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HIGH-LEVEL PAY PANEL. The Panel 
on Federal Compensation has reviewed the 
major Federal pay systems and proposed 

policy recommendations to the President 

In many cases the recommendations would 

require congressional approval. 

Vice President Nelson A. Rockefeller was 

chairman of the Panel, and CSC Chairman 
Robert E. Hampton served as vice chair- 

man. James T. Lynn, Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget, and John T. 
Dunlop, Secretary of Labor, were among 
those on the Panel. 

Among the Panel’s major recommenda- 
tions are: 
—The many separate Federal civilian pay 

systems should be reviewed, and com- 

Budget by letter of May 2, 1975. 

bined with other pay systems or eliminated 
if no longer needed. 
—The principle of comparability should 

be extended to include benefits as well as 
pay. Development and testing should take 
place over the next 2 years to determine 
the best approach to implementation. 
—The present General Schedule, which 

covers white-collar employees, should be 
replaced by a Clerical/Technical Service 
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OME PUBLIC OFFICIALS I 
know were once discussing a 

letter that had come to their orga- 
nization from another agency ex- 
ecutive. The letter dealt with a sen- 
sitive question of procedure, and it 
made everyone in the group feel ir- 
ritated. Yet it contained no threat- 
ening ideas, it was phrased correct- 
ly, and it was organized clearly. 
Why did it get under everyone’s 
skin so much? 

**The trouble with this guy,”’ 

one of the members finally said, 
**is that he’s tone-deaf.”’ 

At first it seemed a strange 
explanation—after all, writing is 
not heard, only seen—but every- 
one appreciated the insight. Sev- 
eral generations ago, children, 
too, were ‘‘to be seen, not heard’’ 
at the dinner table. But that did 
not mean they could not commu- 
nicate. They did it quite well, I 
understand, by their smiles or 
grimaces, attentiveness or inatten- 
tiveness, and table manners. Their 
parents ‘‘heard’’ them loud and 
clear. 

Similarly, the words of a report, 
memorandum, or letter are heard 
by the reader. They may sound 
comforting or abrasive, harmo- 
nious or dissonant, happy or 
unhappy—just as clearly as a piece 
of music. 
When we consider how to make 

our written communications more 
effective, we tend to stress such 
matters as clarity, sentence struc- 

ture, and punctuation. Such mat- 
ters are important. But the tone of 
a document is important, too; in 
fact, tone-deafness is probably an 
even greater hindrance to writers ‘n 
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memo to government 
writers: 

DON’T BE 
TONE-DEAF 

by David W. Ewing 

Executive Editor—Planning 

Harvard Business Review 
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government, business, and profes- 
sional organizations than are in- 
correct usage and sloppy organiza- 
tion. Often the tone comes across 
louder than the words themselves. 
**T understand a fury in your 
words,’” says a character in 
Shakespeare’s Othello, ‘‘but not 
the words.”’ 

The agency executive mentioned 
did not intend to irritate his 
readers as he did (though in his 
heart he may have felt unkind 
toward them). Without meaning 
to, he injected words and phrases 
that subtly conveyed impatience 
and disdain. It probably never oc- 
curred to him he was doing that— 
and to this day he may not know 

why he received such a cool, un- 
cooperative response to his letter. 

Awareness, Mood, Feedback 

What accounts for the tone 
deafness in much of our writing? 
Sometimes the reason is lack of 
awareness; we just do not know 
how our choices of words can af- 
fect the reader. Sometimes our 
mood at the time of writing is at 
fault. We may be distracted by of- 
fice interruptions, worried about 
someone’s health, or disgruntled 
because our favorite baseball team 
has lost six straight. 

Perhaps the most important rea- 
son is lack of feedback. When we 
talk with someone, we can watch 
the listener’s face and reactions, 
gaining clues in real-time, as the 
computer people say, concerning 
whether we are going too fast, be- 
ing tactless, or confusing the 
listener. We began learning to look 
for such clues at an early age in 
oral communication. On the other 
hand, in writing we may get no 
feedback for days or weeks—and 
sometimes none at all. We have 
fewer opportunities to see how our 
written words affect readers. 

Most books and courses on writ- 
ing deal only with written docu- 
ments themselves. But there is also 

MR. EWING is also a member of the Har- 
vard Business School faculty, and author or 
editor of about a dozen books. His latest as 
author is the book Writing for Results, 
published by John Wiley and Sons, New 
York, 1974, 466 pp. 



much to be learned from studying 
reader responses to writing in 
government, business, and the pro- 
fessions. These responses can be 
examined in a variety of settings— 
for instance, when employees re- 

ceive written messages during the 
work day, when groups or classes 
analyze their reactions to a piece of 
writing, or in readership studies. I 

have used studies of all such types 
to develop the guidelines that 
follow. 

Guidelines To Combat 
Tone-Deafness 

1. Analyze the writer-reader 
situation. 3 

There is no such thing as a good 
or bad piece of writing Dy itself. Its 
strengths and weaknesses can be 
judged only in relationship to the 
writer-reader relationship, readers’ 
attitudes toward the problem at 
hand, their familiarity with the 
problem and its implications, the 
way the rest of the organization 
thinks about the issues, and so 
forth. Accordingly, we must try 
first to put ourselves in the reader’s 
chair, glancing down the page with 
the kinds of feelings he or she is 
likely to have. 

For instance, a message that is 
appropriate when written by a boss 
to a subordinate is usually inap- 
propriate coming from the subor- 
dinate to the boss. In a memoran- 
dum to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the Secretary of Defense was jus- 
tified in writing: ‘‘I desire and ex- 
pect a detailed, line-by-line anal- 
ysis of these requirements to deter- 
mine that each is essential. . . . I 
expect that you will want to query 
CINCPAC about these and other 
units for which you desire clarifi- 

cation. . . .”’ On the other hand, 

words like these from the Joint 
Chiefs to the Secretary would have 
been offensive, and he in turn 

would never have thought of writ- 
ing to the President in that man- 
ner. 

Again, if the memorandum or 
report is one that the reader is 
awaiting with great interest, we are 
usually justified in using detail, 
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spelling out assumptions, and 
mentioning all important alter- 
natives. But if the message is a 
fairly routine one, or one of only 

incidental interest to the reader, we 
had better make it ‘‘short and 
sweet’’ or expect no readership at 
all. 
How serious is the occasion or 

problem? If we are giving instruc- 
tions for an emergency or explain- 
ing a policy affecting readers’ 
jobs, salaries, or basic rights, we 
would do well to write carefully, 
conservatively, and comprehen- 
sively. On the other hand, such a 
tone may sound ludicrous in a 
memorandum concerning a festive 
occasion or a minor event. 

For instance, someone at West- 
ern Electric Company in North 
Andover, Mass., wrote a memo- 
randum to all department chiefs in 
1969 about how employees should 
proceed to get pieces of a company 
birthday cake. The instructions 
were so careful and minute they 
would have done justice to a 
cease-fire agreement in the Middle 
East. Lines like these were typical: 

‘**Prior to the first rest period 
each department will send one per- 
son, for each twenty-five employ- 
ees in the department, to a pre- 
assigned cafeteria to pick up cake 
which will be distributed at rest 
period . . . departments will pick 
up tickets at the Public Relations 
Office for their employees. There 
will be two types of tickets: pink 
tickets for 25 pieces of cake and a 
yellow ticket for odd num- 
bers. . . .” 

Another important considera- 
tion is our friendship, closeness, 
and prior experience with the 
reader. Joseph Wilson, the head of 

Xerox Corporation, once began an 
important memo to 13 of his top 
executives, with whom he had 
worked long and closely, with 

these words: ‘‘ Never have I made a 
suggestion which was so unani- 
mously frowned upon by you, my 
beloved associates. . . .”’ On the 
other hand, I once saw a long letter 
from a precocious junior manager 
to his boss which, because it in- 

cluded familiarities and the ‘‘light 
touch,’’ made a disastrously nega- 
tive impression on the senior man. 

2. Decide what kind of relation- 
Ship with readers is desired. 

This is a crucial step. Are we 
asking readers to buy a service, 
idea, or product from us? Are we 
asking them to believe or do some- 
thing that is new, foreign, or op- 
posed to what they have been 
thinking? Do we want to stir them 
up, even at the risk of making 
them feel hostile to us for a time? 

Rudolf Bing, the famous general 
manager of the Metropolitan Op- 
era, once wrote a ‘‘Dutch uncle’’ 
letter to a leading tenor with whom 
he was negotiating. It was impor- 
tant to Bing that his authority be 
recognized from the start by the 
tenor; the singer had to cooperate 
fully or there could not be a suc- 
cessful program. Bing admon- 
ished: 

**You will have to unlearn what 
you have done and to learn new 
ways of moving and acting on the 
Stage... . You are so much 
younger than I am I feel that I have 
not only a right but almost an obli- 
gation to put you on the right way 
—believe me, you are not quite on 
the right way yet.”’ 

In contrast, a well-known invest- 
ment adviser tells me that he never 
takes a strong position on a buy- 
or-sell opportunity with a client, or 
criticizes the client or any institu- 
tion in any way. ‘‘It’s their money, 
not mine,’’ he explains. ‘‘I’m an 
expert, I know the facts—but I’m 
only their counsel, a resource for 
them, and I never let them forget I 
know that.’’ Accordingly, all his 
written communications are factu- 
al and humble in tone, explaining 
options and alternatives but never 
purporting to know what the read- 
er should do. 

Both writers are right. Each has 
decided what kind of writer-reader 
relationship best fits his circum- 
stances, and then has chosen 
words and phrases consistent with 
that relationship. 

But it is not easy to do this. As 
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every veteran communicator in 
government and business knows, 
the kind of relationship that seems 
best from an organizational view- 
point is often different from the 
kind a writer would like to have if 
he or she were free. So we find 
ourselves writing letters with a con- 
ciliatory, placating tone when 
what we would really /ike to do is 
give the reader a strong piece of 
our mind; and we end up writing 
recommendations that exude clari- 
ty, confidence, and firmness when 
in reality we possess grave doubts 
about the venture in question. No 
one has ever come up with a good 
formula for avoiding such con- 
flicts in organizational life. Recon- 
ciling them so that our report or 
letter has one unifying consistent 
tone can be a trying task. 

3. Assess credibility and au- 
thority from the reader’s stand- 
point. 

The extent to which our opin- 
ions count in the reader’s mind has 
an enormous influence on the 
proper tone of many letters, 
memoranda, and reports. A letter 
to the President of the United 
States that changed the course of 
world history was brief and unpre- 
tentious. It began simply: ‘‘Sir: 
Some recent work by E. Fermi and 
L. Szilard, which has been com- 
municated to me in manuscript, 
leads me to expect that the element 
uranium may be turned into a new 
and important source of ener- 
gy. . . .’’ Signed by most people 
who lived in 1939, when it was 
written, this letter never would 
have been read personally by 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. But it was 
signed by Albert Einstein, and for 
that reason the opinion carried 
great weight. 

If we are the boss sending direc- 
tions to a subordinate, or an en- 
gineer analyzing a structural stress 
problem we have been specializing 
in, or a close friend of the depart- 
mental secretary giving an opinion 
on his political ambitions—in such 
cases phrases like ‘‘I think,’’ ‘‘it 
seems to me,”’ ‘‘in my opinion,’’ 
and ‘‘my judgment is’’ are appro- 

October-December 1975 

priate and fitting. The judgments 
need not be backed up by a recita- 
tion of facts. 

But suppose it is the other way 
around, that we are the subordi- 
nate writing to the boss, or an 
amateur worrying about a struc- 
tural stress problem? Then sum- 
mary statements of opinion are 
not only unconvincing but may 
cause the reader to ‘‘turn off’ in 
disgust at our presumptuousness. 
Instead, we must present facts, cite 
the testimony of people who are 
experts or in positions of authori- 
ty, and avoid all temptations to be 
assertive. 

4. Be careful about appear- 
ances. 

Too often government and pro- 
fessional people overlook the role 
of physical properties in creating 
the right tone for a written com- 
munication. Again and again a 
message is distorted, in the 
reader’s perception, by hard-to- 
read typing, the quality or shape 
of the paper, the symbols or 
‘*glyphs’’ on the letterhead, the 
color of the paper, margins and 
spacing, and, in the case of a long 
report, inappropriate binding. 
These qualities can be as influen- 
tial in a written communication as 
in the merchandising of cook- 
books, games, calendars, make-it- 
yourself kits, and many other 
items. 

Before our reader looks at the 
first sentence of our letter, memo, 
or report, he often gets a variety of 
impressions about us. From an 
overly ‘‘busy’’ letterhead he may 
get the feeling that we are ego- 
tistical or vain; from a letterhead 
design and symbols that have a 
1920-like vintage, the feeling that 
we are out of step with the times; 
from stingy margins and cramped 
spacing, the feeling that we are 
**pushy”’ or difficult to deal with; 
from the color, weight, or shape of 
paper employed, the feeling that 
we are dull, awkward, artistic, or 

odd; from the poor quality of typ- 
ing, crudeness of corrections, or 
hard-to-read photocopies, the feel- 
ing that we are thoughtless. The 

style of charts and tables may con- 
vey similar impressions. 

Skillful writers know that the 
appearance of a document is a 
kind of surrogate for the writer. It 
plays something of the same role in 
written communication that is 
played by facial expression, voice 
tone, and style of dress in oral 
communication. 

5. Choose words that will be 
heard in the intended way. 

Finally, it is important to choose 
words and phrases that convey the 
attitude we want the reader to feel 
when he or she reads our commu- 
nication. 

For example, if we want to con- 
vey a friendly, warm, gracious 
tone, we should use such words as 
glad, pleased, delighted, benefit, 
pleasure, privilege, welcome, suc- 
cessful. ‘‘Apt words,’’ said John 
Milton, ‘‘have power to suage the 
tumors of a troubled mind.’’ As 
much as possible, we must avoid 
words like dissatisfied, complain, 
assert, fail, insist, demand, reserve 
judgment, and take exception to. 
We must not write, ‘“‘You are 
hereby notified that. ...’’ In- 
stead, we should write, ‘‘You will 
want to know’’ or ‘‘We would ap- 
preciate it if you would... .’’ 
We must not write, ‘‘Please let us 
know whether you intend to com- 
ply with the deadline.’’ Instead we 
should write, ‘‘May we hear from 

you whether you can meet the 
deadline?’’ 

If we want to stress a close, in- 
formal relationship with our read- 
er, and he or she knows something 
about our personal manner, it may 

be appropriate in a letter or memo 
to use words that remind the read- 
er of our conversational style. 
Bantering expressions such as 
*“*How about that?’’ and ‘‘Bill’s 
got to be kidding!’’ may be suita- 
ble if they are natural for us to use 
in talk. The injection of first 
names, done as we might do in 
conversation, also may be 
appropriate—for instance, ‘‘The 
point to emphasize, Alice, is that 
you’ ll lose the interest on this loan 
unless. . . .”’ Allusions to ‘“‘in- 
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house’’ anecdotes, puns, and cute 
remarks may have their place, too. 

Of course, such a tone can ruin a 
letter to a stranger, a memo to a 
senior official, or a report to a 
mass audience. Here readability 
and clarity are the qualities to 
stress. Unfortunately, we tend 
sometimes to become too solemn 
and impersonal in our communica- 
tions to senior officials and distant 
audiences. Forgetting that they 
have the same instinctive reactions 
as anyone else, we convey such at- 
titudes as pomposity, lack of in- 
terest, and lack of confidence by 
using a stilted, self-conscious style. 

Suppose it is important to con- 
vey respect for the reader’s author- 
ity, to indicate our recognition 
that the question is one for the 
reader to decide? Now such 
phrases as it seems to me, I would 
suggest, if you would be willing, 
and your judgment become apt. 
We must make it clear that any- 
thing we know or suggest is of ad- 
visory value only. 

For instance, if we are arguing 
for locating a new office in Natick 
instead of Framingham, we might 
sum up with some such sentence as 
‘It seems to me, therefore, that 
the advantages of Natick are more 
important to our organization than 
those of Framingham .. .’’ in- 

stead of the more presumptuous 
statement, ‘‘Obviously, therefore, 
we should decide on the Natick 
location instead of Framing- 
i Se ae 

If we must refer to a mistake or 
shortcoming of our readers or their 
organization, we should begin with 
a phrase like ‘‘As you know. . .”’ 
instead of the more officious, ‘‘I 
want to call to your attention 

.’ or “*Let me remind you 
. . .’ We can be frank with su- 

periors, associates, and valued 
customers so long as we have the 
sense to use kind words, much as 
we would do presumably if we 
were conversing face to face. 

Perhaps we need not go to the 
extreme of using what Elinor Hoyt 
Wylie once referred to as ‘‘Hon- 
eyed words like bees, gilded and 
sticky, with a little sting,’’ but 
neither do we need to use harsh 
words and phrases, such as incom- 

prehensible, stupid, impossible, ir- 

responsible, fool, conceit, and 
traitor. 

At the same time, we should 

guard against sounding obsequi- 
ous. Many men and women in sen- 
ior positions are allergic to the 
subordinate who ‘‘spreads it on 
too thick’? or, worse, sounds so 
awestruck and fearful in writing to 
the boss that he or she cannot ven- 

ture an opinion on a subject. 
Now suppose our letter, memo- 

randum, or brief deals with a sen- 
sitive matter for the reader or a 
relationship that must be handled 
with delicacy? Certainly we can 
hope we do not have to write such 
documents often, but when we do, 
the following rules should prove 
helpful: (1) err on the side of clarity 
in showing sensitivity to the prob- 
lem; (2) be explicit about motives 
and expectations in raising the 
issue; (3) write with humility. 

By the time he was a lieutenant 
colonel, George S. Patton had 
learned this approach, and it 
helped him often. For example, 
one time he was asked to act as in- 
termediary for a senior officer 
who wanted to be promoted. It 
was a tough spot to be placed in. In 
a letter to General John J. Per- 
shing, Patton solved the problem 
by writing lines like these: 

**Now I have to bother you with 
a personal problem. . . . Yester- 
day Gen. Drum wrote me and 
asked if I could find out from you 
how you felt about him in respect 
to his ambition. My loyalty to 
Gen. Drum makes it incumbent on 
me to ask you this question but 
since you are the center of all my 
loyalty I do not wish to place you 





in a position which might prove in- 
convenient to you. If you care to 
write me some statement which I 
could quote to Gen. Drum it would 
be helpful to me in my relations 
with him. If, however, you do not 
feel disposed to say anything I 

shall understand. . . .”’ (Martin 
Blumenson, The Patton Papers, 
1885-1940). 

Reading this letter, Pershing 
might have felt irritated at General 
Drum—we don’t know. But Per- 
shing hardly could have been 
peeved at Patton, who obviously 
was trying to play his role with tact 
and sensitivity. 

Creating a Consistent Impression 

It is impossible to escape the 
connotations of words and 
phrases. Relatively few words are 
neutral, as numbers are, and the 

fact that their implications reach 
our senses and biases, rather than 

our rational minds, means it is all 
the more important to be aware of 
them. Inappropriate tone in a writ- 
ten communication makes as in- 
delible an impression on the reader 
as a song or symphony that is un- 
pleasant to the ear. According to 
the dictionary there is only a small 
difference between such phrases as 
you allege and you say, or between 
this is to inform you and you will 
be sad to learn. But such logic is no 
defense when we err with an offen- 
sively toned communication. 

Effective writers in government, 
business, and the professions are 
masters of consistency. They de- 
cide carefully on what they want to 
say. They choose deliberately the 
thoughts and ideas that best make 
the points desired. And they 
choose words and phrases that ef- 
fectively convey the intent of the 
ideas. 

The difference between their 
writing and the writing of ineffec- 

tive communicators is the differ- 
ence between teamwork in a police 
car and a famous clown act played 
in a Ringling Brothers circus. Four 
frantic characters drove a car, one 
pressing on the gas pedal, another 
on the brake, the third clutching 
the steering wheel, and the fourth 
blowing the horn. Nobody needs 
to be told how the drive ended. 
When we do not think through our 
intent in a written communication, 
we do little better than the clowns 
did. 

Of course, effective writing 
takes more time. In the long run, 
however, time is probably saved all 
around—at the reader’s end as well 
as the writer’s. So there’s a trade- 
off to consider. Two centuries ago 
Samuel Johnson observed that 
‘‘What is written without effort is 
in general read without pleasure.’’ 
More recently Robert Frost put it 
more succinctly still: ‘‘No tears in 
the writer, no tears in the reader.’’ 

LEGAL DECISIONS 

Classification 

The last several months have seen some interesting 
developments in an area that previously was consid- 
ered totally within the ambit of the administrative 
process and therefore virtually immune from judicial 
attention—classification. Up to a very short time 
ago, a Federal employee attempting to challenge his 
classification would have been told by the court that 
this was an area left by Congress to the Civil Service 
Commission and the judiciary would not review what 
the Commission had done. This is no longer true. 

As was noted in the last issue, the United States 
Supreme Court currently has before it the case of 
Testan v. United States, in which the Court of Claims 
had held in a split decision that the Commission had 
been arbitrary in refusing to compare the appellants’ 
jobs against those at another agency, and had or- 
dered the Commission to make such comparisons 
retroactive to 1970, the time that the appellants had 
first appealed. The court further held that if it were 
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determined they properly should have been classified 
at GS-14 in 1970, they should be retroactively 
reclassified as of that time. The Supreme Court has 
heard argument on both issues involved in the case— 
the jurisdiction of the Court of Claims and the Com- 
mission’s authority under the Classification Act— 
and a decision should be issued shortly. We would 
note, however, that if the Court should hold that the 
Court of Claims had no jurisdiction to decide the 
question, it will not be necessary for the Supreme 
Court to reach the Classification Act issue. 

Three decisions in the Southern District of New 
York have caused considerable attention in recent 
months. The first, Schlachter v. United States Civil 
Service Commission, was brought by a GS-11 Civil 
Service Commission investigator on behalf of himself 
and others contending that they should properly be 
classified at GS-12. At the outset, the court noted the 
limited nature of its review authority, limiting itself 
to a determination of whether the Commission deci- 
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sion was “‘arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discre- 
tion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.”’ 

In rejecting the contention that the employees were 
entitled to a position-to-position comparison, the 
court noted that classification of positions is to be 
made with reference only to the Commission’s stand- 
ards. Any other procedure would mean that in every 
reclassification case the Commission would be re- 
quired to select analogous positions for comparison, 
and that evaluations of the levels of difficulty, re- 
sponsibility, and expertise would have to be made of 
the comparative sample to insure that the bases for 
comparison were valid. The court found that such a 
procedure was not required by the statute. 

In Kavazanjian v. Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, the plaintiffs were GS-11 investigators for 
the New York Office of the Immigration and Natu- 
ralization Service who claimed they should properly 
be classified at GS-12. In considering their conten- 
tions, the court limited itself to the same narrow 
scope of review as that put forward in Schlachter: a 
review for arbitrary or capricious action. 

In its decision, the court noted that ‘‘many of the 
plaintiffs were doing work that would be classified as 
GS-12 part of the time and work that was GS-11 or 
less part of the time. The rule of the CSC in such 
cases is that an employee is to be upgraded if he or 
she is doing the higher grade work a majority of the 
time . . . . There is, however, an exception of this 
rule under which, in certain circumstances, an em- 
ployee may be upgraded if he engages in the higher 
grade work for a ‘substantial’ portion of his 
time . . . . Whether the exception should have been 
applied to these appeals is one of the central issues of 
this suit.’’ 

The plaintiffs had contended that using the ‘‘ma- 
jority of time’’ rule in New York and the “‘substan- 
tial time’’ exception elsewhere constituted arbi- 
trariness on the part of the INS and CSC and was a 
violation of 5 U.S.C. § 5101(1)(A) requiring equal 
pay for substantially equal work. The court, how- 
ever, upheld the policy, noting that the application of 
the ‘‘substantial time’’ exception was justified in 
geographical regions where the investigators must 
handle all of the work that arises. In that instance, 
the higher grade work cannot be efficiently dis- 
tributed to higher grade positions. 

The court, noting that the INS and CSC had used 
the same classification standards but disagreed on 
certain classifications, refused to find any arbi- 
trariness therein, stating, ‘‘the applicable standards 
are not, and probably could not be so precise that 
two honest human beings could not disagree in eval- 
uating any given task. The inference suggested by the 
plaintiffs is not warranted by the evidence and will 
not be drawn by the court.”’ 
A subgroup of plaintiffs alleged that at the time of 

their appeals higher grade work was taken away from 
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them to prevent their being upgraded. In this regard, 
the court noted that if CSC did not consider the work 
that the plaintiffs were doing at the time of the ap- 
peal, ‘‘it is arguable that CSC would have violated its 
responsibility under 5 U.S.C. § 5112(a)(1) and (b) to, 
upon the request of the employee, ascertain currently 
the facts as to the duties, responsibilities, and qualifi- 
cation requirements of a position.’’ The court further 
noted that it had not been proven that the Commis- 
sion had not considered the work that the subgroup 
was doing at the time of the appeal. 

After noting that the distinctions between GS-11 
and GS-12 work are not always clear, the court held 
that ‘‘the INS’s original determination that the GS- 
12 work in its office was minimal and that what there 
was of it was done by supervisors was not in bad faith 
and was neither arbitrary nor capricious, though, as 
subsequent events point out, it may have been erro- 
neous.’’ With regard to those plaintiffs who had 
been upgraded by the CSC upon appeal, the court re- 
fused to grant back pay, finding that ‘‘the Commis- 
sion may reclassify a position, but there is no provi- 
sion for retroactive reclassification and back pay.”’ 

In yet another decision in the Southern District of 
New York, Leopold v. Hampton, the court held that 
in reviewing the classifications of Immigration and 
Naturalization Service Examiners (General Attor- 
neys), the Commission had concentrated on the de- 
gree of difficulty in the attorneys’ tasks but had not 
given adequate consideration to the level of respon- 
sibility as required by statute. The case was remand- 
ed to the Commission for a reevaluation concerning 
the level of responsibility factor. 

In a related decision, an Immigrant Inspector 
brought a class action contesting a revised Commis- 
sion classification standard for Immigrant Inspec- 
tors, GS-9, alleging that the new standard was based 
upon an inaccurate description of the duties and 
functions exercised by Immigrant Inspectors. 

The Court of Appeals overturned a previously 
granted district court dismissal, finding that if there 
was any substance to the plaintiff’s claim, there was a 
genuine issue of fact for the court to consider. How- 
ever, since plaintiff had not appealed to the Commis- 
sion, he had not exhausted his administrative reme- 
dies and the case was remanded to the Commission 
for processing. The fact that the plaintiff’s union had 
commented on the proposed revised standard previ- 
ous to its issuance was not considered a substitute for 
the formal appeals procedures of 5 CFR 511.603. 

Thus it is clear that the courts are prepared to 
review Commission classification decisions. Ab 
though the Commission retains the discretion 
granted by Congress in this area, it retains that 
discretion only so long as its actions are not ‘‘ar- 
bitrary, capricious, or contrary to existing law.”’ 

— Sandra Shapiro 
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‘*A picture is worth ten thousand 
words.’” 

T A CONFUCIAN RATE, 
the equivalent of 300 million 

words was examined this summer 
as panelists from across the coun- 
try convened in Washington to 
evaluate portfolios submitted by 
graphic designers, illustrators, and 
photographers seeking Govern- 
ment jobs. 

The mammoth portfolio review 
was one of the final steps in a proj- 
ect initiated in 1972 as part of the 
Federal Design Improvement Pro- 
gram. At that time, a task force 
appointed at the request of the 
President began a year-long study 
on ways in which we could attract, 
better evaluate, and retain highly 
qualified designers for Federal 
service. 

The group, composed of Gov- 
ernment and non-Government de- 
signers and administrators, with 
representatives from the National 
Endowment for the Arts and the 
Civil Service Commission, submit- 
ted its report to Chairman Hamp- 
ton in early 1974. Among actions 
advocated by the task force was 
the recommendation that appli- 
cants for jobs in the field of visual 
communications be required to 
submit portfolios that would better 
indicate the quality and scope of 
their work, and that these work 
samples be reviewed by blue- 
ribbon panels of professionals in 
the occupations involved. 

The task force report, Excel- 
lence Attracts Excellence, ac- 
knowledged the fact that the num- 
ber of hires in design-related oc- 
cupations each year is relatively 
small, but emphasized that the im- 
pact of each hire in the field of 
visual communications far out- 
weighed the statistics involved. It 
said, in part, ‘‘The appearance of 
publications—and millions are 
published every year—conveys a 

visual communications . 
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distinct impression of Government 
programs and activities. So do 
posters, circulars, signs and draw- 
ings, photographs and exhibits; 
they reach millions of Americans 
in all parts of the country with the 
message of what their Government 
is doing and how well the work is 
being done.’’ 

In response to the report, CSC’s 
Bureau of Recruiting and Examin- 
ing was designated action office 
for implementing its recommenda- 
tions. Thomas Coleman, a design- 

er, administrator, and educator on 
contract with the National Endow- 
ment for the Arts, served as pro- 
gram officer, working with staff 
members from BRE and the Per- 
sonnel Research Development 
Center, in CSC’s Bureau of Poli- 
cies and Standards. 

Knowledges, Skill, Abilities 

Education does not necessarily 
result in creativity—nor does the 
fact that a photographer has been 
taking pictures for 14 years guar- 
antee that that photographer is 
better at the job than one who’s 
been taking pictures for 2 years. 
Therefore, the Job Element Meth- 
od was adopted as the best way to 
evaluate applicants in the visual 
communications fields. Using this 
method, applicants are rated on 
the knowledges, skills, and abilities 
necessary to do a job, rather than 
on written tests, the amount of 
education they have, or the num- 
ber of years they have been work- 
ing. 
An extensive study was under- 

taken to determine what knowl 
edges, skills, and abilities (ele- 
ments) were necessary at various 
levels of responsibility in Govern- 
ment and which elements would 
differentiate superior applicants 
from mediocre applicants. The job 
element study required the time 
and talents of many professionals 
in the occupations studied and in- 
cluded members of professional 
societies and practitioners from the 
private sector as well as those 
already in Government. 

It was at times a frustrating exer- 
cise. Combing one’s brain to come 
up with the special qualifications 
needed by a competent illustrator, 
for example, is much more diffi- 
cult than arbitrarily saying a com- 
petent illustrator must graduate 
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THIS WAS THE SCENE as blue-ribbon 
panels of professionals in the fields of 
graphic design, illustration, and pho- 
tography met to review portfolios submitted 
by applicants in a pilot examination for 
Federal jobs in the visual communications 
field. (Photos for this article courtesy of Na- 
tional Endowment for the Arts.) 
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from an accredited school of il- 
lustration. If you say an applicant 
must be able to draw freehand and 
with instruments, do you specify 
which instruments? How do you 
measure personal reliability? Or 
craftsmanship? 

Panels of subject-matter experts 
convened and reconvened. There 
was a great deal of spirited discus- 
sion, accompanied by brow fur- 
rowing, head scratching, and con- 
templation of ceilings. There was 
also a great deal of semantic dis- 
agreement, with its concurrent ex- 
asperation. Gradually, though, we 
progressed through initial brain- 
storming, to clarification discus- 
sions, to individual rating of the 
group’s list of elements, to tabu- 
lating the results, and finally to 
concurrence on each job’s particu- 
lar dimensions. From this final in- 
formation, supplemental forms 
were developed for applicants to 
complete as part of their examina- 
tion package, as were evaluation 
forms for use during the panel’s 
review of portfolios. 
A portfolio of 20 35-mm slides 

enclosed in a plastic sleeve was 
determined to be adequate to in- 
dicate an applicant’s skills, as well 
as being convenient for mailing 
and storage in the CSC’s Washing- 
ton Area Office. 

With the groundwork done, the 
next step was to see whether the 
new procedures worked. A pilot 
examination was announced for 
graphic designers, illustrators, and 
photographers, grades GS-5 
through GS-12, in the 
Washington, D.C., area only. 

The trial exam opened May 19, 
1975, and closed June 20, with an 
extension date of July 11 for re- 
ceipt of portfolios. An attractive 
black-and-white poster announce- 
ment, together with a special 
package of application and sup- 
plemental forms, was distributed 
to Federal Job Information Cen- 
ters, schools, and professional 
societies nationwide. With no 
precedent for estimating what kind 
of response we would get, it was 
like putting a note in a bottle and 
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sending it to sea, hoping someone 
would read it. 

Comes the Deluge 
Very soon the Area Office was 

inundated with applications, first 
trickling in, then arriving by the 
shopping cartfull. Bulging brown 
envelopes were piled on tables, on 
desks, under desks, in boxes, on 
top of filing cabinets, and were 
mounting ceilingward by the hour. 
Each package had to be opened, 
checked for completeness, and 
logged in. Many had to be returned 
for additional information because 
they were incomplete or incorrect. 

Examining Office employees de- 
veloped claustrophobia and a 
pathological fear of mail deliv- 
eries. Applicants appeared in per- 
son, not trusting their portfolios to 
the Postal Service. Extra people 
were assigned to help with the 
workload. And still the applica- 
tions poured in. In all, over a 
thousand applications in each of 
the three fields were received. 

**What’s not 
in my job description?”’ 

With a project of this sort, or- 
ganizational lines become blurred, 
if not disconnected; everybody 
does whatever needs to be done— 
or learns to, very fast. For starters, 
a room is needed that will accom- 
modate five portable light tables 
(for viewing the slides) and about 
15 people doing concentrated 
work, with the need to stretch and 
pace occasionally, and where 
boxes of applications can be shuf- 
fled, stacked, and stored. Chairs 
that do not induce paralysis of the 
lower extremeties are needed, as 
are good lighting and enough wall 
sockets to service the light tables. 
Finding all these attributes in a 
room that can be tied up for 3 solid 
weeks is a chore. (Luckily a nearby 
agency loaned us a comfortable 
training room.) 

Other problems are as knotty as 
guaranteeing the security of ap- 
plications and as nitty-gritty as 
locating the coffee machines. In 
the process of problemsolving, one 
discovers that the people in Office 

Services can get just about any- 
thing done—even to designing and 
making stands for the light tables 
in a week. It’s all wonderful quali- 
fying experience, if there were only 
a classification for Coping. 

‘*This is hard work’’ 
(private sector panelist) 

Aside from professional exper- 
tise, the examination of 500 to 600 
portfolios in a week requires 
strong legs and backs, unwavering 
eyes, and an unflagging sense of 
humor. All were in abundant sup- 
ply as panelists gathered for the 
evaluation, beginning with the II- 
lustrators on July 21. 

Our feeling somewhat apologet- 
ic about asking anyone to come to 
Washington in July wasn’t helped 
much by a heat inversion that oc- 
curred that week. At the opening 
briefing, the light table bulbs 
flickered temperamentally, adding 
a special note of anxiety until 
speedy repairs corrected the situa- 
tion. 

The panelists arrived, dressed in 
proper office clothes—coats and 
ties, travel suits, and the women in 
high heels. Lani Lattin, Executive 
Secretary, Federal Council on the 
Arts and the Humanities, sketched 
a brief background of the Federal 
Design Improvement Program and 
told how the new evaluation pro- 
gram fits into the President’s 
design initiatives. BRE staff mem- 
bers explained the basis for job 
element examining and the way in 
which operutions were planned to 
proceed. Then everyone settled 
down to work, at a level of concen- 
tration and cooperation that hit 
high ‘‘C’’ and continued through- 
out the week. 

‘*‘Document! Document!’’ 
(sign on the meeting room wall) 

One of the differences between 
evaluating an applicant for Federal 
employment and evaluating one 
for a private design firm is the fact 
that Federal job applicants are not 
usually considered in terms of an 
individual vacancy, but are eval- 
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uated to see whether they are qual- 
ified to be placed on a register with 
others who are eligible for Govern- 
ment work in the fields for which 
they apply. They are measured 
against a general standard, rather 
than in terms of a particular job. 

Another big difference is the 
need for documentation. If an ap- 
plicant is found to be ineligible, 
the reason why he or she did not 
meet the standard must be docu- 
mented. The reason why one ap- 
plicant receives a higher score than 
another must also be shown; it 
cannot be a matter of particular 
preference or whim. This of course 
means paperwork, which we had 
not been sure would be understood 
by members from the private sec- 
tor in particular and might have 
been found irksome by the panel- 
ists in general. However, once the 
evaluation forms were explained 
and a system for filling them in 
evolved, all panel members were 
cooperative and conscientious. 

The evaluation took place in 
several phases. During the first 
phase, all applications and port- 
folios were examined at the grade 
levels for which they applied and 
grouped into four general cate- 
gories, ranging from ineligible to 
highly qualified, with the appli- 
cants rated ineligible having the 
reasons for their ineligibility 
documented. During the second 
phase, a detailed evaluation was 
made of those portfolois remain- 
ing eligible. During this second 
phase, numerical ratings were as- 
signed by consensus of the group. 
This involved a great deal of give 
and take among panel members. 
Strong personal preferences were 
expressed and discussion was often 
spirited, but consensus was ulti- 
mately not difficult. 

The pattern remained the same 
for all three panels. After the first 
day, it was a shirt sleeves opera- 
tion. The coats and ties, travel 
suits, and high heels gave way to 
safari shirts, slacks, and sandals. 
Lunches were brief, coffee breaks 
practically nonexistent, and con- 
centration intense. Most of the 
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Government panelists went to their 
offices at the crack of dawn, 
worked on the panels for a full 
day, and often returned to their of- 
fices in the evening. 

The Tie That Binds 

The potential for disagreement 
when many strong-minded people 
are closeted in a room all day every 
day for a solid week, under the 
workload pressure that the panels 
were under, seems extremely great. 
But when talented professionals, 
whether in Government or out of 
Government, get together, there is 
a basic rapport that far outweighs 
any surface differences. That rap- 
port, which enabled the panels to 
work smoothly and enthusiastical- 
ly on an overwhelming and some- 
times exhausting task, is firmly 
rooted in their seriousness about 
what they do for a living—and 
their expectation that anyone ap- 
plying to work in their fields 
should be equally serious about the 
profession. 

The demand for quality surfaced 
time and time again—in dismay, if 
not outright indignation—with art 
schools that graduate unqualified 
people; with applicants who have 
been exposed to excellent training 
and work situations and have 
failed to learn from that exposure; 

and with people who have not 
grown, developed, kept up with 
the state of the art. 

‘*There’s something poignant 
about this guy’s portfolio, 
but he’s not a photographer’’ 

Although professionalism has 
many definitions, what it means 
when portfolios are being eval- 
uated for employment is that there 
is a difference between what one 
designs or paints or photographs 
to express one’s self and something 
one is assigned (and paid) to draw 
or photograph in order to commu- 
nicate a specific idea. For exam- 
ple, in the field of illustrat:on, 
many applicants submitted sam- 
ples of their studio art exclusively, 
some of which were excellent. But 

it was not illustration and it gave 
no indication of an applicant’s 
ability to function as a general il- 
lustrator, technical or natural 
science illustrator, or medical il- 
lustrator. 

Since virtually anyone with a 
steady hand and camera can take 
pictures, the question of profes- 
sionalism cropped up more often 
during the photography panel than 
during the panels for illustration 
and graphic design. ‘‘My summer 
vacation’’ pictures were a favorite 
submission, as were pictures of 
tree branches, pretty women (with 
and without clothes), children, cats 
(usually yellow), children with 
cats, sunrises, sunsets, flowers 
(usually red), cars, trains, glass- 
ware, and water lilies. There were 
lots of brides, with and without 
grooms. (‘‘Ah,’’ sighed one 
panelist, ‘‘always a bride, never a 
bridesmaid.’’) 

Although many of the pictures 
were fine for the family album, 
they were not the stuff of which 
professional photography is made. 
This is not to say that the range in 
Government photography is a nar- 
row one. The practical applica- 
tions of photography are many: as 
design, photography can concen- 
trate on interesting images; as il- 
lustration, it must be storytelling 
or journalistic; as studio photog- 
raphy, its purpose is to clearly 
show an item, as it would be shown 
in a catalog. Portfolios were not 
expected to meet all of these cri- 
teria, but many didn’t meet any of 
them—apparently because appli- 
cants viewed the portfolio as a 
means of personal expression 
(‘‘this is what I do to please 
myself’’) rather than a means of 
presenting examples of the range 
of their work (‘‘this is what I can 
do for you’’). 

‘*She’s been around a long time. 
She should have grown.”’ 

The problem with many graphic 
design portfolios was not so much 
the subject matter (most applicants 
did understand what professional 
graphic design is all about), but 
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with the lack of professional 
growth and versatility. Many de- 
sign projects seemed old- 
fashioned, showing no influence 
of what is currently going on in the 
field, either in technical break- 
throughs or in what the best of 
contemporary design looks like. 
Common pitfalls were: lack of 

knowledge of typography (‘‘when 
she gets into type, she gets in trou- 
ble’); overly elaborate design 
(‘‘these are cosmetic graphics; 
cosmetic graphics are like wear- 
ing colored contact lenses’? .. . 
“‘when he gets all dressed up, he 
looks like a stolen car’’); and 
design that fails to communicate 
(‘‘maybe I’m wrong, but I think 
posters should be legible’’). 

Several portfolios indicated that 
the people who submitted them 
had stopped growing and trying 
new approaches to communication 
through design several years ago; it 
was as if they found a formula and 
stuck with it. Since many people 
submitting that type of portfolio 
were already working in Govern- 
ment, it was an indication that 
there is a need for designers who 
are presently employed in Federal 
agencies to have refresher courses 
to update their skills and learn the 
language of contemporary visual 
communication. 

**Good work isn’t accidental.’’ 

Graphic design, illustration, and 
photography can solve commut i- 
cation problems; that is what pro- 
fessionals in those fields are paid 
to do. What separates a profes- 
sional from an amateur is, to a 
considerable extent, the problem- 
solver’s approach: ‘‘How can I 
convey this or that idea? ... 
What will happen if I try a differ- 
ent lens? . . . If I draw it from 
this perspective, will it do a better 
job?’’ 
An approach that lacks this 

point of view is comparable to 
Robert Frost’s description of writ- 
ing blank verse: It’s like “‘playing 
tennis with the net down.’’ When 
you get paid for your work, the net 
is generally up. This does not nec- 
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essarily mean, particularly among 
applicants for jobs at grades GS-5 
and GS-7, that examples of paid 
work experience had to be submit- 
ted: what it does mean is that peo- 
ple applying for Federal jobs, even 
at trainee levels, should exhibit a 
disciplined attitude toward their 
work. 

The Wheat From the Chaff 

In comparison with the total 
number of applications, the num- 
ber of applicants finally selected 
for the register was small: 20 of the 
illustrators were eligible, 12 of the 
graphic designers were eligible, 
and 14 of the photographers were 
eligible. These figures are based on 
slightly more than half of the ap- 
plications received. 

It became obvious during the 
first week of evaluations that the 
panels could not complete the job 
in three 1-week sessions. Plans 
were immediately set into motion 
to reconvene the panels to evaluate 
the remaining portfolios. This 
meant a delay in establishing the 
register since it wouldn’t have been 
fair to begin referring people to 
agencies having vacancies when all 
portfolios had not been reviewed. 

The prospect of going through 
the entire procedure all over again 
would have been demoralizing, if it 
hadn’t been for the quality of the 
register we could see emerging. At 
the end of each week, the portfo- 
lios of applicants rated eligible 
were lined up around the room on 
the light tables so that panelists 
could see the fruits of their labors 
and so that we could get an idea of 
the quality of talent we would be 
able to refer to Federal agencies. 

There was an enthusiastic re- 
sponse to the excellent work in the 
selected portfolios, a sense of 
satisfaction and shared excitement 
about it. The air was peppered 
with comments like, ‘‘Exciting im- 
ages!”’ . . . ‘*This is a person I’d 
hire—that I’d be enthusiastic 
about hiring.’”’ . . . ‘‘I’d hate to 
see the Government lose somebody 
like that.’’. . . ‘‘That’s a very in- 
telligent photograph. He’s think- 

ing.”’ ‘*That’s tack-sharp; 
needle-sharp.”’ It was clear that we 
would have a register of highly 
qualified applicants who could be 
referred for jobs with confidence. 

“*If we got one good person 
for the Government, 
this work was worth it.’’ 
(Government panelist) 

In terms of job performance, the 
impact of any new examining pro- 
gram is not likely to be immediate, 
and is often frustratingly difficult 
to measure. In the fields of graphic 
design, illustration, and photog- 
raphy, the impact will at least be 
visible—eventually. In the mean- 
time, progress has been made and 
satisfactions gained through work- 
ing on the program, some being 
directly related to the Commis- 
sion’s mission and some being a 
pleasant extra. 

The review of portfolios by a 
blue-ribbon panel was a significant 
**first’’ which can and will be ap- 
plied to other occupations. (‘‘His- 
tory,’’ we solemnly announced to 
coworkers who lacked the good 
fortune to be working on the proj- 
ect, ‘“‘is being made this sum- 
mer.’’) And getting forms and 
procedures off the drawing board 
and into action is always satisfy- 
ing, especially when the forms are 
actually usable and the procedures 
do work. 

The really interesting part was 
working with the panels. By work- 
ing together they not only con- 
tributed immeasurably to the qual- 
ity of Federal design, but opened 
some good channels of communi- 
cation between Government and 
the private sector. In the process, 
they learned that the standards of 
excellence are shared ones. 
And there was one added attrac- 

tion: One Federal panelist, whose 
previous attitude toward CSC pro- 
cedures can mildly be described as 
hostile, looked up from his work 
the third day of evaluations, 
grinned, and announced, ‘‘I’m fi- 
nally understanding the civil serv- 
ice.”’ 

All this, and a fine register, too.4 
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APPEALS DIGEST 

Termination of Probationers 

Probationary period 
Appellant was appointed to her position effective Oc- 
tober 14, 1973, subject to the satisfactory completion 
of a 1-year probationary period. She was separated 
by her agency on October 11, 1974, 2 days prior to 
the end of her probationary period. She appealed to 
the Federal Employee Appeals Authority, which sus- 
tained the agency action. Upon appellant’s petition 
to reopen, the Appeals Review Board reconsidered 
the appeal, reversed the decision of the FEAA, can- 
celed the termination, and restored appellant to her 
position. 

The Board cited FPM chapter 315, paragraph 8- 
4f, which provides that an agency desiring to termi- 
nate an employee ‘‘must separate him before the end 
of his tour of duty on the last day of probation’’ 
since ‘‘separations are effective at midnight and pro- 
bationary periods are completed at the end of a tour 
of duty.’’ 

Noting that the 2 days immediately following ap- 
pellant’s termination were a Saturday and Sunday 
and thus not a part of appellant’s scheduled work- 
week, the Board found that the last day upon which 
appellant could complete a ‘‘tour of duty’’ was 
Friday, October 11, 1974. The Board found that 
upon completion appellant was entitled to receive the 
benefit of all adverse action procedures provided 
under subpart B, part 752 of the regulations. Since 
appellant’s separation was not accomplished under 
those procedures and was effective at midnight Oc- 
tober 11, 1974, after completion of the probationary 
period, the Board found her separation to be pro- 
cedurally defective. (Decision No. RB315H60004.) 

Bumping rights 
Appellant was identified by his agency for release 

from his competitive level by reduction in force and 
was separated from the position of Supervisory 

Reduction in Force 

14 

Guidance Counselor, GS-1710-11. On appeal, ap- 
pellant contended he had been improperly denied the 
right to displace (bump) an employee in a lower re- 
tention subgroup who occupied the position of 
Guidance Counselor, GS-1710-9, for which he 
believed himself to be fully qualified. 

The agency did not dispute appellant’s basic quali- 
fications for the GS-9 position, but stated that ap- 
pellant had no right to displace the female incumbent 
because the agency had determined the position re- 
quired the employment of a woman. FEAA reversed 
the agency action since the Commission had not ap- 
proved sex as a selective certification factor for the 
position at issue and an employee’s sex may not be 
considered as a qualifications requirement for a posi- 
tion without the specific approval of the Commis- 
sion. (Decision No. SE035160001.) 

Salary Retention 

Demotion 
The promotion of the appellant from GS-14 to 

GS-15 was cancelled by his employing agency pur- 
suant to an arbitrator’s award ordering the promo- 
tion vacated. The appellant filed an appeal under 
part 752B of the Commission’s regulations alleging 
that the cancellation of his promotion was a reduc- 
tion in grade subject to that regulation. However, the 
field office found this appeal not within its jurisdic- 
tion because the appellant is in the excepted service 
and is not a preference eligible as defined in 5 U.S.C. 
2108. 

The appellant also filed an appeal contending that 
the cancellation of his promotion was tantamount to 
demotion and pointing out that he met all the re- 
quirements for salary retention upon demotion. The 
agency contended that salary retention did not apply 
because he was returned to the lower grade by cancel- 
lation of an erroneous personnel action. 

In finding for the appellant, the FEAA determined 
that the action which the agency listed as a cancella- 
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tion was in fact a demotion under the terms of 
S5CFRS531.201(a), which in pertinent part defines de- 
motion as a change of an employee, while continu- 
ously employed, from one General Schedule grade to 
a lower General Schedule grade, with or without 
reduction in pay. (Decision No. DE531E60001.) 

Discrimination Complaint 

Informal adjustment 
The complainant filed a discrimination complaint 

in connection with the agency’s failure to attempt to 
obtain a waiver of physical qualification require- 
ments necessary for appointment to the position for 
which he had applied. The complaint proceeded to a 
hearing, during which an agreement was reached that 
the complaint would be withdrawn if the agency was 
able to obtain the necessary waiver. 

In light of this verbal agreement, the complaints 
examiner referred the case back to the agency. The 
agency subsequently obtained the required waiver 
and complainant was appointed to the position 
sought. Complainant then requested that the hearing 
be reconvened to address the matter of retroactive 
appointment. The agency denied this request and 
complainant appealed to the Appeals Review Board. 

The Board noted that section 713.217(a) of the 
regulations provides that an adjustment of a com- 
plaint shall be reduced to writing and made a part of 
the complaint file. FPM chapter 713, paragraph B- 
7a, states that a written adjustment shall be signed by 
the parties and shall show that the adjustment serves 
as a basis for termination of complaint processing. 

The Board found that the hearing transcript which 
reflected the adjustment was merely a record of ver- 
bal exchange and did not constitute a written agree- 
ment of the sort required by regulations and the 
FPM. Since complainant had never formally with- 
drawn his complaint, the Board found that the agen- 
cy was without basis for declining to proceed with the 
complaint from the point at which processing ceased. 
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The Board rescinded the agency’s termination of the 
complaint and remanded the case for a new offer to 
complainant of a hearing or a decision on the merits 
without a hearing. (Decision No. RBO71360025.) 

Resignation—right to withdraw 
The appellant submitted a resignation that was to be 

effective 1 month later. One week later he requested 
permission to withdraw the resignation. The agency 
denied the request on grounds that administrative 
disruption would occur because his training had been 
discontinued and recruitment to fill the vacancy had 
been accomplished. 

The FEAA found no evidence that the resignation 
was involuntary. The evidence reflected, however, 
that appellant’s training was interrupted for only 5 
working days, that the individuals allegedly recruited 
to fill the vacancy were selected from a certificate re- 
quested 1 month prior to appellant’s submission of 
his resignation, and that the selections were made 1 
day before appellant attempted to withdraw his res- 
ignation. Based on the record, the FEAA concluded 
the agency did not have valid reasons for denying ap- 
pellant’s request to withdraw his resignation prior to 
the effective date as required by section 715.202(b) of 
the regulations. 

The FEAA found that the agency’s failure to allow 
the appellant to withdraw his resignation was, in ef- 
fect, an adverse action. Since the action was taken 
without following the precedures set forth in section 
752.202 of the regulations, the appellant’s separation 
was held to be fatally procedurally defective. (Deci- 
sion No. DE752B50137.) 

G) Gd 0) GJ 
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Suspension 

Decision notice 
The appellant received a notice of proposed sus- 

pension from duty and submitted a reply. The agency 
subsequently issued a decision indicating that consid- 
eration had been given to the reply and informing the 
appellant of the decision to suspend. The decision did 
not specifically state that the charge was sustained. 

The Federal Employee Appeals Authority cited 
section 752.302(c) of the regulations, which provides 
that the employee is entitled to notice of the agency’s 
decision and the notice shall inform the employee of 
the reasons for the suspension. The FEAA found 
that since the agency decision did not state that the 
charge was sustained, it did not meet the requirement 
of informing the employee of the reasons for the 
suspension. Accordingly, the decision reversed the 
agency action on the basis of procedural error. 

The agency requested that the Appeals Review 
Board reopen and reconsider the FEAA decision, 
alleging that it was erroneous and precedential in 
nature. The Board reopened and affirmed the FEAA 
decision based on findings that the agency had com- 
mitted fatal procedural error in not advising the 
employee of whether the suspension action was based 
on one or both of the reasons cited in the proposal 
notice. Accordingly, the FEAA decision was found 
not to involve new or unreviewed policy or an er- 
roneous interpretation of law or regulation or a 
misapplication of established policy. (Decision No. 
RB752C50055.) 

Decision notice—another view 
The agency issued a notice of proposed 10-day 

suspension on August 28, 1974, for expectorating on 
a supervisor. Appellant replied on September 5, 
1974. He was retained in active duty status on an 
uninterrupted basis. No further word was received by 
appellant regarding this matter until he received the 
decision letter dated April 2, 1975, finding the charge 
sustained and suspending him for 3 days. 

The FEAA field office found the action unreason- 
able and reversed the agency suspension. The field 
office quoted FPM Supplement 751-1, section S7-5, 
in support of its decision. This section provides that 
delivery of notice of decision shall be effected at the 
earliest practicable date. ‘‘It is important that an 
agency issue a final decision within a reasonable time 
after the employee has made his reply . . . . No ex- 
act minimum period within which this must be done 
can be established. However, if the agency takes no 
action for an extended period of time, and gives no 
indication to the employee that the final action to be 
taken is still being considered, the employee may be 
justified in concluding that the agency has aban- 
doned its proposal.’’ 

Since the agency had failed to take timely action, 
in breach of its duty, and since in the alternative, did 
not submit any evidence to indicate whether it was 
prevented from taking prompt action by unusual or 
extenuating circumstances, the field office found the 
delay unreasonable and in violation of the principle 
noted in section S7-5 above. Accordingly, the field 
office found the agency action procedurally defec- 
tive. (Decision No. NY752C50012.) 

— Paul D. Mahoney 
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MANAGEMENT 

CONCEPTION OF THE 
TERM ‘‘public policies’’ is 

a kind of travel license. I think I 
can recognize an articulated public 
policy when I see one. Congress 
often states such policies in the 
opening ‘‘findings,’’ which it uses 
in statutes concerning new pro- 
grams. Such findings at the start 
of the Intergovernmental Person- 
nel Act, although very broad, area 

useful definition of what a ‘‘merit 
system’’ consists of. 

Recently I have had occasion to 
refer to other enabling statutes that 
created agencies such as HUD, and 
the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. You will find there 
the kind of broad statement of 
functions and objectives agencies 
find comfortable to apply. They 
furnish a roomy framework within 
which administrative discretion 
may be exercised, and they provide 
a useful first step in agency courses 
on Management by Objectives. 

But if you want to chart a course 
that will discover all the ingre- 
dients necessary to achieve sus- 
tained managerial excellence, par- 
ticularly in that narrow stratum 
defined as ‘‘executives,’’ you have 
to enlarge your conception of the 
content and formulation of public 
policy. Specifically, you must 
make some allowance for the dy- 
namics involved in the shifting of 
powers between the branches of 
Government, and the erosion of 
the capacity for executive direc- 
tion. This latter notion is fostered 
by the tendency of the legislative 
and judicial branches to commit to 
oversight by the public matters 
that formerly were regarded as 
suitable subjects only for executive 
or legislative branch scrutiny, 
deliberation, and resolution. 
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AND PUBLIC 
POLICIES 
by Anthony L. Mondello 

Who’s Got the Power? 

The first notion—the shift of 
power between the branches— 
becomes more visible every day. 
There has always been tension and 
rivalry between Congress and the 
President, and historians record 
which Presidents were strong in 
this battle, and which were weak. 
Recently, however, the handling of 
this tension has changed. Some of 
the issues are fundamental and 
persistent—like impoundment of 
funds (i.e., who controls resource 
expenditure), or executive privilege 
(i.e., who controls sensitive in- 
formation). The new twist is that 
Congress has sought confirmation 

EXCELLENCE 

of its powers in the courts, and in 
the process all doubt has been re- 
moved about the superior position 
of the judicial branch among the 
three branches of Government. 

FOI 

It is interesting to trace a related 
series of episodes that show this 
process at work in the newly dis- 
covered area of public informa- 
tion. The Freedom of Information 
Act itself was a Congressional 
reaction to miserable management 
by the executive branch of its in- 
formation policies. It was con- 
ceived because of mistrust of the 
willingness of executive branch 
managers to follow rational and 
relatively open policies of informa- 
tion disclosure. Congress opened 
up everything, subject only to the 
provisions of some crudely drawn 
exemptions that sought to satisfy 
only the executive branch’s most 
crying needs. 
When Congresswoman Patsy 

Mink failed to get the classified 
documents she had requested con- 
cerning the Amchitka explosion, 
she and about 30 other Congress- 
men made no attempt at correcting 
the first exemption by legislative 
means—they simply brought suit 
in court. Ultimately the Supreme 
Court decided that the first exemp- 
tion did not mean what about 30 
Congressmen agreed it meant (it 
exempted matters required by Ex- 
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ecutive order to be kept secret in 
the interest of national defense or 
foreign policy), so the documents 
on the Amchitka explosion were 
not available. Congress has since 
changed that result in the 1974 
Amendments to the Freedom of 
Information Act so that anyone 
can cause a court to read classified 
documents to decide whether they 
are in fact properly classified. 

As a result of the President’s 
veto message on these amendments 
(which Congress overrode), the 

legislative history makes it clear 
that Congress expects the courts to 
consider seriously what the exec- 
utive branch says when it de 
scribes, in affidavits and plead- 
ings, the classified context that 

must be understood in order to 
judge whether specific documents 
are properly classified. 

Think of it—a monumental 
clash occurs between the President 
and the Congress that requires an 
opinion by the Supreme Court, is 
followed by more legislation, then 
a veto with a sharp message from 
the President, and then the over- 
ride. And the net result is a process 
that requires an executive branch 
executive to call upon his finest 
powers of articulation to persuade 
his audience (a judge) not to harm 

an important Government func- 
tion. 

Sooner or later one of those 
cases under the new amendment 
will get to the Supreme Court, and 

the ultimate resolution will prob- 

ably be cast in terms of the weight 
the lower court should have given 
to judgmental statements in the ex- 
ecutive branch affidavit. 

Civil Rights 

This sounds like an uneasy— 
even unlikely—basis for a rule that 
keeps these important contending 
parties at bay. But lest you dis- 
count it too quickly, I remind you 
that a similar judicial rule, having 
to do with the shifting of the bur- 
den of proof, permitted the courts 
to become the cutting edge of the 
civil rights movement in an effort 
to cure a monumental congres- 
sional default. 
Remember Brown v. Board of 

Education, which reversed Plessy 
v. Ferguson and held that separate 
is not equal? 

Here was a serious problem that 
threatened to tear the country 
apart. That was 1954. 
How long did it take for Con- 

gress to react? The Civil Rights 
Act was passed in 1964. 

It took 10 long years! 
And when they finished, they 

created the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission with lit- 
tle enforcement power and a small 
budget. They proved they were 
willing to say ‘‘don’t dis- 
criminate.’’ They say it again and 
again. But they have never done 
enough about it. As yet, there are 
no massive programs specially fo- 
cused and designed to bring our 
historically disadvantaged minor- 
ities to levels of education, hous- 
ing, and employment shared by a 
large segment of middle-class 
Americans. 

By 1972, Congress recognized 
that it could create enforcement 
powers in the Civil Service Com- 
mission with respect to executive 
branch employment, and we are 
showing effective progress with it. 
But by and large, Congress has not 
done much to solve our civil rights 
problems. 

All the courts did some years 
ago under the 1964 Act was to ac- 
cept disparate racial composition 
of work force statistics as the 
equivalent of a prima facie case of 
discrimination and the burden was 
then shifted to the employer to 
prove that the facts are otherwise 
explainable. Along the way, the 
courts have made it clear that 
employers must keep records of 
the policies they follow in making 
hiring selections, and they must 
announce those policies so all who 
are affected can (1) judge those 
policies, and (2) bring lawsuits if 
they are not satisfied with the 
policies or the practices followed. 

Again, you have the resolution 
of important functions affecting 
the public being resolved by the ar- 
ticulation of policy and practice by 
managers, subject to review in the 
courts, i.e., oversight in the public 
gaze. 

Other Cases 

There are other cases where 
Congressmen have conceded judi- 
cial jurisdiction in order to bring 
the executive branch to heel. Sena- 
tor Ervin tried to enforce his sub- 
poenas against the Nixon White 
House, and Congress’s Special 
Prosecutor used the courts to get 
his hands on the Presidential tapes. 
That last one was a bit costly. They 
got the tapes, but the Supreme 
Court made it plain in lengthy dic- 
tum that the occasion was a rela- 
tively unusual occurrence where a 
broad Presidential claim of exec- 
utive privilege would be denied as 
against specific competing interests 
in the fair administration of crim- 
inal justice. The doctrine of ex- 
ecutive privilege, which Congress 
has for years been trying to de 
stroy, was given a new lease on life 
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in the Nixon tapes case. 
The lesson in all of this is that 

the legislative and executive 
branches suffer wins and losses 
against each other, while the courts 
simply pick up more jurisdiction. 

The People and the Courts 

Oversight by the public was the 
other strain I noted a while ago. 
Congressional oversight is notori- 
ously sporadic and spotty—where 
it exists at all. So congressional 
committees now play a role of get- 
ting involved selectively in disputes 
between members of the public, or 
unions, or public interest groups 
on the one hand, and the executive 
branch on the other. To assist the 
process, Congress has passed a 
number of statutes giving the 
public access to the courts. 
On their own, of course, the 

courts had so broadened the judi- 
cial concept of standing to bring 
suit, and the statutory-judicial 
concept of class actions, that it had 
become very easy for anyone to 
find his way into a court suit. And 
to add to the mix, the Warren 
court—which fortunately had ad- 
dressed national problems that 
Congress had not faced up to— 
spawned an intense and pervasive 
mood of judicial activism that 
broadly construed both statutes 
and the Constitution in such a way 
as to create new opportunities for 
the ordinarily very litigious 
American people. 

That path, too, is easy to trace. 
Again—starting with Brown v. 
Board of Education, then Baker v. 
Carr (one man, one vote), through 
Griswold v. Connecticut (where 
Justice Douglas said, after citing 
some cases, that ‘‘the foregoing 
cases suggest that specific guaran- 
tees in the Bill of Rights have pe- 
numbras, formed by emanations 
from those guarantees that help 
give them life and substance’’), to 
Miranda (coerced confessions), 
and Gideon v. Wainwright (right 
to counsel for indigent accused)— 
the Warren court fashioned real 
rights under the Constitution for 
literally millions of people in broad 
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classes whose paper rights had 
previously gone unfulfilled. 

This was very heady wine for the 
judicial branch (something less 
than 700 strong) who, sleeves 
rolled up, found they could run 
and desegregate entire school 
systems and directly countermand 
the deliberations of State legis- 
lative committees on gerrymander- 
ing apportionment. 

For a while the courts ran rela- 
tively unbridled. But they learned 
soon enough what we always learn 
—you can push what appears to be 
a good policy too far, and when 
you do, public resistance will over- 
come you. For example, they 
learned that busing is no panacea 
in education—not merely because 
it was fought by whites in Detroit 
and Boston—but also by blacks in 
some cities in the south. 

In darker moments, I used to 
fear the judiciary would directly 
run everything, and I concocted 
the suggestion that when the book 
on The Demise of Democracy in 
America was written, its final 
chapter would be titled ‘‘The Judi- 
cial Tyranny.’’ But we have been 
very lucky in this country with our 
judicial appointments to Federal 
courts, despite some of what you 
can read in that recent book enti- 
tled The Benchwarmers. We have 

a great corps of generally wise 
judges. And there are clear, cur- 
rent indications of a renascence of 
habits of judicial restraint that 
formerly prevailed, with the 
Supreme Court leading the way. 

The Courts Are Listening 

Recently, within about a year’s 
time, the Civil Service Commission 
had a hand in winning four cases in 

the Supreme Court that lend credi- 
bility to my suggestion about judi- 
cial restraint, and our heightened 
capacity to exercise discretion in 
the affairs for which we are re 
sponsible. The cases are: the 
NALC case on constitutionality of 
the Hatch Act; Christian v. N.Y. 
Dept. of Labor on exhaustion of 
administrative procedures; Man- 
cari on limited nonracially based 
approval of Indian preference; and 
Arnett v. Kennedy’s upholding of 
employee dismissal for speech 
recklessly critical of his immediate 
superior. These cases can generally 
be interpreted to make the point 
that management does have ample 
discretion to make our system 
work well. Indeed, the Sampson 
case was very specific about this, 
and the court talked of the “*. . . 
established rule that the Govern- 
ment has traditionally been grant- 
ed the widest latitude in the dis- 
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patch of its own internal affairs.’’ 
Who grants it? The courts, of 

course. 
But the courts are listening. Re- 

cently the Judicial Conference of, 
and attended by, all the Federal 
district and circuit court judges of 
the District of Columbia invited 
me to speak to them of our prob- 
lems. 

I told them how easy it is for 
court decisions on particular mat- 
ters to blunt our effectiveness. But 
I was also anxious to tell them 
what we are doing to help our- 
selves and to streamline our pro- 
cedures, to show them we could in- 
deed be trusted to handle executive 
branch affairs on our own, and 
without too much judicial inter- 
ference. 

There are some things we have 
to face. There was an episode 
called Vietnam that really hap 
pened. And Watergate also hap- 
pened. The effect was a monumen- 
tal set of mistrust of clandestine 
executive branch operations built 
one right on top of another. We 
have been keeping the Government 
running despite these happenings, 
and it falls to our lot to overcome 
this heritage of mistrust. The task 
is not easy and Congress is busy 
setting new rules for the game. 
You will find these rules in the 
following statutes concerning 
openness: 

Openness 

Mechanisms Oversight 

Freedom of 
Information 1 

(1967) 

Freedom of 
Information 2 
(1974) 

Fair Credit 
Reporting Act 

Advisory Committee 
Act 

Privacy Act 

Congressmen 

Committees 

Unions (know as 
much about our 

business as we do) 

Public Interest 
Groups 

Criminal Justice 

Information Bill 

Federal Employees 

Government in 

Sunshine Bill 

Members of the 

Public 

Whistleblowers Bill 

$.1210 

Create Some 

Records Act 

S.1289 

Press and Media 

There is a special point in 
treating the various acts very seri- 
ously because of civil sanctions 
against Federal employees who 
perform poorly under Freedom of 
Information 2, and criminal sanc- 
tions in the Privacy Act that be- 
came effective in September 1975, 
and in S.1289. 

The Office of Management and 
Budget says the Freedom of In- 
formation Act Amendments will 
cost 300 to 500 million dollars per 
year for the first 5 years. If that is a 
silly way to spend our money, and 
in part it is, you should at least 
remember that despite our disgorg- 
ing of documents, the walls of 
Government have not yet begun to 
crack and crumble, and in the 
process of defending against dis- 
closure of some documents we 
have become very precise and per- 
suasive demonstrators, based on 
our superior position and knowl- 
edge, of the harm disclosures 
would cause. But in future man- 
agement of Government affairs 
managers will be operating more 
and more in a goldfish bowl, and 
will be receiving very public 
criticism from many groups view- 
ing them from different vantage 
points. 

New Kind of Excellence 

What this means, and what 
managerial excellence must come 
to mean, is that Government man- 
agers must prove their competence 
as never before. In formulating 
new or changed policy, he or she 
must take into account all of the 
likely views of many critical pub- 
lics, and must take them into ac- 
count in advance, and probably 
after consultation with potential 
critics. They must then determine 
the policy to be followed, and pub- 
lish it and proceed to enforce it. At 
whatever stage it reaches public 
debate, they must mount the pub- 
lic podium and defend it. In doing 
this, whether in or out of court, 
they must be the most knowledge- 
able and articulate spokesmen of 
all who speak. 

If you need comfort in this new 
role, remember that judicial activ- 
ism is receding, and that there is a 
Supreme Court. Remember, too, 
that despite the injunctions for- 
merly obtained by environmental- 
ists and others that stopped the 
Government in its tracks on spe- 
cific projects, these effects, in the 
hands of the courts, are becoming 
less devastating. 

As the courts begin to recognize 
our increased competence, they 
will be more and more willing to 
trust us, and to defer to our exper- 
tise. The game can be won, and ef- 
fective government will prevail, if 
we proceed to demonstrate this 
new kind of excellence. 
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Personnel Information 

Methods? 

Answering general questions about a 

Federal personnel matter -- about 

retirement, say -- can cost: 

@ 88 —ifittakesaGS-7 

employee in your office 

10 minutes to provide 

the information. 

@ 25* —if you give the employee a FED FACTS 3 purchased from the 

Superintendent of Documents. 

@ 3* —orless if you give the employee a FED FACTS 3 by riding the 

Civil Service Commission's requisition at the time of printing. 

Take advantage of these cost effective pamphlets. Watch for CSC Bulletins 

announcing revisions or reprints (schedule below) -- and order enough to go around. 

FED FACTS 1 on the Incentive Awards Program (Jan.) FED FACTS 9 on Maternity Benefits (Oct.) 

FED FACTS 2 on Political Activity (Jan., Aug.) FED FACTS 10 on the Discrimination Complaints System (Nov.) 

FED FACTS 3 on the Civil Service Retirement System (June) FED FACTS 11 on Employee Appeals from Adverse Actions (Feb.) 

FED FACTS 4 on Financial Protection (Jan.) FED FACTS 12 on the Displaced Employee Program (Jan.) 

FED FACTS 5 on the Federal Merit Promotion Policy (July) FED FACTS 13 on Reductions in Force in Federal Agencies (May) 

FED FACTS 6 on Serving the Public: The Extra Step (Sept.) FED FACTS 14 on Reemployment Rights of Federal Employees who 

FED FACTS 7 on You and Fair Wages (April) Perform Duty in the Armed Forces (Nov.) 

FED FACTS 8 on Meeting your Financial Obligations (Dec.) FED FACTS 15 on the Federal Labor Relations Program (Oct. ) 
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SIANDARDS & TESTS 

FPM Bulletin 
on Standards Projects 

A list of classification and qualification standards 
projects underway or scheduled for FY 1976 and into 
FY 1977 is being released via FPM Bulletin. This is 
the first time official feedback of the CSC Standards 
Division’s scheduled and possible standards projects 
for the year has been provided to agencies and unions 
in response to their recommendations. Accompany- 
ing the bulletin is a cover letter soliciting comments 
about the individual occupations planned for study. 
This release is intended to provide more time than in 
the past for agencies and unions to schedule and de- 
velop input for projects not yet initiated. The release 
will replace the separate notices formerly sent to 
agencies and unions upon initiation of individual 
projects. 

Restructuring the 
Blue-Collar Coding System 

Early in 1976 the Civil Service Commission will 
issue a draft revision of the ‘‘Handbook of Blue 
Collar Occupational Families and Series’ (to be 
published as Part III, Definitions of Trades and 
Labor Occupations, Job Grading System for Trades 
and Labor Occupations/FPM Supplement 512-1, 
for use in coding trades and labor jobs). The revised 
coding system would reduce the number of titles and 
series from more than 1,700 to about 450, with most 
reductions coming from those series already con- 
solidated by the set of 124 basic standards. 

New Manager/Superintendent Standard 

A new position classification standard for Produc- 
tion and Maintenance Managers in the General Facil- 
ities and Equipment Series, GS-1601 (a General 
Schedule standard) will supersede that portion of the 
present Job Grading Standard for Supervisors 
WS/NS that applies to superintendents. Agencies 

will be responsible for determining which of the pres- 
ent Wage System superintendent positions will be- 
come General Schedule positions. 

Originally the standard was intended only for the 
Department of the Navy, but it is being issued as a 
Government-wide standard in order to aid in the 
classification of similar positions in other agencies. 
Care will have to be taken by non-Navy classifiers to 
translate the ‘‘Scope of Operations’’ criteria to their 
own management and program environment. 

Revised Guide. . . New Guide 

The revised Supervisory Grade-Evaluation Guide 
and a first-time-ever Work Leader Grade-Evaluation 
Guide for clerical and other one-grade interval oc- 
cupations in the General Schedule will be available 
for regular distribution about March 1976. 

The revised SGEG provides definitions for and dis- 
tinguishes between supervisory and managerial posi- 
tions for all personnel purposes other than labor- 
management relations purposes. As a result of the 
revised Introduction and Part I to SGEG, some posi- 
tions now identified as supervisory will no longer be 
considered supervisory. The titling criteria have been 
tightened so that a minimum core of duties and re- 
sponsibilities must be met to title a position as super- 
visory. Also, many changes have been made in Part 
I’s grading criteria. For example, grade-level criteria 
have been provided for evaluating second-level su- 
pervisory positions, and the lowest grade level for 
supervisor has been raised from GS-4 to GS-5 to 
reflect the more demanding criteria for supervisor. 

Clerical and other one-grade interval positions that 
involve leadership of other employees will sometimes 
be titled with the prefix ‘‘Lead’’ and evaluated by 
reference to the Work Leader GEG. 

Only editorial changes were made in Part Il of 
SGEG, which provides criteria for supervisors of 
two-grade interval work. 

—Sandra Blake 

CIVIL SERVICE JOURNAL 



assessment center 
approach: 

SELECTING 
EMPLOYEES 
FOR UPWARD 

GENCIES have long been 
concerned with the problem 

of identifying supervisory and 
managerial talent in the work 
force, but in the last few years 
there has been a growing concern 
with identifying employees who 
possess knowledges, skills, and 

abilities that are far greater than 
the demands of the low-level posi- 
tions they are currently in. These 
agencies are providing lower 
graded employees in apparently 
dead-end positions the opportunity 
to move into bridging jobs, which 
lead to career fields that more 
closely match their individual work 
objectives and potential. 

An individual at this level may 
not have an opportunity in his or 
her current job to demonstrate 
proficiency in the skills and abili- 
ties required for a higher level 
bridging position. It is necessary in 
such cases to provide an evaluative 
situation that will permit the indi- 
vidual to demonstrate skills and 
abilities to perform tasks that are 
related to the job demands of the 
higher level position. 

The use of the assessment center 
technique is ideally suited for this 
type of situation. 

What Is an Assessment Center? 

The assessment center is a 

method of measurement involving 
multiple evaluation techniques. 
Generally, the evaluation tech- 
niques are various forms of job- 
related simulation exercises to in- 
clude group discussions, siraula- 
tions of interviews with subor- 
dinates, oral presentations, and 
written communication exercises. 
These exercises are designed to 
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elicit behaviors related to the skills 
essential to success on the job. 

The assessment center method 
has been used extensively by the 
Federal Government for identify- 
ing and developing supervisory 
and management potential from 
the existing work force. Until re- 
cently, the only Federal agency 
known to have used the assessment 
center for an upward mobility pro- 
gram was the Federal Aviation 
Administration, Department of 
Transportation. The FAA staff 
successfully integrated the assess- 
ment center technique into their 
selection process and are in the 
second year of their upward mo- 
bility program. 

Case History 

In the autumn of 1974, represen- 
tatives from the Bureau of Engrav- 

MOBILITY 
ing and Printing, Department of 
the Treasury, requested assistance 
from the Civil Service Commis- 
sion to develop and operate an 
assessment center, as one of the 
evaluative tools for selection of 
employees for the agency’s upward 
mobility program. Members of the 
Commission’s Personnel Research 
and Development Center (PRDC) 
responded to this request and suc- 
cessfully developed an assessment 
center model tailored for this pro- 
gram. 

The positions that were identi- 
fied for the upward mobility pro- 
gram were: production controller, 
accounting technician, voucher ex- 
aminer, supply clerk, physical sci- 
ence technician, management as- 
sistant, and engineering drafts- 
man. 
A job analysis of these positions 

was conducted. One source of data 
came from a quantifiable job anal- 
ysis form that was administered to 
supervisors and incumbents of the 
positions. Another input came 
from the classification standards 
covering the positions. A review of 
all the data by representatives from 
the PRDC staff and the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing produced 
nine skill/ability areas essential to 
the positions. 

Although many factors were 
considered in the total evaluative 
process, the assessment center pro- 
vided a great input in making the 
final selection. A total of 82 can- 
didates elected to participate in the 
program and were evaluated by the 
assessment center. This assessment 
center consisted of three job- 
related exercises tailored to the 
Federal work force and requiring 
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approximately 4 hours of the can- 
didate’s time. The three exercises 
corisisted of an individual written 
problem, group discussion, and an 
individual oral presentation. 

The assessors for this program 
were employees in the agency who 
were currently enrolled in the agen- 

cy’s initial management develop- 
ment program and represented the 
different departments in the agen- 
cy. The group of eleven assessors 
received 2 days of on-site training 
that required each of them to par- 
ticipate in each of the exercises, in- 
cluding a discussion of the range 
of behaviors observable in each of 
the exercises, and also required 
them to observe and rate a group 
of mock candidates. 

The assessment center was oper- 
ated at the Bureau of Engraving 
and Printing, with each team of 2 
assessors observing and rating a 
group of 6 candidates for a period 
of a half day (8:30-12:30). The 
candidates returned to their jobs in 
the afternoon, while the team of 

assessors developed an assessment 
center report for each of the can- 
didates. This program was de- 
signed to use three teams of asses- 
sors to observe and evaluate 18 
candidates per day. 

Results 

The results of the overall assess- 
ment center scores for the 82 can- 
didates indicate the process was 
able to differentiate among the 
candidates in terms of their skills 
and abilities to perform job-related 
tasks. 

Categorically, a total of 12 
(14.6%) scored high, 52 (63.4%) 
scored satisfactorily, and 18 (22%) 
scored low. The final selection of 
candidates for the program indi- 
cates the assessment center results 
had a considerable impact on the 
selection panel’s decision. 

In addition to its value in the 
selection process, one of the fea- 
tures of the assessment center was 
that the evaluation reports were 

used in feedback and counseling 
sessions for each of the candidates. 
Every person was given a summary 
of his/her strengths and weak- 
nesses as observed in the assess- 
ment center. This information can 
form the basis of further develop- 
mental efforts. 

Post-assessment surveys were 

administered to assessors and can- 
didates. Generally, they elicited a 
favorable response co the total 
assessment center process. 

More Information 

Details of the program can be 
obtained from a Technical Memo- 
randum published by PRDC titled 
**An Overview of the Upward Mo- 
bility Assessment Center for the 
Bureau of Engraving and Print- 
ing,’’ written by Dale Baker and 
Hardy Hall, or by contacting Ken- 
neth Kalscheur, coordinator of the 
Bureau of Engraving and Print- 
ing’s Upward Mobility Program 
(964-7218). s 

INTERGOVERNMIENTAL PERSPECTIVES 

Although a successful campaign can transform the 
novice politician into a Governor or county commis- 
sioner, it does not necessarily prepare him or her ade- 
quately for this transformation. As a result, newly 
elected officials are often stymied by the transition 
they must make virtually overnight. 

Freshman officials must become familiar with the 
basics of government, while both they and their 
veteran colleagues must confront an increasingly 
complex array of problems. For these reasons, IPA 
funds are being used across the country to support 
training programs for elected officials. 

a3 

Governors and Legislators 

At the State level, both Governors and State 
legislators have participated in IPA training pro- 
grams. A series of Seminars for Governors-Elect has 
been developed and conducted by the National Gov- 
ernors’ Conference to help new Governors organize 
their offices and to give them some early, nonpar- 
tisan advice on management and_ executive- 
legislative, Federal-State, and press relations. The 
National Governors’ Conference has also published 
The Critical Hundred Days, a transition manual for 
new Governors, with IPA assistance. 
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States as distant as New Hampshire and Alaska 
have used IPA funds to run training programs for 
State legislators. In Fiscal Year 1975 alone, three 
States conducted training for this target group. Min- 
nesota ran a joint session of the legislature on prob- 
lems the State will face in the next two decades. New 
Hampshire conducted training in parliamentary pro- 
cedures and briefings on various State departments. 
And Delaware sponsored both orientation for fresh- 
man legislators and training for all members of the 
legislature in the appropriations process, legislative 
procedures, and collective bargaining in the public 
sector. 

In previous years, IPA has funded the following 
projects involving State legislatures: in Alaska, train- 
ing in computer auditing and statistical sampling for 
the Division of Legislative Audit; in Maryland, train- 
ing in public labor-management relations for State 
legislators; in Illinois, specialized training for the 
legislative fiscal staff and general orientation for new 
legislators; in Montana, an open hearing on new clas- 
sification and collective bargaining bills for leg- 
islators and key labor and management officials; in 
Washington, internship programs in both the State 
Senate and House; and in California, training in par- 
liamentary procedures and government structures for 
newly elected legislators. The California legislature 
now supports this effort with its own funds. 
Members and staff of State legislatures throughout 

the country have also benefited from training funded 
by a national IPA grant awarded jointly to the Na- 
tional Legislative Conference and the Council of 
State Governments. This was a two-part project in- 
volving a seminar on State-Federal issues and a train- 
ing program on legislative presession conference and 
legislative orientation and training. 

Elected Local Officials 

With IPA assistance, two organizations conducted 
training throughout the country for elected city of- 
ficials in FY 1975. The National League of Cities ran 
a series of Policy Leaders Seminars for City Council 
Members, and the Joint Center for Political Studies 
administered training for newly elected mayors and 
city council members from smaller, disadvantaged 
communities. 

October-December 1975 

On the local level, IPA grants have been involved 
in the following training projects for elected and ap- 
pointed municipal officials: in West Virginia, pub- 
lication of a handbook on responsibilities and au- 
thorities of mayors as set forth in the State Code; in 
California, orientation for new city officials; in 
Pennsylvania, training in supervision and labor rela- 
tions for nearly 250 municipal officials; and in South 
Dakota, training in such topics as parliamentary pro- 
cedure in intergovernmental relations. 

In Arizona and Iowa, State associations of coun- 
ties conducted orientation programs for newly elect- 
ed county officials with IPA assistance; and in 
Michigan, the State association of counties and the 
State university cosponsored seminars in financial 
management and county budgeting for newly elected 
county commissioners. 
On the national level, the IPA-funded manage- 

ment development service to counties in several 
States, administered by the National Association of 
Counties, included training and technical assistance 
for elected county officials. 

At many IPA-funded training courses, elected of- 
ficials from both State and local jurisdictions par- 
ticipate together. Such courses have included training 
in communications and decisionmaking offered by 
the University of California at San Diego, fiscal 
management training by the State of West Virginia 
Tax Department, and management training for local 
officials by the State of North Carolina and the 
University of Texas at Austin’s LBJ School of Public 
Affairs. In addition, Cornell University’s New York 
State School of Industrial and Labor Relations has 
published a series of manuals on local legislative 
duties and local budgeting. 
Through its funding of the National Training and 

Development Service, the IPA is involved in training 
that cuts across jurisdictional lines. NTDS makes 
training in a wide variety of subjects available to 
elected officials in State, county, and municipal 
government. 

IPA training helps both freshman and veteran 
elected officials to be better prepared to meet their 
policymaking and management responsibilities. The 
increasing activities in this area indicate the need for 
continuing education of elected officials. 

—Susan Tejada 



THE AWARDS STORY 
A Worthwhile Investment 

Fiscal Year 1975 Federal Incentive Awards pro- 
gram results show that the Government received a 
return of $1 for every 11 and a half cents paid in 
awards to employees. In all, over $216 million in 
measurable benefits to the Government were realized 
through the program during the year—a better than 
10 percent increase over Fiscal Year 1974 savings. 
Add to this the almost $4 billion in tangible bene- 

fits that have resulted from employee contributions 
beyond job responsibilities in the previous 20 years 
that the program has been in operation and there is 
little doubt that the Federal Incentive Awards pro- 
gram continues to make a substantial contribution to 
cost reduction in Government. 

In addition to these tangible benefits, employee 
ideas, inventions, and other achievements have 
helped conserve our natural resources, advance 
medical science and scientific exploration, and con- 
tribute to our national security. From the many 
noteworthy employee contributions made during the 
fiscal year the following examples illustrate the wide 
variety of contributions for which employees are 
recognized. 

(J) Twenty-three forestry technicians, detailed to 
the Bankhead National Forest following a devastat- 
ing tornado, worked under emergency conditions to 
prepare over 12 million board feet of damaged tim- 
ber for sale in one month, saving the Government ap- 
proximately $117,584. 

(An audiologist with the Bio-Acoustics Division 
of the U.S. Army’s Environmental Hygiene Division 
designed a device to insure the correct fitting of 
earplugs. This contribution will save the Government 
millions of dollars annually in compensation for 
hearing loss disability. 

ODA criminal investigator with the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration, Department of Justice, with- 
out regard for his own life, braved gunfire from sev- 
eral sources in order to drag another agent to safety. 
The agent received a special award for exceptional 
heroism. 

(\Forty-five employees assigned to the Naval 
Ship Weapon Systems Engineering Station, Port 
Hueneme, Calif., developed transfer equipment for 
underway replenishment of ships at sea so that this 
inherently hazardous operation could be accom- 
plished as quickly and safely as possible. These 
employees saved an estimated $6,552,000 and played 
a vital role in keeping naval forces combat-ready. 

26 

Facts and Figures 

Achievements 1975 is a comprehensive report by 
the Commission’s Office of Incentive Systems on 
Federal Incentive Awards program results during FY 
1975. Some interesting highlights from this publica- 
tion include the following: 

L) Employee performance contributions with 
measurable benefits produced an average saving of 
$15,018 each. 

() Adopted employee suggestions with measura- 
ble benefits produced an average saving of $7,531 
each. 

L) One out of every four eligible suggestions sub- 
mitted was adopted. 

L) One out of every eleven employees was recog- 
nized for a contribution beyond job responsibilities. 

Commission Initiatives 
Toward Program Improvement 

During Fiscal Year 1975, constructive agency com- 
ments assisted the Civil Service Commission in the 
development of guidance and training materials to 
improve Incentive Awards program effectiveness. 

Included were evaluation guidelines for agency use 
in strengthening their programs; orientation and 
training materials to improve the first-line super- 
visor’s understanding of how to use incentive awards 
effectively; and a survey of honorary awards in Gov- 
ernment to assist agencies in policy decisions con- 
cerning this type of recognition. In addition, agree- 
ment was reached with seven departments and agen- 
cies to participate in an FY 1976 pilot test of a higher 
awards scale for contributions with tangible benefits, 
to determine whether the results—in terms of the 
quality of employee contributions and the overall 
benefits—would support a change in Civil Service 
Commission guidelines. 

Presidential Cost Reduction Campaign 

On May 6 President Ford announced a Cost 
Reduction Campaign to be conducted within the 
framework of the Federal Incentive Awards pro- 
gram. In announcing the campaign, President Ford 
requested that agencies encourage and recognize em- 
ployees whose efforts result in significant cost sav- 
ings. He asked that agency heads bring to his atten- 
tion employee contributions that save the Govern- 
ment $5,000 or more so that he could add his con- 
gratulations and appreciation through a personal let- 
ter. During the first 8 months of the campaign, 761 
employees in 26 agencies received Presidential rec- 
ognition for contributions that saved the Govern- 
ment nearly $50.5 million. 

Information on the Federal 
Incentive Awards Program 

Limited quantities of the following informational 
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material on the Incentive Awards program are avail- 
able from the Office of Incentive Systems, Room 
3526, U.S. Civil Service Commission, Washington, 
D.C. 20415. Phone 632-5568/9 or code 101-25568/9. 
(Where a GPO catalog or stock number is indicated, 
bulk copies may be ordered from the Superintendent 
of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 20402.) 

CO) Achievements 1975—Report on FY 1975 results 
of the Federal Incentive Awards program. 

L) Achievements 1954-74—Report on FY 1974 
results of the Federal Incentive Awards program, 
plus an overview of the program’s 20-year results. 

() Introduction to the Federal Incentive Awards 
Program—A handbook for Incentive Awards Pro- 
gram Administrators and others with program re- 
sponsibilities. (Revised edition will be available early 
in 1976.) 

(1) Honorary Awards in the Federal Government 
—A survey of the use of honor awards, designed for 
use by persons with policy-making responsibilities. 

() Fed Facts 1 on the Incentive A wards Program— 
Useful for informing new employees and reminding 
others of the value of the program. Catalog no. CS 
1.59: 1, price $1. 

OA Partnership in Creativity—Explains the 
Presidential Cost Reduction Campaign and the In- 
centive Awards program. 

CA Supervisor’s (15-Minute) Guide to the Federal 
Incentive Awards Program—Provides information 
for supervisors concerning various types of cash and 
honorary awards and other forms of recognition. 
Stock no. 006-000-00848-8, price 45¢é. 

—Edith A. Stringer 

SP@TLIGHT ON LABOR [RELATIONS 

Some 90 Labor Relations Officers from 46 Federal 
agencies and major field activities attended the sixth 
annual Collective Bargaining Symposium at the Fed- 
eral Executive Institute in Charlottesville, Va. From 
its inception as a training course in 1970, the Sym- 
posium has evolved into a forum for labor relations 
executives to explore and discuss the latest devel- 
opments in the program. Indicative of that evolution 
was the theme for this symposium, ‘‘Federal Labor 
Relations: A Threshold Program.’’ 

For openers, Tony Ingrassia, Director of CSC’s 
Office of Labor-Management Relations, offered sev- 
eral observations on the current state of the program, 
notably: recent court involvement in Federal labor 
relations; the need for agencies to have improved 
technical competence on their labor relations staffs; 
signs that labor relations practitioners may be losing 
sight of the human aspects of the program in becom- 
ing immersed in legal technicalities; and concern over 
the impact of the broadened grievance/arbitration 
provisions of the Executive order (Journal, vol. 15, 
no. 4, p. 32) if managers do not approach the bar- 
gaining table and the arbitrator with extreme care, 
fully prepared. 
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Law Versus Order 

The highlight of the conference was a debate on a 
subject that has, in recent months, received much 
attention—proposed labor-management legislation 
for the Federal sector. Attilio DiPasquale, Navy’s 
Labor Relations Director, and Robert Hastings, La- 
bor Relations Director of IRS, debated the relative 
merits of legislation v. the Executive order as a 
framework for the program. (These respective posi- 
tions were argued for the sake of debate and do not 
necessarily reflect their own views or those of the ad- 
ministration. ) 

Both ‘‘advocates’’ directed their arguments pri- 
marily to the scope of bargaining and management 
rights. It was argued, for example, that neither 
management nor labor is ready to take on the job 
that would be required if the scope of bargaining 
were suddenly and dramatically expanded under a 
statutory framework. On the other hand, it was 
countered that an Executive order framework with a 
narrower scope of bargaining diverts and focuses 
union pressure and demands into the vital areas of 
management rights. 
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In concluding this debate, Mr. Ingrassia framed 
the broader question: ‘‘How do we reconcile the dif- 
ferences between the public and private sectors— 
namely, the ways in which politics tend to make ne- 
gotiations in the public sector ‘‘ multilateral’ instead 
of ‘‘bilateral’’ with different branches of government 
involved along with differing public and political 
pressures? And, how will the public interest be pro- 
tected at the bargaining table?’’ 

Shortcuts in Arbitration 

Since arbitration, the terminal step in a negotiated 
grievance procedure, has become more and more 
costly, the labor relations community has been ex- 
ploring and experimenting with alternatives more 
and more frequently. Expedited arbitration, for ex- 
ample, is a comparatively recent innovation pio- 
neered in the steel industry. 

According to Anthony St. John, Manager of La- 
bor Relations for Bethlehem Steel Corporation, ex- 

pedited arbitration evolved out of necessity—the 
mother of all invention. Grievances in the steel in- 
dustry were taking 2 to 3 years to process through the 
negotiated procedure and full-scale arbitration. 
Faced with a growing backlog of grievances, steel 
management and steel labor both recognized the need 
for some alternative to the traditional grievance- 
arbitration process. 

Expedited arbitration in the steel industry is con- 
fined to individual-case grievances, as distinguished 
from basic-policy disputes that the parties reserve for 
full-scale grievance arbitration. Before expedited ar- 
bitration can be invoked, the parties must agree that 
the grievance involves only a factual dispute and not 
a novel contract interpretation. As practiced in the 
steel industry, grievances going the expedited route 
usually involve short-term discipline, overtime as- 
signment, and simple seniority questions. Expedited 
arbitration follows procedural shortcuts that facili- 
tate and economize the processing and resolution of 
the grievance: the hearing is informal, no briefs are 
filed, no transcripts of the proceedings are made, and 
the arbitrator is given 48 hours in which to render the 
award. 

The results have been impressive. The average time 
in processing a grievance under expedited arbitration 
has been reduced from 2% years to2'2 months. The 
cost of arbitration has been pared substantially— 
from $1,600 for a full-scale arbitration case to 
around $70 for ‘‘mini-arbitration’’; and the backlog 
of cases has been cut from 1,500 down to 250. These 

results have been achieved since the parties adopted 
expedited arbitration in the March 1973 ‘‘Experimen- 
tal Negotiating Agreement’’ in basic steel, which also 
featured a no-strike, no-lockout pledge for its dura- 
tion. 

Another alternative to traditional arbitration is the 
use of a permanent panel of arbitrators, as reported 
by Irv DesRoches, Chief Negotiator for the Internal 
Revenue Service. By using a permanent panel of arbi- 
trators, IRS hopes to build up a core of expertise and 
thereby familiarize the arbitrators with government 
procedures. The National Treasury Employees Un- 
ion sees this as a way to expedite the arbitration 
process by eliminating the need to request a new 
panel of arbitrators every time a grievance is elevated 
to arbitration. 

Whatever the approach taken, the labor relations 
executives were agreed on the need to explore meas- 
ures aimed at cost reduction while keeping in mind 
that justice delayed is justice denied. 

Future Developments 

Another area of emphasis was the possible impact 
that recent revisions to Section 13 of the Executive 
order (Journal, supra, p. 31) will have on higher level 
agency regulations. 

To avert possible conflicts in this matter, the 
Labor Relations Officers noted that arbitrators, 
through appropriate negotiated language, can be 
limited in their review to appropriate levels of 
authority in interpreting and applying the agreement. 
On a related point, the conferees were near- 
unanimous in their agreement with respect to the 
need to locate, train, and retain personnel with skills 
in labor-management relations. A common thread 
ran through all the suggestions—that labor relations 
specialists have strong personnel backgrounds. This 
is essential because labor-management relations is 
not a program in isolation, but touches all areas of 
personnel administration. 

Federa! labor relations specialists will focus on two 
major areas in the immediate future: proposed labor 
legislation, and the implementation of the new 
amendments to E.O. 11491. Regardless of the specif- 
ic direction the labor relations program may take, it 
is clear that collective bargaining is becoming a fact 
of life for Federal managers and that the need to de- 
velop the capabilities to manage in a collective- 
bargaining environment is becoming paramount. 

—Robert E. Spycher 
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WORTH NOTING CONT) 
and a Professional / Administrative /Man- 
agerial /Executive Service. 

—The Clerical /Technical Service should 
be paid local or other geographical rates. 

—Merit, rather than length of service, 
should be the principal basis for within- 
grade pay advancement for employees in 

the Professional / Administrative /Manager- 
ial /Executive Service. 

) CLASSIFICATION AFFECTED. The 
U.S. Civil Service Commission announced 
two decisions affecting the program for 
classifying Federal white-collar jobs. 

The Commission announced (1) approval 

of a plan to implement a new method for 

classifying nonsupervisory white-collar 

jobs in grades GS-1 ($5,559) through GS- 
15 ($31,309) and (2) approval to consult 
with Federal agencies and unions on the 

development of a Classification Standards 
Advisory Board. 

(1) Factor Evaluation System—The new 
method of classifying, called the Factor 
Evaluation System (FES), provides a classi- 
fication standards approach and format that 

describes and evaluates occupations in 

terms of factors, factor levels, and bench- 

marks, with point-rating used as an aid to 

evaluating and grading individual jobs. 
Tests of the new system call for a review 

of all important factors in a given job, as 
contrasted with the present concept of 

classification of the “whole” job. The fac- 
tors to be evaluated are knowledges re- 
quired by the job, supervisory controls, pur- 

pose of contacts, physical requirements, 

and work environment. 

Then a quantification or point rating is 
performed from which grade ratings are 
eventually derived. 

(2) Advisory Board—The proposed Ad- 

visory Board would have an equal number 

of agency and union members and would 

be chaired by a CSC official. Agency mem- 
bers would represent both large and small 

agencies, and union members would rep- 
resent labor organizations with a nation- 

wide representation of GS employees, 
those affiliated with AFL-CIO and inde- 

pendent unions. 

1 EMPLOYMENT OF WOMEN ADVANC- 
ES. Women employed in full-time white- 
collar jobs in the Federal Government in- 

creased by 38,843 in the year ended Octo- 
ber 31, 1974, the U.S. Civil Service Com- 

mission has reported. 

This advance continued the trend of re- 
cent years in which the goal of equal op- 
portunity for women has been given Gov- 
ernment-wide emphasis through the Feder- 
al Women’s Program. The current emphasis 
on assuring consideration of women for 
employment in higher level positions and 
observance of International Women’s Year 
should assure continuation of the trend. 

The Commission’s October 1974 survey 
showed that women represented 61 per- 
cent of the overall net increase of 63,677 

in Federal white-collar jobs in the 1-year 
period, raising their representation in that 

work force by nearly 1 percent—from 34.0 
in October 1973 to 34.9 a year later. The 
number of jobs held by men increased by 
only 24,834. 

C) DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS ON MERIT 
VIOLATIONS STOP. The US. Civil Serv- 
ice Commission has withdrawn charges 
against 10 employees of the General Serv- 
ices Administration, the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, and the 
Small Business Administration in cases in 

which disciplinary actions had been pro- 

posed for alleged violations of merit staf- 
fing requirements. 

The Commission will take steps to 
correct deficiencies in present provisions 

that have made it impracticable for the 

Commission to carry out the disciplinary ac- 

tions proposed as a result of its investiga- 
tions of merit system abuses in the agen- 

cies. 
Decisions of the Administrative Law 

Judge and the Appeals Review Board in 

cases already decided made it clear that 
the Commission could not successfully 

prosecute the remaining cases because, 
among other reasons, of the construction 
that the ALJ and ARB placed upon the prin- 

cipal enforcement authority the Com- 
mission relied on in bringing charges. 
Therefore, on the advice of the Com- 
mission's General Counsel, the charges 
were withdrawn in the remaining cases. 
The Commission recently announced an 

inquiry into examining and staffing prac- 
tices. The Commission is of the view that 

such inquiry will, in addition to bringing forth 
the facts as to examining and staffing 
practices, serve as a base for needed defi- 
nitional and regulatory changes clearly 
spelling out prohibited and permissible con- 

duct. 
In addition to taking actions to buttress its 

enforcement authority, the Commission will 
also develop an improved procedure for 
enforcement of disciplinary actions to avoid 

complicated, time-consuming processes in 

any future cases of this kind. Further, to 

assure full understanding of merit staffing 
requirements, the Commission will spell out 
in more detail the kinds of practices that 

may or may not be proper. 

O $216.4 MILLION IN INCENTIVE 
AWARDS. Federal employees’ cost-saving 
ideas and achievements beyond job re- 

sponsibility during Fiscal Year 1975 saved 
the Government $216.4 million. 
Over 180 thousand Federal employees 

were recognized for adopted suggestions 
that resulted in benefits of $136.8 million 
and for special achievements that netted 
benefits of $79.6 million, an overall in- 
crease of 10 percent over the previous 

year. In addition to these significant sav- 
ings, employee contributions represent a 

variety of scientific advances, medical 
achievements, and improved services to 
the public that cannot be measured. 

C) NEW FLRC REGULATIONS. Only a 
limited number of agency policies and regu- 

lations may now be raised as a bar to nego- 

tiations under E.O. 11491, as amended. 
Policies and regulations for which a com- 

pelling need exists and which are issued at 

the headquarters or primary national subdi- 

vision level will be permitted, but no others. 

illustrative criteria for determining “compel- 

ling need” are identified in new regulations 
recently published by the Federal Labor 
Relations Council. 

} JOURNAL READERS SURVEYED. 
Over 500 Journal readers have been sur- 
veyed to determine whether the magazine 
is meeting their needs (112, or 21 percent, 

responded). About 80 percent of the re- 

spondents replied affirmatively. Readers 
told us that they would like to continue see- 
ing general management and “how-to” arti- 

cles, and we are modifying our editorial 
content and policies to be more responsive 

to the needs expressed in the survey. 

—Ed Staples 
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