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Change within the Federal Government 

dent, never the subject of more attention 

administration takes office. Yet the job 

is constantly influenced by change. New 

administration, new developments in 

new interpretations of old laws—all 

affect Federal managers. 

The Journal’s job is to help keep you alet 
To do this, the Journal itself must be flexibl 

to new conditions. For some time we have be 

number of ideas to enable the Journal to better ser 
Considering all the attention currenth 

thought this to be an appropriate time to begin 

some of these ideas. 

Beginning in this issue, therefore, we will be 
new wrinkles to the Journal. If an article is timely 

interest, we will run it, even if it contains vi 

atl 

my 4 t 

Views 

those of the Commission. Don Dillin’s article on part-tir 

ment (p. 34) is an excellent example. We also expec 
Letters to the Editor column, where you can voice 

about articles you've read, or raise new topics you wi 

cussed. Beyond that, we encourage your unsolici 

scripts. 
We want to get you more involved, get you to particip 

the magazine rather than just glance through 

something offbeat, like the crossword puzzle in thi 
have to read the articles more carefully to comp! \€ 

if the puzzle tempts you to carry the Journal to lun 

home), then it will have served its purpose. We wan ch 

to stimulate you, to challenge you, and to make you look forw 

the next one. 

All the changes that we are making or contemy] 

intended to improve our service to you. Whether these 

accomplish this purpose is for you to decide, but 

learn the results of your decision. Let us know 

about the Journal, would like to see dropped or add 
will try to be responsive. Our purpose, after all, 

you with the magazine you want to read. 



“T start out with a bias 

NEW 
CSC CHAIRMAN 

MEETS 
THE PRESS 

in favor of the career service”’ 

Less than a week after the Senate con- 
firmation of his appointment to the Civil 
Service Commission, Alan K. (‘‘Scotty’’) 
Campbell met the press as the new 
Chairman of a new Commission. He 
introduced Commission nominees Ersa 
Poston and Jule Sugarman, who did not 
participate in the conference since the 
Senate had not yet acted on their ap- 
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pointments at the time of the May 9 
press briefing. Representatives of 
more than a dozen newspapers and 
other media were in attendance. 

In an opening stetement and in candid 
response to questions, Chairman Camp- 
bell offers a view of what he sees ahead 
for the Commission and for Federal 

employees serving a government in 
transition. The Journal hopes that its 
readers—Federal managers in _parti- 
cular—will find in these press confer- 
ence excerpts a challenge to participate 
with enthusiasm and hope in a revi- 
talization of our governmental process. 

We welcome your comments. 
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HIS IS going to be an activist 
Commission. 

We intend to involve ourselves 
continuously and in depth in the 
work of the Commission. 

By law most of the administra- 
tive authority of the Commission is 
delegated to the Chairman, but 
within that framework there will be 
a division of responsibilities within 
the Commission. Different areas 
are assigned to different members 
of the Commission, who serve in 
an advisory role to the Chairman. 

We are under instructions from 
the President to begin immediately 
an examination of the functions, 
activities, and organization of the 
Civil Service Commission. 

We accept that challenge gladly 
because we have a strong belief 
that there are things that need do- 
ing, that need examining. And that 
it should be a bottom to top effort 
to get at what it is that the Com- 
mission does—whether it is doing 
all the things it ought to do, 
whether there are some things it 
should not be doing. Or is it doing 
the right things, but in the wrong 
way? 

Having determined the answers 
to those questions, we have to see 
what organizational changes are 
needed in order to accomplish the 
goals of the Commission. 

I think it’s fair to say that the 
Commission in general and 
certainly I personally . . . have a 
very strong commitment to a ca- 
reer service, and the role and func- 
tion of the career service in the 
governmental system. 

There are inevitably tensions be- 
tween the policy side or as 
some would say, “the political 
side” of government . . . and the 
career side. But it is inevitably the 
case that as the new appointees in 
a new administration assume thei 
responsibilities in their various de- 
partments and agencies, they come 
over time to develop a very high 
regard for the career service and 
the function and role of the career 
people. 

I do not say that to suggest in 
any way that the role of the policy 
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people is inappropriate, nor to sug- 
gest that there are unsolvable diffi- 
culties in that interface between the 
policy and political people on one 
side and the career people on the 
other. However, even though it 
may be a relationship with consid- 
erable tension, it is a relationship 
that often produces very positive 
results. 

In the reorganization efforts we 
intend to organize internally, cre- 
ating a task force made up of peo- 
ple within the agency as well as 
people from line agencies in the 
Federal Government, with some 
people from the outside to aid us 
in the effort. 

We intend to move quickly to 
make changes as we go along... 
particularly where it is possible to 
do so administratively, rather than 
to wait for a grandiose general 
overhaul. 

Nonetheless, the long run may 
prove that we need new legislation, 
and if our conclusions do come out 
that way we will indeed make such 
a recommendation to Congress. 

Some of the issues we will be 
concerned with certainly include 
the oft-made recommendation that 
there be some kind of division be- 
tween the policy-making and ad- 
ministrative side of the Commis- 
sion on the one hand and the ap- 
pellate side of the Commission on 
the other. 

We will, as I’ve also suggested, 
look at the interface between ca- 
reer people and political people, 
and I hope we can design a system 
that will move in the direction of 
making it more possible for career 
people to move to even higher 
levels in the Federal Government 
than they have in the past. 

But for that to happen they also 
have to be- willing to take some 
risks, in that such positions cannot 
be made permanent. They must be 
willing to move in and out, per- 
haps with some kind of guarantee 
about rights to move back into the 
regular career service. I believe 
there is. room in the system for 
more career people to serve in top- 
level positions. This issue is an- 

other that will be analyzed by 
task force. 

The President’s Panel on Fed- 

eral Compensation, headed by then 
Vice President Rockefeller 

with the issue of whether 

dealt 

certain 
white-collar positions in the gen- 
eral competitive service should be 
moved to a kind of prevailing rate 
pay level rather than the national 
pay level. That recommendation 
will be analyzed, as will the whole 

field of labor-management rela- 
tions and the question of the cur- 
rent legal status of those relation- 

ships, and whether there is a need 
to move beyond the current Execu- 
tive order to a more permanent 

kind of system. 

We need to examine carefully 
the affirmative action program in 
the Federal Government 
whether we’re doing as well as we 
ought to be doing. And I think we 
can start out by saying we’re not, 
so the real issue here is how can 
we do better? 

Finally, there is the inevitable 
need to seek a balance 
employee rights and managerial 
prerogatives. This is not a problem 
you can ever solve for all time, but 
one you live with and work with in 
an attempt to create a balance that 
takes into account the needs of 
both parties. 

The tasks ahead will not be easy 
to accomplish. Nonetheless, we be- 
lieve that the system needs careful 
analysis, and perhaps 
changes. 

And with that little bit of intro- 
duction, I am willing to respond to 
any questions . . . or as I say in the 
classroom, listen to any comments. 

between 

some 

Press; Mr. Campbell, what is your 
opinion of the President’s proposed 
Code of Ethics for Government 
employees? 
Chairman: I strongly support the 
President’s Code of Ethics. As you 
may know, I testified on behalf of 
it before the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee. 

I recognize that there are some 
who believe it goes too far in in- 
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vading privacy, but being a public 
servant carries with it special ob- 
ligations. And the revealing and 
reporting of circumstances that can | 9 
possibly give the impression of 

1 way of hold- 

ing such conflicts to a minimum. 

I believe the direction the Presi- 

dent is moving in this legislation, 

as well as the ¢ ommittee bill, are 

conflict of interest 

moves in the right direction. 

Press: The Civil Service Commis- 
sion acts as an equal opportunity 
employer and supposedly will be 

In view of the 
fact that there actually is not equi- 
table consideration given to blacks 

as well as other minorities, the 
Civil Service Commission through 
the years has been challenged on 
that particular point. What. can 

9 
you do 

setting the patterns. 

Chairman: Certainly this Commis- 
intends, the three of us in- 

tend, to make the Civil Service 

Commission a leader in the field of 

affirmative ac- 

sion 

equal rights and 
tion. 

An examination is now under- 
way to determine, in fact, what 
kinds of changes are needed in 
order to move more positively in 

that direction. 
I think it is fair to say that the 

will in the Commission to do that 
is very, very strong. I come out of 
a background where I’ve _per- 
sonally been involved in this field 
in terms of employment within 
universities, and I intend to con- 
tinue the kind of interest I have 
traditionally. had in this field, so ] 
hope we will convince you in a 
relatively short period of time that 
we mean business. 

Press: During your confirmation 
hearing, you spoke about bringing 
political appointees into the Civil 
Service Commission. Which levels 
do you envision bringing these 
people into? 

Chairman: Two levels, at least. 
One is special assistants to the 

Commissioners. And in that case 
we are not talking about large 
numbers, but about confidential 
Schedule C type positions as well 
as NEA supergrade positions. They 
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will help the Commission in car- 
rying out its policy functions. 

In the case of the task force on 
reorganization, we will look for 
the very best people we can and 
in some instances they may be 
people from outside the Commis- 
sion, and perhaps outside the 
career service. 

In terms of top-level administra- 
tors, we do not currently plan any 
shifts of those positions from the 
career service to Schedule C or 
policy appointments, but T think I] 
speak for my colleagues in saying 
that we do intend to examine that 
possibility. 
Press: I keep hearing from a lot of 
agencies that they have vacancies 
they’re trying to fill and the paper- 
work is just too sluggish and it 
takes weeks and weeks. Can you 
give us (a) your view of that prob- 
lem and (b) any figures you have 
on vacancies that are unfilled be- 
cause of bottlenecks? 

I’ve talked to Assistant Attorney 
General Civiletti—to determine 
where that investigation stands, 
and he assured me the investiga- 
tion is proceeding. I asked that he 
expedite it as much as possible 
and he assured me that he would. 
Press: There’s the usual confronta- 
tion between the White House and 
the career bureaucracy. In a recent 
story in the Washington Star, Jim 
King used the word “responsive- 
ness,” which we heard, I think, 
two and a half or three years ago 

. . responsiveness of the bureauc- 
racy and it was an_allu- 
sion of course to additional politi- 
cal appointees. And there was ialk 
about jobs being shifted from the 
career service, or from the political 
side into the career service. Do you 
exect to have this on-going war 
with the administration? Trying to 
protect the bureaucracy, trying to 
fight to keep it from being too 
politicized, because it seems they’re 

“..I have a very strong commitment to a career 

service, and the role and function of the career 

service in the governmental system” 

Chairman: I’ve heard the same 
complaints you’ve heard and we 
are in the process of examining 
the time involved and the unfilled- 
vacancies question. | met with the 
Cabinet on these issues, and I’m 
having individual meetings with 
Cabinet and sub-Cabinet people to 
discuss with them their specific 
problems. 

We intend to listen carefully to 
the agencies, and to be as respon- 
sive to their needs as possible 
within the guidelines and frame- 
work of the rules and regulations 
of the Commission. 

Press: Have you conferred with the 
Justice Department or Attorney 
General Bell about their investiga- 
tion into abuses by the last ad- 
ministration? 

Chairman: I have talked to the 
Justice Department—I have not 
talked to Attorney General Bell, 

moving in that direction again? 
The more things change, the more 
they’re the same. 
Chairman: There are several ques- 
tions in that. Let me, to use your 
word, be as “responsive” as I can. 
I do not think there is a war, nor 
do I think there is going to be a 
continuing war. The President in 
meeting with the three of us as- 
sured us of our independence in 
relation to these matters. 

Secondly, I think there’s inevita- 
bly a shakedown period for a new 
administration as it attempts to get 
underway. And in that process 
there is a desire . . . and it seems 
to me an appropriate desire . . . for 
people to bring in those with whom 
they are accustomed to working. 
The question is whether the num- 
ber of appointees in Schedule C 
and NEA appointments are suffi- 
cient to provide the kind of aid 
needed at the highest levels. 

CIVIL SERVICE JOURNAL 



Whether that number is ade- 
quate, I don’t think we really 
know. My guess is that as the ad- 
ministration settles in and 
about its business, there will be 
less concern than there now is 

about that. And by the way, many 
of the departments and agencies 
that are under instructions from 
the President to cut down their 
top staff are not filling all their 
political and Schedule C positions. 
By policy intent, they are not do- 
ing so. 

As to whether people from pre- 
vious administrations were able to 
retain jobs in the new administra- 
tion, I find that is a very compli- 
cated question to get an answer to. 
Let me tell you what I know about 
it. 

First of all, there have been 
practically no conversions of 
Schedule C jobs to career jobs. 
Now, I’m talking about positions, 
not people. 

And we have hard numbers on 
that. 

It is possible, however, for peo- 
ple in Schedule C jobs to move 
in a variety of ways into already 
existing career jobs. 

If they already have Federal 
service, they may be reinstated. 

If they were formerly employed 
either in the White House or on 
the Hill, they need only meet the 
minimum requirements to become 
eligible for Federal career service 
jobs. This is done under law—a 
law that we simply carry out. 

We do not have hard numbers 
on how many people . . . those in 
policy or political jobs, or call 
them what you may have 
moved into the career service. It is 
our judgment, however, based on a 
system of monitoring, that they 
have been very few in number. 

goes é 

Press: | wonder if you could ex- 
pand a little on what you said in 
your early outline encouraging 
career Civil servants to move on to 
the top jobs and take some risks? 
Chairman: Well, I’m not certain 
how to do this. There have been 
a variety of suggestions by various 
and sundry study groups, begin- 
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ning with the Hoover Commission, 
although it may go back before 
that . . . groups concerned with the 
senior civil servant and the execu- 

tive managerial service. All of 
these are efforts to find a way of 
permitting career people to serve 

in top-level positions .. . by which 

I mean at least the Assistant Secre- 
tary ... without committing a new 

administration to continuing them 
in those positions. 

The idea is to try to make it 
possible for the career people to 

go to the top of the system. 

Now, among things talked about 
are contracts. Three-year con- 

tracts, or two-year contracts, where 
the person would be in the job for 

that contract period and then a 
decision would be 
whether the 
renewed. 

made as to 

contract would be 

Other possibilities would include 

automatic resignation upon change 
of administration, or resignation 
upon request of the agency head, 
but with some guarantee of con- 

tinuing employment at perhaps a 
lower level. And certainly no guar- 

antee of carrying your grade or 

salary to the new level at which 
you would be employed, although 
there are some who argue that we 
should have a cadre of senior peo- 
ple who carry grade with them 
rather than have the grade asso- 
ciated with the job. That would be 
another possible ingredient in the 
overall plan. 

Fundamentally, what I would 
like to see is a system in which 
it would be possible without 
committing any administration to 
the continuation of people in those 
high-level offices . . . for career 
people to serve in those offices at 
the pleasure of their superiors— 
taking some risk, but not one hun- 
dred percent risk, in the process of 
accepting those positions. 

It is my guess there would be 
top-level people willing to do that. 
As I said earlier, I start out with 
a bias in favor of the career serv- 
ice in part because an awful lot 
of the career people out there | 
have taught at one time or another. 

As far as I’m concer 

of them are first-cl 

equivalent of anybody 

And I w 

see opportunities for 

others like them, to 

highest levels in the Fede 

ernment. 

vate sector. 

Press: Mr. Chairman 

to your meeting with 

ment of Justice. You said 
asked Mr. Civiletti to expedl 

investigation. What did you m 

by that exactly? What did he me 
when he said that he would? 

Chairman: Well, wh 

that I would like to get th 
cleared up as soon 

that we can go about 

of restructuring and reforming 1 

operations 

Commission. 

of the 

And 

investigation is pr 
ously that causes a bit 

to hang over the Commission 

I think what he meant 

they would expedite tl 

tion and come to 

to what action, if 

ing to take. 

Now, I want 

thing to that- 
a need for the 

examine 

determine whether 

tions other than legal act 

for. And as soon as the 1 

mission is in place, 
look at that issue. 

itself to 

Press: What is your 
on that? Do you expect to 

an interim task force of son 

or how are you going 

Chairman: That hasn’t 

cided, and frankly | 
can decide it until we 

Commission. 

have 

Press: Presumably you wet 
ing Civiletti to expedite 
vestigation. You weren't 
him to simply wind it up, 
without taking time to 

all the possible 
criminal activity might be in 

situations 

lved 

That is, you weren’t trying to ge 
him to wrap it up just to 
over with? 



Chairman: No. 
Press: You weren’t trying to put 
him under the gun or a deadline, is 
that right? 
Chairman: That’s correct. That 
certainly is not what I requested. 
Furthermore, if I had requested it, 
I’m sure he would have told me it 
was an improper request. 
Press: Didn’t he give you any in- 
dication at all as to whether there 
were going to be any indictments 
handed down? 
Chairman: No, he did not. 
Press: Did he give you an indica- 
tion of the time frame as to how 
long expediting was going to take? 
Chairman: | think in fairness, no. 
We talked about various time 
frames, but he was not able, I be- 
lieve, to give any hard information 
on that. 

Press; Mr. Chairman, I represent 
120 black newspapers and the 
black media, and we have reason- 
able concerns over the discrimina- 
tory practices the Federal Govern- 
ment has been using in meeting our 
advertising. This is a grave prob- 

lem to us. We brought this problem 
up before the President at one of 
his conferences, the first conference 
he ever held for weekly news- 
papers. I’d like to know if the 
Commission would look into this 
matter as far as discriminatory 
practices in advertising are con- 
cerned? And do you see that as 
part of your role inasmuch as you 
were suggesting that Government 
agencies are equal opportunity em- 
ployers? We feel that there also 
should be equal opportunity in ad- 
vertising. 
Chairman: | assume the advertis- 
ing you're talking about is the ad- 
vertising of job openings, exami- 
nations and the like, which is under 
the control of the Commission it- 
self. I can certainly guarantee you 
that the Commission will consider 
the issue, but I cannot say more 
than that at this time. 
Press: But you will consider it? 
Chairman: Yes, we will consider 
it. 
Press: And would you allow us to 
know when you do? 
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“there is room in 

the system for more 

career people to serve 

in top-level positions” 

Chairman: Yes. We will indeed. 
The Commission intends to meet 
regularly on given days at a given 
hour, with appropriate notice, and 
those Commission meetings will be 
open. Open because we believe 
they should be open, but also open 
because the law requires them to 
be open. And you will indeed be 
welcome and will be informed in 
advance what is going to be on the 
agenda. 
Press: What are your feelings in 
general about the Bakke case? 
Chairman: We’ve been asked for 
our opinion by the Justice Depart- 
ment as to whether the government 
should enter that case, and it has 
been my recommendation that the 
Commission advise the Attorney 
General that we enter it as Friend 
of the Court, on the side of the 
University of California. 
Press: Do you believe there should 
be a quota system in Government? 
Chairman: No, I do not. I’m never 
quite sure what a quota system 
means. But I would certainly not 
set percentages and other arbitrary 
goals. 

I do think, however, that it is 
important to examine how well the 
affirmative action system is doing 
by looking at the outcome. 
Press: Do you think it currently is 
or is not doing well? 
Chairman: | think it is doing bet- 
ter in some places than others. 

I noted with interest the report 
on the Freeman Study done at 
Harvard and covered in the Post. 
It indicated that in a comparative 
sense, government has been doing 
better relative to minority college 
graduates than the private sector 
has been doing. Now that doesn’t 
mean we’re doing well enough, but 
I invite your attention to that study 
because it does indicate that some 
progress is being made. 

Press: Mr. Chairman, Jimmy Car- 
ter has said that no Federal em- 
ployees would lose their jobs in 
the reorganization, and he said it 
was all going to happen through 
attrition. Yet the Commission 
through its directives has cast con- 
siderable doubt upon the idea that 
it could be done this way. What is 
your view about how possible it is 
to reorganize Government without 
adversely affecting employees? 
And how do you think it’s going 
to be worked out? 

Chairman: | think it is possible but 
difficult. And I believe that it is 
going to require a careful plan in 
relation to how employees who are 
affected will be treated. 

The President has never said 
there will not be some impact on 
employees. What he has said is 
that they will not lose their jobs. 
It’s going to be necessary to pro- 
vide protection for employees 
within that guarantee while simul- 
taneously giving management some 
freedom, in moving people and 
positions in ways that will increase 
effectiveness in Government. I be- 
lieve it is possible to do that, but 
it does mean there are going to be 
some transition difficulties. 
Press: Will people be losing their 
grade? Will they be downgraded 
in salaried positions? 
Chairman: We're in the process 
right now of discussing that ques- 
tion. And it is quite possible that 
the Commission will recommend 
legislation in this field, which will 
provide somewhat greater protec- 
tion than now exists, relative to 
salary and grade. As you know, 
there is protection now on salary. 
We will look at the adequacy of 
that, as well as looking into the 
question of protection on grade. 
Press: Mr. Chairman, could I just 
focus on this once more. We live 
under a majority rule situation. I 
just wonder how we are going to 
determine whether a group has a 
rightful share of jobs, if there is 
any such thing as a rightful share 
as far as a democracy is concerned. 

Now, we’re supposed to have a 
certain plan. I mean, what barom- 
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eter are you going to use to deter- 
mine whether a group has its 
rightful share? 
Chairman: | don’t think there’s any 
final or correct answer to that 
question. But it does seem to me 
that one begins with comparative 
analysis, as to how well one group 
is doing as compared to other 
groups in a society. Well, for ex- 
ample, for a long time it was true 
that WASPS, white Anglo-Saxons, 
had on the average the highest in- 
come of any group in this society. 
Currently that is not correct. Cur- 
rently the highest group income is 
held by Irish Catholics. And I 
would say that’s a sign that the 
group is doing relatively well. 

that civil service rules and regula- 
tions are a problem, we will learn 
how they are a problem and within 
that context keep tabs on how well 
we are doing in this field. 
Press: Mr. Campbell, I’m not 
quite clear on the business about 
downgrading you said that 
due to the reorganization there 
would be some impact. There 
would be some transition. Yet on 
the other hand you said you think 
legislation would offer greater pro- 
tection. 
Chairman: Well, the protection 

would be to the individual and 
not to the position itself. There- 
fore, what we are saying is that if 
the reorganization leads to grade 

Chairman: My guess is that the 
number of employees affected will 
be very small. 
Press; Mr. Campbell, there is a 

school of thought that believes, 
wrongly or rightly, that employees 

in the civil service are too 
protected already, not only by 

virtue of the regulations them- 

selves, but by the time periods in 
which disputes have to be worked 
out. They’re cemented in and it’s 
hard to get incompetent workers 
out of the system. The machinery 
is too cumbersome. How do you 
feel about that? 
Chairman: On the whole, I’m sup- 
portive of the employee protec- 
tions in the system. Although as 

well 

“I don’t believe it is possible for managers to manage effectively unless they 

have a great deal of control and role in the personnel function” 

Now, all I’m suggesting is that 
there are a great variety of meas- 
ures you can use. And one needs 
to do that kind of continual 
comparative analysis in order to 
determine how one group is do- 
ing relative to another group. That 
does not deal with the question of 
income distribution within groups, 
and it does not deal with the over- 
all justice of society in its general 
characteristics. But it does give 
you an opportunity to do the kind 
of analysis that will enable you to 
compare groups to each other in 
relationship to a variety of things 
that can be quantitatively meas- 
ured, such as job levels, salaries, 
median family incomes, and the 
like. 
Press; If one department or 
another is not doing its job, are 
you going to recommend the dis- 
missal of the heads of these de- 
partments? 
Chairman: Well, no. 
Press: Are you going to inform 
the President and say they aren’t 
performing? 
Chairman: Yes, indeed. There will 
be an analysis to see how things 
are going, to also get judgments 
from the departments and agen- 
cies themselves about the difficul- 
ties they’re having. To the ,extent 
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changes and loss or elimination of 
jobs, then the question is how do 
you protect the employee within 
that situation. And what I’m trying 
to say is that we may look to legis- 
lation. 

Press: What does that mean to 

people who are currently GS-8’s? 

Chairman: Assuming that a GS-8 
position is downgraded to a 6, the 
question is what happens to that 
employee? Well, the first thing to 
do is to try to find another GS-8 
slot for that employee. If that turns 
out to be impossible, then you offer 
retraining so that a person could 
be trained for another GS-8 slot, 
without loss of salary during the 
training period. 

If there were not a way to han- 
dle that by placing the employee in 
a situation where all earned status 
and responsibilities could be pro- 
tected, then you would need some 
protection for the employee in re- 
gard to salary and grade for some 
time period. 

And what needs to be deter- 
mined is if legislation is needed to 
move in that direction. 

Press: How widespread do you 
think this trend is going to be as 
far as the number of people af- 
fected? 

I said earlier, I would like to see 
at the highest levels of the Govern- 
ment some lowering of those pro- 
tections, I believe it would 
the best interests of the 

service itself. 
I do think, though, that the 

question of dealing with incom- 
petence is one that will have to be 
considered in the process of our 
examining the functions of the 
Civil Service Commission. 

And may I say that I do not be- 
lieve it’s possible to examine the 
functions of the Civil Service Com- 
mission without doing so in the 
much broader context of manage- 
ment and the role of management 
in general. 

Therefore we intend for this ex 
amination to look across the board 
at management issues in the Fed- 
eral Government, and to do this in 
association with OMB. 

serve 
career 

Press: Mr. Chairman . . . do you 
see the role of agencies in their 
own personnel matters becoming 
greater perhaps and the Commis- 
sion’s becoming smaller? 

Chairman: Bigger and smaller 
bothers me a little, but I would 
say this .. . and this is not a Com- 
mission position but a personal 
one . . . I don’t believe it is pos- 
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sible for managers to manage ef- 

fectively unless they have a great 
deal of control and role in the per- 
sonnel function 

I believe in decentralizing the 
personnel function 

to the a 

as much as pos- 

sible gencies. 

Press: Isn’t that a kind of schizo- 
phrenic role for the Commission 
—when it sits there as a manager 

and spokesman for the managerial 
arm of Government, while at the 
same time it is also supposed to be 
judicial? 

Chairman: Right. 

Press: The employee is coming in- 
to the Commission saying I’m be- 
ing treated unfairly. You're not 

hiring the individual, but 
you're also firing him in that role. 
And he’s coming to you for equity. 

1 
ony 

Chairman: There is an inherent 
difficulty here, and one of the first 
things we’re going to do is look at 
the internal structure of the Com- 
mission in regard to its policy mak- 
ing and administrative function, in 

which I would include examining 
and certifying and all the rest. And 
its appeals function—either that 
has to be isolated within the Com- 
mission in a way that protects it 
from influence from the other side, 
or it has to be in some other way 
separated from the Commission. 

Already there is substantial iso- 
lation within the Commission of 

the appeals activity, so to some de- 

gree that has already been done. 
Let me point out, however, that a 
great deal of policy affecting ap- 
peals is made by quasi-judicial 
regulatory agencies, because deci- 
sions become precedents. And then 
they flow back on the policy mak- 
ing side. So there’s no neatness in 
this field. 

Press; Mr. Chairman, are you 
satisfied with the upward mobility 
of minorities in the Government? 
Chairman: | guess my dissatisfac- 
tion is with the high levels in the 
system, that there’s not enough 
upward mobility to top positions 
in the Federal Government. It is 
an area that needs ever more vigor- 
ous and careful attention than it 
has received. 
Press: How likely do you think it 
is that you will be recommending a 
switch to total compensation—for 
comparability—including fringes 
as well as wages, and how far 
along is your study on this sub- 
ject? 
Chairman: [| can’t answer how far 
along the study is, because I’ve not 
been briefed on it, although there 
have been conversations about it. 
I can say from my own personal 
poinc of view that I believe total 
compensation comparability is an 
idea that should be very seriously 
considered, and will be very seri- 
ously considered. 

There are all kinds of technical 
problems in getting the data. We 
have a hard enough time in getting 
comparability information and 
data just in the wage area. To 
move that to the total compensa- 
tion area will require a kind of data 
that does not now exist, any place 
in the system. 
Press; Mr. Chairman, does the 
President expect to save money on 
this reorganization? Is this going 
to be part of his effort to balance 
the budget? 
Chairman: Well, I think that the 
quick and short answer to that is 
yes. However, one often saves 
money not by an actual reduction 
of where you are now, but by a 
slowdown in the rate of increase of 
expenditures. And one needs to 
examine that as well as whether 
there is an actual overall reduction. 

And furthermore, there are 
many Federal Government pro- 
grams that are mandated, as you 
know—the uncontrollables in wel- 
fare and social security and other 
areas of that kind—which are not 
going to be affected by reorgani- 
zation. They will be affected only 
by program changes. 

So there is, I believe, a primary 
purpose of reorganization to in- 
crease the effectiveness of govern- 
ment in a way that will not result 
in a need for substantially in- 
creased resources. 
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scientists, engineers, and 
personnel management evaluation 

A NASA 
EXPERIMENT 

IN PME 
by Rayburn A. Metcalfe 

Assistant Director of Personne! 

National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration 

News item: “The National Aero- ’ ; HAT’S a strange announce- 
nautics and Space Administration ’ ment, coming from NASA, 
has recently concluded a full-scale, : 
operational test of an advanced, 
third-generation system. Prelimi- You may wonder why the space 
nary assessments indicate that it 
has achieved ‘nominal’ perform- 
ance against design criteria and 
significant improvements over 
earlier system models. Operating 
on the earth’s surface, it involves pe 

no flight hardware or scientific in- i ment, right? Scientists 
strumentation. It is a new per- Pe: 4 neers have no special kna 
sonnel management evaluation i e heee this sort of thing, you say? Si 
(PME) system, NASA’s third ex- } ey are they experimenting 
perimental model.” Pat Bre sonnel management 

What’s the logic? 

isn’t it? 

agency has taken such an avid and 
unusual interest in PME. NASA’s 

major achievements and recognized 
ae ene 

expertise are in science 

nology, not personnel 

Everyone knows that PME is 

an extremely complex and sensitive 

activity. Fraught with hazards and 

negatives, it is frequently avoided 
as a divisive and distasteful func- 

tion, even by competent, experi- 
enced personnel professionals. As 

a primary function of the Civil 
Service Commission, it’s really 
their responsibility, anyway. They 
have more experience and capabil- 
ity in this field than anyone else. 
Why not let them take the lead in 
advancing the state of the art for 
all Federal agencies? 

These are legitimate questions 

and observations, but they ignore 
two basic realities that all Federal 
agencies must face with regard to 
PME. The first and most obvious 
One is that each agency is required 
to have and administer its own 
personnel management evaluation 

system. The second and more im- 
portant one is that agencies actu- 
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ally need their own systems to ef- 
fectively tailor their personnel pro- 
grams to their institutional 
characteristics and mission objec- 
tives. 

own 

Another factor that sustains 
NASA interest in a better PME 
system is the agency’s management 
style. Systems are integral and 
essential to the management of re- 

search and development (R&D) 
programs. NASA managers have 

an affinity for systems. Further, 
they are conditioned to systems 
that work. If a system doesn’t 
work, it is redesigned and over- 
hauled or improved until it does. 
A PME system is no exception. 

Thus, NASA’s personnel man- 
agement evaluation system is not 
such an unusual or incongruous 

experiment after all. MOD IV is a 
natural outgrowth of requirement, 
need, and management commit- 
ment. 

OK, given a serious and logical 
interest, what has NASA done that 
is different? What makes this PME 
system better than NASA’s earlier 
models? Its purpose, to improve 

personnel management practices 

for better mission performance, is 
really nothing new. The basic 
standards used for compliance 
audits—law, regulation, and pub- 
lic policy—are constants that are 
the same for all Federal agencies. 
There are a few new wrinkles in 
methodology and data treatment. 
However, most of the methods and 
processes used parallel those em- 
ployed by the Civil Service Com- 
mission and other agencies. 

The significant new features, the 
differences that really make a dif- 

ference, boil down to only two: 

The dominant role of line 
managers in the evaluation process. 

[| The concurrent scheduling of 
personnel management evaluations 
at all agency installations. 

A Key Role 
for Line Managers 

The most significant difference 
in NASA’s PME system is the 

10 

dominant role assigned to line 
managers. Under provisions of the 
new system, personnel manage- 
ment evaluation in NASA is a 
management-directed function. 

The Deputy Administrator is re- 
sponsible for establishing and re- 
viewing the effectiveness of the 
basic system. 

Responsibility for the direction 
of agency-wide evaluations, per 
se, is assigned to the Associate 
Administrator for Center Opera- 
tions. 

Installation evaluations are 

under the direction of installation 

directors or designated line-man- 
agement officials immediately sub- 
ordinate to the installation direc- 

tors. 

In the most recent agency evalu- 
ation—the operational system test 
—the designated “evaluation man- 
agers” at the installations were the 
mainstays of the effort. More than 
half of them were engineers, and 
all held senior management posi- 
tions at their respective installa- 
tions. This special assignment, laid 
on by agency management, was no 
easy task. According to the sys- 
tem’s design specifications, each 
evaluation manager was responsi- 
ble for conducting an evaluation at 
his or her installation that was 
both comprehensive and thorough: 
comprehensive enough to provide 
an overview and assessment of the 
activity’s total personnel manage- 
ment effort; and thorough or de- 
tailed enough to satisfy the evalua- 
tion needs of installation manage- 
ment, agency management, and the 
Civil Service Commission. 

Specifically, each evaluation was 
to include: 

[] An assessment of progress 
and achievements on prior-year 
objectives and action plans. 

[| A general evaluation of per- 
sonnel management practices to 
identify strengths and problems, 
and weigh their significance to pro- 
gram and institutional effective- 
ness. 

[] A review and appraisal of 
supporting personnel administra- 
tion functions. 

[| A sample audit of personnel 
files and personnel action docu- 
mentation to determine compli- 
ance with law, regulation, and 
policy, and test the effectiveness of 
administrative controls and proce- 
dures. 

This was a tall order for part- 
timers, feeling their way on un- 
familiar ground previously re- 
served for professional personnel 
evaluators. But in every case the 
evaluation managers performed to 
specification. While some of them 
were more effective in their assign- 
ments than others, the overall 
quality of their efforts met or ex- 
ceeded NASA’s expectations. Sure, 

they had help and guidance from 
agency staff, on-site review teams, 
and others at their own installa- 
tions, but the difficult analyses and 
final decisions on personnel man- 
agement issues and problems were 
theirs to make. They made them 
and made them well. 

Each evaluation manager de- 
voted weeks of personal effort to 
the evaluation. What they lacked 
in terms of specific personnel skills 
and knowledge, they made up ten- 
fold in basic analytical skills and 
knowledge of the _ installation’s 
mission, structure, institutional 
character, and work force dynam- 
ics. Their finely tuned perspectives 
and insights added a special new 
flavor of reality and practicality 
to their findings and remedial 
action plans. 

Another plus that NASA’s line 
managers added to the PME sys- 
tem, almost automatically, was 
their built-in conviction and com- 
mitment to set right the problems 
they had identified and diagnosed. 
And who can get results better or 
quicker, within Government or 
out, than a committed line man- 
ager? Results are their stock in 
trade. 

It was these extra dimensions 

that NASA first sought and now 
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values from the contributions of 
its line-management evaluators. 

To support the evaluation man- 
agers in this experimental depar- 
ture from traditional practice, 
NASA made special provisions to 
offset their knowledge gaps, and 
to limit their direct involvement in 
compliance audit determinations. 

First, each evaluation manager 
received an individual briefing and 
detailed, written guidelines on the 
evaluation methodology and his or 
her specific responsibilities. 

Second, they were given an ex- 
tensive and reliable data base of 
information on employee and su- 
pervisory attitudes, work force 
characteristics, and personnel ac- 
tion dynamics to make their inter- 
pretation and analysis easier. 

And most important, each eval- 
uation manager was “loaned” an 
outside team of professional per- 
sonnel specialists to do an objec- 
tive review of personnel program 
administration and regulatory com- 
pliance, and identify the required 
corrective action or _ action 
options. 

Supported in this manner and 
allowed to do their thing, NASA’s 
evaluation managers have demon- 
strated the potential of another 
way (and for NASA a better way) 
to conduct installation-level eval- 
uations. 

A Different Kind of Schedule 

A unique feature of the NASA 
system is the concurrent—or more 
properly, near-concurrent—sched- 
uling of evaluations. While the 
idea was initially mind-boggling 
from a logistics standpoint, the 
agency’s recent experience has con- 
firmed its basic logic and advan- 
tages. In practical application, this 
scheduling approach gave NASA 
management the opportunity and 
capability to take stock of its per- 
sonnel management assets and 
problems, to establish a baseline 
for marking future progress, and 
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to develop coordinated improve- 
ment plans at both the national 
and local levels—all within a rea- 
sonable period of time. 

Within 6 months, the agency 
carried out comprehensive per- 
sonnel management evaluations at 
all ten of its major installations. 
While each evaluation was separate 
and independent, all were a part 
of the agency’s overall diagnostic 
self-examination. 

The on-site review phase of the 
installation evaluations was com- 
pleted in less than 3 months. Each 
on-site review was conducted by 
one of five ad hoc teams staffed 
with senior NASA personnel spe- 
cialists and Civil Service Commis- 
sion representatives, hand-picked 
for their expertise and objectivity. 

The NASA team members were 
assigned to two reviews at installa- 
tions other than those of their per- 
manent assignment. Each team was 

trained on-site in a 2-day orienta- 
tion drill conducted immediately 
prior to each review. Team lead- 
ers and classification specialists 
were provided an additional week 
of advanced training in agency 
headquarters to prepare them for 
their specialized assignments. 

As part of the total evaluation 
effort, each installation simultane- 
ously identified its priority im- 
provement objectives and devel- 
oped 1-year remedial action plans 

to achieve them. Installation re- 
ports forwarded to agency 
headquarters. There the most sig- 

were 

nificant and prevalent findings were 
synthesized and 
agency-level personnel 
ment objectives. And a 
program plan to _ coordinate 
agency-wide improvement efforts 
emerged. 

into 

manage- 

translated 

3-year 

Once the agency completed its 
assessment of priorities and ob 

headquarters and the jectives, 

installations were able to shift their 

full attention and resources to work 

on the problems and needs targeted 
for both short- and 

improvement effort 
Between 

long-range 

at each level. 
comprehensive agency 

evaluations, installation objectives 

and action plans are reviewed and 

updated annually as part of a 
regularly scheduled self-evaluation. 
Progress and achievements agency- 



wide are monitored in NASA 
headquarters by means of the an- 
nual installation reports and direct 
followup action. 

The primary benefit provided 
by the concurrent scheduling of 
installation-level evaluations has 

been the establishment of a co- 
herent perspective of agency needs 

and a rational process for effecting 
personnel management improve- 
ments. 

Improvements in scheduling and 
data treatment are also credited to 
the change. Evaluation scheduling 
was simplified and made less 
threatening to individual installa- 
tions. No one was scheduled first 
or last. And prejudgments, prob- 
lem-oriented targeting, and one-on- 
one defensive tactics were all 
eliminated from the process 

There was also a vast improve- 
ment in the treatment of data per- 
taining to employee attitudes, work 
force characteristics, and personnel 

action trends. Economical batch 
processing made data handling 
easier. Various data displays were 
used to compare field installations 

against agency-wide norms at the 
same point in time in each evalua- 
tion cycle. 

Concurrent evaluation schedul- 
ing in NASA has worked so well 
that continued use of this experi- 
mental feature in the agency’s 
PME system is assured. 

A Dialog 
Points the Way 

The innovations discussed here, 
as well as other refinements and 
improvements in NASA’s person- 
nel management evaluations over 
the past 15 years, are not the 
product of ivory tower design or 
laboratory experimentation. They 
are actually the product of the col- 
lective experience and judgment of 
a large number of people in NASA 
and CSC who have been concerned 
with these matters for many years. 

The blueprint for most of the 
successful features in NASA’s cur- 
rent PME system was, in fact, 
drafted by a large group of per- 
sonnel and management officials 
convened for this specific purpose. 
The occasion was NASA’s second 
agency-wide symposium on per- 
sonnel management evaluation, 
held at the Johnson Space Center 
in Houston, Tex., in November 

1971. 

The purpose of the symposium 
was to analyze and critique the 
agency’s evolving approach to 
PME, and to recommend changes 
to improve evaluations in the fu- 
ture. Those attending included top 
management of NASA and _ the 
Civil Service Commission, senior 

personnel and management offi- 
cials from each NASA installation, 
and invited representatives of two 
other Federal agencies. 

Stimulated by an opening re- 
mark of the NASA Deputy Ad- 
ministrator, that “this kind of man- 

agement [personnel management] 
has more challenge than anything 
we have done in Mercury, Gemini, 
Avollo, or any of our other pro- 
grams,” the 79 participants re- 
sponded with purpose and vigor. 
Each of them, like their counter- 
parts in the first NASA-wide PME 
symposium held in 1969, had a 
serious interest in personnel man- 
agement issues and problems. Con- 
vinced by first-hand experience 
that these matters have an impact 
on mission performance, the man- 

agers were not there for the ride— 
they were anxious to make a posi- 
tive contribution. 

Small workgroups, in wide- 
ranging and candid exchanges of 
ideas, developed constructive rec- 
ommendations to make NASA’s 
PME system a positive force and 
effective mechanism for change. 
The real goal, implicit to all, was 
better personnel management. 
PME was but a means to an end 
—a tool or instrument for im- 
provement. 

The NASA PME symposia of 
1969 and 1971 are now years be- 
hind us, but the dialog initiated 
and fostered at those sessions has 
continued. It is this continuing 
exchange between managers and 
personnel people in NASA that 
points the way to better PME and 
better personnel management prac- 
tices in the future. 
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introducing ZBB 

NEW MANAGEMENT 
APPROACH 

TO 
FEDERAL BUDGETING 

HE TERM “zero-base budget- 
ing” is not new. In the most 

literal sense, zero-base budgeting 
implies constructing a budget with- 
out reference to what has gone 
before, based on a total reap- 
praisal of purposes, methods, and 
resources. 

This interpretation has been 
roundly condemned as naive and 
impractical, if not downright mis- 
chievous. The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s attempt at this sort 
of zero-base for FY 1964 was 
widely regarded as a failure. As 
Allen Schick has remarked, even 

a teenager doesn’t have an identity 
crisis every year. Or, as Dean 
Acheson pointed out in another 
context, we can’t have a foreign 
policy if we pull it up every year 
to examine its roots. 

But there is another version of 
zero-base budgeting. Developed 
originally at Texas Instruments by 
Peter A. Pyhrr as a method of con- 
trolling overhead costs, and later 
implemented by Jimmy Carter in 
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by Graeme M. Taylor 

ZBB 
ADAPTED from an article by Graeme M. 
Taylor that originally appeared in Vol. 6, 
No. 1, of The Bureaucrat, Spring 1977. 
Mr. Taylor is Senior Vice President of 
Management Analysis Center, Inc. 
(MAC), Washington, D.C., a manage- 
ment consulting firm that has assisted 
over 70 public and private organizations 
with the implementation of zero-base 
budgeting. He is co-author of Program 
Budgeting and Benefit-Cost Analysis and 
Systematic Analysis, both published by 
Goodyear Publishing Co. 

Georgia, this latter day zero-base 
budgeting provides a practical way 
of involving line managers in a 
systematic evaluation of budget 
priorities. On April 19, 1977, the 
Office of Management and Budget 
issued Bulletin 77-9 to implement 

this approach to zero-base budget- 
ing in the Federal Government, 
and it is this version of zero-base 
budgeting that is the subject of 
this article. 

Although the basic concepts of 
zero-base budgeting are indeed 
simple, putting them into practice 

is difficult, complex, and demand- 

ing. Many organizations, however, 
apparently believe the results are 
worth the effort. Within the past 
3 years, at least 100 major cor- 
porations have applied zero-base 
budgeting to portions of their 
operating budgets. A handful of 
States and several local govern- 
ments have adopted zero-base 
budgeting. A few Federal agencies 
introduced zero-base budgeting on 
a limited basis even. before the 
election. 

Some of the growing popularity 
of zero-base budgeting must no 
doubt be attributed to the Presi- 
dent’s support of the process. But 

it would be a mistake to think that 
the “bandwagon syndrome” is the 
main reason for ZBB’s adoption. 
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The real explanation lies in certain 
intrinsic features of the process it- 
self, coupled fortuitously with the 
needs of the times. 

Industry views zero-base budg- 
eting as a more rational approach 
to the perennial problem of con- 

trolling overhead. The recent re- 

cession forced most companies to 

reappraise their discretionary costs, 
and many found ZBB an instru- 
ment ideally suited to the task. 

In the public sector, the exam- 
ple of New York City looms like 
a severed head on a spike as an 
ful warning. Today virtually 

everyone is a fiscal conservative. 

CJ oractical 
A Ra WU 

yy of inv Olving line 

Y managers in a 

systematic evaluation 

of budget pnonties™ 

There is a growing realization that 
prosram initiatives to meet public 

must go hand-in-hand with 
soun.t nancial management. As 

the nt pointed out in Na- 
tior’s Susmess (January 1977): 

ihere is no inherent conflict 
between careful planning, tight 
budgeting, and constant manage- 
ment reassessment on the one 
hand, and compassionate concern 
for the deprived and afflicted on 
the other. Waste and inefficiency 
never fed a hungry child, provided 
a job for a willing worker, or edu- 
cated a deserving student.” 

needs 

Zero-base budgeting has come 
a long way since its origins at 
Texas Instruments and in Georgia. 
These early models have been sub- 
stantially improved upon and re- 
fined in later, less-publicized appli- 
cations, while still retaining the 
original fundamental principles. 
Experience indicates that there are 
almost limitless ways to adapt the 
basic ZBB concepts to the varying 
decisional needs of different orga- 
nizations. This should come as no 
surprise. Zero-base budgeting is, 
after all, a management-oriented 
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approach to budgeting. It follows, 
then, that its basic principles must 
be adapted to fit each organiza- 
tion’s unique management struc- 
ture and culture. 

This article will attempt, some- 
what boldly, to summarize the 
state of a complex and rapidly 
evolving art. The writer’s view- 
point is not that of a scholar, but 
rather that of a practitioner, one 
who has been actively involved in 
helping organizations design and 
implement zero-base budgeting. 

The reader will therefore not 
find much in the way of public ad- 
ministration theory, nor any glit- 
tering generalities to serve as a 
conceptual framework. If any apol- 
ogy is needed, it would be this: 
It is too early to predict the ulti- 
mate fate of zero-base budgeting 
in the public sector. It could evolve 
in many different ways to serve 
different needs in different govern- 
ment organizations. Many versions 
of zero-base budgeting could com- 
fortably coexist in Washington, in 
the States, and in city halls. Dif- 
ferent approaches may be quite ap- 
propriate even within the same 
government, at different levels and 
for different kinds of programs. 
No unified theory is likely to 
emerge; certainly none can be dis- 
cerned at this time. 

Principles and Elements 
of Zero-Base Budgeting 

The distinctive and_ essential 
hallmark of zero-base budgeting is 
its focus on the total budget re- 
quest. The current spending level 
is not regarded as an_ inviolate 
base, immune from detailed scru- 
tiny. Existing activities are exam- 
ined along with proposed new 
activities. 

In traditional budgeting systems, 
all participants behave as if the 
relevant question was: “At the 
margin, is an increase in Program 
A more important than an increase 

in Program B?” Decisionmakers 
are essentially forced to accept or 
reject a program increase, or to 

reduce its amount. This so-called 
“incremental” budgeting effectively 
denies decisionmakers the option 
of trading off a requested increase 
in One activity against a reduction 
in another. 

Zero-base budgeting places a 
premium on offering decisionmak- 
ers a range of choices among al- 
ternate funding levels. The rele- 
vant budget question is: “At the 
margin, is an increase in Program 
A more important than an increase 

in Program B or a previously 
funded item in Programs A, B, 
CC... .?” It is explicitly not 
assumed that present activities 
must necessarily be continued. 
Given budget constraints, an ex- 
isting activity may be reduced or 
eliminated entirely to make way 
for new activities, or one program 
may be cut back to permit another 
to expand. 

The three basic elements of 
zero-base budgeting are: 

A. Identification of 
units.” 

B. Analysis of decision units 
and the formulation of “decision 
packages.” 

C. Ranking. 

A. The decision units are the 
lowest level entities for which 
budgets are prepared. Decision 
units may be programs, functions, 
cost centers, organizational units, 

or, in certain cases, line items or 

appropriation items. One important 
requirement is that each decision 
unit have an identifiable manager 
with the necessary authority to 
establish priorities and prepare 
budgets for all activities within 
the decision unit. 

B. ZBB calls for two kinds of 
analysis. First is the analysis that 

ost truly deserves the name 
“zero-base”—a reexamination of 
the purposes, activities, and opera- 
tions of the decision unit. In this 
analytic phase, questions such as 

the following are addressed: 
[| What would be the conse- 

quence if the decision unit were 
entirely eliminated? 

“decision 

CIVIL SERVICE JOURNAL 



(_] How can the decision unit’s 
purposes be achieved in a more 

cost-effective manner? 

[| How can the decision unit’s 

operations be improved? 

Following the zero-base review 
of purposes, activities, and opera- 
tions, the decision unit manager 
then segments the decision unit’s 
activities into a series of decision 
packages. The first package con- 
tains those activities, or portions 
of activities, deemed highest 
priority. The second contains the 
next most important items, and so 
on. The costs and consequences of 
each package are documented for 
higher level review. 

C. The third basic element of 
ZBB is “ranking,” the process 
whereby higher level managers es- 
tablish priorities for all decision 
packages from all subordinate 
decision units. 

Decision Units, 
Decision Packages, 
and the Ranking Process 

Identifying and defining 

decision units 

A key consideration in selecting 
decision units is the organization’s 
“responsibility structure.” Decision 
units should generally be selected 
to parallel the flow of responsibility 
for budgetary decisionmaking 
within the organization. 

To illustrate this point, consider 
an organization that operates 
neighborhood health centers, each 
of which offers a variety of health 
services such as tuberculosis con- 
trol, venereal disease control, lead 
poisoning control, maternal and 
child health clinics, and so forth. 
The decision units may variously 
be (a) each center, encompassing 
all health services provided within 
the center, (b) each separate 
health service provided in each 
center, or (c) each health service 

aggregated across all centers. 
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If each center has a manager 
who is responsible for resource 
allocation within the center, then 
the individual centers may be 
logically selected as decision units. 
If each health within a 
center has an identifiable manager 
responsible for resource allocation 
within that service, each service 
within a center could be viewed as 

a separate decision unit. On the 

other hand, if resource «ilocation 
decisions within services 
are made system-wide by identi- 
fiable managers at the organiza- 
tion’s headquarters, then the indi- 
vidual health services aggregated 
across all centers would be logical 

decision units. The key criterion 
is how responsibility for resource 
allocation decisions is distributed. 

There is, of course, a fourth 
option: The entire health organiza- 
tion may be considered a single 
decision unit. This option would 
make sense if all resource alloca- 
tion decisions are made by the 
organization’s chief executive, or if 
other considerations become im- 
portant—such as the relative size 
of the organization with respect to 
the government of which it forms 
a part. For example, if an entire 
city is engaged in zero-base budget- 
ing, then, from the standpoint of 
the Mayor, the entire neighbor- 
hood health center program might 
be logically one single decision 
unit. Relative size, therefore, is a 
second important consideration in 
identifying decision units. 

service 

The availability of data often 
constrains the choice cision 
units. The organization’s account- 
ing system may not provide re 

able cost data for the “ideal” de- 
cision unit structure. ¢ | ses 
may have to be made, or the 

accounting system may be modified 

so that something approaching the 

ideal structure may become feasi- 
ble at a later time. 

Analytic empl 

Some organizations emphasize a 

fundamental reexamination of each 
decision unit before its manager is 

permitted to formulate decision 
packages. In other instances, only 
perfunctory attention is paid 
questioning of objectives, activities, 

and operating methods, so decision 
packages simply reflect a priot 
listing of the status quo. The rela- 

tive emphasis on each type of 

analysis is decided by the archit 

and users of the zero-base budget- 
ing system. Both types of analysis 

are useful, but time, practicality, 
and available analytic skills some- 
times dictate that the 
sacrificed and attention be concen- 
trated on the latter. 

former be 

Formulation of decision packages 

The decision unit manager for- 
mulates, in priority order, a series 
of decision packages that together 
equal the total of his budget re- 
quest for the decision unit. Each 
decision package consists of a dis- 
crete set of services, activities, or 
expenditure items. 

The first, or highest priority, 
package addresses the most impor- 
tant activities performed by the 
decision unit, i.e., those that pro- 
duce the highest priority services 
or meet the most critical needs of 
the decision unit’s target popula- 
tion. The cost of this first package 
is usually well below the current 

level of funding for the decision 
unit, and is often thought of as the 
‘minimuin level” or “survival 
level” for the decision unit. 

- 
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In some cases decision unit man- 
agers are allowed complete free- 
dom in determining the size of the 
first package, subject only to the 
constraint that it cost less than the 
current funding level. In other 
cases, guidelines are provided in 
the form of a percentage of the 
current level, for example: “The 
first package should be less than 
75 percent of current,” or “The 
first package should be between 
40 percent and 60 percent of cur- 
rent.” 

In most cases no firm rule is es- 
tablished for the total number of 
packages for each decision unit. In 
practice, the number can usually 
be expected to vary between a 
minimum of three and a maximum 
of around ten. 

Typically, packages become 
smaller and more discrete as their 
cumulative total cost approaches 
and exceeds the decision unit’s cur- 
rent funding level. This offers de- 
cisionmakers a more practical 
range of flexibility in the subse- 
quent ranking process. 

The decision unit manager’s 
analysis of decision packages is 
communicated on a series of forms, 
using a separate form for each 
decision package. Each form docu- 
ments: 

(_] Precisely what services are to 
be provided, or activities per- 
formed, if this package is funded. 

(_] The resource requirements of 
the package and their cost. 

[] A quantitative expression of 
workload, output, or results antici- 
pated if the package is funded. 

In some cases, the decision unit 
manager is asked to identify addi- 
tional information on each decision 
package form, such as “benefits of 
funding this package,” “conse- 
quences of not funding this pack- 
age.” “present services that would 
not be provided if only this pack- 
age and those that precede it are 
funded,” “support required from 
other decision units if this package 
is funded,” and the like. 
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Ranking 

Ranking is the process in which 
a manager reviews all decision 
packages (from all decision units 
reporting to him) and establishes 
their relative priority. A “ranking 
table” is prepared, listing all de- 
cision packages in descending 
order of priority. A running cumu- 
lative total is kept to indicate the 
total budget request for the sum 
of each package plus all preceding 
(higher priority) packages. 

Ranking may be performed in 
a variety of ways—for example, 
unilaterally by a single manager, 
or in committee fashion where the 
manager meets with his decision 
unit managers. 

Depending on the size and 
complexity of the organization, a 
series of rankings by successively 
higher levels of management may 
be required to produce a single, 
consolidated ranking table for the 
entire organization. 

To avoid overwhelming higher 
levels of management with exces- 
sive detail, the ranked decision 
packages are often consolidated 
into a smaller number of “super 
packages” for review and ranking 
by the next managerial level. 

Designing 
and Implementing 
Zero-Base Budgeting 

Before embarking on zero- 
base budgeting, an organization 
must carefully weigh several fac- 
tors: 

[-] What are the strengths and 
weaknesses of the existing budget 
process? 

(_] What are the organization’s 
objectives and expectations for 
zero-base budgeting? 

(-) Who is the principal intended 
“consumer” of the information 
generated by the zero-base budget- 
ing process? 

(|) What implementation strate- 
gies shall be followed? 

[] What degree of linkage to 
existing management systems is 
appropriate? 

[] What particular ZBB “tech- 
nology” shall be employed? 

Any decision to launch zero- 
base budgeting normally should be 
preceded by a systematic appraisal 
of the strengths and weaknesses of 
the existing budget process. This 
review may be thought of as a 
“budget audit” during which man- 
agers assess the degree to which 
the current budget process serves 
or fails to serve the organization’s 
planning, management, and con- 
trol needs. Design of the approach 
to zero-base budgeting can then 
attempt to build on existing 
strengths and correct deficiencies 
in the current process. 

The organization should next 
address explicitly the question of 
what it hopes to achieve by imple- 
menting zero-base budgeting. Dif- 
ferent organizations may have 
quite different objectives and ex- 
pectations for zero-base budgeting. 
Some of the more common are: 
] Cut budgets rationally. 
[] Reallocate resources from 

lower to higher priority areas. 
[] Yield better information or 

“Many versions of 

zero-base budgeting 

could comfortably 

coexist in Washington, 

in the States, and 

in city halls.” 

more credible justifications to sup- 
port budget requests. 

(] Forge a better link between 
budgeting and operational planning 
and control. 

_] Provide top management with 
better insights into the detailed 
workings of the organization. 

[] Create more substantive in- 
volvement by line managers in 
budget formulation. 

[| Achieve various “organiza- 
tional development” objectives 
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(such as improved communica- 

tion between managerial levels, 
greater sense of participation, more 
identification with the organiza- 
tion’s mission). 

Finally, the organization must 
design the technical and procedural 
aspects of the zero-base budgeting 
process. Particular attention must 
be paid to the following: 

(] The logic by which decision 
units are identified and defined. 

[) The type of analysis to be 
emphasized. 

(| The particular forms, proce- 
dures, timetable, guidelines, and 
instructions to be used in imple- 
menting the process. 

[] The type and amount of 
training and technical assistance to 
be provided. 

The users of zero-base budgeting 
must also decide how to modify 
the process in the second and later 
cycles following the first year. 
Priorities may be reviewed to en- 
sure that they are still relevant, 

decision units may be added or 
deleted as appropriate, new de- 
cision packages may be formulated 
to meet newly identified needs, and 
cost and output data may be re- 
fined and updated. But it is usually 
not necessary to repeat the con- 
siderable development normally 
required in the first year. [llustra- 
tively, the focus can shift to areas 
of the budget not included the first 
year, or the process can be driven 

deeper in the organization, or the 

reliability of data can be improved, 
or the process can be more selec- 
tive in concentrating analytic ef- 
forts on particular issues. 

The Future 

of Zero-Base Budgeting 
in the Federal Government 

Strengths and weaknesses 
of the existing Federal 

budget process 

The Federal budget process 
works. It comprehensively recon- 
ciles the competing claims of a 
myriad of programs into a unified 
whole. Each party understands the 
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rules of the gare, and open con- 
flict is kept to a rinimum. 

Some weaknesses are, however, 
apparent. Budget justifications 

focus almost exclusively on incre- 
ments—the additional positions 
and dollars requested above the 
“adjusted base.” Neither the Presi- 
dent nor Congress is routinely pro- 

vided the opportunity of examining 
whether objectives should be 
changed, or whether the same ob- 
jectives could be attained more 

economically, or what would be 
the consequences of funding a 
given program at varying levels. 
Interagency trade-off opportuni- 
ties, within the same general pro- 
gram area, are difficult to examine 
without special analyses. The link 
between costs and services pro- 
vided is hard to discern. Often, 
cuts are imposed without any ex- 
plicit recognition of which services 
will be reduced by what amounts. 
Agencies are frequently expected 
to “absorb” cuts and still, some- 
how, maintain the present level of 
operations. 
Objectives for zero-base budgeting 

in the Federal Government 
A tentative set of primary objec- 

tives for zero-base budgeting in 
the executive branch of the Fed- 
eral Government might be as fol- 
lows: 

(] Provide the President a range 
of choices within a given program 
so he can ensure that the total 
resources correspond to his policy 

preferences for that program. 

“The distinctive and 

essential hallmark of 

zero-base budgeting is 

its focus on the total 

budget request. The 

Curent soending 

not regarded as an 

inviolate base, immune 

from detailed scrutiny.” 

[] Yield more credible budget 

justifications, at all levels within 
the executive branch, in support of 
total budget requests, and not 

merely with respect to proposed 
changes from the prior year. The 
information should be structured 
so as to illuminate the conse- 
quences of various levels of fund- 
ing, both above and below current 
levels. 

[|] Encourage agency operating 
managers to surface recommenda- 
tions for improved methods of op- 
eration as part of the formal 

budget process. 

Consumers 

There are many potential con- 
sumers of the results of zero-base 

budgeting in the Federal Govern- 
ment . . . the Congress (its sub- 
stantive, budget, and appropria- 
tions committees, as well as the 
Congressional Budget Office and 
the GAO); the President and his 
Office of Management and Budget; 
agency heads and their policy, 
planning, and budget staffs; and the 
several levels of operating “line” 
managers within each agency. 

Implementation strategies 

The central problem is to iden- 
tify the most productive targets of 
opportunity for zero-base budget- 
ing and then determine how best to 
implement the process in the 
selected areas. 

Although the President’s Budget 
embraces virtually all Federal ex- 
penditures, zero-base budgeting 
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may not be equally appropriate for 
all types of expenditure. 

The interest on the national debt 
is hardly susceptible to annual 
zero-base review. 

A variety of income and other 

transfers such as social security 

payments, veterans’ benefits, wel- 
fare payments, and general reve- 

nue-sharing are controllable only 
in the long run and can be changed 
only if there is a significant shift 
in the political consensus. 

Other major expenditures have 
powerful constituencies; it would 
take more than a new budget 
process to affect significantly ex- 

penditures from the Highway 
Trust Fund or the various agricul- 
tural price support programs. 

Stability and credibility in na- 
tional security and foreign affairs 
require a degree of continuity in 

the scale and distribution of re- 
sources commitment. 

Significant or abrupt changes in 
long-range procurement or con- 
struction programs, both civilian 
and military, could cause severe 
economic dislocations even if de- 
cisionmakers are persuaded to ig- 
nore sunk costs. 

But in the long run nothing is 
fixed. In the short run much is, at 
least within the realm of practical 

politics. This is not to say that 
programs such as those cited in the 
previous paragraphs should not be 
thoroughly reappraised from time 
to time. Of course they must be, 
but the annual budget process may 
not be the proper forum for the 
debate. 

There 
classes of 

are, however, several 
Federal expenditures 

ideally suited to the type of zero- 
base budgeting described in this 
article: 

The overhead agencies of 
government, i.e., those agencies 
providing services not to the public 
but to government itself (e.g., 
GSA, the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, parts of Treasury and Justice, 
etc.). 

The 
and 

(administra- 

activities of 

overhead 

tive support ) 
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“Zero-base budgeting has proved, in diverse 

settings, that it can make a useful contnboution to 

the art and practice of management. 

Whether it can be equally helpful if applied 

extensively in the Federal Government 

is AN Open question.” 

agencies, in Washington and in 

countless field offices. This is a 
very diverse category including a 
multitude of functions such as 
legal, ADP, personnel, training, 
accounting, research, planning, 
procurement, printing, communi- 
cations, transportation, etc. 

[] Virtually all formula and 
project grant programs. 

[_] Many operating programs of 
government, where the govern- 
ment itself acts directly as the pro- 
vider of service, without any inter- 
mediaries. This group would in- 
clude organizations such as the 
National Park Service, Forest 
Service, VA Hospitals, Customs 
Service, FAA, FDA, and so forth. 

A fundamental implementation 
issue to be resolved is the relation- 
ship of zero-base budgeting to the 
overall Federal budget process. 
Zero-base budgeting could be im- 
plemented as a supplement to the 
existing budget process, it could 
substitute for the existing budget 
process, or elements of the zero- 
base budgeting process could be 
incorporated into the existing 
budget process. 

The first option would leave un- 
disturbed the normal routines of 
budgeting, and therein lies both its 
advantages and _ disadvantages. 
Treating zero-base budgeting as 
supplementary to the existing 
budget process would cause the 
least disruption for both OMB and 
the agencies. True, it would gen- 
erate an additional workload, but 
this could be accommodated. OMB 
and the agencies would in all 
likelihood set up special staffs to 
handle zero-base budgeting, effec- 

tively insulating it from the “real” 
budget process. This, of course, is 
precisely what happened to PPB 
(the earlier Planning, Program- 
ming, and Budgeting system). 

The second option is only 
superficially a real option. The 
concept of “replacing” the existing 
budget process with zero-base 
budgeting is wrongheaded. In the 
first place, the budget process 
serves many purposes other than 
those for which zero-base budget- 
ing is suited. Besides, a budget 
process is not an integrated circuit 
module that can be unplugged or 
reconnected at will. 

The third option is a real one, 
in fact the only one that makes 
sense. The basic principles of zero- 
base budgeting could be made an 
integral part of the agency budget 
formulation process and could 
form the basis for both the Spring 
Preview and Director’s Review 
(this, in fact, is the approach 

taken by the Office of Management 
and Budget; see OMB Bulletin 
No. 77-9, dated April 19, 1977). 
The formats of detailed supporting 
budget schedules need not be 
altered necessarily, but the sched- 
ules probably would be completed 
only after basic program alloca- 
tions are made by OMB. 

It is probable that at least three 
overlapping zero-base budgeting 
cycles would operate, each with a 
different focus. The first cycle 
would operate at the most detaiied 
level within the agency. At this 
stage, operating managers would 
formulate zero-based budget re- 
quests, which through a successive 
ranking process would flow up- 
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wards to the various line assistant 
secretaries. During the second 
cycle, the agency head would 
formulate the agency-wide budget 
and review it with OMB. The 
third cycle would involve OMB’s 
own zero-base analysis and prep- 
aration of priority-ranked budget 
proposals for consideration by the 
President. 

In practice, of course, the proc- 
ess would not be as simple and 
sequential as suggested above. 
Several iterations might be re- 
quired, each cycle operating within 
a framework of planning and 
policy guidelines . . . much as in 
the present process. 

Zero-base budgeting technology 

As this article has attempted to 
emphasize, zero-base budgeting 
may be variously implemented for 
different reasons, in different ways, 
and to serve the needs of different 
users. The Federal Government is 
so diverse that no one ZBB “tech- 
nology” can suffice. What consti- 
tutes a decision unit in one part of 
one agency will not apply in other 
parts of the same agency nor at 

Regardless of the ultimate fate 

chances are that after the next few years 1O 

July-September 1977 

different levels in the same agency, 
still less in other agencies. The 
decision variables governing the 
formulation of decision packages 
will vary within and among pro- 

grams and agencies. 
It would be possible, however, 

to develop models, standards, or 
guidelines to deal with similar 
classes of programs or activities 
commonly found throughout the 
Federal Government. Several agen- 

cies operate hospitals, for example; 
similar approaches to zero-base 
budgeting would probably be ap- 
plicable regardless of the agency. 
Again, at a more detailed level, 
similar approaches could be used 
in different agencies to deal with 
functions such as maintenance, 
ADP operations, and the like. 
Within OMB it doubtless would be 
desirable to develop a consistent 
framework to analyze programs 

from different agencies within the 
same general program area. 

Can ZBB Do the Job? 

Zero-base budgeting has proved, 
in diverse settings, that it can make 

be quite the same. 

a useful contribution to the art 
and practice of management. 
Whether it can be equally helpful 
if applied extensively in the Fed- 
eral Government is an open ques- 
tion. Its success will largely depend 
on how agencies respond to the 
challenge of adapting the princi- 
ples of zero-base budgeting to their 

own decisionmaking needs 
Now that zero-base budgeting is 

being launched on a broad scale, 
it is to be hoped that it will be 
viewed as an approach to resource 

allocation rather than as a uniform 
set of procedures to be applied by 

rote regardless of the nature of 

the program, organizational level, 
or management’s needs. 

Finally, what will be the lasting 
impact of zero-base budgeting? 
PBB is no longer a formal, Gov- 
ernment-wide system, but 

fects are very much with us 
legacy of PBB has been a demon- 
strable improvement in the amount 
and quality of policy, program, 
and budgetary analysis, in the Fed- 
eral Government and in State and 
local governments throughout the 
nation. & 

ef- 

The 

its 

of ZBB L ) 
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DL jageting will ne 



EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

EEO Representatives 
in CSC Regions 

Overall leadership and guidance of equal employ- 
ment opportunity programs throughout the Federal 
service is the Civil Service Commission’s responsi- 
bility. To help assure that these programs are car- 
ried out, each of the Commission’s ten regional 
directors has EEO program leadership authority for 
the respective region. 

In turn, each regional director’s staff includes a 
regional Federal equal employment opportunity 
representative. The EEO representative, supported 
by a small staff, provides regional guidance, policy 
interpretation, and information and assistance on 
EEO matters, including activities tailored to estab- 
lished special emphasis programs. 

It is the EEO representative’s job to: 
[-] Advise and assist the regional director on all 

EEO matters. 
[_] Review agency equal employment opportunity 

plans and recommend approval, disapproval, or 
other appropriate action to the regional director. 

[] Represent the U.S. Civil Service Commission 
to regional Federal, State, and local government 

agencies, to organized groups, and others interested 

in the Federal EEO program. 
[| Provide staff assistance to the regional director 

on Federal EEO matters. 
[-] Serve as the Federal EEO resource person for 

all CSC regional program officers. 
EEO concerns touch on essentially every aspect of 

employment. Thus, regional EEO representatives 
must be knowledgeable personnel management spe- 
cialists. At times they also assume the roles of public 
information officers, administrative officers, program 
developers, evaluators, and trainers. They often 
serve as the regional director’s representative at State 
and local conferences and meetings with other orga- 
nized groups. 

There is no typical workweek for an EEO repre- 
sentative. The EEO representative may begin a 
Monday morning with the usual administrative duties 
and staff meetings and wind up the week on Friday 
as an after-dinner speaker at a meeting of a com- 
munity organization. A large part of the week is 

filled with decisions on ambiguous, often sensitive, 
issues, answering agency questions, keeping up with 
new rules and regulations concerning equal employ- 
ment opportunity, providing employment informa- 
tion, and channeling inquiries throughout the Federal 
establishment. 
EEO representatives are regularly called to speak 

at Federal agencies or at civic or community 
organization meetings. The subjects range all over 
the EEO spectrum and beyond. One day it may be a 
presentation on establishing or revitalizing an agency 
EEO program. The next day it may be a panel 
discussion on the employment concerns of Hispanics 
in a particular locale. 

An EEO representative must be able to identify 
an audience and be prepared to shift the direction 
of his or her remarks to meet the needs and inter- 
ests of the group. For instance, at a 1-day seminar 

about women, an EEO representative was asked to 
speak on how to get into Federal employment. The 
EEO representative began by asking the group 
how many of them were currently Federal employ- 
ees. The answer was 90 percent. The representative 
quickly turned the topic to how to advance in the 
Federal service. 

Federal employees frequently write or telephone 
EEO representatives to discuss how to file a dis- 
crimination complaint. Lawyers representing com- 
plainants often telephone for detailed information 
and to discuss features of the discrimination com- 
plaint system. 

Because they need to respond promptly to in- 
quiries about EEO from the general public and from 
Federal agency personnel, EEO representatives 
spend a lot of time researching and interpreting 
personnel issuances. They are responsible for getting 
new or revised EEO information to Federal agencies 
and installations within their respective regions. They 
regularly provide personalized program assistance to 
Federal agencies and work with agency officials in 
affirmative action planning on a day-to-day basis. 

Truly, a regional Federal equal employment op- 
portunity representative is a “jack-of-all-trades,” but 
contrary to the adage, he or she is also a master 
of most of those trades. 

—Ed Shell 
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THE FEDERAL WOMEN’S 
PROGRAM 

HIS YEAR, we will celebrate 
the 10-year anniversary of the 

Federal Women’s Program. But 
practically all of those involved, 
including most FWP Coordinators, 
will be surprised to learn that the 
program is actually 14 years old. 
The FWP began in late 1963 to 
implement a recommendation of 
the President’s Commission on the 
Status of Women, but it was not 
until 1967 that Executive Order 
11375 was issued, prohibiting sex 
discrimination in Federal employ- 
ment. 

In the 10 years since the Execu- 
tive order, attitudes toward work- 
ing women and sex discrimination 
have improved remarkably, and 
there has been a significant increase 
in the number of women in pro- 
fessional and technical jobs GS-7 
to 11. However, many other as- 

pects of women’s Federal employ- 
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by Janice Mendenhall 
Director, Federal Women’s Program 

U.S. Civil Service Commission 

ment have remained relatively un- 
changed. But to better understand 
the climate of Federal employment 
10 years ago, one must examine 
some of the events leading up to 
the Executive order. 

What It Was Like 

10 Years (and More) Ago 

The first real attention paid to 
women’s’ Federal employment 
since World War II was a 1954 
Task Force of the Federal Person- 
nel Council, composed of directors 
of personnel. Their job was to look 
at increasing part-time jobs, there- 
by recruiting skilled women not 
working at that time. 

They asked a woman, Esther 
Lawton, a classifier from Treasury, 
to give them the “woman’s point 
of view.” She did, and the Task 
Force recommended to the Bureau 

of the Budget (predecessor of 
OMB) that the ceiling structure be 

changed so that a part-time em- 
ployee would not count the same as 
a full-time employee. The Bureau 

complied in February 1966 by es- 
tablishing a ceiling separate from 
full-time permanent employees, 
and pressure continues on OMB 
today to “liberalize” the method of 
ceiling allocations to increase the 
use of part-time employees. 

Nothing much happened until 
1961, when President Kennedy ap- 
pointed the first Commission on 
the Status of Women, headed by 

JANICE MENDENHALL has partici- 
pated in many of the developments she 
covers in this overview of Federal 
Women’s Program history. She writes 
from the vantage point of her experience 

as FWP director, as a past president of 

Federally Employed Women, _inc., 
and as an agency FWP Coordinator. 
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Eleanor Roosevelt, to study Fed- 
eral employment, among other 
topics. At that time, a major 
obstacle to women’s employment 
was the ability of agencies to re- 
quest from the Civil Service Com- 
mission men only or women only 
to fill job openings. Through the 
years, an 1870 law had been inter- 
preted as giving Federal appoint- 

ing officers the unlimited right to 
decide whether to employ a man 
or a woman in any particular Fed- 

eral job. The appointing officer did 
not have to give any reasons, and 
did not even have to be consistent. 

The great potential for sex dis- 
crimination allowed by this prac- 
tice, which had been affirmed by 

the Attorney General in 1934, was 
evident. This practice obviously 
hindered women’s employment op- 

portunities. A 1960 study by CSC 
showed that agencies requested 
men only for 29 percent of all jobs 
involved. However, for policy 
positions GS-13 to GS-15, men 
only were requested 94 percent of 

the time. 
In 1962, at the request of the 

President’s Commission on_ the 
Status of Women, CSC began ask- 
ing that agencies submit substanti- 
ating reasons when only one sex 
was specified, resulting in most 
agencies eliminating this practice. 

In 1960, requests for certificates 
from the Federal Service Entrance 
Examination (predecessor to the 
current PACE) were 56 percent 
male only, 17 percent women only, 
and 27 percent without a sex 
specification. After the reporting 
requirements, single sex requests 

dropped to less than one percent, 
an obvious demonstration of the 
impact of reporting requirements. 

Why would an agency request 

women only from the FSEE? The 
reasons given by the agencies were 
that the work was monotonous, 
detailed, and repetitious, and ad- 
vancement opportunities were lim- 
ited. On the other hand, reasons 
given for limiting jobs to men only 
included arduous and hazardous 
duties, travel, rotating assignments, 
geographical location (e.g., bad 
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neighborhood), and contact with 
the public or particular groups. 

In 1962, Attorney General 
Robert Kennedy strengthened the 
Commission’s position by ruling 
the 1870 law invalid. Agencies 
could no longer request one sex 
only, except for certain custodial 

positions and those that required 
carrying a gun. 

In 1963 President Kennedy es- 
tablished an  Interdepartmental 
Committee on the Status of 
Women to continue the emphasis 
on women’s employment begun by 
the 1961 Commission, which had 
expired. The Committee, com- 
posed of Cabinet Secretaries and 
the Chairman of the Civil Service 
Commission, had as one of its 
mandates to make the Federal 
service a model employer by both 
race and sex. 

At this time CSC Chairman 
John W. Macy, Jr., asked Evelyn 
Harrison, Deputy Director of the 
Bureau of Programs and Stand- 
ards, to coordinate the women’s 
program for him, and thus was the 
Federal Women’s Program born 
in late 1963. 
When the 1964 Civil Rights Act 

was passed, prohibiting sex and 
other discrimination in employ- 
ment, it directed the President to 
issue an Executive order applying 
the same standards to Federal em- 
ployment. Esther Peterson, who 
formerly headed the Federal Em- 
ployment Committee of the Com- 
mission on the Status of Women 
and now was on the White House 
staff, had worked along with 
Evelyn Harrison to get sex in- 
cluded in the Executive order, but 
to no avail. When Executive Order 
11246 was signed in September 
1965, sex was omitted. 

The Interdepartmental Com- 
mittee continued to operate, and 
the White House required monthly 
reports on appointments and pro- 
motions of women to GS-13 and 
above, but there were no great 
changes in women’s employment. 
One of the first changes that had 
to be made was to collect employ- 
ment data by sex so that progress 

(or the lack thereof) could be 
measured. While this was impor- 
tant and necessary, more positive 
actions were needed. Starting in 
September 1966, Esther Lawton 
was detailed to CSC for 6 weeks 
to develop an action plan to im- 
prove the status of women in Fed- 
eral service. Her 103-page report, 
“Womanpower: A Manual for 
Action,” contained a five-part pro- 
gram: (1) publicity, (2) improve- 

ment of personnel practices, (3) 
counseling, (4) training and edu- 
cation, and (5) reporting. 

1967 Was a Very Good Year 

About this same time President 
Johnson asked the past winners of 
the Federal Woman’s Award to 
make recommendations to him 
about women in Federal service. 
Principal among their recommen- 
dations, transmitted in March 
1967, was that an Executive order 
be issued prohibiting sex discrim- 
ination in Federal employment. 
Finally, on October 13, 1967, the 

President signed Executive Order 
11375 forbidding sex discrimina- 
tion in all aspects of Federal em- 
ployment as well as by Federal 
contractors. 

The workload at CSC was be- 
coming heavier with the increase 
in mail about the Federal Women’s 
Program. While Ms. Harrison con- 
tinued as an Assistant to the Chair- 
man, Tina Lower Hobson was 
hired in November 1967 as pro- 
gram manager. FPM Letter 713-8, 
January 25, 1968, detailed an ac- 
tive list of activities for agencies 
to take in support of the Federal 
Women’s Program. She feels that 
the major accomplishments during 
her 2 years were designing a pro- 
gram and evaluation criteria, es- 
tablishing formats for reporting 
employment data by sex, and get- 
ting the FWP combined with the 
EEO program, which took place 
in the spring of 1969. 

A typical agency response to 
this new program was that of GSA, 
which set up a committee to coor- 
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dinate such activities. Allie Lati- 

mer, GSA’s only female GS-15, 
was named chairman, and the 

other members were the four 

female GS-14’s in Washington. Ms. 
Latimer visited other agencies to 
see what they were doing to imple- 

ment the FWP. In March 1968, 

She attended a USDA training 
seminar for executive women run 

by Helen Dudley. Ms. Latimer was 
shocked and surprised that out of 
the group of over 20 women, only 
two or three had even heard of 

the almost-6-month-old Executive 

order. She decided that an active 

outside group was needed to pub- 
licize the FWP. 

Discussions begun in that sem- 
inar, and the next session a few 
months later, continued in a non- 
air-conditioned church that sum- 
mer, resulting in the establishment 
of Federally Emplcyed Women, 
Inc., in September 1968. FEW has 
supported the FWP and worked 
for the same overall goals through 
different methods. FEW now has 

150 chapters across the United 
States and overseas. 

The first issue of Women in 
Action, the Federal Women’s Pro- 
gram newsletter, was published in 
April 1968, but the topics covered 
in it are very familiar today. Break- 
through appointments and _ out- 
reach efforts by agencies comprised 
the substance of actions taken to 
increase women’s employment. In 
April 1969, a one-year review 
seminar was held with the dual 
purpose of giving program orienta- 
tion to directors of EEO and direc- 
tors of personnel. 

Yes, Virginia, 
Progress Has Been Made 

What progress has been made 
in these last 10 years? 

Of the women interviewed who 
were actively involved in the FWP 
at its inception, all agreed that the 
major change has been in attitude, 
a reflection of general social 
change. Most people now feel that 
there was sex discrimination in 
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Federal employment 10 years ago, 
even though they probably do not 
feel there is any today. This change 
has been gradual and is well illus- 
trated by the head of an FWP 
Committee in Atlanta who said in 
1972, “Last year they laughed 
when we had our Federal Women’s 
Week. This year they also laughed 
... but not as much.” 

One sign that the FWP is being 
viewed more seriously is the in- 

crease in resources devoted to the 
program. At the first meeting of 
headquarters FWP Coordinators 
in July 1970, chaired by Helene 
Markoff, the second FWP director, 
there were six full-time FWP Co- 
ordinators: in GSA, NSA, SBA, 
State, SSA, and TVA. Today there 
are over 50 full-time headquarters 
FWP Coordinators, with many 
more in regional offices and field 
installations, and an_ estimated 
10,000 collateral-duty Coordi- 
nators and FWP Committee mem- 
bers around the world. Sex dis- 
crimination matters are integrated 
into the EEO program; sex dis- 
crimination complaints are handled 
the same as those of race and na- 
tional origin, and agencies that 
have goals and timetables have 
them for women as well as for 
minorities. 

During the early 1970’s, several 

administrative removed 
some of the remaining barriers. in 

May 1971, the 
women bearing 

changes 

restriction 
firearms 

moved, opening many law enforce- 

Was 

ment jobs to women, but it was not 

until the fall of 1972 that the Act- 
ing Director of the FBI opened 

agent jobs to women. In 1973 the 
height requirement was removed 
for most Federal making 
these jobs available to many more 
women. And in 1974, leave provi- 

sions were changed to allow ad- 
vancing up to 30 days of sick leave 
for maternity leave, 
other leave situations. 

jobs, 

similar to 

Today, all jobs in the Federal 

service are open to women, with 
the exception of certain custodial 

jobs dealing with one sex (e.g., 
prison matrons) and ones requir- 
ing common sleeping quarters 

(such as forest ranger). The Com- 

Mission approves about 500 one- 
sex requests each divided 

fairly evenly between men only and 
women only. 

year, 

When looking at employment 
Statistics covering the last 10 years, 
the greatest improvement is the 
large increase in jobs GS-7 to 11 

held by women: from 24.5 percent 

up to 33.3 percent. Part of this 
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Ten Years of Women’s 
Federal Employment 

Total Federal Employment 

Total GS 
GS-1 to6 
GS-7 to 11 
GS-12 to 15 

GS-16 to 18 

Postal Service 

Combined Federal Wage Systems 

GS Occupational Groups With 
Highest Percent of Women 

General Adm., Cler. and Office Services 
Library and Archives 

GS Occupational Group With 
Lowest Percent of Women 

Veterinary Medical Science 
Engineering and Architecture 

“as of Oct. 31, 1966 

increase comes from the large 
number of women hired from the 
FSEE in the late 1960's and early 

1970’s. From 18 percent in 1963, 
women hired 

climbed to 38 percent in 1968, but 
has since dropped to 30 percent in 

the percentage of 

FY 1977. Getting more women into 
this “pipeline” will eventually 
raise the number of women in top- 

level jobs. 

Disappointments, Too 

Sometimes people wonder if 
there still is a need for the FWP— 
“Haven't all of the problems been 
solved in 10 years?” they ask. Still 
others feel that because of affirma- 
tive action pressures, women are 
getting most of the jobs, particu- 
larly black women who are “two- 
for’s (two for the price of one).” 
The facts simply do not bear this 
out. Many problems remain, par- 
ticularly in getting women into 
jobs GS-12 and above. 

One disappointment of the last 
10 years is that the percentage of 
women in jobs GS-12 to 15 has 
changed so little: from 5.0 percent 
in 1967 to 7.2 percent in 1975. 
And of course the number of 
women supergrades remains very 
small. Although more women are 
being hired from the entry-level 
exam, this is less true for the mid- 
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Percentage of Women Employees 

Oct. 31, 1967 Nov. 30, 1976 

27.6 30.1 
42.7 42.6 
72.8 72.8 
245 33.3 
5.0 7.6 
Ts 2.8 

14.6 15.5 

7.6° 8.0 

level register, GS-9 to 12. For the 
first half of FY 1977, women were 
only 15.0 percent of the 2,168 
hired from that register. This is 
one of the major places that vet- 
eran preference hinders women’s 
employment; veterans were 60.1 
percent of the mid-level hires. 

Overall, the Federal work force 
contains proportionately fewer 
women than the civilian labor 
force. Including blue collar and 
Postal Service, the Federal Govern- 
ment is 30.1 percent female, com- 
pared with 39.6 percent for the 
civilian labor force—a wide gap. 
In the Federal blue collar area, 
women have remained at about 8 
percent of the work force. While 
this has not changed in 10 years, 
at least the percentage has not de- 
creased, while the number of blue- 
collar jobs has decreased. 

Another area of disappointment 
for women is the lack of progress 
in making part-time jobs available 
in the Federal service. Ten years 
ago several agencies had large pro- 
grams employing part-time profes- 
sional women workers. The HEW 
program employed 40 women in 
grades GS-5 to 15 and the partici- 
pants traveled, supervised, at- 
tended meetings, and did many 
things not typically expected of 
part-time employees. 

In the last 10 years the number 
of regularly scheduled part-time 
jobs compared to full-time perma- 

nent jobs has climbed from 4 per- 
cent to 6 percent. But most of the 
jobs and most of the increase are 
in the Postal Service. In the execu- 
tive branch, excluding the Postal 
Service, part-time jobs have re- 
mained at just over 2 percent for 
the past 10 years—a remarkably 

low figure. And only half of those 
jobs are permanent positions. 

Success Is 
in the Eyes of the Beholder 

In looking at the past 10 years, 
one can be either optimistic or 
pessimistic, depending on whether 
one sees the glass as half full or 
half empty. It is indeed a mixture, 
full of successes and_ break- 
throughs, but still not living up to 
the aspirations of a decade ago. 

Many women today do not feel 
there is much difficulty progress- 
ing to the top of a career ladder 
once they get into the career series. 
But they also feel that attitudinal 
barriers prevent them from ad- 
vancing on into supervisory and 
managerial positions. And for the 
largest number of women in the 
Federal service, those in jobs 
GS-1 to 6, it is difficult to get into 
a career series. A recent study by 
the Commission showed _ that 
women with college degrees are 
one to three grades behind men 
with the same education level. All 
of the evidence shows that serious 
obstacles to advancement remain. 

No, it’s definitely not time to 
phase out the Federal Women’s 
Program. If anything, it’s time to 
step up our efforts to fulfill the ex- 
pectations of 10 years ago and to 
better use our “womanpower.” An 
active and effective FWP still pro- 
vides the best and most effective 
vehicle to attain the equality 
women have for so long been striv- 
ing. 
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@ 1 aweos story 
Management Effectiveness 
in the Incentive Awards Program 

Reducing or maintaining costs is one of the 
primary concerns of any manager. In private indus- 
try, cost becomes a matter of competitive advan- 

tage, and the profit and loss statement often repre- 
sents a measure of managerial effectiveness. In the 
public sector, management effectiveness is judged 
by the ability to achieve increased productivity, to 
better serve many publics, to be creative and inno- 
vative in obtaining worthwhile improvements in the 
products of the various organizations. 

Unfortunately, in the press of day-to-day business, 
we tend to overlook the “people” side of public 
service. Yet it is “people’—your employees—who 
can and do make the difference between success and 
failure of the operation for which you as a manager 
are ultimately responsible and upon which your per- 
formance is judged. 

You need to foster and encourage a team spirit 
within your organization, and work to develop the 
full ingenuity and skill of every employee, if you 
are to be judged as a successful manager of human 
resources. You must create a work climate in which 
employees feel their work is meaningful, that their 
ideas and achievements are needed and encouraged. 

Public recognition of contributions beyond job 
requirements is an invaluable aid in establishing 
the right kind of climate. The concept that special 
effort should receive special recognition or reward 
is not new—it is a part of our national heritage. 
And there is growing agreement among behavioral 
sc’entists that factors important to motivation include 
the work itself; responsibility; opportunities for 
achievement, growth, and advancement; and recog- 
nition for good work. 

If by your attitude and actions, you demonstrate 
to your staff that their ideas and achievements will 
be considered promptly and fairly and will be recog- 
nized if they merit an award, you will establish and 
maintain the work climate needed to get first-class 
results from your organization. 

Effective use of incentive awards is based upon 
your knowledge of awards authorities and how they 
mav be exercised. 

The basic authority for the Federal Incentive 
Awards Program is Title 5, United States Code, 
Chapter 45. This law provides authority for agency 
heads to grant awards up to $5,000, and up to 
$25,000 with the approval of the Civil Service 

Commission, and to incur the necessary expenses for 
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honorary recognition of employees whos 
tions beyond job responsibility result 
Government operations or services 

The law also authorizes the Civil Servic 
mission to prescribe the regulations and in 
under which agencies administer the progr 
regulations and instructions are containec 

5. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 
Federal Personnel Manual Chapter 451, res] 
Agencies, in turn, have internal implementins 

lations and guidance to consult when considering 
award actions. 

Other statutory, regulatory, and guidan 

rial that has an impact on the Federal In 
Awards Program, and with which you should t 
familiar, follows. 

CJ Title 5, United States Code, Chapter 53, 

vides that, within the limit of available appr 
tions, the head of each agency is authorized to grant 
additional within-grade increases in recognition 
high-quality performance above that ordinarily 
found in the type of position concerned. Implement 
ing regulations and guidance on quality inc! 
may be found in Title 5, Code of Federal Regula 
tions, Part 531, and Federal Personnel Manual 

Chapter 531. 
[] Title 10, United States Code, 

provides authority for the Secretary of Defense, 
the Secretary of Transportation with respect 
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a service IC 

of the Navy, to pay a cash award up to $25,000 
and to incur the necessary expenses for honorary 
recognition of a member of the armed forces wh 
contributes to the efficiency, economy, or othe! 
improvement of Government operations. 

[] Executive Order 11438 provides for payment 
of awards to members of the armed forces by an 
executive department or agency not having juris 
diction over the armed forces member, for a sug 
gestion, invention, or scientific achievement that 
contributes to the efficiency, economy, or other 
improvement of Government operations. 

Each department and agency has implementing 
instructions that also should be consulted before 

recommendations are made or awards approved 
Further guidance on the Federal Incentive Awards 
Program is contained in: 

[_] A Supervisor’s (15-Minute) Guide to the Fed 
eral Incentive Awards Program. 

[] 20/20... Frequently Asked Questions About 
the Incentive Awards Program. 
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[] Incentive Awards—A Positive Force in Per- 
sonnel Administration 

The first two publications are available from the 
Government Printing Office. The third item, a slide- 
tape presentation, is available from the General 
Services Administration’s National Audiovisual Cen- 
ter, or on loan from Civil Service Commission Re- 
gional Training Centers or from the Office of Incen- 
tive Systems, Washington, D.C. 20415, phone (202) 

SP@ILIGHT ON 

“Annual Report” 

Recently released statistics from the Labor Agree- 
ment Information Retrieval System (LAIRS) in the 
Office of Labor-Management Relations indicate a 
continuing stability in the Federal union-manage- 
ment relations program. Only slight variations were 
found between the 1976 and 1975 data. 

The number of employees in exclusive recognition 
units declined from 1,200,336 (59 percent) in 1975 
to 1,190,478 (58 percent) in 1976. (These per- 
centages are related to total employment, including 
employees not eligible for union representation under 
E.O. 11491, as amended, e.g., supervisors, man- 
agers. As such, these percentages are not intended 
to indicate the level of union representation among 
eligible employees, nor of union membership.) 

This is the first time since labor-management re- 
lations statistics have been published (1963) that 
there has not been an increase in the number of 
represented employees as a percentage of total 
employment. 

Blue-collar employees in exclusive units decreased 
to 384,820 (—25,896), a 6 percent decrease from 
1975. This reflects the exclusion of Tennessee 
Valley Authority employees, as well as the gradual 
decrease in wage grade employees. 

White-collar employee coverage increased to 
805,658, up 16,038 or 2 percent over 1975. Unlike 
the wage grade employees, this increase is related 
to an overall increase in white-collar employees. 

In 1976, 51 percent of the white-collar work 
force were represented in exclusive units, compared 
with 83 percent of the blue-collar employees. 

The percentage of employees covered by nego- 
tiated agreements declined slightly from 1975 to 
1976. Of the entire nonpostal Federal work force, 
52 percent were covered by agreements as of No- 
vember 1976 versus 53 percent in 1975. However. 
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632-5568. In addition, your local Incentive Awards 
Program Administrator is available for advice and 
guidance on the proper use of awards to motivate 
employees. 

The Commission’s Office of Incentive Systems 
currently is preparing training materials aimed at 
managers and executives, which should be available 
early in calendar year 1978. 

; —Edith A. Stringer 

LABOR IRELATIONS 

89 percent of all employees under exclusive recog- 
nition are covered by negotiated agreements. 

By November 1976, there were 3,567 recogni- 
tion units, compared with 3,608 in 1975. 

Agreements have been negotiated in 40 additional 
units, 1 percent more than in 1975 and 11 percent 
over 1974. In total, 2,744 or 77 percent of all 
units are covered by agreements. 

The largest union, American Federation of Gov- 
ernment Employees (AFL-CIO), increased its 
representation by 8,381 to 678,410 employees by 
the end of Nov.mber 1976. As of that time, 89 per- 
cent of the employees represented by AFGE were 
covered by agreements. 

The National Federation of Federal Employees 
represented 133,549 employees, a slight decrease 

from 1975. Ninety percent are covered by 
agreements. 

National Treasury Employees Union, with an 
additional 5,918 employees, had the largest increase 
in employees represented. Of the 89,786 total em- 
ployees, 94 percent were covered by agreements as 
of November 1976. 

National Association of Government Employees 
also greatly increased their employee representation, 
from 77,878 to 82,642. The percentage change in 
the employees represented by NAGE is 6 percent, 
while NTEU had a 7 percent change over 1975. 

Metal Trades Council (AFL-CIO) representation 

declined slightly from 58,629 to 58,453. A full 98 
percent of the employees represented are covered 
by agreements—the highest percentage of the six 
largest unions. 

International Association of Machinists (AFL- 
CIO), the smallest union in employees represented, 
increased from 32,859 to 33,492. 

For more detailed statistical information, see 
Union Recognition in the Federal Government— 
November 1976, which contains a complete listing 
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of all recognitions in the executive branch, govern- 
mentwide, including the Postal Service. The book is 
available from the National Technical Information 
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, 5285 Port 
Royal Rd., Springfield. Va. 22161. 

(Employees of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion, National Security Agency, CIA, TVA, the For- 
eign Service at State, USIA, AID, and foreign na- 
tionals employed outside the United States are not 
covered by E.O. 11491, as amended, and conse- 
quently are not included in these statistics. ) 

Formality of Representation 

When does a bargaining unit employee have a pro- 
tected right under Executive Order 11491, as 
amended, to representation by the exclusive union 
in a meeting or interview called by agency manage- 
ment? After carefully reviewing responses submitted 
by major agencies and labor organizations, the Fed- 
eral Labor Relations Council has arrived at these 
distinctions (FLRC No. 75P-2, December 2, 1976): 

When the employee is summoned to a formal 
discussion conducted by management, section 10(e) 
of the order provides such a right to representation 
for the employee, as well as for the exclusive labor 
organization. Therefore, the employee has a pro- 
tected right “to the assistance or representation by 
the exclusive representative, upon the employee’s 
request, when summoned to a formal discussion with 
management concerning grievances, personnel poli- 
cies and practices, or other matters affecting general 
working conditions of employees in the unit.” 

But when the employee is called into a nonformal 
meeting or interview with management, section 
10(e) provides no such protected right to represen- 
tation for the employee or for the exclusive union. 
Nor does this right flow from section 1(a) of the 

order, which grants a protected right to organize, 
join, or support a labor organization—or to refrain 
from such activity. In the Council’s view, no sub- 
stantial purpose would be served by stretching the 
interpretation of the order to create a protected 
right to union representation at a nonformal investi- 
gative interview or meeting called by management to 
discuss matters of individual employee concern. 

The Council notes, in this regard, that Federal 
employees already enjoy adequate statutory and 
regulatory protections against arbitrary agency action 
when serious misconduct is alleged. Such protections 
commonly include the right to representation, it 
adds, and this right may be negotiated into collective 
bargaining agreements for matters not covered by 
statutory appeal procedures. 

A Nonformal Counseling Session 

In line with the above major policy statement 
(FLRC No. 75P-2, December 2, 1976), the Federal 
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Labor Relations Council upheld the Assistant Sec- 
retary’s dismissal of an unfair labor practice com- 
plaint over denial of representation at a nonformal 
counseling session. 

In this case, an IRS employee was “counseled” 
cencerning her extensive use of leave over a long 
period of time. Since this counseling session involved 
no disciplinary action and was solely related to this 
employee, the Council considered the session a 
“nonformal” meeting. (FLRC No. 74A-68, Decem- 
ber 2, 1976.) 

Picketing Case-by-Case 

Permissible v. nonpermissible picketing will be 
decided on a case-by-case basis under Executive 
Order 11491, as amended. This is the Federal Labor 
Relations Council’s response to the decision of the 
Federal District Court for the District of Columbia 
mitigating the order’s absolute bar against picketing 
an agency in a labor-management dispute. 

According to the Court’s decision in National 
Treasury Employees Union vy. Fasser (CivAct No. 

76-408), application of the order’s ban on all such 
picketing unduly intruded on free expression. How- 
ever, the Court allowed as how the order “can con- 
stitutionally prohibit any picketing . . . that actually 
interferes or reasonably threatens to interfere” 
with agency operations. And it suggested that the 
Council outline the nature of Federal operations 
that must be protected. 

Following the Government’s decision not to appeal 

this ruling, the Council announced on January 5, 
1977, that “the delineation of picketing which is 
permissible or nonpermissible under section 
19(b)(4)” of the order will be accomplished “on 

a case-by-case basis” (FLRC No. 76P-4). 
“Clearly,” the Council added, “only when picket- 

ing of an agency by a labor organization in a labor- 
management dispute actually interferes or reasonably 
threatens to interfere with the operation of the 
affected Government agency will that picketing be 
found nonpermissible under section 19(b)(4). If 
picketing of an agency by a labor organization in a 
labor-management dispute does not actually inter- 
fere or reasonably threaten to interfere with the 
operation of the affected Government agency that 
picketing will be found permissible under section 
19(b) (4).” 

In adjudicating these cases, consideration will be 
given to “the precise Government interest sought 
to be protected and such matters as the sensitivity 
of the governmental function involved, the situs of 
the picketed operation, the number of pickets, the 

purpose of the picketing, the conduct of the pickets,” 
and other relevant factors. 

—Donna Hartung 
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all you want to know about... 

PERFORMANCE 
EVALUATION 
AND RATING 

by Priscilla Levinson 
and Mary Sugar 

Supervisor: Hi! Come in and sit down. 

Employee: You wanted to see me? 

Supervisor: Yes. As you probably know it’s 
time for your periodic performance appraisal 

Employee: Uh-oh! Is it that time again? 

Supervisor: Yes, sorry about that. Well, let’s get this over with. 

Overall your work has been very Satisfactory. 

However... 

HE DIALOG above reflects 
the feelings that some em- 

ployees and supervisors have about 
performance appraisal and rating 
today. The problems, both techni- 
cal and behavioral, that are asso- 
ciated with the evaluation of per- 
formance are all too familiar in 
the private as well as the public 
sectors. 

In recent years, however, there 
have been many efforts to improve 
the process and several advances 
have been made. Newer perform- 
ance appraisal programs are based 
on research findings in the beha- 

vioral sciences. They involve a 
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shift in emphasis from procedural 
mechanisms to advantages, oppor- 
tunities, and methods for improved 
communication between 
visors and employees. 

This approach, which will be 
discussed again later, is reflected in 
the completely revised Federal 
Personnel Manual Chapter 430, 
Performance Evaluation and Rat- 
ing, recently issued by the U.S. 
Civil Service Commission. 

super- 

What’s New? 

The Guide for Improving Per- 
formance Evaluation, in appendix 

A of chapter 430, has been added 
to the regulatory and policy mate- 
rial of the chapter to provide state- 
of-the-art guidance information. 
This is the first time the Commis- 
sion has provided such extensive 

MARY SUGAR and PRISCILLA 
LEVINSON are personnel manage- 
ment specialists in the Pay Policy and 
Development Division of CSC’s 
Bureau of Policies and Standards. 
They recently completed a major revi- 
sion of Federal Personnel Manual 
Chapter 430, Performance Evaluation 
and Rating, with Mrs. Sugar respon- 
sible for regulatory and policy material 
and Mrs. Levinson in charge of writing 
the Guide for Improving Performance 
Evaluation. 
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guidance on the evaluation of per- 
formance. Its purpose is to help 
employees, supervisors, and man- 
agers achieve the mutually valu- 
able goals of performance evalua- 
tion as set forth in the body of the 
chapter. In other words, the chap- 
ter describes what should be done; 
the Guide explains how to do it. 

The information in appendix A 
was designed to be complete, 

clearly written, and understandable 
to the nonexpert. The material in- 
corporates many findings, infor- 
mation from literature in the field, 
and tried-and-true techniques and 
procedures that have withstood the 
test of time and usage. 

The Guide contains sections on 
the following topics: purposes of 
performance evaluation, character- 
istics of effective performance eval- 
uation programs, development of 
performance standards, review of 
work progress, and improving ap- 
praisals of performance. Also in- 
cluded are discussions of methods, 
techniques, and procedures for 
avoiding or minimizing the adverse 
emotional effects that can be pres- 
ent in the performance appraisal 
conference between supervisor and 
employee. 

After reviewing the Guide in 
draft form, several agencies indi- 
cated that they plan to use it for a 
variety of purposes ranging from 
the development of training 
courses and manuals for managers 
and supervisors to revising agency 
performance evaluation programs. 

Why Evaluate Performance? 

Performance evaluation is an 
integral part of general personnel 
management. Indeed, it serves so 
many different purposes it is diffi- 
cult to imagine modern personnel 
management existing without it. 
However, it is not an end in itself, 
but a means of giving management 
and employees information they 
both need. 

Performance evaluation is a 

tool, not a goal. As with any other 
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tool, results depend on the type 
and quality of the tool used, the 
purposes for which it is used, and 
the skill of the user. 

Why do we evaluate perform- 
ance? The reasons are well stated 
in the Performance Rating Act of 
1950: to recognize the merits of 
employees and their contributions 
to efficiency and economy in the 
Federal service, to improve employ- 

ee performance, and to strengthen 
supervisor-employee relationships. 
Translated into practice, good per- 
formance evaluation can help man- 
agers and supervisors to: 

[ ] Stimulate 

performance. 
[] Assign work more efficiently. 
[-] Improve job placement, i.e., 

make better employee-job matches. 
[|] Keep employees advised of 

what is expected of them and how 
well they are meeting these expec- 
tations. 

improved work 

[] Recognize and_ effectively 
deal with personnel problems. 

[] Meet employees’ needs for 
growth and development, including 
training needs, developmental as- 
signments, etc. 

[] Assist employees in setting 
career goals. 

(] Foster an effective working 
partnership between supervisors 
and employees. 

[] Recognize employees’ poten- 
tial for development as managers 
and executives. 

Information gained from good 
performance evaluations can be 
used to guide the following person- 
nel actions and decisions: 

(_] Performance ratings. 
] Within-grade increase de- 
inations (for GS employees). 
Promotion. 
Career development. 
Recognition and awards. 
Probationary period comple- 

Reduction in force. 
| Lateral reassignment. 

[] Demotion, separation, or 
other adverse action. 

How Can It Be Done Better? 

No one enjoys being told his 
or her faults and shortcomings. 
Similarly, supervisors and man- 
agers do not enjoy telling an em- 
ployee that they have identified 
some faults and shortcomings that 

the employee should correct. Most 
people do not want to be disliked 
and few supervisors want to be 
considered the big bad boss. How- 
ever, information about shortcom- 
ings needs to be conveyed in order 
for improvement to take place. The 
Guide discusses ways of criticizing 
and coaching that maximize learn- 
ing benefits and minimize resent- 
ment and emotional defensiveness. 

Good supervision and manage- 
ment is more than just applying 
regulations. It’s knowing how and 
when to apply them. Just as it is 
necessary to tell employees of their 
shortcomings, it is also important 
to see that employees receive ap- 
propriate recognition for very high- 
quality performance. Following is 
a case-study problem and answer 
illustrating a situation in which a 
performance rating appeal might 
have been avoided had the super- 
visor used the management tools 

available to recognize exceptional 
performance. 

Problem: 
Mr. Otto Omega was a Mail and 

File Supervisor, GS-9. He received 
a Satisfactory performance rating. 
When he appealed to the Board of 
Review to have the rating changed 
to Outstanding, because there were 
no performance standards, he sub- 
mitted his position description to 
the Board. 

Mr. Omega contended that his 
performance was _ outstanding 
based on several tasks and duties 
over and above his normal duties 
and_ responsibilities. Specifically, 
he cited 3 months of acting for the 
second-line supervisor who was on 

sick leave, improving procedures 
for locating certain types of files, 
and installing a more efficient 
method of processing the files. 
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Should management have taken 
any action with regard to Mr. 
Omega’s performance? If so, what? 

Could the appeal 
avoided? 

have been 

Answer: 
Yes, some sort of incentive 

award should have been given to 
indicate that Mr. Omega’s per- 
formance was deserving of special 
recognition. Had this been done, 
the appeal might not have been 
made. Mr. Omega would have felt 
that his efforts were appreciated, 
thus improving his morale and set- 
ting a good example for the others 
to improve their performance. 

It is worth noting that part of 
the problem in the case described 
above is that there were no spe- 
cific performance standards. One 
of the topics discussed in the 
Guide for Improving Performance 

Evaluation relates to several meth- 
ods for developing written per- 
formance standards. Written stand- 
ards can help to avoid misunder- 
standing and confusion on the part 
of the employee as to just what 
needs to be done (job duties), 
and how well, how much, and how 
fast it needs to be done (perform- 
ance standards). Written standards 

of performance provide an ob- 
jective base from which supervisor 
and subordinate can work to im- 
prove performance and to provide 
justification for incentive awards 
and performance ratings, to deter- 
mine training needs, etc. 

Many agency plans deemphasize 
annual “formal” ratings and place 
the real worth of performance eval- 
uation on the continuing super- 
visor-employee relationship. This 
relationship makes continuing de- 
mands on supervisors in day-to- 
day communication with employ- 
ees to: solve problems that impede 
performance improvement, set the 
climate for motivation, and deter- 

mine and satisfy training needs in 
order to improve performance. 

Other ways discussed in the 
Guide to improve communication 
between supervisors and employees 
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include review of work progress 
and techniques for criticism and 
coaching. 

Periodic reviews of employee 
work progress can be helpful in 
supplying information on job per- 
formance. The review also helps 
achieve several purposes of per- 
formance evaluation that are best 
accomplished away from the emo- 
tional atmosphere of appraisals 
and ratings. Examples would be 
determining training needs, revis- 
ing work plans, strengthening 
supervisor-employee relationships, 
obtaining feedback, and coaching 
employees. Work reviews can also 
help both the rater and the person 
being rated to reduce the anxiety 
associated with performance ap- 
praisals. 

One of the major reasons for 
appraising performance is to obtain 
information to be used for promo- 
tion purposes. The Guide points 
out that there is generally a sig- 
nificant difference between _per- 
formance appraisal for promotion 
to a different kind of job and per- 
formance appraisal to give a sum- 
mary rating of performance on the 
same job. The former involves 
prediction of potential performance 
and the latter involves observation 
of actual performance. 

Pitfalls and Promise 

A major challenge of perform- 
ance appraisal lies in how to in- 
crease its objectivity. Whenever 
personal judgment is involved, and 
this is one of the ingredients of 
performance appraisal, it is im- 
portant to reduce the possibility 
of personal bias and unfairness. 
Following are some of the things 
that everyone who appraises per- 
formance needs to be aware of and 
avoid: 

[] Rating everyone as average 
(unfair both to those who excel 
and those who need help). 

[] Giving inflated or deflated 
ratings. 

(| Trying to sum up the “whole 
employee” in a few all-purpose 
words. 

_] “Halo effect” ratings, which 
permit one strong factor or one 
vivid event to impart a general 
impression that affects the total 
appraisal. 

[-] Appraising without coaching 
and counseling (unfair and coun- 

ter-productive to point out what’s 
wrong without also giving advice 
on how to improve). 

(] Being unwilling to take the 
time and trouble to do a com- 
petent appraisal. 

Coaching is sometimes described 
as the process of using on-the-job 
learning opportunities to develop 
employees’ skills and abilities. It 
involves mutual efforts by em- 
ployee and supervisor. Coaching 
sessions allow supervisors to teach 
and to improve performance, not 
merely give warnings or advice. 

Coaching sessions also give em- 
ployees a chance to recognize areas 
needing improvement, plan for 
those improvements, and assist in 
their career development. The 
cooperation helps to reduce emo- 
tional defensiveness and resistance 
to suggestions on the part of the 
employee. Coaching requires con- 
siderable skill in interpersonal 
relations. 

There will be times when super- 
visors find it necessary to criticize 
performance by pointing out mis- 
takes and shortcomings. Criticism, 
like praise, is most effective when 
it is timely. Therefore, criticism 
should not be avoided or post- 
poned even though supervisors 
may consider it an unpleasant task. 
When done properly, criticism can 
be helpful to the employee. 

It is important to remember 
that criticism is a powerful tool. 
Therefore, when criticism is neces- 
sary, it should be given tactfully 
from a constructive viewpoint, 
suggesting specific actions that can 
be taken to overcome the defi- 
ciency. Training and practice are 
required for the supervisor to de- 
velop and upgrade the needed in- 
sight, empathy, and skills for coach- 
ing, criticism, and counseling. 
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A complete performance evalua- 
tion system must satisfy four dis- 
tinct needs—those of the em- 
ployee, agency management, su- 
pervisors, and the personnel office. 
Employees need to know what 
their job requirements are, their 
strengths and weaknesses in per- 
forming those requirements, and 
what they can do to develop their 
careers. In order to get the job 
done effectively, managers and 
supervisors need to have system- 
atic communications with em- 
ployees and feedback to use in 
making management decisions. 
Managers, supervisors, and per- 
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sonnel officers need data to make 
decisions on awards, training 
needs, merit promotions, selec- 
tions, adverse actions, and also to 

meet legal and regulatory require- 

ments, 
The kinds of benefits to be de- 

rived from an effective perform- 
ance evaluation program may be 
summarized by these four words: 
communication, clarification, coor- 
dination, and commitment. 

—Improved communication be- 

tween supervisor and employee. 
—Clarification of job require- 

ments and performance expecta- 
tions. 

—Better coordination in carry- 

ing out tasks and programs. 

—Greater commitment to meet- 
ing job goals. 

The benefits derived from an 
evaluation program depend largely 
on the extent to which all con- 
cerned parties follow through on 
the goals and commitments to 
which they mutually agree. No 

plan for performance evaluation, 
no matter how good it looks on 
Paper, is going to improve person- 

nel management unless it is well 
understood, continuous 
followup, and has widespread sup- 
port at all organizational levels. 
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_}_ APPEALS DIGEST 

Reduction in Force 

Aliens 

The appellant was employed in the excepted 
service at the time of his separation during a reduc- 
tion in force. 

On appeal to the FEAA field office, he stated that 
he had been placed in the excepted service only 
because of the provision in civil service regulations 
that persons who are not U.S. citizens and who do 
not Owe permanent allegiance to the United States 
may not be admitted to the competitive service. He 
contended that because this provision had been 
found unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, he 
was entitled to the reduction-in-force assignment 
rights provided to people in the competitive service. 

The field office concluded that although the Su- 
preme Court had found the provision at issue to be 
unconstitutional, it had not provided for the con- 
version of employees in the excepted service to the 
competitive service. The field office found further 
that there was no authority to make such a noncom- 
petitive conversion in the appellant’s case, and that 
the appellant therefore was not entitled to assign- 
ment rights during the reduction in force. 

Because the appellant had been reached properly 
for release from his competitive level, the field office 
affirmed the agency’s decision to separate him. 
(Decision No. NY035170004.) 

Discrimination Complaints 

Sex discrimination 
Complainant, who was employed at an overseas 

military installation, filed an EEO complaint alleg- 
ing that the agency discriminated against him because 
of his sex in its application of its billeting policy. 
Specifically, complainant alleged that female civilian 
employees, Defense Department teachers, and Red 
Cross employees were given housing superior to that 
which male civilian employees had in Bachelor 
Officers’ Quarters. 

The EEO officer at the installation (the command- 
ing officer) rejected the complaint because “a 
matter of employment” was not involved. A com- 
plaint involving a matter other than employment is 
not within the purview of part 713 of the civil 
service regulations. 

The Appeals Review Board reversed the agency’s 
ruling in the case, finding that the billeting policy 
was indeed an “employment matter” over which the 
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agency had jurisdiction and discretion. The Board 
found that granting housing, or an allowance in lieu 
of housing, is a fringe benefit of employment for 
complainant and others in his position. 

Since the complaint was found to be within the 
purview of part 713, it was returned to the agency 
for appropriate processing. (Decision No. 
RBO071370267.) 

Adverse Actions 

Failure to comply 
with grooming standards 

The appellant was removed from his firefighter 
position based on a charge of failure to comply with 
a written instruction regarding grooming. It was 
his third offense. The record established that appel- 

lant’s hair style, a full head of naturally curly hair, 
did not conform with the standards set by the 
agency. Those standards indicated that the proper 
wearing of protective shields, masks, and respiratory 

equipment is hampered when they must be fitted 
over long hair. The appellant appealed the removal 
to FEAA. 

Taking note of the U.S. Supreme Court decision in 
Kelley v. Johnson, No. 74-1269 (decided April 5, 
1976), the field office found that there was a rational 
connection between the grooming standard and the 
promotion of safety. This was true even though 
there had been no showing that any actual hazard 
had developed during the period of appellant’s non- 
conformance with the standards. The field office 
relied on evidence presented by the agency that 
tests of the type of equipment appellant might use 
in the performance of his firefighting duties had 
shown that the user’s hair style could create a safety 
hazard. 

The field office concluded that the agency’s 
responsibility to promote the safety of its employees 
as well as that of the public it serves outweighed 
the claimed infringement on appellant’s rights. 

Based on the current charge and taking into con- 
sideration appellant’s past record of similar offenses, 
the field office affirmed the removal action. (Deci- 
sion No. AT752B70004. ) 

Hearings on 
classification downgradings 

The appellees were subjected to downgrading 
actions as the result of their agency’s initial ap- 
plication of a new Civil Service Commission 
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classification standard. The FEAA field office, after 
affording the appellees a hearing, sustained the 

downgrading actions of the agency. 
The Appeals Review Board granted the appellees’ 

request for reopening on the basis that the field 
office misapplied Commission policy in processing 
their appeals. The ARB noted what the Commission’s 
policy is in the case of an employee making an 
adverse action appeal from an agency demotion 
action based on a classification or job-grading deci- 

sion. That policy is to let the employee contest the 
accuracy of the position description and to ascertain 
the basis on which the agency decision to down- 

grade the position was made. 
The Board concluded that the appeals officer 

misapplied Commission policy when he denied 
appellees an opportunity at the hearing to cross- 
examine the agency’s classifier. This denied appellees 
the chance to find out how he arrived at the clas- 
sification and the downgrading of the different posi- 
tions. 

The ARB rescinded the decision of the field office 
and remanded the case to the field office for a new 
hearing and adjudication. (Decision No. 
RB752B70089 (DE752B60101).) 

Concurrent discrimination complaint 

On appeal to the FEAA field office from his 
removal, appellant alleged that he had been removed 

in reprisal for his filing a discrimination complaint. 
He was advised that he could pursue the matter of 
his removal, along with the auegation of reprisal, 
either in an appeal under part 752B of the civil 
service regulations or in a complaint under part 713 
of the regulations, but not under both procedures. 

He elected to pursue the matter under 713, but 
continued to request that his removal (but not the 
allegation of reprisal) be reviewed under the appel- 
late system. The field office then declined to enter- 
tain the appeal, and the appellant asked that the 
Appeals Review Board reopen the case and recon- 
sider the field office decision. 

The Board found that the field office correctly 

interpreted and applied the provisions of sections 
713.236 and 772.306 of the civil service regula- 
tions when it required the appellant to choose be- 
tween appeal and complaint in pursuing the matters 
at issue. It found further that the appellant had 
elected to pursue his complaint, rather than his 
appeal, and that the field office acted properly in 
declining to entertain the appeal. 

The Board therefore found no showing of prob- 
able error by the field office, and declined to reopen 
the case. (Decision No. RB752B60379. ) 

—Paul D. Mahoney 
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one solution to 
serious staffing problems 

A NEW LOOK AT 
PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT 

ETTY BARKER is a GS-15 
supervisory economist with 

the Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
Department of Commerce. Cur- 
rently Assistant Chief of the Inter- 
national Investment Division, she 

helps supervise a staff of 50 peo- 
ple. Barker and her staff collect 
and analyze data on the overseas 
operations of U.S.-based multina- 
tional corporations, and on the op- 
erations of foreign multinational 
companies working in the United 
States. 

Janet Nathanson is a GS-14 
computer systems analyst with the 

34 

by Don Dillin 

To stimulate more interest in personnel 
management and public administration 
issues, the Journa/ will run articles that 
may be considered controversial and 
do not necessarily reflect Civil Service 
Commission policy. This article, on part- 
time employment, was prepared for a 
graduate course ii public personnel 
management by Don Dillin, CSC’s 
Office of Public Affairs. The opinions 
and recommendations are his personal 
views. 

Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor- 
poration. Nathanson previously 
worked for the Departments of 
Labor and Health, Education, and 
Welfare in the field of data base 
management before coming to 

work for the Pension Benefit Guar- 

anty Corporation as Data Base 
Administrator. 

These two people share some- 
thing in common with some 23,000 
other Federal employees in per- 
manent positions outside of the 
Postal Service: they work less than 
full time. 

As part-time workers, Barker 
and Nathanson represent a large 
and usually overlooked source of 
qualified people who could staff 
positions that are currently vacant 
for lack of qualified personnel. 
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How did they get into part-time 
work, and how do they feel about 
it? 

After working for nearly 10 
years with the Federal Government 
as a full-time economist, Barker 
requested a change to part time, so 
that she could spend time with her 
son. She now works 3 days a week. 
She doesn’t feel that her part-time 
status is detrimental to her staff 
relationships. 

“Most of the time the people in 
the office plan things around the 
days when I am available,” she 
said. “It has actually worked out 
quite well.” 

Nathanson has_ worked part 
time for 10 years at Labor, HEW, 
and now the Pension Benefit Guar- 
anty Corporation. Until recently 
she had been working 5 hours 
each day, but now has changed to 
7 hours a day. 

Nathanson feels that her part- 
time employment “works out 
marvelously” both for herself and 
for her employer. She said that 
she thinks the part-time worker 
is generally under more pressure 
to make the most of the time avail- 
able. 

Both Barker and Nathanson 
said they would have had to recon- 
sider their job situation had they 
not had the opportunity to change 
to part-time status. In both cases, 
management felt that their work 
and contributions to the goals of 
their agencies were of such quality 
that it took the step of changing 
their working hours, rather than 
risk losing two valuable workers. 

There are no statistics to confirm 
or deny it, but conversations with 
part-time workers and personnel 
directors seem to indicate that 
most part-time workers—in per- 
manent positions and working on 
a regularly scheduled basis—are 
former full-timers now working a 
part-time schedule because agency 
management did not want to lose 
their expertise. Given the choice 
of losing an outstanding employee 
or accepting less than full-time 
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work from that employee, agencies 

appear to decide in favor of 

retaining the individual. 

A Passive Process So Far 

This filling of jobs with part- 
timers seems to be a passive proc- 
ess on the part of agencies. There 
are very few part-time jobs set up 
without a specific employee in 

mind. Generally, the employee has 
requested a change in work sched- 
ule to part time. 

If there are jobs in the agency 
that are difficult to fill with quali- 
fied people, why is agency manage- 

ment reluctant to give any con- 
sideration to staffing these posi- 
tions with part-time workers? 

One of the two basic reasons 
for not viewing part-time workers 
as a potential resource for doing 
the work of the agency is that part- 
time work is not regarded as ap- 
propriate for the mainstream of the 
agency’s work. Evidence of this 
appears in a General Accounting 
Office Report to Congress on 
“Part-Time Employment in Fed- 
eral Agencies” (Report No. 
FPCD-75-156, January 2, 1976). 
In this report, GAO states: 

“The full-time permanent work 
force provides the management ex- 
pertise and continuity of effort 
needed for carrying on the agency’s 
principal programs and functions. 
However, when workloads tem- 
porarily increase, emergencies 
occur, or activities are undertaken 
not requiring the services of full- 
time permanent employees, part- 

time workers may be the most 
cost-effective source of needed 
manpower.” 

In the appendix to the same re- 
port, the Office of Management 
and Budget echoes this _philos- 
ophy. OMB states that: 

“cc . consideration is given to 
requests for part-time and tem- 
porary employment commensurate 
with the agency’s perceived needs 
to cover periods of unusual work- 

loads.” 

The common thread is_ the 
phrase, “unusual workloads.” 
Part-time workers are seen as 
stop-gap solutions to seasonal fluc- 

tuations in workload. They can 
and do work in massive numbers 
to handle Christmas mail, to proc- 
ess tax returns, to move out benefit 
checks. But the part-time worker 
is just not recognized as a potential 
resource for doing the regular, con- 
tinuing work of the agency. 

William B. Werther, in the 
March 1976 Personnel 
(pp. 130-133: “Mini-Shifts: An 
Alternative to Overtime’), says 
that most managers do not regard 
part-timers as mature, dependable 
workers, because of their associa- 
tion of the concept of part time 
with young and inexperienced tran- 
sient workers. 

Journal 

The Effect of Ceilings 

But by far the most significant 
reason why Federal agencies do 
not hire more part-time employees 
is the employment ceiling restric- 

tions placed on executive branch 
agencies by the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget. (However, the 

Department of Defense ceilings 
come from Congress, not OMB.) 

The purpose of the employment 
ceiling is to keep growth in Federal 
employment under control. The 
ceilings for each agency and de- 
partment are established by OMB 
and the President during the an- 
nual budget review. 

There are two ceiling levels. The 
first is the ceiling on full-time per- 
manent employment. The second, 

higher ceiling is on total employ- 
ment. The difference between 
these two ceilings is usually called 
the “derived” or “other” ceiling. 
This “other” ceiling becomes, in 
effect, the limitation on the num- 
ber of part-time workers that an 
agency may hire. 

The actual use of the ceiling by 
Federal agencies merits descrip- 
tion since, as it will soon be seen, 

it has important negative effects on 
the willingness of agencies to hire 
part-time permanent employees. 
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Agencies in reality have con- 
siderable flexibility to exceed the 
ceiling. The ceiling must only be 
met one day in the year: the last 
day of the fiscal year. To get 
around the ceiling restriction, Fed- 
eral agencies may juggle their em- 
ployees, terminating some tempo- 

rarily and then rehiring, all in 
order to meet the ceiling limit on 

paper the one day of the year it 
is scrutinized by OMB. 

Despite that kind of flexibility, 
however, the abuse of the ceiling 
is not massive, since such juggling 
of employees each year would be 
chaotic. Therefore, the ceiling does 
effectively restrict the ability of the 
agency to hire unlimited numbers 
of employees, even within their 
budget appropriations. And _ this 
last point is the issue critics most 
often cite as the fundamental flaw 
in the system of personnel ceilings. 

Even though many Federal 
agencies receive budget appropria- 
tions that would permit the hiring 
of additional personnel to carry 
out additional program responsi- 
bilities mandated by Congress, 
OMB’s personnel ceilings do not 
permit the additional hiring. Critics 
suggest that agency managers 

should be allowed to _ operate 
within their budget allocations to 
perform the assigned responsibili- 
ties of the agency, even if it means 
hiring additional personnel. They 
suggest that the budget restric- 
tions would be a more realistic 
limit on personnel strength, and 
that agency management would 
bear a more realistic responsibility 
to account for the success or fail- 
ure of agency programs. Currently 
many agency managers point to the 

personnel ceiling as a prime reason 
for lack of progress in programs. 

As mentioned earlier, the differ- 

ence between the full-time per- 
manent employment ceiling and 
the total employment ceiling is the 
essential limitation on the number 
of part-time employees who may 
be hired. This iimit includes many 
other categories of employees, 
however. In addition to part-time 
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permanent employees, the limit in- 

cludes full-time temporary em- 
ployees, intermittent employees, 
and part-time temporary employ- 
ees. 

Whether an employee works 2 
hours a week or 39 hours a week, 
he or she is still counted as one 
unit against the derived ceiling 
limitation. When this fact is com- 
bined with the feeling of many 
agencies that their ceiling limita- 
tion is unrealistic considering their 
program responsibilities, the natu- 
ral result is that agencies tend to 
hire 39-hour-a-week employees to 
fill the slots in the “other” ceiling. 
They do not want to “waste” the 
limited number of slots on lesser 
amounts of total staff-hours. This 
effectively discourages any hiring 
of true part-time employees. 

Moreover, it could even be 

argued that an agency not using 
its derived ceiling to the maximum 
(i.e., 39-hour workers) was not 

deserving of additional “slots” dur- 
ing the next budget cycle. A large 
number of part-timers could thus 
hurt an agency’s chances of in- 
creasing its work force to take on 
new programs. 

There is a provision for splitting 
full-time ceiling slots into two part- 
time positions that would total the 
number of staff-hours of a full- 
time position. But in order for an 
agency to take advantage of this 
provision, it must first prove that 
its “legitimate needs” cannot be 
met within the full-time permanent 
ceiling, and also prove that it can- 
not meet its needs through the 
“other” ceiling. Then and only 
then can an agency apply to con- 
vert a full-time permanent posi- 
tion to two part-time positions. 

This long road to make use of 
two part-timers to fill a single full- 
time position lays an agency open 
to an OMB look at how it is really 
using its “other” ceiling (staffing 
it with nearly-full-timers, contrary 
to the intent of the ceiling). More- 
over, the agency is not certain that 
the split position can be converted 

necessary. 
a £ 

for creating part-time jobs. 

Why Go the Part-Time Route? 

Why—in a buyer’s market for 
employers—would an agency be 
concerned about hiring part-time 
permanent employees at all? 

There are some social reasons 
—it promotes the hiring of home- 
makers and retirees—but these 
reasons are beyond the scope of 
this article. 

There are some purely economic 
reasons, too. Hiring part-timers is 
less costly than putting workers on 
Overtime, even though the cost 
benefit is partially offset by admin- 
istrative costs involved with addi- 
tional personnel. 

But there is an even more funda- 
mental reason why agencies need 
to look at part-time staffing now: 
There are a number of positions 
in certain occupations that are now 
vacant and agencies are having 
great difficulty staffing them with 
qualified personnel. And so far, 
for the reasons given previously, 
agencies have not even considered 
part-time personnel as one solu- 
tion to this serious staffing prob- 
lem. 

Some occupations in this cate- 
gory are listed below. 

General Schedule grades 9 
through 12 (‘“‘mid-level” 
positions) : 

Economists 
Program analysts 
Contract specialists (procure- 

ment) 
Vocational instructors 
Technical writers-editors (spe- 

cial areas) 
Printing managers 
Position classification special- 

ists 
General Schedule grades 13 

through 15 (‘‘senior-level” 

positions) : 
Financial managers (corpo- 

rate finance) 
Economists (especially in 
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econometrics, macro/ 

micro, and health-related 
areas ) 

Program analysts (especially 

with MBO background) 
Nursing administrators 
Transportation industry spe- 

Cialists 

When personnel shortages exist 
and cannot be filled with full-time 
permanent personnel, it would be 
appropriate to look at potential 
sources of qualified part-time ap- 
plicants. These sources include uni- 
versity faculties, former Federal 

employees (retirees or those volun- 
tarily separated), consultants, and 
other persons unable or unwilling 
to work full time. 

The Civil Service Commission’s 
Office of Senior-Level Staffing has 
conducted extensive recruiting 
campaigns for some GS-13 through 
15 shortage occupations with little 
success. One principal target of 
the recruiting campaigns was pri- 
vate corporations (the “Fortune 
500”) and major financial insti- 
tutions. There was no response 
from these groups because indi- 
viduals generally receive larger 
salaries in private sector positions 
in those fields than they could re- 
ceive working for the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

When universities were targeted, 

recruiters found a reluctance on 
the part of university faculty mem- 
bers to abandon their teaching 
careers elsewhere and move to 
Washington, even at a substantially 
higher salary. 

Recruiters said they had never 
tried to recruit local faculty mem- 
bers for part-time work because 
there had never been any requests 
from agencies for referral of part- 
time applicants. They agreed, how- 
ever, that it would be logical to 
expect there would be some inter- 
est among local Washington, D.C., 
area faculties for this kind of ar- 
rangement. It just had never been 
tried before. 

The present operation of the 
OMB ceiling system, general atti- 
tudes toward part-time employees, 
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and the lack of recruitment cam- 
paigns to provide a readily avail- 
able supply of part-time applicants 
should agencies be interested in 
hiring them—all these factors op- 
erate in concert to prevent any real 
initiatives on the part of agency 
managers to look at part-time 
employment as one solution to 
critical staffing needs. 

These restrictions inhibit agen- 
cies in successfully meeting some 
of their program responsibilities, 
and they also deny to a large pool 
of highly qualified talent any real 
opportunity to join the Federal 
work force on other than a full- 
time basis. 

Possible Solutions 

There are several alternate 
solutions to this situation. 

(1) Pro-rate ceiling slots by 
full-time equivalent. This- would 
permit Federal agencies to hire any 
combination of full-time and part- 
time employees to fulfill agency 
staffing needs as long as a maxi- 
mum number of staff-hours would 
not be exceeded. This is a much 
more realistic approach to the ceil- 
ing limits, yet it is consistent with 
the executive branch’s perceived 
need to limit the total cost of the 
Federal payroll, as well as to limit 
the number of workers employed. 

(2) Within existing ceilings, al- 
low splitting of full-time positions 
into two or more part-time posi- 
tions with the same number of 
total staff-hours, without a special 
request to the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget (as is presently 
the case). This recommendation 
would let agencies use part-timers 
to fill critical staffing needs that 
cannot be met because full-timers 
are not available. It would also 
allow agencies to experiment with 
staffing those positions central to 
the agencies’ mission with qualified 
part-time personnel, without hav- 
ing to justify why this is absolutely 
necessary. In an era of high un- 
employment, this would provide 
work to a larger number of people, 

while still fulfilling the agency’s 
mission and not ignoring in prin- 
ciple the need to restrict the Fed- 
eral payroll to reasonable limits. 

(3) Eliminate the personnel 
ceiling entirely, and rely on budget 
restrictions, and strict accounta- 
bility for program management, to 
keep a lean work force. Many 
critics of the present ceiling system 
feel this would force greater effi- 
ciency into Federal personnel 
management. 

(4) Encourage agencies to con- 
sider part-time staffing as a re- 
source for carrying out mainstream 
agency functions, particularly in 

shortage occupations. This en- 
couragement could come from the 
Civil Service Commission, from 
the White House, or from legisla- 
tion (Senator Tunney introduced 
a bill in 1975, which passed the 
Senate, that would have required 
Federal agencies to hire part- 
timers in certain percentages for 
each General Schedule grade .. . 
a similar bill is now before Con- 
gress). Such encouragement would 
be most effective and most capable 
of implementation if the previous 
three recommendations were car- 
ried out. 

It is ironic in a period of high 
unemployment that there are many 
key positions left vacant for lack 
of qualified personnel. And even 
more ironic is the failure of Fed- 
eral agencies to look at an over- 
looked resource of qualified per- 
sonnel—the part-time worker. 

It is very important to remove 
the restrictions that deny part-time 
staffing resources to the Federal 
Government. To perpetuate those 
restrictions is to squander the 
valuable investment that society 
has made to train these people. 
And when the failure to use part- 
time employment to fill otherwise 
vacant positions results in failure 
to accomplish important work of a 
Federal agency, the Federal em- 
ployment system and Federal agen- 
cies have failed to live up to the 
responsibilities mandated by Amer- 
ica’s elected representatives. 
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STATUS REPORT ON 
FEDERAL 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT 
RELATIONS 

| HE FEDERAL labor-man- 
agement program is a unique 

one, specifically developed, tail- 
ored, and periodically revised to 
meet the special conditions and 
demands of Federal service. This 
doesn’t mean that the program is 
without its “warts.” It is not per- 
fect; there is always room for 
improvement. But by the same 
token, it must be said that the pro- 
gram has more than adequately 
met the objectives established for 
it by a succession of Presidents 
from both political parties. 

The program was established to 
fit the framework of the Federal 
personnel system. This system is 
set forth in numerous acts of Con- 
gress and rules and regulations of 
the executive branch. All have an 
impact, direct or indirect, on 
wages, hours, and conditions of 
employment that go into the tra- 
ditional give-and-take of collective 
bargaining. 

Thus, it not only is appropriate, 
but mandatory, that the labor re- 
lations program defer to the special 
requirements of law and statutory 
authority. While the same could be 
said of the private sector, what dis- 
tinguishes the Federal program 
from the private sector’s is the fact 
that there are so many more laws 
governing policies affecting Federal 
employees. 

Even with these restrictions, the 

Federal program was, and is, con- 
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sciously designed to address those 
areas of concern that are vital to 
any system of union-management 
relationships—whether governed 
by law or Executive order. These 
key areas taken category-by-cate- 
gory are the subject of this article. 

Philosophy or Purpose 

Changes, many of them major, 
have been made in every category 
discussed here through the succes- 
sion of Executive orders governing 
the Federal program—with the 
sole exception of basic philosophy 
or purpose. 

This was the case from the out- 
set and it continues; in order to 

promote the well-being of employ- 
ees and the efficient administration 
of Government operations. It was 
most recently stated by President 

Carter in a message on February 
24: 

“Even though these changes 
have occurred and new Executive 
orders have been issued, the fun- 

damental purpose of the Federal 
service labor-management relations 
program has remained constant. It 
was established to promote the 
well-being of employees and the 
efficient administration of the Gov- 
ernment by providing employees 
an opportunity, through duly se- 
lected unions, to participate in the 
formulation and implementation of 
personnel policies and practices 
affecting the conditions of their 
employment. The program has 
been designed to provide an equi- 
table balance of rights and respon- 
sibilities among the parties directly 
at interest—employees, labor 
unions, and agency management— 
and the need above all in public 
service to preserve the public inter- 
est as the paramount considera- 
tion.” 

While he reaffirmed this funda- 
mental philosophy or purpose as 
the foundation for the Federal 
labor-management program in his 
administration, President Carter 
also indicated that, like Congress, 

he too desires to take an early 

ADAPTED from testimony given by 
Anthony F. Ingrassia, Director of CSC’s 
Office of Labor-Management Relations, 
before the Subcommittee on Civil Serv- 
ice, House Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, March 15, 1977. 
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look at the program and how it is 
operating. Again, quoting from his 
February 24th message: 

‘The President plans to hold full 
discussions with the new members 
of the Federal Labor Relations 
Council as soon as they are all 
in place and have had an oppor- 
tunity to assess the operation of 
the program so as to ensure that 

it is promoting these policies and 
principles our common goal 
of making Government work better 
in serving the needs of the Amer- 
ican people.” 

i“ Coverage 

The Federal program covers 
most agencies and employees in 
the executive branch. As of last 
November, according to figures re- 
leased by the Civil Service Com- 
mission, nearly 1.2 million em- 
ployees were organized into 
exclusive bargaining units in 54 
departments and agencies. These 
organized workers account for 58 
percent of the total work force 
(an even higher percentage of the 
eligible work force)—well over 
double the rate in the private sec- 

tor under the National Labor 
Relations Act. 

Union organization appears to 
have achieved a level of stability 
in the program. The growth of 
exclusive coverage has_ tapered 
off at about the same average level, 
57-59-58 percent, over the past 3 
years as a whole. 

~ Central Authority 

The Federal Labor Relations 
Council is responsible for overall 
administration of the program, and 
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is final arbiter of most questions 

under it. It consists of the Chair- 

man of the Civil Service Commis- 

sion, the Director of OMB, and the 

Secretary of Labor. 

The Council performs an appel- 
late role in the program similar ta 

the courts in private-sector labor 
relations. Agencies, unions, and 
employees under Executive Order 
11491 thus have access to a kind 
of “judicial review” to the Coun- 
cil—from determinations of non- 
negotiability, from the awards of 
arbitrators, from decisions below 
in representation and unfair-labor- 
practice cases, and from other 

kinds of rulings by the Assistant 
Secretary of Labor for Labor- 
Management Relations. In fact, the 
Council stands in much the same 
relationship to the Assistant Sec- 
retary as do the courts to the 
National Labor Relations Board. 

Like the courts in private-sector 
labor relations, the Council has 
followed a calculated policy of 
“judicial nonintervention” in ap- 
peals from decisions of the Assist- 
ant Secretary and from the awards 
of labor arbitrators. In both areas, 
the Council has limited its review 
to the narrow grounds used by the 
courts in the private sector. 

Of the 1,605 Assistant Secretary 
decisions in calendar years 1970- 
1976, 302 have been appealed to 
the Council—of which the Council 
has accepted only 43 (or 3 percent 

of all Assistant Secretary deci- 
sions) and remanded just 28. 

Although it received 139 ap- 
peals from arbitration awards 
from 1970 through 1976, the 
Council has accepted only 43 for 
review and has modified or set 
aside the arbitrator’s award in just 
19 cases. 

The third-parties in the program 
include: 
—The Assistant Secretary of 

Labor for Labor-Management 
Relations. 
—The Federal Service Impasses 

Panel. 

-The Federal Mediation and 

Conciliation Service. 

—Labor arbitrators. 

YY Bargaining Unit 
Structure 

The determination 
ate units—that is, groupings of 

employees—for purposes of deal- 

of appropri- 

ing collectively with management 

has proved to be one of the most 
controversial areas of the pro- 

gram. This is not surprising since 

decisions On appropriateness of 
units directly affect a union’s abil- 
ity to organize, management’s abil- 
ity to operate efficiently, both 
parties’ ability to deal effectively, 
and in the Federal program, the 
scope of bargaining. 

The original order contained a 
“building blocks” approach, 
informal, formal, and exclusive 
recognition; only the latter 
mitted the negotiation of 
ments. 

with 

per- 

agree- 

Coupled with a policy of man- 

dated management neutrality, 

which facilitated easier organiz- 

ing, the number of exclusive units 
proliferated from 61 in 1963 to 
2,647 in 1969, the last year under 
Executive Order 10988. This led 
to concern from agencies faced 
with dealing with so many units— 
sometimes a dozen or more at the 
same installation—and from em- 
ployees and unions who discovered 
there was limited discretionary au- 
thority within which they could 
bargain for improved working con- 
ditions. Attempts were made to 
deal with this problem by broaden- 
ing the requirements for appropri- 
ateness and by permitting easier 
consolidation of existing units. 

While it is too soon to tell, it 
may be that a high-water mark 
has been reached in proliferation 
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of bargaining units. CSC figures 
show 3,567 units as of November 

1976, down 41 from 3,608 in 

1975. This is only the second time 
the number of units has not in- 

creased in the 14 years that sta- 

tistics have been compiled. (There 
was a net reduction of 3 in 1974.) 

However, the average unit size 

of 334 employees in 1976 was not 
ippreciably larger than the aver- 

age of 322 in 1969. Clearly, many 
additional units have been spawned 
in recent years, but they are not 
getting materially larger. 

The efforts to relate unit struc- 

ture to the scope of bargaining, and 
vice versa, are stressed here be- 

cause it would be a serious mistake 

not to balance these two elements 

carefully in any collective bargain- 
ing system. When a system prom- 

ises—or is expected to produce— 

more than it can, frustration is sure 

to follow. 

observations 

may shed additional light on the 
extent of organization. Under 
Executive Order 10988, a 60-per- 
cent turnout of eligible employ- 
ees was required for a valid repre- 
sentation election. As a_ result, 
unions at times failed to achieve 
exclusive recognition even though 
a majority of those casting ballots 

favored such representation. The 
6U-percent requirement was 

dropped under Executive Order 
11491. Nevertheless, voter par- 
ticipation, while at times as low as 
15 or 20 percent in individual 
elections, has remained fairly con- 
stant. From 1971-75, 56.7 percent 

of the eligible voters participated 
in representation elections. Per- 

haps more significantly, unions 
were certified for exclusive recog- 

nition in 87.5 percent of the elec- 
tions. By contrast, according to 
recent private sector figures re- 
leased by the National Labor Re- 
lations Board, 88 percent of the 
eligibles turned out to vote in 
representation elections, and 
unions gained exclusive recognition 
im just 48 percent of the cases. 

Some _ statistical 
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y~ Scope of Bargaining 

The basic definition of the scope 
of bargaining has remained the 
same in the Federal service labor- 
management program throughout 
its 15-year history—personnel pol- 
icies and practices and matters af- 
fecting working conditions. But its 
meaning has been amplified each 
step of the way—most recently 
under 1975 amendments, which 
subject the vast majority of agency 
personnel policies and regulations 
to collective bargaining at any 
level. 

At the present time, collective- 
bargaining contracts cover 2,744 
(over three-fourths) of the exclu- 

sive units in the Federal service— 
accounting for over 1 million 
workers, or just under nine-tenths 
of the organized work force. Not 
only is the number of contracts 
increasing, but even more signifi- 
cantly, there is a faster increase in 
the coverage of more substantive 
provisions in contracts. This be- 
comes more and more apparent 
every time we take a fresh look 
at what has been negotiated. 

From 1974 to 1976, gains over 
50 percent each were registered in 
the number of contract provisions 
dealing with union rights in griev- 
ances, labor relations training, ex- 
cused time for training, counseling, 
suggestions and awards, environ- 
mental pay, technological displace- 
ment, past practices, transfer, pay 
policy, and so-called “zipper” 
clauses. The biggest increases— 
over 60 percent each—came in the 
negotiation of pay policies, treat- 
ment of past practices, and excused 
time for training. 

Nor do_ collective-bargaining 
contracts alone—as substantive as 
they are in scope and as broad as 
they are in impact—represent the 
outer limits of union influence on 
personnel conditions in the Federal 

service. This is because their full 
impact on decisionmaking reaches 
well beyond the boundaries of the 
Executive order on labor-manage- 
ment relations—to white-collar 
pay, to blue-collar pay, to Gov- 
ernment-wide personnel policies, 
and to legislated improvements. 

While dealings on these Govern- 
ment-wide issues do not equate 
with traditional collective bargain- 
ing, when they are viewed together 
with what is negotiable it becomes 
apparent that unions in the Federal 
service have input—in one form or 
another—and impact in the full 
range of areas dealt with by unions 
in other labor-management sys- 
tems. 

Under the Executive order, an 

area that has become a target of 
union criticism involves its man- 
agement-rights provisions. In its 
7-year report, the Council con- 
cludes that they nonetheless have 
worked out reasonably well in 
practice—permitting considerable 
bargaining with regard to the pro- 
cedures used and the impact on 
employees of management deci- 
sions and actions. The record 
shows there is plenty of bargaining 
going on in and around some of 
the areas we call management 
rights—at least with respect to 
procedures and impact. And much 
of this negotiation is going on in 
areas that are not within the obli- 
gation to bargain but where bar- 
gaining is permitted. 

There is one area in the scope 
of bargaining that we feel deserves 
special mention: grievance-arbitra- 
tion. Grievance procedures and 
arbitration provisions (mostly 

binding) appear in more collec- 
tive-bargaining contracts affecting 
more Federal employees than any 
other subject area in our LAIRS 
file. 

Based on a review of the more 
than 900 arbitration awards in the 
LAIRS file, the time-in-process 
from inception of the grievance to 
the award itself has averaged just 
over 9 months under Executive 
Order 11491, 1970-to-date. This 
compares with the average time-in- 
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process of 72 months in private- 
sector arbitration, according to 
current FMCS statistics, under a 
system that has been in place for 
over 40 years. 

UY Impasse Resolution 

It has been the consistent policy 
of the legislative, executive, and 
judicial branches of Government 
that Federal employees do not— 
and should not—have the right to 
strike. Congress has legislated, and 
the courts have upheld, the basic 
statutory prohibition and penalties 
against Federal employees striking 
the U.S. Government. 

However, it is not enough to 
outlaw the use of the strike; there 
has to be something in its place— 
some procedure, some machinery 
—to settle impasses that arise dur- 
ing contract negotiations. 

If mediation fails to resolve the 
impasse, it goes to the Federal 
Service Impasses Panel. From the 
thousands of negotiations and re- 
negotiations that took place from 
1970 through 1976, the Panel has 

received a total of only 240 cases. 
In its entire history, the Panel it- 
self has passed on only 32 cases 
—total. In 28 of those cases, the 
Panel issued recommendations that 
formed the basis for settlement by 
the parties. In just four cases has 
the Panel issued a binding deci- 
sion and order. 

The inescapable conclusion is 
that the procedure and machinery 
established under the Executive 
order for resolving impasses are 
meeting all of the criteria neces- 
sary to an effective and credible 
system for impasse resolution: 
timeliness, awareness, acceptabil- 
ity, and finality. 
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YW Union Security 

The issue of union security is 
one that has been handled in a 
variety of ways in the Federal pro- 
gram. We begin from the premise 

that union participation and sup- 
port are strictly voluntary—a 
cornerstone of labor-management 

relations for Federal employees, 
including postal. Thus, there is no 
entitlement to or authority to nego- 
tiate mandatory dues payment or 
representation fee. Nonetheless, 

exclusive unions have a number of 
other arrangements under the pro- 

gram that are of direct economic 
benefit to them for maintaining 
financial stability. 

Presently, for example, we esti- 
mate that about 550,000 nonpostal 
workers are on dues withholding. 
Again according to our estimate, 
they are paying approximately $29 

million annually to unions hold- 
ing exclusive recognition under 
Executive Order 11491, as 
amended. 

The previous requirement that 
the administrative costs (to the 
agency) of making dues deduc- 
tions be recovered from the labor 
organization was eliminated in 
1971 to make such service charges 
negotiable. At that time, the charge 
was running an average 2¢ per 
deduction (each biweekly pay pe- 
riod). Now the parties may agree 
to any reasonable charge to the 
union for this service—or to no 
charge at all, if that’s what is 
negotiated. 

Under Civil Service Commission 
regulations, designed to balance 

the principle of employee voluntar- 
ism with the desire for a reasonable 
measure of union financial sta- 
bility, authorizations for dues with- 
holding are irrevocable for 6- 
month intervals. 

But neither the Commission un- 
der its regulations nor the Presi- 
dent under the periodic changes in 
the Executive order has altered 
the essentially voluntary nature of 
the employee’s election of 
dues payment. 

There are other ways—besides 
voluntary dues withholding and 
short of mandatory dues withhold- 
ing—in which labor organizations 
are permitted to defray their oper- 
ating costs in the Federal program. 

The major ones fall in the areas of: 
1. Payment toward the 

of bargaining. The parties are 

authorized to negotiate provisions 
for paying employees representing 

the union in bargaining during 
regular working hours up to 40 
hours or one-half the time spent in 
negotiations. 

5 

union 

costs 

2. Payment of time spent in 

employee representational func- 
tions. This involves the authoriza- 
tion of official-duty time for stew- 
ards and other employee represen- 
tatives in policing the negotiated 
agreement, preparing and present- 

ing grievances, and the host of 
other functions associated with a 
ministering the agreement 

3. Other direct services to the 
union. This includes, for example, 

union office space and the like 

provided under negotiated 

ments. 
agree- 

In addition, employees who ap- 
pear as witnesses for the union in 
third-party proceedings under the 
order may be authorized official 
time if deemed necessary by the 
third-party agent involved 

yw Unfair Labor Practices 

The unfair-labor-practice prohi- 
bitions are designed to protect the 
rights under the program of indi- 
vidual employees, labor organiza- 
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tions, and agencies. Activities that 
are proscribed by Executive order 
in the Federal service generally 
parallel those that are proscribed 

by the National Labor Relations 
Act in the private sector—for ex- 
ample, the refusal or failure to 
bargain in good faith. 

Under the Executive 
labor organization is 

order, a 
prohibited 

from calling or engaging in a strike, 
work stoppage or slowdown, or 

picketing an agency in a labor- 
management dispute. With respect 

to picketing, however, the U‘S. 
District Court for the District of 
Columbia recently held—and the 
Government did not appeal—that 
the order’s restriction on all picket- 
ing in a labor-management dispute 
is overly broad and that such re- 
striction may be applied only 
where picketing of an agency ac- 
tually interferes or threatens to 
interfere with the operations of that 
agency. 

Where the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Labor-Management Re- 
lations finds an unfair labor prac- 
tice in violation of the order, he 
fashions an appropriate remedy. 
As he deems appropriate, for ex- 
ample, the Assistant Secretary may 
issue a cease-and-desist order, or 
direct the rescission of the action 
found to be violative of the order 
and a return to the status quo ante. 

He may make whole any affected 
party, or he may order any other 
affirmative action deemed appro- 
priate under the circumstances. 

Standards of Conduct 

Labor organizations that repre- 
sent employees in the Federal serv- 
ice must subscribe to the same 
standards of internal conduct gov- 
erning unions in the private sector. 
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In addition to the prohibited 
activities that constitute unfair 
labor practice under the order, 
labor organizations must maintain 
democratic procedures and prac- 
tices in conducting the affairs of 
the organization; they must ex- 
clude from office persons identified 
with corrupt influences; they must 
insure that their officers engage in 
no business or financial activities 
that conflict with their official du- 
ties to the organization; and they 
must maintain fiscal integrity in the 
affairs of the organization. Addi- 
tionally, labor organizations are 
subject to certain requirements for 
reporting and disclosure, adminis- 
tered in the Federal service pro- 
gram under regulations of the As- 
sistant Secretary. 

Violations of the standards of 
conduct are subject to remedies 
pursuant to the procedures estab- 
lished under regulations of the 
Assistant Secretary for that pur- 
pose. Violations involving dis- 
crimination with regard to union 
membership may be remedied 
through the unfair-labor-practice 
provisions of the order and the 
implementing regulations of the 
Assistant Secretary. In fashioning 
a remedy for such violations, the 
Assistant Secretary may issue a 
cease-and-desist order or require 
any affirmative action deemed 
commensurate in the circum- 
stances. 

These then are the key areas of 
policy and operation in the Federal 
labor-management relations pro- 
gram. The program’s effectiveness 
in treating these areas is assessed 
in the Federal Labor Relations 
Council’s report on Executive Or- 
der 11491, 1970-76: 

“As a result of the operation of 
the program under the order, to- 
gether with these activities outside 
the order, labor-management rela- 
tions in the Federal service has 
grown progressively stronger. 

“Relationships between employ- 
ees, unions, and management 
under the order are now, for the 
most part, positive and produc- 
tive, even though some managers 

seem unwilling to accept constric- 
tions on their prerogatives; both 
management and unions in some 
instances still fail to recognize the 
objectives of the entire program, 
viewing their relationship as solely 
adversary; and the parties in too 
many cases persist in approaching 
collective bargaining with an 
overly technical and __ legalistic 
attitude. 

“Overall, a strong and viable 
Federal program has evolved in 
which a reasonable balance has 
been struck between management’s 
ability to manage and the rights of 
employees to have a_ persuasive 
voice in matters affecting them on 
the job.” 

The positive assessment of the 
program is not confined to a 
“Washington view.” Last August, 
the Civil Service Commission’s 10 
Regional Labor Relations Officers 
conducted a survey of the climate 
for labor-management relations in 
a sample group of 107 Federal 
field activities. The activities were 
selected by Regional LROs as 
representative of the totality of 
labor relations activity within their 
regions. Emphasis was placed on 
getting the views of operating man- 
agers, as distinguished from the 
program orientation of labor rela- 
tions specialists. 

Overall, the survey found that 
agency field management has a 
positive assessment of the labor 
relations program. The union re- 
lationship is generally viewed as 
making a constructive contribution 
to the total management process, 
and management seems confident 
of meeting its obligations under 
the Executive order. The survey, 
of course, was the product of the 
subjective evaluations of activity- 
level managers. As such, it do 
not reflect the views of rank-: 
file employees or of union officiais, 
except insofar as these may have 
influenced the perceptions of the 
responding management officials. 
Nevertheless, the survey is a valid 
reflection of the views of operating 
managers at the field level. 
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yw Record Shows 
Improvements 

It might be well to note here 
that while speed of decisionmaking 
is an ever-present concern not only 
in the Federal program but in all 
labor relations systems—or the 
government process itself, for that 
matter—the record strongly sup- 
ports the view that improvements 

have been made. 
For example, during fiscal 1976, 

the Assistant Secretary issued 142 
decisions (involving 291 cases) 
that were decided on the basis of 
records developed by Hearing Of- 
ficers or on the basis of formal re- 
ports and recommendations of 
Administrative Law Judges. Esti- 
mates, based on a sample of 100 
unfair-labor-practice decisions, 
show an average time-in-process 
of 13'2 months from the filing of 
the complaint to the Assistant Sec- 
retary’s decision. Comparable 
NLRB sstatistics for fiscal 1976 
show that it is taking almost 12 
months from the filing of the 
charge to Board decision. Thus, it 
is taking just 112 months more for 

the Assistant Secretary to process 

these cases. 
Likewise. the number of appeals 

filed with the Council during cal- 
endar year 1976 was the largest in 
the Council’s history, and contin- 
ued a steadily upward trend in 
case-filings. There were 157 ap- 
peals filed in 1976, representing a 

July-September 1977 

22-percent increase over the 129 
appeals filed in 1975—which, in 
turn, had represented a 24-percent 
increase over the 104 appeals filed 
in 1974. 

Notwithstanding the increase in 
case-filings for the calendar year, 
the Council reduced the amount of 
time required to close the average 

case by a full month, or 15 per- 
cent, when compared with the 
amount of time required to close 
the average case in 1975. In 1976, 
the average case was closed within 
6 months of its filing. 

This, of course, is not to say 

that the program is without criti- 
cism—some justified, some self- 
serving. 

It is said that the central au- 

thority is management-oriented, 
and this is true in the sense that 
in many years final decisions are 
made by the designated representa- 
tives of the President, who has 

been elected to administer the af- 

fairs of Government. 

It is said that the scope of bar- 
gaining is too narrow, since it does 
not include wages, hours, and 
fringe benefits. This, too, is true 
because the Congress has seen fit 
to address these matters directly 
as the elected representatives of 
the people or to establish special 
mechanisms for their determina- 
tion. 

It is said that collective bargain- 
ing cannot truly work unless the 
parties come to the table as equals 
and they cannot be equal unless 
employees have the ultimate weap- 
on—the right to withhold their 

services. This is not valid. The 
record both in and out of Govern- 
ment shows that collective bargain- 
ing can and does work without the 
right to strike. 

It is said a labor-management 
system cannot work without some 
positive form of union security, or 

required payment of dues. Again, 
the record in and out of Govern- 
ment would indicate otherwise. 

It is said some better accommo- 
dation than now exists between 
statutory appeals systems and ne- 
gotiated grievance procedures must 

be found. There is evidence this 
and the related desire for complete 
“make-whole” remedies are valid 
concerns. 

It is said that merit principles 
and collective bargaining are in- 
compatible, but the record indi- 
cates they can, do, and must 
coexist. 

All of these concerns, and 
others, that have been raised from 
time to time are worthy of the full- 
est public exposure and dialog 
before the Government is com- 
mitted to any new course of action. 

But for the present program, 
whether viewed from Washington 
in a program context or from the 
field in an operating environment, 
the conclusion must be the same 
as that reached in the FLRC re- 
port cited earlier: 

“The continued viability of the 
Federal labor-management rela- 
tions program is dependent upon 
its flexibility and adaptability to 
meet changing times and condi- 
tions. The Council is convinced 
that during its 7-year stewardship 
a solid foundation has been con- 
structed for a continuing effective 
labor-management relations pro- 
gram in the Federal service that 

can work, grow, and promote the 
optimum balance among all parties 
at interest—the Government, its 
employees, their union represen- 

tatives, and above all, the public.” 



The Issue at Hand 

ACROSS 

Religious group 

Redford’s friend 

Kings and queens 

Scarlett’s home 
New Orleans trumpeter 

Open to view 

Appraisal 

Allude 
Alan K. Campbell 

Southern state 
Boring 
Domicile 

Cleopatra’s killer 

Girl’s name 
Signs a memo 
Not up to now 

Soon 
Inventory accounting method 

. Hammarskjold 

. Temporary duty (abbr.) 

(With 61 across) Coming trend 
in financial planning 

. Obsesses 
Best in show (abbr.) 

. Printer’s measure 

. Musical note 

. Underwriters’ Laboratory (abbr.) 
Chemical symbol for gold 

. Union of African States (abbr.) 
. Playhouse 
. See 47 across 
. Female deer 

. Operations Research Analyst 
(abbr.) 

. Kind of duck 
. Reverberate 

. Feed for livestock 
. Possess a risk 
. Type of rock 
. American Field Service (abbr.) 
. Belonging to the Narcotic 
Treatment Agency 

. Juliet’s friend - Ump : 
. Roughrider initials - Remains 
. Subject of 19 across , Lash 
_ African language group ; 7 Fall of the House of 

: — resource . Altar boy 

. Collect ; : 
- Street ; Certain wines 

. Periods of time - Engine 
- Lure . Type of acid 

é : s : . Condition of sale 
. Reinsert manuscript (instruction Uncertain 

to printer) : 
. Color 

. Alaskan city . Means (abbr.) 
. Exist 

DOWN . Brownshirts 
. Type of gun . Andean animal 

2. Edge of roof . Sullivan and Wynn 
. Animal’s stomach . Cobb 
. Soft stone . Architectural style 
. Ot course (slangy) . Having a smell 
. Statesman Root . Insect 
. Amnesiac’s question . Bird 
. Kind of skirt . Yet to be paid 
. Annual report (abbr.) , wind (braggart) 
. New Testament (abbr.) . Open 
. Part of eye . Also 
. Greeting . Hoover 

NO o— 

ah anh och anh 

NWN O © 

WWNMNMNMNM ND — 

cooOun— © © © WwW Ww co 

ES 

Howard Stevens 

. Japanese battle cry 

. Pats 
. Fifty after 
. International Civil Service 
Advisory Board (abbr.) 

. Home of 12 percent of all 
Federal workers 

. Girl’s name 

. Degree 

. Not fair 
. Given to traveling 
. Taking one’s swings 
. Skeleton 
. ‘*...and a bottle 
. Specks 
. Sword 
. End of a prayer 
. Fiddler 
. Stuff 
. To be (Latin) 

. Viet _ 

. Kitchen measure (abbr.) 

. Like 
. Northern state 

Answers on Page 33 
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WORTH NOTING 

CJ NEW Civil Service Commission 
named: A new chairman, vice chair- 
man, and commissioner have been 
nominated by the President and con- 

firmed by the Senate. 
Chairman is Alan K. Campbell, for- 

merly dean of the Lyndon B. Johnson 
School of Public Affairs at the Univer- 
sity of Texas. 

Vice Chairman is Jule M. Sugar- 
man, formerly chief administrative 
officer of Atlanta. 

Commissioner is Mrs. Ersa Poston, 
formerly a member of the New York 
State Civil Service Commission. 

(1) FEDERAL EMPLOYEE awarded 
$25,000 for energy conservation: The 
President presented Lawrence L. Gu- 
zick with $25,000. The Federal incen- 
tive award was presented to Mr. Gu- 
zick for designing a metering device 
that prevents steam-trapped pressure 
from escaping out of steam systems. 

The device has already saved the Navy 
more than 875,000 barrels of oil and 

more than a half million dollars in 
repair costs, a saving, so far, of about 

$10.5 million. Expected savings may 
total $40 million a year. 

(1) REORGANIZATION ACT enacted, 
staff appointed; and personnel man- 
agement system to be streamlined: 
The Reorganization Act of 1977 grant- 
ed the President the authority—with 
certain exceptions—to abolish, create, 
shift, or consolidate Federal agencies 
or parts of them unless the House or 
Senate votes within 60 days to reject. 

He cannot create, abolish, transfer, 
or consolidate Cabinet-level depart- 
ments or independent regulatory 
agencies. The act is to expire in 3 
years. 

Richard A. Pettigrew, Dade County, 
Fla., is to serve as assistant to the 
President for reorganization. The 
Executive Committee on Reorganiza- 
tion is to be headed by the President 
and will include the Vice President, 
OMB Director Bert Lance, CSC Chair- 
man Alan K. Campbell, Mr. Petti- 
grew, and Charles L. Schultz, Chair- 
man of the Council of Economic Ad- 
visors. 

In addition, Chairman Campbell 
announced a top-to-bottom study to 
reorganize Federal personnel manage- 
ment. Wayne Granquist, OMB’s 
Associate Director, is vice-chairman, 
and Mr. Campbell is chairman. 
Dwight Ink, a veteran Federal official, 
was named executive director of the 
study called the Federal Personnel 
Management Project. 

The project’s objectives are to 
examine present Federal personnel 

policies, processes, and organization 

to determine what improvements are 
required and to recommend appropri- 

ate legislation, regulations, processes 

and organizational solutions 

(1) CHAIRMAN urges assistance to 
disabled vets: Guidelines for the use 
of Federal facilities to give work ex- 
perience for disabled veterans and for 

their employment on completing train- 

ing have been issued by CSC. 

Announcing the guidelines, CSC 
Chairman Alan K. Campbell said 

‘“‘Unemployment among veterans is 
high, and among disabled veterans it 
is acute. | strongly urge Federal agen- 
cies to use these procedures as a 
means to help disabled veterans to 

become qualified for gainful employ- 
ment.’’ 

The Veterans’ Education and Em- 
ployment Assistance Act of 1976 re- 

moves a restriction in the Fair Labor 

Standards Act that prohibited unpaid 
work in Federal agencies and permits 
unpaid training of certain disabled 
veterans in these installations under 
the Veterans Administration’s voca- 
tional rehabilitation program. The 
measure also allows agencies to make 
noncompetitive appointment of vet- 
erans to jobs after successful comple- 
tion of the training. 

The Commission is encouraging 
agencies to make full use of this au- 
thority to provide training and employ- 
ment opportunities for disabled veter- 
ans. Even those agencies that do not 
expect to be able to offer continuing 
employment because of ceiling or 
budgetary restrictions can still partici- 
pate by providing training and/or 
work experience for disabled veterans. 

Agencies interested in participating 
should contact the counseling and re- 
habilitation section of their local VA 
office. 

(J AFL-CIO asked to select three 
union officials for Pay Council: 
Acting jointly as the President’s agent 
on Federal pay, CSC Chairman Alan 
K. Campbell and OMB Director Bert 
Lance asked George Meany, president 
of the AFL-CIO, to nominate three of- 
ficials to represent the AFL-CIO as 
members of the Federal Employees 
Pay Council. 

The Pay Council consists of five 
members, representing the largest 
Federal employee unions. The Presi- 
dent’s agent is required to meet with 
and give thorough consideration to the 
views and recommendations of the 
Council on the process, procedures, 
and amounts leading to the annual pay 
increase under the pay comparability 
law. 

] BACK PAY granted 
iong Getalls 

agenc L E | 

recently affirmed and clarified his 

cision awarding back 

employees for ‘‘overlong 
higher graded jobs 

In his decision the Comptro 

eral held that Federal emp 

had been assigned to higher paying 
jobs for more than 120 days without 
prior CSC approval were entitled 

retroactive promotions and approp 

ate back pay from the 121st day of t 

detail until they returned to their regi 

lar duties. The new ruling makes clear 

that the back pay entitlement depends 

upon the employee’s 

conditions as the Whitten Amen 

ment’s time-in-grade requirements or 

other statutory requirements (De- 
tails: FPM Bulletin 300-40, May 25 

1977.) 

ine Cs 

ies that the Compt 

ay 

ioyees 

meeting sucn 

[) EMPLOYEE'S representative may 
be vetoed: CSC regulations have been 
revised to provide that an agency may 

veto an. employee’s choice of repre- 
sentative in a grievance proceeding 

on the basis of the Government’s pri- 
ority needs, unreasonable cost, or con- 

flict of interest or position. The em- 

ployee may challenge the agency’s 

decision to the agency head or desig- 
nee and obtain a decision before pro- 

ceeding with the grievance. The regu- 
lations also provide that an agency 
may challenge an appellant’s choice of 

representative in a proceeding before 

the Federal Employee Appeals Au- 
thority on grounds of conflict of inter- 

est within 10 days of receipt of notice 
of designation; the challenge will be 
decided before the merits of the case 
are considered. (Details: FPM Letter 

771-8, April 8, 1977.) 

CL) BLUE-COLLAR pay reform: Presi- 
dent Carter has endorsed a legisla- 
tive proposal for reforms in the Fed- 

eral (blue-collar) wage system, sub- 
mitted to the Congress by former 
President Ford with his 1978 budget 
message. 

In his 1978 budget revisions Presi- 

dent Carter said, ‘‘This legislation 
would correct those provisions of cur- 
rent law that cause significant depar- 
tures from the prevailing rate prin- 
ciple, result in unfair competitive ad- 

vantage for the Federal Government, 
and unjustified payroll costs. Early 

enactment is strongly recommended 
by the Administration.’’ 

—Ed Staples 
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