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MERIT PRINCIPLES GOVERNING THE FEDERAL PERSONNEL SYSTEM

The Civil Service Reform Act {(Pub.L. No. 35-454, 92 Stat, 111 (1978}) requires that Federal
personnel management be implemented consistent with the following merit principles:

(1) Recruitment should be from qualified individuals frem appropriate sources in an endeavor to
achieve a work force from all segments of society, and selection and advancement should be
determined solely on the basis of relative ability, knowledge, and skills, efter fair and open
campetition which assures that all receive equal oppaortunity.

{2) All employees and applicants for employment should recaive fair and equitable treatrment in
all amspects of personnel management without regard to political effiliation, race, color,
religion, national origin, sex, merital status, ege, or handicapping condition, and with proper
ragard for their privacy and constitutional rights.

{3) Equal pay should be provided for work of equal value, with apprapriate consideration of
both nationel and local rates paid by employers in the private sector, and appropriate
incentives and recognition should be provided for excellence in performance.

{4) All employees should maintain high standards of integrity, conduct, and concern for the
zublic interest.

{5) The Federal wark force should be used efficiently and effectively.

(6) Employees should be retained on the basis of the adequacy of their performance, inadequate
perforrnance should be corrected, and employees should be seperated who cannot or will not
improve their performance to meet required standards.

{7) Employees should be provided effective education and traeining in cases in which such
education and training would result in better organizationa! and individual performance.

{8) Employees should be--

(a) protected against arbitrary action, personal favoritism, or coercion for partisan
political purposes, and

(b) prohibited from using their official authority or influence for the purpose of
interfering with or affecting the result of an election or e nomination for election.

{9) Employees should be protected against reprisal for the lawful disclosure of information
which the employees reasonably believe evidences--

(a) a violation of any law, rule, or regulation, or
(b) mismanagement, e gross waste of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and
specific danger to public haalth or safety.

It is a prohibited personnel practice to take or fail tc take any personnel action when
teking or failing to take the action results in the violetion of any law, rule or ragulation
implermenting or directly concerning these merit principles.

The Merit Systems Protection Board is directed by law to conduct special studies of the
civil service and other Federal merit systems to determine whether these statutory mandates are
being met, and to report to the Congrees and the President on whether the public interest in a
civil service free of prohibited personnel practices is being adequately protected.

These studies, of which this report is one, are conducted by the Office of Merit Systema
Review and Studies.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In Novermber 1980, the Office of Merit Systems Review and Studies
distributed a comprehensive survey to approximately 1,500 randomly selected
members of the Senior Executive Service. WNearly 1,000 executives completed and
returned the guestionnaires by mid-February [98l. The study focused on the
effectiveness of (CSRA protections against improper political interference in
SES; fairness and equity in the performance appraisal and performance award
systems; and the impact of SE5 ipcentive systems on the attitudes of senior
executives and potential 5ES candidates.

A follow-up survey was conducted through structured telephone interviews
with 100 career SES members during the third and fourth weeks of March 1981,
The purpose of the second survey was to determine how the protections accorded
career members of the Senior Executive Service have worked during the change in
Administrations. :

FINDINGS

Greater Risks for Greater Rewards. [n theory, joining SES meant greater
risks for greater rewards. Thus far, the SES reality appears to be that neither
the greater risks nor the increased rewards have materialized for maost
executives.

Bonus Restrictions and Their Impact. The SES bonus system was designed
to provide strong mopetary ‘incentives for high level performance. But,
restricting bonuses below those originally authortzed by CSRA has seriously
weakened the intended incentive.

) No Motivational Impact. At least half of SES executives have written
off the possibility of receiving bonuses, rank, or cash awards in the
coming year., (Consequently, it appears that the bonus has little -or no
incentive value for half of the executive work force.

L] Favoritism in Bonus Distribution. Equally disturbing is the
perception among executives that a disproportionate share of the
bonuses go to the agencies' top executives or to "management
favorites" who do not deserve them. This perception may well be &
direct result of the restrictions on bonuses. If only a small
frection of those who feel they deserve a bonus can get them, any
method of distributing bonuses will be perceived as inherently
unfair. Likewise, if there are a limited number of bonuses to be
given out, it is highly likely that agency heads will award bonuses to
top level officials first.

. Whether or not favoritism actually exists, the perception that it
does exist undoubtedly breeds dissatisfaction.

Recruitment and Retention. More disturbing is the fact .that other
incentives in the work place mpparently are not enough to attract and retain
competent Federal executives.
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Although executives like their work, better than 80% believe that
there are insufficient SES incentives to retain highly competent
executives.

As many as 46% of current executives say they are considering leaving
the Federal Gavernment within the next two years.

The SES system is alarmingly unettractive to mid-level Federai
employees--the applicant poal from which a large segment of future SES
members will be drawn.

Executive Pay. The ceiling on executive pay has kept all executives at
the same pay level, Continuing the pay cap has serious implications for the SES
compensation system:

The pay cap prevents distinctions in pay despite significant
differences in responsibilities for executives at different levels
within organizations.

Executives may become less willing to accept promotiaons.

The SES will become less and less attractive to candidates from the
mid-level ranks of Government and from the private sector.

Performance Appraisals. On the positive side of the ledger, the
overwhelming majority of those executives who have had a performance appraisal
under SES thought the appraisal was fair. But, for a variety of reasons, it is
clear that the full patential for the SES performance appraisal system is not
being realized.

Concern Over Fairness in the Rating Process. One-fourth of
executives indicate some concern that their immediate supervisors may
not consider factors beyond the executives' control when rating their
performance. Qur study suggests that this concern over the potential
for an unfair rating may be linked to executives' lack of trust and
canfidence in their immediate supervisors, end to how effective they
see their communications being with their bosses.

Impact of Performance Appraisale. Over one-third of executives are
not sure that the results of performance appraisals will actually have
an impact on personne! decisions affecting them personally. There are
several possible explanations for this attitude.

-- Executives' experience with their agencies' performance appraisal
systems in the past may have colored their outlook toward such
systems in general,

--  The present “pay cap" has, in effect, frozen the base salaries of
the executives and eliminated meaningful pay distinctions among
wide ranges of executive responsibility.
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-- Limitations on the number of bonuses have made at least half of
the executive work force feel! they have no real opportunity to
receive a bonus in the coming year.

-- Agencies have apparently not been willing to utilize the
expedited procedures far removel that the SES performance
appraisal process allows, According to information agencies have
provided to OPM, only one career executive has been removed from
SES for poor performance as of July I, 1981,

Safequards Against Politicization, Our study revealed no indications of
broadscale efforts to politicize SES as of the middle of Marech 1981,
Significantly, executives reported that:

. Career employees have not been passed over for executive positions
in favor of Jess qualified candidates from oufside the Federal
Government.

. The vast majority of executives are still willing to provide their
bosses with honest appraisals of their agency's programe, despite the
fact that they have less job security under SES than under the former
supergrade system.

s As of mid-March, there were no indications of widespread abuses of the
120-day pratections against performence appraisals or involuntary
reassignments of career executives.

Although the Board found no indications of major problems with improper
political influence, there were some troubling aress.

Improper Designation of SES Positions. Thirteen percent af executives
holding 'general" positions believe that those positions should be designated
"career-reserved" to protect SES from improper politicel interference or to
maintain public confidence in the impartiatity of the Government, Whether a
position should properly be "career-reserved" or "general" is not always clear-
cut, and the problem may be less severe than the figures might indicate.
Nevertheless, this finding calls attention to the need for a closer and
continuing oversight over the designation of these positions.

Executives Lack of Knowledge About SES Protections. These studies suggest
that many executives do not fully understand the SES system and the protections
CSRA established for career executives. This lack of knowledge may make career
executives more vulnerable to improper political influence, including arbitrary
perscnnel actions.

Bonus Awards Based on Political Affiliation. Cnly & small number (6%) of
all senior executives report one or more instances in the last 12 months where
they believe bonuses or rank awards were given to executives because of partisan
political affiliation. MHHowever, there are significant variations among agencies
in the reported incidence,
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It is important to note that the studies were conducted before the 120-day
protected period for career SES members had expired, when agency heads and many
tap ranking executives in the new Administration were only recently in place or
yet to take office. Consequently, these studies give only a preliminary view of
just how the change in Administrations will ultimately affect career
executives. '

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings and discussion presented above, the following
recommendations are offered:

I. Congress should consider:

® Lifting the current pay cap on executive pay, and allow the
annual adjustments for executives under Public Law 94-B2 to take
effect.

[ Lifting restrictions on bonuses, and allow them to operate as the
effective incentive they were originally intended to be.

2. As of July !, 1981, anly one of approximately 6,200 career executives has
been removed from the SES for poor performence. This sugqgests that SES's
expedited procedures for the removal of poor performers have not been used
to identify and remove poor performers. Agency heads should review their
agency's performance appraisal system to determine:

- whether executives who perform poorly are being identified
through the appraisal process, and

. if action is being taken to assist any such executives to improve
their performance, to reassign them to positions where they can
perform satis{actorily, or to remove them from SES.

3. This study suggests that executives' concern aver potential unfair ratings
in the performance appraisal process is linked to executives' tack of trust
and confidence in their immediate supervisors and to how effective they see
their communications to he with their bosses. For this reason, agencies
should review their executive development pragrams to determine if adequate
emphasis iz being placed on communication .skills and the performance
appraisal process in management training.

4, OPM should institute a program to:

. determine If agencies have properly designated positions as
"general” or ‘"career-reserved," and require changes in
designation where appropriate;

. establish and publicize communication channels for executives to
use in notifying OPM of positions the executive believes have
been improperly designated as "general";
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s clarify and sharpen existing guidelines if it finds a substantia!l
number of improper designations,

OPM should provide infarmation ta career SES members on the protections
sccorded career executives under SES,

Qutside agencies, such as OPM and MSPB's Office of the Special Counsel,
should publicize the availability of their services regarding complaints of
prohibited personnel practicee in the awarding of bonuses, cash or rank
awards., ‘

Agencies should provide information to all SES members on the purpose and
operation of the agencies' Executive Resources Boards,



A REPORT ON THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE
INTRODUCTION

This is the first in a series of reports drawing on the results of the
U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board's {MSPB) first survey of a random sample of
the approximately 6,B00 executives who comprise the Senior Executive Service
(5e5). 1f

The Senior Executive Service includes most managerial, supervisory, and
other policy-influencing or policy-making positions egquivalent to GS5-16 through
Executive Level V in the Executive hranch. Positions excluded by law are those
in the Foreign Service, FBI, Drug Enforcement Administration, and certain
intelligence agencies; administrative law judges; and positions requiring Senate
confirmation.

The SES cedre plays & crucial roleg in the management of the Federal
Government. Although some members are political executives who make policy and
advocate the Administration's programs, the great majority are professional
administrators responsible for planning and managing the day-to-day operations
of Government agencies, including a work force of about 2.2 million
employees. 2/

The Board's Office of Merit Systems Review and Studies conducted the survey
upon which this report is based as part of its program of special studies to
assess whether the civil service is operating in acecord with merit principles,
and is free from prohibited personnel practices., The Civil Service Reform Act
of 1978 (CSRA) directs the Board to conduct such special studies and to report
its findings to the President and the Cangress. 3/

1} CSRA limits the total number of SES and supergrade positions (GS-16/18)
combined to 10,777. Currently, the U.5. Office of Personnel Management has
authorized approximately 8,600 SES positions within the Executive branch. The
number of executives actually employed at a given time typlcally ranges from
6,800 to 7,000.

_2_;‘ Approximately 10% of the SES members have non-career appointments, the
remaining %0% are career members,

_L’:f Pub.L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. IllI (1978). The mandate to conduct special
studies is found at 5 U,S.C. Section 1205 (a)(3). The General Accounting
Office, U.5. Office of Personnel Management {OPM), and outside groups also
report from time to time on the operations af the merit system. These efforts,
however, focus principally on the technical aspects of these programs, and are
primarily concerned with pragmatic questions of efficiency in program
management. The Board's studies, by contrast, are designed to provide
continuing oversight of how CSRA reforms have affected the health of the merit
system.



Scope of this Report.  This report focuses on:

] the effectiveness of CSRA protections against improper political
interference in SES;

) fairness and equity in the SES performance appraisal and performasnce
award systems; and,

e the impact of 5ES incentive systems on the attitudes of senior
executives and potential SES candidates.4/

Subsequent reports in this series will deal with the incidence of
prohibited personnel practices, executives' views about the adequacy of
"whistleblower" protections, the fairness and effectiveness of Federal employee
selection and placement actions, and other topics germane to the health of the
merit system.,

Procedure for the Survey. The questionnaire used in our survey was
developed in the late summer of 1980, on the basis of extensive interviews and
pretests with executives in & number of departments and agencies. It was
distributed to a random sample of |,5!9 career and non-career SES members in
November [980. Only 67 questionnaires were returned as undeliverable and 579
(or approximately 67% of all who received the questionnaire) had completed and
returned the questionnaire by the cut-off date, mid-February 1981, The
composition of the pool of respondents closely paralleled: that of the entire
SES. About 60% of the respondents elaborated on their answers with written
comments. (Selected examples are included in Appendix A.)

Where this report discusses the collective viewpoints and experiences of
SES members Government-wide, we can be 95% confident that the executives'
attitudes and reported observations are within three parcentage points of what
is reported in the survey results. It should be noted, however, that the report
also caontains tables summarizing the viewpoints and experiences of SES members
in those departments and agencies where we received sufficient responses to
provide statistically reliable information. The possibls range of error in the
data for specific agencies is lerger than for the Government as a whole because
of the smaller number of respandents. Each tahle shows the number of
respondents and possible range of error by agency.

A follow-up survey was conducted through structured telephone interviews
with 100 career SES members during the third and fourth weeks in March 1581,
This survey focused particularly on whether there was evidence that the
statutorily imposed 120-day moratorium on performance appraisals and involuntary
reassignments for career executives following the chanqe in Administrations was
being violated, .

4/ MSPB's initial study did not examine all of the changes which the SES
system was intended to bring about. For example, the study did not explore the
implementation of executive development programs, executive mability, the
operation of Executive Resources Boards, or how effectively the new management
fiexibilities to reassign or remove executives were being utilized.



CHAPTER ONE
MAJOR FEATURES OF THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE

Goals of the Senior Executive Service. The Senior Executive Service
replaced the patchwork of the so-called "supergrade" system which existed before
passage of CSRA, Generally speaking, that system included all pasitions
classified at grades GS-16 through G5-18 under the general Federal pay
schedule. However, those positions were neither conceived of nor managed as a
coherent executive corps. The CSRA intended to replace this patchwork by
creating "a cadre of extraordinarily competent and dedicated people who will be
accountable for the execution of Government programs." 5/

The architects of the Senior Executive Service planned that it would
accomplish this goal by:

. Establishing effective performance appraieal systems for exsecutives,

--  Although performance appraisals were required under the former
supergrade system, they often bore little relationship
to actual job requirements, but instead focused on personality
traits. Likewise, ratings under this system were not directly
linked to major personnel management decisions, such as the
individual's leve! of pay.

-- Under the SES system, agencies must establish performance
appraisal systems that:

-- identify the critical elements of each individual's job;
-- specify standards of performance for those elements;

-- link salary, bonuses, and cash awards to the achievement of
specific performance objectives; and

-- serve as a basis for determining whether an executive
will be retained in SES.

5/ Statement by Alan K. Campbell, former Director, U.S. Office of Personnel
Manegement in Senior Executive Service, U.5. Office of Personnel Management,
February 1980, OPM Document }27-56-6.




Providing a compensation system and other conditions of employment
designad to attrect, retain, and motivate highly competent sanior
executives.

The "supergrade" compensation system was one of "rank-in-
position." Each executive's salary was linked directly and
rigidly to the grade level (GS-16, |7, or 18) of the paosition
which the executive occupied, subject to uniform and routinely
granted longevity increases within the psy range af each grade.
The system provided limited opportunity for salary adjustments or
cash awards.

The S5ES system introduced the “rank-in-persan" compensation
system to Federal civilian executives. Agencies have authority
to adjust an executive's base pay within the range of SES pay
rates in order to attrect outside candidates to SES, to retain an
excellent employee who might otherwise leave, to reward
consistently effective performance, or for similar reasons. In
addition, executives may be rewarded for high level performance
with bonuses (currently up to 20% of base salary) and rank awards
(lump sum payments of up to $20,000).

The SES system also provides executives with the opportunity for
sabbaticals, and permits them to accrue unlimited amounts of
annual leave {which may be paid in a lump sum upon the
executive's leaving Federal service).

Providing agency heads greater flexibility in removing executives who
fail to meet performance standards ssteblished by their supervisors.

Under the supergrade system, executives could be removed for poar
performance only through "adverse action" procedures. Those
procedures imposed a heavy burden of proof on the agencies, and
were complicated by the executive's right to appeal both the
merits and the procedure followed in the removal action to the
U.5. Civil Service Commission (CSC), OPM's predecessor,

Under the S5ES system, each agency must establish a Performance
Review Board {PRB). PRB's review the initial appraisal of each
executive's performance made by the executive's supervisor, and
recommend =a final performence rating for each executive.
However, the final decision on the performance rating lies with
the appropriate appointing authority, usually the head of the
agency, who may accept, reject or modify the PRB's
recommendation. Executives may be removed for poor performance,
and have no right of appeal! from such removal, although they are
entitled to an informal hearing before the MSPB.

An executive who believes that his or her remoyal constitutes a
prohibited personnel practice may challenge that remaval by
filing a complaint with the Office of the Special Counsel of the
MSPB. :
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--  Under the SES system, executives with career appointments have
"appeal” rights to MSPB only when they are removed for such
"non-performance" reasons as misconduct, neglect of duty, or
malfeasance in office.

® Providing agency heads greater flexibility in reassigning senior
executives to other positions to best accomplish the agency's
mission.

--  Under the supergrade system, executives could be reassigned to
other positions---even at the same grade levei---only with the
approval of the CSC. Movements of executives to lower-graded
positions, or movements resulting in a reduction in "rank" in the
organization, required the use of the adverse action procedures
described earlier.

-- Under the SES system, agencies may reassign executives to any
other SES position in the asgency for which they are qualified.
There is no requirement for approva! by the U.S. Office of
Personne! Management (OPM).

. Offering increased promotion opportunities to caresr executives.

~- Under the supergrade system, executives had promotion
opportunities to GS-16, 17, or 18 positions. Promotions beyond
these grades teo the Executive Level ranks were rare.

-- The SES system includes the next higher level executive paosition,
Executive Level V, thereby increasing promotion opportunities for
members. SES members may also accept Presidential appointments
to Executive Leve! positions and carry with them their 5ES
status, salary, and benefits. Such executives have guaranteed
fallback rights to SES when their Presidential appointments are
terminated.

(] Mandating the establishment of Executive Resourceas Bosrds (ERB),
composed of agency management officials, to conduct the merit staffing
process for career SES appointees.

-- Under the supergrade system, ERB's were recommended but not
required.

-«  Under the SES system, ERB's review the qualifications of
candidates for executive positions and provide written
recommendations on candidates to the appointing
autharity. 6/

6/ The U. S. Office of Personnel Management also issued guidance recom-
mending that agencies use ERB's to establish the agency's executive personnel
pelicies, and to oversee such functions as executive development, position and
pay management, performance appraisal, awarding bonuses and rank awards, and

discipline and removal of executives,



Safeguards Against Politicizatlon

CS5RA also established specific protections te gquard against
"politicization™ of the SES. They include requirements that:

. No mgore than 10% of SES positions Gavernment-wide, and no more than
25% in any agency, may be filled by non-career executives. (Prior to
CSRA, there were no limitations on the number cof non-career
appointees.)} 7/

& Positions which require impartiality or the publi- 5 confidence in the
impartiality of the Government must be designated as "“career-
reserved.” Such "career-reserved" positions can only be f{illed by
career executives.

. In order to prevent new agency leadership from making premature
personnel decisions affecting career SES members based on insufficient
understanding of the career executive's competence ar the needs of the
agency, career 5ES members may not be:

-- involuntarily reassigned to another position within the agency
for 120 days following the appointment of a new agency head;

-- involuntarily reassigned within 120 days after the appointment of
the executive's irmmediate supervisor, if that supervisor is a non-
career appointee and has authority to reassign the career member;
or

-- given a performance appraisal earlier than 120 days after the
beginning of a new Administratian, ‘

] When a career SES member's performance rating is being reviewed
by the agency's PRB, the majority of the PRB's members must be career
appointees {except in the case of a smaller agency where OPM has
determined that there are not enough career apppointees available to
comply with this provision.) Thus, the FPRB's are intended to act as
buffers against arbitrary or retaliatory personnel actions.

Conversion to 5E5
Federal executives with career or career-conditional appointments who were

employed prior to the date the SES system became effective were given the option
of either converting to SES on July 13, 1979, or declining conversion and

Z’ Career executives have "career appointments,” and are selected through a
campetitive "merit staffing process." Their managerial qualifications must be
approved by the U.5. Office of Personnel Management. Non-career executives have
"mon-career appointments" and are not selected through a competitive "merit
staffing process." Instead, each agency approves its own candidates' technical
and managerial gualifications for the position.
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retaining ‘their current appointment, rights, and bsnefits. Executives in SES-
designated pasitions with excepted appointments or limited executive assignments
were given the option of accepting a non-career SES appointment, 8/

0 About 98% of the incumbents of SES-designated positions chose to enter
SES.

] Those career executives who accepted appointment in the SES are at
least arguably maore “vulnerable" in some ways. For example, SES§
career executives are subject to involuntary remssignments and are
theoretically more wvulnerable to removal for poor performance,
reduction in pay, and demotian than they were under the former
supergrade system. (Whether or not agencies will use these
authaorities widely is yet to be seen.)

. Along with such putatively higher risks for career executives, the SES
system was intended to hold out the potential for increased
compensation (salary increases, bonuses, mnd rank awards), added
benefits (e.g., unlimited annual leave accrual), and promotion to top
policy-making positions.

» On the other hand, executives with non-career appointments under the
former supergrade system who entered SES on a career appointment
gained both more job security and the opportunity far greater
compensation- and benefits,

Executive Compensation

The SES compensation system has not operated as many haped it would under
the laws governing executive pay.

In 1975, the Congress enacted the Executive Salary Cost-of-Living
Adjustment Act (Public Law 94-B2}, requiring the adjustment of congressional and
other top Federal officials' salaries by the same amount as the annual pay
adjustments made in the Civil Servire General Schedule. However, with the
exception of the adjustment in October 1975, the Congress has either voted to
reduce or suspend entirely the salary increases which wpould have occurred had
the law been allowed to operate freely. Conseguently, the salaries af Federal
executives "have fallen drastically behind both the corresponding group in the
private sector from which the Government must recruit its leaders and the
economy in general." 9/ Moreover, the salaries of sll members of the SES
are today "capped” at $50,112.50, even though the SES pay schedule neminally
provides far higher anaual rates.

B/ Federal executives with "career-type" appointments in the excepted
service, and executives with excepted appointments who also had reinstatement
rights to the competitive service were also given the epportunity to accept a
career SES appointment in July [979.

_9_! The Report of the Commission on Executive, {_egislative, and Judicial
Salaries, December 1980, page 7.
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These limitations have resulted in “pay campression,” a situation in which
all SES members {and in many cases the executive's subordinates) earn the same
basic salary, despite significant differences in individual responsibilities and
authority. Mareover, the pay ceiling has meant that some executives have
accepted "promotions" with no increase in pay.

Linked to this problem are events surrounding the SES bonus system, which
was intended te motivate and reward high level performance by career
executives. The law itself limited bonuses to 20% af the executive'’s basic pay
and restricted awards to no more than 50% of the number of SES positions in the
agency. However, because of concern that agencies might use bonuses to
circumvent the executive pay ceiling and might not award bonuses fairly, the
Congress, in July 1980, restricted the proportion of SES members who could
receive annual bonuses to 25% of SES positions in the agency. Subsequently, OPM
further limited the number of bonuses tg 20% of an agency's SES positions,



CHAPTER TWO
THE MPACT OF SES INCENTIVES

The framers of the CSRA made clear that they viewed the task of reform
principally as one of assuring the rights of the taxpaying public, rather than
merely a balancing of the narrower "rights of employees" and the "flexibilities
of management." 10/ The polar star of the CSRA is the thesis that "the
public has a right to an efficient and effective Government, which is responsive
to their needs as perceived by elected officials.” 11/

This public right to an efficient and effective government is enshrined in
the fifth merit principle, which provides that "the Federal work force should
be used efficiently and effectively." 12/

The 5ES system created by CSRA was understood to be crucial to the
successful attainment of this public right, "Perhaps more than any other
provision in this bill, the Senior Executive Service can provide the framework
to meet the Government's management needs," 13/

In pursuit of this end, CSRA established as the policy of the United States
that:
A Senior Executive Service should be established to
provide the flexibility needed by agencies to recruit and
retain the highly competent and qualified executives needed
to provide more effective management of agencies and their
functions, and the more expeditious administration of the
public business. 14/

Thus, the 5ES is the heartwood of the merit system. After all is said and
done, the Federal Government can only be as "efficient and effective" as this
corps of top career managers. Because of its crucial importance to the health
of the merit system, we were particularly interested in whether the SES is in
fact providing "the flexibility needed by agencies to recruit and retain the
highly competent and qualified executives needed."

10/ S. Rep. No. 95-969, 95th Congress, 2d Session 4 (197B), reprinted in
House Committee an Post Office and Civil Service, 96th Congress, lst Session,
Legislative History of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (Committee Print
No. 96-2, 1979) (hereinafter cited Senate Report).

_l_LI Ido
12/ 5 U.S.C. Section 2301 {b){5)}.

13/ H. Rep. No., 95-1403, 95th Cangress, 2d Session 5 (1978), reprinted in
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 96th Congress, |st Session,
Legislative History of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 {Committee Print
No. 96-2, 1979).

14/ Section 3(6), Pub.L., No, 95-454, 92 Stat. 1113 (1978),
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There is qgrave doubt that this

realized.

Federal executives, by their
own report, say that the SES
is not achieving the gosels and
objectives set out by the Reform
Act--that it has had little
positive impact on their
agencies. Only abaut one in
four executives (26%) believe
that SES5 will Iimprove the
aperaticn of their agency.
Shortfalls in meeting the qoals
af the CSRA appear te be linked
directly to the lack of a
credible and effective reward
system for first-rate
performance, To understand
this, it 1is important to
consider why executives chose
to join the SES.

indispensahle end of CSRA is being

SES members...

Agree s Disagree
26%
that SES will improve the operation of
my agency.

“'"Neither agree nor disagree' or ''Have
no basis ta judge"

The single most important inducement for Federzl executives to join SES
was the fact that there was no real alternative; the second major
inducement was the opportunity for bonuses or rank awards. Nearly 7 out
of 10 (67%) executives saw SES as the only viable option available to
them. Many thought that not joining would effectively end their careers,
that they would thereby forfeit future promntions and not be considered to
be "tearn players." More than half {56%) said that the opportunity for major
bonuses or rank awards was quite important to their decision to join, (See

figure on page 17.}
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Executives are very disillusioned with their pay situation; they fsel that
the Congrses and OPM have bresched their promise to pay executives for top
notch performance. Because the Congress and OPM have reduced the number
of bonuses the CSRA oriqinally provided for, SES members believe that the
Congress and OPM have failed to praovide the incentives promised to them
when they joined 5ES5. More than 6 out of 10 (63%) are dissatisfied with
the wey the bonuses and rank awards systems have actually worked out in
practice. Nearly eight out of 10 (78%) executives are dissatisfied with
their pay compared to that of private sector executives, and an even
greater percentage (B1%) are dissatisfied with their opportunity to earn
more in their present position. {See Appendix A for comments concerning
executive compensation,)

8 How satsfied are you wilh the following %, Copederes venyhing how jaotld you s voue
aspects of your job? present time? Your answer muy be based on factors
which were not mentioned above.
100%
1
30 444
70 ] é&t 65
= 60 ] 57% 63
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£501 bi
Z 40
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30
2 25% 30%
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0 5% 10% 1% 5
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104 b
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201 ! 19%
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240
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=70
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. '1,%, %,. e T, q'ut-, e % ), ], % % I
e, "‘%{ RO %}{3&% Y, ok, B Ak
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Percentages based on respondents who indicated "Wery satisfied' and ’_'Sa{;islflied“ to Q't:estlons
DBB through 8i and '"Completely satisfied,' ''Wery satisfied," and "garisfied" to Question 9.
] indi [ isfi " dissatisfied" to
based espondents who indicated ''Dissatisfied' and 'Very i >
zgzgzi?éigega :zfou;: gi z‘:d "Dissatisfied," "fery dissatisfied," and '"Completely dissatis
fied" to Question 9. F o .
indi VNei isfi dissatisfied" a
Percentages based on respondents who indicated "Neither satfs fed nor di isfi
baSiS togjudge" to Questions Ba throuoh 8i and "Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied" to

Puestion 9.
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54. Which of the following factors, If any, did you
consider when deciding whether to join SES, and
how important were they to your dexision to join?

100
90 FACTORS IKFLUENCING SENIOR EXECUTIVES'
[ ]+] DECISIONS TO JOIN THE SES
70 67%
60
50
4o
30
20
10
D
10
20
20
40 4
50 4
60 4 . 58%
70
Bo

96
t oozl

15230%

193 18
, 4%

NN

Fefl

55%

2?7 Percentages based on respondents who indlcated that the incentive

4 was “Extremely important' or 'Quite important' ta their initial
decision te jein.

;/r Parcentages based on respondents who indicated that the Tncentive

P4 vas '"Somewhat important'' or "Not important at all'' to their initial

decision to jein.
Percentages based on respondents who indicated '') did not consider it"
or 'l was not aware of jt" inm their inftial decision to join.

NOTE: 1.5% of the respondents reported that the opportunity for unlimited
annua! leave accrual was an importart factor In their decision to
Join SES.
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55. How satisfied are you with the changes SES
has brought about in the following areas 23 they
apply to you personally?

100%

30 SENIOR EXECUTIVES' SATISFACTION
8o WITH SES INCENTIVES

70
60
50
4o 77% 70%
30
20
10
9
10
20
30

FAVORARBLE

18%

19% 8% 18% 8%

ARANHERRARRRNIRY

UNFAYORABLE
W
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Lt

50 4 7h%
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Q’Q. %&ﬂﬂ %%z, qk% ‘aq%.
% A

.17/ Percentages based on respondents who indicated they were "Completely
satisfied" or "Generally satisfied" with SES incentives as they have
actualtly played out.

1)
peff

)
ﬂ"tﬁ

P

i

;/ Percentages based on respondents who indicated they were "Generally
,{ dissatisfied' or "Completely dissatisfied" with SES incentives as
they have actually played out.

Percentages based on respondents who indicated '""Weither satisfied nor
dissatisfied" and "Too soon to teil'' to SES incentives as they have
actually played out.
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for the majority of executives, other S5ES incentives--such as the oppor-
tunity for promotion to top policy-making positians, increased job
mobility, unlimited annual leave accrusl, and sabbaticals--were essentially
unimportant inducements for joining SES. Fewer than four in ten (38%)
executives felt the promise of increased promotion opportunities heavily
influenced their decision to join. Fewer than 20% of executives viewed the
opportunity for increased job mobility or sabbaticals as "quite important”
to their decision. And, fewer than 2% reported that the opportunity for
unlimited annual leave accrual was an important factor in their decision to
join SES. Even so, only one out of five {21%) executives were happy with
the way opportunities for sabbaticals have worked out in practice. An even
smaller percentage was satisfied with the changes SES has brought about in
job mobility, promotions to top jobs, and accumulation of annual leave.
{See figure on page 17.)

Despite the overwhelming disillusionment with compensation matters (frozen
base aalaries and reduced bonus opportunities), executives report that they
find a high level of intrinsic satisfaction in their jobs. More than 9 out
of 10 (919%) executives say they are satisfied with their own jobs--the work
itself. 94% say they helieve that taxpayers get their money's worth from
the work they do. FEight in 10 (80%) say they have an opportunity to make
a positive impact in their jobs.

Despite the mitigating

influence of executives? _._—_—_——T

soatisfaction with their work,

senior executives in large SES members...
numbers Iindicate that It Is -
likely they will leave ' Disagree

Gavernment employment in the 81%
next two yeers. More than 8 ats
executives in 10 (81%) said that
there are insufficent incentives
in SES to retain highly
competent executives, Over
one such employee in four (26%)
indicated that it was unlikely

that there are sufficient incentives
in SES to retain highly competent
executives.

£UNeither agree nor disagree' or ''Mave
no basis to judge" -

that they would be working for ——m——

the Federal Government two years
from now.
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even chance that they will leave 12. If you have your own way, will you be work-
Federal employment within two ing for the Federal Government two years fram
years., 15} (See Table 1 on the now?
following page.) 100
Extrapolating these findings to the 901
entire SES population of 80
approximately 6,800 executives, about
1,768 predict that they will leave 70
Government employment within two 60 .
years. (f these, approximately 725 SL%
say they plan to retire; the 501 7
remainder plan to resign. An 40 1 /
additional 20%, or 1,360, say there J /
is an even chance they could leave 30 / 2%
Government employment. In tatal, 4 20%
as many as 3,128 executives (46% 20 % % /
of the executive work force) are 101 / / /
considering leaving their Government 0 7. Z é
jobs during the next two years. - ' u.g e
£ o 2 %
'bm .{/F Q}’@zzg ¢6’
‘L"%T‘f-- 94?"?0- ""o‘“1
%o Y% %
%z %_ . b
~ )
A

15/ These survey r"/I'indings are consistent with the The Report of the Commis-
gsion on Executive, lLegislative, and Judicial Salaries, Decemher 1980, pp.
18-22. According to that report, "depressed compensation levels are leading to
increasing difficulties in both recruiting and retaining appointed and’ top
career Executive branch officials. . . the retirement rate for career employees
at the Executive Level V pay ceiling has increased from 17.6%. of those eligible
to retire during the twelve months ending in March 1978 to an astonishing 57.1%
during the twelve months ending in March 1980. The increase in the retirement
rate for career employees at the pay ceiling between the ages of 55 and 59 is
even greater--from 15.5% of those eligible for retirement during the twelve
months ending in March 1978 to 74.6% during the twelve months ending in March
1980. . . . It is obvious that the dramatic increases in retirement rates for
career employees at the pay ceiling are directly related to the lack of
increaae)s in pay for these employees." (All SES members are currently at the pay
ceiling.
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TABLE 1

Q12. If you have your own way, will you be working for the Federal Government two yeara from now?

Numbsr of RESPONSES LY
SES respondents "Wary likely" or "It couid go "Somewhat unlikely"
Agency for this questian - "Somewhat likely"” go either way' or "Vary unjikely"

Agriculture (54) 80% (s 10%) &/ 7% . 13%
Veterans Administration (48) 7% (+ 12%) 6% 25%
Navy (44) £4% (% 139%) 8% 18%
Environmental Pratection

Agency (46) 59% (+ 13%) 17% 24%
National Asraneutics and

Space Administration (4&) 59% {+ 13%) 15% 26%
Health and Human Servicea (47} 57% {+ 13%) - 19% 23%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (975) 54% -(i 3%) 20% 26%

. All other agencies {240} 53% {+ 3%) 20% 27%

Commerce (54) 52% {+ 12%) % 3%
Justice (29) 52% (+ 17%) 21% 28%
Army (39) 51% (x 15%) | 8% 3%
Qther Department

of Defense {57) 49% {+ 12%) 26% 25%
Treasury {4%) 49% {+ 13%) 27% 25%
Interior {35} 49% (+ 16%) 3% ' 20%
Air Forca (38) 47% {+ 15%) 158% 3%
Traneportation (54} 46% + [2%) - 22% 32%
Energy (57) 44% (+ 12%) 19% 37%
Nuclear Ragulatory

Commiseion (29) 38% {(+ %) 38% 24%

1/ Becsuse the parcentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the respanses
for a specific agency may not sum ta 100%. ’

2/  The number in perenthesis indicetes the possible error range, at the 95% canfidence level, for the asspcisted
figure. In other words, besed on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling anrd other random effects could be up to this meny peresntage points In, either diractian
but there is lsss than 5% chence thet tha “true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differsnces betwaen closely-ranked sgencles are not statistically significant.
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Among those already in the SES, a significant number sesem to be having
second thoughts about having joined. One in ten (10%) of current SES
members surveyed said that they would seriously consider leaving the SES to
accept & GS-15 position in their agency in the same kind af work if the
opportunity arose, Another 15% said they were not sure, but might consider
it. :

Among those mid-level employess naot yet in SES but in the pool of candi-
dates who will be expectsd ta someday fill SES positions, SES is becoming
alarmingly unattractive. In 2 separate study conducted by the Office of
Merit Systems Review and Studies, Federal employees in grades GS5-13 through
GS5-15 were asked if the incentives in SES were sufficiently attractive ta
make them want to join if they were offered a "job they would like to
have.” Only one in ten (9%) said definitely yes. Perhaps even more
surprising was the. fact that 40% of these employees said probably or
definitely no. QOverall, only about three in ten (31%) GS-13 to GS-15
employees said they are likely to join SES if offered a job.

==
(Responses from G$=13/15 employees) Jﬂ
13a. Are the incentives of the Senior Executive
Service (SES) sufficiently attractive to make you
want to join the SES, assuming you are offered a
job you would like to have?

]00%
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80 1
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CHAPTER THREE
SES PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL AND PERFORMANCE AWARD SYSTEMS

One of CSRA's principal goals was to forge within the merit system a strong
link between the individual Federal employee's performance and the rewards and
sanctions of the workplace. This strong link is explicitly articulated in the
sixth merit principle, which provides:

Employees should be retained on the basis of the
adequacy of their performance, inadequate performance should
be corrected, and employees should be separated who cannot
or will not improve their performance to meet required
standards. 16/

The same concept is expressed in another dimension in the third merit
principles, which provides that “appropriate incentives and recognition should
be provided for excellence in performance.” 17/

The CSRA embodied these general concepts intoc specific systems for
performance appraisal and performance awards for the SES. The high hopes of the
architects of these systems were expreds as follows:

In the SES, rank will be based on an executive's
individusal talents and performance, not the pasition,

Evaluation of executives in the SES will be based on
their actual performance., Those whose work is exceptional
will be eligible for performance awards, In addition, the
psychic rewards will be considerable; serving in the SES
will be an honor because it will be earned on merit. Those
executives who cannot or do not-live up Lo its standards
will be removed, but their rights will be pro-
tected. B/ :

We address in this chapter how well the ideal of this fundamental link in
the reformed civil service has been forged on the anvil of reality.

18/ 5 U.S.C. Section 2301 (b){6).
17/ 5 U.S.C. Section 2301 (b)(3).

18/ Senate Report at 11,




-24_

SES performance appraisal systems are in place.

Nearly all (93%) SES

members covered in the survey said that performance standards had been

estabtished for their current position.

Only a handful of executives (7%)

reported that they had no specific standards at the time of the survey.
However, this does not appear to be a serious problem, since it is likely
that factors such as changing job requirements or movement between
positions account for the absence of standards for this small group.

EXECUTIVES REPORTED THAT...

e They have a rather good idea or
know almost exactly what their
standards are (Q 38)

e They developed standards themselves
jointly with their superyisor, or
they had a chance to comment on
standards developed by supervisors

(Q 37)

o Their performance standards are in

place (Q 36)

e Their performance standards are
about right in terms of difficulty
(Q 39)

® Their performance standards are
rational or very rational (Q 40}

¢ The standards cover the most
important elements of the job tc a
very great or considerable extent
(Q 4z2)

® Performance was fairly and
accurately rated—'"mostly"
or ""completely’ (Qug)
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10.  There is no evidence that performance standards are being arbitrarily
imposed. Virtually all {97%) of those with performance standards partici-
pated in some measure in their development. Only 3% said their standards
were developed "untlaterally" by their superiors. (See Table 2 below.)

TABLE 2

37. Who determined your current performence standards?

RESPONSES L/

Y] did, alone."
"l did, primarily, "My immediate
with some contribution ar higher "My immadiate or
from my supervisor," ar level supervisor higher level
Number of "They were jointly determined them supervisor
SES respondents developed, invalving and then asked determined them "Dan't
Agency for this guestion me_and my supervisor," for my comments." upilaterally." know"
Air Force (33) 100% (+ 0%) 2/ 0% ’ 0% 0%
Energy (sD} 100% {+ 0%) . 0% 0% 0%
Agriculture (55) 100% {+ 7%) 0% 0% 0%
National Aeronputics and
Space Adminiatration (a5) 96% {+ &%) 4% 0% %
Other Departmant
of Defenae {56) 950 (+ 5%) 4% 2% 0%
Navy ' (38) 95% {x %) 5% 0% 0%
Transportation (52) 94% (+ 6%) 6% 0% 0%
Treasury (42) 91% (+ B%) 5% 5% 0%
Commerce (46) 91% (x T%) 9% B% 0%
Envirpnmental Protection
Agency : {46} 91% (+ 7%) 7% 2% 0%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (897) B9% (s 3%} R% 3% 0%
Army (38} 9% (+ 10%) B% 3% 0%
Interior (35) B&% (+ 11%) 1% 3% 0%
All other agenciea (213) 86% T+ 3%) 10% 4% 1%
Health and Human Services (84) 84% (+ 10%] 14% 2% 0%
Veterans Administration (a?) TT% {(+ 11%) 15% 9% 0%
MNuclear Regulatory
Commissign (24} 71% (+ 179%) 7% [3% 0%
Justice (28) 68% {(+ 17%) 21% 7% 4%

L/ Becauee the percentages in eech column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the respanses
for s specific sgency may not sum to.!DD%.

2/ The number in parentheeis indicatea the possible error range, et the 95% confidence level, for the sssocisted
figure, In other words, bssed orn & sample of this size, one can ssy with 95% coenfidence that the error
attributeble to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there Is less than 5% chence that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.
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i1, Executives have a good understanding of their performance standards and
believe that the standards are rational. The overwhelming majority - (87%)
said the standards against which their performance will be measured are
appropriate for the level of difficulty, 83% said that the standards are
rational, and Bl% said that the standards cover the elements in their jobs
which are most important. {See Tables 3 and 4.) -

g ey |

TABLE 3

@¥. How would your rate your current performance standards with respect to the degree of difficulty you think
they will pose far you?

Number of ___RESPONSEs 1/
SES respondents "Much tao difficait" "Too easy" or
Agency for this guestion "About_right" or "Toa difficult" "Much tap easy"

I. Air Foree {32) 94% (+8%) 2/ % 6%
2. National Aeronautics and

Space Administratian (44) 93% {+ 7%) M 0%
3. All other agencies {212) 9N% {+ 29%) a% 1%
4. Agriculture {55) 91% (x %) 5% 4%
5, Treasury (43) 1% {+ 8%) 2% T%
&. Justice {297 0% {+117) 7% %
7. Veterans Administration (47) 49% (+ 8%) 1% 1%
8, Energy (50} 88% {+ B8%) ’ 10% v 2%
WEIGHTED SURYEY AVERAGE (B94) 87% T+ 3%) 10% 3%
9. Army (36) 86% (x10%) 14% 0%
10. Health and Human Services  (43) B5% {+10%) b 5%
il. Other Department

of Nefense {56) 85% (+ 8%) 13% . %
12, Interior (35) 83% {(+12%) L 1% 6%
13, Environmental Protection )

Agenecy (45} B2% (+10%) 13% 4%
14, Navy (39) 8% {+12%) 16% 3%
I5. Corimerce (45} H0% {«11%) 165 4%
16. Nuclear Requiatory

Cormmissian (25) A0% (+15%) 6% %
17,

Transportation (52) 7% (£109%) 15% 8%

I/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for 8 specific agency may not sum Lo 100%.

2/ The number in patenthesia indicates the passible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In other words, based aon & sample of this size, one ‘can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and otber random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" fiqure lies outside the indicated bracket, [Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

—
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TABLE &
@40. In your opinion, haw rdtional are the standards that your supervisor uses to evaluate your parformance?
Number of RESPONSES L/
SES respondents "Wery rational” or "Ireational™ ar
Agency for this guestion 'Rational" "Very irrational*_ ™ot surg"
1. Navy (38) 95% (+ %) 2/ 3% 3%
2. Agriculture (55) %% (+ 5%) 4% 2%
3, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (45) 93% {+ %) T% 0%
4, Cther Department
of Defense (56) 9% (+ %) 5%h - 4%
5, Army {36) B89% (+ 10%) &% 6%
6. Treasury {43) B8% T+ 9%) 7% © 5%
7. Veterans Administration (4B} B0% (+ 9%) B% 4%
WEIGHTEC SURVEY AVERAGE | (B98} . 83% (1 3%) 1% &%
8. Environmental Protection _ )
Agency {46) 7% (+ %) 7% %
%. Energy (50) B5% (+ 9%) 8% 6%
ID. Transportation : {52} R3% (+ 9%) 10% 8%
11. All other agencies {2 80% (+3%) | 2% A%
12. Justice . (29 7% (+ L4%) 17% 3%
13. Interior (35} T4% (+ 14%) 17% 9%
|4, Heatth and Human Services (41} 3% {+ 13%) 20% %
15, Ajr Force (33} 73% G+ 14%) 15% 12%
18, Nucleer Requlatory
Commisgion (25) 7% (+ 17%) 16% 12%
17, Commarce (48) 72% {+ 12%) ' 20% %

.l.»" Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for a specific agency may not aumn to 100%. .

2/ The number in parenthasis indicates the possihle error range, at the 95% confidence [evel, for the associated
figure, In 'other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the errar
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up ta this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies opulside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are nat statistically slgnificant,
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Even though executives feel
that performance standarde are
rational, they are apprshensive
sbout how the standards will

bes applied by their super-
visors in rating their
performance. Nearly one-third
{2B%} of the executives surveyed
feel that they exercise only
limited control over the factors
that will ultimately determine
their rating. Furthermore, one
executive in four (25%) is not
confident that -his or her
supervisor will take into
account the effect of influences
beyond the control of the
executive in appraising the
executive's performance. {Such
factors might include such
external decisions as shifting
agency priorities and budget
reductions.)

These concerns may be partially
explained by the executives'
perceptions about their
supervisors' overall abilities
and trustworthiness.

Executives tend to rate their
supervisors very highly in
subject-matter knowledge, but
somewhat less highly on ability
to manage people. Over three-
fourths (77%) of executives said
their immediate supervisors have
a good to very good subject-
matter knowledge of the work
in the organization. Less than
two-thirds (65%) said their
immediate supervisors were good
to very good in obtaining
results through other people.
Almost six in ten (58%) rated
their supervisors good to very
good in their ability ta buffer
their work groups against
unreasonable or conflicting
demands from outside saurces.
More than one-half (55%)
indicated their supervisors
or "usually"

15. How would you rate your immediate super-
visor in each of the following areas?

100%
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"Very good" or '"Good" responses

"Average,'' ''Poor'' or 'Wery poor"

responses

. "Not sure'' responses

inspired them to give extra
effort to their work. (See
Tablea 5, 6, and 7 on the

following pages.)
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TABLE 5
Ql%. How would you rate your immediate supervisor in each of the foliawing areas?

a. "Knowledge of subject matter”

Number of . RESPONSES L/ _

SES respondente "Very Good" “Poor” or
Agency for_this guestion or "Good" "Average" "Very Poor"
Energy (57) B9% (+ 7%) 2/ 5% 5%
Treasury {48) 88% {+ 9%) 6% £%
Veterana Adminlstration . (aB) 85% (+ 9%) 10% 4%
Agriculture (55) B4% {+ 9%) 11% 5%
Commerce (54) 80% {+ 10%) 9% 11%
Transportation {54} B0% {+ 10%) 11% 9%
Nuciear Regulatory

Commission {29) 79% (+ 14%) % 14%
Justice {29} 79% (+ 14%) 10% 10%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE {975) T7% Ts 3%) 5% * 8%
Other Department .

af Defense {57) 1% {(+ 10%) 17% 5%
All ather agencies (23%) 76% T+ 3%) 15% L 9%
Navy ‘(44) 75% (« 12%) 16% 9%
Environmanta! Protection .

Agency {46) T4% {+ 129} 22% 4%
Army (39) T2% (_f_ 13%) 10% 18%,
National Aeronautica and

Space Adminiatration (48) 72% (+ 12%) 24% 4%
Interior (35) 66% (+ 15%) 26% 9%
Air Fores (38} £69% {+ 14%) 18% 16%
Health and Humen Services (48) £0% {+ 13%) 35% 4%

17 Pecavee the percentages in each column were roundsd to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for a speclfic agency may not sum to 100%, - -

2/ The number in parenthesls indicates the passible error renge, at the %5% confidence level, for the assacieted
figure. In other wordas, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidencs that the ertor
attributable to sampling end other rendom effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies gutside the indicated bracket. .Due to the error
ranges shown, differencea between closely-ranked agencies are nol statistically significant. -
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TABLE &
Q15. How wauld you rate your immediate supervisor in sach of the following arcas?

b. MAhility ta abtaip results through other people"

Number of - RESPONSES L/
SES reapondents "Very good" "Poar” or
Agency far this question gr "Cood" "Average" "Yery Poor” "MNpot gure
1. veterans Adminigtration (48) 81% {+ 10%) 2/ A% 10% 0%
2. National Aeronautics and
Space Administeation (45) 78% (+ 11%]) 9% 13% 1%
3. Agriculture (55} 76% (+ 10%) 20% 4% 0%
4, Transportstion (53) 74% {+ 11%) 15% 11% 0%
5. lustice (29} 72% {+ 15%) L7% 0% 0%
6. Other Denartment
af Cefense (57} 68% (1 %) 25% 7% 0%
7. Energy (56) 68% (3 11%) 23% 9% 0%
8. Air Force (37} £0% (+ 14%) 8% 24% 1%
9. Treaaury {49} 61% (+ 12%) 22% 10% D%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE {968} 65"% (+ 3%} 2001% 15% 0%
10. Navy {44) 66% {+ 13%)} 23% 9% 2%
11, Army {39) 645 (+ 14%) 18% 18% 0%
12, Commerce {54) 61% {+ 12%) 17% 22% 0%
13. All other agencies (236} 6 1% .f_+_ 304 ) 20% 179% 2%
14, Environmental Protection
Agency (45) 60% {+ 13%) 2% 18% (%
|5, Interior (35) 60% (: 15%) 23% 17% . 0%
16, Nuclear Requiatary
Commission (29) 59% {+ 17%) 28% 10% 3%
|7. Health and Human Services {4La) 54% (1 13%) 31% 15% 0%

ll Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the respanse
for a specific agency may not sum to [00%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence fevel, for the associate
figure. " In other words, based on a ssmple of this aize, one can say with 95% confidence that the ersrc
attributable to sampling and gther random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either directio
but there is less than 5% chance that the '"true" figure lies outside the indicated hracket. Due to the errc
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant,




231 -

Li.
13,

15.
16,
17.

——
TABLE 7
Q%!. How often does the supervision you get make you fee) that you want to give extra affort to your work?
Number of RESPONSES L/ _
SE5 respondents "Almost always” "Rarely" ar
Agency for this question or "Usually™ "Somelimeg" "Almost never"
Agriculture (55) 73% (+ Nmy 2/ 16%: 11%
Veterans Administration (4g) 71% (+ 12%)} 13% 1 7%
Treasury (49) 6&7% (_+_ 12%} 16% | 6%
Other Department
of Dafense (57) 63% (1 11%) 18% 19%
Army (39) 62% {+ l4%) | 3% 26%
Mavy (44) £1% (+ 13%) 2% 18%
Energy {57} 0% (.‘; 12%) 23% 1B%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE  (974) 55% {+ 3%) 20% 24%
Transportation {54) 54% (v 12%) 19% 28%
Nationel Aeronautics and
Space Administration {46) 54% (+ 13%) 24% 22%
All other agencies (239} 53% T+ 3%) 8% 29%
Justice (29) 52% + 17%) 28% 21%
Air Farce (38) S0% (+ 15%) 18% 32%
Environmentel Protection
Agency (45) 49% (i la%} 3%, 20%
Nuclear Reguletory
Commission (29} 48% (+ !7%) 28% 24%
Herlth and Human Services {48} 48% (+ 13%) 23% 29%
Interior {3a) 44% (1 16%) 21% 35%
Cammerce (54} 3% (+ 12%) 28% 35%

1/ Because the percentages in each celumn were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the respanses
far a specific agency may not sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the posaible error range, at the 95% canfidence lavel, far the associated
figure. In other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the arror
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either directinn
but there is less then 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket, Due tc the srror
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statisticelly significant.




14. Roughly one-third of S5ES members expressed some difficulty in their
relationships with their supervisors. Thirty-one percent said that they
had only "same" to "very little or no" trust and confidence in their boss,
About the same percentage (33%) reported that they tack effective two-way
communication with their supervisars., More than one out of three (36%)
also expressed reservation about the extent to which their supervisors
understood the problems involved in their jobs. (See Tables B and 9.)

V3.

6.
17,

TABLE B
@17. How mueh trust and confidence de you have in your immediate supervisar?

RESPONSES L/

Number of "Same"
SES respandents "A great deal" or "Little"

Agency for this guestipn or "Quite a bit" "Wery little or nons" "No basis Lo judge"
Agriculture o (55) B82% (+ 9%) 2/ 18% 0%
Treasury (49) B2% {+ 10%) 18% 0%
Naticnal Aeronautica and

Space Adminiatration (46) 78% {+ 119%) 22% 0%
Navy } (43) 77% (x 12%) 21% %
. Other Department
of Defense {57} 755, (+ 10%) 25% 0%
. Enargy (57 75% {+ 10%) 2% 2%
Vaterans Administration {48) 75% (+ [2%) 27% 0%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE {975} £9% Ti 3%) Ji% 0%
Army (39) £9% {+ 14%) 3% 0%
Air Farce (38} 68% '(1 14% ) 32% 0%
Environmental Protection
Agency {ag) 67% {(+ 13%) 3354 0%
Transportation (54} £5% (+ 12%) 35% 0%
All other egencies (239) £4% T+ 3%) 35% 1%
Interior {35) £3% (+ 15%} 37% 0%
Justice (29) 62% {+ 17%) 38% 0%
Nuclear Regulatory
Commission {29) 59% (+ 17%) 38% 3%
Health and Human Services (a8) 58% {+ 13%) 40% 2%
Commerce (SH) 56% (+ 12%) 44% 0%

1 Because the petcentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the tatal of the responses
far a specific agency may not sum to 100%,

2/ The number in parenthesie indicates the poasible errer range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In ather worde, bssed an a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
sttributable to sampling and ather random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is lesa than 5% chance that the “true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the errar
ranges shawn, differences hetween closely-ranked mgencies are not statisticaily significant,
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TARLE 9
@16, To what extent is there affective two-way communication between you and your immediate supervisor?

RESPONSES L/

Number of "To same extent"
SES respondents "To a very great extent" or "To a little extent"
Agency far this guestion "To a considerable extent” or "Te no extent”

Agriculture (55) 82% (+ 9%) 2/ . 18%
Army (3%) 719% (+ 12%) 21%
Energy {57} 7% (+ 10%) 23%
Navy (43) 749% (+ 12%) 26%
Other Department

of Defense (57) 72% (+ 11%) 2R%
National Aernnautics and

Space Administration (a6) 70% (+ 12%} 31%
Justice (29) £9% {(+ 186%} 31%
WEIGHTED SURYEY AVERAGE  (975) 67% T+ 3%) 33%
Health and Human Services (48) 67% {+ 12%) 33%
Tresaury {49) 65% (x 12%) 35%
Transportation (54) 65% (+ 12%) 35%
Yeteranas Administration {48) 45% (+ 12%) 35%
All ather agencies (239) 63% T+ 3%) 3%
Environmental Protection

Agency (46} 63% (+ 13%) 37%
Interior {35) - 63% (+ 15%) 37%
Air Faorce (38} 61% (+ 19%) - ) 39%
Nuclear Regulatory

Commission {29) 59% (+ 17%) 41%
Comrmerce (54) 52% (+ 12%) 48%

1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the tatal of the responses
for a specific agency may not sum ta 100%,

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associeted
figure. In other words, based on a sample of thig size, one can say with %5% coanfidence thal the error
attributeble to sampling and other randem effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direetion
but there is iess than 5% chance that the “rrue® figure iies oulside the infiicated hracket. Due ta the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-rankaed mgencies are not statiatically significant.
















Number of
SES respondents
Agency far this guestion
. Other Departrent
of Defense {571
Z. Environmental Protection
Agsncy (a5}
3. Transportation (54)
4. Commerce (53)
S. Veterans Administration (a7}
6. Air Force (38)
7. Muclear Requlatory

Commiasion {29)
B. Navy {44)
9. Energy {56)
10. Treasury {49}
ti. Army (39)

..38 -

TABLE 12

Q4]. What do you regard as the likelihood of your receiving an SES bonus any

time within the next 12 months?

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (969}

12,

13,
l4,
15.
6.
17.

i

National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (46)
Health and Human Services {47}
Interior (35)
All other agencies (238)
Justice (29}
Agriculture (5a)

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates tha possible errar range, at the 95% confidence level, for the asenciated
figure. In other words, besed an a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sempling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage paints in either direction,
Due to the error

RESPONSES 1/

“Wary likely” ar "Could go "Somewhat unlikely"
YSomewhet likely" gither way" or "Very unlikaly"
I (x11%) 29% 345
4%  {+13%) 0% 45%
35%  (+11%) 9% a7%
33%  {+11%) 10% 540
31% (+12%) % 42%
3% {+14%) 2% 47%
309 (+16%) 22% 48%
2% (s12%) 23% 49%
2% (31i%) 29% 44%
20%  (+11%) 325 41%
3% (+I3%) 17% 5¥%
26% (3 3%) 26% 48%
24%  (+11%) 31% 45%
24%  (+11%) 16% 59%
26%  (+13%) 35% 38%
23% [+ 3%) 28% 50
9%  (313%) 42% 39%
16%  (x 9%) 22% 61%

Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the neareat whale number, the total of the responses
far 8 specific agency may nat aum Lo 100%,

but there ia lesa than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket.

ranges ehown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not atatistically significant.

NOTE: The percentages exciude respondents wha said they were "not eligible far a 5E5 bonus.”
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TABLE |3
@62, What do you regard as the likelinood of your receiving a cash or rank award any time within the next 12
manths?
Number of _ RESPONSES L/
SES respondents “Wery likely" or "Could go TG omewhat unlikely”
Agency for thia question *Somewhal likely" either way"  or "Very Unlikely"

|, Environmental Protection 2/

Agency (45) 3% (+12%) 2% 473%,
2. Veterans Administration (42) 17% [+10%) 21% 52% )
3. All other agencies {735%) 18% (+ 29%) 23% 59%
4. Other Department

af Defense (57) 17% (+ 9%) 2% 61%
5. Interlor {35) 1656 (+119) 39% 48%
6. Army {38) 15% [:ll)%) 21% 63%
7. Commerce {543 14% {+ B%) 14% 73%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (953) 13% {: %) . 22% &5%
8. Treasury {49} 129  (+ 8%) 23% 64%
9. Navy {44) 11% (+ 9%} 22% 67%
[0. Agriculture {53) 12% (1 A% ) 14% 73%
l1. Transpartation (53) 12% (+ 8%) 1994 £8%
2. Energy (56) 1% {+ 7%) 23% 65%

I 13, Justice (29) 1% - (¥11%) 33% 56%

14, Nuclear Requlatary

Commisaion ) {29} 11% (+11%) 6% 63%
15. Mational Aeronautics and .

Space Administration (84} 7% {+ T9%) 1 7% 1%
l6. Air Force (38) 5%  (x 7%) 1 6% 78%
17. Health and Human Services  (48) 4% (4 5%) 23% 63%

1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses-
for e specific agency mey not sum to 100%.

2/ The numbser in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. [n other words, based on a sample of thia size, one can sey with 95% confidence that the error
attributsble to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many parcentage points in either directian,
but there is less than 5% chence that the "true” figure liee putside the indicated bracket. Due ta the error
ranges shown, differencas between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

NOTE: The percantaqes exclude respondents who said they wera "ot eligible for a cash or rank award."




20. Only & minority of executives SES members... -
foes]l that SES pay incentives
encourage harmful competition.
Only 17% of executives mildly
to strongly agree that SES pay
incentives lead to harmful
competition among executives.
On the other hand, 49% mildly
to strongly disagree with that

E;gzgisdi:(;on-. (asr;t: %i?able all.: %'elther agree nor disagree’ or ''Have

H H L}
below.) no basis to judge |
—_ﬁ

Q56. Hased on your persanal experience in your present agency, to what extent do you agree with the following
statements concerning SES? }

Disagdree

49% 17%

that SES pay incentives encourage
harmful competition among executives
in my agency.

TABLE L4

d. "SES pay incentives encouraqe harmful competition smong executives in my agency.”

Number of _RESPONSES 1/ B
SES respondents "Strongly disagree" "Weither agree  “Strongly agree" ™o hasis
Agency far the question or "Mildly disngree" nop disegrae” or "Mildly agree" to judge" i
|. Nations! Aesronautics and [
Space Administration (46) 65% (+ 13%) 2/ 13% 15% %
2, Enviranmental Protection ’
Agency {48} 57% {+ 10%) 13% 15% 15%
3. Navy %3) 54%  (r 14%) 15% 12% 16%
4, Interior (34} 53% (+ 16%) 12% 24% 12%
5. Energy {57} 51% {+ 12%) 25% 5% 19%
6. Health and Human Services {48} 50% {+ 135) 13% 2[% 17%
7. Transportation {52} S0% (x 12%) 199% 21% 1%
8. Justice {29} 48% {# 1706} 21% 14% 17%
WEIGHTED S5URVEY AVERAGE (957) 9% -(: 396) 19% -AT% 15%
9. Air Force (¥) 47% (1 15%) 9% 19% 14%
10, Veterans Administration (a7) 47% {x 13%) 23% 13% 17%
l1. Other Department .
of Defanze {54) 46% (+ 129%) 19% 15% A%
12. Army (39) 4% (+ 15M) 13% 21% 21%
13, All other agenciea (234} 45% r: 39%: ) 20% 158 19%
14. Agriculture (55) 45% ° (+ 12%) 15% 18% 2%
15. Commeree (52) 44% (+ 12%) ' 1 7% 2l% 17% .
16. Nuelear Regulatory !
Commiasion f2a} 410 {4 1705} 28% 21% 1o
17. Treasury (47} 3% (3 13%) 26% 21% 15%

1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for a specific agency may not sumn to [0D%,

| 2 The number in parenthesis indicates the possihle error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated

figure, In other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the errar
atiributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there ia lasa than 5% chance that the “true" figure lies oulside the indicated brecket. Due to the ecror
ranges shown, diffetences between closaly-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.
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2i. Executives see giving @
disproportionate share of
bonuses to the agency's top
executives as the major problem
with how the bonus distribution
process operates. One-half
(51%) of executives see bonuses
going disproportionately to
executives at the top of the
agency. 19/

19/ According to OPM's
governmentwide figures for the
initial distribution of SES bonuses
and rank awards, a mathematically
disproportionate share did go to
executives at the top three SES pay
levels, Bonuses or rank awards went
to 55% of executives in levels 5 and
6; to 28% of executives in level 4;
and to 6% of executives in levels
! through 3.

60. In your opinion, to what extent do you agree
or disagree with the following statements about
how SES bonuses are distributed in your agency?

100%
90 s
B0 s
70 4
60 |
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433

32%

26%

FAVORABLE RESPONSES

15%

32%

51%

UNFAVORABLE RESPONSES

”SFrongly“dIsagree" ar "Mildly
disagree
"Strongly agree' pr '"Mildly agree'

""Neither agree nor disagree'' gor
"Don't know'
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However, an almost equal percentage (45%) report one or more instances in the
last 12 months where they believe bonuses were.given to "management favorites"
without sufficient basis in actual performance, Only a small percentage (£%)
report one or more instances in the last 12 months where they believe bonuses or
rank awards were given to executives because of partisan political affilia-
tion. 20/ (See Tables 15 thraugh 20 on the following pages.)

59. Have you personally observed any events dur-
ing the past 12 months which strongly suggeslgd
to you the possibility of any of the following in .

your agency?

0 10 20 30 40 50%

Distributing either a SES bonus or
rank awsrd to “management 5%
favorites” without sufficient basis

in actual performance

Withholding a SES bonus or rank
award from an employee primar-

ily because he or she works on
projects of low visibility or low 27%
interest to top agency

management

Distributing either a SES bonus or
rank award to an employee %
because of partisan political
affiliation

NOTE: Percentages are based on respond-
ents who indicated ''"Yes, one instance'
or '"Yes, more than one instance'' to the
question, It is important to keep in
mind that severa! executives may be
reporting the same incident.

it ————

20/ It is important to keep in mind that several executives could be
reporting the same incident. .
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TABLE 15

G59. Have you parsonally abserved any sventa during the past 12 manths which strongly auggested to you the
posgibility of any of the following in your agency?

8. "Distributing either a SES banus ar rank award to an employee becsuse of partisen political affiiiation.”

Number of __ RESPONSES 1/
SES respandents "Yes, mare than one instance"
Agency ' for this guestion or "Yes, ane instence" "No"

1. Natignal Aeronautics and 2/

Space Adminlatration (46) 0% {+ %) 100%
2, Health and Human Services {38) % {+ 0%) 100%
3. Army (34} 0% (3 0%) 10D%
4. Nuclear Requlatory

Cormmissian (28) 0% (+ D%) 100%
5. Treasury (49) % (+ 4%) 98%
&. Interior (32) 3% {+ 6%) 97%
7. Other Depeartment

of Dafense (41 . 4% (+ 5%) I
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE {767} &% (+ 3%) 94%

. Energy - (52} 6% (+ 6%) 4%

9. Air Force (36} £% {+ 79) 4%
10, Commerce (32) &% (+ 89) 94%,
I, Navy : (42} . 7% (: %) 3%
12, Justice (24) 8% {+£1%) 92%
L3, All othar agencias (168) . % (+ 4%) 71%
14, Environmental Pratection

Agency {43} 12% {+ 9%} ) 28%
5. Veterans Adminiatration (47) 13% {+ 9%) 7%
16, Transpartation (21) 14% {+15%) B6%
17, Agriculture {2a) 21% (+16%) %

Y Pecause the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the taotal of the responses
for & specific sgency may not sum to 100%. :

2/ The rumber in perenthesis indicates the possible ecror range, at the 95% confidence leve!, for the asanciated
figure. In other words, bosed on a sample of thia eize, one can say with 95% confidence that the errar
attributable to sampling and other randem effects could be up to this many percentage points in either diraction,
but thera is leas than 5% chance that the "ipua! figure llgs outside tne indicated bracket. Due to ths errar
ranges shown, differences betwean closaly-rankad agencles are not statistizslly significant.

NOTE: 1t is important to keep in mind that several executlve could be reporting the same incident,
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TABLE 16

@59. Have you personally abserved any eventa during the past 12 months which strongly suggested to you the
possibility of eny of the following in your egency? :

b. 'Oistributing either a SE5 bonus or rank eward to "management favorites" without -sufficient beeie in
actusl performance.”

Number of RESPONSES 1/
5ES respondents "Yesa, more than one instance"
Agency for this_guestion or "Yes, one instance "No"
1. Agriculture (24) 9% (v18%) 2/ 71%
2. National Aeroneutice and
Space Administration (43) % (+13%) 7%
3. Navy {38} 32% {+14%) 68%
4, Justice (22) 3% (+19%) 68%
5. Treasury (49) . 35% {+13%) 65%
&. Heslth and Human Services (35) 4 - {+16%) 0%
7. Arrmy 35) 40% (+16%) £0%
8. Comemerce (31} 42% (+17%) 58%
9. Veterana Administratian an 45% {(¥13%} 5505
WEICHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (756) 455 T43%} 55%
10. Air Force {37} 4% {+15%) 1L,
il. Other Departmant
. of Defanss (46) 5% (+14%) i)
12. ALl other agencles (167) 51% (+ &%) 49%
I3. Energy (51) 51% {(+13%) 49%
14, Enviranmental Protection
Agancy ' (43) 58% {+14%) 42%
15. Interior (32) 5%% {x16%) 41%
16. Nuclear Regulatory
Commiseion (28} 61% (+18%) 39
I7. Transportation (22) £8% (+19%)} 3%

1Y Becayse the percentagea in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for a specific agency may not sum to 100%,

2/ The number In parenthesia indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the essociated
figure. in other waords, based on a sample of thia size, one can sey with 95% confidence that the error
attrihutable to sampling and other random effects could be up to thia many percentage points in eithar direction,
but there ia iesa than 5% chence that the “true™ figure [iea outside tne indicated bracket. Due to tne error
ranges shown, diffarences between closely-renked agencies are not statistically significent.

NOTE: It ig important to keep in mind thet several executive could be reporting the same incident.
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TARLE 17

Q5%. Have you personally otserved any events during the past-12 months which strongly suggested to you the
possibility of any of the following in your aganey?

c. "Withholding & SES bonus or rank eward from an employee primarily because he or she works an projects of
low visibility or low interest to top egency agency management."
. Number of RESPONSES L/
SES respondents "Yes, more than one instance"
Agency for this question or ""Yes, one ingfance" "No"

l. Veterans Administration {46) %% (+8%) 2/ 91%
2, National Aeronautics and

Space Administration {44) 16% {+10%) BE%
3. Agriculture (23) 17% (+15%} B3%
4. Transportation (22) 18% (+16%) 82%
5. Interiar (31) 19%: (+13%) B1%
6, Health and Human Services (36) 20% (+12%) Bi%
7. Treasury (49) 2% (+11%) 8%
8, Environmental Protection

Agency {43) 23% {+12%) 7%
9. Justice (24) 25% (+17%) 75%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (15 2% (_t 306} 3%
(0. All other agencies {169) 9% (+ 5%) 7%
11. Army (34) % {+15%) 6B%
12, Navy. - (40} . 35% {+14%) 65%
13. Nuclear Requlatary

Commiasion (26) 5% (+18%) 65%
Hi, Other Department

of Dafense (46) 30 (+13%) 63%
15, Energy (51) 41% (+13%) 59%
16, Commerce {30} 43% {+179%} 57%
§7. Air Faree (37 H6% {+15%) : 54%

.

Y Borause the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whale number, the total of thes responses
for a specific agency may not sum to 100%,

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible errar range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In other wards, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random efferts could be up to this many percentage peints in either dircction,
but there is-less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies oulside the indicated bracket, Oue to the errar
renges shown, differences between closely-ranked sgencies are not statistically significant.

NQOTE: It is important to keep in mind that several executive could he réporting the same incident,
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TABLE |8

Q&ll, In your opinion, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the fallowing gtatements about haw SES bonuses
. are distributed in your agency?

a. "SES performance bonusas in this agency go primarily 1o the best performers.”

Number of RESPONSES )/
SES respondenta "strongly agree" "Npither agree  "Mildly disagree” or '"Dont
Agency for this question or “Mildly agree" nor disagree" "Strongly disagree" . know'
l. National Aeronautics and 2/
Space Administration (45) 63%  (+[3%) 4% 28% 4%
2. Nuclear Requlatory

Corrmission {27} 52%  (+18%) 1% 37% P
3. Treasury (a1} 51%  («l4%) 17% 28% 4%
4. Navy (42) 4% (+la%) 21% %% 12%
5. Agriculture (21) 48%  [(+21%) 5% 24% 24%
6. Health end Human Services (38) 47%  (+16%) 1 7% 25% 11%
7. Army (36) 45%  {+1£%) 1 71% 3% A%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (766) 430 '&3%} 3% 37% 12%
8. Interior (33) 42%  (+16%) 18% 33% 6%
9. All ather agencies (1e8) 41%  {+ 6%) 11% 39% o
i0, Commerce (32) 41%  (+16%) % 26% 2%

11. Envirormental Protection
Agency (43,) 40% (:lﬂ%) 9% 40% 12%
12, Yeterana Administratlon (48] 38%  (+13%) 15% 35% . 13%

3. Other Department

of Defense {47} 36% (_tl}%} 21% 23% 15%
l4. Justice (25) 36%  (+18%) 4% 40% 20%
15. Energy {52} D% (+12%) 15% 5% 17%
16. Air Force (36) 5% (+14%) 25% 31% 14%
17. Transpaortetion (21) 29%  (+19%) 5%, 29% 3%

I Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
far a specific sgency may not sum to |00%.

2l The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the assoclated
figure. In other words, based on @ sample of this siza, one can say with 95% confidance that the error
attributabls to sempling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is leas than 5% chance that the “true™ figure lies outside the indicated bracket., Due to the error

ranges shown, differences between closaly-ranked agencias are not statiatically significant.
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TABLE 19

Q&0. In your opinion, ta what extent do you agres or dissgree with the following statements about how SES bonuses
are diatributed in your agency? .

b. “SES bonuases are distributed disproportionately to executlves at the top of the agency."
Number of RESPONSES L/ o
SES respondents “Strongly disagres" "Neither agree  "Mildly agree” or "Don't
Agency for this guestion or "Mildly disagree® nor_disegeee"  ‘Strongly agree” koogw”
1. All other agenclea (167} 3% (+ &%) 2/ 14% 41% 11%
2, Treasury (48) 31% (+12%) 2% 60% %
1, Army (36) 31% {+14%) 17% 0% b
4, Health and Humen Services (37) 30% (+14%) 16% 419 14%
5, Natjonal Aeronautics and
Spece Administration  {46) 24% (+12%) 13% 59% 4%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (767) 3% Te3%) 13% 51% 13%
6, Other Department - .
of Defense (47) 23% (+11%) 13% 495 15%
7. Interjor (33} 21% (+13%) 24% 52% 3%
8. Veterans Administration  {47) 21% {+11%} % 20% 21%
9. Environmental Protection
Agency (43) 2% (+12%} 9% 58% 12%
10, Justice (25) 20% (£15%) 4% 3% 40%
}1. Agriculture (21) 195 [+16%) : 1% 529% 19%
12. Commerce {32) 169 (+12%) 3% 509% 3%
13, Navy (42} 14% {+10%) 12% 62% 12%
l4. Energy (52) o 12% {+ 8%) 14% £2% 14%
15, Transportation (213 0% {+12%) % 52% 3%
16, Air Force (36} 8% (2 99%) 17% 53% 22%
17. Nuclear Regulatory .
Commission (28) T {+ 9%) 0% 93% i3

l’ Berause the percentages in easch column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of ‘the responses
for & specifle agency may nat sum to L00%,

2l The number in perenthesis Indicetes the possible errar range, at the 95% confidence lsvel, for the associated
figure. fn other words, besed on a samgle of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sempling and other random effects could bs up to this many percentage points in either direction,

- but thare le lese than 5% chance that the “true" Figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
renges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies ere not statistically significant,
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TABLE 20
Q&0. In your opinion,’ to what extent do you egree or disagree with the following atetements about how SES bonuses
are dietributed in your agency?
£. "SES bonuses go disproportionately to membera of the Performance Review Board,"
Number of RESPONSES L/
SES respandents  "“Strongly disagree™ or  "Neither agree "Mildly agree" or "Con't
Ansncy for this guestion "Mildly disagree" nor disagree” Strangly agree” now'!
[. Health and Human Servicea  (36) s {+le%) 2/ 8% 8% 3%
2. All other sgencies {167 45% (+ 6%) 13% 18% 24%
3. National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (46} 41% (+13%) 4% 13% 4%
4. Treasury (a7 40% (+13%) 11% 19% 30%
5. Commerce (32} 38% (+16%) P 5% 44%
é. Environmental Protection '
Agency {43) 33% (213%) 12% 12% 44%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (783} © 32% {53%) 13% 15% 40%
7. Air Force (36) 3% (+14%) 8% 8% 53%
8. Army (36) 319% (+14%) 17% 25% 28%
9, Agriculture {(z1) 79% (+19%) b 199% 450,
ID. Other Department

' of Defence @n 28% (+12%) 13% 4% 55%
Ll. Veterans Administeation {u?) 2% {+12%) 26% 6% 40%
12. Navy (al) 2% {+13%) 20% 12% 42%

13. Muclear Reguletory
Commiasion (28} 21% {+15%) 4%, 1% 4%
14, Justice {25) 20% {+15%) 12% 8% 60%
15, Interior (33) 15% {£12%) 33% 15% 36%
16. Tranzportation (21) 4% {215%) 5% 11} 71%
7. Energy {51) B% (+ 76) 18% 6% 69%

1/ Bacsuse the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, Lhe totel of the responses
for & specific agency may not sum to 100%, .

2! The number in parenthesie indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the sssociated
tigure. In other words, based on a sample of Lhis size, one can say with 99% canfldence that the error
attributable to sampling and ather rendom effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but thers is lesa than 5% chance that ‘the "true" figure lles oulside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.




CHAPTER FOUR
THE SES AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY

The Federal Government's career executives are the direct interface between
the nation's political system--the President, his appointees, and the
Congress--and the vast machinery of government itself. The magnitude of this
respanaibility has been described by the Congress in Herculean terms:

Meeting this great responsibility requires strong
executive leadership, which can respond to rapidly changing
conditions and circumstances surrounding Federal programs
and still chart a course which takes into account the
national interest, the achievement of presidential and
congressional geoals, and simultaneously maintains the
soundest management techniques. 21/

The great tension which arises in the pursuit of this ideal executive
leadership is that between proper ‘"responsiveness" and improper
"politicization.”

The Congress felt that the former supergrade system had great disabilities
in this reqgard, which it enumerated as followa:

. « » the existing system for designating career and
noncareer positions fails to provide adequate protection
against politicization of the career service, yet it is so
rigid that it fails to provide agency heads with sufficient
flexibility to fill critical positions with executives of
their own choosing . . . even with the rigid structures
governing executive employees, there is inadequate
protection against paolitical abuse and incompetence. Z_Z_I

The SES system was intended to overcome these weaknesses, in tandem with
the broader prohibition against improper political aectivity by or directed
against federal employees, found in general provisions of civil service
law. 23/ CSRA enacted into law the prapasition that "the Senior Executive
Service shall be administered so as to . . . provide for an executive system
which is gquided by the public interest and free from improper political
interference." 24/

21/ Senate Report at 67.

22/ Senate Repart at 10,

23/ See, e.g., the eighth merit principle, 5 U.S.C. Section 2301 (b)(B);
the third prohibited personne! practice, 5 W.S.C., Section 2302 (b){3}); and the
numerous restrictions on political ectivity at 5 U.S5.C. Sections 7321, et

8€eq.
248/ 5 U.S.C. Section 3131 (13).
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We described in Chapter One the specific protections Congress enacted to
protect the SES system. In this chapter we discuss how well those protections
appear to bhave worked during the first months of the recent change in
Presidential administrations,

22. As of mid-Maerch, 1981, there
were no indications of any

widespread abuses of the 120-day
protected period for career SES
members. MSRS' follow-up SES SES members...
study surveyed career SES members
to determine if there were Agree
violations of the 120-day 63%
" moratorium on involuntary
reassignments and performance that under the SES, Federal executives
appraisals for career SES members.’ are Jjust as willing to express their
In no instances did executives in real views as they were under the
the survey recount any specific former supergrade system.

evidence that any SES members had
been pressured toc vacate their
positions through resignation,
retirement, reassignment, or Disagree
involuntary details. Nor was there
any evidence that the 120-day

moratorium on appraisals was being .
violated. Some executives did that transfers or reassignments for

express anxiety over the executives in their agencies have

possibility of being reassigned to been used primarily as a means of

another position for partisan getting rid of dissident executives.
political reasons following the 120-
day moratorium, but their concerns
were based on rumors, media
staries, oar general speculation
about the outcome of proposed
program cutbacks in the agency,

. 37%

Diségre_e

49%

rather than on specific actions by that in their agencies, individuals
new agency leadership in the from outside the Federal government
incoming Administration. are selected for senior executive
positions over hetter qualified.
23, For now et least, the vast career civil servants

majority of executives feel that
SES hee not had a chilling effect
on SES membera' willingness to
express their real views to the
agency's top management. Only
16% of executives report that SES
members are less willing to express their real views than executives
waorking under the former supergrade system. Likewise, only a small
percentage (11%)} believe that reassignments or transfers in their agencies
have been used primarily as a means of getting rid of dissident executives.
(See Tables 21 and 22 on the following pages.)

% UNeither agree nor disagree'' or

' . P ~ Toadanl
"Have no basis to judge!
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TABLE 21

(56, Baged on your persanal experience in your present aqency, to what extent do you agree with the following
atatements eoncerning S5E57

e. "Under the SES, Federal executives sre just as willing Lo express their real views as they were under the

former superqgrade system."” Y
Number of . RESPONSES
SES respondents "Strongly agres" "Neither agree “Mildly disagree” or "No basis
Agency for this question or "Mildly agree” nor_disagree"  "Strangly disaqree" to judge"

L. Army (35) % {+12%) Y ow 13% 0%
2. Justice (29} 6% {+ 15%) 10% 14% ) 0%
3. Mational Aeronautics and :

Space Adminiatraticn (L8) 70% (+ 12%) P24 1 1% 1%
4. Interior (35) £9% (+ 15%) 11% 20% 0%
5. Treasury (a9} 57% (_+_ 129%) 10% 1% 0%
6. Other Department

of Defanss {56) 65% {+ LI%) 13% 139 %
7. Nevy (aa) 66% (+ 13%) 168 14% 54
B. Agriculture . {55) 65% (+ 11%} 13% 13% T
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (966} 63% -(: %) 12% 16% Fh
9, Air Foree (37) 62% {+ 15%) 14% 16% B%
10. Alt other agenciss (237) 61% Ts 39} 11% T 18% 8%
tl. MNuclesr Regulatory

Cornmission {29) 62% (+ 17%) % 24% 7%
(2. Veterans Adminlstration (a7) 62% (x 13%) 13% 21% 4%
13, Comrnerce (52) 61% (+ 12%) 14% 13% 12%
ba. Transportation (52) 58% (+ 12940} 1 7% 21% 4%
I15. Environmentsi Protsction

Agancy {46) 57% (+ 13%) 1% 229% 11%
16, Energy {57) 54% (+ 12%) 1% 25% 1%
17. Heslth and Human Services (47} 51% {+ [39%) 1 7% 11% Z21%

i Because the percentagee in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the tata! of the responses
tar a specific agency may not sum to 100%,

2/ The number in parenthesis indicetes the poesible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In other words, based on a sample of this size, one con say with 95% confidence that the .srror
atteibuteble ta sarpling and other fanduin elfeciv couid be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "frue® figure lies outside the indicated brackst. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencles ere nat statistically significant.
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TABLE 22

@5, Based on your personal experience-in your present agency, to what extent do you agres with the fallowing
statemsnta concerning SES? .

f. "Transfer or reassignments for sxacutives in my agency have been used primarily sa a meana of getting rid
of dissident executives.”

Nurber of RESPONSES L/ a
SES respondanta "strongly disagree” “MNeither agree  “"Mildly agree" ar - "No basis
Agency for this question or "Mildly disegrae" nor disagree” _ 'Strongly agree to Judge"

be Tressury (a9) 3%  (+12%) 2 1% % 18%
2. Nuclear Regqulatory :

Commission {28) 45% (+ 18%) 4% 14% - 6%
3. National Aeronautics snd

F Agency (85) 46% (s 13%) 15% I1% 28%

4. Agriculture (55) 45% (+ 179%) 20% 6% 2%
5, Transportatlon (52) 42% {r 12%) 12% 13% 33%
&, Justice {29) 41% (+ 17%) 3% 0% 55%
7. Veterans Adminiatretion (a8) 41% (+ 13%) 13% % 3%
8. Interior (35) AL {+ 15%) 20% i, 31%
%, Commerce (52) 38% (« 129) &% 12% 449
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (964) 3% T+ %) 11% 1% 41%
10, Environmantal Protection .

Agency {46) 35% {+ 13%) 15% 15% 35%
1. Al other agencies (737) 350 G 3%) 11% 16% 39%
12, Navy s fas) %% (s 13%) 535 535 49%
13. Health and Human Services (47} 37% (+ 12%) 6% 1 1% 51%
l4. Army (39) 3% G 1a%) 15% 3% 51%
t5. Air Force (37} 2% (+ 135} 5% 5% 62%
16, Other Department :

of Defense (56} 5% (+ 10%) 14% ok 54%
17, Energy (57) 16% T+ %) 16% 16% 51%

Y Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearsat whole number, the total of the responses
for a specific agency may not sum to 100%.

2/ Tha number in paranthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In other words, besed on a sample of this size, ona can say with 95% canfidence that the ertor
attributeble to sempling and other rendom effects could be up to this many percentage painta in either direction,
but thera is isss than 5% chance that the "true" figure les gutside the indicalod bracket, Dus ta the error
ranges shown, differences between clasely-ranked agencies are not statleticelly significant.
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24, The overwhelming majority of executives feel that better qualified
career executives are not being passed over for senior executive positions
in favor of non-career candidates. Only 13% of survey respondents believe
that individuals from outside the Federal Government are selected for
executive pasitions over better qualified career executives, (See Table

23 below.)

TABLE 23

Q56. BEased on your personal experience in your present agency, to what extent do you agree with the following
statements concerning SES?

e. “In my agency, individuala from outslde the Federa! government are selected for senior executive
positions over better quelified career civil secvants,” o

Number af . RESPONSES I _
SES respondents "Strongly disaqree" "Naither agrea  "Mildiy agree’or "No basis
Agency for thie question  ar “Mildly disagree” nor_disagree” _ "Strongly agres” to_judge™
1. Treasury (48) Bl%  (+ 10%) 2/ 6% 4% 8%
2. Interior (34) 6% (+ 15%) 12% 9% 2%
3. Navy (42) 5% (+ 14%) % 5% 3%
4. Agriculture (55} 53% (+ 12%) 13% 13% 22%
5. Commerce (52) 52% (+ 12%) 14% 14% 21%
&. Nucleer Regulatary
Corrmission {29) 52% - (+ 17%) 14% 10% 24%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (957) 49% (s 3%) 15% 13% 23%
7. Army (39) a%% {4 15%) 10% 3% 39%
8. Other Department .
of Dafense (54) 4% (+ 129%) 20% 13% 5%
9. National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (46) 48% (+ 13%) 1 7% 15% 20%
10. Al other agencies (235) 47% {+ %) 14% 18% . 22%
11, Veterans Administration (45} 46% {+ 13%) 7% - T 30%
12, Health and Human Services (47) 45% (+ 13%) 15% 15% 26%
13, Transportation (52} 44% (+ 12%) 14% 15% 7%
14, Justice (29) 419 (+ 1 7%} 21% 4% 24%
15, Air Farce {37) 38% (+ 15%) [9% 16% 2%
16. Environmental Protection
Agency (a8} I {+.13%) 22% 22% 20%
17, Energy (57 21% (+ 10%) 26% 6% 3%

.U Hecause the percentages in esch column were rounded to the nearest whole mumber, the total of the responees
for a specific agency may not sum to 1009,

2 The number in parentheeis indicetea the possible error range, at the 99% canfidence leve!, for the asacciated
figura. In other words, besed on ® sample of this size, one cen say with %5% canfidence that the error
attributable to sempling and other rendom effects could be up to this-many percentage points in either directlon,
but therz ia less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lise outside the indicated bracket. Due to the prror
ranges shown, differances between closely-ranked agencies are not ststiatically significant.




25. A small psrcentage (13%) of SES members now holding positions designated
as "general” believe that their positions should be designated “cereer-
reserved.” The CSRA required agencies to designate positions as “career-
reserved” if the filling of the positicn by a career appointee was
necessary to ensure programs administered by the incumbent were free from
improper political bias or favoritism, and that the public's confidence in
impartiality of the Government would be maintained. If these executivea
are correct and the response is extrapolated to the overall SES population,
about 490 SES "general" positions (now at least theoretically open to
political appointments) should be "“career-reserved." It should also be
noted, however, that it is not possible to ascertain within the limits of
our survey data the bases upon which these executives feel thalt their
positions should be re-designated, nor to determine whether those bases are
valid. (See Table 24 below.)

TABLE 24

Q57. What ie the designation of your current SES position, and what ia your view of that designation?

RESPONSES L/

Numbrer of "Mt ie now genaral, and | think it should
SES respondents be career-reserved.” (Parcaentage of career
Agency . for this queation SES members now occupying "qeneral® poaitions.}

1, Navy (ha) 36% («13%) 2/
2. Transpartation {53) 25% (+119) '
3. Agriculture (55) 24% (+109)
4, Air Force (38) 21% {412%)
5, Interiar (33) 15% (212%)
6. Justice (29} 17% (+13%)
7. Army {39) 15% {+11%)
8. All other agencies (234) [5% (+ 29)
9, Health and Human Setvices (48) 15% {+ 9%)
WEIGHTED SURYEY AVERAGE {956} 13% G 3%)
10. Treasury (49) . 8% (+ 79)
I1. Other Dapartment

of Defense (56) 7% (+ 6%)
12, Nuclear Ragulatory

Cormnisaion (28) 7% {+ 9%h)
I3, Veterans Administration (43) ) Toh {+ %)
l4. Environmental Protection -

Agency {any 5% {+ 6%)
1S, Commerce (53) 4% (+ 59%)
16. Enargy (55) 9% (+ 3%)
17. Nationel Aeronauties and

Space Adminlstration (48} % {r %}

Y Bacause the perecentages in sach column wera rounded to the neareal whaols number, the tolal of the responses
for B specific egency may not sum to 100%.

2 The number in parenthasie indicates the poesible error range, at the ¥3% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In othar words, baeeed on e sample of thia 3ize, one can say with 95% confidence that the arror
attributeble to sempling and other random affects could be up to this many percentage pointe in eithey direction,
but there is less then 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated brackat, Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between clasely-ranked agencies ara not ststistically significant.




25 -

26. Despita the fact that ERB' play a critical role in deciding matters
personally affecting executives, more than one in four executives (27%)
said they had no idea of what their agency's EFRB was supposed to do. More
distressing is the fact that of those who knew the ERB and ite rale, 52%
wera unsure or less than confident that ERB decisions effecting them
personally would be fair end equitable. 25/ (See Tables 25 and 26.)

TABLE 25

Q65. Have you heard of your agency's Executive Resources Board (ERB), and how much da you know shout what it

is supposed to do? .
RESPONSES L/

W have a pretty gaod idea Y[ have riever heard
of what it is supposed to of the ERB." ar
Number of do." or ‘T have anly a vague "l have no idea af
5ES respondents "l have a very good idea of idea of what it ia what it i3 supposed
Agency far this question what it is supposed to do." supposed to do." to do."
1. Veterans Administration (47) %% (+1l%) 2/ 17% 4%
2. Treasury (49) 76% (+11%) 10% 12%
3. Air Forece (38) 71% (+14%) B% 2%
4. Cormmerce (53) 0% (+11%} 19% 11%
5. Agrieulture (54) 65% (r12%) 7%
6. All other agencies (239} 62% (£ 3%) 7% 21%
7. Nuclear Regulatary
Commiasion (28) &1% (+17%) 14% 25%
8. Navy {43) 60% {+14%) 16% 23%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (965) 58% .G-}%) 1 5% 27%
9. Interior {35) 57% (+15%) 1% 32%
10. Nationa! Asronautics and . :
Space Administration {45} 56% {+13%) 13% 3%
L1, Other Department
of Defense (56) H% {£12%) 7% 23%
2. Health and Human Services (4B) 48% (+13%) 10% 42%
12, Trenspottation (54) 45% (+12%) 15% 5%
4. Army (38) 45% (¥15%) 1%, 45%
15. Justice (29} 41% (+17%) 14% 45%
16. Enargy (55) 40% (+12%) 8% A2%
17, Environmental Protection
Agency {45) 38% {(£13%) 16% 47%

1 Because the percentzjes in each colunn were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
far a specific agency may not sum to 100%.,

2l The number in parenthesis indicates the possible ertor range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In other words, based an a sample of thie size, ane can say with 95% confidence that the errar
attributable to sampling and other rendom effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is iess them 5% chance that the “true' figure lies putside the indicated bracket, Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

25/ Under the Reform Act, agency heads are responsible for decisions
involving the staffing of SES positions, executive development, performance
appraisals, performance awards, pay administration, nominations for awarding of
executive rank, and discipline and removal of executives, Although variations
exist among agencies, responsibilities for establishing pelicy and managing one
or more of the abaove functions are typically delegated to the agency's Executive
Resources Boards (ERB).




TABLE 26

Qés. How confident are you that the Executive Resources Board's decisions which affect you personally will be fair
and eguitable? :

Number of RESPONSES -1/ _
SES respondents ""ery canfldent" "Less than confident” or "Not
Agency far this question “or Confident” '"Not st _sll confident” Sure T

1. National Aercnautics and

Spece Administration (33) 7% (159} 2 9% 21%
2, Treasury (43) 0%  (+14%) 35% 5%
3. Interior (27) 56%  (+18%) 33% L1%
4, All other agencias {197) 55% {+ 4%} 29% 16%
5. Commerce (48) 54%  (+13%) 35% 1%
&. Agricultura {40) 53%  (£14%) 28% 2%
7. Veterans Adminlstration (45) 5%  {+14%) 36% 13%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AYERAGE  (743) 48% -(:3%) 3% 15%:
B. Health and Humnan Services (29) 45%  {+179%) 41% 14%
9, Navy (35) 3% (:15%) 23% 3%
10. Army (22) 41% {+20%) 7% 32%
1. Envirorvnental Praotection

Agency (27 41%  (+18%) 44% 15%
12. Nuclear Requlatory

Commission (a1 8% (+20%) 3% 24%
13. Other Cepartment

of Dsefenaa {44) 36%  {213%) 8% k6%
4. Justice {1 35% (+22%) 4% 24%
)5, Transportation (38) 2% (+14%) 32% 0%
I6. Energy (37) . M (313%) 43% 30%
I7. Air Farce (31 26%  (+15%) 58% 16%

1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole nymber, the total of the reaponses
far a epecific egency may not sum to 100%. ’

2/ The number in parenthasis indicates the paossible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the mssociated
figure. In other words, baeed on a sample of this slze, one cen say with 95% confidence that the arrar
attributable to sampling and other randem effects could be up to thia many percentage points in either directlion,
but there is less then 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the iIndicated bracket. Due Lo the error
ranges shown, differances between clossly-ranked agenciea are not statistically significant,




CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Greater Risks for Greater Rewards. In theory, joining SES meant greater
risks for greater rewards. Thus far, the SES reality appears to be that neither
the greater risks nor the increased rewards have. materialized for most
executives.

Bonus Restrictions and Their Impact. The SES bonus system was designed to
provide strong monetary incentives for high level performance, and our study
confirms that SES members considered the opportunity for such bonuses to be a
major inducement to joining the SES. But, restricting bonuses below those
originally authorized by CSRA has seriously weakened the intended incentive.

. No Motivational Impact. At least half of SES executives have written
off the possibility of receiving bonuses, rank, or cash awards in the
coming year. Consequently, it appears that management's primary tool
for motivating executive performance--the bonus--has little or no
incentive value for half of the executive work force.

[ Favoritism in Bonus Distribution. Equally disturbing is the
perception among executives that 'a disproportionate share aof the
bonuses go to the agencies' top executives or to "“management
favorites" who do not deserve them. This perception may well be &
diract result of the restrictions on bonuses.

-~  Obviously, if only & small fraction of those who feel they
deserve a bonus can get them, any method of distributing bonuses
will be perceived as inherently unfair.

--  Additionally, if there are a limited number of bonuses to be
given out, it is highly likely that agency heads will award
bonuses to top level officials first. Top level executives have
a greater opportunity to have a large impact as a result of their
greater authorities and responsibilities, and are gensrally in
positions of greater visibility. In this situation, lower level
executives are likely to feel that their contributions are
unfairly ignored.

» Whether or not favoritism actually exists, the perception that it
does exist undoubtedly breeds dlssatlafactlon.

Recruitment and Retention. Moaore dlsturblng is the fact that other
incentives in the work place apparently are not enough to attract and retain
competent Federal executives.

(] Although executives like their work, bettsr than B80% believe that
there are insufficient SES incentives to retain highly competent
executives.,



] As many as 46% of current executives say they are considering leaving
the Federal Gavernment within the next two years.

] The SES system js alarmingly unattractive to mid-level Federal
employees--the applicant pool from which a large segment of future SES
members will be drawn,

The early indications provided by Lthis study are that the present bonus
system, with its current restrictions, is not providing management with the
tools necessary to attract, retain, and motivate a competent executive work
force. It is not surprising, therefore, that the majority of executives say
that SES will not improve the operation of their agencies.

56, Based omv your experience in your
present agency, to t extent do you agree with
the following statements conocerning SES?

100%
90
ﬁ 8o
2 :2 R1%
loozqﬁ . ,%6‘* g,&%“}. 4‘: %% ,*%'1%
N % .y 3 :
Sk, o, W% N W W,
W R s SRy T T
ook, R SRS TR
A SRS S SIS
% sy, eR U ARS Y hYy,
q o ;;"* A LTS
"Strongly or mildly agree”

B ''Strongly or mildly disagree"

"Neither agree nor disagree' or 'No basis to judge'
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Executive Pay. At the time of the initial conversion to SES, executives
were told that SES pay-setting practices would offer them the opportunity for
higher salaries. However, the ceiling on executive pay has kept all executives
at the same pay level. Continuing the pay cap has serious implications for the
SES compensation systerm:

[ ] The pay cap prevents distinctions in pay despite significant
differences in responsibilities for executives- at different levels
within organizations, :

. Executives may become less willing to accept promotions.

] The SES will become less and less attractive to candidates from the
mid-level ranks of Government and from the private sector.

Performance Appreisals. On the positive side of the ledger, the
overwhelming majority of those executives who have had a performance appraissal
under SES thought the appraisal was fair. But, for a variety of reasons, it is
clear that the full potential for the SES performance appreisal system is not
being realized.

1 Concern Over Fairness in the Rating Procesa. One-fourth of
executives indicate some concern that their immediate supervisors may
not consider factors beyond the executives' control when rating their
performance. Our study suggests that this concern over the potential
for an unfair rating may be linked to executives' lack of trust and
confidence in their immediate supervisors, and to how effective they
see their communications being with their bosses.

There is no simple solution to the problem of lack of trust and
confidence. However, performance appraisal systems affard at least
the opportunity for supervisors and employees to discuss goals, assess
progress, and in the course of these discussions, to develop an
improved mutual understanding. This aspect of the performance
appraisal process, given sufficient emphasis and attenticn, should
foster greater trust and confidence between supervisors end employees,

. Impact of Performance Appraisals. Over one-third of executives are
not sure that the results of performance appraisals will actually have
an impact on persannel decisions affecting them personally. There are
several possible explanations for this attitude.

-- Executives' experience with their agencies' performance appraisal
systems in the past may have coleored their outlook toward such
systems in general.

-- The present "pay cap” has, in effect, frozen the base salaries of
the executives and eliminated meaningful pay distinctions among
wide ranges of executive responsibility,
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-= Limitations on the number of bonuses have made at least half of
the executive work force feel they have no regl opportunity to

receive a bonus in the coming year.

-- Agencies have apparently not been willing to utilize the
expedited procedures for removal that the SES performance
appraisal process allows. According to information agencies have
provided to OPM, only one career executive has been removed from
SES for poor performance as of July I, 1981, {(On the other hand,
it is reasonable to suppose that sgencies have dealt with some
"marginal" executives by reassignment or by allowing them to
resign, retire, or accept a demotion; such instences generally
would not be detectable from farmal records.)

So long as executives see little or no personal impact from the
appraisal pracess, it will not serve te encourage high level
performance.

Safequards Against Politicization. Our study revaaled no indications of
broadscale efforts to politicize SES as of the middle of March 1981,
Significantly, executives reported that:

e Career employees have not been passed over for executive positions in
favor of less qualified cendidates from outside the Federal
Government. '

] The vast majority of executives are still willing to provide their
bosses with honest appraisals of their agency's programs, despite the
fact that they have less job security under SES than under the former
supergrade system. '

» As of mid-March, there were no indications of widespread abuses of the
120-day protections against performance appraisels or involuntary
reassignments of career executives,

Although the Board found no indications of major problems with improper
palitical influence, there were some troubling areas,

Improper Designation of SES Positions. Thirteen percent of executives
holding "general" positions believe that those positions should be designated
"career -reserved" to praotect SES from improper political interference or to
maintain public confidence in the impartiality of the Government. Whether &8
pasition shouid properly be "career-reserved” or "general" is not always clear-
cut, and the .problem may be less severe than the figures might indicate.
Nevertheless, if these executives are correct about the designation for e
sufficient number of these positiona, the potential for improper political
influence in Government programs is substantial., At a minimum, this finding
calls attention to the need for a closer and continuing oversight over the
designation of these positions. .



- 61 -

Executives Lack of Knowledge About SES Protections. A substantial number
of the survey respondents indicated a surprising lack of understanding about the
operation of their agency Executive Resources Boards. This finding, coupled
with comments made to us in our follow-up survey, suggests that many executives
do not fully understand the SES system and the protections CSRA sstablished for
career executiveas, This lack of knowledge may make career executives more
vulnerable to improper political influence, including arbitrary personnel
actions.

Bonus Awarde Based on Political Affiliation. Only a small number (6%) of
all senior executives report one or more instances in the last 12 months where
they believe bonuses or rank awards were given to executives because of partisan
political affiliation. However, there are significant variations among agencies
in the reported incidence.

It is important to note that the studies were conducted before the 120-day
protected period for career SES members had expired. Further, the studies were
conducted at a time when agency heads and many top ranking executives in the new
Administration were only recently in place or yet to take office. Consequently,
these studies give only a preliminary view of just how the change in
Administrations will ultimately affect career executives. The Office of Merit
Systems Review and Studies will continue to monitor the protections against
improper political interference in SES,



RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings and discussion presented above, the following

recommendations are offered:

ll

Congress should consider:

. Lifting the current pay cap an executive pay, and allow the
annual adjustments for executlves under Public Law 94-82 to teke
effect.

. Lifting restrictions on bonuses, and allow them to operate as the

effective incentive they were originally intended to be.

As of July 1, 1981, only one out of approximately 6,200 career executives
has been removed from the S5ES for poor performance. This suggests that
SES's expedited procedures for the removal of poor perfermers have not been
used to identify and remove poor psrformers. Agency heads should review
their agency's performance appraisal system to determine:

] whether executives who perform poorly are being identified
through the appraisal process, and ' -

[ if action is being taken to assist any such executives to improve
their performance, to reassign them to positions where they can
perform satisfactorily, or to remove them from SES.

This study suggests the executives' concern over potential unfair ratings
in the permeance appraisal process is linked to executives' lack of trust
and confidence in their immediate supervisors and to how effective they see
their communications to be with their bosses. For this reason, agencies
should review their executive development programs to determine if adequate
emphasis is being placed on communication skills and the perfarmance
appraisal process in management training.

OPM sheould institute a program to:

. determine if agencies have properly designated positions as
"general"” or ‘"csereer-reserved," and require changes in
designation where appropriate;

. establish and publicize communication channels for executives to
use in notifying OPM of positions the executive believes have
been improperly designated as "general'

. clarify and sharpen existing guidelines if it finds a substantial
number of improper des:gnatmna.

OPM should provide information to career SES members on the protections
accorded career executives under SES.
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6. Outside agencies, such as OPM and MSPB's Office of the Special Counsel,
should publicize the availability of their services regarding complaints of
prohibited personnel practices in the awarding of bonuses, cash or rank
awards,

7. Agencies should provide information to all SES members on the purpose and
operation of the agencies' Executive Resources Boards.

The Office of Merit Systems Review and Studiss will continue to manitor the
SES and provide periodic reports to the President and the Congress on the status
of the system. In addition, the Office will provide the Office of the Special
Counsel with specific data from this study concerning alleged prohibited
persone! prectices within specific agencies.



APPENDIX A

SELECTED EXAMPLES OF EXECUTIVES' ATTITUDES TOWARD
THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE

Approximately 60% of the respondents in the survey elaborated on their
responses to specific questions or mede generael stetements aebout SES in the
open-ended comment section. Only seven out of approximately 600 respondants
gave positive (or even mixed) assessments of SES. Those comments are included
immediately below. The remaining commenta are typical of the generally critical,
appraisal offerad by SES members. ;

"The concept of SES is sound but its success or failure as an institution will
hinge on how its members are treated during its first transition. If politics
not program candidates dictate transfers and adverse personnel actions, the
system. will be perceived to have degenerated into a spoils system and this will
kill its effectiveness."

® % X X

"I think the SES is working out well. However, the major test will be how the
new administration uses its increased freedom to remove career officials from
their current positions and put them into a "“holding pool™ or a job they
consider undesirable."

* r Rk N

"The potential for SES is good, It is new and requires more time for a fair
trial. There is less confidence that it will be successful now than at the
beginning. A high level of confidence must be generated or it will fail."

* F % X *

"I strongly believe that the SES represents an improvement in the management of
senior executives in the Federal Government. However, I believe that
significant improvement needs to be made in the administration of bonuses, rank
awards and pay adjustments and in the administration of the appraisal system. 1
believe that the current system results in less than equal treatment in the
final performance evaluation of individuals, is too dependent upon the ability
or interest of a single supervisor in administering the performance appraisals--
and does not necessarily result in the most deserving employees receiving
awards,"

* % % * %

"The SES has many good features. 1 like the idea af the annual contract, alsa
the idea of bonuses. I seriously doubt, however, that the bonus system will
ever be allowed to work in a meaningful way in Government. The 20% restriction
on numbers of bonuses makes it virtually a hollow shell."

ok 4 O ¥
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"To summarize my answers, I believe the Civil Service Reform Act will make a
positive contribution by requiring written performance standards and evaluations
based on those standards. My experience thus far indicates SES is not making
much of a difference other than the effect of performance standards, and the
anxieties and extra work-hours consumed in calculating merit-pay and SES
bonuses, salary adjustment, etec., is counter-productive."

* O H R

"One of the primary benefits of the CSRA is the ability of Management to move
SES people from one job to another without going through the extremely lengthy
selection process. My agency has used this mechanism for six of it 70 SES
pecple already. It provides a tremendous degree of management flexibility,
particularly when it takes & minimum of seven months to competitively select an
SES member,"

* % % *

"The total experience with SES has been one of complete dissatisfaction. Start
over." .

* & 4 ¥ X%

"There is really very littie left to the SES. Salaries are frozen -- awards are
limited and the bonus provision has been cut back to nothing., I believe the
members gave up a good deal based an what now appears to be broken promises."

* K 4 ¥ %

"SES, in operation, is e fraud on the public, to the extent it has been led
to believe anything has changed, and on its members, to the extent they were led
to believe things would change. Both Congress and the Executive Branch are at
fault. Overall, great concept -- putrid execution."

L N I

"The SES represented a no-choice, no-win situation; job stagnation and no salary
raises if one remained in GS, a risky promise, which was promptly broken by
Congress, if one joined."

*O* W xR

"The existing "cap” on SES pay has destroyed the ability of the SES gystem to
meet its objectives. Failure to adjust the SES pay cap for "real-life" factors
such as inflation {unlike the private and non-SES federal service sectors)
punishes SES members instead of rewarding them for performance, sacrifice of
tenure, etc, After pay cap constraeints, the second greatest area of
digsatisfaction is the invasion of privacy resulting from excessive requirements
for financial disclosure.”

* & o ox %
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"I retired August 29, 1980, but "reenlisted" in the same job, which it now
appears | will hold through the transition. I had modest hopes for Civil
Service Reform -- SES, etc., but they have not, and are unlikely to be realized.
For senior executives, compensation, grade compression continues to be a central
concern, a8 concern clearly not shared by this administration, which has shown no
leadership in this area whatsoever, and the Congress. [ have been with this
Department since its creation in 1967 and have observed & marked and steady
decline in the quality and number of experienced managers. Frustration and
disillueionment are the reasons I've bailed out.”

R I I

"The SES has not lived up to its initial promises especially in salary and
awards. In addition, the underlying premise now being pushed in the SES awards
and bonus system is that it is the "exception" for any civil service executive
to be performing well enough to warrant a bonus or an award. This is directly
opposite the private industry view where it is an exception for an executive of
a successful management team onot to warrant a bonus. The current approach
to the SES performance and awards system can only be described as a "negative"
management philosophy."

€ F E % ¥

"When Congress and the Administracion timited the number and the amount of
bonuses they gutted SES."

* * % * &

"My dissatisfaction with SES is due to the pay cap and the limitations which
have been placed on banus awards (20% in my agency). I believe the SES system
»ill marginally improve agency operations, due almost solely to the structured
performance standards and appraisal system, which a) makes clear what is
expected, and b) provides feedback to encaurage self-correctian."

* X ¥ R

"Focus on the pros and cons of continuing the SES. In my opinion, it is a
disaster, administratively and substantively."

* % * X ¥

"I was optimistic about the S5ES initially. But now [ doubt it will make any
difference. OPM folded under Coangressianal pressure when NASA overdid the
bonuses."

* * * F *

"In my opinion, the SES system has not made Federal Executives more productive.
I believe that the large majority of these people did a good job before S5ES and
are continuing to perform at a high level. The 5ES system has made it easier to
move people around. It should be noted, however, that when Exec's had to be
moved or downgraded before SES, we did it. It simply was slightly more
difficult, The bonus system is not a substitute for inadequate salaries,
Cabinet Officers should be paid $200,000 per year. The departments of' the
Executive Branch are more difficult to manage than most if not all large
industrial firms. The lower Jlevel executives are underpaid by 30 to 100
percent,"
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"The SES system has had a completely demoralizing effeet in my unit. It has
increased administrative paper workload of both supervisars of SES personnel and
the personne! iteelf by an inordinate amount, Since many of the sslary or bonus
oriented alleged advantages have been reneged on, which were the only
advantages, while the negative security-related factors have remained intact,
mast SES personnel feel: a) that they have been cheated b) that the system is
characterized primarily by the warst features of the private sector systems and
the public sector system. As a group all SES personnel known to me are very
bitter about the system's impaosition,”

+ % X *

"Aside from the pay and other obvious breaches of faith (if nat contract) by
management, the major problem is that the SES has been administered at the
smalleat agency level possible rather than really being one, government-wide
system which would provide the kinds of opportunity (forced) needed for
mavement,"

* % ¥ »

"The result is tragic and in good conscience I could not recommend to young
professionals to join the government., Congress reneged on the SES and that
finished a lot of what was presumed good about it, Actually it is defective in
concept since government executives rarely have control over money, personnel,
gpaces and physical space in a coogrdinated fashion. Consequentiy the reward
system has to be inconsistent. The bonus system does not offer tax breaks as do
industry benefits for executives and the risks are not with the rewards."”

* % % B x

"Relating to pay the SES has done a disservice. I feel it has helped to retain
the pay cap because it gives the impression to Congrees and the public that we
are being paid more (through the bonus system) than is actually the case -
congressional changes to 25% and OPM raductions beyond that. have reduced the pay
possibilities to almost zero -- I would retire today if someone would abolish
my job -- I'm fed up with the way Government Execs are treated--."

* 4 &+ R B

“The SES system was 8 hoax perpetrated on the Senior Civil Service managers., [t
was falsely advertised (e.q. up to 50% of the people being eligible for
bonuses), and enmeshed in the politics of an election year. The net effect is a
pronounced negative one and is largely demotivating. Combined with the pay cap
it is an absurd syatem that no private firm would tolerate. Anyone
endorsing the present system is so ignorant of basic management principles and
so woefully inept as to have demonstrated a total incompetence to occupy even
the most junior management poasition in the Federal Government. The political
appointees and elected officials responsible should be mortally ashamed of their
performance -- unfortunately they will crow with pride over their actions and it
will probably be applauded by all those with neither the experience or
responsibility to carry out a job."

L B B B S
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"] simply thought that the SES system would work and that as a manager I would
finally get a chance to really manage. God. How wrong I was."

LI S

"] believe that morale is extremely low within SES, Most members that 1 talk
with feel that the Civil Service Reform Act has produced little more than a
series of broken promises. In fact, a union like SES organization is forming
principally because of the frustation stemming from the broken promises. People
have joined the SES, giving up rights in exchange for promised higher rewards.
The higher rewards have never materialized. The pay cap has been retained.
Bonuses have been limited to an extent that they no longer have any real
meaning. The other real problem that I see is with the SES contract. The
contract inhibits risk-taking -- not encourages it. Most people feel that only
a fool would agree to 8 high risk critical element -- especially in light of the
limited rewards. | believe that there are some in SES who will insist that
their subordinate SES employee includa high risk critical elements in their
contract -- but I suggest that the number will be small."

* ¥ N %

"Gov't service has become somewhat less desirable for all workers but still
remains desirable for many. Unfortunately its desirability is inverse to the
grade level of its employees. Today it is completely undesirable employment for
the highest level employees. The pay ceiling, the incentive to take retirement
benefits together with the SES system and merit pay have just about destroyed
incentive for its top level people.”

* % O H *

"The SES system is a disaster -- there is no way it can work. First if mandates
that of its very best people only half {at best) can get a bonus - ‘any bonus is
so small and always will remain so because of Congress's concern for abuse that
there will never be an effective reward. By placing cost savings and EEO
effectiveness as statutory measures of a manager's effectiveness, a major
tendency to give most of the awards to individuals whose jobs are involved in
property management and personnel has been created. Most managers are involved
in managing programs yet it is much harder to measure their performance and thus
to justify to congress bonuses for these people. An examination of the first
years recipients of bonuses confirms this built-in bias,"

* % x®
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U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board
Washington, D.C.

The MSPB 1981 Questionnaire Series
on the
Senior Executive Service

Survey No. 1: General Attitudes and Experiences

This is a survey of the opinions and experiences of Federal executives. The questionnaire
covers seven topic areas:

¢ Job Satisfaction At Your Current Agency
® QOrganizational Climate and Relationships
e Employee Selection and Placement

¢ Prohibited Practices

¢ Performance Appraisal

® Senior Executive Service

® Demographic and Job Data

What you say in this questionnaire is confidential. Please do not sign your name.

We appreciate your taking the time to complete this questionnaire. The usefulness of this
study in making the Federal Government a better place in which to work depends upon the
frankness and care with which you answer the questions. This is the first in a series of three
to four questionnaires. The Merit Systems Protection Board will be sending subsequent
questionnaires in this series to individuals who volunteer to participate in further surveys over

the next twelve months.

FASPB Jub No 0190t



For each question, please check the box next to the best response. Some of the questions include an “other” category
where you may write in a response if the ones we have provided do not fit your situation or experiences. So that we
may easily read and analyze the responses of this type, we ask that you place your written responses on page 15 of
this questionnaire. At the end of the questionnaire we also invite you to express your opinions about other topics
on which to focus in future studies.

Job Satisfaction at Your Current Agency

In this section, we ask about your job satisfaction and your agency as a place to work.

1. Where do you work? (Please check the box next to the appropriate response.)

0 Agency for International Development we 0  Federal Communications Commission o d  National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
Agriculture w0 Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
w20 Agricultural Marketing Service ws 0 MNational Labor Relations Board
ea 0 Agricultural Stabilization and ou General Services Administration
Conservation Service e National Science Foundation
w0 Animal and Plant Health Inspection Health and Human Services
Service wd  Office of Secretary er[0  Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ws 0 Economic Statistics Service wed  Office of Assistant Secretary for Health
«s 0 Farmers Home Administration w0 Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health w0  OFfice of Management and Budget
w0  Food and Nutrition Service Administration
s Food Safety and Quality Service s:0  Center for Disease Control w0 Office of Personnel Management
we[] Forest Service w: 0 Food and Drug Administration
aw  Science and Education Administration w0  Health Care Financing Administration oo Panama Canal Company
w10 Sail Conservation Service s Health Services Administration
oud  Other Department of Agriculture ws (] National Institutes of Health os1 O Selective Service System
w0 Soclal Security Administration
CAB o« 0 Other Department of Health and Human e Small Business Administration
a0  Civil Aeronautics Board Services
State
CRC HUD w20 State (excluding Agency for International
w3 Civil Rights Commission we0  Housing and Urban Development Development)
Commerce Interior Transpartation
ms[]  Bureau of the Census s  Bureau of Indian Affairs w0 Federal Aviation Adrinistration
a0  Economic Development Administration w1 Bureau of Land Management ws O Federal Highway Administration
a0 International Trade Administration w0 Bureau of Mines o 5. Coast Guard
an 0 National Bureau of Standards ws 0 Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife o0 Other Department of Transportation
ae@  National Oceanic and Atmospheric o0 Geological Survey
Administration 2s0  National Park Service Treasury
ma 0  Other Department of Commerce w0 Water and Power Resources Service cas 0 Bureau of Alcohol, Tobaceo, and Firearms
a0 Other [nterior Department a0 Bureau of Engraving and Printing
Defense Department w0 Bureau of Covernment Financial
o O Air Force ICA Operations
=0 Army s 0 International Communications Agency on 0  Bureau of the Mint
e Defense Intelligence Agency w: 0 Bureau of the Public Debt
e Delense Supply Agency ICC o  Comptroller of the Currency
ws 0 Defense Contract Audit Agency a0 [nterstate Commerce Commission en 0 Internal Revenue Service
wsd Defense Mapping Agency w0 US. Customs Service
w70 Navy Justice . =m0 U5 Secret Service
ss 0 Other Department of Defense o] Bureau of Prisons w0 CQther Treasury Department
w0 DQ) Offices, Boards, and Divisions
Education w:]  Drug Enforcement Administration Metric Board
ws 0 Education w0 Federa] Bureau of Investigation s US. Metric Board
ws0  [mmigration and Naturalization Service
Energy wsO .S, Marshals Service Veterans Administration
we 3 Bonneville Power Administration w0 U.5. Attorneys a0 Department of Medicine and Surgery
w0 Econdmic Regulatoery Commission or0  Other Department of Justice w  Department of Veterans Benefits
a0 Other Department of Energy . O Other Veterans Administration
Labor
EPA ws 0 Bureau of Labor Statistics Other Agency
w0 Environmental Protection Agency we] Employment and Training Administration e Other (Specify your agency on page 15.)
w0 Employment Standards Adminstration
EEQC m O Mine Safety and Health Administration
o (1 Equal Employment Oppartunity w20  Qccupational Safety and Health
Commission Administration
FCA w0  COther Department of Labor

w10  Farm Credit Administration
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Throughout this questionnaire, your immediate
work group refers to the co-workers with whom
you come in contact on a more-or-less daily basis,
and your agency refers to the organization you
checked in question 1 above.

2. How often do you look forward to coming to
work each day?

;0  Almost always

7. How do you feel about the amount of work
you are expected to do?

0 Too much
:0  About the right amount
s I would prefer to do more

8. How satisfied are you with the following
aspects of your job?

-0 Usually ' Very satisfied

+0 Sometimes Satisfied .

0O Seldom Neither satisfied

s0  Almost never _ nor dissatisfied

Dissatisfied
. Very.

3. How would you rate the Federal Goverrunent as : dii;;tisfle
an employer, compared to other employers that No bas
you know about? . . tojudg

10 One of the best a. The jobitseli—the kind of work '

.0 Above average you do sisinininls

;0  Average

O Below average b. Your salary campared to that of

§ & other employees in your agency doing

;0 One Df_ the warst comparable work Ooooaoc

«0 No baSlS to JUdge r. Your salarv rompared tn that of ;



Throughout this questionnaire, your immediate
work group refers to the co-workers with whom
you come in contact on a more-or-less daily basis,
and your agency refers to the organization you
checked in question 1 above.

2. How often do you look forward to coming to
work each day?

;0O Almost always

7. How do you feel about the amount of work
you are expected to do?

0 Too much
20 About the right amount
28 [ would prefer to do more

8, How satisfied are you with the following
aspects of your job?

20 Usually " Very satisfied

s Sometimes ' Satisfied

:O Seldom Neither sa‘tisfieﬂ

s Almost never _ nor dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

3. How would you rate the Federal Government as - lig,l,ﬂe
an employer, compared to other employers that - No bas
you know about? . © o juds

;0  One of the best
20 Above average
-0  Average

0 Below average
s One of the worst
O No basis to judge

4. How would you rate your agency as a place to
work, compared to other agencies that you know
about?

10 One of the best
0 Above average
a0 Average

+0O Below average
sO One of the worst
+O No basis to judge

5. Do you feel that taxpayers are getting their
money’s worth from the contribution you are able
to make in your current job?

70 Definitely yes
:[0 Probably yes
;0 Not sure

+0O Probably not
sO Definitely not

6. How often is good use made of your skills and
abilities in your present job?

10 Almost always

20 Usually
0 Sometimes
«0O Seldom

s Never

a. The job itself—the kind of work . . o s
you do OCcooOoOoan
b. Your salary compared to that of
other employees in your agency doing

comparable work OQoOooo

¢, Your salary compared to that of
employees in offer agencies doing

comparable work oooooo

d. Your salary compared to that of
emplayees in the privnte seclor doing

comparable work oooooan
L 278 48 6

e. Your opportunity to earn more

money in your present position aO0o0oaan

f. Your opportunity to move into a

higher level position within the "
Federal Government D ooooo

g Your freedom to make decisions

about how you carry out your work l:| l:| E| O I:T 0

h. Your opportunity to see results, to

have a positive impact oOoOoooad

i. The appreciation you receive from
your management for doing a

good job (| D oooo
IR

9. Considering everythmg, how would you rate your
overall satisfaction in your Federal position at the
preseni time? Your answer may be based on factors
which were not mentioned above.

10 Completely satisfied

20 Very satisfied

20O Satisfied

«0O Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
;0O Dissatisfied

«0 Very dissatisfied

;0 Completely dissatisfied

U.5. MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
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10. If you had known when you entered government
service what you know now, would you have come to
work for the Federal Government?

1O Definitely yes
200 Probably yes
>0 Not sure

«00 Probably not
sO Definitely not

11. How has your general attitude about working far
the Federal Government changed as a result of the
Civil Service Reform Act?

10 Much more positive than before

20 Somewhat more positive than before

:0 No significant change, one way or another
«00 Somewhat more negative than before

sO Much more negative than before

«0 Not sure

-0 Too soon to tell

12, If you have your own way, will you be work-
ing for the Federal Government two years from
now?

10 Very likely

:[J Somewhat likely Skip to Question 14
s0 It could go either way.

«0O Somewhat unlikely

sO Very unlikely ]]

13. If you do not expect to be working for the
Federal Government two years from now, why
not?

10O [ expect to retire,
200 lexpect to leave for other reasons.

Organizational Climate
and Relationships

This section asks about your relationship with
your supervisor, and also your and your co-
workers’ ability to express opinions freely and
without fear of reprisal. Throughout this question-
naire, your immediate work group refers to the co-
workers with whom you come in contact on a
more-or-less daily basis.

14. How long have you worked for your present
immediate supervisor?

:[J Less than 6 months

20 6 months to less than 1 year
;0 1 toless than 3 years

«O 3 toless than 5 years

sO 5 years or more

a. Knowledge of subject matter

b. Ability to obtain results through
other people

c. Ability to "buffer” your immediate
work group against unreasonable
or conflicting demands from
other sources

16. To what extent is there effective two-way
communication between you and your immediate
supervisor?

1{J  Toa very great extent
:[0 Toa considerable extent
s Tosome extent

+0 Toalittle extent

sl Tonoextent

17. How much trust and confidence do you have
in your immediate supervisor?

10 A great deal

20 Quite a bit

0 Some

«0 Little

s0 Very little or none
s1J No basis to judge

Page 4
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18. In your opinion, how fairly does your super-

visor treat his or her subordinates?

1O Very fairly

20 More or less fairly
10 Could go either way
«0 More or less unfairly
s Very unfairly

«0 No basis to judge

19. To what extent does your supervisor show
that he or she understands the problems involved
in your job?

10 To a very great extent
:0 To a considerable extent
30 To some extent

«0O To a little extent

s To noextent

20. How much emphasis does your supervisor
place on striving for excellence in your work?

10 A great deal

20 Quite a bit

;0 Some

«O Little

s Very little or none

21, How often does the supervision you get make
you feel that you want to give extra effort to your
work?

10 Almost always
:0 Usually

»0O Sometimes

«0 Rarely

sO Almost never

22. To what extent do you feel that you and the
people in your immediate work group belong to a
team that works together?

10  To a very great extent
20 To a considerable extent
s0 To some extent

O To alittle extent

s To no extent

23. If the number of people in your immediate
work group stayed the same, to what extent do
you think the amount of work done in your area
could be increased?

10 To a very great extent
:0 To a considerable extent
s0 To some extent

0 To alittle extent

s To no extent

24, To what extent do you think the quality of
work done in your immediate work group could
be improved?

100 To a very great extent
[0 To a considerable extent
;0 To some extent

«0O Toa little extent

sJ To noextent

25. If your immediate work group used contrac-
tors or consultants during the past 12 months, how
do you feel about the amount of work that was
contracted out or handled by consultants?

10 To my knowledge, no contractors or
consultants were used. (Skip fo Question 26.)

:0 Too much was contracted out or handled
by consultants. ' .

300 About the right amount was contracted
.out or handled by consultants.

20 Too little was contracted out or handled by
consultants.

sO Ihave insufficient basis to judge.

25a. If contractors or consultants were used,
which of the following factors most influenced
the decision to use a contractor or consuftart, rather
than your agency’s own employees? {(Check the
box for all that apply.)

10 TIhave insufficient basis to judge

.0 Hiring ceilings

20 Lack of in-house expertise

«0 Agency personnel were unavailable

sO Prospect of higher quality work from
contractor or consultant

«0 Prospect of speedier delivery of finished
work by contractor or consultant

70 Lower costs for work when performed by
contractor or consultant

s0  Other (Wrile your specific comments on page 15.)

U.5. MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
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26. Within your immediate work group, how often
do employees tell their supervisors what they
really believe, whether or not they think it is
what their supervisors would like to hear?

10 Almost always
:0  Usually

30  Sometimes
&1 Seldom

sO Never

27. In your opinion, how adequate are the protec-
tions presently available to persons attempting to
expose wrongful practices within Government
operations (e.g., fraud, waste, mismanagement,
prohibited personnel practices)?

10 Very adequate
:[J  Adequate

;0 Inadequate

+0 Very inadequate
s Not sure

28. During the last 12 months, have you ever
been concerned that doing your job too thor-
oughly—too conscientiously—might result in your
getting in trouble with your own immediate
management?

1[0 Very often

20 Quite often
1]  Sometimes

«0 Seldom

s[O0 Never

29. Have you heard about the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board, and how much do you know about
what it is supposed to do?

10 1have never heard of the organization.
(Skip to Question 31.)

I have heard of the organization, and:

:0 !have no idea of what it is supposed to do.

20 1have only a vague idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

+0 [Ihave a pretty good idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

s Ihave a very good idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

30. How confident are you that the Merit Syste
Protection Board would judge your case fairly a
equitably if you were to appeal a personnel acti
affecting you?

10  Very confident

20 Confident

30 Less than confident
«0 Not at all confident
sO Not sure

31. Have you heard about the Office of Spe
Counsel within the Merit Systems Protecti
Board, and how much do you know about what
is supposed to do?

10 Thave never heard of the organization.
(Skip to Question 33.)

I have heard of the organization, and:

:0 Ihave no idea of what-it is supposed to d

»0 Thave only a vague idea of what it is sup
posed to do. .

20 Ihave a pretty good idea of what it is sup
posed to do.

s0 1have a very good idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

32. How confident are you that the Office of i
Special Counsel in the Merit Systems Protecti
Board would protect you from reprisal, if y
werg to need protection for having disclosed
illegal or wasteful practice?

10  Very confident

.0 Confident

:0 Less than confident
20 Not at all confident
+0 Not sure
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Employee Selection
and Placement

We would like to touch briefly on certain kinds of
experiences you may have had in your immediate
work group with how people are recruited, se-
lected, promoted and reassigned.

33. During the past 12 months, how often have
you personally observed the following events in
your immediate work group?

Al e
Usually

Seldom

No basis
to fudge

a. Competent candidates were ) :
selected over less qualified o )
cardidates. a D El O _I:l O
b. Applicants from cutside the agency -
were given a fair shot at being consi-

dered for the position. -D D EI O D 0

¢. Applicants from inside the agency : u
were given a fair shot at being consi-

dered for the position. D I:] D O I:I El

d. Only the “heir apparent” wasever - = *
seriously considered for the position. EI O I:I [:I EI O

e. Efforts woincrease the representation’

of women and minorities resulted in |

the hiring of well qualified wormen  #

and minorities who would not g s :

otherwise have been hired. 0 onoooo
f. Efforts toincrease the representation

of women and minorities resulted in

the hiring of seriously deficlent can- .

didates who would not otherwise

have been hired, hm EIEIEI
7 S I 4 8 5

Prohibited Practices

This section asks about your experiences with
prohibited practices in your workplace.

34. During the past 12 months, have you person-
ally observed any events which strongly suggested
to you the possibility of any of the following pro-
hibited practices in your immediate work group?

Yes, more than one instance

Yes, one instance
No

a. An employee being pressured to
contribute to a political campaign O 0O O

b. An employee being pressured to
participate in partisan palitica
activity O O o

<. An employee actively seeking pae-
tisan political office or raising
funds on behalf of a partisan pol-
itical candidate O 0O O

d. A career employee being pres-
sured to resign or transfer on
account of his or her political

affiliation O O o

€. An appointment to the competi-
tive service made as a result of

political party affiliation o o o
f. An attempt to get back at some-

one because he or she disclosed -

somne wrongful activity in the .

agency O 0 O

g. An attempt to get back at some-
one because he or she filed a for-
mal appeal O o O

h. An attempt to influence someone
to withdraw from competition for-
a Federal job in order to help :
another person's chances for get-

ting the job O 0 O
i. A selection for job or job reward P2
based on family relationship 'O 0 O

§. A selection for job or job reward

based primarily on the “buddy

system” ‘0 0 -
k. An attempt to get back at some-

one because he or she engaged in -

lawful union activity -0 O -0

I. An employee being pressured by “f_ . )
asupervisor forsexuwal favors 03 O O
EA § H -3
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35. During the past 12 months, have you person-
ally observed any events which strongly suggested
to you the possibility of any of the following dis-
criminatory practices in your immediate work
group?

Yes more than ane instance

Yes. one mstance

a. A person being denied a job or]ob N .
reward on account of sex wB

b. A person being denied a job or job :
reward on account of race, color, or v L
nalional origin

. A person being denied a job or |0b
reward on account of religion

d. A person being denied a job or lob {
reward on account of age .

e. A person being denied a job or job -
reward on acoount of a handicap
unrelated to job requirements

f. A person being denied a job orjob
reward on account of marilal
stalus .
. A person being denied z job or ]0b
reward on account of political
affiliation

Performance Appraisal

This section asks your observations about how
the performance appraisal process is working in
your immediate work group.

In the following questions, “job elements” refer to
what you do and “performance standards” refer to
how well you do it.

36. Have job elements and performance standards
based on Civil Service Reform Act requirements
been written and established for your current job?

N . .
:g Ngt sure]’b Skip to Question 49,

20 Yes — = Continue

37. Who determined your current performance
standards?

O 1did, alone.

:0 1did, primarily, with some contribution
from my supervisor.

20 They werejointly developed, involving me
and my supervisor.

+00 My immediate or higher level supervisor
determined them and then asked for my
comments.

s0 My immediate or higher level supervisor
determined them unilaterally.

s Don't know.

38. How familiar are you with your current per.
formance standards?

10 Thave no idea what Ski _
¢ # ]
the standards are :I'> ip to Question 49

:00 Tknow almost exactly what the standards
are

30 Thave a rather good idea

+0 T[have only a vague impression

38a. In your opinion, will your supervisor usi
these standards to evaluate your performance?

10 Definitely yes
20 Probably yes
;0 Not sure

«O Probably not
sO Definitely not

39. How would you rate your current performanc
standards with respect to the degree of difficult:
you think they will pose for you?

10  Much too difficult
:0  Too difficult

s0  About right

«0 Tooeasy

sO Much too easy

40. In your opinion, how rational are the stand
ards that your supervisor uses to evaluate you
performance?

10 Very rational
:0 Rational

30  Irrational

«O Very irrational
sO0 Notsure

Page 8
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41. To what extent do your performance stand-
ards cover the elements of your job which, in
your opinion, are most important?

10 Toavery great extent
:[J To a considerable extent
30 To some extent

«0 Toalittle extent

s[J Tonoextent

42, From your point of view, to what extent is it
within your control to satisfy your performance
standards?

1[0 To avery great extent
:0 To a considerable extent
;0 Tosomeextent

«0 Toalittle extent

s To no extent

43. How confident are you that your supervisor—
in evaluating your performance—will take into
account influences beyond your control?

10 Very confident

:0 Confident

;[0 Less than confident
0 Not at all confident
s Not sure

44, Within the past 12 months, have you received
a performance appraisal in your current position
that was based on Civil Service Reform Act re-
quirements {(appraisal based on critical elements
and performance standards)?

ig No ].. Skip to Question 49,

Not sure
200 Yes, but the appraisal was used for a “dry
run” or “test” of the new appraisal system.
«00 Yes, [ received an actual appraisal {not a
“dry run” or “test”).

45. In your opinion, was your performance fairly
and accurately rated?

10 Yes, completely

100 Yes, mostly

s Yes, to some extent
+00 No, not really

46, How satisfied was your supervisor with your
performance?

10 Almost entirely satisfied

:00 Generally satisfied

s0 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

+0 Generally dissatisfied

s[J Almost entirely dissatisfied

«0 Too little information from supervisor for
me to know

70 Do not recall

47. How would you rate this appraisal experience?

10 Very helpful

:0  Quite helpful

;0 Somewhat helpful

«0J Not very helpful

s[0 Did more harm than good

48. To what extent did your most recent perfor-
mance appraisal affect personnel decisions involv-
ing you personally (such as promotions, awards,
training opportunities, reassignments, or other
personnel actions)?

10 Toavery great extent
.0 To a considerable extent
;0 Tosome extent

sO To alittle extent

s Tonoextent

s Too early to know

49. If yowr supervisor were to perform poorly in
the eyes of his or her supervisor, how likely is it
that he or she would be removed from his or her
position?

0O Very likely

:01 Somewhat likely

20 Could go either way
10 Somewhat unlikely
s Very unlikely

«0 Not sure

50. If pou were to perform poorly in the eyes of
your supervisor, how likely is it that you would
be removed from your position?

100 Very likely

20 Somewhat likely

;00 Could go either way
«0 Somewhat unlikely
s  Very unlikely

0 Notsure

U.S. MERIT 5YSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
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62. What do you regard as the likelihood of your
receiving a cash or rank award any time within the
next 12 months?

10O Very likely

:0 Somewhat likely

s0 Could go either way

«0 Somewhat unlikely

sO Very unlikely

¢ Iam not eligible for these awards.

63. If you had known when you joined the SES
what you know now, would you have joined the
SES?

10 Definitely yes
20 Probably yes
s Not sure

+O0 Probably not
s Definitely not

64, If a GS-15 vacancy occurred in your agency,
involving approximately the same kind of work,
would you seriously consider leaving your present
SES position for the G5-15 job? '

10 Definitely yes
20 Probably yes
:0 Not sure

+0 Probably not
sO Definitely not

65. Have you heard of your agency’s Executive
Resources Board (ERB), and how much do you
know about what it is supposed to do?

;0 Thave never heard of the ERB.
(Skip to Question 67.)

I have heard of the ERB, and:

20 T have no idea of what it is supposed to do.

»0 I have only a vague idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

«O Thave a pretty good idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

50 Thave a very good idea of what it is sup-
posed to do.

66, How confident are you that the Executive
Resources Board's decisions which affect you, per-
sonally will be fair and equitable?

10  Very confident

.0 Confident

0O Less than confident
+0 Not at all confident
s Not sure

67. Do you supervise Merit Pay employees, either
directly or through intermediate supervisors?

10 Yes
0 No

68. In your opinion, which of the following
statements best describes your agency’s merit pay
plan?

10 A Merit Pay plan has not been established
in my agency.

20 The plan itself appears basically sound and the
administration of it will likely be competent.

30 The plan itself appears basically sound but the
administration of it will likely be less-than-
compefent,

«0 The plan itself appears basically flawed
although the adminisiration of it will likely
be as competent as passible,

sO The plan itself appears basically flawed and the
administration of it will likely be less-than-
competent,

[0 No opinion.

Demographic and Job Data

The following information is needed to help us
with the statistical analyses of all questionnaires.
All your responses are confidential, and cannot
be associated with you individually. Your
responses will not be seen by anyone within your
organization.

69. Where is your job located?

10  Headquarters within Washington, D.C,,
metropolitan area
:00 Headquarters outside Washington, D.C.,
metropolitan area
»[J  Field location within Washington, D.C.,,
. metropolitan area
«0 Field location outside Washington, D.C,,
metropolitan area

70. How many years have you been a Federal
Government employee (excluding military service)?

10 Less than 1 year

:0 1 toless than 4 years
s 4 tolessthan 10 years
«O 10 to less than 21 years
[0 21 to less than 30 years
¢O 30 years or more

Page 12
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71. How long have you worked in your current
agency?

10
0
-0
O
s

Less than 3 months
3 to 12 months

1 to less than 4 years
4 to less than 8 years
8 years or more

72. How long have you been in your present
position?

10
0
;O
AN
s

Less than 3 months
3 to 12 months

1 to less than 4 years
4 to less than 8 years
8 years or more

73. What is your current occypation? (Check the
one best response.)

O
a0
s
«O
0
«OJ

[
0
¢+

Economics

Fiscal

Perscnnel

Legal

Engineering

Biological, mathematical, or physical
sciences

Social sciences

Administration

Other (Write your current occupation on page 15.}

74. What is your SES pay rate?

1O
: 0
5O
O
s
«

ES-I
ES-II
ES-III
ES-IV
ES-V
ES-VI

75. How did your initial SES pay rate compare to
your pre-SES salary?

:0
0
1O

SES pay rate was higher than pre-SES rate
SES pay rate was about equal to pre-SES rate
SES pay rate was lower than pre-SES rate

76. Which of the following describe your present
immediate supervisor?

0
-0
A
0
sJ

Military

Political appointee

Senior Executive Service (SES)
Supergrade (non-SES)

Other (Write your response on page 15.)

77. What was your last job before joining the SES?

0
.0
»O

4
s

0
-0
+

Executive level position

Supergrade (Career appointment)
Supergrade (Non-career appointment and
Schedule C)

Supergrade (Schedule A)

Ungraded position equivalent to GS-16 or
above

(GS-15 (or below) in the excepted service
(GS5-15 {or below) in the competitive service
Private sector employment

78. Prior to joining the SES, how much experieﬁce
did you have at the GS-16 level or above in the
Federal Government?

10
0
20
O
s
s

None

Less than 1 year

1 to less than 4 years
4 to less than 9 years
9 to less than 15 years
15 years or more

79, How many years of managerial experience
have you had in the private sector?

100
20O
0O
<O
0
s O

None

Less than 1 year

1 to less than 4 years
4 to less than 9 years
9 to less than 15 years
15 years or more

80. How many times have you changed jobs in the
last 10 years (in the Federal Government or
elsewhere)?

O
20
20
O
-0
e L

Never

One time

Two times

Three to five times
Six to eight times-
Nine or more times

U.S. MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
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81. Has your agency undergone a major reorgani-
zation within the past 18 months which affected
you personally?

10 Yes, and I was favorably affected.

20 Yes, and [ was affected very little or not at
all.

sO Yes, and [ was adversely affected.

«O No.

82. Are you 2 member of a Performance Review
Board?

10 Yes
0 No

83, Are you a member of an Executive Resources
Board?

10 Yes
:0 No

84. What is your educational level? (Please check
the highest level completed.)

:0 Elementary Schoo! (Grade 1-8)

:0 Some high school or some technical
training

>0 Graduated from high school or GED
(Graduate Equivalency Degree)

«0 High school diploma plus technical training
or apprenticeship

sO Some college (including A.A. degree}

0 Graduated from college (B.A., B.S,, or
other Bachelor’s degree)

»0 Some graduate school

+0 Graduate degree (Master’s, LL.B., Ph.DD.,
M.D., etc.) _

85. Are you?

O Male
.0 Female

86. Are you?

;10 .American Indian or Alaskan Native
.0 Asian or Pacific Islander

»0O Black: not of Hispanic origin

«0O Hispanic

s White; not of Hispanic origin

¢ Other

87, What is your age?

100 Under 20
;0 20to29
30 30to 39
0 40to 49
s 50 to 59
s 60 to 64
0 65 or older

88. Now that you have filled it out, how interes
ing did you find this questionnaire?

10 Very interesting
20 Interesting

-0 So-so

+0 Boring _

s0 Very boring

Page 1¢
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COMMENTS

We invite you to comment below on the question-
naire, or on any specific issues which you feel we
should focus on in further questionnaires in this
series.

Please do not sign your name on this questionnaire, Enclose it in the larger envelope provided and drop it in the mai
No postage is necessary.

Thank you for your participation.

The number that appears on the label to the right does net identify you
individually. It is a code that indicates to us the statistical group that
you share with other individuals. We need this code to identify the
number of responses that have been returned from each group in this
survey.
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