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Civil Service Reorganization: The Manager's Role 

President Carter's plans to 

reorganize the U.S. Civil Service 

Commission and to consolidate 

Federal labor relations functions intoa 

single agency were approved August 

VAs 

The reorganization 

present CSC with two agencies, 

separating its inherent conflicting 

responsibilities. The plan will be put 

into effect on or before January 1, 

1979. 

replaces the 

Office of Personnel Management 

The OPM will be charged with the 

positive personnel management task 

of government—such as recruiting and 

examining, training, job classification, 

personnel investigations, evaluation of 

agency personnel programs, 

employee productivity, and pay and 

benefits administration. Its Director, 
appointed by the President and 

confirmed by the Senate, will be 
responsible for administering Federal 

personnel matters except for 

Presidential appointees. 

Merit Systems Protection Board 

The MSPB will be the successor 

agency to the Civil Service 

Commission and will assume the 

responsibilities of that agency for 

protecting the merit system and 

deciding employee appeals. The 

Board will be headed by a bipartisan 

panel of three members appointed to 

six-year, staggered terms. 

The plan creates, within the Board, a 

Special Counsel to investigate and 

prosecute political abuses and merit 

systems violations. Under the civil 

service reform legislation now being 

considered by the Congress, the 

Counsel would have power to prevent 

reprisals against so-called “whistle- 

blowers.” The Counsel will be 

appointed by the President and 

confirmed by the Senate. 

Federal Labor Relations Authority 

The FLRA will consolidate the 

central policy-making functions in 

labor-management relations now 

divided between the part-time Federal 

Labor Relations Council and the 

Assistant Secretary of Labor for Labor- 

Management Relations. The Authority 

will be composed of three full-time 

members appointed by the President 

with the advice and consent of the 

Senate. Its General Counsel, also 

appointed by the President with 

Senate confirmation, will present 

unfair labor practice complaints before 

the Authority. The plan also provides 

for continuance of the Federal 

Service Impasses Panel within the 

Authority to resolve negotiating 

impasses between Federal employee 

unions and agencies. 

The Journal, too, is in transition,with 

anew name under consideration anda 

new purpose forthcoming. 

Much of what the Journal! is to be will 

depend on its readers—your changing 

needs for managerial direction and for 

a forum in which to share your critical 

views, yOur successes, your problems. 

We invite your participation on all 

levels. 

Next year the Journal will begin its 

twentieth year of publication. It seems 

appropriate that the lead author in 

volume 1, number 1, was Roger Jones, 

who appears again in this issue. 

Throughout an illustrious Government 

career that began in 1933, Jones has 

demonstrated a unique ability to size 

up the Federal service with an 

objectivity and candor that we 

need during times of change. In that 

first Journal he said that a source of 

power in the public service is the 

“know-how of the experienced career 

administrator.” He _ reaffirms this 

belief and adds new dimensions to his 

definition of the career executive inthe 

present article. 

Now defined, the career executive 

stands poised and waiting to plunge 

into changing times that will further 

define his or her place in Govern- 

ment management. 
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Hiring Down, But Expected to Rise: Recent Federal hiring from eligibility 

lists has been well below normal (157,000 in 1977 compared to an average 
192,000 yearly for the past 10 years). About 167,000 new hires are expected 
by the end of 1978. Increased hiring is expected due to turnover, more employ- 
ees eligible for retirement, and the impact of reorganization on retirement. 
Due to intense job competition, CSC is accepting applications only for occupa- 

tions in which agencies anticipate a need, and for which CSC has an inadequate 

supply of quality eligibles. 

Improved Senior-Level Job Procedures: If you're looking for a GS-14 or 15 
job, your search should now be easier. The Civil Service Commission has 

changed its procedures to provide better information about job openings at 

those grade levels. Under the former system, applicants could either apply 

for a specific job (if they knew of it) or apply for general consideration for 
any vacancy at that level. It was difficult for job-seekers to find out about 
individual openings and make a specific application. When an agency did noti- 
fy CSC of a vacancy, there often were hundreds of people on CSC's register, 

many of whom were not interested in that particular vacancy. There was a 

great deal of paperwork in trying to identify the most qualified people who 

wanted that job. Under the new procedures, when agencies notify CSC of GS-14 

and 15 openings, CSC will post this information in Senior-Level Recruiting 

Bulletins at its Job Information Centers across the country. The bulletins 
will specify the duties of the position, qualifications required, filing 
period, and how to apply. Applicants will apply for a specific position, and 

will no longer be able to apply for general consideration at those grade 

levels. Applications for GS-13 and below jobs will continue to be processed 

under the current procedures, since there are too many openings for new pro- 

cedures to be feasible. 

Life Insurance Gets Cheaper: Prices may be going up, but not for Federal 

Employees Group Life Insurance (FEGLI). Major cuts have been made in premiums 
for both regular and optional life insurance. The new rates took effect with 
the first pay period starting after August 31, 1978. The cost to employees 

for regular insurance (formerly 35.5 cents every 2 weeks per $1,000 of insur- 
ance) dropped to 25.5 cents. Reductions in insurance were as follows: Under 

age 35, from $.80 to $.60; ages 35 to 39, from $1.20 to $1.00; ages 40 to 44, 
from $1.90 to $1.70; ages 45 to 49, from $2.90 to $2.40; ages 50 to 54, from 
$4.50 to $3.50; ages 55 to 59, from $10.59 to $7.50; and ages 60 and over, 
from $14.00 to $9.00. Reductions are based on CSC's latest actuarial study of 

the life insurance program. Costs of running the program have declined for a 

number of reasons, including a lower death rate, higher investment yields, 

and more employees taking the optional insurance. 

One Million Annuitants: A CSC report indicates there were a million annui- 

tants on the retirement rolls at the end of fiscal 1977, being paid an average 
monthly annuity of $654. By comparison, 5 years ago there were only 758,000 
annuitants, receiving an average of $338. During 1977, more than $2.8 billion 
was withheld from employees’ salaries for retirement, and agencies contributed 
an equal amount. $8.1 billion was paid to retired employees for the year, and 
another $1.2 billion to survivor annuitants. 



Retirement Trends: CSC's Bureau of Retirement, Insurance, and Occupational 

Health reports that the early 1970's were a disruptive period for the Civil 
Service Retirement System. Between 1970 and 1973, the annual number of 
retirements more than doubled as large numbers became eligible to retire, 

frequent and large cost-of-living increases took effect, and disability 
income tax rules were changed. By 1974 retirements stabilized and are now 
lower. Total new retirements from 1975 to 1977 were between 85,000 and 

93,000 (20 percent to 25 percent of those eligible to retire annually). 

SF 171 Gets Facelift: The next time you fill out a Standard Form 171, the 

"Personal Qualifications Statement," you should find it easier to do. The 
form has been changed to make it easier to read, to remove potentially dis- 

criminatory questions, and to add the courtesy title "Ms." Related forms were 
also revised: the SF 171-A, "Continuation Sheet"; SF 172, “Amendment to Per- 
sonal Qualifications Statement"; and SF 173, "Job Qualifications Statement." 
If you have an application (using the old form) already on file, you need not 

resubmit it. 

Charity Donations Break Record: Federal civilian and military employees 
contributed a record $79.5 million to last fall's Combined Federal Campaign, 

an increase of 11.6 percent over 1976 contributions. The Department of Defense 
raised another $6.2 million in its Overseas Combined Federal Campaign. The 

average gift increased to $28.79 from last year's $26.12; 72 percent of em 
ployees participated. 

Smoky Issue Cleared: An arbitrator has ruled that nonsmokers are entitled 

to limited relief from the smokers around them. The ruling was made in 

response to a grievance filed by a nonsmoking IRS employee with chronic 

bronchitis, who called for a ban on all smoking in his office. He claimed 
smoke-polluted air was a health hazard. The National Treasury Employees' 

Union (NTEU) charged that smoky conditions were injuring the employee's health 
and that IRS violated the health and safety provision of the bargaining agree- 
ment. NTEU argued that medical evidence showed "secondary smoke" was a health 
hazard. The arbitrator found adequate ventilation and a reasonable separation 

of smokers and nonsmokers in the work area. He found no link between the 
grievant's medical condition and office smoke, but said IRS could ask smokers 

to voluntarily restrain their smoking. 

Health and Safety Protection Lacking: A recent report on Occupational Safety 

and Health Activities in the Federal Government found "not all agencies in the 
past fully followed guidelines...for workplace safety and health programs." 
The report showed agency efforts to protect employees at work varied widely 
with agency size, type of work done, and available resources. 

Training for Improved Work. Half of the training time of Federal employees 
is to improve performance, according to a recent CSC report, Employee Training 

in the Federal Service. Other significant uses of training are to meet future 

staffing needs, prepare employees for new assignments, develop unavailable 

skills, and use new technology. Employees average less than 1 percent of work 

time in training. The report shows that while two-thirds of total training 

hours are provided within the trainee's own agency, there has been a steady 

increase in the use of interagency training. Interagency training is the 

least expensive. 

--Howard Stevens 



letters to the editor 

Ethics: “A Two-Way Street” 

| must take exception to the remarks by 

David Reich, Ethics Counsel, USCSC, made 

in his article entitled, “Ethics,” CSJ, 

Jan /Mar 1978, to wit: 

“Government employees on the other 

hand owe a duty and responsibility 

to serve the people of the United 

States in the best way they can. Profits are 

not their concern. Their private interests 

must at all times be subordinated to their 

official position.” 

In archaic yesteryear, these comments 

might have had broad acceptance. 

However, today, we must view any definitive 

remark that demarcates between a 

government worker and his counterpart in 

the private sector as _ objectionable. 

However, while | am glad that Mr. Reichdid 

not refer to government workers as “civil 

servants,” the cited remarks are _ still 

inundated with the heavy scent of 

paternalism. 

We do recognize that there is or ought to be 

commonality of interest and a common 

denominator between Government and its 

employees. We are troubled that the 

Government failed to recognize and 

implement this view. In the final analysis, 

mutuality of interest and the recognition 

of a common denominator is a two-way 

street, with give-and-take on the part of the 

parties concerned and not confined to give 

on the part of the employees and take on the 

part of the public employer. Regrettably the 

latter has been the rule for the last decade. 

It is absurd that a government magazine 

urge that “Their (government employees’) 

private interests must at all times be 

subordinated to their official position.” This 

is the type of thinking that brought about 

the Hatch Act and other equally 

disreputable policies that had a repressive 

and economically adverse effect on Federal 

workers.... 

It seems to me that public concepts must be 

promulgated in an atmosphere of reason 

and objectivity 

Let us eschew this forbidding approach of 

the past and engage in promoting a spirit of 

mutuality between Government and _ its 

employees with the Government 

remembering, at all times, that this must be 

a two-way street. 

Harry H. Zucker 

Legislative Chairman and Past 

President 

Veterans Administration Local 1151, 

AFGE 

New York, N.Y 

Save Your Time 
and My Time 

when something goes 
wrong, use one or more 

of the 

Reprinted with permission of 
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Standard 
Excuses 
1. That’s ihe way we've always 

done it here. 

2. | didn’t know you were in sucha 
hurry for it. 

3. That's not really in my 
department. 

. No one ever told me to go ahead. 

. I’ve been waiting for an O.K. 

. How was | to know this was 

different? 

7. That's his job, not mine. 

The PACE Is Right? 

William A. Ward (‘‘How the 
Government Is Doing on Campus,” 
CSC Journal, July/September 1978) 
says that the PACE written test is 
inadequate for testing college 
seniors and recent college graduates 
because the content, format, and 
structure are disadvantageous to those 
who are unlikely to have experience in 
the work-a-day world that would allow 
them to do well on PACE. Quite to the 
contrary, the construction of the writ- 

ten test for PACE is based on a pre- 

sumption that applicants are not and 

need not be familiar with the wor'd of 

work or have work experience in order 

to do wellon the test and get ajob. The 
test content specifically does not deal 

with nor require any job knowledge, 

any special knowledge about how 

work is organized, or any knowledge 

about procedures involved in the tar- 

get jobs or in any other jobs. 

Data on this 

following: 
issue indicate the 

—College seniors and _ recent 

. Wait ‘til the boss comes in 

and ask him. 

. | forgot completely. 

| didn’t think that it was that 
important. 

. I’m so busy, that | just haven't 
gotten to it. 

. | thought | told you. 

. | wasn’t hired to do that. 

. That’s not my writing. 



college graduates pass the test at 
a higher rate than all applicants 
taken together. 

—The overwhelming percentage of 
those who are eligible for PACE 
jobs are college graduates. In 1977 
these were 90% of the eligibles. 

—College graduates score higher on 
the average than other applicants, 
but for both groups, the higher 
the test performance, the higher 
job performance tends to be. 

As to format and structure, the written 

test follows closely the style of typical 

tests with which virtually all recent col- 

lege graduates and seniors are familiar. 

William A. Gorham, Director 
Personnel Research and Development 

Center 
U.S. Civil Service Commission 

A Minority Opinion 

| was greatly interested by Helen J. 
Christrup’s article, The Truth About 

Collecting Race Information,” in your 
April/June 1978 issue. As a personnel 
manager in the private sector, | too 
face the difficult problem of 
determining the race, sex, physical or 
mental handicap, and veteran status of 
employees and job candidates. 

Fortunately our task is being made 
progressively easier by the U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission, whose current definitions of 
privileged or “protected” persons 
now cover at least 77 percent of the 
population of the State of California. | 
enclose a copy of a guest editorial | 
wrote recently for the San Francisco 
Examiner to demonstrate the fact. ———»> 

In the course of my research | was 
particularly interested to learn that as 
an Aryan, whose people unquestion- 
ably have origins in the Indian 
subcontinent, | am now a minority 
myself; namely, an Asian American. 

Peter Ritson 
Sausalito, California 

Affirmative action, is it the best way? 

In many ways ‘‘affirmative action’’'— a 
code phrase for preferential treatment of 

“*minorities’’ in hiring and promotion— 
reminds me of the Vietnam war: 

Hardly anybody supports it 
A recent national poll found over- 

whelming opposition to affirmative action 
even among those it is supposed to help 

The House of Representatives voted 
(although without result) to deny Federal 
funds to support it and the Supreme 
Courts of California and New Jersey 
found it unconstitutional. 

But like the Vietnam war, affirmative 
action seems unstoppable. 

A chief reason those who support af- 
firmative action see light at the end of the 
tunnel is that the program has been 
Startiingly successful In California, 
for example, minority participation in the 

work force has better than doubled in the 
last few years—from 25 percent in 1970 to 
about 60 percent in 1975. 

In 1970, the Department of Labor is- 
sued its ‘Order No. 4°’ decreeing that 
employment quotas and _ promotion 

quotas (referred to as ‘‘goals and time- 

tables’') should be established for: 

e@ Negroes. 

@ Orientals. 
@ Spanish-surnamed Americans 

@ American Indians. 

According to the State of California's 
“Affirmative Action Data’’ published in 
November 1975, these groups comprised 

about 24 percent of California's work 
force. 

By 1976, the Department of Labor and 
other Federal agencies had revised and 
expanded this list of those entitled to 

affirmative action to 12 separate cate- 
gories: 

Black males; Asian males; Hispanic 
males; American Indian males; Black 
females; Asian females; Hispanic fe- 
males; American Indian females; all 
other females; all persons who served in 

the United States Armed Forces between 
August 5, 1964,and May 7, 1975; all dis- 
abled United States veterans of any 

period; and all mentally or physically 
handicapped persons including untreated 
alcoholics and drug addicts. 

As of 1975 the people in categories 1 
through 9 comprised about 60 percent of 
California’s work force and 77 percent of 

California's population. 
Data on the number of people in cate- 

gories 10 through 12 are not available but 
presumably the number is very large. 

In the meantime, Federal agencies is- 
sued a further change in the list. On 
March 25, 1977, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission issued a 
memorandum addressed to ‘‘All Em- 
ployers’’ requiring that this year they 

must recount ‘‘all persons having origins 

in any of the original peoples of the 
Indian subcontinent’'as ‘‘ in the category 
of Asian American or Pacific Islanders."’ 

This may result in a record increase in 

minority employment since a very large 

portion of our population considers itself 

Indo-European in origin. 
In any case, since its purpose is to in- 

crease minority employment, it is clear 

that affirmative action actually works 
Why then, we must ask, does it provoke 
such controversy and why do so many 
employers have trouble meeting their 
quotas? 

The principal reason for the unpopu- 

larity and inefficiency of affirmative 
action is the secrecy that surrounds the 
business 

In part this is the fault of the Federal 
Government, which urges employers not 
to ask their employees and job candidates 

directly to identify their race-sex-veteran- 
disability status 

Instead,employers are supposed to do 

this by ‘‘visual surveys'' and employees 

and candidates are rarely advised of that 
or how they are being identified in com- 
puters and reports 

These procedures almost guarantee 

errors in many cases. How, for example, 
can the son of an Argentine immigrant 
named Schultz or a Spanish grandee 
named Bourbon be identified as an His- 
panic minority if he isn't asked? 

Thus it is that great numbers of em- 
ployees and job candidates probably are 

misclassified in vital records. 

It is obvious that the best thing is to be 
open and honest about this business and 
for employers to frankly advertise for the 
minorities they need—Hispanic female 
accountants and soon 

It is true that such frankness on the 

part of employers might well create dif- 
ficult administrative problems. 

How is the employer to handle sus- 
pected fraud, for example? How do 
you guess whether an employee is an 

American Indian or not? 
Suppose an Hispanic employee who 

has an Asian mother learns that you have 
a better quota for Asians than for His- 

panics; can he or she change his or her 
designation? Is somebody with a Portu- 
guese grandmother Hispanic? How about 
Portuguese great grandmother? How 
about Basques? 

The Federal Government unfortunately 
has provided very little guidance. 

On the other hand, if there is anything 
the Federal Government is good at, it is 
writing up new rules and regulations, and 
the people who are responsible for our 
progress toward the first 100 percent 
minority work force in the world cannot 
be short of imagination. 

San Francisco Examiner 
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EXECUTIVE” 
HAVE A 
NEW 

MEANING? 

ORTY-FIVE YEARS AGO 
Franklin Roosevelt took office as 

the 32d President of the United 

States. In the years since, simple but 
dramatic phrases, chosen from Presi- 

dential addresses, have come to be 
America’s summation of the visions 

and aspirations of each President. In 

the aggregate, these special identifi- 

cations represent a sense of mission 

and destiny—hope for a final judg- 

ment of history on administration of 

the affairs of the nation. I shall use 
these slogans as illustrations of my 

belief that the generic title of ‘‘career 

executive’’ has had a continuing 

growth in new and added meanings 

from the concepts that prevailed dur- 

ing the 50 years from the birth of the 

career service under the Pendleton 

Civil Service Journal 
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by Roger W. Jones 

Act of 1883 until the Roosevelt ad- 

ministration. 

New Deal Years 

The New Deal (1933-1945) was lit- 

erally that. In those 12 years the 

United States broke out from the suf- 

focating bonds of limiting the role of 
the Federal Government almost en- 

tirely to ministerial and sovereign 

functions like carrying the mail, pro- 

viding national defense, and con- 

ducting foreign relations. With a 

speed that was far greater than we 

realized at the time, the central gov- 

ernment responded to economic 

chaos, social disintegration, and mas- 

sive need for services that could be 

provided only by Government. As 

roles expanded and grew in complex- 

ity, there was a demand for execu- 

tives far beyond anything initially 

foreseen—executives who would have 

continuing identification with specific 
Federal undertakings, and who would 

be responsible for control and direc- 

tion of those undertakings. 

Official records of both the agen- 

cies and the Civil Service Commis- 
sion indicate that until the New Deal, 

career executives, in the sense of pro- 

gram and activity managers, were a 

rarity. There was little perceived need 

for middle-level career managers, to 

say nothing of higher level adminis- 

trators with clear-cut executive re- 

sponsibility and authority. Of course, 

there was recognition that some pro- 

fessionally identified bureau chiefs 

usually came up through the ranks, 

for example, the Chief Forester, the 
Surgeon General of the U.S. Public 

Health Service, and the Director of 

the Geological Survey. By and large, 

however, the higher civil service 
grades went to senior professionals in 

specific disciplines like chemistry, 

physics, law, and engineering. 



The formulation and interpretation 

of policy were, for the most part, as- 

signed either to political officers pro- 

vided for by statute or to patronage 

appointees. In fact, most agencies, 

including the Cabinet departments, 

had a Chief Clerk as their principal 

career officer. This was a time- 
honored title that denoted a high and 

very special status, usually career, 

and it continues today in the congres- 
sional committee world. It combined 

such diverse roles as administrative 

services officer, budget officer, per- 

sonnel officer, program coordinator, 

chief accountant, procurement offi- 

cer, and some oddities of the 

times—for example, reviewing all 

letters to Congress and personally 

presiding at weekly pay days when 

most employees drew their salaries in 

cash, which was counted out carefully 

and duly acknowledged by signature 

on a payroll. (You may find it hard to 

believe, but this pay system was still 

in effect for much of the Department 

of Commerce as late as 1933.) 

Considering the fact that when 

President Roosevelt took office Fed- 

eral civilian employment in Wash- 

ington was less than 70,000 and only 

about 580,000 in the field and over- 
seas, it is not surprising that career 

executives were so few. By 1939, 
however, some 400,000 additional 

civilian employees were added to the 
Federal payroll, but we have no ac- 

curate count of what percentage of 

those employees was called upon to 

exercise executive responsibility. 

Neither the figures on the then CAF 

grades and titles, or even less the 

Professional (P series) categories, are 

helpful. Inferences can be drawn from 

the increased number of positions 

classified in CAF 14 and 15 and P 7 

and 8, as shown in annual budgets, 

but the real story has yet to be dug out 

and written. The need for program 

managers was so insistent as to start 
an entirely new process of position 

designation and classification. 

It was my agonizing privilege in 
1934 and 1935 to labor with the parts 

of the Civil Service Commission that 

recruited, examined, and certified 
most personnel—after advance ap- 

“ «career executive’ 

has had a continuing 

growth in new and 

added meanings from 

the concepts that 

prevailed during the 

50 years from the 

birth of the career 

service under the 

Pendleton Act of 1883 

until the Roosevelt 

administration.” 

proval of every single job sheet. The 

assignment was to assist in creating 

career categories for professional, 

supervisory, and management person- 

nel needed for such new programs as 

social security, unemployment insur- 

ance, farm credit, rural electrifica- 

tion, Federal aid to get the farmers 

out of the mud, insurance of bank de- 

posits, and newly important staff and 

control jobs in budget, personnel, and 

accounting. 

One hot, humid summer afternoon 

in 1934 Leonard White, Ismar 

Baruch, Kenneth Vipond, and Fred 

Brown of the Commission met with 

several members of the Central 

Board (White was a 

member of the Board as well as a 

member of the Commission, and I 

acted as a kind of procedural adviser 

and note taker for the Board). It was 

our purpose to argue the case for 

writing executive responsibilities— 

not merely nominal 

functions—into 

Statistical 

supervisory 

the classification 

structure and examination announce- 

ments for four categories of profes- 

sionally trained persons: economists, 

Statisticians, demographers, and 

political scientists. The great Ismar 

Baruch, with one of those flashes of 

intuitive genius he so often had, said, 

in effect, ‘‘Federal agencies—no, 
Federal programs—are creating a new 

civil We know how to 

examine and classify clerks and re- 

search chemists. | wonder how long it 

service. 

will take us to do the same for com- 

petitive civil service professionals 

who will administer national affairs. ”” 

Genesis of the Term, 

**Career Executive’’ 

I am not sure when the term career 

executive first came into general use, 

but recognition that there were such 

persons was evident before the United 

States got into World War II. Im- 

mediately after the war, scholars, 

political officers, and practitioners of 

public administration used this.title 

with increasing frequency in sorting 

out differences in job concepts, roles, 

and responsibilities of career versus 

noncareer executives. I think it is not 

Civil Service Journal 
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incorrect to say that their point of de- 

parture for new Federal organization 

charts and a literal torrent of articles, ‘“* *The establishment of career service is, in the 

judgment of this commission, the required next 

step in the history of American government.... 

books, reports of seminars, and con- 

ferences was the 1935 report of the 

Commission of Inquiry on Public 

Service Personnel. The chief thrust of 

31 recommendations of the Commis- 

sion may be summarized in the fol- 

lowing short quotation: 

‘*‘The establishment of career serv- 

ice is, in the judgment of this Com- 

mission, the required next step in the 

history of American government... . 

By acareer is meant a life work. It is 

an honorable occupation which one 

normally takes up in youth with the 

expectation of advancement, and pur- 

sues. until retirement. A career serv- 

ice in government is thus a public 

service which is so organized and 

conducted as to encourage careers." 

In any: event, by 1958, when 

Marver Bernstein’s The Job of the 

Federal Executive was published as a 

result of a Brookings roundtable, 

there was no disagreement among the 

roundtable participants that the term 

career executive meant ‘‘civil service 

appointees serving as professional 

administrators at the highest levels.” 

This was a far cry from the limited 

administrative concepts of the pre- 

New Deal years. In defining the 

function of the career executive, 

Bernstein quoted from the Hoover 

Commission's Task Force on Person- 

nel and Civil Service: 

‘It is the function of career execu- 

tives . to provide a reservoir of 

knowledge, managerial competence 

based upon experience, and under- 

standing of the peculiarities of Gov- 

ernment administration. It is their job 

to keep the Government operating as 

effectively as possible at all times. 

They are essential to maintain the na- 

tional administration as a going con- 

cern under all conditions. They can 

put political executives in touch with 

the long background behind most im- 

portant issues, and help them to un- 

derstand the probable consequences 

of alternative courses of action. They 

can also relieve political executives of 

the great burden of administrative 
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By a career is meant a life work. It is an 

honorable occupation which one normally 

takes up in youth with the expectation of 

advancement, and pursues until retireme» ’. 

A career service in government is thus a 

public service which is so organized and 

conducted as to encourage careers.’ ” 

detail involved in operating the vast 

governmental establishment. *’ 

Life work undertaken early with the 

expectation of advancement, wide 

program managerial 

competence based on experience, un- 

derstanding of the peculiarities of 

Government administration, concern 

with the consequences of alternative 

courses of action, carrying the burden 

of administrative detail—these had 

become, and still are to a great ex- 

tent, definitive elements in the 
meaning of career executive. 

It is taken for granted that legal and 

moral commitment to the public inter- 

est is the foundation stone of careers. 

That commitment means rectitude of 

purpose and person in maintaining 

partisan neutrality while at the same 

time being a sensitive and active par- 

ticipant in the working day-to-day 

politics of program and policy for- 

mulation. The Task Force’s report 

expressed it as ‘‘trained to see par- 

ticular issues and immediate problems 

in relation to the general and broader 

requirements of the present and the 
future—to seek the balance of inter- 

ests which is the continuous function 

of government.”’ 

Although idealistic and austere, 

this set of criteria neither prohibits 

nor prevents career executives from 

emotional and intellectual aitachments 

to specific programs. As early as 

knowledge, 

1936, the emphasis in the new pro- 
grams that the Congress was enacting 

with considerable dispatch called for 

program commitment. It was demon- 

strated by creativity, and not by either 

partisan regularity or executive effi- 

ciency. 
The new generation of civil ser- 

vants was already marked by zeal, 

enthusiasm, fresh ideas, and the joy 

of doing. Rapid advancement to 

heady responsibility was bringing 

down the average age of persons in 

CAF 13 and up and P 6 and up. 

Youth was being challenged, and 

was meeting the challenge, by adding 

an essential element in the meaning of 

career executive—willingness to 

interpret and defend the new pro- 

grams and to fight for them as advo- 

cates with the public, with other 

agencies, and also with committees of 

the Congress through the device of 
setting up and maintaining direct re- 

lationships with committee staffs. 

These committee staff relationships 

were not insidious in either intent or 

result. They were, in essence, reports 

on stewardship. They were not a con- 

spiracy to prevent progress or change 
in programs. These kinds of manifes- 

tations, perforce, became muted or 

disappeared during World War II. 

The New Deal had to give way to 

conduct of military operations. Much 

of the recently established middle 



management went into uniform. Into 

the bargain, a whole generation of 

young college graduates was largely 

lost so far as the career civil service 

was concerned. 

Fair Deal Years Add 

New Meaning 

to ‘‘Career Executive’’ 

After the war another new meaning 

of career executive arrived with 

President Truman's Fair Deal. Who 

and what the career executive was be- 
came important. The agencies and the 

President wanted career adminis- 

trators at every level who looked upon 

themselves as dedicated to pursuit of 
efficiency and on their jobs as em- 

bracing concentrated attention to im- 

provements in organization; reduction 

of overlapping and duplication; adop- 

tion of tools of management hitherto 

associated with private enterprise; and 

coordination of process as well as 
program. With these qualities re- 

flected in job performance it was rea- 
sonable to assume that the Fair Deal 

would ensure equity of treatment and 

equality of opportunity for all Ameri- 

cans. 
Some public administrators insisted 

that the era of the generalist executive 
had finally arrived. ‘‘How-to-do-it”’ 

emphasis in academic curriculum and 

on-the-job training had a great deal of 

appeal—albeit transitory appeal as 

things turned out. Once again war 

took first priority. Many of you will 

remember the insatiable demands of 
Korea for money and manpower. The 

role of the career service executive 
was to hold the line on the gains 

made in the short interim between 

World War II and Korea. 

Statistically, it is interesting to note 

what was taking place. Large in- 

creases in jobs at GS-15 and salary 

compression at the top of the career 

civil service had become a cause for 

concern before President Truman’s 
election in 1948. A handful of techni- 

cal and scientific jobs had been 

created to relieve some of the pres- 

sures, and eventually, after long de- 

bate, the Congress, in the 1949 revi- 

sion of the Classification Act, created 

a Government-wide quota of 400 

executive jobs primarily designed for 

career personnel. They were im- 

mediately dubbed supergrades—three 

new levels (GS-16, 17, and 18) above 

the Classification Act top of GS-15. 

At the same time salary levels were 

raised modestly. At the end of the 

Eisenhower administration the quota 
of supergrade jobs had increased to 

1,989 and the Congress had au- 
thorized another 617 as special 

agency authorities. 

Impact of the Eisenhower Years 

on Career Service 

With President Eisenhower's inau- 

guration the career executive faced a 

temporarily frightening menace. Had 

it prevailed, the career executive 

would have reverted to a ministerial 

role. Despite the President’s knowl- 

edge of and faith in the competence 

and objectivity of the civil service, 
most members of his Cabinet‘and Re- 

publican politicians, generally, were 

suspicious and sometimes openly 

hostile to career executives. 

Aside from criticism about their 

lack of ‘‘business experience,’’ senior 

career people were assumed to be 

partisan. The exercise in self-delusion 

went something like this (and I am 

summarizing what one Cabinet officer 

said to me after I had briefed him on 

the unfinished legislative program of 

his department). ‘‘What you have told 

me is totally at odds with what I came 

to Washington to do. You say that my 

department has an institutional pro- 

gram. I think it was largely conceived 

and articulated by its Democratic con- 

stituents and high-level civil servants, 

every one of whom must be a New 

Deal-Fair Deal Democrat. We have 

no obligation to them, and they feel 

none to us. I think we should be free 
to appoint Republicans who will un- 

derstand what this administration has 

set itself to do. I doubt that I have a 
single career man in a senior position 

who can be trusted. How can I ever 

administer my department with that 

kind of albatross around my neck? 

You tell me that many of the things 

you have described today are consist- 

ent with the President's thinking. I 

think you are wrong, and I intend to 

find out how wrong.** (He later ad- 

mitted that | was not wrong.) 

Another Cabinet officer told me 

that he respected the sincerity of 

career officers, and by and large they 

appeared to be able, but he must insist 

that they limit themselves to essential 

housekeeping activities. His political 

Assistant Secretaries and he would 

handle all matters of policy and sub- 

stance. Within 3 months he was 

sending his career executives as emis- 

saries to the Congress and to a loudly 

demanding constituency. He was also 

asking them to scout out and report on 

the desires of some of his Cabinet 

colleagues to grab off parts of his 

subject matter territory. They had 

earned his trust and he acknowledged 

it. 
In short, by the time President 

Eisenhower had been in office for 2 

years, the Great Crusade (his Mandate 

for Change), and despite the creation 

of Schedule C, was relying on career 

executives as a principal force for 

continuity and for moving forward 
patiently on three fronts: (1) Estab- 

lishment of a two-way channel of 

communication with the public and 
the Congress with an obligation to re- 
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port public reactions to Federal pro- 

grams and to be interpreters of those 

programs; (2) development of recog- 

nition that the spectrum of Federal 

occupations had become as wide as 

that of American society and required 

broadly trained career executives who 

were oriented to the government as a 

whole and not just to one program or 

agency; (3) need to establish a system 

of compensation and benefits that 

would make Federal executive careers 

attractive and competitive with those 

in non-Federal enterprises. In con- 

nection with the third item it is perti- 

nent to note that life insurance, health 

benefits, general authorization for 

training and education of civilian em- 

ployees, and the first formalized 

career executive program (unfortu- 

nately short-lived) all came into being 

during the Eisenhower administration. 

The Administrations of the 1960’s 

and Early 1970’s Further 

Change ‘‘Career Executive’ 

President Kennedy's New Frontier, 

President Johnson’s Great Society, 

and the early years of President Nix- 

on’s New Federalism increased the 

number of executive positions sub- 

stantially and added still another new 

common element to the meaning of 

career executive. Although differing 

widely in defining program goals and 

priorities for expenditures, all three 

administrations gave emphasis to the 

fuller use of the combined powers of 

the Federal, State, and local govern- 

ments in making effective delivery of 

services a central policy. Assumption 

that this emphasis would require large 

numbers of politically partisan mid- 

level executives turned out to be 

false. What needed was con- 

tinuity of effort, and that was best 

provided by career personnel. 

In my judgment all three adminis- 

trations overrated the value of con- 

ceptual gadgetry and the techniques 

of industrial technology as ways to 

obtain effectiveness, but it cannot be 

disputed that attention to the other 

levels of government and the pursuit 

of program effectiveness (as con- 

trasted with economy and efficiency) 

Was 
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changed the meaning of career execu- 
tive. The several reports of the Ad- 

visory Commission on _ Inter- 

governmental Relations and such 

statutory enactments as revenue 
sharing give convincing evidence of 

the former. As for the latter, cost 

benefit analysis; quantitative analysis; 

planning, programming, and budget- 

ing under the acronym of PPB; man- 

agement by objective or MBO, all 

backed up by the computer, became 

the order of the day in rapid succes- 

sion. There were sporadic attempts to 

politicize appointments in these spe- 

cialties. Generally they failed and 

career executives were supposed 
either to master the intricacies of 

these techniques or to make certain 

that members of their staffs became 

experts. In either case these tools 

were supposed to provide a set of 

guideposts toward executive excel- 

lence. 

As each management fad came on 

the scene it was given a high degree 

of political supervision that did not 

often succeed. The career executive 

tended to be ignored or judged 

harshly if he argued, almost always 

correctly, that other considerations 
such as political and fiscal feasibility 

had to be in the picture. Many politi- 

cal officers thought cost-benefit anal- 

ysis and quantitative analysis were 

ends in themselves. They tended to 

set the PPB staff apart from budget 
staff, and to think that MBO had little 

need to pay attention to time-tested 

peculiarities of government manage- 

ment and statutory mandates dear to 

the interests of agency constituencies. 

In fact, MBO often rejected them as 

unworthy. Computers turned out, in 

many Situations, to be unable to pro- 

duce information that could be 

quickly adjusted to rapidly changing 
events and demands. 

The cruel tragedy in Dallas ended 

the Kennedy approaches to inter- 

governmental cooperation before they 

could really be tested. President 

Johnson's success in getting enact- 

ment of the largest and most far- 

reaching legislative program in 30 

years saw its promise of successful 

intergovernmental operation founder 

on two grim realities—Vietnam and 

the mistaken belief that appropriations 

and the mechanical handmaidens of 

technology could combine to assure 

permanence of the Great Society. 

President Nixon’s declaration had 

great appeal: ‘‘It is time,’’ he said, 
‘‘for a new federalism, in which, 

after 190 years of power flowing from 

the people and local and State gov- 

ernments to Washington, it will begin 
to flow back to the States and to the 

people.*’ How sad it was, and still is, 

that this declaration was almost 

entirely abandoned in the ever- 

tightening spiral of centralizing power 

in the White House. 
Nevertheless, I contend that 

through all of this period of seeking 

societal and governmental sa!vation, 

first through ‘‘new managerial 
knowledge** and its application, and 

later through demands for ‘‘respon- 

siveness’’ (which apparently meant 

obeying political orders without 

question), the career executive may 

have been baffled but was seldom re- 
duced to either incompetence or in- 

effectiveness. Senior career personnel 

rather steadfastly kept their collective 

eyes on how things were going na- 

tionally, and provided continuity of 

effort. Accepting the validity of the 
concept of use of combined powers, 

they tried to advocate decentralization 

of decisionmaking, diversity in ap- 

proved methods of providing serv- 

ices, and for the first time in Federal 

history began to take partnership with 

State and local counterparts as mean- 

ing cooperation and collaboration. 

I suppose it was inevitable that 

these developments turned the pub- 
lic’s attention to the complexities, 

overlaps, inconsistencies, and failures 

in Federal programs, and the civil 

service ‘“‘bureaucracy’’ was blamed 

for all of them. After Watergate, 

criticism, suspicion, and contempt 

became general, and the moral au- 

thority of Federal institutions eroded 

rapidly. 

It was this situation with which 

President Ford contended during his 

short Presidency. He emphasized time 

and again that it was his purpose to 

restore faith in the institutions of the 



Federal Government, its principal of- 

ficers, and its civil service personnel. 

Expressing confidence in career 

executives, he called for changes in 

outlook and concepts of service by 

government and the public at large, 

and pointed out that the higher eche- 

lons of the career service would have 

an essential role in redirecting Federal 

programs. In summary, I think it is 

fair to say that President Ford’s 

statements about the responsibilities 

of the career services brought together 
a review of merit system history and a 

look ahead that were the point of de- 

parture for the emerging new meaning 

of career executive. 

Carter Era 

The next step, and one which has 

created a great deal of momentum and 

careful analysis, was President Car- 

ter’s instruction to prepare plans for 
reforming the civil service system. 

During the campaign he was sharply 

critical of rigidities that he believed 

had led to stagnation and incompe- 

tence, but it was not until his speech 

at the National Press Club that he 
gave a clear indication of the specific 

reforms he would propose. 

The National Press Club speech, 

when followed by his message to 

Congress on March 2, 1978, brought 

into focus all the dissatisfactions 

about the civilian services that the 

press, the public, many Members of 

Congress, and politicians of both par- 

ties have expressed during the past 10 

years. Editorial writers, columnists, 

cartoonists, and TV and radio com- 

mentators all echoed the theme that 

the Federal bureaucracy could not be 

fired and was overstaffed, overpaid, 

underworked, and guilty of incompe- 

tence and arrogance. 

The central thought appears to be 

that civil service reform in and of it- 
self will produce all that is needed to 

change, contain, and eventually over- 

come public perception of govern- 

ment as ineffective, mismanaged, and 

incapable of making wise decisions 

about policy and program. This view, 

in my judgment, is as dangerous as it 

is oversimplified. Simplification and 

‘“‘Whether the issues 

are large, contentious, 

and continuing... 

or small and narrowly 

focused...it seems 

certain that the 

Federal role cannot 

be effectively played 

by short-term 

political officers.” 

modernization of the personnel laws 

may overcome neglect of merit and 

the miring of the civil service system 

in red tape, delay, toleration of poor 

performance, and some impediments 

to effective management. It will take 
much more than that to overcome in- 

consistencies, duplications, and inef- 

fective programs that Federal person- 

nel must try to administer in com- 

| 

pliance with the underlying statutes. 

Nevertheless, I am convinced that 

the civilian personnel system needs a 

complete overhaul. It is not perform- 
ing very well. Regardless of whether 

the Carter administration’s reform 

legislation is enacted without material 

change or with major deletions such 

as modification of veteran preference, 

irreversible developments in Federal 

program responsibility are giving an 

entirely new meaning to the jobs of 

almost all career executives. 

Civil Service Reform Can Give New 

Meaning to ‘‘Career Executive”’ 

It is too early to develop a total 

catalog of the elements in this new 

meaning, but I think there are two 

kinds that can be distinguished. 

The first involves acceptance of the 

fact that a tremendous number of spe- 

cial constituencies now exist in 

American society. They must be 

given attention. Many are small but 

they are vocal. They seek alliances 

and combinations very much on the 

basis of ‘‘you scratch my back and 

I‘ll scratch yours** in pressing for 

congressional attention to their de- 

mands and goals. It is an inescapable 

duty of the career services to keep 

track of them, to see that their views 

are given appropriate attention, and to 

gauge the merit, in national terms, of 

the causes they embrace. 

Other special organizations are 
large and have such conflicting and 

antagonistic ends that open warfare 

between and among them flares up 

without warning and with little con- 

cern for rationality and compromise. 

There is no better illustration of this 

phenomenon than the emotional dif- 

ferences and program goals of en- 

vironmentalists and the advocates of 

all-out development of America’s 

energy resources. 
Both kinds of constituencies tend to 

take a very proprietary view about 

their responsibility to promote the na- 

tional welfare. Whether the issues are 

large, contentious, and continuing 

(control of hand guns, for example), 
or small and narrowly focused (like 

local low income housing policy), it 
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seems certain that the Federal role 

cannot be effectively played by 

short-term political officers. Only the 

continuity provided by career officers 

can mediate differences, seek accept- 

able solutions, and lead over the 

longer run to understanding that will 

prevent dangerous and irreconcilable 

impasses, and which can provide a 

rational basis for executive branch 

recommendations for remedial legis- 

lation. 
The second kind of development 

that gives new meaning to the concept 

of the career executive already has at 

least five elements: 

1. The growth of direct federalism 

in the form of financial grants-in-aid 

to State and local governments has 

established a set of principles and 

policies that appear irreversible. In 

dollar terms, this aid has grown from 

$2.3 billion in 1950 to over $70 bil- 

lion in 1977, and is forecast to exceed 

$80 billion in the next fiscal year. 
So large a scale of dollar grants has 

greatly enlarged the sphere of Federal 

influence. It casts such long shadows 

into the future that it must be con- 

trolled through continuity and con- 

sistency. It demands career managers 

at levels that carry not only executive 

responsibility but also make exercise 

of leadership necessary in monitoring 

State and local use of Federal grants. 

I use the term ‘‘leadership”™’ in the 

meaning of career executive for the 

first time. It is quite different from 

management or administration and 

implies a kind of dedicated involve- 

ment for long periods in local and 

State affairs. Few short-term political 

appointees will be equipped to play 

this role. 

2. There can be little doubt that 

multi-year budgets are a de facto re- 

ality even if they have not yet had the 

sanction of Federal statutes or been 

subjected to the specialized con- 

Straints of zero-based budgeting. 

They make sense and they certainly 

require the continuity of administra- 

tion that the career executive can pro- 

vide. 

3. Despite some ridicule and some 

sincere opposition, there is growing 

support for the kind of periodic pro- 
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gram evaluation and reauthorizatiori 

associated with the term ‘‘sunset 

laws.’ Here again, the main burden 

of developing materials for such re- 
views will have to be borne by career 

personnel at the working level and 

their executive superiors. 

4. As indicated above, career 

executives have either become or 

must become integral figures in the 

society where they live and work. It 

seems probable that only such a cate- 

gory of executives can provide the 

necessary Federal eyes and ears to 

keep track of an increasing State gov- 

ernment tendency ‘‘to regulate, man- 

date, pre-empt, and rigidify local 

functions, structures, and finances,”’ 

quoting words used in the most recent 
report of the Advisory Commission 

on Intergovernmental Relations. 

5. After a small, shaky start under 

the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, 

exchange of career personnel, often at 

the executive level, with State and 

local governments and with educa- 

tional institutions is bearing fruit. 

Unless there is a reversal, which 

would make no sense at all, this 

means that the career executive will 

undoubtedly serve at more than one 

level of government in the course of a 

career. The benefits of such service 

seem obvious, and they will make the 

Federal career executive an ‘‘in-and- 

outer’’ in the best sense of that con- 

cept. Hitherto the term has been 

applied largely to persons who serve a 

short tour in the Federal Government, 

then leave for other pursuits, and later 

come back at the political level. 

These new meanings in our concept 

of the career executive support what I 

believe is an underlying concept of 

President Carter's message to Con- 

gress on March 2. He said, ‘‘Civil 

service reform will be the centerpiece 

of government reorganization during 

my term in office.** That commitment 

has broader implications than have 

been generally recognized. Certainly, 

important adjuncts to success of the 
career executive in the new role can 

be found in legislation that would 

provide for placing career executives 

where they are most needed; make it 

almost mandatory to reward good 

performance; simplify appointment 

procedures; provide for more mean- 
ingful (if not substantially less sub- 

jective) performance evaluation; and 
pay salaries consistent with individual 

capacity rather than an arbitrarily es- 

tablished job level. 

On the other hand, unless really 

protected by statutory merit principles 

and a specific limitation on the 

number of noncareer executives who 

can be appointed, the career executive 

may have cause to fear arbitrary 

treatment because of the personal 

idiosyncracies of political officers or 

the demands for patronage from 

politicians. The intentions expressed 

by the Carter administration must be- 

come reality. | hope very much that 

they will be accompanied by a with- 
drawal of support for sweeping 

changes in the Hatch Act. [ts continu- 

ation, at least for protection of the 

career executive, is essential if the 
potential of this new meaning is to be 

achieved. 

I look for the day when discerning 

students of the Federal scene, like 
Hugh Heclo, will not have to sum up 

their analyses of executive politics in 

Washington with the words, ‘‘There 

are too many political appointees and 

too few accountable politicians in 

Washington, too many bureaucrats 

and not enough civil servants’’ (A 

Government of Strangers, p. 264). 

Let us hope that civil service reform 

will be enacted by the Congress in 

such form as to become a major factor 

in reducing the number of ‘‘political 

appointees’’ and in_ providing 

‘‘enough civil servants.” 

The Author: Career civil servant...former 
CSC Chairman...official of the State 
Department, Bureau of the Budget, Office 
of Management and Budget...recipient of 
numerous awards including the President's 
Award for Distinguished Federal Civilian 
Service...author, advisor, and commentator 
on the personnel management scene. This 
article is based on an address at the Federal 
Executive Institute, Charlottesville, Va., 
earlier this year. 



Temporary Employee 
Can Be Suspended 

The appellant was fired, and 
appealed to the FEAA. When the 

FEAA reversed the action, the agency 
then asked the Appeals Review Board 

to reconsider the FEAA decision. 
While waiting for the Board’s decision, 

the agency reinstated the employee 
temporarily as CSC _ regulations 

require. After he was rehired, 
however, the agency suspended him 

indefinitely based on new charges 
against him. But part 752B of the civil 
service regulations does not cover 
temporary employees, so the FEAA 

declined to consider the appeal. 
Decision No. SE752B80010. 

Promotion and QSI OK 

The appellant was granted a Quality 

Step Increase and a promotion on the 

same date. But the agency decided it 
was incorrect to grant a Quality Step 

Increase on the same date as a 

promotion and canceled the QSI, 

reducing the appellant’s pay. 

On the employee’s appeal, the 

FEAA noted that the reduction of pay, 
from a rate contrary to law or 

regulation to a rate that law or 

regulation requires or permits, is not 

covered by subpart 752B of the civil 
service regulations. However, it also 

noted that although this personnel 
action could be considered inappro- 

priate, it did not violate law or regula- 

tion. The reduction in the appellant’s 

pay, therefore, was found to be cov- 

ered by subpart 752B of the civil serv- 

APPEALS DIGEST 

These summaries of decisions give you a general picture of how cases are handled through the Federal 
Employee Appeals Authority. We suggest you seek advice of your personnel office or legal officer (general 
counsel) if you need guidance on a case in which you may become involved. 

ice regulations. However, because the 
action was not processed in 

accordance with that subpart, it was 

reversed. FEAA recommended 

canceling the action that reduced the 

appellant’s pay. Decision No. 
SE752B80027. 

Employee Must Be Notified 

of Change in Charges 

The agency proposed removal of the 

appellant because he allegedly took 

20 items of Government property for 

his personal use. In its decision on the 

proposed discharge, the agency found 

that the charge against the appellant 

was sustained except that the 

employee had evidently bought six of 

the items from the Government. The 

deciding official stated, however, that 

the purchase of those six items “could 

be interpreted as a conflict of interest,” 

and that the appellant would be 

demoted. 

On appeal, the FEAA found that 

the demotion was procedurally 

deficient. The deciding official had 

either: (1) altered the charge in the 

proposal notice, and relied on a new 

charge of conflict of interest, without 

letting the appellant reply; or (2) relied 
only on that part of the charge re- 

lating to the 14 items that apparently 

were not bought from the Govern- 

ment, without advising the appellant 

that that part alone had been sus- 

tained and relied onas the basis for the 

action. FEAA recommended that the 
demotion be canceled. Decision No. 
SE752B80052. 

When Is a Job Abandoned? 

The appellant, fired for abandoning 
his job after he had failed to report for 

work for 4 months, appealed to the 

FEAA. The FEAA noted that he had 

been granted sick leave on his last day 

at work; that the agency’s letters to 

him regarding his absence had been 
returned unclaimed, since he no longer 

lived at that address; that there was no 

evidence that he had left the area or 

that he had sought another job; that he 

had contacted the agency twice to find 

out how he could return to work; and 

that he had submitted medical 

evidence that he had been ill during his 

absence. Accordingly, FEAA found 
that the appellant had not abandoned 

his position; that his separation had 

been involuntary; and that it was 

covered by subpart 752B of civil 

service regulations. The appellant’s 

firing was reversed because of the 

agency’s failure to follow procedures, 

and FEAA recommended cancellation 

of the action. Decision No. 

DC752B80142. 

— Paul D. Mahoney 
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COMPARING 
FEDERAL AND 

PRIVATE EMPLOYEE 
BENEFITS 

by Ross A. Marcou 



EDERAL employee benefits now 
comprise a third of total compen- 

sation. To be sure that total compen- 

sation is comparable with the private 
sector (equal pay for equal work), the 

Government is doing a sophisticated 
study of pay and benefits, comparing 
Federal and private retirement, insur- 

ance, and leave. First results are ex- 

pected next year. 

Over the past few years, the Civil 

Service Commission has been de- 
veloping a methodology to support 

total compensation comparability 

(TCC)—including supplemental 
benefits along with pay in the Federal 

comparability process. Under current 

Federal compensation-setting proce- 

dures, most Federal pay rates are ad- 

justed annually by the executive 

branch on the basis of surveys of pri- 
vate pay levels, while benefits are 

adjusted piecemeal by Congress, 

wholly apart from comparability de- 

terminations. Adding benefits to the 
comparability process would mark an 
important broadening of the pay com- 

parability policy contained in the 
Federal Pay Comparability Act of 

1970, so enabling legislation would 

be required for implementation. 
Total compensation comparability 

can add new efficiency and order to 

the way Federal employees are com- 

pensated. Greater efficiency would 
stem from formally recognizing that 

compensation is composed of pay and 

numerous nonpay elements. To attract 

and retain a high quality work force, 

the Government must not only pay 
adequate salaries, but also offer 
adequate benefits and working condi- 

tions. 
A TCC system can also bring new 

order to the Federal compensation 

system by avoiding the ‘‘balkaniza- 

tion’’ of pay and benefit setting that 

now occurs through treating pay and 
various benefits without considering 

their relationships. A TCC system 

would explicitly show the effect of 
each element on others and on total 

compensation. 

A TCC system can ensure em- 

ployee equity while attaining greater 

efficiency and order, since Federal 

employees would, for the first time, 

be assured that all their compensation 

is taken into account in determining 

comparability. While equity to the 
employee must be emphasized, it is 
fair to characterize TCC as a man- 

agement initiative intended to im- 

prove Federal personnel management. 

Support for developing a TCC 

methodology was increased greatly by 

reports issued in 1975 by the General 
Accounting Office (GAO), and by the 

President’s Panel on Federal Compen- 

sation (Rockefeller Panel). Both en- 

dorsed the principle of total compen- 

sation comparability and called for 

remaining questions of feasibility to 
be resolved. To implement the Rock- 

efeller Panel recommendations, CSC 

accelerated its research, assisted by a 
supplemental appropriation in 1977. 

The direction of this research was 

endorsed by the staff of the Federal 

Personnel Management Project. 

Two basic factors, highlighting the 

need for total compensation, have 

been recognized. 

Growth of Benefits 

The first is the tremendous growth 

in the importance of benefits through- 
out the U.S. economy. Starting at a 
low level early in this century, bene- 

fits have grown steadily to become 

essential and costly parts of the over- 

all compensation package. While at 
one time it was reasonable to refer to 
‘‘fringe’’ benefits, this is clearly no 

longer the case, since benefits now 

account for one-third of compensation 

costs in many private organizations 

and governments. Any organization 

that fails to give high priority to 

benefits in its personnel and financial 

Management programs is courting 
serious trouble, particularly in light of 

the legal requirements of the Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 (ERISA) and similar 

legislation. 
In the past, both the Federal and 

private sectors have underestimated or 

devalued the costs of benefits. This 

was possible since changes in benefits 
such as retirement generally lead to 

major costs only in the long run, 

while attention is usually focused on 

the short run. The true costs of bene- 
fit changes have been made more ap- 
parent by the funding provisions of 

ERISA in the private sector and by 

explicit legal requirements for fund- 
ing some Federal retirement benefit 

increases. A TCC system would 

reinforce this trend toward greater 
benefit visibility by reflecting the full 

worth of benefits in comparing Fed- 

eral and private compensation, 

whether or not they are fully funded. 

Greater Accuracy 

A second reason for a TCC system 

is its promise for refining the accu- 

racy of the Federal comparability 

process. Until pay comparability was 
fully achieved in the late 1960’s, pre- 

cise comparability determinations 

were unnecessary since Federal pay 

lagged far behind private pay. How- 

ever, with pay comparability 

achieved, it is important to attain the 

greatest possible accuracy in deter- 
mining pay comparability, and also to 

ensure that pay comparability is not 

offset by a lack of comparability in 

benefits. While there is clearly some 

limit on accuracy in comparability 

imposed by administrative costs, in- 

cluding supplemental benefits can 

produce major refinements in the 
Federal comparability process within 

reasonable cost limits. 

Until recently, a TCC system for 

Federal employees was not considered 

feasible due to limitations of the 

state-of-the-art in evaluating benefits 

and collecting data. Each is complex, 

and there has been relatively little 

private or government work to create 
precedents for a Federal TCC system. 

However, on the basis of research and 

development done at the Commission 

beginning in 1974, and at the Bureau 

of Labor Statistics (BLS) beginning in 

1977, it now appears that a workable 

Federal TCC methodology is within 

reach. 
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Developing a 

Benefit Evaluation Method 

To establish a system of compara- 

bility between Federal and private pay 

and benefits, one must first determine 
which benefits should be included, 
and then develop a method for 

evaluating and comparing these 

benefits between the two sectors. Ini- 

tial work has focused on a group of 

major benefits that are both quantita- 

tively significant and generally avail- 

able to both Federal and privately 

employed workers. These are: pen- 

sions (including Social Security), 

long- and short-term disability insur- 

ance, health insurance, life insurance, 

vacations, sick leave, holidays, and 

other paid leave. Together with pay, 

these account for over 90 percent of 

all compensation expenditures in both 

the Federal and private sectors. 

Developing a method to evaluate 

benefits involves major complications 

since, unlike pay, benefits are com- 

plex. To see this, one needs only to 

contrast salary—a single quantity per 

unit of time—with a benefit like 

health insurance with its eligibility 

provisions, coverage options, special 

benefits, deductibles, and coinsurance 

formulas. Any method for evaluating 

and comparing benefit plans must en- 

compass these and other basic 

characteristics. 

One method, sometimes used in 
setting private sector benefits, would 

individually compare the various pro- 

visions of Federal and private benefit 

plans to derive a subjective judgment 

on overall plan worth. Index numbers 

might be used to rank plans. While 

subjective judgments must play a role 

in any evaluation, an approach rely- 

ing mainly on such judgments might 

well lead to arbitrary and non- 

reproducible results if used on a large 
scale. 

Since the cost of benefits to the 

employing organization, often 

through the use of private insurance 

carriers, reduces the various plan 
characteristics to a single figure, 

employer cost is a second possible 

basis for comparing benefits. 
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Federal Employees Fringe 
Benefit Program 

Retirement 
1. Annuitants 

a. Number—issued cases 
b. Average monthly annuity 

2. Survivors 
a. Number—issued cases 
b. Average monthly annuity 

3. Total monthly annuity 

4. Employees 
a. Number covered 
b. Average salary 
c. Covered annual payroll 

5. Number eligible for retirement 
a. Voluntary 
b. Involuntary 
c. Disability (not voluntary) 

Life insurance 
1. Employees 

a. Number regular 
b. Number optional 
c. Average regular 

2. Annuitants 
a. Number regular 
b. Number optional 

3. Total insurance in force 

Health Benefits 
1. FEHB 

a. Active employees 

b. Annuitants 

c. Dependents 
d. Total covered 

2. RFEHB 
a. Uniform Plan 

b. Other 
c. Dependents 
d. Total covered 

Under this approach, cost data 

would be collected from the private 

sector and compared with Federal 

costs to determine the degree of com- 

parability. This method has attractive 
features, including modest data re- 

quirements. Since cost is typically 

expressed as a single figure or group 

of figures, unwieldy questionnaires 

are unnecessary and comparisons are 

easily made. 

On the minus side, cost data are 

often considered sensitive by private 

organizations. In addition, it is some- 

times difficult to discern net costs be- 
cause of reserve fund and rebate 
policies of private insurers. 

A more serious drawback of the 

cost approach is the wide variation in 

As of December 31, 1977 
TT 

Dec. 31, 1977 

1,130,000 
$660 

410,000 
$270 

$857 million 

2,700,000 
$16,500 

$44.6 billion 

235,000 
447,000 

1,960,000 

2,380,000 
660,000 
$19,700 

1,010,000 
56,000 

$64.4 billion 

Dec. 31, 1976 

1,070,000 
$600 

400,000 
$240 

$738 million 

2,700,000 
$15,500 

$41.9 billion 

2,406,000 
650,000 
$18,300 

970,000 
51,000 

$60.6 billion 

2,300,000 

1,000,000 
6,370,000 
9,670,000 

2,290,000 
940,000 

6,280,000 
9,510,000 

48,000 
92,000 
35,000 
175,000 

51,000 
98,000 
37,000 

186,000 

reported costs for benefits that are es- 

sentially identical. Such variations 

stem not only from differences in the 
surveyed work forces, but also from 

differences in funding practices and in 

actuarial and economic assumptions 

adopted by the systems’ adminis- 
trators. These factors, unrelated to the 

quantity or quality of benefits pro- 

vided, make it virtually impossible to 

determine the actual benefit levels 
corresponding to any reported cost. 

A third method—the ‘‘level-of- 

benefits’’ approach—would use the 

Federal work force as a standard for 

evaluating and comparing benefits. 
Data would be collected on the provi- 
sions of Federal and private plans. 

Then actuarial and economic models 



would estimate the cost of providing 

private plans to the Federal work 

force, and compare this to the cost of 

providing Federal benefits to the same 

work force. Any difference would in- 
dicate a lack of comparability. 

The same costing methods and as- 

sumptions would be used for all 

plans, so that—unlike the employer 

cost—differences in plan worth would 

always reflect differences in benefit 

provisions, and identical benefits 

would always be evaluated as equal. 

Endorsed by the Commission staff, 
private sector advisors, and the Fed- 

eral Personnel Management Project, 

the level-of-benefits approach has 

been selected as the basis of a Federal 
TCC evaluation model. Variants of 

the approach are also used by a 

number of private consulting firms, 

and by Canada in developing a TCC 

system for its Federal employees. 

But developing a specific level-of- 

benefits method for use in a Federal 

TCC program presents a number of 

problems. These derive mainly from 

the need to construct detailed evalua- 
tion models to estimate the worth of 

surveyed benefits. Constructing these 
models requires, in addition to exten- 

sive professional judgment, the selec- 

tion of actuarial and economic as- 
sumptions that can materially influ- 

ence the final results obtained; for 

example, interest rates, increases in 

the Consumer Price Index, and salary 

increases for Federal employees. 

Another problem is the need for a 

large amount of data on private 

benefits. 

A Benefits Data 
Collection Method 

Beginning in 1977, BLS undertook 
to identify and test methods for col- 

lecting private benefits data for use in 
level-of-benefits analyses. As part of 

this program, a benefit questionnaire 

was tested on a number of potential 

data sources including files on private 

sector plans maintained by the De- 
partment of Labor as required by the 

Employee Retirement Income Secu- 

rity Act of 1974. 

BLS found that most of the data on 

pensions, long-term disability insur- 

ance, health insurance, and life insur- 

ance (referred to as ‘‘insurance bene- 

fits’’) could be collected from these 

ERISA files. Use of the ERISA files 
greatly enhances the feasibility of a 

Federal TCC system by largely re- 

moving the problem of obtaining 

large amounts of data from private 

firms. 

While ERISA can serve as the pri- 

mary data source for insurance bene- 

fits, BLS concluded that data on va- 
cations, sick leave, short-term dis- 

ability insurance, holidays, and other 

paid leave plans (referred to as ‘‘leave 

benefits’’) can be collected as part of 

the existing white-collar pay survey 
process—the National Survey of 

Professional, Administrative, Techni- 

cal, and Clerical Pay (PATC 

survey)—through the use of a special 

leave questionnaire. BLS successfully 

tested the collection of leave data in 

the 1977 PATC survey. This success 

in collecting leave data was probably 

due in part to a generally supportive 

attitude in the private sector toward 

total compensation comparability. 
In sum, the 1977 benefits data col- 

lection testing program conducted by 

BLS concluded that: 

—Data needed to implement a 

level-of-benefits approach to TCC can 

be collected without undue cost or re- 

spondent burden. 

—Data on private sector insurance 

benefit plans can be collected by 

sampling the ERISA files. 
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—Data on private sector leave 

benefits can be collected as part of the 

yearly PATC survey. 

Large-Scale Testing 

On the basis of these results, a 
large-scale test of the total compensa- 

tion methodology is being initiated 

this year. 

The main parts of this test are: 

—Developing a statistical method 

for combining benefits data from the 

1979 PATC survey and ERISA files. 

—Resolving remaining problems 

regarding benefit evaluation methods. 

—Constructing a computer model 

to apply the methodology. 

—Collecting reliable data from the 

ERISA files and 1979 PATC survey 

on both insurance and leave benefits. 

—Applying the computer model to 

the data base to estimate the worth of 

Federal and private sector benefits 

and the degree of comparability. 
—Identifying remaining problems 

to be solved before the system is im- 

plemented. 

—Developing recommendations re- 

garding implementation of total com- 

pensation comparability, along with 

detailed procedures. 

This program is scheduled for com- 

pletion in time to allow implementation 

of total compensation comparability for 

at least part of the Federal work force 

as early as October 1981, if authorized 
by Congress. 

TCC Policy Issues 

A number of important policy is- 

sues must also be resolved. 

One relates to whether (and to what 
extent) Federal employees should be 

grouped to compare benefits with pri- 
vate sector counterparts. A single 

comparison group would combine 

General Schedule (GS) and Federal 

Wage System (FWS) employees. This 

large-group approach would be con- 

sistent with the current legislated 

benefit program providing the same 

major benefit provisions to GS and 

FWS employees. 
Another approach would identify 

major sub-groups of Federal employ- 
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ees (for example, General Schedule, 

Federal Wage System) for use in 

comparisons. To the extent that 

benefits are occupationally deter- 

mined in the private sector, a case can 

be made for dividing the Federal work 

force for the analysis. Much more 

study will be required before a rec- 
ommendation on this issue can be 
formulated. 

A second issue of major importance 

is how to establish and maintain com- 

parability. A number of procedures 
are consistent with the evaluation 
method being developed. 

Under one procedure, the goal 

would be to attain comparability be- 

tween the Federal and private sectors 

benefit-by-benefit. Individual com- 

parisons would be made of pensions, 

life insurance, vacations, etc., and 

each Federal benefit would be main- 

tained at the level of its private coun- 

terpart. With Federal pay and ail 

benefits individually set at compara- 

bility, total compensation would be 

comparable. While this might be at- 

tainable in the long run, its rigidity 

would add substantially to short-run 
administration problems. 

A second procedure would allow 

tradeoffs among Federal benefits as 

long as, together, they were compara- 

ble to total private benefits. Total 

compensation comparability would be 

achieved through comparability of 

both pay and overall benefits. This 

procedure would acknowledge that 

there may be valid reasons, including 

employee preferences, for differences 

in relative benefits emphasis between 
the sectors. 

A further extension of this reason- 

ing would allow pay as well as bene- 

fits to vary, perhaps within limits, as 
long as the total was equal. Under this 

approach, Federal pay could either 

exceed or fall short of comparability, 

depending on the relative worth of 
Federal benefits. This highly flexible 

approach to TCC was recommended 

by the staff of the Federal Personnel 

Management Project. The two nar- 

rower approaches would still be pos- 

sible within the confines of overall 
total compensation comparability. 

A third issue is the proper institu- 

tional setting for attaining total com- 

parability. The TCC methodology 
being developed would be consistent 

with a number of approaches to set- 

ting pay and benefits, including spe- 

cific benefit adjustments legislated by 

Congress to maintain overall com- 

parability, and authorization of the 

President to institute benefit adjust- 
ments under the program, subject to 

Congressional disapproval. A specific 

institutional setting for TCC would be 

contained in any legislative proposal 

to implement a Federal TCC system. 

Current Benefits Comparability 

Although the basic rationale for 
TCC—the need for a fully coordi- 

nated compensation policy—does not 

focus on the current level of any 

benefit, considerable interest centers 
on the question of the relative worth 
of current Federal and private bene- 
fits. 

A common conception is that Fed- 

eral benefits far exceed those pro- 
vided in the private sector. While the 

private data needed to determine the 

degree of comparability will not be 

available until the BLS data collection 
is completed, private compensation 

experts advising the Federal Person- 
nel Management Project were almost 

equally divided on the question of 
whether Federal benefits are generally 
better or worse than private sector 

benefits. The most that can be said at 
this point is that any overall benefit 
differences are likely to be relatively 

small. Such a result would ease the 

implementation of a TCC system, 

since no major compensation correc- 

tions would be necessary. 

The Author is on the staff of the Bureau of 
Policies and Standards, U.S. Civil Service 
Commission. 



Trends in Federal Civilian 

Employment 

The size of the Federal civilian 
work force from 1816 to the present 
reflects basic changes in the United 

States itself as it has progressed from 

a primarily agricultural society to the 

complex industrial economy that 

exists today. The size of the work 
force at any one time is in direct 

Table 1 
Trend of Average Federal Civilian 
Employment in the United States by 
Branch and Selected Agency 

Calendar 
Year Total Legislative 

1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978(May) 

1,928,200 
2,302,100 
2,420,200 

2,304,800 
2,187,500 
2,187,600 
2,210,000 
2,219,000 
2,191,200 
2,196,700 
2,234,500 
2,243,900 
2,339,900 
2,357,800 
2,347,800 
2,377,900 
2,563,900 
2,719,000 
2,736,400 
2,757,500 
2,729,300 
2,696,200 
2,683,700 
2,663,300 
2,724,100 
2,747,800 
2,733,200 
2,727,600 
2,755,900 

23,100 
22,600 
22,600 
22,200 
21,900 
21,600 
21,900 
22,100 
22,100 
22,500 
22,500 
23,200 
23,700 
24,100 
24,500 
25,400 
26,000 
27,400 
28,100 

28,900 
29,800 
31,300 
32,600 
34,000 
35,900 
37,300 
38,400 
39,400 
40,100 

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

proportion to citizen demand for 

services. Fluctuations are traceable to 

wars and the need to cope with prob- 

lems of pollution, urban decay, un- 

employment, etc. Nevertheless, since 

1972 the work force has stabilized at 

12 Federal civilian employees per 

every 1,000 people in the United 
States. 

In 1816, the Federal civilian work 

force numbered about 5,000 (.6 em- 

Calendar Years 1950—1978 

ployee per 1,000 population). By 

1900, it had grown to 200,000 (2.6 

employees per 1,000 population). At 

the onset of World War I, there were 

400,000 employees; and by the end of 

the war, 855,000. By 1923, civilian 

employment decreased to 540,000— 

still some 140,000 above the pre-war 

level. 

These changes were due primarily 

to wartime growth and post-war de- 

Executive Branch 
nn ee UUEE ran nnn En nnEN IRENE IEIS SERIES 

Judicial Total Defense 

736,600 
100,800 
.199,100 
130,600 
027.300 
,027,900 

034,100 
,007 300 
960,300 
941,300 
915,800 
919,000 
963,300 
949,200 
933,700 
938,500 
023,600 
108,600 
107,100 
125,500 
,043,900 
009,800 
995,000 
961,000 
964,100 
954,600 
929,900 
917,600 
911,300 

3,700 
3,800 
3,900 
3,900 
4,000 
4,100 
4,300 
4,600 
4,700 
4,800 
4,900 
5,100 
5,500 
5,700 
5,800 
5,900 
6,000 
6,300 
6,500 
6,700 
6,800 
7,700 
8,300 
8,700 
9,400 
10,300 
11,200 
12,300 
12,800 

1,901,300 
2,275,600 
2,393,700 
2,278,800 
2,161,600 
2,161,900 
2,183,800 
2,192,400 
2,164,400 
2,169,300 
2,207,100 
2,215,600 
2,310,700 
2,328,100 

2,317,500 
2,346,600 
2,531,900 
2,685,300 

2,701,800 
2,721,900 

2,692,600 
2,657,100 
2,642,800 
2,620,600 
2,678,800 
2,700,200 
2,683,700 
2,675,800 
2,703,000 

U.S. Postal 
Service 

Veterans 
Admin, Other 

512,500 

517,700 

538,300 
526,500 

529,200 
530,000 

535,300 
551,400 

562,800 
572,900 

585,000 

594,900 
597,200 

598,400 
599,900 

614,200 
680,900 
713,800 

723,500 
732,400 

735,100 
726,400 

698,200 

693,100 
704,900 

696,600 
670,900 
654,300 

648,300 

188,100 

180,900 

175,500 

177,900 

178,400 

176,600 

176,400 

174,600 

171,500 

171,100 

172,000 

173,900 

175,500 

172,300 

171,300 

165,700 

166,200 

170,600 

171,300 

169,100 

167,700 

176,000 

187,100 

193,800 

202,300 

212,600 

218,600 

221,600 

232,000 

464,000 

476,300 

480,800 

443,700 
426,700 
427,400 

438,000 
459,100 
469,800 

484,100 

534,300 
527,900 

574,700 
608,200 

612,600 
628,200 
661,100 

692,300 
699,900 

695.000 
745,900 

745,000 
762,400 

772,700 

807,500 
836,400 
864,300 

882,300 
911,400 

EEE REE 

NOTE: Averages rounded independently 
and do not add to totals. 

Data includes employees exempted from 
personnel ceilings in the Youth, Public 
Service Careers, and Worker Trainee 
Opportunities Programs. 
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Table 2 
Trend of Average Total Civilian 
Labor Force, Federal Civilian 
Employment, and State and Local 
Government Employment in the 
United States 

Calendar Years 1960—1978 

| h : Annual Averages (In Thous. ) Percentage 
of State and 

Local to 

Total 

Percentage 

of Non- 

Gov't to 

Employed 

Civilian 

Labor 

Force 

Government Employment 

Total 

Civilian 

Labor 

Force a/ 

Federal Percentage 

as Percentage of Federal to Employed 

of all Employed Labor 

Gov't Units Labor Force Force 

All 

Gov't 

Units 

Federal All State 

Civilian & Local 

Employment Gov't a/ 
Calendar 

Year 

Non- 

Employed Gov't 

69,628 
70,459 
70,614 

71,833 
73,091 

74,455 
75,770 
77,347 

78,737 
80,734 

82,715 

84,113 
86,542 
88,714 
91,011 

92,613 
94,773 

97,401 
100,261 

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978(May)* 

65,778 

65,746 

66,702 
67,762 
69,305 
71,088 

72,895 
74,372 

75,920 
77,902 
78,627 

79,120 
81,702 

84,409 
85,935 

84,783 

87.485 

90,546 

94,112 

2,235 
2,244 
2,340 
2,358 
2,348 
2,378 
2,564 
2,719 
2,736 
2,758 
2,729 
2,696 
2,684 
2,663 
2,724 
2,748 
2,733 
2,728 
2,756 

6,083 
6,315 

6,550 

6,868 
7,248 
7,696 
8,227 

8,679 

9,109 
9,444 

9,830 
10,192 
10,656 

11,075 

11,453 
11,973 

12,215 

12,463 

8,318 

8,559 

8,890 

9,226 
9,596 

10,074 
10,791 

11,398 

11,845 
12,202 

12,559 
12,888 
13,340 

13,738 
14,177 
14,721 

14,948 
15,191 

87.4 
87.0 
86.7 
86.4 
86.2 
85.8 
85.2 
84.7 
84.4 
84.3 
84.0 
83.7 
83.7 
83.7 

83.5 
82.6 
82.9 
83.2 

3.4 
3.4 
3.5 
3.5 

57,460 
57,187 
57,812 
58,536 
59,709 
61,014 
62,104 
62,974 
64,075 

65,700 
66,068 
66,232 
68,362 
70,671 

71,758 
70,062 
72,537 
75,355 

a/ Data compiled by the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics: Employment and Earnings. 
* Preliminary 

cline in the predecessor agencies of 

what is now the Department of De- 

fense. The Department of Defense 

continues to be the largest Federal 

employer, and therefore heavily in- 

fluences changes in Federal civilian 

employment. 

In 1939, Federal civilian employ- 

ment had not yet reached 1 million. 

However, by the end of World War 

II, there were nearly 3 million civilian 

employees, reduced to just under 2 

million by 1950. 

A similar pattern of growth and de- 
cline occurred during the Korean and 

Vietnam conflicts, though on a 

smaller scale. Employment peaked at 

2.42 million in 1952 and 2.76 million 

in 1969. 

Since 1950, Federal civilian 

employment in the legislative branch 

has risen from 23,000 to about 
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13,123 15,879 

40,000. In the judicial branch, 

employment has grown from 3,700 to 

over 12,000. (See table 1.) 

At the end of May 1978, Federal 

civilian employment in the executive 

branch numbered 2.7 million, with 

less than a million in Defense. Since 

the buildup due primarily to the Viet- 

nam conflict in the middle 1960’s, 

Federal civilian employment in the 
executive branch has declined despite 

increases in Federal services and 

population growth. The subsequent 

workload demands have been met to a 

large extent by increased productivity 

and more application of computers 

and other technological improve- 
ments. 

During the last 10 years, employ- 

ment in the U.S. Postal Service has 

decreased, despite the ever-increasing 
flow of mail to a larger population. 

78,233 83.1 

Law enforcement organizations in the 

Department of Justice and other agen- 
cies have staffed more fully to cope 
with crime and to control misuse of 

drugs, to meet the provisions of the 

Speedy Trial Act and the Freedom of 

Information Act, and to administer 

the U.S. courts and penal system. In 

the health and social areas, the Veter- 

ans Administration has enlarged its 
staff to care for both the new veterans 

and the older ones who now require 

more care, and also has new medical 

facilities and medical programs for an 

increased number of veterans. 

Also, the Social Security Adminis- 

tration has required more employees 

to handle increased benefits and more 

ciaims, as additional citizens become 

eligible for social security benefits. 

The Federal Aviation Administration 

is increasing its staff to meet the ex- 



Table 3 

Federal Civilian Employment Total, 1955 to 1975, by State and 
Other Areas 

1955—1975 

State (or Percent 
Other Area) 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 Difference Change 

Alabama 50,134 60,867 59,458 54,308 58,507 8,373 16.7 

Alaska a/ — 12,556 13,402 14,481 15,067 2,511 20.0 

Arizona 15,765 19,797 22,664 27,502 33,564 17,799 112.9 

Arkansas 14,940 13,107 15,066 16,561 18,693 3,753 25.1 

California 230,253 239,464 265,122 303,536 297,844 67,591 29.4 

Colorado 32,796 33,909 37,757 42,314 48,702 15,906 48.5 

Connecticut 1aie 14,649 16,375 20,440 20,961 8,809 fon 

Delaware sete Joe 3,699 4,719 5,215 2,003 62.4 

District of Columbia 163,316 168,991 192,889 192,918 203,831 40,515 24.8 

Florida 42,372 47,950 57,201 69,343 78,441 36,069 85.1 

Georgia 54,895 55,500 64,871 73,764 74,981 20,086 36.6 

Hawaii a/ _ 22,091 23,671 26,338 25,299 3,208 14.5 

Idaho 5,797 6,214 7,605 8,155 9,816 4,019 69.3 

Illinois 100,078 98,915 104,095 110,726 106,595 6,517 6.5 

Indiana 33,651 31,682 34,996 44,447 40,759 7,108 21.1 

lowa 15,852 15,790 16,737 18,067 19,179 3,327 21.0 

Kansas 22,154 21,058 19,723 22,329 23,153 999 4.5 

Kentucky 28,298 27,604 27,972 34,685 35,946 7,648 27.0 

Louisiana 23,998 22,878 26,681 27,586 30,551 6,553 27.3 

Maine 14,726 17,295 15,054 15,077 12,061 -2,665 -18.1 

Maryland 71,198 75,526 96,925 121,814 131,290 60,092 84.4 

Massachusetts 60,038 62,246 60,882 63,481 58,445 -1,593 -2.7 

Michigan 38,638 42,399 47,267 53,436 54,603 15,965 41.3 

Minnesota 24,101 24,592 26,749 29,286 30,323 6,222 25.8 

Mississippi 15,861 15,696 17,626 20,278 24,091 8,230 51.9 

Missouri 47,572 49,959 56,114 65,028 66,428 18,856 39.6 

Montana 7,185 8,405 9,848 10,292 12,166 4,981 69.3 

Nebraska 18,256 15,402 14,927 15,090 16,137 -2,119 -11.6 

Nevada 5,202 5,842 7,411 8,051 8,934 3,732 

New Hampshire 3,200 3,595 4,433 5,467 10,238 7,038 

New Jersey 49,760 53,835 58,265 65,870 71,017 21,257 
New Mexico 18,714 22,790 24,239 25,051 26,891 8,177 

New York 184,936 179,784 173,513 177,834 172,270 -12,666 

North Carolina ate 28,491 31,298 37,331 42,337 15,120 

North Dakota 5,923 5,863 7,025 8,051 9,115 3,192 

Ohio 94,308 88,785 93,405 96,922 93,561 -747 

Oklahoma 40,858 42,098 46,882 52,836 47,715 6,857 

Oregon 17,239 19,964 22,023 24,109 25,646 8,407 

Pennsylvania 133,984 129,084 133,325 137,693 132,314 -1,670 

Rhode Island 12,995 12,343 13,154 14,619 10,064 -2,931 

South Carolina 21,984 22,461 25,770 29,301 30,729 8,745 

South Dakota 8,582 8,984 9,131 9,251 10,800 2,218 

Tennessee 37,753 34,052 40,654 44,803 55,418 17,665 

Texas 112,104 112,647 126,699 144,666 149,638 37,534 

Utah 26,018 26,443 32,497 38,250 35,260 9,242 

Vermont 3,191 3,057 3,160 3,653 4,366 4,045 

Virginia 111,903 103,560 107,605 138,764 143,002 31,099 
Washington 53,377 45,643 48,279 52,563 57,779 4,402 

West Virginia 10,721 10,540 11,637 13,279 15,588 4,867 

Wisconsin 19,845 20,368 22,283 25,542 26,757 6,912 

Wyoming 5,260 4,695 4,984 5,186 6,080 820 

Total, 
United States 2,152,312 b/ 2,212,838 2,403,048 2,665,093 2,738,167 585,855 

a/Comparisons for 1955—1975 cannot be _ b/ Excludes Alaska and Hawaii. NOTE: Data as of December 31. Excludes 

made for Alaska and Hawaii. Alaska became Central Intelligence Agency, National 

a State on January 3, 1959, and Hawaii on Security Agency, and temporary Christmas 
August 21, 1959. Comparisons for Alaska assistants of the U.S. Postal Service. 

and Hawaii are for the years 1960—1975. 
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pected growth of aviation =ctivity and 

the forecasted expansion of airway 
facilities. 

Despite all these requirements, in- 

creased productivity and fewer em- 

ployees in other agencies have kept 
Federal civilian employment fairly 

stable over the last decade. 

Within the United States, only 

California and the District of Colum- 

bia have over 200,000 Federal civil- 

ian workers. Six States, however, 
have over 100,000 Federal civilian 

employees: New York, Texas, Vir- 

ginia, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and 

Illinois. Seven percent of all Federal 

employees work in the District of 

Columbia, headquarters for most Fed- 

eral agencies; since parts of the ad- 
joining States of Maryland and Vir- 

ginia are in the Washington, D.C., 

area, employment totals in these 

States are also quite high. California, 
New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas, 

the most populated States in the 

country, proportionately employ large 

numbers of Federal workers. Illinois, 

the other State employing over 

100,000 Federal civilians, has over 

40,000 working for the U.S. Postal 

Management Improvements Save 

$181 Million 

On May 23, 1978, President Carter 

personally presented Presidential 

Management Improvement Awards to 

eleven employees at a ceremony in 

2 Civil Service Journal 
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Service alone. Vermont has the 

smallest Federal civilian population, 

with just over 4,000 employees. 

Federal civilian employment by 

State over the past two decades is 

shown in table 3. New Hampshire and 
Arizona have had the largest percent- 

age increases, while Rhode Island has 
had the largest percentage decrease. 

New Hampshire’s Federal civilian 

employment has tripled. Arizona’s 

Federal civilian employment has dou- 

bled, keeping pace with its rapid 

population growth. The decrease in 
Rhode Island (as well as the increase 

in New Hampshire) can be seen as the 

result of civilian employment changes 

in military branches (primarily the 
Navy Department). 

The number of major population 

centers, called Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas or SMSA’s, has in- 

creased from 192 since the end of the 

1950’s to 276 in 1975, reflecting the 

trend toward increased urbanization. 

(The concept of an SMSA was de- 
veloped in 1959 and is defined as an 

integrated economic and social unit 

with a recognized large population 

nucleus.) In 1975, the number of 

Federal civilian employees in 

SMSA’s was 2.2 million or over 80 
percent of all Federal employees. Just 

15 years earlier (in 1960), that 

number was 1.7 million or over 75 

percent of all Federal employees. 
As table 2 shows, State and local 

government employment has more 
than doubled since 1960. This reflects 
the relationship between population 

growth and the need to provide police 

and fire protection, road and street 

maintenance, housing, employment, 

social services, trash collection, and 
education for all. 

The Federal Government’s 2.8 

million employees in the United 

States currently represent 3 percent of 

the total (employed) U.S. work force 
of 94 million; combined Federal, 

State, and local government employ- 

ment represents 17 percent of the 

U.S. work force, with the remaining 

83 percent employed in the private 

sector. 
Projections would indicate that by 

1990 Federal Government employ- 

ment will be under 3 perceni of the 

employed U.S. work force. 

—May Eng 

THE AWARDS STORY 

the White House Rose Garden. In 

making the presentations, the Presi- 

dent praised the awardees, saying 

‘* ... They did it through personal 

imagination, personal diligence, per- 

sonal initiative . . . instead of giving 

awards once a year on special occa- 

sions to a few of the most outstanding 
employees, what we need most is a 
civil service system that rewards good 

performance every day .. . . Today I 

want to congratulate these people who 

personify the spirit of quality in per- 

formance that I and they are all de- 



termined to extend throughout our 

Government.’”’ 
The Presidential Award winners 

saved the Government $13.5 million. 

They were selected from among 877 
civilian and military personnel whose 
ideas and achievements beyond job 

responsibilities saved a total of $181 

million. 
The President noted that the award- 

ees shared a sense of high achieve- 

ment and deep dedication with 

thousands of fellow Government 

workers, adding that his experience in 
the White House has impressed on 
him that civil servants are dedicated, 

and that they want to do an even bet- 

ter job. The President presented hon- 

orary awards to: 

O Joseph Botbol and Roger 

Bowen, Interior, for a computer- 

based system that facilitates handling 
and analysis of mineral and energy re- 

search information and has saved the 

Government $1.5 million. 

O Yolanda Carrillo, Treasury, for 

suggesting a change in correcting data 
in the Internal Revenue Service ADP 

System, resulting in about $184,000 

savings the first year. 

O Ernest Corley, Agriculture, for 
outstanding leadership in the reor- 

ganization within the Agricultural Re- 

search Service and designing an ef- 
fective management planning system. 

O Curtis Helms and Thomas 

Winstead, NASA, for redesigning the 

space shuttle external fuel tank, re- 

sulting in less cost per flight, higher 

pay load capability, and total savings 

of $373,000. 

QO) Jack Johnson, VA, for suggest- 

ing a change in installing cash regis- 

ters supplied to hospitals, saving the 

Government $100,000. 

O Thomas Mills, Milford Rhodes, 
and Winfred Hodges, Navy, for 

suggesting a new way to reclaim fuel 

oil, saving the Government $189,000. 

OL. David Taylor, HEW, for out- 

standing management initiatives that 

improved the Department's services 

to the public and saved $6 million. 
Presidential Management Im- 

provement Awards are the capstone of 

a continuing recognition program. 

Announcing the awards program last 

October, President Carter urged 

agency heads to reward civilian and 

military personnel through the ongo- 

ing incentive awards program, and 

asked them to let him know about 
suggestions, inventions, or special 

achievements that produce first-year 

benefits of $5,000 or more, or repre- 

sent a major contribution to energy 

conservation. Each awardee receives 

a personal letter from the President, 
which is presented at agency cere- 

monies. 
Each October, heads of agencies 

choose nominees for the Presidential 

Management Improvement Award 

from among those employees who 

earned a Presidential letter the pre- 
vious year. Some recent achievements 

that have merited Presidential letters 

include: 

QO) Richard A. Myers and John W. 

Shealey, a machinist and foreman 

machinist at the Charleston Naval 

Shipyard, designed a device to be 

used for straightening ships’ propel- 
lers that reduced the number of hours 

required for this operation. First-year 

Savings to the Government were 

$126,852. 

QO) Stanley E. Sanders, an elec- 

tronics technician at the FAA 
Aeronautical Center, Oklahoma City, 

Okla., devised a protective circuit 
that has been applied to all FAA au- 

tomated radar terminal systems, pro- 

tecting them from damage during ab- 

normal voltage periods. The system, 

which behaves like a switch, applies a 

protective voltage to the display cir- 

cuitry, and automatically resets it 
when the voltage returns to normal. 

Savings for the first year are esti- 
mated to be $15,262. 

O John G. McTigue, a project 

manager, and Stanley Markley, an 

engineering technician, at NASA’s 

Dryden Flight Research Center, Ed- 

wards, Calif., saved the Government 

an estimated $80,000 by developing 
an overland transportation route to 

move the space shuttle orbiter by 

truck from Palmdale, Calif., to the 
Dryden Center. The original plan, 

which called for the orbiter to be fer- 
ried on board a 747, would have cost 
$2.5 million. 

O Charles L. Thiel and Arnulfo Q. 

Antonio, agricultural research techni- 

cians with the Department of Ag- 

riculture in Columbia, Mo., de- 

veloped a four-row corn planter for 
planting different seed in each row. 

With one tractor driver and two indi- 

viduals to operate the planter, three 

men are able to plant four 25-foot 

plots in six seconds, whereas it would 

normally require 12 men at least five 

minutes to hand-plant the same 

amount. In addition to first-year sav- 

ings of $6,262, this new planter has 

increased precision by planting the 

seeds at the same depth, with uniform 

seedling emergence. 

Leaders in benefits among the 25 

agencies whose personnel have been 

recognized under this program in- 

clude: Environmental Protection 

Agency, $76.2 million; NASA, $31.9 
million; Navy, $27.8 million; Air 
Force, $22.2 million; HEW, $14.8 

million; GSA, $2.4 million; Treasury, 

$1.3 million; and Transportation, 

$1.1 million. 
Improvements in Government oper- 

ations, programs, and services to the 

public, brought about through con- 

structive ideas and actions of people 

at all levels of the Federal Govern- 

ment, result in benefits to the tax- 

payer of approximately $10 for each 
dollar paid in awards. Therefore, with 

a modest investment in awards of 

only about 1/10 of 1 percent of the 
total Federal payroll, the Government 

is able to do more, produce more, 

provide greater service to the public 

with the same manpower, redirect or 

divert manpower and/or material re- 

sources to other priorities, and con- 

serve energy. 

—Edith Stringer 
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management by “trade-offs” 

COPING 
WITH 

TOTAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

Donald J. Grace 

EOPLE, money, equipment, 
buildings, supplies—these are 

some of the resources that every man- 

ager must control. 

Managers must use complex plan- 

ning, programming, and budget sys- 

tems to help determine where re- 

sources will be allocated. In many 

Government agencies, personnel 

costs, including salaries and benefits, 

eat up 80 percent of the total dollars 

available. The remaining 20 percent 

is used for all other expenses— 

equipment, travel, energy costs, 

space, etc. 
In many organizations, such as 

those involving research, this low 

percentage of nonsalary funds can re- 



sult in inefficiency. It has become 

very important, therefore, that the 

manager have a mechanism with 

which to analyze the trade-offs to be 

made in deciding to increase one cat- 

egory of expenditure at the expense of 

another. It is especially important that 

this mechanism allow the manager to 

assess the impact of personnel deci- 
sions, such as whether to fill a va- 

cancy, hire at a lower grade, abolish 

the position, or change the mix of 

professional and support positions. 

History and Old Concepts 

The Federal Government has long 

recognized the dilemma of its manag- 

ers in coping with increasing person- 

nel costs while managing total re- 

sources as effectively as possible. In 

1965, Charles L. Schultz, then Di- 

rector of the Bureau of the Budget 

(now OMB), signed Circular Number 

A-64, urging agencies to develop 

systems for dealing with these prob- 

lems. The term ‘‘position manage- 

ment’’ was used to describe these ef- 

forts. Circular A-64 said, ‘‘The 

President expects each agency head to 

pursue vigorously the efforts of his 

agency to achieve lower einployment 

levels and increased productivity 

through tighter management, aggres- 

sive manpower utilization programs, 

simplification of procedures, and 

stripping work to essentials; and to 

assure strict observance of the 

employment ceilings. ”’ 

The circular went on to say that 

each department and agency should 

develop and maintain a position man- 

agement system designed to assure 

that the work is organized and as- 

signed among positions to serve mis- 

sion needs most effectively and 

economically. 

In the 13 years since then, agencies 

have tried time and again to develop 

and implement systems for position 

management. Many of these systems 

provided for: 

(1) One or more position manage- 

ment officers. 

O Annual plans. 

O) Several levels of review of the 

plans. 

QO} Scrutiny of vacant positions for 

possible restructuring or abolishment. 

0) A formal table of organization. 

An inherent weakness of such sys- 

tems was their operation above or 

alongside the day-to-day managerial 

process. They were never fully inte- 

grated into management’s decisions 

on resource utilization, nor directly 

tied to budget planning. Line manag- 

ers received no guidance on planning 

targets or goals other than to stay 

within personnel ceilings. 

Another basic failing of early at- 

tempts at position management was 

the tendency to assign responsibility 

for the program to one staff office— 

personnel, manpower, budget, or 

program review—without providing 

for the full use of total staff. This 
happened in spite of clear language in 

Circular A-64: ‘‘In carrying out their 

responsibilities, line managers should 

utilize budget, planning, management 

analysis, personnel, and other special 

staff in the development and con- 

tinuing operation of an effective posi- 

tion management system in the or- 

ganization. It is especially important 

that the work of the different staff 

elements be coordinated and mutually 

supporting.” 

A final problem with many position 

management systems was that they 

held positions in a vacuum, isolated 

from such considerations as money, 

equipment, facilities, and other ex- 

penditures. The theory seemed to be 

that lower employment levels, a 

leaner work force, and better organi- 

zation were goals, in and of them- 

selves, that would be considered 

worthy of pursuit by line manage- 

ment. However, managers commonly 

assumed that fewer, lower graded 

personnel could not possibly do the 

job as well as more, well-trained, ex- 

perienced personnel. Therefore, a 

leaner work force was not adopted as 

a worthy goal. 

Position Resource Management 

A system recently developed by the 

Department of Agriculture’s Science 

and Education Administration (SEA) 
appears to have overcome many of the 

obstacles that have hobbled previous 

attempts at position management. This 

is probably due to the fact that the sys- 

tem was developed by a task force con- 

sisting of personnel, budget, program 

planning, and line management repre- 

sentatives from all levels of the agency. 

The task force was led by Francis J. 

Longen, Associate Deputy Adminis- 

trator for Administrative Management. 

The system treats position man- 

agement as a major element of total 

resource management. It recognizes 

that line managers are allocated funds 

and then shape their plans, programs, 

and accomplishments around avail- 

able dollars. Managers make daily 

decisions regarding the need for staff, 

promotions, travel, supplies, equip- 

‘ment, maintenance, and space. These 

decisions determine whether they will 

have enough staff to do the job or 

funds to support the staff 

facilities. 
and 

The role of management, above the 

first-line manager, is to review, 

analyze, adjust, or support the deci- 

sions of subordinates. Each higher 

level supervisor above the first-line 

manager has the opportunity to influ- 

ence the program or project planned 

and the funds or other resources as- 

signed. Staff groups can also influ- 

ence programs. Finally, the system 

recognizes that the funds allocated to 

management units at the beginning of 

a fiscal year are all a manager can 

rely on, and that this information 

must be used in developing plans for 

resource allocation. 

The system is called position re- 

source management. This name em- 
phasizes two key points: (1) The man- 

ager is dealing with total resources; (2) 

positions, including organization of 

work and personnel costs, are the 

largest component of the total. The 

name attempts to place position man- 

agement back in its proper context. 

How It Works 

The main features of position re- 

source management are: 
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1. Documentation 

0 The summary. This document, 

prepared by first-line managers, sets 

forth specific criteria for assigning re- 

sources. It guides the managers in 

stating the present distribution of re- 

sources and determining the goal of a 

better mix of those same resources. 

A key segment is ‘‘Management 

Criteria.’’ In SEA, managers monitor 

a few key indices to determine at a 

glance the financial health of an or- 

ganizational unit. This is similar to 

managers in the private sector 

watching the Price/Earnings Ratio of 

a company’s stock and the rate of re- 

turn on investment. The indices cho- 

sen by research managers are the Sal- 

ary : All Other Funds ratio, the 

number of support years per Scientist 

Year (SY), and the dollars available 

per scientist. 

Additional thought and new con- 

cepts are needed, however, to develop 

similar criteria for other programs so 

that the system can be made most 

meaningful. A unique feature of po- 

sition resource management is that 

each supervisor determines the goals 

in terms of the ‘‘management 

criteria’’ and in light of his or her 

special problems and program needs. 

For example, one research group may 

set a goal of 50 percent in salaries; 

another, 90 percent. 

OC) Implementation plan. The im- 

plementation plan documents and 

explains the agreement reached by 

three levels of management on actions 

necessary to move the management 
unit from the current organization to 

the desired staffing structure. The 

tirst of these documents is a staffing 

chart that graphically displays both 

the existing organization and staffing 

goals. The second document is a nar- 

rative description of actions planned, 

under various plausible contingencies, 

for achieving progress toward the de- 

sired resource mix. 

2. Timing 

At least once a year, managers at 

all levels become deeply involved in 

financial planning for the coming 

year, usually 4 to 5 months before the 

beginning of the fiscal year. 
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Guidelines on funds available are 

provided down through the organiza- 

tion to the lowest management units. 

In preparing financial plans, man- 

agers must decide how much they will 

spend for salaries and for other ex- 

penses such as travel, supplies, 
equipment, and utilities. Also, they 

must consider the impact of planned 

promotions, more employees, within- 

grade increases, inflation, and other 

items. Position resource management 

plans are developed along with finan- 

cial plans, and should be completed 

and approved before the beginning of 

the fiscal year. 

This integration of position man- 

agement with financial planning is 

critical to the effectiveness of the po- 

sition resource management system 

and, in turn, to the accomplishment of 

the agency mission. Far too often in 

the past, managers have justified 

existing and growing staffs, and then 

struggled through the year with not 

enough equipment, instrumentation, 

space, or training, etc. Position re- 

source management helps to identify 

and deal with these situations while 

decisions to reallocate resources can 

still be made. 

3. Review and approval of plans 

The basic planning level for posi- 

tion resource management is the man- 

agement unit. In SEA this is the re- 

search unit in research organizations 

or the branch in staff organizations. 

Plans are submitted to the next 
higher organizational level for review 

and balancing of plans among units. 

Once agreements have been made at 

this second level, plans are submitted 

to the third level of management for 
final review and approval. 

4. Changes 

Inevitably, conditions change dur- 

ing the year. Minor changes can be 

made at the local level by approval of 

the second-line manager. Major 

changes involving new or discon- 

tinued programs, or other significant 

impacts, are reflected on revised po- 

sition resource management docu- 

ments, submitted to the third-level 
manager. 

Results 

Organizations which have fully im- 

plemented position resource manage- 

ment have seen dramatic results. The 

system has been used by one major 

research center to deal with budget 

cuts and program redirections. Over a 

3-year period, all management criteria 
goals have been met or exceeded. 

This has meant more money available 

after personnel costs have been met; 
more technicians supporting the sci- 

entist; and more dollars available for 

direct support of the scientist. 

Another major center had been un- 

able to maintain adequate supplies, a 

recurring problem for several years. 

Supply and inventory specialists had 

used several control procedures to al- 

leviate the situation. Position resource 

management plans revealed that the 
supply problem could be traced to 

management decisions to divert sup- 

ply funds to other purposes. With this 

information, management could de- 

cide whether the funding decisions 

were proper in light of the conse- 

quences. 
An additional effect has been to in- 

volve first-line leaders in the resource 

decisions affecting their projects. The 

position resource management plans 

enable the research leaders to analyze 

the distribution of their resources and 

make more realistic recommendations 

to their managers. 

In summary, position resource 

management is designed to help the 

manager make staffing and funding 

decisions. It pulls together the finan- 

cial details and funding decisions 

about an organization's total re- 

sources. It forces the manager to 

make more realistic decisions based 

on available funds. It builds on the 

existing budget process rather than 

functioning above or alongside it. Fi- 

nally, it provides an opportunity to 

achieve ‘Circular A-64°° objectives 

and organize work to serve mission 

needs most effectively and econom- 

ically. 

The Author is Chief of the Personnel 
Research, Analysis, and Evaluation Staff in 
the Department of Agriculture’s Science 
and Education Administration. 



Testing Applicants in Puerto Rico: 

In English or en Espanol? 

For some time, the Civil Service 
Commission has had a special prob- 

lem in testing job applicants in Puerto 

Rico: Spanish is the official language 

of Puerto Rico, but English is used on 
the tests. Both languages may be used 

to varying degrees on the job. 

Historical Perspective 

Puerto Rico was colonized by Spain 

and remained within the Spanish em- 

pire until 1897, when it was granted 
self-government. The island retained 

the status of a protectorate, however, 

and when Spain lost the Spanish- 
American war, Puerto Rico passed 

into the colonial empire of the United 

States. It was granted its present 

Commonwealth status in 1952. 

During the four centuries that 

Puerto Rico was part of Spain’s colo- 
nial empire, all segments of the 
Puerto Rican population, including 

native Indians and resettled Africans, 
adopted the language of the coloniz- 

ing country. Thus, to this date, 

PERSONNEL RESEARCH 
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Spanish is the official language of the 

Commonwealth and all business, 

governmental and private, is trans- 

acted in Spanish. English is learned 

as a second language. 
The result is the present dilemma. 

On the one hand the official language 

is Spanish and many services pro- 
vided locally must be conducted in 

that language. On the other hand, 

Federal manuals, forms, and other 

publications are in English, and Fed- 

eral business outside Puerto Rico is 

transacted in English. 

Technical Study To Be Conducted 

In February 1978 CSC decided to 

investigate the linguistic composition 

of Federal jobs in Puerto Rico. Sub- 

sequently, the Commonwealth de- 

cided to make it a cooperative effort 

by adding its own jobs to the study. 

Psychologists in CSC’s New York 

Regional Office, in the Personnel Re- 

search and Development Center, and 
in the personnel office of the Com- 

monwealth government will conduct 

the study. 

The first step will be to administer 

a clerical task inventory asking each 

worker—in Spanish or English, de- 

pending on the individual’s prefer- 
ence—to provide information on three 

aspects for each task: whether or not 

they do the task; how long it takes; 

and which language they need to do 

it. Results of the inventory should re- 

veal clearly the linguistic needs of the 
job. 

Three possibilities exist for each 
job: that the linguistic composition is 

purely Spanish; purely English; or 

mixed, with either language domi- 

nant. 
For jobs that are conducted strictly 

in English, the present Federal testing 

program will remain in force. For 

jobs conducted either purely in 

Spanish or in both languages, the 

Federal testing program would be 

modified to the extent feasible. This 

would entail unprecedented research 

and development and would constitute 

an interesting and historical under- 

taking by the Commission. 

— Magda Munoz-Colberg 
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THE BUREAUCRACY 
AND LABOR RELATIONS 

HIS STARK QUOTATION from 

the Bureau of National Affairs’ 

“Government Employee Relations 

Reporter” was offered by educator 

Chester Newland, head of the Fed- 

eral Personnel Management Proj- 

ect Task Force on Labor Relations. 

This rather blunt metaphor connotesa 

serious problem in the Federal serv- 

ice—that the labor-management re- 

lations function is too often rel- 

egated to a lowly position in the or- 

ganization. While President Carter’s 

reorganization project is seeking to 

change the entrenched Federal per- 

sonnel management system, perhaps it 

is also timely to reassess the place of 

labor 

racy.” 

relations in our “bureauc- 

In its pejorative sense, a bureauc- 

racy is viewed as a system of admin- 

istration so marked by its officialism, 

red tape, and fixed, almost arbitrary, 

rules and procedures that it sometimes 

seems to exist for perpetuation of the 

bureaucracy ’s or the bureaucrat’s own 

sake. This might help explain why the 

labor relations staff has often been 

buried in the depths of the Federal or- 

ganization. 

Intrinsically, labor-management 
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Agencies should work to 

elevate the status of personnel 

management and labor relations, 

raising it from out of the bowels 

of the Office of the Assistant 

Secretary or Director for Ad- 

ministration and into ‘an integral 

relationship with program man- 

agement. ~" 
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relations is a function of change. 

Unions try to force their desired posi- 

tions and views on management, and 

the labor relations function is man- 

agement’s agent for responding to 

that outside force. Bargains are made 

and deals are cut that alter established 

practices and methods. A rigid 

bureaucrat, living in a world of rules 

and regulations, may not be very 

comfortable with this environment of 

change, and consequently, con- 

sciously or not, tends to place 

labor-management relations low on 

the Federal organization totem 

pole—where it has to go through so 

many channels or layers that its voice 

is often diluted, perhaps not even 

heard by top management directly. 

Out of the Closet 

With the growing strength of public 

sector unions, with employee concern 

for their future under revamped sys- 

tems of Federal management, and 

with President Carter's commitment 

to reconstruct the Federal bureauc- 

racy, maybe it’s time for top manag- 

ers to reconsider their organizational 

charts and move labor relations func- 

tions and planning out of the closet. 

In many Federal organizations there 

is much layering—a long chain-of- 

command that moves upward through 

several layers and tends to isolate 

labor relations from top management. 



Often the labor relations staff reports 
through several levels of management 

that don’t understand, or have experi- 

ence with, labor relations concepts or 

problems. That’s not a serious prob- 

lem when there is a relatively low-key 

labor union situation, but if an ag- 

gressive union is in the picture, such 

layering courts crisis and ineffi- 

ciency. In the ‘‘layer’’ situation, 

when the labor relations advice isn’t 

what the manager wants to hear, the 

old ‘‘end run”’ can be too easily used 

to obtain different, more personally 

favorable, directives or advice from 
whomever the labor relations function 

reports to. 
It is the past public position of the 

Civil Service Commission and the 
Office of Management and Budget 
that labor-management relations be 

‘totally integrated’’ with personnel 
management. This does not necessar- 

ily require that it be a support compo- 

nent in a personnel office, but that 

has usually been the interpretation. 

Some of our more sophisticated agen- 

cies have moved labor relations to a 

more independent position, e.g., Fed- 

eral Aviation Administration, De- 

partment of Labor, and the U.S. 

Postal Service. 

Away From Personnel 

If the labor relations office is lo- 

cated in personnel, it too often can be 

limited to an advisory service, which 

advises someone else, who advises 

someone else, who in turn advises 

someone else. The labor relations of- 

fice may have direct access to the 

unions, but top management is often 

sequestered away, sometimes not 
reachable without major gyrations. 

This, however, is in obvious conflict 

with the essence of labor relations, 

which is to establish policies and pro- 

cedures for the Federal agency's 

dealings with its employees’ exclu- 

sive representative. But too often, the 

labor relations staff reports to an em- 

ployee relations staff, which may re- 

port to a deputy personnel director, 

who reports to a personnel director, 

who reports to the agency’s adminis- 

tration director, who may or may not 

directly report to the head of the 

agency. This is clearly not the hori- 

zontal organization so many manage- 

ment theorists preach. 

As Civil Service Commission 

Chairman Alan K. Campbell recently 

noted, the Federal agency administra- 

tive ‘‘vice president”’ is generally not 
high enough in the organization to 

exert the kind of influence as a peer 

of top management that is most 

necessary and effective. If this is the 

case, what happens then to that labor 

relations advice that is started up the 

rungs of the ladder from the bottom of 

the management chart? Generally, it 

is diluted, reinterpreted, and delayed. 

This functional separation and dis- 

tance is in direct conflict with a very 

important labor relations element— 

efficient, quick, and clear communi- 

cation within management. 

The person acting as the Federal 

agency's ‘‘vice president for indus- 

trial relations’’ should be well 

schooled and educated in labor rela- 

tions concepts and principles once a 

union is on the scene. However, that 

‘“‘vice president’’ must permit a labor 

relations staff flexibility and latitude 

for direct dealings with top manage- 

ment. The labor relations support 

staff and top management n.ust be 

able to work directly together in a mix 

that best meets the needs of the 

agency. 

The thrust of this article may of- 

fend many ‘‘dyed-in-the-wool’’ per- 

sonnelists. But the Federal sector’s 

personnel management scene is 
changing through growing union pres- 

sures that must be met. “Personnel” in 

the Federal service in its usual form is a 

large, para-professional function that 

generally implements established rules 

on hiring, classification, and related 

paperwork. Personnel “policy making” 

may, or may not, be a formal struc- 

ture within that group, but this func- 
tion is of great consequence in for- 
mulating and implementing labor re- 

lations policies. Labor relations, it 

must be remembered, establishes and 

makes commitments and policies for 

the agency with its unions, not just 

for personnel, but in a wide range of 

nonpersonnel subjects directly related 

to operations, e.g., safety and health, 

equal employment opportunity, 

travel, hours of work—the adminis- 

trative areas that keep the agency 

moving, accomplishing its primary 

mission. 

In many situations the labor rela- 

tions staff reports to the personnel 

director, who may be an expert in 

classification or staffing, but who 

usually doesn’t know much about the 

dynamics and responsibilities of 

labor-management relations. In fact, 

the personnel director may feel 

‘‘threatened’’ by this force, which 

makes new pelicy dramatically and 

slows management's desired changes 

because of negotiations obligations. 

Closer to Top Management 

In the past, the old organizational 

chart was fine, given the restricted 

Federal scope of bargaining and less 

demanding unions. But that is not 

now the case, and the situation will be 

changing even faster in coming years. 

Management, too, is learning to be 

more aggressive at the negotiating 

table. More subjects will be negoti- 

able in the future, more of the 

agency's ‘‘pocketbook’’ will be on 

the table. Consequently, the office or 

staff making those commitments 

should have direct and open access to 

top management, in order to chart 

management's positions properly, 

i.e., in tune with top management's 
latest thinking. ‘‘Layering”’ just 

doesn’t make sense. 

Top management must thoroughly 

understand the dynamics and cost im- 

pact of its labor relations program and 

commitments. This necessitates 

evolving the place of the labor rela- 

tions staff to a new level in an 

agency. But since personnel often 

effectively controls the agency’s or- 

ganizational structure, and the first 

rule of any bureaucratic function is to 

defend existing turf, this will proba- 

bly be a long, gradual, even bitter, 
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conversion. This is not to say that 

such rigidity is maliciously contrived, 

but certainly it protects the existing 

power structure and resists change. 

As union pressures grow, as collec- 

tive bargaining grows ever more per- 

vasive, and as union influences be- 

come stronger, such changes will be 

inescapable. 

On a Par With Budget 

and Legal Staffs 

Other serious concerns involve the 
interface of budget and legal staff 

with labor relations. Again, the Fed- 

eral service has not yet fully discov- 

ered that labor relations must be at 

least equal to these other functions. 

While the Federal service still does 

not negotiate wages and struggles 

with the archaic system of “‘position 

ceiling restriction’’ management, the 

budget function usually doesn't fully 

appreciate the long-term, over- 

whelming impact the union will have 

in its operations. Although the scope 

of bargaining is still quite narrow in 

the Federal service as compared to 

private industry, a private sector 

budget director would be greatly 

shocked if he or she were told that 

his/her Federal sector counterpart has 

little interest in involving his/her 

function in the labor relations de- 

cisionmaking process. 

Presently, there doesn’t seem to be 

enough budgetary awareness of the 

cost-impact of the entire labor- 

management relations program, and 

budget usually doesn’t get involved in 

such measurements or specific cost 

analysis. Ironically, even though a 

Federal agency 
latitude with its budget development 

relating to resources and expenditures 

of billions of dollars, the allocation of 

has considerable 

wage increases is still centrally tied to 

the Congress and the President, with 

all the inevitable political gamesman- 

ship that this connotes. As more 

money items are gradually put on the 

Federal bargaining table, the budget 

area will be well-served to have culti- 

vated a good understanding of the 
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present process and all its measura- 

ble, indirect, and direct costs. 

If agencies can negotiate with their 

own funds for facilities, services, 

supplies, equipment, and personnel 

(contracted-out work or 

consultants), it’s diffi- 

cult to see why wages will 
eventually turn out to be 

any less negotiable for 
the bulk of the Federal 
work force. And recent 
serious classification 
problems have emerged 

through “grade infla- 
tion,” which some have 
argued is the way man- 

agement has gotten a- 

round politically moti- 

vated, low wage increases 

established by Congress 

and the President. If 

there had been more dis- 
cretion for agency man- 

agement (with conse- 

quential involvement of 
collective bargaining), 

perhaps as low, or lower 

than, departmental or 

regional levels, the class- 
ification system would 

not have been so 

stretched and distorted 

by “grade-creep.” The unfortunate 
present situation and its remedies 

bring the classification system back in 

line, but only with downgradings that 

are tough on the emotions and result 

in morale problems. 

Bilateral determinations with 

legislative approval or rejection, 

roughly similar to what happens on 

the State and local scene, would give 

more flexibility to agency manage- 

ment, would create more managerial 

accountability (critical to more effec- 
tive management), and combined with 

other management innovations, would 

add to more efficient Government op- 

erations. As Kenneth Moffet, Deputy 

Director of the Federal Mediation and 

Conciliation Service, recently noted 

at a conference on Federal service 

labor relations, if State and local gov- 

ernments are to be forced to yield to 

the traditional coverage for employees 

created by the pressures of private 
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sector labor relations 

practice (e.g., agency 
shop provisions), then it is \7 
difficult to understand why \ 

the same standards developed 

by private industry can’t be 

applied to the Federal 
Government. Certainly, experiences 

with the Bureau of Mines, Bonneville 

Power Administration, Tennessee 

Valley Authority, and others have 

shown it is not disastrous, and in fact 

can work well. 

In the Cause 

of Better Management 

Management must have more 

latitude in motivation and discipline. 

A shining star in the Carter reorgani- 

zation project is the potential strip- 

ping of many of the statutory appeals 

processes, with labor contract arbi- 



tration as a quicker and cleaner op- 
tional replacement for the grievant. 

At last count there were over 20 

statutory appeals procedures, so cum- 

bersome and legalistic that they 

clearly inhibit managers and super- 

visors. Hard, but necessary, decisions 

often aren’t made because of the 

court-like forums and the intricate and 
time-consuming procedures that al- 

most always envelop the manager 

who wants to take action, but can’t 

without a ‘‘translator.”’ The unions 

recognize these inhibitions, and some 

are now fighting the innovations. 

Under the Carter system, more 

nonlawyers will be better able to deal 

with the system on a day-to-day basis, 

will be able to cope with it at less 

cost, and will be able to run more ef- 

ficient operations. This is help man- 

agement can use. 

If greater efficiency is sought, then 

more flexibility and accountability 

will be needed. Budget people, who 

will be increasingly affected by the 

results of labor relations, must im- 

prove their understanding of it so that 

they and labor relations staffs are ef- 

fective and educated allies. 

Similarly, the role of legal counsel 

must be studied and refined. The 

control-versus-assistance concept 

Part-Time Employment 

O The number of permanent part-time 

workers in Federal agencies has increased 

by about 20 percent, from 42,966 in Feb- 

ruary 1977 to 51,296 in February 1978. 
This happened during a period in which the 

total Federal permanent work force de- 

creased by more than 6,000 positions. 

O In the Washington, D.C., area, perma- 

nent part-time Federal employees in- 

creased from approximately 5,200 in Feb- 
ruary 1977 to almost 6,000 by February 

1978. 

seems to vary in many agencies. Gen- 

eral Counsel, a prestigious function in 

all agencies, is usually independent of 

the other administrative areas (ba- 

sically, personnel, budget, labor rela- 

tions, audit, or facilities). With the 

Federal labor relations problems of 

excessive layering, and General 

Counsel’s usually easier access to top 

management, ironically the labor re- 

lations function sometimes has less 

policy clout in labor relations deci- 

sions than does the legal function that 

should be ‘‘advising’* and servicing 

its needs. Often, legal counsel and the 

aura of the attorney the 

manager. 
“*snows - 

Certainly, General Counsel can 

point to problems and offer helpful 

guidance and assistance, but the labor 

relations function should have the 

primary relationship with top man- 

agement, in developing and imple- 

menting the labor relations program. 

If the Federal labor relations system is 

streamlined, perhaps the involvement 

and influence of General Counsel can 

be put in proper perspective. 

Federal service labor relations is 

going through growing pains, and has 

a considerable distance to go. For the 

long run, bold and innovative organi- 

zational changes must be weighed and 

considered. Most likely, and perhaps 

did you know? 

0 Among the steps CSC is taking to further 

part-time employment is its establishment 

of a part-time employment coordinator po- 

sition and staff in Washington, D.C., phone 
(202) 632-6817. This activity has provided 
technical advice and assistance on part- 

time employment to almost 2,000 people 

and organizations in the last year. 

O Five agencies will participate in the test 

of a new system designed to break down 

perceived barriers to part-time employ- 

ment. The system that CSC and OMB are 

testing during FY 1979 is called Full Time 

Equivalent (FTE), and it will count employ- 

understandably, the typical person- 

nelist will not lead the way for such 

changes. As with private industry and 

State and local systems, however, 

sooner or later top agency managers 

will recognize the needs and insist 

that the labor relations function be 

directly accountable and accessible to 

them. 

Labor relations is the heartbeat of 

the organization, as it charts the 

agency's relationship with its em- 

ployees. For good or ill, the pressure 

and influence of Federal employee 

unions will increase with the years. 

The Federal agency's organizational 

chart will have to evolve and adjust to 

ensure that management effectively 

meets the challenges and demands of 

labor-management relations. 

The Author is Labor Relations Officer, 
Bureau of Government Financial 
Operations, Department of the Treasury. 
The views expressed in this article are his 
own and do not necessarily reflect those of 
the Bureau or the Department of the 
Treasury. 

ees for ceiling purposes according to the 

number of hours they work (the present 

system counts employees on a one-for-one 

basis whether they work 1 or 39 hours a 

week). Agencies participating in the test 

are Veterans Administration, General 

Services Administration, Environmental 

Protection Agency, Federal Trade Com- 

mission, and Export-Import Bank. 

Flexitime 

Flexitime has been adopted in more than 

150 Federal installations. More than 

140,000 Federal employees are now 

working on flexible work schedules. 
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This is the third in a series of articles on 

how Federal job standards are de- 

veloped. Some readers have felt that 

the series is too detailed for the average 

manager, but understanding job clas- 

sification is important to hiring good 

people and keeping them productive. 

Too often, the wrong person in a job, or 

unclear assignments, can mean poor 

morale, poor productivity, and frustra- 

tion for both manager and employee. 

And a poor standard can result in the 

poor performance of thousands or even 

hundreds of thousands of employees. 

Developing the Draft Standards 

In this third article on developing 

job standards we see how our occu- 

pational specialist, Bernice Butler, 

analyzes the information from her 

factfinding and develops draft stand- 

ards for a General Schedule (GS) 

occupation. 

She already has done quite a bit of 
analysis. During the factfinding Ber- 

nice developed and tested hypotheses 

about the characteristics of the work 

that distinguish it from related occu- 

pations, the levels of work within the 

occupation, the qualifications needed 

and how they may be acquired. She 

now must put all this information to- 

gether in the GS classification 

framework. 

First Step: Defining Job Boundaries 

Take the mail and file occupation, 

for example. Bernice must determine 

the scope of the work and its relation- 

ship to other GS occupations. Proper 

recruitment, placement, and career 

advancement of mail and file employ- 

ees depend upon how well she does 

her job—how clearly she can strike 

the distinction between this occupa- 

tion and related ones requiring differ- 
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ent qualifications. She considers not 

only what work is performed but also: 

—Its purpose. 
—How it is performed. 

—What kinds of decisions are 

made. 

—What knowledges, skills, and 

abilities (KSA’s) are used. 

—How those KSA’s are acquired. 

From this analysis she drafts a con- 

cise definition of the occupation in 

terms of the kind of work performed 

and the common core of KSA’s re- 

quired. 

Second Step: Classification 

Standard 

Bernice expands on her definition 

of the mail and file occupation to 

specify what work is and is not cov- 

ered by the standard. She also briefly 
describes the occupation as it exists in 

the Federal Government and the 

varying work situations, technological 

changes, or other factors that may 

affect the nature and level of work 

performed. This information lets clas- 
sifiers, managers, and employees un- 

derstand how the work of a particular 

job relates to the total function. 
For this occupation Bernice will 

describe the criteria for grading posi- 

tions under the Factor Evaluation 

System (FES). She must analyze and 

describe mail and file work in terms 

of different levels in the following 

nine FES factors: 
—Knowledge required. 

—Supervisory controls. 

—Guidelines. 

—Complexity. 

—Scope and effect. 

—Personal contacts. 
—Purpose of contacts. 

—Physical demands. 

—Work environment. 

The grading section of an FES clas- 

sification standard has two parts: 

—Factor-level descriptions explain 

the particular levels within each of the 
nine factors in the occupation, and as- 

sign a point value to each level. 

—Benchmarks describe typical po- 

sitions in the occupation and the ap- 

propriate levels of the nine factors for 

such positions. They look like posi- 

tion descriptions. 

Describing the Factor Levels 

During the factfinding phase, Ber- 
nice explored the elements that dis- 
tinguish different levels within each 

factor and the patterns in which they 
occur in different jobs. She now puts 

all of this information together to lay 

out the progression from the lowest to 

the highest level within each factor. 

She describes each level to show the 

common characteristics of that level 

and the elements that distinguish one 

level from another in the occupation. 

As an example, the first two levels 

of Factor 7 (Purpose of Contacts) for 

the mail and file occupation are de- 

scribed as: 

‘Level 1. The purpose of contacts 

at this level is to obtain or exchange 
information regarding performance 

of functions in the immediate work 
Beas 

‘‘Level 2. The purpose of contacts 

is to work with personnel in serviced 

units in resolving such operating 
problems as delays in receipt of ma- 

terials, improperly coded or classified 

files or materials, and problems of 
similar difficulty, including inade- 
quacy of existing file categories. ’’ 

The most critical part of the analy- 

sis is to compare the progression 



within each factor in this occupation 

to the factor level definitions in the 

Primary Standard. (The Primary 

Standard, which describes the levels 
of the nine factors in broad terms 
common to General Schedule occu- 

pations, serves as the ‘‘standard-for- 

standards.”’) 

Carefully checking the factor-level 

descriptions for the mail and file oc- 

cupation against the Primary Standard 
definitions assures proper grade 

alignment both within the occupation 

and across occupational lines. Bernice 

does this evaluation, then assigns the 
appropriate point values. She also 

compares her levels against those in 

standards for related occupations to 

assure consistency. 

Developing Benchmarks 

The analysis continues, as Bernice 
next decides the kinds and number of 
benchmarks she needs to develop to 

show how the factor levels apply to 
typical kinds of positions in the mail 

and file occupation. There are no 
rigid rules for this determination. The 

basic goal is inclusion of enough 

benchmarks to provide the guidance 

needed for accurate and consistent 

classification of positions in the occu- 

pation. Typically there will be 12 to 
16 benchmarks, but some occupations 

will need fewer and some may need 

more. 

Third Step: Qualification Standard 

Bernice now turns to the qualifica- 
tion standard, which will determine 

who is eligible to compete for posi- 

tions in the mail and file occupation. 

In the qualification standard she de- 

fines the basic requirements for each 

grade, and any permissible substitu- 

tions for those requirements. The re- 

quirements must be met both by out- 
side applicants and by employees 

competing under merit promotion 

programs. 
Much of Bernice’s work in defining 

the occupational boundaries of step 

one and establishing the grading 

criteria of step two carries over to her 

development of the qualification 

standard. However, the knowledges, 

skills, and abilities (KSA’s) reflected 

in the classification criteria are those 

that are applied by an experienced 
worker performing at an acceptable 

level of competence. In the qualifica- 

tion standard, Bernice must further 
identify, for each grade level: 

—Those KSA’s that applicants 

must bring to the job, as distinguished 
from those that will be acquired on 

the job. 

—The KSA’s required for 

minimum acceptable performance, 
and the additional or higher levels of 

KSA’s that are associated with su- 

perior performance. 

—The various kinds and levels of 

experience and training or education 

that provide the KSA’s needed. 

During her factfinding inter- 
views, Bernice investigated the qual- 

ifications needed and how they could 

be acquired. She obtained information 
on the background of employees at 

different levels of performance. She 

applied her own analysis of the work 

and her knowledge of related occupa- 

tions to identify additional kinds of 

experience or education that could 

provide the qualifications needed, to 

avoid biased or unnecessarily restric- 

tive requirements. She tested her con- 

clusions during subsequent interviews 
to develop a consensus among those 

who know the work thoroughly. 

Although these informed opin- 

ions carry considerable weight, they 

must also be supported by factual in- 

formation linking the qualification re- 

quirements to the work performed. 

To establish this linkage for the 

mail and file occupation that is her 

current concern, Bernice lays out the 

following for the different levels of 
work: 

—The significant work activities. 

—The KSA’s required to perform 

each activity, as evidenced by spe- 

cific examples of work demonstrating 

how the KSA’s are applied, samples 
of guidelines applied, work products, 

etc. 

—The extent to which those KSA’s 

are acquired after initial entry, based 

on analyses of agency training pro- 

grams and normal on-the-job orienta- 

tion and training. 

—The types and levels of experi- 

ence and training or education that 

provide the KSA’s needed to meet job 

requirements. 

When she has completed this analy- 

sis, Bernice consults a personnel 

psychologist about how to measure 

the degree to which applicants have 
these qualifications. The psychologist 

reviews the nature and level of KSA’s 
required and advises Bernice of the 

appraisal method or combination of 

methods to be used in evaluating and 

ranking applicants (e.g., evaluation of 

prior experience and training, written 

or performance tests). Similarly, Ber- 

nice furnishes the job analysis infor- 

mation pertaining to working condi- 
tions and significant work activities to 

a medical officer who determines the 

physical requirements for the work. 

Bernice reflects the results of these 
analyses in the draft qualification 

standard. She includes a brief de- 
scription of the work, the minimum 

qualification requirements for each 
grade, the basis for ranking appli- 

cants, physical requirements, and any 

other information that will be helpful 

in evaluating applicants. 

Releasing the Draft Standards 

Her section chief thoroughly re- 

views the completed draft standards 

and usually asks for a review of the 

classification standard by a panel of 

occupational specialists. This assures 
that it is clear and complete enough so 

that any classifier anywhere can apply 

it accurately and consistently. After 

Bernice makes any needed changes, 

her section chief releases the draft 

standards to agencies, unions, and 

others for review and comment. 

In the next article we will follow 

Bernice as she drafts standards for a 

Federal Wage System occupation. 

The draft standard review process and 

preparation of the final standards will 

be covered in the last article in this 

series. 

— Mary Diley 
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S AN INDIVIDUAL with a 
minor handicap, I have never 

required reasonable accommoda- 

tion—until I got onto the tennis court. 

Then I rapidly learned what all the 

shouting is about. I have a paralyzed 

left arm as a result of a birth injury 

and have used it as an excuse to avoid 

athletic pursuits all of my life. But 
working with the disabled community 

introduced me to blind people who 

ski, wheelchair athletes 

backwards down escalators, troupes 

of deaf dancers . . . my lack of prow- 

ess was beginning to get embarrassing. 

who go 

So I enrolled in a tennis class. It 

did not seem like much of a risk. 

Tennis is basically a one-handed 

game and the court didn’t seem to 

have too many obstacles to fall over. 

I should have known I was in for 

trouble when my instructor, Bobby, 

appeared. Something should have 

warned me not to trust anyone over 

thirty who leaps over nets and has 

HEAD embroidered over his heart. 

He began the lesson with an introduc- 

tion to “‘the serve’’ and right away 

things started going downhill. You 

see the serve is a two-armed exercise. 

You raise the racket high with one 

hand and the ball high with the other. 

Easy for Bobby—impossible for me. 

But I did not panic. After all, | am 

an expert in job accommodation. So | 

interrupted Bobby and informed him 
calmly that I couldn't serve his way 

but that I had already created my own 

accommodation and I would bounce 

the ball to serve it over the net. 

Bobby stopped in mid-pivot. And 

in shocked tones he teplied, **There 

are no bounces in tournament ten- 

nis.” 

I was enormously flattered. Up 

until that moment I hadn‘t seen my- 

self as a threat to Chrissie Evert. So | 

told Bobby and the now-starting ten- 

nis class that I didn’t think that tour- 

naments were going to be a problem 

for a while and so if he didn’t mind I 

would continue to bounce the ball. 

Bobby looked puzzled. Even The 

Inner Game of Tennis had never pre- 

pared him for a situation like this. Fi- 

nally an idea reached him like a flash 
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WHAT IS 
REASONABLE 

ACCOMMODATION? 

by Leslie Milk 

i rma heen of fan oe 

of light and he shouted in amazement, 

‘*You're impaired! Well, let's see 

what you can do... . I’ve never had 

to deal with an impairment quite like 

yours before I guess you better 

do it any way you can.”* 

At that point | was ready to aban- 

don athletics, but one thing kept me 

on that tennis court. It wasn’t my be- 

lief in mainstreaming or my shame at 

having to face my friends a failure. 

You see, I had already purchased the 

little white dress and the little 

white shoes with the stars . . . and the 

little white sox with pom poms, not to 

mention the sweat bands, the racket, 

the cover, and Bobby. I couldn't af- 

ford to quit. 

Bobby and I did fine after a while. 

But I learned more about accommo- 

dation than I did about tennis in that 

lesson. Because everytime I tell that 

story, there is one person who tells 

me that Bobby was wrong to bend the 

rules for me. There is always some- 

one who ‘‘once knew a guy who 

threw the ball up with his good arm 

and then grabbed the racket and hit it 



with the same arm.** This theory 

would say that I can play tennis only 

if I am willing and able to play 

exactly the way everyone else plays. 

Inner Game of Accommodation 

Reasonable accommodation allows 

that if I can play with minor modifi- 

cation, then I can play along with 
everyone else. [It sounds simple— 

because it is simple. 

Yet no concept has stymied more 

reasonable people than the ‘‘reason- 

able accommodation”’ provisions in 

the regulations governing employ- 

ment, under the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973. 
The regulation for contractors 

states that ‘‘a contractor must make 

reasonable accommodation to the 

physical and mental limitations of an 
employee or applicant unless the 

contractor can demonstrate that such 

an accommodation would pose undue 

hardship on the contractor.’”’ 

This means the provision of an ac- 

cessible work environment, modifi- 

cation of the job or the worksite, and 

provision of auxiliary aids to enable a 

qualified handicapped person to per- 

form the necessary job functions. 

The regulation for section 504, 

subpart B, which covers employment 

for organizations receiving Federal 
assistance, is similarly worded. But 

what is reasonable and who is qual- 

ified? These are two questions that 

seem to come up more often than any 

others. 

Mainstream, Inc., has been work- 

ing in this field for nearly 2 years. In 

that time we have made three dis- 

coveries about reasonable accommo- 

dation: 

(1) Accommodations were not in- 
vented for the handicapped. 

(2) Accommodations need not be 

expensive. 

(3) Most accommodation takes 

place on paper—not on the job. 

An accommodation is simply an 

alteration in the job, the job condi- 
tions, or the jobsite to meet the spe- 

cific requirements of an individual job 

holder. Every secretary who uses a 

special posture chair, every executive 

who works with piped-in music, 
every employee who benefits from 

air-conditioning, lunch rooms, or 

flexible working hours is, in fact, 

enjoying a job accommodation. 

Imaginative Accommodation 

In the case of disabled people, the 

accommodation just takes a more 

visible form—a desk up on blocks to 

accommodate a wheelchair user or an 

amplifier on the telephone of a 

hearing-impaired employee. In our 

experience, most of these jobsite 

modifications require more imagina- 

tion than expense. 

Kali Mallik of the George Wash- 

ington University Job Development 

Laboratory illustrated this point at a 

workshop last year when he asked 

participants to design a modification 
for a xerox operator. The employee in 

question can operate the machine, but 

cannot stand for long periods of time. 

Personnel people in the room rivaled 

each other in their creative ap- 

proaches to the problem. Rube 

Goldberg would have been proud. 

Mallik’s answer was simple, *‘Give 

the man a chair.” 

Certainly there are disabled people 

for whom more extensive modifica- 

tion of jobsite or equipment is neces- 

sary. But the employer is rarely left to 

carry the financial or the physiologi- 

cal burden alone. State rehabilitation 

agencies, insurance companies, and 

service organizations can often pro- 

vide both the equipment and the 

funding to accommodate the handi- 

capped employee. 

Access and Auxiliary Aids 

An accessible work environment is 

part of the ‘‘reasonable accommoda- 

tion’’ the law requires. When this 

first became public, many employers 

had visions of tearing down buildings 

to accommodate disabled people. 

Mainstream quickly exposed the re- 

ports of the high cost of accessibility 
as more fear than fact. 

After surveying more than 100 

commercial facilities, we can report 

that the cost of creating accessible 
work places is approximately 1¢ per 

square foot. This cost can be com- 

pared to the 17¢ per square foot that 

corporations spend to clean their vinyl] 

floors. And very few claim that they 

cannot afford a clean floor! 

Auxiliary aids can also be a form of 
accommodation. Readers for blind 

employees, interpreters for the deaf, 

or mechanical aids to assist disabled 

people in their work can and should 

be provided, unless the aids constitute 

an undue hardship to the employer. 

Here, too, imagination is more im- 

portant than expense. Volunteer read- 

ers are often available from service 

providers—or other staff members 

may be willing to tape materials for 

blind employees. Rather than hiring a 

full-time interpreter, it might be bet- 

ter to offer a lunch hour course in sign 

language for all of the co-workers of a 

deaf employee. 

And just because a mechanical aid 

exists, that doesn’t mean that every 

disabled person wants or needs it. I 

know that somewhere there is a one- 

handed typewriter, but this article is 

being written on a standard IBM 

electric. I’m accommodating. 

Matchmaking for Accommodation 

The key to the whole process is just 

this matching of skills and job tasks 

It begins before the applicant ever 

walks into the personnel office—it 

begins with detailed job descriptions. 

Take a job like ‘‘copier machine 

operator.’’ You need to know exactly 

what this person will be required to 

do. Will he or she just run off copies? 

Or will the operator be responsible for 

collating, for fixing the machine if it 

gets stuck, for delivering copies to 

other offices around the building? 

Will the operator need to stand, 

stoop, understand machinery, cover 

large areas of a building? 

Before you can decide if an appli- 
cant is qualified, you need to know all 

of these things about the job and the 
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qualifications you need. You will also 

need to know which are integral job 

functions and which are secondary 

functions. This is an essential step in 

restructuring a job for a handicapped 

person. 

For example, in one metal refining 

plant, keypunch operators have al- 

ways been required to run messages 

throughout the plant. The plant man- 

ager, therefore, refused to hire a 

keypunch operator in a wheelchair. It 

was suggested that delivery chores 

were secondary. A mobility-impaired 

operator could handle telephone 

duties instead of delivery chores— 

thus equalizing the workload. The es- 

sential function of the job—operating 

the keypunch machine—remains un- 

changed. 

The most constructive form of job 

accommodation occurs when em- 

ployer and potential employee sit 

down together and discuss the job 

(with the aid of the detailed job de- 

scription) and then talk about the ac- 

commodations that may be required. 

Success Stories 

What kinds of accommodations are 

recommended through this process? 

Let me provide some examples from 

Mainstream’s files: 

OA legally-blind factory worker 

was advised that requesting day shift 

work was a reasonable accommoda- 

tion, since his vision deteriorates 

sharply after dark. 

OA worker with epilepsy was not 

required to rotate shifts frequently, 
although other workers are required to 

do so. (Some persons with epilepsy, 

diabetes, and some other conditions 

respond badly to frequent changes in 

schedule.) 

A university provided an aircon- 

ditioned workspace for a worker with 

a respiratory condition, although this 

was an exception to the school’s 

energy conservation program. 

A woman using leg braces re- 

ceived permission to park close to the 
building entrance (many organizations 

reserve this right to persons using 

wheelchairs, although other people 

have equal difficulty with mobility). 
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Reasonable 
Accommodation 
in the 
Federal 
Government 

Reasonable accommodation pro- 
visions also are included in the 
regulations arid instructions that 
apply to Federal Government em- 
ployment. This is mandated by sec- 
tion 501 of the Rehabilitation Act, 
in the same way as the regulations 
described in the articie on these 
pages apply to Federal contractors 
and to employers receiving Federai 
assistance. 

Ms. Milk vividly expresses the 
meaning of the concept of reason- 
able accommodation—and its sim- 

plicity. This article should hold 
much interest for Federal man- 
agers in helping them to assess 
their atitudes toward handicapped 
people and to take positive actions 
toward their recruitment, place- 
ment, and advancement in the 
Federal service. 

Hedwig Oswald 
Director, Office of 

Selective Placement 
U.S. Civil Service 
Commission 

O An alcoholic was permitted to 

take extended leave without pay to 

participate in a structured treatment 
program. 

(J A mobility-impaired assembly 

line worker was moved to a station 

near the door, so that she would not 

be jostled during the rush to lunch or 
breaks. 

Accommodation, 

Not Discrimination 

This is the way it works, when it 

works. But what happens when it 

doesn’t work? Forty percent of the 

complaints filed under section 503 in- 

volve alleged discrimination in the 
hiring process. Very often, better 

communication could have eliminated 

confrontation. Interviewers and per- 

sonnel specialists need to know more 

about their job orders and job ac- 

commodations. 

We also need to eliminate the as- 

sumptions about disabled people in 

the marketplace. Labels like ‘‘the 
blind,*’ ‘‘the deaf,’ or ‘‘the mentally 

retarded’ are virtually useless in 

evaluating a person for employment. 

The only way to eliminate discrimi- 

nation in employment is to eliminate 

all assumptions about groups of 

people whether they are handicapped, 

women, minorities, people over 40, 

or people with blue eyes. 

Those assumptions have dangerous 

consequences—and they almost cost 

me a career. When I was in jour- 

nalism school, it was assumed that all 

journalists must be  crackerjack 
typists. Obviously, the powers that be 

had never seen Clark Gable in Front 

Page. Or heard the women’s move- 

ment adage that if you can type, 

someone is certain to let you do it. 

Anyway, I reached 2 weeks before 

graduation when I was informed that I 

would be expected to pass a typing 

test to earn my degree. Either I could 

type 30 words a minute, or I could 

skip graduation. 

I was lucky. As the recipient of a 

New York State Vocational Re- 

habilitation scholarship, I had a pow- 

erful ally in my fight to graduate as a 
less than flawless typist. In fact, the 

State of New York informed the Uni- 
versity that they had invested a great 

deal in this neophyte journalist and 

they didn’t care if I carved my stories 

on stone tablets—they wanted me to 

get that degree. 

Today, I can type as well as most 

journalists. Not that it matters much, 

since most journalists use tape re- 

corders these days—a job accommo- 

dation to the generations of writers 

who suffered from terminal writer’s 

cramp. 

Like most other disabled people, | 

keep accommodating and I keep get- 

ting by. And as a tennis player, I can 

bounce with the best of them. 

The Author is Executive Director of 
Mainstream, Inc., a nonprofit organization 
promoting the mainstreaming of 
handicapped people in employment. The 
article and art are reprinted courtesy of 
Disabled USA, magazine of the President’s 
Committee on Employment of the 
Handicapped, Vol. 1, No. 8, 1978. 



The New and the Novel 

The following is a list of publications that may interest you. 

Beyond the BA. Intended as a handout for people with experience or education beyond the bachelor’s degree level, 

but with undetermined job interests. Describes opportunities by specialization, examination announcements to ask 

for, and examples of qualifying experience for GS-9, 11, and 12 positions. Also discusses the Cooperative Education 

Program. (006-000-01047-4) $.65 

Current Status of Public Management Research. Report of a study by Georgetown University’s Public Services 

Laboratory on public management research being conducted by the Federal Government. (See the July/September 

issue of the CSJ for further information on the study.) Limited copies of the report are available from CSC, BIPP, 1900 

E St. NW., Washington, D.C. 20415. 

Incentive Awards Catalog. Lists publications and other aids relating to the Federal Incentive Awards Program, and 

tells how to obtain them. For anyone involved in running an incentive awards program. Available from CSC, Office of 

Incentive Systems, 1900 E St. NW., Washington, D.C. 20415 

1977 Annual Statistical Report. Gives statistical indicators for self-evaluation of State and local personnel systems. 

Helps rate effectiveness of merit system operations by allowing comparison of local agency data to national norms 

Available from CSC, BIPP, 1900 E St. NW., Washington, D.C. 20415 

Permanent Part-time Employment: The Manager’s Perspective. Report by Georgetown University’s School of 

Business Administration on a study in 68 corporations on the relative benefits and costs of employing part-time 

workers. Available from the National Technical Information Service, Springfield Va. 22151. (Accession Number PB 

268 390/AS) $6.50 

Placing Minority Women in Professional Jobs. A handbook, based ona pilot program to test outreach in several cities, 

designed to help place minority women in managerial, professional, and technical jobs. Outlines seven methods 

successfully used to locate and place minority women. (029-000-00303-3) $2.40 

Productivity and the Quality of Working Life—Personnel Bibliography Series Number 92. A list, by subject, of articles 

and books from 1977, covering organizations, motivation, job satisfaction, and productivity. (006-000-01048-2) $2.30 

Union Recognition in the Federal Government. Gives information on exclusive recognitions granted and agreements 

negotiated by Federal departments and agencies. Lists the 3,507 units of recognition in the Federal Government, 

labor organization and union local with recognition, number and type of employees in unit, and effective and 

expiration dates of the negotiated agreement (if any). (006-000-01050-4) $8.75 

Where To Find BLS Statistics on Women. Summarizes statistics on working women. Available from the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics (BLS). Tells where the statistics can be found, and how to get them. Available from Inquiries and 

Correspondence, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Washington, D.C. 20212. (Report 530) 

Editor’s Note: After we went to press with the last issue, a change was made in the inventory stocking arrangements 

for Discrimination Complaint Procedures for Handicapped Employees and Applicants for Federal Employment. It will 

not be available from GPO. Single copies are available from CSC, Selective Placement Office, Room 6514, 1900 E St 

NW., Washington, D.C. 20415. 

—Howard Stevens 

Unless otherwise noted, these publications are available from U.S. Government Printing Office, Public Documents 

Department, Washington, D.C. 20402. GPO stock numbers and single issue prices follow the above listings. When this 

information is not shown, the publication had not been printed at Journal presstime, so the stock numbers and price 

were not known. Once GPO prints the publication, that information can be obtained by calling (202) 783-3238. Prices 

for bulk orders of the publications can be obtained at the same number. 

A more thorough listing of new publications in the field of personnel administration is the monthly periodical, 

Personnel Literature. \t lists books, magazine and journal articles, and other material by subject. A year’s subscription 

costs $12.25 and can be ordered from GPO at the above address. 

To receive a free monthly listing of all Bureau of Labor Statistics publications, write to: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

U.S. Department of Labor, Room 1539, GAO Bidg., Washington, D.C. 20212. 



“..career executives have either become 

or must become integral figures in 

the society where they live and work.” 




