
THE ELUSIVE BOTTOM LINE:

Productivity in the
Federal Workforce

P,_ROTz,

_ _< May 1982

A REPORT OF THE U.S. MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD

OFFICE OF MERIT SYSTEMS REVIEW AND STUDIES



MERIT PRINCIPLES GOVERNING THE FEDERAL PERSONNEL SYSTEM

The Civil Service Reform Act (Pub.L. No. 95-4_, 92 Stat. 111 (1978)) requires that Federal
personnel management be implemented consistent with the following merit principles:

(1) Recruitment should be from qualified individuals from 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, after fair and open
c(x_petition which assures that all receive equal opportunity.

(2) All employees and applicants for employment should receive fair and equitable treatment in
all aspects of personnel management without regard to political affiliation, race, color,
religion, national origin, sex, marJ.tal status, age, or handicapping condition, and with proper
regard for their privacy and constitutional rights.

(3) Equal pay should be provided for work of equal value, with appropriate consideration of
both national 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 sh0uld maintain high standards of integrity, conduct, and concern for the
public interest.

(5) The Federal work force should be used efficiently and effectively.

(6) 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.

(7) Employees should be provided effective education and training in cases in which such
education and training would result in better organizational 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 elec.tion or a 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, a gross waste of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and

specific danger to public health or safety.

It is a prohibited personnel practice to take or fail to take any personnel action when
taking or failing to take the action results in the violation of any !aw, rule or regulation
implementing or directly concerning these merit principles.

The Merit Systems Protection Board is directed by law to conduct specia] studies of the
civil service and other Federal merit systems to determine whether these statutory mandates are
being met, and to report to the Congress 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 Systems
Review and Studies.
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THE ELUSIVE BOTTOM L!I_- pRC)OIX:TIVITY IN THE
FEDERAL WORKFORCE

INTRODUCTION

Direetor_ Monographs. This is one of a series of r_irector's MonoclraDhs
issued by the rhffice of Merit Systems Review and Studies which focus on critical
aspects of the merit system. This monoQraph examines the productivity o_
Federal emoloyees, an essential element of the statutory merit orincil_le that
"the Federal work force should be used efficiently and effectively." _t/

The Office of Merit Systems Review and Studies is responsible for the
Board's mandate to conduct special studies of the civil service and report to
the Congress and the President on the health of the merit system. 2/ These
monoqraphs are drawn from the data base which the Office has built up in
carrying out that procjram. --_

The Elusive 'qBottom Line": Productivity in the Federal Merit System. The
"merit principles" are positive statutory criteria by which Federal personnel _

management is required to be quided. Along with the "orohihited personnel /i
practices" (statutory prohibitions), they constitute the orclanic document--a :t
constitution or "Magna _harta"--of Federal Personnel law. _3/

!

The "merit system" is most often thouclht of in terms of its impact on i;
Government employees--how they are hired, assiclned, trained and disciplined or !_
removed. Yet all of these important aspects of the merit system are but means '_]i
to the end of the taxpayer's receivincl full value from a competent, well managed 1_

civil service. This "bottom line" of the civil service is exoressed in the _!ill
fifth merit principle, which calls for the Federal work force to be used _
"efficiently and effectively." ;

This monograph explores how well that princiD}e is being realized, throur_h _:_an examination of selected indicators of productivity measured in the survey _
work of the office.

l'
1/ 5 U.S._..section 2301(b)(5). "
- i

21 The followincl monoqraphs have been issued by the Office of Merit .systems
_:eview and Studies in this series: Rreakincl,, Trust: Prohibited Personnel
Pr...actices in the Federal Service (February, 1982)_ The Other qide of the _erit
Coin: Removals for Incompetence in the Federal .service (February, _1982).

3/ The complete text of the merit principles is set out on the inside front
cover of this monoclraph. The prohibited personnel practices are summarized on
the inside back cover.



Sources of Oate From Which Tbi. Monosreph Was Drawn. The data referred
to in this monoqraph was drawn from data collected from the following surveys:

· Senior Executive Survey. This survey queried e random sample of
1,519 members of the Senior Executive Service in Novemher, 1q813.
The questionnaire was completed and returned hy about 9R0 executives,

· or rouqhly 67% of those who received the questionnaire (i.e.,
excludinq a small number of undeliverable returns). Major resLHts of
this survey were reported in A Report on the Senior Executive
Service, presented by the Roard to the r':onqress and the President in
September, 1981.

· Mid-Level Employee Survey. This survey instrument was sent to a _
random sample of approximately _,900 "mid-level" employees (i.e., in '_Jt;
grades o,S-1_ throuclh _S-15 or equivalent) in _ecember, lqaCl. About _
70% of those who received this instrument responded to the survey. ,

· -*w-..

J

How to Obtain Raw Data° Interested persons may obtain data tapes, data
description, and a related price schedule for each of these surveys by writing:

_eneral Services Administration
National Archives (N_IR)
c/o Chief of References

71l - ]&th Street, N.W.
l]th Floor

_/ashinoton, r')_ ?0&08

Ail data tapes are, of course, edited to assure the absolute
confidentiality of survey respondents.



SUMMARY

Soope of Monograph. This monograph examines the pereeotions of two
critical groups of Federal employees, senior executives end "mid-level" (_S lS -
15) managers, on four indicators of their productivity. Those indicators
consisted of respondent's perceptions about.

· The amount of work they are expected to do.

· The extent to which the amount of work in their work ClrOUO
could be increased.

a The extent to which the quality of work in their work qroulD
could be improved.

· Whether taxpayers are qettino their money's worth from the
contribution the employees are able to make in their iobs.

Caution on Recent Changes. Refore summarizinQ our findinrjs, we should
point out that these data were drawn from surveys conducted in late lqart and
early 19B1. Significant chanqes have occurred in the direction and fundinq of
Federal programs and aqeneies since these surveys were conducted. It is Quite
likely that these chanqes have had at least some impact on the indicators we I/
discuss here. _a/

Summary of Findings. We found that: t!

a Federal executive, and mid-level manager, on · Government-wide '!!/_
basis have a generally positive view of their productivity and i/
that of their work groups. -.Iii

· Nevertheless, approximately one-fifth (20_) of all Federal .:
executive, and one-quarter (24%) of all mid-level manager, saw
high potential for increasing the amount of work produced
within their groups, with no increase in staff. An even greater
percentage (2a% end 27%, re,peetively) saw high potential for
Improving the quality of work produced within their group..

· Furthermore, major differences emerge when responses are
examined on an agency-by-agency baals. Our agency-specific data ,_
indicates that major improvements in productivity can be achieved
in some agencies.

· Within the agencies where respondents saw substantial room for
improvementt mid-level managers tended to see greeter room for
improvement than did senior executives.

/4/ The Office of Merit Systems r_eview and Studies is at this writincl Dreparino
to up-date its data base concerninQ the aspects of the merit system addressed in
these monoqraphs, and to explore in greater deoth some of the issues identified
in this series.
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a The relationship between respondents' rating of their immediate
supervisors and positive indicators of productivity was
surprisingly weak. 13a.d on our data, it appears that poor
supervimory skills have en adverse effect on productivity, but
good supervisory skills have only a marginally positive effect.

a Thus, the data suggest that a general emphasis on improving in
the quality of supervision will not, in it. If, bring about ·
dramatic improvement in Federal productivity. Rather,
I_Jbstantial improvement in the productivity of the Federal work
force will require attention to a broad spectrum of areas in
addition to supervisory effectiveness--areas much as employee
selection, work methods, procedures, technology, organization
structure, or clarification of the organization's mission.
Further investigation is needed to identify which of these
"additional areas" might be particularly appropriate on a
Government-wide basis, and which might be applicable on an agency-
specific or program-specific basis.



FINDINGS

The sole reason for the Federal r',overnment's existence is, of course,
service to the citizenry, The concept of "merit," expressed !n the statutory
merit principles upon which the Federal civil service system is based, has as
its end the efficient and effective provision of such service. The r?ivil
Service Reform Act of 1978 stated the policy of the t Jnited States to be "to
provide the people of the United States with a competent, honest and productive
Federal work force .... "5/ This end is exolicitly expressed in the fifth
merit principle:

The Federal wnrk force should be use_l efficiently and
effectively. 61

This monoqreph explores the subject of how productive--efficient and
effective--the Federal work force is, as seen throurjh the eyes of its middle
managers and senior executives looking at se{acted indicators on prnductivitv.

Productivity: What la it? There are perhaps as many definitions of
"productivity" as there are commentators on the suh}ect. Traditional measure-
ment efforts in this area have qenerally focused on the concept of efficiency:
how much output is produced for a given unit of lahor input and capital input.
More recently, however, others have arqued that any definition of productivity--
particularly for a predominantly service-based entity such as the Federal
Government--should also include the idea of effectiveness.' the extent to which
the output of a program addresses the need or solves the problem for which it
was intended.

Thus the _ivil Service Reform Act and supDortinq documents spoke to various
inter-related facets of productivity in referring to:

· lncreasinq efficiency (the ratio of input to outputS.

· Improving the quality of services.

· r_ecreasinq the cost of services.

· I-)ecreasing the time required to provide the services.

· lncreasinq the usefulness and effectiveness of services.

· Reducing flaws, errors, accidents.

· Ensuring courtesy to the public.

· [mprovinq the responsiveness of services to public need.

5! Section 3, Pub. L. 95-454 (net. 33, 197R_, 97 qtat. 1117.

6/ 5 tJ.S.C':..Section 2301(h)(5).
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In sum, while there is no consensus about a precise, doqmatic definition of
productivity, it is clear that any comprehensive definition for the public
sector must include both the concepts of efficiency (the ratio of inputs to out-
puts) and effectiveness (the extent to which the putout satisfies proclram objec-
tives).

The popular perception of productivity in the Federal work force. It 'is a
matter of common knowledge that productivity in the public sector, includina the
Federal work force, is widely thought to be less than that in the private
sector. This belief is clenerally based on anecdotal evidence, coupled with the
fact that novernment revenues do not depend on effective performance. _overn-
ment aqencies, by their nature, typically have a monopoly on their services, and
there is no competitive pressure to improve the efficiency or effectiveness of
service delivery.

On the other hand, defenders of the public sector work force often arque
that even if the output of the public sector is less than that of the private
sector in relation to equivalent inputs, the quality of that output is superior,
especially when account is taken of the "public interest." Thus, it is said,
the civil service provides rigorous standards of safety, reliability,
objectivity or inteqrity that would be forfeited were the same work done in the
private sector.

The great difficulty in measuring productivity in the public .actor. The
fact that effectiveness is particularly imoortant to the measurement of
productivity in the public sector greatly complicates the task of measuring
productivity in the public sector, r3efininq effectiveness is problematic
because it is hiqhly subjective, usually beinq based on public perceptions and
reactions to services provided.

In the private sector, this is not a problem, since effectiveness is
implicitly determined by the prices peoole are willinq to pay for a good or
service. In the public sector, however, there is no competitive marketplace,
since direct prices are usually not charged for public cloods or services. In
this case, public perceptions constitute the primary indicator of
effectiveness. Rut which sectors of the public shall he consulted, how shall
they be queried, and how shall their views he weiahted? The electoral process
provides the closest approximation to an answer.

Likewise, attempts to measure efficiency (the ratio of input to outout_ in
the public sector are complicated hy problems common to all service-based
organizations. Chief among these is the fact that easily definable, tanclible
units of output are not available. Public orqanizations in particular typically
produce services not easily quantified, such as research and development,
defense, and general pub}ir assistance. Thus, while the Federal Government has
been able to identify and measure outputs of two-thirds of its work force, 7/i

it has been hard put to precisely define and quantify many services.

7/ Federal Productivity Measurement: A Report and Analysis of the r¥ lq7q
Productivity l-)ata, This report series is prepared by the nffice of Personnel
Manaqement in cooperation with the Rureau of Labor Rtatistics. Actual reDortinq
by agencies has been qoinq on since 1q72. Formal reports prior tn lq7R were
published under the auspices of the 3pint Financial _4anaoement Improvement
Proqram, and the _Jational Center for Productivity.
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On the input side, the public sector is notably !ackinq in the elahorate
systems of accounting by which private sector firms attribute their labor and
capital resources to intermediate outputs (such as personnel services, data
processing, etc.) and in turn attribute these intermediate inr>uts to elna1
outputs (services or products used outside the orqanization) so that an
agqreqate measure can be derived. This is particularly difficult to do in
service organizations beeause it is difficu{t to isolate the contributions of
these intermediate outputs. Since most government organizations are service-
based, the intermediate/final problem is pervasive in the puhJic sector.

All of these problems in the measurement of oublic productivity are beincl
addressed by different agencies and institutions from many different perspec-
tives. It is not our intention to duplicate those efforts and perspectives.
Rather, we have examined the question from the singularly well-informed oersoec-
tive of Federal managers and senior executives themselves.

The present approach effectively sets aside for the time beino the complex
problems of productivity measurement in the Federal setting and assumes that
individuals are capab{e of furnishing direct observations about their own
productivity and that of their immediate work qroups.

The value of employee perceptions. Other researchers have established
the usefulness of employee perceptions about their workplace as a measure of the
realities of that workplace. More particular]y, and directly relevant, a strone
correlation has been shown to exist between what public employees thouclht about
the productivity of their organizations and what actually existed, according to
available objective measures. _B/

This "common sense" view that employees see and can accurately report a
great deal of useful information about the way the merit system actually works
has been a keystone of our study proqram. We have consistently samplerl qroups
of employees who are in positions to have observed key aspects of that system.

The findings which follow are based on the responses of two such erouos of
Federal employees, "mid-level" managers and senior executives, about four
indicators of their productivity:

· The amount of work they are expected to do.

· The extent to which the amount of work in their work qroup could be
increased.

· The extent to which the quality of work in their work qrouD could he
improved.

J

? · Whether taxpayers are qettinq their money's worth from the
contribution the employees are able to make in their {obs.

8/ Se_.ee,tI.S. National C'.enter for I°roductivity and rJua[ity of Workincl Life,
[mployee Attitudes and Productivity r_ifferences r_etween the mublic and r_rivate
Sector (February 2978).
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While there are other indicators relevant to the issue of productivity,
these four provide a basic index of questions about the productivity of Federal
workers: Now busy are they in their own eyes? Can they do more or better work?
Are the taxpayers qettinq their money's worth?

So far as we are aware, this is the first time such questions have been Out
to senior executives and mid-level manaqers on a _overnment-wide basis. We
believe that the tentative results from this handful of Questions warrant
further exploration as a means of assessinq and imorovinq Federal productivity.

CHART 1

Federal executives end

mid-level managers on · FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' VIEW OF THEIR
Government-wide basle have PERSONALWORKLOAD
a generally positive view of
their productivity and that
of their work groups. 7. How Cioyou fee] about the amount of work

you are expected to do?
The great majority of

Federal executives and mid-
level managers we surveyed

familiar charge that they are prefer to If._right amount" much"
"underworked." On the do more"
contrary, more than half felt 100r"
that they are expected to do 90 .' 87%. 82%

"about the right amount" of ,,_c 80, "0t3 "IIwork, and about 30% of both a .
qroups believed that they are -o >-70. 28t)r- t/)

required to do "too much" work o _ 60,
(Chart 1). _ >.

On the other side of the v, >v, - 40
ledger, however, nearly one _ v-

..Jin five (18%) of the middle _ 30 ,57%

level managers, reported that -o_ _' 20 _'._x /_,_./'/_
they would "prefer to do more _ ////./'/_
work" (13% of the senior c 10

executives so responded). -- 0
If one accepts these responses '_ "'

as indicators of how "reis- _- ,_ 10 _1O --

tively idle" or "relatively · >- 20 13% :1o', _ 18% ,'
busy" the respondents are, _ ,,, _'
Federal executives and ,_ > 30

managers are by their own _ ,_' hO.
account for the most part _ -_keeping busy, _- _100 - '

,-
%
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What about the quantity and quality of work they produee? At lenst three
quarters of senior executives and mid-level manaqers we surveyed saw only
moderate or Iow potential for increasing the amount of work produced by their
work group or improvinq its quality (Chart 2). Neverthele.8, approximately one-
fifth (20_) of all Federal executives and one-quarter (24%) of all mid-level
managerm saw high potential for inerouing the amount of work produced within
their groupI, with no increase in staff. An even greater percentage (24% and
27_, rospeetively) saw high potential for improving the quality of work
produced within their groups.

CI-IART 2

O..23. If the number of people in your immediate Q.24. To what extent do you think the quality of
work group stayed the same, to what extent do work clone in your immediate work group could
you think the amount of work clone in your area be improved?
could be increased?

"To a very great _"To a little

_ extent" or "To _"To some , , extent" or
a considerable extent"

extent" _"To no extent"

m

1OO_ I
POTENTIAL FOR INCREASING THE AMOUNT POTENTIAL FOR IMPROVING THE QUALITY

90' OFWORKPRODUCED OF WORKPRODUCED
"" 81t 1/: _ 78t80 I 76% 74_
r- -ii_ 1

o '_ -- 70 ' 25t
-_ )St 26_

ti- t._ Iai _

o - 50

E o iA)q, _//,

- 10'
-; ,

o_10'
I_ -F l.a.J
_ _-__ 20 '

-- 20%t- '_- c_: '_j
- > 24% 24% 27_

.40'
a. o--

°o %° *o

1/ Because the percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to 100_.
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In sum, at least one in five respondents from both Oroups saw hiqh poten-
tial for improvement in these basic element s of productivity. In considerino
this central findinq, the followinq observations are in order:

Fi ret, the rem]Its reported here may or may not prove to be fairly typical
of conditions existing in moot large, complex organizations within the pri_ate
sector. Until comparable data can be obtained from the private sector, it is
difficult to say whether or not one ouqht to be shocked by the fact that one-
quarter of the Federal _overnmentfs middle rnanaqers see a hioh potential for
improvinq both the quantity and quality of the work done in their area. Reqard-
less of the private/public sector comparahility question, however, these results
indicate that as of early 19R1, Federal executives and mid-level maneqers saw
substantial room for improvement in the productivity of the Federal work force.

Second, limitations in the intent and design of the present questionnaire
instrument prevented u8 from asking respondents specifically what changes would
enable their work groups to achieve maximum productivity potential. This
promises to be a fruitful area of future inquiry, but one which requires a more
specialized series of diaqnostic inquiries concerninq oerceived harriers to
improved productivity, t Jntil such results can be qathered, it is reasonable to
assume that respondents had no sinqle, simplistic harrier in mind when they
answered the question, "If the number of people in your immediate work qrouo
stayed the same, to what extent do you think the amount of work done in your
area could be increased'_" The barriers are likely to be numerous, inter-related,
and syst_.mic.

Third, it should be noted that the latter question was premised on the
assumption, "If the number of people in your immediate work group stayed the
same .... # The data therefore does not necessarily support the conclusion
that equal or qreater levels of productivity can he obtained from a reduced
level of personnel, with no compensatory adiustment. _Afhile it is conceivable
that productivity improvements can he achieved in a period of retrenchment, this
may entail a very different dynamic with a very different aclenda of actions and
tradeoffs. In any case, the data rio not specifically support the inference that
an orqanization's efficiency or effectiveness can he improved simply by reducinq
staff.

Fourth, even though these mid-level managers and executives had mixed
views about how much more productive their work groups might be, they agreed
overwhelmingly that the taxpayers are getting their money', worth from the
respondent_ individual contributions (Chart ]). _omoarinQ the perceptions
demonstrated in _hart 2 (potential for imprnvement_ with those in r"hart _ (tax-
payer's money's worth), it appears that our respondents felt that they
personally pull a fair share of the load, but at least e sitlnificant number feel
that other factors in their work situation could be chanqed to improve produc-
tivity.

]0 -



CHART

Obviously, one miqht
quarrel with these perceptions ARE TAXPAYERSGETTING THEII_ tlONEY'S WORTH
on the premise that civil FROM EMPLOYEE'S PERSONAL WORK CONTRIBUTION?
servants have lower standards

than their counterparts in 5. Do you feel that taxpayers are getting their
the private sector of what money's worth from the contribution you areab]e
"too much" or "too little" to make in your current job?
work means t and of the quan-

"Def;nttely "Probably "NOt "Probably not" or
tity and quality of work to yes" yes" Sure .... Definitely not"
which the taxpayers are

entitled. However, even _ E_ :r_
qranting some possible i00_
difference in frames of
reference, one must conclude c 90_ 87_4)
at a minimum that most of = 80.
the Federal C,o vernment's oCc LU
senior executives and mid- _ >70'
level manaqers see themselves _-'" _-o < 60 78t_ 58,_
and their work qrouDs as _ =cu_- _
productive _ - - 50· _ I_JLLI

[JI--_-
.=:(IlO ,

This qeneral perception -o*'
differentiates considerably E c_.J30 i
when the data are examined c _ z J

o 20 I
more closely according to --
where the respondents work _ _- I/// 7_/· _ 10 '16_ -o,

c 0 - -- - '---: -

¢ 10
m _J 1_
c - 20
QJ I--

_ _ 30

4O

100_

^ %9%'j

Major differences emerge when responses ere examined on an agency-
by-agency basis. Our agency-specific data Indicates that major
Improvements in productivity can be achieved in some agencies.

('_harts 6 throuqh 7 set forth on an aqency-by-aoencv basis the data u_on
which Charts ] throuqh _ were based and which were discussed in the precedino
section. _harts /4 throu0h 7 indicate that responses varied clreatly _Jmnncl
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aqencies. For example, m [ow of only about 7% of mid-level respondents emnloyed
by the Treasury _epartment indicated that they would prefer to do more work,
while a high of about 32% of the employees in the same grades st the rlepartment
of Education wanted to do more worn (Chart 4).

Similar rsnqes of difference exist for each of the other factors we ns_ed
about. A low of about la,% of Treasury r_epartment middle managers saw relntively
great potential for increasing the amount of worn produced, compared to a hioh
of about 38% at the MuclearRegulatory f"ommission (Chart 5). Approximately lg°/_
of the middle manaqers at NASA saw relativelyqreat ootential for improvinQ the
quality of work, while about 40% of their peers at the nffice of r)ersonnel
Management (OPM) saw the same opportunity (Chart 6). Final[y, only a Inw of
about 7% of the Veterans Administration's middle menaqers felt that taxpayers
were definitely not qettina their money's worth from the respondent, compared
to a hiqh of approximately 23% at the nepartment of _neroy (r'hart7).

In reviewinq these aqency-soecific results, it should be noted that, due to
the margin of error associated with smmplincl methods, differences between
closely-rani<ed aqencies may not he statistically siQnificant. Takinq into
account these error margins, it is nevertheless clear that the Federal _overn-
ment is no monolithic employer. There are substantial differences in the way
these i<ey qroups of executives and managers see the productivity of themselves
and their work groups, and aqency heads may well wish to explore at a level of
detail beyond our resources precisely why these differences exist and what each
might do about them where improvement is indicated.

Within the agencies where respondents sew substantial room for
improvement, mid-level managers tended to see cjreater room for
improvement than did senior executives.

Another interestinq phenomenon is apparent from inspection of rh_rts
through 7. Within the agencies where the _reatest room for productivity
improvement was reported, middle manaqers almost consistently reported greater
room for improvement than did senior executives. 9/

For example, about 3R°/,of the middle manaaers at the _.luclearF_erjul_tory
Commission reported relativelyqreat potential for incressina the amount of work
done in their area, but only l)q_ of the senior executives in the same aaency s_w
that degree of potential improvement (Chart 5). Approximately Z_F)%of the
mid-level respondents at the nepartment of TransoortRtion thought that the
quality of work could be improved to a "very great" or "considerable" extent,
only 1)% of the senior executives in the same aqency thounht so (rhart _;). And
although nearly three-quarters of the senior executives at the r')epartment of
Energy reported that the taxpayers qot their money's worth from the resDondent's
efforts, only about )5% of middle managers in the aqency had the same view of
their personal effort {Chart 7).

9/ The number of senior executives sampled was so small in some aqencies
that no comparisons could be made. These are indicated in the charts,
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CHART 4

OPM Is II/IS rJ---i_ 1//K/J/_/

FEDER_,IE.PLOYEES'VIEWOrT.EIR (._/_:Tt_ ,o, V//;_/4
PERSONAL WORKLOAD ItSJlnsufflelent size _,l_mpl_ J(Circa January 19811

HUD ss I)/Js
(931
$f_
(2,)

Ho.ao,o._.,,bo.,,h..mo-.,of.o,k AWRA;E(":J_:"_.,__"' V-_/-°_/;Iq.7.
yOU _ expecledlo do?

"1 would prefer "About the "Too NASA s_,%/,$U2_) .:6t) 6)t

to_do more" rip,j__ amount" much"j_ (").Ii¢_ i.*7t) 611

,,'J,_s_ff*c,en_s_zesampleI (_;')_2:_"'0t'"' F"///3.'Y/.'A
V,,'/f,_¢///1

J-st.ce"'_;;T/_:_'l'" _,_ VA "}I[',':.:'-,,) ,,,
(,8:

'"l'ns_f''cient ,'ze sample I (,,,."'_"-> ,- F/_L'_//4
Energy es (/osIr_'__,_'-'s/'_)_ar_"'J_-;5') ,st _"_)i(_/'/_ Interior es ,,,,',(129' .:57) 6It

(351

SmaI1 _

.er_,Pay_t':_f_:_> ,,_ F;,r]_ O_.er_0_ ,,,,,.,(256:

Agencies _/ $'SJlnsufficient size sample I s,,-- (,_

HHS (i$ (IO6)t)/m$ Navy I;s t)/,S_..._ .5_.... K/// F_;///A

Trans- '' ''"' _1, Air Force 's (,,3)_._w_"'"_r_'_'=7'1 "_ r/y////-////__'///3_'//'/J)ortatJon (106)

_,(-_O,) ,2, V//"_8:_/////J "s ! Insufficient size sample

;SA ',,,,,',_::_..:_; ,_t D'_//.¢_Labor ,,,,,,,(109;r_r_ _ (I O0)

St_J Insufficient size sa*ple LI 125)*_ :*_,t) S_._

AIl m'1_;_B'irm_:_.;:5t) 55t _..?i;/_//jTreasury ,,,,/,si-,.

at,er .. i,_'_'_f_":"l '" F/..J?/_ {"')_'"_(_g_f_:'_',,"" K/_3("///JF///)i_
-II The m_bdr I_ Nre_t_&e_ I_dlc_les the tole) P_mber Of rebpo_eent_ from th4 0Om._t _ an_re_ t_,) QUISl;Clr,

_J/ Th4 mJJ_er I_ lleree_thet_ I_lc_t_l the ll_.llble Imsr0_ singe, lit the $$_ C_nfldlr_li 1_1, Iot ILhe 4_lsocleled figure. In Other _JOrdl, heled _n
· i_elm_le of Ic_li lille. _ Ca_ SeJl mlte_ _ISJJi;_J_flel_e t(_l_t _he error 4Jtt¢lt_lmblt '40 1_eJm_ll_ eF_dOther re_dk_ effecl_ c_ld be _mP;o t_;i mbl_
Im_r.er_temgeI_01ntl In either dlrecll_, II_t tm_e $1 leis then S_LCh_nu the! the "true" _ilu¢l Ilel o*alslJle the Imllr. el_KI ImrKi_et. DYe ZO Ih4
ecrOr rsqlel iil_l_, dlfferl_ll Wlmle_ ¢loeel t red _l_J_;lel lley AOi i-- lletlltlr,_llly Ilgnlfl¢.lnt'."

- rIldl here If_cIv_bld ej, Be_c¥Jel_l_lflc iL'ti fraJ tkod_e _ I;mm_tl H _enclell *ri _dJ 4'ecelvld I Isufflclent I_dlml_r o_ rel_p_ies lo provJd_ Itatlslt-
ully relleble I_forl_llO_. ThJ I_JlGle of _ld-level 411_lc_ems _llhln I_dlvldL_l Ne_cle_ m_! I_c_ larger II,In th4 _lff_le o¢ S[$ mrl C_e-
41_ntly, g_llre are Im 41BencIms fc.r Jd_lr._ m ire _bll to report on the vim of Jld-levll m_loyml. Jmul no! for Be_Ior _cut_ve_.
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I_0. Theme d_le_clll er_ _d_m IWN_lretelt', Im_.e_te the IV_B_ir Of relPo_ients mis lufflclentl¥ Imrg4 to ello_ fo_ _l_l_tic_lly reliable C_lm-
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CHART 5

_OR_PRODUCED.ASSEE.BYSESA.DtS,3/,s A'_-_'"""'_x/_?///AEMPLOYEES

(Circa January 1981) WEIGHTED 85 ,w,,
SURVEY (2998)

Q.23. If the number bi people in your immediate AVERAGE sf_ 20;(.*it) _3t(97_)

work group stayed the same, to what extent do =_'

couldY°Uthinkbeincrea_Ttheamountofwork doneinyourarea Energy "_',;_)U_m'._t_39' _////_t_////_ -":-,:..
(57)kr.W_..4 37t ·.great extent" :'

or "To a "To a little ":-'

considerable "To some extent" or Just ice "'I;'; --[_22J] _-//../'_?/////_ '_"

extent" extent .... To no extent" _;_,2m_tESt ) 29tV//_il:y////AF1 Et
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..s -'j','j>r_jC.X__aV/x_;o/F//jSBA "'_;',_£_J"' F//_9)F/J
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///
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An underlying pattern emerqes from inspection of these charts, end it seems
to indicate that much more attention should be qiven by aqency manaqers to the
productivity of their middle-graded work qroul3. _,iven the middle-manaeers'
greater tendency to doubt that they qive the taxpayer full value, and their
reported preference for more work, it appears that the areatest room for
improvement exists amonq the middle managers. The situation may be that senior
executives are running ·t full speed in these agencies, while their immediate
subordinates are less than fully utilized or involved.

The relation.hip between respondents' rating of their supervisors
and positive indicators of productivity was surprisingly week. Based
on our data, it appears that poor supervisory skills have an adverse
effect on productivity, but good supervisory skills have only ·
marginally positive effect.

We were also interested in the relationship between our respondents'
answers to the questions reqardinq our selected indicators of productivity, anti
the answers they gave to certain questions we asked about their supervisors and
their relationship with their supervisors. We had hoped from this analysis to
determine what effect supervisory quality had on the productivity of the
employees we surveyed.

Accordinqly, we sorted out employees' responses to the productivity-related
questions and analyzed how these vary accordinq to employees' ratincls of'.

a Freedom to make decisions about the work.

· Appreciation received from manaqement.

· Supervisor's knowledqe of subiect matter of the work.

· Supervisor's ability to qet results through people.

a Two-way communication between respondent and supervisor.

s Trust and confidence in the supervisor.

· Supervisor's fairness of treatment.

· Supervisor's emphasis on excellence.

a Supervisor's ability to inspire extra effort,

· Openness of communication with supervisor.

· l')ifficulty of performance standards.

· Supervisor's understandinq of subordinates' ich problems.
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There are, of courser aspects of supervision and the relationship between
employee and supervisor other than these factors. However, these factors do
capture some major dimensions of supervisory effectiveness.

The results of these cross tabulations are shown in Charts 8 throuclh 34,
found in Appendix A.

On the face of it, these tabulations do appear to show in many instances
a significant relationship between positive answers on the supervisory
attributes and positive answers on the indices of productivity. However_
further analysis which we conducted making use of the statistical technique of
multi-varlate analysis Indicates that these apparent positive relationships ere
not aa clear-cut aa they appear. In other words, each of the apparent positive
relationships reflected in Charts R throuqh 3_ reflect not only the influence of
the one supervisory charactet'istie which was the subiect of that cross-
tabulation, but also the influence of other factors.

Accordingly, while we have reproduced the charts in the appendix as a
matter of information, we caution that the relationships which appear to be
demonstrated by the charts must be viewed with some skepticism. _Jr own
analysis (based on quite commonly used techniaues, but rather too involverl for
exp]ication in this monoqraph) leads us to the conclusion that only the follow-
inq statement can be made about the relationship between supervisory
effectiveness employees' productivity (as indicated by our four selected
indicators): Poor supervisory skills have an adverse effect on productivity,
but good supervisory skills have only a marginally positive effect.

Althouqh this statement has a dry sound in black and white, in fact it
represents a rather startlinq variance from the conventional wisdom upon which
much of the Federal E'_overnment's personnel policy has been based in recent
years, namely that improvinq supervisorts skills will have a direct an_l
substantial effect on employee productivity. The present data indicates that
this can be expected only where the quality of supervision is poor anrl is
brouqht up to acceptable levels. And data derived from other areas of our
survey program (not detailed in this monoqraph) indicate that the quality of
supervision on a _overnment-wide basis is qenerally judqed to be fair-to-clOOrl.

Thus, the data suggest that · general emphasis on improving the
quality of supervision will not, in itself., brim] about a dramatic
improvement in Federal productivity. Rather, substantial improvement
in the productivity of the Federal work force will require attention
to a broad spectrum of areas in addition to supervisory effectiveness--
areas such as employee selection, work methods, procedures, tech-
nology, organization structure, or clarification of the organization's
mission. Further investigation ia needed to identify which of these
"additional areas" might be particularly appropriate on a Government-
wide basis, and which might be applicable on an agency-specific or
program-specific basis.
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CONCLUSIONS

Our date sucjqests that as of ]ate 1980 and early lqR1 (when our surveys
were taken) there was room at many aqencies for major improvements in tt-,_se
aspects of productivity which we examined. Specifically, it appears that the
middle manaqers' level of utilization and involvement may be increased, and the
amount and quality of work done in their work qroups improved.

A crucial question facinq Federal policymakers is, of course, how to hrina
about that improvement.

nur data also indicate that the answer to that 0uestion does not lie simply
in makinq the superiors of these senior executives and middle manaqers "hatter
supervisors." As we have shown, enhancinq supervisory skills lurohahly can
improve a poor situation, but is not likely in itself to boost productivity
above a certain thresho{d.

Fortunately, there are many other factors influencinq productivity which
arquahly may have a greater influence on increasinq the productivity of Federnl
employees than supervisory effectiveness, qome of these other factors include:

· Clarifyinq or rationalizinq applicable laws or requlations.

· _larifyinq or rationalizinq orqanizational mission, methods, nr
approach.

· Chanqes in orqnnizationa{ structure or reportinq relatinnshios.

· r')eleqatinq more authority or decisionmakinq to lower levels.

· Chanqes in the way the work is orclnnized.

· Improved methods or DrocerltJre9 for doinq the work.

· t_se of better tools, technoloqy, or information systems.

· Selection of more appropriately qualified employees.

· Selection of more appropriately qualified supervisors.

· More attention to work planninq and performance review.

._ · qtronqer financial incentives for qood performance.

-;: · More attention to correctinq poor performance.

j_;. · More use of employee suqqestions and input.

· More use of employee involvement and teamwork.

- lq.



m Improved !abor-manaqement relations.

· _eneral improvement in orqanizational climate and attitudes--systemic
improvements which are beyond the control of any individual suoer-
visor.

The relative importance of each of these factors in improvinq I_roducti_it¥
in the workplace is not yet fully understood. The issues raised here are part
of a continuinq exploration by both public and orivate commentators to better
understand ways in which we can build a more productive society. This monoQraph
is intended to stimulate interest and discussion within the Federal community,
and closer examination of the preliminary results set forth here.

Over the course of the followinq months, this _ffice Will continue to
qather data on experiences of Federal workers, will look more closely at work
force effectiveness, and will comment on ways in which both the ClUatity anrf
quantity of work performed by Federal emp}oyees miqht he improved.

- 20 -
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CHART 8

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FREEDOM TO MAKE DECISIONS ABOUT WORK
.- AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

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

-[ J"Too much" I_"About the right amount" _ ''1 w°uld prefer t° d° m°re'l

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID
THEY WERE SATISFIED WITH THEY WERE AMBIVALENT ABOUT THEY WERE DISSATISFIED WITH

THEIR FREEDOM TO MAKE THEIR FREEDOM TO MAKE THEIR FREEDOM TO MAKE
DECISIONS ABOUT DECISIONS ABOUT DECISIONS ABOUT

THEIR WORK (Q. Bg) THE%R WORK THEIR WORK

1007<
_]% 86t

90, 82% 82%

8o , 3_ !27_i 73%
> " I 69% i= _ 70 I I 33_
·,_ 1,27_-o 60

_>- _ i_ _/,i_ _ '31'f/" J//'

0 _1

_, > 50 I q

_ _ 40
u 20, ,G//_,,,_

_' 0 : i

-
10, 9_ 14%

"' 2o, 19% 19%O

30' 28_
m _ 32_

I-- 5 O'1

_ 60,i,L

1O0':IL)'

1_./The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to IO0_.



CHART 9

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN APPRECIATION RECEIVED FROM MANAGEMENT
AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

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

['--]"Toomuch" _"About the right .wont" _", .o,,,d pre'er to do_ore"
I

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
WERE SATISFIED WITH WHERE AMBIVALENT ABOUT WERE DISSATISFIED WITH

I APPRECIATION THEY RECEIVE APPRECIATION THEY RECEIVE APPRECIATION THEY RECEIVE
FROM MANAGEMENTFOR DOING FRO_ I_ANAGEMENTFOR DOING FROM MANAGEMENTFOR DOING

A GOOD JOB (Q. 8i) A GOOD JOB A GOOD JOB

1007',
93_ 89_ 88% 88%9oi

r-801 30_, 25t 73_ 72%

c _ /v
en I

_ !$h_'

v 20 : '_

_ lO

"'-.q 10 7_ 11,%o 12% 13%_- _ 200 ._
c_

30 26_

r- ,,,

_ _ 50

a- _ 60t,a..J

_oo!,

r/ J' f,_/ _ j' _, /

i,% '%%¢ % 9%_ _% '_-;%_'% %

. _. % * %
I/ The number in parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2--/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not Sum to 1009.
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CHART 10

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECT MATTER ·
AND EMPLOYEESI LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

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

'_"Too much" [_"About the right amount" _"l _uld prefer to do more"

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEDGE OF SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEbGE OF SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEDGE OF

SUBJECT MATTER IS VERY GOOD SUBJECT MATTER IS AVERAGE SUBJECT MATTER IS POOR OR
GOOD (Q. 1Sa) VERY POOR

100 ,=f
904

90 t 84% 83% 82%

80 J { 73%> 31_ 70%
= 70 3]_

_) _ i 26)

60 ' 26{

>50
_' _'- 40

m = 30 ,57g' 47_

10 II I '//

(m O II =

"_ 10 1)_o
_-"'20 16% 17_ 17%O .-J

- 27%
_. 30 31%

_'J40
qJ
U
_I _- 50'
qJ

_' '_ 60,

100_I_

^ /;%;-

1/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this qoestion.

2/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to I00_.



CHART 11

I

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENSUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET RESULTS THROUGHPEOPLE
AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

Q'7. How do you feel about the amount of work
you are expectedto do?

r_"Too much" [_ "About the right Iwnount" _"! would prefer to do more"

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAJD THEIR WHERE EHPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET $UPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET
RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS RESULTS THROUG_ PEOPLE WAS
VERY GOOD OR GOOD (Q. 15b) AVERAGE POOR OR VERY POOP,

1007_
92_;

90, 86_

80, 1 I 1 8,_ --,82%>- )or , ]'" J 71_; 72%
_, ¢ 26t'70,
m _ 33_ 32_

0 --J I
C3. I_ I

> 50 !',,"/
_t_ ...J J ' ,

m =: 30 62%.- _ , i
u 20 _2_'r

"D
I'lo,

'- n, _ ,
I

,., . 19% 19%
=. 30, 28%

_'_ "J IlO '¢- ,,,

_. _- 50,

_' '-J 60.

"' OoqLl_., I

_,r' % / O_., .% / 0 ¢' nt,, ,_

I_/ The number in parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to I00_..



CHART 12

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION WITH SUPERVISOR
AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

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

_.

r-] m ffi "1 _ould prefer to do more""Too much" "About the right amount" _-

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAI0 THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
HAVE EFFECTIVE TWO-WAY HAVE EFFECTIVE TWO-WAY HAVE EFFECTIVE TWO-WAY

COMMUNICATION WITH THEIR COMMUNICATION WITH THEIR COMMUNICATION WITH THEIR
SUPERVISOR TO A VERY GREAT SUPERVISOR TO SOME EXTENT SUPERVISOR TO LITTLE

OR CONSIDERABLE E_(_ENT (Q. 16): OR NO EXTENT

100_'
92_

90 86_
,. 81_ 79_

80
¢ _. 3t_ 70_ 72_;

_ 27t - I70 I ;27t'
60 / 33% 2_

0 -.J _ i

> So ×x l

_ ,61_ ,o: 30 59_' !

'o

_% lo, 8_
_- w 20 ' 14%
o - 19% ,

c:, 22_; i
_. 30,
r: >- 30% 28%

u - 50'
q.) c:

_' "_ 60,

109

1_/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

--2/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
resl_onses may not sum to 100_.



CHART 13

RELATtONSHtP BETWEEN TRUST-AND CONFIDENCE IN SUPERVISOR
AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

Q-7. How do you feel about the amount of work
you are expectedto do?

J J"Too much" _"AbOut the right amount" _"1 would prefer tO do more"

lr
WHERE EMI_LOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY

HAVE VERY GREAT OR HAVE SOME TRUST AND HAVE LITT. LE OR NO TRUST
CONSIDERABLE TRUST AND CONFIDENCE IN THEIR AND CONFIDENCE IN THEIR

SUPERVISOR (Q. 17) SUPERVISOR SUPERVISORJ
i

lO0,t 92_ '
90, _ 86_, 83t, 81%

80, /3t_ "" 1 73%un _-
_ 28t 68t

c _ 70, 3zt 29t

o -- ,/_, 28_,,,>50

--J ,' : I ,

_:30 _Bt

20i _ _ -

I" 0 ' m . , -

_Oj 9_o -_ 17% lq%
qJ
c. 30, ' 28%
¢ >' 31_
'_ -J 40 'e- i.u

U --

GJ ,_

_' 1DO,_ i i _

%

% % _ o,, % %,,_ % · %
!_/ The _number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this questlon.

2/ Because the percentages in each co)utah were rounded to the nearest vd'_ole nwnber, the total of the
responses may not sum to 100%.

- t



CHART 14

" RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUPERVtSOR'S FAIRNESS OF TREATMENT
AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

Q-7. Ho_' do you feel about the amount of work
you are expectedto do?

-[----]"Too mot'h" B'IAbout the I']ght afl1oont" _"' WOU]I_ prefer to do _l_lore"/

I
WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR

SUPERVISOR TREATS SUBORDINATES SUPERVISOR TREATS SUBORDINATES'SUPERVISOR TREATS SUBORDINATES
VERY FAIRLY OR MORE OR LESS SOMETIMES FAIRLY, MORE OR LESS UNFAIRLY OR

FAIRLY (Q. 18) SOHETIHES UNFAIRLY VERY UNFAIRLY

1007,
91%

90, 85,_

80 3o_ I 76_ 79% 72%
>' ' 66_.., _ 27_

= = 70
m 32_ '
60 ]or

O .-J

_ > 50
- 72 Z

F 'm ,,' 30 _$%

r 0

-
_- '" 20 15% =
o _ , 2]_

- 23%_, 30 28%

Cd :_
L.) --
_. _- 50

_' '_ 60

_oo-: % ..% 4," % 4,- %

'_--''¢_c, ,o. °o "_'_

l._/ The number in parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum tO IO0_.



CHART 15

I i

RELATIONSHIP BET_./EENSUPERVISOR'S EMPHASIS ON EXCELLENCE
,, AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

Q-7. HDv,' do you feel about the amount of work
you are expected to do?

['_"TOo much" _"About the right amount" _'1 would prefer to do more"

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THE1R
SUPERVISOR ENPHAS IZES SUPERVI SOR EMPHASIZES SUPERV ISOR EMPHAS lIES

EXCELLENCE A GREAT DEAL OR EXCELLENCE SOME EXCELLENCE LITTLE, vERY

I QUITE A""BIT (Q. 20) LITTLE_ OR NOT AT ALL
i

100,°' ,
90_

90 _ 87% 84%

80 ['-' 77%
>- 130 % _'_ 32% 66_: = 70 26t
m 58% l'o 60 27):r >- 20_'!0 -,,J ' '

qj -- 21%
"_- 40

= 0

'_ 10 10%
_-"'20 14%O .a

_, 30 23%

'_ It0, 34__ raj
> 41%U

&I I.- 50'

_' -_ 60,iai

"". 100_ k i ii

'J %

I../ The number in parentheses Indicates the total nu_nber of respondents wh,3 answered thls question.

2/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to 100%.



CHART 16

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENSUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO INSPIRE EXTRA EFFORT ·
AND EHPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

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

i 1,,Too much- _7_,,About the r i ght amount,, _"1 would prefer to do more"

W'HER£ EMPLOYEES SAID THE WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THE WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID T_IE I
SUPERVISION THEY GET ALMOST SUPERVISON THEY GET SUPERVISION THEY GET RARELY

ALWAYS OR USUALLY MAKES SOMETIMES MAKES THEM OR ALMOST NEVER MAKES THE_
THEM WANT TO GIVE EXTRA EFFORT' WANT TO GIVE EXTRA EFFORT -WANT TO GIVE EXTRA EFFORT

iq, 21)

1007,
92_ 9O% 90_

90 , r I---' 82_
i 7_%

80 29t 1 73_>- 28% 32%

: = 28_
_Q t

g _j ,
u, > 50

e:_ I ,IU_ --J
_n ,,, ,62%

U 20, _ '

r' 0 "

'_ 10 I i , l ,
10_ 10%

_2o,c_ ' 19%
_. 30 27_ 27%
t: )-

f- u_

L,) --

<_

:_' "J 60,L_

=:,oea!

.r, _,_ °_'-°o,,., :,'_,_ _ % ,_ O % _O%_-
,¢% % o°,o

l/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this questlo_.

2_./ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to IO0_;.



CHART 17

II

RELATION5HIP BETWEENOPENNESSOF COMMUNICATIONWITH SUPERVISOR
AND E_tPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY

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

"Too much" _7_"About the right amount" _"1 would prefer to do more"

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WI'IERE EHPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EHPLOYEES SAID THEY
COULD ALHOST ALWAYS OR COULD SOHETIHES TELL THEIR COULD RARELY OR ALMOST NEVER

USUALLY TELL THEIR SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR THEIR BELIEFS TELL THEIR SUPERVISOR
THEIR BELIEFS (Q. 26) THEIR BEL EFS

100_

90 85% --. 82%
80 ! , 74%

)- 31t I : 67_ I
_ 29% 133_,-= 70 26_, /_) ¢¢3

'_ 60 ' 30_

,_ > 50
_) '

,..J

,_ n: 30 5u_'. 56_, ,ss{

" 0

,_ 10 1I% ]2_; '
_- ku 20 16%0 ..a

"_ - 27%c,'. 30
f_ >,-
'_ _ 60 33%

j (D

Q- --d 60,-: ;_ kal

i_ nc: !

x--% _,o % %
· _ _ _

I./ The number In parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2.=/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to I00_.



CHART 18

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DIFFICULTY OF PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
AND EMPLOYEES' LEVEL OF ACTIVITY °

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

\

r'-]"Too much" _?_"About the right ilmounJ'l _"1 would prefer to do more"

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES (;AIDTHEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAfD THEIR
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE
MUCH TOO DIFFICULT OR ABOUT RIGHT TOO EASY OR MUCH TOO EASY

TOO DIFFICULT (Q. 3_)

1007'
9370 88_

qO_ 88% _ _ 85q;
: jmi) )l _ m

80,

_ 50t 29%70 qSl i
= 56_
60

o- _ 5

:> 50 12%

I.i.J
m _'30 ,59_ ,%

-, _ 35_i,

12% 12_o
_- _ 20 ' I5%O

-- 30'
>-

-' 40,
- 4_

_. __ 50,
_ 53_

_' '_ 60'

100.

,¢% . ._ o,,

I/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the
responses may not sum to IO0_.
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C'HART 19

__ Imm
I

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENFREEDOMTO MAKE DECISIONS ABOUT WORK
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVEMENTWITHIN THE WORKGROUP

Q.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?

F--1LOW QUANTITY II_PROVEHENT_respondents who sald the quant tV of Nork produced within their
POTENTIAL FOR

group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

J_MODERA1E IMPROVEMENT_Kespondents who sa;d the quantity mmork produced within
POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY of

their group could be improved to ",oma" extent.

IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVENENT_respondents who said the quantity of work produced within their
group could be improved to a "considerable" or "very great" extenl

I I

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
ARE VERY SATISFIED DR ARE AMBIVALENT ABOUT ARE DrSSATISKIED OR

SATISFIED WITH THEIR FREEDOM: THEIR FREEDOM TO MAKE VERY DISSATISFIED ABOUT

TO MAKE DECISIONS DECISIONS ABOUT THEIR WORK THEIR FREEDOM TO HAKE
ABOUT THEIR WORK (Q. Bg) DECISIONS ABOUT THEIR WORK

loo_

_ _ 90 , 88%
_Z_ 80 . 81_o 78_..% 79%

'__ _ 70, 33_, ---72%66_

_ 60 , )9t) _o_
_- _ _ //; ESot 34t

_ ._,u.. 10 i ;_ Z

0

o _°_10,,

I 13%
<o20 1

,Wa -- ,'_
,- s.- _. I 22% 21%

z _-30 · 28_tJ laJ -- /

_'_- _0J 35%(::)_-

=Z50

_-_60

_oott _

%?.. 9, %9, %

. % % % ,,' % '"

I_/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2--/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
_y not sum to 100_

m



CHART 20

_ II mi

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVEMENT WITHIN THE WORK GROUP

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

_ILOW QUANTITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quantity of _ork produced within their
POTENTIAL FOR

group could be improved to "little" or "two" extent.

MODERATE IMPROVEMENT-- respondents who sa d the quantity ,murk produced ,wlthin
POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY i of

their group could be improved to "some" extent.

_HIGM POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVFMENT_respondents who said the quantity of work produced within their
group could be improved to a °'considerable" or "very great" exten

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR ' WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET · SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET · SUPERVlSOR'S ABILITY TO GET
RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS ' RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS ' RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS
VERY GOOD OR GOOD IQ. 15b) AVERAGE POOR OR VERY POOR

1OUt

_ _.. 90

'_ _ z 83%

_ 80 78t --- 78% 76t 72%
_ 7O 68t

_ t_qS 32t

_ 40

_a:20

0J 4ad

c_20 18%
- _: 22% 22%z_:30 24%

o _- 29%
_'g_-40 33%

_-_- 50
L_ ;Z

60

10c f , '

:.,,.% r,. %.,.,

% % o,.

I/ The number In parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2_/ Because the percentages ;n each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to )00_
I I I mm I



CHART 21

__ II I I I I

RELATIONSHIPBETWEENSUPERVISOR'SEMPHASISON EXCELLENCE
AND POTENTIALFORQUANTITYIMPROVEMENTWITHIN THE WORKGROUP

4'

Q.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?

DLOW FOR QUANTITY IMPROVENENT_respondents who sa;d the quant;ty of '_rk produced within the;r
POTENTIAL

group could be Improved to "little" or "no" extent.

_i_IMooERATE If_PROVEHENT_respondents who said the quantity of _rk produced wlthin
POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY

the;r group could be Improved to "same" extent.

_IGFI POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVEHENT_respondents who said the quantity of murk produced within their
group could be improved to a "consldereble" or "very great" exten

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR ' WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR EMPHASIZES · SUPERVISOR EMPHASIZES SUPERVISOR EMPHASIZES

EXCELLENCE A GREAT DEAL OR . EXCELLENCE SOME EXCELLENCE LITTLE, VERY

QUITE A BIT (Q. 20) : LI.TTLE t OR NOT AT ALL

100_

_ _ 90 84%

_ _ 70 I ' 73_° 69%
g o_ _9_ 33_ J _ 65_

_60 _ i : ,

''° i

'_ _ o i
_:t: 10 ,

Qj lad

_" _ o20"= ' 16%- _ 20%_.- 22_;z_30,_- 27%
_' _- hO 31%c__- , 35%
r, D. I,m

=:_- 50

E <=60

o' _
100_. .._p

I_/ The number in parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents _d_o answered this question.

2_/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest _d_ole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to IOO_

III I I



CHART 22

Ill I r

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENDIFFICULTY OF PERFORMANCESTANDARDS
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVEMENT WITHIN THE WORK GROUP

Q.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?

F_ILou QUANTITY IMPROVEI4ENT--respondents who sald the quantity produced
POTENTIAL FOR O( r murk within their

group could be improved to "little" or "no" aa[tent.

[_MOOER.ATE POTENTIAL FOR QUANTITY who said the quant i of murk produced within
I MPROVE_ENT_ respondent s t¥

their group could be improved to "IDac" extent.

ffi_IGH POT£NTIAL FOR QUANTITY IMPROVEl_lrNT--respondents who said the quantity of work produced within their
group could be improved to · "conslderab)e" or "very great" e=ten

WHERE ENPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR ' WHERE E/qPLOYEES SAID THEIR
PERFORI_ANCESTANDARDS ARE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE PERFORKANCE STANDARDS ARE

NUCH TOO DIFFICULT OR * ABOUT RIGHT . TOO EASY OR MUCH TOO EASY
TOO DIFFICULT (Q, 39}

100_ , , ' '

·_ 82% 79% 82% '
_ 80 --- --_ 78% .

'g 70 65 o

o_60 _0_ 53_
,-___ :

; gg3o

,2q_ _ 25_

I=- 0 m ,

_.s-10
Iai ·

c:r,--I:>

.; < o 20 17_o ' 19%
- a: 22% '_- ' 23%z_30

"_- 40 36%_J o >-
o. ¢3.I-

3:_-50 47%
(=3Z

g< 60

100_ f_ -

I_/ The number In parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered thls question.

2/ Because the percentages in each COlumn were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to 100).

m i mi I ii i



CHART 2];

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENFREEDOMTO t'tAKE DECISIONS ABOUT WORK
AND POTENTIAL FOP,QUALITY IMPROVEtlENTtllTHIE TEE WORKGROUP

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

LO_ POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of _dork produced wlthin theirle"group could be improved to "lltt or "no" eKtent.

MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY I_PROVEHENT_respondents who said the quality oF work produced v.;thintheir group could be improved to "suave" extent.

-IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who sald the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to a "consSderable" or "very great" exten'

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID

THEY WERE SATISFIED WITH THEY WERE ANB)VALENT ABOUT THEY WERE DISSATISFIED WITH
THE)R FREEDOM TO HAKE THEIR FREEDOM TO MAKE THEIR FREEDOM TO _KE

DECISIONS ABOUT DECISIONS ABOUT DECISIONS ABOUT

THEIR WORK (Q. eD) THEIR WORK THEIR WORK

lO0:J "

· _ _ 90 82rt 78t 80_ 85tJ_ _ 80 I ; Z 6_O

_ _ 70 27t 22t
E _ 2et _7_ 592 _,st

_ ___60_. /_/.., _ _, I ;

o :_1t.,

l
,._ ,..,--.--

15%
o _ _ 20 Bt

22% 24%

- hO
_>- 41%

1go _._ I

II

o._;,..4,_ .,, .-sj-_ _',,-._o%
,---°- %_ %

d

/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2--/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to lOOt.



CHART 24

.. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN APPRECIATION RECEIVED FRO/'IMANAGEMENT
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT WITHIN THE WORK GROUP

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

F_LOW POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quality of work produced within their _<_
group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent,

MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of'work produced within _"their group could be improved to "scm_e" extent,

_IGN POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quality of work produced within their ';_group could be improved to a "considerable" or "very great" extent
I I

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY ' WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY ' WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
WERE SATISFIED WITH WERE AMBIVALENT ABOUT WERE DISSATISFIED WITH

APPRECIATION TH'E'Y RECEIVE ' APPRECIATION THEY RECEIVE ' APPRECIATION THEY_RECEIVE
FROM MANAGEMENTFOR DOING FROM MANAGEMENTFOR DOING FROM MANAGEMENTFOR DOING

A GOOD JOB (Q. Bi) A GOOD JOB A GOOD JOB

1007, ,

-_ 90 84_o
'__ ' 79% 76_ 78%__z"' 80

·_ zz 67t

'o o o 27_, ' 29_
o _60 _4

I-- -- _ 224·_ 50 _ ·

= 30 _s4; ?; :ST_

-- O I I · J

Ilo .__ 20 17_
__o 21,_ 22%

g g - _o 52_ 56%

-T- o=. 60
100%' ' ' ' '

% G,. % %
/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responsesI

may not sum to 1004.



(_-IART 25

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENSUPERVISOR'S KNOV!LEDGEOF SUBJECT MATTER
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IHPROVEHENTWITHIN TIlE WORKGROUP

Q.24. To what extent do you think the quality of
work clone in your immediate work group could
be improved?

LO_ POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY INPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to 'llttle" or "no" extent.

7'_ODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the qua lity of work produced withinthelr group could be improved to "soene" extent.

IGM POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who sald the quality of work produced within thelrgroup could be improved to a "conslderable" or "very great" extent

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEDGEOF SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEDGEOF SUPERVISOR'S KNOWLEDGEOF

SUBJECT IRATTER 15 VERY GOOD SUBJECT IRATTER IS AVERAGE SUBJECT IRATTER IS POOR OR
GOOD (Q. 15a) VERY POOR

100_

90'
_: _'- 80t
- z 78_0

,_ z -- , 68% 65t

qJe' _LlJ _L"I 70 I 2'_

'D O O 26{
=: o.,. _ 28{ r 57%
o = 60 I
= ,.,_r L 23_ 23Y'

- _ 30 .so_, ,9"/,

o =20 _2_.; ,39_

C

o -_ 20'
_ o 20,_ i

_ 30 ' 27%
:c 32% 35%

=-40,

.__,6o;
1oo'__' ....,_

% %..,"-/ 0 0", ,.,,. ,.V % % % o,
· - ,% % _',_

I/ The number In parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2--/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to I00_.



CHART 26

RELAT.IONSHIP.BETWEENSUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET RESULTSTHROUGHPEOPLE
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENTWITHIN THE WORKGROUP

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

_LOW POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY who said the quality of work produced within theirIMPROVEMENT-- respondent s
group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the Quallty of _ork produced within
their group could be improved to "some" extent.

GH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who sald the quallty of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to a "conslderable" or "very great" extent,

WHERE EMPLOYEE$ SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR · WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET : SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET ' SUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO GET
RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE _AS ' RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS · RESULTS THROUGH PEOPLE WAS
VERY GOOD OR GOOD (Q. ISb) . AVERAGE POOR OR VERY PO0_,

100,_..... '

-_ 90 84% '·:_- 81% .

= = 70% 71%
= _ "' 70

·._ 0 o :2B_ .
= _ 56%

_, _-, - t40 .
·- <:

0 , I L

o 20

·_ ,,,:r_ 30% 30%

100'_I' , .......

'

1_/ The number in parentheses indica:es the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2._/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to I00_.



CHART 27

I I

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TV!O-t¢AYCOMMUNICATION WITH SUPERVISOR
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT WITHIN THE WORK GROUP

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

LOW POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quality of work produced within their
group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the cluallty of work produced withinthelr group could be improved to "some" extent.

IGM POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quality of work produced within theirgroup cou]d be improved to a "considerable" or "very great" extent

I . !
WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
HAVE EFFECTIVE TWO-WAY HAVE EFFECTIVE TWO-WAY HAVE EFFECTIVE T_O-WAY

COMMUNICATION WITH THEIR COMMUNICATION WITH THEIR COMMUNICATION wITH THE R
SUPERVISOR TO A VERY GREAT SUPERVISOR TO SOME EXTENT SUPERVISOR TO LITTLE

:IR CONSIDERABLE EXTENT IQ. 16) OR NO EXTENT

1DO_

-J 90 82%¢: k-

c _-_ 80 i 79% 74%
'_===: 67%

-0 o O 27_ '

o c_ 60 27%

cn 1- -- _ 21_; ,21%,: 50 I
I- n- :,_ _ ,

_ I[ el: i

u _r o' 52_; I
_c20 /_. *o_,

_ O ii -

_-- __. Io-_20_ i__o 18%
g _ _ 30 ' 22%

_- _o. _3_
,, __ 39% 39%

_ _,60.
100,_ I'

s %$X,o; , ,· % _'_ % _'_
°s * °s %

Iff The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered th_s q_estJon.

2--/ I,ecause the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to I00_.



CHART 28

"RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRUST AND CONFIDENCE ItlSUPERVISOR
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMEt!TWITHIN THE WORK GROUP °

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

--ILOW POTENTIAL FOR IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within theirQUALITY
group could be improved to "little" or "no'_ extent.

MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPR0YE_ENT_respondents who said the quatlty of work produced within
their group could be improved to "some" extent.

IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVERENT_respondents who sald the quallty of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to a "considerable" or "very great" extent
II

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
HAVE VERY GREAT OR HAVE SOME TRUST AND HAVE LITTLE OR NO TRUST

CONSIDERABLE TRUST AND CONFIDENCE IN THEIR AND CONFIDENCE IN THEIR
SUPERVISOR (Q. 17) SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR

100_

-, 90 83t
'__- 79%

,.,., _8o,
·_ z z f 69%
= "' 67_,__ 70, 27) 63%

-_: _° _° 27, I ! , 58%o ,-,60' 2t_ 23%
i 22_

,_ 50 i 23_

L. _ _' i / I · I
'_- "_ '6: _'/',,_J !

=_30" ,_/

'_ ,-,-o' 52t
o I

..J 10 ' !'
· 2
_ 0 '

'_' o ' 20%

·., z 31%
g - 40. 34t

Z
IO0_L i , mm)I , '

% %
.<---% % ,'. %

I/ The number In parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2--/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to I00_.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUPERVISOR'S FAIRNESS OF TREATMENT
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT WITHIN THE WORK GROUP

Q.24. To what extent do you think the quality of
work done in your immediate work group cou]d
be improved?

LO_ POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

HODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced withintheir group could be improved to *'some" extent.

IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY I_lPROVEMENT--respondents who sald the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to a "conslderable" or "very great" extent
I

I

ii WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR ' UI'IERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR TREATS SUBORDINATES"SUPERVISOR TREATS SUBORDINATES SUPERVISOR TREATS SUBORDINATES

VERY FAIRLY OR MORE OR LESS SOMETIMES FAIRLY, MORE OR LESS UNFAIRLY OR
FAIRLY (Q. 18) SOMETIMES UNFAIRLY VERY UNFAIRLY

100% ' ·

-J 90 ' 82_
'__' 79_

,,,80'

"_ "' 70 27& 64% 65%
-_ o o 28% 60%
c

o _. 60' 2o_ 2o_ 54_

,.":_<>-50' _ 21t
u_ c) ..I

¢o z: ,._ , _.

o : : ,42%'

cc 20 ' _,_ ,33t*o /,

o_ <_! 30'_-°_ 20 18% 21% f'_ _

_ 50 46%

_-_60

_':' -_ /- re-_ r_,%/-

,?oo %_ %
,., %

1/ The number In parentheses Indicates the total number of respondents _d_o answered this question.

2/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to IO0_..
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CHART :)0

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENSUPERVlSOR'S EMPHASIS ON EXCELLENCE
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENTWITHIN THE WORK GROUP

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

F"ILO_ POTENTIAL FOR who said the qua)ity of work produced w_thJn theirQUALITY IMPROVEMENT-- respondent s
group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

::_ODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IIqPROVEHENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within
their group could be improved to "some" extent.

IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IHPROVEMENT_respondents who sa_d the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to a "cons;derabie" or "very great" extent
I

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAfO THEIR WHERE EHPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
SUPERVISOR EMPHASIZES SUPERVISOR EHPHASIZES SUPERVISOR ENPHASIZES

EXCELLENCE A GREAT DEAL OR EXCELLENCE SI)HE EXCELLENCE LITTLE, VERY

QUITE A BIT (Q. 20) LITTLE_ OR NOT AT ALL

100,_,

-J 90 814
< _- 794

·_ z ,- 69%: "' _ 70 26_ 68__- > 60_
·'o 0 o 28_ -

=° w _-z60 ,.. 22_ 2_ _ 52_

¢ c_- /40
¢ 0 .-J

30 $5t, ,51t

'o = 20 , , 36_.,

_ 10

_ o )- ) ' -I'_ _=_o.

o _ _ 20 19__ o 22_o
g _30

40%
o_-_o
_'_--50 474

_:60
O'

10o;4 _

%¢% % ¢ % ¢
% % %

I--/ The number Jn parentheses indicates the total number of res.,,ondents who answered this question.

2,/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to )OD).,

mm m



CHART :)1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEENSUPERVISOR'S ABILITY TO INSPIRE EXTRA EFFORT
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT _.IITHINTHE WORK GROUP

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

_'_LOW POTENTIAL FOR IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the qua)ity of work produced w)th;n theirQUALITY
group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

MOOERATEPOTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within
their group could be improved to "some" extent,

IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be improved to a "cOnsiderable" or "very great" extent

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THE ' WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THE WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THE
SUPERVISION THEY GET ALMOST. SUPERVISON THEY GET SUPERVISION THEY GET RARELY

ALWAYS OR USUALLY MAKES , SOMETIMES MAKES THEM OR ALMOST NEVER MAKES THE_
THEM W_T_G_-V_'E_RA EFFORT' WA_ T_E EXTRA EFFORT WANT TO GIVE EXTRA EFFORT

(q. 2t)

100,_ ! '

_ 90. 83t 83% :
: 80, I : 74 684

_ I- > 70, 5t 29_ : 24_ 25)JlI

O O m ' _'_ I · 60_.
_6o ,._ I .0 , 125,%

.; =,30' ?: ?: : ,s_ :_: _ _ '

_2o. l'-_ f_ :
_ _ _n. : 25% 26%
_._'_

40' 40%I.--

_-; 5o,
Eg6o
o' _100;.

l_/ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.

2_/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to I00_.
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CHART 3;2

mi

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OPENNESS OF COMMUNICATION 6tlTH SUPERVISOR ,
AND POTEI",TIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENTWITItlN THE WORKGROUP

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

r-}LOW POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within their
group could be improved to "little" or "no" extent.

MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced withintheir group could be improved to "so,ne" extent.

-IIGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who sald the quality of work produced v,;thin their
group could be improved to a "conslderable" or "very great" extent

'WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY 'WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY 'WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEY
COULD ALHOST ALWAYS OR COULD SOMETIMES TELL THEIR COULD RARELY OR ALPC,ST NEVER

USUALLY TELL THEIR SUPERVISOR' SUPERVISOR THEIR BELIEFS TELL THEIR SUPERVISOR
THEIR BELIEFS {Q. 26) / THEIR BELIEFS

100_:

_z_ 90 ' 83i

_ BO, 7_q% 72% 69_
g _ 70 I :

_ o .:gt 28t: ,e_ 512 602
[ _ .t:60 , , =or ,
_. _2_

'
g so_

Oo o)o _o 18,,
_: 28% 31_ J

4o
50Z _ 4_

_6o
100;_

1_./ The number in parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this quest,on.

2._/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to )00_.



CHART 33

RELATIONSHIPBETWEENDIFFICULTY OF PERFORMANCESTANDARDS
ANDPOTENTIALFORQUALITY IMPROVEMENTWITHIN THE WORKGROUP

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

LOW POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within the;rgroup could be Improved to "little" or 'no" extent.

7_MODERATE POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY INPROVENENT_respondents who said the quallty of work produced wlth;ntheir group could be improved to "some" extent.

IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality of work produced within theirgroup could be Improved to a 'conslderable" or "very great" extent

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE

MUCH TOO DIFFICULT OR ABOUT RIGHT TOO EASY OR MUCH TOO EASY
_00 DIFFICULT (Q. 39)

100_

_z90 8o_ 7B_o
: ___8o

_' _ 7o 68t 7o_; r

o _-__60 i2_'_ _7t

_ _ 50 28_ _ __/ 23_;

 ,o
S[4o 3_

100_j

-_ ,_2_'_.5,, _,_ ._o_,_

· % - %
I/ The number In parentheses indicates the total number of respondents who answered this question.m

2/ Because the percentages In each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
may not sum to 100_.



CHART

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUPERVISOR'S UNDERSTANDING OF SUBORDINATES' JOB PROBLEMS
AND POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENTWITHIN THE WORKGROUP

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

DLOW QUALITY IMPROVEMENT_respondents who said the quality produced
POTENTIAL FOR of work w_thJn their

group could be improved to "little" or "no'_ extent.

!*qOOERATEPOTENTIAL FOR qUALITY IMPROVEMENT--respondents who said the quality of' work produced within
their group could be improved to "some" extent.

-IGH POTENTIAL FOR QUALITY IHPROVEMENT_respondents who sald the quality of work produced within theirgroup Could be improved to a "considerable" or "very great" extent

WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAIO THEIR WHERE EMPLOYEES SAID THEIR
iSUPERVISOR UNDERSTANDS THEIR SUPERVISOR UNDERSTANDS THEIR SUPERVISOR UNDERSTANDS THEIR

JOB PROBLEMS TO A VERY JOB PROBLEMS TO SOME EXTENT JOB PROBLEMS TO LITTLE
GREAT OR CONSIDERABLE OR NO EXTENT

EXTENT (Q. 19)

100_-_
.j OK)

__80_ .8o_

"' 70 ,t 68,tI
1,,- > ' 28%

_ oc:,
: _:60' 128_ '

g-mo
_-50 46%

:::0

i°°;t ...¢,.r
r?_ ,.,¢'_ + ¢'e - cc
$__-, o*%9, -'..*- ¢._-'¢,

%.$oos *% s%s
so, v% % %.

,,',.,, "%, 0

1../ The number In parentheses indicates the total number Of respondents who answered thl$ question.

2_/ Because the percentages In each cOlUmn were rounded to the nearest whole number, the toed1 of the responses
may not sum to lOOt_



PROHIBITED I::JL_R_ F_RACTICES

The Civil Service Reform Act (Pub. L. No. 95-45_, 92 Stat. 11] (1978))
forbids personnel actions based on the following eleven practices:

1) Discrimination based on race, color, re]ieion, sex, age, national
origin, handicapping condition, marital status or political affiliation;

2) Soliciting or considering employment recommendations not based on the
individual's work performance, ability, aptitude, general OuaIifications,
suitability, character, or loyalty;

3) Coercing the political activity of any person;

b.) Deceiving or willfully obstructing anyone from competing for
employment;

5) Influencing anyone to withdraw from competition for any position.,
whether to help or hurt anyone else's employment prospects;

6) Giving unauthorized preferential treatment to any empIoyee or
applicant;

7) Nepotism;

8) Taking or failing to take a personnel action as a reprisat against a
whistleblower;

9) Taking or failing to take a personnel action as a reprisa! for the
exercise of any appeal right;

10) Discriminating on the basis of personal conduct which does not
adversely affect the performance of any emp[oyee or applicant or the performance
of others, except in case of criminal conviction for the conduct; and

11) Taking or failing to take any other personnel action if that would
violate any law, rule, or regulation implementing or directly concerning the
merit system principles.

For original text see 5 U.S.C. Section 2302(b).
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MERIT PRINCIPLES GOVERNING THE FEDERAL PERSONNEL SYSTEM

The CivilServiceRefom3 Act (Pub.L. No. 95-l;54,92 Stat. iIl (197B))requiresthatFederal
personnelmanagement be irnplen_ntedconsistentwith the followingmerit principles:

(1) Recruitment shouldbe from qualifiedindividualsfrom appropriatesourcesin an endeavor to
achieve a work force from allsegments of society,and select/onand advancement shouildbe
determined solely on the basis of relative ability; knowledge, and skills, after fair and open
competition which assures that all receive equal opportunity.

[2) A_ employees and applicants for employment should receive fair and equitable treatment in
ail aspects of personnel management without regard to political affiliation, race, color,
religion, national origin, sex, marital status, _ge, or handicapping condition, and with proper
regard for their privacy and constitutional rights.

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

[&) All employees should maintain high standards of integrity, conduct, and concern for the
pub{iainterest.

(5) Th® Federal work force should be used efficiently and effectively.

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

(?) Employees should be provided effective education and training in cases in which such
education and training would result in better organizational and individual performance.

[8) En_loyees 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
5nterfering with or affecting the result of an election or a nomination for election.

<9) E_loyees should be protected against reprisal for the lawful disclosure of information
_hich the employees reasonably behave evidences--

(a) a violation of any law, rule, or regulation, or
(b) mismanagement, a gross waste of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and

8pacific danger to public health or safety°

It i8 8 prohibited personnel practice to take or fail to take any personnel action when
taking or failing to take the action results in the violation of any law, rule or regulation
implementing or directly concerning these merit principles.

The Merit Systems Protection Board is directed by law to conduct special studies of the
cSvil service and other Federal merit systems to determine whether these statutory mandates are
being met, and to report to the Congress 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 Systems
F_eview _nd 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. Nearly 1,000 executives completed and
returned the questionnaires by mid-February 1981. 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 SES incentive systems on the attitudes of senior
executives and potential SES candidates.

A follow-up survey was conducted through structured telephone interviews
with 100 career SES members during the third and fourth weeks of March t98t.
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. In theory, joininq 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. But,
restricting bonuses below those originally authorized by CS,q.A 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.

· 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 a
direct result of the restrictions on bonuses. If only a small
fraction 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 apparently 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 Government within the next two years.

· The SES system is alarmingly unattractive to mid-level Federal
employees--the applicant pool 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 5ES
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 promotions.

· The $ES 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 potential 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. 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.

· Impact of Performance Appraisals, Over one-third of executives are
not sure that the results of performance appraisals will actually have
an impact on personnel 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.



-- 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 for removal that the SES performance
appraisal process allows. According to information ageneies have
provided to OPM, only one career executive has been removed from
SES for poor performance as of 3uly I, 1981.

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

· Career employees have not been passed over for executive positions
in favor of less qualified candidates 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 5ES than under the former
supergrade system.

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

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

Improper Designation of _S Positions. Thirteen percent of executives
holding "general" positions believe that those positions should be designated
"career-reserved" to protect SES from improper political interference or to
maintain public confidence in the impartiality 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.
Neverthelesst this finding calls attention to the need for a closer and
continuing oversight over the designation of these positions.

Executives Lack of Knowledge About _E]S Fhrotections. 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
personnel actions.

Bonus Awards 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, 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.

REC'OMMENDATI_

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

1. Congress should consider:

· Lifting the current pay cap on executive pay, and allow the
annual adjustments for executives under Public Law 94-82 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 l, 198l, only one of approximately 6,200 career executives has
been removed from the SES for poor performance. This suggests 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 satisfactorily, or to remove them from SES.

3. This study suggests that executives' concern over potential unfair ratings
in the performance appraisal process is linked to executives! !ack 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 i s being placed on communication skills and the performance
appraisal process in management training.

4. OPM should institute a program to:

m 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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m clarify and sharpen existing guidelines if it finds a substantial
number of improper designations.

5. OPM should provide information to career SES members on the protections
accorded career executives under SES.

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.



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 6,800 executives who comprise the Senior Executive Service
(SES). I_/

The Senior Executive Service includes most managerial, supervisory, and
other policy-influencing or policy-making positions equivalent to GS-16 through
Executive Level V in the Executive branch. 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 cadre plays a crucial role 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. Z_/

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 accord 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 Congress. 3_1

1! CSRA limits the total number of SES and supergrade positions (GS-16/18)
combined to 10,777. Currently, the U.S. 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 typically ranges from
6,800 to 7,000.

2_/ Approximately 10% of the SES members have non-career appointments, the
remaining 90% are career members.

3/ Pub.L. No. 95-45/4, 92 Stat. l Il (1978). The mandate to conduct special
studies is found at 5 U.S.C. Section 1205 (al(3). The General Accounting
Office, U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM), and outside groups also
report from time to time on the operations of 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.
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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 performance
award systems; and,

· the impact of SES 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 a number of departments and agencies. It was
distributed to a random sample of 1_519 career and non-career SES members in
November 1980. Only 67 questionnaires were returned as undeliverable and 979
(or approximately 67% of all who received the questionnaire) had completed and
returned the questionnaire by the cut-off date_ mid-February t981. 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
5ES members Governmer_t-wide, we can be 95% confident that the executives'
attitudes and reported observations are within three percentage points of what
is reported in the survey results. It should be noted, however, that the report
also contains 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 possible range of error in the
data for specific agencies is larger than for the Government as a whole because
of the smaller number of respondents. Each table 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 1981.
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 Change 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 mobility_ the
operation of Executive Resources Boards, or how effectively the new management
flexibilities 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 positions
classified at grades GS-16 through GS-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 appraisal systems for executives.

-- 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 level 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
Management in Senior Executive Service, U,S. Office Of Personnel Management,
February 1980, OPM Document 127-56-6.



-9

· Providing a eompenution ·y·tem and other condition· of employment
designed to attract, retain, and motivate highly competent aenior
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, 17, or 18) of the position
which the executive occupied, subject to uniform and routinely
granted longevity increases within the pay range of each grade.
The system provided limited opportunity for salary adjustments or
cash awards.

-- The SES system introduced the "rank-in-person" 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 attract outside candidates to SE5, 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 executive· who
fail to meet performance standards established by their supervisors.

-- Under the supergrade system, executives could be removed for poor
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.S. Civil Service Commission (CSC), OPM's predecessor.

-- Under the SES 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 performance 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 removal constitutes a

prohibited personnel practice may challenge that removal 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 ·gency heads gre·ter flexibility in re·ssigning 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 level---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 Lo any
other SES position in the agency for which they are qualified.
There is no requirement for approval by the U.S. Office of
Personnel Management (OPM).

· Offering incre·sed promotion opportunities to career executives.

-- Under the supergrade system, executives had promotion
opportunities to GS-]6, 17, or 18 positions. Promotions beyond
these grades to the Executive Level ranks were rare.

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

· Mandating the est·blishrnent of Executive Resources Boards (ERB),
composed of agency management officials, to conduct the merit staffing
process for career SCS 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
authority. 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
policies, 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.
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Safeguards Against Politieization
f

CSRA also established specific protections to guard against
"politicization" of the SES. They include requirements that:

· No more than 10% of SES positions Government-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 of non-career
appointees.) 7/

· positions which require impartiality or the publi: s confidence in the
impartiality of the Government must be designated as "career-
reserved." Such "career-reserved" positions can only be filled 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 or the needs of the
agency, career S£S 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 immediate 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 Administration.

· 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 PRB's are intended to act as
buffers against arbitrary or retaliatory personnel actions.

Conversion to SES

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 Buly 13, 1979, or declining conversion and

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

· 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 more "vulnerable" in some ways. For example, SES
career executives are subject to involuntary reassignments and are
theoretically more vulnerable to removal for poor performance,
reduction in pay, and demotion than they were under the former
supergrade system. (Whether or not agencies will use these
authorities 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, and 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 for greater
compensation, and benefits.

Executive Compensation

The 5ES compensation system has not operated as many hoped it would under
the laws governing executive pay.

In 1975, the Congress enacted the Executive Salary Cost-of-Living
Adjustment Act (Public Law 94-82), requiring the adjustment of congressional and
other top Federal officials' salaries by the same amount as the annual pay
adjustments made in the Civil Service 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 would have occurred had
the law been allowed to operate freely. Consequently, the salaries of 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 all members of the 5ES
are today "capped" at '_50,112.50, even though the SES pay schedule nominally
provides for higher annual 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 opportunity to accept a
career SES appointment in 3uly I979.

9/ The Report of the Commission on Executive_ Leqislative T and Judicial
_alaries, December 1980, page 7.
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These limitations have resulted in "pay compression," 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. Moreover, 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 to motivate and reward high level performance by career
executives. The law itself limited bonuses to 20% of 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 t0 20% of an agency's SES positions.



CHAPTER TWO

IMPACT OF SE:SINCENTIVES

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." lO/ 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." l i/

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." !_22!

The SES 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." l._3!

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 SES 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."

II)/ S. Rep. No. 95-969, 95th Congress, 2d Session 4 (1978), reprinted in
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 96th Congress, 1st Session,
LeQislative History of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (Committee Print
No. 96-2, 1979) (hereinafter cited Senate Report).

Ill Zd.

12/ 5 U.S,C, Section 230l (bi(5).

1__.3!H. Rep. No. 95-1403, 95th Congress, 2d Session 5 (1978), reprinted in
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 96th Congress, 1st Session,
Le§islative History of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (Committee Print
No. 96-2, 1979).

1.44!Section 3(6), Pub. L. No. 95-4514,92 Stat. 1113 (1978).
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There is grave doubt that this indispensable end of CSRA is being
realized.

I. Federal executives, by their
own report, say that the SIcS
is not achieving the goals and
ob)ectives set out by the Reform
Act--that it has had little SES members...
positive impact on their
agencies. Only about one in Agra e
four executives (26%) believe 26%
that SES will improve the
operation of their agency.
Shortfalls in meeting the goals that SES will improve the operation of
of the CSRA appear to be linked my agency.
directly to the Jack of a
credible and effective reward *"Neither agree nor disagree" or "Have

no basis to judge _system for first-rate
performance, To understand - '--
this_ it is important to
consider why executives chose
to join the SES.

2. The single most important inducement for Federal executives to join SF-S
was the fact that there was no real alternative; the secortd major
inducement was the opportunity for bonuses or rank swards. 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 promotions and not be considered to
be "team 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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3. Executive. are very disillusioned with their pay situation; they feel that
the Congress and OPM have breached their promise to pay executive, for top
notch performance. Because the Congress and OPM have reduced the number
of bonuses the CSRA originally provided for, SES members believe that the
Congress and OPM have failed to provide the incentives promised to them
when they joined $ES. More than 6 out of 10 (63%) are dissatisfied with
the way 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 (81%) are dissatisfied with their opportunity to earn
more in their present position. (See Appendix A for comments concerning
executive compensation.)

8. How satisfied are you with the fo/lowing 9. Considering everything, how would you rate your
aspects of your job? overall satisfaction _ your Federal position at thepresem time? Your answer may be based on factors

which were not mentioned above.

100°(
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80 8'--9'0_ 75_

7O 65% 64%

-_60 57_ $6_

50 144%
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,o.
O, V _ _J

20 ' 19_
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E_Percentages who indicated "Very satisfied" and "Satisfied" to Questions

based respondents

P_a through 8i and on"Completely satisfied," "Very satisfied," and "Satisfied" to Question 9.

Percentages based on respondents who indicated '_Dissatisfied_ and "Very dissatisfied" to
Questions 8a through 8i and "Dissatisfied," "Very dissatisfied," and "Completely d_ssat_S-
fled" to Question 9.

Percentages based on respondents who indicated "Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied" and "No

_Ibasis to judge" to Questions 8a through 8i and "Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied" to

0iuest ion 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 yom' decision to join?

lO0_

90, FACTORS INFLUENCING SENIOR EXECUTIVES'

80 DECISIONS TO JOIN THE SES

7O, 67_

50 48%

40 _ 38_

3O

20 _ 19% 18_0 '-'1 i

I l
70 60_ 58_ 55%

8O

9O

100_

· \ \ \ \
Percentages based on respondents who indicated that the incentive
was "Extremely important" or "Quite important 'lto their initial
decision to join.

Percentages based on respondents who indicated that the incentive
was "Somewhat important" or "Not important at all I' to their initial
decision to join.

Percentages based on respondents who indicated "l did not consider it"or J'lwas not aware of it" in their initial decision to join.

NOTE: 1.5% of the respondents reported that the opportunity for unlimited
annual leave accrual was an important 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 as they
apply to you personally?

100_

90 SENIOREXECUTIVES'SATISFACTION
80 WITHSES INCENTIVES

7O
L_J

6o
soO

,_40 77_; 70%
30, I 65% I 61%

21_
20 18% 17_i

20 15% 18_ 19_ 18,.

30 a'a I --

> 50

7O j
80 74_

9o

100_

_,%, % _.,; ,.** '_.h, %/%

N % *,,, _'., *6% _. s^
% _. _.,,,. % '%.

Percentages based on respondents who indicated they were "Completelysatisfied" or "Generally satisfied" with SES incentives as they have
actually played out.

l_Percentages based on respondentswho indicated they were "Generallydissatisfied" or 'lCompletelydissatisfied" with SES incentives as
they have actually played out.

O Percentages based on respondents who indicated "Neither satisfied nordissatisfied" and "Too soon to tell" to SES incentives as they have
actually played out.
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/4. For the majority of executives, other SES incentives--such as th e oppor-
tunity for promotion to top policy-making positions, increased job
mobility, unlimited annual leave accrual, and sabbaticals--were essentially
unimportant inducements for.joining 5£5. 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.)

5. Despite the overwhelming disillusionment with compensation matters (frozen
base salaries and reduced bonus opportunities), executives report that they
find a high level of intrinsic satisfaction in their jobs. More than 9 out
of l0 (9[%) executives say they are satisfied with their own jobs--the work
itself. 9b,% say they believe that taxpayers get their money's worth from
the work they do. Eight in lO (80%) say they have an ooportunity to make
a positive impact in their jobs.

6. Despite the mitigating
influence of executives'
satisfaction with their work,
senior executives in large SES members...
numbers indicate that it is

likely they will leave
Government employment in the
next two years. More than 8
executives in lO (81%) said that

that there are sufficient incentivesthere are insufficent incentives
in SES to retain highly competent

in SES to retain highly executives.
competent executives. Over
one such employee in four (26%) 1_l'Neitheragree nor disagree" or 'Have
indicated that it was unlikely
that they would be working for no basis to judge' Ill

the Federal Government two years
from now.

r
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Another 20% said that there is an

even chance that they will leave 12. If you have your own way, will you be work-
Federal employment within two lng for the Federal Government two years from
years, l_._SI (See Table I on the now?

followingpage.) 100

Extrapolating these findings to the 90

entire SES population of 80
approximately 6,800 executives, about
1,768 predict that they will leave 70

Government employment within two 60
years. Of these, approximately 725 54_o
say they plan to retire; the 50

remainder plan to resign. An 40
additional 20%, or 1,360, say there
is an even chance they could leave 30 26?0

Government employment. In total, 20 _ 20_

as many as 3,128 executives (46%
of the executive work force) are 10

considering leaving their Government 0

jobs during the next two years. _,__ '_o,_ _Oo'

rt.__

o^ ?_

1._5! These survey _findings are consistent with the The Report of the Commis2
sion on Executive_ Leqislative_ and 3udicial Salaries, December 1980, pp.
i8-22. 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 [5.5% 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
increases in pay for these employees." (All SES members are currently at the pay
ceiling, )
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II I I I IL Il · II · I I I
I

TABLE 1

Q]2. If you have your own way, wilt you be working for the Federal Government two years from now?

Numberof RESPONSES1-/
SES respondents "Very likely" or "It could go "Somewhat unlikely"

ABenc_v for this question "Somewhat likely" go either way" or "Very unlikely',

t. Agriculture (54) 80% (+ 10%) 2/ 7% 13%
2. Veterans Administration (48) 67% (_ 12%) 8% 25%
3, Navy (44) 64% (_ 13%) 18% 18%
/4. Environmental Protection

Agency (46) 59% (__ 13%) t7% 2b,%
5. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (46) 59% (_+ 13%) 15% 26%
6. Health and Human Services (47) 57% (+ 13%)' 19% 23%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (975) 54% _'+ 3%) 20% 26%
7. All other agencies (240) 52;% (7 3%) 20% 27%
8. Commerce (54) 52% (+_-I 2%) 11% 37%
9. 3ustice (29) 52% (+ 17%) 21% 28%

10. Army (39) 51% (-+ 15%) 18% 31%
l 1.' Other Department

of Defense (57) 49% (+ 12%) 26% 25%
12. Treasury (49) 49% (+ 13%) 27% 25%
13. Interior (35) 49% (+ 16%) 31% " 20%
14. Air Force (38) /_7% (+_ 15%) 18% 34%
15. Transportation (54) 46% (+ 12%) 22% 32%
16. Energy (57) 44% (_ 12%) 19% 37%
17. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 38% (+ 17%) 38% 24%

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

_2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

I · I II · I I · I , Il · m I I I I I Im
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7. Among those already in the SICS, a significant number seem to be having
second thoughts about having joined. One in ten (10%) of current SCS
members surveyed said that they would seriously consider leaving the SES to
accept a GS-15 position in their agency in the same kind of work if the
opportunity arose. Another 15% said they were not sure, but might consider
it.

8, Among those mid-level employees not yet in StES but in the pool of candi-
dates who will be expected to someday fill SCS positions, SES is becoming
alarmingly unattractive. In a separate study conducted by the Office of
Merit Systems Review and Studies, Federal employees in grades GS-13 through
GS-15 were asked if the incentives in SES were sufficiently attractive to
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. Overall, only about three in ten (31%) GS-)3 to GS-_5
employees said they are likely to join SES if offered a job.

(Responses from GS-]3/15 employees)
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 'ou would like to have?

100

90

80
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6O

5O
40 40_'

30 2

2o

10

0



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." 1__7/

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

In the SES, rank will be based on an executive's
individual talents and performance, not the position.

Evaluation of executives in the SES wit! be based on

their actual performance. Those whose work is exceptional
will be eligible for performance awards. In addition, the
psychic rewards wilt be considerable; serving in the SES
will be an honor because it will be earned on merit. Those
executives who cannot or do not Jive up to its standards
will be removed, but their rights will be pro-
tected. 181

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.

1__615 U.S.C. Section 2301 (b)(6),

171 5 U.S.C. Section 230l (b)(3).

181 Senate Report at 11.
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9. 5ES performance apprai.al 8ystems are in place. Nearly all (93%) 5ES
members covered in the survey said that performance standards had been
established 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...

99%

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

97%

· They developed standards themselves //___//////_//////////////_
jointly with their supervisor, or
they had a chance to comment on

standardsdevelopedby supervisors 93%

IQ "
· Their performance standards are in
place (Q 36)

Their performance standards are /////_/__//////////////////////Jl
about right in terms of difficulty
(m 39)

· Their performance standards are _ /_////////////////////_
rational or very rational (Q 40)

81%

· The standards cover the most X /////////_/////////////////////_important elements of the job to a
very great or considerable extent
(Q42)

· Performance was fairly and //_////////////_/////,//_accurately rated--"most ly"
or "completely" (Q45)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100%
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lO, There is no evidence that performance .tandards are being arbitrarily
impomed. Virtually all (97%) of those with performance standards partici-
pated in some measure in their development, Only :3% said their standards
were developed "unilaterally" by their superiors. (See Table 2 below.)

I I I I· II

TABLE 2

Q37. Who determined your current performance standards?

RESPONSES l_/
"l did, alone."

"I did, primarily, "My immediate
with some contribution or hiqher "My immediate or
from my supervisor." or level supervisor higher level

Number of "They were jointly determined them supervisor
SES respondents developed, involving and then asked determined them "Don't

Agency for this question me and my supervisor." for my comments." unilaterally." know"

2/ 0% 0% 0%I. Air Force (33) 100% (+_ 0%) _
2. Energy (50) 100% (+ 0%) 0% 0% 0%
3. Agriculture (55) 100% (+ 7%) 0% 0% 0%
4. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (45) 96% (_+ 6%) /4% 0% 0%
5. Other Department

of Defense (56) 95% (_+ 5%) 4% 2% 0%
6. Navy ' (3B) 9.5% (_+ 7%) 5% 0% 0%
7. Transportation (52) 94% (+ 6%) 6% 0% 0%
8. Treasury (/42) 91% (+ 8%) 5% 5% 0%
9. Commerce (46) 91% (-_+7%) 9% 0% 0%

10. Environmental Protection
Agency (46) 91% (+ 7%) 7% 2% 0%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (897) 89% (2 3%) 8% 3% 0%
11. Army C_6) 89% (_+ JO%) 8% 3% 0%
12. Interior (35) 86% (+ 11%) 11% 3% 0%
13. All other agencies (213) 86% __+3%) 10% 4% I%
14. Health end Human Services (44) 84% (_+ 10%) 14% 2"/0 0%
15. Veterans Administration (47) 77% (+_ 11%) 15% 9% 0%
16. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (2/4) 71% (_ 17%) 17% 13% 0%
17. Justice (28) 68% (_+ 17%) 21% 7% /4%

_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 sum to 100%.

2_/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. !n other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable Lo sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance 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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11. Executives have a good understanding of their performance mtandard8 and
believe that the standard, 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 BI% said that the standards cover the elements in their jobs
which are most important. (See Tables 3 and 4.)

TABLE 3

C_39. How would your rate your current performance standards with respect to the degree of difficulty you think
they will pose for you?

l/
Number of RESPONSES _

SES respondents "Much too difficult" "Too easy" or

Aqency for this question "About riqht" or "Too difficult" "Much too easy"

1. Air Force (32) 94% (* 8%) 2/ 0% 6"/0
2. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (/4t_) 93% (+ 7%) 7% 0%
3. All other agencies (212) 91% (+ 2%) 8% I%
a,. Agriculture (55) 91% (__7%) 5% 4%
5. Treasury (43) 91% (+ 8%) 2% 7%
6. Justice (29) 90% (___11%) 7% 3%
7. Veterans Administration (47) 89% (_+8%) 11% 0%

B. Energy (50) 88% (+8%) 10% , 2%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (89_,) 87% (_+ 3%) 10% 3%

9. Army (36) 86% (+10%) 14% 0%
10. Health and Human Services (43) 86% (+_10%) 9% 5%

l 1. Other Department
of Defense (56) 86% (+ 8%) 13% 2%

12. Interior (35) 83% (__12%) l I% 6%
13. Environmental Protection

Agency (45) 82% (_+10%) 13% 4%
14. Navy (38) 82% (+12%) 16°/0 3%
15. Cor, nerce (45) 80% (+_11%) 16% a,%
16. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (25) 80% (_+15%) 20% 0°/0
17. Transportation (52) 77% (+10%) I5% 8%

_1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for s specific agency may not sum to lO0°_,

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. In other words, based on a san-hole of this size, one 'can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance Lhat the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error

ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically siqnificant.

II
= II
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TABLE 4

Q40, Inyouropinion,how rationalare the standardsthatyoursupervisorusestoevaluateyour performance?

l!Numberof RESPONSES _
SES respondents "Veryrational"or "Irrational"or

Aqency forthisquestion '_,ational" "Very irrational" 'Hot sure"

1, Navy (38) 95°/0 (+ 7%) 2/ 3n/o 3%
2. Agriculture (55) 94% (5%) 4% 2%
3, National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (45) 93% (+ 7%) 7% 0%
t4. Other Department

of Defense (56) 91% (+ 7%) 5% 4%
5. Army (36) 89% (+ 10%) 6% 6%
6, Treasury (t43) 88% _'+ 9%) 7% 5%
7. Veterans Administration (48) 88% (+ 9%) 8% 4%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (898) 83% (_ 3%) 11% 6%
8. Environmental Protection

Agency (46)' 87% (+ 9%) 7% 7%
9. Energy (50) 86% (_' 9%) 8% 6%

10. Transportation (52) 83% (+_-9"/0) 10% 8%
11. All other agencies (213) 80% (_+3%) 12% A%
12. Justice (29) 79% (_. lb,%) 17% 3%
13. Interior (35) 7/4% (+ lt_%) 17% 9°/0
1/4.Health and Human Services (/41) 73% (_' 13%) 2CP/0 7%
15. Air Force (33) 73% (__ 14%) 15% 12%
16. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (25i 72% (+ 17%) 16% 12%
17. Commerce (t46) 72% (+_-12%) 20% 9%

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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance 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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12. Even though executives feel
that performance standards are
rational, they are apprehensive
about how the standards will
be applied by their super-

v i s o r s i n r a t I n g t h e i r 15. How would you rate your immediate super-
performance. Nearly one-third visor in each of the following areas?
(28%) of the executives surveyed
feel that they exercise only 100_. i

limited control over the factors 90
that will ultimately determine
their rating. Furthermore, one 80 77_o

executive in four (25%) is not 70 65_confident that his or her

supervisor will take into 60 _ 58/%
account the effect of influences 50

beyond the control of the _ _/,

executive in appraising the 40

executive's performance. (Such 30
factors might include such

external decisions as shifting 20 ,_ _/.
agencyreductions, priorities) and budget 10 ??_ _/. /_ 2_0

heseoncsmba 0I il. o
explained by the executives'
perceptions about their 20

supervisors' overall abilities 30

and trustworthiness. 40

1:3. Executives tend to rate their 50
supervisors very highly in
subject-matter knowledge, but 60

somewhat less highly on ability 70
to manage people. Over three-
fourths (77%) of executives said 80

their immediate supervisors have '90
a good to very good subject-
matter knowledge of the work 100_

in the organization. Less than _o _ _'_"_
two-thirds (65%) said their _*_ _,::_ %t_'%_-_''_''>_'-'_,_-,_-_,v
immediate supervisors were good _ 'o o, _ _ _,-. o_

to very good in obtaining _, _o_% _,_ %__.
results through other people. ._ _ ,_ _>_%_ _.
Almost six in ten (58%) rated _> _%/¢_ _g_o%_
their supervisors good to very _,>_., _o_good in their ability to buffer %
their work groups against _.,/_"Very good" or "Good" responses

unreasonable or conflicting _,,Average, "Poor" or "Very poor"demands from outside sources.
More than one-half (55%) responses
indicated their supervisors "Not sure' responses
"almost always" or "usually"
inspired them to give extra
effort to their work. (See

Tables 5, 6, and 7 on the
following pages.)
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TABLE 5

QIS. Plow would you rate your immediate supervisor in each of the following areas?

a. "Knowledge of subject matter"

Number of RESPONSES I_/
SES respondents "Very Good" "Poor" or

Agency for this question or "Good" "Averaqet' "Very Poor"

I. Energy (57) 89% (+ 7%) 2_/ 5% 5%
2. Treasury (48) 88% (+ 9%) 6% 6%
3. Veterans Administration (48) 85% (__ 9%) 10% 4%
4. Agriculture (55) 84% (+ 9%) !1% 5%
5. Commerce (54) 80% (+ 10%) 9% 11%
6. Transportation (54) 80% (__ 10%) I I% 9%
7. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 79% (+_ 14%) 7% 14%
, 8. 3ustice (29) 79% (+ 14%) 10% 10%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (975) 77% __+ 3%) 15% _8%
9. Other Department

of Defense (57) 77% (+ 10%) 17% 5%
10. All other agencies (239) 76% _'+_3%) 15% 9%
Il. Navy '(/44) 75% (_+ 12%) 16% 9%
12. Environmental Protection

Agency (46) 74% (+ 12%) 22% 4%
13. Army (39) 72% (_ 13%) 10% 18%
14. National Aeronautics and

Space AdministratiOn (46) 72% (+ 12%) 24% 4%
15. Interior (35) 66% (+ 15%) 26% 9%
16. Air Force (38) 66% (+ 14%) 18% 16%
17. Health and Human Services (48) 60% (_ 13%) 35% 4%

_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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling end other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

II
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TABLE 6

O15. How would you rate your immediate supervisor in each of the followinq areas?

b. "Ability to obtain results through other people"

Numberof RESPONSES//

SES respondents "Very good.... Poor" or
Aqency for this question or "Good" "Averaqe .... Very Poor." "Not sure"

1, Veterans Administration (48) 8I% (_+ 10%) 2/ 8% 10% 0%
2, National Aeronautics and

SpaceAdministration (45) 78% (_+I1%) 9% 13% 0%
3. Agriculture (55) 76% (_+ 10%) 20% a.% 0%
4. Transportation (53) 74% (+ 11%) 15% 11% 0%
5, 2us[ice (29) 72% (+ 15%) 17% 10% 0%

6. Other Department
of Defense (57) 68% (+ t1%) 25% 7% 0%

7. Energy (56) 68% (+ Il%) 23% 9% 0%
8, Air Force (37) 68% (+_i4%) 8% 24% 0%
9, Treasury (49) 67% (+ 12%) 22% 10% 0%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (968) 65% _+ 3%) 20% 15% 0%
10. Navy (44) 66% (_+ 13%) 23% 9% 2%
ti. Army (39) 64% (+_14%) 18% 18% 0%
t2. Commerce (54) 61% (+ i2%) 17% 22% 0%

13. All other agencies (236) 61% _'+ 3%) 20% 17% 2%
14. Environmental Protection

Agency (45) 60% (! 13%) 22% 18% 0%
15, Interior (35) 60% (+ 15%) 23% 17% 0%
16, Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 59% (! 17%) 28% 10% 3%
17. Health and Human Services (48) 54% (+ 13%) 31% 15% 0%

1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded Lo the nearest whole number, the total of the response
for a specific agency may not sum to tO0%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error ranqe, at the 95% confidence level, for the associate
figure. In other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the errc
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentaqe points in either directio
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the errc
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.
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TABLE 7

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

Number of RESPONSES t_/

SES respondents "Almost always" "Rarely" or
Agency for this question ... or "Usually" Somettrnes "Almost never"

I. Agriculture (55 73% (+ 11%) 2/ 16% 11%

2. Veterans Administration (48 71% (7 12%) 13% 17%

3. Treasury (/49 67% (_ 12%) 16% 16%
4. Other Department

of Defense (57 63% (+ 11%) 18% 19%

5. Army (39 62% (! 14%) 13% 26%

6. Navy (44 61% (, 13%) 21% 18%
7 Energy (57) 60% (+ 12%) 23% 18%

WEIGHTEDSURVEYAVERAGE (974) 55% _+ 3%) 20% 24%
8. Transportation (54) 54% (,,-12%) 19% 28%
9. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (d6) 54% (+ 13%) 24% 22%

1O. All other agencies (239) 53% _+ 3%) 18% 29%
11. Justice (29) 52% (+ 17%) 28% 21%

12. Air Force (38) 50% (_. 15%) 18% 32%
13. Environmental Protection

Agency (45) 49% (+ 14%) 31% 20%
14. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 48% (+ 17%) 28% 2/4%
15. Health and Human Services (48) 48% (_ 13%) 23% 29%
16. Interior (34) 4/4% (_ 16%) 21% 35%
17. Commerce (54) 37% (12%) 28% 35%

t/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the (oral of the responses
for a specific agency may not sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due Lo the error

ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically siqnificant.
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14. Roughly one-third of SES members expressed some difficulty in their
relationships with their supervisors. Thirty-one percent said that they
had only "some" to "very little or no" trust and confidence in their boss,
About the same percentage (33%) reported that they lack effective two-way
communication with their supervisors. 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 8 and 9.)

· II II I

TABLE 8

QI7. How much trust and confidence do you have in your immediate supervisor?

RESPONSES 1/

Numberof "Some"

SES respondents "A great deal" or "Little"

Aqency for this quest.ion or "Quite a bit .... Very little or none" "No basis to judqe"

2/ 18% 0%l, Agriculture (55) 82% (! 9%) _
2. Treasury (49) 82% (! 10%) 18% 0%
3, National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (46) 78% (+_ 11%) 22% 0%
b,. Na_vy . (t43) 77% (+ [2%) 2[% 2%
5, Other Department

of Defense (57) 75% (i 10%) 25% 0%
6, Energy (57) 75% (! 10%) 23% 2%
7. Veterans Administration (48) 73% (+ 12%) 27% 0%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE 975) 69% _'+_3%) 31% 0%
8. Army (39) 69% (i I/4%) 31% 0%
9, Air Force (38) 68% (! 14%) 32% 0%

10, Environmental Protection

Agency (_,6) 67% ! 13%) 33% 0%
Il. Transportation (54) 65% + 12%) 35% 0%
12. All other agencies (239) 64% _'! 3% 35% 1%
tJ, Interior (35) 63% + t5% 37% 0%

tz_. Justice (29) 62% + 17o,6 38% 0%
15. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 59% + 17% 38% 3%
16. Health and Human Services (48) 58% + 13% 40% 2%
17. Commerce (5t4) 56% + 12% _% 0%

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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associaLed
figure, !n other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket, Due to the error

ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant,

Ill I I I I I I
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TABLE 9

Gl6. To what. extent is there effective two-way communication between you anti your immediate supervisor?

RESPONSES 1/

Numberof "To someextent"

SES respondents "To a very qreat extent" or "To a little extent"

Agency for this question "To a considerable extent" or "To no extent"

1. Agriculture (55) 82% (_+ 9%) 2/ lB%
2. Army (39) 79% (_+ 12%) 21%
3. Energy (57) 77% (_+ 10%) 23%
4. Navy (43) 70`% (+_ 12%) 26%
5. Other Department

of Defense (57) 72% (+_ 11%) 28%
6. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (b,6) 70% (+ 12%) 31%
7. Justice (29) 69% (+ 16%) 31%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (975) 67% _+ 3%) 33%

8. Health and Human Services (/48) 67% (+ 12% ) 33°/0
9. Treasury (/49) 65% (*, 12%) 35%

10. Transportation (54) 65% (_+ 12%) 35%
Il. Veterans Administration (o,8) 65% (+ 12%) 35%

12. All other agencies (239) 63% '_'+ 3%) 37%
13. Environmental Protection

Agency (46) 63%. (+_ 13%) 37%
1/4. Interior (35) 63% (_+ 15%) 37%
15. Air Force (38) 61% (_, 15%) 39%

16. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (29) 59% (_+ 17%) 0,1%

17. Commerce (50,) 52% (+ 12%) a,8%

_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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error ranqe, 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentaqe points in either direction
but there is less than 5% chance 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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Aside from the broader implications which these findings pose for overall
management efficiency, these factors may indicate a general uneasiness
which would complicate the performance appraisal process and contribute to
employees' feelings that their performance will not be fairly assessed,

15. POlitical appointees inspire slightly leos trust and confidence in the
executives they supervise than do SES members who SUpervise other SES
executives. Thirty-six percent of executives whose supervisors are
political appointees reported that they had only "some" to "very little or
no" trust and confidence in their supervisors, while slightly fewer than
one-third (30%) of executives whose supervisors are $ES members expressed
the same lack of trust and confidence in their bosses. It should be
pointed out that even this slight difference in perception may well be
further diminished after career executives and political appointees have
had time to become acquainted with each other and overcome initial
apprehensions.

16. Although some executives do not fully trust their supervisors, the over-
whelming majority of executives who had received performance ratings felt
the ratings in themselves were fair. Practically everyone in the survey
(90%) had had one appraisal under the new system. Overall, their reactions
were positive. Nearly four out of five (?9%) believed that their ratings
were fair. However, more than one-third (35%) believed that the appraisal
had not been helpful.

17. Senior executives are highly skeptical that their performance appraisals
will actually have an impact on personnel decisions affecting them
personally. More than one-third (36%) felt that their recent performance
appraisal affected "positive" personnel actions concerning them (such as
promotions, awards, or training) only to "a little" or "no" extent. (See
Table l0 on the following page.)
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TABLE 10

048. To what extent did your most recent performance appraisal affect personnel decisions involving you personally
(such as promotions, awards, training opportunities, reassignments, or other persdnnel actions)?

Number of RESPONSES !/

SES respondents "To a very great extent" or "To some "To a little extent" "Too early
Agency for this question "To a considerable extent" extent" or "To no extent" to know"

I. National ,Aeronautics and
Space Administration (38) 61% (_+ 15%) 2/ 8% 26% 5%

2. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (23) 48% (+ 20%) 26% 26% 0%

3. Air Force (30) 43% (+ 17%) 7% 47% 3%
4. Environmental Protection

Agency (42) 43% (_+ 14%) 14% 36% 7%
5. Navy (35) 43% (+ 15%) 17% 37% 3%
6. All other agencies (1803 42% _'_+5%) 14% 30% 14%
7. Energy (48) 42% (_+13%) I0% 40% B%
8. Justice (27) 41% (+ 18%) 7% 41% 11%
9. Treasury (37) 41% (7 15%) 16% 32% 11%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (797) 38% _'+_3%) 13% 36% 13%

lO. Interior (30) 37% (+ 16%) 20°/. 37% 7%
il. Veterans Administration (42) 36% (+ 13%) 19% 41% 5%
12. Army (313 35% (_+ ]6%) I0% 55% 0%
13. Health and Human Services (43) 30% (_+13%) 12% 39°/o [_/o
14. Other Department

of Defense (49) 29% (+ 12%) 10% 43% IB%
15. Commerce (/44) 27% (_ 12%) I1% 4]% 21%
16. Agriculture (/48) 21% (__! 1%) 10% 35% 33%
17. Transportation (47) 17% (+ 10%) 17% 38% 28%

i/ Because the percentages 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 parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. !n other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentaqe points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance 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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18. A significant percentage of executives doubt that they would be removed
from their positions for poor performance. Sixteen percent felt it was
unlikely that they would be removed from their job if they performed poorly
in the eyes of their supervisor, Another 23% said there was only a 50-50
chance of being removed for poor performance, The perception that there is
a low probability of removal from SES for poor performance is consistent
with practice thus far, According to information agencies have provided to
OPM, only one career executive has been removed from SES for poor
performance as of 3uly 1, ]98], (We note, however, that it is reasonable
to suppose that agencies have dealt with some "marginal" executives by
reassignment or by allowing them to resign, retire, or accept a demotion;
such instances generally would not be detectable from formal records,) (See
Table Il below.)

I I

TABLE I I

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

Number of RESPONSES //
SES respondents "Very likely" or '_ould qo "Somewhat unlikely"

Aqency for this question ''Somewhat likely" either way" or "very unlikely" '%lot Sure"

I. Agriculture (5.5) 76% (! 10%) _2/ 9% 5% 9%
2. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (46) 72% (_+ 12%) 17% l I% 0%
3. Environmental Protection

Agency (bS) 67% (+_ 13%) 20% ! 1% 2%
0,. Navy (0,2) 67% (+ 13%) 21% 12% 0%
5. $ustice (29) 65% (__ 16%) 28% 7% 0%
6. OCher Department

of Defense (57) 61% (_+ 1 I%) 23% 12% 3%
7. Treasury (49/) 61% (+ 13%) 25% 10,% 0%
8. Interior (_35) 60% (+ 15%) 29% 9% 3%

9. Ali other agencies (2]8) 57% ['+ 3%) 22% 17% 0,%
WEIGHTEC) SURVEY AVERAGE (969) 57% (+ ]%) 23% 16% 5%

10. Air Force (]7) 54% (+-15%) 22% 19% 5%

II. Enerqy (57) 51% (+ 12%) 25% 21% 3%
12. Commerce (Sa) 50% (+ 12%) 17% . 20,% 9%
13. Transportation '(54) 50% (__ 12%) 20% 17% I]%
lb,. Nuclear Regulatory

Con-_iission (29) 0,8% (+ 17%) 20,% 21% 7%
15. Veterans Administration (b8) _R6 (_ 13%) ]5% 10% 6%
16. Health and t-hJn_n Services (aa) _8% (+ 13%) 27% 17% 896
17. Army (37) ]i8% ' __ 15%) 20,% 27% l 1%

_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 sum to 100%.

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

II I
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19. One of the major goal8 of CSRA--
the motivational impact of SIE5 61. What do you regard as the likelihood of your
bonuses-- has been vitiated by receiving an SES bonus any time within the next
tho fact that the majority of 12months?
senior executivee hold no

expectation of getting them. 62. What do you regard as the likelihood of your
Less than 3 out of 10 (26%) receiving a cash or rank award any timewithin the
SES members eligible for bonuses next 12 months?
felt it likely that they would
receive a bonus during the next
12 months. Only 13% of eligible 100%,
executives believed it likely
that they would be given a cash 90
or rank award within the coming 80
year. (See Tables 12 and 13
on the following pages.) 70

60

50 _8%

4o

30 26% 26%
2o

I0

0

_ _, -_

o,

B Likelihood of receiving a bonus

(Question 61)
( Likelihood of receiving a cash or

rank award (Question 62)

NOTE: These percentages exclude respon-
dents who said, "! am not el-lgiblefor
a SES bonus _'or 'viam not eligible for
a cash or rank award."

J _ I
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TABLE 12

Q6I. What do you regardasthe likelihoodof yourreceivingan SES bonusany
time withinthenext 12months?

Number of RESPONSES 1/
SES respondents '%/ery likely" or '_Could go '_omewhat unlikely"

Aqency for this question "Somewhat likely" either way" or '"Very unlikely"

1. Other Department
of Defense (57) 37% (+_1!%) 2/ 29% 30,%

2. Environmental Protection
Agency (45) 3/4% (+13%) 20% 0,5%

3. Transportation (54) 35% (+i 1%) 19% /47%
0`.Commerce (53) 33% (_11%) 10% 56%
5. Veterans Administration (0`7) 31% (+12%) 27% 0`2%
6. Air Force (38) 31% (_1t4%) 22% 47%
7. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 30% (+16%) 22% t48q6
8. Navy (0A) 28% (+12%) 23% 0`9%
9. Energy (56) 27% (+11%) 29% /44%

10. Treasury (0`9) 28% (+1 I%) 32% /41%
Ii. Army (39) 30% (T13%) 17% 53%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (969) 26% (+_3%) 26% 48%

i 12. National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (146) 20`% (+l 1%) 3 I% 0`5%

13. Health and Human Services (/47) 24% (+11%) 16% 59%
Its. Interior (35) 26% _+13%) 35% 38%
15. All other agencies (238) 23% (+3%) 28% 50%
16. 3ustice (29) 19% (_13%) 0`2% 39%
17. Agriculture (54) 16% (__9%) 22% 61%

_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 sum to 100%.

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

NOTE: The percentages exclude respondents who said they were "not eligible for a SES bonus."
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TABLE 13

_62. What do you regard as the likelihood of your receiving a cash or rank award any time within the next 12
months?

Number of RESPONSES 1/
SES respondents "Very likely" or '_ould go "Somewhat unlikely"

Aqency for this question '_omewhat likely" either way" or '"Very Unlikely"

I. Environmental Protection 2/

Agency (45) 30% (+12%) 29% 43%
2. Veterans Administration (47) 17% (+10%) 21% 62%
3. All other agencies (235) ]8% (+ 2%) 23% 59%
4, Other Department

of Defense (57) 17% (+ 9%) 22% 61%
5. Interior (35) 16% (_1I%) 35% 48%

6. Army (38) 15% (_10%) 21% 63%
7. Commerce (5/4) 14% (+ 8%) 1/4% 73%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (963) 13% (_ 3%) 22% 65%

8. Treasury (49) 12% (+8%) 23% 64%
9. Navy (_,) 11% (+_9%) 22% 67%

10. Agriculture (53) 12% (+ 8%) 14% 73%
Il. Transportation (53) 12% (+ 8%) 19% 68%

12. Energy (56) 11% (__7%) 23% 65%
13. Justice (29) 11% - (_+11%) 33% 56%
14. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 11% (-+11%) 26% 63%
15. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (/cb,) 7% (+ 7%) 17% 77%
16. Air Force (38) 5% (+ 7%) 16% 78%

17. Health and Human Services (/48) 4% (__5%) 23% 65%

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 sum to 100%.

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

NOTE: The percentages exclude respondents who said they were "not eliqible for a cash or rank award."
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70. Only a minority of executives SES members....
feel that SIES pay incentives
encourage harmful competition.
Only 17% of executives mildly
to strongly agree that SES pay
incentives lead to harmful
competition among executives, that SES pay incentives encourage
On the other hand, 49% mildly harmful competition among executives
to strongly disagree with that in my agency.
proposition, and 34% are *"Neither agree nor disagree" or "Haveundecided. (See Table 14
below.) nobasisto judgeI'

TABLE 14

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

d. "SES pay incentives encourage harmful competition amongexecutives in my agency."

Numberof RESPONSE5 //

SES respondents '_trongly disagree" '_leither agree "Strongly agree" '%1o basis
Agency for the question or "Mildly disaqree" nor disaqree" or "Mildly aqree" to judge"

I. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (6,6) 65% (+_ 13%) 2/ 13% 15% 7%
2. Environmental Protection

Agency (/-46) 57% (+ 10%) 13% 15% 15%
3. Navy (/43) 54% (+ 14%) 19% 12% 16%
4. Interior (34) 53% (Z 16%) 12% 24% 12%
5. Energy (57) 51% (+ 12%) 25% 5% 19%
6. Health and Human Services (48) 50% (+ 13%) 13% Zl% 17%
7. Transportation (52) 50% (_ 12%) 19% 21% 10%
8..Justice (29) 48% (_ 17%) 21% 14% 17%

WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (957) 49% _'_+3%) 19o/o 17% 15%
9. Air Force (36) 0,7% (+ 15%) 19% 19% 10,%

10. Veterans Administration (47) 47To (Z 13%) 23% 13% 17%
i 1. Other Department

of Defense (54) /46% (+ 12%) IS_'o 15% 20%
12. Army '(39) 46% (+ 15%) 13% 21% 21%
13. All other agencies (230,) _% _'+ 3%) 20% 15% 19%
14. Agriculture (55) 45% (+12%) 15% lB% 22%

15. Commerce (52) /40,% (_ 12%) 17% 21% 17%
16. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 41% (+ 17%) 28% 21% 10%

17. Treasury (47) 38% (_ 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 sum to 100%.

2/ Yhe number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

I I
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21. Executives Iee giving a ......
disproportionate share of 60. In your opinion, to what extent do you agree

or disagree with the following statements about
bonuses to the agency's top how SESbonuses are distributed in your agency?
executives as the major problem
with how the bonus distribution 100%
process operates. One-half
(51%) of executives see bonuses 90

going disproportionately to _ 80
ILl

executives at the top of the _ 70
agency. 1_.991 o

60
tv-

50 43?o

<_ 32_

3o. 53_ ,23_o
i/.

,,_ 20. t_/'/¢/ 26%
lO_

co 20 _15% _,
uJ

30 ;o

!40 32_o
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50
Ltl

_m60 51%
<r

70

'<'z 80 ,!

90o1'100

.%% % ;.%% 0..,...%%

· _ _,,,o.._ _,_.%

19/ According to OPM's _.
governmentwide figures for the
initial distribution of SES bonuses

and rank awards, a mathematically IBi,Strongly disagree,, or ,,Mildlydisproportionate share did go to disagree"

levels. Bonuses or rank awards went "Strongly agree" or Y '

to 55% of executives in levels 5 and "Neither agree nor disagree" .or-
6; to 28% of executives in level 4; "Don't know"
and to 16% of executives in levels
I through 3.
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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 (6%)
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. 211)! (See Tables 15 through 20 on the following pages.>

59. Have you personally observed any events dur-

ing the past 12 months which strongly suggested
to you the possibility of any of the following in

. your agency?

0 10 20

Distributing either a SES bonus or
rank award to "management
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 orlow 27 %
interest to top agency
management

Distributing either a SES bonus or

rank award t° an emp]°yee _ 6% Il

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 several executives may be

reporting the same incident.

2_.OOI It is important to keep in mind that several executives could be
reporting the same incident.
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TABLE 15

Q59. Have you personally observed any events during the past 12 months which strongly suggested to you the
possibility of any of the following in your agency?

a. '_)istributing either a SES bonus or rank award to an employee because of partisan political affiliation."

Number Of RESPONSES _1/
SES respondents '_/es, more than one instance"

Aqency for this question Or '_FesI one instance" '_1o"

I. National Aeronautics and 2_/
Space Administration (_) 0% (+ 0%) 100%

2. Health and Human Services (36) 0% (;-0%) 100%
3.Army (34) 0% (-+0%) 100%
4. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (2_) 0% (+ 0%) 100%
5. Treasury (49) 2% (+ 4%) 98%
6. Interior (32) 3% (__6%) 97%
7. Other Department

of Defense lb,7) _,% (+ 5%) 96%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERA_.E (767) 6% (+ ;5%) 94%
8. Energy (52) 6% (+ 6%) 9_%
9. Air Force (36) 6% (+ 7%) 9a%

10. Commerce (32) 6% (+ 8%) 9_%
11. Navy (42) 7% (+ 7%) 93%
12. $ustice (24) 8% (+11%) 92%
13. All other agencies (168) 9% (_ 4%) 91%
lb,. Environmental Protection

Agency (43) 12% (+ 9%) 88%
15. Veterans Administration (47) 15% (+ _) 87%
16. Transportation (21) 14% (;15%) 86%
17. Agriculture (20,) 21% (_16%) 79%

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 sum to 100%.

2_/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

NOTE: It is important to keep in mind that several executive could be reporting the same incident.
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TABLE 16

Q59. Have you personally observed any events during the past 12 months which strongly suggested to you the
possibility of anyof the following in your agency?

b. "Distributing either a SES bonus or rank sward to qmanagement favorites" without sufficient basis in
actual performance."

Number of RESPONSES 1/

SES respondents "Yes, more than one instance"

Aqency for this question or 'Wes I one instance" ,%1o,,

I. Agriculture (24) 29% (+18%) 2/ 71%
2, National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (43) 30% (+13%) 70%
3. Navy (38) 32% (Z]4%) 68%
4. Justice (22) 32% (+19%) 68%

5. Treasury (49) 35% (__13%) 65%
6. Health and Human Services (35) 40% (+16%) 60%
7. Army (35) AO% C;16%) 60%
8. Commerce (31) 42% (;17%) 58%
9. Veterans Administration (47) 45% (+13%) 55%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (756) 0,5% _+3%) 55%

10. Air Force (37) /46% (+_T5%) 54%
11. Other Department

of Defense (46) 50% (+1/,%) 50%
12. Ali other agencies (167) 51% (+ 6%) 49%
13. Energy (51) 51% (_13%) 49%
14. Environmental Protect_

Agency (43) 58% (+14%) 42%
15. Interior (32) 59% (+16%) 41%
16. Nuclear Regulatory

Co-_ssion (28) 61% (+18%) 39%
17. Transportation (22) 68% (+_19%) 32%

_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 sum to 100%.

_2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. ]n other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

NOTE: It is important to keep in mind that several executive could be reporting the same incident.

I
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TABLE 17

Q59. Have you personally observed any events during the past-12 months which strongly suggested to you the
possibility of any of the following in your agency?

c. "Withholding a SES bonus or rank award from an employee primarily because he or she works on projects of
tow visibility or low interest to top agency agency management."

Number of RESPONSES 1/
SES respondents "Yes, more than one instance"

Agency for this question or 'Wes t one insl_ance" "No"

1. Veterans Administration (46) 9% (± 8%) 2/ 91%
2. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (44) 14% (+10%) 86%
3. Agriculture (23) 17% (+_-15%) 83%
4. Transportation (22) 18% (+_16%) 82%
5. Interior (31) 19% (+13%) B1%
6. Health and Human Services (36) 20% (+12%) 81%
7. Treasury (49) 22% RI I%) 78%
8. Environmental Protection

Agency (43) 23% (_+12%) 77%
9. Justice (2a,) 25% (+ 17%) 75%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (757) 27% (7 3%) 73%

10. All other agencies (169) 29% (7 5%) 71%
I 1, Army (Y4) 32% (__15%) 68%
12, Navy (40) . 35% (+14%) 65%
13, Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (26) 35% (+18%) 65%
14. Other Department

of Defense (46) 37% (+13%) 63%
15. Energy (51) 41% (713%) 59%
16, Corm_rce (30) 43% (717%) 57%
17. Air Force (37) 46% (715%) 54%

_1/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole numbert the total of the responses
for a specific agency may not sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other randum effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket, Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

NOTE: [t is important to keep in mind that several executive could be reporting the same incident,
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TABLE 18

Q60. In your opinion, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about how SES bonuses
are distributedin your agency?

a. "SES performance bonuses in thisagency go primarilyto the best performers."

l/
Number of RESPONSES _

SES respondents "Strongly agree" '_either agree "Mildly disagree" or 'Oon't

Aqency for thisquestion or "Mildly aqree" nor disaqree" '_tronqly disagree" - know"

1. National Aeronautics and 2_/

Space Administration (/46) 63% (+_1396) 4% 28% 4%
2. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (27) 52% (+18%) l I% 37% ('P/0
3. Treasury (0,7) 51% (+14%) 17% 28% 4%
4. Navy (42) 48% (714%) 21% 19% 12%
5. Agriculture (21) /48% (_21%) 5% 24% 214%
6. Health and Human Services (36) 47% (;'16%) 17% 25% 11%

7. Army (36) b,5% (_ I6%) 17% 3[% 8%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (766) 43% _'+3%) 13% 32% 12%
B. Interior (33) 142% (+_6%) 18°,6 33% 6%

9. All other agencies (168) 41% (_ 6%) 11% 39% 9%
I0, Commerce (32) 41% (_ 16%) 9% 28% 22°,6
11. Environmental Protection

Agency (43) 40% (+14%) 9% 40% 12%
12. Veterans Administration (/-48) 38% (+_13%) 15% 35% 13%
13. Other Department

of Defense (47) 36% (+13%) 21% 23% 1_,6
14. 3ust ice (25) 36% ( +18% ) 4% 40% 20%

15. Energy (52) 33% (+12°,6) 15% 35% 17%
16. Air Force (36) 31% (+14%) 25% 31% 14%
17. Transportation (21) 29% (_19%) 5% 29% 38%

_1/ Because Lhe percentages 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 parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance 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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TABLE 19

(260. in your opinion,to whet extentdo you agreeor disagreewith the followingstatementsabout how SES bonuses
ere distributed in your agency?

b. "SES bonuses are distributed disproportionately to executives at the top of the agency."

Number of RESPONSES -il
SESrespondents "Strongly disagree" 'gNeither agree "Mildly agree" or 'gDon't

Aqency for this question or "Mildly disaqree" nor disaqree" '_Stronqly agree" know"

1. All other agencies (167) 34% (+ 6%) 2/ 14% 41% 11%
2. Treasury (48) 31% (_12%) 2% 60% 6%
3. Army (36) 31% (+14%) 17% 50% 3%
t_. Health and Human Services (37) 30% (__14%) 16% 41% 14%
5. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (0,6) 26,% (+12%) 13% 59% 0,%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (767) 23% __+3%) 13% 51% 13%
6. Other Department

of Defense (t;7) 23% (+1 !%), 13% 49% 15%
7. Interior (33) 21% (+13%) 2t4% 52% 3%
8. Veterar)s Administration (47) 21% (+_ll%) 30% 28% 21%
9. Environmental Protection

Agency (43) 21% (+12%) 9% 58% 12%
IQ. Justice (25) 20% (+15%) 4% 36% 40%
il. Agriculture (213 19% (+_-16%) 10% 52% 19%
12. Commerce (32) 16% (+12%) 3% 513% 31%
13, Navy (42) 14% (Z!0%) 12% 62% 12%
14. Energy (52) 12% (_+8%) 14% 62% 14%
15. Transportation (213 . 10% (+12%) 096 52% 38%
16. Air Force (363 8% (+_.-9%) 17% 53% 22%
17. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (283 796 (+ 9%) 0% 93% 0%

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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the associated
figure. [n other words, based on e sample of this size, one can say with g5% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance 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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TABLE 20

Q60. in your opinion, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about how SES bonuses
are distributed in your agency?

c. 'RES bonuses go disproportionately to members of the Performance Review Board."

Number of RESPONSES _l/
SES respondents '_Jtrongly disagree" or '_lelther agree "Mildly agree" or '_>on't

Agency for this question '_4ildly disaqree" nor disaqree" Strongly eqree" '_now"

!. Health and Human Services (36) 50% (+16%) 2/ 8% 8% 33%
2. All other agencies (167) 0,5% (+ 6%) 13% 18% 20,,%
3. National Aeronautics and

Space A_ninistration (/*6) 0,1% (+i3%) 0,% 13% 41%
4. Treasury (0,7) t_3% (_13%) 1I% 19% 30°/0
5. Commerce (32) 38% (_716%) 9% 9% /4/4%
6, Environmental Protection

Agency (0,3) 33% (+13%) 12% 12% tCJ,%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (763) 32% _'+3%) 13% 15% 40%
7. Air Force (36) 31% (+T4%) 8% 8% 53%
8. Army (3,5) 31% (+!0,%) 17% 25% 28%
9. Agriculture (2l) 29% (+_!9'/o) 9% 19% /48o/0

10. Other Department
of Defense (/47) 28% (+!2%) 13% 4% 5596

Il. Veterans Administration (0,7) 28% (+12%) 26% 6% AO%
12. Navy (41) 27% (__13%) 20% 12% 0,2%
13. Nuclear Regulatory

Comn_ssion (28) 21% (_*15%) 0,%. 71% 0,%
10,. 3ustice (25) 20% (+15%) 12% 8% 60%
15. Interior (33) 15% (+12%) 33% 15% 36%
16. Transportation (21) 1o,% (+15%) 5% 10% 71%
17. Energy (51) 8% (_77%) 1896 6% 69%

_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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible error range, at the 95% confidence level, for the essociaLed
figure. In other words, based on a sample of this size, one can say with 95% confidence that the error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside 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
responsibility 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 goals, and simultaneously maintains the
soundest management techniques. 2__l!

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 regard, which it enumerated as follows:

. . . 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 political abuse and incompetence. 2_22!

The SES system was intended to overcome these weaknesses, in tandem with
the broader prohibition against improper political activity by or directed
against federal employees, found in general provisions of civil service
law. 2__._! CSRA enacted into law the proposition that "the Senior Executive
Service shall be administered so as to . . . provide for an executive system
which is guided by the public interest and free from improper political
interference." 2_44!

2__llSenate Report at 67.

2_22!Senate Report at 10.

2._._! See, e.q., the eighth merit principle, !5 U.S.C. Section 2301 (b)(8);
the third prohibited personnel practice, 5 U.S.C. Section 2302 (b)(3); and the
numerous restrictions on political activity at 5 U.S.C. Sections 7321, et
seq.

2._44!5 U.S.C. Section 3131 (13).



- 50-

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 have worked during the first months of the recent change in
Presidential administrations.

22. As of mid-March, 1981, there
were no indications of any
widespread abuses of the 120-day
protected period for career SE5
members. MSR$' follow-up SES SES members...

study surveyed career SES members L :' Agre_

to determine if there were
violations of the 120-day
moratorium on involuntary
reassignments and performance that under the SES, Federal executives
appraisals for career SES members, are just 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 to vacate their
positions through resignation,
retirement, reassignment, or
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
stories, or general speculation
about the outcome of proposed
program cutbacks in the agency,
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 better qualified
23. For now at !east, the vest career civil servants

majority of executives feel that
SES has not had a chilling effect * "Neither agree nor disagree" or
on SES members' willingness to 'lHaveno basis to judge"
express their real views to the . ,
agency's top management. Only
16% of executives report that SES
members are less willing Lo express their real views than executives
working 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.)
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TABLE 21

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

e. "tinder the SES, Federal executives are just as willing to express their real views as they were under the

former supergrade system," _ti
Number of RESPONSES

SES respondents "Strongly agree" "Neither aqree "Mildly disagree" or '_o basis
Acjency for this questio 9 or "Mildly aqree" nor disaqree" '<otronqly disaqree" to iudqe"

1. Army (39) 77% (_+ 12%) 2/ 10% 13% 0%
2, 3ustice (29) 76% (+_ 15%) 10% 14% 0%
3. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (66) 70% (+_ 12%) 9% 11% 11%
4. Interior (35) 69% (+ 15%) 11% 20% 0%
5. Treasury (49) 67% (+_ J2%) 10% J4% 8%
6. Other Department

of Defense (56) 66% (_+ 11%) 13% 13% 9%
7. Navy (/143 66% (_+ 13%) 16% 14% 5%
8, Agriculture (55) 65% (+ l 1%) 13% 13% 9%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (966) 63% _'+ 3%) 12% 16% 99'0
9. Air Force (37) 62% (+ 15%) 14% 16% 8%

10, Ail other agencies (237) 61% ('+_3%) l I% 18% 8%
Il. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (29) 62% (+ 17%) 7% 2_;% 7%
12. Veterans Administration (47) 62% (__ 13%) 13% 21% 4%
13, Commerce (52) 61% (+ 12%) I/;% I3% 12%

14. Transportation (52) 58% (_ 12%) 17% 21% 4%
15. Environmental Protection

Agency (46) 57% (+ 13%) I 1% 22% 11%
16. Energy (57) 5/4% (_' 12%) I1% 25% 1I%

17. Health and Human Services (47) 51% (._- [3%) 17% l 1% 21%

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 sum to 100%.

_2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 .error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in air, her direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. [_ue to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

· I
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TABLE 22

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

f. "Transfer or reassignments for executives in my agency have been used primarily as a means of getting rid
of dissident executives."

Number of RESPONSES 1/
SES respondents '_5trongly disagree" 'qNeither agree "Mildly agree" or _%1obasis

Aqency for this question or '_lildly disaqree" nor disaqree" '_Jtronqly aqree" to judqe"

I. Treasury (49) 63% (_+12%) _2/ IO% 8% 18%
2. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (28) N5% (_+ 1896) 0,% 14% 36%
3. National Aeronautics and

Agency (46) 46% (+ 13%) 15% 11% 28%
/*. Agriculture (55) /*5% (Z 12%) 20% 6% 29%
5. Transportation (52) /*2% (+ 12%) i2% 13% 33%
6. Justice (29) 41% (+ 17%) 3% 0% 55%
7. Veterans Administration (_) /*1% (_ 13%) I3% 7% 39%
8. Interior (35) _ (_ 15%) 2096 996 31%
9. Commerce (52) 38% (_ 12%) 6% 12% 0,o,%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (964) 37% _'+ 3%) 1I% 1I% 41%

10. Environmental Protection
Agency (46) 35% (+ 13%) 15% 15% 35%

! I. All other agencies (237) 35% _'+ 3%) 11% 16% 39%
12. Navy _) ]t4% (+13%) 996 996 t_8%
13. Health and Human Services (47) 32% (+ 12%) 6% 1I% 51%
1/*. Army (39) 31% (_ 14%) 15% 3% 51%
15. Air Force ()7) 27% (Z 13%) 5% 5% 62%
16. Other Department

of Defense (56) 25% (+ 10%) 14% 7% 54%
17, Energy (57) 18% __+996) 16% 16% 51%

i/ Because the percentages 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 parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

II
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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 positions over better qualified career executives. (See Table
23 below. )

I I I I I I I

TABLE 23

056. Based on your personal experience in your present agency, to what extent do you agree with the followinq
statements concerning SES?

c. "In my agency, individuals from outside the Federal government are selected for senior executive
positions over better qualified career civil servants."

Number of RESPONSES _1/
SES respondents '_5trongly disagree" '_either agree "Mildly agree"or '_1o basis

Aqency for this question or "Mildly disaqree" nor disaqree" 'Stronqly agree" to iudqe"

I. Treasury (/48) 81% (+ 10%) 2_/ 6% b,% 8%
2. Interior (_V4) 68% (+ 15%) 12% 9% 12%
]. Navy (/42) 57% (+ I/4%) 7% 5% 31%
4. Agriculture (55) 53% (+ 12%) 13% 13% 22%
5. Commerce (52) 52% (_ 12%) 14% I/4% 21%
6. Nuclear Regulator_

Con'rnission (29) 52% - (+ 17%) l/4% 1096 2/4%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (957) /49% _'+3%) 15% 13% 23%
7. Army (39) /490 (_+-15%) 10% 3% 39%
8. Other Department

of Defense (54) _ (+ 12%) 20% 13% 19%
9. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (/46) 48% (+ 13%) 17% 15% 20%
10. Ail other agencies (235) 47% _'+3%) 14% 18% 22%
II. Veterans Administration (46) /46% (+13%) 17% - 7% 30%
12. Health and Ht_an Services (/47) 45% (+ 13%) 15% 15% 26%
13. Transportation (52) A/4% (_ 12%) !_% 15% 27%
I/4. 3ustice (29) /41% (+ 17%) 21% [4% 21,%
15. Air Force (]7) 3896 (+_-15%) 19% 16% 27%
16. Environmental Protection

Agency (a6) 37% (+_.13%) 22% 22% 20%
17. Energy (57) 21% (+ 10%) 26% i6% 37%

_!/ Because the percentages in each column were rounded to the nearest whole number, the total of the responses
for a specific agency may not sum to 10096.

2_/ The number in parenthesis indicatei the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this.many percentage points in either direction,
but there is !ess than 5% chance 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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25. A 8mall percentage (i3%) of 5ES members now holding positions deeignated
a8 'general m believe that their position8 should be designated tcareer-
reeerved, n The CS1RA required agencies to designate positions as "career-
reserved" if the filling of the position 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 executives
are correct and the response is extrapolated to the overall SE5 population,
about 490 SES "general" positions (now st least theoretically open to
political appointments) should be "career-reserved." ]t 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 that their
positions should be re-designated, nor to determine whether those bases are
valid. (See Table 24 below.)

I

TABLE 24

057. What is the designation of your current SES position, and What is your view of that designation?

RESPONSES i /
Number of "it is now general, and I think it should

SES respondents be career-reserved." (Percentage of career
Aclenc¥ for this question SES members now occupying "qeneral" positions.)

2/I. Navy (/.Rs) 36% (+[3%) -
2. Transportation (53) 25% (+1 I%)
3. Agriculture (55) 2t,% (+10%)
ts. Air Force (38) 21% (+_12%)
5. interior (33) 18% (_+12%)
6. ,]ustice (29) 17% (+13%)
7. Army (39) 15% (711%)
8. All other agencies (234) 15% (+ 2%)
9. Health and Human Services (/48) 15% (+ 9%)
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (956) 13% C+ 3%)

10. Treasury (0.9) 8% (_+7%)
[ 1. Other Department

of Defense (56) 7% (_+6%)
[2. Nuclear Regulatory

Corrs_ssion (28) 7% (._ 9%)
13. Veterans Administration (43) 7% (+_7%)
1/4. Environmental Protection

Agency (/4/4) _% (+ 6%)
15. Commerce (53) /4% (_*5%)
16. Energy (55) 2% (+_3%)
17. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (/46) 0% (+_0%)

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 sum t'o 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is tess than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Oue to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked aqencies are not statistically significant. L
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26. Despite the fact that ERB"n play a critical role in deciding matters
personally affecting executives, more than one in four executiveI (27%)
said they had no idea of what their agency's .ERa was supposed to do. More
distressing is the fact that of those who knew the ERa and its role, 52%
were unsure or less than confident that ERB decisions affecting them
personally would be fair and equitable. 2_55/(See Tables 25 and 26. )

I

TABLE 25

Q65. Have you heard of your agency's Executive Resources Board (ERB), and how much do you know about what it
is supposed to do?

RESPONSES l/
"l have a pretty good idea "[ have clever heard
of what iL is supposed to of Lhe ERB." or

Number of do." or "l have onl X a vague "[ have no idea of
SES respondents "! have a very good idea of idea of what it is what iL is supposed

" Agency fo.r this question what it is supposed to do." supposed to do." to do."

I. Veterans Administration (47) 79% (_+1I%) 2/ 17% z_%
2. Treasury (49) 78% (+l J%) 10% I2%
3. Air Force (38) 71% (+10,%) 8% 21%
4, Commerce (53) 70% (+11%) 19% l 1%
5, Agriculture (54) 65% (Z12%) 7%
6. AIl other agencies (239) 62% (+- 3%) 17% 21%
7. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (28) 61% (+17%) 1_% 25%
8' Navy (/43) 60% (+1/4%) 16% 23%
WEIGHTED SURVEY. AVERAGE (965) 58% _'+3%) 15% 27%
9. Interior (35) 57% (+-_5%) 11% 32%

10. National Aeronautics and

Space Administration (/45) 56% (+-1:3%) 13% 31%
I I. Other Department

of Defense (56) 50% (_+12%) 27% 23%
12. Health and Human Services (48) 48% (+13%) 10% 42%
13. Transportation (54) fi6% _12%) 19% 35%
1_. Army (38) A5% (715%) 11% 45%
15. Justice (29) 41% (z17%) 1_% 45%
16. Energy (55) _,0% (+12%) 18% 42%
17. Environmental Protection

Agency (_5) 38% (+_13%) 16% 47%

l/ Because the percentiles 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 parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.

I I

;.. . .

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 policy and managing one
or more of the above functions are typically delegated to the agency's Executive
Resources Boards (ERB).
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TABLE 26

066. How confident ate you that the Executive Resources Board's decisions which affect you personally will be fair
and equitable?

Number of RESPONSES ._1}
SES respondents m/ery confident" "Less than confident" or '_lot

Aqency for this questio n "or Confident" '_lot at all confident" Sure"

1. National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (33) 70% (+15%) 2_/ 9% 21%

2. Treasury (43) 600/o (_14%) 35% 5%
3. Interior (27) 56% (+18%) 33% 11%
4. All other aqencies (197) 55% (+ 4%) 29% 16%
5. Commerce (48) 54% (';13%) 35% 10%
6. Agriculture (/40) 53% (+t4%) 28% 20%
7. Veterans Administration (45) 51% (+14%) 36% 13%
WEIGHTED SURVEY AVERAGE (743) /48% _'+3%) 34% 18%
8, Health and Human Services (29) 45% (+i'7%) 41% 14%
9. Navy (35) 43% ('_15%) 23% 3/1%

Ia. Am'._ (22) 41% C20%) 27% 32%
I1. Environmental Protection

Agency (27) 41% (_+18%) t44% 15%
12. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (21) 38% (_+20%) 380 24%
13. Other Department

of Defense (/44) 36% (_+13%) 148% 16%
14. 3ustice (17) 35% (-+22%) 41% 24%
15, Transportation (38) 29% (+14%) 32% /40%
16. Energy (37) 27% (:!3%) 43% 30%
17.Air Force (31) 26% (+15%) 58% 16%

_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 sum to 100%.

2/ The number in parenthesis indicates the possible 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 error
attributable to sampling and other random effects could be up to this many percentage points in either direction,
but there is less than 5% chance that the "true" figure lies outside the indicated bracket. Due to the error
ranges shown, differences between closely-ranked agencies are not statistically significant.



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Greater Risks for Greeter 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 end Thei r 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 $ES. But, restricting bonuses below those
originally authorized by CSRA has seriously weakened the intended incentive.

m 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.

a 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 a
direct result of the restrictions on bonuses.

-- Obviously, if only a 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 generally 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 dissatisfaction.

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

s Although executives like their work, better than 80% believe that
there are insufficient SES incentives to retain highly competent
executives.
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· As many as 46% of current executives say they are considering leaving
the Federal Government within the next two years.

· The SES system is 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 this 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. IL is not surprising, therefore, that the majority of executives say
that SES will not improve the operation of their agencies.

56. Based on your perso_l experience tn your
present agency, to what extent do you agree with
the following statements'concerntng SES?
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"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 SE$ pay-setting practices would offer them the oppol'tunity 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 system:

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

s 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 Appraisals. On the positive side of the ledger, the
overwhelming majority of those executives who have had a performance appraisal
under SE$ thought the appraisal Was fair. But, for a variety of reasons, it is
clear that the full potential 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. 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 afford 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 attention, should
foster greater trust and confidence between supervisors and 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 personnel 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 for removal that the 5ES performance
appraisal process allows. According to information agencies have
provided to OPM, only one career executive has been removed from
5ES for poor performance as of 3uly 1, 1981. (On the other hand,
it is reasonable to suppose that agencies have dealt with some
"marginal" executives by reassignment or by allowing them to
resign, retire, or accept a demotion; such instances generally
would not be detectable from formal records.)

5o long aS executives see little or no personal impact from the
appraisal process, it will not serve to encourage high level
performance.

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

· Career employees have not been passed over for executive positions in
favor ofless qualified candidates from outside the Federal
Government.

· The vast majority of executives are still willing to provide their
bosses with honest appraisals of their agency's proqrams, 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 appraisals or involuntary
reassignments of career executives.

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

Improper Designation of SES Position·. Thirteen percent of executives
holding "general" positions believe that those positions should be designated
"career-reserved" to protect SES from improper political interference or to
maintain public confidence in the impartiality 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, if these executives are correct about the designation for a
sufficient number of these positions, 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.
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Executive. Lack of Knowledge About SCS Protection.. 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 5E$ 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 personnel
actions.

Bonu. Award. Baaed 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. Furthert 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 $ES.



R£COMMQqOATIONS

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 9_.-82 to take
effect.

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

2. As of 3uly l, 1981, only one out of approximately 6,200 career executives
has been removed from the SES for poor performance. This suggests 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 car
perform satisfactorily, or to remove them from SES.

3. This study suggests the executives' concern over potential unfair ratings
in the performance 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 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";

· clarify and sharpen existing guidelines if it finds a substantial
number of improper designations.

5. 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 Studies will continue to monitor the
SES and provide periodic reports to the President and the Congress on the status
of the system. ]n addition, the Office will provide the Office of the Special
Counsel with specific data from this study concerning alleged prohibited
personel practices within specific agencies.



APPENDIX A

SELECTED EXAMPLES OF EXECUTIVE_ ATTTH.K_S TOWARD
THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE

Approximately' 60% of the respondents in the survey elaborated on their
responses to specific questions or made general statements about SES in the
open-ended comment section. Only seven out of approximately 600 respondents
gave positive (or even mixed) asaemmmnts of SES. Those comments are included
invnediately below. The remaining cemmmnts are typical of the generally critical,
appraisal offered by SES members.

"The concept of $E5 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."

"I think the $ES 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."

"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."

"I strongly believe that the $ES 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. I
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 $ES has many good features. [ like the idea of the annual contract, also
the idea of bonuses. ! 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."
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"To summarize my answers, ] 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, etc., is counter-productive."

"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
people already. It provides a tremendous degree of management flexibility,
particularly when it takes a minimum of seven months to competitively select an
SES member."

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

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

"SES, in operation, is a fraud on the public, to the extent it has been led
to believe anything has chan_ed, 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."

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

"The existing "cap" on SES pay has destroyed the ability of the SES system 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 constraints, the second greatest area of
dissatisfaction is the invasion of privacy resulting from excessive requirements
for financia_ disclosure."
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"I retired August 29, 1980, but "reenlisted" in the same job, which it now
appears I will hold through the transition. I had modest hopes for Civil
Service Reform -- $ES, etc., but they have not, and are unlikely to be realized.
For senior executives, compensation, grade compression continues to be a central
concern, a concern clearly not shared by this administration, which has shown no
leadership ,n this area whatsoever, and the Congress. I have been with this
Department since its creation in 1967 and have observed a marked and steady
decline in the quality and number of experienced managers. Frustration and
disillusionment are the reasons I've bailed out."

"The EES has not lived up to its initial promises especially in salary and
awards. In addition, the underlying premise now being pushed in the 5E5 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 not Lo warrant a bonus. The current approach
to the SES performance and awards System can only be described as a "negative"
management philosophy."

"When Congress and the Administration limited the number and the amount of
bonuses they gutted SES."

"My dissatisfaction with SEE is due to the pa), cap and the limitations which
have been placed on bonus awards (20% in my agency). I believe the SEE system
viii 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 encourage self-correction."

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

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

"In my opinion, the SEE system has not made Federal Executives more productive.
I believe that the large majority of these people did a good job before SES and
are continuing to perform at a high level. The SES system has made it easier Lo
move people around. ]t should be noted, however, that when Exec's had to be
moved or downgraded before SEE, 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 ail large
industrial firms. The lower level executives are underpaid by 30 to 100
percent."
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"The SES system has had a completely demoralizing effect in my unit. It has
increased administrative paper workload of both supervisors of SES personnel and
the personnel itself by an inordinate amount. Since many of the salary or bonus
oriented alleged advantages have been reneged on, which were the only
advantages, while the negative security-related factors have remained intact,
most SES personnel feel: a) that they have been cheated b) that the system is
characterized primarily by the worst features of the private qector systems and
the public sector system. As a group all SES personnel known to me are very
bitter about the system's imposition."

"Aside from the pay and other obvious breaches of faith (if not contract) by
management, the major problem is that the SES has been administered at the
smallest agency level possible rather than really being one, government-wide
system which would provide the kinds of opportunity (forced) needed for
movement."

"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,
spaces and physical space in a coordinated fashion. Consequently 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."

'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 Congress and the public that we
are being paid more (through the bonus system) than is actually the case
congressional changes to 25% and OPM reductions 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--."

"The SES system was a hoax perpetrated on the Senior Civil Service managers. It
was falsely advertised (e.g. 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 system 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 position 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."
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"l simply thought that the SES system would work and that as a manager [ would
finally get a chance to really manage. God. How wrong I was."

"1 believe that morale is extremely low within SES. Most members that I 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 ! see is with the SES contract. The
contract inhibits risk-taking -- not encourages it. Most people feel that only
a fool would agree to a high risk critical element -- especially in light of the
limited rewards. I believe that there are some in SES who will insist that
their subordinate SES employee include high risk critical elements in their
contract -- but ! suggest that the number will be small."

_- _ * * *

"Cov'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 ils top level people."

* _ * *

"The SES system is a disaster -- there is no way it can work. First it mandates
that of its very best people only half (at best) ca n 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 congressbonuses for these people. An examination of the first
years recipients of bonuses confirms this built-in bias."



APPEND IX B

_.Vft Irm V,_

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
· Organizational Climate and Relationships
· 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.

NdSPB Job No 019_



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 lS 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.)

00_[] Agency for International Development 02 [] Federal Communications Commission o_4[] National Aeronautics and Space
Administration

Agriculture 0_7[] Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
002[] Agricultural Marketing Service oTs[] National Labor Relations Board
o0a[] Agricultural Stabilization and 0_ [] General Services Administration

Conservation Service 076[] National Science Foundation

c_ [] Animal and Plant Health Inspection Health and Human Services

Service o_,[] Office of Secretary o77[] Nuclear Regulatory Commission
_ [] Economic Statistics Service o4o[] Office of Assistant Secretary for Health

[] Farmers Home Administration o4_[] Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 078[] Office of Management and Budget
oo7[] Food and Nutritio n Service Administration

c_[] Food Safety and Quality Servioe _2 [] Center for Disease Control o7,[] Office of Personnel Management
[] Forest Service c,_[] Food and Drug Administration

ozo[] Science and Education Administration o, [] Health Care Financing Administration o_1-'1 Panama Canal Company
0. [] Soil Conservation Service o_s[] Health Services Administration

0, [] Other Department of Agriculture o46[] National Institutes of Health os_[] Selective Service System
o47[] Social Security Administration

CAB o,_[] Other Department of Health and Human osz[] Small Business Administration
0_[] CivilAeronauticsBoard Services

State

CRC HUD o83[] State(excludingAgencyforInternational
0_,[] Civil Rights Commission o_o[] Housing and Urban Development Development)

Commerce Interior Transportation
0_5[] Bureau of the Census 0so[] Bureau of Indian Affairs o_ [] Federal Aviation Administration

0_ [] Economic Development Administration os, [] Bureau of Land Management o_ [] Federal Highway Administration
0_[] International Trade Administration 0s2[] Bureau of Mines o_[] U.S. Coast Guard

o_8[] National Bureau of Standards 0, [] Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 0sT[] Other Department of Transportation
0_o[] National Oceanic and Atmospheric o3_[] Geological Survey

Administration 0_s[] NationalParkService Treasury
020[] Other Department of Commerce 02 [] Water and Power Resources Service _ [] Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms

0sT[] Other Interior Department 0so[] Bureau of Engraving and Printing
DefenseDepartment _ [] BureauofGovernmentFinancial

02_[] Air Force ICA Operations
022[] Army 0s_[]' International Communications Agency _ [] Bureau of the Mint
oz_[] Defense Intelligence Agency _2 [] Bureau of the Public Debt

0_[] DefenseSupplyAgency ICC _3[] Comptrollerof the Currency
o25[] Defense Contract Audit Agency 0so[] Interstate Commerce Commission o_ [] Internal Revenue Service

02o[] Defense Mapping Agency oos[] U.S. Customs Service
o2_[] Navy Justice o_o[] U.S. Secret Service

0_ [] Other Department of Defense _ [] Bureau of Prisons c_1"1 Other Treasury Department
_, [] DOJ Offices, Boards, and Divisions

Education c_..[] Drug Enforcement Administration Metric Board
02o[] Education ,a[] Federal Bureau of Investigation o_s[] U.S. Metric Board

0_[] Immigration and Naturalization Service
Energy oos[] U.S. Marshals Service Veterans Administration

oao[] Bonneville Power Administration _ [] U.S. Attorneys _[] Department of Medicine and Surgery
0,, [] EconOmic Regulatory Commission _, [] Other Department of Justice ,®[] Department of Veterans Benefits
0_[] Other Department of Energy :0_[] Other Veterans Administration

Labor

EPA _ [] Bureauof LaborStatistics OtherAgency

o_a[] Environmental Protection Agency _o[] Employment and Training Administration _02[] Other (Specify your agency on page 15.)
0_o[] Employment Standards Adminstration

EEOC o7,[] Mine Safetyand Health Administration
oa,[] Equal Employment Opportunity _[] Occupational Safety and Health

Commission Administration

FCA 0_[] Other Departmentof Labor
oas[] Farm Credit Administration
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Throughout this questionnaire, your immediate 7. How do you feel about the amount of work
work group refers to the co-workers with whom you are expected to do?
you come in contact on a more-or-less daily basis,
and your agency refers to the organization you .I-1 Too much

checkedin question1 above. 2[] About the rightamount
3[] I would prefer to do more

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

8. How satisfied are you with the following
[] Almostalways aspectsofyourjob?

z[] Usually verYsatisfied' ii' _
a [] Sometimes Satisfied

[] Seldom Neithersatisfied
5[] Almostnever nordissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
3. How would you rate the Federal Government as dissatisfie.
an employer, compared to other employers that No bas

you know about? to jua_

[] One of the best

2 [] Above average a. The job itself--the kind of work

3[] Average youdo [] []'1-1[] [] []
4 [] Below average b. Your salary compared to that of

other employees in ;,our agencydoing .
5 [] One of the worst comparable work . [] [] [] [] [] []
[] Nobasistojudge

c, Your salary compared to that of
employees in otheragenciesdoing

4. How would you rate ),our agency as a place to comparable work []_ [] [] [] [] []

work, compared to other agencies that you know d. Your salary comparedto that of ;
about? employees in the privatesectordoing

comparablework [] [] [] DO []
I 2 3 4 5 6

[] One of the best e. Youropportunity to earn more

2 [] Above average money in your present position [] ["][] [] [] []

3 [] Average f. Your opportunity to move into a

[] Below average higher level position within the
[] One of the worst Federal Government [] [] [] [] [] []

[] No basis to judge g. Your freedom to make decisions
about how you carry out your work [] [] [] [] [] []

h. Your opportunity to see results, to

5. Do you feel that taxpayers are getting their have a positive impact [] [] [] [] [] []

money's worth from the contribution you are able i. The appreciationyou receivefrom
to makeinyourcurrentjob? yourmanagementfordoinga

goodiob [] [] [] [] [] []

_[] Definitelyyes __2 a 4 s
[] Probably yes

a[] Not sure

4[] Probablynot 9. Consideringeverything,how wouldyou rate your
si--1 Definitely not overall satisfaction in your Federal position at the

present time? Your answer may be based on factors
which were not mentioned above.

6. How often is good use made of your skills and
abilitiesin your present job? , [] Completelysatisfied

z[] Very satisfied
[] Almostalways 3[] Satisfied

2[] Usually _[] Neithersatisfiednor dissatisfied'
[] Sometimes _[] Dissatisfied

[] Seldom , [] Verydissatisfied
s[] Never _[] Completelydissatisfied
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10. If you had known when you entered government

servicewhatyouknownow,wouldyouhavecometo Organizational Climate
work for the Federal Government? and .mpr ela':onsL:"s

,[] Definitely yes
2[] Probably yes This section asks about your relationship with

[] Not sure your supervisor, and also your and your co-
, [] Probably not workers' ability to express opinions freely and
5[] Definitely not 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?

11. How has your general attitude about working for _[] Less than 6 months

the Federal Government changed as a result of the 2[] 6 months to less than 1 year
Civil Service Reform Act? 3[] 1 to less than 3 years

,[] 3 to less than 5 years
[] Much more positive than before 5[] 5 years or more

2[] Somewhat more positive than before

3[] No significant change, one way or another 15. How would you rate your immediate super-
4[] Somewhat more negative than before visor in each of the following areas?
5[] Much more negative than before Ve/_?i_)=_ff_::-!_-:i:!ilZ
,[] Notsure !.ii::;ooa

[] Too soon to tell _'::,? _."."":='-: '_'_.

_::. i':i :i':Nots_

a. Knowledge of subject matter ]'7] [] I'l [] FI []

b. Ability to obtain results through
other people

12. If you have your own way, will you be work-
ing for the Federal Government two years from c. Ability to"buffer" your immediatework group against unreasonable i!i.i !:'f::
now? or conflicting demands from : , - '

othersources !Fl[]D .:ntn[]
,[] Verylikely ] '_ 2 3 4.s_6

_ Somewhat likely y.J_ Skip to QuestionI4 16. To what extent is there effective two-way, [] It could go either wa communication between you and your immediate
D Somewhat unlikely ]_ supervisor?

[] Very unlikely J_ _[] To a very great extent
2[] To a considerable extent
3[] To some extent
4[] To a little extent
5[] To no extent

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

13. If you do not expect to be working for the _1-'1 A great deal
Federal Government two years from now, why _[] Quite a bit
not? 3[] Some

4[] Little

, [] Iexpectto retire, s[] Verylittleornone
2[] I expect to leave for other reasons. 6[] No basis to judge
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I8. In your opinion, how fairly does your super- 24. To what extent do you think the quality of
visor treat his or her sut)ordinatesi' work done in your immediate work group could

[] Very fairly be improved?

, [] More or less fairly , [] To a very great extent
a[] Couldgoeitherway , [] Toa considerableextent
4[] Moreor lessunfairly 3[] Tosomeextent
5[] Veryunfairly 4[] Toa littleextent
6[] Nobasisto judge _[] Tonoextent

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

[] To a very great extent
2[] To a considerable extent
3[] To some extent
[] To a little extent

[] To no extent 25. If your immediate work group used contrac-

20. How much emphasis does your supervisor tots or consultants during the past 12 months, how
place on striving for excellence in your work? do you feel about the amount of work that was

contracted out or handled by consultants?

, [] Agreat deal
[] Quite a bit _FI To my knowledge, no contractors or

a [] Some consultants were used. (Skipto Question26.)
4[] Little 2[] Toomuchwascontractedout or handled

by consultants.
s[] Verylittleor none 3[] About the right amountwas contracted

21. How oftendoes the supervision you get make out or handled by consultants.
4[] Too little was contracted out or handled by

you feel that you want to give extra effort to your consultants.

work? s[] I haveinsufficientbasistojudge.

[] Almost always
2[] Usually

I"1 Sometimes

4[] Rarely
s [] Almost never

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

_.$a. If contractors or consultants were used,
[] Toa very great extent which of the following factors most influenced

z[] To a considerable extent the decision to use a contractor or consultant, rather
3r'l To someextent than your agency'sown employees?(Check the
[] Toa littleextent boxforall thatapply.)

s [] To no extent

[] I have insufficient basis to judge
23. If the number of people in your immediate 2[] Hiring ceilings
work group stayed the same, to what extent do 3[] Lack of in-house expertise
you think the amount of work done in your area 4[] Agency personnel were unavailable
couldbe increased? _[] Prospectofhigherqualitywork from

contractor or consultant

1[] To a very great extent 6 [] Prospect of speedier delivery of finished
, [] Toa considerableextent work bycontractoror consultant
3[] To someextent 7[] Lowercosts forwork when performedby
, [] Toa littleextent contractoror consultant

s[] To no extent s [] Other (Writeyourspecificcommentson page 15.)
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26. Within your immediate work group, how often 30. How confident are you that the Merit Syste_
do employees tell their supervisors what they Protection Board would judge your case fairly a:
really believe, whether or not they think it is equitably if you were to appeal a personnel acti,
what their supervisors would like to hear? affecting you?

[] Almost always _[] Very confident
z [] Usually 2[] Confident
3[] Sometimes 3r-I Lessthanconfident
4[] Seldom 4[] Notatallconfident
5[] Never s1'3Notsure

27. In your opinion, how adequate are the protec- 31. Have you heard about the Off/ce of Spet
ti•ns presently available to persons attempting to Counsel within the Merit Systems Protecti
expose wrongful practices within Government Board, and how much do you know about whal
operations (e.g., fraud, waste, mismanagement, is supposed tod•?
prohibited personnel practices)?

I'q I have never heard of the organization.
, [] Very adequate (Skipto Question33.)
2[] Adequate
3[] Inadequate I have heard of the organization, and:
4[] Very inadequate
s[] Notsure 2[] Ihaveno ideaofwhatit is supposedtod

[] I have only a vague idea of what it is sup
posed to do.

4[] I have a pretty good idea of what it is su[
posed to do.

28. During the last 12 months, have you ever
been concerned that doing your job too thor- 5[] I have a very good idea oc what it is sup-
oughly--too conscientiously--might result in your posed to do.
getting in trouble with your own immediate
management/

[] Very often 32. How confident are you that the Office of,
2[] Quite often Special Counsel in the Merit Systems Protecti
30 Sometimes Board would protect you from reprisal, if y
4[] Seldom were to need protection for having disclosed
s[] Never illegal or wasteful practice?

[] Very confident
: [] Confident
[] Less than confident

29. Have you heard about the Merit Systems Pro- 4[] Not at aH confident
tection Boara_ and how much do you know about s [] Not sure
what it is supposed to do?

[] I have never heard of the organization.
(Skipto Question3I.)

I have heard of the organization, and:

, [] I have no idea of what it is supposed to do.
[] I have only a vague idea of what it is sup-

posed to do.
[] I have a pretty good idea of what it is sup-

posed to do.
[] I have a very good idea of what it is sup-

posed to do.
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Employee Selection Prohibited Practices
and Placement This section asks about your experiences with

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

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

33. During the past 12 months, how often have
you personally observed the following events in a. An employee being pressured to
yourimmediateworkgroup? contributeto a politicalcampaign l'-1 [] []

b. An employee being pressured to
participate in partisan political
activity ["1 [] []

c. An employee actively seeking par-
tisan political office or raising
funds on behalf of a partisan poi-

_t always itical candidate [] [] []

Usually d, A careeremployeebeingpres- _ 2 3
Sometimes sured to resign or transfer on

Seldom account of his or her political

Never affiliation [] [] []

No basis e. An appointment to the competi-
to judge tive servicemadeas a result of

political party affiliation [] [] []

f, An attempt to get back at some-
a. Competent candidateswere onebecausehe or shedisclosed

selected over less qualified " some wrongful activity in the
candidates, t-II-lC][][-![] agency [] I-I []

b. Applicants from outsidethe agency :: '; : g. An attempt to get back at some-
were given a fair shot at beingconsi- !_, one becausehe or she fi[eda for-
dered for the position, iO I-ii-]I-][] [] realappeal 1-1 [] []

c. Applicants from insidethe agency ? : ,; h. An attempt to influence someone
were given a fair shot at being consi-: _ _ _L to withdraw from competition for
dered for the position. '!C]1'3:i-I []FI [] a Federal job in order to help :

'_ _ 2 _a 4 s 6 another person's chances for get-
d. Only the "heir apparent' was ever

seriously considered for the position.,_ []/-1 []CZ} [] ting the job []l []z : []3

e. Efforts to increase the representation d i. A selection for job or job reward
of women and minorities resulted in ; based on family relationship ri [] []

::_' ' j. A selection for job or job reward ,_
the hiring of well qualified women !;, based primarily on the "buddyand minorities who would not :: _

otherwise have been hired. _O [] [] [] system" [] [] []

f. Efforts to increase the representation : k. An attempt to get back at some-
of women and minorities resulted in :_' ' one becausehe or she engaged in

hwful union activity 'fl [] E}
the hiring of seriously defident can- _:::i_ .
didates who would not otherwise _ [. An employee being pressured by
have been h_red. '!_0' I-1 il-I [] ri [] a supervisor for sexual favors f-I [] []

2 4 6 ' I 2 3
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35. During the past 12 months, have you person- 37. Who determined your current performance
ally observed any events which strongly suggested standards?
to you the possibility of any of the following dis-
criminatory practices in your immediate work _O Idid, alone.
group? 2[] Idid,primarily,withsomecontribution

Yes more than one instance from my supervisor.

' ._ -Yesoneinstance 3 [] They were jointly developed, involving me
· No .......·' - and my supervisor.

-::::'_ 4[] My immediate or higher level supervisor
determined them and then asked for my

a. A person being denied a job or job
reward on account of sex 'Fl ': [] []: comments.

s [] My immediate or higher level supervisor
b. A person being denied a job or job ' : determined them unilaterally.reward on account of race,color,or

nationatorigin [] : [] [] 6[] Don't know.

c. A person being denied a job or job
reward on account of religion __i 7' [] [] ':'

2 3 38. How familiar are you with your current per.
d. A person being denied a job or job !i;Orewardon account of age [] [] formance standards?

e. A person being denied a job or job

reward on accountof a handicap _. [] [] .' _[] I have no idea what _ Skipto Question49.unrelatedto job requirements ;_ '. the standards are .J

f. A person being denied a job or job :'5; ;j z[] I know almost exactly what the standards
reward on account of marital _- are

status . E]. [] i' [] , [] I have a rather good idea
g. A person being denied a job or job "- 4[] I have only a vague impression

reward on account of political ' - '_' _ ; :
affiliation [] [] _1-_

1:' 2 _.3 , ,

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

[] Definitely yes
2[] Probably yes

Performance Appraisal ,[] Not sure4 [] Probably not

This section asks your observations about how s [] Definitely not
the performance appraisal process is working in
your immediate work group.

39. How would you rate your current performano
standards with respect to the degree of difficult,

In the following questions, "job elements" refer to you think they will pose for you?
what you do and "performance standards" refer to
howwellyoudoit. _[] Muchtoodifficult

[] Too difficult

3[] About right
[] Too easy

s[] Much to•easy

40. In your opinion, ho TM rational are the stand
ards that your supervisor uses to evaluate you:

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

2[] Rational

[] No ]_ 3[] Irrational
Skip to Question 49.

2[] Not sureJY 4[] Very irrational
[] Yes _ Continue 5[] Not sure
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41. To what extent do your performance stand- 46. How satisfied was your supervisor with your
ards cover the elements of your job which, in performance?
your opinion, are most important?

i[] Almost entirely satisfied
[] Toa verygreatextent 2[] Generallysatisfied
[] Toa considerableextent 3[] Neither satisfiednor dissatisfied

3[] Tosomeextent 4[] Generallydissatisfied
4[] Toalittleextent 5[] Almostentirelydissatisfied
5[] To noextent 6I-'1 Toolittleinformationfromsupervisorfor

me to know
7[] Do not recall

42. From your point of view, to what extent is it
within your control to satisfy your performance 47. How would you rate this appraisal experience?
standards?

[] Very helpful

[] Toa verygreatextent 2[] Quitehelpful
2[] Toa considerableextent 3[] Somewhathelpful
3[] Tosomeextent 4[] Notveryhelpful
4[] Toa littleextent 5[] Didmoreharmthangood
5[] To no extent

48. To what extent did your most recent perfor-
mance appraisal affect personnel decisions involv-

43. How confident are you that your supervisor-- lng you personally (such as promotions, awards,
in evaluating your performance--will take into training opportunities, reassignments, or other
account influences beyond your control? personnel actions)?

[] Veryconfident _[] Toaverygreatextent2[] To a considerable extent: [] Confident
[] To someextent

[] Lessthanconfident 4[] Toalittleextent[] Not at allconfident
5[] To no extents[] Not sure
6[] Too early to know

49. If your supervisor were to perform poorly in
44. Within the past 12 months, have you received the eyes of his or her supervisor, how likely is it
a performance appraisal in your current position that he or she would be removed from his or her
that was based on Civil Service Reform Act re- position?
quirements (appraisal based on critical elements

andperformancestandards)? _[] Verylikely
2[] Somewhat likely

[] No _ Skipto Question49. 3[] Could go either way

2[] Notsure.IV 4[] Somewhatunlikely
3[] Yes, but the appraisal was used for a "dry s[] Very unlikely

run" or "test" of the new appraisal system. 6[] Not sure
4[] Yes, I received an actual appraisal (not a

"dry run" or "test").

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

t5. In your opinion, was your performance fairly
and accurately rated? 1[] Very likely

2[] Somewhat likely
[] Yes,completely 3[] Couldgoeitherway

2[] Yes,mostly , [] Somewhatunlikely
3[] Yes, to some extent s[] Very unlikely
,[] No, not really 6[] Not sure
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55. How satisfied are you with the changes SES

Senior Executive Service hasbrought about in the following areas as they
apply to you personally?

The following questions deal with issues related to
the Senior Executive Service (SES).

- Generally satisfied

51. How long have you been in the SES? _ Neither_satisfied:'

Generally
[] Less than 3 months : ' dissatisfied

2[] 3 months to 1 year _'_ C0mpietely
3[] More than 1 year ! : a/ss_tisJi_

'- ) . Too soo
,- i !/ . to tell

52.AreyouachartermemberoftheSES?
!

a. Opportunity for higher base salary [] [] _["1 I'q[]

1[] Yes b. Opportunityformajorbonusesor
2[] No rankawards I'3I"1_:["1,r'lF'l

c. Opportunity for job mobility within ;., ' _
your agency Gl"] ['t[]

53. Which type of SES appointment do you have? d. Opportunity for job mobility between-_ : _ ·
agencies Fill"] I"1 I"1 D'•

1 2 3 4 :5 6[] Career
2[] Non-career e. Opportunityforsabbaticals J'-]'[] I"][] i[] []

3 [] Limited f. Opportunity for promotion to top · '
policy-making positions I'-]_[] [] [] []'[]

g. Other (Writeyourspecificcommentson _ '

54. Which of the following factors, if any, did you page15.) [] [] [] [] [] F1
consider when deciding whether to join SES, and _ 2 3 _ ;5 6
how important were they to your decision to join?

56. Based on your personal experience in your
present agency, to what extent do you agree with

:_ Quiteimportant the following statements concerning SES?

, ! 5_ewhat lmp°rtant"
:- ,, Not important

, atall Stronglyagree

: Mildly agree

· Nei'the('_ ':'TM

:" Iwasnot nordisagree,.
.... aware Mildly disagrE

i of it : Strongly.
· _ .. · -. ·disagree

a. Opportunity for higher base salary [][] !FI [] [] [] No bas_to juag
i

b. Opportunity for major bonuses or
rank awards [] [] []'[] [] [] a. SES will improve the operation of

myagency. [] [] [] [] [] []

c. Opportunity for job mobility within [] [] iD[] fl,fl b. There are sufficient incentives inyouragency
SES to retain highly competent

d. Opportunity for job mobility between ' executives. [] [] [] [] [] []
agencies './"] [] '[] [] [] []

1 z 3 4 .) 6 c. In my agency, individuals from out-
e. Opportunity for promotion to top side the Federal government are

policy-making positions _'D_[] I-I i[] Fl' [] selected for senior executive positions'

f. Opportunity for sabbaticals :[] [] []i [] [] [] over better qualified career civilservants. [] [] [] ['"]'r'q[]

g. There was no real alternative. []r[] [][] FIll d. SES pay incentives encourage

h. Other (Write yourspecificcommenfs I'"1 : , harmful competition among
on pageI5./ :L.a·[]:D [] ["'] [] executives in my agency. []_[] []'[]'[] []

1. 2._3_ 4.5 6 1 2. 3 4 5 6
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S6. (Continued) Based on your personal experience 59. Have you personally observed any events dur-
in your present agency, to what extent do you lng the past 12 months which strongly suggested
agree with the following statements concerning to you the possibility of any of the following in
SES? your agency?

_" Mildlyagree Yes,oneinstance

,' , !NeRher"agr_ '''%?,. i No

:ii: a. Distributing either a SES bonus or

"' ':_::_'_ :i(,__. rank award to an employee
: because of partisan political
' ¥. ' i:__:No basis affiliation [] [] []
:,,_?- :,,: -" _to judge

_: b. Distributing either a SES bonus or -
e. Underthe SES,Federalexecutives rank award to"management

,-;. ,, · L.,

are just as willingto express their _ favorites"without sufficientbasis
realviewsas theywereunderthe in actualperformance [] [] []

former supergrade system. -_ •_[':l [] ['3 [] c. Withholding a SES bonus or rank
f. Transfers or reassignments for execu -! ':' _'" award from an employee pnmar-

tires in my agency have been used _.' ..' ily because he or she works on
primarily as a means of getting rid ' :_ '_';: .. projects of low visibility orlow ' ·
of dissidentexecutives. [] [][-I [] D [] interest to top agency

g. Executives perform their jobs no . ';: :_ ', management [-I [] []/' - _ 2 3

differently under SES than under ' ':i_,iI _:'!,':ithe former supergrade personnel ....

system. ,-[_ [] 1'3[-'1)-'1_I"1 60. In your opinion, to what extent do you agree
h. It is much easier to hire minorities _}') " ':'_ or disagree with the following statements about

and women using SES staffing pr•ce-, _: · '- how SES bonuses are distributed in your agency?dures than under the former super- :_, _,:'_ ·

grade system, 1-1"3[] :,FI Fl' [-t r'l str°ngly agree _
;,3;i 2 f_ 4 ,!f; 6 Mildly agree

Neither agree'
nordiSagree

Mildly disagree

57. What is the designation of your current SES Strongly,.._
position, and what is your view of that desig- disagree
nation? Don't

know

Fl It ts now career-reserved,and I think this is
appropriate. .

· [] It is now career-reserved,and I think it should a. SESperformance bonuses in this
begeneral, agencygo primarilyto the best

I-3 It is now career-reserved,and I am not sure performers. Fl Fl Fl Fl Fl Fl
what it shouldbe. b. SESbonusesaredistributeddis-

4[] It is now general,and I think this is proportionately to executives at
appropriate, the topof theagency. Fl FlFl []/-'1 I"]

s Fl It _s now general, and I think it should be c. SES bonuses go disproportion- _
career-reserved, atelyto membersofthe Perfor-

6 [] It ts now general,and I am not sure what it mance Review Board Fll []2'Fl3,[]4 NFl56
should be.

7[] I am not sure of the current designation. 61. What do you regard as the likelihood of your
receiving an SES bonus any time within the next
12 months?

58. To date, has your agency distributed SES _[] Very likely
bonuses or rank awards? 2[] Somewhat likely

3[] Could go either way

I-3 No _ Skipto Question6 I. 4Fl Somewhat unlikely
2[] NotsureJ r 5[] Veryunlikely
3[] Yes _ Continue. 6Fl I am not eligible for a SES bonus.
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62. What do you regard as the likelihood of your 67. Do you supervise Merit Pay employees, either
receiving a cash or rank award any time within the directly or through intermediate supervisors?
next 12 months?

_D Yes

_ Verylikely ,[] No
, [] Somewhat likely
3[] Couldgoeither way 68. In your opinion, which of the following
4[] Somewhat unlikely statements best describesyour agency's merit pay
s[] Veryunlikely plan?
6[] I am not eligible for these awards.

[] A Merit Pay plan has not been established

63. If you had known when you joined the SES in my agency.
what you know now, would you have joined the 2[] The planitselfappears basicallysoundand the
SES? administrationof it will likely be competent.

3[] The planitselfappears basicallysoundbut the

[] Definitely yes administrationof it will likely be less-than-
2[] Probably yes competent.
3[] Not sure 4[] The planitselfappears basicallyflawed

[] Probably not although the administrationof it will likely
s [] Definitely not be as competentas possible.

s [] The plan itselfappears basicallyflawedand the

64. If a GS-I$ vacancy occurred in your agency, administrationof it will likely be less-than-
involving approximately the same kind of work, competent.
would you seriously consider leaving your present s[] No opinion.
SES position for the GS-15 job?

[] Definitely yes
2[] Probably yes

s[] Not sure DemographicandJobData, [] Probably not

s[] Definitelynot The following information is needed to help us
with the statistical analyses of all questionnaires.

65. Have you heard of your agency's Executive Ail your responses are confidential, and cannot
Resources Board (ERB), and how much do you be associated with you individually. Your
know about what it is supposed to do? responses will not be seen by anyone within your

[] I have never heard of the ERB. organization.
(Skipto Question67.)

69. Where is your job located?
I have heard of the ERB, and:

[] Headquarters within Washington, D.C.,
2[] I have no idea of what it is supposed to do. metropolitan area
3[] I have only a vague idea of what it is sup- , [] Headquarters outside Washington, D.C.,

posedtodo. metropolitanarea
, [] I have a pretty good idea of what it is sup- 3[] Field location within Washington, D.C.,

posedtodo. metropolitanarea
s [] I have a very good idea of what it is sup- 4[] Field location outside Washington, D.C:,

posedtodo. metropolitanarea

66. How confident are you that the Executive 70. How many years have you been a Federal
Resources Board's decisions which affect you, per- Government employee (excluding military service)?
sonally will be fair and equitable?

[] Less than 1 year
[] Very confident _[] 1 to less than 4 years

, [] Confident 3[] 4 tolessthan10years
[] Lessthanconfident 4[] 10to lessthan 21years

4[] Not at allconfident s[] 21 to lessthan 30years
s[] Notsure 6I-'130yearsor more
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71. How long have you worked in your current 76. Which of the following describe your present
agency? immediate supervisor?

[] Less than 3 months _[] Military
· [] 3 to 12months :[] Politicalappointee
3[] 1 to lessthan 4 years 3[] SeniorExecutiveService(SES)
4[] 4 to less than 8 years 4[] Supergrade (non-SES)
s [] 8 years or more s [] Other (Writeyourresponseon page15.)

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

72. HoW long have you been in your present ,0 Executive level position
position? :[] Supergrade(Careerappointment)

3[] Supergrade (Non-career appointment and
[] Less_han3 months ScheduleC)

2F1 3 to12months 4[] Supergrade(ScheduleA)
3[] 1 to less than 4 years s [] Ungraded position equivalent to GS-16 or
4[] 4to lessthan8 years above
s[] 8 years or more s [] GS-15 (or below) in the excepted service

7[] GS-15 (or below) in the competitive service
s [] Private sector employment

73. What is your current occupation? (Check the
one best response.) 78. Prior to joining the SES, how much experience

did you have at the GS-16 level or above in the
[] Economics FederalGovernment?
[] Fiscal

3[] Personnel _[] None

4[] Legal . z[] Lessthanlyear
[] Engineering 3[] 1tolessthan4years

61"1 Biological, mathematical, or physical 4F't 4tolessthan9years
sciences 3[] 9 to less than 15 years

7[] Social sciences 6[] 15 years or more
8[] Administration

9[] Other (Writeyourcurrentoccupafionon page15.)
79. Ho w many years of managerial experience
have you had in the private sector?

74. What is your SES pay rate? _[] None
,[] Less than 1 year

[] ES-I 3[] l to less than 4 years
2[] ES-II 4[] 4 to less than 9 years
3[] ES-III _[] 9 to less than 15 years
,[] ES-IV 6[] 15 years or more
sF1 ES-V
6[] ES-VI

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

75. How did your initial SES pay rate compare to _[] Never
yourpre-SESsalary? 2[] Onetime

3[] Two times

[] SES pay rate was higherthan pre-SES rate 4[] Three to five times
· [] SES pay rate was aboutequalto pre-SES rate 5[] Six to eight times-
[] SES pay rate was lowerthan pre-SES rate 0 [] Nine or more times
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81. Has your agency undergone a major reorgani- 87. What is your age?
zation within the past 18 months which affected
youpersonally? _[] Under20

2[] 20 to 29
[] Yes, and I was favorably affected. _[] 30 to 39

z[] Yes,and I was affected very little or not at 4[] 40 to 49
all. 5[] 50 to 59

3[] Yes, and I was adversely affected. _[] 60 to 64
[] No. 7[] 65 or older

88. Now that you have filled it out, how interes

82. Are you a member of a Performance Review ing did you find this questionnaire?
Board?

[] Very interesting
2[] Interesting

[] Yes 3[] So-so
2D No

4[] Boring
5[] Very boring

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

_1--1 Yes
_[] No

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

[] Elementary School (Grade 1-8)
, [] Some high school or some technical

traihing
[] Graduated from high school or GED

(Graduate Equivalency Degree)
[] High school diploma plus technical training

or apprenticeship
s [] Some college (including A.A. degree)
6[] Graduated from college (B.A., B.S., or

other Bachelor's degree)
[] Some graduate school

8[] Graduate degree (Master's, LL.B., Ph.D.,
M.D., etc.)

85. Are you?

[] Male
2[] Female

86. Are you?

[] American Indian or Alaskan Native
2[] Asian or Pacific Islander

3[] Black; not of Hispanic origin
4[] Hispanic
5[] White; not of Hispanic origin
o[] Other
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Please use the space below to write in specific comments, referring to questions in which you have checked "other" as a
response.

QUESTION
NUMBER YOURCOMMENTS
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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.

i

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

Thank you for your participation.

The number that appears on the label to the right does notidentify 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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