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MERIT PRINCIPLES GOVERNING THE FEDERAL PERSONNEL SYSTEM

The Civil Service Reform Act (Pub.L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. 111 (1978)) requires that Federai
personne! management be implemented congistent with the following merit principles:

(1) Recruitment should be from qualified individuale from appropriate sources in an endeavor to
achieve s work force from ell segments of society, and selection and advancement should be
determined solely on the basis of relative ability, knowledge, end skills, efter fair and open
competition which assures that all receive egual opportunity.

(2) All employees and applicants for employment should receive fair and equitable treatment in
2}l espects of personnel management without regard toc political affiliation, race, color,
religion, nationel origin, sex, marital status, age, or handicapping condition, and with proper
regard for their privacy and constitutional rights.

(3) Equel pay should be provided for work of equsel velue, with eppropriate consideration of
both national and local rates psid by employers in the private sector, and appropriate
incentives and recognition should be provided for excellence in performance.

(4) All employees should maintain high stendards 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 adeguacy of their performance, inadeguate
performance should be corrected, and employees should be seperated who cannot or will not
improve their performance to meet required standards.

(7) Employees should be provided effective educstion and training in cases in which such
education and treining would result in better orgsnizational and individual performance.

(8) Employees should be--

(a) protected sgeinst serbitrary 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 egainst 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, & gross waste of funds, an sbuse of suthority, or a substantial and
specific danger to public health or safety.

It iz a prohibited personne! practice to take or fail tc take any personne! 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 specisl 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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INTRODUCTION

What Director's Monographs Are. This is the first in a series of
Director's Monographs which will be reqularly issued by the Office of Merit
Systems Review and Studies. Each of the monographs will focus intensively on
one critical aspect of the merit system. For example, this monograph examines
the subject of prohibited personnel practices--which of them occur with what
frequency, and how well the mechanisms intended to prevent their occurrence are
working.

'The monographs draw upon the unique stqre of quantitative information about
the Federal merit system which the Office has gathered through a variety of
surveys of the Federal workforce. These surveys are a primary tool in the
program of special studies which the Office conducts in fulfillment of the
Board's statutory mandate to report to the Congress and the President on the
health of the merit system.

Our staff designs each survey to support the study of a specific topic
(such as the Federal merit pay system). However, we also build into each survey
instrument a core of questions which address common topics central to the merit
system. Because of this common core, the collective survey results present a
rich and unprecedented bank of data on the experiences and perceptions of
Federal employees about the way the merit system operates "in real life."

Using this bank of data, it is now possible to examine and compare in a
disciplined way the views and experiences of different groups of Federal
'employees, with different demographic characteristics and working in different
agencies, about critical aspects of the merit system.

The systematic study of patterns across the entire Federal Government has
been a goal of the Office from its earliest planning. Thus, these monographs
represent the fruits of several years' planning and patient work with that goal
in mind. As our program of special studies continues, we will be able to
examine a greater number of topics, and to look at changes as they occur over
time.

What this monograph addresses. This monograph explores the subject of
"prohibited personnel practices," as seen or experienced by key groups of
Federal employees.

The "“prohibited personnel practices" are a set of statutory prohibitions
which were enacted as part of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978. Generally
speaking, the Act forbids taking (or failing to take), any personnel action
based on any of 11 practices enumerated in the law. (A synopsis of the prohib-
ited personnel practices appears on the inside back cover of this monograph.)

An important statutory companion to the prohibited personnel practices is a
list of positive "merit principles" upon which Federal personnel management is
required to be based. (The full text of the merit principles is set forth on
the inside front cover of this monograph.) Taken together, the two sections of
law constitute a sort of "Magna Charta," or constitution of Federal employment
law.



In the following pages, we examine:

What Federal employees have told us about the incidence of
prohibited personnel practices in their workplaces;

how aware Federal employees are of specific mechanisms which are
intended to prevent the commission of prohibited personnel
practices, and how much confidence they have in those mechanisms;
and

what the implications of those findings are for the merit system.

The surveys from which our data was drawn. Most of the data presented
in this monograph was drawn from the following three surveys of the Federal

workforce:

Data was

Senior Executive Survey. This survey queried a random sample
of 1,519 members of the Senior Executive Service in November,
1980. The questionnaire was completed and returned by about 980
executives, or roughly 67% of those who received the
questionnaire (i.e., excluding a small number of undeliverable
returns). Major results of this survey were reported in A
Report on the Senior Executive Service, presented by the Board
to the Congress and the President in September, 1981,

Mid-Level Employee Survey. This survey instrument was sent to
a random sample of approximately 4,900 “"mid-level” employees
(i.e., in grades GS-13 through GS-15 or equivalent) in December,
1980. About 70% of those who received this instrument responded
to the survey. Major results of this survey were reported in the
Board's report to the Congress and the President in June, 1981,
Status Report on Performance Appraisal and Merit Pay Among Mid-
Level Employees.

Senior Personne! Professionals. This survey examined the
experiences and attitudes of a sample of about 1,750 senior
personnel officials in the Federal Government (including grades
GS-15 and above in Washington, and grades GS-13 and above in the
field). Over 73% of those in our sample responded. Principal
findings of that survey are included in the Board's Report on
the Significant Actions of the Office of Personnel Management

During 1980.

also drawn in some instances from a fourth survey:

Reprisal Survey. This questionnaire was distributed to
approximately 13,000 employees in 15 Federal agencies which have
statutory inspectors general. Approximately 66% of these

employees responded to the survey, the results of which are
discussed in the Board's report, Whistieblowing and the Federal
Employee (October 1981).




CAUTION ON INTERPRETING THE DATA .

Readers of this report should take into account the following general
observations about the source and significance of the data in this monograph.

Qualifications of observers. The data presented here are based upon the
observations of some of the more knowledgeable observers in the Federal civil
service system. Senior personnel officials, in particular, are in excellent
positions to observe the commission of prohibited personnel practices. (Because
of this fact, we have ordered all rankings in this report in the order reported
by these perscnne! officials, unless otherwise stated).

-Senior executives, mid-level employees and the genera! employee population
(surveyed in the Reprisal Study) providé interesting comparisons to the
observations of this "inside" group.

Accordingly, we feel that the collective observations reported here ought
to be given great weight by policy-makers who wish to map the terrain of the
merit system,

At the same time, it must be conceded that even these well-placed
observers can provide at best only the gross outlines of major features of that
terrain. Their observations suffer from the inevitable constraints of the broad
scale, confidential surveys from which they were drawn: observers cannot be
subjected to rigorous cross-examination, some may independently report the same
event several times over, and intense publicity given to a few events in a given
agency may distort observers' perceptions of the frequency of occurrence of
those events.

There is no doubt that if it were possible to deploy an army of trained
investigators to cover the ground mapped in this monograph, some of the detail
might change. [t is conceivable that the incidence of prohibited personnel
practices observed in such an investigation might be lower than that reported
here, because of the more rigorous standards of proof and definition which on-
the-spot investigators could apply.

The hard fact is, however, that the resources to conduct such detailed
Government -wide exploration by professional investigators simply are not
available. Under the circumstances, this data represents the best availabie
evidence of the shape of the real world in terms of prohibited personnel
practices.

Finally, it should be recognized that the backgrounds of the observers
affect their perceptions, and thus this data. The observers' demographic
characteristics have demonstrable effects on their views of a number of items.
Where it is useful to do so (within the constraints of statistical validity) we
have shown the differing perceptions among relevant groups.

Agency Variation. One of the most interesting features of this report is
the wide variation among agencies. Not only does the incidence of given
prohibited practices vary among the agencies, but the relative order of
incidence within the several practices also varies by agency.



However, the very interest of this result réquires that we raise the
companion caution that the causes of these variations are numerous, complex, and
far from understood.

It would therefore be a serious mistake to make gross comparisons between
agencies based simply on the variations evident in the data we report here. We
certainly are not prepared on this evidence to either praise or condemn any
given agency for its "track record" in this area.

This is precisely an area in which the deployment of on-site investigators
could greatly further the understanding of all concerned. At best, we can say
that there is certainly more smoke in some locations than in others. We cannot
say for certain that there is a fire at the source of each column of smoke.

Nevertheless, common sense indicates that there is substantial significance
in the agency variations. Therefore, we can and do urge agency heads to seek to
understand their own relative position, and responsible oversight authorities to
take these variations into account when considering the deployment of. their
resources.

-~



This monoqgraph describes:

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

<

the Government -wide incidence of prohibited personnel practices
(Charts 1 - 5);

what Federal employees think about how well the machinery
intended to prevent prohibited personnel practices actually works
(Charts 6 - 14); and
the incidence of such practices in individual agencies (Charts 15
- 33 in Appendix A).

In summary, the data reported here indicate that:

By far the most frequently occurring prohibited personnel
practices are those which involve some form of discrimination--
either actively manipulating the merit system to benefit persons
of like kind, or denying persons of unlike kind their proper due
within the system.

Most forms of political abuse--thought to be the greatest threat
to the merit system--actually occur only at insignificant levels
of frequency. ‘

Federal employees are generally ignorant of the mechanisms which
are . intended to curb the commission of prohibited personnel
practices. However, knowledge of the mechanisms varies
significantly among the groups we surveyed.

Employees are also skeptical of how well those mechanisms work,
although it appears that the more familiar they are with a given
mechanism, the greater confidence they have in it.

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:

General Services Administration
National Archives {(NNR)

c/o Chief of References

711 - 14th Street, N.W.

11th Floor

Washington, DC 20408

tapes are, of course, edited to assure the absolute

confidentiality of survey respondents.



FINDINGS

THE INCIDENCE OF OCCURRENCE OF
PROHIBITED PERSONNEL PRACTICES

The incidence of prohibited personnel practices on a Government -wide basis

"clusters" in a marked way at the high and low end of the scale.

When the

incidence of observed prohibited personnel practices is ordered in the frequency
with which senior personnel officials reported having observed them (Chart 1),
certain practices at both the high and low end of the scale tend to "cluster"

together (Table 1).

These clusters do not track the order which one might

expect to find from the anecdotal opinions upon which policy in this area has
often been based in the past.

TABLE 1

"CLUSTERS" OF LIKE PROHIBITED PERSONNEL. PRACTICES
(In order of the frequency of observation by senior personne! officials)

DISCRIMINATION-
RELATED
OFFENSES

1. A selsction for job or job reward
based primarily on the "buddy
system" (39%)

2. A person being denied a job or job
reward on account .of being a non-
minority male (33%)

3. A selection for job or job reward based
on family relationship (17%)

6. A person being denied a job or job

REPRISAL
OFFENSES

4. An attempt to get back at someone
because he or she filed a formal
appeal (14%)

S. An attempt to get back st someone
because he or she disclosed some
wrongful activity in the agency (12%)

reward on account of being @ woman (11%)

7. A person being denied a job or job
reward on account of being over age
40 (11%)

9. An employee being pressured by &

supervisor for sexual favors (9%)

10. A person being denied a job or job
reward on account of race, color,

ot national origin (8%)

12, An attempt to influence someone to
withdraw from competition for a
Federal job in order to help another
persan's chances for getting the

job (6%)

A person being denied & job or job
reward on account of a handicap
unrelated to job (5%)

13.

16. A person being denied & Job or job
reward on sccount of marital

status (2%)

18. A person being denied e job or job

reward on account of religion (1%)

8.
11. An sttempt to get back at someone
because he or she engsged in law-
ful union activity (7%)
14.
15.
17.
19.
20.

POLITICAL
OFFENSES

An appointment to the competitive service
made as a result of political party
affiliation (9%)

A career employee being oressured to
regign or transfer on account of his or
haer political affiliation (3%)
A person being denied a job or job reward
on account of political affilistion (2%)

An employee actively seeking partisen
political office or raising funds on
behalf of a partisan political candi-
date (2%)

An employee being pressured to partici-
peate in psrtisan political
activity (.3%)

An employee being pressured to contribute
to a political campaign (.1%)
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Thus, with but a single important exception discussed below, prohibited
practices which may be described as "political offenses" uniformly cluster at
the low end of the scale, in such small rates of incidence as to be virtually
insignificant. On the other hand, prohibited practices which relate to the
denial of equal access to the merit system, or discrimination, cluster at the
high end of the scale. '

As Table I illustrates, of the 15 prohibited practices which 5% or more of
responding senior personnel officials reported having observed, 11 are
discrimination-related offenses, as are the 3 most commonly reported offenses.
Only one "political" offense appears in this group of 15. (That offense may
also be considered a form of discrimination, as is discussed further below.)
Offenses involving reprisal against employees for their having taken protected
actions cluster in the middle of this higher incidence group.

On the other hand, the remaining "political" offenses cluster among the
bottom group of offenses which less than 5% of respondents reported having
observed, an incidence which is virtually insignificant for all practical
purposes. Discrimination offenses related to marital status and religion are
also among this lower incidence group.

It is therefore clear that the human or "civil rights" aspects of the merit
system must still occupy first priority among policy-makers, notwithstanding the
attention which has been devoted to this area over the last quarter century, and
gains which on the surface appear to have been made in assuring equal
opportunity in the system. On the other hand, political abuse of the system,
which has clearly been a minor part of our observers' experience, does not
appear to be as significant a threat to the merit system as is often supposed.

We point out that the incidence of these occurrences and their relative
order varies among the agencies (compare Charts 15 through 33) in Appendix A.
Thus, the practices may not cluster in the same way in any given agency.

Likewise, we caution that the data we report here represents no more than
a single "snap shot" within a relatively limited period of time. It will be of
the highest importance to track changes in these rates of incidence over time.

DISCRIMINATION RELATED OFFENSES

By far the highest incidence of prohibited personnel practices is that of
practices related to denial of equal access to the merit system, or
discrimination. This is overwhelmingly so when those practices are considered
as a "cluster”™ of like practices.

The concept of free and open competition for employment and advancement
in the public service is a fundamental alloy in the steel of public personnel
law.,

The first prohibited personnel practice forbids any Federal employee to
discriminate for or against any employee or applicant for employment on the
basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, handicapping
condition, marital status or political affiliation.



The first merit principle demands that Federal personnel management
endeavor to achieve a work force from all segments of society, and that
selection and advancement be determined solely on the basis of relative
ability, knowledge, and skills, after fair and open competition which assures
that all receive equal opportunity. The second merit principle requires that
equal opportunity be practiced in all aspects of personnel management.

Other prohibited personnel practices forbid tampering with the system in
ways which undermine the ideals of fair and open competition and equal
opportunity. Thus, it is an offense to deceive or obstruct persons with respect
to their right to compete for employment, to influence persons to withdraw from
competition, and to grant unauthorized preferences or advantages to individual
competitors. Finally, other laws promoting equal opportunity are specifically
incorporated into the prohibited personnel practices.

Yet the relatively high incidence of the group of offenses which are
clustered together in Table I under the rubric "discrimination-related”
indicates that Federa! personnel practices are far from achieving what these
laws demand.

These discrimination-related practices subvert the ideals of fair, open
competition and equal employment opportunity, either by extending some form of
favortism to classes of persons, or by denying classes of persons access to or
rights which are properly theirs under the merit system.

The discriminatory practice of selecting or rewarding employees based on
the "buddy system" is the most frequently observed prohibited activity.
Practices closely related to the ™buddy system"™ were also observed with some
frequency. The wrongful practice maost frequently reported by senior personnel
officials, senior executives, and mid-level employees alike was that of
selection for a job or a job reward based primarily on the "buddy system."
Nearly 40% of the senior personnel official respondents reported having seen
this practice, as did 37% of mid-level respondents and 29% of senior executive
respondents (Chart 1). '

(We determined in our pre-tests that respondents easily understood the term
"buddy system" to mean the practice of granting preferential treatment or access
to people known through direct or indirect acquaintance, independent of those
persons' merits relative to other competitors.)

Other practices which favor persons "of like kind" (as opposed to
actively discriminating against persons of "unlike kind") were also observed
with disturbingly high frequency by the surveyed groups. These are, in the
order of the incidence by which senior personnel officials reported that they
had observed them:

. selection for a job or job reward based on family relationship
(17%);
® an appointment to the competitive service made as a result of

political affiliation (9%); and



an attempt to influence a person to withdraw from competition for
IR PN a"Federal job 'in ‘order to help another person's chances for

qetting the job (6%).

Cemggemmm el

These practices may usefully be thought of as particular expressions of the
"buddy system".

Thus, the selection based on family relationship is simply an instance of
drawing the network of "buddies" tighter and closer to home. The relatively
high frequency with which it is reported here is surprising, given the existence
of Federal anti-nepotism laws and the high visibility which family ties usually
have.

However, the high frequency might be explained on several qrounds. The
conduct observed may have involved indirect family relationships which would not
be covered by the anti-nepotism laws as such (e.q., helping the friend of a
relative, or the relative of a friend). Or, it may have involved helping a
direct relative in such a way as to evade on a "technicality” the prohibitions
against nepotism.

Appointments made to the competitive service on the basis of political
affiliation represent the converse case to nepotism, that of opening the network
to include "political buddies." Those persons may or may not also be "personal
buddies."

Attempting to influence a person to withdraw from competition in order to
help another person's chances may be seen as a tool either of the "buddy system"
or of more active discrimination.

The practice would be a tool of the "buddy system" where it is aimed at
eliminating from competition a competitor whose superior qualifications would
block the selection of a "buddy" under strict merit selection. It would be a
device for "active" discrimination where the motiviation is not so much the
relationship of the favored competitor as a class characteristic of the
pressured competitor.

Other acts involving active discrimination against persons of unlike kind
dominate the practices most frequently observed. Our respondents also reported
a relatively high incidence of persons being denied jobs or job rewards on
account of their race, sex (including pressure for sexual favors), age, color or
national origin (Chart 1, Table 1).

The prohibited practice reported with second most frequency by senior
personnel officials was discrimination against non-minority males. A noteworthy
aspect of this cluster is the fact that discrimination on account of a person's
being a non-minority male was reported as having been observed with the second
highest frequency by senior personnel officials. A third of those officials
responding to this question (33%) claimed to have observed a person being denied
a job or job reward on account of being a non-minority male. l/

1/ This question was not addressed in the other surveys, all of which were
conducted before the survey of senior personnel officials. Thus, we cannot
compare the observations of other employee groups on the issue. However, we
will include the question in future surveys where appropriate to their subject

matter.
_]0_



This finding is certain to be
controversial and compels several
comments. First, as is true of all

of the observations reported here,
account must be taken of the
demographic characteristics of the
respondents. (We have included data
showing the demographic
characteristics of respondents to
this and a number of other questions
sensitive to group characteristics in
Charts 2 - 5.)

Thus, non-minority males
constituted the overwhelming majority
of senior personnel officials who
responded to this question, and they
reported having observed the practice
with a significantly higher frequency
than did non-minority. women and
minority males (Chart 2). (The
number of minority females responding
to this question was too low to be
of statistical significance.)

CHART 2

RESPONSES FROM SENIOR PERSONNELISTS STUDY
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CHART 3
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CHART 4

RESPONSES FROM SES AND MID-LEVEL STUDIES
Q.35. During the past 12 months, have you person-
ally observed any events which strongly suggested
to you the possibility of any of the following dis-
criminatory practices in your immediate work
group? g 4 person being denied a job or job
reward on account of age

Based on responses: ‘'Yes, more than one instance'
or ''Yes, one instance"
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CHART 5

Percentaae of all named

Based on responses:

RESPONSES FROM SES, MID-LEVEL, AND SENIOR PERSONNELISTS STUDIES
Q.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?

l. An employee being pressured by
a supervisor for sexual favors
"Yes, more than one instance"'
or 'Yes, one instance"
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Second, non-minority males can logically be expected to some degree to
perceive discrimination against themselves because of the very existence of
programs intended to aid other classes of persons. For this reason, the
reported incidence here may to some extent inflate the actual incidence of
discriminatory practice against non-minority males. The standing of non-
minority males in respect to their distribution by grade level as compared to
other classes certainly tends to confirm this aspect.

Finally, however, whether or not the observations of these personnel
officials accord with the true incidence of discrimination against non-minority
males, it must be recognized that this key group in the implementation of
Federal equal opportunity programs sees itself to a large extent as a victim of
those programs. That is, the predominant number of senior personnel officials
~are ‘non-minority males, and about a third of them believe that they have seen
discrimination against members of that cldss.

Why are discrimination-related offenses predominant among those practices
which respondents reported having observed? We do not pretend to have the
definitive answer to this question. Nevertheless, we suggest that the
relatively high occurrence of discrimination-related prohibited personnel
practices has both a social base common to all segments of our society, and a
structural base characteristic of (if not peculiar to) the Federal personnel
system.

The social base is obvious. Federal employees are first of all Americans,
products of the society which they serve. They grew up subject to the same
experiences, influences and attitudes as their counterparts in the private
sector. Accordingly, they may be expected to bring to the Federal work place
the same attitudes and patterns of practice which characterize the society as a
whole.

To put it simply, people will be people, and Federal employees are people.
Thus, for example, Federal employees no doubt share the well-documented
preference of people generally to select as co-workers people who are "like"
them. Numerous authorities have documented the fact that as many as 3 out of
4 of those who obtain professional, technical, and managerial jobs in this
country do so through informal personal contacts--the "buddy system." 2/

The struggle to define and enforce the proper limits of this irreducible
minima of "human nature" is at the core of the civil rights strugqle in the
society as a whole. It would be astounding if the Federal work force were free
of this aspect of "human nature."

(However, we discuss the related and extremely important issue of public
office as a public trust in the next section.)

Z/ See, e.q., Bolles, What Color is Your Parachute?; Granovetter,
Getting a Job: A Study of Contacts and Careers; U.S. Department of Labor,
Job Seeking Methods Used by American Workers.
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There is a less obvious structural base which may agqravate the social base
in the case of the Federal personnel system. That is, there is some evidence
that the Federal personnel system does not operate to attract into competition
for jobs the people best qualified to fill those jobs. If this is so, manaqers
may feel themselves forced to rely on their own networks (the "buddy system") to
produce better qualified candidates.

Thus, nearly a third (31%) of the senior personnel! officials we surveyed
- indicated that the candidates recruited by their orqanizations are highly
qualified only to "some®™ or to "little or no extent." That such a high
percentage of the Government's senior personnel officials think so little of its
candidates for employment should in our view be a matter of the gravest concern
for the merit system.

We cannot say whether the more important element which contributes to this
dismal result is the unattractiveness of Federal employment, or deficiencies
in the Federal recruiting system. We suspect that both are significant factors,
however,

The attractiveness of Federal employment may well be at a low point. Many
Federal employees feel themselves as having been under seige in recent years.
The image of the drone-like bureaucrat has been widely promoted as symbolic of
the "mess in Washington." It is unlikely, to say the least, that such public
excoriation has encouraged the country's best talent to seek (or remain in)
Federal employment.

In addition to this political popularization of the negative image of
Federal employees, Federal compensation and benefit programs have been in
turmoil for the last several years. We have documented some of the negative
effects of this turbulence in other reports to the Conqgress and the Presi-
dent.}_/ At a minimum, we would expect the uncertainty and confusion which has
characterized Federal compensation policy to have had a decidedly negative
effect on the attractiveness of Federal employment.

Deficiencies in the Federal recruiting system are mare difficult to
document. However, we think it is significant that the Federal Government has
literally no national job information system, although several private
entrepreneurs have proven the feasibility of such a system by offering their own
directory services for a fee.

In any event, it is naive to expect that conscientious managers will not qgo
outside of the formal mechanics of the merit system and use the informal
mechanics of the "buddy system" if the merit system cannot produce qualified
persons to fill the employment bill., And to the extent that managers use the
"buddy system," they will perpetuate discrimination--the selection for jobs and
job rewards of people of "like kind," to the disadvantage of people of "unlike
kind."

3/ U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, A Report on the Senior Executive
Service (September, 1981), and Status Report on Performance Appraisal and
Merit Pay Among Mid-Level Employees (June, 1981).

-14-



Discrimination is intolerable in the merit system. Acknowledging the
social and structural causes for the high incidence of discrimination-related
prohibited practices is an important step in coming to understand how the merit
system works. But by no means does it excuse the occurrence of those practices,
or justify throwing up one's hands and saying, "That's just the way people
are,"

The merit personnel system exists precisely because public office is a
public trust. Federal laws and programs draw on every citizen's taxes and touch
every citizen's life. All citizens are therefore entitled to the best qualified
public servants available, and to compete fairly and openly for public
employment and advancement. ,

That discriminatory practices betray -that public trust ought to be obvious.
However, these practices also corrode the public service in another, more subtle
way.

To the extent that our laws and requlations on the one hand portray a
system of open competition and impartiality, while our actions on the other hand
embody a closed system of preference and exclusion, we encourage cynicism about
all aspects of the merit system and the Government itself among Federal
employees and private citizens alike.

These practices can therefore never be tolerable in the merit system.

REPRISAL OFFENSES

Respondents saw a fairly high incidence of reprisal against employees for
exercising appeal rights or disclosing wrong-doing within their agencies.

The Board recently reported in some detail on the question of reprisal
against Federal employees who see and report wrongdoing. 4/ We noted in that
report that one in five respondents who said that they had reported wrongdoing
in their agency and had been identified as the source of that report claimed to
have been the victim of threatened or actual reprisal.

The observations reported here confirm that attempts at reprisal occur at a
serious level within the Government as a whole. Twelve percent of the senior
personnel official respondenrts indicated that they had observed an attempt to
"get back" at someone who had disclosed wrongdoing, as did 10% of the mid-level
respondents and 6% of the senior executives (Chart 1).

The comparatively lower incidence of observation reported for both of these
categories by senior executives may in part be explained by the fact that senior
executives are more likely than the other groups to be a part of the executive
decisionmaking process which might--correctly or otherwise--be perceived as
"wrongdoing" or "reprisal." As a part of senior management, these executives can
naturally be expected to have a somewhat more beneficent view of their own
stewardship than have their subordinates.

4/ U.S. Merit Systems Protection B8oard, Whistleblowing and the Federal
EmEloxee (October, 1981).
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It is also important to note the great range of difference among the
individual agencies in this respect. (See Charts 17 and 18 in Appendix A.)

At a minimum, these data suggest that further attention should be given to
the question of what happens to Federal employees who exercise their statutory
rights to appeal to the Board and other adjudicatory bodies.

POLITICAL OFFENSES

There is an almost uniformly low incidence of observed politically related
prohibited personnel practices. Practices involving political influence,
pressure, or retaliation were uniformly reported by all groups of respondents to
have been observed at insignificant levels, with the marked exception of that
involving appointments to the competitive service on the basis of political
affiliation (Chart 1).

The low incidence of these practices might be explained by several
alternative hypotheses.

It is possible that the Civil Service Reform Act has indeed put into place
mechanisms which discourage or diminish the opportunity for political abuse of
the merit system. This low incidence could therefore reflect the salutary
effects of the law.

On the other hand, it is also possible that political abuse was neither
as widespread nor as pervasive in previous administrations as some of the
proponents of civil service reform believed. The evidence of such abuse in the
past has been largely anecdotal, involving a few agencies, and highly
publicized.

Finally, it could be that such political abuse as occurs involves policy-
level positions, and is not observable at lower levels. In any event, the
markedly bhigher incidence of observed abuse of the competitive appointment
process reinforces the suggestion which the Board made in its Report on the
Significant Actions of the Office of Personnel Management in 1980 that a more
effective and efficient system be instituted by OPM for monitoring the movement
of persons between political positions excepted from the competitive service and
those in the competitive service itself,

Certainly the data indicate that appointments to the competitive service
ought to be the focus of those interested in monitoring potential political
abuse in the merit system.

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF MERIT PROTECTION MECHANISMS

The merit systefn's first line of defense is in each of the Federal
agencies. The law specifically instructs that "the head of each agency shall be
responsible for the prevention of prohibited personnel practices." 2/

Furthermore, the number of cases which finally reach the Board and other
central merit protection agencies by way of formal appeal is considerably
smaller than the universe from which such appeals might be drawn. (This is, of
course, true of any system for policing wrongdoing, adjudicating offenders and
correcting wrongs, including our criminal justice system.)

5/ 5 U.S.C. Section 2302(c).
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As a practical matter, therefore, whether prohibited personnel practices
are prevented and the wrongs they cause corrected depends to a considerable
-degree on personnel practices in the individual agencies. Even so, the
knowledge and attitudes of Federal employees toward the central merit protection
mechanisms is important, even in "the front line."

The better employees and managers are informed of the requirements,
sanctions and mechanisms for enforcing the merit system, the more likely both
are to respect them, and to assert their rights when wronqdoing is done.

The relatively low level of knowledge among Federal employees about these
mechanisms, and the low confidence which employees express in them therefore
continue to be of major concern to the Board.

Senior personnel officials express much grester confidence in internal
agency merit protection mechanisms than in the central merit protection
mechanisms. When asked how effective they thought various merit protection
mechanisms would be in correcting a personnel abuse which might occur in their
agencies, senior personnel officials Government-wide indicated the highest
degree of confidence in internal agency mechanisms (Chart 6).

CHART 6

11. If a personnel abuse occurred in your organiza-
tion, how effective would each of the following be
in correcting that abuse?
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Thus 80% indicated that they thought filing an EEO complaint would be
"effective" or "very effective" in correcting an abuse, 79% thought filing a
grievance would be so effective, and 65% thought the agency's internal personnel
management evaluation system would be so effective.

The central protection mechanisms were rated lower by the senior personnel
officials. Sixty percent thought that appealing to the Merit Systems Protection
Board would be "effective" or "very effective." Only 42% felt that "blowing the
whistle" to the Special Counsel would be so effective, and 41% expressed that
level of confidence in OPM's evaluation and compliance audit system.

In general, Federal employees seem to know and understand little about the
role of the central merit protection mechanisms. Such knowledge and
understanding is significantly less among employees in lower grade levels than
among those in higher grade levels. Charts 7 and 8 indicate the responses
of the various groups of employees we surveyed when they were asked whether they
knew about the Merit Systems Protection Board and the Special Counsel. The
specific percentages varied from survey to survey, but a clear pattern emerges.
Federal employees know distressingly little about the merit protection
mechanisms, and such knowledge drops off dramatically at lower grade levels.

CHART 7

RESPONSES FROM SES AND MID-LEVEL STUDIES
29. Have you heard about the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board, and how much do you know about
what it is supposed to do?
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CHART 8

RESPONSES FROM SES AND.
MID-LEVEL STUDIES
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RESPONSES FROM FEDERAL WHISTLEBLOWING STUDY

8. H. heard of the following organizations, and how
mud:vd!oy;:: know about what they are supposed to do. if
mmmmmmnmuwm.mw

ies? b The Special Counsel of the Merit
Systems Protection Board. 2/

?
rsuppolsgg zto do? i/

; <EMPLOYEE AWARENESS ANN
<UNDERSTANDING OF’ THE

<OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL

90
80
70
60
50
4o
30
20
10

0
10

20
30
4o
50
60
70.
80
90
100%

43

o

FAVORABLE RESPONSES

707/, O,

v
(Y]
e

~J|

Percentage of all named class respondents

UNFAVORABLE RESPONSES

S8ased on responses:
J ''! have a pretty good idea of what it is supposed to do' or
"I have a very good idea of what it is supposed to do'"

"I never heard of this organization' or '| heard of this organization but |
. know nothing about what it is supposed to do"

""| have a vague idea of what it is supposed to do'

1/ Responses for SES members and GS 13/15 employees were taken from s Government-wide random sample
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employees in 15 departments and agencies having a statutory iInspector General {Departments of Agri-
culture, Commerce, Energy, Health and Human Services, Education, Housing and Urban Development,
interior, Labor, Transportation; Community Services Administration, Environmenta) Protection Agency,
General ?ervlces Administration, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and Veterans Admini-
stration).

_[9_



Charts 9 and 10 illustrate employee knowledge of and confidence in the
agency inspectors-general. Although inspectors-general are not a direct part of
the central merit protection system, they are an important element in the
Government's system for encouraging employees to report fraud, waste and
rvlwismanagement.

CHART 9
RESPONSES FROM FEDERAL WHISTLEBLOWING STUDY
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CHART 10

Percentage of all named class respondents

RESPONSES FROM FEDERAL WHISTLEBLOWING STUDY

Q. 9. If you were to report an illegal or wasteful activity to the
Office of Inspector General (01G) within your agency and
request that your identity be kept confidential, how confi-
dent are you that the OIG would protect your identiry> 1/

""Less than confident' or

or ‘‘Confident'! ""Not confident at all"

7]

"Not

‘"Wery confident"
sure'!

100%

90 -
8o
z
570 4
g
[- 4 0 1
150 1
<y
=40 1
o
230 4
w

20 4

10 <

EMPLOYEE CONFIDENCE THAT THEIR AGENCY'S OFFICE
OF INSPECTOR GENERAL WOULD PROTECT THEIR IDENTITY
IF THEY REPORTED WRONGDOING (AMONG RESPONDENTS
WHO HAVE HEARD OF THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL)

33% 332

32% 29%

21% 22%

W10

uJ
£20

o
304

w
x40 4
o
250 1
&
£60
2
&701
=
3801
90 1

30%

35% 382

100%

25 a
(A P
64
A S
[s]
® ‘.;& A )
[>: <
<,
(". ‘9/5 Vs -4
% 5 ©

1/ Responses shown were taken from a separate MSPB survey (December 1980) of a random
sampling of employees in 15 departments and agencles having a statutory Inspector
General (Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Energy, Health and Human Services,
Education, Houslng and Urban Development, Interior, Labor, Transportation; Community
Services Administration, Environmental Protection Agency, General Services Admini-

stration, Mational Aeronautics and Space Administratlon, and Veterans Administration).

_2]_



Thus, 63% of senior executive respondents indicated that they had a "pretty
good" or "very good" idea of what the Board is supposed to do. Only 10%
indicated that they had never heard of the Board, but 27% indicated that they
had only a "vague idea" of its function.

On the other hand, only 39% of mid-level employees said that they had a
"pretty good" or "very good" idea of the Board's function, 36% had only a
"vague" idea, and 25% had never heard of the Board.

The same pattern of decreasing awareness at lower grade levels appears in
the responses to similar questions about the Special Counsel. (Two samples of
both SES and mid-level employees were queried on this issue. SES and mid-level
sample groups were contacted in the surveys directed specifically to those
groups, and samples of each were also included in the study of reprisal.)

Only 37% of the senior executive respondents in the senior executive survey
indicated that they had a "pretty good" or '"very good" idea of the Special
Counsel's function; 43% of the senior executive respondents in the reprisal
survey said that they had that level of knowledge and understanding about the
Special Counsel.

Employee knowledge and awareness drops off markedly among lower graded
employees. Only 18% of mid-level respondents in both the mid-level survey and
the reprisal survey said that they had a "pretty good" or "very qood" idea of
the Special Counsel's function. The percentage of respondents indicating that
they had this level of understanding dropped to a low of only 10% amonn
employees in grades GS-1 through GS-8 surveyed in the reprisal survey.

Correspondingly high percentages of lower-graded employees indicated that
they had never heard of the Special Counsel, peaking at 75% of the respondents
in grades GS-1 through GS-8 surveyed in the reprisal study.

These low levels of awareness have been pointed out in other reports of the
Board, most recently in the final report of the study on reprisal. It should
also be recognized that the Board and the Special Counsel are relatively new
entities in the Federal system.

Nevertheless, both the Board and the Special Counsel have acknowledged the
problem which low levels of employee awareness present for the healthy
functioning of the merit system, and are continuing to take steps to raise the
level of awareness. This office will track the success of those efforts in
future studies.

Employees who are aware of the Board and the Special Counsel do not have
a high degree of confidence in those entities. At least as disturbing as the
low level of awareness of employees of the existence and function of the Board
and the Special Counsel is the low level of confidence employees expressed in
those entities. (Charts 11 and 12.) We should also point out that we have
consistently found in our studies that the more experience employees have with
new CSRA programs, the more confidence they have in them.
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CHART 11

Percentaae of all named class respondents
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RESPONSES FROM SES AND MID-LEVEL STUDIES
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CHART 12
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Of senior executives who had heard of the Board, about one third (34%) said
they were "confident" or "very confident" that it would judge their case fairly
if they were to appeal to it, another third (32%) said that they were "less than
confident" or "not at all confident," while the final third (33%) were "not
sure."

Mid-level employees demonstrated even less confidence in the Board. Only
23% of those who had heard of the Board were "confident" or "very confident"
that it would judge their case fairly, while 45% said that they were "less than
confident" or "not at all confident." The remaining 32% were "not sure."

The several groups expressed comparably low confidence that the Special
Counsel would protect them from reprisal for having disclosed wrongful activity.
Employees in general are
skeptical of the protections supposed
to be given to "whistleblowers,” CHART 13

although senior executives and senior D LEVEL
personnel officials are more AND SENIOR PERSONNELISTS STUDIES
optimistic than other classes about 27. In your opinion, how adequate are the protec-
these protections. [t comes as no tions presently available to persons attempting to
surprise that employees generally are expose wrongful practices within Government
: . operations (e.g., fraud, waste, mismanagement,
skeptical about the effectiveness of prohibited personnel practices)?
the protections intended to be 1004 PP ——
afforded sc?-c_alled "whistleblowers," 90 WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECT1ONS
given the findings which we discussed 2 80
in the preceding two sections. ‘;”—,70‘
_ s &
Charts 13 and 14 sets forth in g w oo
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reserved judgment on the question, -
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protections (Chart 14). On the o = 40
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Clearly favorable responses were
much lower for all classes of
respondents in the reprisal study.
On the average, only 12% felt that
the protections were "as adequate
as can be," 5% felt that they were
"about right," and a mere 1% that
they were "more than adequate."

The respondents in our surveys
of the senior executive service,
senior personnel officials, and mid-
level employees were somewhat more
optimistic than the broader
population surveyed in the reprisal
study. Sixty-two percent of senior
executive respondents thought the
protections were "very adequate" or

"adequate," 54% of senior personnel

officials thought so, and 34% of mid-
level employees agreed. (However,
22%, 35% and 40% of the same groups
respectively thought that protections
were "inadequate" or "very
inadequate.")

The more optimistic view of
senior executives and senior
personnel officials might be
explained in several ways. As
indicated in our discussion of
awareness of central protection
mechanisms, senior officials tend to
have a more complete "overview" of
the Federal system. They may
therefore be more aware of the
potentially powerful remedies built
into the law for "whistleblowers."

It is also probably true that
senior executives and senior
personnel officials have a good deal
more continuing contact with these
protection mechanisms than do
individual employees, who may never
have occasion to utilize such a
mechanism or may see it operate only
once or twice, Senior personnel
officials thus are more likely to
have a more balanced view of
successes as well as failures in the
protection system.
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I/ Responses shown were taken from a separate MSPB survey

~  (December 1980) of a random sampling of employees in 15
departments and agencies having a statutory lnspector
General (Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Energy,
Heatth and Human Services, Education, Housing and Urt.san
Oevelopment, Interior, Labor, Transportation; Community
Services Administration, Envirommental Protectlon }genCY. )
General Services Administration, National Aeronautics and

. Space Administration, and Veterans Administration).




CONCLUSION

The information we have reported and discussed in this monograph
illustrates that the Federal merit system is an imperfect system. Since it
would be foolish to suppose that some magical moment will ever arrive at which
the system will be perfect, our intention here is not to degrade the system, but
to shed some light on specific areas which can be improved.

All who are responsible for the health of the merit system, including
especially the head of each agency, can build on the data presented here to
improve the system.

Copies of this monograph have been delivered to agency heads. Fach can
examine and follow-up on the agency -specific data reported here, to determine
whether their agency has a problem with prohibited personnel practices, why that
problem exists, and what they can do to meet their statutory obligation to
prevent such practices. '

The Special Counsel has also been given the data reported here, and may
well find it useful in examining agency patterns and practices.

The Merit Systems Protection Board itself will continue to monitor
individual agency indicators as they develop over time. Where a consistent,
continuing pattern of reported abuse occurs, the Office of Merit Systems Review
and Studies may be directed to conduct more intensive, agency-specific
investigations. (This too! for monitoring the health of the merit system is,
incidentally, one of the great benefits of the approach to building a
~comprehensive data base over time which the Office has followed.)

The Office of Personnel Management can focus on agency patterns in the
activities of its program of agency compliance and evaluation, and can develop
more effective systems to monitor abusive appointments to the competitive
service on account of political affiliation.

The Board and the Special Counsel can continue their programs to better
inform Federal employees of their existence and functions.
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quently, there are some sgencles for which we srs able to report on the views of ald-level employess, but mot for senior sxecutives. (Agency-
specific date wes mot available from our 1981 survey of senior oersonnetlists.)
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Agri- & s 12% (T5%) (129) Labor 83 1315 6% (¥3%) (99)
culture ses 7% (¥62) (55) s8] Insufficient size sample
HHS o uns 1% (342) (11011 other DOD & 13513 6% (12%) (249)
s 22 (*43) (8] ses 93 (*7%) (57)
Commerce §8 13/15 1% (fu3) (105 interior 1315 by (¥32) (132)]
st 103 (17%) (52} ‘"E//ﬁ 1% ($10%) (35)

1/ The sumber In parentheses Indicates the totsl mmber of respondents from the saency who snswersd this Question.

2/ The rumber la parenthetes Indicates the postible errer raage. ot the 953 confldence leve!, for the assoclated figure.

(n other words, Sased on

8 sample of this slss, one can esy with 952 confldence that the ofror attributadble to smpling snd other rendom effects could be wp to this meny

percantage points (a alther dirsction, tut thare s less than S8 chance that the ‘‘true' flgure 1les outside the Indicated brachet.
error renges shown, differsnces Setwaen closely ranked agenclies msy mot be statistically significent.

Bue 40 the

3/ Ve have included agency-specific dsts fran thoss departments end agencles where w recaivad & sufficlient mumber of responsss to provide statistl-

eally relisble informstion. The sample of ald-level employess within Individus] agencles wes much lerger than the sasple of SES members.
quently, there srs soms sgencies for which we ere able to report on the vien of ald-level employees, but mot for senlor sxscutives.
specific dats was not avallable fram our 1981 survey of senlor personnelists.)

Conse-
{(Agency-

&/ This category=—Smail Merit Pay Agencies—~combines the responses from the five smallest egancles Iaplemsnting Merit Pay In October 1980: Clvi)

Aaronsutics Bosrd, Commission on Clvil Rights, Form Credit Administration, Selective Service System, and U.3. Netric Board.

Three other sgen-

cles=0ffice of Parsonne! Management, Environmental Protection Agency, snd Smsll Business Adeinistration—alsc implemented Merlt Poy In Gctober
1980. Thess sgencles ars shown seperstely, bacause the mmber of respondents was sufficiantly large to sllow for statisticelly relisble com-

parisons. -




CHART 20
0 10 20 30 4o 100%
€S 13218 +
RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING f§EM€rSY m%sz (£3%) (107)
THE 12-MONTH PER!OD, EVIDENCE OF AN APPOINTMENT 1% (¥7%) (57)
TO THE COMPETITIVE SERVICE MADE AS A RESULT OF
POLITICAL PARTY AFFILIATION. (Q3he.) Commerce s s 32 (13%) (105)
ssb ] 12% (%8%) (51)
Agriculture ss nn;% 7% (*u3) (128)
Based on responses: ses ///ﬂ 13% (*8%) (55)
'"Yes, more than one Instance'' or Small Merit
'Yes, one Instance" Pay t
SES respondents SS 13/15 respandents JAgencies i/ s s 2% £13) (239)
‘ 88 | Insufficient size sample
0 10 20 30 40 yon '
SBA & s 333(t101) 2/-§ INRC 65 13715 5% (¥3%) (100}
se¢]Insufficient size sample 3/ () V/ ss | 0% (29)
Education 6 1315 9% (¥7%)(8 ] Preighted o 1315 5% (¥3%) (2,987)
ses| |nsufficient size sample 3/ 2:;::;8 ses //A 103 (¥3%) (971)
HUD & 1315 6% (¥8%) (92) | JoPu €S 13/15 4% (¥33) (90)
s3] Insufficient size sample stsinsufficient size sample
State € 13718 21% (¥52)  (89){ fva s s g 32 ($3) {130)
sts ] Insufficient size sample ses ////////] 17% (+10%) (48)
GSA 5 1315 163 (¥6%) (108) § ¥Trans- s 13/15 3% (T1%) (107)
ses] insufficient size sample portation sts ///////A 20% (*10%)  (s54)
Justice & u/ls% 122 (%5%) (90) | J0ther DOD  es 1359 3 (313) (250)
sts 7% ($9%) (29) w4 5% (oo (56)
glllwer & 13015 103 (3%) (149) | JNavy e s 13 (f03) (21)
gencies ssb 4 1% (223) (240) sl 2% (fug) (44)
1Labor & 1315 103 (¥4g) (99) | §Treasury & 13115 0% (113)
ses] tnsufficient size sample sesfd 2% (T4%) (49)
Interior s s 9% (¥4%) (132) +NASA &8s 1315]0% (124)
sl 235 (1% (35) sws T0% (%5%) (46)
TlHS ) uns%% (*22) (110) § Army s 1315} 0% (119)
swes V132 (Y93) (48) sl 3% (35%) (39)
TPA & 1w 8% (*42) (92) | Rir Force s 5[0z (113)
ssP /7 5% (263) (44) » w70 &% (F63) (38)

parisons. -

)/ The sumber In parentheses Indicates the total mumber of respondents from the spency who answered this Question.

2/ The mumber in parentheses Indicates the potsible arror rangs, ot the 95% confldencs level, for the associsted flgure. in other words, based on
a sample of this size, one con say with 953 confldenca that the arror sttributadles to sampling and other rendom sffects could be wp to this sany
percentage points In slither direction, Sut thare is less than S} chance that the '
ervor renges shown, differsnces betwean closely ranksd agenclies msy ot be stetist

¥ W heva Included sgency-specific date from those departments and sgencies where we received o sufficiont msber of fesponses to provide statisti-
cally rellable Information. The semple of ald-level amplovess within Individus] sgencies wes swch larger then the sample of $ES members. Conse-
quantly, thare are some agencies for which we are able to report on the views of al¢-level employess, but mot for senior executives.
specific dats wes mot availeble from our 1981 survey of senlor personnalists.)

A/ This category-~Ssall Merit Pay Agencles—combines the responsss from the flve smallest sgencles laplementing Merit Pay in Dctober 1980: Civil
Aeronsutics Soard, Commivsion on Clvil Rights, Fare Credit Administration, Selective Barvica System, and U.5. Metric Board.
cles=0ffice of Parsonnel Kensgemant, Envirommental Protection Agency. and Small Business Administration~—also jmpliemented Merit Pay In October
1980. These sgencles are shown separately, becavse the mmber of respondents wes sufficiently large to ellow for scatistically rellisble com-

true' flgure 1les outside the Indicated brackst. Bus €0 the
lcadly significant.

(Agency-

Three Other agen-




CHART 21

. 5 10 15 20 1007
Energy & 1315 % (t2%) (108)
RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING ses
THE 12-MONTH PER10OD, EVIDENCE OF AN EMPLOYEE % (57)
BEING PRESSURED BY A SUPERVISOR FOR SEXUAL
EMS_- (0.3‘”) Weighted €5 1315 3% (1’32) (3,000)
Survey sts e
Average % (¥32) (974)
Interior s 118 2% (*2) (132)
Based on responses: ses 3% (¥5%) (35)
'"Yes, more than one instance'' or
R '"Yes, one instance'' Labor 2% (11%2) (100)
. t - N
SES respondents :S 13/15 respondents * ‘::: s
' 0 5 10 15 20 100% ' )
HUD & 1315 8% (t5%)_2_/ (93)1 .f Other DOD s |)I|s 2% (Y12) (251)
sesf oy . ss A1 0% (+32) (56)
Trans- &5 13 6% (¥3%) (107) Commerce s 1318 2% (¥13) {105)
portation  ssfog (54) ws P 0 (433) (52
NRC & 13715 % (+3%2) (100) Agriculture & 1315 2% (*23) (128)
sesd 0% (29) ses 10% (55)
HHS 68 13/18 % (*4%) (108) Treasury ss s P (112) (113)
sesh 129 (t43) _(48) s Py (thy) (49)
OPM 6 115 5% (t4%) (90) SBA es iyns M (F12) (73)
SES 0% 4] oz
Justice s lylsmsz (*33) (90) Navy sswisdiy (11%) (121)
sts [ o (29) sesjoy (44)
Education & wu@sz (£3%) (88) || army « unstz (*1%) (120)
EPA ¢s 13715 43 (+3%) ~ (92) Air Force ssuwnsPly (F1%) (113)
sesP A 2% (T4%) (46) ses 3% (¥5%) (38)
:;(I-:ngit::r € 1315 3% (*232) (149) VA s 115103 (129)
ses Ahz (t1%) (240) ses loy (48)
gr;lsl] Heri‘t‘ s 3% (f1%) (243) State ss 1315 Jog (91)
Agencies 4/ ws]0% u= ) Insufficient size sample 3/
NASA &8 1315 3% (+2%) {124) GSA 8 13718 Jog (110)
sts 0% (46) ) Insufficient size sample

1/ The mumber (n parentheses Indicates the totsl mamber of respondents from the sgency who ensesred this guestion.

2/ The mumber In parentheses Indicates tha poseidle srror romge, at the 953 confldencs level, for the essociated figure.
& seaple of this slize, one con say with 953 confldence that the error attributable ¢o sampling and othar rendos effacts could be wp to this meny
percentape points In sither dlraction, but there s less then S3 chence that the *'trus” figure Iles outside the Indicated brackst. BSus £0 the
error renges shown, differences betusen closely renked sgencies mey not be stetisticelly significant.

¥/ We hove Included sgency-spec!fic data frem those departments snd agencies where we received ¢ sufficlent mumber of responses to provide statisti-
cally rellable Information. The sample of ald-level employees within Individual egencies wes much larger then the sample of SES mmmbers.
quently, there ara some sgencies for which we are able to report on the views of aid-level employees, but mot for senlor executives.

specific dats wes mot avellable from our 1981 survey of senlor personnelists.)

&/ T™his category—5msl] Narlt Pay Agencles—canbines the responses from the five smallest agencles laplamanting Merit Pay tn October 1980:
Aeronautics Board, Commission on Civil Rights, Farm Credit Administretion, Selective Service System, end U.$. Metric Bosrd.
cies—0ffice of Personnel Mansgement, Envirormenta! Protection Agency, and Smell Business Adeinistration—also implemented Merit Pay In October

1980.

perisons.

These ogencies are shown seperstely, becauss the mumber of respondents wes sufficiently large to atlow for statistically rellable com-

in other words, based on

Conge-
(Agency-

Civl}
Three other agen-




CHART 22

3 0 15 20 100
¢ T
RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING | State B 7% (33%) 9N
THE 12-MONTH PERIOD, EVIDENCE OF A PERSON ¥l nsufficient size sample
BEING DENIED A JOB OR JOB REWARD ON ACCOUNT
OF RACE, COLOR, OR NAT!ONAL ORIGIN. (Q35b.)
OPM 65 13715 7% {fu2) (89)
esfinsufficient size sample
NASA o s 7% (T4%) (46)
Based on responses: ses] Insufficient size sample
"Yes, more than one instance' or
'"Yes, one instance' ERETY 5]
NRC 6s ty/18 6%
[ ASES respondents VA S 13/15 respondents
#3 1 insufficient size sample
0 5 10 15 20 100% '
HUD s s 183(273) 2/ - Energy 65 13/18 6% (¥32) (108)
8¢5 ] Insufficient size sample 3/ (g7) 1/ ses 2% (¥3%) (56)
Education®s 13/1s \83(t62) (30 Other DOD  es 1318 63 (12%) (249)
ses} nsufficient size sample ses b L% (*4%) (57)
Labor €8 13115 S ) | Weighted €8 115 6% (T3%) (2,991)
S8 |nsufficient size sample Survey ses 4% (¥3%) (983)
Average
Justice s 1y 1% (24%) (90) Army & s 5% (*3%) (119)
ss 3% (¥6%) (29) s 3% (¥5%) (38)
SBA &s 1315 10% (¥8%) (73) Agriculturees 131s 5% (232 (129}
ses] |nsufficient size sample ses 2% (¥3%) (55X
HHS & 1315 103 (Z4%)  (110) ] | Navy & s L% (24%) (121}
ses 43 (15%) (48) sesf 0% (4
All Otheres 1315 9% (¥3%) (147) Interior s wis 4% (*3%) (13
Agencies s 2% (11%) (236) ssl ] 6% (17%) €D
GSA & 1315 9% (fug) (110) VA 68 13/18 3% ($3%) (127
sts] Insufficient size sample ses /A‘Az (¥5%) (48
small e .,,.,@ 8 (*1%) (110)] | era “ m.s? 3% (42%) (52
Merit Pay . :
Agencics i/ns Insufficient size sample sy 1% (t7%) (46
Treasury s pns 7% (F42) (112) Air Force € 115 3% (23%) (113)
" (49) ses 33 (¥5%) (35
:;;a:;ion“ Wwis 7% (233) (106) Commerce ""sn 1% (11%) (105
r
(*6%) (54) b 9% (73) (53]

1/ The mumber in parentheses Indicatss the total mmber of respondents from the egency who answered this question.

2/ The sumber in parenthesas Indicates the postible error camge, ot the 953 confidencs leve!, for the sssoclated figure.

In other words, besed on

s sample of t(his slize, one can say with 953 confldence thet tha error sttributable to sempling and other rendom effects could be w to this wany
percentage points In elther direction, but there 1y less than 53 chance that the “‘true’ flgure 11es outslde the Indicated brackat. Ous ¢to the
orror renges shown, dlfferences betwmen closely ranked sgenciss may mot be sctatistically signlficant.

3/ te hava Included sgency-specific dets from those depertmants snd sgencles were w rocelved a sufficient mumber of responses to provide statistl-

cally rellable Information. The sample of mi¢-leve! emplovees within Individus! sgenclies was much larger than the sample of SES members.
quently, thers are some agencies for which we ere sbis 10 report on the views of sid-leve! employses, Sut act for senior executives.

specific date was mot svelloble from our 1981 survey of senior personnelists.)

A/ This category—Sms)l Merit Pay Agencles—combines the responses from the five sasllest agancles iaplemsnting Merit Pay In October 1980:
Asronautics Board, Commission on Civil Rights, Farm Credit Administration, Salective Bervice System, and U.$. Metric Boerd.

Conse-
{Agency-

Clvly

Three other agen-

cles—0ffice of Persanne] Mensgemant, Enviromments! Protection Agency, snd Smsll Business Administretion—slso Implemented Merit Pay ln October
1980. These agencies are shown saperately, bacsute the Rumber of respondents wes sufficlently large to eliow for statistically rellable com-

parisons. -




CHART 23

0 10 20 30 yo 1007
SBA & 138 ‘o (+ v
RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING m@z (22%) (73)
THE 12-MONTH PERIOD, EVIDENCE OF AN ATTEMPT Insufficient size sample
TO GET BACK AT SOMEONE BECAUSE HE OR SHE
ENGAGED IN LAWFUL UNTON ACTHVITY. (Q34k.) EPA o s P62 (Thz) —(93)
stsf2% (T4) (46)
Justice & nnspﬁz (tug) (90)
Rased on responses: ses | 0% (29)
''"Yes, more than one instance'' or
*Yes, one instance'' VA e (70)
8 VW15 t
[ZASES respondents VA5 13/15 respondents
Z AN ss | og (48)
0 10 20 30 4 loog] '
Trans- e 1y 213 (*62)2/(107J1f { Huo (TRIVH 5% (T4%) (92)
portation  guhy ‘ (54) ses ] Insufficient size sample
NRC & 135 12% (*h%) _ (98) Commerce s 13/15 5% (¥32) (105)
ses| 0% (29) ses P1og (¥3%) (52)
Education¢s 1315 1% (¥5%) (87) Army €5 13/15 5% (t4g) (120)
ses] |psufficient size sample 3/ ses By (+5%) (39)
Labor s 13715 10% (*4g) (100 Other DOD s 31s KLY (N1%) (251)
ses] Insufficient size sample ses PALY (Tag) (56)
OPM s 13/18 8% (¥s53) (90) gz:” Merit . wis W3z (113) (244)
¥ Insufficient size sample Agencies 4/ sts ] Insufficient size sample
Energy €S l!/lﬁpﬁ (¥33) = {108 Interior s |VISF 32 (f2%) (132)
sl oy (433) (s7) ssPA 33 (ts2) (35)
Treasury es 1yis 7% (£5%) (112) Navy es nsidoy (F2g) (120)
ses ] 0% (49) ses] oy (%)
HHS & 13715 7% (¥3%) (109) Agriculture ss wisPa2% (12%) (128)
sesfl 2% (24%) {48) s£s) 0% (55)
GSA 65 13/15 7% (Thg) - {(110) Air Eorce ssvsl2y (N11%) (1313)
ses]insufficient size sample sEsdoy o - (38)
heighted .,u,,,pn (£32) 2,998) | | stete  swnsfr Gy o1
Average sesfd 2% (¥32) (974 ¥ Insufficient size sample
ﬁélnif’;i'« s o (23%) (149) ¥ | NAsA sunsliy (+1g) (124)
ses 9% (*12) (240) WP AL (352) (46)

1/ The mmber a parenthoses Indicates the total mumber of respondents fras the spency who answered this question.

2/ The aumber In parenthesas Indicates the possible errer range, ot the 953 confidencs leve), fer the assocliated figure. In other words, based on

& sample of this slzs, one con say with 951 conlfidence that the e/ror attribvtable to sampting and other rendom effects could be up to this meny
percentege points In alther divection, but there Is less than 53 chance that the ™irus’ figure 1les outside the indicated bracket. Bus to the
error renges shown, differences betwsen closaly renked agescios may not be statistically significant’
Ve hove [ncluded sgency-specific deta from thoss departments end sgencles where we recalived o sufficient mmber of responses to provide statistl-
cally rellable information. The sample of mld-leve]l emplovses within individus) agencies wes such larger then the sample of SES members. Conge-
quently, there are some sgencles for which we sre able to report on the views of mid-1evel employess, but mot for senlor executives. (Agency-
specific data wes not avsllable from our 19A) survey of senlor personnelists.)

A/ This catepory—S$mall Marit Pay Agencies—cambines the responses from the five smatlest sgencles lmplemanting Marit Poy In October 1980: Clvit
Asronsutics Board, Commission on Civil Rights, Farm Credit Administration, Selective Service System, and U.5. Metric Board. Three other agen-
cles=0tfice of Parsonnel Mensgement, Enviromments! Protection Agency, snd tmell Business Administration—=s1s0 Implemented Merit Pay In October
1960. These egencles are shown separately, becauss the mumber of respondents was sufficlently large to s)low for statistically rellable com-
parisons.




CHART 24

0 5 10 15 20 100%
. € 1318 +
RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, pURING JOther BCP - 5% (z22) (251)
THE 12-MONTH PERIOD, EVIDENCE OF AN ATTEMPT 2% (*2%) (56)
TO INFLUENCE SOMEONE TO WITHDRAW FROM COMPETI-
TION FOR A FEDERAL JOB IN ORDER TQ HELP % (£32) (108)
ANOTHER PERSON'S CHANCES FOR GETTING THE J0g. fCommerce €13/ 5% (3
T3Lhy st/ 6% (162) (52)
Small Merit s 1w 4z (1%) (244)
Rased on responses: Pay . 4/ sec] Insufficient size sample
'"Yes, more than one instance'' or Agencies s
'"Yes, one instance' =
P <k < 5 Trans- §s 1v1s 4y (53%) (107)
SF respondents S 13/15 respondents portation wi [ 03 )
0 5 10 15 20 100% ‘
Education es 1315 102(£5%) 2/(88) 17] Yopm s 1318 43 (T4%) (90)
ses] Insufficient size sample 3/ $t5] |nsufficient size sample
Intéri:or s 18 9% (T4%) (132) ] ¥nre & 135 by (*2%) (100)
s 9% (*93) (35) ses oy (29)
HUD s 1315 9% (*4%) (33)] §Labor & 1315 4% (¥3%) (100)
$) \nsufficient size sample s ] jphsufficient size sample
GSA & 1315 8% (352) (170)] YWeighted es 1318 by (232) (3,000)
sis) Insufficient size sample 2:;::;‘3 &S 3% (¥3%) (975)
Energy s 1315 8% (%32) (108)] Jva € 1318 3% (132) (130)
ses by (T4g) (57) ses 0% (48)
Justice s 1308 8% (*43) (90) State o 13715 3% (T29%) (90)
st 103 (29) sts] Insufficient size sample
SBA 65 13/18 7% (*6%) (73)] fHHS &s 1315 3% (£1%) (109)
5] Insufficient size sample ses] 0% (48)
Army s 13/15 7% (f4%) (120)} f Agriculture es 13ns 2% (*2%) (1238)
ss 3% (¥5%) (39) st 2% (¥32) (55)
Al €s 13/15 5% (323) (14B)] JAir Force s nis 2% (f1%2) (113)
Other + T
Agencies ses 7% (Z13) (241) sts ////A 8% (=8%) (38)
Treasury s s 5% (Thg) (113)] | Navy s 1% (32%) (121)
ses ] 0% (49) ses ] 0% (L&)
EPA &5 115 5% (*3%) (92)F | nasa 138 12 (fo%) (124)
sts 4% (¥52) (h6)8 1 s 2% (+4%) (46)

1980.

parisons. -

1/ The sumber in parenthases Indicates the tote! mumber of respondents from the ppency who anseered this Question.

1/ The mmber In porentheses Indicates the possible error range, st the 95X confidence level, for the assocleted figure.
@ sample of this slze, one can say with 953 confldencs that the error attributable to sampiing and other random effacts could be up to this meny
percantage points In elther direction, but thers s leas then S3 chance that the "true" figure lles outside the Indicated bracket.
error renges shown, d1ffsrencas betwesn Clossly rankesd sgancies mey sot be statisticatly significent.

s have Included sgency-specific data from those dapartments and spencies whare we recelved » sufficlent mmber of responses to provide statlsti-
cally rellable information. The sasple of ald-leve) employess within Individual egencles was much larger than the sample of SES members.
quently, there sre some agencies for which we are sbie to report on the views of afd-level empioyess, but mot for senfor exscutfives.
.apecific dete wes mot svallable from our 1981 survey of senlor personnelists.)

&/ ™ category—Small Merit Pay Agencies—combines the responsas fras the five emsllest egencles (aplementing Merit Pey In October 1980:
Asronsutics Board, Commlission on Clvit Rights, Farm Cred!t Administration, Selective Service Systam, ond U.S. Metric Bosrd.
cles—~0ffice of Personnel Management, Enviromental Protection Agency, and Small Business Administration—also implemanted Merit Pay in October

These agencies are shown saparetely, becsuss the mumber of respondents wes sufficiently large to allow for statistically rellable com-

in other words, bated on
Bus to the
Conse-
(Agency-

Civil
Three other sgen~




CHART 25 -

O 5 IU 15 U )00%
_ 65 1315 t 12
RESPONDENTS CLATMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING | e=>UY ”; 53 (£3%) iz
THE 12-MONTH PERIOD, EVIDENCE OF A PERSON 0% - (49)
BEING DENIED A JOB OR JOB REWARD ON ACCOUNT
OF SEX. Sa.
OF SEX.  {Q3%e.) Other DOD & 1315 5% (*23) {250)
ses 2% (¥3%) (57)
Agriculture s 1wis 5% (¥29) (128)
Based on responses: ses 4% (¥4%) (55)
*'Yes, more than one instance'' or )

‘ '"Yes, one instance' ( )
P .  [Weighted  ss1wvis 5% ($3%) 3,800
SES respondents .S 13/15 respondents Survey .rs W (f32) (o8

0 5 10 15 20 ooy |Avesase
HUD & 135 143%61) 2/ 92 1 L Trans- &5 1715 4y (*2%) (106)
ses} Insufficient size sample 3/ portation sEs A 4% (¥53) {54)
GSA §s 1IN 123(25%) (110)] §interior s 115 4z (3%) (131)
ses] Insufficient size sample sts b/ 3% (¥5%) (35)
Education & 115 122(252)  (89)] fera s 13715 L% (*3%) (93)
ses] nsufficient size sample sts ///////m 13%(¥9%) (46)
SBA 65 1315 108 (¥6%) (73)I Justice s 13715 4y (Fu3) (90}
ses] (nsufficient size sample sts A 7% (19%) (29)
Energy  es 1w 9% (¥3%) (108 Air Force s 131s L% (*3%) (113)
s 2% (%3%) (56 ses 6% (*4g) (35)
OPHM &5 13115 8% (42) {90 VA & 1w/15 3% (*3%) (129)
seslinsufficient size sample sts Jog (48)
HHS & W'SW (142) (1101 | commerce 65 1315 3% (f2%) (105)
ses by (¥5%) (48) ssb /] 1% (382) (53)
State €5 13/is 7% (¥3%) (911 | army & 13018 3% (*3%2) (120)
sts] Insufficient size sample stst//] 3% (¥5%) (38)
Labor €3 1315 6% (¥3%) (991 | Navy 68 unsﬂ 12 (N113) (121)
sts] insufficient size sample “5% 2% (‘fuz) (440)
A1l Other T (147 +
Agencies ** B/15 5% (53%) NRC ssus# 17 (Z13) {100)
s A 7e (11%) (236) ses 3% (¥6%) (29)
1 Meri
'S):?ll er‘lst“/'s 2 (Y1%) (243 NASA . unsﬂ 1% (20%) (124)
Agencies i/ sesf insufficient size sample '“L 0% (46)

ll T™he mmber In parentheses Indicates the tots! mumber of respondents from the spency who stdwsred Lhis question.

2/ The rumbar in parentheses Indicates the possible error raage, st the 953 confldence level, for the assoclated flgure.

in other words, besed on

@ sample of this slza, one can say with 958 confidence thet the srror sttributebls to sampling and other rendam sffects could be up to this many
percentege polnts in elthar direction, Sut there Is lass than 53 chance thet the "true' figure 11es gutside the Indicated bracket. Bus ¢o the
efror renges shown, differences betsmen closely renked agenclies msy mot be statistically slgnificant.

Y/ W have included sgency-specific data from those depertments snd sgencies where we recaived o sufficient mmbsr of rasponses to provide statistl-
cally relisble informstion. The sample of mid-level esployees within Individusl sgenciss was much larger then the semple of SES smembers. Conse-

quently, there sre some agencies for which we are sdle to report on the views of aid-leve! employess, dut mot for senlor sxscutlves.

specific data wes mot svallable from our 1981 survey of senior personnelists.)

&/ This category=Saall Marit Pay Agencles—cambines the responses from the five sms)lest sgenciss implementing Meric Pay In October 1980 Civil
Asronsutics Board, Cammlisslon on Civil Rights, Ferm Credit Administration, Selective Service System, snd U.5. Metric Soard.
cles—0ffice of Personne! Mansgement, Envirommental Protection Agency, sad Smali Business Adeinistration—slso implemented merit Pay la October
1980. These sgenciss are shown separstely, Seceuse the mumber of respondents wes sufficlently targe to allow for statistically rellable com=

perisons. -

(agency-

Three Other agen~
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RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING § TM€3SurY ’.: 1z (21%) (112)
THE 12-MONTH PERIOD, EVIDENCE OF A PERSON D% (49)
BEING DENIED A JOB OR JOB REWARD ON ACCOUNT
%&gelf};NDICAP UNRELATED TO JOB REQUIREMENTS. State s sz (F22) 730)
sl |Insufficient size sample
OPM & nnsm% (1%) (89)
Based on responses: ttsrlnsufficient size sample
'"Yes, more than one instance'' or
'"Yes, one Instance'' N Tz (02) ( )
. ) - avy €s /18 i 121
[ZASES respondents PM < 13/15 respondents
: srs 23 (T4) (44)
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Justice s s 3% (¥2%) 2/ (89) T4 | nasa ssiyns B3 (212) (124)
ey (29) ses 103 (46)
Educationts 13715 3% (*2%) (89) Interior s isnsBiz (F1%) (131)
ss) tnsufficient size sample 3/ ses 3% (*5%) (35)
All h
Agengfezrﬁs wispa2y (T1%) (146) EPA es s My (Y1%) (93)
it 11 (236) ses ) 0% . (46)
SBA s s Pg2% (11%) (72) Other DOD sswisH% (11%) (249)
ss) Insufficient size sample ses 1oy (13%) (57)
e Weighted e
GSA s 1315 % (*2%) (110) Survey es 1i31s W13 (132) (2,984)
$55) Insufficient size sample Average ses P12 (133) (987)
Energy ss sy (113) (107) Trans- s 1wisfox (106)
ses 0% (56) portation sEs oz (51’)
Labor s 13/18 2 (*22) (99) NRC ss 1w oy (100)
sts) Insufficient size sample ses] 5o (29)
Commerce ¢s 1315 2% (¥2%) (105) HUD ¢s 13/15] 0% . (93)
ses 2% (¥3%) (53) $es] |nsufficient size sample
Air Forcegs 13,15 WJ2% (¥3%) (12) HHS ss 115]0% (109)
ses |02 (35) ses 0% ~ (48)
ﬁ:‘:” Merit s (F0%) (2451)  }{ Army o 13 [02 (119)
Agencies 4/ ss] Insufficient size sample ses | 0% (38)
VA s sz (F12) (128) Agriculture s wWis] 0% (128)
ses (48) | i 7 THRS) (55)

1/ The mumber In parentheses indicates the total mumber of respondents rom the epency who answered this question.

2/ The mumber in parentheses indicates the possible errer remge, ot the 952 confldence level, for the assocleted figure. in other words, besed on
o semple of this slze, one can soy with 952 conflidence that tha error attributable to sampling end other rendom effects could e wp to this many
percentage points in elther direction, Sut there is less than 5% chence that the "true" figure 1ies outside the Indicated brackst. Jue ¢o the
orror renges shown, éifferences betwsen closely ranked agenciss msy mot be statlistically significant.

We hove included sgency-specific data from those departments end spencles where we recalved » sufficient mmber of responses to provide ststisti-
cally retlable Information. The sample of mid-level amployees within Individual egencles wes much larger than the sampte of SES members. Conse-
quently, there are some agencles for which we are eble to report on the views of mid-leve! amployees, but mot for senlor executives. (Agency-
specific dots was mot gvalisble from ocur 1981 survey of senlor personnellists.)

&/ This category—Small Merit Pay Agencles—cambines tha responses from the five smallest egencies laplamenting Merit Pay In October 1980: Civil
Asronsutics Board, Commission on Clvit Rights, Ferm Credit Administration, Selective Service System, and U.S. Metric Board. Three other sgen-
cles—0ffice of Personne! Management, Envirommental Protection Agency, and fama!l Business Administration—also laplemented Merit Pay I[n October
Iﬂ?. These agencies are shown saparately, becsuse the aumber of respondents wes sufficiently large to allow for statistically reliable com~
parisons. -
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RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING
THE 12-MONTH PER!0D, EVIDENCE OF A CAREER
EMPLOYEE BEING PRESSURED TO RESIGN OR TRANS-
FER ON ACCOUNT OF HIS OR HER POLITICAL
AFFILIATION. (Q3hd.)

Based on responses:
‘"Yes, more than one instance'' or
'"Yes, one Instance'
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parisons, -

)/ The mumber s perentheses indicates the total mumber of respondants from the paency who answered this question.
2/ The mamber In porentheses Iadicates the possible srrer ronge, at the 951 confldencs level, for the associsted figure.

in other words, based on

& semple of this slza, one coo say with 953 confidence that the error attributable to sampling snd other random effects could be wp to this sany
percentage points la either direction, but thars (s less then 5% chance that the “trus" flgure lles outside the Indicated brackst. Bue to thw
orror renges shown, differences betwmen closely rashad sgencies mey ot be estatistically significant?

Y/ ¥e beve iIncluded sgency-specific dats from those departments and sgencles where we recelived o sufficient mmber of responses to provide statistl-
colly rellsble Informstion. The sasple of 8ld-leve! amplovees within Ind)vidual agencies wes much larger than the sasple of S$ES members. Conse-
quently, there sre some sgencies for which we sre sble to report on the views of mid-level ewployees, but mot for senlor executives. (Agency-
specific dots wes not svallable from our I19R) survey of senior searsonnellists.)

A/ This category—Smal! Marit Pay Agencles—combines the responses from the five saallest agencles faplementing warit Pay In October 1980: Civil
Asronautics Board, Cammission on Civil Rights, Farm Credit Adeinistration, Selective Service System, and U.5. Metric Board. Three other egen-
cles—0ffice of Parsonne! Nanspement, Envirommental Protection Agency, end Small Business Adeinistration=—slso laplamented Merlit Pay in October
1980. Thess sgencies are shown saparately, beceuss the mumber of respondents wes sufficlently large to sllom for statistically relledble com-
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s 5% (¥52) (56) ses Jog (49)
MR prcrry | [ - =
s Lz ($1%) (236) | | Portation ses oy (54)
GSA es 1315 Ly (%3%) (110) Navy ss 1315 §0% (121)
31 |nsufficient size sample sts %2% (*o3) (44)
HUD s 13715 3% (*39) (93) NRC &s 1315 §0% (100)
stsf [nsufficient size sample ses 102 (29)
HHS € 1315 3% (F1%2) (t10) NASA €s 1315]0% (124)
ses| oo (48) ses0% (46)
Justice s 1315 3% (*23) (89) Interior ¢s 1315103 (132)
ses| 0y (29) ssE 3% (#5%) (35)
State &5 13015 2z (*12) (90) § | Army ss 1715103 (119)
sts] Insufficient size sample ses 103 (38)
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EPA s 1318 2% (*22) (92) Air Force ® ws]og (113)
(46) sy ex (£7%) (35)

1/ The aumber a parentheses fadicates the total mumber of respondents from the spency who answered this Question.

2/ The mmber la peronthases indicates the possible errer tenge, ot the 952 confldence leve!, for the essociated figure. in other words, based on
& sample of this slze, ene con say with 953 confldence that the efror attributable to sampiing ond other random effects could be w to this asny
percentage points In sither direction, dut there s less then 53 chence that the ‘‘true’ figure Vies outside the Indiceted bracket. Bue to the
orror ranges shown, differeaces betsmen closely renked pencies mey mot be statistically significant.

We heve Included sgency-specific data from those depertments and ogencies where we recelved & sufficiont mumber of responses to provide statistl-
catly rellable Information, The sample of mid-level emplovees within Individual gencles was much larger then the semple of SES members. Conse-
quently, there are soms agencies for which we sre able to report on the views of sid-leve! employees, but mot for senlor exscutives. {Agency~
specific data wms mot avallsble from our ISA survey of senlor personnelists.)

&/ This category—3Sasll Marit Pay Agencles—combines the responses fram the five smaliest agencies Implementing Merit Pay In October 1980: Civil
Asronsutics foard, Commission on Clvil Rights, Farm Credit Administration, Selective Service System, and U.5. Metric Boerd. Three other apen-
cles=0ffice of Personne] Mansgement, Env)ronmental Protection Agency, and Small Business Administration—eiso implemented Merit Poy in Octoder
1900. These agencles are shown separately, becsuse the maber of fespondents wes sufficiently large to allow for statistically rellable com-
parisons.
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RESPONDENTS CLAIMING TO HAVE OBSERVED, DURING | Education © ":’ 23 (22%) (89)
THE 12-MONTH PERIOD, EVIDENCE OF A PERSON | 1nsufficient size sample
BEING DENIED A JOB OR JOB ?EVARD ON_ACCOUNT
RI1TAL STATUS. 5f.
OF MARIT ‘© Commerce ss nwis M 2% (12%) (105)
"*a 22 (13%) (53)
) g':s” Herit“ wis 1% (F03) (242)
Rased on responses: Agencies 4/ sts] Insufficient size sample
''Yes, more than one instance' or
'"Yes, one {nstance'’ VA 2 (512) G27)
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./ 3¢
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NRC &8 13715 3% (f2%) 2/ (100)_17 “f Interior e s W% (F12) (132)
e
sesfog (29) sts DY (35)
Energy s 13715 3% (*2%) (108) HUD es s QA1 (11%) (93)
s §0% . (56) ses] |nsufficient size sample
Justice any-;ﬁn (*23) {89) Other DOD ss 131 A 12 (+0%) (250)
usfog (29) I (57)
Army e s YA 3% (439) (hg) ]| teiohted i e (F3%) (2,991)
ses Joy (38) Average ss g (332) (987)
Q;ln(c)'i:::r“ 1318 2% (11%) (148) State ¢s 1315 ] 02 (90)
ses 1% (11%) (236) sts] |nsufficient size sample
Treasury &s 131§ 2% (%3%2) (112) SBA ss 1315 | 02 (72)
ses J0% (49) sts| insufficient size sample
Trans- 65 1315 2% (12%) (105) Navy es 13/1s) 0% (121)
portation g fny (54) wsfd2g (143) (L)
OPM €5 1315 2% (*32) (90) NASA es ins) 0% (124)
sts] Insufficient size sample 3/ ses) 0% (46)
HHS s 13715 2% (*2%) (110) EPA s 13151 0% (93)
ses 0% (48) ses k0% (46)
GSA o s WAL (12%) (110) Agriculturess 1s1s] 0% (128)
ses| Insufficient size sample sesd oy (s5)
Labor s sl 22 (312) (99) Air Force 8 1315103 {113)
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y The mumber in parentheses indicates the total mmber of respondents from the spency who snswered this question.

Y T

mamber {n parenthases ladicetes the possible errer range. at the 95T confidence level, for the assocliated figure.

in other words, based on

& semple of this size, one cem say with 953 confldence that the srror attributable to sampling end other rendom effects could be wp to this meny

percontage polnts In elther direction, but there Is less than S3 chence that the “trus” figure Vles outside the Indicated drackst.

Sus 40 the

error ranges shown, éifferences Detwesn closely ranked sgenciss may mot be ststistically significent.

Ve heve Included sgency-specific deta from thoss dapertments end sgencles where we received o sufficient mumber of responsas to provide statisti-
cally rellable Informetion. The sample of @ld-leve] esployees within individus] sgencies wes much larper than the sample of SES members. Conse-

quently, thers ere some sgencies for which we sre able to report on the views of mid-lsvel amployess, but mot for senior axecutives.

specific data wes mot evallable from our 1941 survey of senlor personnellists.}
&/ This category—Small Merit Pay Agencles—cambines the responses fram the five smallest agencles lmplementing Merlit Pay In October 1980: Clvi}

Asronautics Soard, Commission on Civil Rights, Farm Credit Administration, Selective Service System, and U.5. Netric Board.

(agency-

Three other sgen-

cles~0ffice of Parsonne! Management, kv ironmental Protection Agency, snd Smell Business Administration—slso |mplesented Merit Pay In October
1980. These agencies are shown separstely, because the number of respondents was sufficlently large to allow for stetistically reilable com-

parisons.
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1/ The number (a parentheses indicstes the tots]l numbsr of respondents from the epency who snswered this Question.

2/ The cumbar Ta perentheses indicates the possible error range, ot the 95X confldence level, for the sssoclated flgure. {n other words, based on
~ a semple of this size, one can sey with 953 confidence thet the error attributadble to sempling ond other random of fects could dbe wp to this many
percentege points In elther direction, bt thore [s less than 53 chence that the “true" figura 1les outside the Indicated brecket. Bue 0 the

error ramges showm, differences between closely renkad sguncles mey mot be statistically significant’

3 W hove included agency-specific data from those dapartments and agencies whare we recelved & sufficlent mmber of responses to provide statlstl-
cally rellable information. The semple of mid-leve! employees within Individus) sgencles wes much larger than the sasple of SES members. Conse-
quently, thers are soms egencles for which we ere sble to report on the views of mid-lave! employess, but mot for senlor exscutives. (Agency-
spacific data was not evallable from our ISA) survey of senlor personnelists.)

A/ This category—Smsl) Merit Pay Agencies—cambines the responses from the five sms)lest sgencies [mplementing Merlt Pay in October 1980: Civil
Asronautics Board, Commlssion on Civl) Rights, Farm Lred!t Adminlstratlion, Selective Service System, and U.S. Metric Board. Three other ogen-
cles—0ffice of Personne| Mansgemant, Environments| Protection Agency, and Small Business Administration—aiso laplemanted Merlt Pay in Octobar
1980. These sgencies are shown separately, because the mumbsr of respondents wes sufficlently targe to allow for statisticaliy relladie com
parisons.
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Labor  ‘es 1315 2% (2%) (99) Trans- e s o (106)
stes] Insufficient size sample portation ses 03 (54)
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1/ The mmber in perenthases indicates the total mmber of respondents from the spency who snswered this Question.

L/ Tha sumber 1n parentheses Indicates the possible erver ramge, st the 953 confldence level, for the associated flgure.

in other words, based on

@ sample of this size, ome can sey with 958 conflidence thet the error attributable to sempling end other rendom effects could be wp 0 this many
percentage points In elther ¢irection, Sut there Is less than 53 chance that the “trus’ flgure lies cutside the [ndicated bracket. Bus t0 the
orror ranges shown, differences betvmen closely renkad sgencies msy mot be statisticelly significant.

3/ Wn heve Included sgency-specific dets from those departmants and agenclies where we received s sufficlent mmber of responses to provide statisel-

cally relisble informstion. The sample of mid-leve) amployess within ladividusl egenclies wes much larger then the saaple of SES members.
quently, thars are some agencies for which we are able to report on the views of mid-level employess, but mot for senlor sxecutives.

specific dats wes not svalladle from our 1981 survey of senior personnellists.)

&/ This category—Small Merit Pay Agencles=combines the responses from the flve smailest agencles implemanting Merlt Pay In October 1980:
Asronsutics Board, Commisslon on Civil Rights, Farm Credit Administration, Selective Service System, and U.S. Metric Board.

Conse-
(Agency-

Civil
Three other agen-

cles—0ffice of Personne| Management, Envirommental! Protection Agency, ond Small Gusiness Administration—ales Implemented Merit Pay In October
1980. These agencies are shown seperately, becaute the mumber of respondents wes sufficisntly large to allow for statistically rellable com

parisong, -
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APPENDIX B

RELEVANT QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS FROM SES AND MID-LEVEL SURVEYS

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

10 Very adequate
20 Adequate

;0 Inadequate

+0 Very inadequate
sO Not sure

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

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

I have heard of the organization, and:

.0 1have no idea of what it is supposed to do.
s0 Thave only a vague idea of what it is sup-

posed to do.

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

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

30. How confident are you that the Merit Systems
_ Protection Board would judge your case fairly and
equitably if you were to appeal a personnel action
affecting you? :

0 Very confident

0 Confident

a0 Less than confident
+3 Not at all confident
sO Not sure

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

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

[ have heard of the organization, and:

20 Ihave noidea of what it is supposed to do.
20 [ have only a vague idea of what it is sup-

posed to do.

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

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

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

10 Very confident

0 Confident

;0 Less than confident
.0 Not at all confident
sO Not sure



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?

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

b. An employee being pressured to
participate in partisan political
activity

¢. An employee actively seeking par
tisan political office or raising
funds on behalf of a partisan pol-
itical candidate

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

‘e. An appointment to the competi-
tive service made as a result of
political party affiliation

f. An attempt to get back at some-
one because he or she disclosed
some wrongful activity in the
agency

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

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

i. A selection for job or job reward
based on family relationship

j- A selection for job or job reward
based primarily on the “buddy
system”

k. An attempt to get back at some-
one because he or she engaged in
lawful union activity

l. An employee being pressured by
a supervisor for sexual favors

35. During the past 12 months, have you person-
ally observed any events which strongly suggested
to you the possibility of any of the following dis-
criminatory practices in your immediate work

group?

a. A person being denied a job or job '
reward on account of sex i

b. A person being denied a job or job !
reward on account of race, color, or
national origin

¢. A person being denied a job or job ; :‘
reward on account of religion ;

d. A person being denied a job or |ob {
reward on account of age !

reward on account of a handicap
unrelated to job requirements
f. A person being denied a job or job
- reward on account of marital
sfatus
8. A person being denied a job or job
reward on account of political
affiliation

75. Are you?

.0 Male
.0 Female

76. Are you?

:0 American Indian or Alaskan Native
20 Asian or Pacific Islander
20 Black; not of Hispanic origin
«0O Hispanic
sO White; not of Hispanic origin
s Other

77. What is your age?

.| Under 20
.0 20to29
s0 30to 39
«0O0 40to 49
sd 50 to 59
s 60to 64

;0 65 or older



QUESTIONS FROM SENIOR PERSONNEL OFFICIALS SURVEY

4. During the past 12 months, have you personally
observed any events which strongly suggested to
you the possibility of any of the following pro-
hibited practices in your organization? (Please check
one box for each item.)

Have you observed the following:

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

b. An employee being pressured to
participate in partisan political
activity.

¢. An employee actively seeking par ;
tisan political office or raising &
funds on behalf of a partisan pol- i
itical candidate. .

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

e. An appointment to the competi-
tive service made as a result of
political party affiliation.

f. A selection for job or job reward
based on family relationship.

g. A selection for job or job reward
based on personal friendship
rather than qualifications.

h. An attempt to influence someone !}
to withdraw from competition for}
a Federal job in order to help }
another person’s chances.

i. An attempt to retaliate against
someone because he or she dis-
closed some wrongful activity in
the agency.

j- An attempt to retaliate against 7
someone because he or she filed a
formal appeal.

k. An attempt to retaliate against
someone because he or she
engaged in lawful union activity.

l. An employee being pressured by
a supervisor for sexual favors.

5. During the past 12 months, have you personally
observed any events in your organization which
strongly suggested to you the possibility that a
person was being denied a job or job reward on
account of their: (Please check one box for each
item).

e %
‘es, one instance

a. Being a member of a minority
group (race, color, national

origin).
b. Being a woman.
Being a non-minority male.

d. Being over age 40.

~0000

e. Handicap unrelated to job
requirements.

f. Marital status.
g- Religious affiliation.

h. Political affiliation.

~0 000

8. In your opinion, how adequate are the protec-
tions presently available to persons attempting to
expose prohibited personnel practices within the
Federal Government? (Please check one box.)

10 Very adequate
-0 Adequate

30 Inadequate

«0 Very inadequate
s Not sure



QUESTIONS FROM FEDERAL

11. If a personnel abuse occurred in your organiza- WHISTLEBLOWERS SURVEY
tion, how effective would each of the following be
in correcting that abuse? (Please check one box for 2. How adequate is the protection the Federal Government

each item.) now offers to employees who report illegal or wasteful activi-
ties within their agencies? (Please “X" ONE box.)

10 More than adequate

20 About right

30  As adequate as it can be

10 Could and should be more adequate
s Not sure

a. Your organization’s internal per-
sonnel management review
system.

8. Have you heard of the following organizations, and how
much do you know about what they are supposed to do if
they receive information concerning illegal or wasteful activ-
ities? (Please "X " ONE box after each organization.)

I never heard of this
arganization
I heard of this organize
tion but | know nothin
about what they are su
posed to do
1 have a vague ide:
what they are sup-

b. OPM evaluation and compliance
audit system.

t

¢. An employee “blowing the whis- P““f h(.’n('i:a pretty

tle” to your organization’s Inspec- good ides of
tor General or internal audit what they are
head supposed to di
) | have a v
good idea
what the:
are suppa

to do

d. An employee “blowing the whis-

tle” to the Special Counsel. a. The Office of Inspector General or

1G “Hot Line” within youragency. 0 O O O O
b. The Special Counsel of the Merit ' 2 3 4 3
Systems Protection Board. 00Q0aan

e. An employee appealing to the

Merit Systems Protection Board. | 9. If you were to report an illegal or wasteful activity to the

Office of Inspector General (0IG) within your agency and
request that your identity be kept confidential, how confi-
dent are you that the OIG would protect your identity? (Please
o “X" ONE box.)
f. An employee filing a grievance.
10 Very cenfident
20 Confident
30 Less than confident
1408 Not at all confident

g. An employee filing an EEO <0 Not sure

complaint.

ot

40, Are you? (Please check one box.)

13. If you were to need protection for having reported an

O Mal illegal or wasteful activity, how confident are you that the
1 ale Office of the Special Counsel of the Merit Systems Protection
20 Female Board would protect you from reprisal?

{Please “X" ONE box.
41. Are you? (Please check one box.) : oxJ

1O Very confident

10  American Indian or Alaskan native :0 Confident
20  Asian or Pacific Islander : g rlfst‘c’ tthalrl‘ Conff.ﬁem
>0 Black; not of Hispanic origin ‘D Ny el confident
«O White; not of Hispanic origin

sO Hispanic '

« 3 Other



: The Cw:l‘ Service’ Reform ‘Act (Pub L.'No.‘
-,‘-.forbnds personnel actions based_ on ‘the’ followmg eleven practlces'”

‘1)" ‘Dlscrlrmnatlon based

relnqnon, sex, age, ‘national - -
orngm, handlcappmg condltlon o

marltal status oi‘ polltncal affiliation;:

2) Solnc:tmg or consndermg employment recommendatlons not based on the'
mdlvndual' - work performance, . ability, - aptitude, general qualifications,
suxtablhty, character, or loyalty, cee I e ' :

- 3) . Coercmg the pohtlcal actlynty of any person'

4) Decelvmg or w:llfully"obstructmg anyone from competmg for
employment' = o

5) Influencmg anyone» to -withdraw . from c‘ompetltlon for any posntlon,:
“whether to help or hurt anyone else's .employment prospects"‘ o

6) Gwmg unauthorlzed preferentia
.apphcant'

Ny -

.'l8) j Taklng or
'_whlstleblower,-"




PROHIBITED PERSONNEL PRACTICES

The Civil Service Reform Act (Pub. L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. 111 (1978))
forbids personnel actions based on the following eleven practices:

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

2) Seoliciting or considering employment recommendations not based on the
individual's werk performance, ability, aptitude, general qualifications,
suitability, character, or loyalty;

3) Coercing the political activity of any persons

4) Deceiving or wilifully obstructing anyone from competing for
employment;

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

6) Giving unauthorized preferential treatment (o any employee or
applicant;

7) Nepotism;

8) Taking or failing te take a personnel action as a reprisal against a
whistleblowers;

9) Taking or failing to take a personnel action as =z reprisal for the
exercise of any appeal right;

10) Discriminating on the basis of personal conduct which does not
adversely affect the performance of any employee 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 thatl 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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