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M_RIT PRINCIP_ GOg_RNING THE F_IERAL _.

The Civil Service Reform Act (Pub. L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. 111 (1978))

requires that Federal personnel management be implemented consistent with the

following merit principles:

(1) Recruitment should be from qualified individuals 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 competition which

assures that all receive equal opportunity.

(2) All employees and applicants for employment should receive fair

and ecfaitable treatment in all aspects of personnel management without regard

to political affiliation, race, color, religion, national origin, sex, marital

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 should 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) F2nployees should be-
(a) protected against arbitrary action, personal favoritism, or

coercion for partisan political purposes, and

(b) prohibited from using their official authority or influence

for the purpose of interfering with or affecting the result
of an election or 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 law, rule or regulation implementing or directly concerning

these merit principles.

The blerit Systems Protection Board is directed by law to conduct

special studies of the civil service and other Federal merit systems to

determine whether these statutory mandates are being met, and to report to the

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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Sirs:

In accordance with our responsibilities under section 202(a)
of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. section
1205(a) (3)), it is my honor to submit this report titled,
"Getting Involved: Improving Federal Management with
EmplOyee Participation."

· This report is the result of a U.S. Merit systems ProteCtion
Board study designed to identify any systems, policies, or
procedures each of the major Federal departments and
agencies have in place which allow or encourage employees to
identify agency-related problems without fear of reprisal.

The report discusses Quality Circlesl, Suggestion ·Programs,
Hotlines, and a number of other programs and systems which
are specific to particular agencies. All of the systems
have the potential to foster constructive employee
involvement. Given adequate support and development, these
programs (and others of similar concept) may ultimately
assist Federal agencies in delivering their services more
effectively and efficiently.

Respectfully,

Maria L. Johnson
Acting Chairman

The President of the United States
The President of the Senate

The Speaker of the House of Representatives

Washington, DC
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CHAPTER 1

'. INTRODUCTIONAND OVERVIEW

A. PURPOSEOFTHISREPORT

On January 15, 1985, the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) released

its report, "Blowing the Whistle in the Federal Government: A Comparative

Analysis of 1980 and 1983 Survey Findings." That report noted that fewer
euployees observed fraud, waste and mismanagement in the Federal Government in

1983 than in 1980. It also highlighted some concerns, including the lack of

measurable progress in overcoming Federal employee resistance to reporting
instances of fraud, waste, and abuse, and a significant increase (from 20% in

1980 to 37% in 1983) in fear of reprisal among those employees who observed

fraud, waste or abuse, but did not report it.

As a result of this study, the Board recommended that:

Given the limited impact that the current Federal

"whistleblowing protections" appear to have had relative to
the encouragement of constructive employee involvement in

identifying or resolving instances of fraud, waste, or

abuse, Congress and the Administration should encourage

Federal agency heads to develop or explore alternative or

additional methods of achieving that goal.

This report on employee involvement systems provides a "first of its kind"

sur_nary of those major management initiatives underway in the 22 largest

Federal departments and agencies which may achieve part of what Congress wanted

to realize through the CSRA "whistleblower protections," i.e., involvement of

Federal employees in keeping fraud, waste, and mismanagement to a minimum.

This is a "good news" report in the sense that the study was designed to

identify and report on successful (or potentially successful) employee involve-
ment systems or mechanisms. It may serve, therefore, as a source book for

those Federal managers or policymakers searching for new (to them) ways of

constructively tapping into a potentially valuable reservoir of information

-- Federal employees. Where appropriate, specific agency telephone numbers are

provided for those who may wish more detailed information about a particular
agency's system. The study is based on two basic premises:

1. It is simply "good management" and in the best interests of the

Government and the taxpayer to encourage Federal employees to become
constructively involved in identifying or resolving organizational or

operational problems (including the problems of fraud, waste, and

abuse); and

2. There are conscious management actions that can be taken to promote

employee involvement in a constructive manner that minimizes the

potential for antagonism between the employee and the agency.
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The MSPB study team found little documented evidence that any of the em-

ployee involvement systems mentioned in this report significantly reduced

fraud. The study team did find many cases where the implementation or re-

finement of selected employee involvement systems resulted in significant cost

savings as a result of a reduction in waste or mismanagement. In many cases,

the systems discussed in this report seemed to foster creativity, prudent risk

taking, and enhance organizational performance. A basic merit principle is
that, "the Federal work force should be used efficiently and effectively."

This principle and one other, which states that employees "should be protected"

when they lawfully disclose information on mismanagement, abuse of authority,
etc., serve as the authorizing framework within the Civil Service Reform Act

(P.L. 95-454) for this study.

It should be noted that one agency's highly successful_employee involvement

system could be another agency's "disaster" because of major differences in
work force composition, agency mission, top management styles, and so on. In

reviewing this report, therefore, it should be remembered that any employee
involvement system must be specifically designed to suit the particular needs

of each individual agency or organization. Once these differences are taken
into account, most of the various systems discussed in this report will have

applicability within a wide range of different agencies and organizations.
While no panaceas are offered in this report, it should be noted that most of

the employee involvement systems described are mixtures of common sense and

good management.

The Office of Merit Systems Review and Studies (MSRS) performs two func-

tions assigned to the Board by law. The first is to conduct special studies to

determine whether the public interest in a civil service free from prohibited

personnel practices is adequately protected. The second is annually to review

and report on the significant actions of the Office of Personnel Management

(OPM), including an analysis of whether actions of that office are consistent

with the merit system principles and free from prohibited personnel practices.

Reports prepared by MSRS are addressed to the President and the Congress. They
also are sent to heads of executive departments and independent agencies,

Federal personnel and EEO officials, public administration organizations, and

to the public on request.

Reseach conducted by the Office of the Merit Systems Review and Studies is

a primary source of information concerning the effect of executive and legis-

lative initiatives on the statutory merit principles and prohibited personnel

practices. The reports resulting from this research are used by the Board,

Congress, and OPM to evaluate Governmentwide personnel policies and practices.

B. H_THIS INFORMATION_SGATHERED

On September 20, 1983, the Board sent to the heads of the 22 largest
Federal departments and agencies a detailed request for information on any

currently operational systems, policies, or procedures relative to the concepts

of employee involvement in organizational problem identification and resolu-
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tion.1 In February 1984, the Board's study team began a series of follow-up

visits to each of the agencies for the purpose of expanding upon the written
materials submitted to the Board.

Most of the information for this report was obtained from two sources: (1)

the surveyed agencies' responses to the MSRS request for information on rele-

vant employee involvement systems, and (2)on-site program reviews and interviews

with over 100 agency coordinators or representatives. Some agencies subse-
quently provided the Board with additional materials which clarified infor-

mation obtained from the individuals interviewed and provided illustrations.

The listing of systems and procedures described in this report is by no

means an exhaustive one. Forexanple, the study covers only those systems or
procedures in place within the 22 largest Federal departments and agencies

(which, together, employ over 95 percent of all Federal civilian employees).

Some of the smaller agencies not covered by our review, however, may also have

some worthwhile programs in place. We have included one such agency, the Nu-

clear Regulatory Commission, because of the noteworthiness of its Differing

Professional Opinions Program. In addition, in the time between our initial

request for information and the issuance of this report, some of the agencies

may have initiated new systems or they may have revamped, expanded, or can-

celed existing systems or mechanisms. We have updated our information as

these changes have been brought to our attention, although it is difficult for

any report of this nature to be truly comprehensive given the size and dynamics

of the Federal Government. This report, therefore, might be considered a
starting point rather than the final word on information about Federal employee

involvement systems.

It was also recognized at the outset of the Board's review that there is no

single employee involvement system or mechanism that will suffice for all, or

even most, problems or situations. Clearly, the nature of the problem is an

important factor in determining whether a particular system is an appropriate

vehicle for capturing or conveying relevant information. Evidence that one's
supervisor is accepting bribes or kickbacks is not an issue, for example, that

would normally be reported through an employee Suggestion Program. Likewise,

an idea on how to streamline an organization's workload processing is not an

item that would normally be called into a Hotline or be the subject of a sur-

reptitious tip to the local newspaper.

1The Federal departments and agencies covered by this review were the Depart-

ments of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense (including separate inquiries to the

Departments of the Air Force, Army, and Navy), Education, Energy, Health and

Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, Justice, Labor, State

(including a separate inquiry to the Agency for International Development),

Transportation, Treasury, the Environmental Protection Agency, General Services

Administration, Veterans Administration, National Aeronautics and Space Admin-

istration, and the Small Business Administration. Separat e onsite program
reviews and interviews were also conducted at the Defense Contract Audit

Agency, Defense Logistics Agency, and the Defense Investigative Service.



C. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

This report documents some of the various attempts currently being made

throughout the Federal Government to gain greater employee involvement in the

process of making institutional improvements. Many of these attempts have met

with some degree of success and others have been sustained for a number of

years. Most often they involve the establishment of some formal mechanism

through which employees can bring to light a wide variety of issues, problems;

or opinions, including those related to fraud, waste, or mismanagement.

When asked to identify their "employee involvement systems," over 150

systems, policies, and procedures were identified by the 25 agencies 2 covered

by our review. On an agency-by-agency basis, the number of identified system s

ranged from 2 to 22. Every agency had at least two major employee program s

or systems in place, i.e., a telephone Hotline and an Employee Suggestion Pro-

gram. In four agencies, these were the only two programs identified. Both of

these particular systems are basically "passive" in that they require the

employee to take the initiative to use them.

Fourteen out of the 25 agencies queried also reported the use of Quality

Circles, i.e., small groups of from 3 to 15 employees who meet regularly to

identify, analyze, and hopefully solve work-related problems. Since agency
management typically initiates the formation of the Circles and solicits em-

ployee participation, this may be regarded as an "active" employee involvement

system. At the time of our survey, the number of Circles in place within the

14 agencies ranged from less than 10 to more than 500.

Eighteen out of the 25 agencies also reported that they periodically used

some type of questionnaire survey within their agency to solicit employee

opinions and experiences on a wide range of subjects including agency opera,

tions and agency personnel management. This is another "active" system

characterizedby its management-initiatednature.

Despite the fact that all of the Federal agencies surveyed had two or more

systems in common with other agencies, a closer examination of these systems on

an agency-by-agency basis revealed some significant differences in their

operation and in the results obtained. Some agencies simply seemed to be r_re

successful than others in realizing benefits. In essence, some were more cost-
effective than others.

In addition to the systems or procedures mentioned above, a number of

individual agencies have developed unique programs or systems designed to meet

particular needs or objectives. Notwithstanding the specialized natures of

some of these systems, they have potential adaptability to other Federal

Government organizations. Among these noteworthy systems or programs are the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Differing Professional Opinions System (along

with its less formal "Open Door Policy"), the Department of Health and Human
Service's Management Self-Improvement System, and the Department of State's

Open Forum and Dissent Channel.

2This number includes the 22 departments and agencies to which letters of

inquiry were sent plus three additional defense agencies that were added to our
review (see footnote 1).



D. OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

Chapter 1 of this report has outlined the rationale for the study and its

strengths and built-in limitations. In this chapter, we have also discussed the

methdology used in gathering the underlying data and the resultant findings.

This chapter also summarizes in the next section the study team's conclusions and

recommendations. The remaining chapters in this report provide more specific

details about some of the employee involvement systems reviewed by the Board.

Because of the scope and ubiquity of three of the systems, i.e., Quality

Circles, Suggestion Programs, and Hotlines, separate chapters are devoted to

each. Various programs or systems unique to one or only a few agencies and a

discussion of some of the survey research (questionnaire) efforts used in a

number of agencies are discussed in the report's final chapter. These chapters
are arranged as follows:

CHAPTER 2: QUALITY CIRCLES

This chapter focuses on the Quality Circle Programs which have been

implemented in 14 of the 25 agencies covered by this report. Subjects

discussed included: Quality Circles structure; union involvement; areas barred

from Quality Circle involvement; size and scope of Quality Circles; program

promotion; management involvement; training, resource allocation, and agency

interaction; program interaction with the private sector; and benefits, costs,

shortcomings, and areas for improvement.

Quality Circles were found to be a growing phenomenon which deserves a

closer look by Federal Government managers and policymakers. Quality Circle

Program coordinators and representatives emphatically acknowledged both the
tangible and intangible benefits which their organizations receive as a result

of their employees' participation in Circles. Most of the agencies viewed

their Quality Circle Programs as cost-effective systems which produced sig-

nificant and positive results. It is also acknowledged, however, that Quality

Circle Programs are not going to work in every organization nor even necessar-

ily in the same organization over time. Also, while there is a great deal of

anecdotal information about the benefits of Quality Circles, hard data about

their long-term impact on productivity and effectiveness in the Federal Govern-

ment is less evident and still being gathered.

CHAPTER 3: _4PLOYEE SUGGESTION PROGRAMS

This chapter examines the systems used by all of the surveyed agencies to

promote and process employee suggestions. Subjects discussed include:

organization and structure; management support; publicity; processing; types of

suggestions; participation and adoption rates; agency interaction; and

benefits, costs, problems, model prograns, and goals for the future.

Although the information gathered by this study demonstrated that

Suggestion Programs are valuable tools enabling management to better achieve

important organizational goals, a number of operational problems were found to

be reducing the potential effectiveness of many of the agencies' programs.

Deficiencies relative to program staffing and suggestion evaluation require

the greatest amount of attention.



CHAPTER 4: HOTLINES

This chapter reviews the employee communication systems (called Hotlines)

developed and implemented by all of the agencies. Subjects discussed include:
organization and structure; quantity and quality of contacts received;

processing; publicity efforts; and agency interaction.

The Hotlines were considered useful and effective deterrents to fraud,

waste, and abuse by virtually every agency surveyed. System effectiveness was

found to be dependent on three primary factors: the manner and speed of

processing contacts received, the type and extent of publicity and promotional

efforts, and the degree of top management support.

CHAPTER 5: OTHER EMPLOYEE INVOLVEMENT SYSTEMS

This chapter describes the agency specific programs which are not covered

by any of the three major program areas covered in Chapters 2 through 4, but

which, nevertheless, also serve as effective employee-management communication

efforts. Thirteen programs, each of which is identified with a particular

agency, are separately discussed. In addition, the chapter examines: the

government's employee cash award program for the disclosure of fraud, waste,

or mismanagement; surveys and questionnaires used by the agencies to measure

employee attitudes and opinions; and selected private sector initiatives re-

lative to the concept of employee involvement.

E. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As will become obvious to the reader, most of the systems and procedures

outlined in this report are viewed positively. This is to be expected since

the thrust of the review was an attempt to identify constructive employee

involvement systems that were producing desirable results. A result was deemed
desirable if some constructive change was made (e.g., an organizational problem

was solved or an improvement made), or if the agency realized some other benefit
because of the involvement of one or more employees who were going beyond the

specific day-to-day requirements of their jobs.

Even though almost all of the programs which were reviewed were producing

some benefits to the agency, some agencies were able to realize demonstrably

better results (in terms of quantity or quality) than others with similar

systems (e.g., Hotlines or Suggestion Progra_ns). Some possible reasons for
this are discussed below. In a few cases, there was some doubt as to whether

the benefits derived from a particular program outweighed the costs of that

program.

In the final analysis, although the level of activity varied widely, almost

all of the agencies surveyed believe that the employee involvement systems they
had in place at the time of our review were cost-effective and beneficial to

the Government and to the taxpayer. In most cases, the agencies were able to

provide some evidence to support that contention.

In light of the Board's findings, Federal agency managers should be

encouraged to actively pursue opportunities within their own agencies to

inaugurate, revise, or revitalize, as appropriate, employee involvement systems

tailored to the needs of their agency. In some cases, this may lead to



abolishment of a non-functioning or dysfunctional system that has either

outlived its usefulness or is inappropriate within the context of a particular

situation. In most cases, however, agency managers should be able to identify

multiple opportunities for the constructive involvement of employees in problem
identification and resolution. In this regard, the information contained in

this report should be a useful resource.

In attempting to adapt to a new agency or organization a system or program
that has proven successful elsewhere, there are some caveats to be heeded and

some guidelines which may be helpful. It is a mistake, for example, to thine

of the Federal Government in the singular, i.e., as a monolithic entity with a

massive number of employees -- all doing basically similar tasks. There are

currently 61 different executive branch departments and independent agencies,

employing anywhere from two to over 370,000 civilian employees. Altogether

they employ over 2.1 million individuals (not counting the semi-independent

U.S. Postal Service with over 685,000 employees). Federal employees are

located not only nationwide but worldwide. They work in literally thousands

of different white- and blue-collar occupational specializations ranging from

unskilled laborers to highly skilled scientists and engineers. Any specific

plans for gaining greater involvement of Federal employees in problem identi-
fication and resolution must take the differences between the various Federal

agencies into account. These differences are related to such tangibles as

agency size, mission, work force composition, and geographic location, as well
as to such intangibles as organizational climate or culture.

With regard to getting employees more involved in efforts to increase the

efficiency and effectiveness of Government, the management "team" within each

agency needs to tailor its efforts to the unique needs and objectives of the

particular agency. Federal agency managers at all levels can and do make a
major difference in the willingness of employees to become involved.

While the systems or procedures covered by this review varied considerably

in form and function, their relative success; appeared to depend largely upon

the degree to which they incorporated each of several interrelated elements.

Sun_narized below are the elements which appear to be most valuable or
necessary in this regard.

· Top Management Commitment: It is n© accident that many of the most

active or producti ve employee involvement systems or mechanisms the

Board reviewed were ones that have the active interest and support of

top agency management. In fact, in a number of cases the system or

procedure was initially established at the request of top management.

Conversely, without continuing top management support, many attempts

at employee involvement were unable to produce any real or lasting

organizational improvements, and any relevant systems or mechanisms
developed to aid those attempts quickly fell into disuse.

· Middle and First Line Supervisory Support: Even if top management
support exists, unless that support is communicated to the rest of

the agency through the "connective tissue" provided by the actions of

middle managers and first line supervisors, an employee involvement

system is likely to have limited success, at best.




