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PREFACE 
• . . . . 

In May of 1974, the Office of Child Development and 
Social and Rehabilitation Services-of the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare jointly funded eleven 
three-year child abuse and neglectservice projects 
to develop and test alternative strategies for treating " 
abusive and neglectful parentsand their children and 
alternative models for coordination of community-wide 
child abuse and neglect systems • In order to document 
the con~ent of the different service interventions 
tested and to determine their relative effectiveness 
and cost-effectiveness, the Division of Health Services 
Evaluation of the National Center for Health. Services 
Research, Health Resources Administration of the De- 
partment of Health, Education and Welfare awarded 
a contract to Berkeley Planning Associates to conduct 
a three-year evaluation of the projects.- This report 
is one of a series presenting the findings from that. : . . . . .  
evaluation effort.. This report isspecialin.that it - . .. 
combines the evaluation findings with those of a doc- ' 
total dissertation effort at:the University of Call- , 
fornia, Berkeley School of Public Health. , ......... .... .-.. 

Given the number of different federal agencies and 
local projects involved in the evaluation, coordination 
and. cooperation was critical. We wish to thank the 
many people who helped us: the•federal • personnel re- 
sponsible for the demonstration projects, the project 
directors, the staff members of the projects, repre- 
sentatives fromvarious agencies in the projects' 
communities. In particular we wish to thank our own 
project officers from the National Center for Health 
Services Research--Arne Anderson, Feather Hair Davis 
and Gerald Sparer--for their support and input, and 
wewish to acknowledge that they very much helped to 
ensure that this was a cooperative venture. 
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SUMMARY 

Introduction 

In May of 1974, prior to t h e  first e x p e n d i t u r e s  of funds appropriated 
under the Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention and Treatment Act, P.L. 
95-247, the Office of Child Development and Social and Rehabilitation 
Services of DHEW jointly funded eleven three-year demonstration child 
abuse and neglect service projects to develop and testalternative strategies 
of treating abusive and neglectful parents and their children, and 
alternative models for coordinating community'wide child abuse and 
neglect systems. The projects, located around the country and in Puerto 
Rico, •differed in size, the types of agencies in which they were housed, the 
kinds of staff they employed and the variety of services they offerred. 
In order to document the contemt of the different service interventions 
being tested and to determine their relative effectiveness and cost effective- 
hess, the Health ResourcesAdministration awarded a contract to Berkeley 
Planning Associates to conduct a three-year evaluation of the demonstration 
effort. 

Methodology 

• . . . ..• . . . , • . •.-.~., ,...: . . . /,i  ̧ • • , "~ .~ . 

In6rder"to determine/how project management processes and organizational 
structures influence project performance and in particular Worker burnout, 
visits were made to each of the projects to/elicit information about 
management processes, job design andjob Satisfaction, throuE h interviews 
and/or questionnaires, with project management and staff ~including thosewho 
had left theproject). Data were collected from 162 workers. A combination 
of both quantitative and qualitative data analysis was then carried out 
to define organizationa I and management aspects of the projects, to establish 
the prevalence of worker burnout among staff and to determine therelationships 

.be tween these factors. 

% 

Findings 

After identifying worker characteristics, management descriptors and 
organizational structure descriptors at each of the projects, these sets of 
factors were studied independently in terms of their relationship with the 
degree to which workers were burnt out. The most salient worker, management, 
and organizational variables were then considered in combination to determine 
which had the stronger effects on burnout. 

With Structured, supportive program leadership standing out .as the 
most influential management factor with respect to worker burnout, all of 
the following variables were found to have substantial or important effects: 
supportiveness; strength of program leadership; amount and clarity of 
communication;whether or not a. worker had supervisory responsibility; degree 
d~ innovation allowed; age of worker; caseload size; the experience and 
sex of workers; and the degree tO which rule observation was formalized. 



ii 

It appears thaiburnout is not merely a function of a worker's own 
personal, characteristics but also of the work environment In order to : 
avoid or diminish burnout among workers, and thus to enhance the longevity 
of worker and.project performance, it would seem that aprogram needs to 
have quality leadership, clear communication, sharedsupervisory responsibility 
or Supportive supervision, and smaller caseload;sizes. A program should 
permit innovation as well as lack of adherence to certain formalized rules 
when it is in the best interest of clients. And, programs should work carefully. 
.with younger, less experienced workers to help them avoid burnout. 

, i.', " • :' - 

• . . . 



i i ,• • . 

INTRODUCTION 

Hist0r Z of the Demonstration Effort 

During the fall of 1973, prior to the passage of the Child Abuse 

Prevention and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, the secretary's office 

of the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW) decid- 

ed to allocate ,four million dollars to child abuse and neglect research 

and demonstration projects. A substantial portion of that allotment, 

approximately three million dollars, was to be spent jointly by the 

Office of Child •Development' s (OCD) Children' s Bureau, and Social- and 

RehabiliZation ~ Services (SRS) on a set of demonstration treatment pro- . 

grams. On May i, 1974, after review of over I00 applications, OCD and 
1 

SRS jointly selected and funded eleven three-year projects. The pro- 

jacks, spread throughout the country, differed by size, the types of agen- 

cies., in• which the/ were ho~ed; t•he •kindS ~ioflsta~f tHeY -.•'empldyed•, ~ and,!the-., 

variety of services they Offered.their cliefits and:their local communities. 

However, as a g~oup, the projectsembraced the federal goals:for this ', 

demonstration e~iffort, which included: 

(I) to develop and test alternative strategies for treating 
abusive and neglectful parents and their children; 

(2) to develop and test alternative models for coordination 
of co,unity-wide systems •providing preventive, detec- 
tion and treatment services to deal with child abuse 
, and neglect; 

iThe projects include: The Family Center: Adams County,, Colorado; 
Pro-Child: Arlington, Virginia; The Child Protection Center: Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana; The Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Unit: Bayamon, ~ ,i 
Puerto •Rico; .The Arkansas Child Abuse and Neglect Program (SCAN): Little 
Rock, Arkansas; The Family Care Center: Los Angeles, California; The 
Child Development Center: Neah Bay, Washington; The Family Resource 
Center: St. Louis, Missouri; The Parent and Child Effective Relations 
Project (PACER): St. Petersburg, Florida; The Panel for Family Living: 
Tacoma, .Washington; and the Union County Protective Services Demonstra- 
tion Project: Union County, New Jersey. 

',. 
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(3) to document the content of the different service inter- 
ventions tested and to determine their relative" effec- 
tiveness and cost-effectiveness. 

In order to accomplish the third goal, as part of DHEW' s strategy 

~o make this demonstration program.an interagency effort, the Division 

of Health Services Evaluation, National Center for Health Services 

Research of the Health Resources Administration (HRA) awarded an evalus- 

tion contract to Berkeley Planning Associates (BPA) in June 1974, to 

monitor the demonstration projects over their three years of federal 

funding, documenting what they• did and how effective it was. 

! 

÷ 

The Evaluation 

The overall purpose of the evaluation was to provide guidance to 

the federal government and local communities on how to develo p community- 

wide programs to deal with problems of child abuse and neglect in a 

systematic and Coordinated fashion. The study, which combined both for- 

mative (ordescriptive) and summative (or outcome/impact_related) evalua. 

tion concerns,, documented the 'content of:£he different~ service interventions 
% :  .: ~ • 

• ' •tested by the projects and determined the:relative.effectiVeness and 
• . . . • . , . . . , - . . 

questions, addressed 

with quantitative and qualitative data gathered through a variety of 

collecting techniques, notably quarterly five-day site •visits, special 

topic site visits and information systems maintained by •theprojects 

for the evaluators, include: 

What are the problems inherent in and the possibilities 
for establishing and operating Child abuse and neglect 
programs? 

• What .were the goals of each of .the projects and how suc- 
cessful were they in accomplishing them? 

• What.are the costs of different child ahuse and neglect 
services and the costs of different mixes of services, 
particularly in relation to effectiveness? 

• What are the elements and standards for quality case 
management and what are their relationships with client 
out come ? 

k~ 
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@ How do project management processes ~'and organizational 
structures influence project performance and, most im- 
portgntly, worker burnout? 

What are the essential•elements of a well-functioning 
child abuse and neglect system and what kinds of project 
activities• are most effective in influencing the develop- 
ment of these essential elements? 

What kinds of problemsdo abused and neglected chiIdren 
possess and how amenable are such problems to resolution 
through treatment? 

o And finally, what are the •effectiveness and cost effec- 
tiveness of alternative service strategies for different 
types of abusers and neglectors? 

During the summer of 1974, the projects began the lengthy process 

of hiring staff, finding space and generallyimplementing their planned 

programs. Concomitantly, BPA collected baselinedata on each of the 

projects' community child abuse and neglect systems and completed de- 

sign plans for the study. By January 1975, all but oneof the projects 

was fully operationa! and all major data collection, systemSf0r t h e " .  " ~ 

evaluation were in place. Through quarterlysite visits to the pro- 

jeers andi0ther data co!lectio n techniques, BPA monitored all of the ..... ,. 

projects' activities through April 1977, at which time the projects 

were in the-process of shifting from demonstrations to ongoing service 

programs. Throughout this period, numerous documents describing pro- 

ject activities and preliminary findings were prepared by the evalua- 

tors. This report presents part of the final knowledge gained from 

the projects' joint experiences --that pertaining to worker burnout 

and the management processes and organizational structures related to 
1 it. 

iSee Appendix A for a listing of other 
and papers 

major evaluation reports 

J~:. 
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P!o) ect Profiles 
As a group, the projects demonstrated a variety of strategies for 

communitylwide responses to the problems of abuse and neglect. The 

projects each provided a wide variety of treatment services for abusive 

and.neglectful parents; they each used mixes of professionals and para- 

professionals in the provision of these services; they each utilized 

different coordinative and educational strategies for working with 

their communities; and they were housed in different kinds of agencies 

and communities. While not an exhaustive set of alternatives, the 

rich variety among the projects has provided the field with an oppor- 

tunity to systematically study the relative merits of different methods 

for attacking the child abuse and neglect problem. 

Each project was also demonstrating one or two specific and unique 

strategies for working with abuse and neglect, as described below: 

The Fami1~ Center: Adams Coumt 7, Colorado 

The Family Center, a protective services-based project housed in 
a separate dwelling,.is noted for its demonstration of. how to conduct. 
-intensive, thorough multidisciplinary intake and preliminary treatment• 
of cases, which were then.referred, to the central child protective 
services staff for ongoingtreatment " In addition, the Center.created 
a treatment program for children,.including a crisisnursery and play. 

therapy. 

Pro-Child: Arlington, Virgini~ 

Pro-Child.demonstrated methods for enhancing the capacity and 
effectiveness of a county protective services agency by expandingthe 
number of social workers on the staff and adding certain ancillary 
workers such as a homemaker. A team of consultants, notably includ- 
ing a psychiatrist and a lawyer, were hired by the project to serve 
on a multidisciplinary diagnostic review team, as well as to provide 
consultation to individual workers. 

TheChild Protection Centerj: Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

The•Child Protection Center, a protective services-based agency, 
tested out a strategy for redefining protective services as a multi- 
disciplinary concern byhousing the project on hospital grounds and 
establishing closer formal linkages with the hospital including the 
half-time services of a pediatrician and immediate access of all Center 
cases to the medical facilities. 

J 
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The Child Abuse and Neglect. Demonstration Unit: Ba~amon, Pue~o 
Rico ............ .... . ~ ....... 

In a region where graduate level workers are rarely employed by 
protective services, this project demonstrated the benefits of estab- 
lishing an ongoing treatment program, under the auspices, of protective 
services, staffed by highly trained social workers with the back-up of 
professional consultants to provide intensive services to the most. 
difficult • abuse and neglect cases. 

• The Arkansas Child Abus e and Ne~!e.c~ Pro@ram. (SCAN): Little Rock, 
.. Arkansas. . 

In Arkansas, the state social services.agency contracted to SCAN, .... .i. 
Inc., a private.organization, to provide services to all identified .,~- 
abuse cases• in select counties. SCAN, in turn,, demonstrated methods 
by which a resource poor state, like Arkansas, •could expand its pro- 
tective service capability by using~lay therapists, supervised by SCAN ..~, 
.staff,to provide services to those abuse cases.. 

The-Family Care Center: Los Angeles, California 

The concept behind the Family Care Center," a hospital-based pro- 
gram, was a demonstration of a residential therapeutic program for 
abused and. neglected: children wit.h intensive day-time services for 

The Child Development Center: Neah Bay, Washington. . . . 

.This Center, housed • .within.the"Triba I Council on. the- Makah"Indian-.:.~i":~! . ' 

Reservation, demonstrated a strategyfor developing a Con~nunityLwide : .... " .... ' 
culturally-based preventive program, .working with all those on the 
reservation with parenting or family-related problems. 

The Family Resource Center: St,. L Louis , Missouri .? 

• A free-standing agency with.hospital- affiliations,, the Family 
Resource Center implemented a. family-oriented treatment model which 
included therapeutic and support services to parents and children 
under the same roof. The services to children,, in particular, were 
carefully tailored to match the specific needs of different aged 
chi Idren " . " . 

Parent. and Child Effective Relation.s Project (PACER): St. Peters- 
bur~, Florida . . . .  , 

Housed within the. Pinellas County Juvenile. Welfare Board, PACER 
sought to develop community services for abuse and neglect using a. 
community organization model. PACER acted as a. catalyst in the develop- .. 
merit of needed community services, such as parent-education classes,. 

which others could then adopt. ~: •~ 

' "3 ¸ 
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The Panel for.Famil [ Living: Tacoma, Washingz.on 

The Panel, a volunteer-based private organization, demonstrated 
the ability of a broadly-based multidisciplinary, and largely volun- 
teer, program, to become the central provider of those training, edu- 
cation and coordinative activities needed in Pierce County[ 

The Union County Protective Services Demonstrati0n pro~ect: 
Union County, .Ne w J'erse Z ....... 

This project demonstrated methods to expand the resources avail- 
able to protective services clients by contracting for a wide variety 
of purchased services from Other public and, notably, private service 
agencies in the county. 

The Worker BurnoutAnalysis 

An important aspect of the evaluation of the Joint Oq~/SRS Demon- 

stration .Projects in Child Abuse and Neglect has been the.lassessment 

of the extent to which worker burnout exists in these proj~ects, how 

burnout is related to worker and project performance, .and yhat the 

causes ofburnout are. Burnout• refers to the extentto which a •worker 

has become separatedor withdrawn, from the:original meaning or purpose 

of his work--the:degree-to:which a.worker.expresses estangement from 
clients, cozworkers and theagency, i:Toltheextent-thatburnout d6es 
interfere with:perfo~ance,"theidentification"of:waYs tocombat~thisl. 
problem -- alleged.to be rampant in protective service .agencies --will 

be a valuable contribution•to program planners, program managers, and 
program staff alike. 

In Section I of this report, burnout is discussed. .In Section il, 

the approach to studying thisproblem in the demonstratio~oprograms 
is presented. Section Iii describes the data base, and Section IV 

discusses the findings with respect to what explains burnQut. In 

Section V, summary conclusions and recon~endations,are li.s;ed. In 

Appendix B an indepth analysis of existing literature related to the 

question of burnout is presented. And, in Appendix C, individua pro- 

ject descriptions of the managementstructures and organizatiorLal pro- 
cesses which might have been factors,in burnout are presented. 

! 
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SECTION I : WHAT IS BL~NODT? 
p, 

Traveling across the country; Studs Terkel ascertained from 

,his interviews that people are lookingfor meaning and fulfillment in 

their jobs. In his words: 

]~nis book, being about work,.is by its very nature 
.about violence to the spirit as well.as• to-the body. 
It is about ulcers • as well as accidents, about shout- 
ing matches as well as fist fights, about nervous 
breakdowns as well as kicking the dog.aro%Ind...-It is, 
above (or beneath) all, about daily humiliations. To 
survive the day is triu/~ph enough for the walking 
wounded ~mong the - great many.of us. 

Terkel goes on to say: 

for astonishment rather than torpor;in short, fora " 
sort of life rather than a Monday through Friday sort 
:ofd)cing ..... Perhaps . immor~al i ty , . : , too i . . . i s : :pa~ , . .o f the i~-  .,.i:....:... 
quest .  To be remembered was .the wish,  spoken• and un: 
spoken, of the heroes and heroines of this book. 1 

~"nen this need for meaning and fulfillment in jobs is not met, 

anger, frustration and apathy follow. Re problem portrayed in Ter- 

kel's book is not uniquely a blue collar crisis, but commonly exists 

in human service industries, among which are public and private ser- 

vice agencies, including child.abuse and neglect programs. Child abuse • 

workers, like secretaries and janitors, share the quest for meaningful 

employment. If, as Terkel suggests, when a person's needs are not 

~t by his or her job the dissatisfaction is expressed through anger, 

hostility, resentment and physical ill health,-we have reason to be 

It  i s  about.a search too t f o r  t h e  d a i l y ,  meaning as 
- wel I  as d a i l y  b read ,  f o r  recogn . i t ion  as: w e l l a s  cash;- . ...~ : -~,.. . . . .  , . ~ : i ~  

IStuds Terkel, Working. New York: 

•7 
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concerned, for in:the child abuse and neglect field, indeed in the 

human service field in general, we are attempting to serve and assist 

people who can be hurt by Such wbrker estrangement. 

Evidence of the presence of this problem is the high turnover rate 

and absenteeism experienced by most social agencies 1 The average 

social worker changes jobs every two years. Those who no longer find 

meaning in their current job, but either out of security needs or the 

• limited job market do not leave, often experience a deadness and ill 

health; individual performance is hampered, and client services are 

sacrificed. This problem is of interest because of the possible im- 

pact estranged child abuse workers'have on the quality of service delivery 

client well-being, and the worker's own mental health. 

In order to cope, the worker becomes disassociated from the client. 

This type of reaction is devastating. The client does not receive 

what he needs and is also made to feel inadequate or inept because 

he creates problems for the worker. The experience is just as damag- 

ing for the worker. In the process of delivering services day in and 

dayout to many clients with numerous problems, the worker somehow 
' . , • . 

becomes disassociated from a prior commitment to extend himself and 

be helpful to other people. An original need. or desire to be:helpful 

to others has been altered and a gulf has developed between the client 

and the worker at great cost to both parties. The client does not 

receive good services; the worker becomes sick, leaves the job, or 

translates this sense of failure into cynicism, apathy and alienation. 

Thisproblem, which has depersonalization of the client as its prime 

s)~nptom, is evidenced byspecific behavioral symptoms commonly referred 

to by social service workers as "burnout." The imagery i~ that of "my 

fire (enthusiasm)has died; my shining light (of helping others) has 

gone out." '' 

1R.A. Katzel l ,  A. Korman, and E.L. Levine, Research Report #1-- 
•-overview study of the  dynamics of worker job mobil i ty  (a na t ional  s tudy  
of social welfare and rehabilitation ,workers, work, and organizational 
contexts). Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Social and 
Rehabil-itationServices, (Report No. 1760-0104)Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. 
pp. 53-75. 
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Burnout thu:s '~ is the extent to which workers have become separated 

or withdrawn from the original meaning and purpose of their work, the 

degree to. which workers express estrangement from their clients, jobs, 

co-workers or agency. S)q,ptoms of burnout include : 1 

e-•high resistance to going• to work every day (dragging one's 
feet);  

• somatic symptoms, the nagging cold, frequent bouts with 
a.virus or flu; 

• feeling tired and exhausted all day, frequent clock watch- 
ing to see how late it is, usually accompanied by tired-• 
ness after •work; 

• postponing client contacts, resisting client phone calls 
and office visits; 

• stereotyping clients ("here goes,the same old s%ory'9; 

i~i •. •.•.~ i ••• ,• • .• 

j.~ i-• 
!: 
i • • 

• an inability to concentrate, or listen to-what the client 
is saying; 

" : ' ....... ~." i .o.~. ~:."e; feeling intolerant of clrents.. -anger, an inability to -'- " -" i:i~.'~':"~i 

-. -: understand, and intez~ret..client anger; ' " ' 

• ,. . ,.....::;e .driving..the long. way to .a client's home,:,driving around .;~...:, '.,~,!':..,,:~-..~:,... 
' " the blockbefore-entering the client's home; 

e feeling immobilized ("there is nothing I can do to help 
these people"); 

0 excessive anxiety about .investigating a new client refer- 
ral or making a home visit; 

• walking throughdepartment stores frequently in the. after- 
noon between home visits; 

• problems sleeping at night, tossing and turning. feeling 
restless; 

• cynicism regarding clients,an emerging blaming attitude 
(¶these clients create their own problems"); 

• increasingly relying on rules to deal with client demands. 

l~nis list is derived from personal interviews with workers at 
the demonstration projects. .. :. 

L 
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All  o f  us exper ience  these  s ~ p t o m s  in varying degrees at various  

times; .the burned out worker feels a constellation of these symptoms 

a lot, and finds it more and more difficult to cope with case management " 

respons ibilit ie s. 

" It is our hypothesis that burnout does not have to happen, It is 

the assumption of our study that burnout is the result of obstacles 

or •roadblocks that the worker finds consistently intefering with • his/her• 

effectiveness. ~. Burnout is the worker'sdefense against barriers to 

providing good, helpful services to clients. It is in studying the 

operation of child abuse and neglect, programs that we hope,~to begin to 

understand what happens to 'change a worker's commitment from improving a 

client's condition to relieving his own sufferingby a rote• compliance 

with organizational rules and regulations. .~ • 

We look at three major aspects of program operations • to learn about 

the causes of burnout : personnel characteristics, organizational 

structure, and management processes. Briefly •defined, personnel 

characteristics deal with the important differences that exist, among 
. . . • . . .. 

" '.. Workers;'i"e{g. :,.W.~:rk :motivatima., :;at~itudes ,.: e:ddcat£~'i,..age , persorm:!"i'.i..'.; . 
• "-±nt4rests;  .:and: skil ls: .".  These d i f f e r e n C e s  sugges t . tha t : some  indiv idu~ls . :  . :" 

• ... ' . L'.....:.":: "':-....,." ....... .. ' . . . . .  ' " " ".. - '. ' ' - " " "" " , • '"' " 

. .may be more.'.suSceptibie..than:others-.~to: .burnout j".Organizational .,struCture .... • . ' 
is the gramework for operating within an agency and.is • the blueprint 

describing how personnel are arranged in relation .to each other and to 

the tasks. The most common.organizational characteristics~ are Size, 

-span of control, complexity, formalization and centralization. 

Management processes are those integrative functions that blend the human 

characteristics and the organizational structure into an effective and 

efficient working agency. Among the functions that create a positive 

work climate are leadership, - communication, job d~siffn, supervision, and 

other work environment conditions.. 

While the client is a major factor in burnout, we assume that 

• burnout occurs with all types of clients and is not necessarily a factor 

of the clients' characteristics. We suspect that within the three 

aspects of program operations described, clues about appropriate solutions 

to problems of burnout in child abuse and neglect programs: exist° Thus 

q 

V. 

• , .  • . 
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the resu l t s  o£ th i s  study should help po l i cy  makers and pTogwam managers 

alike in planning more effective child abuse and neglect programs. 

F 

- L . -  
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SECTION I I : METHODOLOGY 

In order to  determine .the e x t e n t  and causes o f  worker burnout in 

. t h e  demonstration projec t s  and to  unders tand  the ' . re la t ionsh ip  between- 

worker performance and p r o j e c t  per formance ,  data were c o l l e c t e d  f rom 

each p r o j e c t  oni!relevan t management, o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and worker-re la ted  
, , f  " . 

variables and SYstematlcally analyzed. First, however, we conducted 

a thorough search of the r e l e v a n t  literature to identify the specific 

hypotheses to be tested and to select those existing., standardized 

measures Which would be of use i n our study. A thorough review of 

this literature, and its shortcomings, appears in Appendix B. In this 

section we present our principle questions, discuss the data collection 

process; • the data items themSeives mud: data checkiiig 'and' analysis, ", ' " .... • . • • , . : . • . . .  

. . . ' . '.. . 

techniques. Finally, we describe• the data set. ' .... 

• . . . .- . '. ' .. 

• - '  "' " .. "' " . ' " ' . ' LI" " "- .' ' . 

A. Principle questions 

The primary concern in studyiDg burnout in child abuse and neglect. 

projects is to identify the causes of burnout and areas for solution. 

~n order to accomplish this, the following, were asked: 

(I) How prevalent is burnout in the demonstration projects? 

(29 Is burnout the same as lack of job satisfaction? 

(3) To what extent ,is burnout associated with worker charac- 
teristics ? 

(4) 

ca) 

To what extent is burnout associated with.organizational 
factors? 

To what extent, is burnout associated with management 
processes? 

(69 What combinations of worker, organizational and manage- 
ment factors best account for worker burnout? 

Preceding page •blank 
12 
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The hypothesis that guides the exploration of the relationships among 

burnout, personnel, management and organizational .factors is: that 

burnout is directly associated .with personnel characteristics and 

management processes and-indirectly related.to organizational factors. 

If the hypothesis is correct, it would infer that child abuse and •ne- 

glect program administrators and planners should concentrate on improv- 

ing management practices and work climate before, planning to reorganize 

the agency's structural characteristics. Or, that reorganization efforts 

must be examined for their ~ossible effects on work climate and management. 

B. Data Collection 

Data were collected by BPA staff during special three-day visits 

to all projects in the late summer of 1976 usingquestionnaires, inter- 

views and record reviews. Questionnaires .pertaining to an individual's 

job-related attitudes and experience were given to all staff members 

(including those who had left the.project) to complete; many workers 

were., additionally interviewed.,... . . . Interviews.. were also.conducted~with i 

the project director and.a representative from th e host agency to oh- • 

rain descriptions of the project ..operation and functiOning And, .pro- . . .  

• ect •records werereviewed forinformation on absenteeism, turnover 

and other statistical data. 

Each visit began with a staff meeting in which the study format - 

was introduced and the purpose of theresearch presented. At this 

time the participants' questions and concerns were addressed. During 

the staff meeting or shortly thereafter, all participants presently 

employed in the project Completed the five-page questionnaire I which 

included questions for demographics, burnout, job satisfaction, work 

environment, and views on program management. Individua!s who had 

terminated with the agency •were contacted and a questionnaire, with a 

'-See Appendix D for. th~s and all other data collection instruments 
mentioned.' 
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self-addressed envelope, was mailed to each. 1 The questionnaire in- 

cluded an addendum which asked them about their decision to terminate 

employment. In addition to the questionnaire, 113 workers, both ter- 

minated and non-terminated, whose schedules permitted, were interviewed. 

The interviews ranged from 30 to 60 minutes in length.and took place in 

a secure room, where the employee could talk without inhibition. All 

interviewees were assured that the conversation would be held in strictest 
° . 

confidence. While standard questions were asked of each worker, . ~ 

the interview format was intended to be informal and designed to explore ~ - .. 

personal feelings and reflections with the participant about his/her 

job and the project management. Workers who reported that they were 

burned out were asked to share a description of the burnout s)~nptoms 

they had experienced. Workers who had burned out and did not termi- 

nate their employmen t were also asked to discuss what they believed 

had contributed to their burnout conditions. Workers who had quit their 

jobs were asked to discuss the reasons leading to termination. The 

workers who had not burned out were asked to offer their assessment 

Of why~they had: not::~burned 0ut. Allworkers were asked to describe ~heir 
soil-nurtUring habits. - ~ ' 

.... ....... In"addition ~'o' the questionnaires completed b)' ailstaff snd'the ":'~ ..... : 

open-ended interviews held with many of the workers, a special interview 

was conducted with the project director. 2 This interview elicited 

information about the project director, project  operations, internal 

communication and coordination patterns, leadership, job designs, 

lof the 157 questionnaires administered or mailed to terminated ' 
and non-terminated employees, 162 •were completed and returned, a re- 
sponse rate of 97%. There were nine terminated~ staff who did not re- 
ceive a questionnaire because forwarding addresses were not available. 
Approximately four of the nine workers had been requested to leave 
their jobs in the projects because of unsatisfactory work performance 
and were known to be hostile to project management. 

2In one project, the interview was given to the assistan~ direc- 
tor due to the director's illness. 

IS 



organizational disruptions, the project's relationshi p with the host 

agency, and the management problems and strengths. 

An interview was' also conducted with a representative from the 

host agency who had had the most contact with the project and who,wasl 

most informed about the project's historical development. During 

these interviews, information was collected about the project's history, 

interagency policies and procedures, interagency communication and 

relationships, problems, and budgetary information. 

Data collected previously from project directors by BPA staff On 

the project's structural characteristics, size, span of control, for- 

malization and centralization complete the data Set. 

C. Data Items 

The data collected include information about worker characteris- 

tics, management processes, organizational variables, and job-related 

attitudes. Table 1 presents a listing of all these independent, control, 

mediating and dependent variab!es , as well as the definitions of each. 

TABLE ~ ." . 
" Listing Of All Variables I 

I. Independent Variables: The items used as independent variables 

in the analysis consist of descriptors of management processes 

or thework environment. These are those integrative functions 

that blend human characteristics and organizational structure 

into an effective and efficient working agency. 

• Leadership. The extent to which the project director pro- 
rides structure and support, the degree to which the director 
provides direction and emotional support, enhancing the feel- 
ings of personal worth and importance of the staff. 

i 

IAII asterisked items are subscales of the Work Environment Scale; 
develop. ~ by Rudolph H. Moos and Paul M. Insel, Consulting Psycholo- 
glsts Press, inc., Palo Alto, California, 1974, 

:' 16 
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Table 1 (continued) 
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Communication. The extent • to which information provided to 
workers is timely, adequate, and appropriate. 

• Task orientation.* •Assesses the extent to which the climate 
• emphasizes good planning, efficiency • and encourages workers 

"to get the job done." .. 

• Clarlt X. Measures the extent to whichworkers know what to -. 

expect in their daily routines and how explicitly rules and 
policies are communicated, 

• Auton0m Z.* Assesses the extent to which Workers are encour- 
aged•to be self-sufficient and to make their own decis£ons. 
Includes items• related to personal development- and growth. 'i 

o Innovation.* Measures the extent to which variety, change 
. . . .  and new approaches are emphasized in the work environment •. 

. , , .. • 

• Staff support.* Measures the extent to which supervisors are ~ 
supportive of workers and encourage workers to be supportive 

"~i : i .  " . : "  i .~ - ~ . : : ' / " i 6 f  e a C h  ' ~ t h e r ,  " :""  - i ! : ' "  : ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " ' . . . . .  ' ? '1"~ ~ " : "  : ~: ... .  :. ~., i, . . . . : ,~ , - . . . . : , ,  .<,,~.~,,...~.~.... 

e Pressure.* Measures• the extent, to.;which the..press of work :- :~;:~ 

" dominates, the work milieu.. : " . " . .  . " v,,:,:-,: ,~:.: . '.... , .:.. , ~'.~'.,?.:, 

" ' . e  I n v o l v e m e n T , *  M e a s u r e s  t h e  e x t e n t  to w h i c h  w o r k e r s ,  a r e  c o n -  
c e r n e d  a n d  c o m m i t t e d  t o  t h e i r  j o b s .  I n c l u d e s  i t e m s  d e s i g n e d  

... 
: t o  r e f l e c t  e n t h u s i a s m  a n d  c o n s t r u c t i v e  a c t i v i t y .  

II. 

• Peer cohesion.* Measures the extent to which workers are 
friendly and supportive of each other. 

• Control.* Measures the extent to which management uses rules 
• and pressure tokeep workers under control. • ~ 

Control Variables: As control variables in the analysis; person- 

nel characteristics are used. Workers have important differences 

in work motivation, attitudes, education, age, interests, skills, 

work experience and work roles. These differences sugges~ that 

some individuals may be more susceptible than others toburnout; 

therefore these relationships need to be controlled in assessing 

relationships between independent and dependent variables. They 

include: 

17 
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Table 1 (continued) 

• 

• ~Sex 

• Job title 

• Job status. • The amount of time worked in the agency, i.e., 
• full or part time. 

• Supervision responsibility. Measures the ex~.ent to which 
Workers have supervision responsibilities over other workers, 
students or volunteers. 

B 

Years of education. Includes the number of years completed in 
high school, undergraduate and graduate education. 

Field of study. Includes the mjor areas of study in both 
undergraduate and graduate education. 

• Highest degree received 
..,. ' "-. ... • 

• Work experience. (i) years employed in social service is/any 
• job experience prior to this job with a social agency; (2) - 

. ~i_i. ,months employed i n the proj,ect is the~number Of monthsthe ' " 
" ' . ' .  " . . . . . . . . . .  w o r k e r h a s  b e e n " e m p l o y e d i n  t h e  projecti ( 3 )  experience w i t h "  

abuse or neglect is the number of years experience with child 
abuse prior to and including the experience with the project. 

• Sal_~. The average monthly salary, including fringe bene- 
fits, for each worker. 

J 

III Mediating Variables: As ~diating variables in the analysis 

we use descriptors of organizational structure. Structure is 

the framework for operating within an agency, and is the blue- 

print describing how personnel are arranged in relation to each 

otherand to the task. Structural variables used to categorize 

the eleven projects were size, complexity, span of control, for- 

malizaticn, centralization and turnover rate. 

• ~Size' (I) Total number of staff employed in the agency, in- 
eluding all volunteers, students, and consultants who work 

• wi~h the project on a consistent basis, full or part time; 

~',.~ i:'l " ' ' 
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Table I 
i~ . ~ , • 

( c o n t i n u e d )  ; . , 

(2) client load-- the average monthly project caseload, the 
average number of clients seen by the project each month. 

• Complexit~. The degree of structural differentiationswithin 
a social system, i.e., the number of different professional 
disciplines involved• in the project on a regular basis. 

• Lateral span of control. The average number of personnel 
directiyresponsible to each first-line supervisor in the pro- 
ject. 

• F o r m a l i z a t i o n .  The e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  r u l e s ,  p r o c e d u r e s ,  i n s t r u c -  
tions.and communications areexplicit. (I) Recruitment -- 
the project has written and implemented procedures for re- 
cruiting and employing personnel; (2J job codification --. the 
degree of personal flexibility and latitude permitted in one's 
job; (5) rule observation--the, degree to which workers feel. 
monitored and constrained to obey the organization' s rules~ 

=:... .... ~. :.~4] .specificity Of job description -- the degree to which job 
• : i ' , expectations are specified""and: explicit~ :, .:. • . ; ,  . ,, . , . : , ,i -~. ~ ..[ .~, 

::: ~ :.. :• Centralization. • The extent to whichauthority to. make deci- 
: ........ [i.sions concerning/control:of resources, program policies and'. ...~ , 

procedures, and control Of Work is concentrated:or distributed ~,-:..:':/i~.~.~;,.:!, 
in the agency as determined by the level.at which decisions 
are authorized. CI) Centralization, program ~-- the extent to 
which program procedures, policies and distribution of resour- 
ces are controlled by director, board or host; C2) centraliza- 
tion, job -- the extent to which decisions about an individual's 
job or case management responsibilities (daily work schedules, 
interview appointments, delivery of services)are dictated by 
a supervisor, coordinator or director. 

@ Turnover rate. The number of terminated workersdivided by 
the average number of employees employed in the project. 

IV. Dependep t  V a r i a b l e s :  F o r  a n a l y s i s  p u r p o s e s ,  o u r  d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a -  

b l e s  are indicators of attitudes toward jobs, and more specifi- 

cally job discontent, as described below. 

• Burnout. The extent to which a worker has become separated 
or has withdrawn from the original meaning and purpose of his 
work, i.e., the extent to which workers express attitudes of 

.. ?. 
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Table 1 (continued) 

estrangement from their clients, jobs, co-workers or pro- 
ject. 

• Job satisfaction.** The positive affective orientation towards 
facets of work situations, job, salary, promotion opportuni- 
ties, supervision, co-workers, i.e., the relative gratifica- 
tion or happiness of the work situation. 

• Absenteeism. The average number of days absent per month. 

Termination. Terminated workers are all staff personnel who 
have left the agency. Non-terminated personnel are workers 
presently employed in the agency, includingworkers on leave 
of absence and those who have reduced their work time from 
full-time to part-time employment. 

**Job Description Index (JDI) was used. This scale was developed 
by Patricia Smith, Lorne M. Kendall, and Charles L. Hulin. The Measure- 
ment of Satisfaction in Work and Retirement. Chicago, Rand McNally 
and Company, 1969. 

• D. Data CheCking, and Measurement Development " 

. Prior tO analysis of the data, strict attention was given to method- 

ological issues that could compromise the applicability and utility of 

the results. Primary attention was given to concerns of the reliability 
1 

and validity of the items. 

To test the reliability or internal consistency of the burnout 

scale, the Cronbach alpha test was completed on each of the five sub- 

scales and then on the total scale. After one highly unreliable item, 

"I have become disenchanted with our profession's willingness to help 

clients," was deleted, the Cronbach alpha was .63/ ~e Cronbach alpha 

lObjective data items, such as caseload Size, span of control, or 
• worker age were also collected through other parts of the overall evalua- 
tion and were easily verified. 
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for the remaining subscales were:~, for project, .~67; for co-worker, .81; 

for-job, .71; and for oppor~uniti'es, . 7 2 .  " The Cronback ~ipha for the 

total burnout scale was .88. In all analyses the summed burnout scale 

was usedas an in~ividual's burnout score, a high burnout score meant 

no burnout and a low burnout score meant high burnout. 

The burnout scale was examined for its convergent and discrimi- 

nant validity. The scale was compared with already well established 

reliable and valid measures of job discontent and examined for consis- 

tency with interview findings. As we expected, burnout was highly 

correlated with ~hese well established reliable and valid measures of 

job satisfaction, absenteeism, and termination. The burnout scale 

and job satisfaction inventory were correlated at .59, 'P<.001. Burnout 

was also negatively correlated with termination, ".56, P<.001. A mean 

absenteeism rate • Was calculated for each project. In the event that 
i data was not avaxlable for a particular worker, the project mean was 

assigned. Using this method, burnout was negatively related tO absen- 

teeism [--.23, P <.001). 

• In..addit~on, ~: re:sting ~for 'convergent:. vali4ity, ~ .the, burnou~,, scale, :~L >~,-,,~, ~,~-,,~,,,:--~. - 
-- .. : ., 

a p p e a r s  to have some f a c e '  v a l ± d i l : y  i n  i that i  • i t , d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  be twee  n /:i:i"ii:i.. 
burned out  and .r[bn-burned Out i n d i v i d u a I s ,  Thus-, i n d i v i d u a l s w h o  . r e -  - " 

ported being burned out in individual interviews with the researcher 

tended to have lower scores on the burnout scale. 

II~ conjunction with Moos! scale, leadership, .co~unication and 

turmoil and change subscales were developed. When one item, "leaders 

:apply pressure on staff members to complete all their work on time," 

was deleted, the leadership scale had intercorrelation of r <_..4 and. 

above. One communication item, "my. best source ;of information regard- :.. 
ing what is going on in the project is informal conversation," was 

deleted from the communication subscale. The remaining inter-item ' 

correlation was . 4 or above. The turmoil and change subscale was 

deleted from the analysis because of a low inter-item correlation of ....... 

.i0. • 

Two measures of job satisfaction with demonstrated reliability . 

and validity, tBe Job Description Inventory CJDI, Smith, Kendall • a n d  .. 

Hulin, !969) and G.M. Faces (Kunin, i955), were used. In the analfsis, 
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the JDI scale was summed to equal an individual's job satisfaction 

score. The Faces were treated as a separate and second score•of satis- 

faction, but because of the•consistent and redundant correlationsbe- 

tween.~the two measuZes, the results using the. Faces withall other 

variables are not reported in the findings. 

E, .Data Analzsis 

After obtaining a description of the data through a univariate " 

analysis, bivariate analyses using Pearson correlations ~d~. Contingency 

analyses were used to explore the relationship of burnout to personnel, 

organizational structure and management, as well as the relationship 

between management and structure. Partial correlations .~and tri-level 

contingency analyses were •used to explore' the relationship between 

burnout and management, controlling for organizational s~ructure and 

demographic variables. Regression analysis was used to determine which 

among the significant relationships established in the prior analysis 

explaine d the most variance in burnout, thereby intending /to subStan- 

tiate a hierarchy of relationships with burnout: among.the Variables'i " '; 
• " . • . . ,  ." ::. " . ~" ~.~' ". . 

Finally; discriminant analysis was C0mDleted tO determine the best. ~ ::: . 

: p r e d i c t o r s '  o f ,  b u r n o u t ~  . . . . .  ' . . . .  

• . .  . , • . 
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SECTION III: THE DATA BASE 

In this section the data set is presented, including a brief 

account of the personnel characteristics, a description of the organl- 

zational settings, a summary Of the management characteristics, and 

an overview of the indicators of job discontent. 1 ..... " 

A. Worker C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  . . . . .  . 

Table2 presents the demographic information on workers from the 

eleven projects included in the data set. The 162 workers included were 

those, who-had worked or were presently working in the eleven demonstra- 

tion child, abuse projects. There were 155 females and 27 males in the 

sample. Eighty-five of the participants were under 30' years ofage; 

31 of these were under 25 years. While:many 0£ the resp0ndents.:had..;".-.':'~':.:." 

Masters, degrees in social work or related fields, 46had BA degrees, 

and a s i g n i f i c a n t  number (34) had n o i d e g r e e s  Most had had l e s s  than 

three  years  o f  exper ience  in  s o c i a l  a g e n c i e s ,  although.21% hadworked  

in  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e p r o g r a m s  for  over  seven years .  Most respondents  Were 

s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s ,  c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  making up only  12% of  the  sample.  

Host respondents worked fulltime. 

Over 14% of the participants had worked in these demonstration 

projects over two years; 32% had worked in them less than one yea r. 

Nearly 70% of the workers had had less than two years experience work- 

ing with abuse and neglect Clients. About half of-the sample made 

under $I000 per month, and 56% made between $1000-$1416 per month. 

l In  Appendix C, short  case s t u d i e s  o f  the se  data for  each o f  the 
e l even  p r o j e c t s  and an o v e w i e w  comparison o f  the e l e v e n  demonstrat icn  
p r o j e c t s  are presented .  " 
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TABLE 2 

A S u m m a r y  o f  the P e r s o n n e l  Characteristics 

of Workers in Eleven Child Abuse Pro~ects 

(N=162) 

Percent Number 

Sex 

Female ....... 85% 135 
Male ........ 17 27 

Age 

Under 25 ...... 19 31 
26-30 ......... 34 54 
31-40 ....... 32 52 

- O v e r  40 ...... 15 25 

None 21 34 
AA ......... 5 8 
BA/BS 2 8 46 • • • , • • • 

N~k/MS/MSW. ..... 43 70 
Other ......... 3 4 

Years Experience in 
Social Service 

. . . . .  Less than three 55 84 
4-6 ........ 24 
7-9 ........ i0 
I0 or more ..... ii 

Months Employed in 
the Rroiect 

Less than 12 .... 32 
13-24 ....... 54 
25 or mole ..... 14 

37 
16 
16 

51 
86 
25 

Percent Number 

Years Experience 
in Abuse/Neglect* 

0 - 2  . . . . . . .  68% 58 
3-5 ....... 20 17 
5 - 8  . . . . . . .  7 6 
More than eight 5 4 

Job Title 

Director• i0 16 
Management " 14 2 3 
Professional ser- 
vice p r o v i d e r . .  35 56 

P a r a p r o f e s s i o n a l  , • 
s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r  20 32 

Clerical. ..... 12 19 
Other 9 16 

Amount of Time Worked 

Fu!!-time . . . .  92 148 
Part-time .... 8 13 

Monthly Salary 

Less than $583. 18 28 
$584-$999 ..... 38 61 
$1000-$1416 . 36 58 
More than $1416 8 13 

A d j u s t e d  f r e q u e n c i e s  u s e d  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  w e r e  23 n o n - r e s p o n s e s .  
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B. ~anizational Setting 

The organizational environment of the elevent projects is described 

in  terms o f k e y  s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s - - s i z e ,  complex i ty ,  span o f  

control, formalization, and centralization. Project turnover rates 

are also presented as an indirect measure of project stability and 

t uzmoi i. 

The demonstration projects, are all small, relative to other social 

agencies, but the programs differ in size, complexity span of control 

formalization and centralizationL Table 5 briefly describes the 

p r o j e c t s "  s t a t u s  • with r e s p e c t  t o e a c h  o t h e r  on t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i ~ o r t a n t  t o  the  s t u d y .  S ize  can b e  measured in a 

• number o f  d i f f e r e n t  ways, i n c l u d i n g  monthly budget ,  t o t a l  number o f  

s r a f f ,  n u m b e r o f  f u l l - t i m e  s t a f f ,  o r  average  monthly c l i e n t  load.  

Depending upon which measure i s  used ,  t he  p r o j e c t s '  s i z e s  are  r a t e d  

differently. For example, one project (Tacoma) has a full-time staff 

of eight workers, but a total staff size of ii0 including volunteers, 

students and part,time lay therapists. Another project (Arlington) 

has a modest sta-f size but.serves a large client load (i79) The 

Arkansas project is an example of a large total number of staff (134) 
serving relatively few clients (37). Therefore, projects high on one 

size dimension are not necessaril Y high on other characteristics. 

There are five large projects when looking at the total number 

of staff, but there are nine projects that are below the mean on aver- 

age monthly caseload size. Several of the projects primarily provide 

education and training and therefore serve small numbers of clients, 

but only four projects serve over 50 clients at any time. Six of the 

projects are highly complex, with over five different professional 

disciplines actively involved in projec~ activities. The average span 

of control for the eleven projects is nine workers Supervised by on~. ~ 

supervisor. Six of the eleven projects have a wider span of control 

than the mean. 
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Table 3 

Desc r ip t ion  o f  the Eleven Child Abuse P r o j e c t s  by Organ iza t iona l  S t r u c t u r a l  Var iables  

r 

project 

Size 

Number Average 
o f  ' monthly 
Total  c l i e n t  
S t a f f  l o a d  

Com- Span o f  R e c r u i t -  
p l e x i t y  Control  ment 

Formal iza t ion  Speci-  
f i c i t y  

Job Rule o f  job 
c o d i f i -  obser -  descrip- 
cation vation tion 

Centralization 
Tuml- 

Program Job over 

bO 

Adams County med 

Arlington med 

Baton Rouge low 

Bayamon low 

Arkansas high 

LOS Angeles med 

Neah Bay low 

St .  Louis med 

St. 
Petersburg med 

Tacoma high 

Union 
County med 

Mean of 
the Data 46.4 

R a n g e o f  
the Data 5-134 

small 

large 

med - 

med 

med 

small 

small 

small 

small 

small 

l a r g e  

low 

med 

low 

low 

med 

low 

low 

med 

med 

h i g h  

med high high high high 

med high low low high 

low high low low high 

med low high low high 

high high low low high 

low low high high high 

low high high low high 

high high high low high 

high low 

med high 

med low high 

104.5 5.75 8.63 - -  

9-294 2-9 3.21 . yes /no  

m e d  

med 

high 

low 

low 

med 

high 

med 

low high low high 

low low low med 

high h igh•  high med 

2.54 1•.58 2.93 4.21 

1 - 4 '  1-4 1-4 1 - 6 " *  

med low 

med med 

low med 

high low 

med high 

low h i g h  

high low 

high med 

high low 

low high 

high med 

2 . 3 3  o .65  

0- 
1-6"* 1.33 

• Low f o r m a l l z a t i o n  1; high f o r m a l i z a t i o n  = 4 

Low c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  = 1 ; h i g h  c e n t r a l l z a t i o n  = 6 

: ° • , 
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As mentioned previously, project formalization is measured in a 

variety of ways: recruitment, job codification, rule observation, and 

specificity of job description. The projects in this study tend not 

to be. highly formalized, but differ in the degree of formalization 

depending upon the dimension of formalization measured. Most projects 

are moderately formalized in specificity of job description• but 

informal in rule observation. Therefore, while there maybe formalized 

ob descriptions, most projects are less formalized in rule observation. 

Table 4 summarizes the projects that rank high or low, relative to 

the overall mean for all eleven projects, on organizational measures. 

Eight projects had highly formalized recruitment policies; sixe were 

above the mean in formalized job codification and,in specificity of 

job descriptions. However, only four projects were above the mean in 

formalized procedures for monitoring rule observation:. 

Centralization consists of two major decision-making areas--program 

issues and daily job concerns. Program issues include project policies, 

goals, and procedures. Daily job. concerns include case management ...... ..~ 
. .  , : - . • . 

decisions.and individual scheduling of work: activities. Projects.tend 

to: be highly centralized in organizational decisions regarding, policies ' 

and goals. Many of these decisions are made. by the hoSt agency, externai " 

to the project• although often, in concert with the project director. 

Usually staff perceive that they have little influence in program decisions; 

however• regarding decisions made about the job and daily contact with 

clients, workers tend to be very much involved• although supervisors 

• still have a great ideal of influence if they choose to exert it. 

Table 4 also presents the elevent projects' rankings on centralization. 

Five projects were highly centralized in program level decision-making• 

and five projects centralized in daily work decisions. Three o£ the five 

organizations were highly centralized in both program and job decision- 
making. 

P r o j e c t  t u r n o v e r  was r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  in most o f  the  p r o j e c t s .  The. 

average p r o j e c t  t u r n o v e r  r a t e  was 65% over  t h e  2-1/2 yea r s  o f  p r o j e c t -  

operation. The range was 11% tO 133%. •Four projects had high turnover 

rages• but of the seven projects with low turnover rates, *.hree had 
rates above 40~. 
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TABLE 4 

A Summary of the Rankin ~ of E]even Child Abuse Pro~ects by 

Or~anizationa!, Characteristics 

(N=ll) 

Characteristics 

A. Size 

Number of full-time staff 

Total number of staff 

Average monthly client load 

B. 

C. 

Complexit I (number of professionals 
involved in projects) 

Span of Control (number of workers 
supervised by a supervisor ) 

D. Formalization 

; . . . .  Recruitment " 

J o b  c o d i f i c a t i o n  

• i.: Rule observation .. 

E. 

Specificity of jobdescription 

Centralization 

Organizational level decision 

Daily job decisions 

F. Turnover Rate 

Number of Pro~.ects 

High Low 

4 

5 

2 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 

6 

9 

• , • 

3 

5 

7 " " 

5 6 

5 6 

4 7 
\ , 

D 
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C. Management C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Table 5 presents dimensions of management processes and a general 

overview of how "the respondents rated their projects on these dimen- 

sions. A majority of respondents tendedt° rate management processes 

positively, including leadership, communication, task orientation, 

autonomy, innovation, staff support, job involvement, and peer cohesion. 

Exceptions were noted in the measures of pressure, control and clarity. 

~Most people reported that they did not experience high pressure on the 

j o b  and did.  n o t ~ b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e i r  management  u s e d  r u l e s  and  

regulations as unnecessarycontrols over • staff•behavior. In contrast 

to these positive evaluations, a majority of the Sample reported that 

they are not informed or are mostly uninformed as to what to expect 

in their daily routines; ~hat rules and regulations are not always 

explicitly communicated. Surprisingly~ in these eleven demonstrations, 
which are programs mandated to develop new therapeutic services for 

child abuse families, only 50%of the respondents felt that they were 

• . . . . . .  - ;- :: ." i "Some i.of: the".more interes.t:ing..findin~s:.~.are~..th~.~e~.t.ha~.~:ind.ica~te.:;~.~:.:~...~ iil ,. i :._ 

• ."~ ambiva lence :about 'projec t . 'manage:ment~ .  . .  ..~F0r exm~le-i~-.iW~i-~e::.60~~i:ra~edl :. : . / . :  :. ~ " 

c o m m u n i c a t i o n  t i m e l y  and r e l e v a n t  i n  t h e i r  p r o j e c t s ,  n e a r l y  40% repor ted .  • 

t h a t  communicat ion  was o n l y  a v e r a g e  or  b e l o w  a v e r a g e  i n  t i m e l i n e s s  o.r 

relevancy. Ove~ one-half of the respondents felt that their work en- 

vironment emphasized good planning and efficiency , but nearly 45% felt 

that planning and: program efficiency in their projects was only. aver- 

age (1.7%) or inadequate (27%). Approximately 30% of the respondents . 

felt that project leadership di d not provide more than adequate struc- 

ture and support (14% average, 18% inadequate). The non-response rate 

for leadership, task orientation, clarity, control and innovation was 

nearly 10%. Based on the interviews and observations completed during 

the project site visits and management assessment, these areas are ~ 

Chief problem areas in project management. 

/ • . 
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TABLE 5 

A Summary of Workers' Rankin,gs of t h e  M a n a g e m e n t  .Characteristics 

in ~eir Work Environment* 

Characteristics 

Involvement: the extent to which workers are 
concerned and committed to their jobs 

Poor Moderate Good 

6 23 71 

Peer Cohesion: the extent to which workers 
are friendly and supportive of each other 13 13 74 

Staff Support: the extent to which management 
is supportive of workers and encourages workers 
to be supportive of each other 13 11 76 

Autonomz: the extent to which workers are 
encouraged to make,their own decisions 10 10 8O 

Task Orientation: the extent to which the 
climate emphasizes good planning, efficiency, 
and. encourages workers toget.the:,job done" " 27 :17 56 

Work Pressure: ..the extent .to which the'press .... i-,?: ,. -:~;::-: "-,if~,:' ...... 
ofLwork ' dominates:the Job!.milieul I . / . . : . . . :  . . . . . . . . . .  ~'" 

Claritz: the extent to which workers know 
what to expect.in their daily routines, and 
how explicitly rules and policies are com- 
municated 

o 4 9 7 : .  ~. - 2 6  ';~:": 2 5 _  : " "  " ' .... ~' " 

35 24 41 

Control: the extent to which management uses 
rules and regulations to control workers' 
behavior 4 8  27 25 

Innovation: the extent to which variety, 
change and new approaches are emphasized 
in the work environment 24 23 53 

Leadership: the extent to which leaders are 
able to provide structure and support to 
workers 

Communication: the extent to which informa- 
tion is timely, appropriate and adequate 

18 14 68 

$1 60 

Adjusted frequencies used (N = 152-162). 

~'~ 
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D. Ind ica tors  o f  Job Discontent  

Ind ica tors  o f  job d i s conten t  in the  p r o j e c t s  are burnout,  job 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  turnover and absentee ism.  Table 6 repor t s  the  

distribution of the sample on these four. indicators. Of the 125 

respondents• who completed the burnout q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  40 f e l t  they were 

burned o u t ,  42 moderately burned out ,  and 43 not burned out .  Of t h e  

158 respondents  to  the  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n v e n t o r y ,  52 reported  being 

noti satisfied, 51 moderately dissatisfied, and 55 satisfied with their ......... .. 

jobs. 

Twenty-three percent  of the  sample p a r t i c i p a n t s  had. terminated.  
1 

employment with t h e . p r o j e c t  be fore  t h i s  management.assessment.  While'. 

some of the projects did not maintain adequate-, records, of workers.' 

absenteeism, 33%.. (N=125] of the workers for whom-data were available 

had been absent less .  than one day per. month and only 6% had been absent 

more than one day per month. 

'L. 

IAs indicated earlier, additional project st~f had terminated 
employment in these elevent demonstration programs but were not included 
in the study because they did not respond to the questionnaire or could 
not be located for the study. Since the management assessment, many of 
the workers included in thestudy have terminated project employment. 
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TABLE 6 - " 
• . . . - 

A Su~umar~ of Workers' Responses onIndicators of Job Discontent* 

= 

- ~ .  

Indicators ' - -  N u m b e r  - 
. ,  - . . :  • 

B u r n o U t  (N=125) 

Not burned out 

Moderateiy burned Out 

B u r n e d  o u t  

°43 

'42 

• • • • • 

Satisfaction (N=IS8) 

Satisfied 

Moderately satisfied 

Not satisfied 

TerminatiOn (N=162) 

55 

51 

52 

-37 

Absenteeism (N=123) 

Less than o n e  day per month 

One day per month 

More than one day per month 

4 1  

7 5  

7: 

Adjusted frequencies were used; over 23-were blank. 

.,- ~ . 
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SECTION IV: THE FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH BURNOUT 

FigureA depicts the three major areas of program operation assessed. 

As is suggested by ~he diagram, there is thought to be a hierarchy of 

associations among •worker, management and organizational characteris, 

tics. In this analysis, the data are explored to determine the hier- 

archy, of relationships among the three sets ofdata information and. the 

factors within each•of the major sets of variables which are directly 

associated with burnout. 

Figure A: A General Scheme o f  the Areas of Program 

O~erationUnder Investigation- 

r l 

Organizational 
Structure 

• size 
• complexity 
• span of control 
• formalization 
• centralization 

• . • . , . 

Hanagement 

e leadership 
• comunication 
• work environ- 

ment 

Burnout  

e "  turnover 

Worker 
Characteristics 

a b s e n t e e i s m  
j o b  s a t i s -  
f a c t i o n  

• age 
@ s e x  

• d e g r e e  
• work e x p e r -  

i e n c e  
• j o b  t i t l e  

. " ' ~  

----+ = indirect relationships 

= direct relationships 

+----~= interacting relationships 
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A. Worker Characteristics and Burnout I 

The relationships between worker characteristics and burnout are 

displayed on Table 7. A~ can be seen, there are a number of significant, 

but not high, relationships. Burnout is more likely to occur among 

younger, inexperienced workers, male employees, full-time workers, " 

and among employees who are supervised by others. 

Burnout tends to decrease with age. Almost 50% Of those under the 

age of 50 are highly burned out. Nearly 50% of those e~loyed between 

one and two years tend to be burned out. The data •indicate that men are 

more :likely to burn out, but, because of the small mmmber of men in the 

sample, this finding must be interpreted :with reservation. 

Individual job status within the organization suggests something 

about the tendency to burn out. Burnout is more likely to occur among 

those who are supervised by others. Nearly 50% of the supervised 

workers, Compared to 30% of the supervisors, were burned out. Not 

surprisingly, 75% of the clerical staff, as con~pared to 13% of the 

project directors were burned out Interestingly, nearly 50% of the 

management and professional serviceproviders were burned out, conrpared 

to onl>" 25% of the para4Drofessionals. . . 

Although no Significant differences existed among workers of 

various educational backgrounds, workers with no degree or with a BA. • 

degree were slightly more likely to burn out than workers with Masters 

degrees. 

These findings suggest that specific groups of people in an agency 

are high risks for burnout and may merit special attention to avoid 

burnout. 

l.correiations between these• variables appear in Appendix E. 
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Table 7 
P e r c e n t  D i s t r i b u t i o n  o~ Bu~nout-'~-~'~ P e r s o n n e l  Characterls~ic~" 

Ca) 

i ' " • • 

Burne.d ou t  44% 49~ 39% 33~ 

H o d e r a t e l y  35 27 29 29 
burned out 

No~ burned " : ......... 
ou~ 22 . 24;.. 3 3  38 

• BurnoUt - " Male 

Burned out  59% 
. . . . . .  I .  

H o d e r a t e l y .  
burned out, "22 

Nog burned 
o u t  19 

Female 

39~ 

30 

30 

N=162 

Not s i g n i f i c a n t  P .74 

Honths  Employed i n  the Agency Cc) 

Burnout 

Burned out  

Hode~ate ly  
bu rned  out  

<12 13-24 " 25* 

' 39% S0t . 23% 
• . • J . . . .  . 

3 0 .  33 " -- 14 : 

Ce) 

N-162 

Significan t P <.01 

Job,.Tltle 

Cd) 

Burnout 

B u m e d . . o u t  " 

~ d e r a ~ e l y  
burned o u t  

Not. b u r n e d  
ou£ ,, 

N-162 

Not significant P 

Supervisoz. /  Role 

Yes. 

30%" 

28 

4 2  

Nal61 

Si~ificant P i<.0S 

I 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  
Ranage- S e r v i c e  

Burnou t  D i r e c t o r  meat  P r o v i d e r  

Burned out 13% 48% 

H o d e r a t e l y  
bu rned  o u t  

Not burned  
OUt 

31 17 

56 35 

Para-pro£es- 
s l o n a l  

serv tce  
p r o v i d e r  

46% 25% 

34 44 

C l e r i c a l  Other  

74% 50% 

11 19 

20 31 16 31 

.15 

I 

49% 

" 30 

21"  

N=i62 

S i g n i f i c a n t  P <,01 

Burnou~ 

Burned ou t  

H o d e r a t e l y  
burned ou t  25 

Not burned 
out  34 

Years Experience in Social Services 

<3 4 - 6  7-9 10+ 
I 

41% 54% 38~. . ~1% 

32 25 S O  

14 38 19. 

N= 162 
I " ...... ..... 

"Colu=n___~s _=ay not r o ~ d  co 100% duo to  r~unding.- 

" : - ~ -~ . :  . . . . :  , C=7 , . -%~  - . - . ~ . ,  . . - ~ . -~ ,~ . .  . 

. . . .  " ' -  ! ' . ' - -  i " "-" / : '  ' " '~ "  
. ~ . . . . . .  - ....... '_ ...... ---.-... ._ "..' 

- ~ . ; .  - ~  . ' ~ .  ~ .  _ . . . .  , • • . , . . . ,  , . . . . .  

r 

Cg~ 

B u z ~ o u t  N o n e  

Burned ou t  53~ 

Hoderaee ly  21 
burned out  

Not burned 27 
OUt  

N-162 

Noe. s ignt£ ican 'c  P 

AA BA/gS MA tV, S IV, S~/ other".  

3$~ 48~ 37~ " 

50 30 

13 22 

.23 

30 25 

~2 75 

' . .  . " .  
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B. Organizational Properties and Burnout 

The most significant and interesting relationships exist between 

burnout and average monthly client load, formalized rule observation, 

and project turnover rate, as shown in Table 8. 1 •Projects with large 

monthly caseloads and more formalized monitoring of rule observation 

tend to have more burned out workers and higher turnover rates. Con- ~ 

trary to our assumptions, there is an inverse relationship between pro- 

ject turnover and burnout. Projects with high turnover have the lowest 
burnout rate. 

The findings regardingcaseload size and burnout suggest that 

large caseloads cause a great deal of stress for workers. When there 

are too many clients to supervise, workers are unable to see all•of 

their clients regularly or to provide all Of the services needed; theY 

feel behind, overworked, and unable to do a good job. Further, workers 

feeling overwhelmed by caseload duties have iittle time to do a variety 

of other activities that could revitalize them. 

• Other conditions associated with burnout.--formalized rule 0b~ 

/ servation and Centralized.deci.si0n making__confirmpreviousresearch!2-'i i ~  

i Professionalswant.to have ciarified Job~responsibiiities,i but .... ~. ~ ~ i r e s e n t : "  
excessive supervision of rule compliant behavior. Bureaucratic con- 

trol systems challenge professional Values of self-monitoring and job 

autonomy, and also convey a lack of trust•. Further, manyprofessionals 

resent centralized decision making that excludes their.input and imposes 

arbitrary decisions that are not related to "real work conditions.,, 

Although the relati0nshi p is not very strong, projects with high 

turnover do not have many burned out staff. However, many terminated 

workers• report being burned out. These findings are difficult tointer,. 

p!et, but they suggest that while an individual's motive for terminating 

employment may be burnout, a project's overall turnover rate may be a 

l • • . , . 

Correlations between all organizational variables andburnout 
appear in Appendix E. 

2Hage and Aiken, 1968o ~ 
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 m ion other dy, ics,  .g.h romoti al oppo  ities, job 
ket, or personal career interests. Many turned-over workers reported 

that they left their jobs because of a more challenging job offer and 

promotional opportunities in other agency settings. Project turnover 

rate is very highly correlated with staff size, organizational complex- 

ity, and span of control, but negatively associated with • client load 

size, formalizationa and centralization. These findings are counter- 

intuitive anddifficult to interpret. The conditions highly associated 

with turnover are~ factors that contribute to job autonomy, allowing 

• individuals to ~w and develop new skills. Perhaps, as workers develop 

.new ~ skills and gain experience, they hunt for new job opportunities 

that build upon the expertise gained through employment in the projects. 

But of some concern is the fact that conditions associated with burnout 

~-caseload size, formalization and centralization--do not lead to 

turnover. This implies that there is a syndrome; burned out workers 

do not always attempt or cannot escape the environmental situations 

associated with their condition. • 

iAs is apparent, then, there are some signficiant relationships 

between burnout and organizational properties, but like the 

relationships between personnel and burnout, none of these is Very 

strong or: significant. 
-. 

~.." 
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"rah I c 8: 
Pe_~cbht Distribution of Run)ou t  i n  Rleven ChV['d Abuse Organizations, and Averaue Monthly Caseload 

Si=e, Formaliz'ed'Rule Observation, Termil[ation 'St :~tps and '[urnovcr Rate- 

P r o j e c t  A v e r a g e  
C a s e l o a d  S i z e  

Burned out 
(N=40) 

Moderately burned 
out (N=42) 

Not burned out 
{n=43) 

Neah 
Bay 

8 

0 

25% 

75% 

Los St.  Adams S t .  Baton Puerto 
~go]es . .  Potcrsbur~ Cu~lt). Arkansas Louis Tacoma Rot,Re RIo,) ArlinNto)1 

9. 18 26 . 37 40 42 56 . '83  ' ,  179 

33% 60% 50% 31% 

r 

18% 27% 23% 0 .33~ 

Union 
~L~tltlt y 

294 

42% 

33% 20% 30% 8% 27% 46% 39% 60% 22% 50% 

33% 20% 20% 62% &S% 27% 39% 40% 44% 8% 

Project N = ii; Worker N = 125. 

Not significant P --.12 

: > 

P 

hormalized Rule Observation 

5urnout Low Moderate High 

3urned out ] 24% 45% 42% 

)1oderately 29% 45% 32% 
burned out 

Not -burned " I 47% 
OUt 

10% 26% ' " ' :  

. . ":.-. 

. . . . .  P r o j e c t  N =. i i ' ; - .  Worker  N .=:"125. . . . . . .  " 

Significant P <.01 

Burnout [Not Terminated Terminated J 

Burned out 37% 63% I 

Moderately 
b u r n e d  out 

Not burned 
OUt 

I. 28% 

3S%: 

Significant P <.01 

31% 

6% 

I Puerto St. Neah Adams Union Baton St. Los 
Rico Petersburg Bay County Coumty Arlington Rouge Louis Tacoma A~geles Arkansas 

Turnover rate J .Ii .17 .25 .35 .44 .58 .62 .64 .88 1.0 1.33 

Burned out ~ 0 60% 0 50% 42% 33% 23% 18% 27% 33% 31% 

~derately I 
burned out 60% 20% 25% 30% 50% 22% 39% _7~ 46% 33% " ° 8% 

) 
Not burned 
out__ I 40% 20% 754 20% 8% 44% 39% 55% 27% 33% 

Project N = ii. $Vorker N = 125 

Not s[Rnifican t p .12 

*Columns may not round to 100% due  to rotmding. 

"'A turnover race oF 100% or more does not indicate that everyone, in the project has te,~minated 
employment, but rather that several positions Have turned over many times. 

62% 
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C. Management and Burnout " 

Burnout and many management processes are significantly correlated. 1 

There are higher relationships between burnout and leadership, communication, 

task orientation, autonomy, clarity and innovation than there are with 

staff support, job involvement and peer cohesion. The perception of high- 

pressure in the work environment is associated with high burnout. As 

shown in Table 9, of those work environments in which high stress was 

reported, 68% of the staff were very burned out. Control, or management,s 

use of rules and regulations to dicatate work behavior, isnot highly 

correlated with burnout. 

In those work environments where leadership provided structure 

and support, only 27% of the workers were burned out. In all situa- 

tions where leadership was low or inadequate, workers were either burned 

out or moderately burned out. This tendency is maintained when examin- 

ing the reIationship between communication and burnout. In those work 

environments in which task orientation is low, 70% of the staff were 

burned out. and only 8% of the:staff were not burned out;" In agencies 

in which workers do not know what to expect in their work, and rules 

and regulations are not explicitly communicated, a majority of the 

workers {57%) tend to be burned Out. If a work environment has very 

littlelworker autonomy, does not value innovaZion, and has inadequate 

staff support or supervision, the majority of the workers will be burned 

out. 

Management processes and work climate conditions, then, are 

related to burnout, suggesting that these factors are the most 

immediate variables affecting workers' job morale status. Particularly 

iSee Appendix E for correlations between these variables. 
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Table 9: 
Percent Distribution of Burnout and M;maRement Variables" 

Leadership 

Burnout Poor Average Good 

Burned out 85% 48% 27% 

Moderatel Z burned out 15% 33% 33% 

Not burned out 0 19% 39% 

Communication. 

Burnout 

Burned out 

IPoor Average Good 

86% .51% 28% 

Moderately burned o u t  14% 28% 34% 

Not burned out 0 21% 38% 

N=147 Significant p <.01 
• ~=.- 

N=154 Significant P <.01 

I n n o v a t i o n  

[ ~ m m ~ = = = ~ B u r n o u t  Poor Average Good 

Burned out i 69% 46% 27%! 

Moderazely burned out 19% 31% 35% 

Not burned out .I 11% 23% 38% 

Staff Support 

Burnout . " Poor .Average Good 

Burned ou t  80% 41% 36% 

~bderatel[ burned out 15% 29% 31% 

Not burned out 5% 29% 32% 

N=IS2 Significant P <.01 N=156 Significant P <.01 

L" 

Job Involvement 

Burnout - iPoor Average Good 

Burned out I 67% 68% 30% 

Moderatel~, burned out I 22% 19% 34% 

Not burned out 11% 14% 36% 

N=158 Significant P <.01 

Task Orientation 

Burnout IPoor Average Good 

Bulned out 70% 38% 27% 

Moderately burned out 23% 31% 33% 

Not burned out 8% 31% 39% 

N=IS0 Significant P <.01 

Job Clarity 

Burnout Poor A v e r a g e  Good 

Burned out 57% 41% 26% 

Moderately burned out 26% 41% 27% 

Not burned out 17% 19% 39% 

N=I52 Significant P <.01 

*Columns may not round to 100% due to rounding. 

4 0  

%~'ork Pressure 

Burnout Poor Average Good 

Burned out I 33% 38% 68% 

~loderatel7 burned out 25% 43% 23% 

Not burned out 43% . 19% 10% 

N=162 :SJsn i f i can t  P <.OJ 

J o 5  Autonomy 

Burnout ' Poor ~Average Good 

Burned out 81% 63% 27% 

Hoderately burned out 19% 31% 34% 

Not burned out I 0 6% 39% 
,= 

N:156 Significant P <.Of 

i 
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important are the qtmlity of leadership,  communication, innovation, task 

orientation, clarity, staff support and job autonomy--conditions that 

facilitate job performance. 

D. Mediat.ing Relationships Between Management and organization 

In addition to an assessment of th e relationships between burnout 

and the independent variables, the relationships ~ong the independent 

variables themselves are oflimportance. As shown previously, organi- 

zational structure is not highly Correlated with or directly related 

to burnout; however, since the concern of the study is to .understand how 

organizational structure is related to burnout through its impact on 

management, its relationships with management processes are examined, l 

A number of significant and fairiy high correlations exist between 

structural variables and management variables. The structural varia- 

bles that are most consistently relatedto management are size~.[speci- 

fically, average monthly caseloa~ formalization ~jobcodification and 

rule observation),.and centralization of program:level decisions. 

Project turnover is also significantly related to managementprocesses. 

There are several strong findings regarding the relationship of 

organizational variables with management processes. Projects with 

larger caseloads tend to have decreased peer cohesion, task orienta- 

tion and clarity, but higher job pressure. As the number of workers 

supervised by onesupervisor increases, peer cohesion, task orienta- 

tion and clarity tend to improve, but staff support decreases. These 

data indicate that when a supervisor monitors more than ten workers, 

improved planning and explicit expectations result, but the trade-off 

is lower staff support: 

The extent of project formalization tends to have a significant 

association with management"variables, particularly autonomy, task 

iSee Appendix H for correlations. 
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orientation, pressure, peer cohesion, innovation and leadership. Pro- 

jects that formalize the boundaries of individual job,flexibiiity tend 

to have decreased autonomy, task orientation and peer cohesion, but .... 

higher job pressure. The findings for formalized job codification are. 

consistent with formalized rule observation. • Projects in which there 

is formalized rule observation tend to have decreased job autonomy, 

task orientation •, job involvement , innovation, peer cohesion, and less 

acceptable project leadership. Job pressure is.increased., While for- 

malized job codification and rule observation tend to have a negative 

influence on effectiveness of management processes, specificity of job 

description has no significant negative relationship to the management 

variables. • This implies that workers prefer formalized• job descriptions 

and expectations which reduce job Confusion, b~Jt - resent impositions on 

job flexibility and self-monitoring. 

Centralization of both program and•job decisions has significantly 

correlated associations with project management variables. Projects 

that are highly centralized on program decisions•tend tO have decreased 

.... .i task orientation, clarity, autonomy, inadequate, leadership~ and communi- 

cation. In projects in which•daily job decisions tend to be•centralized 

or monitored :by Supervisors or coordinators ,'- : there is~les~s' job autonomy ..... ' ...... 

and task orientation, and there tends to be inadequate communication. 

• Project centralization is•positively associated with job pressure; high 

centralization is accompanied by high job pressure. 

These findings confirm important relationships between structural 

characteristics and management and •work climate. The mostsignificant 

structural characteristics -- caseload size, span of control, formali- 

zation and centralization -- affect the quality of job autonomy, inno- 

vation, peer cohesion, leadership, c0mmunication, task orientation, .... 

clarity, and amount of job pressure. These are all important manage- 

ment characteristics associated with burnout. These results suggest' 

interaction effects between Structure, management and burnout. Efforts 

to improve work climate as a means of preventing burnout cannot ignore: 

the impact a program's structural properties appear tO have on climate 

conditions. ~%en a programtends to be more bureaucratic, climate 

• ~ - • . 

'°' 42 



, -  "Z .. , . ' L  • 

c o n d i t i o n s  impor tan t  t o  preventin~g burnou t  a re  more d i f f i c u l t  to  

m a i n t a i n .  

H. The I n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  Among Burnout, P e r s o n n e l ,  Organization and 

~ a g e m e n t  

In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between work c l i m a t e  and bu rnou t  

is clarified to determine the hierarchy of association and its relevance 

to intervention. The question addressed is: To what extent is the 

relationship betwe~en burnout and management processes explained by the 

influence of personnel characteristics and organizational variables? 

Or, do the significant relationships between burnout and organizational 

structures disappear when considering the influence of management 

variables? First, through partial correlation techniques, the 

relationships between: burnout  and organizational characteristics are 

explored, considering the influence of management and personnel 

variables. Second, the relationships between burnout and management 

are~ examined, considering the influence of organizational characteristics~ 

and personnel characteristics. Finally, through regression analysis, 

all three sets of independent variables are explored together to 
- . . . - . . . , . . . . . 

determine which are the best predictors of burnout or which variables 

are able to explain the most variation in burnout found among workers. 

io The Influence of Personnel on Relationships Between Management 

and Burnout. In~the analysis using partial correlation and regression 

techniques, all potential intervening variables are controlled to 

determine their influence on the relationship between burnout and the 

independent variables. Table 10 depictsthe relationship between 

management, variables and burnout when controlling for personnel 

variables of age, sex, degree and work experience. As can be seen, age 

sex and work experience each has a slight influence on the relationship 

between management and burnout. The highest degress received appears 

to have little mediating influence. However, because of the interrelation- 

ships between the four personnel variables, when controlling for all four 

simultaneously, the prime relationship between management and burnout is in- 

fluenced in both a positive and negative direction. For example, the 
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c o r r e l a t i o n s  between burnout and s t a f f  support i s  .reduced when Contro l l ing  

for. ,age, sex or work experience  independently ,  but increases  when the 

four .are  contro l l ed  s imul taneous ly .  The a s soc ia t ions  b e t w e e n . i n n o v a t i o n  

and burnout provide a s i m i l a r  example. However, the re la t ionsh ip ,  between 

burnout and each o f  the other  management variables- -autonomy,  task  

o r i e n t a t i o n ,  work pressure ,  l eadersh ip ,  communication and peer cohes ion - -  

i s  s l i g h t l y  decreased when cons ider ing  the impact o f t h e s e  personnel  
charact eristics. 

In conclusion, personnel characteristics have an effect, often 

inconsistent, on the relationships between burnout and management 

variables. Because it is assumed that causally they occur prior to 

the phenomenon under study, their influence must be accounted for and 

controlled when trying to understand these relationships. 

"7"'' 
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TABLE10 

The Relationshi P Between Managemeqt Variables and Burnout 

When Controllin~ for Personnei Characteristics 

_,~,. 

Hanagement Variables 

Changes in r for Burnout when Controlling 
for Personnel Variables 

Burnout Age S e x  ° :Degree  Work EX- Age,; Sex; 
p e r i e n c e  Degree;. 

Work Ex- 
pe r i ence  

Staff Support .55 

Autonomy .41 

. T a s k O r i e n t i t i 0 n -  . . . . . . .  .47 ..... 

Work Pressure -.35.1 

Clarity .42 

Innovat ion .40 

Leaders  h ip  " .5 9 

Communication .52 

Job I n v o  i vement • 2 9  

Peer  Cohes ion  .25 

.27 .27 

.32 .31 

- 2 3  " - 2 3 .  

.32 .31 

• 3 9  . 3 8  

.48 .48 

.44 .45 

.29 .29 

.20 .16 

:36 

.41 

• 47 

- .38  

..42 

.40 

.59 

.S2 

.29 

.25 

.28 

.32 

.38 

- . 2 4 .  

.32 

.39 

.49 

:45 

.30 

.20 

.41 

• 38 

.44 

-.32 

.43 

.47 

.57 

.47 

~29 

.20 

Note: All relationships are significant P < .01. 

LL~ 
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2. The Influence of Organizational Variables on the Rela- 

tionships Between Burnout And Management. Table ii depicts the rela- 

tionship between burnout and management variables. As is evident in 

the table, in most situations, the original relationships are not signi- 

ficantly influenced by organizational variables. There are, however, several 

exceptions. The assoc'iations between autonomy, leadership and communi- 

cation and burnout are slightly decreased by organizational variables. 

By controlling the influence of formalized rule observation, there is a .... 

consistent and sometimes dramatic reduction in the relationshi p between .... 

management variables and burnout, and it significantly reduces the rela- 

tionships between job involvement and autonomy with burnout. Also of 

some interest, complexity (i.e., the number of different professional dis 

ciplines involved in a project) tends tO suppress or hide the exist- 

ing relationships between burnout and management variables. 

The negative association between caseload size and~burnout - is 

decreased significantly by task orientation and clarity, but increased 

by leadership. This finding suggests that whilethe ,'planfulness" 

and explicitness ofirules and poiicies intervene in the original rela- 

tionship the extent :to which ~ leadership provides structure~d: support : 

tends tO suppreSS or hide'the strength; of ~the relationship between 

bul~lout and caseload size. The influence Of management variables on 

the relationshipbetween caseload size and burnout suggests important 

interrelationships among management, burnout and workload. 

All management variables decrease the relationshipbetween formal- 

ized rule observation and burnout, but by controllingfor autonomy~ 

task orientation, innovation or leadership, this original relationship 

loses its Statistical significance. This finding suggests that for! 

malized ~ule observation is only indirectly related to burnout. 

There are no real changes in ~he relationship between formalized 

job codification and burnout when control!ingfor management variables. 

The significant relationship between project %urnover and burnout 

disappea~when controlling for job involvement, autonomy, task orien- 
tation, work pressure and leadership, suEgesting that the real rela- 

tionship existing between burnout andmanagement and turnover is only 

an outcome indication of burnout. 
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In summary, the partial correlation analTsis suggested that the 

personnel 9ariables have.a mediating influence on the relationships 

between burnout, and management variables, but do not drastically alter 

the direction or magnitude of the original relationships . Similarly, 

when controlling for organizational variables, there are few 

substantial changes in the associations between burnout /nd management. 

Notable exceptions are formalized rule observation and centralization 

at the program level. 
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The R e l a t i o n s h i p  between Burnout a~ld /4anagemen t :Var Jab le s ,  Con t ro l l i ng_  f o r  t he  Confounding I n f l u e n c e  o f  O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  F a c t o r s  

Changes  In r For Burnout  When C o n t r o l l i n g  For O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  F a c t o r s  

blanagement V a r i a b l e s  Burnout  

To t a l  
n o f  Average Span o f  
S t a f f  Case load  Complex i ty  Con t r o l  

Forma l i zed  
Formal ized  Formal ized  Formal ized  S p e c i f i c i t y  C e n t r a l -  C e n t r a l -  
R e c r u i t -  Job Rule o f  J o b  i zed  ized  
ment C o d i f i c a t i o n  O b s e r v a t i o n  D e s c r i p t i o n  Program Job 

T u r n -  

O v e r  

Rate 

Invo lvement  .29 .24 .26 .31 

Peer  Cohes ion  .25 .27 .28 .26 

S t a f f  Suppor t  .35 .33 .32 .42 

Autonomy .41 .32 .34 .41 

Task O r i e n t a t i o n  .47 .46 .47 .51 

Job P r e s s u r e  - .35  - . 3 6  - . 3 7  - .34 

C l a r i t y  .42 .40 .41 .44 

I n n o v a t i o n  .40 .41 .41 .49 

L e a d e r s h i p  .59 .51 .51 .62 

Communication .52 .47 .46 .$2 

.24 

.27 

.34 

.32 

.45 

- . 36  

.39 

.41 

: .52 

.46  

.27 

.29 

.34 

.35 

.47 

- .  37 

.41 

.41 

.51 

.46 

24 .15 

27 .20 

32 .30 

32 .25 

.46 .41 

36 - .33 

.41 .40 

.41 . 3 S  

.50 .46 

.4S .41 

.26 

.28 

.32 

.35 

.48 

- . 38  

.42 

.41 

• 50 

.46 

,24 

.26 

.32 

.31 

.46 

- . 3 6  

.39 

.41 

. 4 9  

.26 

.28 

.33 

.37  

.48 

- . 3 8  

.42 

.49 

.~51 

.46 

.27 

.23 

.43 

.37 

.47 

- . 3 0  

.42 

.48 

.60 

.52 

Note:  All  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  P < .01.  

i 
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3. Predictf~g Burnout by Worker Characteristics, Management 

and Organizational Variables. There are a number of different ways 

to look at the complex relationships under investigation in this study. 

Havingjust presented the results of the partial correlations, a useful 

method for sorting out the differential impact of ~the three sets of 

predicting variables on burnout is a multiple regression analysis, All 

variables having significantly high correlations with burnout among 

the three sets of independent variables were entered into.aregression 

equation simultaneously.~ The nominal and ordinal variables were con- 

.verted into dummyvariables; burnout, management: and organizational var- 

iables were treated as continuous variables. 

The results of this regression are presented in Table 12. The 

equation is significant at P <.000; leadership, communication, super- 

visor), responsibility and caseload size were significant at P <.05~ 

The adjusted R 2 of the equation-is .44 The Beta:coefficients illus- 

trate the relative influence each variable has on predicting burnout. 

As leadership score increases one point, the burnout scorel goes up on 

the average nearly f0ur points, suggesting the higher the leadership 

the less burnout exists. When communication is increased one point, the 

burnout score increases nearly three points, i.e., as communication 

improves, burnout decreases. The findings suggest that if one client is 

added to the caseload, the burnout score decreases .02 but if 20 

clients were added, the burnout score would decrease .4 points. In other words, 

as caseloads become larger, burnout increases. The data show that 

Supervisors tend not to be burned out. Although not significant, the 

data suggest that workers with Masters degrees and individuals under 

50 years o~age are most likely to be burned out. 

The results of this regressi0n analysis suggest a possible hier- 

archy of importance among all of the independent variables, indicating 

which aspects of program functioningare most critical in preVenting 

iRemember, high score on bum~outequa!slcw burnout. 
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burnout. Leadership's ability to provide Support and structure, 

along with timely and relevant cormmunication, stands out as the most influen- 

tial.factor inpreventing burnout. 

, , . -. , 

TABLE 12 :: " 

The E f f e c t s  o f  S i g n i f i c a n t  P e r s o n n e l ,  O r g a n i z a t i , o n a  ! and Management 

• V a r i a b l e s : i n  E x p l a i n i n g ,  t h e  V a r i a t i o n  i n  Burnout Amon 8 C h i l d  

AbuseWorkers (using Multivariate Regression AnalTsis ) 

Variable B 

Leadership 3.72 

Communication 2.90 

Supervision responsibility 5.68 

Innovation 

Masters degree 

Bachelor's degree 

.Work time 

Caseload size 
- -. 

• . F o r m a l i z e d ,  r u l e "  " " " 

observation -43.78 

Sex 3.i0 

Age 24 or less -4.29 

Age 25-30 " --2.20 

Age 31-40 -43.95 

Standard Error B " Significance of F 

1.05 

1.23 

2.14 

. 1.08 

3.61 

5.89 

Note: 

1.28 

-4.07 

-43.22 

. . . .  1 . o s  : : 3,s4 
. -  --0.03 - .-, 0.01 

1 . 3 1  

2.54 

3.38 

2.81 

2.92 
. r , 

Sign i f i cance  of F of the whole equation P < . 0 0 0  

Adjusted R 2 =. 44 

N = 125. 

• 001 

.02 

.009 

.24 ~' 

.26 

.96~ 
• . . . .  . 

78 .... ' . . . . .  

.01  ,~ 
. ' . ,. • . : 

.55 
/ 

.23. 

.21 

.44 

.75 

. • .. . 

iA 
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Discriminant Analysis. Having looked at the complex 

relationships through partial, correlations and regression techniques, 

we are interested in knowing how well we can statistically distinguish 

those who are burned out from those who are not burned out. by looking 

at the independent variables used in the last regression analysis. One 

way of getting at this question is through the use .of ~ discriminant 

analysis. TO distinguish between these two groups of workers-- 

burnout out and not burned out -- the significant worker, management and 

organizational characteristics used in the regression analysis were used 

as discriminating variables. The mathematical objective Of discriminant 

analysis is to weigh and linearly combine the discriminating variables 

so that burned out and not burned out workers are forced to be as statis- 

tically distinct as possible (Nie et al., 1975). By taking these var- 

ious characteristics and mathematically combining them, the dimensions 

around which burned out workers cluster will be derived. When the dis- 

criminating factors have been selected, the statistica! tests report how 

successful these variables were in differentiating between burned out 

and non-burned out  workers.   f;the e are si ificant  actors suc-: 

cessfullyigroup workers into our two categories, we can use these to. 

predict the likelihood of burnout ~in a particular agency. All variables " 

were considered simultaneously. 

Table 13 shows that on the ibasis of the scores for the independent 

variables, 75% of the case have been correctly classified into burned 

out and not burned out groups. There was somewhat better classification 

offnon-burned out workers (71%) than of~burned out workers (64%). The 

chief predictors for classification purposes are age (30 years or less), 

Masters degree, innovation and leadership. .These finding s suggest that 

worker burnout can be predecited by assessing the age and degree level 

of workers, and measuring the extent to which work environments provide 

job task opportunities to be creative and innovative, as well as the~,extent to 

which leadership provides support and structure. The other indicators (i.e., 

supervisory role, client load, sex, formalized rule observation and 

commtmication) have less predictive ability, but also seem to be impor- 

tant indicators .of burnout since the total equation was significant at 
. . ~ .. 
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P <.000 and the canonical correlation between all of these independent 

variables and the dependent variable in their ability to discriminate 

is 56%. 

TABLE. 1 3  : " " ............ 

Prediction of Burnout Using Management and Organizational variables 

(using Discriminant Analys.is). 

Predicted Burnout Predicted Not Burned Out 

64% 36% Actually Burned Out 

Actually Not Burned Out 29% :71% 

i 

Note: 75% of the cases were correctly classified. ~ : 
i C~i-square -.21.15, significan~ at P <,01.. .... . . 

• -• • • " ' •:.•. ........ •:i: • i i-;-!•~ ,': .: .... ' , .- .' ? . . 

Summar)' of Findings 

e Of the worker characteristics, age and supervision responsi- - 
bilities are the highest and most significantly related to 
burnout, i.e., older workers and workers with supervisory 
responsibility are less likely to burn out. 

• Client load size and formalized rule observation are signifi- 
cantly and highly correlated with burnout, i.e., projects with 
large caseload size and formalized rule observation are=more 
likely to have burned out workers. 

• All management and work environment variables are significantly 
related to burnout. These important characteristics are : 

--leadership provides sUppO~ and structure; 
-,communication is timely and appropriate; : 
• --there is "planful, efficient environment, orderliness" 
--rules and policies are explicit; 
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--workershave freedom to be self-sufficient and make their 
own decisions; 

--there is room for creativity and innovation; 
. --supervisors provide support and nurturing; 
--there is little job pressure., 
--workers feel committed to their jobs and are enthusiastic; 
--workers are friendly and supportive. 

• There iS a significant relationship between burnout and .fermi- 
.. ' nation, but not between burnout and absenteeism. 

.e. Some of.  the relationships between management and burnout are 
-- slightly mediated by controlling for the influence of several. 

-organizational variables: 

" --formalized rule observation tendsto decrease the association; 
--complexity tends to increase the relationships; 
--particular relationships that are influenced are the.rela- 
tionshipsbetwee n autonomy, leadership, conmmmication and 
burnout.- 

The most variation in burnout, among workers is explained by-- 
leadership, comunication, innovation, supervision responsi- 
bilities and caseload size. 

• .. • The best. prediCtors.of burnout are leadership,.job.pressure, ............ 
centralization at .the .job leve],.task orientation and ~omplex- 
ity; 
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- SECTION V: HOW TO AVOID BURNOUT.. 
; . . . . .  . . • 

• . . . , .  

• ~ . .. 

In the child abuse.and neglect field to date, the Primary . method 

suggested for coping with burnout has been to encourage workers• to 

improve their own mental health practices, and •develop i better: coping 

skills. While these e~forts-may, prevent I disillusionment"with the ' ' " ' 

- helping .profession,• the findings.,in this:study suggest, ithatprevention:. -..: 

of burnout requires interventions at ~ more than the,individual: ievel, : ' 

Both management, andorganizational, processes must be .altered .for burn-.. 

out among child abuse and neglect- workers, to. be, reduced. • :In: this • " 

Section.. recommendations for avoiding or reducing burnout are dis~- 
• . .  • - 

de hip A~ • Lea rs ......... . .. : ~i~.~.. ",-~ : .!-...,:: :~ '..... :~ ...... ......... 
. . • . . . . .. 

• .The. ext ent to. Which ieadership provides. support" and..st z~/cture i s : :" :./. :" 

a primary factor.associated.with burnout~ During interviews with:.pr0- 
' . " " . . . . .  • " " " ,  ' /'." ' " '  " " " " . , . .  ,- c , . 

ject staff, a number of common: problems in project leadershi p were re- 

ported. Inexperience by most project managers was thought to be 

responsible for in~eragency conflTicts, intra-agency turmoi!, and dis-- 

organized work environments.. Other leadership qualities that nega- 

tively affected workers' attitudes and performance were an inability• 

to cope with workers' anger or handle stressful situations in an order- 

ly fashion, to set priorities for..the myriad of program tasks and re- 

sponsibilities, and to handle.authority well. Problems occur when a 

director is passive and non-directive,..or authoritarian and control- 

linE. 

Other serious problems are created in the projects When workers 

do not feel that they are trusted by the proiect leadership and when 

they are not given enough support and positive feedback. 

There are several reasons for the existence of these leadership 

problems. One critical factor is that directors are not trained in 

Preceding page blank 
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administration but often are promoted into the leadership position• 

because they are exp@rts in the specialty area or have been super- 

visors or therapists. Individuals find themselves promoted into these 

positions before they have thought through whethe@ they are personal~y 

suited to perform the duties and responsibilities of project management 

or received training in administration and management. What is needed 

are training programs available to the agency in which individuals 

with administrative interests can be prepared for future leadership 

positions. Inthese training programs workers would have an oppor- 

tunity to learn management approaches that are relevant for public 

service enterprises. 

B. Commun i cat ion 

Communication is a significant problem in project management, 

particularly the timely communication of information relevant to work- 

ers' jobs. Communication is not facilitated •because formal communica- 

• tion patterns are not established early in the project's life to assure 

• that information is transmitted. Sixty-three percent of the workers : 

in the demonstration projects •claimed that theirbest source of infor- 
. , . 

marion was through informal communication. Staff meetings rarely occur 

or are poorly attended because of client crises and scheduling prob- 

lems. When staff meetings do occur •, often relevant information is not 

discussed. Frequently, due tO personality conflicts between key per- 

sons in the project, con~nunication is distorted or misinterpreted. 

In other situations, the person most affected by the information is 

the last to know of it. 

In the larger protective service agencies, many workers complained 

• that they spent hours completing the paperwork necessary to provide 

clients service, only to learn that rules had changed and the forms 

would have to be redone. Poor communication creates many problems: i 

for workers. Valuable time is wasted and wcrkers feel un- 

productive and unappreciated. In many of these situations, workers 

turn to •other staff members to vent their anger and gain some needed 

support. Consequently, problems fester and grow out of proportion; 

schisms are created in the organization. 
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Improving communication in an organization is a difficult task. 

Some agencie s deal with communication problems by scheduling periodic 

staff meetings designated to deal with personnel problems. Others 

hire facilitators and consultants to help the agency remedy communica- 

tion problems. Because communication is an important factor•associated 

with burnout, it is important that agency communication function at 

an optimal level. Some suggested guidelines are: regularly scheduled 

staff meetingsil~in which workers are informed o£ information pertinent 

to their Jobs; Specified channels of commmication (i.e., identifica- 

tion of who is:: responsible for passing information along); and~ ~drmal 

mechanisms that :allow conflicts interfering witch work activities to 
be resolved in a timely fashion. 

C. Supervision~ 

The quality of supervision, i.e., Supervision that provides account- 

ability and support, is an extremely important factor in worker atti- 

tUdes and behavior; it was found that thos e demonstration projects in 

which Workers report inadequate supervision had the highest incidence 
of burnout. 

Good supervision is crucial to workers, performance and satisfac- 

tion. Workers expect a supervisor to know what they do, ~o 

monitor the quality of their work and give feedback on work 
performance. 

. 

Good supe~ision is imperative because social workers a r e  c a l l e d  

upon to make crucial decisions each day, i.e., removing a child from 

a home, taking a~'mother to court, strugglingwith sexual abuse cases. 

In these situat£=ons a worker needs to proceed planfully and carefully 

and to share the=decision making process with more objective parties .... 

What is needed is a redefinition of a supervisor's function and 

priority placed on assisting workers do their job effectively. Workers 

need someone to advocate on their behal£ and on behalf of their clients, 

to help improve agencies, responsiveness and increase service •resources. 

to clients. By assisting workers in developing community resource ne~ 

Works, supervisors can .£acilitate the.worker,s job. 
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But most important of all, social workers need someone who can 

give support and positive feedback about specific areas of acco~lish- 

ment or progress with clients. A supervisor is the one person who 

has reflected on a worker's performance and can give the specific kind 

of feedback and support that is most credible with workers. 

Many supervisors in the projects are overwhelmed by monitoring 

a unit's paperwork and fulfilling other bureaucratic duties. Often, 

because they are involved with individual workers and clients in crisis 

situations, other supervisory functions are neglected. But just as 

often, supervision does not consist of the activities we have described, 

because many supervisors do not receive adequate training, or have not 

had a good model of supervision prior to promotion, and are not 

given adequate support in their new positions by their superiors. 

Supervision requires unique skills. Training and consultation 

should be provided to all interested workers before promotion to the 

position. This training should focus on the development of skills in 

advocacy, community resource development, communication, case monitor- 

' ~ : " " i n g  accoun;tabili~y, and giving support,. . . . .  . .~ . • . . ~ -  " 

• . . . . . . . . .  . . 

• i ~ ; ,  " ; , ~ i i~i ~ 
• D.' Job Design 

This research indicates that job design is another important factor 

in worker satisfaction and performance. A successful job design has 

the following characteristics: variety, autonomy and feedback. 

Many social workers report feeling stuck in a narrow casewo.rk 

job because their entire job consists of serviceprovision and paper- 

work. Others report that a variety of work assignments tended to 

revive waning job enthusiasm. Many workers want and need opportuni- 

ties to develop skills • in training, education,, community organizing 

and groupwork, as well as opportunities to try innovative .approaches: 

in their treatment work. 

Some workers who burn out are those who did not feel successful 

or that their work efforts were meaningless because they received no 

feedback on their efforts. Intake workers, •tended to report this as . a  

major problem. After completing investigations and tentative treatment 
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Planning, the client is referred to other workers, and rarely do they 

hear what has happened with the clients. Consequently, they do not 

attribute meaning to their own actions with theclients. Because 

social workers do not always have evidence of their efforts, feedback 

is very important. Many workers who have burned out report uhat direct, 

specific and positively oriented feedback was missing in their jobs. 

The las~. important aspect of job design is autonomy. This is a 

tricky concept because it has todo with.flexibility, self-governance, 

and is at the same time congTuent with a worker's •need for supervision 

and accountability.. Contrasting examples help illustrate, the-point. 

One highly successful seasoned worker interviewed in this stud), had 
• .!. ' . . 

worked in protective services for six-years, one of the few senior 

employees in the agency. Granted, one of the reasons she had been 

ab!e to. keep up the grueling pace was that she thrived on difficult, 

complex cases.. But she also:said that she had not burned out because 

her supervisor-had always trusted her. and given her the freedom tO 

set .her own hours and work i n her own style. She felt free to work 

'50 hours  .one~ week, and t a k e o f f . d a y s  t o ' r e c u p e r a t e  when' she f e l t  d ra ined .  

This. example is c0ntrasted with another worker who had burned out and 

terminated with the agency. This worker Had found herself overwhelmed 

with having to work late three and four nights a week She had asked 

her projec~ director for permission to work four days a week, ten hours 

a day, and havea three-day weekend to recover. The director refused 

because this wa~. contrary to agency procedures and requirements. The 

worker, unable to sustain the job strain, left the agency. 

In a job as ~ personally demanding as working with abuse and neglect, 

it is important that workers be given a variety of job activities, re- 

ceive positive feedback, and be given permission to work in their own 

style. 
. 

E. Work Hn viro~_ment 

Other work environment conditions highly associated with burnout 

are task orientation, clarity and work pressure. .~e impact of workl 

load is modified when the work environment has an efficient, planfui 
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atmosphere, specific rules and policies, and minimal job pressure. 

Many social workers complain that they are always working from crisis 

to crisis. Others claim that there is no way to plan for or antici- 

pate client problems. While in many cases this is true, these com- 

ments als0 reflect the generally low emphasis placed on planning in 

most public agencies and by most workers with their caseloads. This 

is not surprising since most social workers have limited exposure to 

planning, and case management techniques in their training. It became 

apparent in the quality of case management review in these demonstra- 

tion projects that most caseworkers do not specify operational treat- 

ment goals with their clients, nor have they established priorities 

among the demands in their caseloads. 1 Consequently, the client who 

presents the crisis usually receives the most attention. Further, 

because no treatment goals have been established, the worker has no 

means of judging progress. This is also the situation with project 

management. Project management is often involved in incremental prob- 

lem solving and not •always aware of how their action impact s upon the 

worker's job or the program'S future. " , ' • , 

A worker tends to act more freely and self-confidently On behalf 

of clients when there is a structure of knowr, r0ie expectations, and 

rules and. policies governing the agency•have been made explicit. In ~ 

an efficient, planful work environment, program goals have been speci- 

fied and prioritized treatment goals for clients have been developed; 

plans to accomplish these goals are specified. Case records and other 

management infb~ation Systems are designed to give feedback and in- 

formation necessary to judge goals obtained and goal status. As a 

result of these efforts, workers and project management feel in con- 

trol and have direct feedback on their accomplishments. 

!See the Final Quality of Case Management Report. 
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B. Recruitment 

People are different, and variations among people can make a dif- 

ference in burnou¢. ~ork with child abuse and neglect clients demands 

long workhours, great patience, an ability to accept.child abusing 

parents, and aggressiveness in getting services for clients from other 

agencies. Those whose personal styles are uncomfortable With these 

demands or-whose expectations-of the job are different from reality~ 

tend to burn outearlier than those who are more Compatible withthese 

:conditions. This suggests that it may-be possible to reduce burnout 

..... by more clearly specifying job responsibilities, screening.applicants 

to match personality needs with job demands,l.and providing job orien- 

tation that.expoSe s the applicant-to clients and work duties. 

G. Caseload Size 

Large caseloads are a great problem in child abuse agencies, con- 

tributing toward burnout and poor performance Workers handling 25 

or .m°re families simply cannot and do,n0t.:see Clients "frequentiy.or :: ......... ., 

provide them with the range of services they. need. Workers, aware of- 

their inability:to perform adequately because: of:.t.helarge., numbers of .... 

families they are responsible for, are frustrated, inS.their.jobs. Con- 

sequently, they respond primarily to clients in crisis situations and 

have little time to do real treatment or counseling. This frustration 

often results in feelings of burnout. A reduction in caseload sizes 

to more manageable numbers G0 to 25:3 would help alleviate many of the 

dilemmas a.worker faces. 

i 

H. Decision Making 

When decisions about workers' jobs are made without consulting or 

informing them, workers feel less in control Of what they do and less 

motivated to comply with .these decisions. In larger programs, decision 

making-is often layers .removed from the:workers and.personnel input ~ 

is rarely solicited.. Because workers do not:share, in.the decision" 

making process, official decisions often seem irrelevant and inappro- 

• priate for present job ¢onditi6ns. The more :that iworkers can be " " 

6! 
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i n v o l v e d  in  t h o s e  : d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  a f f e c t  t h e i r  j o b s  and t h u s  t h e i r  work- 

ing  l i v e s ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  i t  i s  t h a t  t he  d e c i s i o n s  w i l l  b e  a p p r o p r i a t e  

ones and t h a t  worke r s  w i l l  f e e l  l e s s  e s t r a n g e d  from t h e i r  work.  

. I. Formal iz at ion 

Workers have some very distinct criticisms about working in highly 

centralized and formalized organizations. For example, Workers in 

protective service •agencies report that "hassling" with bureaucratic 

red tape," required to ge t things done for clients, depletes energy. 

One worker reported that he nearly gave up his fight to get emergency 

funds for a mother with three children and no food; he had completed 

necessary forms, but experienced numerous delays at the various hier- 

archical levels before receiving final approval. Frustration occurred 

because the "right people were never available; rules were unclear; 

it took too long;" and he always felt on the defensive. In highly for- 

malized agencies, jobs are designed to fit the organization'spurposes 

, and to control-unintended variation. These:job descriptions donor : 

. always:fi t an individual's style, or the highly unpredictable task of ~ .... : 

.- serving clients. :Conseouentiy,"workers"feei :iockedl.into rigid jobs/ .. i......... 

reporting a need for greater autonomy and resenting their inability 

torespond to clients' unique situations. • Too often because of these 

organizational constraints; the worker is caught between the bureau i 

cracy and a hostile, angry, needy client • . More difficult stili is 

working with motivated clients, but being unable to provide them with 

necessary resources because of bureaucratic red tape and paperwork. 

For child abuse and neglect services tobe effective, for workers to 

maintain a commitment to what they do, agencies' rules need to•be more 

flexible and responsive to variations in•worker and client needs. 

J.. Paperwork ' 

Workers spend as much as two or three days out of the five•day 

week in theoffice completing paperwork. This meansthat clients are 

not visited as often as is mandated by state requirements but~ further, 

t 
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workers spend half of their time'doing work that appears meaningless 

to them. Rarely have workers been told the purposeof the forms they 

must fill out or how the information can be used to improve services. 

Very often, management information systems are not designed to assist 

the worker in improving the case management of clients, but merely co 

provide, overall agency accountabiiity to parent agencies. Because 

management information systems are overwhelming andnot informative to 

the front-line worker and his supervisor, workers report that they 

tend to think twice about clients' needs before applying for day care 

or emergency funds. Thus, workers spend a great deal of time doing 

what appears:to be meaningless, a n d  in order to avoid this frustration , .... 

often do not pursue services which clients need. The resultant feel- 

ing of burnout on the workers could be avoided, in part, by a reduc- 

tion in paperwork and by making paperwork requirements more useful to 

the workers' o~ case management responsibilities. 

• K- Summa~/ - 

' : : " " . . . . . . . . .  " .., . / . . / i " -  : . "  :,:  . "  - 

It appears that a constellation of factors among worker character- 

istics, managementprocesses and structural characteristics create a 

negative work e,vironment, and subsequent burnout. Solutions for' individual 

programs with problems Of worker bu~nout and performance lie in chang- 

ing management and organizational properties. 

In order to successfully manage public service programs, program 

leadership needs to develop a relevant theory of management that can 

cope with a work task that has a highdegree of uncertainty, that meets 

The needs and expectations of professional manpower , and Chat can re- 

spond to changing and often hostile environmental conditions. Leader- 

ship must be an integrator of organizational characteristics and 

personnel qualities. 

Among The qualities of management Chat are found to be relevant 

are: leadership that provides structure and support; communication of 

relevant information in a timely fashion; supervision Chat provides 

accountability, support and feedback; opportunities fo~ workers' peT- 

sonal growth and development , as well as for innovative or diverse 
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work; personal discretion and job autonomy; a work environment •that has 

a planful atmosphere; minimal job pressure; and rules and regulations 

that are specific and explicit. More careful manpower planning and 

recruitment is needed. Helping applicants to be more specific about 

their goals, expectations, •training background and their own capabili- 

ties to do the job would help reduce worker disillusionment. If 

management is clear and specific about what is required to success- 

fully perform a job, more careful recruitment that matches personnel 

to the job is possible. 

Since organizational structure appears to influence the quality 

of work environments and the extent to which management can be effec- 

tive, it too must be modified. To prevent burnout and improve the 

quality of work conditions, small caseload sizes, a moderate span of 

control, informal rule observation, increased job flexibility, and 

worker participation in decision making are desirable. Wherever •pos- 

sible, a reduction in the amount of paperwork required of workers is 

also desirable. ' ,. . . . . . .  : 
[ . .  . . • . . 
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Listing °fMa~°rEvaluationReports ' andPapers .. 

Reports 

(I) A Comparative Description of the Eleven Joint OCD/SRS Child Abuse 
and Neglect Demonstratio n Projects; December 1977. 

(2) Historical Case Studies: Eleven Child Abuse and Neglect Projects 
1974-1977; December '.1977. 

~3) Cost Report; December :1977. 

(4) Community Systems Impact Report; December 1977. 

(5) Adult Client Impact Report; .December 1977. 

(6) Child Impact :Report; •December 1977. 

(7) Quality of the ~Case Management Process Report; December 1977. 

(8) Project •-Management • ,and Worker .Burnout ~Report; December 1977. 

:(9) Methodology for Evaluating Child Abuse and Neglect Service Programs; 
• December 1977.. 

(i0) Guide for Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and NeglectPrograms; 
' ":".. / December 1977. " " " '- ..... ~' ' . .......... . 

(ii) Child Abuse and Neglect Treatment 'Programs: Final Report andSummarN 
of Findings; December 1977. " . 

"Evaluating New Modes of Treatment for .Child Abusers and Neglectors 
The Experience of Federally Funded Demonstration Projects in the USA," 
presented by Amne Cohn and.Mazy Kay Miller, First International Con- 
ference • on Child Abuse and Neglect, .Geneva, Switzerland; September 1976 
(published in ~Inte~-national .Journal on Child Abuse .and Neglect, Winter-1977). 

"Assessing the Cost'Effectiveness of Child Abuse and Neglect Preventive 
Service 'Programs," presented by Mary Kay Miller, American Public Health 
Association Annual •Meeting, Miami, Florida; October 1976 (written with 
Anne Cohn). 

" L 

"Developing anlnterdisc~plinary System for Treatment ofAbuse • and Neglect: 
What Works and What Doesn't?", presented by Anne Cohn, Statewide Governor,s 
Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Jefferson City, Missou/i; March 1977 
(published in conference proceedings). 
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"Future Planning for Child Abuse and Neglect.Programs: What Have We 
Learned from Federal Demonstrations?',, presented by Anne Cohn and 
Mary Kay Miller ,  Second Annual National Conference on Child Abuse 
and Neglect ,  Houston, Texas; April 1977. 

'"Rhat Kinds o f  Alternat ive  Delivery Systems Do We Need?", presented 
by Anne Cohn, Second Annual National Conference on Child Abuse and 
Neglect ,  Houston, Texas; April 1977. 

'~4ow Can We Avoid Burnout?", presented by Katherine Armstrong, Second 
Annual National Conference.on Child Abuse and Neglect, Houston, Texas" 
April 1977. 

"Evaluation Case Management'/, presented by Beverly DeGraaf, Second 
Annual National Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Houston, Texas; 
April 1977 " 

"Quality Assurance in Social Services: Catchingup with the Medical 
Field", presented by Beverly DeGraaf, Nationa~ Conference on Social 
Welfare, Chicago, Illinois; May 1977. 
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Review .of the Literature 

Burnout is not a new problem. While it is never mentioned by name, 

its symptoms and its presence in the helping fields has Often been a 

topic in popular literarywork. A social worker in the movie A Thousand 

Clowns is portrayed asa judgmental, unfeeling person, more willing to 

follow agency rules as personally interpreted than to allow a child to 

stay in a home where he is already happy. Nurse Ratchett in One Flew 

Over the Cuckoo's Nest is an alienated nurse, bitterly and cynically 

trying to destroy her patient, McMurphy, while claiming to help him 

improve his social adjustment and to control his destructivetendencies 

toward other patients. In both ofthese scripts, the impact~of what : 

we are calling "burnout" is glaringly obvious. 

In addition to the allusions to burnout found in popula~ litezary 

forms, philosophezs and researchers of human behaviorare also inter- 

ested in the problem found mmong helping professionals in theework place. 

Manyhave Sought to explain the meaning and:purpose of w6rk"iandexamine..,~.i , 

human behavior on the, job and in organizations. Studieson "worker 

alienation and job dissatisfaction, two major threads ;of research rele .... : 

rant to the study of burnout, have attempted to'understand.how helping 

professionals become dysfunctional on the job. In both areas, research- 

ers have looked either at workercharacteristics or management processes 

or organizational structures as they relate to the problem; ihfrequent- 

ly have all three .been studied to determine their individua!or combined 

impact on worker behavior . . . . .  

'i 

In this review the theoretical andempirical work that has already 

been accomplished in these two fields of research as related to %he 

helping professions are discussed, and the significance of ~their find- 

ingsfor the-study of bura',out presented. 
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I. Conceptualization and Definitions 

A. Alienation and Burnout 

Marx is among the most popular philosophers who have been concerned 

about the meaning and purpose of work. He had definite notions about 

what conditions are necessary for a job to provide worthwhile activity 

for man. ~ In his writings he attempted to reinterpret Hegel's somewhat 

global and often confusing use of "alienation" into a specific area of 

human function; that is, work. Integrating Hegel's two applications of 

alienation into a single concept, he defined alienation I as "separation 

through surrender,, the separation of the control over one's labor or 

product" (Schacht, 1970). He felt that workers were alienated from the 

products of their labor, because they exercised no control over the 

production process and consequently were mere instruments of production. 

He believed alienation from work occurs when.work becomes, not a satis- 

faction of a need, but a means for satisfying other needs. In addition 

to •Marx other philosophers and psychoanalysts !--.. Fro,m., Homey, Satire,. ~ 

Tillich, HeidegEar , Jaspers, Marcel and Camus -- have also .writtenabout 

,alienation and its meaning and symptoms, often With reference to aliena- 

tiorL from work (Schacht, 1970). Most recently, modern sociol0gists~'Have 

studied alienation from work, trying to conceptualize measurable and 

operational indicators of work alienation and to study the presence 

and causes of alienation in today's work place. 

Schacht in his book Alienation traces the semantic use of the term 

through Middle English to its application by Hegel, Marx, Fromm, and 

the other modern existential philosophers and sociologists. He aptly 

demonstrates that, while there• are many •different applications of 

alienation in reference to a number of •different areas Of life -- man's 

alienation from man, man's alienation from. God, man' s alienation from 

society, man's alienation from work -- there is only one underlying con- 

Sistent definition for "alienation": that is, "separation from.!' 

Schacht suggests some guidelines for the use of alienation that would • 

enhance its descriptive power and make it a relevant concept for study. 

He recommends that "alienation" be defined as "separation, specifying 
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someone separated from someone or something, indicating a prior condi- 

tion of unity; reflecting a person's perceived recognized feeling of 

being alienated" (Schacht, 1970). 

In attempting to clarify the proper definition and application of 

alienation, Schacht's work has direct relevance to the study of burnout. 

"Burnout" is the popular phrase used by social service providers to 

describe the recognition that a worker has become separated from his 

prior commitment or intention to serve and help others, i.e., alienated 

from the purpose of one's work. Burnout is, in fact, a PopUlar label 

for the process of alienation as defined by Schacht. While he also sug- 

gests that alienation be used as a non-evaluative concept, in the study 

of burnout an exception must be made, since burnout is considered a~. 

undesirable condition that negatively affects clients and workers, as 

well as the agency's functioning. 

As is apparent from this argument , "burnout" is congruent with 

Schacht's suggested use of "alienation.,. However, because "alienation" 

has ambiguous meanings and because "burnout'! enjoys colloquial usage 

land is easily identifiable to •social service providers, "alienation 
• , . . , . . from work" will.be referred to as "burnout" in this study. 

B. Job Satisfaction 

Another tradition of research, that of job satisfaction, is also 

relevant to the study of burnout. An interest in job satisfaction 

evolved out of the theoretical work of Maslow and his theory of man's 

hierarchy of needs -- physiological needs, security needs, •social needs, 

egotistical needs, and needs for self-actualization. Maslowsuggested 

that these five broad classes of needs are arranged in hierarchical 

order, so that as one level is satisfied, the next level is activated. 

The study of job satisfaction is primarily the work of theo~istslfrom 

the Human Relations School or the Human Resource School (e.g., MacGregor, ~ 

1949; Miles, 1975). By assessing job satisfaction, behavioral scientists 

and industrial psychologists hoped to measure how individual emotion 

and psychological needs are imet by the work environment. Often ~ob 

satisfaction measures assess the worker's positive affective orientation 

! 
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toward facets of work situations (e.g., job, salary, promotional oppor- 

tunities, supervision, co-workers) or seeks to measure the worker's 

global state of gratification or happiness about the total work situa- 

tion (e.g., Smith, Kendall and Hulin, 1969). 

Researchers, looking at ~ob satisfaction, have tried to explain 

what conditions inthe work setting promote high job satisfaction.- Some 

have looked at individual characteristics, and need levels, others have 

............. concentrated on job design characteristics and work environment condi- 

tions, while still others have focused on organizational structural 

characteristics. Few studies examine the interrelationships.of all 

three as theyrelate to job satisfaction. 

- [, . 

% 

If. Review of Empirical Studies Related to Alienation/Job Satisfaction 

As stated, traditionally sociologists, organizational theorists 

and industrial psychologists have been interested in explaining the 

• variation among workers and organizations in performance, work aliena- 

tion and .satisfaction by ~ focusing, on 0ne.o~ the three l maj0r :areaS;.-- ~:. ~":.~• 
• .,. , 

worker characteristics, managemen t processes and organizational struc- 

• ture " Organizational theory has proceeded from an emphasis on structure. 

and rational design (Weber, 19 ) to recognition that informal groups' 

and individuals' needs and motivations often sabotage rationaliy.designed 

structures and to the belief by many that individual psychological and 

social needs are more directly related to worker satisfaction and 

behavior (e.g., Mayo, 1935; Roethlisberger, 1939; ~yte, 1959, 1961; 

Humans, 1950; Zaleznik, 1964). Others, believing that management pro- 

cesses are more instrumental in improving worker performance and in- 

creasing job-satisfaction, have studied, the effects that leadership, 

communication and work environment have on workers' attitudes and be- 

havior (Lewin, 1947; Lippet and White, 1939; Coch and French, 1948~ 

Katz and Kahn, 1952, 1966; Likert, 1961,;1967; Tagiuri and Litwin, " 

1968). More recently there has been • .an effort to merge these separate 

bodies of literature into one theory, explaining how all factors -- 

structural processes, worker characteristics and environmental con / 

straints -- influence the performance and effectiveness of organizations, 
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as well• as explain the difference in morale and behavior among workers • 

(Miller, 1955; Parsons, 1960; Allport, 1962; Bennis, 1966; Schien, 1965; 

Emery and Trist, 1965; Katz and Kahn, 1966; Olmstead, 1973). 

A review of the current research on worker alienation and job satis- 

faction was undertaken to determinewhich worker, management and organi- 

zational characteristics are found to be associated with these conditions. 

Based upon the findings of previous researchers, the most relevant aspects 

of each of the three dimensions of program operation were selected as 

independent variables to be used in this study of worker burnout, that is, 

which factors among the three sets of independent variables -- worker, 

management and structural -- explain why burnout occurs. 

There have been a number of empirical studies of alienation and 
/ 

job satisfaction, but they tend to be research•of commercial and indus- 

trial companies looking at assembly line workers, secretaries and other 

production-oriented jobs. There are relatively few studies of saris I 

faction and alienation pertaining to hhe helping professions, i.e., 

social workers, nurses, teachers, psychologists, or other•health and. .. 
, , . ' . 

socia1,service, providers. " In ihis review, emphasis is given:to t hose"  - 
• , . .  / • , . • 

studies •directly related tO the .helPing profess-ions , . becaus e it .is. ' .  . 

believedthat service-Oriented work posesverYdifferent demands and 

expectations for its workers than are experienced by factory workers 

• or employees in production-0riented work. In human services, one-does 

not technologically develop a product, but rather delivers a service " 

using one'sself as the technology; the worker is the process and means 

by which the client's needs are met. There is a greater degree of un-. 

certainty and variation inservice delivery to clients than is true in 

production work, where a product and its production tend to•be-specified 

and more orderlyl Differences in training and professionalization also 
[ 

suggest that workers • in social service fields have expectations and 

;needs that differ from workers in other settings.• Th e differences in 

functions and demands placed on a worker ina helping field, as opposed 

to •workers in commercialenterprises, suggest that worker, management 

.and organizational structural characteristics may have different effects 

on each group; tuherefore, the service delivery" programs Should be 

[• 

B.6 

~ L 



a .  

. I . •  

studied using variables shown to be most relevant to its group of work- 

ers. The following sections include a review of the li£erature asses- 

sing (I) the relationship between organizational structure and alienation/ 

satisfaction; (2) the relationship between management processes and 

alienation/satisfaction;(5) the relationship between•worker character- 

istics and alienation/satisfaction; and (4) the relationship of all 

three sets of variables with alienation~satisfaction. In each section, 

alsummary of the Variables most applicable to this Study will be pre- 

sented. . 

A. Organizational Structure 

Behavioral scientists have been.interested in studying-the rela. 

tionship among structural properties (e.g.,size, span of control, 

complexity, hierarchy, formalization and centralization) and performance, 

and what influences these variables have on work alienation~and job 

satisfaction (Merton, 1949; Selznick, 1957; Haire, 1959; Thompson, 1961). 

In this-section we present the significant findings regarding.the:.rela- 

tionships found .toexistbetween these organizational variables~and 

alienation and job satisfaction~ : ..... " 

i. SiZe. Organizational size can be measured in a number 

of different-ways -- the number of workers in a work group, caseload 

size, total number of employees, and budget size. Very few studies of 

social agencies have demonstrated a relationship between size of the 

organization and workers' attitudes and behavior (Thomas, 1959; Porter, 

1965, 1964). In ~a comparative study of 31 public • and~private welfare 

agencies, Olmstead . found absenteeism, turnover, satisfaction and aliena- 

tion to be Slight!iz higher in larger agencies than in.medium and small 

agencies. There :have been anumber of studies that show large case- 

loads tO be associated with• reduced coping • ability (Maslach, 1976) an- 

job dissatisfaction (Miller and Muthard, 1965; Ullman et al., 1966) 

and burnout (Kempe, i977). Extensive research amon~ commercial and 

private industries, substantiates a tendency for job satisfaction and 

morale to be lower in larger organizations (Hall, 1972). 
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The problem with generalizing from many of these studies is that 

researchers have used different indicators of size; some have looked • 

at total organizationalsize, while others have used the size of sub- 

units or work groups. Conceivably, the effects.thatsub-unit size have 

on worker satisfaction and 'alienation might be quite different from 

that Of the •total organization or caseload size. However, despite this 

weakness in the current research, the overall finding is that size is 

related to the behavior of individuals of organizations. There is likely 

to be more stress and depersonalization in larger organizations that 

results in increased discomfort for its members (Kimberly, 1975). 

Because the findings regarding the effect of size are inconsistent -- 

that is, not all large agencies have lower jobsatisfaction, andsome 

smaller agencies have high job dissatisfaction (Hall, 1972; Olmstead, 

1973) -- it cannot be used as a single predictor variable, but is use- 
. . . .  

fu• when assessed within the context of other organization variables. 

2. Complexit Z. Complexity is another organizational measure 

that has multiple definitions and measures (el.g., number of sub-units, 

disPerSion , number of years of training by personnel, number of pro- 

fessional disciplinesi level of job Specialties). Further, Complexity " 

is not a static variable but tends to vary throughout an organization 

(Hall, 1972; Price, 1972). There is relatively little information re- 

garding the relationship between complexity and worker attitudes. What 

evidence does exist suggests that greater organizational complexity is 

associated with higher absenteeism (Olmstead, 1973). Research does 

indicate that complexity is.associated with increased coordination, 

communication and control problems which result in increased internal 

organizational conflict (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Hall, 1972). It 

is believed that, if this conflict is successfully resolved, improved 

organizational functioning results. 

3~ Formalization. Formalization is the 'degree to which rules~ 

policies and procedures are codified within an organization (Price, 1972). 

It is measured either as workers' perceptions (Hage and Aiken, 1966; 

Miller, 1967) or as documented descripticns (Inkson, Pugh and Hickson, 
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1970). High formalization within an organization is consistently found 

to be associated with alienation from work (Miller, 1967; Hage and Aiken, 

1966; Hall, 1968; Crozier, 1964; Thompson, 1961). When rules are strict- 

ly enforced in an organization, a high degree of both work alienation 

and alienation, from expressive relations occur (Hage and Aiken, 1966). 

In Olms~ead's study, most workers in agencies with formalized rules and 

regulations expressed high alienation from work but did not express. 

alienation from their professional affiliation (Olmstead, 1975). High 

job morale was found to be dependent upon relativelT~"unstructured jobs, 

freedom from restraints of enforced rules (Hage:.and-Aiken, 1966). Fur- 

ther,: formalization appears to have specific unintended consequences on. 

clientsas wellas workers. An organization's dependence on control 

results in workers relying on categorization for decision making; con- 

sequently clients are frustrated and angered bythe:depersonalization 

and rule-bound treatment they receive (Hall, 1972; Merton, 1940). 

4. Centralizations Centralization is the degree to which- 

decision,making is concentrated in a s0cia~/syStem~: :jThis,:concept.,;is~:. :,-. :~i.~,~,~:~.~. 

measured in!different waz�::~ibyworkers, .pe;qeptionsi(Hage:andi!:Aiken,~ " :,,~,~ ...... 

1967, 1968) and~thr0ugh .m0ze~ 0bj-ective.. measures 9f.hierarchicil"leve!s: " " ~" ~ :">"" "t:~',i:![i~:: 

(Tannenbaum et al., 1974). Both dissatisfaction and alienation tend 

to Occur when anorganization is highly centralized and workers have 

little authorityto participate.in.decision making (Hage and Aiken, 

1967, 1968). Alienation is likely to occur whenauthority figures and 

their subjects hold positions of great disparity, when authority is 

one-sided or exercised in relative absentia (Pearlin, 19629. Olmstead 

found little relationship between centralization and worker satisfac- 

tion or alienation. 

Most studies of co~nercial and private indus%ries have demonstrated- 

inconsistent findings regarding the impact, of centralization on worker 

attitudes. Although no significant differences exist between agencies 

with various degrees of centralization in terms of rates of turnover~ 

absenteeism, and the number of grievances filed in. companies, many 

studies show a tendency for workers to favor more decentralized models 

of organizational structure (Li~zin.~er, i~63; Weiss, 1957).. 
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Research of public socialagencies relating structural character- 

istics to worker alienation, satisfaction and behavior is scarce.and 

confounded by differences in definitions andmeasurement. With the 

exception of Studies by Hage and Aiken and by Olmstead, most consist 

of case studies or structural descriptions of single agencies (Ullman, 

1966; Pearlin, 1962; Smith and. King, 1975). In the past there has bee n 

a tendency to over-simplify the effects of particular structural varia- 

bles by ignoring interrelationships among structural characteristics • 

and interrelationships between management and worker characteristics. 

]~nis literature suggests that a study of burnout should assess the 

possible impact structural characteristics may have on worker well- 

being, and that size, complexity, formalization and centralization are 

key variables to be further examined for their association with worker 

morale. 

B. Management Processes 

Other schools of thought in organizational theory are more inter-. 
. . . • . • 

ested in the .relationship among management "processes , e.g.., worker par-i, 
ticiPat ion, .i eadership, • supervision, :communication, .job .desiEns and~ i::. '. : 

.work environment,-andwo~kerpr0ductivity~and morale inthe:paSt," 

extensive studies of leadership were undertaken to dete'rmine the rela- .. " ..... 

tionship between leadership and productivity and morale (Likert, 1961, 

1967; Katz and Kahn, 1952; Coch and French, 1948; Lewin, Lippitt and 

White, 1947). ' Research findings pertaining to leadership stressed 

the importance of leadership as the main integrating factor in organi- 

zational iife (Blake and Mouton, 1964; Shepard, 1965). In Filley and 

House's review of literature pertinent to leadership, they found •that .. 

supportive leadership as opposed to autocratic leadership is consistently 

related to several indicators of Subordinate satisfaction and producti i 

vity: less intra-group stress; • lower turnover and fewer grievances; 

perceived desirability of leader; and greater productivity. ]~nere is 

one exception. Not all leadership studies are consistent as to the 

effect on productivity. In some situations, autocratic leadership style 

is positively related to productivity , while in others it depends upon 

the workers' expectations of leadership and the nature of the task. 

% 
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There have been a number o f  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  r e l a t e d  to  p u b l i c  and 

s o c i a l  agenc ies  t h a t  a s s e s s  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between management p ro ce s s  

and work environment with worker satisfaction and alienation. For 

example, dissatisfaction is found to be highly associated with the 

quality of supervision (Smith and~King, 1975; Ullman, 1966; Maslach, 

1976; Olmstead, 1973; Blau and Scott,.195S). Absenteeism and turnover 

were found to be directly related to quality of,supervision (Olmstead, 

1973). In a study of satisfaction among social workers, the workers' 

freedom to be innovative was the major correlate of job satisfaction ...... 
(Wein.berger, 1970). 

Conditions highly associated with alienation and dissatisfaction 

were lack of peer cohesion, lack 6f support and positive feedback, 

specialized jobs, low job autonomy,~limited opportunities for self- 

development and promotion, inadequate communication, and lack of clarity 

regarding agency goals and procedures (Maslach, 1976; Pearlin, 1962; 

Olmstead, 1975; Smith and King, .1975; Ullman, 1966]. 

Scientists and engineers zendee to be lessalienated when they 

coulddecide the ~nathre~of their ........... • ..... " ...... " ~' Own,research effort, and when -the comx ~:/~ 

pany provided the climate for theipursui t bf ~heir own.professional 

values (Miller, 19679 In their classic studyofwelfare..agencies .... -~ 

Blau and Scott found peer cohesio~ (both in a positive and negative 

way) tended to mediate or neutralize workers.' conflicts and frustra- 

tions with, clients (Blau and Scott, 196S). 

The researcH~of Olmstead and his associates is most pertinent to 
! 

our approach, since they considered the effects of organizational struc- 

ture, management process and work'climate on satisfaction and worker 

behavior. They found no significant relationships between structure 

and work att±tud~s, but did find that work climate exerts the major 

impact upon work morale and performance and is an even more potent fac- 

tor in social agencies than has been found to be the case in commercial 

and private industrial organizations (Olmstead, 197Z). 

The Studies to date suggest that leadership, supervision, oppor- 

tunities to be innovative, job autonomy, peer cohesion and other work 

climate and job design condi'~ions;tend to have mn important influence. 
on worker morale. ~ ~ 
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C. Worker Characteristics 

Studies assessing the impact of structural and management variables 

on worker morale and performance in social agencies are more rare than 

research investigating the effects of worker characteristics,~motiva- 

tion, values, and needs on job satisfaction, alienation and burnout. 

Very few of the latter, however, are studies of manpower in •social agen- 

cies. 

A g r6up of researchers assessing the impact of physical surround- 

ingsand illumination on worker productivity learned that performance 

increased despite the varying intensity of light. They attributed the 

increased worker performance to higher work motivation which occurred 

by manipulating social and group factors, e.g., increased attention, 

special work group meetings (MAYO• , 1933;Roethlisberger and Dickson, 

1939). Since that day, industrial psychologists have been studying 

how worker needs, values and characteristics are related to performance, 

motivation and satisfaction. Many have suggested and verified that 

individuals'orientation toward work (challenging versus non,chal~enging) 

determines whether they will be satisfied or dissatisfied. Individuals 

with expressive orientations are more satisfied i£ their ~obs fare ~ . i 

• challenging and more dfssa5isfied if their jobs are not challenging 

(O'Reilly, 1975; Hackn%~n and Lawler, 1971). 

Others have studied the relationship •between job satisfaction and 

individual worker characteristics in social agencies. Age, education 

and job classification were found to be most associated with work atti- 

tudes and satisfaction with work climate ~Olmstead, 1973). Personnel 

under 30 years of age have a more negative viewpoint than do older 

workers. They were less satisfied and tended•to rate management pro- 

cesses lower [Olmstead, 1973; Alston, Griffen and ~unema, 1972). Aliena- 

tion was found to be related ~o age, education and work experience. 

• Older personnel, more experienced personnel, and workers with less : 

than a college education were less alienated than the inexperienced 

and young professionals in the same agencies (Olmstead, 1975). In a 

study of professional engineers working in a research institute, Miller 

found that length of professional training was associated with extent 
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of:alienation (Miller, !967) The. more training individuals have, the 

more likely they are to be alienated in organizations.that lack a pro- 

fessional orientation. There is a tendency for individuals in positions. 

higher in the organizational hierarchy to be moresatisfied (Ullman, 

1966; Olmstead, 1973). Research has consistently failed to substan- 

tiate any differences between males and females regarding saris.faction 

or alienation (Olmstead, 1973; Miller and Muthard, 1965~. However, 

• males tendto leave their jobs more often than females (Kutzell, Korman. 

and Levine, 1971). 

A recent exploratory study of burnout in the helping professions 

has focused on coping behavior of workers and their tendency to burn 

out ~Maslach,. 1976). The. findings suggested.that professionals' in- 

ability to detach themselves from Client stresses and their inability. 

to nurture-themselves on and .off the job were directly related to burn- 

out. Maslach found that rates of burnout-were lower for professionals 

who actively express, analyze ~nd .share their personal feelings with 

their, colleagues,and..~clearlz..~eparate their homelife from their job.. 

While Maslach.'s .study:of-worker burnout, does not include/an:assess- 

ment. of the .influence of-org.anizational.structure or management., proces 

ses,. her initial findings suggest, that ~othe~ - social and.'.environmental ...---,- -, 

conditions,- in addition to personal traits and worker coping skills, 

are responsible for.worker burnout. 

Worker satisfaction, alienation and burnout have been shown to be 

associated with workers' expectations and needs and specific demographic 

characteristics, including age, education and job status. In. the help- 

ing professions, a workers' ability to express, analyze and share his 

work-related stresses with peers tends to reduce worker burnout, but an 

inability to be detached from the Clients' stress is likely to lead to 

burnout. These studies confirmed the influence that individual character- 

istics have on burnout and suggested specific variables for inclusion 

in this study. 

As is apparent from this reviewofthe literature, with the excep- 

tion.of Olmstead's comprehensive study, :~here is a paucity Of relevant. 

findings in the literature related tc.~he social service field, with 
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respect to .burnout, alienation or job satisfaction.as they are asso~ 

ciated with worker, management and structural characteristics. In 

addition to the limited number of studies currently in the literature, 

there are other weaknesses in .this field of research that cautions us 

ingeneralizing from their findings. 

One apparent weakness in the present state of the art is the lack 

of any common definitions or consistent measures for work alienation or 

job satisfaction concepts (Schaoht, 1970; Lawler,I972; Locke, 1969), 

as well as the inconsistency among the measures used to assess struc- 

tural and management characteristics. Consequently, the findings from 

one study of alienation or job satisfaction are not easily compared 

with other studies on the same topic. 

Hage and Aiken's study of alienation is an apt example of the former 

problem. In their study they refer to alienation, but appear to be 

measuring satisfaction with expressive relationships and organizational 

structural variables; hence, their findings are compared to any similar 

work relating alienation and Organizational characteristicswith some 

reservation. . " . . . . . . .  " 

Another problem with the present research is the failure lby behav-1 

"ioral scientists to treat alienati0n and Satisfactioh ...... " ......... as two distinct 

concepts, Or at least to recognize that they appear to be tapping unique 

aspects of worker morale. Presently when a study shows no relationship 

between satisfaction and.performance, the researcher g~neralizes that 

happy workers do not result in more effective performance and does not 

explore further to determine what qualities of worker attitudes are 

directly related to performance. Smith and King's study of a mental 

hospital illustrates this point. .They discredited the Human Relations 

approach to management.because they found no relationshipbetween Worker 

satisfaction and patient progress. They failed to note) however, the 

direct relationship between workers' attitudes about clients and client 

progress. Because they assessed worker satisfaction as the single 

measure of worker morale, they ignored the relevance that other staff 

behavior-and attitudes, such as alienation, might have had no perfor- 

manceo. They failed, as well, to question whether these workers had 
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always felt ~his way about their clients or whether the workers' atti- 

tudes had changed over time in response to. environmental conditions. 

With the exception of the 01mstead study, the present research 

fails to grapple with the complexity of relationships involved in any 

study of burnout, alienation and/or job satisfaction. ~st. studies 

look. at two-way relationships~between alienation or satisfaction and. 

one or two other Variables among either demographic characteristics, 

management factors or organizational structure. Key fail tocapture 

-the. interrelationships of;these aspects of program and, consequently, 

cannot clarify-what solutions are feasible or desirable, or develop an 

acc~trateunderstanding of what contributes to the. problem. 

With the exception of the work done by the open systems behavioral 

scientists in the field of organizational theory(Homans, 1950; Katzell, 

1961; Kahn,. 1964) and Hulin and Blood,s work studying, the impact of 

community size and location on job satisfaction, there are no known 

authors, among those who study.sociaLservice workers, whodeal with 

.the current influences:.that.the larger environment is having up0n the 
:org ization - • .... - • and worker-reiated'--j05 a%titudes~".Consequently, they may .:..'̀ `̀.•. " 

be ignoringrelevant, societal values.and:goals that could elucidate the:. 

presence or absence bf 5urnout~amOng WOrkers in d i f f e r i n g  regions a ~ i d : :  ' 

community environments. For example, some reg ions-of  the country place 

little value upon. the helping professions and their work. Presumably, 

this community value acts as a discouraging influence on a professional 

who, without community support, tries to serve clients while also with- 

standing work pressures and other difficult working Conditions. 

Finally, the major objection to the current state of research is 

that most of the .current studies of job attitudes,. Satisfaction and 

alienation, are not concerned with application. While authors correlate 

various organizational dimensions with attitudes,, they do not seem to 

be interestedin whether the findings are presented in such a waythat 

practitioners can use their result~ to create changes. 
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D. S ummarx " 

Despite the common weaknesses in the available empirical studies, 

the literature review indicates areas for further study to determine 

how to prevent-burnout. The areas selected for further investigation 

in this study reflect both the findings resulting from the ~ review of the 

literature as well as hypothetical determinants Of burnout which emerged 

from gaps in the literature. . ~ 

The variables cluster into three major components which describe .... 

any work environment. These are worker characteristics, organizational 

structure, and management processes. Worker characteristics are the 

demographic and behavioral variations that exist among workers in 

motivation, attitudes, education, age, personal interests, experience 

and skills. These differences suggest that some individuals may be 

more susceptible than others to burnout. Organizational structure 

is the framework for operating within an agency and is the blueprint ,- 

describing how personnel are arranged in relation to each o£her and to 

the task. Organizational characteristics that may be relevant to worker 

Well-being include • caseload .size, span of control, Complexity, 

formalization and centralization. .Management processes refer to the 

integrative functions that beldn human characteristics and organizational 

structure into an effective and efficient working agency. The funqtions 

of management that may contribute to a positive work climate are 

leadership, communication, job design, supervision, and efficient and 

orderly work atmosphere. 

Clients are the major factor in burnout; they are most likely the 

target of .worker attitudes and most often the immediate scapegoat used 

by workers.to explain their frustrations. However,• burnout occurs in " 

many different specialty areas of social service and to workers serving 

many different kinds of clients. It appears to have•less to do with 

the particular characteristics of client groups and more to do with-the. 

particular interaction between providers and recipients in the context 

of the program environment. In the helping relationship, •workers are 

serving clients, often against adverse societal forces and the clients 

own .lack of :•motivation. Clients do not always express gratitude or 
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d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e i r  a p p r e c i a t i o n , ,  and, may  e v e n  e x p r e s s  r e s e n t m e n t  a t  t h e  " 

intrusion into their lives. This is true of working inthe child abuse 

field as well as in other areas--vocational rehabilitation, juvenile 

delinquency, and mental health. It is the context of the helping 

process, more than the particular client type, that contributes to 

burnout. There is something else • that is associated with the helping 

process, common among many s e r v i c e  agencies, that must explain why 

burnout occurs• to so many different helping ~rofessionals. 

~ . . . . . . . . .  i •~ '•  i •  '~.••"• • . •  . , . i • -  ~ .  . . . . .  • . . . . . . . . .  
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Descriptions_of Individual Pro~ect Management Practices 

] 

_The Family Center: Adams County,, Co!orado 

The Family Center, compared to the other e leven demonstrat ion~projects ,  

was a medium-sized projec t ,  w i th  moderate complexity and a d i v e r s i t y  o f  pro- 

gramactivities. At the time of theproject •management assessment site 

visit, there were about 40 persons contributing time to the Center, 15 of 

Whom were full-time staff (the remainder were part-time staff, consultants 

and volunteers). The project's average monthly caseload was 26 cl~ents; 

its average monthly budget was $17,029. 

The Family Center s t a f f  perceived/their pro jec t  to be highly formal- 

ized and centralized. The project, an extension of the Department of Social 

Serv i ce s ,  h a d t  0 comply with the Department's r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  and 

the project staff felt that they were not included ifimany decisions which 

directly affected.their:jobs. Further, within thelproject, job descriptions 

and operating procedures defining the staff's relationships to each other 

and to the Department had been specified and were enforced. However, Staff 

did have a measure of autonomy in the daily operation of their jobs. 

Worker Satisfaction 

To many observers, the Adams County project was considered to be an 

effective, productive program. In contrast to the project's popularity 

with others both locally and nationally, many of the staffreported that 

theywere disappointed in the project's accomplishments, particularly 

believing that the project missed its golden olyPortunity to develop a .truly 

preventive approach to child abuse. The staff's dissatisfaction with the 
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p r o j e c t  was r e g l e c ~ e d  in the  r e s u l t s  o f  the e v a l u a t o r e s  manageraent s u r v e y .  

- With the exception of peer cohesion and staff support, the other organiza- 

tional dimensions -- job autonomy, task orientation, clarity, innovation, 

leadership and communication -- were rated moderate to low. Except for 

• - clarity and communication, the. project's mean scores for the survey's 

dimensions were below the overRll means for the eleven demonstration pro- 

j ects. 

Approximately 50% of the workers reported low job satisfaction. A pri- 

mary factor accounting for high worker dissatisfaction with project manage- 

ment was incompatibility between worker's expectations and the program 

goals. The project proposal had. been written by ACDSS and the host agency 

intended the project to provide an intake unit thatl would reduce the exces- 

sive workload • of ACDSS social workers. %~hen the project was~ funded, no 

'--.=."one from ACDSS choSe to leave their positions .to-~work in.:the"i.proj ect ~nd~ ':i~':~-i~:. 

: consequently all-of the project staff were recruited from outside the .-:..:.~ :, .. 
" * - -  : : II+ + . + " " ~ . . . . . .  . " . + . . . .  " + 11, ~ ' ++ . . . . .  + . . . . . . . . .  +~ 14':4 rk I. 

" agency, many from outside the Denver area. The new staff, predominantly 

+ recent ~W graduates + , had high hopes of working in a preventive-oriented 

program that did community education and developed and implemented inno- 

vative treatment programs; no one was as interested in doing intake or 

being a part of county protective services. The project director was in 

the unpopular position of negotiating a compromise between the project staff 

and ACDSS. - ACDSS had ultimate authority over the project, and the project 

director recognized her responsibility to work with the Department and to 

modify intake responsibilities gradually. Therefore, the workers had to 

assume the intake responsibility in addition to their other interests • of 

treatment a~nd conanunity education. 
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The project 's  re lat ionshi  p with the host,agency was also highly.prob- 

lematic. Soon after the project was implemented, AcDss social workers and 

supervisors expressed hostility toward the project. Personality conflicts 

'which existed between individuals in bot h agencies were aggravated 

by initially sharingcramped quarters and by the project staff's criticism 

of the quality of work performed by the average ACDSS worker. Another 

critical~reason for this strained relationship was that project workers 

were trying to divest themselves of intake at the same time that increased 

reporting had expanded rather than decreased ACDSS's workload. Partially 

because of the resentment between the project and ACDSS, ACDSS workers 

tended not to refer their clients to the projectJs new treatment programs, 

and the project staff had difficulty in referring their families from in- 

take to ACDSS for ongoing management. 

Another.aspect of the workers' dissatisfaction Came from a sense of 

imposed control and accountability; somebelieved that they were being 
.. . j, , ,. . 

• ' checked on and, consequently, their confidence and motivation were under- 

mined. At the beginning of the final year of the project, the communica- 

tion concerns reached crisis proportions. In a series of special staff 

meetings, the staff confronted each of these issues and began to deal with 

their expectations about working together. As a result, many of the prob- 

lems within the project were worked through and, as the staff began to 

deal with their internal problems, they also tried to improve their rela- 

tionship with the host agency. 

Burnout 

Nearly 70% of the project staff, including terminated and non-terminated 

workers, felt very burned out (defined as those falling in the bottom one 
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third of an administered '~ournout scaie")~ While many of the communication 

problems within the project and between the project and ACDSS had a negative 

effect on. workers, the project's high rate of burnout seemed to be most 

highly influenced by intake responsibilities. All reported that it was a 

• draining and thankless job because parents wereangryand resentful and did. 

not want a worker in their homes, and most clients were not motivated at 

- t h i s  Stage to work on their:problems. This clientattitude, was contrasted 

..... with the workers' strong desire to do treatment and to work with motivated 

clients. Consequently, workers burned out becauselthey sensed most of their 

work had little meaning or reward. As was stated~earlier, intake duties 

gradually decreased over the life of the project, and-workers reported t~at 

• they were then more able to balance out theunpleasantness of intake-with 

other, more personally meaningful treatment and educational activities. 

Pro-Child: Arlington, Virginia " ' . i : . : ~ : " ~  " 

The Arlington-project was one-of the largest projects among the ~.even 

demonstration projects. It had a total staff of 22 Workers, IS of whom:: 
. .. • .. 

were full-time. The average monthly budget was $22,161, and the project 

served approximately 179 client s . . e a c h  month. " . . . . .  " 

. . "  .. . .  .:,:-. 

The project' s organizational structure w~s highly complex, in part 

'because there were seven different disciplines actively involved in the pr0- 

. . . g r a m ,  andalso because the project.engaged ina Variety of activities"in- 

: .eluding community and professional education, coordinating with other agencies, 

• a n d  extensive treatment options. 
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A l t h o u g h t h e  projec  t s t a f f  reported • a high degree o f  i n f 0 r m a l i t y  in t h e i r  

work environment ,  the  pro jec t  was n o n e t h e l e s s  St: i l l  subjec t  to the regu la -  

t i o n s ,  procedures  and S p e c i f i e d  job d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f t h e  D i v i s i o n  o f  S o c i a l  

S e r v i c e s .  T h e p r o j e c t w a s s o m e w h a t  l e s s  f o r m a l i z e d  than most in  r u l e  obser -  

v a t i o n , - a n d  reported a high• degree o f  job autonomy. . 

Although h i g h l y  c e n t r a l i z e d ,  wi th  the o v e r a l l  management and accounta -  

b i l i t y  resting ultimately with the Division and project director, project 

staff perceived they were afforded adequate participation in the decision 

making which affected the project and their.daiiy-Work. ~ workers in this -:~ 

project, unlike most protective s e r v i c e  workers, selected their own clients, 

based generally on their interests and skills, from a weekly intake staf- 

fing of all new clients. 

btanagement 

The Ar l ing ton  p r o j e c t  provided an unusual  oppor tun i ty  t o  examine a 

mode1 o f  pro jec tmanagement  t-hat was s p e c i f i c a l l y  des igned  ~0 minimize 

worker burnout.  The p r o j e c t  proposa l  was w r i t t e n  by a s t a f f  member in  the 

D i v i s i o n  o f  Soc ia l  •Services  who had worked s evera l  years  for  the  Department 

.of S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s ,  and who was beg inn ing  to  exper i ence  the  burnout pheno- 

menon. Having been reques ted  by the  Department Direc tor  to  w r i t e  the demon- 

s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t  grant p r o p o s a l ,  she took t h i s  opportun i ty  to  design3 a 

p r o j e c t  . s p e c i f i c a l l y  aimed at r e d u c i n g  the burnout both she and o t h e r . c o -  

workers had exper ienced .  In t h i s  idea l  p r o j e c t ,  workers would have access  

to  a v a r i e t y  o f  s e r v i c e s  to. prov ide  for  c l i e n t s '  needs ( e . g . ,  money, day 

care ,  homemakers]. They would a l s o  be able to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  d e c i s i o n  

making t h a t  a f f e c t e d  them and t h e i r  jobs  ( e . g . ,  rather  than f i n d i n g  a new 

w 
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case  in the  mai lbox,  a worker would choose  h i s / h e r  own c l i e n t s ) .  -An env iron-  

ment of trustandsupport,. . where staff could-share both their problems and 

creative ideas, would be fostered• and workers would be allowed sufficien 

l a t i t u d e  to  t e s t  i n n o v a t i v e  c l i e n t - t r e a t m e n t  o p t i o n s .  F l e x i b i l i t y  o f  work 

! - . . . .  s t y l e s  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f or  persona l  growth on the  job would be s t r e s s e d .  
. . . . . 

_. ~When the •project monies were awarded to the Divisionthese, as well 
.. ,: 

" " : as other creativemanagement ideas•, were implemented. Asa.result the 

. . . .  p r o j e c t  ranks very h i g h  among:the, e l even  d e m o n s t r a t i o n s  in  l eadersh ip  

communication,  s t a f f  support ,  job autonomy, i n n o v a t i o n ,  peer  cohes ion  and 

job involvement.. Overal l  job satisfaction is .71%: Most.workers report  

- that the project is well-managed, combining.a.formal organizational struc- 

ture with flexibility and staff opportunity tO participate in decision 

making. Most. staff~, are, satisfied with the support and-trust that exists 

: ~:--:.among:workersiand the.p~Si£iVe:.feedback ~ " - • 
. • ' the~.receive, particulirly.the:'~::~ " 

• . . . • 

notice that is.~always forthcoming about.:'a.worker's, accomplishments. It- 

is apparent from all reports that the project's leadership'::" "and:'stiff ....... "coi 

hesiveness created an atmosphere conducive to high staff morale and a sense 

of the project's effectiveness and accomplishments. 

: Despite. these positive aspects of the project, there are also manage- 

ment problems for which no satisfactory, solutions have been found. The 

limitation of working within-a bureaucratic organization and-the difficUl- 

ties encountered in obtaining needed services for clients from other divi 

sion units and community agencies remain problems. The staff's greatest 

complaint was the amount~of time wasted~obtaining services for their 

clients due to agency regulations and red tape. Some .of these problems 

] 
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resulted from a conflict that existed between other units in the Depart- 

men: and the project. There was a history of conflicts among division ~ 

supervisors, and these wer e exacerbated when the addition of demonstration 

monies allowed an expansion of staff , increased resource availabilitY, and 
% 

singling OUt that unit (primarily the protective services unit) as an elite 

group. The Subsequent resentment interfered with inter-unit~ working arrange- 

men:s, even though project staffZestablishe d relationship s with individual 

workers in the other units and were able to improve somewhat ~the coordina- 

tion between units. In the second year some of the inter-unit strife was 
• " . . . . .  L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

reduced through p!anne 4 educational and cooperative meetings between units, 

but the problem of limited service resources elsewhere in the community 

continued as a problem for the project. 

Another problem" that had a demoralizing effect on staff was the exten- 

sive paper work requirements of the Division, Title XX regulations, the 

newly-developed central registry and the national evaluation. Workers ..= 

reported that the amount of Paperwork involved in service purchases pre- 

cluded a! 1 but the most needy clients from obtaining day care and other 

services. Other workers noted the problems involved in securing state cars 

for visiting clients. These bureaucratic tangles served .as disincentives 

toward providing clients the necessary services that were not available 

directly throuEh the project. 

Approximately 56% of the workers in the Pro-Child project reported 

some aspects of burnout. The problems mentioned above accounted for some 

of the workers' discouragement , but, in addition, there was a certain 

pessimism among staff who had worked with the project over two years about 

the meaningfulness of their client work. Many of the project's client.s 
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have difficult problems that do not respond quickly or easily-to social 

work intervention. For some workers, it was especiall Y disheartening to 

!: work with a client • for months and-begin.to see progress, only to have. it 

: -. :- • • sabotaged by external fOrces. Some staff felt that their ~ISW training did " 

"" . . not prepare them with the advocacy.skills needed to manipulate environmen- 

• - tal forces on behalf • of their clients o t h e r s  were discouraged by the 

..... clients ' -hostil ity and lack Of appreciation. But all staff:agreed that 

they were better able to-cope with these despondent periods because'of the - 

~ " " ~.peer support, positive feedback .and endoUrlgement that a trusting, ~siiaring I .... - 

work environment provided. - . . . .  - :  

Turnover 

- Pro-Child experienced• a. fairly-high, turnover rate;-58% of the staff ~ .... 
. . . - .: . - . . . 

- . ....... left the project during the threeyears...Many, left for personal reasons 
I.. - . : : ~ . : . . .  ~ . - . ~ . . . ~  i~ . h.(  ' i  > " . . ,  . . . . . . . . .  . ~ . .  ,.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . , . . . . .  . , 

" " " " inClUding a-move,.retirementOr to havei~famiiy~ .... A:very/small percent-age 
. - ,, - . . . . .  . • . ,  , • . . 

- ~. ' . ; : , ; : . " , , r e p o r t e d  .that they  l e f t  t h e i r  j O b s ~ b e c a u s e - o f . a  disillusionment""about.::~ the.i, o,~ " 

p o s i t i v e  accomplishments  that .C.ould be a c h i e v e d  by the  p r o f e s s i o n  or the  

agency ,  or because  of the  difficulties working .with this client population. 

An even ,smaller percentage reported that they left the agency because of 

project management-or supervision. The•primary reason given for job ter- 

mination was self-actualization of needs. A significant percentage reported 

that they left the project because of limited opportunitie s for growth and 

promotion in the project and because of better opportunities in a new-job, 

• .. - . . • 
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The Child Protection Center: Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

/ .  

The Child prote, ction Center was S relative!y small project with s 

full-time staff of 13 worker s . It served an average caseload of 83 clients 

with an average monthly budget of $13,906. 

The organizational structure Of the projec t.was not complex. There 

were only four differen t professional disciplines involved in the program 

activities: social workers , an attorney, a doctor and a psychologist. 

A moderate level of diversity characterized the project',s activities, 

which included Professional and community education , coordination, and 

case management responsibilitie s . 

. The p~.ject was highly focalizedin that-the staff were held accost- 

able by-the state civil service system for procedures and policies related 

to recruitment, emploYmen t andpromotion. The proj.ect itself operated 

.ifairiy.informai!y, e.g., ithere was no rule manual that:defined howthe 

staff members were to relate to. each other. Rule observation was rela- 

tive!Y l a x .  

The project was highly ce.nt~alized, undar the.direct supervision of 

the Division of Family Services, which was ultimately responsible for pro- 

gram and POlicy decisions. H0wever, the project operated fairly autono- 

mous!y because it was supervised, by the state office of the Division of 
• . . . • 

Family Services as opposed to the local parish office. The s.tate office 

'ha d less time and motivation to monitorthe project staff than would have 

been true of the local parish office:. 
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Satisfaction 
m , 

There appeared to be a high degree of ambivalence  among p r o j e c t  staff 

regarding the project management and their own job satisfaction. In the 

: .... management survey: staff reported moderate to high.lrankings for most of 

the management dimensions• that is• leadership, innovation• peer cohesion, 

Staff support, autonomy• task orientation, clarity and communication. 
5' - " " 

. . , • . . - . 

. -.. ,- - _Although 83% of the-staff reported high Overall job .satisfaction on the 

• ' -  .-..-, . written questionnaires, in- individual interviews workers. Stated they were 

" i, :highly diSsatisfied, with many :aspects of tl~eir jobs• i:e. the state 

bureaucracy, the project leadership and./the pressure .and stress of work, 

~ . . ing with abusive parents,: The project's 62% turnover~rateand thestaff's. 

.reported burnou£ rate i(40% .high burnout, defined as ~those filling in-the 

bottom one-third of an administered "burnout scale") seem to verify that 

..... • ,~ .... manY. workers.were unhappy~with the project and::their:jobs~/i- " ".'' ,,: ÷ .:::, 

Some of the workers' ambivalence about the project~:could ,be explained- : 

' .... ~-by the particular characteristics of this project staff. For many of the 

workers, employment in the project was simply a substitute job until oppor- 

t, unities were available in other, specialities (e.g., medical social work, 

planning, juveniles). The project met their immediate needs and was "okay," 

but never .really satisfied their interests and expectations. For other 

social workers, the project offered an opportunity to gain work exper-- 

ience and be eligible for promotional opportunities in more desirable 

state jobs. Most of the social workers reported that they did not believe 

anyone could work with abusive parents beyond a year anda half. They 
! 

accepted the job knowing that they would leave or burn out in a year. 
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Managemen t I s s u e s  • " 
. . . . . . .  = . . 

In a d d i t i o n  to  t h e  s t a f f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t h e r e  wer~ a number o f .  

management problems t h a t  c o n t r i b u t e d  to  and speededlup burnout and. t u r n -  

over among project staff. The majority of the workers were recent ~IV 

graduates with new professional values and expectations. The project was 

their first )oh out of school and they were struggling against the state 

bureaucracyand limitations in the system. The battle produced substan-. 

tial disillusionment with the state, project and clients. 

The project's biggest problem with the bureaucracy occurred during 

the first year. In order to implement 24-hour coverage, develop coordi- 

nation and referral agreements, and provide community education, many of 

the workers reported working over ten hours a day. They felt that"the ' 

state should reimburse them for this excessive overtime. ~ The staff!s 

" i f i i t i a l  r e q u e s t s  W e r e , " i ~ o r e d :  : " F i n a l i Y , . : t h e  workers f l i e d  a formal  ' , I • : : : .  

grievance ,:. and after Some. d e l a y  were :give.i an official agreement on:..over :• . 

time compensation. • . . . . .  

Another problem the staff experienced with the civil service system. 

occurred in thesecond year. Because the state never communicated clear- 

ly its civil service and hiring procedures and because of system errors, 

workers employed duringthesecond year on emergency appointments were 

not placed on the Dfficial job registry and therefore Were unable to ' ' 

collect overtime co~ensation,-were bypassed for raises and workers, bene- 

fits, and were required to take several state tests. The most frustrating 

aspect for the workers was that they never had~!he correct information 

to negotiate for their own rights effectively. Some of these newly hired 

Workers remained with the project only about four months, leaving as soon 

as they had located jobs in other community agencies. " 

C.12 

r 

! o- 



"%. 

t" 

Internal staff dynamics also served to limit the project's effective- 

ness duringpart of the second and third years. After being with the pro- 

ject a little over one year, the project director accepted a promotion to 

the state office. Most staff by that timewere beginning to feel strain 

from their work. Most had been in graduate school together and had 
• r .. 

developed a camaraderie that both enhanced and was detrimental to their 

work experience. The workers who also socialized together found them- 

selves talking about the projec~ and clients all the time and they began to 

identify more with each others' work crises than with the clients who were 

in crisis. The staff had made a commitment to each other and to the 

director to workwith~the project at least two years, but when the direc- 

tor announced that she was ieavlng, others interpreted this as permission 

to leave also. 

The supervisor was appointed acting dire¢£or and was required to do 

both administration and supervision until the director's position could 

be filled. Unfortunately, thestate, office was unable to find anyone who 

wanted the director's job and would not appoint the acting director because 

of a civil service technicality . No one in the state system wanted the 

job because of the expected workload and because the staff were reputed 

to be demanding. 

The acting director left within months, discouraged with the dual 

job stresses and the unresponsiveness of the bureaucracy. Most of the 

remaining workers followed suit and only two social workers were left by 

Hay 1976. For nearly six months all regular treatment services were dis- 

continued and the project was severely crippled. Finally, in response to 

pressure from the funder, the state began to assume a more active role in 
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recruiting staff. By this time the new class of MSWs had graduated from the 

local university and were willing to work in the project, in the mean- 

.time a supervisor from the State Juvenile Shelter applied for the project 

director's position. The project was completely restaffed by:Augusf 1976. 

The new director, with limited child abuse experience, was not given 

any orientation to the project or staff, and did not receive any training 

for the position. When he took the job, he and the remaining staff mem- 

b'ers who had stayed with the project from the beginning and who had helped 

manage the program since the acting director left in March, did not have 

a clear idea of what his role and responsibilities in the project were. 

Consequently, the staff an~ the project director were soon in conflict 

There were formal weekly staff meetings, but no one was Willing to broach 

the topic of staff discomforts. Instead, workers often spent many hours 

venting c - - o m p i a i n t s ; - - e n e r ~ n e e d e d  for. Servingclients was d i s p l a c e d  on the 

internal project conflict. There was no one in the project or in the 

state office who was willing to facilitate the resolution of the staff 

difficulties. Consequently; staff turmoil interfered with project pro- 

ductivity. Even after the project was fully staffed, most of the inno- 

vative treatment programs were not reinstated, client crises became more 

debilitating to workers, and they felt continuously overworked. 

Chi ld  Abuse and,,,Ne,gleqt Demonstrat ion Un, i t :  B,az.,amon , puerto, Rico . 

Walking into the Bayamon project is like a breath of fresh lair. One is 

immediately struck by the warmth and nurturing atmosphere which pervades :the 

work environment. Upon closer scrutiny one's initial feelings are borne out 

as you hear and see people talking and sharing with one another. The con- 

i 
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sensus in the project is that co-workers make the difference in coping 

with an emotionally and physically exhausting job. 

O~anizational Structure 

Baylmon is a relatively small project. There is a total number of 12 

staff, nine being full-time. The project's average monthly budget is $15,622. 

The program is moderately complex, engaging in a number of diverse activi- 

ties including community education, community coordination, professional 

training, and direct service. The organizational structure has a low level 

of complexity, with four different disciplines actively involved in the pro- 

ject's activities. The organizational structure if fairly formalized; job 

descriptions, a rule manual and codification or procedures are written out 

and followed. There seems to be more informality at the daily work level, 

since most workers exercise a high degree of autonomy in their own jobs. 

Decision making regarding agency procedures, policies and program planning 

is highly centralized. Within the project, staff report that they partici- 

pate in decisions that directly affect their jobs. For example, workers 

can decide what will happen at a parents' day camp, but they do not decide 

whether or not to have the camp. Many of the workers feel that they would 

prefer to have more input into the organizational level decisions. 

Mana gemen t 

.. All staff seem to agree that their project is very well managed. They 

repOrt that the' leadership is very good. The project director gives good 

direction, but is no¢ authoritarian. She is very supportive and always 

has an open door to listen to workers' concerns. Communication is also 

considered to be good. Everyoneknows what they need to know to do their 
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job. There are both formal and.informal structures for communication 

about program and client information. There appears to be no destructive 

gpssip. Everyone feels that they have license to work in their own style 

with clients and have the necessary autonomy to do their job. One of the 

outstanding strengths in the project reported by each and ever9 staff mem- 

ber was the good, healthy co-worker relationship. Everyone feels that they ~ ~ 

have established a strong support network that sustains them when frustra- 

tions with other agencies and difficult clients exhaust them, and this is 

the reasbn they have been able to stay with the project for three years. 

While the project management appears to be #xemplary, the tremendous 

bureaucracy that the project is submerged in causes great•frustration for 

all workers. Foremost, the bureaucratic red tape interferes with workers' 

ability to get clients the services they need. There are long delays on 

every request for service. When the project moved into their new quarters 

the staff did not have telephones for six weeks until the central office 

could make the arrangements for installation. Consequently, clients did 

not have direct access to workers, and workers were compelled to use_the 

telephones at the central office some distance•away from their own offices. 

Further, the project does not have direct access~to funds necessary to put- ~ ! 

chase supplies needed for their program components~' There are always delays 

in obtaining approval of contracts, obtaining requisitioned supplies, and,' 

receiving authorization for extra activities (e.g., printing educational 

materials). While the project director managed t~o bypass many of these 

bottlenecks, many delays did hinder the full execution of project activi- 

ties and •presented an extra• source of frustration for workers. 

C.16 

. " i 

B • 

•/ 



,. . .. /> 

• i ~ . • . ,. , 

• ..... ~ 'i- 

• .. .: . 

Secondly, workers feel very insecure as provisional workers, their job 

classification due to the project's demonstration status. The central 

office does not give the project staff any extra benefits or retirement 

benefits. Most workers feel very insecure and resent the lack of commit- 

ment demonstrated by the central 0ffice. 

Because of these bureaucratic hassles, workers feel they are less 

effective in their jobs. The high group cohesiveness among project staff 

has made it possibleforeveryone to espress frustrations and anger openly, 

however-, andreceive support-to-continue coping with the central office. 

Thereby, less of this frustration is directed at clients. 

W 

Turnover~Satisfaction~Burnout 

0nly two staff members have left the project: a service worker and 

the project director. The project director, who had been with the project 
- . .  • , .  " " : . . .  . . . . . . . . .  " ; . / ' .  - . . ~  . . . . . .  : .. . . . . . . - . - : i . "  I , . . ' : . . ' . -  

- - -  - - t "  

a b o u t - : 2 - I / 2 y e a r s ,  res igned: . . to  a c c e p t  a p o s i t i o n  teaching. ,  in the l o c a l  u n i -  

.versify School of Social Work.. A/staff member was promoted to the director- 

s h i p  p o s i t i o n  f o r  t h e  remainder,  o f  the  p r o j e c t .  The p r o j e c t  s t a f f  has been 

stable throughout the' proj,ect, but.sOme instability in project operation 

occurred because the project itself moved twice during the three years. 

There is a very high feeling of job satisfaction among all workers. 

• I n t e r e s t i n g l y  , w h i l e . t h e r e  i s  1.00% high  j o b  s a t i s f a c t i o n ;  a lmost  30% o f  

the  s t a f f  repor t  high burnout and 43% r e p o r t  m o d e r a t e l y  h igh  burnout .  In 

conversations with workers it became clear that this staff, although ex- 

hibiting high esprit decorps, was suffering emotional 8_nd physical exhaus- 

tion. There are a number of reasonswhy burnout occurred among such a 

competent staff and in a well-managed project. The workers themselves 

express extremely high expectations regarding what they must accomplish. 

. .: " ." . 
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S~veral social workers expressed it this way: "This project is like our 

child. We will do anything .to make-it-work. We work nights, we don't take 

our vacations, we work-weekends. We have success but we are exhausted." ..... 

"This pride we all feel is good professionally, but .sometimes we are so 

tired it is hard to continue working." Linked with this high expectation 

and desire bY ~he-staff to •help their clients is the difficulty of getting 

services from other publicbureaucratic agencies. In order co get housing, 

welfare and medical care for their clients, .workers must spend a lot of 

time and energy cutting through red t-ape. And, for many clients, there 

are no services•available in the community to help them. 

In addition ~ o  these factors is t h e  serious problem-presented by the 

Bayamon client load. Many clients have very difficult problems; they are 

either mentally ill, very poor, or very isolated multi-problem families. 

/All are those who do not make much progress, or if progress is made, it 

wn " i s  u p  a n d  d o  . . . .  ' - 

C o u p l e d  with the workers' high expectations and-theexhausting nature 

of the work is the fact. that workers do not.take their vacations and tend 

to work l o n g  hours. While most workers nurture themselveswith familyacti- 

rifles, reading and various social-activity, most .workers feei that .they 

need a large block of time set aside for recuperation. But, if the staff 

take their vacations, then other.workers •must assume an increased load I~ 

Because.people feel so Close to one another, .they • are hesitant to create . 

additional work for their peers. One.worker-summed.up thesolution: "There 

just seems to be too many demands for t'he .amount of time available for 

clients; either we must reduce non-client demands or reduce the number of 

clients." 

G ~ 
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.SCAN: Little Rock, Arkansas 
: .J'. . ' = j -  , , :' , : _ 

Organizational Structure 

@ 

The Arkansas. project  i s  one o f  the l arges t  p r o j e c t s  among the e leven 

demonstrations In addition to the seven full-time staff, there are appro 

imately 130 workers involved in the SCAN program. Lay therapists, social 

service coordinators, and a pool Of professional consultants make up this 

added manpower 1~sburce. The two county offices serve an average of 75 

clients a month, operating on a combined monthly budget of a modest $ii,129. 

The project's organizational structure is highly complex because of 

the wide dispersion among the project offices, the number of agencies joint- 

Iy participating, and because of the seven or more professional disciplines 

that actively contribute to the project's activities. 

The project has formaiized ~guidelines and working arrangements for 

thethree major agency, participants . (Social Services, the University and • 

SCAN), delineating procedures for coordination both at the central and ~: ...... 

local levels. While job descriptions were written for the first year 

grant, there remains high flexibility and somewhat ambiguous operating 

rules within SCAN~.. Prior to September 1976, there did not exist any for- 

malizedpersonne~record keepingsystem. Records of workers' absenteeism 

and .turnover did not exist. There were no written operating manuals de- 

fining promotion~?opportunities, recruitment and hiring practices, or a 

formalized system for sharing information. It is in the central office in 

Little Rock that policy decisions and program plans aremade. Further, the 

central-office exercises some control and input into decisions made bylocal 

offices via control over the budget, and through the regional coordinators 

who are largely responsible_for supervising county offices and coordinating 
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the local directors with the central office. Despite the important role 

Little~Rock has in project policies, the county directors tend to be highly 

autonomous, exercising personal latitude in planning and implementing pro- 

ject activities. 

M~a~ement Problems 

As mentioned previously ,  the SCAN pro jec t  has a widely d i spe r sed .o r -  

ganizat ional  structure and involved inter-agency effort atboth a central 

and local level. It is not surprising that the key management problems 

between the central and local offices and among the SCAN county directors 

and social service workers are concerned with coordination ~and communica- 

tion problems and decision making roles. Often coordination and communi- 

cation between SCAN central office and the state •office of social services 

has been facilitated by the University!s m~agement consulter aVaiiable 

to the project to assist with inter-agency disagreements..• But at the:~county 

~levels, much of the CoordinatiOn has been successful orunsuccessful depend- 

ing upon the.personalities, commitment and other priorities!~in the local 

offices. Because most SCAN workers perfor m a capable job with their clients, 

the local social services have grown to trust and value SCAN's assistance. 

With increased trust, many initial coordination problems have •been resolved. 

Within SCAN itself, the Primarysource of coordination'is the centrex 

phone system which allows much informal contactamong the SCANworkers. 
. . , . . . . 

Another source of coordination has been the state office coordinator Who 

travels to the local districts every two weeks and directsthe staffin E 

With the lay therapist and local administrators. In addition, a managemen~ 

assistant from the University publishes a newsletter •once a month and tends 

to assist in sha[ing information on personal and program developments; As 
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SCAN has grown there has been some effort, albeit belated, to create a sup- 

port group among the local directors to coordinate activities, share ideas 

and give assistance to each other. Many SCAN lay therapists repor~ that 

they do not know anything about how decisions are made or how the central 

office is run. Many feel disassociated from the central office. Informa- 

tion sharing also tends to be one way (down.rather than up); hence, many 

local staff members resent the central office's seeming reluctance to 

elicit or use input from the counties, and they have begun to resist this 

one way flow of information. 

Management 

Some o f  the  growing d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  management and o r g a n i -  

z a t i o n  fromSCAN workers is because SCAN's tremendous growth in the last 

few years~is taxing.the agency's existing structure and tradition. %fhile . ~ 

additional state-level.coordinat0rs have been added to. cope with the new 

county programs, until"recentiy there has been little consideration of 

revising the decision makihg process or promoting cross-county coordina- 

tion. Historically communication and decision making are controlled pri- 

marily by the.SCAN Director. This was more feasible when SCaN consisted 

of one office and an informal group of volunteers. Now, as the program 

has become much more complex, decisions made by a single individual appear 

to be insensitive or inappropriate to each county's needs. SCAN training 

is a particularly apt example of the agency's isolated decision making 

and heavy emphasi s on tradition. Training has always been held in Little 

Rock, despite the fact that lay therapist recruits increasingly come from 

outlying counties and must drive long distances and stay at considerable 

personal expense in Little Rock. The number of potential recruits has 
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outgrown the facilities in the last few sessions, requiring many to sit 

long hours on the floor. Previously, recruits could be screened through- 

out training because of the close and intimate contact with the SCAN 

leaders. Now screening is less systematic:and primarily " relies on ind,- • 

viduals to drop out. Initially all attendees of the training were new 

recruits and required:basic orientation and background information. Now 

many lay therapists have come to 4-6 sessions and find the material irre ..... 

levant to their more sophisticated needs and expectations. County .direc- 

tors have tried to modify this training with only minor success, e.g., 

recent training sessions have included several seminars for advanced lay 

therapists. 

A charismatic leader was primarily responsible for establishing SCAN. 

Although she has had the able assistance of others, she has played an un- 

questionable role in SCAN's success and direction. She has always main- 

tained ultimate control. However, as~ the agency grew, there was a need 

for management and decision making systems to become more routinized. This 

has happened very slowly and in an unplanned fashion. Recently, the local 

counties have become more vocal in demanding some input into decisions that 

affect them, and arebeginning to assert their power and introduce ideas 

~hat will make the organization and management more relevant to its.increased 

size and more varied program activities. 

Turn 0 v e  r 

While t h e r e  has been on ly  moderate  t u rnove r  among the  f u l l - t i m e  s t a f f ,  

t h r e e  out o f  an average s t a f f  s i z e  o f : s e v e n ,  t h e r e  has been high t u r n o v e r  

among the lay therapists. Over half of the lay therapists in both tVashington 

and Jefferson counties left after an average stay of 8.8 months. A small 

# 
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percentage stated they left because they were burned out; about 25% left 

because they were moving; about 25% left because they were thought to be 

ill-suited for the job; and approximately 50% left for personal or medical 

reasons. Some of the complaints mentioned by volunteers, in explanation 

of the turnover, included: "I never did know what I was supposed to be 

doing with my families"; "Most of our families do not know why we are 

coming nor do they want us to visit them. Few families are grateful for 

our efforts'!; "There is no real supervision or help in the handling of 
/ 

our cases. The group staffing is often depressing because no onefs clients 

seem to be getting better"; "I don't:feel able to help many of these fami- 

lies because they have so many problems." Many lay therapists feel unappre- 

ciated and tmrewarded by SCAN staff and the Little Rock office, evidenced 

by the disregard they feel at the training sessions. Many feel strong 

Viiue c0nflicts With 'ciients and feel unabieto work with some clients. ':' 

Most of the reported, burnout: (33%)occurred among:£hose lay thera- 

~pists and the few staff members who lost their jobs when job descriptions 

were changed w~thout their input. Interestingly, despite the nagging 

. and development that staff have experienced through their work with SCAN 

-. and with community professionals and:clients. ~ In addition to personal• 

growth opportunities, there is a strong commitment by all SCAN workers to 

each other land to the SCAN program that transcends'the organization. And, 

finally, most of the workers who are highly satisfied and motivated also 

experience strong supportive family relationships and extensive social 

. . . . . . . . .  " C .  2 3  

management struggles, most workers in the SCAN prcjects report high saris- 

; faction (73%)and very little burnout. This consistent enthusiasm for the 

project seems to be due to the reported great Opportunities for self growth 

.~.- 



act iv i t i e s  .that nurture, themoff  the job and p r o v i d e a h e a l t h y  distraction 

from their work. 

The Child Development Center: Los An~eles, California 

The Los Angeles project had written an innovative program proposal, 

but the lack of coordinationbetween the co-principalinvestigators from 

Drew Medical School and the poor organizational structure, serious manage- 

ment problems and co-worker disruption s mitigated against the program 

realizing its potential. 

P 

Organizational Structure 

The Los Angeles project was a small program with 23 total staff mem- 

bers, 12 of whom were full-time. Because the project was a residential 

treatment program, the. average .monthly budget of $15,796is somewhat larger 

than one would expect for a r program that served only nine families at a 

time ...... . . . . . .  ...... 

The original program was designed to be moderately complex with a 

variety of treatment options, and four different disciplines •involved, but 

muc~ of the planned diversity in program activity was never implemented. 

The program was, however, extremely complex in the structural relationships 

it had with the departments of Pediatrics and Psychiatryat the Medical 

School. Officially, there was a high degree of formality in the prescribed 

rules, regulations and job descriptions; however, the project itself main- 

tained highly informal, non-specified arrangements with the host agency. 

Major policy decisions and program planning required approval by the co- 

principal investigators in the Pediatrics and Psychiatry departments; thus 

the project was centralized in authority. Some confusion existed among 
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the staff regarding who had decision making-responsibility about program 

activities and individual job performance , and there was little consensus 

among the workers regarding the amount of autonomy they could exercise • in 

their jobs. 

Management 

Many of the management problems~ experienced by the Center have been 

alluded to, affirming-the impact that management concerns have had on the 

implementation and daily operation of this program, and offering one expla- 

nation for the project's apparent lack of success.. 

One of the dominant management problems was the relationship between 

the,project and the host agency (Drew Hedical School) and specifically. 

the problems arising from,the relationship of the two co-principal inves- 

tigators from competing departments, Pediatrics and Psychiatry. The two. 

departments were forced to Collaborate after t.he original proposal from <: 
• _ ' • . . 

the"pediatrics Department was rejected by OCD, pending, the additionlof a.. ..- 

mental healthcomponent, i.e., Psychiatry. From the very beginning the 

two departments disagreed on. expectations for the project, the designation 

of a project director, and the procedures for coordination. The project 

director, hired nearly 18 months after the project, was funded, was placed 

in the difficult position of having to work with these two departments, 

which were by then undergoing a number of internal changes in leadership 

and program goals, further complicating an already strained partnership. 

Because of this situation, staff roles were never delineated, department 

• resp°nsibilities and =o~itments were never specified and lines of authority 

were not.drawn.. Consequently, there was always confusion and ambiguous 

guidelines about t.he management of the program. Under different leader- 
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Ship these Conflicts might have been handledmore effectively, but this 

project director never believed that he had the mandate or flexibility to 

manage the program and make decisiuns because of politicalr~percussiun.s, 

and thus believed the whole situation unworkable. ~ . ' - 

To further complieatethecoordinationand communication problems 

that existed among the project administrators, and perhaps as aresult of 

these difficulties, there were also communication problems among'the pro- ~ .  

jeer staff. Project management consisted of both a project director and 

a treatment coordinator. Unfortunately, both persons were responsible for 

supervising the same staff, exclusive lines Of authority did not exist. 

This structural problem was further complicated because both people wer.e 

unable to work together or deal directly with mutual co,~nunication prob- 

lems. Tension, conflict and verbal ba'ttles were the result, affecting the 

whole S t a f f .  S t a f f  weregivencontradictory:job d e s c r i p t i o n s  and d i s c r e 2  

pant e v a l u a t i o n s . o f  work p e r f o r m a n c e . -  Because: the  I p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r  .was 

at the same time somewhat inaccessible to the staff, as he tried to cope 

with his problems with the medical school, he was unaware of other:communi- 

cation and co-worker problems that began to interfere with program opera- 

tion and service delivery. Formal communication structures did exist in 

the  form o f  r e g u l a r l y . s c h e d u l e d  s t a f f  mee t ings ,  but t h e s e s e n s i t i v e  com- 

municat ion problems and i n t e r p e r s o n a l  i s s u e s  were never  r a i s e d  or d e a l t  
. 7 .  

with  openly .  As the  prob!emsbeeame  more d i s r u p t i v e , t h e  d i r e c t o r  t r i e d  

to  remove one s t a f f  member, but because  he f a i l e d ? t o  l a b e l  the  p r o b l e m s  

c o r r e c t l y  and share the  i s s u e s  wi th  the e n t i r e  s t a f f , t h e y  m i s i n t e r p r e t e d  
, ~~i", 

h i s  a c t i o n s  and m o t i v e s ,  and e f f e c t i v e l y b l o c k e d  •this s t a f f  c h a n g e . .  D u r i n g  

the  •second year ,  a f t e r  s e v e r a l  key s t a f f  members had l e f t  t h e  project- ,  

, . '  . 
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workers reported an improvement in their work environment and enhanced 

job satisfaction. While there continued to be management problems, many 

o f  the  in terna l  s t r e s s e s  had been reduced. Upon examining these  e a r l i e r  

job pressures, staff report that clients had never caused personal emotional 

stress, but that internal problems of' the project were pervasive and were 

the cause of anxiety and psychosomatic complaints. When the program stabilized 

after a staff crisis that had existed nearly a year, workers finally were 

able to provide the necessary services to clients. 

Turnover~Burnout~Satisfaction 

There. was high turnover in thfs project, primarily among the house 

parent and children's staff. This turnover was due to the long hours house- 

parents were required to work and the low pay they received. There was 

" . some effort to shorten the hours, and to carefully screen and inform re- 

cruits about the. job's demands,in hopes of reducing the turnover that 

jeopardized the children's pro grsm and placed greater demands on other 

staff. With changes .in the parent treatment staff, there was improved 

con~nunication between children's staff and project director. Improved 

: communications helped to anticipate and correct minor grievances before 

they  e sca la ted .  

.... . There was turnover in two key positions, among the treatment staff. 

This turnover can be directly attributed to. the management problems, already 

• discussed -- communication problems, co-worker conflicts, and the confusion 

that existed in role definition and lines of authority, q~ese-problems 

also had an impact on the workers who chose not to leave the project, some 

of whom report lowjob satisfaction (about 40%) and many of whom were 

burned out by theexperience (50%) P rojec t  morale improved somewhat in 
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the  l a s t  few months o f  the  p r o j e c t  a f t e r - s t a f f  changes and a r e v i t a i i z a t i o n  

o f  the  C h i l d r e n ' s  and p a r e n t s '  programs-occurred .  " : 

The Child :Development Center:  . N e a h B a  Z, Washington 

Thin~s are happening 'on the Makah Indian~eservation. Indirectly, 

much of i% is due to•the efforts of the •Child Development Center. ,One 

of the exciting outcomes of this .project :has been the •development of a 

cadre of ~rained Makah workers who now have management and organizational 

skills and who are prepared to assume leadership roles in their community. 

•i 
~4 

t 

Organizational Structure 

Neah Bay is a very small project: five full-time staff and an aver- 

age. monthly budget of $4643, reflecting the very small reservation the 

project serves. Over the life of the project an averagemon~hly:caseload. - -  

Of approximately eight ciients-has-.been maintained, fin:the last./year, " " . " 

7 '  • " ' "  " ° ' , -however; the  c a s e l o a d  s i z e  -has grown -to: .an average  m0nth ly  load" O f  45 ~: " i. ' " . . . . .  " ' 

c l i e n t s ,  20 a c t i v e  and 25 s t a b i l i z e d  c a s e s .  With t h e  growth in  c a s e l o a d .  

s i z e ,  an a d d i t i o n a l  f u l l - t i m e  worker has been :employed to  a s s i s t  in  s e t - .  

v i c e  d e l i v e r y .  The p r o j e c t  i s  h i g h l y  complex  in  the s ense  t h a t  the  pro-  

gram activities include parent education, community social service 

coordination, legislative activity and •direct services; yet, the organ{? .... . ": 

zational structure is not complex Since only two different disciplines are . 

Involved in the operation of the project. The project operates in a fairly 

formalized setting, with job•descriptions and rule manuals detailingpoll- ," 

cies and procedures. However, among the project staff, there is a hig~ " 

degree of informality, demonstrated t~hrough the sharing of various job and 
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administrative duties and a fairly egalitarian attitude, despite the dif- 

ferences in status and role assignments. The project is highly centralized 

in that all decisions are made by the Tribal Council and the project is 

held accountable by them and is dependent upon them for all policies and 

procedures. But, again •within the project, there is equal participation 

by all staff members in making.:decisions on program changes, service into- 

" rations and assignment o f , t a s k s .  " " 

i 

" ' .... Management 

The project appears .to be highly formalized and centralized with for- 

mal job descriptions, titles and job specialization, but, because at the 

operational level there exists a participatory style of management, per- 

iodically there is confusion regarding roles, status, duties and program 

direction. The chameleon-like organizational structure, the project's 

own evolving, nature, and the relatively inexperienced staff combined to 

create some of the management difficulties reported by the project in the 

areas of leadership, communication and plan fulness. As might be expected 

in this situation,.there were initially conflicts among the staff about who 

would do what, where, when and how. Some staff felt imposed upon, others 

felt that-their positions were being threatened. As the project staff " 

became more Confident and more clear about program objectives and.personal 

preferences, communication channels opened up between workers and many of 

the suppressed resentments and confusions were aired and resolved. Now: a 

staff member with a personal problem or work-related stress interfering 

with her performance can share this difficulty with co-workers and is 

assured that she will receive support and permission as she resolves the 

conflict. Other workerswill assist her,with her job Until the problem 
. . "j . 
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i s  a l l e v i a t e d .  T h i s  a t .~sphere  o f  car ing and Sharing has provided an 

environment in which daily tensions and disagreements are being resolved 

and many of the management concerns are confronted. A strong sharing b0nd 

has developed among the co-workers and has been a critical factor in the 

project's successful accomplishment of their program goals. 

Turn ove r 

The project staff membership has been stabilized since the beginning. 

There has been only one turnover when the first project directorwas pro- 

moted to a substantially higher position. The stabilized staff has pro- 

vided the continuity to buiid the linkages and networks necessary for the 

successful community social service system that is now working with fami- 

lies and children. 

t~ 

m- 

• Burnout and Satisfaction 

One of the exciting paradoxes about the management of this project 

is that this fairly successful project is staffed by inexperienced workers 

who have not had the educational training that the workers in many of the 

other eleven projects have had. None of the workers had experience with 

abuse and neglect prior to the project. L~ith the exception of the first 

project director, none of the workers has had formal administrative re- 

sponsibilities. But, this team accomplished much in the short span of 

three ),ears. Outsiders and evaluators might be tempted to label the seeming 

non-compliance with filling out forms and other sensible requests as in- 

efficiencies and ineffective project management. But, since the intent of 

management is to integrate the human characteristics of the workers and 

clients with the organizational structure into an effective and efficient 
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working agency that accomplishes its goals in keeping with its cultural 

mores, this project management has-been successful. The staff followed a 

plan of management that made the most sense in their environment and that 

was responsive to their needs. While maximizing training opportunities 

and skill development workshops Offered by the evaluation, consultants and 

numerous other resources, they adapted what was learned to the special 

demands presented by their clients living in a reservation setting. Now 

the Makah Indian Tribe has fiVe:well/trained workers who are using their 

skills to cope with many.of the.long-standing problems that exist on the 

reservation. 

How then, in view of the project's success and unanimous high job 

satisfaction score by project members,.do we explain that there was some 

feeling of burnout in this project? An obvious clue is the staff's very 

pessimistic appraisal of the available opportunities for promotion and 

advancement. Evidence of this isthe staff's constant surveillance of. all. 

job vacancies and the Sense of competition that exists among them for any 

job openmng that promises mo::e opportunity, Not only is there little oppor- 

tunity for promotion with the project or Tribal Council, but the  chances 

f o r  advancement with any s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  agency• in  the community a l s o  appear 

' ""disma!.  The d i s h e a r t e n i n g ,  f a c t . . i s  tha t  r e g a r d l e s s  of  p r o j e c t  . s t a f f  s k i l l s  

m~d achievements 'of the last three years, they do liOt qualify for jobs in 

their field because they do no~ have formal degrees. "What happens next 
• J, • 

when the Project ends?" This seemingly bleak personal future must explain 

some of the burned out feelings thatare reported by the workers. 
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T h e  Family •Resource Center: St. Louis , Missouri ' 

St. Louis is a small project with six.full-time staff members and a 

'moderate sized monthly budget of $15,654. The•project maintains an-average 

caseload size of 40 clients. The project appears much larger when one con- 

siders the nearly 70 students and volunteers who participate in the variety 

of program treatment activities. The Family Resource Center is a highly 

complex organization. The project utilizes students and volunteers in addi- 

tion to the seven different disciplines actively involved in the project. 

The program activities include a diversity of treatment programs, community. 

and professional training and education, coordination, research, and legis- 

lative activities. 

The organization is fairly formalized; there are specific job.descrip- 

tions and an .operating manual that defines the project's procedures and .~ 
+ _: . . 

policies. There seems"to be more informality among the. staff in actual": : 
'. . • .. . . : 

rule Observation...The. proj.ect is moderately centralized in. that policies 

and program decisions-are ultimately made by the project, director, with~ in' 

put from staff. The Board's role in decision making is fairly undefinedat 

this time. Decision making that pertains to individual jobs seems tobe 

moderately centralized in that coordinators appear to be responsible for 

final decisions. This is probably due to the use of volunteers andstudents 

in the actual service delivery programs, requiring coordinators to assume 

more responsibility in supervising and overseeing individual work. 

. . ,  .. 

, b f f  
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Management 

Because the  S t .  Louis p r o j e c t  i s  ve ry  smal l  and has a h i g h l y  

i n t e r d e p e n d e n t  program s t r u c t u r e ,  good c o o r d i n a t i o n  and communicat ion are  

c r i t i c a l  f o r  program management e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  During the  f i r s t  two y e a r s ,  

t he  S t .  Louis p r o j e c  t e x p e r i e n c e d  a g r e a t  dea r  o f  i n t e r n a l  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
. - =  

c o n f l i c t  t h a t - t e n d e d t o  d i v i d e  t h e  s t a f f ,  and t h e r e b y  j e o p a r d i z e  t h e  
. " .  . .  

~ p r o j e c t ' s ' p a r t i c i p a t o r y  model o f : d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g .  In a d d i t i o n  t ime  s p e n t  

on i n t e r n a l  s t a f f  problems d r a i n e d  s t a f f  member~' energy f o r  t h e i r  

clients~ Late in the second year of the project, staff-turnover and 

new staff recruitment seemed to result in an alleviation of these 

i n t e r n a l  management p rob lems .  

Turnover/Sat i s fact ion/Burnout 

The p r o j e c t  d id  e x p e r i e n c e  major  u t r n o v e r  (64%) d u r i n g  the  second  y e a r .  

Perhaps coup l ed  wi th  t h i s  t u r n o v e r  Was a f e e l i n g  On the  p a r t  o f  many s t a f f  

t h a t  s u p e r v i s i o n : w a s  i n a d e q u a t e  and a l l w o r k e r s  were overworked.  More : 

s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  s eve ra l  workers  who f e l t  t h a t s u p e r v i s i o n  was i n a d e q u a t e  f e l t  

t h a t  they  s imply  were not  i e a r n i n g  and g r o w i n g  in t h e i r  jobs  as t h e y  had hoped:  

A f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t  theme among workers ,  t he  need to l e a r n  and grow, a long  

wi th  i n t e r n a l  s t a f f  c o n f l i c t ,  seems to  e x p l a i n  the  mount o f  r e p o r t e d  job 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  (45%) and burnout  (36%) e v i d e n t  in  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

I 
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Paren t  and Chi ld  E f f e c t i v e  R e l a t i o n s  Pro)ec  t (PACER): S t .  P e t e r g b u r g ,  F l o r i d a  

A parent aide program and a multidisciplinary team were-begun, pro- 

fessionals and community received quality training and education, and.a 

coordinating committee is underway in St. Petersburgto cope with the 

child abuse system, s deficiencies. Sadly, many of the PATER staff could 

not appreciate or enjoy those accomplishments and the positive response 

the community has made to their efforts. 

Organi z a t i o n a l  S t r u c t u r e  

St. Petersburg is a verysmall project with.six full-time staff and 

an average monthly budget of $9704. Since PACER is primarily a coordi- 

n a t i o n  and education~training p r o j e c t ,  t he  program o n l y s e r v e s  a c l i e n t  

population of 18 families who are enrolled in the parent aide pr6'gram. 

If one includes the number Of.volunteers who have worked with. the project 

over the last three.years, the total number of staff increases to55.. 
' • " ' ' • • , ' ' " ' :  ' / :  ' . '  : " " '( ; ' " . ' ~ i -  : . : '  • 

Because o v e r s e v e n . d i f f e r e n t  d i s c i p l i n e s " a r e  a c t i v e l / : a s s o c i a t e d . : w i t h  :.~ '- " " , ' 

PACER's v a r i e t y  o f  p rograms ,  t he  p r o j e c t ' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  i s  

h i g h l y  complex. Tlle p r o j e c t  s t a f f - e o m p l y - w i t h t h e  •procedures and g u i d e :  

lines established by the host agency, the Juvenile Welfare Board (JWB), 

but these appear to be enforced in an informal and somewhat capricious 

manner. There do not appear to be clear guidelines specifying the rel~- 

t i o n s h i p  between PACER and JWB. Most o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  r e p o r t  : t h a t  

t he  d e c i s i o n  making b o t h  in  r e f e r e n c e  to  t h e i r  jobs  and the  o r g a n i z a t i o n  

i s  h i g h l y  c e n t r a l i z e d .  There  is  no consensus  r e g a r d i n g  tlle amount  o f  

p e r s o n a l  -autonomy people• e x e r c i s e  in  t h e i r  j obs .  
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Mana~ementl 

The project"s relationship to the host agency seems to have produced 

a number of problems for most of PACER's staff in the areas of job morale., 

job motivation and task involvement. This mistrusting and suspicious 

relationship was especially visible during the last eight months of the 

project. Much project staff energy seemed to be invested in these dif- 

ferences., Some.of this conflict can be-explained by factors surrounding 

the initiation of PACER. The project proposal had been written by some 

members ofJWB,s Staff, but~the staff hired to do the job were all new- 

comers to JWB, and many of them were new to the St. Petersburg area. 

Additionally, during the first~ year theJWB director.had been focusing 

his energy on other JWB programs and did not give the project an adequate 

introduction to the agency or share with his staff PACER's role and im- 

portance-to, the.overa!!i.progrnm:. TO many.wOrkers, in  JWB:thez,,PACER-,cro~d,, 
. - . ,  • . -  . . 

symbolized an elite group of professionals who were paid more and given 

too much latitUde. These-fac~brs,"coupled with PACER Staff's more aggres- 

sive attitude regarding.their role in agency decision making and their 
T 

outspokenness on a number of issues, combined to create tension and fric- 

tion between the two staffs. In the second year many of these differences 

were dealt With by the JWB director and PACER team through joint staff 

meetings in which PACER's role and purpose were clarified. There followed 

some efforts to develop a sense of mutuality by both" PACER and JWB. 

However, the project staff has continued to operate with a low grade hos- 

tility and resentment toward JWB and the agency goals and policies. ~lan>- 

of these resentments were intensified with the project's termination. 

The staff ,felt especially rejected when JWB would not make a commitment 
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to adopt the PACER programs or most of the staff. 

a very demoralizing process for most PACER members. 

Termination became- 

While t h e  staff unanimously feels that PACER itself is: very effi- 

cient and well managed, there seems to be no Consensus on the written : 

questionnaire responses regarding the q u a l i t y  of leadership, communica- 

tion, peer cohesion, or job design issues. People agree that they have 

learned a lot, that they have used a team approach in assisting each other 

with work responsibilities, but at the same time workers do not rate the 

individual management process very high. The workers' ambivalence about 

the project management and the extremely high percentage of burnoutin 

the program (50% of the members were highly burned out, 33% were moder- 

ately burned out) can be explained at least in part by the lack of support 

felt by all staff and the personal characteristics of this staff. The 

PACER s%aff never felt validated. All workers report that they have never 

been told by anyone in JWB that they haddone a good ijob. ;WithinPA~ER 

" itself, workers felt that they did not receive sufficient positive feed- 

back, praise, or words of appreciation. Some reported t h a t  following-a 

successful presentation or conference, workers did not offer positive 

f e e d b a c k  t o  each  o t h e r ,  but  r a t h e r  t a l k e d  •about t h e  o v e r a l l  r e a c t i o n  o f  

the audience. The conversation was "gossip)," rather than personallyrein- 

forcing. On the surface, while management processes seem excellent, because 

there was this negative affect that surrounded project activities and com- 

m u n i c a t i o n ,  and because  o f  the  lack  o f  persona l  f eedback ,  s t a f f  remained 

ambivalent  about each o t h e r  and the  program. 

Personnel characteristics also explain the lack of consensus among 

the workers regarding management and the high burnout rate in the project. 

/ 

•! 

) 
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Many o f  the staff have experienced or are experiencing personal disappoint- 

ments, iosses,.-or problems which tend to overlap with the job. Because 

of the small, size and the extensive job sharing, much time was spent on 

the job providing support to each other on these personal issues. While 

this type.of sharing can bind staff together, it can also. immobilize and 

interfere with work relationships-and job responsibilities. This seems 

tobe the case with this project.- The staff never seemed to confront-this 

dilemma directly or determine how to sort out ~ the boundaries between the 

personalinvestment in each ozher's lives and the j,ob responsibilities and 

work relationships. 

The Panel for Pamil Z Living: Tacoma, Washington 

TaComa is a highly complex organization both in number of disciplines 

involved in the program" a~d in ithe~:wreatidiversity~-of program activities.. 

• Despite' the highly.!-m/hifold nature, Tacoma .is a well-managed'.and highly. 
- . .  -. , 

efficient project. ' " " ' -- 

Organizational Structure 

Tacoma appears to be a very small project. They had eight full-time 

staff members and a $I0)000 per month budget over the lifetime of the pro= 

ject. But, in addition to the full=time staff there are over i00 :active 

professional board members) consultants and volunteers affiliated with the 

project. Also) students from local colleges actively work with the project. 

When the totalnumber of staff are counted) Tacoma is one of the largest 

Projects among the eleven demonstrations. This project, both board and 
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s t a f f ,  are i n v o l v e d  in  a ,wide v a r i e t y  o f p r o g r a m  a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  edu-  

c a t i o n ,  training , advocacy and services. •Also, over nine different dis- 

ciplines are•actively represente d in project activities. This accounts: .... 

for the high degree of complexity in Tacoma's organizational structure'. 

The project operates fairly informally --rules and procedures evolved only 

late in the second year y- but tends to be highly Centralized in decision 

making because board members•have ultimate decision makingauthority., How- 

ever, the staff actively participate in decisions made about their o~ jobs 

and have a high degree of personal autonomy. 

R e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  Host Agency :. 

Tacoma i s  one of  t h e - f e w  p r o j e c t s  in which tile board has  an a c t i v e  ro le  

in the project operation und makes program and administrative• decisions. 
,. . .~ . 

They. wrote the personnel-policies and. decide budget allocation, and deter- . . . .  

mlne accountability. • and monitoring systems. ~ The Panel's board has-always • 
.... : : .: ., • . 

~,~i.been~ an. active participatlng I body,~operatfng some#hat:'informally through 

committees of peers. Management problems occurred •when this dynamic inde- 

pendent group of volunteers was faced with the responsibility.of managing 

a staff of 7-8 people, also professionals with ideas and plans sometimes 

differing from those of the board members. This type of an arrangement 

tends to create special management problems in terms of role •clarification , 

communicationand coordination, and Tacoma is no exception. Nearly f-i/2 

years were spent establishing lines of authority and responsibility, clari- 

fying roles, and instituting procedures for communication and Coordination. 

The task was somewhat more difficult because the first director of th~ pro- 

ject had also been the past president of the board and "one of the gang." 

As director, the board members found his status somewhat confusing. "Was 
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he a b~ard member or is he a staff member~,, Resolution of many of these 

management issues became feasible with the election of a new board presi- 

dent and the hiring of the second director. Both were committed to develop- 

.,. ing newpatterns for board and staff interactions. The resulting solutions 

placed an overwhelming burden of coordination and communication upon the 

project director and executive board. The project director, in addition 

to individualmeetings with project staff, attends all executive board ~ . .  - 

meetings and the committee meetings, of the board. Approximately IS hours 

a week of the director's time are spent in meetings, communicating both 

formally and informally aboutboth project and board activities. Acting 

as the interface between the boardand staff demands much of the project 

director,s time and energy, and is not always as personally..satisfying as 

prograa planning and project implementation activities, but because bothof 

<the. directors of.this project have been,willing to work~closely with all • 

.. • , ., 

participants, the Panel has had a smoother implementation of their program 

~than could have been anticipated. ~ 

I 

Internal Communication 

As one enters the project's offices, one is impressed with the effi- 

cient work-oriented atmosphere. People are busy with~their own work and 

there is very little hint of conflict or dissension. But, in fact, staff 

repoTt quite openly that many conflicts have existed or continue to exist 

among each other. People have intruded upon each other's space and have 

strong differences of opinions, conditions that are common when s~rong, 

independent individuals work together in a small physical space. But the 
., ' , 

interesting difference between Tacoma and other conflict ridden programs 
' / • , . 

is that in Tacoma there is.a structure or an agreement among the staff that 
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a l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  .are to /be  d e a l t w i t h  d i r e c t l y - a n d  . a s s e r t i v e l y .  

ru le  i s  tha t  a l l  s t a f f  ~emberS have a r i g h t  t6 demand and r e c e i v e  r e s p e c t  

and respons iveness ;  And, i% appears that  s t a f f  do deal w i th  personal  con- 

f l i c t s  fairly quickly and decisively. When differences.occur that indi- " 

viduals uannot work out, the ~roject director acts as mediator and 

facilitates the compromise. It is .difficult:to deal ~with angry feelings 

or conflicts; the strength ~of this project's Ongoing operation has been 

that these rather sensitive areas .are not ignored :or repressed but con- 

fronted directly and openly. So ~despite the recurring tensions, staff are 

able tO ,work out agreements and continue working together without disrupt- 

• An unspoken • 

ing program operat ion .  

Job Design 

For toost people, in. the projects,, their job design allows them high 

-autonomy, flexibility .and Variety. ~ostworkers.feelthat they are included 

in~decisions, made..about, their job:.'and, progr am that,they are invoived.:.with. 

They report low job pressureand high staff support and;good peer cohesive- 

ness. Most.workersseemed to be task-oriented and highly involved with 

their jobs. But rarely are people involved with each other in their job- 

related tasks. Because of the many different program activities handled 

by Such a small staff' each individual staff member is largely responsible 

for a complete program, i.e., training, service, or community education. 

Consequently, there is a high degree of job-related isolation. Some of 

the symptoms expressed by different staff members are: "What is missing 

is an overall appreciation for the interdependent parts." "Personally 

people get along well, but lack a job cohesiveness." "People could do a 

better job if they knew what others were doing and could see how each~job 

m, 
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is important to the total agency." These are frequent complaints of highly 

specialized jObS. People become competent at their own job but miss the 

grand scheme. For many people, specialization does not create problems, 

but in the Tacoma project there are individuals who ~eel tha~ they have ! 

missed something and resent the isolation. "No one knows exactly what [ 

do and therefore cannot give me specific feedback and recommendations." 

So while the project is highly efficient and effective, a high percentage 

of the staff report low satisfaction <41.7%) and feelings of being burned 

out (55.3%). This can be explained partially by job specialization and con- 

comitant job isolation. 

Turnover~Satisfaction~Burnout 

Tacoma has a fairly high turnover rate. Seven out of an average monthly 

staff of eight, as well as many volunteers and students, left the project 
. ,. . - . . <  . . . - . . . .  - , ... 

during ahem:first 2'I/2 years of Operation. This turnover seems to be less 

a reflection of the project management than directly an outcome of the pro- ~ 

ject design. The project utilizes volunteers, Students and CETA employees 

for many of the program activities. Students change regularly following 

the school calendar. Several CETA positions were eliminated when their 

funding ended. Other staff left when the project's research plans changed. 

In fact, the project has only lost three major staff members: the director, 

a community worker, and a service worker. Of these, the director left 

because of greater opportunities in the next job. 

As mentioned earlier, there is a significant amount of dissatisfaction 

and burned out feelings among workers presently employed in theproject. 

Some of this dissatisfaction and burnout can be explained by personnel 

expectations. There happen to be a number of individuals who are under- 
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utilized and feel misplaced in their present jobs. While these individuals 

do not feel that the project is poorly managed or inefficient, they feell 

that they are not being challenged and are not growing in their present 

jObS, but due to external constraints have not terminated employmen t. Dis- 

satisfaction does not seem to reduce the overall performance of the project, 

but at thesame time it does contribute to a malaise about activities that 

might explain some of the recurring tensions and internal non-job related ~ . 

conflict that exists and is handled in the project. 

g 

The Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Project: Union County; New Jer§ey 

The Union County project is ~he largest projec t among the eleven 

demonstrations in the number of full time staff, client caseload and 

average monthly budget. The project employs a staff of 29 members, 25 of 

whom are full time,and serves an average monthly:caseload of 294 clients. 

The average monthly budget is $44,898. 

The project's organizational structure is highly complex. In add[ ~ 

tion to the six different disciplines actively involved in the pro3ect, 

it maintains intra-organizational contracts with private community agen- 

cies to deliver services to their clients. This multi-agency involvement 

in the project requires complex negotiations within the state bureaucracy 

including the Contracts Office and State Treasury. 

The project is an extension of the local district office of protective 

services and is therefore highly formalize~. The project must comply with 

carefully specified civil service requirements that dictate recruitment, 

hiring and promotion practices, and is subject to the formalized rules and 

procedures of the state and local district offices. However, within the 

[ "  
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project ,  because  o f i t s  evolut ionary nature, employees perceive the agency 

t o  be h igh ly  informal .  Un t i l  r e c e n t l y ,  t h e r e  were no w r i t t e n  job  d e s c r i p -  

t i o n s  or an operating manual that described how the staff was to relate 

to the contracting agencies or specified arrangements for communication 

among the various sub-units in the p r o j e c t .  

The project is highly centralized in decision making, related to pro- 

: gram planning and policies. Ultimate decisions rest with the supervisor .... 

in the local district office, who-in turn must get clearance fromher 

superiors. The project is. fairlydecentralized in decisions regarding 

internal workactivity and daily operating procedures. Some workers report 

that staff participation in decision making has tended to vary dependingf 

upon the project director's preference. Many feel that they have had too 

little to say about decisions which directly affect their jobs. 

Management i-i~ - : .... ' " 

:. . -.. .... The Union County: project; according to. many observers.i and .prO.J.ect ' .... Li~.... 

staff, has had management and morale problems, since its inception. Turn- 

over started within the first six months, when a supervisor and a social 

worker left the project. The management survey results tend to verify 

these early assumptions about the project's functioning. Over 46% of the 

project staff report themselves highly dissatisfied with their jobs. The 

project burnout rate is also very high -- over 40% are very burned out and 

nearlyS0% are moderately burned out. The project rated :he f011owing 

management dimensions asbeing moderate to low: peer cohesion, task orien- 

tation, clarity, innovation and control. Job involvement, staff support, 

job autonomy and work pressure are ranked as moderate to high. There is 
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no consensus regarding the "goodness" or "badness" of project, leadership 

and communication. Relative tO tho overall mean for the eleven demonstra- 

tion projects, Union County is below mean on all the above management 

variables, with the exception of staff support and leadership, which were 

both on the mean. 

Interviews with project staff and management help illuminate the man)" 

factors that contributed to the consistently low staff morale and the 

workers' perception that their project, at least  for most o£ the three 

years, was poorly managed. The pToblems that were consistently reported 
• L 

by the staff deal with bureaucracy, project management, leadership, 

communication, supervision, lack of support, and the pressure and diffi- 

culty in working with abusive parents. 

Instead o f  the opportunity to do innovative work with clients, staff 

spen~, on the average, three days of a Week in a maze of paperwork and 

bureaucratic red tape. Part of the frustration and length of time were 

due tO the lack of information and instruction about what was required. 

There was no single instruction book. Rules and regulations changed regu- 

larly and staff were not always informed about changes. Supervisors did 

not have the answers. ConseQuentlY , workers learned as they went -- a 

painfully slow and unproductive process. 

Even if workers completed their paperwork in less than three days, 

there was no guarantee that they could spend more time with clients. 

Workers were required to use state cars while transporting and visiting 

clients. Workers who used their own cars were not always reimbursed in 

a timely fashion. Unfortunately the project had only 4-6 cars available 
t 
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f o r  the  n e a r l y  20 workers  s e r v i n g  294 c l i e n t s .  To add t o  t h e s e  f r u s t r a -  

t i o n s ,  workers were expected to visit all their clients at least once a 

month. Workers found it impossible to comply with visitation requirements 

when overwhelmed with paperwork and transportation scheduling problems, 

and became very discouraged and cynical. 

Much of the frustration and dissatisfaction evidenced among project 

management was related to bureaucratic civilservice requirements t h a t  

prevented/them from hiring• professionally trained workers. Because it 

was nearly impossible to get special permission to employ non-civil ser- 

vice applicants or adjust salary scales, young and inexperienced workers 

were given job preference over social workersskilled in the field of 

child abuse. This meant that managen~nt spent much of their time training 

and educating new workers. Frequently, after being trained and gaining 

some experlence, these Youngworker s requested transfers to other depart- 

ments, e~g;,  f o s t e r c a r e  .or a d o p t i o n s ; : - M a n a g e m e n t  b e l i e v e d l t h a t  t he  p r o -  

: ject,wouid,have been more effective if they.~had been free to recruit ....... ...~:." 

appropriate manpower. 

In addition to these bureaucratic constraints, staff felt that project 

management was also a precipitating factor in job dissatisfaction. Hany 

workers complained that because the first project director had to give so 

much attention to the community agencies in establishing contractual 

arrangements, she had to ignore the internal management of the project. 

Implementing these community service contracts required much o£ the direc- 

tor's time, but there was no effort to delegate more of the project manage- 

ment responsibili.ties to the coordinator.s or assistant positions. Conse- 

quently, many workers did not perceive an effective structure for-project 
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operation; rather, they felt the project was in perpetual crisis and dis- 

ruption. Because there Were no job descriptions, because lines of authority 

were not clear and patterns of communication and working together were not 

specified, workers were often Confused and angry about what appeared to 

be vague and c~ntradictory information. Workers were further confused 

because they faced jobs that required investigation and supervision, but 

perceived that they were: expected to do therapy and treatment with their 

clients since this was the major focus of training. The issues of work 

roles and dissatisfaction with project management were never addressed 

directly bY t h e  workers in staff meetings. 
. 

Supervision was another continuing source of frustration to the work-. 

ers. Staff never felt that anyone knew what they were doing with clients 

or that they were given good direction and feedback.in their work with 

:ciients. Thequality • Of supervision tended to decrease when SuPervisOrs 

were. under additionil pressures from upper •management. It .~•appeared. .that. . 
. • • • . • . 

supervisors spent more of their time monitoringpaperwork than in develop' 

ing cohesive work units and providing direct guidance and assistance for .. 

working with clients. The Supervisors themselves complained that the), had 

never been given adequate supervision, 'training or support in doing their 

jobs. In fact, they often :felt overly Criticized and under-appreciated. " 

• EVeryone in the-project felt the need for more support and positive 

feedback. Workers were not particularly cohesive or supportive. Since 

the workers aye divided into Specialty sub-units, £here was little time 

or opportunity for sharing with each other. There was no organized way 

for supervisors to give each other support. Many workers who burned out 

in this job attributed the lack of support and sharing as a critical ele- 

ment in their 
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Fina l ly ,  ~any. o f  theworkers.:repot-eed that working with angrY, hos- 

t i l e  clients day after day was an important factor in burning out. This 

was particularly true of the intake woTkers who found their work grueling, 

working with 5-I0 intakes a week, many o£ which were difficult physical 

and sexual abuse cases. There see~d to be no time to rest because the 

unit was always short a worker. .Other workers f e l t  that the work with 

• abuse clients wa~ ve1~/ traumatic. ~ey we~making decisions that direczly ~ 

•affected the future lives of the child andthe family. Due to limitations 

in supervision and su~r, or~ , some social workers acted without the confidence • 

that they were'~zaking the right decision', and of~e, felt guilty about r~- 

moving children or taking, a family to court; 

~u1other aspect of workin E wit h clients that frusarated workers was 

the amount of time.and energy needed to deal with public agencies and the 

--"-.i.L'st, ruggleiof.get~inE needed services for,:,cli.ents~....Many times there just . 

• were no resources. Many workers found this •work discouraging and left 

.the agency. . - . . . , . , , ~  

While many of•these management problems continued to nag the projecr 

for the full three years, all workers interviewed reported that project 

leadership and staff morale improved in the third year. During the second 

and third year the new director began to build a structure for internal 

project organization. Staff communication improved. There were now regu- 

larly scheduled staff meetings in which workers' gripes were aired and 

info1~nation was shared clearly and directly. Some group decision making 

Was encouraged. All supervisors met with middle management for program 

planning and to make decisions • that directly affected project operation. 
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Supervisors began.to work more closely with their units and case reviews 

were regularly scheduled. Despite the fact that many bureaucratic con-. 

straints r~mained, workers were more excited about their jobs and the work 

they were doing with clients. To many, it was very sad that as the project 

began to resolve many of its internal problems and was able to operati~n- 

alize its model program, •federal funding was ending. 

I." 
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APPENDIX D 

Data Collection Instruments 

D-I: Job Assessment Questionnaire 

D-II Guide for:Worker Job 
Satisfaction and Burnout 
Discussion 

D-III:. Guide for Management and 
Organization Discussion 
with Director 

D-IV: ~agement Information: 
Structural Aspects of the 
PToject' 

D.I 



Project: 

Name:  

D-I: Job Assessment Questionnaire 

ID#/  I l ! I 
BPA Use Only 

Age : years 

sex: L_J (1)male L_.J(2) female 

Job Title: 

~_J (i) project director 

L_J (2) coordinator 

[__J (3) supervisor 

[__J (45 t ra iner  

L__J (s) doctor 

L._J (6) nurse L__J (10) researcher 
L_.J (7) social worker [__J (11) case aide 

L_.J (8) psychologist L__J (12) teacher• 
L__J (9) lay therapist L._J (155 other (specify) 

Is.your position in .the agency classified as: 

L__J (i) paid permanent L__J (4) temporary volunteer 

L__J (2) paid temporary L._J (55 other (specify) 

L_J (3) permanent volunteer 

Do youwork: L_~ (I) full time (57 hours or more pe ! week) 

L__J (2) part time (less than 37 hours per week) 

.Do you have supervisory responsibilities over other agency personnel? 

L.J(15 y e s  : :  
• j ' . . .  • . . - .  . ' 

L-.J (2) no 

Years of elementary or high school completed: (circle the highest grade of 
elementary or:high school completed. If you graduated from high school, 

08 09 10 11 

t 2 3 4 5 

12 

Card #I Col. 

circle 12) 
• O1 02 0 5  04  05  06  07  

Years of undergraduate education completed: 0 

Major undergraduate f ield:  

[__J (1) sociology L_.J (6) pre-med 
[_,J (25 social work L__J (7) counseling 

L__J (3) psychology L_.J (8)English 

'L_J (4) education L__J (9) History 

U (55 nursing 

~_J (10) .other (specify) 

[,_J (II) double major (specify) 

" L__J (12) not :applicable 

I-4 

;-6 

? 

I-9 

Zo 

ZZ 

12 

13-14 

"4 

, v -  
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Page 2 

Years of.graduate school completed: 

Maj or' graduat e f i e ld :  

L_J (1) sociology 

L.J(2) social work 

~_J(3) psYChology 

~ _ ~ ( 4 )  education 

0 1 2 3 

~_~(5) medicine 

[_~(6) counseling 

[_~ (7) English 

[_.J (8) History 

S 6 +  

[=_j (9) nursing 

(io) other (specify) 

(II) not applicable 

Highest degree received: 

[_,j (13 .AA [__J (4) MSW 

[ , ~  (2) BA/BS- ~ (53 MD 

(3) ~k/HS [_/.J (6) PhD 

[._J (7) Professional doctorate 

[__J (8) None • 

L - J  (9) Other (specify) 

Years employed in a social service or family service job: (circle the number of 
years) 

01 orless 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10÷ 

Months employed inproject: months 

Total amount ofexperience-working with child abuse families: 

: Years, months 

. . , . • 

Card #1: : 

Col. 

7.8 

19-20 

i2-23 

24-25 

'6-28 

0 ' 

• .. . , 
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Page 3 JOB DESCRIPTION INDEX 

Card #2 Col. 
ID, IBpI A u~.~ly I 

Think of your present job. ~ Think first about your CLIENTS, then abowt the 
PROJECT, then about your CO-WORKERS, then about your JOB, and about the 
OPPORTUNITIES IN YOUR JOB. ~ Under each of these characteristics of your 
job is a set of statements. Circle the number (l, 2,3,4,5)beside each 
statement, that MOST REPRESENTS howyou feel. The item8 may not always 
seem to opply; just give general impressions. We want your first response 
of how you feel about the statement. 

MY CLIENTS 

a. I feel optimistic about our clients. 1 

b. I realize that our clients cannot be 
helped no matter how hard I work ..... 1 

c. Our clients make unrealistic demands on 
our agency " 1 

d. Our clients are demanding t0o much 
emotional involvement from me. ...... 1 

e. Most of our clients' problems can be 
dealt with . ........ :~.:. ..... 1 

f. I have become disenchanted with our 
profession's willingness to help clients . 1 

MY PROJECT 

a. This organization has problems which a 
per{on cannot do anything about ...... . 1 

b. I no longer believe that this project 
can really accomplish any good ...... 1 

. .c .  This project,haslgoals which are 
important to me ........ . . . .... 1 

d. Even when the project makes mistakes, 
I still support theproject .......... 1 

e. This project has rules and policies that 
are not made to help clients . ....... I 

f. My views are elicited and considered 
when organizational and management 
changes are planned ....... • . . ; . I 

MY CO-WO E  

a. My co-workers and I work closely together. 1 

b. My co-workers want to'help others, e.g., 
clients and each other 1 

:c. I don't accept most of my co-workers' 
views, interests, or values ........ 1 

Almost Very Almost 
Al_~s Often Sometimes Seldom Never 

2 3 4 S 

3 4 

3 4 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 

2 3 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 3 

4 5 

4 5 

. 4  

5 

5 

s 

3 4 5 -  

4 5 

3 4 

4 

5 

2 3 

3 

2 4 

3 

3 

4 .5 

4 5 

4 .5  

5 

. , :.: . 

. . . ": 

I-4 

7 

5 

9 

lO 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

l? 

18 

19 

W 

'.,,7 

i 

,4'" 
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P a g e  4 

• MY CO-WONKERS (continued) 

d. I feel a lack of sharing among my 
co-workers 

e . - M y  co-workers and i share an interest 
in each others' lives, beyond our work 
environment ............... • . 1 

f. I have Confidence in the capabilities 
of my c o - w o r k e r s  . . . . . . .  • • ~ . . . . .  I 

MY JOB 

a. My job. is meaningless. 
• • , , • • • ' , • . 1 

b. My job is only necessary in ~ order to 
have other things I want and need .... . 1 

C. I am in charge of how my job is done .i . 1 

d. My job is self-fulfilling.. ....... 1 

e. I am discontented with my job ...... • . 1 

f. My job absorbs most of my interest and 
• attention during the work day ....... 1 

g. My'job is an important job in this 
agency' s program 

OPPORTUNITIHS IN MY JOB 

a. I have the opportunity to really help 
other peep le " 

b. I do not believe that it is possible to 
improve society,s problems through this 
job .... .... . ........... 1 

c. I have reached my maximum growth 
potential in this job ............ 1 

d. I am able to express myself in my work . 1 

e. I have the chance to engage in self- 
directed productive activity in my job . . 1 

Almost Very Almost 
Often Sometimes Seldo__._~m N e v e ~  

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 .5 

2 3 

2 

. 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 S 

4 S 

5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

4- 

4 • 

4 

S 

S 

5 

Co l. 

20 

2Z 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

~27 

2 8  

29 

30 

3Z 

32. 

33 

34 

~N 

D,S 



P a g e  .5 . . MORE STATEMENTS ABOUT MY JOB 

I D # [  1 I I I 
BPA Use  O n l y  

Circle. (3) for yes, (2) for no, or (l) for when the word or phrase is not 
aPplicable, you are uncertain, or cannot decide what best represents your 
job. " 

THE WORK I DO IS: 

fascinating ....... 3 2 

routine . . . . . . . . .  3 2 

satisfying . . . . . . .  3 2 

boring . . . . . . . . .  3 2 

good . . . . . . . . . .  3 2 

creative ......... 3 2 

respected ......... 3 2 

hot . . . . . . . . . . .  3 2 

pleasant . . . . . . . .  3 2 

us  6 ful : 3 2 

tiresome .. " 3 2 

healthful 3 2 

challenging. " 3 2 

on your feet ,L. . . . . 3 2 

• frustrating. 3 2 

simple . . .., ~ . • . . 3 2 
3. 

endless. .=.,/ . . . . 3 2 

gives , s e n s e : . o f  " 
a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  , . . . . .  . . 3 2 • L " ,  - - 

THE .PAY I G E T ' I S . :  

a d e q u a t e  f o r  ' . n o r m a l  
e x p e n s e s  : " " 3 2 

. b a r e l y  l iv~. . ' !On: i t .  3 2 - ,!~:::i .,"';' . - " 
• .- d'~ 5~ .:; "' - 

b a d .  • ~.:~:~;,!:~ • , • . . 3 2 

satisfact     p Oeit 
s h a r i n g ~  :i~i.:i~,.:i.::~!. ,:;'v . 3 2 

i n c o m e  p r o v i d e s : . : l u x u r i e s  $ 2 
. .  • h . :  { ' .  j " 

i n s e c u r e  • • ..!7 ::~::.:;.; :, ! ' 3 2  

l e s s  t h a n I . d e s e ~ v e . .  3 2 

h i g h l y  p a i d .  , . . . . . . . .  . . 3 2 

u n d e r  P a i d  . !i"- .... /:" . . . .  3 2 

Y e s  No ??? 

1 

1 

] 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.I 

1 

i .  

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Col. 
p-._._- 

! 5  

6 

PROMOTION OPPORTUNI- 
TIES I HAVE ARE: 

good opportunity for 
advancement ...... 3 

? 
opportunity somewhat 

8 l i m i t e d  . . . . . . . . .  3 

9 promotion on ability. 3 

lO dead-end assignment 3 

lZ good chance for 

Z2 promotion . . . . . . .  3 

13 unfair promotion 
policy . . . . . . . . .  3 

14 
infrequent promotions 3 

15 
regular promotions. 3 

IS 
fairly good chance 

l? for promotion ...... 5 

18 
SUPERVISOR I HAVE: 

19 
asks my advice ..... S 

~0 
hard to please ..... 3 

2Z 
impolite ..... .... 3 

2 2  p r a i s e s  g o o d  w o r k  . . 3 

• t a c t f u l  . . . . . . . .  

influential . ..... 3 

2 3  u p - t o - d a t e .  " 3 

2 4  • d o e s n ' t  s u p e r v i s e  
e n o u g h  . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

2 5  q u i c k t e m p e r e d .  3:  

tells me where I stand. 3 26 

2 2  annoying. 3 

2 8  s t u b b o r n  . . . . . . . . .  3 

29 knows job w e l l  ..... 3 

30 b a d  " 3 

3Z  ( . c o n t i n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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Yes No ?7? 

2 

2 

2 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 '1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 i l  

2 .1 

2 ; t  

2 :1 

2 1 

2 • , i  

2 1 

2 .1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 .;1 

1 

1 

1 

Card #3 C o l .  

~-4 

32 

33 

34 

35 

II 

3 7  

3 8  

3 9  

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

42 

48 

49 

5O 

5Z 

52 

53 

.54 

•! 

w 
N' 
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SUPERVISOR ( c o n ' t . )  

intelligent .... , • . 3 2 

leaves me on my own . . 3 2 

around when needed .... 3 2 

l a z y  l . . . . . . . . . .  3 2 

Y e s  No ~ v ~  

1 = 

1 

1 

1 

CO-WORKERS I HAVE ARE: 

s t i m u l a t i n g  • ' .  - . .  • : 3 2 1 

b o r i n g .  . . . . . . . . .  3 2 1 

s l o w -  • • • ' • . . . . . .  3 2 1 

ambitious 
. . . . . . . . .  • •3 2 1 

stupid• . . . .  . . . . . . .  3 2 . - 1  

r e s p o n s i b l e  • . . . . . .  . 3 2 1 

f a s t .  • . . . . . . .  , • 3 2 ! 

i n t e l l i g e n t  . . . .  . . . .  3 2 i 

e a s y  to make e n e n u . e s •  . 3 ' 2 

t a l k  t o o  m u c h  . . . . . . .  3 2 

l a z y ,  3 

u n p l e a s a n t  . . . . . . . .  3 

no privacy.. • . ....... 3 

a c t i v e .  

nar row i n t e r e s t s . . . . .  3 

l o y a l  . . . . . . . . . .  3 

hard  to  meet 3 .  

1 

1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Col. 

5 5  

5 6  

, 5 7  

5 8  

I S9 

60 • 

sl 

6 2  

63 

6 #  

65 

66 

6 8  

69 

?0 

? Z ,  

72 

?3 

? 4  

?5 

Circle the faoe that indicates the w~j you feel about your job in general: 

0 
2 

OQ 
3 4 ¸ 

" . "  

C o l .  

6 

77 

D • 7  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  • " - . , _  

Q - -  

_: _ . . . . . . .  7 -  . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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ID#I I I. I 
BPA Use Only 

WORK ENVIRONMENT 

I. 

2. 

Below~re 47 statements about the place in which you work. The statements 
are intended to apply to all work environments. However, some words may 
not be obvious in meaning. For example, the word "supervisor" is meant to 
refer to the immediate boss, manager, supervisor, or department head that 
ybu report to. 

You are to decide which statements are true of your work environment and 
which are false. Circle the appropriate response. 

If you think the statement is TRUE or ~ TRUE of your work environment, 
circle the (2) at the end of the sentence. If you think the statement is 
FALSE or mostl~FALSE of your work environment, circle the (2) at the end 
of the sentence. 

PLEASE BE SURE TO ANSWER EVERY STATEMENT 

True False 

The work is'reallY challenging ................. , , 2 1 

People go out of their way to help a new employee feel 
comfortable , .... 2 1 

1 3. Supervisors tend to talk down to employees . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

4. Few employees have any important responsibilities . ....... 2 

5. People pay a lot of attention to getting work done ........ 2 

6. There is constant pressure to keep working . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

7, Things are sometimes pretty disorganized. '" T i""" " " " " ; " 2 

8. There's a strict emphasis on following policies and regulations 2 

9, Doing things in a different way is valued ............. 2 

i0, There is not much group spirit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , 2 

Ii, The atmosphere:is somewhat impersonal ............... 2 

12, Supervisors usually compliment an employee who does something 
well .......... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

13, Employees have a great deal of freedom to do as they like .... 2 

14, There is a lot of time wasted because of inefficiencies ..... 2 

15, There always seems to be an urgency about everything ....... 2 

16, Activities are well planned, ................... 2 

17, If an employee comes in late~ he can make it up by staying late , 2 

i8, New and different ideas are always being tried out ...... , , , 2 

i9, A lot of people seem to be just putting in time , .... , ,, , 2 

20, People take a personal interest in each other ...... , , , , 2 

21, Supervisors tend to discourage criticisms from employees ..... 2 

22, Employees .are encouraged ~o make their own decisions ....... 2 

D.8 

Card #4 Col. 

5-4 

5 

6 

? 

8 

8 

lO 

12 

12 

2S 

14 

15 

26 

l? 

18 

29 

20 

22 

22 

~3 

24 

25 

26 

• T'" 

b 

! 
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True 
23. Things rarely get "put off 'till tomorrow,.. . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

24. People cannot afford to relax ..... ....... ........ 2 

25. Rules and regulations are somewhat vague and ambiguous ...... 2 

26. People are expected to follow set rules in doing their work . . . 2 

27; This: place:would be one of the first to try out a new idea .... 2 

28. Nork space is awfully crowded ...... ............ 2 

29; People seem to take pride in the organization .......... 2 

30. Employees rarely do things together after work. 2 

31. S u p e r v i s o r s  usually give full • Credit to ideas contributed by 
employees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

52. People can use their own initiative to do things .......... 2 

33. This is a highly efficient, •work-oriented place . . 2 

34. Nobody works too hard . . . . . . . . . . . .  • • ; • . . . . .  ; . . . . .  2 

35. The responsibilities of supervisors are clearly defined 2 

36. Supervisors keep a rather close watch•on employees ...... 2 

37. Variety and change are not particularly important ........ 2 

38. Supervisors do not inform scarf regarding agency procedures and 
changes in a timely fashion ...... • • • • • ~ ........ 2 i 

39. The lack,of good communication gets in the way of me doing my 
job " " ° ~ . ' " ' ' . * ' ' o o . ¶ , , , , , , o , o o , . o o , . . 2 .  

40. Leaders are able to tolerate uncertainty without anxiety and 
upset . . . "" .... . . . . . . . . . . . .  • ....... • . . . . . . . . .  2 1 

41. My best source of information regarding what is going on in the 
project is informal conversation. 

42. Leaders apply pressure~on Staff members to complete all their 
work on time........... 

43. People are told what is:expected of them in their job : 2 

44. Leaders have not clearlx defined thei r own roles nor are they 
clear about what others' responsibilities are 2 

: - , ... . . 

. . ..... . . .  

45. The way we do things in this agency changes BlOt . . . . i i , . 2 

46. Leaders do not regard the comfort, weil being, and contributions 
of staff members . . . . . . . .  • • • •- ......... . ~ .... . . 2 1 

47. There is a lot of absenteeism•in this agencyi . . . . . . . . .  2 1 

48. Leaders-maintain a closely knit organization and attempt to 
resolve inter-staff conflict. 

: • . . . .  :. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 I 

• • . / 

• : - 

Questions on.pages 5 and 6:are:from the, Job Description Index (JDI) developed 
by PatrfciaSmith, LorneH. Kendall, and~arles L. Hulin. ~ " 

. . . ,  

Questions i-38.on page. 7 and".8 are from the Work Environment ScaleI(WHS) 
developedby Rudolf H. Hoosan d Paul:H.  I n s e ~  r.. " 

O.9 ..... 
• .: • . 

False 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

' l  

'1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Col. 

22 

28 

29 

30 

3Z 

I1:: 
35 

36 

37 

38 

J9 

40 

4Z 

42 

43 

44 

46 

46 

47 

48 

49 

60 
6Z 

52 

Card #411 80 
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Project: 

Name : 

''" ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOIl WORKERS 
WHO HAVE LEFT THE PROJECT 

Card #S Col. 

ID#1 ! Us l. ,I 1 
BPA On iy  

• . , , , ,  

Below i8 a list of items t~at are often given as reasons for leaving a job. 
Please weight the-i tems in ;te~r~ o f  the i r  irrtpor~nce .in ~nfluencing you to 
leave the child abuse and negleot demonstration project• 

very Somewhat .Not Very Not 
Important Important Important Important Relevant 

• . 5 4 3 2 1 
±,. 

4 -3 2 1 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

1 

1 

1 

4 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

• 

• 2, 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 3 

a .  s a l a r y  . . . . .  . 

b. limited opportunity for 
promotion ...... ~ . . . . . 5 

c. kind of supervision received • 
while on the job 5 

d. the way the project was 
organized. . 5 

e. the project management .... . 5 

f. limited opportunity for personal 
growth and development ..... 5 

g. client population served by 
the project . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

h. amount of work .required. . . . . 5 

i. lack of participation in 
decision making. 5 

j. better opportunity in the new 
job I have now . 5 

k. job was not compatible with 
interests and/or needs:. .... 5 

i. co-worker relationships..- • . 5 

m. project policies ..... i""" 5 

n" project goals. 5 

O. the work had little meaning 
or importance... : . • .. . . 5 

p. disillusioned with thelamount 
of good that can be accomplished 
through my profession.... • • 5 

q. attitude toward clients became 
less optimistic .... . .... 5 

r. disillusioned with the amount 
of good that could be accom- 
plished through this agency... 5 

?---4 

5 

6 

? 

8 

i 
lO 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

IS 

17 

18 

19 

~0 

el 

22 

D.10 
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. 

s. personal reasons, unrelated 
t o  job i tse l f  or co-workers. 

t. other reason (specify) 

Very Somewhat Not Very Not 
Important Important Important Important Relevant 

4 3 2 .1 

5 4 ..3 2 1 

Card #5 

Col. 

2J 

24 

80 

J 

• i 

. . . . . . .  2- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  D.I I  
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Guide for Worker Job Satisfaction and Burnout Discussion 

, 4  

I .  
4. 

Nature of workin~ in this project 

Probes: a. What makes this project an attractive place to work? 

b. What i s  t h e  n a t u r e  Of t h e  p r o j e c t  management? 

I .  decision-making 

• 2 job autonomy 

• 3. Communication 

4. coordination 

S. role clarification 

6. group sharing 

7. job pressure 

c. Do you want to be workir Do you want to be workxng in this agency? 
not? 

Why? Why 

' k  

31, 

• .... II.-~Nature of your ~ob: . . . . .  , :,~-,- 
• . . , .. ' . 

Probes: a. What is your job? 

b. Are you doing what you expected to be doing when yo u 
were first,hired? 

c. What is frustrating about your job? 

i. Do you feel.your training prepared you for this 
j o b ?  

2. Do you feel you have adequate supervision and 
support to do this job? 

3. Do You have enough autonomy and freedom to make 
decisions about your job? 

4. Do you feel this job offers enough opportunity 
to grow and develop your skills? 

S. Are you satisfied with your salary? 

d. Does this job suit your interests and vocational 
•wishes? 

e. How would you improve your job? 

f. How do you nurture yourself off the job? 

Preceding page blank 
D.15 
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P a g e 2  

IV. 

III. Nature of relationships with co-workers 

Probes: a. Are there good working relationships among your co- 
workers? ~ 

i. Do you find that people are supportive of each• 
other and seem to care about each o~her? 

2. Do workers give each other •assistance on indi- 
vidual • c a s e s ,  sharing resources, referral infor- 
mation and techniqueslof working with clients? 

3. Do the work units Work more closely together than 
individuals across Work groups?" 

4. Does your work group and/or co-workers socialize 
after working hours? 

b. HOw do you explain why these good or bad working 
relationships exist? 

I. organizational structure 

2. client demands 

3. job pressures . 

4. supervision 

5. co-workers characteristics 

ci What areyour expectations regarding the importance: 
of co-workerre!ationships? : 

Nature ofworkin~ with child abuse clients 

Probes: a. How would you describe your clients?How well do 
they Conform to the expectations you had when you 
were first hired? 

b. What is frustrating or rewarding about :working with 
YOUr caseload? 

c. How do you handle your Peelings about clients? 

• '.,, . . k. 

s 

D.14 
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- . , i~i, ~ 

• D-Ill : 

Guide for Management and Organization Discussion with Director 
• . , . . , i 

• , ": . 

I. 

P r o j e c t  Name; 

Project  Director: 

Work Experience: 

As a clinician 

less than One: year 

As an administrator 

less than one year 

1-5 years 

4 - 6  years 

7-9 years 

I0+ years 

How long with this project? ___._years~ 

Promoted from with in  this agency? yes, 

Recruited from outside the agency? yes, 
• .. 

" 1:3 years 

4 - 6 :  years 

7'9 years 

10+ years 

. . , , • . . . . . .  . 

T 

Describe howtheorganization works 
. ' ' • . 

Probes: a. the organizational structure 

b~ leadership/supervision process 

c.: communication process 

d. coordination proces s 

e. job design of~service delivery 

f. staff relationships 

months 

n o  

n o  

I I .  

/ 

g. general  personnel  p o l i c i e s  on compensatory t ime,  
s i ck  leave ,  vaca t ion ,  l e a v e s , o f  absence 

Describe the chan~es that  the .pro~ect has undergone s i n c e  i t s  

be~innin~ (s ince  you have been d i r e c t o r )  and what t h e i r  impact 

has been on the pro~ect:  

Probes: a. m a j o r  changes in  these  areas:  

1. number o f  d i r e c t o r / s t a f f  changes 

k 

• " . .  

. . . .  . , : " %  

D. 15 
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. 

, 

4. 

5. 

number of  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  changes due tO the  in -  
t e r n a l  operation of the project 

number ofchanges in the service deliverystruc-. 
ture (program changes) 

any changes imposed on project by external actors 

have goals/purposes Changeddrastically 

III. Describe the pro2.ect's relationshi~ with the host agenc[ 

Probes : a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

f. 

Does this project have any written agreements with the 
host agency pertaining to specific program procedures, 
for personnel interaction, client referrals, joint 
com~hittees or other activities, or are all interactions 
informal? 

How does the host agency monitor the project's pro- 
gress, operations, and decisions? 

How does the project fit in with the other activities 
the host agency is involved with? 

To what extent is the project affected by the inter- 
nal operation or organization of the host agency? 

How are-fiscal matters"handled? DO you have freedom 
to spend • your:budget independentlylof the host %gency's 
OK? What is the overhead cost?charged the project?- 
Wha:t~are the procedure s for deve!oping.agreemen~son 
fiscalm/tters? 

About how much time is devoted to coordination, com- 
munication with the host agency (how frequently do 
you communicate with the host, in what manner, i~e,, 
telephone calls, meetings, etc,)? 

i 
! 

IV. What do Xou see as the management/administrative problems that have 

affected service deliver/ and prpject performance? 

Probes: a. organizational structure, bureaucracy, relationship 
with host agency 

b. hiring~recruitment~training of workers • 

c. staff changes 

d. relationships with community institutions 

e. relationships with federal monitors in Washington, 
D.C. 

D.i6 
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V. 

VI. 

. • . . ~ 

Do ou en'o bein a mana er or ro'ect director in t h i ~ ?  

Probes-: a. Does it provide opportunities for growth and develop- 
, merit ? 

b. Does it provide opportunities for improving the com- 
munity system and service delivery for clients? 

c. What are the frustrations? What have you learned 
that helps you cope with these frustrations [specific • 
examples) ? 

d. Do you like being an administrator~ What are the 
sa t is factions ? 

How do child abuse cli~ents versus other client t es affect manage- 

ment, morale, turnover, etc.? 

VII. ~ o u  want from the management analysis? 

helpful to ~,ou? 
How can it be 

j - . 

D.17 
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D-IV: Management Information: Structural Aspects of the. Pro.~ect ,l,. . 

Name of Project 

Name of Reporter 

Site Liaison 

Date 
: ,  , ,  : .* 

1. WHAT ARE THE PERSONNEL SELECTION AND RECRUITMENT PROCEDURES? 

a. What are the official written procedures? (bring back a copy) 

" 4 ,  " ' P "  ' C  ' 

b. 

. . . .  k 

• : ,  . - , 

L 

What f lexibi l i ty  existsin termsof hiring (e.g. special emergency 
approval)? . ' 

• . . • . 

2.. CAN WE GAIN ACCESS TO INFORMATION REGARDING TURNOVER (PROr.DTION TO ANOTHER 
OFFICE AS WELL AS LEAVING THE PROJECT) AND ABSENTEEISM (SICK LEAVE AND WORK 
LEAVE, BYNUMBER OF DISTINCT TIMES ABSENT)? 

Yes . No Not sure 

a . .  Who do we call for information? . " 
= 

. : J 

b. Where are these records located? 

C, Do we need special permission fromworkers? 

Preceding page blank 
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3. WHAT ISTHE SIZE OR SCALE OFTHE ORGANIZATION? 

a. The number of personnel employed: 

b, 

.C .  

ful l,time vol untee rs 

-. part-time consultants • 

Size of yearly budget (including funds from all sources) 

Averagemonthly expenditures(from all sources) $ 

t o t a l  

$ 

4. WHAT IS THE SPAN OFCONTROL IN THE PROJECT? (SPAN • OF CONTROL REFERS TO THE 
NUMBER OF MEMBERS ~NAGED;BY THE AVERAGE SUPERVISORAND/OR ADMINISTRATOR.) 

Number Levelof 
List each person who has supervisory position supervised* Fesponsibil 

a. 

t y * *  

b ,  

C .  " 

d. 
• . .  , . : . : ~ ,  . .  

. . e ,  

5. 

• , . ,  , , / .  • -../ii:~ ~i~ ̧•~. . i.i ̧~ . 

%" 

. , . • , .  

WHAT IS THE LEVEL OF COMPLEX.ITY OF THIS PROJECT (THE DEGREE OF STRUCTURAL 
DIFFERENTIATION WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION)? 

; . 

a. List the administrative staff (e.g., director, coordinator, accountant, 
secretary, the full-time members of the organization who perform the non- 
service delivery activities). Note who are support staff. 

Administrative staff Position 

l ,, 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

I I I I I 

| 

iii ̧  i" ]I ~ i I I I ~ 

-* The number of •people directly responsible .to-the reported individual. 

**The level of supervision .(e.g., f irst line supervisor,~coordinator, etc. ~) 

• D.20 
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r ~ ~a-e":.. " " . . . .  ~ ...... 
, , , • . • 

5. b; List how many levels of authority exist. How many individuals are within 
each level i f -dif ferent from span of control? 

Level of authority/position No. individuals within each 

. 

m 

3. 

C, 

l m 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

d. 

l • 

2. 

-3. 

4. 

"5. 

6. 

List the number of service delivery levels (e.g. ,  lay therapist, caseworker 
I ,  caseworker I I )  represented in the project. 

Service-delivery levels No. individuals within each 

Lis t  the number of professional discipl ines represented in this project~(e.g. 
psychiatr ist ,  social worker, nurse, lawyer.)• 

Professional disciplines No. individuals within each 

AK, 

f 

e .  How many sub-units or departments are in the project (the lowest level of 
administrative unit in the agency, which is not further subdivided)? 

(number) 
• , . ,' 

D.21, 
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6. ASK A REPRESENTATIVE FROM •EACH LEVEL OF AUTHORITY, •MENTIONED IN QUESTION 5b 
THE FOLLOWIBG.QUESTIONS. ' , 

Name " " " : 
_ ;Level  of Responsibility 

Project 

a. Who is most l ikely to .make-the decision 
regarding the following ~ssues? 

z 

I • 

2. 

. 3 .  

- 4 • , 

5 . .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

g. 

lO. 

b. 

l • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

promotion of workers 

salary increases for workers 

procedures to be used in review of cases 

social work methodsto be used with clients • 

assignment of, casework.respOnsibilities 
• . J 

size of caseload ....., 
• , . ' "  . " . • 

authorizat idnof  emergency funds to~clients ' 

referrals to other community agencies 

personnel practices 

scheduling of appointments with c l ients  

L is t  the names of individuals, external to the project, who. make important 
decisions regarding.project functioning .(e,g.., advisory board chairman, 
d is t r ic t  supervisor).. ' • 

12,.22 
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. ASK A REPRESENTATIVE OF EACH LEVEL OF AUTHORITY MENTIONED IN QUESTION 6 THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. 

Name Level of Responsibility 

Project 

a o  

b. 

C o  

d. 

e °  

f. 

g. 

h .  

i .  

j ,  

Definitely 
true 

I feel that I am my own boss 
inmost matters 
A person can make his own 
decisions here without 
checking with anybody else 
People hereare allowed to 
do almost as they please 
People here feel as though ' 
they are constantly being 
watched to see that they 
obey al l  the rules 

There is no rules manual 

There • is a complete'written 

~ ob description for my job 
hatever s~tuation arises, 

we have procedures to 
follow in deal ingwith i t  . . . . . .  
Everyone•has a specific 

. job to do 
Going through theproper  " 

channels isconstantly 
stressed 
Whenever we have a prob- . .  

lem, we are supposed to 
go to the same person 
~n~ an ~n~w~r 

• • L . ,  i 

More true 
than false 

. " I A  

m 

. , • • 

~ore fa] se 
than true 

D e f i n i t e t y  

false 

BRING BACK RULE AND PROCEDURE 
• c" 

MANUALS, IF AVAILABLE, 

D.23 
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" Sched.u..,!e:Used t o  C 0 1 i e C t  I n f o r m a t i o n  o n  Turnover  and Absentee i sm 

Terminated S t a f f  

Worker Name and Address  

i 

P r o j e c t  Name 

P o s i t i o n  in P r o j e c t  • 
Dates  o f  
E mp 1 o Ymen t 

. . 

Presen t  Employment 
P o s t / P o s i t i o n  

• , . . . 



b,J 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . .  T . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. J I 

Absentee ism ( i n c l u d i n g  t h o s e  workers  who have l o f t  t h e  agency)  

Worker Name 
Number o f  Days 
Sick Leave 

Number o f  Bays 
Leave Taken 

P r o j e c t  

Number o f  Days 
Vaca t ion  Time 

. . _ . -  

Number o f  
Months f o r  Which 
Data C o l l e c t e d  

. .  . . 
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T A B L E  E-i  

Cprrelations Amon$ Burnout I satisfactionand, personnel Variables (using Pearson Correlation r )  

" E x p e -  
r i e n c e  
in. 

Burn-, Saris- . Sociai Job 
ou t faction Age Sex Degree Service Title 

1.00 
• - . . 

• 59 a 

.2oa  

. i 9  b 

.09 

- ..07 

.Burnout 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  

Age 

S e x  

Degree 

Exper ience  With 
S o c i a l S e r v i c e  

J o b  T i t l e  

Work Time 

- .  06 

. 1S  b 

Supervision Role - .22  a 

MonthsEmpioyed  
in  P r o j e c t  .14 c 

Experience With 
Abuse/Neglect .O4 

.OS S a l a r y  

1 . 0 0  

.06 1 .00 

.13 .11 c 1.00 

.1S b .01 - .12  

_.12 c .36 a _.16 b 

1 . o o  

• 34 b 

- .16b  14 b . 0 9  - .  

• 05 .05 .13 b 

-•05 - .11 c •07 

Expe- 
Months r g e n c e  

Super-  Employed With 
Work v i s i o n  • in  Abuse/ 
T i m e R o l e  P r o j e c t  Neg lec t  S a l a r y  

P 

1.00 

38 b - . s 2 a .  " 1.00 . 

/ J!i i ' . 1 5  b .16 b 1.00 

- .31  b .27 a 13 b .00 

.10 . 0 3  .13 b - . 0 2  . 0 3  - .02  .13 b =.23 a 1.00 

.05 .19 a .03 . 1 1  

.01 . 1 9  a - .21  c . S I  b 

, 3 6  a 

2 5 1  a 

- .25  a - .08  - .01  

=.52 a _.41 a _,26 a 

. 4 0  a 1.00 

.O7 .23 a 1.00 

a s i g n i f i c a n t  p <:.01:; b s i g n i f i c a n t p  < .05;  C s i g n i f i c a n t  p < .10. 
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m 

o 

,¢,.t 

. , , - 1  
* " - W  

r j  

I • 

.193 

- - .5 ]  

• 2 9  .3 

.283 

• 101 

TABLE E-2: 

Bunmut 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  

Total  S t a f f  

Cl ien[  Load  

Span 9 f Control  

Recruitment 

Job Cod i f i ca t i on  

Rule Observat ion 

S p e c i f i c i t y  o f  J o b  
~ t i o n  

C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  • 
Organ iza t iona l  

C e n t r a l i z a t i o n :  Job Level 

Turnover Rate 

1 S i g n i f i c a a t  P <+.10 
2 S ignificant p <, .05 

3 S i g n i f i c a n t  *'P <.01 

Cor re l a t ions  Among B u m o u t _ , S a t i s f a c t i 0 n  and O r _ _ _ ~ n i Z a t i o n a l - v a r i a b l e ~ P e a r s o n  Cor r e l a t i on  ~_ " :: 

0 9  

•¢j 

-,'-I 
q-¢ ,-, 

op_, 

0 
. U  ( / } U  

;493 

,23~J - .  121 
i , 

-.44l - .313:  

~-. 381 -. 243 
i 

-. 68t -. 593 

" 311 :" 273 
~.13 .06 
03 263 

! 

°r'l. 

u 

-. 16' 
.-.--..: 

-.29' 

2o 3 

0s i 
4 

DOll 

o 
.el 
~o 

o 
-el 
(44 
- H  

, . o , ~  
o o 

• i 

423 
I 

]01 

503 

..453 

> ,  
~J 
,--I 
U , 

,01 

l l  1 

-. 05 
-.233 

• >. q-t , m  • 

• 001 

.423 
2 

.16" 

° ,  

• I~ f--I 
0 cd 

4--I o 
~ l . e l  
N ~.J 

• el ~1 
,,,,-i N 
. ~ .el 

U O  

I 

363 

o 

4J 
• 4  

N F - ~  

o 

~) o 

i 

-.S2 S [ .0 
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TABLE E - 3 :  Correlations Among Burnout, Satisfaction and Management Variables 

Burnout 

Satisfaction 

Involvement 

Peer Cohesion 

Staff Support 

Autonomy. 

Task Orientation 

Pressure 

. , , C l a r i t y  , 

C o n t r o l  . . . .  " 

I n n o v a t i o n  

,i-a 

o 

I~  4-a 
o o 

• r4 O e~ 
• ,-~ I~ u~ In, 6 

.la ~, • ~) ~ .l.a ~ . ~  

o9 ~ .  . .c~. ~ o  .~: [.-', 0 

.58 • 

.29 .33 

.25 .31 . 2 i  

.3S .42 . 2 1  •.29 

.41 .40 .31, .2•2 .45 

.47• .49 .37 : . 3 6  .33 

- . 3 S  - . 2 7  - . 1 7  - . 2 6  - . 2 6  

.42 . 3 3  .20 : .29 .26 

.06 .03  - - .10 .03 -- .18 

• 40 .28 .25 . 1 7  .39 

.S9 .SO .27 .34 .67 

.52 .44 .27 . 3 4  .53 

Leadership 

CommuniCation 

.42• 

-- .33 - - .29 

. 1 9  I .54 - - .26 

-- .34 " . 0 2  .25 

. 4 8  .39 .24 

.49 .49 .28 

.34 .49 --.30 

::!iT'!-I 

(using Pearson C o r r e l . a . t i o n  r) 

o 
. r ' l  

i ° "  " .r-I 

• ~ ~ .-~ ~ : ~ . ~  

~J ~ ~ . 
I-4 ,-..4 0 ~ 0 . O 

I ~  ~ ~ ~ ,--I U 

l "  , , 

) . . * . • 

.08 

• 2s  - . o 4  

.45 .01 

.39 . 0 6  

.48 

.34 .64 

All relationships between burnout and management variables, with the exception of "Control" are 
s i g n i f i c a n t  P < . 0 1  
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TABLE E-4 

Correlations Amon Burnout~Satisfaction, Absenteeism, 

Termination (using Pearson Correlation r) 

~ Urn O Ut 
Satisfaction 

Absenteeism 

Termination 

a 
Significance p <.05 

Burnout 

1.0 

• .58 a 

--. 09 

--.36 a 

Saris faction 

I°0 

--.17 

--. 25 

Absenteeism 

i .  0 ''a 

--.02 a 

Termination 

1.0 

i 

i 

J 

I 

, . , ' ,.. 
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TABLE E-5  

CORRELATIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL AND MANAGEMENT VARIABLES: (USING PEARSON CORRELATION r )  

T o t a l  S t a f f  

Caseload Size 

Complexity 

Span o f  
C o n t r o l  

rll 
• Recruitment 

Job 
Codification 

Rule 
Observation 

Job 
.Specificity 

Organization 
Decisions 

' Job Decisions 

T u r n o v e r '  

I n v o l v e m e n t  

• 1 3  b 

• 1 8  a 

. 0 4  

.11 c 

.13  b 

_ .  1 8  a 

. . 2 9  a 

.06  

- .  15 b 

- .09 

• 1 7  b 

P e e r  S t a f f  Task 
C o h e s i o n  S u p p o r t  Autonomy O r i e n t a t i o n  P r e s s u r e  

.09 

_ .21  a 

.10  

.13 b 

.11 c 

_ . 2 1  a 

- . 0 2  

.03  

.03  

_ .11  c 

. 1 5  b 

- ; 0 9  

.18  b 

' . 1 1  c 

.17 b 

.07  

.24 a 

_ .34  a 

.18 b 

- .  30 a 

• 09 

. 2 2  a 

- .  0 4  

_ .27 a 

- .  15 b 

.25  a 

_ .11  c 

- . 0 8  

- . 0 5  

I n n o -  L e a d e r -  Communi- 
C l a r i t y  v a t i o n  s h i p  c a t i o n  

_. 25 a 

.01 

.10  c - . 0 4  .05 

- . 2 7  a - . 0 1  .04 

. 0 7  .03  .15 b 

.26  a - . 0 4  - . 0 2  b 

- . 1 9  a . 0 2  .03 

- .  13 b 

.07  

• 07 b 

.37 a - . 0 9  .07 - . 1 8  a 

- . 1 2 ¢  - . 4 3  a - . 3 3  a .23  a 

.02 .03  . 0 0  .09  

- . 0 3  

.21 a 

- .  29 a 

- . 0 5  - . 1 8  a 

.14 b - . 2 2  a 

.05  .22 a 

- . 3 7  a 

• 20 a 

a 
.21 

- .  10 c 

- . 0 5  

- . 2 7  a 

- .03  

.05 

_ . 2 7  a _ . 2 5  a 

.05 - . 0 4  

- . 0 5  - . 1 8  a 

- . 0 0 1  - . 1 3  c 

- . 0 1  .13  b 

- .  02 

' .  16 b 

.06 

. 0 9  

- .02 

- . i 9  a 

- . 1 7  b 

- . 0 8  

_. 19 a 

. 1 8  a 

. 0 0  

a s i g n i f i c a n t  p < . 01 ;  b s i g n i f i c a n t  p < .05; :  C s i g n i f i c a n t  p < .10 
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TABLE E-6 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES AND BURNOUT 

CONTROLLING FOR THE CONFOUNDING INFLUENCE 

OF PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Organizational 
Variables 

Total• Staff 

Caseload Size 

Complexity .... 

Span of Control 

Recruitment 

Job Codification 

Rule0bservation 

Jo b Specificit F 

Organization Decisions 

Job Decisions 

Change. in r. for Burnout When Controlling 
• , for Personnel Variables 

Burnou t  Age Sex 

.07 

-.21 

-;03 

.09 

.01 

-•09 

-. 25 a 

.13 

- .12 

.00 

Degree Work Ex- Age; Sex; 
' perience Degree; 

Work Ex- 
perience 

. 0 8  

- . 1 2  c 

.02 

.09 

- . 0 7  

- . 1 3  c 

.23 a 

. 0 8  

~ • 0 5  

.06 

.O9 

..12 c 

.04 

.09 

-.09 

-'13 b 

.21 a 

.05 

-.07 

.03 

• 08 

. . 21  a 

- . 0 3  

. iO 

-.o03 

- .  14 b 

. .22 a 

.12 c 

-.09 

.01 

. 1 0  

- . 1 3  c 

• 04 

.10 

09 

- . 1 5  b 

- . 2 2  a 

.06 

- . 0 7  

.03 

• 0 8  

- . 2 6  a 

- . 0 7  

.14 c 

- . 0 8  

- . 0 2  
i 

_ 19 b 

- . i i  c 

- .  04 

. 0 7  . 

4 

Turnover Rate 

asignificant ar p < .01• 

bsignificant at p < •05. 

CSignificant at p < .10. 

. 2 0  a .22 a • 23  a . 1 4  c . 2 4  a .12 

E.7 



• TABLE E-7 

THE EFFECTS OF PERSONNEL AND ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS IN EXPLAINING THE 

VARIATIONS IN BURNOUT AMONG CHILD ABUSE WORKERS 

(USING MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION ANALYSIS) 

Variables in the 
Regression Equation 

Age. 

Degree 

~. S e x  

Work Experience 

Caseload Size 

Job Specificity 

Rule Observation 

Organization Decisions 

Recruitment 

Job Decisions 

Turnover 

Job Codification 

Total Staff 

Complexity 

B 

4 . 1 9  

2.01 

3.57 

-1 .87  

-2287E-01 

8.35 

-3 .89  

2.53 

-3 .21  

-2.31 

-1 ,73  

2.52 

.40 

.422 

Standard E r r o r  B Significance of F 

1.54 .008 

1.17 .09• 

2.97 .23 

1.34 .17 

.177-01 .20 

17.19 .63 

2.54 .13 

5.41 .64 

8.74 .71 

12.30 .85 

11.87 .88 

4.35 .56 

.i00 .692 

3.08 .89 

Note: Significance of F of the whole equation p < .05. 
Adjusted R 2 = .i0. 
N = 125. 

E.8 
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TABLE E-8 

THE EFFECTS OFPERSONNEL AND MANAGEMENT FACTORS IN EXPLAINING 

THE VARIATION IN BURNOUT AMONG CHILD ABUSE WORKERS 

(USING MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION ANALYSIS) 

Variables in the. 
Regression Equation.. B Standard Error B Significance o£ F 

Age 

Sex 

Degree  

Work Exper ience  

Control 

Clarity 

Pear Cohesion 

Innovation 

Involvement 

Pressure 

Staff Support 

AuZonomy 

Conuaunication 

Task Orientation 

Leadership 

3.10 

2.89 

. 8 5  

-91E-01 

.58 

1.04 

.68 

2.23 

.91 

-1 .70  

.41 

.77 

1.47 

.66 

2.63 

1.28 

2.52 

.97 

1.24 

.97 

1.23 

2.20 

1.29 

1.69 

i. 05 

1.29 

I. 36 

I. 36 

1.17 

1.33 

.02 

.25 

.38  

• 94 

.55 

.40 

76 

09 

.59 

11 

• 76 

S7 

28 

• .58 

.0S 

Note : Significance of F of the whole equation p < .01. 
• Adjusted R2 = .44. 
N = 125. 

E.9 



TABLE E - 9  

TtlE SIGNIFICANT RESULTS OF A DISCRIMINANrr ANALYSIS OF BURNOUT BY PERSONNEL, 

ORGANIZATIONAL; AND HANAGEHENT VARIABLES 

t'rl 

0 

V a r i a b l e s  

Sex 

S u p e r v i  s o r y  R e s p o n s i b i  1 i t y  

Work Time 

C a s e l o a d  S i z e .  

F o r m a l i z e d  Rule  O b s e r v a t i o n  

Leade r sh ip ,  

Communicat  ion-  

I n n o v a t  i o n  

Age: 24 o r  l e s s .  

Age: 2 5 - 3 0  

Age: 30-40 

Degree  : BA 

Degree : MS/MA/I~W 

NOTE:. Eigen-- Value  = . 4 6 i :  

C a n o n i c a l  C o r r e l a t i o n  = .56' 

P e r c e n t  o f  T r a c e  = 1 0 0 .0  

Wilk: Lambda = .69 

I 
, 

i 

S t a n d a r d i z e d  D i s c r i m i n a n t  
F u n c t i o n  C o e f f i c i e n t s  

- - .24 

. 2 2  

- - . 0 9  

21 

2 4  

- - 3 3  

- -  20 

- -  40 

5 5  

56 

.17 

.29 

. 5 3  

U n s t a n d a r d i z e d  D i s c r i m i n a n t  
F u n c t i o n  C o e f f i c i e n t s  

~ . 6 0  

- - .46  

-- ;33 

.O1 

.31  

--.27 

--.20 

- - . 43  

1 . 5 7  

I ' .13 

. 3 7  

.64 

1.10 

C h i  S q u a r e  = 4 0 , 2 4  

D.F.  = 13 

S i g n i f i c a n c e  p < . 0 0 0  

P e r c e n t  C o r r e c t l y  C l a s s i f i e d  = 7 5 . 4  
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