allowing for cross-sectional research, and the conceptual value of excluding involuntary departures. Using actual departures as the turnover outcome has the virtue of capturing actual behavior rather than expressed feelings regarding future possible behavior. Mor Marak, Nissly and Levin in their 2001 meta-analysis of social service retention studies distinguish studies by the two types of outcomes and show the differences in predictors for the two outcomes. 

A related issue is the distinction between intending to leave the job (the outcome for most cross-sectional retention studies) and intending to remain on the job. Ellett argues persuasively that the variables are conceptually distinct, that they are related to different predictive variables, and that intention to remain is the more practically useful concept for changing agencies (Ellett, 2000; Ellett, Ellett & Rugutt, 2003). 

Turnover, especially the attitudinal measure of intention to leave, is so closely associated with burnout, job satisfaction and career commitment, that the question arises as to whether these concepts are practically synonymous with intention to leave. Certainly, common sense would tell us that burnout and job dissatisfaction precede voluntary turnover. Numerous studies have documented the close connection between burnout and turnover (Blankertz & Robinson, 1997; Drake & Yadama, 1996; Lee & Ashforth, 1993a). In the present study, we do not include burnout as a possible predictor. 

The empirical evidence regarding job satisfaction is mixed, with a number of studies (e.g., Lee & Ashforth, 1993a) finding the expected correlation, while others (e.g., Dickinson & Perry, 2002) do not. Job satisfaction (like burnout) is a multi-faceted concept, with differing relationships between job satisfaction facets and turnover. In this study, we include a number of dimensions of job satisfaction. 

Commitment to a career in child welfare is conceptually different from intention to leave. Child welfare workers have been recorded as stating they are leaving their agency because of their commitment to the field (Weaver, 1999). However, quantitatively, commitment to career is highly associated with commitment to job. In Ellett et al. (2003), in a five-variable model that accounted for 54% of the variation among child welfare workers of their intention to remain employed, the single variable of career commitment accounted for 45% of the variance. Landsman (2001) also found a correlation between career commitment and intention to remain, but advances the field by placing all of these important correlates (except burnout) in a causal path model that describes the interrelationships among these concepts. The below review of the literature includes established predictors of these correlates with retention where appropriate.

Predictors of Turnover

This study incorporates elements from theoretical models of turnover, from the empirical studies of retention in public child welfare, and from the recent examinations of retention of Title IV-E workers, into a proposed predictive model of retention that compares the relative influence of four levels of variables: the personal characteristics workers bring to the job; the nature of the job and the agency; the interactions between personal and job characteristics through on-the-job coping behaviors and attitudes; and local demographic and economic factors. 

Job turnover has long been an issue for business, and there is a tradition of research on this topic. More recently, turnover has become important for social work, in particular for public child welfare. The empirical literature on job turnover has been well reviewed. The following discussion relies heavily on Mor Barak et al. (2001), who conducted a meta-analysis of relevant quantitative studies, and on Clark (2002), who reviewed studies on retention in child welfare. Recent important studies include Dickinson and Perry (2002), Ellett et al. (2003), and Landsman (2001). Reagh (1994), Rycraft (1994) and Samantrai (1992), early exploratory studies, remain useful for their qualitative descriptions.

As described above, these studies use either intention to leave or actual turnover as outcomes. Mor Barak et al. (2001) examine both outcomes. Predictors are stronger for intention to leave than for actual turnover. What we call in this study individual/job interaction factors - job satisfaction, career commitment - are better predictors of intention to leave than of actual turnover.

Individual Factors

The importance of individual characteristics of social workers and members of other professions as they relate to job satisfaction, commitment and turnover has been studied extensively. Studies have found little or no relationship between personal characteristics and job satisfaction (Butler, 1990), or worker attitudes (Oldham & Hackman, 1981). Koeske and Kirk (1995) found that only psychological well-being was significantly related to retention of social workers, but that no other individual characteristic predicted whether workers would remain on the job. Likewise, Mor Barak et al. (2001) found that demographic characteristics were less predictive than professional perceptions or organizational conditions.

Gender

Women who work in the field of human services are more likely to report higher levels of stress, fewer opportunities for self-expression, and more environmental pressure than men (Ratliff, 1988) despite the fact that the human service agencies are largely female-dominated.  There still appears to be a ‘glass ceiling’ for women in the human services, as men are more likely to be promoted and to obtain high-level administrative positions (Gibelman, 1998). Giles and Rea (1999) found that men were less likely to enter into traditionally female occupations not for reasons of prestige or salary, but because they believed they lacked the skills, e.g., sensitivity, to be effective in those fields. Generally, only males who had a high level of occupational self-efficacy for work in traditionally female-dominated occupations chose to enter those fields. One study found that male and female administrators are equally satisfied with their jobs, and that female administrators are more intrinsically satisfied than their male counterparts (McNeely, 1984).

Questions have been raised regarding the equity of pay among male and female social workers (Gibelman & Schervish, 1995). According to a 1995 study (Huber & Orlando), men in the field of social work were earning an average of approximately $8,500 more than women at the time of the study, even when age, years of experience, number of hours worked per week, method of practice, and field of practice were controlled.

While Mor Barak et al. (2001) and Dickinson and Perry (2002) did not find gender to be a predictor of turnover, Landsman (2001) found that males were more likely to intend to leave, while Vinokur-Kaplan, Jayaratne and Chess (1994) found the opposite.

Ethnicity

The situation with ethnicity is similarly mixed. While Mor Barak et al. (2001) and Dickinson and Perry (2002) did not find ethnicity to be a predictor of turnover, Landsman (2001) found that Whites were more likely to intend to remain, while Jones and Okamura (2000) found the opposite.
Age

While some studies (Dickinson & Perry, 2002; Jones & Okamura, 2000; Koeske & Kirk, 1995) did not find a relationship between age and turnover, there is strong evidence from a number of studies (Mor Barak et al., 2001) that younger workers are more likely to leave the job. In a study of social workers that serve the severely mentally ill, younger workers were found to be less likely to remain on the job due to their lack of readiness to work with this population (Acker, 1999). A study of caseworkers and administrators found that younger members of both groups were less satisfied with their jobs than their older counterparts (Jayaratne & Chess, 1986).

Family Status

Surprisingly for social work research, family structure has not usually been included in retention studies (Mor Barak et al., 2001), even though, among child welfare workers, support from a spouse has been found to be beneficial in dealing with job-related stress (Jayaratne, Chess & Kunkel, 1986). Ben-Dror (1994) and Kiyak, Namazi and Kahana (1997) found marital status unrelated to intention to leave, while Ben-Dror (1994) found that workers with children were more likely to intend to leave. 

Education

In regards to overall level of education, Todd and Deery-Schmitt (1996) report that more educated child care workers were more likely to intend to leave; Ben-Dror (1994) reports that more educated residential mental health workers were less likely to intend to leave; Balfour and Neff (1993) report no correlation for child welfare workers.

The importance of an MSW for public child welfare has long been a topic of interest, no more so than today because of the investment in Title IV-E programs. In this state, the educational backgrounds of child welfare workers may range from a high school diploma to the doctoral or other post-graduate levels. Some research indicates that a social work education, either graduate or undergraduate, best prepares individuals for the field of social work (Dhooper, Royse & Wolfe, 1990). An MSW degree best prepares social workers to exercise judgment and be self-directed in their jobs (Ewalt, 1991). Professionally trained social workers are often thought to be more skilled and to have a greater sense of professional identity (Olsen & Holmes, 1982).

A higher level of education, such as a Masters degree, has been associated with a higher level of career commitment (Glisson & Durick, 1988). This appears to be true of child welfare workers, who are more likely to feel well-prepared to handle the job requirements and stressors associated with this field when they have been professionally trained (Hopkins & Mudrick, 1999; Lieberman, Hornby & Russell, 1988). Other results are mixed, indicating that no educational background is better than another in the field of child welfare (Seaberg, 1982). Jinnett and Alexander (1999), Landsman (2001) and Ellett et al. (2003) found that child welfare workers with an MSW were more likely to intend to remain on the job.

However, there are concerns that child welfare work differs greatly from the education and training provided in MSW programs, and that those who have obtained an MSW degree who work in this field do not feel prepared to handle tasks such as the complex paperwork required of child welfare workers. Graduates of an MSW program who participated in a university/agency child welfare program reported that although the strengths/empowerment approach was taught in the educational program, the agency did not provide support for the use of this practice philosophy (Hopkins & Mudrick, 1999). 

Research on Title IV-E programs, which train social work students specifically for the field of child welfare, has indicated that those who complete these programs feel a greater sense of confidence in their work (Hopkins & Mudrick, 1999). Ellett et al. (2003) reports that Title IV-E graduates express a higher intent to remain on the job; Jones and Okamura (2000) and Dickinson and Perry (2002) report that Title IV-E workers are more likely to remain on the job.

Work Experience

Acker (1999) found that less experienced mental health workers were more likely to experience symptoms of burnout and leave their jobs than more experienced workers. The first years that child welfare workers are in the field are often extremely difficult for the new worker, at times leading to feelings of being overwhelmed and lacking in competence (Rycraft, 1994). Looking across studies, Mor Barak et al. (2001) found amount of work experience to be strongly associated with remaining on the job, as did Landsman (2001). 

Individual/Job Relationship Factors

These are factors that vary across individuals but consist of reactions by individuals to the specifics of each agency and job. Thus, these variables represent interactions between individual propensities and job characteristics. Mor Barak et al. (2001) report that this group of variables is the most predictive of intention to leave, though less predictive of actually leaving.

Union Membership

In order to be in a position to empower clients, child welfare workers must feel that they themselves are empowered (Guterman & Bargal, 1996). One source of empowerment that exists in many public child welfare agencies is membership and involvement in representative labor unions. Union membership provides a source of collective force among child welfare workers and assists them in negotiating the complex bureaucratic organizations in which most child welfare workers must function (Hegar & Hunzeker, 1988). Despite this, evidence does exist that some associate unionism with a decreased level of professionalism, mainly due to the association between labor unions and industrial or blue-collar work (Karger, 1989). Weiner (1980) found no correlation between attitudes toward unions and leaving the job among welfare workers, but Iverson and Currivan (2003) found that active union participation among teachers was associated with remaining on the job. 

Job Satisfaction

The job satisfaction literature is extensive, and its relevance to public child welfare workers is worth examining, given the presumed correlation between job satisfaction and job turnover. Job satisfaction may be defined in several ways. It is a feeling of fulfillment or pleasure associated with one’s work. It is also an attitude about various facets of a job, such as working conditions, supervision, and decision-making (Krueger, 1996). Job satisfaction results from the attainment of valued goals that are compatible with one’s needs (Williamson, 1996). Job satisfaction and competence are often interwoven. People who are satisfied tend to perform better and tend to stay longer at their agencies (Krueger, 1996). There is mounting empirical and experiential support for the belief that higher levels of satisfaction are associated with lower levels of turnover and absenteeism (Butler, 1990). Jayaratne and Chess (1991) suggested that dissatisfaction with the job may lead to burnout, with negative implications for both workers and clients.

Job satisfaction is a topic that has been extensively studied in terms of its overall conceptualization and correlates (Vinokur-Kaplan et al., 1994). In general, the predictors of job satisfaction that have been studied relate to characteristics of the agency or organization, the workers, or the job itself (Butler, 1990; Jayaratne & Chess, 1991). Many findings suggest that organizational factors have a greater influence on job satisfaction than do personal characteristics of the worker (Poulin, 1994). In a survey of protective services workers, Jayaratne and Chess (1991) found that characteristics of the organization, such as opportunity for promotion, job challenge, workload, agency change, and role ambiguity were related to job satisfaction.  

According to Poulin and Walter (1992), workers who have experienced greater work autonomy and have greater control over their jobs have higher levels of job satisfaction. Vinokur-Kaplan (1991) found a significant association between satisfaction with salary and job satisfaction in a study of child welfare social workers, as well as satisfaction with leadership and supervision.  Workers look to their supervisors to help them cope with demands of the job (Poulin & Walter, 1992). Satisfied workers can often recall the support and encouragement they got from the supervisor and their colleagues on their job (Krueger, 1996). Opportunities for promotion and professional development are strong predictors of job satisfaction in child welfare (Jayaratne & Chess, 1991; Poulin, 1994). Professional development is valued by social workers and is significantly associated with their job satisfaction (Poulin, 1994). The availability of training that is relevant to the occupation and affords an opportunity for professional development has been found to be a source of job satisfaction for child welfare workers (Tracy, Bean, Gwatkin & Hill, 1992; Vinokur-Kaplan, 1991).

Not surprisingly, job satisfaction is strongly correlated with intention to remain on the job (Clark, 2002; Ellett et al., 2003; Landsman, 2001; Mor Barak et al., 2001). Conceptually and empirically, job satisfaction is divided into facets, i.e., satisfaction with different elements of the job situation (Spector, 1997), and these facets may associate in different ways with other job factors such as commitment to the job or to the career. 

Self-efficacy

The concept of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) is based on the social cognitive theory, which states that individuals act based on multiple influences from both the internal and external worlds (Bandura, 1989). Among those internal influences, self-efficacy, which is a form of self evaluation, describes how cognitive functioning affects new behavior patterns. Bandura (1977, p. 193) states that “An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes.” 

Self-efficacy may have a very direct effect on several aspects of an individual’s work. Research supports the idea that a high level of self-efficacy leads to accepting a challenging goal (Vancouver, Thompson & Williams, 2001) and a firmer commitment to achieving those goals (Bandura 1989). High levels of self-efficacy have also been linked to high levels of innovation and skill in bringing about positive change in an organization (Pearlmutter, 1998). Zunz (1998) found that human service managers with high levels of self-efficacy were more resilient and less likely to burn out. Self-efficacy, along with other traits such as general high self-esteem, has also been linked to both job satisfaction and job performance (Judge & Bono, 2001).

The concept of self-efficacy is a relatively new concern as it relates to personnel issues in the field of child welfare, as most self-efficacy research has been focused on education and psychology. Preliminary evidence suggests a relationship between high levels of self-efficacy and intention to remain in the child welfare job (Ellett, 2001a).

Agency/Job Factors

Several organizational characteristics have been found to be closely related to job satisfaction, commitment, and intention to stay at the current job. Variables such as heavy workload, low salary, poor agency operation and low agency morale, and few opportunities for advancement are closely related to a desire to change jobs (Sze & Ivker, 1986). Changes in social work agency characteristics and job autonomy have been shown to be related to change in job satisfaction (Poulin, 1994). Among characteristics found to be significantly related to job satisfaction among social workers that work with the elderly, excessive policy changes and paperwork were found to be sources of job dissatisfaction (Dressel, 1982). 

Glisson and Hemmelgarn (1998) found that creating a positive organizational climate (including role clarity, low conflict, and cooperation) was more effective in providing successful child welfare services than focusing on increasing the actual services available to clients. A positive organizational culture has also been found to increase the likelihood of retaining skilled child welfare workers (Ellett, 2001a). Landsman (2001) found structural characteristics as they relate to levels of stress on the job to be closely related to the retention of child welfare workers. Mor Barak et al. (2001) confirm that organizational factors as a group are strong predictors of intention to leave the job; somewhat less so as predictors of actually leaving.

Workload

The issue of workload is an important one as multiple studies have found that a major contributor to workers’ decision to leave their jobs was high caseloads (Rycraft, 1994). However, past studies have had difficulty with measuring workload. For example, Jayaratne and Chess (1984) found that “although child welfare workers had the smallest average number of cases [as compared to community mental health workers and family services workers], these workers considered their caseloads to be too high” (p. 452). Perceptions of workload need to be distinguished from actual workload. With the same amount of work, one worker may feel overworked while another worker does not. The amount of work needs to be distinguished from the difficulty or complexity of the work (Jex, 1998). The study by Jayaratne and Chess (1984) measured the actual workload, in addition to perception of workload, of various social service workers; they concluded that the qualitative workload may be a better measure than the actual amount of work that is demanded of a worker. Likewise, Mor Barak et al. (2001) and Dickinson and Perry (2002) did not find a correlation between actual caseload size and turnover.

Job Stressors

Those who work in the human services field are often faced with seemingly insurmountable workloads and often serve very difficult clients. High stress levels are often associated with burnout, due to the stressful nature of working with people who are experiencing repeated problems (Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001). These feelings can have numerous negative emotional and physical manifestations, including chronic fatigue, headaches, and feelings of depression (Barrett & McKelvey, 1980). A high level of stress has been found to be closely related to low job satisfaction and job commitment (McLean & Andrew, 2000). A study of human service workers in a military setting found that workers were more likely to leave if they reported a high level of emotional exhaustion (Harrington, Bean, Pintello & Mathews, 2001).

A distinction needs to be made between stress levels measured in workers and job stressors measured in the work environment. Sze and Ivker (1986) found that stressful conditions (high workload, low agency morale) were closely related to a desire to change jobs. Those working in the field of child welfare experience more stress than workers in community mental health settings or family services agencies (Jayaratne & Chess, 1984). Child welfare workers must often travel to neighborhoods that have high rates of crime. The client population served is almost always involuntary, and the purpose of the interventions provided can cause intense emotional reactions. Most child welfare clients are seen in their homes, adding to the stress of working with this population and contributing to the potentially dangerous situations in which child welfare workers are placed on a daily basis. Although violent assaults against child welfare workers are rare, the threat of violence can cause extreme levels of stress (Horejsi & Garthwait, 1994). More common occurrences, including verbal abuse and verbal threats of physical harm, are also extremely stressful and often not adequately addressed by child welfare agencies (Scalera, 1995). Child welfare workers must perform many other tasks not traditionally associated with social work, which include writing court reports, testifying in court proceedings, and working with law enforcement officials (Pecora, Whittaker, Maluccio & Barth, 2000). Other stressors include client-related emergencies, high caseloads, the possibility of legal ramifications regarding decisions made on the job and the responsibility of ensuring that the child is housed in a safe environment (Barrett & McKelvey, 1980).

Job stressors are measured in a number of different ways in retention studies, often overlapping with the other categories of variables in this study. Workload, peer support, quality of supervision, amount of paperwork, etc. are agency factors that in a number of studies are described as stressors. Mor Barak et al. (2001) consider stress factors to be variables that have to do with role clarity and role stress, factors that we consider separately. For this study, we define job stressors as factors in the work environment that would be likely to cause stress among workers (Barrett & McKelvey, 1980).

Salary

Salary is one indicator of a worker’s competence and value to an organization. Perceived appropriate salary has been found to be significantly correlated with feelings of self-discipline among workers (DuBrin, 2001). Salary is an indicator of legitimacy in the field of child welfare (Landsman, 2001), and therefore may be perceived as a form of social persuasion, as it provides feedback regarding the competence of the worker and how valuable the worker is to the organization. However, some feel that the importance placed on salary as an indicator of self-worth or satisfaction has been overstated, and that sources of job and life satisfaction are primarily found elsewhere (Henry, 1990).

Research on the relationship between salary level and job satisfaction among social workers has had differing results. Some have found no clear relationship between job satisfaction and salary when other variables are controlled (Glisson & Durick, 1988; Vinokur-Kaplan et al., 1994). Other studies have found that salary does in fact affect job satisfaction among social workers (Vinokur-Kaplan, 1991), as well as retention (Powell & Yourk, 1992). Mor Barak et al. (2001) conclude that salary is not a factor in turnover, but some studies (Dickinson & Perry, 2002; Harrington et al., 2001; Koeske & Kirk, 1995) have found that higher salaries can affect retention positively.

Training Opportunities

The availability of training that is relevant to the occupation and affords an opportunity for professional development has been found to be a source of job satisfaction for child welfare workers (Tracy et al., 1992). Learning opportunities that are tailored to the specialized field of child welfare and that address the needs of the worker have been identified by child welfare workers as extremely important to their professional development (Reagh, 1994).  

The availability of appropriate training and the methods used in training can influence levels of self-efficacy. Gist (1989) found that training methods that used cognitive modeling and practice with reinforcement were associated with higher participant self-efficacy than those training methods that relied only on lecture and practice. In a study by Cauble and Thurston (2000), social work students were provided with specialized training via a computer program in child welfare and generalist social work practice. Following this training, they showed significantly higher levels of self-efficacy in the areas of practice that were covered as well as an increase in feelings of competency in the use of technology.

Amount and type of on-the-job training has not been a common variable in social work retention studies. Mor Barak et al. (2001) found training as a variable in several studies, but concluded that it does not have an effect on turnover. However, the opposite was found in some studies (Henry, 1990; Todd & Deery-Schmitt, 1996).

Peer Support

Peer support has been found to be closely related with job embeddedness, a concept that incorporates characteristics such as allegiance and investment in remaining employed with the current organization (Mitchell et al., 2001). Likewise, social support has been shown to enhance job commitment and satisfaction in the social work profession.  Peer support can mediate feelings of emotional exhaustion among those who work with the severely mentally ill (Acker, 1999). Support from child welfare co-workers is also associated with reduced levels of burnout (Jayaratne et al., 1986).

Peer support has been shown to be closely related to the intentions of child welfare workers to remain at their current jobs (Dickinson & Perry, 2002; Ellett et al., 2003; Gleason-Wynn, 1995; Landsman, 2001). Mor Barak et al. (2001) confirm that peer support is a strong predictor of intention to remain on the job, but not of actual turnover.

Quality of Supervision

Quality of supervision has been identified by both researchers and workers as a key element in the success of child welfare workers (Gleeson, Smith & Dubois, 1993; Pecora et al., 2000; Rycraft, 1994; Samantrai, 1992). Reagh (1994) found that child welfare workers felt motivated and capable to achieve success when they felt that their supervisors provided encouragement, support, and understanding of the difficult job that they perform while maintaining high standards. A focus on thoughtful and empowering guidance is encouraged among many of today’s social work managers and supervisors in order to increase worker satisfaction and reduce turnover (Leslie, Holzhalb & Holland, 1998).

Perceived positive quality of supervision is strongly associated with intention to remain on the job (Dickinson & Perry, 2002; Henry, 1990; Landsman, 2001). Mor Barak et al. (2001) confirm that quality of supervisor is a strong predictor of intention to remain on the job, but not of actual turnover.

Quality of Administration

The importance of the actions of administrators has been found to be extremely important in the satisfaction of social workers. Social workers have expressed the need to feel valued and appreciated by administrators (Reagh, 1994). Being given challenging job opportunities by administrators has also been found to be important (Vinokur-Kaplan et al., 1994).  Administrators play an important role in feelings of empowerment among those who work under them, which includes entrepreneurial support, promotion of a collaborative approach to problem solving, and motivating staff members to overcome obstacles (Gutierrez & GlenMaye, 1995). Rycraft (1994) suggests that child welfare agency administrators have a responsibility to provide their workers with a comfortable and productive working environment, including recognition for accomplishments and worker dedication, which will lead to greater job satisfaction and retention. In retention studies, quality of administration has generally not been considered separately from quality of supervision. However, Landsman (2001) measured the two variables separately and reports that perceived quality of administrators is associated with intent to remain on the job.

Authority

A key element in providing effective supervision is allowing workers to maintain autonomy and authority over the work that they do. In order to feel competent, it is essential that there is a sense of autonomy, that the workers feel that they have used individual discretion and critical thinking skills in carrying out important tasks. This gives the worker a sense of ownership and self-determination over the completed tasks (Deci, 1995). Connections have been made regarding the lack of authority in the workplace and feelings of burnout (Arches, 1991). 

An assumed lack of control over one’s situation has been found to decrease feelings of self-efficacy, even when goals are within easy reach (Bandura & Wood, 1989). This appears to be true of social workers. Guterman and Bargal (1996) found that social workers that did not have significant individual discretion were more likely to feel ineffective with their clients. It is important to note that while autonomy is essential to child welfare workers, too much independence can have negative effects. Those who feel that they lack the organization’s support and quality supervision often feel unable to deal effectively with their clients (Samantrai, 1992). Lee and Ashforth (1993b) found that work autonomy is correlated with intention to remain on the job.

Formalization

Given that the bureaucratic nature of public child welfare work is considered to be an important, and a stressful, aspect of the work (Pecora et al., 2000), this study includes the degree of formalization or bureaucratic nature of the work. While formalization may not be related directly to job satisfaction in social work agencies (Dubey & Meller, 1988), it is expected to be related to turnover.

Role Conflict

Public child welfare workers are faced with high role demands, and role clarity is an important issue to consider in the job setting (Joseph & Conrad, 1989). In public child welfare, role demands are not differentiated based on skills attained or educational degree earned. For the most part, front line social workers have the same job tasks and encounter the same professional role demands, despite differences in educational background, though salaries may reflect level of education. Rittner and Wodarski (1999) recognize the variety of functions performed by these workers and indicate that the educational level of a worker should be considered in filling the different positions in child welfare agencies. They argue that the generalist skills taught in BSW programs are more suited to accomplish the roles of hot-line screeners, foster care case managers and case workers with low-to-moderate risk families. They find that the advanced skills taught in the MSW programs are needed for conducting investigations, working with high-risk families, terminating parental rights and assuming administrative duties. Olsen and Holmes (1982) also indicate that MSW-level practitioners are more effective in delivering adoption services than their BSW-level counterparts. They also note that the BSW worker is better able to function in the social broker role. Biggerstaff and Kolevzon (1980) noted that BSWs and MSWs did not indicate significant differences in role demand preferences. However, the MSWs rated problem solving, assessing client affect, professional development and using specialized therapies as more significant to their job demands (Biggerstaff & Kolevzon, 1980). Thus, role conflict for public child welfare workers is likely to stem from a felt mismatch between their educational background and their job duties (Weaver, 1999).  

Role conflict has been examined as a factor in social worker turnover. Qualitative studies have found that it emerges from discussions with workers about their experiences on the job (Reagh, 1994; Rycraft, 1994; Weaver, 1999). Mor Barak et al. (2001), after analyzing available quantitative studies, report that role conflict, role ambiguity or role stress are associated with intent to leave the job, but not with actual turnover.

Values

The extent to which a job matches a worker’s values would seem to be an important factor in retention. Jayaratne and Chess (1984) included this variable in their study, but determined that it was not a predictor of retention.

Method

Design
The intent of this longitudinal study was to develop a hierarchical set of quantitative predictors of new public child welfare workers leaving the job. Time 1 data are from a survey of California’s public child welfare workers hired during a one-year period, with additional available data at a county level taken from public sources. Time 2 data consist of the turnover variable and were taken from county personnel records. In addition, qualitative data were collected through an online focus group with a subset of the survey respondents. (See Appendix A for details on the focus group.) 

Survey

An original quantitative survey instrument was constructed. Where possible, standardized scales were drawn from the existing literature; new measures were created based on concepts from previous studies. The instrument was pre-tested on a group of child welfare workers who were not part of the study. A slightly different version of the questionnaire was used for the workers who had already left the job.

 
Potential subjects for the study were all new public child welfare workers hired in California between April, 2000 and April, 2001. The collection of survey data required separate arrangements with each of California’s 58 counties. Data were collected from new workers in 44 counties. The counties not in the study are all in the “very small” category; most of these 14 counties are not included because they had no new hires during this period of time, though some counties declined to participate. Over 1700 surveys were mailed. About 10% of these were inappropriate, e.g., went to individuals who were not child welfare workers or who were not hired during our time period. With 519 active cases in the final data file, this is a response rate of approximately 34%. (The rate of inappropriate surveys, and the response rate, varied considerably across counties.) Thirty-two (6%) of the respondents had already left the agency at the time of data collection. Survey data collection began in July, 2001 and continued through April, 2002. The range of time between hire date and survey completion date was three months to two years, with a mean of about one year.

Final turnover data were collected from each study county from June to August, 2003. At the time of final data collection, respondents had been on the job for two to three and one half years (mean of 34 months). Turnover data were collected for the entire population, not only those who completed the survey. In addition, we requested whatever qualitative data each county had regarding reasons for departure. With these data, we were able to generate some tentative conclusions about turnover in the larger population.

Analysis

The dependent variable is dichotomous, with leaving the job the positive direction. Conceptually, survey variables are considered at four levels:

1. Individual characteristics workers bring with them to the job; 

2. Ways in which individual workers react to job and agency conditions; 

3. Attributes of the job and the agency; and

4. Demographic and economic conditions of each county measured at the county level through published data. 

The intent of this conceptual hierarchy was to determine the relative predictive importance of each level of factors - individual, individual/job, agency, or county.

The survey variables were measured at the individual level (n=519). New scales were developed through factor analysis using varimax rotation (Tables 1-3). The reliability in this sample of existing and new scales was assessed. 

Demographic and economic conditions were collected at the county/agency level (n=26). A cluster analytic approach was used to collapse the 44 study counties into 26 because of the low number of respondents in a number of counties. Counties with less than seven respondents were combined through a cluster analysis. County-level economic, demographic, and child welfare system variables used to cluster the counties were: mean rent, consumer price index, unemployment rate, child welfare salary, county mean salary (from the survey), projected growth in social work jobs, poverty rate, per capita income, percent of work force in agriculture, percent of population White, percent of population adult, population density, abuse referral rate, prevalence of child welfare cases, type of abuse, and a child welfare permanency index. Twenty-two counties were aggregated into six clusters, as follows:

1. Butte, San Benito

2. Marin, San Mateo

3. Shasta, Yuba

4. Del Norte, Humboldt, Nevada, Siskiyou, Tehama, Trinity

5. El Dorado, Monterey, Placer, Santa Cruz, Sonoma, Yolo

6. Napa, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Solano

All county level variables for these counties were converted to the mean value of the counties in each cluster.

Because of missing values, the N for the final logistic regression was 382 cases. While missing values are distributed throughout, there were 58 non-responses on the item regarding how long it takes to receive a full caseload. Excluding these cases focuses the results on regular case-carrying workers, i.e., eliminating those who were assigned to special assignments.

A predictive model of retention was built inductively. Examined first were the bivariate comparisons between the outcome and each of the potential predictors. Next, leaving the job was logistically regressed separately on each of the three groups of predictors from the survey – individual characteristics, reactions of individuals to agency and job factors, and agency/job factors. Variables with an inclusive p value < .3 out of each group of predictors were included in an individual level logistic regression model. County level variables were then added to create a fuller predictive model. Finally, variables from the full model at p < .3 were used to create a final predictive model. In the logistic regressions including county variables, the lack of independence of measures at the county level was accounted for through adjusting the standard errors by clustering the analysis on the county variable. 

The process is one of building a predictive model by systematically excluding variables whose relationship with the outcome does not persist when controlling for further predictors. In the first step, we see the variables that are directly related to leaving the job (Tables 4-11). These correlations are likely to be apparent to interested observers on the job. However, frequently apparent correlations between factors are actually accounted for by additional factors that are not necessarily apparent. If these factors are known and measured, the strength of these correlations can be assessed in multi-variate models, in this case logistic regression, which is used when the outcome is dichotomous. Multi-variate analyses establish the correlation between each variable and the outcome, while simultaneously accounting for the correlations between all of the variables included in the model and the outcome. In the second step of this analysis, we can see how each variable within a group of variables - individual, individual/job, and agency - fares when included with other variables in its group (Tables 12-14). In the third step, a fuller model is built of the variables that were proven to be correlated (at a generous cutoff of p < .3) with the outcome within each separate model (Table 15). Next, county level variables were added to this model (Table 17). Finally, this model was trimmed by excluding variables with p > .3 (Table 18).

Within each model the Odds Ratio states the likelihood that a respondent will either leave the job or stay on the job, given a change of one unit in the score on the independent variable. A Ratio above 1 shows a positive relationship between the independent variable and leaving the job. Because this indicator reflects the range of values on the independent variable (from 2 values for gender to 10,000 possible values for salary, for example), at times this can be hard to interpret. Each table indicates which variables are statistically significant with the model. The Model Chi-Square is a measure of the overall model – how well this group of variables predicts the outcome.

In addition to the use of the actual turnover variable, a similar multi-variate analysis was conducted with cross-sectional data using intention to leave the job as the outcome. In this case linear regression was used because the dependent variable is continuous, not dichotomous. The Beta in this model is standardized, i.e., can be compared among variables. Again, the statistically significant variables are indicated. The F statistic is used to measure the overall strength of the model; the R2 shows how much of the variance is predicted by the model.

Variables

Individual variables were gender, ethnicity, age, country of origin, educational level of father, marital status, having dependent children, income other than salary, educational degree, licensure, work experience and commitment to the career of child welfare. (Title IV-E stipend history is an important concept of interest, but is not included in the primary analysis because the turnover patterns for these respondents were driven by their time commitment to the agency. See Appendix B for a separate examination of the effects of this variable.) 

Factors that capture the relationships between individuals and their jobs include union membership, job satisfaction and self-efficacy. 

Agency variables are caseload size, time to full caseload, hours worked per week, amount and type of training received, job stressors, quality of supervision and administration, agency authority, job formalization, role conflict and congruence between individual values and the job. 

At the county level, available data were used as measures of local demographic and economic characteristics.

Outcome Variable

The dichotomous dependent variable, based on reports from the personnel departments of each county, simply indicates if each respondent left the job.

In specifying our population, we obtained lists from each study county of new case-carrying child welfare workers hired between April, 2000 and April, 2001. When we requested turnover data in April 2003, we asked for information on everyone on each list, not just those who returned a survey. This was a way of protecting the confidentiality of subjects, as it prevented county administrators from being aware of which workers had answered the survey and which had not. This can be an important issue in some of the small counties. Also, it gave us turnover information on a larger group of workers than had returned the survey. Data collection arrangements had to be negotiated separately for each of the 44 study counties. We were not always given lists of workers from each county; some counties requested a certain number of surveys and distributed them internally without providing us with a list of names. Of the 1700 surveys sent, we received turnover data on 1165 subjects. In addition to current employment status and departure date, we requested from each county whatever additional turnover information could be made available to us. A number of the counties gave us data on the reason for departure, and in some cases, the content of exit interviews. There were 657 workers from 26 counties on which we obtained such information.

The variable measuring commitment to the current job is truncated and modified from Ellett’s (2001a) 9-item scale that measured intent to remain in the profession rather than intent to remain on this job. Six items form a scale (Alpha=.8386) measuring intent to remain on the current job. (The second, fourth and sixth are reversed for analysis.)

1. I intend to remain at this job as my long-term professional career.

2. I am actively seeking other employment. 

3. I am committed to working at this job even though it can be quite stressful at times. 

4. I frequently think about quitting my job. 

5. I will remain at this job even if I am offered another position with a higher salary.

6. I would leave this job tomorrow if I was offered a job for the same salary but with less stress. 

Individual Characteristics 

Gender is coded with Male as positive in the regression analyses. Ethnicity is coded as Latino, African-American, Asian and Other, with White as the comparison category in the regression analyses. The Other category consists of bi-racial subjects. Age is included as a continuous variable. US Born indicates that the respondent was born in the U.S. Father’s College indicates that the subject’s father has some college education and is intended as a measure of socio-economic background. Marital status is coded for the regression analyses as Never Married or Divorced/Separated/Widowed, with married or living with a partner as the comparison category. Having Children was coded from a variable inquiring about number of children. Salary is subtracted from total household income to derive a measure of non-work income support.

A variable consisting of highest educational degree was constructed, considering BSW as higher than BA and MSW as higher than MA, as social work degrees are of primary interest. Respondents with BA, AA or PhD degrees constituted the comparison group in the regression analyses. Title IV-E support of each type at the BSW and MSW levels was measured. Two different organizations offered Title IV-E support. California Social Work Education Center offered two years of Title IV-E support for obtaining MSW degrees. In Los Angeles County only, the Los Angeles Inter University Consortium offered one year of Title IV-E support for obtaining MSW degrees and to a lesser extent for completion of the BA degree.
Dichotomous variables were constructed for being licensed (either MFT or LCSW), being under supervision for licensure, and for currently being in school.  Work experience was elicited on full-time, part-time and volunteer basis. Years of part-time work was calculated at .5 of full-time work; volunteer work at .25 of full-time work. 

The scale measuring commitment to the field of public child welfare (Alpha=.8962) uses four items. 

1. I plan to be continuously active in child welfare throughout my life.

2. Working in child welfare is important to me.
3. My career in child welfare is a central interest in my life. 

are modified from McCloskey and McCain (1987). 

4. I am fully committed to child welfare as a career choice. 

is from Weaver (1999).

Individual/Agency Relationships

These variables are measures of individual choices or characteristics as these are manifested in the workplace context. One such variable is union membership.

Job satisfaction

Twenty-two items addressed the overall concept of job satisfaction. For the most part, these items are from a 36-item, 9 facet Job Satisfaction Survey by Spector (1997), with numerous deletions and some additions. Six scales were derived from these 23 items. Table 1 includes the items and factor loadings on each of the six scales.

General.

One scale (Alpha=.8280) consists of six items and measures general job satisfaction .

1. All in all, I am satisfied with my job.

2. In general, I like working here.

are taken from a 3-item scale from Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh (1979), found in Spector (1997). 

3. There are few rewards for working here. (reversed for analysis) 

4. I feel that the work I do is appreciated.

represent the contingent fact of job satisfaction (Spector, 1997). 

5. I have personal feelings of accomplishment from this job.

6. I receive adequate recognition from other professionals.

look at professional growth and recognition and are from California Social Work Education (CalSWEC) (1996). 

Job conditions.

Five inter-correlated items addressing satisfaction with miscellaneous job conditions form another scale (Alpha=.6968). 

1.
 I am satisfied with my training opportunities.

is from CalSWEC (1996). 

2. Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted.

3. I am satisfied with my chances for promotion.

are from the promotion facet of job satisfaction (Spector, 1997). 

4. The job security is good.

5. The physical surroundings are pleasant.

are from Vinokur-Kaplan et al. (1994).


Clients.

A scale measuring satisfaction with interactions with clients is formed from three items from CalSWEC (1996) (Alpha=.7491).

1. I have satisfying relationships with clients.

2. I am satisfied with my clients’ success in reaching goals.

3. I receive adequate support and recognition from my clients.

Workload.

Three items form a scale (Alpha=.7334) measuring satisfaction with workload.

1. I have too much to do at work.

2. I have too much paperwork.

from Spector (1997), and an original item, 


3.
 In terms of workload, how would you rate the size of your caseload? 

Table 1 - Factor loadings and scales for items measuring job satisfaction.

	Satisfied with:
	General

=.828
	Job

=.697
	Clients

=.749
	Work

load

=.733
	Pay

=

.744
	Flexibility

=.710

	My job.
	.791
	.136
	.112
	.140
	.115
	.182

	Working here.
	.813
	.152
	.142
	.077
	.095
	.245

	Rewards for working here.
	.577
	.301
	-.002
	.201
	.079
	-.035

	My work is appreciated.
	.695
	.251
	.111
	.020
	.097
	-.004

	Feelings of accomplishment.
	.558
	-.003
	.439
	.045
	.071
	.161

	Professional recognition.
	.520
	.239
	.240
	.026
	.007
	.107

	Training opportunities.
	.193
	.490
	-.007
	.138
	.128
	.168

	If do well, get promoted.
	.220
	.795
	-.034
	.101
	.069
	-.017

	Chances for promotion.
	.304
	.785
	.045
	-.015
	.083
	.043

	Job security.
	.047
	.504
	-.064
	-.111
	.129
	.239

	Physical surroundings.
	.347
	.455
	.054
	.093
	.006
	.033

	Relationships with clients.
	.144
	.019
	.779
	-.003
	.003
	.119

	Clients’ success.
	.089
	.038
	.792
	.045
	.047
	-.035

	Support from clients.
	.088
	.007
	.792
	.058
	.008
	.032

	Size of caseload.
	.057
	.127
	.056
	.630
	.111
	-.003

	Have too much to do.
	.128
	-.006
	.069
	.901
	.034
	.061

	Have too much paperwork.
	.118
	-.074
	-.024
	.839
	.037
	-.003

	Salary.
	.121
	.077
	-.053
	.037
	.895
	.041

	Am paid a fair amount.
	.204
	.069
	.041
	.175
	.845
	.020

	Benefits.
	.028
	.391
	.113
	.019
	.568
	.086

	Flexible schedule.
	.269
	.177
	.042
	.028
	.032
	.804

	Ability to work outside.
	.068
	.129
	.094
	.026
	.065
	.855


Pay and benefits.

Three items form a scale (Alpha=.7445) measuring satisfaction with compensation.

1. I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do.

2. I am satisfied with the benefits I receive.

from Spector (1997), and an original item, 


3.
 How satisfied are you with your salary?


Job flexibility.

Two items from CalSWEC (1996), 

1. I appreciate the flexible schedule of this job.

2. I appreciate the ability to work outside of the office.

form a scale (Alpha=.7099) measuring satisfaction with job flexibility. 

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy was measured with 15 items by Ellett (2001b). Three scales were derived from these 15 items. Items are prefixed with ‘I have a strong ability to....’ 

Agency.

Four items form a scale (Alpha=.7779) measuring self-efficacy with agency skills. 

1. Work effectively within the structure of my county organization.

2. Work collaboratively with staff from other community agencies.

3. Interpret and apply agency policies in my job assignment.

4. Influence my career opportunities in the organization in which I work.

Motivation.

Three items form a scale (Alpha= .7723) measuring motivation to work.

1. Persist in my efforts to accomplish work goals.

2. Remain motivated in overcoming difficult obstacles in helping clients.

3. Regularly expend the effort to accomplish outcomes for clients.

Skills.

Eight items form a scale (Alpha=.8296) addressing perceptions of strengths in the use of practice skills. 

1. Effectively work with clients and co-workers in a culturally sensitive manner.

2. Be an effective witness in child welfare court hearings.

3. Effectively use interviewing skills.

4. Use assessment in decision making about child welfare.

5. Analyze and synthesize information required for legal actions.

6. Work effectively with family members in child neglect cases.

7. Assist children in working through separation from their family members.

8. Accurately assess parenting capability.

Table 2 shows the items and the factor loadings for each of the self-efficacy scales.

The Agency and the Job 

These factors include attributes of the organization and of the job at a particular agency, i.e., they are expected to vary across counties and to be independent of individual characteristics. Specific items address caseload size, months until acquiring a full caseload, hours worked per week, per cent of time spent on paperwork, and monthly salary. 

Table 2 - Factor loadings and scales for items measuring self-efficacy.

	I have a strong ability to:
	Agency skills

=.778
	Motivation

=.772
	Practice skills

=.830

	Work effectively within the structure of my organization.
	.759
	.275
	.106

	Work collaboratively with staff from other agencies.
	.708
	.148
	.226

	Interpret and apply agency policies in my job assignment.
	.746
	.130
	.241

	Influence my career opportunities in my organization.
	.740
	.114
	.025

	Persist in my efforts to accomplish work goals.
	.366
	.647
	.156

	Remain motivated in helping clients.
	.209
	.790
	.146

	Regularly expend the effort to accomplish outcomes.
	.123
	.801
	.177

	Effectively work in a culturally sensitive manner.
	.195
	.401
	.422

	Be an effective witness in child welfare court hearings.
	.191
	.080
	.622

	Effectively use interviewing skills.
	.083
	.026
	.685

	Use assessment skills in child welfare decision making.
	.192
	.028
	.756

	Analyze and synthesize information for legal actions.
	.224
	.086
	.734

	Work effectively with families in child neglect cases.
	.102
	.310
	.625

	Assist children in working through separation.
	.004
	.385
	.553

	Accurately assess parenting capability.
	.011
	.243
	.677


Training

CalSWEC (1996) provides a number of questions regarding on the job training. Five items:

1. I seek out my own training opportunities, not at the agency, and I pay for them myself.

2. I seek out my own training opportunities, not at the agency, and the agency supports me by giving educational leave.

3. I seek out my own training opportunities, not at the agency, and the agency supports me by paying for some or all of my expenses.

4. My agency provides training on the job organized by my agency.

5. My agency provides training on the job from the Regional Training Academy. 

are combined into a scale (Alpha=.4317) which measures the relative amount of training received. 

Additional items ask if subjects took the Standardized Core Training or the Regional 

Training Academy.


Job Stressors

Eighteen items address the degree of stress at each agency from certain job factors. Most of these items are modified from Barrett and McKelvey (1980), with the addition of some original items. The intent of these measures is to capture objective aspects of the job, expected to vary across agencies and counties, rather than the susceptibility of individual subjects to stressful conditions. Scales were developed from four factors. Table 3 shows the items and their factor loadings on the four factors. 


Time pressures.

Four items form a scale measuring job stressors from time pressures (Alpha=.6166).

1. Providing backup for another worker.

2. Answering phone calls at night.

3. Handling crisis calls.

4. Needing to work overtime.
Job conditions.

These six items together form a scale measuring the stressors from the environmental conditions surrounding difficult home visits (Alpha=.8017). 

1. Making home visits in a high-crime area.

2. Making home visits in an isolated area.

3. Visiting the home of a client who may be violent.

4. Visiting clients during bad weather conditions.

5. Driving long distances.

6. Transporting clients in your own car.

Fear.


Three items form a scale (Alpha=.7881) measuring stressors from fear of specific catastrophic events. 

1. Being threatened with bodily harm.

2. Death of a child.

3. Being threatened with a lawsuit. 

Job duties.

Five items form a scale measuring job stressors stemming from various difficult job duties (Alpha=.8228). 

1. Recommending removal of a child from the home.

2. Appearing in court.

3. Seeing severely abused children.

4. Recommending termination of parental rights.

5. Seeing clients’ difficult living conditions.

Table 3 - Factor loadings and scales for items measuring job stressors.

	Job stressors:
	Time

=.617
	Conditions

=.802
	Fear

=.788
	Duties

=.823

	Providing back-up for another worker.
	.741
	.085
	-.068
	.115

	Answering phone calls at night.
	.608
	.132
	.504
	-.150

	Handling crisis calls.
	.678
	.162
	.208
	.338

	Needing to work overtime.
	.455
	.212
	-.075
	.389

	Making home visits in a high-crime area.
	.122
	.836
	.173
	.160

	Making home visits in an isolated area.
	.048
	.824
	.202
	.163

	Visiting the home of a violent client 
	.122
	.624
	.558
	.214

	Visiting clients during bad weather conditions.
	.238
	.592
	-.085
	.362

	Driving long distances.
	.387
	.448
	-.236
	.342

	Transporting clients in your own car.
	.116
	.561
	.212
	-.090

	Being threatened with bodily harm.
	-.003
	.421
	.740
	.138

	Death of a child.
	-.059
	.025
	.784
	.316

	Being threatened with a lawsuit.
	.107
	.166
	.635
	.288

	Recommending removal of a child.
	.115
	.101
	.300
	.738

	Appearing in court.
	.179
	.106
	.134
	.612

	Seeing severely abused children.
	.032
	.113
	.432
	.695

	Recommending termination of parental rights.
	.049
	.067
	.293
	.722

	Seeing clients’ difficult living conditions.
	.174
	.167
	-.038
	.719


Peer Support

Peer support is measured by a scale (Alpha=.9295) of five items from Ellett’s (2001a) seven-item scale. Following are the five items, each preceded by ‘In my office, child welfare staff:..’. 

1. Professionally share and learn from one another.

2. Share work experiences with each other to improve the effectiveness of client services.

3. Are willing to provide support and assist each other when problems arise.

4. Accept the need for support from their colleagues.

5. Feel comfortable with the assistance they receive from colleagues to enhance the quality of their work.

Supervision

The quality of subjects’ supervisors is measured by a scale (Alpha=.9251) of six items from CalSWEC (1996). ‘My supervisor.....’ 

1. Is competent in doing her/his job.

2. Is very concerned about the welfare of those under her/him.

3. Gives information when I need it.

4. Shows approval when I have done well.

5. Is willing to help me complete difficult tasks.

6. Is warm and friendly when I have problems.

Administration

The quality of agency administration is measured by a scale (Alpha=.9282) of seven items taken from Ellett’s (2001a) 11-item scale measuring the quality of administrators and supervisors. ‘In my office, child welfare staff.....’

1. Are encouraged by administrators to provide leadership for new projects.

2. Find that administrators provide visible, ongoing support for innovations and ideas.

3. Are encouraged by administrators to be the best that they can be in their assignments.

4. Believe that members of the administration show a genuine concern for them as professionals.

5. Find that administrators are empathic with work-related problems.

6. Cooperatively participate with administrators in developing new agency programs and policies.

7. View leadership roles as shared by staff and administrators.

Authority

The degree of authority in local agency control systems is measured with Aiken & Hage’s (1968) Scale of Authority, found in Price (1972). The items of this scale are:

1. Little action can be taken here until a supervisor approves it.

2. Persons wanting to make their own decisions would be discouraged.

3. Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up.

4. I have to ask my supervisor before I do almost anything.

5. Any decision I make has to have my supervisor’s approval.

In this study, this scale has an Alpha of .8878.


Formalization

The degree of formalization in the administration of agencies is measured by a scale (Alpha=.7037) formed by five items from Hage and Aiken (1969), found in Price (1972). The five items are: 

1. There is a complete job description for my job.

2. Whatever situation arises, we have procedures to follow in dealing with it.

3. Everyone has a specific job to do.

4. The organization keeps a written record of everyone’s job performance.

5. We are to follow strict operating procedures at all times.

Two other items from the original scale:

1. Going through the proper channels is constantly stressed.

2. Whenever we have a problem we are supposed to go to the same person.

did not increase the reliability of the scale.

Role Conflict

The scale (Alpha=.7569) measuring role conflict on the job is comprised of three items taken from Rizzo, House and Lirtzman’s (1970) 15-item scale.

1. I have to do things that should be done differently.

2. I work on unnecessary things.

3. I work under incompatible policies.

Two other items from the same original scale:

1. I perform work that suits my values.

2. I receive assignments that are within my training and capability.

did not increase the reliability of the scale. 


Values

Congruence of the job with respondents’ values was measured by the single item:


1.
I perform work that suits my values.

Job Availability

The perceived availability of alternative jobs was measured by a scale (Alpha=.7444) comprised of three items. ‘How easy would it be for you to find a social work job in this geographical area which….’

1.
Is as professionally satisfying as your current job?

from Mueller and Boyer (1994), and two original items.


2.
Is much better than your current job?

3. Pays at least as well as your current job?

County Level Data

These data were extracted from publicly available data sources. They are measures from the time that study subjects were making the decision to leave the job or to remain, i.e., 2001. Data were from the U.S. Census and the Bureau of Economic Analysis by way of RAND California, including population density, per capita income, per cent of population under 18, per cent of population White, per cent of population in poverty, and economic orientation of the county - per cent of the work force employed in farm, manufacturing or government. Additional data were from the U.S. Census via RAND California and from California Employment Development Department, including rate of unemployment, local social work salaries, anticipated growth in social work jobs, and local cost of living.

The level of analysis is the county, as clustered to put small counties with similar characteristics together. These data were included at the individual level of analysis, so that the observations are not independent within counties or county clusters. As it turned out, most of the public available data were not usable in the clustered logistic regression because of extremely uneven distribution. (See Appendix C for further details on the county level variables.)

Results

Descriptives and Bivariate Comparisons

Turnover

One hundred forty one survey respondents (27.2%) left the job. For those who left, mean and median time on the job was about 16 months. There appears to be no modal time on the job; subjects’ departure times were fairly evenly distributed over the three and one half years.

Those who stated their intention to leave at the time of initial data collection were more likely to leave than others. Those who left had a mean of 2.80 on the 5-point commitment to job scale; those who stayed reported a mean of 3.26 (F = 23.860, p = .000). Of those who reported that they strongly agreed or agreed that they would remain on the job, only 15% actually left the job. Of those who reported that they strongly disagreed or disagreed that they would remain on the job, 49% left. This indicates that there is a significant number of workers still on the job who intend to leave. 

Of the 1165 subjects for whom turnover data was received, 386 (33%) had left the job. There were 657 workers from 26 counties on which we obtained information on the reason for leaving the job. Of these, 240 (37%) had left the job. This information on the reasons for departing the job is far from comprehensive and is not consistent across counties, but can give some insight into why people leave the job and where they go. Sixteen (7% of 240) were fired or were unable to complete probation. Of 240, 26 (11%) transferred to other social service departments in the same county. Eight departees took similar positions in other nearby counties. Two were subsequently rehired by the same department of the same county. Eleven (5%) moved out of the area; eight went back to school; six reported leaving for personal reasons, such as pregnancy.

Individual Characteristics

Fifteen per cent of the respondents were male, 58% White, 18% Latino, 11% African-American, 7% Asian, and 5% Other (Bi-racial). Fourteen per cent of the respondents were born abroad; 55% had a father with some college. Forty-eight per cent were married or living with a partner, 31% never married, and 21% divorced, separated or widowed. Forty-four per cent of the respondents reported having at least one dependent child living with them (Table 4). Thirty-seven per cent of respondents had an MSW, 19% an MA, and 10% a BSW. Few (4%) had a clinical license, while 10% were under supervision for getting a license. Twelve per cent were in school at the time of the survey (Table 5). The mean age for the sample was 35 years; the mean work experience was 12 years; and the mean amount of household monthly income in addition to the respondent’s salary was $1840. Respondents reported a high level of commitment to the field of child welfare (3.53 on a scale from 1 to 5) (Table 6).

As can be seen in Table 4, White, African-American and bi-racial respondents were more likely (about 30%) to leave than were Latinos (15%) or Asians (18%). Also, respondents born in the U.S. were more likely (29%) to leave than were those born abroad (15%). There was some indication that those with more education in their background were more likely to leave, as were older respondents, and that those with children and those who were divorced are less likely to leave. However, these differences were not statistically significant. Table 5 shows that workers with clinical licenses were more likely (46%) to leave, while education degree was not related to the decision to leave the job. The results in Table 6 show that prior work experience and income outside of the salary are not related to leaving the job. However, those who come to the job with a strong commitment to public child welfare are less likely to leave than are those with a less strong commitment (3.30 compared with 3.60, on a scale from 1 to 5).

Table 4 - Per cent and frequencies of leaving the job by individual demographic variables.

	Variable
	N
	%
	% Left
	% Stayed
	Chi-Square
	p

	Gender    
	519
	
	
	
	1.035
	.189

	  Female
	444
	85.5
	26.4 (117)
	73.6 (327)
	
	

	  Male
	75
	14.5
	32.0 (24)
	68.0 (51)
	
	

	Ethnicity
	516
	
	
	
	10.394
	.034

	 White
	301
	58.3
	30.9 (93)
	69.1 (208)
	
	

	 Latino
	91
	17.6
	15.4 (14)
	84.6 (77)
	
	

	 African-American
	59
	11.4
	30.5 (18)
	69.5 (41)
	
	

	 Asian
	38
	7.4
	18.4 (7)
	81.6 (31)
	
	

	 Other
	27
	5.2
	29.6 (8)
	70.4 (19)
	
	

	US born
	517
	
	
	
	5.900
	.009

	 Yes
	445
	86.1
	29.0 (129)
	71.0 (316)
	
	

	 No
	72
	13.9
	15.3 (11)
	84.7 (61)
	
	

	Father has some college
	519
	
	
	
	.822
	.210

	 Yes
	285
	54.9
	28.8 (82)
	71.2 (203)
	
	

	 No
	234
	45.1
	25.2 (59)
	74.8 (175)
	
	

	Marital status
	515
	
	
	
	3.374
	.185

	 Married/living with partner
	248
	48.2
	29.4 (73)
	70.6 (175)
	
	

	 Never married
	158
	30.7
	27.8 (44)
	72.2 (114)
	
	

	 Divorced/separated/widowed
	109
	21.2
	20.2 (22)
	79.8 (87)
	
	

	Has children
	519
	
	
	
	1.155
	.165

	 Yes
	226
	43.5
	24.8 (56)
	75.2 (170)
	
	

	 No
	293
	56.5
	29.0 (85)
	71.0 (208)
	
	

	Total
	519
	
	27.2 (141)
	72.8 (378)
	
	


Table 5 - Per cent and frequencies of leaving the job by individual educational and individual/job variables.

	Variable
	N
	%
	% Left
	% Stayed
	Chi-square
	p

	Degree
	495
	
	
	
	3.028
	.387

	 BA/AA/PhD
	170
	34.3
	28.8 (49)
	71.2 (121)
	
	

	 BSW
	50
	10.1
	20.0 (10)
	80.0 (40)
	
	

	 MA
	92
	18.6
	31.5 (29)
	68.5 (63)
	
	

	 MSW
	183
	37.0
	24.6 (45)
	75.4 (138)
	
	

	Licensed (MFT or LCSW)
	519
	
	
	
	3.883
	.047

	 Yes
	22
	4.2
	45.5 (10)
	54.5 (12)
	
	

	 No
	497
	95.8
	26.4 (131)
	73.6 (366)
	
	

	Currently supervised for license
	518
	
	
	
	.760
	.242

	 Yes
	54
	10.4
	22.2 (12)
	77.8 (42)
	
	

	 No
	464
	89.6
	27.8 (129)
	72.2 (335)
	
	

	Currently in school 
	515
	
	
	
	.378
	.317

	 Yes
	62
	12.0
	30.6 (19)
	69.4 (43)
	
	

	 No
	453
	88.0
	26.9 (122)
	73.1 (331)
	
	

	In the union
	518
	
	
	
	.009
	.514

	 Yes
	410
	79.2
	27.3 (112)
	72.7 (298)
	
	

	 No
	108
	20.8
	26.9 (29)
	73.1 (79)
	
	

	Took Core Academy
	507
	
	
	
	.231
	.353

	 Yes
	356
	70.2
	26.4 (94)
	73.6 (262)
	
	

	 No
	151
	29.8
	28.5 (43)
	71.5 (108)
	
	

	Took Regional Training 
	499
	
	
	
	1.273
	.153

	 Yes
	296
	59.3
	25.0 (74)
	75.0 (222)
	
	

	 No
	203
	40.7
	29.6 (60)
	70.4 (143)
	
	

	Total
	519
	
	27.2 (141)
	72.8 (378)
	
	


Table 6 - Means of individual demographic variables by leaving the job.

	Variable 
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	Age (years)
	
	
	
	3.185
	.075

	 Left
	36.61
	11.31
	141
	
	

	 Stayed
	34.82
	9.65
	375
	
	

	 Total
	35.30
	
	516
	
	

	Work experience (years)
	
	
	
	.388
	.533

	 Left
	10.56
	9.66
	128
	
	

	 Stayed
	9.99
	8.62
	354
	
	

	 Total
	10.14
	8.90
	482
	
	

	Income support (dollars/month)
	
	
	
	.003
	.960

	 Left
	1852
	2196.66
	126
	
	

	 Stayed
	1836
	3317.62
	354
	
	

	 Total
	1840
	3061.15
	480
	
	

	Commitment to child welfare (1-5)
	
	
	
	9.535
	.002

	 Left
	3.30
	1.11
	119
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.60
	.87
	373
	
	

	 Total
	3.53
	.94
	492
	
	

	Able to find a better job (1-5)
	
	
	
	.312
	.577

	  Left
	2.83
	1.07
	120
	
	

	  Stayed
	2.78
	.92
	369
	
	

	  Total
	2.79
	.96
	489
	
	


Individual/Job Factors

Seventy-nine per cent of the respondents were union members, and this did not differ between those who stayed and those who left (Table 5). 

Table 7 shows the means of job satisfaction items on a scale from 1 to 5. Generally, respondents were satisfied with their jobs, with most sample means around 3.4. They were least satisfied with the workload (2.2) and most satisfied with job flexibility (4.0). Those who left the job were less satisfied with the job on each measure, but the difference was statistically significant only for general job satisfaction (3.21 compared to 3.53) and satisfaction with job conditions (3.20 compared to 3.41). The differences on satisfaction with workload, clients and pay did not differ between those who left and those who stayed.

Respondents reported high levels of feelings of self-efficacy (approaching 4.0 on a scale from 1 to 5 on all measures). The self-efficacy score on the ability to do the technical aspects of the job did not differ between those who left and those who stayed. However, those who left had a lower self-efficacy score (3.75) on ability to deal with organizational issues than those who stayed (3.87). Also, those who left had a lower score on self-motivation (3.82) than those who stayed (4.04). These results are given in Table 8. 

Table 7 - Means of job satisfaction variables by leaving the job.

	Job Satisfaction (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	All items
	
	
	
	11.247
	.001

	 Left
	3.11
	.52
	128
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.27
	.46
	345
	
	

	 Total
	3.23
	.48
	473
	
	

	General 
	
	
	
	20.919
	.000

	 Left
	3.21
	.84
	138
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.53
	.65
	368
	
	

	 Total
	3.44
	.72
	506
	
	

	Job conditions
	
	
	
	9.825
	.002

	 Left
	3.20
	.76
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.41
	.67
	372
	
	

	 Total
	3.35
	.70
	511
	
	

	Clients
	
	
	
	.245
	.621

	 Left
	3.37
	.82
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.41
	.71
	376
	
	

	 Total
	3.40
	.74
	515
	
	

	Workload
	
	
	
	.353
	.553

	 Left
	2.16
	.84
	135
	
	

	 Stayed
	2.21
	.86
	364
	
	

	 Total
	2.20
	.85
	499
	
	

	Pay and benefits
	
	
	
	.238
	.626

	 Left
	2.88
	.95
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	2.92
	.90
	374
	
	

	 Total
	2.91
	.91
	513
	
	

	Job flexibility
	
	
	
	.753
	.386

	 Left
	3.93
	.86
	137
	
	

	 Stayed
	4.01
	.90
	376
	
	

	 Total
	3.99
	.89
	513
	
	


Table 8 - Means of self-efficacy variables by leaving the job.

	Self-efficacy (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	All items 
	
	
	
	4.499
	.034

	 Left
	3.87
	.42
	129
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.97
	.43
	365
	
	

	 Total
	3.94
	.43
	494
	
	

	Ability to deal with the agency
	
	
	
	4.011
	.046

	 Left
	3.75
	.59
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.87
	.61
	376
	
	

	 Total
	3.84
	.60
	515
	
	

	Personal motivation
	
	
	
	13.489
	.000

	 Left
	3.82
	.68
	138
	
	

	 Stayed
	4.04
	.57
	374
	
	

	 Total
	3.98
	.61
	512
	
	

	Job skills
	
	
	
	1.124
	.290

	 Left
	3.94
	.49
	129
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.99
	.47
	366
	
	

	 Total
	3.98
	.48
	495
	
	


Job Factors

The average monthly salary was $3172. Those who left reported a lower salary ($3024) than those who stayed ($3226). Average caseload size was about 30 children; workers put in an average of almost 45 hours of work per week; and they reported spending about 52% of their work time doing paperwork. However, these factors were not related to the decision to stay or leave. The time from being hired to receiving a full caseload is a significant factor in the decision to leave. There was a great range on this variable, from receiving a full caseload immediately upon hire up to two full years from hire, with a mean of 3.66 months and a median of 3.0 months for the population. However, those who left received a full caseload at a mean of 2.96 months, while those who stayed received a full caseload 3.91 months after hire (Table 9).

Most (70%) had taken the Core Academy and at least one Regional Training course (59%) (Table 5). Those who left reported receiving less training than those who stayed on a scale from 1 to 5 (Table 9), and were less likely to attend the Core Academy or Regional Training courses (Table 5). However, these differences are not statistically significant.

Table 10 shows that there are no statistically significant differences on the amount of reported stress on the job, though, counter-intuitively, those who left the job reported less levels of stress in each category except for stress from time pressure, than those who stayed.

Table 9 - Means of job variables by leaving the job.

	Variable 
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	Salary (dollars/month)
	
	
	
	5.179
	.023

	 Left
	3024
	801.30
	133
	
	

	 Stayed
	3226
	901.42
	367
	
	

	 Total
	3172
	879.66
	500
	
	

	Caseload size (# of children)
	
	
	
	.045
	.833

	 Left
	31.19
	23.81
	106
	
	

	 Stayed
	30.69
	19.60
	294
	
	

	 Total
	30.82
	20.77
	400
	
	

	Time to full caseload (months)
	
	
	
	10.668
	.001

	 Left
	2.96
	2.08
	122
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.91
	2.96
	339
	
	

	 Total
	3.66
	2.79
	461
	
	

	Amount of work (hours/week)
	
	
	
	.968
	.326

	 Left
	44.70
	5.45
	130
	
	

	 Stayed
	44.18
	5.09
	364
	
	

	 Total
	44.32
	5.19
	494
	
	

	Per cent of time doing paperwork
	
	
	
	.721
	.396

	 Left
	50.94
	17.78
	137
	
	

	 Stayed
	52.46
	17.92
	376
	
	

	 Total
	52.05
	17.89
	513
	
	

	Amount of training (1-5)
	
	
	
	2.691
	.102

	 Left
	2.91
	.60
	130
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.01
	.59
	363
	
	

	 Total
	2.98
	.59
	493
	
	


Table 10 - Means of job stress variables by leaving the job.

	Job Stress (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	All items
	
	
	
	1.032
	.310

	 Left
	3.17
	.81
	110
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.26
	.73
	326
	
	

	 Total
	3.23
	.75
	436
	
	

	Job factors
	
	
	
	1.071
	.301

	 Left
	3.21
	.97
	123
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.32
	.97
	360
	
	

	 Total
	3.29
	.97
	483
	
	

	Environmental conditions
	
	
	
	2.989
	.084

	 Left
	3.07
	1.01
	122
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.24
	.89
	350
	
	

	 Total
	3.20
	.93
	472
	
	

	Fear factors
	
	
	
	1.366
	.243

	 Left
	3.63
	1.22
	128
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.78
	1.19
	367
	
	

	 Total
	3.47
	1.20
	495
	
	

	Time pressures
	
	
	
	.141
	.708

	 Left
	2.90
	.91
	123
	
	

	 Stayed
	2.86
	.84
	366
	
	

	 Total
	2.87
	.86
	489
	
	


Respondents reported (Table 11) high levels of peer support (4.0 on a scale from 1 to 5) and quality of supervision (4.0), though lower levels on quality of administration (2.80). Only medium amounts of role conflict (3.1) and work formalization (3.2), and relatively low amounts of authority (2.6) were reported. Respondents that left the job reported less peer support (3.83 compared to 4.08), more authority (2.80 compared to 2.56), and more role conflict (3.27 compared to 2.98) than those who stayed. They rated the quality of supervision lower (3.76 compared to 4.04) and quality of administration lower (2.66 compared to 2.84) than those who stayed. Those who left were less likely to report that the job suited their values (3.25 compared to 3.47) than those who stayed.

Table 11 - Means of agency variables by leaving the job.

	Variables (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	Peer support
	
	
	
	10.217
	.001

	 Left
	3.83
	.91
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	4.08
	.72
	375
	
	

	 Total
	4.01
	.78
	514
	
	

	Quality of supervision
	
	
	
	9.532
	.002

	 Left
	3.76
	1.11
	136
	
	

	 Stayed
	4.04
	.83
	370
	
	

	 Total
	3.97
	.92
	506
	
	

	Quality of administration
	
	
	
	4.185
	.041

	 Left
	2.66
	.95
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	2.84
	.84
	376
	
	

	 Total
	2.79
	.87
	515
	
	

	Agency authority
	
	
	
	7.870
	.005

	 Left
	2.80
	.95
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	2.56
	.83
	378
	
	

	 Total
	2.63
	.87
	517
	
	

	Formalization of work
	
	
	
	.303
	.582

	 Left
	3.16
	.76
	135
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.20
	.71
	372
	
	

	 Total
	3.19
	.73
	507
	
	

	Role conflict
	
	
	
	10.530
	.001

	 Left
	3.27
	.95
	139
	
	

	 Stayed
	2.98
	.87
	374
	
	

	 Total
	3.06
	.90
	513
	
	

	Job suits values
	
	
	
	5.066
	.025

	 Left
	3.25
	1.05
	140
	
	

	 Stayed
	3.47
	.98
	377
	
	

	 Total
	3.41
	1.00
	517
	
	


Logistic Regressions

Individual Variables

Table 12 contains the results of the individual variables regressed on leaving the job. When controlling for the effects of these variables, males are 2.5 times more likely to leave the job than females. Respondents who are divorced, separated or widowed are only about half as likely to leave the job as married respondents. Those with a high level of commitment to public child welfare are only about .6 as likely to leave the job as those with a level of commitment one point (on a scale from 1 to 5) lower. Ethnicity, being born in this country and educational degree did not show a statistically significant relationship with leaving the job, but are also carried over to the next model at p < .3. This model is statistically significant, with a Chi-Square of 37.87.

Individual/Job Variables

There are no statistically significant correlations with leaving the job among the individual/job variables when considered as a set of variables (Table 13), though general job satisfaction, satisfaction with job conditions and a sense of personal motivation are included in the next model at p < .3. The Chi-Square for this model is 19.45. 

Table 12 - Individual demographic variables regressed on leaving the job. Model Chi-Square = 37.87, p = .01

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	Male
	2.58*
	1.27/5.19

	Age
	1.01
	.98/1.05

	Latino (White)
	.47
	.21/1.06

	African-American (White)
	1.66
	.75/3.66

	Asian (White)
	.72
	.25/2.06

	Other (White)
	1.14
	.38/3.44

	US born 
	2.11
	.91/4.90

	Father has some college
	.92
	.55/1.56

	Never married (Married)
	1.07
	.57/1.99

	Divorced/separated/widowed (Married)
	.44*
	.20/.94

	Has children
	.80
	.47/1.35

	Income support
	.99
	.99/1.00

	BSW (BA,AA, PhD)
	.70
	.26/1.89

	MA (BA,AA, PhD)
	.84
	.41/1.75

	MSW (BA,AA, PhD)
	.73
	.41/1.31

	Licensed
	1.17
	.37/3.75

	Supervised for license
	1.20
	.49/2.45

	In school
	.93
	.37/1.86

	Work experience
	1.00
	.97/1.04

	Commitment to public child welfare
	.64**
	.49/.83


* p < .05

** p < .005

Table 13 - Individual/job variables regressed on leaving the job. Model Chi-Square = 19.45, p = .05

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	In the union
	1.01
	.59/1.72

	General job satisfaction
	.67
	.44/1.00

	Satisfaction with job conditions 
	.71
	.47/1.06

	Satisfaction with clients
	1.09
	.79/1.50

	Satisfaction with workload
	1.02
	.78/1.32

	Satisfaction with pay and benefits
	1.12
	.86/1.44

	Satisfaction with job flexibility
	1.12
	.86/1.45

	Self-efficacy with agency
	1.12
	.69/1.78

	Self-efficacy with personal motivation
	.70
	.44/1.10

	Self-efficacy with job skills
	.94
	.55/1.63


Job Variables

Job variables taken as a set have a Chi-Square of 35.05 (Table 14). Respondents who were allowed more time before acquiring a full caseload were .85 times as likely to leave the job than respondents who were given one month less time. Caseworkers who had taken Core training courses were about 3 times more likely to leave the job than workers who had not taken the courses. Conversely, respondents who took Regional Academy training courses were .4 times as likely to leave as those who did not take the courses. The other statistically significant job predictor is degree of role conflict experienced on the job. Workers who reported a high level of role conflict are about 1.5 times as likely to leave the job as those with a level of commitment one point (on a scale from 1 to 5) lower. Salary, hours worked per week, stress from environmental conditions, stress from job duties, and degree of authority on the job are also carried over to the next model at p < .3.

Table 14 - Job variables regressed on leaving the job. Model Chi-Square = 35.05, p = .01.

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	Salary
	.99
	.99/1.00

	Caseload size
	.99
	.98/1.01

	Time to full caseload
	.85*
	.74/.98

	Hours worked/week
	1.05
	.98/1.12

	Per cent time spent on paperwork
	.99
	.97/1.01

	Amount of training
	1.19
	.65/2.17

	Took Core training
	3.01*
	1.28/7.09

	Took Regional training
	.42*
	.19/.91

	Stress from environmental conditions
	.76
	.49/1.19

	Stress from job duties
	1.28
	.80/2.06

	Stress from fear factors
	.96
	.68/1.34

	Stress from time pressures
	.91
	.55/1.49

	Peer support
	.95
	.63/1.43

	Quality of supervision
	.88
	.60/1.29

	Quality of administration
	 .99
	.64/1.54

	Degree of authority
	1.25
	.82/1.89

	Degree of formalization
	 .99
	.60/1.62

	Role conflict
	1.56*
	1.02/2.40

	Job suits values
	.83
	.58/1.18


* p < .05

Individual, Individual/Job and Job Variables

The next model (Table 15) includes variables at p < .3 from each of the previous three models. This model has a Chi-Square of 63.07. Again, males are about 2.6 times as females to leave the job. Latinos are only about one third as likely to leave the job as Whites. Workers who reported a high level of general satisfaction are about half as likely to leave the job as those with a level of commitment one point (on a scale from 1 to 5) lower. Still, respondents who were allowed more time before acquiring a full caseload were .82 times as likely to leave the job than respondents who were given one month less time. Workers who took the Core Academy were almost 2.5 times as likely to leave the jobs as workers who did not. Respondents with a high reported level of stress from job conditions are about two thirds as likely to leave the job as those with a reported level of stress from job conditions one point (on a scale from 1 to 5) lower. 

County Level Variables 

Population density is the only county level variable to have a statistically significant relationship with leaving the job, when considered with the set of variables measured at a county level (Table 16). Respondents from counties with a high population density are less likely to leave the job than those from counties with a lower density of population. Odds ratios are difficult to interpret because of the small unit of measurement in these variables. County variables alone have a Chi-Square of 14.42.

Table 15 - Individual demographic, individual/job, and job variables regressed on leaving the job. Variables at p < .3 from Tables 12-14. Model Chi-Square = 63.07, p = .00

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	Male
	2.58*
	1.11/5.99

	Latino (Whites)
	.33*
	.18/.93

	African-American (Whites)
	1.96
	.77/4.98

	Asian (Whites)
	.50
	.11/2.27

	Other (Whites)
	1.88
	.37.9.57

	US born
	1.15
	.44.2.98

	Never Married (Married)
	1.22
	.60/2.50

	Divorced or Widowed (Married)
	.43
	.17/1.11

	BSW (BA, AA, PhD)
	.77
	.24/2.47

	MA (BA, AA, PhD)
	1.04
	.42/2.57

	MSW (BA, AA, PhD)
	.55
	.24/1.29

	Commitment to public child welfare
	.92
	.63/1.34

	General job satisfaction
	.47*
	.25/.89

	Satisfaction with job conditions
	1.02
	.58/1.78

	Personal motivation
	.76
	.44/1.32

	Salary
	.99
	.99/1.00

	Time to full caseload
	.82*
	.71/.94

	Hours worked per week
	1.02
	.96/1.08

	Took Core Academy
	2.40*
	1.02/5.63

	Took Regional Training
	.63
	.30/1.34

	Stress from environmental conditions
	.65*
	.43/.97

	Stress from job duties
	1.02
	.68/1.51

	Degree of authority
	.92
	.62/1.37

	Role conflict
	1.47
	 .96/2.26


* p < .05

Table 16 - County economic and demographic variables regressed on leaving the job. Standard errors adjusted for clustering on county membership. Model Chi-Square = 14.42, p = .04

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	Unemployment
	1.01
	.91/1.11

	SW job growth
	1.06
	.99/1.13

	Child welfare salaries
	1.00
	.99/1.00

	Rent
	1.00
	.99/1.00

	Poverty
	1.04
	.98/1.10

	Per capita income
	.99
	.99/1.00

	Population density
	.99*
	.99/.99


* p> .05

Full Models

In the model containing remaining individual and agency variables and the set of county variables (Table 17), results are similar to the model including variables from the survey (Table 15), except that with the new combination of variables, gender and taking Core training are no longer statistically significant. Role conflict is statistically significant (those who left were about one and one half more likely to leave than those who reported a role conflict score of one less on a scale from one to five), as is local salaries for child welfare workers (if local salaries were higher, workers were more likely to leave). Underlined variables have a p < .3, and are carried over to the next table.

Table 17 - Individual demographic, individual/job, job variables, and county economic and demographic variables regressed on leaving the job. All variables from Tables 15 and 16. 

Standard errors adjusted for clustering on county membership. 

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	Male
	2.51
	.95/6.62

	Latino (Whites)
	.30**
	.17/.55 

	African-American (Whites)
	2.01
	.59/6.89

	Asian (Whites)
	.55
	.07/4.13

	Other (Whites)
	2.73
	.32/23.30

	US born
	1.00
	.61/1.64

	Never Married (Married)
	1.52
	.85/2.72

	Divorced or Widowed (Married)
	.37
	.12/1.11

	BSW (BA, AA, PhD)
	.79
	.24/2.61

	MA (BA, AA, PhD)
	1.29
	.41/4.11

	MSW (BA, AA, PhD)
	.63
	.29/1.36

	Career Commitment
	.94
	.60/1.47

	General job satisfaction
	.42**
	.24/.76

	Satisfaction with job conditions
	1.14
	.74/1.73

	Personal motivation
	.81
	.38/1.74

	Salary
	.99
	.99/1.00

	Time before full caseload
	.83**
	.72/.95

	Hours worked
	1.04
	.99/1.10

	Took Core Academy
	2.28
	.95/5.47

	Took Regional Training
	.55
	.27/1.13

	Stress from environmental conditions
	.64*
	.42/.96

	Stress from job duties
	1.09
	.71/1.66

	Authority
	.79
	.57/1.09

	Role conflict
	1.47*
	1.02/2.11

	Unemployment
	.90
	.74/1.09

	SW job growth
	1.08
	.92/1.27

	Child welfare salaries
	1.00**
	1.00/1.00

	Rent
	1.00
	.99/1.01

	Poverty
	1.06
	.97/1.58

	Per capita income
	.99
	.99/1.00

	Population density
	.99**
	.99/.99


* p < .05

** p < .005

Variables at p < .3 from Table 17 are included in the final model (Table 18), with a Chi-Square of 3412.87. There is some shifting of predictors in this trimmed model. Latinos are still only about .3 as likely to leave the job as Whites. Respondents who are divorced, separated or widowed are only about .3 as likely to leave the job as married respondents. Workers who reported a high level of general satisfaction are about half as likely to leave the job as those with a level of commitment one point (on a scale from 1 to 5) lower. Respondents who were allowed more time before acquiring a full caseload were .85 times as likely to leave the job as respondents who were given one month less time. Respondents with a high reported level of stress from job conditions are about two thirds as likely to leave the job as those with a reported level of stress from job conditions one point lower (on a scale from 1 to 5). If local salaries for child welfare workers were higher, workers were more likely to leave. Workers from counties with a higher population density are less likely to leave the job than workers with from less densely populated counties.

Table 18 - Individual demographic, individual/job, job variables, and county economic and demographic variables regressed on leaving the job. Variables from Tables 17 at p < .3. 

Standard errors adjusted for clustering on county membership. Model Chi-Square = 3412.87, p = .000.

	Variables
	Odds Ratio
	95% confidence

interval

	Male
	1.93
	.82/4.56

	Latino (Whites)
	.29**
	.17/.50

	African-American (Whites)
	1.70
	.51/5.67

	Asian (Whites)
	.42
	.08/2.25

	Other (Whites)
	2.33
	.69/7.87

	Never Married (Married)
	1.35
	.78/2.35

	Divorced or Widowed (Married)
	.27**
	.12/.63

	BSW (BA, AA, PhD)
	.73
	.23/2.35

	MA (BA, AA, PhD)
	1.12
	.40/3.16

	MSW (BA, AA, PhD)
	.53 
	.26/1.07

	General job satisfaction
	.45**
	.29/.71

	Time before full caseload
	.84*
	.74/.96

	Hours worked
	1.04
	.99/1.09

	Took Core Academy
	1.56
	.69/3.53

	Took Regional training
	.88
	.51/1.52

	Stress from environmental conditions
	.65**
	.49/.86

	Authority
	.94
	.74/1.19

	Role conflict
	1.30
	 .96/1.75

	Unemployment
	.95
	.83/1.10

	Child welfare salaries
	1.00*
	1.00/1.00

	Poverty
	1.03
	.94/1.12

	Per capita income
	.99
	.99/1.00

	Rent
	1.00
	.99/1.00

	Population density
	.99*
	.99/.99


* p < .05

** p < .005

Table 19 summarizes the relationships between independent variables and leaving the job. The first column provides bivariate relationships. The second column shows four submodels of individual, individual/job, agency and county variables. The third column is a complete model using variables from each of the submodels. The fourth column is a trimmed final model. Variables are retained from one model to the next if p < .3. 

Table 19 - Predicting leaving the job (+). Bivariate relationships and predictive models.




         Bivariate     SubModels      Complete Model

Final Model



   
 p<.05

 p<.05
  
   p<.05

  p<.05 







(p<.30)
  
  (p<.30)
Individual




Gender (female) 




  Male





+


(+)

Age






 
   

Ethnicity (White)

+

  Latino


-

(-)


-


-

  AfAmer


+

(+)


(+)

  Asian



-

  Other



+




(+)

US Born


+

(+)

Father some college



Marital Status
(married)







  Never married






(+)




  Divorced




-


(-)


-

Has Children




Other Income

Degree (BA/AA/PhD)

  BSW







  MA

  MSW 




(-)


(-)





Work Experience





Clinical license

+

Supervision for license


In school

Career commitment

-

-

Individual/Job
Union Member






Satisfaction, general

-

(-)


-


-

Satisfaction, job 

-

(-)

Satisfaction, clients



Satisfaction, workload


Satisfaction, pay/benefits





Satisfaction, flexibility


Self-efficacy, organizations
-



Self-efficacy, motivation
-

(-)




Self-efficacy, skills




Table 19, continued - Predicting leaving the job (+). Bivariate relationships and predictive models.




         Bivariate     SubModels      Complete Model

Final Model



   
 p<.05

 p<.05
  
   p<.05

  p<.05






(p<.30)
  
  (p<.30)
Agency
Salary



-

(-)

Caseload size

Time to full caseload

-

-

 
-


-

Hours worked




(+)


(+)

Paperwork




Training








Core Academy



+


(+)

Regional training



-


(-)

Stress, job duties



(+)




Stress, conditions



(-)


-


-

Stress, fear






Stress, time




Peer support


-

Supervision


-

Administration

-

Authority


+

(-)


(-)



Formalization




Role Conflict


+

+


+




Job/values


-

(-)

County Demographic and Economic Variables
Unemployment






(-)




Social Work Job Growth


(+)

Child Welfare Salaries


(+)


+
                      +

Rent








(+)

Poverty




(+)


(+)

Per Capita Income






(-)

Population Density



-


-

          -

Comparison with Intention to Leave

A parallel analytic process was undertaken with intending to remain on the job as the outcome (direction of results are reversed here for ease of comparison). Table 20 gives the results of the final regression model. Table 21 summarizes the bivariate relationships and predictive models. Male and older workers tended to express a higher commitment to the job in the cross-sectional analyses, yet tended to in fact leave more than female and younger workers. MSWs expressed a lack of commitment to the job, but were in fact less likely to leave than workers with other degrees. Latinos were less likely to leave the job than other ethnic groups, but there were no differences in expressed intention to leave by ethnicity. Divorced respondents expressed a greater intention to stay and did in fact stay more than married respondents. The pattern of relationships between the two outcomes and job satisfaction and self-efficacy variables were similar. Among agency variables, time to receiving a full caseload was not related to intention to leave the job but was strongly related to actually leaving the job. Amount of training was strongly related to intending to remain on the job, but less strongly related to actually staying. While various stressful job conditions were predictors of a low commitment to the job, these same variables tended to be predictors of actually remaining on the job. Finally, in the cross-sectional analysis, there is some evidence of economic motivation, as the workers who stated that it was relatively easy to find a better job were more likely to express less commitment to the present job.

Table 20 - Variables regressed on intent to leave the job. F = 21.71, p = .000, R2 = .630. 

	Variables
	Beta
	95% confidence

interval

	Male
	-.050
	-.289/.050

	Age
	-.043
	-.011/.003

	BA (MSW)
	-.091*
	-.337/-.009

	BSW (MSW)
	-.029
	-.306/.138

	MA (MSW)
	-.016
	-.217/.143

	Other degree (MSW)
	.015
	-.245/.369

	Supervised for license
	.032
	-.107/.283

	Career commitment
	-.355**
	-.421/-.259

	Union member
	-.062
	-.287/.017

	General job satisfaction
	-.458**
	-.713/-.451

	Satisfaction with workload
	-.037
	-.117/.039

	Satisfaction with job flexibility
	.051
	-.024/.123

	Self-efficacy with agency
	-.059
	-.218/.045

	Self-efficacy with personal motivation
	-.050
	-.200/.056

	Self-efficacy with job skills
	.007
	-.140/.164

	Salary
	-.038
	.000/.000

	Amount of training
	-.061
	-.201/.018

	Took Core training
	-.018
	-.163/.096

	Stress from time pressures
	.031
	-.055/.119

	Stress from environmental conditions
	.028
	-.049/.105

	Quality of administration
	-.017
	-.102/.067

	Degree of authority
	.045
	-.037/.127

	Degree of formalization
	.022
	-.065/.118

	Role conflict
	-.017
	-.103/.069

	Job suits values
	.066
	-.010/.128

	Easy to find a better job
	.097*
	.022/.165


* p < .05

** p < .005

Table 21 - Predicting intention to leave the job (+). Bivariate relationships and predictive models.

         Bivariate     SubModels      Complete Model
 p<.05

p<.05
   
p<.05
Individual



(p<.30)



Gender 




  Male
-

(-)



Age
  


-

(-)





Ethnicity

  Asian

  Latino

  AfAmer

  Other

US Born




Father some college

Marital Status







  Divorced






Has Children

Other Income

Degree



+MSW 



  BA





(-)

-

  BSW


  MA

  Other


Title IV-E
+

Work Experience


Clinical license

Supervision for license


(+)


In School

Career commitment

-

-

-

Individual/Job





Union Member
(-)








Satisfaction, general

-

-

-

Satisfaction, job

-



Satisfaction, clients

-





Satisfaction, workload

-

(-)

Satisfaction, pay/benefits
-



Satisfaction, flexibility
-

(-)



Satisfaction, case transfers
-

Self-efficacy, organizations
-

(-)



Self-efficacy, motivation
-

-





Self-efficacy, skills

-

(-)

Table 21, continued - Predicting intention to leave the job (+). Bivariate relationships and predictive models.

         Bivariate     SubModels      Complete Model
 p<.05

p<.05
   
p<.05




(p<.30)



Agency/Job





Salary

(+)







Caseload size

Time to full caseload

Hours worked
+

Paperwork
+

Training


-

-





Core Academy



(+)

Stress, job


+



Stress, conditions
+

Stress, fear
+

Stress, time


+

(+)



Peer support
-

Supervision
-

Administration

-

(-)

Authority


+

+

Formalization


-

(-)

Role Conflict


+

(+)

Job/values


-

-





Economic
Better Job
+



+



 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Discussion

The intent of this study was to ascertain the relative importance as predictors of turnover among child welfare workers of factors at different levels - local economic factors, agency factors, job attitudes and demographic characteristics of workers. Data were collected at two levels - a survey of child welfare workers and available data at the county level. The primary outcome variable was actual turnover measured some time after the survey. In addition, intention to leave, measured in the worker survey, was considered as an alternate outcome measure. Quantitative data were supplemented by narrative data from an asynchronous online focus group. The study fell short in a number of ways, but also led to a number of valuable and practical conclusions.

Limitations

First, the effort to combine county level data in analyses with individual level data was not successful due to measurement problems with county level data (see Appendix C). This measurement failure left us unable to adequately assess the role of economic factors on turnover. We believe that the failure to establish the importance of these county level variables as predictors of turnover is due to the inadequacy of these measures, and that the primary research question of this study remains unanswered. There is some evidence for the effect of economic factors on turnover from the survey data in that the perceived presence of available jobs is associated with intention to leave the job, while being divorced or separated is associated with remaining on the job. However, further research is called for to explore the role of macro economic factors on the decision to leave jobs. 

Second, in the administration of the survey, only a 34% response rate was achieved, and this varied across counties. It is difficult to speculate about the effects of response rates, but it seems likely that in studies such as this more satisfied and cooperative workers, presumably less likely to leave, are more likely to comply with the study.

Third, we were unable to achieve sufficient participation in the online focus group (see Appendix A). The allure of participation was insufficient to entice subjects to log on to their computers and discuss professional issues on their own time. Though there are a number of valuable qualitative studies on retention (Reagh, 1994; Rycraft, 1994; Samantrai, 1992), there remains a need for new studies that incorporate the exploration of recent conclusions from quantitative studies. In particular, this was a lost opportunity for this study, as a number of conclusions from the quantitative data could benefit from qualitative exploration.


Fourth, the constraint of the two-year time limit of this study limits the applicability of these findings. Though the initial two years on a job may be the most important in terms of turnover, a complete understanding of the patterns and reasons for turnover requires a much longer longitudinal study. In particular, the time constraint of this study precluded the examination of the very important role of Title IV-E stipends in the decisions of new workers to remain on the job.

Turnover

An important conclusion from the population data (turnover data from the county on the entire population, not only those who completed the survey) is that agency turnover is not a single outcome. Generally in retention research, staff turnover is regarded as a negative event for the organization. The general thrust of applied research such as this is to find ways to prevent such turnover. This approach to the subject needs to be reconsidered. The biggest reported category of turnover in this study - transfer and promotion within the same county - cannot be regarded as a negative event. Cost of recruitment and training (including Title IV-E expenses) returns considerable value in these cases. The same might be said for those re-hired. For those who go to another county and those who leave for better jobs in social services elsewhere, the money could also be said to be well spent, though the benefits accrue to another county or agency. The career paths of those leaving for personal reasons cannot be predicted, but many are likely to return to social work at some time in some capacity. The only truly negative outcomes are those who did not complete probation, or those few who left the field of social services all together. 

While these distinctions among types of turnover have been discussed (American Public Human Services Association, 2001; Tai et al., 1998), studies such as this one have not adequately considered these variations in the nature of the outcome variable. Certainly the factors predicting being fired are not the same factors predicting being promoted and transferred. This validity problem in the outcome certainly obscures the details of a model predicting turnover. It is recommended that future studies differentiate the turnover variable by reason for turnover.

Measures

This study helps to validate the usefulness of a number of measures from other studies. The six item scale from Ellett’s (2001a) 9-item scale measuring intention to remain of the job worked well, as did the 4-item scale put together from McCoskey and McCain (1987) and Weaver (1999) measuring commitment to the field of child welfare. Six scales were derived from 23 items addressing job satisfaction. These differ in some important ways, reflecting the particulars of human service jobs, from Spector’s (1997) job facets. Satisfaction in working with clients is an important facet of human service jobs. Satisfaction with opportunities for promotion, measured with two items, could be used as a separate scale, but also formed a reliable scale with other conditions of the job. An important finding is that professional recognition, what Spector (1997) calls contingent rewards, is strongly correlated with overall job satisfaction. For these workers, it essentially means the same thing. Three factors rather than two (Ellett, 2001a) were derived from Ellett’s self-efficacy scale. Ellett’s motivation scale includes the items that we separated into personal motivation and the ability to work effectively within the agency. 

Descriptive Findings

The practical realities of the workload are as expected. Caseloads average 31 children; workers report working well over 40 hours per week; over 50% of their time is spent doing paperwork; and a relatively high level of job stressors is reported. On the plus side, subjects report a very high level of support from peers and from supervisors, and a somewhat high level of support from administrators.

In spite of these difficult job factors, it is important to note that the attitudes of these workers toward their jobs does not conform with the generally reported and assumed bleak picture of overwhelmed and alienated workers. For the most part, these workers retain positive feelings about their jobs. Commitment to the job and to the career is high. Generally, workers are satisfied with their jobs, though not with the workload or the pay and benefits. Reported self-efficacy is very high.

Sub-models

Consistent with the literature (Mor Barak et al., 2001), factors that workers bring with them to the job, i.e., gender, ethnicity, family background, education and work experience, are not as a group very strong predictors of leaving the job. Attitudes of individuals toward the job do not predict actual turnover, but do predict intention to leave, as was also found by Mor Barak et al. (2001). Job and agency characteristics as a set of variables does a better job of predicting turnover than individual and attitude factors.

Predictors of Turnover

While the literature has not found a consistent relationship between ethnicity and turnover, in this study, Latinos and Asians are more likely to remain on the job than Whites and African-Americans. When controlling for other variables, it remains the case that Latinos are more likely to remain on the job than Whites. The reason for these ethnic differences is not clear, especially when controlling for economic and other demographic factors. An exploration of these differences would be a good topic for qualitative research. 

This is the first study to find that divorced or separated workers are more likely to remain on the job than married workers, but the same is not true for workers who were never married. Presumably, this is because of the financial burdens faced by divorced women; however, neither the presence of outside income or having children are themselves associated with turnover. 

As expected, in the final predictive model, general job satisfaction is correlated with remaining on the job, but satisfaction with specific aspects of the job is not, nor is self-efficacy. 

While actual caseload size is not related to remaining on the job, consistent with other studies (Dickinson & Perry, 2002; Mor Barak et al., 2001), an unexpected and very useful conclusion from this study is that the more slowly new workers are assigned to full caseloads, the more likely they are to remain on the job. This supports the conclusion by Jayaratne and Chess (1984) that the experienced quality of the workload is more important than the actual amount of work that is demanded of a worker. That the speed at which new workers have the size of their caseloads increased is an important aspect of the experienced quality of the workload is a new finding that is immediately applicable by public child welfare administrators. Though there is a cost associated with delaying receiving a full caseload, certainly that cost would be less than the cost of staff turnover. 

Another unexpected conclusion is that the presence of difficult job conditions is correlated with remaining on the job, while the more expected opposite conclusion pertains to intention to remain on the job. Further exploration is needed to understand this situation. Intention to remain on the job is a personal attitude, while turnover is a behavior. The job stressor items were intended to measure objective job conditions expected to vary across counties, rather than the degree to which subjects experience stress. It is questionable the extent to which this goal of separating conditions from personal psychological states was achieved with these items. Possibly the internal experience of stress is associated with the internal attitude about commitment to the job, while the objective conditions that may cause stress are associated with actual turnover behavior, presumably because these conditions are experienced as challenges rather than stressors. In other words, there is a dis-connect between attitudes and behaviors, as job stressors lead to a feeling about leaving the job, but behaviorally constitute a challenge that leads to remaining on the job. However, Jayaratne and Chess (1984) did not find that job challenge was related to intention to leave the job.

The association of role conflict with leaving the job is a crucial finding. Though exactly how role conflict is experienced by public child welfare workers, and how that translates into turnover, remains a potential subject for qualitative research, it seems clear from the specific items that comprise this variable that role conflict reflects a mismatch between individual expectations and specific contextual demands of the job. Worker expectations in this case do not seem to be based on either personal values or professional education, since these variables are not associated with turnover. Likewise, it is not clear what about the job context is problematic, since a number of possible factors, such as caseload size, bureaucratization, training and salary, are not associated with leaving the job. Since the items refer to ‘things that should be done differently’, ‘unnecessary things’, and ‘incompatible policies’, there must be certain mundane agency-specific policies and procedures that interfere with the perceived ability of workers to carry out their jobs. Since these are not more global factors such as personal values and professionalism, presumably these specific practices could be identified and either changed or more fully explained to workers. Here is another finding potentially of value to child welfare administrators concerned about turnover.

Some non-significant findings are important to mention. Work experience was strongly expected to predict turnover (Landsman, 2001; Mor Barak et al., 2001), but in this study did not. It is important for child welfare administrators to recognize that, though workers are not satisfied with their salaries, it does not have a strong effect on the decision to leave the job. Likewise, it is worth noting that the perceived quality of supervision is not related to the decision to leave the job. The lack of an effect of training on turnover was a disappointing finding. 

Intention to Leave

One useful feature of the present design is the opportunity to compare predictive models for intention to remain on the job, and actual turnover. There are interesting differences among the demographic variables. Male and older workers tended to express a higher commitment to the job in the cross-sectional analyses, yet tended to in fact leave more than female and younger workers. MSWs expressed a lack of commitment to the job, but were in fact less likely to leave than workers with other degrees. Latinos were less likely to leave the job than other ethnic groups, but there were no differences in expressed intention to leave by ethnicity. Divorced respondents expressed a greater intention to stay and did in fact stay more than married respondents. Commitment to the career of child welfare was associated with intention to remain on the job, but not with actually remaining on the job.

The pattern of relationships between the two outcomes and job satisfaction and self-efficacy variables were similar. Among agency variables, time to receiving a full caseload was not related to intention to leave the job but was strongly related to actually leaving the job. Amount of training was strongly related to intending to remain on the job, but less strongly related to actually staying. As discussed above, while various stressful job conditions were predictors of a low commitment to the job, these same variables tended to be predictors of actually remaining on the job.

Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the findings and on methodological shortcomings of this study, it is recommended that future studies continue the effort to assess the effects of economic context on the decision to leave a job, more carefully differentiate between types of turnover, and include longer time frames. It is recommended that future studies be more explanatory by incorporating the suggestions of recent theoretical advances. Particularly promising are Lawler’s (2001) affect theory of social exchange, and Mitchell et al.’s (2001) concept of job embeddedness. These approaches focus attention on the relationships between individuals’ cognitive decision-making processes regarding turnover and their developing social and affective ties with elements in the work environment. These theories also establish the framework for carrying out qualitative studies to examine, for example, ways in which workers of different ethnic backgrounds experience social and professional ties within child welfare agencies.

Appendix A: Online Focus Group

The use of the computer for data collection, especially surveys, is of course receiving increasing attention these days (Dillman, 2000; Nesbary, 2000). There has been some use of the computer to collect qualitative data through the use of online focus groups. These methods are intended to duplicate the advantages of face-to-face focus groups, with the added advantages of using subjects that are geographically dispersed and of reducing costs. As with face-to-face focus groups, developments in the use of computers for this purpose are driven by researchers in commercial marketing. There has been some general discussion of the use of online focus groups in the human services (Gaiser, 1997), and a few empirical studies (Burton & Goldsmith, 2002; Schneider, Kerwin, Frechtling & Vivari, 2002; Walston & Lissitz, 2000). Interestingly, the topic of discussion in these online focus groups was other computer issues because the environmental congruence between method and topic is seen to be important (Burton & Goldsmith, 2002). In any case, apparently there have been few online focus groups used and evaluated in the human services.

Online focus groups can be conducted synchronously, as in online chat rooms, or asynchronously, as in Internet bulletin boards. Synchronous online focus groups more closely reflect face-to-face focus groups. The advantages and disadvantages may differ for the two types of online focus groups. Observed disadvantages of online focus groups include technical difficulties, high no-show rates of registered consented users, and sampling bias from the inclusion of Internet users only. More interesting are possible differences in the quality and quantity of communication in this “poor” medium, with a lack of “social presence” (Schneider et al., 2002). On one hand there is a dearth of nonverbal communications that can be very important in face-to-face focus groups. On the other hand, the social distance may result in a higher quantity of words, a willingness to discuss sensitive issues, and a more equal amount of communication among subjects.

For the present study, an Internet message board was established to conduct an asynchronous focus group to explore reasons for leaving or remaining on the job, in particular those factors that proved significant from the survey. The format was that of a face-to-face focus group, but undertaken asynchronously over an extended period of time via the Internet in order to include respondents from all of California.

Of the 519 survey respondents, 357 completed a form attached to the survey indicating interest in participating in a follow-up qualitative study. These forms included contact information; 250 of the 357 included an e-mail address. E-mails were sent to these 250 subjects, inviting them to participate in an online focus group.  Thirty-six responded positively to the e-mail. A second e-mail was sent to each of these with instructions on how to enroll in the message board.  Twenty-two enrolled, and 15 of these participated in the focus group, most of them posting only once.

Generally, this endeavor must be considered unsuccessful, due to a lack of response. At each step, many more subjects agreed to participate than followed through. Those who posted to the bulletin board did not do so very often. In particular, little of the back and forth dialogue so important for focus groups occurred. Efforts were made to increase participation, primarily through frequent reminder e-mails. Also, there were technical difficulties, and some subjects were discouraged by difficulties in registering. It may be useful, also, to consider the above point about the congruence between topic and method. All subjects were using personal e-mail addresses. Participating in the online focus group was congruent with neither their professional environment nor their other computer interactions. Subjects were asked to log on and discuss these issues on their own time and on their own initiative.

There were not enough responses to conduct a full content analysis. However, there are some substantial comments, and this material is of interest anecdotally. Following is the complete transcript of the focus group. Obvious typographical errors have been fixed and material that could identify individuals or counties has been deleted.

Researcher

Most of you are at the same agency that hired you about a year ago, while some of you have left the job already. 


If you left, what was the reason? Did it have to do with the job or agency, or did it have to do with outside issues, such as family relocation? Was there something the agency could have done to keep you on the job? 


If you are still on the job, what are you current thoughts and feelings about leaving or staying? Are you pleased with the job? If you have been thinking about staying or leaving, what are the issues that you are considering in the decision? Is there something the agency could do to ensure or encourage your staying?

#1 

I can't help but be wary of the reliability of a job in which there is way more than can be done. If some untoward outcome occurs on my caseload, will I be sacrificed? I enjoy making connections with kids, reaching the human that lay under the persona of every addict, and ensuring the balance of parents' rights and kids' rights is properly assessed and processed. I have no way of knowing if I will be working here next year, so I'm thinking maybe law school. If I knew the agency would support me if I have been doing an adequate job under such adverse circumstances, I would be less likely to pursue my next career. If the agency had a clear set of priorities so I could know the most important things to do now, for some assurance I will be supported, it would be comforting. I don't see pursuing my next career, a Plan B, as a bad thing. I see not creating a Plan B as foolish.

#2   

I've been with the county for a few years now. During that time, my morale and that of my colleagues has fluctuated dramatically. If I had been asked about job satisfaction nine months ago, I would have had a very positive response. There have been constant changes in the structure of the agency as well as the leadership. We are currently under our fourth director since my internship. The agency always seems to be looking for "quick fixes" to significant systemic problems. Thus, changes are implemented which result in the disruption of our work as well as disruption in the lives of the children and families we serve. It also seems that the implemented changes usually result in compounding the original problem. On occasion, management will ask from input from staff. However, the feedback provided is rarely used. This is more frustrating then if they hadn't asked at all. Also, the county moves staff from office to office like chess pieces, with no regard for their commute and the impact on a person's person life and well being. Despite all this, I have no current plans to leave the agency. I am trying to remain focused on my clients and the overall goal of permanency for the children. I am hopeful that this is just another phase for the agency, one that will hopefully be over sooner than later. Also, the salary is very difficult to walk away from, especially considering our current economic situation in this state. It would be nearly impossible to match my current salary at another agency in my area.

#3 

I have been here for three years and nothing has happened that I was not forewarned about. Everything negative that I was told about this place has happened, and some I did not have prior warning about. The job is what I expected it to be, and yes there are times when it gets me down, but that is what I expected to happen before I came. I feel that I do a good job, and that I put the effort to make the best of the negative stuff. What bothers me the most about this job is the complainers that justify slacking off by blaming the difficulty of the job. I wonder why they came here in the first place (I think I know why). 

My intention when I took this job is to stay here good or bad, though thick and thin. I wanted to make a difference to the families that are my clients, and I feel that I have been able to do that to a certain degree. I knew coming in that I would not be able to help everyone. I sit next to a CSW in my office who I feel is one of the best workers in my office. There are times when she talks about leaving, and I hope she decides to stay because she makes a big difference for her families and the CSWs around her. Making a difference is what it is all about. 

The question about the agency doing something to encourage me stay. I know that questions must be asked, but I have never expected "the agency" to ever make my job easier. Reality is, as long as the Board of Supervisors is in charge there is not an individual hired on to be the director that will be able to turn this place around the way CSWs want it. More important to me is how my supervisor and ARA treat me. I feel very lucky that, my supervisor is great, and my ARA has never done anything that I felt was out of line. 

I had to call in a referral on one of my open cases this past week, and a number of my fellow workers said I should of called it in after 5 pm so command post would go out. I thought the day I try and get out handling problems on my own case(s) is the day I don't deserve to work here anymore.

#4 

I have been employed by the "agency" for several years. I feel that I am still on the job because I had an excellent training supervisor who provided not only information, but emotional support as well. Many of the trainees I have seen come through our office have not been so lucky. We have had several new CSWs in our unit who do not know the basics of the job after one year. 

I have considered leaving the agency on several occasions. The main reason being the size of the caseload and the amount of paperwork required. Although the number in an average caseload has decreased recently, the paperwork has appeared to increase. The amount of paperwork required prohibits us from actually doing social work with our clients. 

My clients are the reason I stay. I have had several of my cases since I started this job over 3 years ago. I have a good relationship with most of my clients and for some I am the only person they have been able to count on for a long time. At this time, this is the only reason I stay with the Department. 

As far as encouraging me to stay, I think the Department needs to change its attitude toward the "field workers." I have heard, on several occasions, that the decision was made that the "field worker" could do this form, compile this information, evaluate this or that, and others. This tends to interfere with the job we are trying to do and the services we need to provide to our clients. It is now being told to us that we should be able to do everything we need to do in 40 hours per week. I cannot speak for everyone, but if I stopped working at 40 hours my clients would not receive the services they deserve. We are the front line and need to have time to ensure our children are safe and well cared for. With each new project, form or policy we are being buried in paper and children will end up paying the price. The "field workers" need to have more time with the clients and less time in the office doing the new paperwork upper management has created for us. I understand paperwork is a necessary evil, but there needs to be a limit on what is expected from the case carrying workers.

#5

I am still employed with the county I started with after graduate school. My attitude towards my work varies depending on the size of my caseload. When I have a manageable caseload, I truly love the work I do. When my caseload is too high, especially when it increases rapidly, the job can feel overwhelming. Another main factor influencing my stress level is that there is no support for workers. My supervisor is unable to provide useful information and is not helpful. There is no clerical support or support for time consuming tasks, such as transportation and supervising family visits. I have no plans to leave CPS at this point; however, I can not imagine doing this job if I had small children of my own. The job is emotionally draining and I often work late hours. One factor that has helped me manage the stress of the job has been my supervision group for licensing. I am also appreciative of the many training opportunities my county offers.
#6 

I have been at my current job for 3 years. I have been happy with it. I believe that my 
awesome supervisor should take most of the credit for my longevity here. My supervisor has been very flexible, understanding, and supportive; she lets me do my work and guides me when I need assistance. I have told my supervisor that if she ever chooses to move to another position, I would probably leave or follow her. She has been the best supervisor I have ever had. I think she is the main reason that I still stay at my current job. 

There have been many reasons why I want to leave CWS: the lack of respect by the Court, rude/discourteous county staff who do bad work with a very poor attitude, yet no one can touch them, the outdated technology, the bureaucracy, the Court making what I believe is a vicarious decision that is not in the children's best interest.

#7

I left my agency six months after I started. I absolutely loved what I was doing. My specific area of work in the agency was family reunification which I more often then not found very rewarding. I still had a lot to learn about the job and reading the clientele but felt, and was told by others, that I was doing a very good job. The problem was my supervisor. He was a long time county employee with "old school" training and beliefs. He fit the stereotypical idea of CPS workers (baby snatchers). He did not believe in family reunification in the slightest. When I disagreed with him on the possibilities of a specific child being reunified with his not abusive parent he strongly objected due to the HIV status of this parent. Hello? Isn't that illegal? 

Anyways, the department that was left with the ultimate decision to not place him in permanent lock-down care, as my supervisor wished, expressed this to him. He then retaliated on me. My opinions were agreed with and his were not and he did not like that. Needless to say I was let go at my six month probation review. 

I asked to be evaluated under another supervisor but was denied due to his long term status and the employee above him being a friend with the same beliefs. I felt that this was handled very poorly as this supervisor had a long history of conflict with other employees. Regardless of who I was working with; the courts, foster parents, other departments, etc... I would repeatedly receive "condolences" about having to work with this person. 

The biggest mistake I ever made was not joining the union. I truly believe I would still 
be employed if I had. I will never make that mistake again.

#8

I can't believe I am still with the Department. These last 3 years feel like 20! There have been several things that have kept me there- challenging work, potential for other positions within the department, how good this experience looks to other employers, how much I have learned about so many different things, the variety in the job, the fact that I can take all of the BBS required courses for free and get paid doing it!, I have had a few good supervisors and some good co-workers (support), the flexibility in my schedule, telecommuting, making my own schedule, learning how to use my authority in challenging situations and the opportunity to help families better their lives, the opportunity to protect children and help improve their lives....oh yeah, the salary is damn good- can't get anything even close to it elsewhere!! there's probably more but I'll move on to the negative.... 

I am currently contemplating leaving, even though all of the above positives still hold true for me. I am pretty much sick of the ridiculous policies and practices that cause me to have to stay late way too many times (and with a hassle to get overtime), to go home wondering what I have forgotten to do that Court will get me for tomorrow, and that causes me stress and exhaustion to the point that my relationships suffer. 


Although I have done an excellent job for the department (3 court commendations so far....), I have been jerked around by the Department from day 1. I have been moved 7 times in 3 years with 8 different supervisors. I have had to file a grievance to get away from one particularly abusive supervisor, who of course, is still there, despite numerous complaints against her. I have had a workload so large that I couldn't get anything done, except respond to crises and write the court reports. I was moved involuntarily from my position in the adoptions division to doing family reunification and permanency placement work- along with 27 others- due to a mismanaged adoptions department that claimed they were "overstaffed" although I was over cap on my caseload count. Right now I have enough drama in my caseload to cause me nightmares- or at least I wake up at 5am worrying about various things I need to do. I can never get caught up. It's frustrating, and exhausting, and they just keep piling on the crap for us to do, especially the court. 

I have been thinking about leaving since I got here. The list of positives is why I have  stayed.... It seems like every time I am thinking about leaving, a child or a foster parent or relative caregiver, out of the blue, tells me how much they appreciate my help, and that keeps me going a little bit longer. Well, I think I have finally hit the point where even that doesn't do as much for me, and the opportunities for other positions within the Department seem like they will carry the same problems and burdens, so I plan to leave by the end of the year. 

Is there anything the agency could do to keep me around? Sure - they could cut my caseload in half to start with. They could get some reliable case aides who could actually help out. They could get a clerk for my unit, to help me and my co-workers with the mundane filing, copying, and faxing, as well as the data entry I have to do. They could get us some help when we go on vacation- such as a social worker who could do the required home visits so we don't get even further behind by being out for a week or two. They could get rid of those among us who are dead weight to the agency, and who do nothing but cause problems for everyone. They could fire all of the administrators who do nothing but sit in their offices with their doors, coming up with new policies when they have never even dealt face to face with one of our 
families..... But all of this (the tip of the iceberg, actually) would be asking for too 
much.....so I'll just leave instead.

#9

I am at the same job, with the same county for a little over 3 years now. Overall I think I can truly say that I enjoy my job. I have worked for other counties in the past and have had a much different experience. The reason I am still at my job is because we have a lot of support from management in my office. The Department is very innovative in their approach to child welfare, which is a nice change. Another factor is pay, this county pays much more and I feel that I am being compensated for all of my work. I think that the threat of budget cuts has weighed heavily on social workers statewide and has caused many workers to pursue jobs in the private sector. I hope that I will be able to remain at my current location and that my caseload will remain manageable.

#10 

Next month will be three years for me... Overall I like working for my county... However, 
I would consider leaving for more money, or to return to school if this was financially possible... The thing I hate the most about child welfare is many times it seems useless... We remove a child at risk in their home and then they die in foster care... Or we return a child to their parents and a year later their back with the same problems... I used to carry a caseload and of the 40 kids or so that I had when I switched positions, all but 6 of them have been removed from the parents, or never returned... Not very successful... 

Plus in this county it seems that many of our programs simply don't work because of the mindset of the public i.e. 3rd and 4th generation welfare families... Our director is trying to implement family to family and as a part of this it means that DCFS will try to keep kids in the same neighborhoods and with family... Working in a unit that also does home evals, I see that 90 percent of our relatives/neighbors have similar problems to the parents... 

In summary, I like my job, but would leave 1) for more money 2) to go back to school 
3) for a job with more positive outcomes.......

#11

I have just completed three years (not including preMSW internship) with my county Child Welfare agency but have been employed by the same county for 13 years having had experience in a number of different departments including the Welfare to Work program and Child Support. Child Welfare in my county has by far been the most personally rewarding of the jobs I have had, although the GAIN program was also very good (we helped a LOT of people get jobs!). Contrary to the previous post, I have had fairly good luck returning children to their parents and have only had to re-remove two sets of siblings due to re-abuse that I had returned to parents. I mostly do not feel discouraged except for the occasional really tough case. For the most part, I feel supported in my job, I have an excellent supervisor who is very helpful but gives me enough autonomy to do my job. The pay in my county is comparable with other southern Cal counties and we are also able to get actual paid overtime, not just comp time, which is much appreciated since most of us don't have time to take comp time anyway! My decision to stay with the Department is related to several considerations. 1) I feel I am being paid fairly and I have 13 years toward retirement; 2) autonomy (as I mentioned previously) 3) support from supervisors and management in spite of the budget problems (which we are all dealing with) 4) opportunities to try different aspects of the job including forensic interviewing, participation in state and county workgroups and other varied opportunities which I have not taken advantage of yet 5) clinical supervision hours are paid for by the county for the LCSW and lastly 6) good potential for advancement should I decide to 
pursue it. I personally am not really considering leaving at this point.

#12

I recently left my agency after three years. A few months ago I completed a CalSWEC survey about my experience and found it difficult to answer, because my experiences have differed greatly depending on which supervisor I had- some were helpful and appropriate, others were unknowledgeable or overly-controlling. Recent news reports about social workers abusing their time has led to my section turning into a police state. I found it so insulting that a professional like myself was treated like a child who could not be trusted. I had my field itinerary questioned- as if I was trying to cheat the County. I have commendations from judges, foster parents, and collateral agencies, yet I was being questioned about 10 minutes of my time at the end of the day. 

My main issue with child welfare is the lack of resources to do what we really need to do for these children. Either placements weren't appropriate or available, quality of foster care was poor, mental health services had 9 month long waiting lists, or parents had barriers to services (transportation, low income, etc). I felt like I was always choosing between bad and worse when it came to placements or services.

#13

I've been with my agency for a few years now. My mood about it fluctuates. There are things I wish I could change, but for the most part I'm happy with my job. I get frustrated when there are things I need for the families, that I don't have access to due to budget constraints or contract issues. I think it's important to form strong bonds with co-workers. I have a great group of friends at work and it makes all the difference in the world. I cannot imagine doing this job without that support. People you can vent to and bounce ideas off of. I think what would keep me where I am longer, would be the opportunity to have someone supervise my hours so I could get my license. While I don't have a plan to leave, I am looking to promote.

Researcher

One of the interesting results from our survey is the differences in outlook and attitude by education degree. In making comparisons with job satisfaction, self-efficacy, job commitment and commitment to public child welfare, generally those with the least positive attitudes were MSWs, especially those with CalSWEC stipends. Those with the most positive attitudes were AAs, PhDs, and BAs. In other words the more education (except PhDs), especially child welfare/ social work education, the less positive the attitudes. 

Also very interesting is that the opposite holds true for on the job training. The more training an individual received, the more positive the attitudes on all of these factors. 

Any reactions or thoughts to these findings? Do these conclusions correspond to your own impressions on the job? 

Also, in your experience, how is the job done differently by workers with different educational degrees?

#8

In our office, most of the family reunification and family maintenance case carrying workers are either MSW's or MA's in counseling, with a sprinkling of other types of human services related master's degrees. Most of the BA/BSW's carry long term PP cases, so in general most of our most difficult work is handled by master's level workers. While we all do have ups and downs in morale and enthusiasm, in my experience it seems to be more related to numbers of cases and difficulty of current case load as well as supervisory support than whether or not the worker was a recipient of a CAL-SWEC grant. One thing I have noticed more is the difference between some workers who were educated at Cal States as opposed to private SW schools which may emphasize more clinical curriculum. The MSW's and MA's with more clinical background seem to be better equipped to deal with 1) the clinical issues of their clients which can make our work so difficult and 2) their own countertransference issues related to the clients. I am frequently approached by fellow Cal-SWEC recipients who graduated from the local Cal State with questions that come straight out of the DSM-IV or my clinical experience. However, the ability to do the job well has as much to do with a person's underlying motivation for being a social worker as it does with the title. The people who are in it to be only "rescuers" of children frequently burn out and are unable to see how their work can affect the lives of their clients because they often are unwilling to see that parents can change (not as frequently as we would like them to). Those of us who are there to support the entire family, facilitate reunification if it is possible while looking out for the best interests of and permanency for the children seem to have the best outlook and ability to "keep on keeping on" in the face of very difficult circumstances. 

As far as on the job training, in our county each region now has a separate unit that trains each new class of new grads and hires. This has been instrumental in helping the new workers feel more comfortable in learning the job while gradually building a case load, rather than being "dumped" on with a full caseload, as was so frequent in the past, and which still happens in many counties. The theory is that each new hire will receive the appropriate amount of training relative to background and previous experience, usually lasting 3-6 months, before they are assigned to a permanent unit. This also has the effect of being able to weed out employees who are really not suited at all to the work for various reasons. Those that make it through the training unit are much better prepared to function more independently when assigned to a permanent unit and I have heard many say that it was really helpful. 

Since my first post, things have gotten a lot worse on my cases, they are almost all "hot", I have 5 open referrals on present and prior cases and this week I will probably have to file two or three new petitions on already open cases. Fortunately, since I have already been through a cycle of ups and downs, I am able to realize that this is temporary and I just need to endure for a while!


#14 

My county offers a 6 week induction training for new workers. This is very helpful as it provides an overview of the system. It also helps workers meet others and bond. It has been 2 1/2 yrs since I went through the training and the group I trained with still meets up every couple of weeks, we are a support system for each other.

#3

I can’t say that I know anyone in my office with a Ph.D., and don’t really know who has what degree. Like any place of employment there are great workers and bad workers, with the majority being somewhere in-between. What I did notice when I came from the Academy with four other MSW(s) is that we developed a reputation of learning the job quickly, and established a reputation as very good workers within our first year. 

Currently four of the five us still remain (it’s been three years), and we still have maintained our reputations as strong CSW(s). Two of us are the lead workers in our units (two were in the same unit and both were considered to be the lead worker), and one other is always helping other CSW(s) and trainees. Maybe getting our MSW gave us a head start in some areas like interviewing, assessment, improved our writing skills (so many research papers, and thesis), and time management. 

I have noticed that the new CSW(s) that come in with a BA seem to struggle more, and appear to need more help. The funny part is that when you come with your MSW more is expected from you, so it seems like you almost have to live up to that expectation and that may result in doing more on your own. The other part is that the MSW(s) seem to expect more from the job. 

Adapting to this difficult job is more related to how one handles stress, pressure, and experience more than what degree is up on the wall. As mentioned above having a higher degree may give you a head start, but eventually there is a leveling effect. There are equal numbers of great CSW(s) with every type of degree, and the majority of the supervisors have a BA. What I have noticed is that MSW(s) are more strength based in their approach to their work, and have a broader view in developing a plan to help the entire family. 

It has been three years since I received my MSW and I have come to the conclusion that a certain amount of brainwashing occurred in graduate school. Some of the decisions I make, and my approach comes straight out class lectures and textbooks from graduate school. I can say this now, but at the time I was unaware how much I was influenced by what I learned in my MSW program. What may have given me a head start was the constant vignettes discussed in class, and the exposure to a multitude of possible directions to take to develop a plan that is not restricted by my own biases and prejudice. 

I think I would have been able to a good job without getting my MSW, but it would have taken me a little longer to get there. The two years I spent in graduate school is almost equal to two years on the job. So the key is not to compare CSW(s) with a BA in their first year on the job to MSW(s) in their first year. Instead compare CSW(s) with a BA in their third year on the job, to CSW in their first year on the job. My guess is, the level of expertise would be similar, and I might even guess to give the edge to the CSW(s) with a BA. 

Of course all my observations are based on the workers who I know what their degree is. Unfortunately we do not all walk around with our degree stenciled on ourselves.

Researcher

One worker who left the job said she regretted not joining the union. Any other thoughts about the union and how helpful, or not, it can be? 


A couple of people have talked about the value from training being the personal connections that are made and that continue. Is this the most important value from training? How else does training make the job easier? 


What about training units? Have you been in training units, or were you plunged immediately into the job? 


In #8’s county, the MSWs have a different job than other workers. This surprises me. Is this true in other counties? 


Maggie observes that graduates from Cal States are less clinically oriented. Anyone want to stick up for the Cal States? 


#3 says that her education has been very useful, but that this has become apparent only after being on the job for a while. Do others feel this way?

#15 

I have an MS in MFT and am overall satisfied with my job. I believe that I am satisfied with doing social work, for now, because my supervisor makes working for the government more manageable. I do feel that doing CWS work is not for me in the long run, as clinically, it seems irrelevant. I received my training to do therapy, not to manage cases. I believe I will be more satisfied with CWS work if it can be more clinically based. I can make my work that way and obtain training in this area, but I do not feel that this orientation is the acceptable one with administration. Too bad! However, as long as I continue to choose this work, I will do my best in it. I do not feel that I am in a position where I can change anything, except what I can do.

#5 

I find our union to be very unhelpful. We pay an insane amount of union dues, but don't get much for our money. The clerical staff and Eligibility Worker's union is much more active and has put serious restrictions on the tasks clerical staff can do. Everything else falls to the child welfare workers. Our union does very little to define our job duties, therefore, I spend a significant chunk of time performing clerical duties, while the clerical staff read, sleep, or play solitaire. It is very frustrating. Basically, the only two tasks clerical staff will do is mail notice of hearings and court reports. They won't mail court reports if they are not submitted at least two weeks before the court date. It is completely ridiculous. Also, my union makes pretty major decisions without consulting us. For example, now my county hires BA level workers, who receive the same pay as MSW level workers. I felt very betrayed by my union around this issue and do not feel that they are working very hard to represent the child welfare workers. The union is good for job security, but otherwise it is a source of constant frustration.

#8

Regarding my observation of Cal-State vs. private SW schools: this was particularly in response to ONE particular school in our area which is NOT known for its clinical focus and which has driven away what good clinical staff it used to have to teach DSM and interventions, because of academic infighting. I honestly cannot speak about other CAL-State campuses and I am sure that many are better! I should not have used such a broad brush! 

Using MSW's and MA's etc in FR and FM and most Intake work is standard in our county for the most part. We also have a few BA's who by virtue of many years of experience carry these case loads, but they have to promote from a lower level SW position. SW's who investigate IR referrals and who may remove children from their homes are nearly all Master's level. General neglect is investigated by BA/BSW's. 

From reading other posts, I am starting to feel very fortunate. I am carrying 21 cases (i.e., 21 children from several families) right now (all very busy to be sure). I am busy all the time but it is manageable and I feel that I have time to spend with the kid who needs to talk about why she hates her foster home or the mom that needs support with a kid so I go out two to three times a week for a while. I am also fortunate that my county supports our staff with good clerical backup who will file, type, fax and keep up on much of the nonsense we have to do in CMS! My unit of 8 workers has two full time clerical staff. They are wonderful and much appreciated. While it is difficult to get help with transport and supervision of visits, I try to make the most of these visits to help parents adjust their behavior and if it is uneventful, I can always do paperwork. A lot of surviving in this job is being VERY organized. I also look at time spent in court as a learning experience and in our county much of the reputation and respect that you get in court is dependent on the quality of your court report. Thanks to all of the papers we wrote in graduate school (someone else mentioned these too), my writing skills improved tremendously and I am frequently complimented on my reports. I like to tell a story about my clients so that the court and lawyers will pay attention. Otherwise, it's just more of the same.

#3 

Union: 
My thoughts on the union are based on my limited contact with union reps in my office. Usually I do not agree in principle with their ideas, and do not feel that they have much power to facilitate any change in policy or procedures in the department. They are stuck in the 60's with their approach, with the thought process that picketing and protesting carries some weight. I never hear of the union having a strong voice in Sacramento, or using the court system to order the department to change their policies. In this day and age change is made though legislation or by law suits. 

Also, the union's position in my office is that social workers should not be involved in most of the clerical duties that go along with the job. Take away that part of the job and all that is left is home visits, and court reports. Add reducing caseloads, and the result would be CSW(s) with not much to do. The other negative impact is protecting inefficient workers. Can't really say much on that because by it's nature a union will always protect workers that are incompetent. 

Training: 
One on one training, getting help from supervisors and other workers has been very beneficial in learning the job. Structured classroom training is too general and usually does not provide a step by step explanation, or in depth presentation. In some of the structured training the classes are a rehash of things I learned in my MSW program, and are not as comprehensive. The training that is specific to DCFS is usually better, but again is general in nature. The structured training provides a general picture which is a start, and the majority of trainers do the best they can given the time restraints they have. Also, the staff that develops the training classes has to take into account that CSW(s) do not have the time to go trainings that would last longer than a day. 

Training units: 
I was plugged into my job immediately. After starting at DCFS training units were instituted. My observation has been that the workers who start in a training unit have a little more support and structure in learning the job. 

MSW different jobs: 
In this County adoption workers must be MSW(s), but in my office there is not much of a difference in the duties of BSW(s) and MSW(s). There have been instances where a particular case is assigned to an MSW by court order, or due to the complexity of the case. 



Clinically oriented: 
Sticking up for CSU is not necessary because as CSW(s) we are not clinicians, we are case mangers. Some CSW(s) try and practice as therapist rather than case managers, which is their choice. If they have the ability to make that work, then of course that may be beneficial to their clients. If a CSW leaves the clinical work to the therapists and agencies that work with the clients, then the CSW can concentrate on the supervision and support services DCFS can provide. Nobody likes doing paper work, but that is part of our job. If someone wants to be a full time clinician, then working as a CSW is probably not the right job for them. From my observations I have not noticed any difference between the CSU MSW(s) and other CSW(s) from other schools.

#1 

Unions can be helpful, but have their own interests as well. I support the idea and I joined mine, though I am generally not impressed with labor's efforts as a special interest in this culture. 

Training units (and attention to the other needs of new staff attempting to integrate such large amounts of information as come one's way in this field) are good. We got along without them for decades, but this is better, I hear. I haven't been in one. 

I think where one learned is probably less important than one's predilections in the first place. If you got good clinical skills in school, they're good for families and the services you oversee, even if you're "just" managing cases. Graduate school will make a motivated and earnest social worker better. It will not do much to improve a BSW or BA with a crappy attitude. (But they will get a raise, and tougher cases.) 

I remember the host's comments about MSWs, especially IV-e MSWs, being less content. I opine that BAs and BSWs and PhDs have lower expectations of their job satisfaction, need a job worse, and so gripe less. MSWs wanted more from the job. I am not a IV-e MSW, but an MSW nonetheless, and did expect more than some of my non-MSW peers.

#13

Unions--I used to not be all that interested in unions, but I have to say in the last year, they have been helpful. They assisted us in negotiating a raise and have been helpful in issues around overtime. 

Training--I worked for a smaller county in the beginning and received really good training. They had us stashed away for quite a few weeks with a trainer going over all the WIC's and case management, then eased us into carrying a case load. It was very helpful. 

As for the issue of master's levels vs. bachelor's levels, I have a masters in MFT and agree with the person who reported that much of being able to handle the pressures of the job are how you organize yourself and your ability to leave work at work. Bachelor's levels should definitely have a longer induction training, maybe a peer trainer and slowly come into a full caseload. I can see the usefulness in assigning tougher cases to master's level workers, but my county does not do this. As for Cal State schools.. I went through the MFT program and found it to be great. In some instances I have had workers who went through the MSW programs wishing they had taken some of the classes that were required for the MFT program.

Researcher

Well, I just got back from a restful vacation in Humboldt County. While I was there, I kept thinking how much nicer it would be to drive around seeing clients through the redwood forests, rather than fighting the trucks on the Long Beach freeway. 


Any thoughts on rural vs. urban child welfare? What are the good things and the challenges with working in a rural area? Also, what are the good and bad things about working in a small county rather than a large one? 
 

#12

Having worked for the largest county- I can safely say that I am not cut out to work for such a large bureaucracy. I think there is a general sense that CSWs in some of the smaller counties in Southern California are more satisfied with their jobs. I have heard of many LA CSWs leaving and going to smaller counties- every if that means they have a much longer commute.

#1

I've long assumed/inferred that large counties (except San Diego, which has a great climate) have chronic problems with recruitment and retention, so pay more to attempt to keep people. Having only worked for large counties (1+ mil.) who pay fairly well, I really don't know if the smaller counties are "easier", "better", or whatever, but they sure do pay less, so here I am. 

I remember, having long been fond of Humboldt County's beauty, feeling a bit disheartened on a job search at listening to stories of meth labs in the woods.

#8

I also just returned from a short vacation, where I dropped into the local NASW office. They have a glut of SW's due to several local Social Work graduate schools. This has had the effect of depressing salaries and raising the entry level bar. Most entry level jobs require an MSW to start...I encouraged the woman I talked to to send her graduates to CA, since we still have a shortage! (although with budget cuts, even here it's hard to get hired about now....). 

I also work for a large county but it is more in land size than population, even though we do have some dense population areas. I think the biggest difference between large and small counties is resource availability. Friends who work in small counties enjoy the area but bemoan the lack of resources to help their clients, especially diverse populations such as immigrants or specific kinds of treatment needs (sexual abuse or batterers groups for women for example). At least in our county, this type of service is available. We also have a large bureaucracy but I have found the way to feel more empowered is to get involved in committees which are working on specific problems which interest you. I have been involved in a county wide quality improvement committee for the child welfare system for a year and a half and we have actually been able to improve a number of communication and workload issues which have made our job easier and less frustrating.

Appendix B – Differences by Title IV-E Status

There are two Title IV-E programs in California, both represented in this sample. The statewide program, administered through the California Social Work Education Center (CalSWEC) at the University of California, Berkeley, is two years long for full-time MSW students and three or four years long for part-time MSW students. The other program is sponsored by Los Angeles County and is supported by an Inter University Consortium (IUC) consisting of the four schools of social work in the county. Both programs provide stipends for social work students in exchange for an agency work commitment. The IUC program is one year in length for both MSW and BSW students, and has different curriculum requirements than the CalSWEC program. Both programs include at least one year of field work in a county or state child welfare agency. IUC interns are placed in special intern training units within Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services. IUC graduates must complete their one-year work requirement in Los Angeles County, while the CalSWEC graduates may complete their two-year work requirement anywhere in California.

In the present study, there were 19 IUC subjects, 9 (47.4%) of whom left the job. There were 80 CalSWEC subjects, 12 (15.0%) of whom left the job. This difference in departure rate was statistically significant (p = .006; 28.6% of the non IV-E subjects left the job).

Within the time frame of this study, it is not possible to separate out the effect of the mandatory payback period on the departure rate. At the time of final data collection, respondents had been on the job for two to three and one half years (mean of 34 months). IUC subjects that left the job did so after a mean of 15 months, while CalSWEC subjects who left the job did so after a mean of 19 months. This is compared to 16.5 months for the study population as a whole. Thus, it is evident that the decision to leave the job or to stay is driven in part by the one or two year mandatory payback period for the IV-E subjects. The period of the study would have to be longer in order to properly assess the effect of Title IV-E stipends on turnover.

Apart from the departure rate, it is possible to examine the relationship between Title IV-E stipend status and other variables from the cross-sectional survey. The results presented in Table 22 show that, while there is no difference among these groups on commitment to the field of child welfare, IUC respondents are less committed to their present job than other respondents. While there are no differences on most of the measures of job satisfaction (Table 23), IUC respondents are less satisfied with the job in general. Also, IUC respondents express less confidence in their ability to deal with their agency (Table 24) than other respondents, while there are no differences in the other measures of self-efficacy. IUC respondents have a significantly lower opinion of agency administration, express a higher level of role conflict, and are less likely to feel that the job suits their values than other respondents (Table 25).

Table 22 - Means of commitment variables by Title IV-E stipend status.

	Commitment (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	To present job
	
	
	
	4.378*
	.013

	 IUC
	2.58
	1.09
	16
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.07
	.77
	76
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.20
	.87
	386
	
	

	 Total
	3.16
	3.16
	478
	
	

	To public child welfare
	
	
	
	.895
	.409

	 IUC
	3.59
	1.03
	17
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.40
	1.02
	78
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.55
	.92
	397
	
	

	 Total
	3.53
	.94
	492
	
	


*Scheffe paired differences at p<.05: IUC/No stipend.

Table 23 - Means of job satisfaction variables by Title IV-E stipend status.

	Job Satisfaction (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	All items
	
	
	
	.477
	.621

	 IUC
	3.13
	.46
	18
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.22
	.52
	74
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.24
	.48
	381
	
	

	 Total
	3.23
	.48
	473
	
	

	General 
	
	
	
	3.556
	.029

	 IUC
	3.09
	.88
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.34
	.78
	80
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.48
	.70
	407
	
	

	 Total
	3.44
	.72
	506
	
	

	Job conditions
	
	
	
	.296
	.744

	 IUC
	3.25
	.67
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.32
	.71
	79
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.36
	.70
	413
	
	

	 Total
	3.35
	.70
	511
	
	

	Clients
	
	
	
	.387
	.679

	 IUC
	3.33
	.92
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.46
	.71
	80
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.39
	.74
	416
	
	

	 Total
	3.40
	.74
	515
	
	

	Workload
	
	
	
	.304
	.738

	 IUC
	2.05
	.94
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	2.19
	.88
	77
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	2.21
	.84
	403
	
	

	 Total
	2.20
	.85
	499
	
	

	Pay and benefits
	
	
	
	.930
	.395

	 IUC
	2.94
	.88
	18
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.04
	.92
	80
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	2.89
	.91
	415
	
	

	 Total
	2.91
	.91
	513
	
	

	Job flexibility
	
	
	
	1.909
	.149

	 IUC
	4.37
	.74
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.93
	.92
	79
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.98
	.89
	415
	
	

	 Total
	3.99
	.89
	513
	
	


*Scheffe paired differences at p<.05: IUC/CalSWEC; IUC/No stipend.

Table 24 - Means of self-efficacy variables by Title IV-E stipend status.

	Self-efficacy (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	All items 
	
	
	
	3.113*
	.045

	 IUC
	3.72
	.38
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.99
	.39
	75
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.94
	.44
	400
	
	

	 Total
	3.94
	.43
	494
	
	

	Ability to deal with the agency
	
	
	
	6.081**
	.002

	 IUC
	3.37
	.87
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.84
	.59
	79
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.86
	.58
	417
	
	

	 Total
	3.84
	.60
	515
	
	

	Personal motivation
	
	
	
	1.026
	.359

	 IUC
	3.81
	.80
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	4.03
	.61
	79
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.98
	.60
	414
	
	

	 Total
	3.98
	.61
	512
	
	

	Job skills
	
	
	
	1.759
	.173

	 IUC
	3.86
	.36
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	4.06
	.45
	75
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.98
	.49
	401
	
	

	 Total
	3.98
	.48
	495
	
	


*Scheffe paired differences at p<.05: IUC/CalSWEC.

**Scheffe paired differences at p<.05: IUC/CalSWEC; IUC/No stipend.

Table 25 -  Means of agency variables by Title IV-E status.

	Variables (1-5)
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	F
	p

	Peer support
	
	
	
	1.347
	.261

	 IUC
	3.77
	1.06
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	4.09
	.67
	79
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	4.01
	.79
	416
	
	

	 Total
	4.01
	.78
	514
	
	

	Quality of supervision
	
	
	
	1.078
	.341

	 IUC
	3.86
	.94
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.84
	.94
	77
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	4.00
	.92
	410
	
	

	 Total
	3.97
	.92
	506
	
	

	Quality of administration
	
	
	
	6.007*
	.003

	 IUC
	2.31
	.86
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	2.60
	.86
	79
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	2.85
	.86
	417
	
	

	 Total
	2.79
	.87
	515
	
	

	Agency authority
	
	
	
	2.951
	.053

	 IUC
	3.09
	.87
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	2.64
	.92
	80
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	2.60
	.85
	418
	
	

	 Total
	2.63
	.87
	517
	
	

	Formalization of work
	
	
	
	1.794
	.167

	 IUC
	2.96
	.96
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.10
	.72
	78
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.21
	.71
	410
	
	

	 Total
	3.19
	.73
	507
	
	

	Role conflict
	
	
	
	4.405
	.013

	 IUC
	3.40
	1.07
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.23
	.85
	78
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.01
	.90
	416
	
	

	 Total
	3.06
	.90
	513
	
	

	Job suits values
	
	
	
	3.487
	.031

	 IUC
	2.95
	1.78
	19
	
	

	 CalSWEC
	3.26
	1.06
	80
	
	

	 No IV-E stipend
	3.46
	.97
	418
	
	

	 Total
	3.41
	1.00
	517
	
	


*Scheffe paired differences at p<.05: IUC/No stipend.

The population for this study was all new public child welfare workers in California hired between April, 2000 and April, 2001. Thus, only one graduating year of Title IV-E students is represented in the sample. The low response rate and the low numbers in the Title IV-E categories are serious limitations on the reliability of these findings. These findings must be taken as indicators for possible further research, not as definitive conclusions regarding the nature of the Title IV-E programs. The pattern of findings was generally the same among Los Angeles respondents (in Los Angeles, the differences on role conflict and general job satisfaction were not statistically significant), so it is not the case that the differences presented here are due to differences between Los Angeles and other counties. Los Angeles CalSWEC respondents were more like CalSWEC respondents from other counties than they were like IUC respondents. 

While the lack of positive differences between CalSWEC and non-stipended respondents may be cause for concern, the strongest findings here concern the IUC program. One structural difference between IUC and CalSWEC is that the IUC interns are trained in special IUC intern units, while the CalSWEC interns are spread among supervisors and integrated into regular DCFS units. Because IUC respondents have less confidence in their ability to deal with agency barriers, have a more negative view of administrators, and report higher levels of role conflict, one might conclude that isolating these interns in specialized units is having the unintended consequence of alienating them from the larger DCFS structure, thus leading them to be more likely to leave the job.

Appendix C - County Level Data

These data were extracted from publicly available data sources. They are from the time that study subjects were making the decision to leave the job or to remain, i.e., 2001. The level of analysis is the county, with small counties clustered by demographic characteristics. These data were included at the individual level of analysis, so that the observations are not independent within counties or county clusters. 

Economic Conditions

Unemployment. County unemployment rate, monthly average for January through September, 2001. From California Employment Development Department. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/monthly.cgi. Retrieved 10-29-01. (RAND California, 2001)

Social work salaries. Mean annual salary for child, family and school social workers. Based on occupational data from 2000, updated to third quarter of 2001, State of California, Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information. http://www.calmis.cahwnet.gov//file/occup$/oeswages/. Retrieved 10-30-01. (California Employment Development Department, 2001). Data were missing from five study counties. Values from nearby counties were substituted.

Projected growth in # of social work jobs. Average annual % growth in # of jobs from 1997 to 2004 for medical and psychiatric social workers. From California Employment Development Department. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. Retrieved 10-29-01. (RAND California, 2001). These data were available by Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA), which are groups of counties. Therefore, some of these values, especially for the smaller counties, are not independent. In addition, there was some uncertainty in assigning counties to MSAs.

Consumer price index. The best source for this statistic for the most local geographical unit was a commercial real estate Web site, Best Places. Includes information about housing, food and groceries, transportation, utilities, health, miscellaneous, and overall costs of living. Data from California Division of Labor Statistics and Research, U.S. Bureau of Census, and independent surveys. Data were updated 3/29/01. http://www.bestplaces.net//html/costofliving.html. (Best Places, 2001). However, data were available only for 25 California cities. So data were not exactly at the county level, and there was a lack of independence in values, as county level data based were assigned on data from the nearest city.

Rent. Gross rent estimate, including utilities, for a modest two-bedroom apartment. From U.S. Housing and Urban Development. Http://www.childrennow.org. Retrieved 10-28-02. (Children Now, 2001).

Demographic Characteristics

Population. Estimated by California Department of Finance, from U.S. Bureau of Census. Retrieved 10-29-01. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. (RAND California, 2001).

Population density. Persons per square mile. From Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance; U.S. Bureau of the Census. Retrieved 10-29-01. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. (RAND California, 2001).

Per cent adult. Adult population/total population. Population by age from U.S. Bureau of Census, 2000. Retrieved 10-29-01. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. (RAND California, 2001).

Per cent White. White population/total population. Population by ethnicity from U.S. Bureau of Census, 2000. Retrieved 10-29-01. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. (RAND California, 2001).

Per capita income. From Bureau of Economic Analysis. Retrieved 10-29-01. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. (RAND California, 2001).

Poverty. Estimated per cent of children living in poverty, 1997. Data from U.S. Bureau of Census, 1998.  Http://www.childrennow.org. Retrieved 10-28-02. (Children Now, 2001).

Per cent employed by industry. Per cent of workers employed in agriculture, manufacturing and government. Employment by industry from Bureau of Economic Analysis. Divided by total county population. Retrieved 10-29-01. http://ca.rand.org/cgi-bin/annual.cgi. (RAND California, 2001).

Child Welfare System

From the Child Welfare Research Center, UC Berkeley School of Social Welfare, these data are collected from the county-based statewide CWS/CMS child welfare data base. Variables include number and incidence of referrals to the system, number and instance of substantiated referrals, cases per population, incidence of first entry, length of stay in the system, a Permanency Index, reasons for referrals and ethnicity of cases. Retrieved 10/11-01 from http://cssr.berkeley.edu/PIReports/index.html. (Needell, Webster, Cuccaro-Alamin, Armijo, Lee, Brookhart & Lery, 2001).

Characteristics of the local child welfare workforce, including number of workers, per cent of workers with various degrees, ethnicity of workers, age of workers, vacancy rates and turnover rates, are taken from a survey by the California Social Work Education Center (Perry, Limb & Clark, 1999). For reasons of confidentiality, data were not reported for the very small counties, so again there was a lack of independence in values across counties.

Data Problems

Due to measurement error and a skewed distribution of values across counties, most of these data were not usable. First, these are at best very gross measures, especially when combined in analysis with data from individual respondents; second, a number of measures were available only from MSAs or from major cities; third, there were a number of missing values. Missing or unavailable values were estimated from the nearest geographical area, resulting in further measurement error and a lack of independence across county measures.

However, the greatest deficiency in this attempt to include data from the county level was the very uneven distribution of values across counties. California’s 58 counties, especially when clustered into 26 units, are so extremely diverse in so many relevant ways that the normal distribution of values required for statistical analyses is generally not present. In particular, of course, measures that were derived from the populations of counties, e.g. rates of child abuse referral, were not usable. However, even indices, e.g., population density or per cent in poverty, proved to be very unstable.

Usable variables, given in Table 16, are unemployment, anticipated growth in medical and psychiatric social work jobs, present salaries of child and family social workers, rent, poverty, per capita income, and population density.
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