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A Federal Government which is staffed by well qualified and motivated ecmployees serves the national
interest by efficiently and effectively carrying out the purposes of Government. Conscquently, to achicve this
goal it has long been national policy to provide for a merit-based civil service system.

The question of whether we have met the objective of a well qualified Federal workforce is especially
relevant now as the demands and challenges being placed before the Government will require an increasingly
high level of competency, commitment, and ingenuity on the part of Fedcral employecs. At the same time,
however, scrious questions have been raiscd as to whether the Federal Government is currently able to recruit
and retain sufficient numbers of qualificd employees. To answer those questions requires the ability to
provide an objective assessment of Federal workforce quality. Unfortunately, for much of the workforce such
an assessment is not currently available.

To help fill that void and to underscore the importance of a quality workf{orce, the U.S. Merit Systems
Protection Board and the U.S. Office of Personnel Management agreed to a first-of-its-kind collaboration
hrough sponsorship of a joint conference on workforce quality assessment. This report is just onc angible
result of that conference. It is our intent that the conference deliberations ¢vident in this report serve as a
catalyst for the more difficult task which lies ahead--implementation of an ongoing systcm which will
provide objective and usable data on the quality of the Federal workforce.

(ot 8L

Danicl R. Levinson, Chairman Constance Berry Newman, Director
U.S. Menit Systems Protection Board U.S. Office of Personnel Management
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PREFACE

For over 100 ycars, since passage of the Pendleton
Actin 1883, a central goal and purpose of the
U.S. civil service system has been the creation of
a highly qualified Federal workforce to effectively
carry cut the purposes of Government. To this
cnd, much time and effort have been spent over
the years to develop and implement a compelitive
recruitment, selection, and promotion process. In
addition, considerable attention has been devoted
to the development, motivation, and rctention of
that workforce. The Civil Service Reform Act of
1978 reinforced the theme of workforce quality
through the articulation of statutory merit systcm
principles which specify, in part, that:

Recruitment should be from qualificd
individuals from appropriate sources
in an cndcavor to achicve a work force
from all scgments of socicty, and
sclection and advancement should be
determined solely on the basis of
relative ability, knowledge, and skills,
after fair and open competition which
assures that all reccive cqual opportu-
nity.

The merit principles also call for adequate
compensation and rewards for excellence,
retention or dismissal based on performance, and
the provision of cffective job-related education
and tratning. Clearly, if Federal personnel man-
agement is in consonance with these principles,
the end result should be a highly qualificd
workforce.

But has the Federal Government achieved this
desired end result? How do the qualifications of
Federal employecs compare to their counterparts
in the state and local governments or in the private
sector? Has the quality of the Federal workforce
remained stable over the last 10 to 20 years or has
itincreased or decreased? Do we have well quali-
fied employces in some occupations and geo-
graphic arcas and poorly qualificd cmployees in
others? How has workforce quality affected the
services Government provides? Should we be
concerned about the current quality of the Fedceral
workforce?

Unfortunately, although efforts are underway, the
most accurate answcer to cach of the above
questions is ‘‘we don’t know.”” Logical scenarios
can be created which suggest that the merit-bascd
personnel policies and programs of the Federal
Government should have resulted in a well
qualificd workforce. Other equally logical
scenarios can arguc that a number of cxternal
factors (changes in the labor market, pay, and the
image of the Government) has led to a decline in
employee quality. An objcctive measurcment of
Federal workforce quality--taken over time--
should be ablc to resolve many of these issucs. At
this point in time, a comprchensive system for
conducting that assessment docs not exist;
however, efforts have been initiated by the U.S.
Office of Personncl Management, the U.S. Merit
Systems Protection Board, the Department of
Defense, and other agencics.
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PREFACE

Addressing the Problem

In carly 1989, the U.S. Merit Systems Protection
Board and the U.S. Office of Personncl Manage-
ment agreed to jointly sponsor a conference
focused specifically on workforce quality assess-
ment. Both agencics have statutory responsibili-
tics related to the effective and efficient operation
of the civil service system. The importance of the
topic is underscored by noting that this conference
marks a first-of-its-kind collaboration hetwecen the
two agencics.

It was clear at the outset that a single conference
would not possibly be able to answer all of the
questions concerning the quality of the workforce.
It was also clear, however, that benefit would be
gaincd from a clearer focus on the issucs, an
active exchange of idcas from knowledgeable
participants, and the devclopment of guideposts
for futurc activity and cooperative efforts.
Rcalization of these benefits became the goal of
the conference.

On May 8, 1989, the Conference on Work{orce
Quality Asscssment was convencd in Washington,
D.C. 1t brought together 108 invitees from a
broad spectrum of public, private, and nonprofit
cnvironments to share their views and experi-
ences. The report that follows is based on a
verbatim transcript of those proceedings which
has been cdited only to exclude some cxtrancous
administrativc remarks and for clarity of presenta-
tion. It is our objcctive that this cffort scrve as a
catalyst for further collaborations, constructive
debate, and development of more reliable
workforce quality assessmcnts.
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WELCOMING REMARKS
& INTRODUCTIONS

MS. McKAY: Good morning. Welcome, Thank
you all for coming to this first-of-its-kind
roundtable discussion regarding assessment of the
quality of the Federal workforce. We really ap-
preciate your coming.

My name is Margo McKay and 1 have talked to
many of you on the telephone in the past scveral
weeks. 1 am enjoying {inally meeting you in
person. If you have any problems or nced any as-
sistance during the course of the day, plcase sce
mc and [ will try to do everything [ can to help
yuu out.

I would like to quickly go over the structure for
today’s program before I introduce our co-hosts.
This moming after closing remarks we will have
two pancl presentations, <ort of appetizers, if you
will, 10 get your thought processes flowing. Onc
pancl will consist of representatives from private
corporations; the other, representatives of the
public sector and academia. We will have a short
break in between and at the conclusion of cach
pancl's presentation you will have an opportunity
to ask questions and make comments.

We will then break for a buffet luncheon, which
will be in the outer lobby. During the luncheon,
we will hear keynote addresses from Mr. Daniel
R. Levinson, who is the Chairman of the Merit
Systems Protection Board, and Dr, Curtis J,
Smith, who is Associate Director for the Carcer
Entry and Employcc Development Group, Office

of Personnel Management. Dr. Smith will be
filling in for Constance Horner, who 1s in transi-
tion from Dircctor of the Office of Personnel
Management to Under Sccretary of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

After lunch we will break up into four smaller
groups to focus on and discuss among yoursclves
specific aspects of the issuc of workforce quality.
Everyonce has been assigned a group and a topic.
You will find a listing in your notcbook. After the
afternoon break, the facilitators of the small group
discussions all report out to the audience with
highlights and main points of the small group
discussions, and then we will open it up to general
discussion in which you can all participate.

I would like to remind you that these proceedings
arc being recorded and will be published in a
report. 1 would ask that whenever you speak, you
usc the microphone. We have two microphones
available for your use. Pleasc, when you come to
the microphone, make surc that you turn it on,
state your last name, and proceed with your
questions, comments or remarks.

Now, I would like to introduce to you our ¢o-hosts
for today’s program. We arc proud to have two of
the most capable and dynamic women in Govern-
ment today. Both arc high-level senior exccu-
tives. They will moderate the panel programs and
the plenary discussions for the day. First, we have
Dr. Marilyn Quaintance. Marilyn has just
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complicated things here. She recently got marned
and now is Dr. Gowing, but, on your program she
1s listed as Dr. Marilyn Quaintance. So whenever
you sc¢ Quaintance in your program, we arc
speaking of this lady.

Dr. Gowing is currently Assistant Director for Per-
sonnel Research and Development in the Career
Entry and Employce Development Group, Office
of Personnel Management. Her office conducts
basic and applicd rescarch in human resource
management, including workforce quality.
Marilyn received her Bachelors degree in psychol-
ogy from the College of William and Mary and
her Masters and Doctorate degrees in industrial
and organizational psychology from George
Washington University.

Throughout her carcer, Marilyn has held various
positions with Federal agencices, rescarch and
consulting firms, 2nd with professional associa-
tions, such as the International Personnel Manage-
mcnt Association, where she served as Director of
Assessment Services and Professional Develop-
mcent. Her expertise has been in the arcas of
cmploycc sclection proccdures, job analysis,
classification and training.

She has received numerous awards recognizing
her contributions in the ficld. She is a national
officer of the Socicty for Industrial and Organ:-a-
tion Psychology and is a past President of the Per-
sonncl Testing Council of Metropolitan Washing-
ton.

Next, we have Ms. Evangceline Swift, or Van, as
wc like to call her. Van is currently the Director
of Policy and Evaluation at the Mcrit Systems
Protcction Board. She heads up the office that
conducts the Board's reviews and studies regard-
tng the health and well-being of all Federal merit

systems. Van is a graduate of St. Mary’s Univer-
sity of Law. Prior 10 joining the Board, she held
various legal positions with several other Federal
agencics and was a managing partner in a privale
law firm.

Van has been with the Board since 1t was created
in 1979. She served as the Board's General
Counscl for 7 1/2 years, before becoming Manag-
ing Director of the agency. She was onc of the
Board's most outswnding senior executives,
having won many awards, including the Board's
highest honor, the gold medal for outstanding
achicvement in 1986. Subsequently Van decided
10 take a sabbatical. During her lcave, Van
worked with public broadcasting and elderly
programs. Upon her return, she assumed her
current position, and within 1 year, in a ficld
rclatively new 1o her, she had made such major
contributions that she became the Board's first
rccipient of the Theadore Roosevelt Award for
Managerial Excellence.

Now, [ would like to turn the program over to Van
Swift.
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Pancl:

Modcrator:

SESSION |

PRIVATE SECTOR PERSPECTIVES
ON WORKFORCE QUALITY ISSUES

Mr. L. E. Allen

Manager, Personnel Training
Center

Xcrox Corporation

Mr. Jerry L. Calhoun
Dircctor. Human Resources
Defense Systems Division
Boeing Co.

Mr. George C. Francis

Vice President, Human
Resources

Bluc Cross/Blue Shicld of
Michigan

Mr. Leon Z. Hollins
Atlantic Geographic Arca

Personnel Manager
IBM

Ms. Evangeline W, Swift

Director, Policy and Evaluation
Merit Systems Protection Board

MS.SWIFT: Thank you and welcome. Ttisa
great pleasure to be here today with such a

distinguished group of people. Actually, most of

the people here today I have heard speak at one

time or another, so I really think 1t is a momentous
occasion to have all of you together at onc time.

This is the lirst time that the Merit Systems
Protection Board and the Office of Personnel
Management have joined together in a forum of
this type. For that matter, we have been fairly
scparatc over the years, since the Civil Service
Reform Act. There are many reasons for that, but
it 1s important this morning that in an arca where
we can be cooperative. we have joined together
for our first roundtable.

It is appropriate that the topic for this gathering is
an issue which strikes at the very core of our civil
scrvice system and, for that matter, our system of
governance. | think all of us understand the
absolute necessity for a highly qualified national
and Federal workforce af our Navion 1s to mamntain
its status as a world leader. The quahity of the
Federal workforce has a direct and profound
impact on all of us, on the quality of our environ-
ment; on the security of our Nation; on the ability
to provide a compassionate and helping hand for
those in necd: for our ability (o continue to
maintain and create our infrastructure; and in our
ability, I think most importantly, to wisely
administer our national policy that must tread
carcfully through the myriad of competing
interests and demands of the modem world.
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It is perhaps with these thoughts in mind that the
Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 charged the
MSPB and the Ofiice of Personnel Management
with major responsibilitics for ensuring the health
of the merit systems. In fact, several of you in
this room I know helped draft many sections of
the oniginal legislation, and if you were not
involved in the drafting of it, you were involved in
the carly implementation.

To know whether or not we have a quality work-
force depends on our ability to assess quality on a
Governmentwide basis, ability that has been
fragmented and lacking in a very large degree.
The Menit Systems Protection Board has long
been interested in the issue of workforce quality
and 1n fact, one of the studics that we recently
completed -- well, actually it is not so recent, last
summer -- dealt with attracting quality graduatcs.

With that in mind, the Chairman of the Merit
Systems Protection Board, Danicl Levinson,
cncouraged those of us in MSPB’s policy and
cvaluation unit, along with other members of our
Board, to approach OPM to have this joint
roundiable. We met with Curt Smith and his staff,
and OPM was extremely receptive to i:¢ idea of
the roundtable and here we are today. [ am
cxtremely pleased, and [ believe it is an appropri-
ate celebration, if you will, of the completion of a
decade under the Civil Service Reform Act, that
we come togcther for the first time in this kind of
forum.

Ax [ said carlier, the rcason that most of you are
invited here today 1s simply because you have so
much to give to this issue. The purpose of this
roundlable 1s to get your thoughts and experi-
cnces. Our particular forum this moming is o
operate as a catalyst for the discussion. But we
cxpect a lively exchange.

We could spend a full weck together but we only
have a day, and I appreciate your taking this very

important time to be with us this moming. We
couldn’t adcquatcly tap the subject, as someone
said, in a century, or was it a decade? 1 think it
was a century, and still not adequately cover the
subject. But at Icast we are together today on this
subject, something that we need 1o work on.

Our task, [ believe, is to get organized, to come up
with some sort of framework or road map so that
we can begin to work toward this common goal,
assessment of the workforce with a minimum of
overlap and duplication of effort. As a starting
point, we thought we would start with the private
scctor and sec how they frame the issucs and deal
with them.

Before I do that, I would like to acknowledge the
support of the Vice Chairman of the Merit
Systems Protection Board, Maria Johnson, who
has gencrously loancd me her exccutive assistant,
her right hand, her nght arm -- [ don’t know. But
in any ¢vent, she has loaned her o me, as well as
some other staff, and also moncy, to assist in the
coordination of this conference and 1 really
appreciate your doing that. I know how much it
means 1o you. Thank you very much, Maria,

Without further ado, T would like to introduce the
private scctor pancl this morning. Our first
panclist is Lawrence (Larry) Allen. He received
his undergraduate degree from the University of
Dclawarc and an MBA from Memphis State
University. He has been with Xerox for 16 years
in various positions in Personnel and Human
Resources, in recruiting, stafling, compensation,
training, cmployce relations, cte. Prior to joining
Xerox, he spent § years as a college and profes:
sional recruiter for a well-known competitor,
namely IBM. In fact, I understand that Mr. Allen
and our panclist from IBM, Leon Hollins, worked
together back then,

Our next panelist, Jerry Calhoun, is well known to
many of us as a friend and collcague. He cur-
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rently is the senior human resources managar for
Bocing Acrospace. He received a degree in
political science irom Scattle University and an
MBA from the University of Washington. He
comes to us with a rich and varied background,
not only from corporatec America but also in the
Federal Goverament. I think I first knew him
when he was at the Department of Defense, where
he was in the Office of Civilian Personncl Policy
and .sssistant Scerctary of Defense for Force Man-
agement and Personnel. He then was appointed
by President Reagan to be the Chairman of the
Federal Labor Relations Authority, where he was
Just before he left the Federal Government and
rcturned to Bocing.

Next, we have George Francis. Mr. Francis is
Vice President for Human Resources for Blue
Cross and Blue Shicld of Michigan. He obuained
his undergraduate degree from Prairie View
A&M, and did his graduate studies at Harvard
University School of Business. Mr. Francis
started his carcer at General Motors, and in fact
somcebody told him this moming they have only
loancd him to Blue Cross and Blue Shicld; 1 don't
know if that was a jokc or that is the truth, but in
any event, he has spent most of his carcer at
General Motors so far. He recently joined Blue
Cross and Blue Shield, where once of his primary
charges was to develop a quality workforce.
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Last is Mr. Leon Hollins. Mr. Hollins is the Area
Manager in Personnel for IBM for the Atlantic
geographic area. He services over 11,000 IBM
employces in such organizations as Federal
markcting and Government programs, among
others. We will hear brief remarks from cach of
our panelists and then take questions and com-
ments from the audience. Pleasc hold the ques-
tions until after the panelists have finished and, as
Margo said to you carlier, we are going to publish
these proceedings so it is nccessary for the
reporter 1o hear you.

We would like for you to be able to walk up to the
microphone simply so that we can hear you when
you spcak. Pleasc, I know none of you are shy;
many of you spcak at the drop of a hat so pleasc
do so this moming. Without further ado, we will
hear from the first speaker, Mr. Allen.

MR. ALLEN: Thank you. 1am glad to be here
this morning. Iam going to talk very informally
for about 5 or 10 minutes, tcll you a little bit about
what I think helps to make Xerox a successful
corporation with attracting pcople who we want to
attract and, not only attracting them but also
managing to hold them in thec company, or kecp
them in the company, or creatc an cnvironment
for them that makes them want to stay with Xcrox
Corporation,

[ think first and forcmost it would be the corporate
philosophy, corporate valucs that Xcrox imparts.
We try to communicate that in numcrous ways
through our advertising for our projccts and the
types of programs that we sponsor on television.

I think that has been a lasting cffect that started
back in the 1950’s, 1960°s with, I think, being a
lcader along with Mobil Oil and with doing some
quality programming.

A lot of them were very controversial back in the
1960’s. In fact, we had many of our customers,
cspecially in the South, that would put our

equipment out on the street when we were doing
some very avant garde type of promotion for films
and television pieces that were very controversial
at the time. That leads me to the next important
reason I think that Xerox is highly respected. We
belicve very strongly in what we call a balanced
workforce. That is, not only recruiting women
and minorities at entry level positions but also our
big challenge is upward mobility, moving our
minorities and our women into middle and upper
management positions.

Xerox has always been a leader in affirmative
action. In fact, we were recognized by Black
Enterprisc magazine a couple of ycars ago as the
leader in moving blacks throughout the corpora-
tion. We have alrcady achicved our 1995 objec-
tives for balanced workforce for black males in
the corporation. Our big challenge is women and
a lot of women in the workforce. When we start
talking about having anywhere from 33 to 38
percent women in all positions, from dircctors, at
$300,000 to $500,000, on down to middle man-
agement, it is quite a challenge. We arc hoping to
reach that by 1995. So, we have our work cut out
for us there.

Some of the other things we do that I think are
important, our cmployces feel that they can
communicate down, they can communicate up.
We ask for fcedback from our cmployces. We
have a Leadership Through Quality program in
place where we ask for input from all lcvels of our
employces. They have the opportunity to partici-
patc similar to the Japanese concept, or actually
our concept -- the *“Deming” concept that went o
Japan and now is back in the United Statces -- of
quality circlcs. We have Leadership Through
Quality training that has cascaded down from the
CEO to our grounds crew workers.

Everyone goes through that training and our
managers -- | have been through it with my boss
as the facilitator and then again with people who
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work for me. So, I went through training twice.
We reinforce training every year, where we go
through some additional training. That started in
1984 in Xerox and, I think it has really madc a
great impact. Xerox had some problems with
competition from the Japanese that started in the
late 1970’s and through the carly 1980’s, and in
the last 3 years we have just regained market
share for the first time since the late 1970’s. We
are starting to do some good things and doing
them right.

Our cmployees, I think, are very supportive of the
quality process and we try to impart that in cvery
phasc of our business and especially when we are
recruiting ncw people. As with IBM -- in fact, our
CEOQ is a former IBM’er, and he feels very
strongly about the importance of hiring off the
college campus and growing your own executives.
Our college hire targets arc 80 percent, all
professional hiring is targeted at 80 percent entry
level for college hiring.

Onc of the things that we try to do is establish
ongoing relationships with the college campuscs
where we think there are quality pcople. We
maintain a very close college relations program
with the colleges around the country. Some of the
other things that we do that I think are very
important, in our benefits programs, we rcally
emphasize off-site issucs, family issucs. Although
we are a large company, I think we really make a
real cffort to respect the individual and the
individual’s personal issucs, personal problems.

Wec have an employcc assistance program that is
very active and is well received. We really try to
go out of our way to respect the needs of the
individuals. One area in particular that has come
into play that I think you might think about for the
Federal Government, we are really not relocating
people; we arc not telling people that, if thcy want
1o be promoted that they are going to have to go
somewhere ¢lse. They are going to have to take an
opportunity in Pcoria, Illinois or wherever,

We try to accommodate people without having to
move them every couple of ycars. Now, in the
past we have done that. I remember when I was
with IBM, I was moved; that is what it stood for,
and the same thing with Xcrox. For many years
we were doing the same thing, but relocation is
very expensive and we have really tried to
accommodate pcople. Pcople’s quality of work
life is very important, quality of life is very
important to pecople. We try to make every cffort
to promote someone, restructure a job, job
enrichment and eliminate the issue of relocating
when families really are not that excited about
moving on to another area.

There arc a number of other small points that |
could make. We really try to give pcople a lot of
responsibility carly on in their career, as much as
they are willing to take on. We think that is
somcthing that works very well. People like to
take on responsibility and fecl that they are valued
and we have a lot of trust in their judgment. We
also have rcally been emphasizing a lot of
recognition programs, both informal and formal,
as opposed to the traditional pay for performance,
or merit program, which we have in place.

We rcally are trying to do more lump sum awards.
It can be from a dinner for two to a $5,000 or
$10,000 lump sum payment for some accomplish-
ment that has been earned. This payment is a onc-
time payment and doesn’t go into the salary
permanently. So, itisn’t quitc as expensive as the
merit program. That is something we have been
emphasizing for the last 3 or 4 ycars and we find
it very effective.

I think at this point I will stop. Arc we going to
ask questions at this point?

MS. SWIFT: No, wc arc going to ask qucstions
after everyone has finished. Jerry?

MR. CALHOUN: Thank you very much. Good
morning. I am delighted to be back in Washing-
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ton, as I am often reminded, the crucible of
civilization. Let me assure you that life on the
west coast is just as fine. Our weather is a heck of
a lot better.

I am going to take a slightly different approach. 1
perhaps will violate the conventions of our
honorable Chair, but I think it is a little too casy
and perhaps even somewhat glib to sit here and
tell you how Boeing does it.

It is not particularly complicated, not particularly
fancy, but I think it is cqually important, perhaps,
to spend some time and perhaps provoke a little
thought about the whole subject of quality, quality
workforce. It has certainly become a cottage
industry in America. A lot of people are making a
lot of money writing about it, but I am not
convinced that it is a magical endeavor or proposi-
tion. [ think it is pretty simple, actually.

I am going to posit a notion and come back and
talk about it in a bit more detail later. The notion
that I have about quality workforce is simply that
[ think ‘‘a quality workforce’” is alrcady embed-
ded in every enterprise. It is a question rather of
not assessing it, not spending a lot of time
analyzing it, rescarching it, but rather looking at
mcthods, processcs to unleash it, to allow pcople
to bring to bear on the enterprise all of the skills,
talents, commitment that they, I am surc, would
like to. I think most organizations inhibit that
process and today our challenge is (o remove
thosc inhibitors.

Let me leave that for a moment and start at what |
think is the front-end process, and really the part
of the process that puts quality in place if it is to
be put in place at all. That, in my view, is during
the hire-in process. Quality is going to depend on
how you dcfine it within your organization. You
get to define the work that has to be done, often in
combination with your labor leadership to the
extent that you have an organized workforce or
segments of your workforce that may be organ-

ized and you see fit to discuss that.

Oncce you have done that, of course you have to
decide what skills and talents the enterprise has
and their congruence with that defined work. This
then is confirmed by the process of the interview,
by tests, by certification requirements, by the
extent to which you clect or do not elect 1o use
drug or alcohol screen tests, but through that
process, however you choose to define it. That
really is the point at which, in my view, you
decide what kind of workforce you are going to
have, and the extent to which that workforce,
those personnel, bring the training, the skills, all
of those characteristics that you have had an
opportunity to definc to the workplace.

Once they are there, once you have made those
decisions, then of course it scems to me that the
organization has to make surc that those skills,
those attributes, characteristics that are brought to
the workplace by the employecs, are intersected
timely by training, by thosc kinds of processcs
that are going to allow that person to maximally
apply thosc skills to the job for which he or she
has been hired to do.

Training, it sccms to me, is probably onc of the
most vital. The rapidity with which technology is
changing, growing, obviously means that skills
can be outdated in perhaps a breath. To have the
right training in place when needed is just as
important as JIT in the manufacturing process
(just-in-time kinds of approaches). I think that
approach applics to training and updating skills
100.

Another part, it scems to me, of a quality
workforce that is in the hands of the employer to
define gocs to the questions of motivation, and to
the question of commitment. It goes to questions
of whether or not that cmployce has an opportu-
nity, or at least a sense of an opportunity, to
participate in the decisions of that enterprise. 1
think that all of us understand that we have a
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different kind of employce today than we had
perhaps 10 or 15 years ago. Not markedly, but
somewhat . * crent in the sense that I think most
folks want to participatc. They want some
empowcerment, as Deming and others have talked
about.

I think it is incumbent upon the organization to
ensure that through either team approaches,
quality circles maybe, but certainly some kind of
empowering process to bring to bear those
contributions and that fecling of contribution. |
think also that it has been mentioned, compensa-
tion. Well, it is not just compensation in my
opinion. I think it is timely compensation.
Compensation that is ticd to an event. For
example, tied to a specific performance as
opposed to a structured system that has no
flexibility but to give an award once a ycar, which
may or may not havc anything to do with a
specific contribution or set of contributions that
may have been a half, quarter or semi-annual
period ago.

What that begs, it scems to me, is the notion that
morc flexible compensation systems, perhaps, arc
neceded and could be added to the mix *‘enablers’
of that, a quality entcrprisc. I don’t know if there
is anyone here from Ford to either defend them-
sclves or correct some remarks I am going to
make, but I certainly look at Ford as kind of an
cxample of what a quality enterprisc is today. Not
with respect to so much ‘‘quality as job one,”’
which I think is a simple sct of words with a very
clcar and simple message, but it is its creed and
that is what they manage.

Ford, 10 ycars ago, 15 years ago, [ knew it as Ford
standing for ‘‘fix or rcpair daily.”” But you look at
Ford today and I think that cveryone would
recognizc it as an organization that is a quality
operation. It is motivated and driven by quality.
Its products arc quality. [ts employces belicve in
quality. Well, that just didn’t happen. It happened

because there was a leader who belicved in that
simple proposition and he managed that simple
proposition by bringing to bear the kinds of things
we just talked about in terms of recognition,
motivation, empowerment, training, and mixcd in
with that the human resource, the technology; and
understood the vital nature of the human resource
in that whole mix.

It has been said that we certainly can be very
dexterious with our numbers, but we certainly arc
not going to be successful unless we understand
the most vital part of that cnterprisc is certainly
not just managing human values and having very
simple statements of what our values and what our
objectives are. We also need to look, perhaps, at
the 1980’s as a teacher. I think if I look at the
1980’s, what the 1980°s have taught me is first,
that no longer can we have the old adversarial
relationships between management and labor.

It scems to me that obviously, it is axiomatic that
those entitics have to join together to make a
quality organization and a quality workforce. 1
also think that the 1980°s tcach us that we cannot
leave quality to somebody else. It doesn’t belong
to Ford by itself. It docsn’t belong to the Japa-
nese. It certainly belongs to all of us. I think also
that the 1980’s have taught us that we are going 1o
have to empower employees.

I think the 1980’s have also taught us that the
organization has a responsibility to put in place
those things that really unleash the quality; and
that quality isn’t somcthing that is going (o
magically appear and manifest itself. If I were to
leave you with a couple of thoughts beyond that, |
would say that, while I believe very fundamen-
tally that lcadcership probably is one of thc most
vital ingredients, I also fccl that middlc manage-
ment is where quality is translated into action and
moved down the pyramid to the worker on the
floor, has to also be part of that process. They
also have to be committed. Middle management is
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an integral filter of quality.

One of the things we are sceing in organizations
today are flatter organizations because that
translator, the filter, the middle management
cadre, sometimes is a larger inhibitor than
facilitator.

[ would also go back again and hopeiully lcave
you with the thought that really the quality
workforce is embedded in the enterprise already.
I am not convinced personally that we need to
spend a lot of time figuring out the contours of
that quality with respect to its presence or ab-
sence.

There may be some small pockets where we may
not be getting all the Columbia graduates or
Purduc graduates, but being from out west, we
have some pretty good graduates out there as well.
I think that maybc sometimes we need to recali-
bratc our definition of what quality is. Tam
profoundly of the view that -- I sense here that
there is a lot of study going on; there is a lot of
rescarch going on.

[ read the GAO report’ and 1 believe there has
been spent something like $750,000 warming up
to study this, not having studicd it yet. I think that
it is time to act. There is a lot of data out there
already. I think that really it is incumbent and
probably very casy for each of you to decide what
work needs to be done, the kinds of people you
nced, and what kinds of skills they need to have;
but, the most difficult part of it is going to be the
internal processcs that have to, as I say, interscct
with that and allow peoplc to really bring the
workplace the contributions that they certainly can
bring.

' U.S. General Accounting Office, "Federal Workforce--

A Framework for Studying its Quality Over Time,”
GAO/MPEMD-88-27, August 1988,

One last anecdote: 1 would say that if you look at
history, I guess history would also tcach us that, |
believe, from 1905 to about 1952 all of the capital
improvement in our workplace was brought by
innovation of employces, where maybe 15 percent
of the capital investment and improvement in the
country was brought by machines and capital
investment. So, really the message there is that
the capacity of the workforce is tremendous.

Instead of wrying to spend time figuring out what
their quality is in the sense of: Do they have a
good degree vis-a-vis degrees held by people
somewhere clsc, or do they have the right pedi-
gree with respect to geography, that you spend a
little more time just allowing people to bring
added value, which indced they can. So I will
punctuate there, and I am surc you will have some
later questions that will allow us to revisit some of
the points I have attcmpted to make. Thank you.

MS. SWIFT: Mr. Francis?

MR. FRANCIS: Thank you, and good morning.
It is really a pleasurc to be here and participate in
this roundtable. [ don’t know that I bring to this
party very many solutions. [ think I bring probably
more questions and, afier having reviewed
carcfully the GAO rcport, I know that you have
cnough questions alrcady. It is an interesting
subjcct that we arc talking about and I am really
pleased to be a part of this.

How docs an organization attract, assess and
retain a quality workforce? Now, that to me
sounds like the kind of question that Ted Koppel
might ask a promincnt exccutive on Nightline,
Representing a very successful organization, the
cxccutive probably talks about the caliber of the
organization’s cmployces in terms of their
education, the schools they have atiended, and
their professional expericnces.

She continucs to cxplain the organization’s high
standards and requircments that the applicant must
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meet, that the Human Resource Division screens
applicants carcfully before they are interviewed,
and how thc appraisal process monitors their
performance against these standards and require-
ments. Notice how the words standards and
requircments keep getting repeated. One might
ask, as Peggy Lec did, *‘Is that all there is?””

I would like to ask that question again: How does
an organization attract, assess and retain a quality
workforce? It scems to me the answer has possibly
two dimensions, both behavior and skills. Let us
talk about behavior for a moment. When re-
source-rich Amcrica, a country that could right-
fully boast about its scientific and technological
achicvements, began to carn a reputation for poor
quality products and shoddy workmanship,
organizational cxperts likc Drucker, Pcters and
Watcrman began writing books and articles about
rencwal factors, excellence, Icadership, corporate
culture and cthics.

Training and development scminars focused on
shared decisionmaking, psychological sclf-
asscssment, positive recinforcement, and walking
around. All of this translates into human bchav-
ior. Let us talk a bit morc about behavior. T am
surc cach of you knows of a high-intensity
performer who gets the job done. The person
beats deadlines and then goes out and asks for
morc work. The same person also burns out the
subordinatcs who work for him or her; notice I
said work ‘‘for’” and not *‘with.”’

This person likes to stand in the spotiight of
achicvement because Loo often that is how you get
promoted. Coworkcers who helped arc in the
shadows. They are recognized but too often we
have to squint, to clecarly make out who they are.
You know the type of person I am talking about;
they get the job done but they leave dying and
wounded in the wake.

Now, some of you may be saying, come on
George, surc these people exist, but they are the

"

exception and not the rule. Then why are all the
experts I mentioned becoming rich and famous
with their books and their articles? Why are
organizations, large and small, investing large
sums of moncy in training programs rcflecting the
topics I cited carlicr?

It is because we are now realizing that to have a
quality workforce we must not only ensurc that
employecs have technical skills, but that they also
have pcople skills, that is, bchaviors that reflect
the ability to work well with others to achicve
common objectives. Also, behaviors that are
congruent with the culture that you seck to have in
place. Now, I think it is a fact that American
business and industry established a world-renown
reputation largely as a result of rugged individual-
ism. We havc celebrated individualism and
personal competition as a halimark of our national
culture. It worked well for us and we developed
into a world power.

But times have and are changing. Tecamwork is
now the key to success. It is the harnessing of
collective talent, encrgy and cooperation that get
excellent results. Tcamwork demands the blend-
ing of technical skills and interpersonal skills.
Super skilled players alonc don’t make a winning
team. In recent years, the owner of the New York
Yankees has spent millions of dollars recruiting
the best players moncy can buy. He still has not
won a pennant or World Serics. As a matter of
fact, his players and managers make more
headlines basced on their interpersonal tcam
problems than on their baseball skills. Skills alone
cannot do the job for us.

I would suggest to you at this point that exccl-
lence in our country must be redefined. An
excellent workforce, a quality workforce, if you
will, must comprchend not only what is achicved
but how we achicve it. The stark reality is, the
United State is running out of workers who can do
the jobs the 1990°s will requirc. Today, consult-
ing firms all across our country have off-the-shelf
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asscssment tools to assess our workforce.

Unfortunately, these tools too often tend to focus
on the skills and abilitics contained in the work-
placc and the workers’ ability to apply those skills
to the in-place technology. Little is available,
however, to assess the social side of our organiza-
tions, and thercin lies our challenge. Scnator
Edward Kennedy has stated that, for the first time
since World War II, America is about to enter a
period of prolonged labor shortage, a shortage of
both workers and skills.

If this is true, and I belicve it is, I submit, only
those organizations that apply a multi-dimensional
definition to excellence will attract the best and
the brightest. If it is Government, that is where
the people will go. If it is the private scctor, that
is where the best and the brightest will scek to
build their careers. The best organizations will
chasc and attract the best workers.

The message for us should be clear: Human
resources has to focus on the human dimension of
this mission. We have to have 20/20 vision as we
help shape the work environment of our organiza-
tions. Now, I am going through a new expericnce
myself. Thave in the last 2 weeks graduated to
bifocals and that is affecting my ability to read
some of this stuff here. Some would suggest that
is a sign of aging, but I would submit to you that
with age we should have increascd maturity, and
bifocals make us better appreciate the value of
clear vision.

As human resource professionals, we have a
responsibility to provide that clear vision, that
bifocal vision for our organizations regarding the
ncccessity for people-oriented work environment.
We have to be “*bifocaled’” to sec the long-term
nced for a cooperative, productive workforce, as
wcll as a short-term need to fill positions with
technically qualified candidates. We have to sce
thc immediate relevance of performance apprais-
als that include both personal as well as profes-

sional growth. Yes, personal as well as profes-
sional. We have 10 sce the far-reaching impact of
developing the wholc program.

Now, why must we now be interested in both
personal and professional growth of our employ-
ees? 1 think it is a matter of organization survival.
You see, the Labor Department estimatces the
economy to grow by 2 to 3 percent on average
throughout the 1990’s. The baby boom generation
is aging and the birth rate declining. The supply
of workers will grow by only 1 percent a year.
Incvitably, that mcans a shortage of new workers
entering the job market.

The condition, while it has ariscn only rarely in
our economic history, is cxpected by the Labor
Department to become the norm over the next
scveral decades. What does it all mean? Well, |
submit it will take the ““‘bifocaled’” approach to
attract a quality workforcc, a promisc of personal
and professional growth, and a *“bifocaled”’
approach to extract excellence from the workforce
by emphasizing both the technical and social side
of our workforce.

Morcover, there arc other *‘bifocaled’” arcas of
concern. We need to look at how entry-level
workforce differs from our long-term workforce.
It appears 10 me that entry-level professionals no
longer make loyalty to an cmployer a high
priority, nor do they believe that careers are their
lives. Today, our public schools arc graduating
students with limited reading and writing skills.
The pool of basically qualificd candidates is less
than the numbers nceded to fill increasingly
complex jobs.

The Burcau of Labor Statistics estimates that by
1992, just 3 years away, over 60 percent of the
labor force will bec women. They arc now the
majority in collcge and university freshman
classes. Among thc young pcople starting out to
work in the next decade, only 1S rorcent will be
whitc malcs. White males, the historic core of the
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workforce. Today, whitc men make up almost
half, 47 percent, of the Nation's workforce, and
hold the majority of top jobs in most occupations.
For most organizations, the years ahead will
require major change.

These data dictate that we have to look at the
personal needs and wants of our changing
workforce. Organizations that proactively dcsign
systems to accommodate these needs and wants
will be the winners in attracting and retaining a
quality workforce. So, let us use our professional
maturity and expcrience, put on our bifocals and
give our organizations the clcar vision they need
to succeed and prosper. Thank you.

MS. SWIFT: Next, we have Mr. Hollins.

MR. HOLLINS: Thank you. The question today
is: How do you assess the quality of the
workforce? T would submit to you that what is
equally important is, how do wc ensurc that the
quality employces within the organization remain
in the organization? So, I would like to spend
somc time discussing what I would also believe to
be an cqually important issuc.

First of all, let us talk about employment. 1 will
repeat some of the things you have heard here this
morning. But no doubt about it, the fact of the
matter is there must be high-quality employccs
brought into the workforce. We tend to have a
traditional view in tcrms of what constitutes high
quality. Let me just remind us of some of that
perccived criteria. Gradc point average. Where
did you attend school? Technical discipline, non-
technical discipline. Most important, the inter-
view cvaluation, the kinds of mecasures that we
have looked at for ycars and ycars 10 asscss
quality.

At the same time, thosc arc important considera-
tions but that is not all there is to that. From a
legal standpoint, and I guess now we go back 20
years or so, is that we have grown to understand in
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both the public and private sectors that there is an
extremely important need to address consistent
evaluation procedures to ensure that the applicants
have been treated consistently because of, once
again, the legal ramifications to that.

At the same time, when we talked about the
establishcd criteriag, it is also imporwnt to casure
that the applicants coming in have passed the
rigorous and competitive process, once again,
bridging back to the intervicw. The other thing,
too, that we have experienced is that we are
allowed to test to the degree that there is content
validity associated with those measurements. So
the issue today is valid, experience-based testing.

Now, let us assume that we have hired a cadre of
quality applicants into the business or excited
them into the business. We also believe there is a
strong necessity for training to ensure, once again,
that once you attract them to the business they
stay there, the whole arca of motivation. Now, Ict
us spend just a minute talking about performance
planning, counseling and evaluation, which is a
cuphemism in IBM to ensure that pcople under-
stand how well they are doing and there is an
interactive process between the employces and
management.

And it is for all intents and purposes fairly
technical on the front end, but effectively what we
say is, cmployccs need feedback. Think about it.
You have just attracted some of the best and
brightest into the busincss. The key is: How do
you kecp them motivated? How do you keep that
quality crisp and sharp? How do you keep their
knowledge relevant? So, these are some very
important considerations from our vantage point.

As arcsult of that, we try to cnsure, as all organi-
zations intercsted in quality, that what we assign
our cmploycees to do is clear, objective, concisc,
but at the same time, you nced to do what? You
nced Lo encourage intracompetition. Very, very
important, and be results oricnted. Now, I have
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heard one or two of my distinguished collcagues
this moming talk about the need for compensation
and its relevance. I would submit to you that
there is also an equally important responsibility
for recognition as being, from my vantage point,
more important than compensation.

We expect compensation. 1t is a way of life in our
socicty. The question becomes: Do we expect
recognition? Do we want recognition? Docs it
drive us? Docs it motivate us to be the best that
we can be? I would submit to you that for any
workforce assessment that says, how do you
attract and retain the quality people, you really
nced to focus on something called recognition.

In addition to that, there is a concept that we all
know and love callcd development planning. It is
onc thing to lay out a path by which your pecople
understand the objectives that they are being
mcasurcd against. It is equally important,
submit to you, that we develop our people and
have a tacit understanding that says, this is the
development plan; these are the things we are
going to work on together, manager and employer.

Effectively what you are trying to do is, not just
sustain quality but to cnhance quality. You do
that, obviously, by what? Developing and enhanc-
ing skills. So, 1 believe it is very important to
have a partnership between managers and employ-
ccs that shows a distinctive developmental process
that has datcs, things to be accomplished; and
there is a working relationship to ensure that those
things happen, and timcly feedback as they arc
completed. Once again, thc manager should in
fact be what? The facilitator, the catalyst.

Now, I also belicve that when you talk about a
quality workforce and rctaining that quality
workforce, you need to provide your employces
with an opportunity to express their views on the
work environment. Obvious, but sometimes
missed, depending on the size of the organization.

Opinion surveys, what we aptly describe as
executive interviews, where the manager of the
manager will in fact talk to the employee during
the year to understand ways to improve their
different views on the work place. This is very,
very important, as we obviously know, to get the
feedback.

Now, it is one thing to ask the question; it is
another thing to make sure that once you ask the
question you know what to do with the answer.
So, I would strongly encourage, as I am sure all of
us have been a part of, to ensure that if you put an
opinion survey in place, if you ask questions of
your employees, make sure you do something
with the answers. Very, very, very important.
What we collectively call the autitude or opinion
surveys, and then you construct the morale index.
All the work and all the study in this regard is
meaningless if you do nothing with it.

Now, lct me just summarize very quickly, and I
have heard it from all of us so far here this
morning, and it is clcarly obvious. An organiza-
tion that is successtul, an organization that has a
quality workforce is an organization that has a
culture, an organization that has a philosophy, a
clearly stated objective. Very, very important,
Once you have that, then as a result, your person-
nel actions that you take arc party to what your
culture is about, what your so-called creed is
about.

In the IBM Corporation, as in all othcrs repre-
sented here this morning, ours is respect for the
individual and all that that mcans. Which says
that we will do our best to create an environment
that you can be the best you can be, but it is quid
pro quo. We also expect results. Hire the best,
the obvious. We tend to believe that the organiza-
tion should be merit-based, not that that is the
only thing that works but we belicve there is a
nced for that short-term incentive. But by no
mcans is that any morc important than rccogni-
tion, as I mentioned carlicr,
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I also believe that for an organization to be at its
best, for its people to be top-quality, they also
must feel pretty secure about its benefits. So, you
do not worry about those things; they do not
become interference factors because you know
they are there. And last, I will just describe
conceptually, promote from within, My words
here this morning are that if you have an organiza-
tion of quality people -- and that is the assumption
we make in this because those are the kind of
peoplc we are hiring -- the key is, how can they
remain at their best?

They key is, how many do you lose, and what is
your voluntary attrition rate in the investment that
you paid on the front end and then they are only
with you after 3, or 4, or 5 years? So, with an
aggressive philosophy that says, let’s do these
things for our people to help them be at their best,
whether it is training, evaluating or whatever else,
I think that all comes together to help the organi-
zation to begin to be about a quality set of
employccs in their respective workplaces. Thank
you.

MS. SWIFT: Allright. Let’s start with some of
the questions here. I know there is an cager first
person.

MR. NEWLAND: (Speaker not at microphone,
however his comments generally addressed two
arcas: the approaches presented in the panel did
not secem particularly new or innovative--in fact
he remembers that many of them have been
around for at lcast 30 ycars; he also complimented
OPM and MSPB on their collaborative efforts 10
sponsor this conference as a means of addressing
some vital issucs.)

MS. SWIFT: Let’s start with number one.

MR. CALHOUN: 1 would simply say that 1
agree in large part with what you have just said.
As 1 have suggested, I think the subject, though
timely and very important, is one that is not
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particularly new. Its dimensions, contours are not
particularly evocative of new ideas; but I firmly
believe that leadership really, in my opinion, as |
said earlier, is one of the most vital ingredients to
a successful enterprise or a successful Federal
agency.

In our company we look to the watershed with
respect to values, and that is its CEO and his
particular management team. An enunciation of
those values, an understanding of those mores,
unwritten rules that make up the culture of that
organization. It changes based on that leadership.
T. Wilson, who most of you are familiar with, has
been ‘‘Mr. Bocing’’ for a long, long time. His
very simple approach to business: Make the best
in the most simple, straightforward way you can;
recognize people, pay them and promote them
from within.

I think probably there is a lot lcarned from IBM or
other enterprises on that subject, and Bocing has
approached it that way. Mr. Frank Shrontz, who
is now the CEQ, brings a different kind of culture,
brings a diffcrent sct of values. The enterprise has
changed.

I don’t think that there is a lot that we don’t know
about how to attract, retain people. What we need
1o do a little better is to understand that the mix of
people and their needs are changing, that the
technology is changing; and to manage the
interception of that is really what 1 would view as
a challenge.

As my colleague notes correctly, the workforce is
certainly changing. Not only is it older, it is going
to be smaller; it is going to be more female; it is
going to be made up of more minority. Certainly
in our part of the world it is going to be madc up
of more individuals who have English as a second
language as opposed to a primary language. So, |
take what you say as correct and I would only add
that footnote.
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MS. SWIFT: Mr. Francis.

MR. FRANCIS: I think because we are dealing
with people, we are likely to hear for the next 30
years the same things that we have heard before.

It is not that we don’t know what to do; I think,
clearly, we know what to do. It is morc a matter
of courage and leadership to do what it is that
nceds to be done with people in our organizations.
I would agree with you. You are not going to hear
very much new, I don’t think.

MS. SWIFT: Mr. Allen?

MR. ALLEN: [ bclieve there is a subtle change
you have to look for but it is there. That is respect
for the individual, giving the individual more of a
say in his or her job, carcer, movement. This is
really real. I've scen it in the last 15 years in
Xerox Corporation. I think that has rcally made a
difference. 1 think people respond to that. Yes,
wc have had that philosophy for a long time but 1
think we are starting to really practice it, and |
think it is coming from the top.

The people at the top of the corporation arc
understanding that what we get from the bottom
up through the organization is extremely impor-
1ant. We are starting to listen to our cmployces
from the lowest levels all the way through, and |
think that is subtle but it is happening and it is
affecting our companics in a positive way.

MS. SWIET: Mr. Hollins?

MR. HOLLINS: I share the questioner’s
comments. Let me focus for a minute on lcader-
ship. I strongly belicve that the major issuc facing
us today is the crisis of leadership as it rclates to
human resource executives, obviously present
pancl excluded. But in all sincerity, I think what
we have not done traditionally, at least for the
expericnces I am aware of, is to pick the best and
brightest, the bold, creative, strategically oricnted

human resource professionals to run their respec-
tive businesses, to understand the bottom line.

I think there arc many times when all of us can
probably recall in our carcers that the human
resource presentation was strategy; it did not
affect the bottom line. It did not get down to
where you can tell your boss or your boss’s boss
that if you don’t follow these human resource
initiatives it will ncgatively impact productivity.
Lect me tell you how absentecism is another
example.

So, a long way of saying what I think is that the
crisis that we face today as a human rcsource
communily is a function of or the need for greater,
bolder, more responsive leadership.

MS. SWIFT: Jerry?

MR. CALHOUN: 1 just wanted to say onc other
thing. I gucss the broad themes that we speak
about here are, again, not new. There is nothing
revolutionary, probably, about anything you arc
going to hecar today, but I gucss that I would say
there arc some small experiments. There are some
laboratorics out there where new kinds of human
resource management approaches are being tested.

I look at Bechtel, for example, and then T will
sharc with you an expericnce that we have had
recently at Boeing. Bechiel, for example, as we
know, is a very profitable, very large organization.
Onc of the ways that it approaches the develop-
ment, which was pointed out carlier as being very
vital in the survival of that enterprisc, is to give its
young expos, hypos, whatever you choose to call
them, real life cxpericence.

So, basically what they do is they buy small, very
marginal companics and instcad of sending thesc
middle- or high-potential people, middle manage-
ment-types off to Sloan or Harvard or Stanford,
they put them in those organizations to run them
and give them those kinds of real life experiences.
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I am not saying that the Government ought to go
buy small companics, but that is a kind of labora-
tory that is very interesting to look at and study,
and to scc what happens.

The Bocing Company, similarly, has a laboratory
in Texas: itis called Bocing Corinth of Texas.
We are striving to employ some of the idcas we
touched on carlicr. I think that is rcally where we
arc going to nudge at the envelopes of this
management crisis that has been described. We
have put in place organizations that don’t have
hicrarchical structures. There are no lines between
boxcs on an organization chart. It is circles with
arrows, and I tell you, it has caused considerable
hcartbum within the Boeing organization because
they don’t know what to do with it

But it scems to be working. It is really kind of a
tcam approach where we have paper knowledge
kinds of activitics; we allow the tcams o hire their
own peopic, to do their own interviews, to do their
own assessment, to do their own pay determina-
tions; to decide who gets paid based on knowl-
cdge, based on experience gained, determine who
gets moved. They determune collectively within
those work cclls who gets fired.

Thosc things arc real and Bocing certainly is not a
lcader: T know GM is doing similar kinds of
things. So, while there isn’t anything new, I would
join with my colleagucs who have said that really
it is going to take some bold leadership to flip the
switch, as it were, 1o allow some of these things to
be grafted upon our varnious organizations. The
Fedceral service -- my cxperiencce is that there are
as quahity a workforce in place here as there 1s
probably anywhere else in America, be it private
or public service.

There arc good, capable people, who are trained,
with good educations, and in my view, have not
been given, not by some individual decision but
perhaps more by just the way the system has been
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operating over the decades, the opportunity to
really bring added value to the agency in which
those people are employed. So again, I would go
back to a statement I made. The challenge isn't
assessing it, measuring it, sccing how many hair
follicles each individual has, but looking at ways
to really unleash that human resource and to put in
place processes that are going to do that.

Nothing is new, but I agree with my colleaguc,
particularly from IBM, that the challenge is
lecadership.

MS. SWIFT: Mr. Hollins?

MR. HOLLINS: Nothing is new, we have not
asked any new questions. We have not offered
any ncw solutions over the past 30 years, so
therefore, you say fing; if we have known it for 30
ycars, then the problem is there has not been an
implementation plan, which comes back to the
bold lecadcership. Becausc leadership implements.,

MR. FRANCIS: Maybe there is more of a reason
today, or there will be more of a reason, to
implement going forward, because 1 think survival
1s a function of how well we start to do some of
the things we know we should do. The answers
maybc arc not ncw, but the resuits that might flow
from the kinds of things that have been discussed
here wday could produce some very new types of
results.

MR. ALLEN: Just onc¢ other comment on that. |
think necessity is the mother of invention. With
my corporation, we had o improve or we were
going to become a sccond-rate company. That s
when we got the car of top management to start
cmploying what we know and we human re-
sources profcssionals have known for a long time
the importance of the principles of good manage-
ment. We have senior management’s car and it
rcally is working.
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Ycu have to buy off from senior management
from linc management along with your human
resources managers taking the strong stand, as
Leon has said. That is the secret. When you are
rcady to get the commitment, you have the cars of
your top people, you make hcadway.

MS. SWIFT: Yes. Plcasc state your name.

MS. BEAUMONT: You all come from very
highly respected companies that are examples to
us all, and without going any more into the past,
have you found out anything about pay that will
help us figure out, docs pay still motivate -- how
arc your pay systems working? We think thisisa
very big problem in the Federal sector, regardless
of pay compression, but it is also determining pay.
I would like to know if there is anything new,
cven slightly new, on the horizon that you have
found out about paying pcoplc in the last few
years?

MR. HOLLINS: I would like to, if you allow me,
talk a little bit about recognition. For operational
purposcs, if we could say that salary is included.
What I think we have found in the last 5 or 10
years is that every organization nceds a recogni-
tion strategy, once again, a subsct of which is pay,
if you opcrationally define recognition as to the
¢xtent or degree to which an organization rewards
its cmploycees for special results.

Once we have been through this strategy of
recognition, I tend to belicve that morale in-
creases. If you can bring in the component of
surprisc recognition for above and beyond, we
tend to belicve that is a bigger motivator and has
impacted our morale surveys over time.

MR. FRANCIS: 1 would say I agree with Leon
that many organizations continue 1o focus on
compensation or dircct pay, and 1 think that the
morc appropriate focus is how you reward people
in your organization. That is a much larger issuc
than direct pay. It also includes benefits and the

rccognition picce that Leon talked about.

MR. ALLEN: Also, it docs not have to be
monectary. It can be recognition through communi-
cations, company communications within the
department itsclf, just recognizing someone’s
performance. Or, as | mentioned carlier, a dinner
for two, something that is rcally not a magor cost
to the organization, Recognition has become a
big part of Xerox's entire plan of pay. Recogni-
tion, we think, has a lot of importance and the
cmployces respond to it really well.

As [ said, it does not have to be a lot of dollars. Tt
can be, if it warrants that. We can give a lump
sum payment, or wc can just give a pat on the
back. Wec rcally emphasize the importance of
communicating to thec employce when they have
made achicvements, small and large, to give them
that recognition. We found it to be a very
powerful motivator.

MR. FRANCIS: There may very well be
something to psychic income. Tdon’t know that I
would appreciate my boss giving nic a psychic
raise, but there may be something to looking for
other ways to reward the people other than direct
pay.

MR. CALHOUN: [ would ccrtainly underscore
what has been said, more specifically, to the pay
question -- certainly understanding the importance
of recognition, to digress for a minute, is vital.
We at Boceing did an opinion survey and onc of
the things we discovered is that a number of em-
ployces were, indecd, more concerned about just
recognition as opposcd to dollars in their pay-
check. But dollars in one’s paycheck obviously is
very important; that’s why we work, or we might
go fishing, maybe?

Onc of the things about compensation that we
have discovered or has these charactenistics, first
of all, it needs to be flexible. It really nceds to be
able to respond in consonance with an cvent. That
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does not displace the annual salary review or
bonus award process that certainly we have grown
10 expect. The other thing that we have discov-
ered at Boceing is that employecs are interested in
ownership of the company through stock, through
some kind of employee ownership.

We have opted for stock availability plans for our
employees. We have also decided that all
compensation should not be a part of basc; that
base salary is based on some analysis of compara-
bility within the industry, among thcm skills, and
looks broadly across the continuum of that thing
called compensation within our United States. So
there is, obviously some analysis and there is
some degree of scientificness, I would suggest, in
the compensation world.

But we have looked at ways of giving rewards to
pcople on an annual, and quarterly basis apart
from basc salary trecatment. We have looked at
other kinds of rewards. Somctimes we have
lowcred the threshold in the company with respect
to when you get a car. We have lowered the
threshold with respect to some of the access to
other, what had been, exccutive perquisites. One
of the things we have found is that cngincers, for
cxample, pursuc management as opposcd to a
technical career because of the compensation and
perquisites that accruc to management as opposcd
to rcally the challenge of management vis-a-vis if
onc were to look at the interest in the technical
discipline.

So we have made availablc to our engincering
population, our scnior engincers, some of the pay
and perquisites that accrue to management. We
have found over the study period, that we arc
retaining more Icadership in our engincering
workforce than beforc. They are opting not to go
strictly into management but to stay in the
technical rcalm. While pay is not the end-all, or
be-all, it is not number onc on onc’s hicrarchical
list of needs, as Maslow characterized them.
Certainly it is vital and it is somcthing that our
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corporation has looked and continues to look at
very carcfully.

I think the problem is a bit diffcrent, obviously, in
the Federal service. I am troubled by the link to
congressional salarics among the senior service. |
am troubled by the political nature of the whole
subject. I am troubled by the pay determination
mechanism and the extent to which it is or is not
reality, or is it just a process? My personal view is
that the pay system in the Federal service, needs
1o probably be torn down =~ 4 rcbuilt again.

It docs not serve the needs of the average Govern-
ment worker. It certainly will never mirror what is
going on in private industry but, as far as I am
concerned, it is a Tyrannosaurus rex running
around in the 20th century.

MR. FRANCIS: Onc last comment, maybe about
compensation.

MS. SWIFT: I havc a man right back here.
Would you go to the microphone and state your
namc for the reporter, please?

MR. HARDY: My namc is Hardy. At the risk of
stirring up things a bit, I would like to throw out
two notions to get the pancl’s reaction. One
notion is that all this hype about assessing quality
is related to a notion that the educational system is
failing, so much so that it requircs corporate
intervention. The other notion is that at fong last
the workforce is flooded by groups that have
traditionally been disenfranchised and disadvan-
taged, and so now we have to do something about
it. Panci?

MR. HOLLINS: Could ! just, before I try to
respond to that, do onc final thing on the recogni-
tion? I promisc 30 scconds.

MS. SWIFT: Yes.
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MR. HOLLINS: I want to start, first of all and
underline this with affordability. When you are
talking anything about recognition you have to
understand, what can the organization afford to
spend from a budgetary vicw point. Secondly, we
have found it very advantageous for the human
resources function at IBM to spend some time
taking thc management team through current
reviews on motivation.

The second part is, if you look at the demograph-
ics and shift in terms of the workplace, now and in
the future, you do talk about a significant percent-
age being the so-called disenfranchised. Now, that
becomes an issue, whoever the disenfranchised
happen to make up, to the degree that they are not
cquipped to be as productive as they need to be.
So, that is a very important consideration,

I don’t stop and think that there are any inappro-
priate rcasons for concern; I stop and say, well,
wait a minute; this is a business proposition.
Whoever is coming in the workforce, arc they
rcady o do the job? I think that is why people are
getting involved, and motivated and everything
clsc, to do better than we have done. Bottom line,
supply and demand issucs as well. I do not know
if that helps too much, but that is how I see it.

MS. SWIFT: Mr. Francis, and then how about
Roz Klceman,

MR. FRANCIS: I would like to throw back at
Mr. Hardy a couple of notions of my own. Maybe
somewhat provocative, but there is something that
is happening in our country around education and
there is something that is happening in our
country around human resources. 1 think in far
100 many cascs in our country, parcnts have
turned over the education of our youth to the
schools and I think the schools should be viewed
as a resource, but not as the whole means of
cducating our youth, and I think we need to
straighten that out right away.

In some way, I think organizations, public and

private sector, have turned over the management
of human resources to the personnel department,
and I think that is just as bad. Somchow we have
got to turn education, as a responsibility, back to
parents, and we have got to rcturn the manage-
ment of human resources back to tie people who
best know how to do it and it is not your personnel
department, it is the managers of your human
resources. That is the first one.

The second point that you made has to do with the
change in the demographics of the workplace, and
I don’t suggest that from thosc changing demo-
graphics there ought to be some loss of productiv-
ity. I would suggest to you that, at least my
message is to human resource profcssionals, that
wc ought to be taiking about the value that can
flow from diversity if properly managed. We are
sitting on the very cdge of a iremendous opportu-
nity in this change in workforce, to be the most
productive ever, provided that we can tap all of
the views that flow from diversity.

I think we can rcally make some hcadway here if
we arc attentive to that.

MS. SWIFT: Roz?

MS. KLEEMAN: I would like to ask a question.
Mr. Hollins, you mentioned specifically that you
usc gradc point average as a factor in your recruit-
ing and hiring. And I wondered if you have a
specific grade point average that you usc, and if
you would comment on whether you would use it
as the sole factor in hiring?

MR. HOLLINS: That is a very fair question; It
me do my best with it. What I rcally wanted to
say there is that I belicve that human resource
organizations have been very, very aggressive in
coming up with a so-called quality criteria.

Now, let us talk specifically about grade point
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average. So many variables to say what does it
really mean? But I can tell you without any
shadow of a doubt that, if you have a 1.0, from

wherever, where 4.0 is the best, you are in trouble.

I will not tell you that a 3.5 from Harvard is any
better than a 3.4 from MIT. Idon’t ever want to
isolate any single factor. It ought to be a total
assessment including the interview evaluation;
and of course grade point average should be a
consideration.

In conclusion, I would never, ever say there is a
specific grade point average that passes the bar,
cven though there are many organizations that
would tell you that you have to have at least a 3.0
for consideration. Docs that help?

MS. KLEEMAN: I wonder if you would
consider using it as a sole factor?

MR. HOLLINS: Let me play her question back;
because I think that would be helpful. Her further
question is, would you ever get to the point where
that is a single measurcment to get the job or not
to get the job? My answer is cmphatically, we
would never do that, in my judgment.

MR. ALLEN: Let me reinforce that by saying
that maybe the Federal Government in past prac-
tices of hiring has been one-dimensional cr maybe
two-dimensional, but one looking at grade point
average, just as you are alluding to. I know within
our corporation it is just one of many factors,
looking at the person as a whole person. Looking
at how active they have been on the college
campus, involved in leadership activitics, sports,
social, community involvement. We like to sec
people who care for other pcople. We think that
is important.

We take a composite in determining. Grade point
is important but it is only onc of a number, five or
six factors that we look at. I think that is some-
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thing that the Federal workforce should be looking
at more seriously as well.

MS. SWIFT: 1 think I will take this time 10 take
a break so we can get back to our public sector
panel. Thank you.

CONFERENCE ON WORKFORCE QUALITY ASSESSMENT




23

SESSION I

PUBLIC SECTOR PERSPECTIVES

ON WORKFORCE QUALITY ISSUES

Panel:

Mr. Walter Broadnax

Commissioner

New York State Department of
Civil Service

Mr. David L. Crawford

Executive Director

Commission on Workforce
Quality and Labor Market
Efficiency

Department of Labor

Mr. James C, Foster II1

Director of Personnel

Securities and Exchange
Commission

Ms. Sally K. Marshall

President, Federal Section

International Personnel
Management Association

Director of Personnel

General Services Administration

Dr. George P. Millbumn

Deputy Director, Research and
Enginecring

{Research and Advance
Technology)

Department of Defense

Dr. Peter Zimmerman
Project Director (Education/
Training)
National Comission on the
Public Service
Kennedy School of Government
Harvard University
Moderator: Dr. Marilyn K. Gowing
Assistant Director for
Personnel Rescarch and
Development
Office of Personnel
Management

DR. GOWING: I am Marilyn Gowing, Assistant
Director for Personnel Rescarch and Development
with the Office of Personnel Management. This is
the session of Public Sector Perspectives on
Workforce Quality Issues. From this moming’s
session it seems to me that it is very clear that we
have two mandates. Number onc, we have to
“‘identify something new in the last 30 years,””
and number two, we have to do more with less.
We have six panclists and the same amount of
time that was allotted for this morming’s session
with four panelists.
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I would like to welcome many friends and
colleagues. It is a plcasure to sce so many people
who I have gotten to know over the years, and so
many eminent individuals in one room. I wish to
join Van Swift in giving you a warm wclcome.
When I arrived at the Office of Personnel Man-
agement 3 months ago, I found that therc was an
ambitious research program already in existence.
That program was developed by Sandra Payne,
Jay Gandy, and others at the Office of Personnel
Rescarch and Development.

This program will be described in greater detail by
Dr. Curtis Smith during the luncheon presentation,
but | wanted to bring to your attention the red,
white and blue brochure inserted in your binder.
This brochure describes the *‘Quality Asscssment
and Development Program.”” It is a longitudinal
effort covering both public and private sector
organizations.

I believe that this program demonstrates the fact
that OPM is taking a leadership role in this very
critical arca. 1 would like to highlight our slogan,
and the slogan on the brochure: *‘America’s Civil
Service: Quality Counts.”’ The people here today
arc in agreement with that stogan. On this pancl
are both representatives of the public civil service,
and advocates for civil service.

Let me go through the introductions fairly
quickly. The gentlecman on my left is Commis-
sioncer Walter Broadnax. He is also the President
of the New York State Civil Service Commission,
and, in that capacity, he acts as the head of the
civil service department. There arc 197,000
members of the workforce for New York State’s
executive branch.

Additionally, he is the Chairperson of the Gover-
nor’s Executive Committee for Affirmative
Action. He has started a very impressive
workforce planning initiative for the State that is
probably unparalleled, and I am ceitain that he
will comment on that program this morning. He

has a doctorate from the Maxwell School and he
taught at Harvard University on the faculty of the
John F. Kennedy School of Government.

He has extensive prior Government experience.
Just to give you some examples, he was a Princi-
pal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation at the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare under President Carter.
He has also been the Director of Services to
Children, Youth and Adults for the State of
Kansas. He is a fellow of the National Academy
of Public Administration, a consultant, and is, of
course, widely published.

The next gentleman is Dr. David Crawford. He is
the Executive Director of the Sccretary of Labor’s
Commission on Workforce Quality and Labor
Market Efficiency. Dr. Crawford is going to
discuss some of the relevant issues that have been
addressed by the Commission and the possible
public policy recommendations that will be
coming for Sccretary Dole on Labor Day. He did
indicate that the Commission’s focus is not just
the public scctor, but because the Federal Govern-
ment is such a large part of the national
workforce, issues involving the quality of the
public sector are of course relevant.

His Ph.D. is in economics from the University of
Wisconsin. Hec is a professor of cconomics at the
University of Pennsylvania and also has his own
consulting firm on the side. He is a recipient of
the Excellence in Teaching Award from the
Wharton School, as well as a number of other
awards, and is widely published.

The next panclist is James C. Foster, Director of
the Office of Personnel for the Securitics and
Exchange Commission. He has been asked to be
introduced as a proud career Federal scrvant, who
has more than 30 years of expericnce, largely in
supervisory and managerial positions. He is alsoa
member of the Executive Resources Board of the
SEC. In fact, he has scrved in that capacity for 8
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years. He fecls he is in a good position to asscss
the quality of applicants from those two responsi-
bilitics.

As you know, the SEC’s work is extremely
complex and they are trying to protect the public
interest. They require highly skilled lawyers,
accountants, analysts and professionals of cvery
kind, as well as a very competent support staff.
Recently, they have submitted to Congress a
proposal to become a sclf-funded organization,
and I am sure Mr. Foster will touch upon that in
his remarks.

The next panclist I am sure is known to many of
you, Sally Marshall. Sally is the Director of
Personncl for the General Scrvices Administra-
tion, but she also scrves as the President of the
IPMA Federal Scction. She brings both the
perspectives of an operating manager and a
Federal Governmentwide perspective to these
important issucs.

She has been at GSA since August of 1982 and
her workforce contains approximately 25,000
cmployecs. She has been in a varicty of other
positions at GSA, including Dcputy Dircctor of
Personncl and Director of Employce and Labor
Relations. She has been at other Federal Govern-
ment organizations, the Burcau of Engraving and
Printing and the Office of Personnel Management.

Her undergraduatce degree is from the University
of Maryland, but she has also done graduate work
at George Washington University and the Univer-
sity of Southcrn California. She has also scrved as
past President of the Society of Federal Labor
Rcelations Profcssionals and is a member of the
National Acadcmy of Public Administration
Public Scctor Panel.

Dr. George Millbum is our next panclist. He is

Deputy Dircctor of Defense Rescarch and Engi-
neering and dirccts the Office of Rescarch and

Advanced Technology for the Department of
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Defense. The programs he manages approximate
$5 billion annually, and they include the fargest
multi-disciplinary science and technology pro-
gram in the Department of Defense.

Dr. Millburn has a very distinguished carcer,
having been Exccutive Director of the Defense
Science Board, Director of SHAPE Technical
Center in the Hague, where his activitics sup-
ported the Allied Command in Europe. It is
important to point out that Dr. Millburn has also
had private scctor expericnce in the past, both
with the Acrospace Corporation and with the Ford
Motor Company. Onc important highlight of his
career is his service as cochairman of the Opcera-
tions Panel of President Nixon’s Space Task
Group, which defined what ultimatcly becamc the
space shuttle.

Dr. Millburn has a Ph.D. in nuclear physics from
the University of California. He has won many
awards, including the Secretary of Defense
Civilian Mcritorious Scrvice Medal in 1983 and
bonus awards for senior exccutive service.

Finally, I am plcascd to present Dr. Peter Zimmer-
man. 1am surc he is known to many of you as
well, as he is an Associatec Dean and Director of
Exccutive Training and Program Devclopment in
the John F. Kennedy School of Government at
Harvard. He has also worked most recently with
the Volcker Commission, or the National Com-
mission on the Public Scrvice. His dutics are
broad-bascd at Harvard; in addition to the actual
management of the program, he handlcs the case
program and public managemcnt rescarch, as well
as an outreach strategy, which he coordinates.

Dr. Zimmerman is a graduate of the Public Policy
program, and has worked for the Navy’s stratcgic
systems project and the National Sccurity Council
staff. I just wanted to mention, as a member of
the Volcker Commission, he has given the
following quotation in his Ictter to me: “‘Service
on that Commission drove home to me how weak
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15 our knowledge base on the issue of the quality
of the Federal workforee, its current direction and
rate of change, if any.”

And so, let’s begin with remarks by cach ol the
panclists. We will try 10 keep them at 10 minutes
cach.

MR. BROADNAX: Thank you very much, and 1
will do my best 1o keep 1t within the 10-minute
framework. I must confess, after listening 1o the
panel that has preceded this one, T el a liule bit
guilty about what I was going 1o have 1o say. In
some ways, [ feel like the dirty fingerails
component of this conference. That is meant o
be a compliment to my colleagues who just
preceded us. At the same time it does cause me
some insccurity in that I come from State govern-
ment, and 1 tend to think in terms of goods and
services, nuts and bolts.

We have a problem in the Sute of New York, and
I want to provide you with a litde bit of an outline
and some background on our workforce and then
get specifically into why we have a problem,
Then, I would like to discuss some of the things
that we are trying to do to wrestle with this
problem,

About 54 percent of our workforce in New York
State i1s nonprofessional, so a lot of my concerns
in terms of the issues of providing a quality
workforce for now and the future have o do with
thinking about people outside of the professional
ranks because they are so critically important o
the delivery of goods and services in our State.
For example, in our mental hospitals, we have
something in the neighborhood of 15,000 mental
health therapy aides. And these are people in
paraprofessional jobs, but if you know anything
about mental hospitals then you know how
important they are to the conduct of business in a
mental hospital,
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To help you understand cven a little bit better,
yes, we are having shortages in terms of attracting
psychiatrists to our State workforce, but we know
that we can keep some of our mental hospitals
open without the necessary complement of
psychiatrists, but we could not keep them open
without the necessary complement of mental
health therapy aides. But thc mental health
therapy aide is much lower in the hicrarchy of
employment within our mental health community.
They are not professionals; they are paraprofes-
sional employces.

Another important fact, it takes about 21,000
people in clerical support roles to keep our offices
going in New York State government. We only
have 1,200 civil cngincers in the State service.
When you arc talking about a workforce, it is
somewhere between 180,000 and 240,000,
depending on how you count. But our problem
lics in trying to find qualificd pcoplc to perform
the jobs that rcpresent this backbone of the
workforce that I am talking about -- paraprofcs-
sionals.

In New York this demand is juxtaposcd against a
backdrop that has somc very alarming facts and
statistics. New York City, as you might imagine,
is very important to our Statc and when we look at
New York City, we scc some very, very disturbing
things. Itis the Nation’s largest school system, as
most of you know. But it has a 30 percent high
school dropout ratc; 31 percent dropout rate for
Hispanics, 24.5 percent dropout rate for blacks,
against a 9.2 percent dropout rates for whitcs.

Twenty-five percent of students in New York City
remain in high school 5, 6 or morc ycars, and that
is not becausc they are doing advanced work; that
is because people are having trouble getting
through. In 1988, 40 pcrcent of the students
entering New York City high schools were over
the normal high school entry age. Now, all of us
know that many of the jobs of the futurc, and
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many of the jobs that are being created by current
technology, will requirc an education bcyond high
school.

Continuing on, we know who the typical dropout
is in the New York City context. He is a boy; his
native language is not English. He has attended
two or more high schools, and he is at least a year
older than the traditional age for his grade level.
Now, we all have talked a lot in New York State
and across the country about reforming our
educational institutions, but in my current role [
cannot wait for the cducational institutions to be
reformed because the people of the State of New
York need goods and services now. Therefore,
there were some things that we had to do in order
for us 1o keep going in the short-tcrm as well as
the long-term.

So, what I would like to do is sharc very briefly
with you a few initiatives that we have come up
with to help us maintain the quality of goods and
services in New York State government. The first
is a projcct called Project Reach. It is sponsored
by the New York State Civil Scrvices Employcecs
Association. I won’t get into this very deeply, but
a large proportion of our workforce interventions
arc financed by negotiated dollars, union-negoti-
ated dollars. So many of the things 1 am going to
mention here arc supported by ncgotiated union
monics.

Project Reach is targeted toward State ecmployees
who are basic and low-level readers. Itis a simple
fact that we discovered that many people in our
workforce were having difficulty reading and we
have very few jobs that you can do very well if
you can’t rcad. And wc have very few jobs you
can do very well if you don’t read very well. And
so Project Reach was designed to remedy this
situation.

The goal of the program is to clevate the reading
level of State cmployees to a minimum of the 8th
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grade level. So, if you stop and think about that, [
mean, it is very, very basic but even the union
recognized that this was a difficulty and a problem
we had to overcome. There are other methods
being used that have been developed around the
Project Reach notion.

Onc-on-one tutoring programs arc being employed
by the Statc. We have connected with a whole
scrics of volunteer tutors who are trained by the
Literacy Volunteers of America. Pcople can
receive certification and so forth, and we have
developed a large cadre of tutors that go in and
out of institutions and State office buildings
actually tutoring Statc employecs.

Wc have an IBM PALS program, Principle of the
Alphabet Litcracy System, which is connected to
IBM tcchnology. It is designed for employees
rcading below the 6th grade level. What happens
here 1s students spend time learning computcr
familiarity skills, as well as rcading and writing
skills on thc computer. This is another very
successful intervention.

We also have somcething called the Basic Skills
Video Training Mecthod. This is a scrics of basic
skills vidcos and accompanying workbooks to
tcach job skills. Remember I mentioned the
mcmal health therapy aides. Well, we have
discovered that you can go a long way toward
tcaching the fundamentals of the mental health
therapy aide job, while simultancously improving
people’s reading and writing skills and abilitics
through computer technology as you are tcaching
them the basics of the job that you want them to
do.

English as a sccond language I hcard mentioned
carlier. It is rcally a big issuc for us in New York
Statc. New York State is still one of the primary
ports of entry to this country. Some pcople may
think that is no longer truc; it is still true. We use
certificd English-as-sccond-language teachers
from local school districts, again bringing them

into the workplace where they work with employ-
ecs.

I was at City University onc day last fail and [ was
talking with some of the chancellor’s people; we
were up at CCNY. There was a comment made
which again maybe will help you put in context
New York State’s situation. My guide told me
that over lunch at CCNY on any given day you
can hear 56 different languages being spoken,

If you look as you arc traveling around New York
City, in a taxicab or on foot, you begin to get a
sensc of the differences that represent the chang-
ing world to which State government is having to
address itself.

The last thing I will mention. bricfly, although it
is something with which I am obscssed, it is called
workforce planning for the State of New York. It
is a claborate process that produces a workforce
plan for the Statc of New York on an annual basis.

The reason that the governor, and it is a good
rcason, thought it was somcthing of value and
worth his time was that he recognized that 80
percent of this State operations budget cvery year
is dcvoled to human capital, and that the human
resource management capability for the governor
was fairly limited. Morcover, he had many levers
in terms of thinking about fiscal resources, but
very few Ievers with which to manage human
resources.

What the plan docs is, on a short-term as well as a
long-term basis, provide the governor with some
options for managing his human capital. Obvi-
ously, the first plan is very much focused on,
again, trying o make sure that we can keep the
workforce quality up in the State of New York.

Onc last comment, we have stolen a phrase from
someonc and it is calied “‘grow your own.”” We
havc decided that one of the things we are going
to have to do is grow a lot of our own talent. We
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are a State government and we are fearful, cer-
tainly, of trying to compete with the private
sector. That seems like a nonstarter. So, we are
going to try to ‘‘grow our own.”’ And we are
doing several things in the realm of pre-employ-
ment training programs.

One of these programs is called a School to Work
Bridge Program, where we are actively recruiting
in high schools, to get young high school students
to come into Statc government, spend their
summer with us in training programs, where they
begin to learn skills and other skill related things
that they need to know, like workplace valucs,
which are very important. Then we transition
these kids into a series of these *‘backbone jobs™”
that I have been talking about. We are being very
frank about what our needs are and very frank
about cxpectations, and we are secing some real
success with our efforts this far.

So this is a little bit aboutl what we are doing in
New York State government. As I said, this is
sort of the “‘dirty fingernails’’ side of this busincss
but I think that is where the solutions are. Thank
you.

DR. GOWING: Dr. Crawford.

DR. CRAWFORD: Thank you. Many of you
arc probably familiar with the Workforce 20002
report, which was issued by the Department of
Labor some time ago. It has gotten a lot of well-
deserved attention in a variety of scctors. That
report highlighted some of the major problems
that we envision in the labor markets in the
coming decades. Specifically, that the aging of the
workforce is likely to lead to shortages of man-
power; that today’s minority groups are going to
become relatively more important in labor
markets; and that there are likely to be shortages
of speciftc sorts of skills in the labor market.

? U.S. Department of Labor, Workforce 2000. The Hudson
Institute, 1987.

The report leaves one with the question of, so
what do you do about that? Former Labor
Secretary Anne McLaughlin decided that she
would pose that question to the commission that
she created, the Commission on Workforce
Quality and Labor Market Efficiency. I think of it
as the commission with the name that is too long.
What makes it worse is we have no pronounceable
acronym. But that is what we are stuck with: the
Secretary’s Commission of Workforce Quality
and Labor Market Efficicncy.

The title does have one virtue in that it actually
does describe what we are doing, unlike the names
of some other agencics of Government. Bccause
if you think about it, there arc two things you can
do about skills gap issucs, and only two. Onc of
them is to try to increase the level of skills in the
population, that is the workforce quality part; the
other thing you can do is try to take better
advantage of the skills you alrcady have in the
population, and that is the labor market cfficiency
part.

This Commission has been asked to review a wide
range of policy issucs related to workforce quality
and labor market efficiency, including cducation
and training, problcms of dislocated workers,
other problems of matching workers and jobs, and
workplace ficxibility issucs, which may relate to
the ability of individuals to participate in labor
markets, for instance, as child carc might allow
parents to participatc more fully in labor markets.

We have a very broad list of issues. Our mission
may be very broad but we have remarkably little
time to do it. The Commission was created in
July 1988 and will be finished by Labor Day of
this yecar. This pancl of 21 distinguishcd Ameri-
cans will bc making their report on Labor Day in a
cheap and obvious attcmpt for the publicity that
would be associated with that event.
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At this point, I can’t really tell you what the
Commission is going to recommend, but I can tell
you some things that the Commission is consider-
ing. Perhaps onc of the most interesting, the one
that could tumn out to be the headline if it is
adopted, is the question of the commitment in this
country to basic skills education for adults, We
have a curious situation right now where we have
a very fundamental commitment to basic skills
education for people below the age of 18.

This commitment is so important that it is

included in every State constitution in the country.

The commitment beyond age 18 is substantially
less. One of the questions that this Commission
has decided to ask is whether there should be a
fundamental guarantce of universal frec basic
skills education for adults. As I say, if they
rccommend that, I think that is the headline.

There are other issucs that the Commission is
getting into, having to do with the structure of
Government training programs. For cxample,
thcy want to address the crcaming problem in
JTPA that everyone has recognized now and more
and more people are starting to do something
about: the inability of JTPA as currently struc-
turcd to address the needs of severcly disadvan-
taged individuals.

There are lots of other things on our plate, issucs
related to tax policy and how tax policy may
affect investments in cducation and training, We
have another curious fcature in our laws, when
you think about it. There is a bias in our tax laws,
both corporate and personal, in favor of education
and training investments which are intended to
keep one in onc’s current job.

If the education and training qualifics one for a
diffcrent job or a promotion, then it is not deduct-
iblc to an individual in the personal income tax
code, and if it is deductible to a corporation, may
involve some personal tax liability for the individ-
ual. One has to wonder whether that sort of bias

makes any sense in a world where everyone is
saying people are going to be changing careers
and occupations more quickly.

Those are some of the issues that the Commission
is addressing. As Marilyn said in the introduction,
I guess the reason I am here is that workforce
quality generally relates to workforce quality of
the Federal workforce. To try to make a little
more of a link, let me submit that it strikes me
there are two things you can do -- there is a two-
step strategy to improving the Federal workforce.
The first is to improve the general workforce
along the lines of the kinds of things I have been
talking about alrcady, and the other is to make
Federal employment competitive.

As an economist, I take as a fundamental article
of faith that markcts work. I think the case of
Federal employment is proof of the fact that
markets work. When I came out of graduate
school in the mid-1970’s, Ph.D.’s in economics
were eager to go into Federal Government jobs.
They were viewed as very desirable, very com-
petitive; now it is tremendously difficult to get
new Ph.D.’s in cconomics to take Federal jobs,
and the only rcason is salary.

As you try to make Federal Government more
competitive, you have some fundamental ob-
stacles, which I think arc obvious. You have a
systcm which is designed from the start not to be
market-driven, and there are good reasons why it
has been designed that way. The trick, then, is to
sec how much of the influence of markets you can
get into the process.

Again, as an economist 1 would run to labor
market data as the indication. The markets arc
going to tell you when somcething is out of whack.
When jobs are overpaid, you are going to get lots
of applicants. When they are underpaid, you are
not going to gel any applicants. You should be
able to sce salaries that are out of line in data-like
application ratcs, quit rates and those sorts of
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market-driven behaviors.

I would submit that cfforts to address the problem
of Federal workforce quality should focus more on
these market-driven indicators as cvidence that
somcthing is out of whack in particular jobs,
rather than to try to address directly the problem
of evaluating the quality of individual applicants.
Thank you.

DR. GOWING: Mr. Foster.

MR. FOSTER: Thank you. Good morning. 1
would likc to usc my time this morning to talk
about what we arc doing at the SEC to address a
specific problem that we have identificd having to
do with workforce quality. Marilyn mentioned in
her introduction that I am a proud Government
employcc. Thatis truc. 1 am cspecially proud of
the fact that my cntire 30-ycar scrvice has been
with the SEC. The SEC is a finc agency. I say
that in the context of the problems [ am going to
talk about.

The SEC, as you probably know, is an independ-
ent, bipartisan, quasi-judicial regulatory agency.
We arc charged with administering the Federal
Securitics laws, and thosc laws are designed to
protect investors in the sccuritics markets, to
ensure a fair and open sccuritics market. The
Commission has some 2,000 employccs. Attor-
neys coastitute 62 percent of the professional staff
and 36 percent of the total staff. Our problems
specifically deal with recruiting and rctaining
attorncys.

The Commission is an attractive place to work for
attorneys because the agency has carned a
reputation for intcgrity and cffectivencss, both
inside and outside of Government. The laws we
admuinister arc important, the work is challenging,
and attorncys make enormous amounts of moncy
in the privatc scctor when they leave the SEC
staff. So, from the time the Commission was
established in 1934 until about 1978, we attracted
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far more top-notch attomney applicants than we
had funds to hire.

We also attracted large numbers of other highly
qualified professionals: accountants, investiga-
tors, securitics compliancc cxaminers, cconomists
and others. Our most difficult personnel staffing
problem was sclecting from among the brightest
and the best who applicd for positions on the
Commission's staff.

Beginning in about 1978, the SEC managers, with
reluctance, began 1o point out that the staff was
not quite as competent as it once was. The staff
was still very competent, but it was not quite
measuring up to the standards that we had set in
years past.

We were not moving the cascs that were very
complex as quickly as desirable; we weren’t
detecting emerging problems as rcadily as we had
in the past, and the leamning curve for the new
staff was much longer than it formerly was.
Morcover, we began to notice that attorneys were
lcaving the SEC suaff after 3 ycars rather than
staying 4, 5 and morc ycars as had been the
custom just 10 ycars previous to 1978, They were
giving us o turnoeer e for anmeys of 20
percent annually.

Auorneys, 1o repeat, are our most important group
of cmployees. They are to us what special agents
are to the FBL. The tumover rate for FBI special
agenits is 2.17 pereent nationwide, and 3.45
percent in New York City. Now that 3.45 percent
turmover rate was so high that Congress cnacted
and the President signed special legislation giving
the FBI agents in New York City a 25 percent
locality adjustment; 3.45 percent at the FBI and at
the SEC, wc are talking about a 20 percent annual
turnovcr rate for attorneys.

Let me get back to the SEC. The turnover rate we
have for sccretarics is something like 40 percent
annrally. Now, we expect our professionals to
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.

‘swim with the sharks, and soar with the cagles,”
S0 the support staff must also be good. But we
were getting complaints from professionals and
managers that the support statf was not measuring
up to what we had expected and what we had
cxpericnced in the past. We identified secretarics
who could not spell; secretanes who did not have
good command of English grammar; sccretarics
who, in some instances unfortunately, could not
type as well as their applications said they could.

We were facing the dual problem, of not being
able to attract sufficient numbers of high quality
stiaff and of not being able to retain them for a
long cnough period of ume. We did a number of
things: Wc increased the training budget mani-
fold. We made substantial increases to the
training budget for the SEC and made every effort
to identify courses and classes that would be of
interest and helpful to the staft,

We created several honorary awards. We heard
discussions this morning about recognition. We
created several new honorary awards o recognize
the staff for outstanding achicvement and distin-
guished accomplishments. We increased the
number of outstanding ratings. We, in fact,
invited some experts in to help us develop a
performance appraisal program that would be
more attractive and more germane o what we
were trying o do.

We developed the program and began giving out
outstanding ratings. OPM camc along and said
we werce giving out too many outstanding ratings.
In fact, 81 percent of our GM managers in the
grades 13 through 15, arc rated above fully
successful. We have a five-tier evaluation
program: outstanding, exceeds fully successful,
fully successful, mimimally satisfactory and
unsatisfactory. Well, 81 percent of our managers
were in the two top categories and OPM criticized
us for having skewed the ratings inappropriately.

As you know, we have statutory and regulatory
limitations on the amount of moncy we can give
to persons for performance. So we were stymied,
both as to moncy and as to policy, with respect to
being able to recognize the staff.

As a function of its oversight responsibilitics, the
Sccuritics Subcommittee of the Scnate Commitice
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, then
chaired by Scnator Ricgle, heard extensive
testimony from a number of influcntial persons in
the securities and legal communitics, to the effect
that the SEC lacked sufficient overall resources
and faced great difficulty recruiting and retaining
top-quality staff necessary for effective regulation
of the sccuritics markets and enforcement of the
Fedceral Sccuritics laws.

That Subcommittee then directed the SEC 10
study the feasibility of transforming the agency
from appropriated to sclf-funding status and to
gather data on the problems of recruiting and
retaining sufficient numbers of high quality staff.
We thea conducted a study by, among other
things, looking at what other Federal agencics
were doing, by conferring with representatives of
the private sceuritics and legal communitics, by
sending questionnaires o former and current staff,
by commissioning recognizcd scholars to write
papers on the subject for us, and by examining our
practices, procedures and records.

We learmned that the stafl and the applicants were
unhappy with the crowded office space we had.
They were unhappy with the quality of the support
staff we had hired. They were frustrated with the
delays inherent in the hiring and promotion
processces, but frankly, we found that the most
significant deterrent 1o our recruiting and retaining
top swaff is the relatively low pay. Not surprising,
but we necded the confirmation,
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As an example, in 1988 we at the SEC were
offering top-quality law students $27,000 a year to
start. $27,000 a year to come to the SEC as a
graduate attorncy. Those same students were
being courted, wined and dined, by the private
bar. In Washington they were getting offers of
$57.000 as compared 10 our $27,000. In Los
Angcles they were getting offers of $62,000 as
compared to our $27,000. And in New York City
they were getting offers of $71,000 compared to
our $27,000.

In our recruiting cffort, we emphasize how
important the work that we do is and how exciting
a place the SEC is. And we of course assure staff
attorneys and others that we will give them as
many responsibilitics as quickly as they demon-
strate the ability to handle those responsibilitics,
whereas going to a law firm, or a brokerage firm,
or to an accounting firm, or other firms they may
well end up as junior associates or go-fers for a
number of ycars. But, we assure them that we do
in fact give them such responsibilitics as they
demonstrate the ability to handle.

To repeat, we do offer the current staff as much as
we can by way of recognition and award. But it is
unlikely we arc going to keep a stalf attorney who
can morc than double his or her pay after 2 or 3
years on the SEC swaff. It is unlikely that many
top law school graduates who have a loan out-
standing or financial obligations will accept our
offer and come to work for us.

We concluded the study in December of 1988 and
it is a two-volume study, onc showing our
findings, conclusions and recommendations; and
the other containing proposcd Iogislative action,
L.et me very briefly summarizc the findings of our
study and our conclusions, what it is that we think
we need tnorder to attract and to retain the quality
staff that we nced. By the way, Chairman John
Dingell, of the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations has alrcady held hearings on our
study. Other hearings in both houses of the
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Congress arc cxpected.

We concluded that we should be able to set statf
salarics that would take into account the competi-
tion that Dr. Crawford talked about, and would
provide for regional pay differentials. A second
conclusion is that we should be able to offer
retention bonuses based on performance to keep
professional staff. A third is that we would he
authorized to hire up to 100 persons at compensi-
tions up to the level four of the exccutive pay, 1
manage or o dircct special activities, special
programs, special undertakings of the SEC. So
100 special positions, in a sense, **Schedule ¢
positions or noncarcer SES positions.

The fourth conclusion was that we develop and
implcment pay-banding for all of the staff in licu
of the rigid classification system we have today.
And, finally, that we get authorization to manage
our owii space. We have staff attorneys doubled
and trpied up .. small rooms with cascloads of
boxes, whereas their counterparts in the private
sector, of course, have private and in some
instances, plush offices.

We belicve that our findings 1if enacted would
solve most of our recruitment and retention prob-
lems for high quality staff. But again, moncy or
pay is not the total answer, it 1s not going to solve
alt of our problems. But it is an important factor
that has to be taken into account. We heard this
morning about the private scctor also looking for
quality. If the private scctor is recruiing from the
same sources we arce recruiting from and they are
able to offcr substantially more pay than we are
able 1o offer, then 1 think in most instances the
public sector is going 10 be the loser in terms of
attracting and retaining high quality staff. Thank
you.

DR. GOWING: Ms. Marshall.

MS. MARSHALL: [ would like 1o take a shightly
different approach from what we have heard from
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the first pancl and so far from my colleagues on
the second panel. That is, I think we would be
remiss if we didn’t have a record that included
some obscrvations about what we not only know
is not working well, but some obscrvations about
what we know is working well and build on those
successes.

Chet ecariier this momning said, ‘‘So what is new.”’
Wec all know that there is not a lot new but what is
imporiant is that we have to get back to the basics.
Indecd in my particular agency, the General
Services Administration, that is what we have
done.

Wec are back to the three R’s, and I have added a
fourth recently, and that is that we have got to
recruit, retain, retrain, and recognize our
workforce. Those arc factors that for many
rcasons we have forgotien to pay attention to over
the last 10 to 12 years. I think it is appropriatc
that we arc having a conference on the workforce
quality assessment 10 years after the Civil Scrvice
Reform Act, and I would remind you we are not in
this dilemma of questioning our workforce quality
totally by accident.

We all recall that much of the Civil Scrvice
Recform Act was passed on the premisc that the
Fedceral workforce quality was poor, that we were
required under the Civil Scrvice Reform Act to
indced fire the *‘decad wood.”” When we have
constantly heard a drumbeat during the last two
administrations that the Federal workforce quality
is unacceptable, how arc we going to compete for
a quality workforcc? How are we going to retain
a quality workforce? How arc you going to
revitalize a quality workforce under that kind of
continual ncgative drumbcat?

I believe it is time 1o break the negative cycle and
look at the positive aspects of what we have
accomplished over the last 10 years, and build on
those. To do that, lct me sct out a basis of four
often-quotced belicfs that we have heard, and then

let’s throw out somce facts and obscrvations about
those four often-quoted belicfs and identify where
we need more study, where we need more
asscssment on the quality of the workforce to
cither fix those beliefs or to refute those beliefs.

The first is that we cannot compete in the Federal
system for a quality workforce. We hear it
constantly. We have all talked about it. I think
there arc a couple of facts that ought to be put on
the record to indicate what we know docs occur in
some places. For 10 ycars we have not had a
system that has allowed us, encouraged us or
cnabled us to always compete for a quality
workforce.

For the last 10 ycars we have had no tcsting and
appointment authoritics duc to the Lucevano
consent decree. Until we have a viable mecha-
nism 1o bring in college reeruits, how do we
revitalize the workforce? We are starting to sce
some improvement in that cffort. Those of us
who have been attempting to run a college
recruitment program have found a great deal of
success. Let me just give you once sct of the facts
from my agency and I will cite some instances
from others.

We have just cmbarked on our third cycle of
aggressive college recruitment in the General
Services Administration, Docs the public under-
stand what our exciting, challenging organizations
do? Can we compet® with the high-priced
lawyers and the high-paying private-sector
cmployers?

I say, yes, we can. In GSA we recruited last year
300 college graduates with a grade point average
of 3.2 from many universitics, including Harvard
and MIT. We have a 24 percent minority repre-
scntation in that college recruitment program and
60 percent female representation. We are not the
Sccuritics and Exchange Commission or NASA or
onc of the sexicr organizations. | say if we get
back to basics with strong, aggressive college
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recruitment programs, wc can compete.

But we need public policies to support that
recruitment effort. We nced appointment authori-
ties from Congress, the courts, as well as OPM
leadership. We also need a public policy that
stops bashing the truth because the Government is
a good place to start a carcer. We need leadership
at the top that stops saying that the Federal sector
only attracts the best of the desperate, not the best
of the brightest. And it takes all of us together to
break that cycle; to send the message that we can
compete on the college campuses.

I only urge you to look at somc of the recent
agency recruitment matcrials and the numbers of
agencies that have been out on college campuses.
Timc and time again, when [ go to campusces |
find out, ‘*Gee, congratulations, first time in 10
years I have scen a Foderal agency here present on
the campus.”” We nced to get out and talk about
public service and compete with the IBMs, the
Xcroxs, clc.

Belief number two: That we cannot retain a
quality workforce. Wc talk about attrition rate,
high turnover rate. We talk about it cspecially in
the clerical arca; we all know it cxists. We do not
have good statistics, in fact, about what our
turnover rate is by occupational arca or by
geographic arcas. My analys:s of my own
workforce and the analysis I have seen from the
Ccentral Personnel Data File on turnover, particu-
larly when we were looking at special rate cases,
is that there is no onc single uniform answer to the
retention problem. It varies by occupation, by
agency, by gecographic location. So, there is not
onc solution to the retention problem.

I would like to propose that this is onc arca that
neceds study. The retention and turnover probicm
is varied. What is the definition of an acceptable
turnover to you? What is the normal turnover rate
that is healthy in an organization?
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My evaluation of the turnover rate in my particu-
lar agency indicates that one-third of it is normal
workforce turnover: retirements, deaths. The
second- third of my workforce tumover is duc to
our not being competitive with the private sector,
it is that they are leaving for jobs in other Federal
organizations and agencics. We have a mobile
workforce in the Fedcral sector and a portion of
our turnover rale is among cach other.

The third picce of my turnover rate is what |
would call concemned turnover; it is my concern
area. Why is it so high in certain arcas? Is it
compensation problems? Is it management? Is it
lack of workforce planning? Is it bad working
conditions? Wec ought to be concentrating on that
picce of the turnover rate that causes us concern.
But we should not continue to rely on the myth
that we have, quote, ‘ ‘unacceptable or high
turnover ratc’’ without looking at the facts.

The third myth is that the Federal workforce is of
poor quality. This gocs back to the issuc that |
started with. If we hear that often cnough, loud
enough and long cnough, we are going to start
belicving it of ourselves. Thercfore, it is impor-
tant that we have some bascline data and some
assessment about the quality of the workforce. 1
cxpect most of us belicve that 95 percent of our
workforce is of a quality that will be surpasscd by
nonc and we will stack our own workforce up to
any public-scctor agency.

But that is not what we hcar. We hear most about
that 5 percent of the workforce that has perform-
ancc problems, personal problems, adjustment
problems, retraining problems. And we have
allowed discussion about that picce of the
workforce to take over the dialoguc. How do you
think Xcrox, IBM, Ford, Bocing and others could
have developed a high quality workforce, if they
had started by talking about the poor quality of
their workers, which is what we have been doing
10 oursclves? I challenge us to start talking about
the Federal workforce in its entircty, not just the
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small percentage of poor performers but the
overwhelming percentage of our workforce that is
of 1op quality.

Myth four is that the quality of the Federal-sector
workforce has been declining during the last 10 to
1S years. Our facts in this area are limited. 1 ask
you to ask your collcagues, ‘Do you believe the
quality of the workforce in your agency has
improved, stayed the same or declined over the
last 10 to 12 years?”’

At Icast 80 percent of the time they are going to
tcll you they think it has declined. Then ask them,
““How about your particular work unit?”” Well,
they will say it has cither improved or stayed the
same. Ask them about the employees they hired,
they trained, and they supervise on a day-to-day
basis, and 80 percent of the time they are going to
tcll you it has improved.

The closer we get to the fact, the more our
perceptions change. Yet, we continue to repeat
this myth that the quality of the Federal workforce
has declined. 1 challenge each and every once of
us 1o look closely at this issuc and discover
rcality.

Do we nced to look at the workforce quality and
assess it? Yes. Do we nced to publish those
findings so facts replace myth? I say, yes. And 1
also challenge cach and cvery onc of us to
continuc to work at breaking the cycle and start
talking facts and rcality, not myths and beliefs.
Howecever, I also am not terribly naive. I am out
there along with many of you every day trying to
accomplish the four R’s,-- recruit, retain, retrain
and recognize. Yes we have to have systems
changes to improve our ability to recruit.

We need systems changes to ensurc that we have
all the flexibilitics needed to retain a quality
workforce. We need major changes to allow us to
rctrain and to revitalize the Federal workforce as

we cnter *“Workforce 2000’ shortages projected
for the labor market. Fourth, we need better
systems to accomplish our objective of recogniz-
ing and rewarding the quality workforce that |
know we can and will have -- and that we have
today. Thank you.

DR. GOWING: Dr. Millburn,

DR. MILLBURN: Thank you, Dr. Gowing.
Good morning, ladics and gentlemen. 1 have to
lcave in a few minutes for a trip to the West
Coast, but remaining is Jeanne Carncy, the
member of my staff who is responsible for
conceiving and dirccting the effort I am going to
discuss here, and with her are Paul Van Hemel
and Ruth Hatficld [rom the Allen Corporation. |
understand Clairc Freeman is also here and she is
the Deputy Assistant Sccretary of Defense for
Civilian Personncl Policy. They certainly can
answcr any questions much better than I

The Department of Defense employs more than
onc million civilians and almost 100,000, or
approximately 10 percent, are scientists and
engincers. In 1981 we conducted a study of
rccruitment and retention of scientists and
engincers in our laboratorics. We found that the
recruitment and the attrition werg in balance; we
were able to recruit as many as were leaving,

However, 60 percent of those resigning or
transferring from the laboratorics were at the
journcyman level, the GS-12 and 13 level. We
had to replace them with entry-lcvel scientists and
cngincers at the GS-5 and GS-7 levels. In 1986
wc set out to update that study and also modificd
it to try to determine and analyze the quality of
scientists and cngincers throughout the entire
Department of Defensc. 1 think the most telling
mcasurc of the difficulty of measuring quality,
which we have been discussing this moming, is
that after 3 years we arc still not finished with our
study of quality, and will not be for several more
months.
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I think, though, it is necessary to point out that
though we call our study a quality study, our
intention is primarily to develop data descriptive
of a variety of characteristics of our scicnce and
engincering workforce to determine whether there
are any trends evident from these data which may
require attention. Making a judgment on the data
that we currently have collected, I do not think it
is possible today 10 make any statcment about the
quality or lack of quality within our science and
engincering workforce, and it may not cven be
possible to do that at the conclusion of our study.

There are many reasons for that, having to do in
part with the changing charactcristics of the
workforce and the changing jobs that must be
done. I think it is definitcly premature to say that
these data will give us a definite measure of the
quality or lack of quality of our workforce. We¢
designed our study around three scts of data bascs:
70 source documents from professional socictics,
Govemment agencics, National Scicnce Founda-
tion and others, from which we identificd 25
workforce descriptors. We also used the data base
from the Dcfense Manpower Data Center includ-
ing their summarics of scicnce and cngincering
workforce data for 1978, 1981, 1984 and 1987.
And lastly, we surveyed a large sample of our
scientists and engincers. We sent out a 12-page
questionnaire to a sample of 23,000 scicntists and
engincers in the Department of Defense and
reccived 15,000 replics, which in itself I think is
unusual. In talking to Jeannc Carncy about the
responscs, she said it was necessary for her to
contact some respondents who had questions,
many were overwhelmed that someonc from the
office of the Sccretary of Defense would call
somcone at a Defense laboratory to inquire about
their feelings and their concerns about the work
that they arc doing. 1 think that is probably the
most telling comment I have heard about this
study to date.

Of the scveral measures of quality we arc looking
at, [ asked the study coordinator 1o run prelimi-
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nary data on two for this conference: degrees and
publications. Of thosc scientists that were hired
by the Department prior to 1958, we had approxi-
mately 35 percent holding a doctor’s degree; in
1987, the latest year for which we have data, the
number was 20 percent. For Engineers, the
corresponding numbers were 8 percent for those
hired before 1958, and a little less than 2 pereent
for thosc hircd in 1987.

The number of publications that these individuals
are credited with also declined. Those who joined
the DoD in carlicr ycars were more productive by
that mecasurce than thosc who joined later. 1
caution, however, as I mentioned at the outset,
that it is difficult, certainly for me and I think for
thosc doing the study, 1o draw {rom thesc data any
definitive mcasures of quality. It well may be that
it is impossible 10 develop a quantitative measure
of quality for thesc types of employees, the
scientists and enginccers. It sull, I think, will come
down 10 many cascs of scini-objective cvaluation.

With that, I will have to Icave you but I wish you
good will and good specd; 1 think 1 am getting off
casy. These questions certainly are not casy but
they arce the cutting edge of what we have to do in
the Government and in our workforce in gencral,

DR. GOWING: Thank you, Dr.Millburn. Dr.
Zimmerman,

DR. ZIMMERMAN: Wc¢ will lct George get out
of here and I will try to cover his hasty cxit. First,
I wanted to hark back to somcthing that Jerry
Calhoun, I think, was talking about. Was it
Bechtel who hires their young chargers and buys
small, failing companics, or maybc marginal
companics, and suggests that we might boldly
proposc that we take, say, the current cohort of
PMI’s and shall we give them the MSPB, perhaps,
or maybe Mr. Foster’s SEC, if he is having trouble
recruiting quality people, to sce what they can do
with it. A wondcrful cxperience, actually. Itis a
ncat idea.
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Let me make four comments, remarks, observa-
tions. First, why is this an interesting question? 1
mean, why are we spending this time focusing on
the quality of the Federal workforce? Why is the
Congress writing letters to GAO, OPM and others,
asking these questions? I think there are a couple
of reasons why. First, there is a perception, belief,
suspicion, maybe; (reality we arc not so sure
about) but at Icast a perception that quality may
be declining, some would say.

Others would say it is not so much that the quality
is declining but the world is getting more compli-
cated, so we need a different level of skill and
competence in the Federal workforce to deal with
the problems of the coming dccades. Whether it
is the diversity of the workforce, whether it is the
nature of the cconomic cnvironment in which we
find ourselves, the interaction of problems which
in the past we were casily able to de-couple, and
disaggregate and deal with sort of onc-on-one,
now we have to worry about global warming and
14 other things. So therc is at least a belief or
suspicion that is out there.

Sccond rcason. I do not have to remind this group
to remember the pay raise debacle. 1 think it was
Harris data that showed the public disapproval
ratings for pay raiscs did not discriminate at all
among judges, cxecutive branch pcople or
politicians. It wasn’t just the politicians they were
unhappy with. Very diffcrent kinds of data, the
samc thing. The Volcker Commission commis-
sioncd a nice picce of rescarch by a fellow named
Ron Sanders, Air Force civilian personnel
cmploycc, in which he did a survey of students
and various honoraries; Phi Beta Kappa, the
cngincering honorary, the public administration
honorary, the business honorary.

A similar picce of rescarch was donc by a terrific
Harvard undcrgraduate named Nancy Pryor who
just turned in her scnior thesis, in which she did a
similar survey among Harvard undergraduates.
What they find is what pcople say about the

Fedcral Government is that the work is really
important, but it is not a place where I would want
to work. It scems big, it scems boring, it scems
bureaucratic; the opportunity for things that seem
to motivate people -- and I differ a bit with my
market-oricnted colleague down the table on this
point. What these and a number of other studics
suggest about people’s carcer choices is that
intrinsic factors are at Icast as important if not
more important than traditional cxtrinsic salary
and perk-type factors.

That is, young pcople arc concerncd about
opportunitics for growth and development. Is the
work challenging, is it intcresting, is it mecaning-
ful, is it exciting? And those can compensate a
little bit -- maybc not fully, as Jim was saying --
but at lcast a bit for some disadvantage in what
you take home in pay. 1 am reminded of hearing
Joe Califano describe the way he came to Wash-
ington. At a mceting, actually, in this town just
about a ycar ago, he was saying when he was a
young attorncy in New York, he was making
$11,000 and Cyrus Vancc was coming down to be
Sccretary of the Army in 1961 and asked Califano
if he would like to come.

Well, he would have to take a pay cut. He could
only make $9,5({) as an attorncy. So there was a
pay cut; he thought it was a good trade. On the
other hand, his daughter, who got out of law
school last Junc, is looking at the kind of figures
that Jim Fostcr was citing, a factor of 2, factor of
2.5 difference. She had grown up in a family that
was committed to public service, been in and
around this town most of her young life, and
wanlcd to come to public service, but why not go
down the street and make 2.5 times as much,
make yoursclf financially securc and get your
carcer cstablished?

And of coursc we all know that these folks will
come back at some point, right? I mcan, they will
come back as assistant sccretarics and general
counscls or somcthing like that and they will
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spend 18 months in Government and then they
will go off and make more money. But there is a
message out there, both in the data from young
people, the pay raise and many other things. The
American people aren’t all that happy about,
whether it is perception or reality I wiil leave for
discussion, but they are not all that happy about
the performance of the Federal Government.

They do discriminate. One can find, for example,
in what has been going on in public education
over the last 5 years, in Mississippi, when Bill
Winter leads Mississippi to raise taxes for public
education, people think they are getting something
for that and pcople are prepared to raise taxes in
the lowest tax State in the country to do some-
thing about public education.

When Ross Perot and Mark White do the same
thing in Texas, they actually take on the saint of
all saints, Texas high school football, and actually
wind up disqualifying kids who are the all-stars
because they are not passing their subjects. The
public was prepared to support that because they
saw value for their dollar. Somehow, for a varicty
of rcasons, you guys or us guys, maybe, if I can
consider mysclf one of you, haven’t got the word
out. The public isn’t willing to pay. So the
question is interesting because we fear quality is
slipping and the public is not buying our story.
Whether it is recality or perception I don’t know,
we will leave that for discussion.

Second, a point that I have already been quoted
and cited about, comes from my bricf expericnce
with the Volcker Commission. [ worked on the
task force on education and training and worked
very closcly with Pat Ingraham, who served with
the task force on recruitment and retention. We
were chagrined at the lack of good data on the
quality questions. I mean, a number of folks in
this room participated in one way or another, but
we were distressed, chagrined, at our inability to
tell a credible story.
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We cited every shred of data including things that
poor Curt Smith told us, but said please don’t
quote me with this, and we would write down
dutifully and put it in the report and we wouldn’t
attribute it to him. Wc took any shred of evidence
we could get that was suggestive of what we felt
(subjectively) was a significant problem in the
Federal workforce.

I won’t go on about that, but I think that we have
still failed to makc a connection, both in the
materials we havc produced through the Volcker
Commission and in lots of other discussions
between the quality of inputs and what people
care about in the larger socicty; whether it is air
traffic control or environment or FBI agents or
regulation of our sccuritics markets or the disaster
in the savings and loan business, or Challenger, or
any onc of a dozen other things.

Third, I want to notc just a couple of mcthodologi-
cal points, sincc Marilyn’s delightful, provocative
paper -- she gave us food for thought and 1 said, |
have to talk about stuff like this? It is just likc an
academic conference. But I will offer a couple of
mcthodological points.

It ought to be possible for many agencics o say a
lot about the quality of inputs. We have lots of
ways to do that, all the standardized tests, college
and graduate school performance, awards, school
selectivity, (as difficult as it is for somcbody from
Harvard to talk about sclectivity).

But there is a lot you can say there. I think it is
also important, particularly in public scrvice, to
cxaminc things onc of the carlicr spcakers
mentioned, such as community activitics, cxtra-
curricular activitics, things that help communicate
people’s valucs and thcir commitment to public
service, and to figurc out how you wcigh thosc in
the equation with things that arc more casily
mcasurcd.
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I said something slightly anti-market, but I will
say something pro-market. There are a lot of
quasi-market indicators. For example, if you ask
us how we think we are doing, we will look at
students who are jointly admitted to different
schools and say, are we getting the majority of
those students? What is the rate of change and
how does that rate track over time? Macy’s and
Gimbels do the same thing, I suspect, as do IBM
and Xerox and lots of others.

If NASA is out there on the MIT campus trying to
recruit electrical engineers or mechanical engi-
ncers or chemical engineers or something like
that, how are they performing against the Exxons
and the DuPonts and so on, where you are both
going after the same kinds of pcoplc? How are
you doing and how are you doing over time?
There are some market-like indicators that one
can look at.

The sccond point will get me read out of the
social scicnce fraternity, but it is just a caution
about what [ would characterize as the traditional
reductionist, holding all other things equal
approach 1o a lot of research that is done. 1 think
Marty Feldstein, who is an cconomist of some
note, or at least notoriety, says that in 30 years of
trying to estimate the price elasticity of demand
cmpirically, usually the sign accords with theory.
So, if the price goes up, demand usually gocs
down according to the empirical results.

Now, that was all well and good until some
McKinscy consultant told Frank Perduc that if you
raisc prices 10 cents a pound on your chicken and
spend 2 cents of that 10 cents on advertising, your
salcs will go up. And he was right. So the rule
docsn’t hold always even where you have a lot of
carcful data, lots of good empirical data that is
well understood and things like that -- well,
anyway, maybe the point is made.

But I would rcally want to encourage a very
eclectic, broad-based kind of approach to rescarch

in this area. Cohort studizs: Arc there any
interesting cohort studics being done, tracking
people through the Federal system? 1 mean, look
at what the Framingham heart study did for our
understanding of heart discasc. Arc we writing
casc histories of organizations, of programs, of
individuals?

How about various kinds of focus groups and
detailed exit interviews, lots of different ap-
proaches that I think folks ought to be cmploying
because the purpose of all this research ought to
be to yield insight, and I hope, persuasive evi-
dence about what connects to what in some
reasonable way. Give us a story we can tell,
because at this point we are not doing a very good
job.

The final point I will make, and if I am success-
ful-- no, I have a long joke I could tell you that
could absolutely blot out all time for questions but
I will not do that.

Lct me just pick up a couple of points from the
morning. [ think Jerry Calhoun was saying that
quality is there, the challenge is to figure out how
to let it shine through, and George Francis was
saying somcthing along the same lines. Not
enough focus on behavioral and human side.

If I were to try to tic those together, 1 would say
that the premium today ought to be on the
capacity of management and agency leadership to
bring out the talent that is alrcady in the organiza-
tions. I have no doubt that the quality of the
Federal workforce is high. We did a little survey
a few ycars ago; we surveyed about 400 political
appointees in the Reagan administration and asked
them, "what surprised you when you came to
Washington?"

Well, the overwhelming answer -- well, there
were two things actually. One shows how naive
they are about the American system of govemn-
ment. They were surprised to find out that
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Congress had something to do with them carrying
out the President’s mandate. For that naive view
we will condemn 8th grade civics cducation.  The
other thing we found was that they were over-
whelmingly impressed with the high quality and
dedication of the people they had working for
them, the carcer civil servants. And 1 believe that.

But that message somchow hasn’t gotten through.
Maybc we haven’t cycled enough of these
assistant sceretaries through and sent them out 10
the hinterlands to give the message. But I would
like to think that it is ime, maybe, for the Federal
Government to embrace management as a profcs-
sion and give attention to management and
lcadership of organizations. Give it its duc, give it
anything like the kind of attention private scctor
organizations spend on this, or that the military
spends on this.

Sadly, when you talk to senior exccutives a
decade into the Scnior Excecutive Service, and say,
what difference doces it make that you are now in
the Scnior Exccutive Service? Well, the most
common answcr is that we get to accumulate
annual Icave. Okay, a few hundred unscicntific
qucstions, maybe a thousand asked over 10 years
of senior exccutives. Roz could tell us about the
GAQO’s assessment of the dismal record of SES
candidate programs. That is not to pick on any
onc agency; to pick on all agencics maybe.

Somcthing like 8O-plus percent of the candidates
who went through SES candidate programs arc not
in the SES and 80-some percent of people in the
SES didn’t come out of SES candidate programs.
So what is the point? I think the quality is high
but the pereeption of performance is not, and 1
think that performance begins at the wop. If this
wcere a private sector company we would be
looking to strengthen the management,

I would like to come back to sort of the political
pawnt that T made at the beginning, by saying that
the market is sending signals, 1 think, to folks in
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the Federal Government, just as surely as if your
stock price were plummeting or your market
shares were croding. The peoplc are skeptical
about getting value for their dollars. With that
will pause and give you a couple of minutes for
questions.

MR. ROBERTS: The point has just been made
that there is quality there. We have spent some
years in D.C. with Federal agencics and the
quality is there. The issue is getting it out. All
the morning spcakers said similar things about the
need for feedback, feedback to encourage and
cnhance, for cxample. Onc of the points at which
this is bound to happen all the time is the ex-
change between the boss and the subordinate and
this takes place both daily and annually with
appraisals.

An obscrvation, I supposc, is that our cducational
system tcaches us skills of analysis to define and
understand, and [ think this gets carried over into
this exchangc between boss and subordinate.
What we arc talking about, and Sally Marshall has
touched right on it, bless you, is this business
synthesizing 1o get solutions and to recognize
what is working and build on it? 1 think what
happens in these exchanges, we spend a lot of
time analyzing and nced more time synthesizing.

So, I supposc my question is, what arc we seeing
happening in Federal management as well as in
the private scctor, to help: (a) as a climate that
people can give exchange openly without having
their fingers chopped off; and then (b) how do we
devclop this both in our educational system, 0o,
s0 people are preparcd before they even come in?
Thank you.

DR. GOWING: Who would like to address that?

MS. MARSHALL.: Wecll, on how wc arc cncour-
aging and supporting that kind of give and wke in
the workforce, creating more of a participatory
workforce. It gocs back to one of this moming’s
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speakers. What are we hiring, what are we
recruiting in our workforce and does it match our
mission, our culture, our organization?

I think many employers are probably saying they
want one thing and are recruiting another. Then
we wonder why the mismatch is there. It is true
that we need to do a better job of talking about our
missions, our organizational culture, and then
recruiting to match that culture. We are such a
diverse organization in the Federal Government.
The kinds of people that we should be recruiting
for GSA are not the same kinds, necessarily, that
my colleague at SEC or another agency would
look for.

So we have to stop treating oursclves as a com-
mon blob and start evaluating our organizational
culture and rewarding the bchavior that we
encourage. We do not always do a good job of
that.

MR. FOSTER: There arc two things we do at
the SEC that come to mind that we
do to enhance communication
between and among managers and
their subordinates. One is that we
give recognition to managers who
do well in their pcople program.
Recognize them with plaques and
certificates and publication of
events in employee newspapers and
things of that sort to encourage
managers to : pend more time
communicating with and rclating
with their subordinates.

We also built into the regulations
the obligation of managers to be
responsive to employees, letting
employces take the initiative to ask
for conferences, meetings and
discussions where they can discuss

problems that relate to the job situation. So, we
encourage both managers and employces to
initiate and to maintain an ongoing communica-
tion link between themselves and among them-
sclves.

DR. GOWING: Any othcr questions or observa-
tions?

MR. BOGLEY: I am Sam Bogley; [ am a
member of the Mcrit Systems Protection Board. 1
would like to ask you if you could give us some
idca of what portion of your resources that you
would like to use for training for advancement are
now going to train for remedial purposcs, to
perhaps provide entry-lcvel skills which you
thought the new cmployece possessed but you
found that they didn’t have, or perhaps lost due 10
social or cconomic deprivation, which requires
you to expend funds that otherwisc would be
going for training but arc now spent dealing with
rchabilitation of an addiction or some other type
of detriment to the quality of the workforce.
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MR. BROADNAX: Well, since it scems every-
one on the pancl wants me to answer, let me
simply say this; there are several things going on
in the workforce, at least from our point of view
in one state, and that is that there is clearly a
greater need for providing mechanisms to draw
out human potential. I think I will use that phrase.
Human potential. How do you extract the human
potential that is alrcady there?

What we have lcarned is that it requires the front-
loading that I spoke about earlicr -- training and
education prior to cmployment. But what we
have also Icarncd is that for the workforce that is
currently in place from managerial levels down
through the organization, retraining has become
extremely important. At lcast in New York State
government, it is something we had not engaged
in extensively in the past. So we had numbers of
people whosc potential had decreased over time
through no fault of their own but because the
organization had chosen not 10 make the necessary
investments in them such that that potential could
be kept at the highest levels.

So now we are involved in training and retraining
activities as well. New York State government is
very fortunate because of our strong unions, to be
able to make substantial investments in the
training and retraining area. The last legislative
session in New York State, because of layoffs and
problems like this, the legislature actually put up
$12 million in the governor's budget for retraining
activitics. This is very diffcrent. That means that
legislators arc starting to understand that it is
important to provide resources to my department
for retraining purposcs.

As I said before, most of those monies, approxi-
mately 90 percent, had come previously through
the contract ncgotiations process. So, I think that
the nced involves harnessing human potential and
in this context, I think front-loading (pre-employ-
ment or carly employment training) becomes
much more of an important thing for managers
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and governmental organizations as well as private
sector organization. We don’t usually see the
Ph.D. who wants to become a keyboard specialist,
but rather you get someone with a lot of potential
who can be a damned good keyboard specialist
but it requires front-loading to get that done
effectively.

MS. MARSHALL: From a Federal perspective, |
might just point out that at least in my particular
agency, and I think in the Government as a whole,
we have, again, reemphasized and revitalized that
retraining aspect. For instance, over a 3-year
period in my agency we have gone from 1 percent
of salary on training expenditures to almost 3
percent this year.

And when I look at how we are spending that 3
percent of salary on training, I wouldn’t call it
remedial training; I would call it retraining in
high-tech jobs, adapting to changes in the tele-
communication industry, the ADP areas, the
procurement practices. We are spending 3
percent of salary in those particular areas. We
have not yet, in my opinion, in the Federal
Government, invested much in that base level
remedial training; clerical skills, communication
skills, keyboarding skills, but we are starting to
see a need.

We all have huge turnover rates in our clerical
workforce. We know about 50 percent of the
high-school graduates taking the clerical examina-
tion, either through an agency’s delegated
authority or OPM, are failing the exam. So, we
are going to have to spend more in the future on
the remedial training. Right now, we are doing
more retraining because the agencies have all had
major shifts in skill needs.

DR. ZIMMERMAN: Could I just make a brief
comment and go back to Chet’s “*‘what’s new; we
have known this for 30 years.”” Actually, we have
known it for 60 years. Chester Barnard, a name
known to most of you, I think it was 60-odd years
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ago that he took Pennsylvania Bell executives and
sent them off to the University of Pennsylvania to
study the humanities. He had in mind the idea
that you might learn as much about how people
operate in social and organizational settings by
reading literature and studying the arts as you
would by studying a narrow course in personnel
administration.

Which is better is not clear, but I want to use that
by way of comment. We tried to suggest in the
Volcker Report that there are sort of three basic
purposes to training. One is to help people do
their current jobs better and that may require re-
medial skills because technology is changing or
the character of the task is changing. The second
reason is really to help people renew, and that is
the point of the 60-year Chester Barnard story.
Understand that people who fecl refreshed and
renewed and reinvigorated are both more commit-
ted to the workplace and the employer, and may
indeed be more cffective employees.

And third, is to preparc people for growth and
development. To do their current jobs betier,
rencw, refresh and reinvigorate them; and prepare
them for future responsibilitics, that is the purpose
of training.

DR. GOWING: 1 think I saw on¢ more hand. 1
think we can take onc morc question. I am going
to take Wayne Cascio.

MR. CASCIO: Thank you. My name is Wayne
Cascio; I am from the University of Colorado. I
am concemed about the policy implications of
what has been presented thus far, and four of the
six panclists addressed the issue of the study of
turnover, direcdly or indirectly, as an indicator of
quality. Peter, I think you talked about the
necessity 10 make leadership and management a
real priority.

If that is to happen, then I submit that the kind of
data that you nced to present have to be a lot more

systematic than what has bcen presented thus far.
Sally raised the question of, what is an okay levcl
of turnover? What is functional and when does it
become dysfunctional for the organization? Justa
comment, 10 be able to provide those kinds of
data, we nced to know at least three things:
Number one, who is leaving? High performers
versus low performers. If they are low perform-
ers, that is great; that is decad wood and you want
to get rid of them. That is functional.

How casy are they to replace? If they are casy to
replace, again, that is functional. If they are
difficult to replace and they are high performers,
like George was talking about, just alluded to with
the scientists and enginecrs, where you lost
Journey-worker level people and had to replace
them with entry-level people, that is a much more
serious problem. And then the last one is, why arc
they leaving? With respect 1o exit intervicws, onc
of the things we know is that the worst time to ask
people why they arc leaving is on iheir way out
the door.

You get much more credible information if you
can contact them about 6 months later, after they
have gotten a new job and then ask them why they
rcally left the last job. So, the point is just that the
data win; and if we arc going to be able to impact
on policy, then we have to address this turnover
issuc in a more systematic manner.

DR. GOWING: Thank you. Sally, did you want
to comment on that?

MS. MARSHALL: 1agrcc. We say it is high
turnover but your point is well taken and you have
identificd the criteria: what is functional and
dysfunctional?

Some of the statistics at my agency and some
Federal studies show that we have a higher
turnover ratc among our poor performers, which is
good turnover. While we might not be firing them
under the adverse action proccdure, they are
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certainly getting performance feedback that
cncourages them to find another career, and that is
good turmover.

Some of our occupations are going to be high
turnover no matter what. Let’s face it; the clerical
workforce is going to have a high turnover. We
can take actions to stem it 1o a certain extent.
With motivation, career development, training
systems, job redesign, and certainly with the high-
technology changes we can do an awful lot toward
job enrichment in the clerical workforce.

DR. GOWING: I think Dr. Crawford wants to
makc a quick comment.

DR. CRAWFORD: Two quick thoughts. Onc, if
you pull off that 6-month, post-¢xit interview, be
sure to ask them what their salaries are, because |
think that probably the single best indication of
the quality of pcople that you are losing is what
the market is willing to pay them. The other thing
that I think you should kcep in mind about
turnover is that it may not necessarily be bad. It
may be that the best way to deal with the Federal
salary structure is to design turnover into the
system as the SEC has done, and many other
agencics that employ lawyers.

The idea is that you come here for scveral years,
you get the litigation cxpericnce that will be very
marketable elsewhere, and you “‘bite the bullet”’
that you arc going to losc a lot of good pcople.
The military has done this for years. You can
build organizations around tumover if you plan on
it in a sensible sort of fashion.

MS. MARSHALL: I just would likc to make onc
point. Many of us have examined thosc options. |
would suggest that it is a very dangcrous thcory
when we look out at **Workforce 2000°" and the
shortage categorics. We hear some of our private-
scctor collcagues saying their cmployment policy
is to grow their own.
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With many of our job occupations, we have a
need to start growing and nurturing our own,
There is going to be hell to pay with the labor-
market shortage that is on the horizon if we do not
take care of our own. So, I would be very
concerned if we changed our philosophy in the
Federal Government, if we decided that we would
live with an in-and-out system in our professional
workforce.

We have that with our political leadcrship now
and it hurts us when it comes to lcadership. We
don’t need it in our career service.

DR. GOWING: Thanks, Saily. That is an
excellent final point, and please join me in
thanking the pancl.

CONFERENCE ON WORKFORCE QUALITY ASSESSMENT




47

LUNCHEON KEYNOTE SPEECHES

Speakers:

The Honorable Daniel R. Levinson
Chairman
Merit Systems Protection Board

Dr. Curtis J. Smith
Associate Director for Carcer Entry
and Employce Development
Office of Personncl Management

MS. SWIFT: This aftcrnoon we are going (o
have as our first keynote spcaker, Danicl Levin-
son, who is the Chairman of the Merit Systems
Protcction Board. Many of you know him, but for
thosec of you who do not, I am going to givc a
short run-down of his background. Hc has been
with us since August of 1986 as Chairman of the
MSPB. Prior to that time, he was the General
Counscl of the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion.

I knew him at first when he was the Deputy
Gencral Counsel of the Office ' Personnel
Management. Prior to joining M, he was a
partner in the law firm of McGuinness & Wil-
liams in Washington, DC, and began his carcer
with a 2-year clerkship in the New York Supreme
Court, Appcllate Division in New York. He
comes from New York but he went to the right
school, at least the right school for me, the
University of Southern California, which also is
onc of the numecrous colleges that I attended in

my background. So, without further ado, 1 will
ask Mr. Levinson to talk to us.

MR. LEVINSON: Thank you very much, Van,
Let me start off very quickly by noting that this
has been over-billed as a keynote address. My
intention is to offer just a few remarks of welcome
and some obscrvations on today’s conference.
This, in fact, as far as the Board is concerned, has
been designated a working lunch. That is to make
sure that we could pay for your lunches during the
conference.

As you know, when it comcs to rules and regula-
tions, the Government has something governing
virtually everything. While I am speaking, |
would encourage you to pursuc your work if you
haven’t finished, in the hope that if you don't find
this portion of the conference entirely fulfilling, at
the very least you will find it filling.

This is a very appropriate day to be talking about
the subject of quality, particularly the quality of
the Federal workforce. According to the most
recent news report I was able to get this moming,
the space shuttle Atlantis is due to touch down in
the next hour or so. Those of you who have been
following this launch and the flight, know it has
been a ncar flawless performance. 1 think that
with the shuttle about 10 touch down very soon,
this is onc of thosc days where the public interest
in a high quality Federal workforce may be at its
peak.

The whole notion of public interest in a high
quality Federal workforce scemed to be a very
important theme in last weck’s hearings con-
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ducted by Chairman Ford of the House Post
Office and Civil Scrvice Committee on the
Federal pay raise issue. Appearing before
Chairman Ford and his Committce was the Chicf
Justice of the United States in a very unusual
appearance.

He was there on behalf of Federal judges to
cndorse a 30 percent pay increase for at Icast that
portion of the Federal workforce. 1 think it is fair
10 say that he received a very fricndly reczption
from the pancl. It was intcresting to note that
members of the Committee secmed 1o be seeking
tips from the Chicf Justice on how to scll the idea
of Fedcral pay raiscs to the American voters.

What was interesting is that the Chicf Justice was
plainly struggling with how the members of
Congress could come up with a convincing and
persuasive way of attaining a sufficient political
conscnsus for a Federal pay raisc. As you may
know, the Civil Service Committee voted over-
whelmingly for the pay raisc, but members of the
Committec seemed 1o be looking for a way o go
back to the rest of their collcagues and give them
a good idca on how the pay raisc could be sold to
the American public.

It was a fascinating cxcrcisc in American politics
to watch. This must have lasted a good 30 to 45
minutes. The Chief Justice was struggling and not
coming up with an answer that was satisfactory to
any member of the pancl, and rcally wasn’t
satisfactory to himself. Hc had to concede several
times during the questioning that sclling the pay
raisc was going to be difficult. I could just
cnvision him getting up from the hearing table 1o
return 1o his office, taking up the Roe v. Wade
issuc, and breathing a sigh of relicf, secure in the
belicf that the most challenging part of the day
was well behind him.

Obviously, today we arc not here to resolve
Federal pay raises for the scveral thousand highest
paid Federal workers in Government. But 1

belicve the Board along with OPM can in a very
important way help establish a framework for
making realistic and politically acceptable pay
decisions in the future.

I have no doubt that our work is going to take a lot
longer than the Quad Commission took to do its
work. ButIam very hopeful that the results of
this process will be more satisfying than many
found the Quad Commission process to be over
the course of the last scveral months. 1 would like
10 address bricfly the Board’s special role in all of
this.

At the risk of deflating some egos, ¢ven had you
all not been kind enough to answer our call for
today’s confcrence, and had you not shown up,
you should know that the Board still would be
addressing the very questions that arc on the table
at today’s conference. Maintaining a high quality
workforce is what the merit system is all about.
Of course, the Board’s primary mission is to
protect the merit system through an adjudicatory
process.

But the Board has a charter to conduct merit
systems studics and reviews. This charter plainly
contcmplates a key role for the Board in enhanc-
ing and affirmatively promoting the Federal merit
systems. Over and above the charter, it is a very
cxciting excrcise for lawyers. Van and I arc both
lawyers and wc come out of the law side of civil
service administration. It is great to take leave of
the lawyers for a while and address some of these
larger systemic issucs. '

So, today’s work is donc pursuant to our charter.
That being said, the Board appreciates your
interest and is going to actively work with you to
address the questions we have posed in our
workbook today. Wec arc very awarc that there are
many individuals and institutions around town and
around the country who can play a key role in
cnsuring that this whole cxcercise is going to be
productive.
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Let me say a word about the relationship between
the Board and OPM. It is very important that
these two agencics work in a complementary
fashion whencver possible.

As Van mentioned, during the first 10 years of
civil service reform, 1 have had the privilege of
spending 2 of those ycars with OPM and ncarly 3
of them with the Board. I cannot recall in my
own expericnce any past joint cffort like we arc
taking with this project today. Given that scarce
resources are a Governmentwide probicm and that
we have a very full agenda of workforce issucs, it
is good news indeed for our ficld that OPM and
the Board can join forces in addressing Federal
workforcc quality.

I know that Curt will want to makc mention of the
very fine people who have helped produce this
conference on the OPM side. I would just like to
note for the record my thanks and my appreciation
to the Board members, Vice Chairman Maria
Johnson and Member Sam Bogley, for their
support in this whole effort. Special mention
should be given to the outstanding cffort that Van
Swift, as Director of OPE, and Margo McKay, as
a Scnior Counscl to Vice Chairman Johnson, have
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given to make sure this conference would be of
the highest caliber.

They are all to be applauded for their work, as is
the entirc OPE staff for the work they have donc
leading up to this conference. On a ..2rsonal note,
I particularly enjoyed hearing James Foster
describe to you what the Sccurities and Exchange
Commission is all about. I was taking a mental
checklist, thinking that since the Commission in
terms of structure is very much like the Board, it
would be intcresting to comparc the two agencies.
Jim began by noting that the SEC is an independ-
cnt agency, and I thought, well, so is the Board.
SEC is a bipartisan agency, as is the Board. SEC
is a regulatory commission. That is a term of art
for lawyers, but the Board does regulate in a
sense, so we share that kind of function with the
Commission. SEC is quasi-judicial, as is the
Board. And then Jim noted that when lawyers
lcave the Commission, thcy make enormous
amounts of moncy. And that is when I rcalized
how big our Government rcally is. In that respect,
at least, there are stark differences between the
Commission and thc Board. I cannot recall
lawyers lcaving the Board and making enormous
amounts of money. If they have, they haven’t told
us about it!

Leftto right: Dr. Gowing, Dr. Smith,
Mr. Levinson, Ms. Swift
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I will have the opportunity, of course, to test that
proposition when my term expires some time
hence, but notwithstanding the unlikelihood of
making enormous amounts of money after work at
the Board, it is an outstanding agency with which
10 be associated. It is a star within the executive
branch constellation. The work that we are doing
here today is just one more indication of the
strong commitment of the Board and its staff to
improve the quality of the Federal workforce for
the benefit of our entire Nation.

With that, I thank you,

DR. GOWING: Our second speaker is Dr. Curtis
J. Smith, and I am sure that he is known to many
of you. However, for those of you in the private
sector, let me review a little of his background.
Dr. Smith is currently our Associate Director at
the Carcer Entry and Employee Development
Group, and has served in that capacity since July
1986. He has responsibility for Governmentwide
policy on recruiting and examining, hiring and
general staffing matters. He is also responsible
for the Presidential Management Intern Program
and for the Administrative Law Judge examina-
tion process and program. I would characterize
Dr. Smith as a **‘manager’s manager,’’ in the
sense that he is both task-oricnted and people-
oricnted. Hc uniformly has the respect of his
superiors, his peers and his subordinates.

I am convinced that the reason he is such a good
manager is because his Ph.D. is in English
Literature and I am surc we will all head back to
the humanitics someday, as was mentioned earlicr
this moming. He has been with OPM previously
and also with the Office of Management and
Budget, where he was a senior budget examiner.
His work history is unique in that wherever he has
worked, there have been tremendous innovations
in Government programs.

Just to give you some examples of what happened
at OPM, we have had a significant turnaround in

our recruitment efforts, the Carcer America
concept. We have designed a major new examin-
ing program to replace the PACE examination
where we are introducing biodata to asscss people
entering the Federal Government. This work is
being accomplished under a court consent decrec.

There has been a remendous move to simplify all
of the hiring procedures and staffing programs and
to make the life of Government managers casier.
And ali of this can really be attributed to Dr.
Smith’s leadership. We are looking forward to his
remarks today.

DR. SMITH: Thank you. I will first make the
thank-you’s for the pcople who have helped make
this possible from OPM’s perspective: Marilyn,
of course, for a very nice introduction and also for
leading the people who have been doing our work
on workforce quality and who have been cooper-
ating with the Board on this. Sandi Payne and Jay
Gandy have donc a lot of the work for us.

I, too, am glad to be here. We have been looking
at workforce quality as an issuc for some time and
have paid attention to the GAO work. We have
been anxious to involve other people in it because
the demands of what we think we nced to know,
but do not know, about our workforce being so
great that we cannot possibly satisfy that nced for
information oursclves. We¢ would like very much
for cvery onc to participate in the business of
defining what it is we nced to know, where we
want to go. We would also encourage the kinds of
partnerships that we have with the Board now and
that we hope we will have with more of you as a
result of today.

On the business of measuring quality, I was struck
somewhat by the panels this moming because
therc wasn’t a lot of focus on the issuc of actually
measuring quality. 1 would assumec that our
private sector friends do, in fact, have to explain
in some sort of bottom linc fashion why what they
do works or doesn’t work, why training is worth
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the investment or is not, why salaries should be at
a particular level.

As 1 watched what was going on in the programs
that I am responsible for at OPM, one of the major
frustrations was that we never really had any data
upon which to make the decisions that we were
nevertheless forced to make. I suppose I must
admit that that doesn’t make me terribly uncom-
fortablc; it is fun to make the decisions without
being impeded by a whole lot of data.

On the other hand, they may not be the right
decisions and in our town it is also very difficult
to convince anybody clse. Other people have
their own anccdotcs and you end up in anccdote
wars and rcally don’t advance the cause of
figuring out how best to manage our people, or
what sorts of programs we necd for them. Mr.
Levinson mentioned pay. There has been a sense
that somchow the caps on pay over the last
number of ycars must have hurt us in recruiting
the kinds of people that we want in our workforce.
And yet I would agree with Sally Marshall that
nonc of us is claiming that the people who work
immediately for us arc no good.

Altogether, we lack the sorts of data that would
show us whether the people we are hiring by some
mcasurc are better or worse or the same as they
were 10 years ago. A morc specific and parochial
cxample of that is the difficult court case that we
have been working with surrounding the loss of
the PACE exam, the way we uscd to hire entry-
level people. When we lost the use of that exam
under a consent decrec, we put up some new
exams, but more importantly, we tumed over
hiring authority to agencics for a large number of
thosc occupations. We called it Schedule B and
let agencics do whatever they could figure out to
do.

The anccdotal evidence on that was all very, very
powerful. The agencics loved that new tool; they
loved the kinds of people they were hiring, they
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were balancing the workforce; they were getting
college graduates. Across the board, the managers
using that tool were very pleased with it. Unfortu-
nately, there was no data basc for us to know
whether, in fact, we were getting the kinds of
people we used to get off the PACE exam, for
example, or if there had been some loss of merit
in the sense of quality because of this ad hoc
hiring system.

Consequently, when we were called upon to arguc
and defend Schedule B in a separate court suit, we
lost because we could not, as a matter of fact,
establish that the lack of process was not a
problem. When we couldn’t show what the
results were in some sort of verifiable way, then
we got pushed back once again into the whole
business of process. It may be, for me, thec most
important potential for workforce quality studies
that, when we get to the point where we can show
results for what we do, we arc less dependent on
process.

When we can satisfy and show people that we
have satisfied our interest in merit by the kinds of
people we are hiring based on quality indicators,
there is less pressure at least for us to go through
some particular arcane process to assure that no
untoward judgment was exercised in the process.
We are working with the Board, as I said beforc.
The piece of it that OPM is involved with is to
collect information on a number of quality
indicators for the people who apply for our jobs.

There are about 12 of these. They include things
like professional certifications, previous experi-
ence, college subjcct matter, college grades. We
will collect these beginning now, and we hope
eventually to collect them from every applicant
for every Federal job, but it will take us some time
10 get there. What we hope to do with that
baseline is to sec, first of all, whether we are
hiring the best people who apply to us.
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Then we would like 10 see if the best people that
we hire stay, or is the turnover, as the talk was this
morning, among people we wished we had kept?
We would also like -- and I think we will be

able -- to establish some kind of a comparison
with the whole Nation’s applicant pool, so that we
know whether or not the better people in that pool
were willing to consider the Government even up
front,

As I said, to know the things that we need to know
about the quality of our workforce requires an
awful lot more than any of us can do individually.
I think you will see from the constitution of the
group of people who are here today that we hope
very much to consult with and to learn from
people from all the sectors.

From the private sector we would hope to find
benchmarks for the quality of their employees, for
the ways that they measure quality. We assume
that they have had the same kinds of cxperiences
that we are having in recruiting and training
people. We want to know what they do to solve
those problems. I think we heard some of that this
morning. We hope that they will be willing to
talk to us, to explain to us what they know about
an area that is relatively new for us; and we in
turn are willing to share what we learn with
people outside the Federal Government.

The same with the academic community. Excel-
lent research is being done. We would like to
know what the research concerns are; we would
like to hope that people will be willing to do
research along the directions that we are trying to
establish. Again, as we begin to create a data
bank and a baseline on Fedcral workforce quality,
it will turn out, I think, to be an extraordinary
collection of information because the workforce is
so huge. There are not many places where you
can get information on 2 million people as part of
one organization.

From the employee organizations, we understand
that in order for quality to get betier, certainly,
and for us to be able to measure it effectively, the
cooperation and support of employces and of the
people who lead their organizations will be
required. We think it is to the benefit of both
management and labor that we get a sense of what
quality is and that we be able, therefore, to
deliberately take steps to improve that quality.
Consequently, we want the pcople representing
employees to be involved early to understand
what we are doing, to see the kinds of things that
we are talking about.

A special note about the contribution of our co-
host, the Merit Systems Protection Board. MSPB
is working, I think, as ambitiously as any on the
business of workforce quality. They arc now
working with an exit survey of employees who
voluntarily leave Federal scrvice, in addition to
other attitudinal surveys, which will give us
information about what is going on here. I hope
we can link it up with the sorts of statistical things
that we at OPM are capable of knowing so that we
can sce not only what is happening but, at least
from the employee’s perspective, why it may be
happening.

I think a cooperative effort will benefit all of us,
and I think, finally, that any onc scctor of our
economy can succeed only when the whole
economy does, and that there needs to be a
national shared goal of workforce quality and of
doing what we can to improve the people who arc
in our labor market and who are available to go to
work. 1 hope that this conference will move us
toward this goal. I think it is off to a good start,
and it is a pleasure to be here. Thank you.
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SESSION Il
SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS

MS. PAYNE: Iam going to explain to you a
little bit about the way the next part of the
afternoon will move on, when we do our break-
out groups and the contribution that we arc hoping
and cxpecting to get from you all. T will also
introducc to you all the facilitators who will be
Icading the groups this altcrnoon. 1 would like to
begin, by making mention of the fact that I have
my own quality issuc. Onc of the spcakers this
morning talked about his learning to usc his
bifocals and how he moved from there into
looking at quality in a diffcrent way, looking at it
more closcly.

My own impact on understanding quality has also
comc from the fact that now I nced to usc glasses,
but I nced to usc them to sce people far away. |
have a choice; I can read what is up close or I can
scc what is far away, and I am, therefore, learning
that a quality workforce needs to be adaptive in
adjusting to technological change; in this case, it
is my body’s technological change.

So, when I ask the facilitators to stand, 1 will have
no ideca if the right person is standing, 1 trust that
they will be. It gives me great pleasurce to
introducc the pecople who arc going to be lcading
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these breakout discussions this afternoon. They
are the people at OPM and MSPB who are
actually conducting and leading the research that
was identified this moming as important. We
want to understand these issues of quality assess-
ment and what we need to do about it. 1 was
personally gratified that this moming did identify
this research as necessary since we both have it
underway.

You will find in your notebooks, on the bright
pink sheets of paper, the small group discussion
lists. There arc four small group discussions and
each of you will find your name on one of those
lists. The first group discussion will be held in
conference room number one, which is the first
conference room beside the entrance way. That
group discussion will be led by Carol Ann
Hayashida from the Merit Systems Protection
Board, and Ilene Gast, from the Office of Person-
nel Management,

Carol Ann Hayashida is a senior research analyst
with the U.S. Menit Systems Protection Board.
She conducts studies relating to the Federal Civil
Service, including a recent study on first-line
supervisory selection techniqucs. Prior to joining
MSPB, she was with the Department of Army.
Her assignments were at both staff level and
operating personnel offices. Her particular
interests are job classification, recruitment,
staffing and program evaluation. She is a gradu-
ate of the University of Hawaii School of Business
Administration and she majored in Personnel and
Industriai Relations.

Dr, llene Gast is a personnel research psychologist
in OPM’s Office of Personncl Rescarch and
Development, led by Dr. Gowing. She completed
her B.A. in psychology at the American Univer-
sity and later completed her Ph.D. work at George
Washington University. She has been working
with us in our workforce quality assessment
program for the past year. Prior to that she was at

the Army Research Institute, where she had
performed research in first-line supervisory
behavior.

The second small group discussion will be held in
Room 2 and will be led by Jay Gandy of OPM and
Paul van Rijn of MSPB. Jay is the program
manager for workforce quality assessment in our
Office of Personnel Research and Development.
It is a broad program of studics, which Dr. Smith
described to you, and we can conccive of it going
on for a long time. All of this work is done under
the direction of Mr. Gandy. Mr. Gandy has been
with OPM since 1973. He has led much of our
important research over the years, including the
introduction of biodata into Federal sclection,
which was mentioned by Dr. Gowing carlicr as a
very new initiative in the Federal Government.

This is a commendable effort, and probably the
reason that we immediately decided that he was
the person to lead our workforce quality research.
Mr, Gandy graduated from Emory University with
his Bachelor's Degree, from George Washington
University with his M.A., and completed his re-
maining post-graduate work at the University of
Maryland.

Dr. van Rijn is a personnel research psychologist
at MSPB. He is very well known to many of us
because he also worked in our Personnel Research
and Development Center some years ago. We
certainly value the work that he is doing. He is
leading the research now that is studying the
relationship between the quality of the people who
arc leaving, and why they arc leaving. We are
going to try to relate his results to our study
program,

Prior to joining MSPB in 1987, Dr. van Rijn was
with the U.S. Army Rescarch Institute, where he
studied Organizational Productivity and Leader-
ship in both the military and civilian side of the
Army. He has authored numerous rcports and has
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taught psychology as well. He received his B.A.
from the University of San Francisco and his
Ph.D. from the University of Colorado.

Groups III and IV, we arc going to have 1o share
the main conference room. Group III will be led
by Martin Reck from OPM and John Crum from
MSPB. Dr. Reck is from our office. He joined
the Office of Personnel Research and Develop-
ment in 1975 and has made a variety of contribu-
tions over the years, including serving as our
Interagency Personnel Research group coordina-
tor. I am sure he is familiar to many of you in the
Federal sector.

He is currently directing one of our particular
workforce guality projects, which is a study of
scicntists and engineers. We are going to try and
expand on the study that is being done in the
Department of Defense. Dr. Reck received his
Bachelor of Arts Degree from Brooklyn College
and his Master of Science and Ph.D. from Purduc
University. Dr. Reck also was a member of the
faculty at Purdue and othcr schools beforc he
joined OPM.

Dr. Crum is a personnel rescarch psychologist at
MSPB. He is onc of their scnior analysts and
project managers on a number of activities that
have gone on in MSPB for some time. Prior to
that, he was with the Dcpartment of Army
Civilian Personncl Center, where he was respon-
sible for the development of candidate c¢valuation
procedures, planning and other personnel research
projects. He obtaincd his Bachelor’s Degrec at
Boston University and his Master’s and Ph.D.
from the University of Florida.

Group IV will be led by mysclf and by John
Palguta. As I said, I am from the Officc of
Personnel Management; John is from the U.S.
Merit Systems Protection Board. John and I have
the joy of dirccting many of these rescarchers that
we just introduced to you, some of the most
compctent researchers who exist in our ficld.

John has served as a supervisory research analyst
at MSPB since 1984, having first joined the Board
as a senior research analyst in 1980. He is
currently directing development and conduct of
many special Governmentwide studies of the
Federal civil service. He previously came from
OPM also, where he was a branch chief in our
operating Personnel Office. Prior to that, John
spent 10 years in the old U.S. Civil Service
Commission at both the ficld and headquarters
level, primarily as a personncl management
advisor with emphasis on program and policy
evaluation. Mr. Palguta received his Bachelor's
Degree in Sociology from the University of Cali-
fornia, and a Master of Public Administration
from the University of Southern California. His
diversity of experience is an example of what
gives each of our pancl members or small group
leaders a perspective to help guide these discus-
sions this moming.

For mysclf, I guess [ am not supposed to introduce
mysclf except that, as [ said, I have the pleasure of
directing scveral of these people and their re-
scarch in the arca of workforce quality. I work for
Dr. Gowing in Personnel Research Development
and head up the Division of Policy and Analysis.

I received my Bachelor of Arts Degree in Psychol-
ogy from Roanoke College; 1 did my postgraduate
study at the American University and the Univer-
sity of Virginia.

I am very excited about this particular area of
study. I think it opens up windows of information
and windows of opportunity and we see our role to
not only describe some of the data, but also to
analyzc and perhaps propose methods for develop-
ing workforce quality. As a result, we are very
interested in hearing the things that we heard
today.

A few little picces of information about how the
workshops will be carried out this afternoon. You
will find that almost cverybody’s names will
appcar somcwhere on one of these four lists.
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However, there are some names which are not
included. Some of our staff have not been
assigned to a particular group. Also, we have
some press joining us today and we did not assign
them to a specific group. You are invited to
attend any of the group or groups that you are
interested in.

I would also like to point out that although you
have been assigned, and we have to keep these
groups the same size in order to fit into the rooms,
[ invite you to shift to one of the other groups if
we made an error in judgment about where your
contribution may be most c¢ffective and you feel
very strongly that you could contribute to one of
the other topics.

At this point we are going to break and reassemble
by 2:15 since we want to keep on schedule. I ask
you to please keep an eye on the clock and be sure
to come back on time, since we have a lot to
cover.

The final point that I want to make is, many of
you may not have had an opportunity to express
your thoughts this moming. After all that is why
wc have invited you all here, to have your input.
We started rolling this morning and then it was
time to cat, and I certainly wasn’t going to not
have us cat.

But I would point out to you that this afternoon
we rcally hope for your input and are looking for
it. This is your opportunity, both in the small
groups and when we rcassemble. You will notice
on your schedule that there is plenty of time
allocated to hear from you and to cxchange
information amongst yoursclves. That is the
purpose of the roundtable.

Thank you.
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SESSION IV
PLENARY SESSION
REPORTS FROM
DISCUSSION GROUPS AND
DISCUSSION FROM FLOOR

MS. SWIFT: We will now hear from the facilita-
tor for Group 1, Carol Hayashida.

GROUP1I

TOPIC: Why should we study workforce
quality? What purposes will be served by invest-
ing time and resources into this study? What
results can we expect to obtain and how can we
expect (0 use them? If problems are identified
how should they be addressed?

Facilitators: Carol Ann Hayashida MSPB
Ilene Gast OPM

MS. HAYASHIDA: Group I addresscd the issue
of why should we study workforce quality; what
purposes are going to be served by investing time
and resources in this kind of study; what results
could we expect, and how would we expect to use
those results; then, if problems are identified, how
should they be addressed? The group decided that
one reason we should study quality is first, to
gather baseline data in order to know where we
are -- in order to effect any changes, we really
need to know from where we are coming,

A sccond obvious reason for studying workforce
quality is as a basis for selling and marketing. I
think implicit in this was the attitude that we are
going to find good things if we study quality. The
selling and marketing would be not only external
to the Federal Government, but internal as well.
Somecone made a very good analogy, that in the
public sector, when we talk about our problems,
everything is wide out in the open.

That person said that it is as if private industry has
a clothes dryer and we have a clothes line with our
laundry being hung out for all the neighbors to
sce. So many times, [ think, because we discuss
our problems in a public forum, they scem to be
either larger than they really are, or loom as
obstacles that just can’t be overcome. So, what
we need is to look at the quality of the workforce,
sce the good things that are rcally there, and
bolster the self-image of those Federal employees
who are working for us currently.  We should let
them know that the Federal Civil Service really is
a good place to work and they are part of the good
things that are happening.

There also is an important aspect to marketing the
quality of the Federal workforce to the outside.
People outside Government nced 1o know that the
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Government is a good place to work and that good
things happen inside the Government. We find
that recruits want to affiliate themselves with a
winning organization. The only way to convince
them that we have a winning organization is with
data about the quality of our workforce.

Another reason for studying the quality of the
workforce is to provide a basis for anticipating
current and future human resource needs. In this
way we can identify the training that is required,
and this training becomes an investment in the
future, rather than a cost.

The group raised the point that often training is
seen as a cost and, therefore, in tight times it
becomes a cost to be cut. Whereas if training is
seen as an investment in a structured plan it is less
likely to be cut.

You can’t study quality without studying it in
context. The group emphasized, that quality has
to be studied in the context of productivity or
long-range human resource planning, or some-
thing of that sort. The group fclt that the military
has been especially successful in workforce
planning and quality issucs because they try to
relate their manpower resource needs to their
future systems. They really have done a betier job
than in the civilian side of the housc.

The group spent a lot of time on the definition of
quality. They noted that we really must pay close
attention to how we define quality. Some of our
speakers this morning brought up that issuc as
well, emphasizing especially that the components
of quality should be multifaccted. We should not
talk about quality in terms of single issucs or
single items. We really should not talk about
quality in terms of GPA, or a certain school, or its
prestige, but rather we should stress a wide variety
of fcatures.

Some members of the group were troubled by the
idea that we might study only inputs and outputs

AND DISCUSSION FROM THE FLOOR

to the Federal system. Pcople said that much goes
on in between inputs and outputs. We must study
the intervening processes and systems. The
managerial system is especially important. We
need to study managers because they play such an
important part in getting the workforce to be fully
productive and to reach their full potential. The
group urged that when we must study quality, to
study not only inputs, but also the intervening
processes as well.

The subject of managers took up a lot of our
discussion time. People felt that managerial
quality is not an easy issuc to study but we really
need to study it because managers are such an
important part of an organization. We should not
only study the qualitics of entry-level-workers,
people coming in at the beginning of their carcers,
but also we should study employces throughout
their career. When we capture the profile of
successful managers, we should be looking back
not only at their GPA’s and othcr collcge-based
information, we must cxamine other more current,
and perhaps more relevant data about them.

Finally the group decided that quality is really a
multifaceted issue. You rcally can’t study it using
a single approach, or a single group. You rcally
must usc a number of diffcrent approaches to be
able to study quality adequatcly. Thank you.

MS. SWIFT: Jay Gandy will report for Group I1.

GROUP I

TOPIC: How can we best determine the quality
of the Fedcral workforce? What measures of
quality or mcthods of study arc available? What
problems can we expect in attempting to explore
this issuc?
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Facilitators: Jay Gandy OPM

Paul van Rijn  MSPB

MR. GANDY: I could have sworn Carol was in
our group. With few exceptions, I could have
summarized our points of discussion very much
along the same lines. Group II was looking at
how we can best detecrming the quality of the
Federal workforce, what measurcs or methods of
quality are available, and what problems can we
expect in attempting to explore that issue.

We looked at the structure of our problem before
us from the standpoint of quality, first of all, being
a huge, multi-faceted arca. You have the inputs
consisting of peopic thai bring certain capabilitics
with them; you have the processes which take
place after sclecting people for the Federal
workforce, such as total quality management
concepts, training and devclopment, and so forth.
Finally, you have the system outputs in terms of
productivity measures, the services prov.ded, and
so forth,

We tried to focus the issucs back on the first
matter of inputs in terms of the qualitics of the
individual that relate to this issuc. The purpose of
that focus was to make our deliberations more
practical in terms of the participants there from
the Federal agencics who can go back and start
doing something in terms of measurement. So we
described to some extent what has been done
recently and what is ongoing in the actual meas-
urement, asscssment, or quantification arca.

The GAO work, the report, which is in your
notebook, was discussed along with the possibili-
tics of thosc quality indicators and their use. The
DoD work with the scicntists and engincers has
been ongoing for some time now, and it looks like
some very productive and very interesting results
are going to be forthcoming from that. I hope
they will not play around with the data forever but
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will let us see some reports on it soon. They
might go back and look in more detail at some of
the more interesting issues, because they have
huge amounts of data there. 1 think from that
process of having gone through exercises with
these indicators and looking at relationships, we
will be in a better position to say what is uscful
for evaluating quality. The work of MSPB and
following up with people leaving was discussed.
Generally, it was felt that this is a very important
area in terms of why are people leaving, the pay
issue, other factors versus pay, the inherent factors
of job satisfaction, and so forth; and some enlight-
enment there may come from that work. We
discussed a number of projccts that were ongoing.

The issue of context or the matter of context in
which we cvaluatc quality kept coming up in
almost everyone’s comments. There appeared to
be a general lack of belief that individual quality
indicators are going to bc very meaningful in
themselves. I wish that we had gotten further into
a discussion of the possibility of combining
quality indicators into an overall index; hopefully
at some later conference that can be done.

There is considcrable concern that we may run
into trouble with interpretation of the quality
indicators that we collect. There may be misun-
derstandings and, at least, perceptions of misuse
from certain quarters with respect to single quality
indicators and whether they have -- analogous to
the selection context -- a differential impact on
subgroups in the population. We were adequateiy
warned in our discussions to be conscious of the
limitations of our indicators as individual units of
information.

In general, the group felt that we should go ahead
and make attempts 1o measure quality; we
shouldn’t wait until we have the answers to all
sorts of related things. We can’t wait until we
have good productivity mcasures, for cxample, to
drive the question of where our problems in
quality lic. The group fclt, however, that what we
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were focusing on today is only one aspect of
quality assessment and that it shouldn’t detract
from total quality management concerns, develop-
ment concerns, and attempts to measure the
outside also.

MS. SWIFT: Martin Reck will report for Group
11

GROUP III

TOPIC: How do non-Federal (i.e., statc and
local governments, private for-profit and private
nonprofit organizations) deal with the issue of a
quality workforce? What measures of quality are
available in the non-Federal sector? What sort of
reaction can we expect from the non-Federal
sector if asked to share and compare their
workforce data? What can we do to obtain the
support and cooperation of non-Fedecral sector
organizations?

Martin Reck OPM
JohnL.Crum MSPB

Facilitators:

DR. RECK: Well, not surprisingly, I can make

the comment that I thought I was at Jay’s mecting.

There certainly was a lot of commonality between
groups. The basic focus of Group III was on non-
Federal entities and how they go about measuring
quality or deal with the issue of quality and what
quality measures they use if they do deal with it.
Much of what was said in the group was very
consistent with remarks made by the non-Federal
panel this moming.

Quality seems to be viewed as a function of many
aspects of the processes within an organization,
starting with selection and moving through
training, organizational philosophy, performance
management and appraisal systems. Quality was

viewed as very difficult to break out on its own. [
believe that Curt Smith made the statement, if I
recall correctly, that the private sector doesn’t
seem to measure quality, or quality per se.

That indeed was the impression I got from
Group III. Non-Federal managers don’t go
around asking each other, ‘‘well, what is our
workforce quality today?’” The emphasis seems
to be not so much on individual input, but much
more on organizational output. If you are looking
at the individual input side, most people consider
these variables as predictors for selecting people
in the first place. But for measuring quality once
individuals are on board, one should focus on the
output side, such as customer expcctations and
client satisfaction indexes.

This was the very strong focus in Group 111, that
we should be looking at the output in terms of
clicnt satisfaction and that, in fact, this would
probably be a very good way to help the program
gain general acceptance. There did not seem to be
much optimism regarding the usefulness of
generalized indicators of quality. It was difficult
for the group to focus on this because, I belicve,
they had problems with selecting any onc indica-
tor as a general measure of quality. They may use
the indicators for some other purpose such as, for
sciection.

They also did say, however, in the process of
discussing the Defense Department scientist and
engineers study, that looking at these indicators in
an experimental manner can be very useful. An
example would be relating potential indicators to
performance appraisals, which is what is being
done in the Defense Department study. However,
basically the group expressed a preference for an
output-oricnted approach and consistent with what
I heard from the other two groups and what |
heard this morning from the panel. Thank you.

MS. SWIFT: John Palguta wiil give the report on
Group IV.

CONFERENCE ON WORKFORCE QUALITY ASSESSMENT




PLENARY SESSION--REPORTS FROM DISCUSSION GROUPS

GROUP IV

TOPIC: Which agencies or organizations should
be involved in the study of Federal workforce
quality? What are their respective roles and how
should their cfforts be coordinated? What kind of
support is nceded from Congress, the public and
the media in order to successfully undertake this
study? What is the best way to obtain the support
we need?
Facilitators: John M. Palguta MSPB
Sandra S. Payne OPM

MR. PALGUTA: Well, unbeknownst to Groups
I, 11 and III, we had bugged their discussion rooms
so we were able to deal with all the same informa-
tion. Actually, we subtitled our group, ‘“Where
Do We Go From Here?'’ or, *“Who Does What?*’
We quickly came to the conclusion that in order to
answecr that question we had to deal with the
methodology: what is it we think we need to do
and want to do?

We came to some degrec of consensus that we
needed to continue along a multifaceted approach,
relative to development of quality indicators and
including considcration of who should put those
indicators into place. We talked about, for
cxample, the need for individual organizations to
be examining their quality within their own
environment, within their own culture and, in fact,
perhaps even conceding that a high quality
cmployce in onc organization may not be a high
quality cmployce in a different organization.

However, that docs not do away with the nced for
some Governmentwide indicators for the purpose
of Governmentwide interventions, should a
problem be discovered and feeding into the notion
that multiple efforts at multiple levels is probably
the best course of action, we also talked about an
agency that would serve as a laboratory and go
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into quality assessment in depth and even look at
interventions within their environment. This may
be somewhat analogous to what we are currently

trying to do under the rescarch and demonstration
projects.

We talked about the need for both hard data and
soft data, the need to look at job behaviors and
how they affect our measurement of whether or
not we have a quality employee as opposed to
simply looking at someone with a high GPA and a
variety of degrees and credentials without being
cognizant of how that person is going 1o work on
the job. This would include consideration of such
issues as morale and the impact of job satisfaction
on work performance and, ultimately, on the
quality of the employce if measured by their
contribution to their organization.

We talked about reputational studies, looking at
what we believe are excellent organizations and
perhaps comparing and contrasting them with the
awful organizations for an attempt to discern some
differences in workforce quality and measurcment
of that workforc: quality.

With the data itself, and again, along the theme
of: "Where do we go from here and who doces
what?,” we emphasized the need to institutionalize
the data assessment and the quality assessment
cfforts so that thosc efforts would be ongoing, and
would be nonpolitical. Nonpolitical from two
perspectives -- one, the effort would continuc over
various administrations and, two, nonpolitical
from the viewpoint of ¢cnsuring data integrity.

On that last point, it was fclt that data integrity
would be enhanced if we dealt with the data in an
open manner. In other words, whoever gathers the
data, should make it available for examination and
manipulation -- in a posilive scnse -- by any
number of groups or individuals. This led to
discussion of advisory committees, which would
include union representation, academics, profcs-
sional associations and so on. The committecs
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would be providing input into the proper analysis
and massaging of that data.

We talked about the possibility of an annual get-
together, like today's conference, perhaps being
helpful. Some nice pats on the back were given
by the group for the intcragency cooperation,
cvidenced by this conference, between OPM,

MSPB and GAO as a prod towards continuation of

that interagency cooperation.

Finally. two last points: It was clear that we need
to have input from agencics in terms of how cach
agency is going to definc quality. A universal
indicator of quality may be a more nebulous and
clusive goal than attempting to deline quality
within the context of each organization. But
again, we were being tugged back with the
thought that, “*Gee, it would sure be nice if we
had somc Governmentwide indicators as well.”

That all got down to the bottom hine, which 15 the
only rcason we are concerned about this. One, the
supposition that there is somchow a relationship

between a quality workforce and the quality of the
service provided by Government. Sccond, that if
cither 1s found lacking, then knowing or at least
fecling that we have a better handle than we
currently do on the quality of the workforce, we
could talk about some intcrventions that could
improve the situation. That 1s basically it. Thank
you.

MS. MCKAY: We would like to open the
discusston up to the floor for questions you may
have for the factlitators or the pancl members.

MR. GOLDEN: I haven't been here most of the
day. I guess I am disappointed most by the
outcome of today, because 1 have not once heard
the concept of accountability. 1 think that we can
design the very best and most effective sysiems
that anyonc has cver heard of. But quite frankly,
if we take all of these wondertul pecople and bring
them into the system, and in no way do we hold
our managers accountable for the management
orchestration of these talents and resources, then
in cffect, we have nothing.
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The question I have, if you think about this, is, if
you bring in the very best people and you give
them to a poor manager, what are they going to do
with this wonderful talent? And it really is, I
think, a sad commentary when you think about
our system, that in no way do we hold our
managers accountable for the effective manage-
ment of human resourccs.

It sccms to me that the one thing that we are
beginning to miss here, and that we arc missing in
the long run, is that no matter how well we
establish our recruitment programs, no matter how
much we establish the qualifications or techniques
or methodologics that we are going to usc for
attracting employees, if once we bring them into
our or~hestra, if we do not have some sensc of
orchestration in terms of trying to produce
something that is rcally bencficial, then in effect
we have nothing.

[ think my fricnd Chet Newland asked the
question this morning carly on; I have been
hearing the same thing for 30 years; and the truth
of the matter is, in the public sector we have been
hearing it for at least 30 years or beyond. 1 have
not heen here that long but T am going to take
Chet’s word for this. Thc issuc is that in no way
do wec really hold managcrs accountable. The
closest systems that we have for dealing with ac-
countability are, quite frankly, in our military
systems.

Our military systems, and to a degree our forcign
system, which applics the same thing, says we
will give you credit for that as long as you do
somcthing good, but if you do somcthing bad -- if
you take a risk as a manager -- wc arc going (o
ho'd that against you and, in fact, your carcer will
be impaired by that kind of a process. So, we sit
around in this kind of a forum and we think about
how much of an impact we can have on the
system, and that is wondcrful if we want to
continuc to fool ourselves to think that we arc
really the end-all to beat-all.
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But no matter how much talent, no matter how
rich, no matter how talented it is, once we get it
into the system, if we don’t have a better way of
managing it and orchestrating it, in effect, all of
that energy, all of that study, all of that evaluation
and analysis 1s for naught.

So, it seems to me that what we have is a little bit
of the cart before the horse syndrome here. In
that, the sense that I come away from here is that I
need to go back and put more pressure on our
attraction-retention-development of managers, and
more on the sense of holding those managers
accountable for producing high-quality products
and programs and I think, then, that we will find
that high-quality recruitment will follow as a
natural consequence of that kind of input.

So, I really think that no matter how well we
design an initial recruitment program, if we don’t
do something once we get them into the system,
then the rest of it, I think, is highly questionable.

DR. GOWING: Thank you, Mr. Golden. That
was Jack Golden, who is the Director of Personncl
for the Department of Commerce, and a former
president of IPMA. Jack, I agree 100 percent. 1
think some of the spcakers today had touched on
that very indircctly when they said, let’s treat
management as a profession. But 1 think the
accountability component is very cssential. That
is a question that we really nced to address.

MR. GOLDEN: Lct me give you an example.
We have talked about the demonstration projects,
and of coursc we have heard a lot about the China
Lake program. Wc had onc at the National
Burcau of Standards, which is now NIST (which
is a very highly scientific organization). I think it
is interesting that our turnover rate was less than 3
percent. Unfortunately, we got a demonstration
project which I think will destroy that because onc
of the things that happened is that organization
managcd its program and its pcople within the
systcm that was designed.
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Too many times we are looking for an escape, and
what we want to say is, the system doesn’t work
so let’s throw it out and bring in something new.
That is what we need to throw out. What we need
to throw out is the management attitude that we
cannot manage within the structure that we have
cstablished and, in effect, go through a refinement
process.

I think that good pecple are attracted to organiza-
tions becausce the organization is attractive, 1
think good people stay in an organization because
an organization creates an environment where
they can excrcise their full growth potential,
where they can exercise their professional inputs
that they want in that organization and, indeed,
where there is some sense of accountability in that
structure.

Where we fail is when we don’t deal with that,
where we just bring people in and put them into a
system. They are allowed to sit there; we treat
managers as we do everybody clse. In fact, one of
the interesting things that is happening right now,
and I don’t know whether this is coming from
OPM or from othcr agencics, that we wanted to
take what basically is kind of a poor performance
management system and turn it into one that is
rcally bad by going back to a pass-fail syndrome.

What we arc saying (o our managers is, we don’t
cxpect you to have any backbone. We don’t
cxpect you to have any integrity; we don’t expect
you to have any credibility and we sure as hell
don’t want you to make any meaningful judg-
mcnts about the quality of the people you have
working for you or their ability to produce and
mcet the organizational goals. So, we want to
make our job casicr and simply say, pass-fail.

I want to tcll you, that is an awful sad commen-
tary on our system. It reminds mc a littlc bit of
civil service reform when we took onc bad

performance appraisal system and created 2,700

bad performance appraisal systems, and now it
seems we want to go back 1o the one becausc it 1s
easier, for some reason, to add up the number of
bad systems. But accountability secems to be the
issue that really seems 10 be missing.

It would seem to me that if we could go into a
system that, in effect, would pay exccutives or
managers a reasonable basc pay and then o pay
them the rest of their salary bascd on their ability
to perform, I think we would curc this problem in

a hurry.
DR. GOWING: Yecs. Question or comment?

MR. LINDLEY: I don’t want to disagrce with
what John Golden said, but I would like to add a
little bit to it because I don’t think accountability
is a practical solution in all instances in the
Federal Government. Because of certain manage-
ment structures, certain people who are at the top
are not accountable and nothing that you do will
make them accountable.

So, what I would arguc for is certainly accepting
what John says, but I would certainly institutc a
program from the bottom also, involving the
people in the organization because you alrcady
have the nucleus of that in practically cverything
that you do. The pcople in the organization are
mighty movers, but you have to give them the op-
portunity.

Now, you can get at part of the problem, and [
have scen this happen in onc organization, you
have to give them the opportunity to speak and
talk and meet, so I implore that you do that
approach, too. You can do it through performance
cvaluation programs, you can do it through small
group discussions, but thc employces arc a very
important aspect of the organization and they are
just as important as management in many organi-
zations, morc important becausce they have got 1o
get rid of some of thosc incompctent managers.
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I still believe in what you say. Accountability is
very important but I would say start from the
bottom, too, and go through the entire organiza-
tion and do your quality work there. In many
organizations, employees have banded together
and say, you have got to change our working
conditions, and they do it. In one organization
that I was with in the Federal Government, they
said, this guy who is the boss has got to go; and by
the way, he did go.

So, this can be done. I think you have got to look
to this because in my experience in the Federal
Government and in public service elsewhere, there
are many incompetent supervisors, and onc of the
problems is getting rid of them. How do you get
rid of them, incompetent managers? I say, use the
employees in that organization; not directed
toward that, but to be a force for change.

DR. GOWING: Enid Beaumont.

MS. BEAUMONT: Some suggest three factors --
the individual variables, the behavior and the
outcome -- as important for us to think about. 1
don’t think there is any proof that individual
variables or behavior has any bearing on perform-
ance in terms of the literature, but you all are
rcally hanging on to thosc factors because you are
comfortable with them.

It seems 1o me that onc of the most exciting things
that is happening in our socicty at the moment is
in the field of education. The teachers are being
judged, some of them, by the outcomes in terms
of student performance, and they arc very fright-
ened.

You see a lot of dislocation throughout the
country as these things are trying to be put
through. But just think about that. I mean, that is
to mc the only breakthrough we have really had in
this ficld for along time.
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I just think that if I heard all your four groups, you
really ‘‘pussyfooted’ around with outcome meas-
urement; well, yes, it is nice. I am questioning all
of you in terms of, do you have to hang on to
individual variables? We have not proven, either
in terms of selection, retention or performance
that individual variables have much impact. You
all know the literature at this point, but in my time
that is what we knew.

On behavior, we know that different kinds of
behavior have differcnt kinds of outcomes. It
often does not matter; but outcomes do matter.
So, it secms to me that if we are going to be bold,
somebody ought to start trying to measure the out-
comcs and trying to articulate and design them,
and I think maybe then we will be on the right
track. I may be crazy, but it seems to me we need
to watch the education ficld to sec if anything
comes of that because it is the most exciting
change in our society in a very long time.

MR. PALGUTA: I perhaps did not do full
justice in my S minultes o all of the discussion in
Group IV, but output indicators and measurement
was indced a major item of discussion and some
felt quite strongly that there necded to be a
connection between any workforce quality meas-
urement and output indicators, with the caveat
that obviously some Governmental service out-
comcs arc going to be influcnced by things over
which the workforce may have no control, such as
budgctary considcrations, and so on.

So, keeping that caveat in mind, clearly I think the
only purpose for being concerned about workforce
quality is the supposition that it is going to have
an impact -- and should have an impact -- on the
Government scrvice being provided.

DR. RECK: That was ccrtainly the emphasis of
Group IIT as well. The outcome process, the cus-
tomer-oricnted process, no question about that.
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DR. GOWING: I am going to put in another
plug for behavior. Think of a manager who is
very effective in terms of bottom-line profits, but
gets there by being extremely hard on his people.
That is an individual behavior on the part of the
manager. Often that behavior results in other bad
outcomes, such as turnover, sabotage, etc. There
may be an equally effective manager in terms of
bottom-line profits who treats his pcople very well
in the process. You would say this person is
totally successful because he does not have any of
the unwanted outcomes as well. So, that is why
we are keeping both -- behavior and outcomes --
in the equation.

MR. GOTZ: Somcthing I have been struck by in
listening to the conversations is that from OPM
and Merit Systems' points of view, I am not surc
that you have a clear understanding of what the
purpose of these quality measures are -- why you
are doing it. I don’t sce how you can get into
what the individual manager is doing in a job site.
You have to make policy and presumably the rea-
son why you care about these quality measures is
to change policy, either in how managers are
sclected or how they are promoted, or to change
compensation.

You arc presumably interested in some high-level
mcasures of quality because you want to be able
to go to Congress with a good story; if you don’t
change pay, here are the consequences for the
product, and the quality measurc is your proxy for
product. I guess I would like to ask or suggest
that you perhaps forget about notions of quality
and focus on specific problems, and focus on their
solutions instcad.

Why worry about the term quality? Why not just
say, look, we have this problem: We have
managers who have high turnover in their work
units because they are poor managers; you necd Lo
adopt some sort of strategy for identifying thosc
people and for cither re-educating them or getting
rid of them. Focus on specific problems that you

can take to Congress and say, we necd a change in
legislation. We need changes in compensation to
be able to solve these problems. Forget about
quality completely. That is a suggestion.

DR. GOWING: Actually we arc addressing
operational problems simultancously with our
investigations into the quality of the individuals in
the Government workforce. We are fighting fires
-- handling very specific issucs and coming up
with very concrete solutions. But the quality is-
sue, [ think, is a very political issue, a very visible
issue which must be addresscd.

That is what Sally Marshall was saying; there arc
all of thesc myths out there about the reduced
quality of our workers and onc of the primary
reasons wc are going forward is that we arc trying
to get data 1o substantiate or refute the assertion
that the quality of the Federal Government
workforce is cither declining or increasing,
whatcver the outcome might be. Sandi, is there
anything elsc you wish to add?

MS. PAYNE: I agree.

MR. PALGUTA: The only other thing I would
add is that I think when you are looking at
problems and trying to dcal with the problems,
you find, when it gets to thc Governmentwide
policymaking levcel, that you have a lot of indi-
viduals claiming that there arc problems but
without data to substantiatc that claim. Wc may
claim we have a problem with huge turnover and
that the best people are Icaving, and therefore
somcthing must be declining, but then it 1s a
question of, ““Wecll, prove it! Show me.””

We can cut salarics in half and there will still be
10 people lincd up for cvery job. Show me that
quality is declining and that there is a concern. |
think it is all intcrwoven and it 1s difficult to
separate it out and say, well, we will just tatk
about opcrational problems and the workforce
quality will take carce of itscif. Unfortunatcly, it
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doesn’t always work quite that simply.

MR.GOLDEN: One last point before you cut it
off. Idon’t want to let OPM get away today
without having something nasty to say about
them. I think an interesting part of this kind of
study would be 1o attempt to mcasure the quality
of cmployces being brought into organizations
who have dircct-hire authority versus those who
have to use the traditional OPM very heavy-
handed, ministerial-laden, time-consuming
approaches that we have all gotten to know and to
love.

Quite frankly --
DR. ZIMMERMAN: Which you advocate, Jack.

MR. GOLDEN: Ycs, [ am certainly a strong
supporter of it. I was thrilled when we got
advancc in-hiring rates for clerk-typists. We were
told that a clerk-typist could come in and certify
that they could type, and then told that I had to
give them a miserable litde clerical exam and
send it to Atlanta, Georgia, and 8 weeks later |
would find out whether the person passed or
failed. By that time, they were either dead of star-
vation or had found another job.

Part of our problem, I think, in quality is the
system, and it is the process. So, I think if you are
going to study this then examine the impact of
direct hiring and the differcnce when we don’t
have our hands ticd behind our back and we have
an opportunity to go out and compcte in an open
marketplace, what we are able to produce in forms
of high-quality pcople versus when we have to use
thesc archaic systems.

[ don’t blamc this all on OPM. I think the House
Manpower Civil Service Committce -- and I saw
Andy Fcinstein here and [ hope he didn’t get away
before I take my shot at him, there he is -- and
that what has happened is that we have this
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conflict between administrations and the political
base in this country, and what we have done is
make it extremely difficult for us to survive and
compete in today’s marketplace.

Here again, is another example that, no matter
how good our intentions are, if we simply cannot
go out and compete in a meaningful way, then, in
effect, the quality is going to be hampered and
adversely impacted. So, it scems to me as part of
this review we have to look at a way of throwing
all these shackles off and giving us an opportu-
nity, then, to go out and compete and then to --
my last shot, and my peer, the personnel director,
says, if we can’t do it then fire us and bring in
somebody who is capable of doing that job.

DR. GOWING: I am going to have Sandi Paync
address that issue.

MS. PAYNE: I think I will start by saying that
each time a qucstion is raised, I am kind of sorry
we broke into four workshops and didn’t stay in
plenary session because I feel that cach question
was addressed by one, two, three, or possibly four
of the groups. In this casc perhaps not all four of
them. One of the things that we tried to empha-
size is -- and I think this addresses the carlier
question, too -- why are we looking at quality?
Why are we gathering any of these data? Why do
we need it?

It is precisely so that we have data in order to look
at systems and look at what works, look at
programs. We have been directed in our work on
workforce quality by Curt Smith to look at pre-
cisely that. I want to know how different pro-
grams work; I want for the first time to be ablec to
tell if this process works, if this onc works, how
they work, why they work and how we should
meld them togcther in the future and what we
should recommend.

So, that is a very important part of the quality
studies and I think you arc very right to address
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that question. I am glad it was brought up in
plenary session.

MR. FEINSTEIN: Iam Andy Feinstein. I agree
with you, Jack, particularly the part about firing
personnel directors. I have a lot to do with the
origin of this and think that the reason that you
want to measure workforce quality is to find out
whether what we have done over the last decade
in terms of reducing pay and benefits, in terms of
making the workplace a less satisfactory place for
employees, has had any effect, and if it has, to
design interventions to deal with that.

Now, the main criticism, or one of the most telling
criticisms, has been you don’t want to do it
Governmentwide. You don’t want to do it
Governmentwide, probably in part because it is
not terribly accurate; it is more accurate the finer
the focus. My concern about that is that if you
have identified problems on a more localized ba-
sis, that leads to localized solutions. As I said in
the small group, the reason DoD did a study of
scientists and engineers was to scck pay for
scientists and engineers in DoD, not to deal with
the workforce as a whole.

Frankly, although I am on the other side, I don’t
think the consensus is there to end the centralized
personnel system. Despite the obvious attractions
of getting rid of OPM, I don’t think that there is a
public consensus yet that that is what ought to be
done. When that happens, I agrece that it ought to
all be done on an agency basis. However, as long
as we still have this central personnel system, |
think we have to look at it centrally and [ think
that the solutions to most of these problems still
happen on an across-the-board Governmentwide
basis.

MS. PAYNE: We thank you for your support,
Andy. Any other comments or questions?
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CLOSING REMARKS

Dr. Marilyn K. Gowing
Assistant Director for

Personnel Rescarch and Development
Office of Personncl Management

DR. GOWING: I have some reflections on the
entirc day that I would like to share with you and,
also some quotes from presenters that I found
compclling. T hope that [ have not misquoted
anyone. Onc of the important issues for me this
morning came from the private scctor, and that
was: "*Have you donc all you can do with your
current workforce?”” Tbelicve it was Mr. Calhoun
with Bocing who said: *‘Unleash the quality in our
current workforce, however we can, Let’s
maximizc their productivity, maximize their
motivation and maximize their satisfaction.””

[ also liked the quote, and I am not sure where this
onc camc from: ‘‘Bc the best that you can be.””
Of course, the other side of that in the private
scctor is: “*But we have expectations for you, for
the organization, as well.”” To us in psychology,
this concept is labeled *‘sclf-actualization.” ‘‘Be
all that you are capablc of becoming.”” 1 hope that
this concept will also be a driving force in the
public sector. Another quote, this one from Dr.
Zimmcrman, dcals with management. ‘*‘Manage-
mcnt needs Lo be viewed as a profession.’” |
rcally belicve that if we arc going to have a sclf-
actualized workforce, one that is going to be all it
can be, then the onus falls on management. |
hope that we will have a new respect for our
managers. We have donc some cxcellent things

with the Federal Executive Institute and Mike
Hansen should be given credit for improvements
in that operation. I think we are sceing a revitali-
zation of intcrest in management within the
agencies and departments of the Government.

In terms of recruitment and selcction, I think it is
very important that we know the kinds of pcople
wc are looking for. I am not really certain that we
in Government understand the value system of our
current employees. Who are those high perform-
ers, the pcople we value who stay with us? What
are their motivations, and their valucs?

Obviously, it is not money. I will sharc my
personal story -- as on¢ who turned down an offer
that was $25,000 higher the same wecek I received
the offer from OPM. I know firsthand that there
are other things that motivate people, such as the
impact of your job -- the very broad-scale respon-
sibility that the Government has to offer. So, |
think we need to look at those things that make
Govemment opportunitics unique and attractive,
especially for young people coming into the
workforce.

Dow Chemical recognizes the importance of the
motivating force of high impact work. You have
seen their ads on TV; ‘‘Dow lets you do great
things.”” I think the Government can make the
same claim. So, we have to measure thosc valucs
and those motivations before we go out to recruit.
We need 10 know what kinds of people we are
looking for. Once we have our people in mind, 1
belicve it was Mr. Calhoun, again, from Bocing
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who said, ‘‘Decide what kind of workforce you
have and the skills you have and then the training
intersecte ”’

We are looking at that right now and the term we
are using is diagnostic testing, giving examina-
tions as people come through the door, to help us
to determine their developmental needs. 1 think
we will see more of this application of diagnostic
testing in the future.

I also want to point out that we need to be aware
that our workforce will always be changing its
values. We have seen dramatic changes; two of
our presenters, Xerox and IBM, talked about their
employees’ aversion to frequent relocation. That
aversion resulted in changed company policies. 1
think we all need to change our policics, in
accordance with the values and the mores of the
individuals that are coming to work.

We have heard that employees are balancing their
professional and personal lives, and we need to
keep this in mind. I also liked Sally Marshall’s
aggressive marketing in recruitment situations. 1
think that once you have your identity, you know
who you are and what you have to offer; you
know the kinds of folks you are looking for, then
you approach recruitment in a much more
confident manner.

And it is important to keep in mind that pcople
want to join a winning organization. [ think that
point was made by Group I. I agree with that, but
we need 10 remember there are different defini-
tions of winning.

On training, the new emphasis we keep hearing
over and over again is ‘‘grow your own, grow
your own managers, grow your own profcssionals,
and grow your own clerical support.”” OPM has a
very active Clerical Apprentice Program; we
have taken cight trainces out of the local schools,
and we are training them not only in basic skills

but also in organizational values. [ belicve we
heard from Commissioner Broadnax this morning
that New York State has a similar program. I sce
a real interest and more funds being committed for
(a) ““school-to-work bridge programs’’; (b) higher
level managerial training programs and (c)
programs for cross-utilization. Pcople are not
going to have just one occupation in the future.
There will increasingly be a requirement for mid-
career change from one occupation to another.
Only through cross-utilization training can we
help people move easily from one occupation (o
the next.

To support the development of these training
programs directed toward cross-utilization, we
must conduct occupational analyses. We need to
g0 beyond job analysis now to multi-purpose
occupational analysis to determine the common-
alities across occupations in terms of work
activities, knowledge, skills and abilitics. Regard-
ing the topic of the retention of our workforce,
these ideas presented are in fact ideas that are 30
years old. They represent proven management
techniques: 1) excellent leadership from the top;
2) a vision that is tied to the mission of the or-
ganization and its goals and objcctives; 3) an or-
ganizational culturc that is established with clear
values that are stated in words that employces can
understand.

People arc given .
doing things that ar ‘ance with the
cxpectations of the o1y, 1. You have ideas
involving participative m  ~sement ir whatcver
form, teamwork; you have quality circles, you
empower your people; that is language that Lynn
Offermann of George Washington University
would appreciate, because she has published
extensively in that arca. ' You have recognition
programs, awards, and compensation. The
Govemment is trying to be more creative in that
arca. That was brought out by Mr. Foster of SEC
-- how we are thinking of things like retention
bonuses based on performance and pay banding.

~henever they are
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So, yes, we do have to be a little more creative
with those 30-year-old ideas, while remembering
they have worked to keep people happy, content,
motivated, and produclive.

Let me turn to the question of why we are at-
tempting to assess quality. We have heard a lot of
reasons today. I liked Sally Marshall’s suggestion
that we are attempting to support or refute the
myths that are going around about Federal
Government quality; that is certainly one reason.

I liked Curt Smith’s statement that ‘it is very
difficult for managers 10 make decisions unless
they have data on which to base those decisions.”
You have to give them data saying our quality
workforce has deficiencies in the following skill
arcas, and then you can expect that there will be
support for training programs to rectify those
deficiencies.

Another statcment, one made by Mr. Levinson,
was that, ‘‘maintaining a quality workforce is
what merit is all about;’’ that is a pretty compel-
ling reason to undertake these studies if you had
no other reason. Some of the others we have
mentioned bolstering the Government’s image and
having a data base with which to compare our
progress, both longitudinally and across the public
and private scctors.

Now, finally, the most difficult issue of ail: ‘‘How
do you measure quality?”’ I loved hearing the
conversations today because they were all over the
spectrum, but, as a psychologist, I can tell you

that you arc all right in your reccommendations for
the quality measures. First, we have the advocates
of the quality indicators. You know, OPM is a big
advocate of that measure, we have printed
250,000 forms and we are going to use them. So,
we are going to proceed with quality indicators
(c.g., data on academic achicvement, experi-
ences),

I think there is merit in that approach. We also
recognize there is dissatisfaction with these types
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of data; we were hearing that from Mr. Calhoun
from Boeing. He said, ‘‘Let’s recalibrate our
definition of quality; it is probably not a degree
from Duke.’’ (I hope that was a direct quote). But
even Dr. Millburm, having this tremendous
investment in the DOD study and this tremendous
sample size, is saying, ‘‘Well, I am not really sure
the number of professional publications is reaily
an indicator of quality.”’

And I agree. I think you have to collect these
data, these quality indicators, but to use them very
cautiously. Ilike to relate them to other data,
other measures of quality, which I will mention,
and see how they correlate. Then perhaps, we
will have some confidence about which of these
indexes would be uscful for operational dccisions
down the road.

Now, in psychology our measure of performance
includes three sets of variables: 1) individual
variables, and those are measured by quality
indicators; 2) the behavior of the performer, and
we usually look at that in terms of supervisory
ratings of performance; 3) organizational
outcomes, and those are the products and services
that this person produces.

Basically, the great debate 1 was hearing in onc of
the groups that I was attending -- and I think it
was coming out in all of the groups -- was should
we be looking at individual behavior or should we
be looking at products and services? My answer
is, let’s look at all of these measures of quality.
Why would we rule anything out at this point?

We are proceeding with preparing administrative
performance ratings of individuals across the
Federal Government. Well, the other issue that
comes out across the groups is, how do you
measure behavior? You do it in two ways. There
will be generic kinds of dimensions that go across
all agencies. By that I mean, something like
‘‘service orientation,”’ the degree to which
someone is responsive to the customer or to the
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client. This could be a performance dimension
across organizations. Then there will be agency-
specific skills that are directly related to the work
that must be accomplished by that particular
organization. These performance dimensions are
dircctly related to the strategic plan and the
definition of the work that must be accomplished
to fulfill that plan.

Therefore, an individual administrative perform-
ance rating that gets at behavior will probably
have a combination of both of those performance
dimensions -- genceric and specific, depending
upon the sciting. Finally, why on carth would we
rule out product and scrvices, including getting
opinions from outside parties as to the delivery of
those services and the quality of our people? 1
think only by doing all of this simultancously (and
I will throw in the intervening systems for study
such as the quality of management in organiza-
tions) arc we going to be able to get at a solution
for mcasuring the quality of the Federal govern-
mient workforce. That concludes my remarks.

MS. MCKAY: I would like to thank you all for
coming. MSPB and OPM arc both committed 1o
continue the ongoing project of assessing the
quality of the Federal workforce. This was one
step to get your input. We hope that it doesn’t
end with today and that you will continue to be in
touch with us and give us your thoughts, sugges-
tions, papers and whatever you have that would
help us to move closer to our goal.

We will be putting together a published report of
these proceedings within the next several months.
Each attendee will receive a copy free of charge.
That is our gift to you. Thank you very much for
your gift to us in coming here today.

Excusc me, we have one more comment over
here.

MR. LINDLEY: [ have onc comment and a vote
of thanks. I think the discussion groups were
terrific. Thatis a good techmque. 1 liked the
whole thing.

Margo M. McKay
Muaria 1. Johnson
Jerrv L. Calhoun
Barbara Mahone
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Postscript

The ability of the Federal Government to meet the needs of the Nation will
ultimately depend upon the quality of the Federal workforce. This conference
is but one small part of what must be a concerted and ongoing effort to under-
stand the dynamics of workforce quality assessment so as to be able to formu-
late constructive public personnel policies. Both MSPB and OPM are com-
mitted to the goal of an efficient and effective Federal workforce. The ideas
and information resulting from this conference -- if used to guide and encour-

age future assessment efforts -- will assist in meeting that goal.
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF SMALL GROUP REPORTS

Discussion Group I

Topic: Why should we study workforce quality?
What purposes will be served by investing time
and resources into this study? What results can
we expect to obtain and how can we expect 1o use
them? If problems arc identificd how should they
be addressed?

Summary of Discussion:

The group participants reached carly agreement
that we should study workforce quality for the
following major reasons:

B To gather bascline data about the
workforce;

B To usc any positive results that cmerge
from the workforce study in internal and cxternal
marketing campaigns. Within the Government,
such a marketing campaign can create and foster a
*“‘culturc of competence.”” In the past, negative
anccdotal data have tended to reinforee, perhaps
unfairly, Federal cmployces’ attitudes about
declining workforce quality. Externally, data
about a “‘winning’’ Federal workforce would be
helpful in persuading high quality applicants to
affiliate with Government organizations; and

B To have rcadily available data which
could be used as bases for anticipating current and
future nceds. For example, if skills gaps or other
factors are identified which can be remedicd by
training, the resources to accomplish that training
can be programmed ahcad of time. This would be
a change from current modes of operation,
Training has historically been approached as a

“‘cost’’ item, and is highly vulnerable to redaction
during periods of shrinking budgetary resources.
By changing the orientation of the organization
toward training as an ‘‘investment’’ to meet
identificd nceds, funds to accomplish the neces-
sary training may be more casily justificd and
preserved.

Other concerns and issues raised by the group
included the following.

B We should not attempt to study quality
without clearly defining the contextual setting,
¢.g., productivity or long-range human resource
management planning. It was noted that the
military scrvices have been successful in identify-
ing and assessing their personnel requircments
vis-a-vis Ltheir various systems.

B The definition of quality which is used in
the study design for the assessment of the
workforce must acknowledge that it is muluifac-
cted There is a danger in focusing on a single
measurc, ¢.g., grade point average, as a guality
indicator.

B Managers play such a critical rolc in
Federal agencices that we should review and assess
quality levels for that group separately (and
perhaps carlicr than focusing on the workforce in
gencral). The managerial system has the largest
impact in determining whether the workforee
reaches its full potential and therefore deserves
special attention. I there are impediments o high
productivity which become evident after studying
the managerial systems, these can be removed or
addressed separately from the issue of workforee
quality.
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Discussion Group 11

Topic: How can we best determine the quality of
the Federal workforce? What measures of quality
or methods of study are available? What prob-
lems can we expect in attempting to explore this
issuc?

Summary of Discussion:

The facilitators focused initial discussion on some
of the current and planned projects within the
Federal Government related to workforce quality
assessment, including:

B thc GAO “‘framcwork’” study;

8 the OPM program to collect and track
quality rclated data on applicants and cmployccs
by occupation;

B the Department of Defense study of
scicntists and cngincers; and

B the MSPB rctention study, which
includes statistical analyscs of data from OPM’s
Central Personnel Data File (CPDF) as well as an
cxit curvey of employeces lcaving the Government.

All participants appeared to agree that attention to
the broader issucs was important -- perhaps
essential -- if we are to deal cffectively with
measuring and assuring quality of both the
workforce and the services rendered by Govern-
ment.

A lively discussion ensued with respect to what is
practical and *‘doablc’” at present versus what is
desirable over the long range. Questions were
raiscd about the purposc of measuring workforce
quality. Who would usc the data? What would
they do with the data if they had it?

Onc view cxpressed was that present quality
asscssment ¢fforts were driven by a strong interest
in the Congress in obtainine data to back up
continuing allcgations and speculations about
declining quality in the Federal workforce. Since
the focus of this concern has typically been on
quality of applicants and hires, it is understand-
able that initial indicators would also focus on this
arca.

With respect to usc of data from quality indica-
tors, some participants suggested that, cven
though good cxternal benchmarks are not pres-
cntly available, changes in relevant indicators
over time can be important even in the absence of
benchmarks for comparison.

The issuc of usc of quality indicator data to
bolster arguments for pay increases generated
divergent viewpoints, There appeared to be
consensus, however, that the role of pay in the
quality cquation was onc that varicd greatly by
occupation and context; also that pay considera-
tions may be important in interpreting other
quality related data; thus, data on pay should be
collected and analyzed as a potentially relevant
part of quality-rclated studies.

With respect to obtaining relevant data from
sources external to the Federal Government, it
was suggested that certain public interest or pro-
fessional organizations would probably assist in
making contacts or collecting data. Many
colleges could tell us where their graduates were
going and, also, may be willing to adninister
surveys 1o students relating to their plans, attitudes
to Federal employment, and knowledge for
Fedcral scrvice opportunitices,

Scveral concerns and cautions were expressed
with regard to use of guality indicators,
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B Limitations as 10 the gencrality of quality
indicators, and caution was advised with respect
to ensuring that intcrpretations are approprialc o
situation and context.

B Similarly, a concern was noted that
specific indexes inay become targets of opportu-
nity because of weak or unclear relationships to
quality of performance or organizational scrvices;
thus, these relationships would need to be sup-
ported.

W A third concern was that quality indica-
tors may tend to reflect adversely on subgroups
and thus may be subject to challenges similar to
thosc that afflict many personnel sclection
procedures.

Discussion Group I

Topic: How do non-Federal (i.c., statc and local
governments, private for-profit and private non-
profit organizations) deal with the issuc of a
quality workforce? What measurcs of quality arc
available in the non-Federal sector? What sort of
rcaction can we expect from the non-Federal
sector if asked to share and comparce their
workforce data? What can we do to obtain the
support and cooperation of non-Federal sector
organizations?

Summary of Discussion:

The main concern of the group was the definition
ol quahty, which was viewed as a nchulous
concept. It was felt that, at least in private
organizations, quality is more often thought of in
terms of organizational output rather than individ-
ual input. Thus, to measure workforce quality, the
concepts of productivity or organizational effec-
tveness are most important, and some sort of
output or bottom hine measure is usctul. The
focus ts often on such measures as error rate, loss
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of accounts, change in market share, or customer
satisfaction. If the organization is meeting its
goals, as indicated by the appropriate measure,
then by definition the quality of the workforce is
sufficiently high. If the organization is not
performing adcquately, then attention is devoted
to finding out why this is the casec.

Although the group felt that it was difficult to
develop global outcome measures for the large
organization; it was suggested that the global
concept of customer satisfaction, a measurc of
which can be tailored to fit cach situation, would
be a possible way to approach the question of
Federal workforce quality. A program was
suggested which would cvaluate the views of
recipicnts of Federal Government programs to
assess current status, identify aspects of perform-
ance which arc controllable, sct performance
standards, and conduct follow-up studics to
determinc if the standards arc being met. 1t was
felt that this approach wouid be viewed favorably
by both Congress and the public at large.

The group suggested the possibility of using peer
appraisals and cvidence of expericntial lcarning
obtaincd from nonwork related activities such as
hobbics and other outside interests. Reservations
were expressed regarding the usc of generalized
individual variables, such as grade point average
or standardizcd test scores, as measures of quality.
However it was stated that rescarch and analyses
arc nceded o determine the degree to which such
potential quality indicators arc rclated to other
variables such as performance appraisals.

Discussion Group IV

Topic: Which agencies or organizations should be
involved in the study of Federal workforce
quality? What arc their respective roles and how
should their efforts be coordinated? What kind of
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support is necded from Congress, the public and
the media in order to successfully undertake this
study? What is the best way to obtain the support
we need?

Summary of Discussion:

The basic objective of this group’s discussion was
to generate some thoughts on what the next steps
should be regarding Federal workforce quality
asscssment efforts and who should be taking those
steps. It was quickly agreed that Federal
workforce quality is a shared concern and that
attempts to address the issucs involved should
also be shared. Somc participants suggested that
the real focus of workforce quality asscssment
cfforts should be within individual Federal
agencics. It was also acknowledged, however,
that there is a necd for a Governmentwide
perspective which lends itsclf to any needed
Governmentwide policy or program changes.

Within this broad framework, scveral important
issues were raiscd and discussed. In summary:

B Scveral participants werce of the opinion
that not cnough attention was being paid to
asscssing the quality of the service being provided
by the Government. They believed that service
quality was a good indicator of workforce quality
or according to at lcast onc obscrver, was even
more important since the workforce is simply a
mcans to an end. Rcgardless of thec emphasis,
there was gencral agreement that we should not
lose sight of the connection between workforce
quality and quality of the scrvice being provided.

B The type of data to be gathered will have
an obvious influence on not only how that data is
gathered but on who is in the best position to
gather it. The participants perceived a need for
both hard and soft data. Some hard data itcms
would include demographic information about the
workforce and, possibly, some *‘output’ indica-

tors regarding the organization as a measure of
productivity. Some of the softer data items would
include information about the organizational
*‘culture’’ involved or employec morale or
attitudes.

B The use of performance appraisals as a
partial measure of the quality of an cmployec was
discusscd. It was generally agreed that the
performance appraisal process uscd by most
agencies was not uscful for this purpose, espe-
cially combined with a trend towards inflated
performance ratings. However, performance
appraisals specifically designed for rescarch in
this arca could be uscful.

B Onc participant suggested that ‘‘reputa-
tional studies’” which contrasted excellent organi-
zations with problem organizations could be
illuminating especially if differences in workforce
quality were disccrmed. Such an approach,
however, would nced to identify and sitempt to
control for all of the other (nonworkforce)
variables which could be involved. Another
suggestion which dealt with organizational sctting
was the use of selected agencics to serve as a
‘‘laboratory’” in order to test different approaches
or intcrventions to enhance workforce quality.

W@ Asto who should gather, analyze, and
report workforce quality data, there was a general
consensus that multiple organizations at multiple
levels needed to be involved. A major determi-
nant in this regard is the purpose the data is to
scrve. It may be addressing a localized need in a
particular situation or it may be intended to help
devise Governmentwide interventions if problecms
arc found.

@ There was unanimous agrcement that any
workforce quality data or assessments nceded to
be open to cxamination by all interested partics.
This would help cnsurc confidence in the data and
minimize the risk of improper data manipulation
or *‘politicization.”” Tt was suggcested that
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workforce quality assessment efforts use “‘ref-
crees’’ or experts in the field to guide and advise.

M The participants also strongly endorsed
the idca of a Federal advisory commission that
would consist of individuals inside and outside of
Government. It should provide for academic
input and exchange, employee union involvement,
and the participation of other interested and
knowlcdgeable individuals and organizations to
guide and review Federal assessment efforts.

B [t was also agreed that workforce quality
asscssment should not be a “‘one shot’” affair and
that it should be an ongoing effort so that changes
over time could be tracked and that it should be
institutionalized and nonpolitical. The ability to
draw comparisons with the private sector experi-
cnce was also scen as a very useful goal.

@ The participants commended OPM and
MSPB for joining in a cooperative venturc on
workforce quality through joint sponsorship of the
conference. The General Accounting Office was
also commended for its role in helping to focus
attention on the topic and suggest somge alicrnative
approaches to workforce quality assessment
through its carlicr studics.
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