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State Government
Alfirmative Action in Mid-America

—A report prepal"ed by the lowa, Kansas, Mis- i
souri, and Nebraska Advisory Cor‘nl"mtt.ees to 2
the United States Commission on Civil Rights ) %

/
ATTRIBUTION:
The findings and recommendations contained )
in this report are those of the lowa, Kansas, e -
Missouri, and Nebraska Advisory Committees
to the United States Commission on Civil -
Rights and, as such, are not attributable to the

Commission. This report has been prepared by
the State Advisory Committees for submission
to the Commission, and will be considered by
the Commission in formulating its recommen-
dations to the President and the Congress. e -

RIGHT OF RESPONSE:

Prior to the publication of a report, the State
Advisory Committees afford to all individuals or e -
organizations that may be defamed, degraded,
or incriminated by any material contained in
the report an opportunity to respond in writing
to such material. All responses have been in-
corporated, appended, or otherwise reflected
in the publication. s
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska
Advisory Committees to the

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
June 197!

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION
Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman
Frankie M. Ereeman

Manuel Ruiz, Jr.

Murray Saltzman

Louis Nuffez, Acting Staff. Director

Sirs and Madam:

The four Advisory Committees of the Central States Region—Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska—have joined to do this study of affirmative action efforts by their State governments.
All four Committees have been concerned by the failure of State government to take the lead
in showing what can be done to ensure equal employment opportunity and by the failure of
Federal authorities to use their funding leverage to promote change.

The absence of complete data on the composition of the available State labor force has
caused the Advisory Committees to use a surrogate measure of the State labor force, the State
work force. This surrogate would not have been necessary if States had conducted State govern-
mentwide underutilization analyses, as part of which they would have measured the charac-
teristics of the available labor force.

In their analysis of specific procedures, the Advisory Committees have concluded that recruit-
ment efforts need to be significantly strengthened. The Advisory Committees accept the Com-
mercial Clearinghouse proposition that for higher skilled jobs recruitment efforts beyond the
normal recruitment area should be considered. There is little evidence that States or agencies
have attempted these nationwide or regionwide searches for the best qualified candidates, yet
such searches are necessary both to maintain high standards in the public service and to
produce adequate "representation of minority and female candidates for all posts. The
mechanism for such efforts already exists in the four-State MIKN- Selection Information
Exchange. . .

Affirmative action hiring procedures must also be strengthened. The use of only content
validation for tests is unjustifiable given the existence of a regional consortium which is capable
of preparing tests and conducting statistically acceptable, criteria-based, validation studies
legally sufficient to meet the requirements of all Federal reviewers.

For many minorities and women, lack of training or previous job experience has proved a
barrier to entry into the public service. Although all four States’ agencies have indicated an in-
_terest in creating appropriate entry level positions, few have taken the necessary steps to create
‘such posts. Yet only through such posts can those who have been deprived acquire the cre-
dentjals necessary for upward mobility in the State service.

The existence of effective career ladders that eliminate dead end jobs is essential for all State
government employees, and especially for the minorities and women who are most likely to be
trapped by the failure to take action in this regard. Yet the Advisory Committees have noted

little progress in this area.
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Many of the agencies reviewed receive Federal funds and are subject to_,Tftle VI of the 1964
Civil Rights Act, as amended. Some are subject to the provisions of the Intergovernmental Per-
sonnel Act. All are subject to the provisions of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended. Yet the Advisory Committees found that Federal agencies with monitoring responsi-
bility have made minimal efforts to compel effective affirmative action. Similarly, Federal agen-
cies with funding capability have not used their authority over those funds to promote to the
maximum extent possible affirmative action efforts by State governments.

The Advisory Committees acknowledge that the courts have set limits on what employers can
be required to do in the pursuit of equal employment opportunity. However, public agencies
funded with public funds must take all possible steps to ensure full representation of minorities
and women. Much remains to be done and must be done by public employers to promote real
equal opportunity by recruiting, hiring, training, and promoting minorities and women so that
they are fully represented in public sector employment.

Respectfully,

Peg Anderson, Chairperson
Iowa Advisory Committee

Constance L. Menninger, Chairperson
Kansas Advisory Committee

Paul Smith, Chairperson
Missouri Advisory Committee

Michael B. Adams, Chairperson
Nebraska Advisory Committee
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Glossary

Equal Employment Opportunity: The absence of
any barriers to the opportunity for minorities and
women or other protected classes to obtain em-
ployment, promotions, or other benefits and op-
portunities available to workers.

Affirmative Action: Positive measures to remove
existing discriminatory practices or eliminate the
effects of past discriminatory practices.

State Labor Force: All those in the State working,
seeking work, or who Tight seek work if jobs were
available, if they could get the necessary training
for jobs, etc. :

Employed State Labor Force: All employed per- ;

sons in the State.

State Work Force: All State government workers.
Agency Work Force: All employees of an in-
dividual State agency.

Underutilization: The use of minorities or women
in a State or agency work force in smaller propor-
tions than those that would be found if equal em-
ployment opportunity prevailed.

Validation: The determination that an examination
procedure (formal or informal) does not dis-
criminate unreasonably against minorities or
women seeking employment.
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THE UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

The United States Commission on Civil Rights, created by the Civil Rights Act of 1957, is an
independent, bipartisan agency of the executive branch of the Federal Government. By the
terms of the act, as amended, the Commission is charged with the following duties pertaining
to denials of the equal protection of the laws based on race, color, sex, religion, or national
origin, or in the administration of justice: investigation of individual discriminatory denials of
the right to vote; study of legal developments with respect to denials of equal protection of the
law; appraisal of the laws and policies of the United States with respect to denials of equal pro-
tection of the law; maintenance of a national clearinghouse for information respecting denials
of equal protection of the law; and investigation of patterns or practices of fraud or discrimina-
tion in the conduct of Federal elections. The Commission is also required to submit reports to
the President and the Congress at such times as the Commission, the Congress, or the President
shall deem desirable.

THE STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEES

An Advisory Committee to the United States Commission on Civil Rights has been established
in each of the 50 States and the District of Columbia pursuant to section 105(c) of the Civil
Rights Act of 1957 as amended. The Advisory Committees are made up of responsible persons
who serve without compensation. Their functions under their mandate from the Commission are
to: advise the Commission of all relevant information concerning their respéctive States on mat-
ters within the jurisdiction of the Commission; advise the Commission on matters of mutual con-
cern in the preparation of reports of the Commission to the President and the Congress; receive
reports, suggestions, and recommendations from individuals, public and private organizations,
and public officials upon matters pertinent to inquiries conducted by the State Advisory Com-
mittee; initiate and forward advice and recommendations to the Commission upon matters in
which the Commission shall request the assistance of the State Advisory Committee; and attend,
as observers, any open hearing or conference which the Commission may hold within the State.
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from Professor Russell Getter, Department of Political Science, University of Kansas, who
served as a consultant to the Commission. He computerized the large volume of data from the
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were invaluable in the preparation of this report. - .

The Advisory Committees thank the State governments of Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska
for their cooperation in furnishing basic statistical data and staff time to answer innumerable
questions and to comment on drafts of this report.
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Higgins, Audrey Holton, and Vivian Washington, supervised by Bobby Wortman, in the Com-
mission’s Publications Support Center, Office of Management.
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Preface

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights recently
reported, *‘In the year 1977, nothing is more cen-
tral to the success of the long struggle to eliminate
racial discrimination from American life than the
effort to establish equal access to job and career
opportunities.” The quest for equal employment
opportunity is mandated in Federal law by the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended. Title VII
forbids discrimination in State employment and
Title VI requires nondiscrimination in federally-
funded programs. Other mandates are provided by
State laws, both statute and executive order.
Federal regulations require that all federally-
funded agencies have an effective affirmative ac-
tion plan and processes to achieve equal opportu-
nity.2

The Equal Employment Opportunity Coordinat-
ing Council, a Federal group composed of
representatives of the Attorney General of the
United States, U.S. Secretary of Labor, U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, U.S. Civil
Service Commission, and U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, has explained the role of affirmative
action in the quest for equal employment opportu-
nity: L

On the one hand, vigorous enforcement of the
laws against discrimination is essential. But
equally, and perhaps even more important are
affirmative, voluntary efforts on the part of
public employers to assure that positions in
the public service are genuinely and equally
accessible to qualified persons, without regard
to their sex, racial or ethnic characteristics.
The importance of voluntary affirmative ac-
tion on the part of employers is underscored
by Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Executive Order 11246, and related laws and

regulations, all of which emphasize voluntary
' action to achieve equal employment opportu-

nity.?
The Commission on Civil Rights adds that:

The justification for affirmative action to
secure equal access to the job market lies in
the need to overcome the effects of past dis-
crimination by the employers, unions, col-

Xil

leges, and universities who are asked to un- }
dertake such action. It rests also in the practi-
cal need to assure that young people whose
lives have been marred by discrimination in
public education and other institutions are not
forever barred from the opportunity to realize
their potential and to become useful and
productive citizens. The test of affirmative ac-
tion programs is whether they are well calcu-
lated to achieve these objectives and whether
or not they do so in a way that deals fairly
with the rights and interests of all citizens.
While care must be taken to safeguard against
abuses, we believe that affirmative action as
applied in the variety of contexts examined in
this statement, including those where numeri-
cally-based remedies have been employed.
meets this fundamental standard.*

i

It is widely believed that an affirmative action
prograr;l constitutes reverse discrimination, but
this is not the case. Such programs merely neutral-
ize the longstanding advantages inherent in belong-
ing to some groups and the disadvantages that go
along with membership in others. The Commission
points out that affirmative action “programs are
intended to provide opportunities that were denied
to many applicants earlier in their lives and may
be foreclosed forever if affirmative action is not
permitted to intervene.™

Nor do these programs require hiring the
unqualified. In fact employers will be offered a
wider choice of talent if affirmative action replaces
systems where in the past racial and sexist stereo-
types operated to exclude women and minorities
without even considering their actual qualifica-

tions.
Affirmative action does not require rigid quotas,

but flexible goals and timetables that:
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can provide a means for simplifying the
remedial process and easing the administrative .
burden of supervision that would otherwise ¥
rest on the government and employers. In;
many situations, an appropriate remedy for *
discrimination will permit a good deal of sub- -
jective judgment to enter into the hiring and

promotion process. Safeguarding the rights of

minorities would ordinarily require careful
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checks upon the exercise of such judgment

through detailed reporting and close supervi-

sion by top management and by government.

Goals and timetables can ease that burden by

serving as a valuable standard for determining

whether the system is providing the relief en-
¢ visaged.®

Civil Rights Commission Chairman Arthur
Flemming has pointed out that ‘‘the moral and
ethical imperatives of affirmative action need no .
further expansion...there has not, however, been
the widespread spiritual acceptance of these im-
peratives that leads to meaningful and significant
action.”™

It is in this context that the lowa, Kansas, Mis-
souri, and Nebraska Advisory Committees to the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights have reviewed
the States’ affirmative action efforts. The four
Committees shared a  troubling percep-
tion—minorities and women are not being suffi-
ciently employed by State governments. The Com-
mittees have collected data on the current employ-
ment patterns of all State agencies. They have in- 7
terviewed a wide range of State employees in six
agencies, as well as representatives of interested
community groups and State legislators.

The status of the handicapped has been omitted
from this study, as they are not included in the
mandate of the Commission. B

B4
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Notes to Preface

1. U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Statement on Affirmarive
Action (October 1977), p. 1.

2. Sce, U.S., Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs,
revised orders 4 and 14; and Executive order 11246. See also,

Commercial Clearinghouse, Employment Practices Guide, para.
1332.

3. 41 Fed. Reg. 38,815 (1976).

4. Statemenr on Affirmative Action, p. 12.
5. Ibid., p. 11.

6. Ibid., p. 7.

7. U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Making Public Employ-
ment a Model for Equal Employment Opportunity (report of
proceedings of Regional Civil Rights Conference I, Boston,
Mass., Sept. 22-24, 1974), p-11.
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Chapter 1
Introduction R

Affirmative action programs are mandated by
both State and Federal laws as means to achieve
equal employment opportunity. At a given place of
employment, the extent of afﬁrmanve action ef-
forts will depend on the extent to which equality
of opportunity has not been realized, which in turn
is measured by the degrees of minority and female
*‘underutilization.” Underutilization analysis
requires extensive work force and labor force data.

Should underutilization be found, an employer’s
entire personnel system must be reviewed. A key
element of such a review is the *validation” of
tests used for job placement. The standards for
this have been outlined by various Federal agen-
cies, which have also developed model affirmative
action plans.

The four Advisory Committees have gathered
and analysed work force and labor force data,
reviewed agency affirmative action plans and pro-
grams, and interviewed numerous agency em-
ployees and officials in their effort to discover the
quality and effectiveness of affirmative action ac-
tivities in the four States. -

The Legal Basis of State
Affirmative Action

The law has required affirmative action efforts
by State governments since 1971. In that year the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the Department of Labor, and the Department of
Defense stated in the “Standards for a Merit
System of Personnel Administration™ for their
grant programs that:

Equal employment opportunity will be assured
in the State system and affirmative action pro-
vided in its administration. Discrimination
against any person in recruitment, examina-
tion, appointment, training, promotion, reten-
tion, discipline or any other aspect of person-
nel administration because of political or reli-
gious opinions or affiliations or because of
race, national origin, or other nonmerit fac-
tors will be prohibited. Discrimination on the
basis of age or sex or physical disability will
be prohibited except where specific age, sex,

13
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or physical requirements constitute a bona
fide occupational qualification necessary to
proper and efficient administration. The regu-
lations will include provisions for appeals in
cases of alleged discrimination to an impartial
body whose determination shall be binding
upon a finding of discrimination.’

Affirmative action should also alleviate the per-
petuated effects of a government agency’s testing
and educational requirements if these require-
ments have been discriminatory.?

The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1971
placed a duty on the U.S. Civil Service Commis-
sion to ensure enforcement of a variety of Federal
standards, including.'ﬁ'fﬁrmative action, for the 27
programs included by statute.?

In addition, in the Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Act of 1972, which amended Title VII of the
1964 Civil Rights Act, the exemption granted
State and local government civil servants was
withdrawn.* Thus the entire weight of civil rights
requirements is now imposed on State government
employment practices.

It is also well settled that among the courts’ judi-
cial powers and duties is the broad power to
require affirmative action of an employer to cor-
rect the continuing effects of that employer’s past
discrimination in violation of Title VII® State
governments in this region have not, to date, been
found by courts to be subject to judicially imposed
remedy. In the main, this is because they them-
selves have undertaken efforts to correct past defi-
ciencies. It is the extent and success of these ef-
forts that the State Advisory Committees sought to
explore.

Underutilization

Underutilization analysis is at first glance very
simple. The lawyers' rule of thumb is that a
group’s share of an employer’s work force should
correspond to its share of the labor force from
which the work force is recruited. However,
problems arise in defining the area of recruitment
geographically and in' matching the workers’ jobs
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to federally-defined categories for comparison to
labor force statistics.

The lawyers’ rule requires that the appropriate
labor force area’s geography be identified. The
geographic boundary for a private employer’s
recruitment effort is an SMSA or similar narrowly
defined geographical area. However, for a State
government the appropriate recruitment area is
less clear. Some personnel officers have argued
that the appropriate area is the SMSA around the
State’s capital city, but in practice State govern-
ments recruit statewide. The Advisory Committees
therefore have concluded that the entire State is
the appropriate boundary for the labor force data
to which State government work force data must
be compared. (The Advisory Committees concur
with Commerce Cleai'inghouse that for States, as
in private industry, national labor force data must
be considered for technical, professional, and
highly skilled jobs for which workers are recruited
nationally $ )

Defining the labor force geographically is not
the only problem in underutilization analysis.
Published labor force statistics do not provide
complete data on either the labor force or ail the
occupations found in State government.

The Office of Federal Contract Compliance Pro-
grams has listed the eight factors which must be
calculated for every occupation as part of any
analysis of the labor force:

minority and female - populations of the
recruitment area; the size of minority and
female unemployment in the area; the per-
centages of the minority and employed female
labor forces as compared with the total em-
ployed labor force in the area; the general
availability of minorities and females having
requisite skills in an area in which the State
government can reasonably recruit; the actual
availability of minorities and women having
requisite skills in the normal recruitment area;
the availability of promotable minorities and
females within the organization; existence of
promotable minorities and females within the

, organization; existence of training institutions

' capable of training persons in the requisite
skills; the degree of training which the State
government can reasonably undertake as a
means of making all job types available to
minorities and women.”

These calculations must be made for every oc-
cupation because supply and demand vary for wor-

2

kers with different skills. For private employers
whose employees work in a small range of activi-
ties, estimates of comparable categories of workers
in the labor force can be calculated. But State
government typically requires the services of hun-
dreds of different types of workers, complicating
job category by job category comparison to the

labor force.
For private employers, consultants such as Na-

tional Planning Data Corporation have produced
estimates of these eight factors, relying on census
data and formula adjustments.® However, such
estimates and estimators have not been available
to State governments owing to the State practice
of doing such work in house. Because such in-
house efforts have had to make do without
adequate resources and staff, State governments
are left without the complete information needed
for effective affirmative action planning. Yet there
is no doubt that a committed State government
could muster the resources needed to gather the
types of information listed above.

This lack of information limited the analysis of
the Advisory Committees. The Advisory Commit-
tees were not able to perform a complete underu-
tilization analysis incorporating the eight factors of
availability and trainability suggested by the
General Services Administration. However, the
Advisory Committees concluded that at least in
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska, the labor
force’s characteristics are approximated reasonably
well in the employed State labor force. The Com-
mittees therefore chose the employed State labor
force as a surrogate for the eight-factor labor force
measures and accepted the employed State labor
force as the standard against which to assess
overall State government affirmative action per-
formance. (However, in a State where the em-
ployed labor force did not approximate the labor
force, the use of the surrogate would not be
justified and the more rigorous eight-factor analy-
sis would be necessary.)

The Advisory Committees also found that in
each of the four States, minority and female
utilization in State government as a whole ap-
peared to equal or exceed their utilization in the
employed State labor -force, and similar patterns
exist in some job categories.® This was interpreted
as evidence of adequate utilization in the State
government work force, which left the Advisory
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Committees with the task of finding a standard for
analysis of utilization of minorities and women at
the agency level.

The prototype for analyzing agency per-
formances is a procedure used by the Office of
Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP)
in dealing with private industry. OFCCP measures
facility work force utilization by job category, then
compares that to within-facility departmental work
force utilization by job category. Undue concen-
tration or underutilization is considered to exist if
in any job category the departmental work force’s
minority or female proportion is less than 0.8 or
greater than 1.2 of the minority or female propor-
tion in the facility work force. We believe it
reasonable to regard State government as
analogous to the facility, and State agencies as
analogous to the facility’s departments. )

In short, the Advisory Committees, lacking
complete State labor force data, have compared
the proportions of minorities and women by job
category in each State agency work force to those
of the State work force. This rule is applicable to
the four States because their State work forces do
replicate the employed State labor force, which in
turn implicitly reflects some of the remaining
availability factors.

If underutilization is determined, what shall be
the remedy? The simplistic and bureaucratic
answer is to redistribute persons from agencies
with more than sufficient utilization to those which
are underutilized. But we know from the available
data that there are at least some additional
qualified persons, currently unemployed, available
for State government. In addition, our surrogate
measure probably understates the numbers of per-
sons who are discouraged jobseekers, skilled but
not in the employed labor force, promotable, etc.
Given the availability of these persons, the Adviso-
ry Committees believe it is appropriate to suggest
that, rather than reshuffle, individual agencies
should hire additional persons so that their work
force composition approaches that of the State.

For some State agencies, or for some jobs in
State agencies, the skills required are so special-
ized that not even recruiting in the -national labor
force would provide minorities and women. For
others, although the State labor force itself does
not include suitable candidates, recruitment
through the Nation would produce them. While a
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perfect match in each agency is highly improbable,
progress toward that goal is to be expected in
most.

Validation )

Tests, whether they be formal written examina-
tions or skills-testing procedures or merely one or
more interviews, must, by law, have some reasona-
ble relationship to the job that is to be filled. This
is called validity, and the debate on how to deter-
mine validity is still in progress.

Examination of validity is essentially an effort to
determine whether any testing procedure accurate-
ly predicts job performance. Grace Wright has
pointed out that “in a true merit system all tests
must be valid. Invalid tests repr’ésent a fundamen-
tal violation of merit system principles.”® Such a
violation occurs, for exqm’ﬁle, when an applicant’s
test score (and job _eligibility) is lowered as a
result of poor performances on test sections that
have no relation to performance in the job sought.
It might be added that failure to validate is also a
poor business practice, for it unnecessarily limits
the potential sources of recruits and is likely to
result in a higher turnover rate due to unsatisfacto-
ry performance by some of those hired.

A ‘‘content validity” study measures the correla-
tions of skills, aptitudes, knowledge, and personali-
ty tested in a given examination with the skills, ap-
titudes, knowledge, and personality traits required
for the job. This procedure, Grace Wright asserts,
*is most appropriate for a situation in which what
is to be measured is extremely clear and has a
straightforward, logical relation to the job to be
done.’™!! But as the guidelines of the Departments
of Labor and Justice and of the Civil Service Com-
mission point out, ‘““content validity by itself is not
an appropriate validation strategy for intelligence,
aptitude, personality, or interest tests.”? Despite
this awareness, these agencies have agreed to ac-
cept content validation.

“Criteria validation™ procedures attempt to cor-
relate performance on a given examination with
performance on the job, either by testing first and
measuring success later or by testing persons al-
ready on the job and comparing test results to
predetermined criteria for successful performance.
By comparing the hiring test performances of, for
example, a group of minority employees with their
subsequent work performances, an employer can
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learn whether the test persistently underestimates
the work potential of members of the minority
group. If it does, it has probably served to exclude
other members of the group on account of some
minority-associated factor that shows up on the
test but not later on the job. Such an exclusion is
discrimination.

The Departments of Labor and Justice do not
favor validation procedures that explicitly deter-
mine the racial impact of tests and the test
process. On the other hand, EEOC and the Civil
Rights Commission prefer criteria - validation
precisely because it does take account of the racial
impact of testing.'3

For either of these tests of validity, a complete
job analysis is essential. Otherwise, the content of
a job or the criteria used to evaluate persons in a
job cannot be validated. A job analysis asks what,
where, how, when, and why the worker does what-
ever he or she does and what demands are placed
on the worker.” Under the lowa and similar
systems, the analysis involves determination by a
review panel—including jobholders, their super-
visors, and personnel specialists—of the tasks
required on a given job and the skills, knowledge,
aptitudes, and personal characteristics required to
perform these tasks.’® These steps are common to
both content and criteria validation.

But in criteria validation the next step is to
determine appropriate criteria. These must satisfy
the tests of relevance, reliability, freedom from
bias, effective range of response, availability and
practicality, and acceptability to management.
These are then tested using the different popula-
tion. subgroups in the labor pool—women, men,
minorities, etc.—to determine whether the pre-em-
ployment test. indeed successfully predicts high
performance on the criteria specified at a statisti-
cally significant level of at least .05. If the correla-
tion exists across all groups, then the test is con-
sidered valid.

In a content validation procedure, the reviewer,
having performed job analysis, merely ensures that
the skills tested are indeed the skills required for
the job.

} Relying on a series of cases culminating in

Washington v. Davis,'® State agencies in the Cen-
tral ‘States Region have depended on content
validation as their principal means of ensuring that
unfair racial, sex, or age discrimination in the test-
ing process is minimized.

4
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The preference for content over criteria validity
procedures in the States reflects the statistical dif-
ficulties involved in criteria validity. These difficul-
ties arise principally from the lack of sufficient
minorities or women in many of the smaller job
categories to sustain reliable statistical operations.
But content validation does not require that
minorities be included in the sample, nor does it
require a specific sample size or the rigorous
statistical testing required in criteria validation.
State personnel officers believe that whereas
criteria validity tests are difficult to use because
their rigorous bases provide grounds for findings of
invalidity by EEOC or the courts, content validity
tests are, prima facie, likely to be successful proof
of validity. This belief has led State personnel
agencies to opt for content validation as the
preferred technique for meeting affirmative action
selection procedure requirements of the Federal
statutes, orders, regulations, and guidelines.?

However, all four States participate in the MIKN
Selection Information Exchange, which develops
and validates tests for use by members. Given the
widespread use of professionally prepared and na-
tionally (or at least regionally) validated examina-
tions, it would not seem difficult to develop
criteria validated tests in the Central States Region
similar to the formats for content validation
developed by lowa but now used throughout the
region. Such a method is specifically authorized by
the Employee Selection Guidelines and could be
funded under an Intergovernmental Personnel Act
grant.'®

Guidelines and Standards

The State Advisory Committees have reviewed
the literature on affirmative action in the public
sector in search of adequate treatments of the con-
cepts and issues in the field. With the notable ex-
ception of Grace Wright’s Public Sector Employ-
ment Selection and similar International Personnel
Management Association (IPMA) studies, the Ad-
visory Committees are struck by the absence of
significant discussions of affirmative action goals
and methods in the public administration litera-
ture. Pardcularly striking is the virtual absence of
such discussions in the standard. public administra-
tion textbooks. It is not surprising that so many ad-
ministraiors claim ignorance of affirmative ac-
tion—it is evidently not considered part of the
main curriculum of public administration.
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The technical literature is also rather limited.
Other than the Wright study, a two-volume manual
prepared by the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission for emplovers generally, some publi-
cations of the U.S. Civil Service Commission, and
the Commerce Clearinghouse and Prentice Hall
manuals, there is really very little to assist the seri-
ous State compliance officer in devising and imple-
menting an effective affirmative action program.
While many private firms exist to provide com-
pliance assistance for private industry, in govern-
ment the practice of working in-house and the
high costs of private affirmative action consultants
have generally imposed the burden directly on
civil servants. However, the Civil Service Commis-
sion does provide advice, consultation, and direct
assistance on equal employment opportunity and
related issues on both a reimbursable and non-
reimbursable basis.

While the Advisory Committees recognize the
obstacles confronting affirmative action efforts,
they are convinced that the weight of both morali-
ty and law require that States lead the way in
developing effective affirmative action programs,
serve as models in the implementation of affirma-
tive action goals and strategies, and lead to
genuine equal employment opportunity.

The guidelines used by the Advisory Committees
in this review are those proposed by the Equal
Employment Opportunity Coordinating Council,
composed of representatives of the Attorney
General of the United States, U.S. Secretary of
Labor, U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, U.S. Civil Service Commission, and U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights. The Coordinating
Council is charged, under the Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1972, with responsibility for

...developing and implementing agreements
and policies designed, among other things, to
eliminate conflict and inconsistency among
the agencies of the Federal Government
responsible for administering Federal law
prohibiting discrimination...!®

The Council’s guidelines reflect what State and
local governments may be expected to do. The
guidelines urge:

* Analysis of work force to determine underu-

tilization.

* If underutilization is found, a comprehensive

review of the selection process to determine the

clements which operate to exclude, including:

recruitment, testing, ranking, certification, inter-

view, recommendations for selection, hiring,
promotion, etc. ‘‘The examination of each ele-

ment of the selection process should at a

minimum include a determination of it$ validity

in predicting job performance.” .

*“Where an employer has reason to believe

that its selection procedures have the exclu-

sionary effect described...above, it should in-
itiate affirmative steps to remedy the situation.”
Such steps include:

e Establishment of long term and short term

goals and timetables for the specific job classifi-

cations, taking into account the existing labor

market. .

e A recruitment program designed to attract

qualified members of the group or groups dis-

criminated against. 77

* A systematic effort ta organize work to pro-

vide opportunities for persons lacking

“journeyman” level knowledge or skills and a

career ladder for upward mobility.

¢ Revamping selection instruments or

procedures which have not been validated to

eliminate exclusionary elements.

® Measures designed to assure that members of

the affected groups who are qualified are in-

cluded in the pool from which selection will be
made.

» Systematic effort to provide career advance-

ment.

* Regular monitoring and evaluation so as to

allow appropriate changes in the plans as

needed.??

The Advisory Committees believe that these
standards are reasonable and that both States as
employers and Federal agencies as monitors
should reasonably expect their implementation.

Methodology

The Advisory Committees sought to obtain the
EEO—4 data (employees sorted by race-gender
group, salary, and job category) for each State
agency in the four States; State labor force
statistics to use as a basis of comparison; inter-
views with a selection of State officials, State em-
ployees, and community leaders with knowledge of
State employment practices; and copies of agency
and governmentwide affirmative action plans for
comparison to ideal plans.
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Data

The four State Advisory Committees obtained
data on State employees from the personnel of-
ficers of each State. This was in the form of copies
of the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission’s Form EEO—4 that divides State and local
government workers by salary, race, and sex. At
the request of the Advisory Committees, States
furnished this information for each of the principal
State agencies, aggregating smaller agencies of
fewer than 15 employees in a single category. Kan-
sas submitted somewhat different data, which were
recoded into the EEO—4 format.

A computer was used to facilitate analysis. Data
were recoded to permit cross-tabulation of the
eight EEOC job categories (administrators, profes-
sionals, technicians, protective service, paraprofes-
sionals, office/clerical, skilled workers, and main-
tenance), three salary categories (incomes less
than $8,000 per year, $8-$16,000 per year, and
greater than $16,000 per year), and four race-
gender categories (white males, minority males,
white females, and minority females). These
recoded data have been incorporated into this re-
port as appendix A, which includes corrections
made after verification by the States.

Additionally, in each of the four States in the re-
gion, six agencies were selected for a comprehen-
sive analysis of their actual affirmative action plans
and programs. Three were chosen because their
functions are significant to women and minorities
and because they utilize large amounts of Federal
funds, either directly or by pass-through. These
three were the department of education, depart-
ment of social services, and the job service com-
ponents of the State labor-employment security
agencies.

For each State, numbers were then assigned to
the remaining agencies, which were grouped by
size of the agency work force. Use of a formal ran-
dom selection procedure ensured that the final
three agencies chosen would include one larger
agency (over 100 employees), one medium-sized
agéncy (50-99), and one smaller agency (under
50). .

Once chosen, each agency was informed of its
selection. The agency was asked to arrange ap-
pointments for members of the Advisory Commit-
tee siaff with the chief executive, the personnel of-
ficer, the person in charge of the affirmative ac-

6

tion program, one minority member and one
woman in a professional or administrative capaci-
ty, and one minority member and one woman in
a clerical or similarly ranked category. In some
cases fewer interviews were actually held because
the agency could not furnish the categories of em-
ployees requested. In most agencies persons inter-
viewed appeared to have been picked nearly at
random (in many cases only one or two persons fit
a particular category; if one was out of the office
the day we interviewed, the other was inter-
viewed). In short, there is no reason to believe
that random selection from a list of all possible
subjects provided by the agencies would have
resulted in a less biased sample.

The number of persons interviewed varied
slightly from State to State. In Jowa, 36 persons
responded; in Kansas, 39; in Missouri, 37; and in
Nebraska, 40. While the sample size is small
(compared to the abstract notion of all statistically
based samples), there is no reason to believe that
the sample is not representative of all State em-
ployees.

To facilitate processing the data, interviewers
used a precoded response sheet on which they in-
dicated whether the respondent believed a given
aspect of the affirmative action effort actually ex-
isted and whether the respondent considered it in-
adequate or adequate. A scale of 1 to 4 denoted
inadequate to adequate effort, as perceived by the
respondent. The response sheet also provided for

the possibility that the respondent did not know -

about the topic considered. Where topics were
plainly inappropriate, or time limited, questions

: were omitted.

In addition to the interviews, each agency was
asked to supply a copy of its most recent affirma-
tive action plan and any relevant supporting docu-
ments. The Advisory Committees’ research design
for studying adequacy of affirmative action plans is
explained more fully in the next section. In brief,
however, the study design was formulated primari-
ly on the basis of affirmative. action criteria
developed in the U.S. Civil Service Commission’s
A Guide for Affirmative Action®® and the U.S.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s Af-
firmative Action and Equal Employment.**

et nsprgmie p g

L]

Mk 5 ¢

e ST



https://Employmenc.22

s

Analysis of the Data

Preliminary analysis reveuled a marked dif-
ference across agenciles and across States in
completeness and validity of the employment data.
As a result, some of the analyses could not be per-
formed in as scientifically rigorous a manner as
might be desirable in the abstract. However, where
appropriate, quantitative analyses were conducted.

The statistical techniques employed in the study
were Chi-Square (for tests of statistical sig-
nificance) and Pearson’s Product Moment Correla-
tion (for measuring the degree of association
between two sets of numbers). However, because
many of the data used in the study did not lend
themselves to precise quantitative evaluation, these
tests of statistical significance and measures of as-
sociation could only be used judgmentally and

where appropriate. For this reason, Chi-Square -

and/or Pearson’s Product Moment Correlations are
not reported in all instances, since such statistical
measures may be misleading where they are inap-
propriately used or interpreted.

Perspectives on Affirmative
Action in this Study

The Advisory Committees have attempted to ad-
dress a complex problem. To do so they started
with some simple hypotheses that might-be con-
firmed or rejected by the data available. If condi-
tions of equal employment opportunity existed:

* All States and agencies would utilize minori-

ties and women sufficiently.

And, where underutilization signalled a lack of
equal employment opportunity:
* Affirmative action plans would be complete,
including the full set of components listed in
model plans.
* Affirmative action programs would be fully
implemented.
* Affirmative action efforts would be perceived
to be effective by staff, irrespective of their
race, sex, or job level.

Although in the real world these conditions will
never be uniformly prevalent, the Advisory Com-
mittees believe that the extent of the discrepancy
between these hypotheses and reality is a good
measure of State affirmative action.

In chapter 2 of this study, an overview of the
agencies’ performances and efforts is given. Chap-
ters 3 through 6 show the status of affirmative ac-
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tion by State. In chapter 7 the State Advisory
Committees review the role of Federal agencies
that can compel action. Chapter 8 contains the
Advisory Committees’ conclusions, findings, and
recommendations. ,

Notes to Chapter 1
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Chapter 2
Affirmative Action:

An Overview of the Four States

Agency Achievements

The extent- of underutilization becomes evident
when one examines not the performance of State
government as a whole but the performance of in-
dividual State agencies. The Advisory Committees
examined agency utilization of minorities and
women in three areas of employment: senior level
jobs (administrative, professional, and technical),
top salaries (greater than $16,000 per year), and
total agency work force. Agency utilization in one
of these categories is considered adequate when
the minority and female proportions in that
category at the agency match or exceed such pro-
portions in the State government work force. A
match exists if the agency proportion is at least 80
percent of the State government proportion.

The proportion of agency work forces that
match or exceed State work force utilization is
very small, with a few exceptions such as utiliza-
tion of white females in top jobs in Missouri. On
the whole, less than a third of State agencies
match the efforts of their States in the three
categories analyzed.

An analysis of the affirmative action achieve-
ments of the four States’ agencies responsible for
education, administration, employment services,
highways, police, and social services discloses no
pattern.! No State exhibits consistent success or
consistent failure, and neither does any particular
functional type of agency perform uniformly from
State to State. Neither State nor function of agen-
cy reliably predicts a match between State and
agency utilization of minorities and women. It is
clear that these agencies, all recipients of Federal
funds, are not responding consistently to the
Federal demand for equal employment opportuni-

ty.

Agency Efforis

However important accomplishments are to af-
firmative action, effort must also be recognized.
Many State agencies contend that, while they have
not done well, they are doing all they can to

8

recruit, retain, and promote minorities and women
at all levels. They argue that although their strate-
gies have not yet paid off, results will follow.

The Advisory Committees settled on two mea-
sures of effort: (1) the quality of the actual affir-
mative action plans as compared to a model plan
devised by the Committees; and (2) the percep-
tions by persons interviewed by the Advisory Com-
mittees that the plans and efforts exist and work.
While the details of these efforts are described in
chapters 3 through 6, here an overview suggests
some patterns to watch.?

Table 2.1 shows the Advisory Committees’
ratings of plans at 24 agencies, the mean ranking
of effort by State employees of their agencies’ af-
firmative action efforts, and the proportions of
minorities and women employed. The most im-
mediate point of interest is the lack of correlation
between these three elements.

Agencies did very poorly in the scores of their
plans as rated by the Advisory Committees. Out of
a maximum of 19 possible points by which plans
might be evaluated, only one agency got more
than 10. Most got fewer than 5 of the possible
points. By comparison with private affirmative ac-
tion plans reviewed by the Advisory Committees’
staff, all of the State agencies’ plans were very
weak. Supportive detail and clear analysis were
missing. The principal elements for a thorough
plan were absent from many. Agencies within a
single State government varied widely in their
scores, as did agencies in different States but with
comparable functions. Apparently neither central
authority nor agency mission evokes uniform
responses when it comes to affirmative action.

No agency got a perfect (4) staff perception
score—that is, no agency got unanimous
acknowledgment from staff interviewed that there
was a good plan that was being implemented suc-
cessfully. In each of the four States the three agen-
cies which received substantial Federal funding do
appear to have produced somewhat better plans
and programs than the three randomly selected
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agencies. But the difference is hardly dramatic. (It
should be noted that a disproportionate number of
interviewees were officials and executives, who
generally were white males. Thus, the white male
point of view may have had a disproportionate ef-
fect on the scores in table 2.1.)

There are substantially different perceptions,
based on race and sex, of the degree of agency ac-
complishment. These are summarized in table 2.2.
With some exceptions, white males were generally
far more likely to perceive success on the key
points about which they were questioned than
were persons from other groups. But it is clear
that there is no uniform agreement within any of
the States that State”government has carried out
its affirmative action obligation. (For all but one
of the key questions the regionwide differences
among race and sex groups are statistically signifi-
cant.) Some statistically significant differences are
also indicated within individual States. But the
table speaks for itself in showing the extent of
disparity of perceptions. That minority members
and women do not perceive the effectiveness or
even the existence of agency effort is itself a sign
that affirmative action has not been given signifi-
cant priority by top management.

At no agency studied did interviewees report
substantial community input into affirmative-action
planning and implementation. Few interviewees
even reported large numbers of their own staffs in-
volved. Most agencies apparently rely on executive
staff for affirmative action planning.

The pattern of perceptions within the four States
also reveals interesting disparities among job
categories. Table 2.3 shows that, by and large, the
agency chief and the personnel officer are most
pleased with progress. Occasionally they are joined
by the most junior employees. Senior staff are
most likely to find their agency’s efforts unsatisfac-
tory. Affirmative action officers give their per-
formance ratings somewhere between the most
positive and the most negative, varying widely.
(The same prevalence of the white male view
found in table 2.1 is even more influential in table
2.3) ' . .

There is no correlation between State and per-
ception of performance. State officials rate their
efforts well in some areas, badly in others, so that
a State which is well regarded by its staff in one
area may be poorly regarded in another.

Summary

It is clear that agencies’ affirmative action ef-
forts are not uniformly regarded as complete.
There are significant differences in the degree of
adequacy perceived by the various race-sex groups
and job roles. The absence of a clear pattern
shows that no one State has done clearly better
than another. These discrepancies, together with
the low scores on the plans, show that much
remains to be done if affirmative action efforts are
to have any meaning in terms of actual improve-
ments in equality of opportunity.

Notes to Chapter 2

1. The four States' education, employment, and social services
agencies are described in detail in chapters 3 to 6 and in ap-
pendix B. For the administration, highways, and police agen-
cies, complete profiles have not_been included in this report
but are on file at the Central States Regional Office, U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights, Kansas City, Mo.

2. The Missouri Department of Social Services comments:

The report reflects difficulties in measuring effort. 1 recognize the
inherent difficulty involved, but am recommending the devotion
of some energy 1o developing such a measure. This would be
especially helpful in future repors, particularly since State agen-
cies would be able to use these results in planning initial or addi-
tional recruitment and retention effors.

Source: Sherrell A. Hunt, Director of Personnel, Missouri De-
partment of Social Services, letter to staff, Aug. 26, 1977.

The Advisory Committees concur in this view. They hope that
the various governmental and nongovernmental bodies con-
cerned with affirmative action will be able to devote some time

to this problem.
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TABLE 2.1

Plan Quality, Interviewee Perceptions, and Agency Utilization

Agency lowa Kansas Missouri Nebraska Average
EDUCATION
Plan Score 4 2 5 2 3
Average Perception 36 3.0 32 29 3.2
Rating
Minority share of 2.52 3.33 9.79 2.80 NA
agency work force (%)
Female share of 51.30 58.00 66.85 58.60 NA
agency work force (%)
SOCIAL SERVICES
Plan 7 2 4 3 4
Perception 2.9 34 31 26 3.0
Minority 2.28 8.99 14.52 3.94 NA
Female 64.05 71.25 66.84 63.44 NA
EMPLOYMENT SERVICES
Plan 3 4 10 3 5
Perception 3.7 3.3 34 34 3.7
Minority 4.52 11.09 16.76 12.24 NA
Female 54 .36 50.73 5747 46.86 NA
RANDOM (3 agencies)
Plan 1) 1Q) 1@) 1(1)y 1@)
Perception 27 26 29 25 2.7
Minority NA NA NA NA NA
Female NA NA NA NA NA
AVERAGE
Plan 4 2 5 2 3.0
Perceptions 3.2 3.1 32 29 3.1
Minority NA NA NA NA NA
Femnale NA NA NA NA NA

Plan Score: Plan presented by agency compared to model plan, ranked by Advisory Committees with maximum possible score of
19.

Average Perception Rating: Maximum possible score is 4, with 1 inadequate and 4 adequate.

NA: Data required inappropriate aggregation.

*Number of agencies (of 3, examined) that had plans is shown in parentheses.

Source: Interview data re on file in the Central States Regional Office, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. Agency work force and
plan information are in the appendices. .
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TABLE 2.2
State Employees, by Race and Sex, Reporiing Adequate Agency Affirmative Action

Efforis
Agency Affirmative - Minority Minority White White
Action Activity Males (%) Females (%) Males (%) Females (%)
HEAD AFFIRMED COMMITMENT TO AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
TOTAL*™ 27.3 62.5 46.8 36.2
lowa 0 100 62.5 87.5
Kansas™ 0 11.1 44 4 444
Missouri 50 100 a0 55.6
Nebraska 25 0 50 16.7
WORK FORCE ANALYZED FOR UNDERUTILIZATION
TOTAL* 12.5 429 61.3 474
lowa - 0 0 333 60
Kansas 0 66.7 66.7 40
Missouri 0 50 84.6 40
Nebraska 333 0] 333 50
STAFF INVOLVED IN PLANNING 7
TOTAL*® . 12.5 25.0 543 37.1
lowa 0 0 556 50
Kansas 0 50 40 80
Missouri 33.3 50 76.9 50
Nebraska 0 0 33.3 50
ACTION TAKEN TO RECRUIT SENIOR LEVEL MINORITIES AND WOMEN
TOTAL* 10 417 66.7 429
lowa 0 0] 60 50
Kansas 0 66.7 66.7 200
Missouri* 0 40 100 429
Nebraska 25 - 333 0 50
WOMEN AND MINORITIES PROMOTED TO SENIOR POSTS
TOTAL* 23.1 313 70.3 6238
lowa 0 33.3 90 833
Kansas 0 33.3 60 62.5
Missouri* 0 16.7 57.1 333
Nebraska 60 50 75 727

T S LT

*Chi-Square significant at alpha less than 0.1
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TABLE 2.3
State Employees, by Rank and Responsibility, Reporting Adequate Agency Affirmative

Action Efforts

Agency Affirmative Agency Personnel EEO Senior Junior
Action Activity Chief (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
AGENCY CHIEF REAFFIRMED COMMlTM ENT TO AFFIRMATIVE ACTION IN PAST YEAR
lowa 100 50 83.3 75
Kansas 80 100 0 50 50
Missouri 75 100 100 70 25
Nebraska 60 0 50 0 28.6
PRESENT WORK FORCE HAS BEEN ANALYZED .
lowa 50 0 60 50
‘Kansas 40 75 100 20 66.7
Missouri . 80 80 75 42. 9 0
Nebraska 50 20 50 25 0
SPECIFIC MEASURABLE AND ATTAINABLE GOALS HAVE BEEN SET
lowa 50 75 40 0
"Kansas 40 50 100 0 0
Missouri 50 20 25 25 0
Nebraska 33.3 25 50 0] 0
INVOLVEMENT OF STAFF IN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PLANNING
lowa 75 50 333 40 0
Kansas 60 333 0 60 0
Missouri 83.3 75 50 556 0
Nebraska - 80 20 100 16.7 25
MINORITY COMMUNITY RESOURCES HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED TO ASSIST RECRUITING
lowa 100 50 33.3 333 50
Kansas 66.7 0 100 0 50
Missouri 50 60 66.7 57.1 333
Nebraska . 33.3 33.3 0 0 0
POSITIVE ACTION HAS BEEN TAKEN TO RECRUIT MINORITIES AND WOMEN FOR SENIOR LEVEL JOBS
lowa 60 333 66.7 375 100
Kansas 40 N 50 100 40 0
Missouri . 100 100 75 333 40
Nebraska - 0 0 50 40 30
WOMEN AND MJNORITJES HAVE BEEN PROMOTED TO SENIOR POSTS
lowa - 25 100 100 375 83.3
Kansas o 25 50 100 : 20 : 571
Missouri 66.7 40 50 27.3 20
Nebraska 80 80 100 70 60

Source: Data from interviews on file in Central States Regional Office.
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Chapter 3
Affirmative Action in lowa

The Setting

Iowa ranks 25th in the Nation in population,
with 2,884,000 residents in 1972. Its capital, Des
Moines, is the largest metropolitan area in the
State, with a population of 201,404. The other
large city, on the eastern side of the State, is
Davenport. The State’s population is 1.1 percent
black, 0.8 percent Hispanic, and 0.1 percent Na-
tive American.! -~

Iowa’s State government is a significant em-
ployer. Roughly 3.9 percent of the employed State
labor force is employed by the State. As of 1973,
43,491 persons in 65 State agencies were on the
payroll, 26,325 of whom were covered by the two
State merit systems and 4,482 of whom were em-
ployed by the 11 grant-in-aid agencies covered by
Federal merit procedures mandated by the Federal
Intergovernmental Personnel Act. Size alone
makes State government important in determining
the extent of equal opportunity in the State.

The affirmative action efforts of State govern-
ment are mandated by both Federal and State law.
The Iowa Civil Rights Act of 1965, as amended
(chap. 66, 71 section 105Al; chap. 73, section
601A1) forbids discrimination in employment
(section 601A.6). This has been implemented for
State agencies by Executive Order 15, issued -by
Govemnor Robert Ray on April 2, 1973. This order
requires each agency to develop an affirmative ac-
tion program and to report progress on its pro-
gram to the Towa Civil Rights Commission.

lowa State Government
Utilization of Minorities and
Women

Governmentwide

Table 3.1 shows the race and sex composition of
Iowa’s State work force, both overall and by occu-
pational group. This work force is similar in
overall race and sex composition to the employed
State labor force, for which overall race and sex
Proportions are also given in the table. Following

the reasoning in the ‘‘Underutilization™ section of
chapter 1, the State work force can be accepted
in this case as the standard against which to evalu-
ate the individual agencies’ affirmative action ef-
forts.

By Agency

Chart 3.1 describes the performances of in-
dividual agencies in relation to the government-
wide performance. (The underlying data for this
chart are in appendix A.) -The chart shows
whether an agency’s work force ‘“matches™ the
State work force’s utiliza'{ion of minority males,
minority females, ar;d". white females. For each
group, this utilization analysis has been ade
agencywide, in top jobs, and at the highest salary
level, giving a total of nine criteria indicating the
extent of equal empioyment opportunity.

Minority and female employment at individual
State agencies varies widely from the State work
force norms. Of the 49 larger agencies, not one
matches the State work force in all nine criteria.
Only 10 are adequate in five or more criteria.
Eleven agencies fail to meet the State norm in any
criterion.

The agencies most successful in matching State
work force utilization of minorities and women are
employment security, public instruction, planning
and programming, and social ‘Services. In ag-
gregate, the minor agencies (those with 15 or
fewer employees) have also done well. Agencies
that have not matched the State work force in any
category are: banking, conservation, development
commission, environmental quality board, geologi-
cal survey, natural resources, pharmacy examiners,
employee relations, public safety, transporatation,
and watchmaking examiners.

For the agency work force as a whole, only
seven agencies match the State work force utiliza-

tion of all three race and sex groups of employees. -

Those are the aging commission, employment
security commission, the Governor’s staff, the
historical society, the library commission, and the
departments of public instruction and social ser-

13
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TABLE 3.1

lowa Government Work Force by Race, Sex, and Occupational Class

IOWA GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE"

White White Minority Minority
Occupational Class Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%)
Professional, Technical &

Paraprofessional 29.31 20.57 69 51
Administrator 3.39 55 08 .01
Clerical 3.39 17.25 A1 49
Crafts 5.56 .79 .02 04
Maintenance 8.94 2.15 24 10
Protective Service 5.50 22 10 .01
All Occupations 56.09 41.52 1.23 1.16
Number of Employees 10353 7,665 227 214
IOWA EMPLOYED STATE LABOR FORCE**

All Occupations 63.23 35.56 1.04 .70

*Percentages are of the entire work force

**Source: U.S. Department ot Commerce, Bureau ¢' the Census, 1970 Census. PC(1) C17. table 54

vices. Twenty-five of the 49 large agencies match
the State work force utilization of white females,
21 for minority females, and 21 for minority
males.

At the top salary level, no State agency matches
both the State work force share for women and
that for minorities. Only the attorney general’s of-
fice and the departments of public instruction and
social services match the State work force in as
many as two of the three race and sex groups.
Only 11 of the 49 agencies match for white
females and only 6 for minority males. The
number of minority females at this salary in State
government is so small-that the concept of agency
matches is inapplicable.

Of the 49 age,néfes, only the employment securi-
ty commission, the planning and programming
staff, and the department of public instruction
work forces match State work force utilization of
minorities and women in top jobs. In addition to
the 11 agencies which are already listed as not
matching the State work force in any category, 12
other agencies fail to meet any of the three top job
criteria. The remaining agencies’ work forces
match the State work force in one or two of the

* three race and sex categories. Fifteen of the 49

large agencies match for white females and 16 for
minority males. For minority females, only 9 agen-
cies match.

In short, utilization analysis of lowa’s State

14
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government shows agencies do underutilize by
comparison with their own State work force. Only
in a handful of agencies is utilization anything near
what it should be. In a large number of agencies
there is little or no utilization of minorities and
women at more than the most minimal levels.

As discussed in the **Underutilization™ section of
chapter 1, the best remedy for imbalances among
State agencies is not shuffling minorities and
women from agency to agency, but additional hir-
ing. Given the availability of Federal funding
under programs of the U.S. Departments of Labor
and Commerce, such recruitment appears feasible.

A further justification for hiring more minorities
and women is found in statistics on joblessness.
The disparity in unemployment rates between
whites (5.4 percent) and others (as high as 12.2
percent for blacks) is sufficiently large to suggest
that minorities seeking work face greater difficul-
ties than their white counterparts.? lowa’s job ser-
vice reports that significant numbers of unem-
ployed minorities and women are qualified for
State employment. For example, among those fully
qualified and available for professional, technical
and kindred jobs, 51.9 percent were femalc
(2,059) and 6.3 percent (248) were minority
members. Of those qualified and available fo:
managerial posts, 24.5 percent (304) were womer
and 2.3 percent (28) were minority members
Among qualified seekers of clerical jobs, 85.2 per
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cent (6.35837) were women and 4.3 percent (336)
were minorities.® Many others could be qualified
for such posts with some additional training.*

Affirmative Action Planning

Appendix B shows the comparison between the
actual affirmative action plans of the six agencies
studied in Iowa and the ideal affirmative action
plan developed by the Advisory Committees from
materials supplied by the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission and the U.S. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission. Three of the six agencies
selected in Iowa are similar in function to agencies
selected in other States: the department of public
instruction, the department of social services, the
department of job services. The other three agen-
cies were selected at random: the crime commis-
sion, banking commission, and secretary of State’s
office. Although the secretary of State’s office has
filed a “plan,” it is really only a vague statement
of principles.®

Some of the agencies that have plans collect
data on the agency work force in order to com-
pare it to the employed State Iabor force and State
work force, but others, most notably the job ser-
vice, do not.5 Establishment of entry-level roles
through which upwardly mobile minorities and
women might be recruited is generally not well
developed. Career ladder preparations are virtually
nonexistent. The few recruitment efforts are in-
complete and therefore unlikely to produce dra-
matic increases in the numbers of women and
minorities who apply for posts. The departments of
public instruction and social services have the best
provisions in their plans for ensuring that minori-
ties and females, once hired, receive equal oppor-
tunity in their government careers. But even these
are rudimentary compared to what might be done.
Evaluation methods are primitive, and responsibili-
ty is so dispersed that the probability of effective
action is reduced. Given these deficiencies, it is
obvious why existing plans have produced so few
accomplishments.

Perceptions of lowa Affirmative
Action’

Agency Employees
Table 3.2 shows the interview question respon-
ses of employees at the six Iowa agencies studied.

On many of the issues salient to effective affirma-
tive action, State employvees saw little success or
sometimes no performance at all.

Intervicwees also rated affirmative action efforts
on a scale of 1 to 4, from inadequate to.adequate.
These ratings are given in table 3.3. Iowa govern-
ment employees (based on this sample of six agen-
cies) rate their agency affirmative action efforts at
3.2. This is about average for the four States.

Average ratings also are given in table 3.3 for
the various race and sex groups of employees and
for different ranks of employees. The rating dif-
ferences between groups or ranks indicate dif-
ferences in the degree of effective affirmative ac-
tion perceived. For example, except for the em-
ployment security commission, agency heads are
generally more convinced than other employees
that their agency is doing well with regard to affir-
mative action. 7

Responses by specific State employees to
specific questions provide detail to some of the
patterns suggested by tables 3.2 and 3.3. In the
banking commission, only the director reported a
plan to be operational. In four other departments,
only administrators are aware of the plan. Only in
the employment security commission is there
anything approaching general awareness of an af-
firmative action effort. Only the head of the de-
partment of public instruction and the administra-
tor of the secretary of State’s office recalled mak-
ing a public commitment to affirmative action
within the past year.

Although many EEO officers reported perform-
ing utilization studies, these are not widely
publicized or reported in affirmative action stu-
dies. Few of those interviewed are aware of these
efforts. Social Services Commissioner Kevin Burns
pointed to senior minority and female persons al-
ready on board. Many administrators commented
that minorities qualified for senior posts are hard
to find, but one minority administrator complained
that he is not used to his full capability.

Recruitment efforts are not perceived by State
employees. This may explain the frustration of per-
sons like Commissioner Burns, who had not found
such efforts productive, although he stated he had
done “‘everything under the sun.” The employment
service relied entirely on its own job bank for can-
didates. '
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Chart 3.1
Utilization of Minorities and Women by lowa State Agencies

Number Administrative,
of Professional, & Salary
“Matches” Technical Over $16,000

Total
Work Force

MM MF WF MM MF*  WF

MM

MF

WF

+ +
+ + +
+ + +
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Chart 3.1 (Continued)

Utilization of Minorities and Women by lowa State Agencies

Number Administrative,
of Professional, & Salary Total
“Matches™ Technical Over $16,000 Work Force
MM MF WF MM MF* WF MM MF WF

Soil Cons 1 .
Com On Women 2 + +
Sup Ct 1 +
Transportation 0
Treasurer 2 + +
Watchmaking 0

Examiner
Minor Agencies ~ 7 + + + + + + +
Total Of 16+M 9+M 15+M 6+M 11+M 21+M 21+M 25+M

Agencies At

Greater Than PR -

80% Level
Percent of Mzjor 33 19 31 13 - 23 43 43 52

Agencies At or .

Above 80% :

Level

*State proportion in this category s less than 0.01 percent of work force. o
+Means agency utilization in the category is greater than 80% of State government utilization in that category, a “match.”

Where an "M" appears, the average utilization of minor agencies is greater than 80% of State utihzation.

Source: Daia from States on file in Central States Regtonal Office, U.S. Commisston on Cwvil Rights.

The lowa Legislature

Although the lowa Legislature has only just
begun to develop a nonpartisan professional staff,
the Advisory Committees have analyzed it in the
same fashion as other agencies. Minorities and
women have been hampered in obtaining jobs in
the legislature because they lacked political ties,
but work has begun on a structured system of per-
sonnel administration of which affirmative action
will be one component.

Minority Communities

The minority communities, both black and
Hispanic, are unimpressed by the State’s affirma-
tive action efforts. Both complain about the failure
of either merit system and of most of the agencies
to deal with grassroots groups in Des Moines who

might be able to supply qualified candidates. They

believe the merit system is used to exclude minori-
ties. The Hispanic leaders pointed to the absence
of bilingual staff in merit systems as one part of
the problem. Hispanic civil servants were reported
to have been passed over for promotions for which

i)

they were qualified. One minority leader com-
plained that “‘everyone goes through the motions
of affirmative action but there are no results.”
Minorities are left with the *“soft money”
(temporary program) jobs. Minority group
spokespersons expressed special concern about the
failures to recruit black professionals and to place
them in key positions.

One minority community leader pointed out that
it is possible to evade the merit system testing
procedure if a person is really needed. He argued
that such procedures should be used to place
qualified minorities who have difficulty with test-
ing. He reported instances of Hispanic civil ser-
vants locked into relatively low level posts whom
the merit system has been unwilling or unable to
assist. Minority leaders complain that there is too

little publicity for State affirmative action activities.

and too little chance for the community to provide
input into the affirmative action planning process.
In short, the affirmative action efforts of the
State agencies, however good or bad, lack credi-
bility in the minority community, although two or
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TABLE 3.2
lowa Government Employees’ Perceptions of Agency Affirmative Action Activities

Less likely to agree

. Other
Agree Supervisory
(%) WM MM WF MF
Affirmative action plan established 61.1 X X X
Affirmative action publicly supported by agency heads 38.9 X
Utilization studies have been undertaken 194 X X X
. Measurable goals have been set 194 X X X
§ Job descriptions have been evaluated 417 X X X
# Ads placed in minority or women's media 250
Examinations have been validated for bias 222 X X
Action to recruit senior level minorities or women taken 278 X X X
Opportunity for upward mobility exists 50.0 X X
Upward mobility training available 36.1 X X X
Promotions of affected classes to senior positions have
occurred 556
Minorities and women promoted into all units of an
agency 38.9
Minorities and women not concentrated in agencies
that serve minority or women's interests 47.2
Adequate grievance procedures exist 528
Annual human relations training provided 194
Minority and women given chance to maximize skills 50.0
Effective monitoring and evaluation of efforts 13.9
TABLE 3.3
Ratings of lowa Agencies’ Affirmative Action Efforts, by Type of Respondent
Minority Minority White White
Race and Sex Groups Males Females Females Males
Agency Employees
Department of Public 38 — 35 3.6
Instruction ' i
Social Services 14 22 3.3 3.1
Employment Security 3.5 38 38 3.6
Commission ~ ’
Crime Commission — 3.0 39 33
Secretary of State — 2.5 32 2.7
Banking — — 14 _ 20
Community 2.1 — — -
Rank and
Responsibility Groups Chief Personnel EEO Senior Junior Total
Agency Employees
Department of Public
; Instruction 34 3.7 — 35 ° 37 36
3 Social Services 3.1 29 — 3.0 3.0 29
v Employment Security
3 Commission 20 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.9 3.7
Crime Commission 3.7 — 29 37 35 35
' Banking 2.0 2.0 19 22 - 0.6 17
g Secretary of State 2. — — 29 33 29

Socurce: Inierviews conducted by Central States Regional Office staff. -

i 18

[ . a4 e et AT w——te e e



S NR

s T

PRI I

WY TR T

three agencies are mentioned as having made
some cfforts. There is a genecral discontent over
the state of affirmative action.

The interviews suggest that far less is actually
being accomplished than is possible. The
checkered pattern in planning recurs in assess-
ments of performance. Much remains to be done
in many, perhaps most, State agencies.

The Role of Responsible Siate
Agencies

The Iowa Merit Commission is the most so-
phisticated of all the four States’ merit system
agencies in test validation. Its materials are used
by State agencies throughout the region. It prefers
content validation, c?)ntending that criteria valida-
tion (which is preferred by the U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights and EEOC) cannot be effectively
implemented. The agency has been operating on
only two-thirds of full staff needed, which has
prevented much activity. However, it has devised
and implemented an applicant flow evaluation
procedure.

Responsibility for compliance with affirmative
action requirements is shared between merit
systems and the Iowa Civil Rights Commission.
Ms. Maude White, the staff person at the commis-
sion in charge of the State evaluations, prepares an
annual report to the Govermnor on compliance by
each State agency (including her own). Her office
also provides technical assistance and training for
agencies. A lack of direct access to the Governor
has prevented more effective activity.

Summary

While the State work force approximates the
employed State labor force, very few of the State’s
larger agencies’ work forces match the State work
force. Moreover, comparison of the utilization of
minorities and women at high salary or senior level
posts shows that only the employment security
commission and the department of public instruc-
tion do consistently well (and even they have gaps
in their performances). Data on the agency plans

reveal dramatic gaps. That State employees and
leaders of the minority and female groups differ in
their perceptions of the effectiveness of affirmative
action further suggests a large gap between what
could be done and what has been done. The ef-
forts of the two responsible State agencies are
commendable, but they need more resources, staff,

and authority and better access to decisionmakers
if they are to rectify the deficiencies indicated.

Notes to Chapter 3

I. Council of State Governments, The Book of the States
(Lexington, Kentucky: 1974) p. 552; and data supplied by the
lowa Department of Job Services.

2. U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Last Hired, First Fired
(Fcbruary 1977), pp. 9-16.

3. Data supplied by the lowa Department of Job Services.
4.1bid.

5. The *“plan™ is a mimecographed statement of principles in-
tended 1o be used as a model. Instead of writing a plan, the
office merely filled in blanks on the statewide form. The secre-
tary of State’s office comments:

As a smail State agency 1 believe we are trying our best to comply
with all available directives, procedures and spirit of the Civil
Rights Commission. We do not have a large tumover and con-
sequently not a lot of new employees. As we have advised Maude
White of Civil Rights Commission, we are more than willing to try
und hire minority persons if they or Merit or Job Services can
supply us with an eligible person on the certified list of applicants.

J. Herman Schweiker, Dcpufy Secretary of State, letter to staff,
May 10, 1977,

6. In its annual status report, data is presented which shows
utilization. Goals and timetables are implied in the report. A
more detailed affirmative action plan is being drafted. Colleen
Shearer, director, lowa Department of Job Services, letter to
staff, May 11, 1977.

7. ‘This section reports the results of interviews conducted in
Des Moines, lowa, Nov. 8-11, 1976.
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Chapter 4

The Setting

Kansas ranked 29th in the Nation in population
in 1972 with 2,268,000 residents. The State’s
population is 4.7 percent black, 2.1 percent
Hispanic, and 0.4 percent Native American.! Most
of the minority population lives in the three large
cities, which are (in order of size) Wichita, Kansas
City (Kansas), and Topeka, the capital.

Kansas State govermment is a significant em-
ployer. Roughly 4.9 percent of the State’s em-
ployed labor force' is employed by the State. As of
1973, 41,359 persons were employed by the
State’s 135 agencies. Of these, 25,841 were pro-
tected by the merit system, including 4,290 in 6
State agencies required by the Intergovernmental

standards. Size alone makes State government im-
portant in determining the extent of equal employ-
ment opportunity in the State.

The affirmative action efforts by State govern-
ment are mandated by Federal law, State law, and
executive order. The Kansas Act Against Dis-
crimination (KSA 44-1001 et seq., as amended)
prohibits discrimination in all employment. Gover-
nor Robert Bennett’s Executive Order 75-9 (July
16, 1975) promulgated a statewide plan, to be
drafted by the department of administration. Each
agency was instructed to develop its own affirma-
tive action plan that would coordinate with the
State plan. '

. Kansas State Government
Utilization of Minorities and
Women

Governmentwide

Table 4.1 shows the race and sex composition of
the Kansas State work force, both overall and by
. occupational group. This work force is similar in
"overall race and sex composition to the employed
State labor force, for which overall race and sex
proportions also appear in the table. Following the
i reasoning of the *‘Underutilization™ section of the
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Personnel Act to maintain Federal merit system-

Affirmative Action in Kansas

introductory chapter, the State work force can be
accepted in this case as the standard against which
to evaluate the agencies’ affirmative action efforts.

By Agency

Chart 4.1 describes the performances of in-
dividual agencies in relation to the govermentwide
performance. (The underlying data for this chart
are in appendix A.) The chart shows whether an
agency's work force ‘“matches™ the State work
force’s utilization of minority males, minority
females, and white females. For each group this
utilization analysis has been made agencywide, in
top jobs, and at the highest salary level, giving a
total of nine criteria indicating the extent of equal
employment opportunity.

Minority and fernale employment at individual
State agencies varies widely from the State work
force norms. Of the 54 large agencies, not one
matches the State for all nine criteria. Only four
agencies match the State in as many as five of the
nine criteria. These four relatively successful agen-
cies are the secretary of State’s office, social and
rehabilitative services, Topeka State Hospital, and
human resources; the minor agencies (those with
15 or fewer employees) also have been generally
more successful than average. Nine agencies fail to
match the State in any criterion: animal health;
forest, ﬁsb, and game; Governor’s comrmittee on
criminal administration; grain inspectorate; trans- -
portation; highway patrol; industrial reformatory;
parks and recreation; and corrections.

For the agency work force as a whole, only the
neurological institute and human resources match
the State for all three race and sex groups. Sixteen
agencies are deficient in all three of these criteria.
Generally, women fare better than minorities, with
30 agencies matching the State total work force
utilization of white women, 16 matching for
minority women, and only 10 matching for minori-
ty males. ]

For utilization in_*‘top jobs™ (administrative,
professional, and technical), well over half of the
agencies fail _to match the State proportions for
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TABLE 4.1
Kansas Government Work Force by Race, Sex, and Occupational Class
KANSAS GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE*
' : White White Minority Minority
Occupationatl Class Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%)
Professional, Technical & .
Paraprofessional 28.14 18.33 248 2.53 :
Adrministrator 8.34 78 152 32
Clerical 2.26 14.39 T4 .99
Crafts & Kindred 8.48 14 45 02 5
Maintenance 3.99 2.72 75 88 '
Protective Service 2.87 .28 .18 .06 i
All Occupations 54.07 36.63 4.51 4.79 {
Number of Employees ™ 12,970 8,788 1,082 1,148 i
KANSAS EMPLOYED STATE LABOR FORCE** g
All Occupations 60.82 34.99 312 - 227

“Percentages are of entire work force.

=Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census, PC(1)-C18, tab[e'f54.

any of the three race and sex groups. Only 12
agencies match the State proportion for white
females in these positions, only 3 for minority
females, and only 8 for minority males. The only
deviations from this uniformly dismal performance
are human resources (matching the State in all
three categories) and SRS (two matches).

Of the 54 agencies, 30 fail to have any of the
three race and sex groups represented at the
$16,000-plus salary level in proportions equivalent
to their representation in the State government at
that level. Seven agencies match in two race and
sex categories, as did the minor agencies. Sixteen
of the large agencies match for white women, 8
for.minority women, and 7 for minority males.

In short, utilization analysis of Kansas State
government shows agencies do underutilize by
comparison with their own State work force. Only
in a handful of agencies is utilization anything near
what it should be. In a large number of agencies
there is little or no utilization of minorities and
women at more than the most minimal levels.

As discussed in the “Underutilization™ section of
the introductory chapter, the best remedy for im-
balances among State agencies is not shuffling
minorities and women from agency to agency, but
additional hiring. Given the availability of Federal
funding under programs of the U.S. Departments

of Labor and Commeérce, such recruitment ap-
pears feasible. :

A further justification for hiring more minorities
and women is found in statistics on joblessness.
The disparity in unemployment rates between
whites (4.5 percent) and others (as high as 9.2
percent for blacks) is sufficiently large to suggest
that minorities seeking work face greater difficul-
ties than their white counterparts.? Kansas’ job ser-
vice reports that significant numbers of unem-
ployed minorities and women are available for
State employment. For example, among those
available for managerial, professional, technical,
and kindred jobs, 46 percent were female (2,487)
and 12 percent (655) were minority members.
Among available seekers of sales or clerical jobs,
80 percent (8,989) were women and 15 percent
(1,701) were minorities.?

Affirmative Action Planning
Appendix B shows the comparison between the
actual affirmative action plans of the six agencies

studied in Kansas and an ideal affirmative action . .

plan developed by the Advisory Cormmmittees from
materials supplied by the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission and the U.S. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission. (The State equal opportunity
coordinator’s comments on this analysis are ap-
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Chart 4.1
Utilization of Minorities and Women by Kansas State Agencies

Number Administrative, .
of Professional, & Salary Total
1 “Matches” Technical Over $16,000 Work Force

MM MF WF MM MF WF MM MF WF
+

-

AdjGen
Agriculture
; Animal Health
Atty Gen
Bank Com
Corp Com
Correct Vocation
Trn
Crip Children
Administration
Fire Marshall
Forest, Fish,
Game
Govs Ofc
Gov Com
Criminal Adm
Grain Inspect
Health and
Environ
Transportation
Hiway Patrol
Historical Soc
Econ Dev
Correctional Inst

1
1 +
0
1
1
2
3
2
4
2
0
4
0
0
4
0
0
2
1
3

Indust 0
4
1
1
2
4
2
1
3
1
4
0
3
0
1
2
3
2
3
1
1
5

+ + 4+

Reformatory

Topeka Youth
Belait Youth
Ins Dept
Atchison Youth
Neurological Inst
Employee Retire
Larned St Hosp
Legis Ed Plan.
Legis Research

; Osawatomie St

: Hosp

Parks and Pes
Parsons St Hosp
Corrections

4 State Pen

+ +

+
+ 4 b+

y Post Audit
Recept and
i Diagnostic
: v Revenue
Statues Revisor
1 Norton St Hosp
Sch For Blind
Sec Of St

A e et ——



Cingi2ag

TR

Faliaasin

.~ T
i EX R YA T S “? on . )
A5 e mo ¥ S AA%) Tom, ;;.c\\-.":,-‘«*i A P N R AT o I R T PR J Lt e, PR SIS = g -

Chart 4.1 (Continued)
ytilization of Minorities and Women by Kansas State Agencies

Number Administrative,
of Professional, & Salary Total
“Matches” Technical Over $16,000 Work Force
MM MF WF MM MF WF MM MF WF

SRS 6 + + + + + + i
Dental Health 3 + + +
Soldiers Home 2 + " :
Education 4 + + + + i
Professionals Bd 2 + + 3
Topeka St Hosp 5 + + + + + 5
Treasurer 1 n 5
Medical Dept 1 + itk
Water Res Bd -1 + ;3
Winfield St Hosp 3 + + + i
Human Res 6 + + + + + + %
Minor Agencies 5 + + + + + o
Total of Agencies 8+M 3 12 7+M 8 16+M-° 10— 16+M 30+M ‘i‘

at Greater L g

Than 80% L '3

Level i
Percent of Major 15 16 22 13 15 30 19 30 56 fal

Agencies at ) gé;

Greater Than ’ i

80% Level i
+Means agency utiizalion in the category is greater than 80% of State government utiization in that category. a “match.” :1§

e

L rerdy -l

Where an "M™ appears, the average utilization of minor agencies 1s gredter than 80% of State utiization.

Source: Data from States on file in Central States Regional Office, U.S. Commussion on Civil Rights.

Wi

pended to this chapter.) Three of the six agencies education, job service, and the water resources

selected in Kansas are similar in function to agen- board indicate action likely to implement this e

cies chosen in other States: the department of edu- proposal. If such trainee positions are to bring é‘
cation, the department of social and rehabilitative about significant change, there must also be career 'H
services, and the job service component of the de- ladders that make possible the movement of the o

partment of human resources. The other three new entry-level workers into senior positions based
agencies were selected at random: the department on their merit and worth to the agency. No agency

/
v o
At

of administration, the department of credit unions, proposes specific career ladder programs, although L‘;:
and the water resources board. the department of education is committed to such :i
Planning is compromised by the absence of any programs. '§
effort to compare the State labor force with agen- Education has the most comprehensive plan for ;«;
Cy work forces. The job service, which makes a  recruitment. It sets goals for each section and ¥
statutory report to the U.S. Department of Labor proposes to contact appropriate sources to obtain :
on utilization, merely compares the employed  qualified candidates. While all other agencies have ;_f:
State labor force to the existing work force and some recruitment proposals, none is very specific. g
Notes areas of improvement. The water resources None of the agencies has very detailed arrange- ;{
board does the same and notes no need for action. ments for mechanisms likely to encourage the re- ;‘%
The department of education published goals and tention of minority and female employees. The de- ,:‘
timetables in June 1977. Other agencies make no partment of education and the job service propose {;
Comparisons whatever. to monitor applicant flow, to some degree. r—‘
While the State plan calls for the establishment The department of education has Cclarified A
of special trainee classes, only the department of responsibility for program evaluation and imple- é
:
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mentation. The department of administration
proposes to use the personnel division’s applicant
flow data, when these become available. Other
agencies propose no specific evaluation efforts.
The disparities between these proposed activities
and those which might have been planned are self-
evident.

Perceptions of Kansas
Affirmative Action?

Agency Employees

Table 4.2 shows the interview question respon-
ses of employees at the six Kansas agencies stu-
died. On the salient aspects of affirmative action,
only seldom did State employees note positive ac-
tion.

Interviewees also rated affirmative action efforts
on a scale of 1 to 4, from inadequate to adequate.
These ratings are given in table 4.3. Kansas
government employees in the six agencies rate
their agency affirmative action efforts at 3.1. This
is about average for the four States.

Average ratings have also been calculated for
the various race and sex groups of employees and
for different ranks of employees. The rating dif-
ferences between groups and ranks indicate dif-
ferences in the degree of effective affirmative ac-
tion perceived. For example, except in social and
rehabilitative services, senior and junior staff rank
their departments lower than does the chief execu-
tive.

Specific comments by State employees reiterate
the patterns suggested by tables 4.2 and 4.3. Typi-
cal of these cquhents were the notation by the
director of SRS that he had ordered a study of the
race and sex composition of his agency’s work
force, and the comment by some other employees
that SRS has no formal outreach efforts to attract
women and minorities for potential jobs. Some
minorities and women in the job service asserted
that they are locked into lower level jobs when
they are qualified for and doing supervisory work.
Some women noted that job description statements
are unnecessarily inflated.

A rather innovative activity among State agen-
cies is the water resources board’s task force
procedure. This involves professionals and clericals
who give equal input in projects of concern to the
department. It provides a splendid opportunity for
career development and mutual understanding.
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The Kansas Legislature

The Advisory Committees also reviewed the at
firmative action efforts and perceptions of th
legislature. The legislative personnel office report
that it made serious efforts a few years ago t
recruit minority candidates, without success. 1|
claims it is limited because so many of the jobs ar:
part time. The office has been reluctant to mak:
a new effort, both because of prior failure anc
because the office already has so many applicants.

The legislative reference service has been in
hibited by the speed with which it must recruit. |
will usually hire the first person available who i
qualified. The number of people on its lists of ap
plicants has impeded it from searching outside
The chief administrative secretary is a blac!
female. Of eight professionals in the fiscal section
one is a woman and one a Hispanic person. Of 1«
professionals in the research section, four ar
women but none minorities. The agency is now
beginning to advertise posts as they become availa
ble.

Minority Communities
Minority community leaders are most concernet
under whicl

about the use of the *‘rule of five,’
agency hiring officers get to choose one from the
top five on a list. They believe that this allows ad
ministrators to exclude minorities. They blame ad
ministrators who are reluctant to hire minoritie
for the lack of minority middle managers. They d:
not see any sign of a special outreach to attrac
minority candidates. In consequence, the commu
nity does not get to know about jobs. Even thos.
aware of a position~may lack job-finding skills
One female community leader reported tha
women are not allowed to decide for themselve
whether they want to travel—it is assumed th:
women with children will not want to travel. St

called for more use of flex-time (employees wor

a fixed number of hours per day, but have flexibi!

ty on starting and finishing) so that women wh

have children can work. There is a general feelin

among the leaders of minority and women’s grour
that afﬁrlnative action just is not working for the

constituencies.
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TABLE 4.2
Kansas Government Employees’ Perceptions of Agency Affirmative Action Activities

Less likely to agree
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Agree Supervisory Other
(%) WM MM WF MF
Established affirmative action plans 513 X X
Agency head has reaffirmed commitment in past year 43.6 X X X
ork force anlyzed 20.5
Underutilization has been determined 12.5
Job analysis has been conducted 25.6
Measurable goals have been set 154
Mincrities and women are promoted to senior level
positions 256 X X
Minorities and women are not concentrated in units
dealing with minorities or women 3038
Recruitment sources have been developed 103
Job descriptions have been evaluated 308
interview techniques have been evaluated 154
Ads are placed in minority or women ariented media 25,5 e
Tests have been validated for bias 103 -
Action to recruit minorities and women for senior level -
posts has been taken 205 -
Adequate grievance procedures exist 53.8
Upward mobility system exists 20.5 ; X X X X
Staff development programs exist 283
Human relations training given 23.1
Mincrities and women are maximizing skills on job 30.8
Program evaluated 10.8
TABLE 4.3
Ratings of Kansas Agencies’ Affirmative Action Efforts, by Type of Respondent
Minority Minority White White
Race and Sex Groups Males Females Females Males
Agency Employees
Education 23 — 3.1 3.6
Social Rehabilitative
Services 3.1 3.6 — 3.6
Human Resources 34 3.6 — 3.2
Water Resources Board — —_ 3.5 3.6
Credit Unions — — 14 15
Administration 24 2.3 38 2.6
Community 24 — — —
Rank and
Responsibility
Groups Chief Personnel EEO Senior Junior Total
Agency Employees
Education 29 36 — 28 29 3.0
Social Rehabilitative
Services 39 35 3.6 3.2 32 34
Human Resources 33 3.2 3.2 34 34 33
Credit Union 14 1.2 1.7 — 1.6 1.5
Water Resources 36 32 — — 36 35
Board
Administration 26 21 1.7 1.6 35 27
Source: Interviews conducted by Central States Regional Office staff.
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PRIV A N

The Role of Responsible State
Agencies

The State’s personnel office is committed by the
State’s affirmative action plan to a comprehensive
revision of the testing procedures, recruitment
process, and job categorization. It is also given
responsibility for monitoring flow pattemns.

At present the review has been in process for a
year. During that time a content validation
procedure has been implemented. The personnel
office has also developed the data to monitor ap-
plicant flow and responses to various recruitment
campaigns. It devised the trainee program, by
which a candidate who cannot meet the basic
requirements for a regular position can be given a
trainee slot and then allowed 1 to 2 years to meet
the basic requirements for the position. This op-
tion is not available in the merit system’s grant-in-
aid agencies, governed by Federal employment
regulations under the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act.

The personnel office reported that the State is a
substantial employer of women in nonclerical posi-
tions, albeit mainly in fields usually associated with
women. However, it reports that it has found
women for nontraditional jobs as well. The extent
of the success of these efforts could not be mea-
sured.

Formal responsibility for administering the
State’s affirmative action program rests with the
director of equal employment opportunity (a part
of the department of administration). However,
this authority is limited to classified employees.®
The office monitors the affirmative action efforts
of the departments, collects basic data, and coor-
dinates the efforts to achieve affirmative action. It
has published several reports and provided con-
ferences and other technical assistance for the
agencies.

The State equal opportunity office noted that
*...small as it may be in relation to the mission it
was assigned [it] has devoted considerable energy
and time to a program activity that was met with
mixed feelings throughout Kansas State govern-
ment.”® Its assessment of its affirmative action ef-
forts in the State is:

7

At the present, the State as a whole generally
is on target with an adequate number of
minorities and females being reported in the
work force. The remaining task at hand is to

work with agencies on an individual basis and
to make sure all agencies are moving toward
their goals. Further efforts need to be made
by many agencies in the types and kinds of
jobs held by minorities and females, rather
than just to hire minorities and females. Ag-
gressive recruitment campaigns for profes-
sional and upper level administrative jobs
need to be conducted as well as counseling
and training to allow current employees the
opportunity for upward mobility. The efforts
put forth will be rewarded by the opportunity,
for the employer, to select from a group of
highly qualified applicants- at all position
levels.”

Summary

Although, overall, Kansas State government em-
ploys minorities and women proportionate to their
share of the employed State labor force, underu-
tilization characterizes most State agencies’ work
forces when their proportions of women and
minorities are compared to the State work force.
The affirmative action plans are uneven. By the
criteria of the model plan, the six agencies
reviewed are deficient on more than one of the
principal tasks. The proportion of those inter-
viewed who report successful implementation of
any of the major tasks of affirmative action is very
small, even in the highest levels of the agencies.

It has been suggested by the State equal employ-
ment director that if the Advisory Committees as-
sert that implementation of the plan is feeble, the
Committees should *“query the Govemnor, legisla-
tors and top administrators who alone control the
direction this program is moving or not moving.”®
The continued existence of deficiences in the level
of utilization and the quality of affirmative action
measures, 5 years after equal opportunity was
mandated by Federal lgw. suggests that there has.
indeed been a failure of leadership. .

Notes to Chapter 4

1. Council of State Governments, Book of the Siates
(Lexington, Kentucky, 1974), p. 553; and data supplied by
Kansas Department of Human Resources.

2. U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Last Hired, First Fired
(February 1977), pp. 9-16.

3. Data supplied by Kansas Department of Human Resources.

4. This section is based on interviews conducted in Topeka,
Kansas, week of Nov. 8, 1976.

5. The Equal Employment Opportunity Office comments:
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Therefore in accordance with Governor Beanctt’s Exceutive
Order, the Equal Employment Opportunity office in the State of
Kansas requires affirmative action plan goals and timetables on
only classificd employees.

Further research in the decision not to include unclassitied em-
ployces is supported by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended
Title VII, secuon 701(f), which states, “The term cmployee
means an individual employed by an employer except that the
term employee shall not include any person clected to public of-
fice in any State or political subdivision of any State by the
qualified voters thercof, or uny person chosen hy such officer to
be on the officer’s personal staff, or an appointee on the pol-
icymaking level or an immediate advisor with respect to the exer-
cise of the constitutional or legal sentence shall not include em-
ployeces subject to civil service laws of a State povernment,
governmental agency or political subdivision.™

pat Ortiz, EEO Consultant, letter to staff, July 21, 1977.

6. Pamela McClelland-Cooper, letter to staff, May 24, 1977.
7. Ibid.

8. Ibid.
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Chapter Appendix

STATE EEO COORDINATOR'’S COMMENTS ON
COMPARISON OF KANSAS STATE AGENCIES’
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PLANS WITH MODEL
PLAN

Task T—Compare Manpower Pool With
Employed Work Force

State Agency—Department of Education

For the most part, this office would concur with
the “no action” specified by the committee with
the exception of Item 2. Evidently, the committee
overlooked a work force analysis of the Depart-
ment which indicated race and sex composition of
the work force compiled in September, 1976.
Items 1, 3 and 4 had not been treated properly
when it was reviewed. This office was knowledgea-
ble of these omissions in the Department’s affirma-
tive action plan. It should be noted that on Janua-
ry 25, 1977, this Department submitted additional
material which the committee sought under Items
1, 2, and 4. At this date, the Department’s plan is
considered acceptable by this office.

State Agency—Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services

The affirmative action plan evaluated by the com-
mittee was approved by this office July 7, 1976.
Programmatic, rather than statistical goals were
submitted. The proportion of minorities to non-
minorities and females to males in its overall work
force precluded this office from requesting the in-
formation which the committee was seeking.
Overall, this office does not recognize underutiliza-

tion. What underutilization there is occurs in
limited EEO categories and units or institutions.
i’e.: Youth Center at Beloit and Norton State
Hospital. The Department has 13.54 percent
minorities and 70.40 percent females within its
work force as of December 31, 1976. Similarly,
the minorities and females are spread equitably
throughout the various EEO categories in the De-
partment. The Department’s main thrust was and
is mdintaining the status quo but refining certain
portions of its commitment to equal employment
opportunity. The Department is currently revising
its affirmative action plan. This office would take
exception to the ‘“no action™ specified in the re-
port.

State Agency—Job Services (Department of

Human Resources) L
This office would concur .that there are no defi-
ciencies in this Departrpe’nt relative to the task as-
signment. It has incorporated all the items spelled
out by the committee in its affirmative action plan.

State Agency—Department of Administration
Per memorandum from Pamela McClelland-
Cooper dated August 12, 1975, all Divisions in the
Department were not required to fashion separate
affirmative action plans, but rather to adopt the
State Affirmative Action Plan. Quarterly statistical
information has been submitted by each Division
since affirmative action planning was initiated in
state government.
It is anticipated that in the near future each Divi-
sion will construct and implement their own full-
blown affirmative action plan in light of the static
activity of numerous Divisions. This office would
concur with the report of the committee.

State Agency—Water Resources Board

This agency, while relatively small (23 classified
employees), has developed an acceptable affirma-
tive action plan. Goals to correct underutilization
have been established. Until the spring of 1976,
from 1974, to that date, the agency employed 12.5
percent minorities in its work force. Since the
latter date, the agency has lost its minority em-
ployees, but it has aggressively recruited in an at-
tempt to replace these individuals with minorities.
This office does not concur with the findings of
the committee on this task.
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State Agency—Department of Credit Unions
This agency had and has less than 15 classified
employees and therefore, like other similar agen-
cies, was not required to construct affirmative ac-
tion plans. However, agencies with work forces of
less than 15 employees are required by this office
to submit quarterly statistical reports and to have
adopted the non-discriminatory policies contained
in the Executive Order and State Affirmative Ac-
tion Plan.

This office considers this agency exempt from
establishing an affirmative action plan and there-
fore, the activity of the committee is not applica-
ble.

State Plan

The State Affirmative Action Plan is not con-
sidered a “full-blown™ affirmative action plan, at
least from a statistical standpoint. It was con-
structed to serve as a guideline and example for all
other state entities subject to affirmative action
planning to follow.

Task 2—Analyze Entry Level Roles

Validation studies are continuous and ongoing in
the Division of Personnel within the Department
of Administration to properly determine the entry
level requirements for the approximate 850 jobs
classes in state government. Individual state agen-
cies can request the Division of Personnel to in-
itiate validation. State agencies are not responsible
alone for consummating this activity and they are
not being held accountable for this activity in their
respective affirmative action plans.

This office would take exception to the findings of
the committee on this task. Records in the Divi-
sion of Personnel-indicate that activity in valida-
tion has incregsed tremendously, and this is not an
activity addressed in agency affirmative action
plans. It is entirely incongruous for the committee
to hold each agency accountable for this task since
the Division of Personnel is responsible for this
task.

Task 3—Career Ladder Opportunities
This office would concur with the committee’s
findings that this task has not been properly ad-

* dressed in agency affirmative action plans. This

entire concept needs full study and implementa-
tion throughout state government. No doubt many
jobs in state government are dead end because of
the lack of established various job groups. To ac-
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complish this task in state government would in
part entail revamping and reclassification of many
of the current job specifications—a job of enor-
mous magnitude of which the Division of Person-
nel has.

Task 4—Recruitment

The Recruitment Section in the Division of Per-
sonnel was established in 1976 to assist all state
entities in this activity. All state entities are asked
to coordinate this activity with the Division of Per-
sonnel. If certified eligible lists are not provided by
the Division, agencies are requested to recruit and
advertise vacancies independently. Some of the
agencies reviewed by the committee have been
quite active in diligently seeking out minorities.
Item 7 is being monitored on a quarterly basis.
Item 6 penalizes all groups, not just the affected
class members, and therefore is not deemed rele-
vant. Item 9 has been accomplished for all state
entities subject to affirmative action planning.
Items 10 and 11 can be addressed only by the
Division of Personnel and, consequently agencies
should not be held accountable.

This office would care to indicate that this, of all
activities in affirmative action planning, is scru-
tinized very closely. There is no question that lack
of this activity in the past has precluded minorities
from employment opportunities.

Task 5—Retention

Grievance policy procedures and exit interviews
are a reality in the Departments of Human
Resources, Social and Rehabilitation Services, and
Education. The Water Resources agency will soon
be asked to implement these tools as a result of
review by this office. The Department of Adminis-
tration has not implemented these procedures. By
and large there is considerable attention given to
the subject of retention by the agencies reviewed.

Task 6—Evaluation

Evaluation strategies and monitoring systems have
been established for purposes of affirmative action
planning throughout state government. Regardless
of the findings of the committee on this task, con-
siderable time and attention is devoted to these
subjects. Eight reviews have ‘been conducted of
agencies aside from the quarterly statistical report
monitoring..This task is being met.
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Task 7—Responsibility

EEO Coordinators® have been designated in all
state entities with the ultimate_authority resting
with appointing authorities and cabinet secretaries.
Only Item 3 has not been properly addressed
under this task: This office would concur that line
supervisors should be held responsible for imple-
mentation of affirmative action planning and
should consequently be measured by performance
evaluations.

Pamela McClelland-Cooper, letter to staff, May
24, 1977.
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Chapter 5

Affirmative Action in Missouri

The Setting

Missouri ranked 18th among the States in size
and 14th in population in 1972 with 4,747,000 re-
sidents. The population is 10.3 percent black, 0.8
percent Hispanic, and 0.1 percent Native Amer-
ican. The capital, Jefferson City, located in the
middle of the State, is the 11th largest city in the
State.!

Missouri State government is a large employer,
with 65,284 employees on the payroll in 14 large
and 2 small State agencies. Of these, 25,319 are
covered by the merit system, 9,011 of them in
eight grant-in-aid agencies which are required by
the Federal Intergovernmental Personnel Act to
maintain Federal merit system standards. Roughly
3.7 percent of the employed State labor force is
employed by the State. Size alone makes State
government’s efforts significant in setting the cli-
mate for affirmative action efforts in Missouri.

Affirmative action efforts by State government
are mandated by both Federal and Stdte law. Non-
discrimination in employment is required by Mis-
sourl statute and an executive order issued by
former Govemnor Christopher Bond on September
10, 19732 Each State agency is required by this
order, and an accompanying memorandum, to
have an affirmative action plan.

Missouri State Government
Utilization of Minorities and
Women

Governmentwide

Table 5.1 shows the race and sex composition of
Missouri’s State work force, both overall and by
occupational group. This work force is similar in
overall race and sex composition to the employed
State labor force, for which overall race and‘_ sex
proportions also appear in the table. Following the
reasoning in the *Underutilization® section of
chapter 1, the State work force can be accepted
in this case as the standard against which to evalu-
até the individual agencies’ affirmative action ef-
forts.

30

By Agency

Chart 5.1 describes the performances of in
dividual agencies in relation to the government
wide performance. (The underlying data for thi:
chart are in appendix A.) The chart show:
whether an agency’s work force ‘‘matches™ the
State work force’s utilization of minority males
minority females, and white females. For each
group, this analysis has been made agencywide, in
top jobs, and at the highest salary level, giving a
total of nine criteria indicating the existence oi
equal employment opportunity.

There are significant differences between the
proportions of minorities and women in the Statec
work force and comparable proportions in in-
dividual State agencies. Of the 16 agencies for
which data were presented to the Advisory Com-
mittees, only the department of mental health
matches the State work force proportion in every
one of the nine criteria. Four other agencies match
in five or more criteria, and the remaining agen-
cies match in fewer than five—that is, less thar
half the criteria. The departments of highways and
transportation fail to match in any criterion.

For utilization in the total agency work force.
five agencies fail to match the State proportion for
any of the three race-sex groups, and another eight
agencies match for only one of them. White
females fare best, with nine agencies matching the
State proportion; only three match for minority
females and for minority males.

The agencies are more successful with regard to
employment in top jobs. Five agencies match the
State proportion for all three gender groups.
although three fail to match in any group. Again,
white females fare best, with 13 agencies matching
the State work force proportion, as opposed to
only 6 for minority females and 5 for minorit;
males. |

With the exception of the department of menta.

health, agency utilization of minorities and womer:

at the $16,000-plus level is dismal. No agency ex-
cept for mental health utilized minorities, male o:
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TABLE 5.1
pissouri Government Work Force by Race, Sex, and Occupational Class
MISSOURI GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE*
White White Minority Minority
Occupational Class Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%)
professional, Technical &

Paraprofessional 22.06 20.70 1.89 5.85
Administrator 292 212 21 740
Clerical 1.80 17.86 14 197
Crafts & Kindred 13.34 12 35 .03
Maintenance 3.20 2.87 84 1.31
Protective Service 443 15 24 .04
All Occupations 4333 43.67 343 9.56
Number of Employees — 14489 14,603 1,148 3,198
MISSOURI EMPLOYED STATE LABOR FORCE**

58.60 33.95 507 .7 462

All Occupations

“Percentages are of entire work force.

**Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census, PC(1)-C27, table 54

female, in proportions matching the State work
force, and only 6 of the 16 agencies match for
white females.

In short, the performance of most of the State
agencies in matching the State work force propor-
tions of women and minorities is remarkably poor.
Only in mental health is utilization what it should
be. Only the departments of labor and industrial
relations, elementary and secondary education,
consumer affairs, and social services come even
halfway toward adequate utilization by this test.?
Some of the differences in performance may
reflect successful recruitment by some agencies
which have units in centers of substantial minority
population.

As discussed in the “Underutilization™ section of
chapter 1, the best remedy for imbalances among
State agencies is not shuffling minorities and
women from agency to agency, but additional hir-
ing. Given the availability of Federal funding
under programs of the U.S. Departments of Com-
Mmerce and Labor, such recruitment appears feasi-
ble.

A further justification for hiring more minorities
and women is found in Missouri’s statistics on
Joblessness. There are disparities in unemployment
Tates between whites (6.2 percent) and others
(f‘ising to as high as 12.9 percent for blacks) suffi-
Clently large to suggest that minorities seeking
Work face greater difficulties than their white

counterparts.* Similarly, the 7.4 percent overall

unemployment rate for women indicates that

-women generally have greater difficulty than the

average jobseeker in finding work.> Missouri’s job
servi¢e reports that significant numbers of unem-
ployed minorities and women are available for
State employment. Of those available for profes-
sional, technical, and kindred jobs, 18.7 percent
(3,539) were minority members and 38.1 percent
(7,259) were female. Of those available for cleri-
cal jobs, 20.7 percent (8,539) were minority mem-
bers and 72.9 percent (30,059) were women.®

Affirmative Action Planning

Appendix B shows comparisons between the ac-
tual affirmative action plans of the six agencies
studied in Missouri and an ideal affirmative action
plan developed by the Advisory Committees from
materials supplied by the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission and the U.S. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission. Three of the six agencies
selected in Missouri are similar in function to
agencies chosen in the other States: the depart-
ments of elementary and secondary education
(DESE), social services, and labor and industrial
relations (DOLIR). The other agencies were
selected at random: the departments of transporta-
tion, conservation, and natural resources.

While all the departments, save transportation,
make some effort to compare their agency work
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Chart 5.1

Utilization of Minorities and Women by Missouri State Agencies

Number
of Professional,

“Matches” Technical

Administrative,

&

Salary Total
Over $16,000 Work Force

MM MF

WF MM MF WF MM MF WF

Higher Ed

Pub Safety
Highways
Administration
Transportation
DOLIR

Elemen Sec Ed
Conservation
Consumer Affairs
Mental Health
Agriculture
Revenue

Social Services
Govs Staff
Natural Res

St. Louis Airport

+ 4+ 44+

S =SNOWNOCN2TTOOONO 2 W
+
}

+
+

.*.

4t A+

+ +

+ +
}_

Total of Agencies 5 6
at Greater
Than 80%
Level

Percent of 31 38
Agencies at or
Above 80%
Level

—t
w

81

+Means agency utilizatron in the category 1s greater than 80% of State government utihization in that category, a “match.”

Source: Data from Stales on file n Central States Regional Office, U.S. Commssion on Ciwil Rights.

force with the employed State labor force, only
the job service (of DOLIR) indicates its intention
to establish specific ,goals and timetables based on
such analysis. (No Missouri agency reviewed by
the Advisory Committees has actually done so in
its plan.) Conservation notes disparities revealed
by the comparisons, but the other departments
content themselves with merely reporting the data
on their agency work forces and on the employed
State labor force.

Only the job service and department of natural
resources have specific plans to introduce entry
level jobs. The others have no plans on this
matter.” Similarly, only the job service and natural
resources agencies plan career ladders to ensure
upoward mobility for qualified employees.?

All agencies, save transportation, have some
proposals to recruit increased numbers of minori-

32

ties and women. Natural resources, however, be-
lieves the burden of this responsibility lies with the
State personnel division. The department of educa-
tion proposes to make better use of its minority
and female personnel in the hiring process, as well
as communicating better~with applicants. Job ser-
vice proposes to make use of the job service bank
to recruit. Conservation seeks to revise its recruit-
ment materials.® All those State agencies affected
by Chapter 36, Revised Statutes Missouri, work
through the State personnel division for recruit-
ment. It has been argued that agency recruitment
is fruitless if systematic discrimination exists in the
merit system entry process. Some State employees

argue that merit systems frustrate recruitment ef-

forts.!®
Education, conservation, and natural resources
propose to establish human relations committees

- —— e e e e e e

P v


https://forts.10

1

~ . Ot s i v o E=LIGE
PP ) ” > > s . PRI P P AT (LA
it wia Ny ST b Wy Rl L SR L W N et e R

3

i
3
L

TABLE 5.2

Missouri Government Employees’ Perceptions of Agency Affirmative Action Activities

Likely to Disagree

Others, .
Agree .
(%) Supervisory WM MM WF MF !
Affirmative action policies have been established 73 X X X I
Commitment to affimative action has been reaffirmed 48.6 X X X ot
Analysis of agency work force has been done 37.8
Determination of underutilization has been made 21.6 i
Measurable goals have been set i8.9 X X X X :
Minority and female orgs. have been contacted 35.1 X
Job analyses have been conducted 45.9 X X
Interview techruques have been evaluated 32.4
Ads are placed in minority and female oriented media 32.4
Examinations have been validated for bias 29.7
Action to recrutt senior level minorities and women has
been taken 51.4 X X X
Opportuntties for upward mobility exist 40.5 ;
Minorities and women are promoted to upper level jobs 486 — L7
Minorities and women recerve upward mobility training 35.1 P
Grievance procedure effective 68.2 . X
Minories and women are not concentraled in units .
which serve minorities and women 35.1 5 i
Minorities and women are maximizing skills on job 48.6 X X i
Evaluation of program has been undertaken 8.1 X X X ¥
13
7.::!_
il
to help make their afﬁf-mativte actio'n programs Perceptions of Missouri é}
work on a day-to-day basis. Social services, natural Affirmative Action! ‘;l
resources, and conservation propose grievance ‘;
procedures. L
Only the department of social services proposes Agency Employees r

a comprehensive evaluation of affirmative action . ] .
Table 5.2 shows the interview question respon-
efforts. Natural resources and DESE propose desk . . . . :
ses of employees at the six Missouri agencies stu- "

review of the numbers of minorities and women died. Seld did b If of th e
hired. The other three agencies propose no evalua- ted. Seldom did more than half of the employees

tion interviewed report that they were aware of any
Many departments split authority for implemen-  28€MCY effort regarding salient points of affirma-

tation. This is true of DESE, DOLIR, conservation, tive action. The elements of affirmative action
and natural resources. Social services assigns ™MOSt important to actual implementation (such as

specific authority to the full-time chief human £0al setting) were reported adequate by only one-
relations officer. The departments of education, third of employees. Those most concerned with
social services, and natural resources place clear the creation of new opportunities are less likely

final authority in the hands of their chief executive  than the average employee to report the existence
officers. of significant agency efforts.

Despite many good features in individual plans, Interviewees also rated affirmative action efforts ;
considerable disparities exist between the plans ©n ascale of 1 to 4, from inadequate to adequate.
Presented and the model plan. This may help to  These ratings are given in table 5.3. Missouri

explain why the plans have produced so few ac- government employees (based on this sample of
complishments. six agencies) rate their agencies’ affirmative action
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TABLE 5.3

Ratings of Missouri Agencies’ Affirmative Action Efforts, by Type of Respondent

Minority Minority White White
Race and Sex Groups Males Females Females Males
Agency Employees
Elementary & Secondary
Education — 34 33 3.0
Social Services 24 3.0 3.6 3.1
Labor and Industrial
Relations 3.2 3.1 35 3.5
Conservation 28 — 3.3 33
Natural Resources 28 29 2.2 29
Transportation — — 1.3 2.2
Rank and
Responsibility Groups Chief Personnel EEO Senior Junior Total
Agency Employees
Elementary & Secondary
Education 3.2 29 29 32 3.5 3.2
Social Services 34 28 24 34 3.3 3.1
DOLIR 36 34 — 3.1 34 34
Conservation 34 3.1 3.2 27 40 32
Natural Resources 2.7 3.0 3.2 26 2.5 2.7
Transportation 2. — — 14 1.2 1.6

Source: Interviews conducted by Central States Regional Office staff.

efforts at 3.2. This is about average for the four
States.

Average ratings also are given in table 5.3 for
the various race and sex groups of employees and
for different ranks of employees. The rating dif-
ferences between groups or ranks indicate dif-
ferences in the degree of effective affirmative ac-

tion perceived.
Whites see affirmative action as more successful

than do minorities. Chief executives judge their
agencies’ efforts to be more complete and success-
ful than do personnel officers or affirmative action
officers (except in the department of natural
resources). Senior staff were less pleased than ju-
nior staff about program efforts to date.
Department of natural resources staff members
are more likely to be aware of their agency’s plan
than are staffs of any other agency. Natural
resources staff members seem particularly enthu-

: siastic about improvements in their agency’s affir-

mative action efforts. They are most conscious of
the’ need for greater efforts. By contrast, former
Transportation Director John Brawley stated that
he did not feel a compelling push to get black peo-
ple into State government and that he did not see
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them around in other departments. He stated that
his staff knew he was an equal opportunity em-
ployer, although he had not stated this publicly. In
most departments other than natural resources
some, but not all, persons in the department were
aware of the affirmative action plan.

Reaffirmations of support for affirmative action
are particularly important if minorities are to be-

" lieve the agency is sincere. However, only in the

department of labor and industrial relations and in
the department of natural resources did minorities
report that public statements of support of affirma-
tive action by the department director had oc-
curred in the last year.

Some administrators commented that equality
existed because tests were open to all comers. By
and large, only administrators asserted that their

agencies had taken steps to determine that all
qualified minorities were being used to their fullest
capacity.

While only one-third of those interviewed re-
ported that minority and women’s organizations
had been contacted for applicants, several depart-
ments, including conservation, reported that they
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had tried to recruit for technical posts, without
success. They expressed the hope that publicity
about their minority hires would encourage more
minority members and women to apply. Conserva-
tion determined to concentrate on urging high
school students into training programs leading to
careers in conservation as its method of increasing
the stock of applicants.

Clericals in some departments complained of
frustration at having no way to move upward
without a college degree. Yet a degree does not
seem to them to be necessary for many higher jobs
for which it is required.

Only in the departments of conservation and so-
cial services did minorities and women report they
might get senior posts. Only in the department of
labor and industrial relations did minorities believe
they were not deliberately concentrated in certain
units. Beginning professional§’ in several depart-
ments complained that getting in and moving up
are more difficult for minorities and women than
necessity requires.

Minorities in the departments of labor and in-
dustrial relations, education, and social services
were most likely to report their skills were being
fully used. Women in the departments of labor and
industrial relations, education, conservation, and
social services also reported that their skills were
fully used. -

The Missouri Legislature

The staff of the legislature includes relatively
few black or female employees. The State legisla-
ture has yet to take a stand favoring affirmative
action for itself. The small size of the central staffs
and the relatively large number of slots filled by
legislators at their own discretion limits opportuni-
ties for implementing an affirmative action pro-
gram. The legislative reference service is for the
most part a legal unit. It reports that only young
1?v‘!ye_rs from rural areas are attracted by its sala-
nes, which are very low.

In the Missouri House of Representatives most
of the jobs are part-time or at the discretion of
Mmembers. Black members, one observer noted,
bring in black staff; white members, white staff.
One guard, one secretary, two bill room clerks,
and two custodians are black. However, the hiring
System occasionally works well. For example, out
of eight or nine temporary researchers hired on

the recommendation of the speaker, one might be
a black or female. There are 60 full-time staff,
which would appear to be a sufficient number to
allow development and implementation of an affir-
mative action policy and program.

The Senate has a permanent staff of 133. Out of
39 male employees, 4 are black. Out of 94 female
employees, 6 are black. The Secretary of the
Senate states that he sought to recruit staff from
Lincoln University, without much success.'2 More
usually, he relies on senators to make recommen-
dations. Since the legislative full-time staff totals
193, there appear to be sufficient numbers to sup-
port an affirmative action program.

Newspapers reviewed by staff do not report any
decision by the legislature to impose an affirmative
action plan upon itself, much less u'f)on the State
departments. Recently, House _,Sbeaker Kenneth
Rothman issued instructions, that more minority
and female professionals be hired. The effects of
this are not apparent.

The Role of Responsible State
Agencies

In a study conducted in May 1976, evaluators
from the Intergovernmental Personnel Division of
the U.S. Civil Service Commission reported that
the Missouri “personnel division has begun to take
positive steps in providing EEO leadership to
Merit System agencies but further commitment of
resources is necessary.” The report recommended
that the personnel division take the lead in collect-
ing work force data and applicant flow data. It
urged personnel to develop a standard employ-
ment form and to include on the form information
that ‘“clearly informs applicants that equivalent
substitution of education and experience is per-
mitted.”” The reviewers called on the personnel
board to assume responsibility for merit systems
appeals. On some of these recommendations, the
personnel division asserts it will take action as part
of its new plan for 1976-77. On others the division
states it lacks statutory or administrative authority.

The personnel division is skeptical about line
agency complaints about the merit system. It as-
serted that those agencies that have a good affir-
mative action plan and staff are not complaining
about the merit system. Those that have a poor
reputation are complaining. The division asserted
it is moving as fast as it can on validation of ex-
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aminations and of job requirements but is con-
cerned about the collection of new data, which it
regards as an administrative nightmare. Overall,
the division asserted that it is in the top 10 of all
State personnel agencies in successfully imple-
menting nondiscriminatory selection.

Others both in State government and the com-
munity take a different view. It has been asserted
that personnel has always been able to make any
appointment it really wants to make. It should be
possible to extend this prerogative to benefit
minorities and women. Promotional examinations
could be abolished. Those who do their work
should be promoted without further testing if they
are capable of performing at the next higher posi-
tion.

In a speech to students in Kansas City, Joseph
C. Gunnell, a personnel officer who is in charge of
the division of personnel’s human relations pro-
gram, commented on the difficulty of bringing in
minorities and women. The State equal employ-
ment effort, he said, is highly decentralized. No
one person coordinates the effort. While some de-
partments, such as the division of family services,
mental health, and natural resources, have a sig-
nificant number of minorities, others have none.
He urged his department to further action.”

Summary

While the State work force approximates the
employed State labor force, few of the agencies’
work forces match the State work force.
Moreover, comparison of the utilization of minori-
ties and women at the highest salary level show
that only for white .women do even a third of the
State agencies’ work forces match the State work
force. In top jobs, while most agencies do well in
employing white females, only a third do well in
their employment of minorities. The agency plans
have dramatic gaps. Analysis of affirmative action
efforts by State employees suggests large gaps
between what could be done and what is being
done. The personnel division is only beginning to
take positive steps on affirmative action but is not
doing all that could be done, and there is no
evidence of effective internal leadership on affir-
mative action within the agency.

In sum, there is evidence of interest in affirma-
tive action, but this does not extend to all of the
State departments or the entire legislature. Clearly
little change is likely to occur without further sub-
stantial modifications in official procedures for
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outreach, recruitment, testing, placement, promo
tion, and retention of employees and withou
much more sophisticated analysis of program ef

fects than now exists. Former Governo-
Christopher Bond’s order for affirmative actio;
has not produced a comprehensive effort.

Notes to Chapter 5

1. Council of State Governments, Book of the Staw
(Lexington, Kentucky: 1974), p. 562.

2. Chapter 36, Revised Statutes Missouri.
3. The Missouri Department of Conservation comments:

Your statistical analysis did not take into consideration employe
turnover. Since our Department has a very low cmployee tur
nover, it limits our opportunities to recruit new employees an
thus limits the opportunity to hire minority employees.

The comparison of the percentage of minority and female em
ployees with white employees does not reflect length of service
a major factor in salary comparisons.

Mike C. Milonski, Assistant Director, Missouri Department o
Conservation, letter to staff, May 2, 1977 (hereafter cited a
Conservation Response).

This comment reinforces the Advisory Committees’ concern
The historic failure of State agencies to employ qualifiec
minorities and women in State offices has resulted in bu
reaucracies that are overwhelmingly white and male. The
absence of qualified minorities in State government suggests tc
minorities and women that they have no place. To the exten:
that this belief prevails, word-of-mouth recruitment and infor
mal promotion requests, so often the basis of hiring or promo-
tion, cannot help minorities and women. It is for just thi
reason that the Advisory Committee believes that efforts tc
change the State’s system of recruitment and promotion are st
essential.

4. Data supplied by Missouri Department of Labor and Indus-
tnial Relations (DOLIR).

5. U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Last Hired, First Firez
(February 1977), pp. 9-16.

6. Data supplied by DOLIR.

7. “*Many of our positions are technical in nature and require
degrees in Forestry, Fisheries and Wildlife Management.™ Con-
servation Response.

8. **Our Department is relatively small and this limits the feasi-
bility to establish career ladders and maintain good manage-
ment practices.” Conservation Response.

9. “The largest percentage of blacks are located in the Kansas
City and St. Louis metropolitan areas. The majority of our em-
ployees are in the rural areas of Missouri, which is not geo-
graphically appealing to the metropolitan black population.
This fact makes it somewhat difficult to recruit black appli-
cants.” Conservation Response.

10. Staff interviews in Jefferson City, Missouri, week of Nov
22, 1976. .

11. This section reports the results of interviews conducted in
Jefferson City, Missouri, week of Nov. 22, 1976.

12. Information supplied by the Secretaries of the Legislature.

13. Kansas City Star, Oct. 21, 1976.



Chapter 6
Affirmative Action in Nebraska

The Setting

Nebraska ranks 15th among the States in size
sut only 35th in number of residents, with a 1972
»opulation of 1,528,000. The population is 2.7
sercent black, 1.4 percent Hispanic, and 0.4 per-
:ent Native American. Most of Nebraska’s minori-
y population is concentrated at the eastern end of
he State in Omaha. Lincoln, the capital, is the
;econd-largest city.!

Nebraska’s State government is a significant em-
>loyer. As of 1973, 102 State agencies of varying
size and function employed 27,027 persons. Of
:hese, 1,828 are covered by a merit system (1,557
n nine grant-in-aid agencies required to maintain
‘ederal merit system standards by the Intergovern-
nental Personnel Act). Roughly 4.7 percent of
:mployed Nebraskans work for the State. Size
lone makes State government important in deter-
nining the extent of equal opportunity in the
state.

The affirmative action efforts by State govern-
nent are mandated by both Federal and State
-aw. Nebraska law requires nondiscrimination in
:mployment,? but only federally-funded agencies
Te under obligation to have affirmative action
rograms. Other agencies are urged by the State
ersonnel division to have such programs, but are
ot required to do so.

Jebraska State Government
Jtilization of Minorities and
Yomen

iovernmentwide

Table 6.1 shows the race and sex composition of
‘ebraska’s State work force, both overall and by
‘ccupational group. This work force is similar in
verall race and sex composition to the employed
late labor force, for which overall race and sex
Toportions also can be found in the table. Follow-
18 the reasoning of the *“‘Underutilization” section
f the introductory chapter, the State government
ork force can be accepted in this case as the
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standard against which to evaluate the agencies’
affirmative action efforts.

By Agency

Chart 6.1 describes the performance of in-
dividual Nebraska agencies in relation to the
governmentwide performance. (The underlying
data for this chart are in appendix A.) The chart
shows whether an agency’s work force *‘matches”
the State work force’s utilization of minority
males, minority females, and white males. For
each group, this analysis has been made agency-
wide, in top jobs, and at the highest salary level,
giving a total of nine criteria ir_:dfcating the extent
of equal employment opporturiity.

Minority and female employment at individual
State agencies varies widely from the State work
force norms. Of the work forces of Nebraska's 38
large agencies, only two—those of the departments
of health and welfare—match the State work force
in as many as five of the nine criteria. Eleven
agencies fail to match on any of the nine criteria.
The remaining agencies match on from one to four
of the criteria.

For the agency work force as a whole, no agen-
cy matches for all three race-sex groups, although
health, labor, EOC, and economic development
match for two. Fifteen agencies fail to match for
any of the three. Only 9 of the 38 agencies match
for minority males and only 6 for minority
females. White females fare somewhat better with
13 matches between the State work and the work
forces of the largest agencies. The minor agencies,
in aggregate, also match the State work force.

Chart 6.1 shows a dismal picture of employment
in top salary positions. There are so few minority
females earning at the $16,000-plus level in the
State that statistically reliable comparisons of
agency work forces to the State government work
force could not be undertaken. Only four agencies
match for minority males and only two for white
females; no agency matches for both. White
femnales are also adequately represented at this sa-
lary in the minor agencies, though minority males
are not.
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In “‘top jobs" (administrative, professional, and
technical), the departments of health and welfare
match for all three race-sex groups; EOC and edu-
cation match for two of three, as do the minor
agencies. However, 24 agencies fail to match for
any of the three categories. Of the larger agencies,
11 match for minority males, 4 for minority
females, and 5 for white females.

In short, the largest number of Nebraska’s agen-
cies utilize minorities and women at only the most
minimal levels. Only two agencies, health and wel-
fare, have records of even modest success.

As discussed in the **Underutilization™ section of
the introductory chapter, the best remedy for im-
balances among agencies is not shuffling minorities
and women from agency to agency but additional
hiring. Given the availability of Federal funding
under programs of the U.S. Departments of Labor
and Commerce, such recruitment appears feasible.

A further justification for hiring more minorities
and women is found in statistics on joblessness.
The disparities between unemployment rates for
whites (3.7 percent) and those for other groups
(rising to as high as 8.6 percent for blacks) is suf-
ficient to suggest that minorities seeking work face
greater difficulty than their white counterparts.?
Nebraska’s job service reports significant numbers
of minorities and women employed and available
for State employment. For example, among those
available for professional, technical, and manageri-
al positions, 11.2 percent (1,393) are minorities
and 38.8 percent (1,359) are women. Of those
available for clerical jobs, 11.7 percent (493) are
minority members and 84.1 percent (3,544) are
female.* K

,

Affirmative Action Planning

Appendix B shows comparisons between the ac-
tual affirmative action plans of the six agencies
studied in Nebraska and an ideal affirmative action
plan developed by the Advisory Committees from
materials supplied by the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission and the U.S. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission. Three of the six Nebraska agen-
cies selected for analysis are similar in function to
agencies chosen in other States: the department of
welfare, the department of education, and the job
service element of the department of labor. The
other three agencies were selected at random: the
department of health, the insurance commission,
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and the law enforcement and criminal justice com
mission.

The insurance commission has no affirmative ac.
tion plan at all, while the plans of the other five
agencies are very incomplete. Only the departmen:
of labor has a complete analysis of its work force
Although the job service utilizes the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor’s Standard Form for Work Force
Analysis (ETA 4-51) requiring comparison of em-
ployed State labor force and work force, it makes
no real effort to consider the implications of the
data. The other four agencies have no visible anal-
ysis at all (although the department of welfare
began such an analysis after the Nebraska Adviso-
ry Committee’s review).

None of the agencies has made specific
proposals that would create entry level roles suita-
ble for the large number of economically and edu-
cationally disadvantaged members of ‘‘protected
classes.”” None of the agencies has made any
proposals to provide effective upward mobility to
remedy the disproportionate concentration of pro-
tected classes in lower salary and lower status jobs.
Proposed reforms in recruitment procedures are
not likely to assure a supply of upwardly mobile
members of protected classes. There is virtually no
evaluative effort.

In Nebraska, a State employee directly charged
with affirmative action duties is titled an.
“affirmative action officer.”” In some agencies this
is a full-time job; in others it is merely a responsi-
bility added to the duties of an existing position.
Despite the existence of this title, in several agen-
cies responsibility for affirmative action was dif-
fuse or difficult to ascertain.®* However, the crime
commission and the department of education have
delegated responsibility clearly, and, after the Ad-
visory Committee’s réview, the department of
public welfare appointed a full-time affirmative ac-
tion officer. .

Given these deficiencies it is not surprising thal;f
the plans have produced few accomplishments.®

Perceptions of Nebraska
Affirmative Action?

Agency Employees

Table 6.2 shows the interview question respon-
ses of employees at the six Nebraska agencies stu-
died. Most employees do not believe that their



TABLE 6.1
Nebraska Government ¥Work Force by Race, Sex, and Occupational Class

NEBRASKA GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE~

White White Minority Minority
Occupational Class. Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%)
Professional, Technical &

Paraprofessional 24,04 19.99 97 71
Administrator 540 .68 A7 .03
Clerical 1.57 18.27 .01 35
Crafts & Kindred 2.66 21 07 .00
Maintenance 462 9.14 18 22
Protective Service 9.53 39 33 Q07
All Occupations 48.93 47.97 1.73 137
Number of Employees 3,637 3,468 125 99
NEBRASKA EMPLOYED STATE LABOR FORCE*

All Occupations 61.69 35.64 182 147

*Percentages are of entire work force.

e

**Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census, PC(1)-C29, table 54.

agencies have made initiatives crucial to affirma-
tive action. According to table 6.2, for example,
the only State affirmative action initiative repérted
by more than half of the interviewees is the
recruitment and promotion of minorities and
women to senior level posts. Either affirmative ac-
tion initiatives have not been mounted or they
have been so ineffectively promoted that their
potential beneficiaries remain unaware of their ex-
istence. On many crucial questions, Nebraska’s
employees’ ratings for agencies are lower than
those in other States.®

Interviewees also rated affirmative action efforts
on a scale of 1 to 4, from inadequate to adequate.
These ratings are given in table 6.3. Nebraska’s
government employees rate their agencies’ affirma-
tive action efforts at 2.9. This is somewhat below
the average for the four States.

Average ratings also are given in table 5.3 for
the various race and sex groups of employees and
for different ranks of employees. The rating dif-
ferences between groups or ranks in table 6.3 in-
dicate 'differences in the degree of affirmative ac-
tion perceived.

There is a very considerable disparity in some of

the agencies between the perceptions of minorities
and those of white males. There are less severe
disparities in some agencies between white females
and white males.

Senior staff, except in the departments of health

and education, are less likely to view affirmative
action as adequate than are chief executives or
others concerned with affirmative action.
:-Only in the departments of education and wel-
fare are junior employees aware of any affirmative
action efforts, and even this may be deceptive. A
senior level white female in one agency com-
mented that her agency has no real affirmative ac-
tion plan, although one exists on paper.

Only in the department of education and in the
insurance commission did staff recall a recent ex-
ecutive statement of commitment to affirmative ac-
tion.®

Although underutilization studies are the ap-
propriate start for affirmative action, only in the
department of labor did an administrator report
that underutilization studies have been carried out.
Only there did administrators, much less other
staff, believe that goals and timetables have been
set. Part of the reason for this low awareness of
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responsibility for affirmative action is that some
agencies have minorities or women in mid-level
positions assigned to affirmative action responsi-
bilities. This insulates agency heads from any im-
mediate responsibility and conceals the extent of
activity (or inactivity).

Problems in recruitment were noted. One senior
level person noted that in her agency questions
about marriage and child-rearing intentions are
still asked. Commissioner Gerald Chizek, depart-
ment of labor, commented that testing prevents
hiring of minorities. He argued that tests should be
permissive, not determinative.

Although minorities and women are reportedly
promoted in all agencies to senior level posts, one
senior level subunit head noted that women are
excluded from the men’s lunch and athletic
groups, where many important decisions are ac-
tually made.

Administrators in the departments of insurance,
labor, and welfare reported adequate progress has
been made in developing “‘career ladders.” Minori-
ty persons in the departments of health and labor
also believe such efforts have been made in their
agencies, but at least one senior female clerical
found herself in a constant battle to get specifica-
tions changed. Another female clerical reported
that her supervisor, a woman, is capable of doing
the work of a higher job but will not get it because
a college degree is required. This is an obstacle to
upward mobility. Several agencies, including the
law enforcement and criminal justice administra-
tion, report they have programs to assure avenues
for upward mobility. -

Only in the depart'ment of labor do many em-
ployees share the administrator’s view that full use
is being made of the skills of minorities and
women. In no other agency do minorities take this
view.10

The Nebraska Legislature

State Senators Shirley Marsh and Wally Bamett
were interviewed about employment practices in
the State legislature. At the time of the interviews,
there was one black secretary, employed by the
only black senator. A second black senator has
since entered the legislature.

Senator Barnett pointed out that senators hire
their own secretaries. There is no general control
over who is hired. Although he recalled only a few
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females in senior legislative positions, he insisted
that the senate does not discriminate in employ-
ment. He believed minorities would be hired if
they applied and were qualified. Although in-
dividual members may be sympathetic, the legisla-
ture has not passed any resolution imposing an af-
firmative action obligation on itself.

Minority Communities

Perhaps most striking about minority and female
community leaders’ responses to affirmative action
in State government is their almost total lack of
comprehension of its potential value to them.
While their organizations are getting copies of job
announcements, they seldom refer candidates.
They perceive the merit agencies as particularly
unlikely to accept persons they would recommend.
They believe the examination process is intended
as a screen against minorities rather than an op-

" portunity.

None of those interviewed saw any sign of effec-
tive affirmative action programs that might serve
to encourage minority applicants. The minority
community leaders have very limited personal con-
tact with personnel officers or recruitment people
from either merit systems or department of per-
sonnel. There is much suspicion of discrimination,
but no hard evidence. Members of the minority
community see no point in applying for jobs that
they believe to be in reality closed to them.

Leaders of women’s groups have somewhat
similar perceptions. They see the examination
process with its rigidities as an excuse to prevent
women from taking examinations and therefore
becoming eligible for employment.

In short, affirmative action appears as absent
from the perceptions of observers of State govern-
ment as it is from the perceptions of those on the
State’s payroll. Such failures to perceive affirma-
tive action are consistent with the actual absence
of serious agency affirmative action planning.

The Role of Responsible State
Agencies

Responsibility for affirmative action in State
government is divided. There are two State per-
sonnel units: the personnel department (covering
nonmerit) and the merit commission.

The Nebraska merit system staff has done a par-
tial analysis of recruitment of minorities and

— e
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Chart 6.1
Utilization of Minorities and Women by Nebraska State Agencies

Number Adminisirative,
of Professional, &
“Matches” Technical

MM MF WF

Salary Total
Over $16,000 Work Force

MM MF WF MM MF WF

Legis Council
Sup Ct -

Dist Ct

Govs Ofc

Sec Of State
Auditor

Atty Gen
Treasurer
Education
Revenue
Aeronautics
Agriculture
Banking
Health

Fire Marshall
Insurance
Labor

Motor Vehicles
Minor Agencies
Welfare

Roads

Military

Game and Parks
Liquor
Workmens Comp
Brand Committee
Corrections

Ed TV
Historical Soc

J T Merit

State Patrol
Adm Services
EQC

Tech Assist
Econ Develop
Law Enforc
Personnel
Environ Control
Employee Rete

Total of Agencies
at Greater
Than 80%
Level

Percent of Major
Agencies at or
Above 80%
Level

—“ONOPWAPWONOL DO 22NN aWO LU0 O A WWa O O = N

+ o+ o+

+

+ + +

33

4+M

12

5+M

15

12

2+M

27

18

13+M

39

+Means agency utifization in the category is greater than 80% of State government utilization in that category. a "match.” Where

an “M" appears, the average utilization of minor agencies is greater than 80% of State utilization.

Source: Data from States on file in Central States Regional Office, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.
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TABLE 6.2
Nebraska Government Employees’ Perceptions of Agency Affirmative Action Activities

Less likely to agree

. Other
Agree Supervisory
(%) WM MM WF MF
Affirmative action plan has been established 275 X X
Reaffirmation of affirmative action by agency head during
past year 200
Work force has been analyzed 15.0
Determination of underutilization has been made 12.5
Goals have been set 100
Job analyses have been conducted 20
Interview techniques have been evaluated 225
Ads are placed in media oriented to minorities or women 10.0
Exams have been validated for cultural bias 125 X X X
Recruitment of minorities and women for senior level posts
has occurred 40.0
Minorities and women have been promoted to senior level
posts 55.0
Mobility systems have been designed 15.0
Adequate upward mobility training exists 325 X X X
Human relations traning is conducted annually 17.5
Women and minorties are not concentrated in units which
serve women and minorities 50 X
Minorities and women are utilizing their skills on the job 40 X
TABLE 6.3
Ratings of Nebraska Agencies’ Affirmative Action Efforts, by Type of Respondent
Race and Sex Groups Minority Minority White White
Males Females Females Males
Agency Employees
Education — 22 34 2.7
Welfare 1.7 27 24 34
Labor 28 40 34 35
Health 3.0 — 28 3.0
Insurance . 28 —_ 22 28
LECJ — — 2.6 2.1
Community 18 — 20 —
Rank and
Responsibility Groups Chief Personnel EEO Senior Junior Total
Agency Employees
Education — — 27 33 28 29
Welfare 34 2.7 — 25 23 2.6
Labor 35 34 3.2 2.7 40 34
Health 28 23 — 3.0 29 2.7
Insurance 28 28 25 25 18 25
LECJ 2. 1. — 2.1 30 24

Source: Interviews conducted by Central States Regional Office staff.
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women. It finds that while more minorities (14.7
percent) are applying for six entry level profes-
sicnal jobs than would be expected by available
labor force data, most are applying for the lower
paying jobs. Too few minorities are applying for
the upper level jobs. Women are more evenly
represented, but still are not applying propor-
tionately for the top administrative jobs included
in the merit system study. The merit staff notes
that the mailing list used to send out recruitment
materials does not include any minority organiza-
tions in the State of Nebraska.!!

The 1975 affirmative action plan for the merit
system specified action by the system office to
contact community groups, participate in job stu-
dies, and develop performance evaluation reports.
The agency uses a job analysis questionnaire
developed by the lowa merit system agency to
validate exams. It is a content validation
procedure.

The merit commission reports that out of 493
job descriptions, 210 have been validated. The
commission also believes line agency interview
techniques remain primitive.

The commission reports that it has most difficul-
ty in recruiting Native Americans. The merit com-
mission asserts that black and Hispanic persons
recruited for senior level posts soon move to
Federal or private agencies for better salaries. For
the moment, the merit commission is most con-
cerned about the recruitment of women, since
recently women’s organizations have been applying
the most pressure on the commission.

The personnel department (which administers
nonmerit system employment) reports it has made
some efforts at affirmative action, with the
assistance of a Federal Intergovernmental Person-
nel Act grant. But each user of the department's
services sets its own affirmative action standards.
The personnel department is simply a sieve
through which applications pass.

During the course of this study, an ad hoc com-
mittee including legislators and executive staff
prepared a study for the Governor on affirmative
action in the State. Its report noted that:

...males are overrepresented in the official, ad-
ministrator and professionals categories. This
follows the traditional pattern of utilizing
males in such areas. Women are predomi-
nantly in the office and clerical category and

are minimally used in the officials and ad-
ministrators, protective service workers,
paraprofessional, and skilled craft workers
categories.!?

The committee proposed a comprehensive affir-
mative action effort through the introduction of a
statewide affirmative action plan. This plan would
place specific requirements for affirmative action
on State personnel agencies as well as all operating
agencies employing 10 or more persons. As of
March 1977, the success of this proposal could not
be determined.

Summary

While the State work force matches the em-
ployed State labor force, few of the State’s larger
agencies’ work forces match the State work force
utilization of minorities and women at high sala-
ries, in senior posts, or agéncywide. Only the de-
partments of health and welfare have been suc-
cessful in as many as half these categories. Data
on the agency plans reveal dramatic gaps. Analysis
of affirmative action efforts by State employees
and leaders of minority and women’s organizations
suggests large gaps between what could be done
and what has been done. Both central personnel
agencies would agree that they have a long way to
go before they will have an effective affirmative
action program. Community and staff also see lit-
tle progress toward real affirmative action.

Notes to Chapter 6

1. Council of State Governments, Book of the States

(Lexington, Kentucky: 1974), p. 564.

2. Nebraska Revised Statutes, CS Ch. 48, Act. i, Fair Employ-
ment Practices Act.

3. US.,, Commission on Civil Rights, Last Hired, First Fired
(February 1977), pp. 9-16.

4. Data supplied by the Nebraska Department of Labor.

5. For example, in the welfare department the authority for af-
firmative action rested with the chief executive although there
was an affirmative action officer. Responsibility is split between
the affirmative action officer and the personnel officer.

The Department of Education comments:

Sufficient resources are still needed to accomplish our program
goals, let alone our employment goals. In line with this is the fact
that the position of affirmative action officer is not the single
function of a single individual within our organization, but is one
of many functions the assigned person assumes within our agency.

Commissioner Anne Campbell, Nebraska Department of Edu-
cation, letter to staff, May 14, 1977.

6. Commissioner Campbell comments, in the letter cited above:
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The report states that emphasis should not be placed on reverse
discrimination and yet the agencies studied are chastised for not
doing just that. We do not feel that affirmative action requires
reverse discrimination, but rather speaks to hiring the best
qualified person for the job in an affirmatively unbiased manner.
To address this belief, the State Department of Education has
adopted updated hiring procedures which support the philosophy
of affirmative action.

The Affirmative Action Committee within the Department of
Education is currently conducting an evaluation of its first affir-
mative action plan with the goal of a revised plan to be taken to
the State Board of Education in December. As we continue to
work with the affirmative action plan, we believe that it will
become more than just a paper plan. It will hecome a commit-
ment of all the staff within the agency. Efforts are being made
toward this commitment.

7. This section reports the results of interviews conducted by
staff in Lincoln, Nebraska, week of Oct. 18, 1976.

8. The Nebraska Department of Welfare comments: i

Your evaluation of our affirmative action efforts is generally accu-
rate relative to the time of your study. As of February 22, 1977,
we have a person appointed whose primary responsibility is affir-
mative action. An analysis of staffing patterns and personnel poli-
cies is currently being undertaken preparatory to committee work
on the overall affirmative action planning and implementation. It
is our purpose to comply with the law and reflect this in our em-
ployment policies and practices.

Part E [now the “Perceptions...” section of this chapter] of your
report was based upon an opinion and attitude survey. There is
no way to dispute your results, even though it was only a sample
and not a complete survey. There have been no significant steps
taken to publicize our affirmative action plan, because it has been
only a proposed effort toward equal opportunity. Once we have
i developed a viable and approved affirmative action plan, imple-
mentation will include in-agency training and publicity efforts.

Eldin J. Ehrlich, Director, Nebraska Department of Public Wel-
fare, letter to staff, May 3, 1977.

9. The welfare department believes this will change when its af-
firmative action program become effective. Ibid.

10. Commissioner Chizek questions the appropriateness of the
analysis of respondents’ comments. Gerald Chizek, letter to
staff, Apr. 28, 1977. The Advisory Committees believe that this
information is a good indicator. Methodology is reviewed in
chapter I.

11. Domingo H. Cabacungan, Partial Analysis of the Recruit-
ment Functions of the Nebraska Merit System Office (nd., un-
published).

12. Affirmative Action Ad Hoc Committee, Report of the Com-
mittee Recommending an Affirmative Action Program (Jan. 28,
1977). -
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Chapter 7

The Role of Federal Monitoring and

Review Agencies

Bureau of Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs (BIPP)

The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970
(IPA) authorizes the U.S. Civil Service Commis-
sion to provide technical assistance for State agen-
cies (as well as local governments) that wish to
come into conformity with Federal standards of
employment. It also mandates conformity by
“grant-in-aid” agencies who pay State employees
with Federal funds to run federally-funded pro-
grams. The U.S. Civil Service Commission has

been delegz{ted review authority for personnel -

standards of State or local grant-aided agencies.
The Commission’s Bureau of Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs (BIPP) carries out this func-
tion.

The regulations enforcing IPA include 78 stan-
dards in 15 fields that define personnel policy
standards. Only one field with 6 criteria directly
relates to affirmative action. The U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights has detailed the failings of BIPP in
the management of affirmative action.! It ‘reports
that BIPP has wholly failed to take measures that
would promote effective affirmative action policies
and programs by State and local governments or
by grantees.

The Bureau’s regional office (IPPD) for Region
VII administers the program in the Central States
region. Victor Young, the office chief, asserts that
at least 30 standards would have to be violated be-
fore he would recommend a finding of noncon-
formity to his headquarters. Mr. Young informed
staff of the Advisory Committees that while an
agency must have an affirmative action
plan—something more than a general policy state-
ment, with specific goals and timetables—absence
of a well-conceived plan would not be grounds for
recommending a finding of nonconformity. There
has never been a finding of nonconformity in the
region. Mr. Young asserts, “We administer merit
system standards but the ultimate accountability
doesn’t rest with us.” His powers, he believes, are
largely those of persuasion.?

Substantial sums are granted by IPPD to the
States for programs under IPA. Most funding to
State government is granted under a formula. In
1976 the four States received $295,955.59 under
the formula and $23,100 in discretionary grants.
During 4 years (1972-76), about two-thirds went
to personnel management improvement and one-
third to training or grant administration for State
and local allocations. Table 7.1 indicates the pro-
portion of resources available from IPPD for affir-
mative action efforts. Most of the funding in the
category “All Funding Haying EO Benefit™” reflects
test validation and reclassification efforts, which,
while they benefit -women and minorities, are
primarily undertaken to increase efficiency of
staffing. In short, despite the significance of affir-
mative action, only ‘a small proportion of BIPP
funding is directed towards achieving it.

Some State agencies have been subject to
qualitative evaluations or have received technical
assistance from IPPD. In Missouri, the personnel
division was last reviewed in February 1974. Wel-
fare was reviewed in 1973, social services in May
1975, and employment security in October 1975.
All received a day or more of technical assistance.
The lowa merit agency was last reviewed in May
1974. Iowa social services and employment securi-
ty were last reviewed in 1973. All received frac-
tions of a day of technical assistance in 1975 and
1976. Nebraska’s merit systems agency was last
reviewed in June 1974. The department of public
welfare was last reviewed in May 1975. Employ-
ment security was last reviewed in July 1975. All
received fractions of a day of technical assistance
aid in 1975 and 1976. In Kansas the State person-
nel division was last reviewed in August 1973, SRS
in July 1975, and the employment security division
in January 1976. All received fractions of a day of
technical assistance in 1976.

While qualitative reviews and technical
assistance do occur at regular intervals, there are
varying gaps between reviews and visits. Despite
these visits and reviews, and in the face of the data
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presented in the four State chapters, IPPD has
continued to report compliance by the grant-in-aid
agencies and their personnel systems. IPPD con-
tends that conditions considerably improved dur-
ing this period and that if affirmative action is not
yet real, it is closer than it was when FY 1972

began.?

At the end of FY 1976 new instructions were is-
sued by BIPP for grant agencies. These called for
between two and four EEO reviews during a fiscal
year, but allowed self-evaluations as comparable to
IPPD onsite reviews. The memo went on to assert
that:

Based on information available in BIPP, the
major weakness in our EEO reviews effort is
follow up to determine if recommendations
are followed and improvement occurs. In FY
1977 we will be especially concerned with
grantee responses to review recommenda-
tions.*

It is too soon to determine the effectiveness of
this new directive. But it is clear that this does not
address many of the complaints about current
practice raised by the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights:

1. CSC'’s regulations for administration of the
Merit System Standards are not precise
enough to ensure adequate enforcement of
the civil rights requirements of the Standards.

2. Although the regulations require the adop-
tion of affirmative action plans to ensure
equal employment opportunity, they fail to
specify what the plans should contain and
they do not designate a format for the plans.

3. CSC’s regulations require that, where there
is a lack of substantial conformity with Merit

_ Standards which cannot be resolved by

" negotiation, CSC must notify Federal grantor
agencies of its findings and recommend that
grant termination proceedings be initiated.
Although the regulations do not define the
term *‘substantial conformity,” they imply that
mere noncompliance would not be sufficient
for CSC to recommend fund termination.

4. CSC's guidelines do not clearly require
State governments to develop as part of affir-
mative action plans:

a. utilization
- b. periodic review of goals and timetables

c. use of goals and timetables where

needed.
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5. CSC guidelines for conducting compliance
reviews of State government agencies pose
questions, some of which are quite vague, for
the reviewer's consideration, but the
guidelines do not inform the reviewer what
constitutes an acceptable response to the
questions, nor do they contain instructions on
what actions should be required if responses
to the questions indicate noncompliance with
equal employment opportunity regulations.®

Staff were told by many State agency officials
that they do not have copies (or could not recall
having seen copies) of the various U.S. Civil Ser-
vice Commission publications on affirmative ac-
tion. There is no clear mechanism for assuring that
personnel officers are regularly supplied with such
publications as EEQ for State and Local Govern-
ments, which provides periodic comment on the
art of affirmative action. Even the Civil Service
Commission’s basic publication, Equal Employment
Opportunity in State and Local Governments, A
Guide for Affirmative Action, is generally unk-
nown.® Nor does it occur to State agencies that
Federal assistance can be provided at no charge to
them for limited consultations.

The profile of IPPD with regard to affirmative
action in Region VII is clearly very low, at this
point in time.

Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare (HEW)

Compliance activities in the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare are limited. GAO
has pointed to the difficulties experienced by
HEW'’s Office for Civil Rights.?” Internal control
mechanisms have also been limited.

The internal mechanisms are hampered by the
demise of Social and Rehabilitative Services. This -
has prevented any effective inhouse monitoring of
State affirmative action by the agency most con-
cerned.

But it is also true, as the Department’s EEO of-
ficer points out, that since the regional units set a
poor example it is hardly surprising that the State
agencies see themselves given broad exemption
from affirmative action regulations.?

Department of Labor

The U.S. Department of Labor’s monitoring is
conducted by the various administrative units. The
largest programs subject to review are employment
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TABLE 7.1

Affirmative Action Funding in Region VIl Through IPP, FY 1872-76

(percent of total IPPD funding in Stiate)

All Funding Having

State EO Benefit (%)
Nebraska 44
Missouri 69
Kansas 28
lowa 28

source: IPPD

-

services and CETA. Evaluation is to be done every
quarter by a personnel management specialist, but
the position was vacant from October 1976 until
July 1977. As expressed by Robert Gatewood, re-
gional EEO director in FY 1977, the Department
believes the principal problem with that position
was getting suitable candidates onto the register.®

Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC)

EEOC reported that it does not have authority
to require affirmative action planning, except as
part of conciliation on a speedy remedy. Its efforts
have been directed to the development of volunta-
ry programs by State governments. EEOC is una-
ble to estimate the volume of State requests.’®
They appear to have been infrequent (at least until
recently).

EEOC does receive individual complaints about
State discrimination in employment, which are
processed through conciliation and mediation, and
in some instances go to litigation. If the State and
complainant cannot come to agreement the matter
must be turned over to the U.S. Department of
lustice for civil action. -

The process outlined does provide for coordina-
tion but does not encourage it. EEOC may have
many complaints in its files against State agencies,
¥et other Federal agencies with monitoring respon-
sibilities may remain unaware of these, in part
because of court-imposed restrictions, and despite
interagency agreements to share data where
Federal funds are used. So constrained is EEOC
on publication of data that it cannot even publish

Funding for a Specific
EOQ Activity (%)

16
25
10
18

data on a State by State basis showing the utiliza-
tion of minorities and women and has contented
itself with publishing regional figures.!

Given the large backlog at EEOC, by the time
there is public recognition of a pattern of com-
plaints about a State agency many years of Federal
funding may have passed without the funding
agency ever having been informed that a possibly
discriminatory pattern exists. From the point of
view of State government it would appear that
EEOC is not significantly involved in the effort to
obtain effective affirmative action.

Summary
For a variety of reasons including confused

responsibility, unclear guidelines for determining
noncompliance with affirmative action require-
ments, reluctance to declare noncompliance based

solely on affirmative -action, reluctance to assert

leadership on affirmative ation, and inadequate
staff, Federal agencies have not done much that
can be shown to have substantially changed the af-
firmative action practices of States in recent years.
Indeed, one State equal opportunity official
pointed out that plans and programs reported as
inadequate or deficient by the Advisory Commit-
tee had been found acceptable by the various
Federal compliance agencies. In fact, the Federal
agencies usually keep plans on file but do not
review them. The failure of State agencies to ap-
proach the quality of the model programs is not
merely the agencies’ fault. It also reflects the
reluctance of Federal agencies with statutory
authorities to use those authorities to promote af-
firmative action.
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Notes to Chapter 7

1. U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Federal Civil Rights En-
Jorcement Effort—1974, vol. V, To Eliminate Employment Dis-
crimination (July 1975), chapter 2.

2. The U.S. Civil Service Commission comments:

With regard to the assertion in the CCR report that it would
require violation of at least 30 standards before the IPPD Chief
in this region would recommend that a jurisdiction was not in
*substantial conformity™ with the Standards (reference Page 113),
this statement is inaccurate and not used in proper context. While
it is true that one or even several deviations from the provisions
of the Standards do not necessarily constitute a lack of
“‘substantial conformity,™ it is also true that a single deviation, de-
pending on its extent and significance, can constitute a serious
non-conformity issue (e.g.. State of Alabama's refusal to assure
equal opportunity in employment which resulted in funds being
withheld and court action to effect change). The cssence of
“substantial conformity™ is to allow reasonable flexibility and
diversity insofar as particular methods and techniques of person-
nel administration are concerned while at the same time requiring
(assuring) that such standards and techniques are substantially
equivalent to those stipulated by the Federal grantor agencies or
(now) CSC.

3. Victor Young, bureau chief, staff interview, Kansas City,
Mo., Feb. 15, 1977.

4. U.S., Civil Service Commission, Operations Memo, Sept. 24,
1976.

5. Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort, pp. 625-30.
6. The U.S. Civil Service Commission comments:

The statement on the top of Page 117 that “state officials® have
not received or cannot recall receiving CSC EEO and affirmative
action publications is inexplicable and in our view, inaccurate.
And certainly a clear mechanism for distribution of such materials
throughout the region does exist. Briefly, the St. Louis Region,
CSC, maintains a list of some 800 key officials, including person-
nel officers, of all State and local government agencies, institutions
of higher leamning, and public interest groups. EEO materials are
routinely mailed to all persons included on this mailing list. We
additionally furnish copies of these same materials to all Federal
agencies who deal with our clientele so that they also may advise
on availablility of this literature.

Dunn Letter.

7. US., General Accounting Office, letter report to Senator
Birch Bayh, Mar. 30, 1977 (HRD 77-78).
rd

8. Robert H. Roane, HEW, staff interview, Kansas City, Mo.,
Dec. 2, 1976. R

9. Robert Gatewood, staff interview, Dec. 10, 1976.

10. Charles Collins, compliance coordinator, staff interview,
July 26, 1977.

11. US., Equal Employment Opportunity, Minorities and
Women in State and Local Government, 1973 (1976), vol. 8.
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Conciusions, Findings, and Recommendations

Equal employment opportunity has been
required by Federal law and enforceable under the
provisions of Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights
Act, as amended in [972. Yet States know little
about the practice of affirmative action, so neces-
sary if equal opportunity is to be achieved. Both
official and educational channels have failed to
convey effectively to the agencies the basics of af-
firmative action.

Data on the State labor force, which includes all
those available and potentially available for work,
have never been collected by the four States ex-
amined in this report. Nor have State government-
wide utilization analyses been conducted to which
the labor force data can be compared. The Ad-
visory Committees have consequently used the
State work force as a surrogate measure to explore
the key issue of underutilization of women and
minorities by State agencies.

The four States exhibit some common features.
The Committees have found that many agencies in
each State underutilize minorities and women in
“top jobs,” in the best paying jobs, and in their
agency work force as a whole.

Agency affirmative action plans do not match
the standards of the Advisory Committees, much
less the standards established by private enterprise.
No agency has a complete plan.

The efforts of Federal agencies have had little
recent impact on affirmative action in these States.
Federal standards and the point at which those
standards will be backed by sanctions have never
been defined so as to compel effective State ef-
forts,

Although there is no regular pattern, good ef-
forts by a few agencies in each State conceal the
failure of most when the State work force as a
whole is the sole basis of analysis. Nor are affirma-
tive action programs uniformly effective. There is
No correlation between plans and programs.

Affirmative action efforts are not perceived by
all staff to be effective. The discrepancies in per-
Ceptions among different levels of State employees

and between Statc employees and the community
are evidence of problems in implementation.
There are similar disparities of perception between
all State employees and the leaders of minority
and women'’s organizations.

But nearly everyone interviewed favors affirma-
tive action. It is clear that if good intentions were
sufficient, affirmative action would be a success.
The findings and recommendations listed below
are directed toward these intentions. They reflect
the choices of the Advisory Committees for the
priorities that State, agency, and Federal officials
must adopt if affirmative action intentions are to
become realities. L7 ’

Therefore, on the basis'of a 9-month investiga-
tion and comments received from reviewers on a
draft of this report, the lowa, Kansas, Missouri,
and Nebraska Advisory Committees to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights submit the following
findings and recommendations to the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights and to the State agencies
authorized to implement them.

Area of Recruitment

Finding: The courts have agreed that the stan-
dard for determining underutilization of women
and minorities is the labor force of the area from
which employees are recruited. For most State
government posts this area is the State, but for
some skilled jobs, a larger area, perhaps the Na-
tion, is appropriate.

Recommendation: Affirmative action and per-
sonnel officers of the States and their agencies
should ensure that, to the extent possible, every-
one in the labor force appropriate to the job is
aware of the opportunity. For the specialized jobs
this may require a nationwide recruiting effort.

Underutilization Analysis

Finding: Although State labor force statistics are
essential to determining underutilization, these are
unavailable. Only data on the employed State
labor force and some data on the unemployed are
available. The remaining availability factors (such
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as trainable persons, persons completing suitable
training courses, etc.) have not been calculated by
the States in their labor force estimates. Without
this data, precise underutilization analysis is im-
possible.

Recommendation: The  States’ Governors,
through the States’ personnel departments, should
conduct statewide underutilization analyses, part
of which should be calculation of State labor force
data, including all availability factors. This could
be assisted by the four States” MIKN Selection In-
formation Exchange. Funding should be sought
through the Federal Intergovernmental Personnel
Act.

Training and Qualifications

Finding 1: The testing process, whether by writ-
ten or skills test or by interview, remains a barrier
to the entry of minorities and women. While the
Advisory Committees recognize the limits of legal
responsibility, implied in Washingron v. Davis, they
believe that the quest for affirmative action de-
mands that tests be free of discriminatory aspects.
The only way to ensure this is to include an
evaluation of discrimination in the validation
process. While the arguments for content valida-
tion have merit, the Advisory Committees have
found that only criteria validation allows a check
for discrimination.

Recommendation 1: The four States’ personnel
agencies should strengthen the MIKN Selection In-
formation Exchange so that it can validate by the
criteria method all tests‘, both written and infor-
mal. . .

Finding 2: Many personnel officials and agency
executives commented on the difficulty of finding
suitably qualified minorities and women for the
more technical jobs.

Recommendation 2: Those responsible for
recruiting for State government in the four States
should join together to develop a nationwide
recruitment program to attract the best candidates,
including as many minorities and women as possi-
ble, from the national pool. A regional effort

.would allow better recruitment at lower unit costs.

The MIKN Selection Information Exchange might
be augmented for this purpose.

Finding 3: Many minority and women’s or-
ganizations noted that a major obstacle to the
entry of their constituents into State service is lack

50

of training. The Advisory Committees found tha
development of entry level roles with minima]

qualifications, upward mobility programs, and
career ladder patterns remains minimal in most
agencies.

Recommendation 3a: The four States’ personne]
agencies should pursue far more vigorously their
own stated recommendations for alleviating this
problem.

Recommendation 3b: The Govemors should give
their personnel agencies authority to establish
entry level posts and career ladders in every State
agency, absent a very compelling need for specific
minimal skills. For such occasions, State funds
should be used to provide training needed for low-
level State employees to qualify for promotional !

transfers into such higher skilled entry level posts. ;

Community Involvement

Finding: Differences in perceptions between
community leaders and State officials suggest that,
whatever the real problems, there is lack of trust
that affirmative action programs are intended to
recruit, promote, and retain qualified women and
minorities. Part of the reason for this problem is
the failure of govemment to involve minority
groups and women in the planning and implemen-
tation of affirmative action programs.

Recommendation 1: The Governors should
establish State citizen councils and State employee
councils to develop, advise, and assist in the affir-
mative action program. These should include
representatives of all racial, sex, and ethnic
groups.

Recommendation 2: The—- Governor should
require that each State agency, through appropria-
tion from the State legislature, devote a portion of
its funds and resources-to the affirmative action
program’s community relations component. This
portion should be sufficient so that within a short
period of time there is both better understanding
between community and State and a common view
of what has been done and what remains to be
done.

State Executive Orders
Finding: In Kansas, Missouri, and Iowa execu-

|
|
|
|
|
l

tive orders require affirmative action plans.

Recommendation 1: The Governor of Nebraska
should order a comprehensive affirmative action
plan for all State agencies.
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Recommendation 2: All Governors should ensure
that their executive orders cover all persons on the
State payroll, irrespective of classification or size
of agency, unless exclusion serves a public policy
purpose sufficient to override the need for equal
opportunity.

The Federal Role

Finding: Part of the responsibility for the failure
of affirmative action rests with Federal authorities
who have not required sufficient efforts in the
States. Standards have been weak or nonexistent.
Enforcement of standards has been even weaker
or nonexistent.

Recommendation: The Commission is requested
to urge Presidential*action to implement the reor-
ganization of civil rights compliance proposed in
Volume V of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights’
report, The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Ef-
Jort—1974.
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Appendix A

Race and Sex Composition of State
Agencies (by Occupational Class, by
Salary Level, and Agencywide)

The data on all the larger agencies and some
smaller agencies are in the following tables. Most
agencies with fewer than 25 employees have been
aggregated under the heading of “minor agencies™
excépt in Missouri, where reorganization has
eliminated such units.

The numbers representing percentages in the ta-
bles have been rounded to hundredths of a per-
cent, but have been printed without decimal
points. Therefore,_a figure XXXX in a percent
column should be read as XX.XX percent. The
percentages indicate not the percent of employees
in the job type or salary level but the percentage
of the agency’s work force as a whole.

The data for these tables were supplied by the
Iowa Office of the Comptroller, the Kansas De-
partment of Administration, the Missouri Office of
Administration, and the Nebraska Department of
Personnel. Where an individual agency studied
provided statistics on its work force that differed
from those provided by its State’s central person-
nel administration agency, the individual agency’s
figures were entered on the tables. Kansas' Equal
Opportunity Office submitted figures~ for that
State’s agencies that were in some respects dif-
ferent from those supplied by the Kansas Depart-
ment of Administration. Where these differences
occurred, the equal opportunity office’s figures
were entered on the tables (except for agencies
which supplied data on themselves).

Corrections to data in this appendix were
received after the tables in the text of this report
had been computed. Therefore, there may be
slight discrepancies between figures in text tables
and figures the reader might compute from this
appendix as corrected. These discrepancies are not
of significant magnitude.
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IOWA

Agencywide
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Aging Com 4 2353 1 588 ol 6471 1 588
Ag Com 212 6974 5 164 82 2697 5 164
Atty Gen 52 6190 4 476 28 3333 0 0
Auditor 95 8051 0 0 21 1780 2 169
Banking 86 9451 0 0 5 549 0 0
Beer Liquor 480 7196 12 180 175 2624 0 0
Blind Com 57 5377 1 o4 47 4434 1 94
Civil Rights 5 2500 3 1500 5 2500 7 3500
Commerce Com 66 7174 0 0 25 2717 1 109
Comptroliers Ofc 80 4969 8 497 71 4410 2 124
Conservation Com 422 9036 0 0 44 942 1 21
Crime Com 14 4828 0 0 14 4828 1 345
Development Com 28 8000 0 0 7 2000 0 0
Drug Abuse 5 3846 0 0 8 6154 0 0
Employ Sec 421 4427 13 137 487 5121 30 315
Environ Qual 1 10000 0 0 0 0 0 0
-Energy 78 6393 3 246 40 3279 1 82
Gen Services | 193 6206 22 707 83 2669 13 418
Gen Services I 60 7895 0 0 15 1974 1 132
Geological Survey 25 8333 0 0 5 1667 0 0
Govs Staff 4 2353 2 1176 10 5882 1 588
Health 80 3175 3 119 167 6627 2 79
History 18 4286 2 476 20 4762 2 476
Indust Com 6 3750 0 0 9 5625 1 625
Insurance 36 6000 2 333 22 3667 0 0
Labor 39 6393 2 328 16 2623 4 656
Law Enf Academy 7 5000 1 714 6 4286 0 0
Legislature 28 4444 2 317 33 5238 0 0
Library Com 11 2558 1 233 30 6977 1 233
Medical Examiners 1 3333 0 0 2 6667 0 0
Merit Employ 16 3636 0 0 27 6136 1 227
Natural Res 19 7308 0 0 7 2692 0 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 11 10000 0 0
Pharmacy Examiners 6 6667 0 0 3 3333 0 0
Plan And Program 43 6232 2 290 23 3333 1 145
Pub Def 118 8551 3 217 17 1232 0 0
Employ Relations 9 6429 0 0 5 3571 0 0
Pub Instruction 436 4786 7 77 452 4962 16 176
Pub Safety ‘ 645 8589 3 40 97 _ 1292 6 80
Regents 7 5000 0 0 7 5000 0 0
Revenue 292 5026 2 34 275 4733 12 207
Sec Of St 1 400 0 0 24 9600 0 0
Soc Services 2481 3482 81 114 4483 6291 81 114
Soil Cons 56 3522 0 0 103 6478 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 2 10000 0 0
Sup Ct 11 5500 - 0 0 9 4500 0 0
Transportation 3566 8476 37 88 586 1393 18 43
Treasurer 2 1176 0 0 14 8235 1 588
Watchmaking Examiner 1 10000 0 0 0 0 0 0
39 3980 3 306 53 5408 3 306

) Minor Agencies
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Salary Levels
Less than $8,000
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF  MF%
xging Com 0 0 0 0 4 2353 1 588
4g Com 4 132 4 132 53 1743 3 99
Aty Gen 1 119 0 0 14 1667 0 0
suditor 0 0 0 0 17 1441 1 85
3anking 0 0 0 0 3 330 0 0
3eer Liquor 237 3553 7 105 136 2039 0 . 0
3lind Com 23 2170 1 A 24 2264 1 A
Civil Rights 1 500 1 500 4 2000 4 2000
Commerce Com 2 217 0 0 18 1957 1 109
Comptroliers Ofc 6 373 3 186 47 2919 2 124
Conservation Com 40 857 0 0 30 642 1 21
Crime Com 0 0 0 0 5 1724 1 345
Development Com 1 286 0 0 3 857 0 0
Drug Abuse 0 0 0 0 4 3077 0 0
Employ Sec 13 137 1 1 243 2555 16 168
Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0 0~ 0 0
Energy 1 82 0 0 26 2131 1 82
Gen Services | 108 3473 19 611 66 2122 12 386
Gen Services Il 1 132 0 0 8 1053 0 0
Geological Survey 2 667 0 0 3 1000 0 0
Govs Staff 0 0 1 588 6 3529 0 0
Health 3 119 1 40 85 3373 1 40
History 7 1667 1 238 11 2619 2 476
Indust Com 0 0 0 0 7 4375 1 625
nsurance 0 0 0 0 15 2500 0 0
Labor 0 0 0 0 9 1475 3 492
Law Enf Academy 0 0 0 0 5 3571 0] 0
Legislature 0 0 1 159 g9 1429 0 0
Library Com 7 1628 0 0 17 3953 1 233
Medical Examiners 0] 0 0 0 1 3333 0 0
Merit Employ 0 0 0 0 18 4091 1 227
Matural Res 0 0 0 0 6 2308 0 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 6 5455 0 0
~harmacy Examiners 0 0 0 0 2 2222 0 0
>lan And Program 0 0 0 0 10 1449 0 0
2ub Def 28 2029 1 72 10 725 0 0
=mploy Relations 1 714 0 0 3 2143 0 0
2ub Instruction 40 440 2 22 251 2755 12 132
“ub Safety 24 320 0 0 57 759 2 27
Jegents 0 0 0 0 5 3571 0 0
Jevenue 12 207 1 17 221 3804 10 172
sec Of St 1 400 0 0 17 6800 0 0
3oc Services 667 936 30 42 2797 3925 49 69
01l Cons 23 1447 0 0 101 6352 0 0
Lom On Women 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2up Ct 1 500 0 0 7 3500 0 0
Transportation 541 1286 11 26 459 1091 16 38
'feasurer 0 0 0 0 7 4118 1 588
Natchmaking Examiner 1 10000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jinor Agencies 5 510 0 0 33 3367 1 102
55
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$8,000 to $16,000

Minor Agencies
t4

56

WM  WM% MM MM% WF WF%
Aging Com 4 2353 1 588 7 4118
Ag Com 181 5954 0 0 29 954
Atty Gen 21 2500 2 238 11 1310
Auditor 95 8051 0 0 4 339
Banking 58 6374 0 0 2 220
Beer Liquor 241 3613 S 75 39 585
Blind Com 28 2642 0 0 21 1981
Civil Rights 4 2000 2° 1000 1 500
Commerce Com 39 4239 0 0 7 761
Comptrollers Ofc 51 3168 4 248 24 1491
Conservation Com 364 7794 0 0 14 300
Crime Com 11 3793 0 0 9 3103
Development Com 19 5429 0 0 4 1143
Drug Abuse 3 2308 0 0 4 3077
Employ Sec 362 3807 11 116 239 2513
Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0 0
Energy 55 4508 3 246 14 1148
Gen Services | 76 2444 3 96 17 547
Gen Services Il 52 6842 0 0 7 921
Geological Survey 19 6333 0 0 2 667
Govs Staff 0 0 1 588 4 2353
Health 57 2262 2 79 78 3095 -
History 9 2143 1 238 9 2143 0
Indust Com 2 1250 0 0 2 1250 0
Insurance 21 3500 2 333 6 1000 0
Labor 34 5574 1 164 7 1148 164
Law Enf Academy 3 2143 1 714 1 714 0
Legislature 18 2857 1 159 23 3651 0
Library Com 3 698 1 233 13 3023 0
Medical Examiners 0] 0 0 0 1 3333 0
Merit Employ 11 2500 0 0 9 2045 0
Natural Res 14 5385 0 0 1 385 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 4 3636 0
Pharmacy Examiners 5 5556 0 0 1 1111 0
Plan And Program . 27 3913 2 290 12 1739 145
Pub Def - 84 6087 2 145 7 507 0
Employ Relations 4 2857 0 0 2 1429 0
Pub Instruction- 228 2503 2 22 180 1976 44
Pub Safety 688 7963 3 40 39 - 519 53
Regents 1 714 0 0 2 1429 0
Revenue 259 4458 1 17 53 912 34
Sec Of St 0 0 0 0 7 2800 0
Soc Services 1605 2252 28 39 1655 2322 41
- Sail Cons 30 1887 0 0 2 126 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 2 10000 0
Sup Ct 10 5000 0 0 2 1000 0
Transportation 2789 6629 9 45 126 300 2
Treasurer 1 588 0 0 7 4118 0
Watchmaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 2551 3 306 18 1837 204
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Greater than $16.000

WM WM% MM  MM% WF WP MF WMF%

Aging Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ag Com 27 888 1 33 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 30 3571 2 238 3 337 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Banking 28 3077 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beer Liquor 2 30 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Blind Com 6 566 0 0 2 1€9 0 0
Civil Rights 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Commerce Com 25 2717 0 0 0 0 0 0
Comptrollers Ofc 23 1429 1 62 0 0 0 0
Conservation Com 18 385 0 0 0 0 0 0
Crime Com 3 1034 0 0 0 0 0 0
Development Com 8 2286 0 0 0 0 0 0
Drug Abuse 2 1538 0 0 0 0 0 0
Employ Sec 46 484 1 11 5 53 0 0
Environ Qual 1 10000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Energy 22 1803 0 0 o - 0 0 0
Gen %ervices 1 9 289 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gen Services Il 7 921 0] 0 0 0 0] 0
Geological Survey 4 1333 0 0] 0 0 0 0]
Govs Staff 4 2353 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 20 7% 0] 0 4 159 0 0
History 2 476 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indust Com 4 2500 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 15 2500 0 0 1 167 0 0
Labor 5 820 1 164 0 0 0 0
Law Enf Academy 4 2857 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legislature 10 1587 0 0 1 159 0 0
Library Com 1 233 0 0 0 0 0 0
Medical Examiners 1 3333 0] 0 0 0 0 0
Merit Employ 5 1136 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 5 1923 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 1 908 0 0
Pharmacy Examiners 1 1111 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pian And Program 16 2319 0 0 1 145 0 0
Pub Def 6 435 0 0 0 0 0 0
Employ Relations 4 2857 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub instruction 168 1844 2 22 21 231 0] 0
Pub Safety 23 306 0 0 1 13 0 0
Regents 6 4286 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sevenue 21 361 0 0 1 17 0 0
Sec Of St 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soc Services 209 293 23 32 31 44 -3 4
Sail Cons 3 189 0 0 0 0 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sup Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transportation 236 561 7 17 1 2 1 2
ireasurer 1 588 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natchmaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 2 204 0 0

Jdinor Agencies
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57 Occupations
ot ADMINISTRATORS
4 WM WM% MM MM% WF  WF% MF MF%
25 Aging Com 0 0 0 0 1 568 0
= Ag Com 6 197 0 0 0 0 0
o Aty Gen 43 5119 3 357 6 714 0
iz Auditor 1 85 0 0 1 85 0
f4: Banking 7 769 0 0 0 0 0
- I Beer Liquor 6 90 0 0 1 15 0
7Y Blind Com 25 2358 0 0 6 566 0
' Civil Rights 0 0 1 500 0 0 1 50
% : Commerce Com 10 1087 0 0 0 0 0 0
i3 Comptrollers Ofc 16 994 0 0 0 0 0 0
a2 Conservation Com 13 278 0 0 0 0 0 0
e Crime Com 7 2414 0 0 5 1724 0 0
__ Development Com 9 2571 0 0 0 0 0 0
53 Drug Abuse 2 1538 0 0 0 0 0 0
; Employ Sec 22 231 0 0 1 11 0 0
4 Environ Qual 1 10000 0 0 0 0] 0 0
7 Ener%y 8 656 0 0 0 0 0 0
=3 Gen Services | 10 322 0 0 0 0 0 0
pis Gen Services i g9 1184 0 0] 0 0 0 0
T Geological Survey 2 667 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Govs Staff 2 1176 -1 588 0 0 0 0
e Health 11 437 0 0 2 79 0 0
%8 Histary 3 714 0 0 0 0 0 0
I3 Indust Com 5 3125 0 0 0] 0 0 0
%4 Insurance 5 833 0 0 1 167 0 0
by 1 Labor 2 328 0 0 0 0 0 0
=5 LR Law Enf Academy 2 1429 0- 0 0 0 0 0
I ' Legisiature 7 111 0 0 1 159 0 0
Rl Library Com 1 233 0 0 1 233 0 0
=4 Medical Examiners 1 3333 0 0 0 0 0 0
=S, Merit Employ ) 3 682 0 0 0 0 0 0
=5 Natural Res ’ 2 769 0 0 0 0 0 0
=\ Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 1 909 0 0
% TS Pharmacy Examiners 1 1111 0] 0 0 0 0 0
28 Plan And Program 16 2319 0 0 0 0 0 0
o Pub Def ' 7 507 0 0 0 0 0 0
o> I Employ Relations 4 2857 0 0 0~ 0 0 0
25 Pub Instruction 114 1251 3 33 18 196 2 22
i LR Pub Safety 20 266 0 0 0 0 0 0
s LI Regents 5 3571 0 0 0 0 0 0
-~ ‘ Revenue 12 207 0 0 1 17 0 0
- Sec Of St 0 0 0 0 1 400 0 0
Soc Services 134 188 4 6 53 74 1 1
5 Soil Cons 2 126 0 0 0 0 0 0
= .Com On Women 0 0 0 0 1 5000 0 0
~rgyl Sup Ct 1 500 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transportation 58 138 0 0 1 2 0 0
) Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Watchmaking Examiner 1 10000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minor Agencies 17 1735 2 204 6 612 0 0
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Occupzations (cont.) 3

PROFESSIONALS F .
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Aging Com 4 2353 1 588 2 1176 0 o
Ag Com 42 1382 1 33 9 296 1 33
Atty Gen 2 238 0] 0 1 119 0 0
Auditor 94 7966 0 0 1 85 1 85
Banking 78 8571 0 0 1 110 0 o
Beer Liquor 5 75 0 0 3 45 0 0
Blind Com 20 1887 0 0 11 1038 0 0
Civil Rights 3 1500 0 0 0 0 1 500
Commerce Com 31 3370 0 0 1 109 0 0
Comptrollers Ofc - 30 1863 1 62 2 124 0 0
Conservation Com 106 2270 0 0 1 21 0 0
Crime Com 6 2069 0 0 2 690 0 0
Development Com 17 4857 0 0 1 . 286 0 0
Drug Abuse 3 2308 0 0 2. 1538 0 0
Employ Sec 329 3460 9 g5 128 1346 9 95
Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Energy 60 4918 3 246 6 492 0 0
Gen Services | 11 34 0 0 4 129 0 0
Gen Services Il 10 1316 0 0 5 658 1 132
Geological Survey 17 5867 0 0 1 333 0 0
Govs Staff 2 1176 0 0 1 588 1 588
Health 36 1429 i 40 61 2421 0 0
History 4 952 1 238 5 1190 0 0
Indust Com 1 625 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 30 5000 2 333 2 333 0 0
Labor 11 - 1803 2 328 2 328 0 0
Law Enf Academy 3 2143 1 714 0 0 0 0
Legislature 13 2063 1 159 5 794 0 0
Library Com 3 698 0 0 6 1395 0 0
Medical Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 6] 0
Merit Employ 10 2273 0 0 2 455 0 0
Natural Res 14 5385 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0] 0 0] 3 2727 0 0]
Pharmacy Examiners 4 4444 0 0 0 0 0 0
Plan And Program 27 3913 2 290 8 1189 1 145
Pub Def 11 797 0 0 0 0 0 0
Employ Relations 4 2857 0 0 1 714 0 0
Pub Instruction 269 2953 2 22 99 1087 2 22
Pub Safety 47 626 0 0 8 107 1 13
Regents 1 714 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 148 2547 0 0 6 103 0 0
Sec Of St 0 6] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soc Services 777 1080 33 46 940 1319 15 21
Soil Cons 3 189 0 0 0 0 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sup Ct 9 4500 o 0 0 0] 0 0
Transportation 367 872 10 24 4 10 1 ¢ 2
Treasurer 2 1176 0 0 1 588 0 0
Watchmaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minor Agencies 16 1633 1 102 6 612 2 204
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Occupations (cont.)
SKILLED CRAFTS

WM WM% MM MM% WF  WF% MF MF%

0 0 0
33

Aging Com

Ag Com

Atty Gen

Auditor

Banking

Beer Liquor

Biind Com

Civil Rights
Commerce Com
Compitrollers Ofc
Conservation Com
Crime Com
Development Com
Drug Abuse
Employ Sec
Environ Qual
Ener%y

Gen Services |
Gen Services Il
Geological Survey
Govs Staff
Health

History

Indust Com
Insurance

Labor

Law Enf Academy
Legislature
Library Com
Medical Examiners
Merit Employ
Natural Res
Nurse Examiners
Pharmacy Examiners
Plan And Program
Pub Def

Employ Relations
Pub Instruction -
Pub Safety
Regents
Revenue

Sec Of St

Soc Services

Sail Cons
Com On Women
Sup Ct
Transportation
Treasurer
Watchmaking Examiner
Minor Agencies
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Occupations (cont.)

‘Ainor Agencies

TECHNICIANS
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Aging Com 0 0 0 0 1 588 0 0
Ag Com 158 5197 1 33 18 592 1 33
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beer Liquor 11 165 0 0 0 0 0 0
Blind Com 3 283 0 0 3 283 0 0
Civil Rights 1 500 2 1000 0 0 1 500
Commerce Com 22 2391 0 0 0 0 0 0
Comptrollers Ofc 32 1988 5 311 16 994 0 0
Conservation Com 78 1670 0 0 2 43 0 0
Crime Com 1 345 0 0 1 345 0 0
Development Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Drug Abuse 0 0 0 0 1 769 0 0
Employ Sec 56 589 3 32 81 , 852 4 42
Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Energy 9 738 0 0 5 410 0 0
Gen Services | 4 129 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gen Services i 33 4342 0 0 0 0 0 0
Geological Survey 3 1000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Health 28 1111 1 40 7 278 0 0
History 2 476 0 0 4 952 0 0
Indust Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Labor 26 4262 0 0 1 164 1 164
Law Enf Academy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legislature 1 159 0 0 0 0 0 0
Library Com 2 465 0 0 7 1628 0 0
Medical Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Merit Employ 3 682 0 0 3 682 0 0
Natural Res 3 1154 0 0] 0 0 0] 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pharmacy Examiners 1 1111 0 0 0 . 0 0 0
Plan And Program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub Def 7 507 0 0 1 72 0 0
Employ Relations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub Instruction 13 143 0 0 9 99 2 22
Pub Safety 151 2011 1 13 14 186 1 13
Regents 1 714 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 40 688 1 17 18 310 0 0
Sec Of St 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soc Services 75 105 2 3 203 285 3 4
Sail Cons 2 126 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sup Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transportation 1087 2584 9 21 48 114 1 2
ireasurer 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natchmaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 102 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Occupations (cont.)
OFFICE/CLERICAL
WM  WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Aging Com 0 0 0 0 4 2353 1 588
Ag Com 2 66 0 0 52 1711 3 99
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 18 2143 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0 0 19 1610 ° 1 85
Banking 1 110 0 0 4 440 0 0
Beer Liquor 410 6147 6 0 167 2504 0 0
Blind Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civil Rights 0 0 0 0 4 2000 .3 1500
Commerce Com 0 0 0 0 22 2391 1 109
Comptrollers Ofc 2 124 2 124 53 3292 2 124
Conservation Com 1 21 0 0 35 749 1 21
Crime Com 0 0 0 0 5 1724 1 345
Development Com 2 571 0 0 4 1143 0 0
Drug Abuse 0 0 0 0 5 3846 0 0
Employ Sec 8 84 0 0 209 2198 10 105
Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Energy 1 82 0 0 27 2213 1 82
Gen Services | 10 322 7 225 31 997 1 32
Gen Services I 0 0 0 0 8 10583 0 0
Geological Survey 0 0 0 0 4 1333 0 0
Govs gtaﬁ 0 0 1 588 9 5294 0 0
Health 5 198 1 40 94 3730 2 79
History 3 714 0 0 8 1905 1 238
Indust Com 0 0 0 0 9 5625 1 625
Insurance 0 0 0 0 18 3000 0 0
Labor 0 0 0 0 11 1803 3 492
Law Enf Academy 0 0 0 0 6 4286 0 0
Legislature 7 1111 1 189 27 4286 0 0
Library Com 2 465 1 233 11 2558 0 0
Medical Examiners 0 0 0 0 2 6667 0 0
Merit Employ 0 0 0 0 21 4773 1 227
Natural Res 0 0 0 0 7 2692 0 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 7 6364 0 0
Pharmacy Examiners 0 0 0 0 3 3333 0 0
Plan And Program 0 0 0 0 13 1884 0 0
Pub Def 4 290 0 0 14 1014 0 0
Employ Relations 0 0 0 0 4 2857 0 0
Pub Instruction | 8 89 0 0 290 3183 8 88
Pub Safety 13 173 0 0 65 866 2 27
Regents 0 0 0 0 7 5000 0 0
Revenue 16 275 0 0 240 4131 10 172
-Sec Of St 1 400 0 0 23 9200 0 0
Soc Services 54 76 0 0 985 1382 19 27
Soil Cons 1 63 0 0 103 6478 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 1 5000 0 0
Sup Ct 1 500 0 0 9 4500 0 0
Transportation 70 166 1 2 483 1148 16 38
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 10 5882 1 588
Watchmaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minor Agencies 2 204 0 0 38 3878 1 102
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Occupaiions {cont.)

PARAPROFESSIONALS
WM WM% MM MM%  WF WF%  MF . MF%
Aging Com 0 0 0 0 3 1765 0 0
Ag Com 2 66 0 0 1 33 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 1 119 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beer Liquor 0 0 0 0 2 30 0 0
Blind Com 9 849 1 94 27 2547 1 84
Civil Rights 1 500 0 0 1 500 1 500
Commerce Com 3 326 0 0 2 217 0 0
Comptrollers Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conservation Com 3 64 0 0 4 86 0 0
Crime Com 0 0 0 0 1 345 0 0
Development Com 0 0 0 0 1 286 0 0
Drug Abuse 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0
Employ Sec 5 53 1 11 64  -673 6 63
Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Energy 0 0 0 0 2 164 0 0
Gen Services | 1 32 0 0 2 64 0 0
Gen Services || 8 1053 0 0 2 263 0 0
Geological Survey 3 1000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 0 0 0 0 2 79 0 0
History 0 0 0 0 1 238 0 0
Indust Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 1 167 0 0 1 167 0 0
Labor 0 0 0 0 2 328 0 0
Law Enf Academy 0 - O 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legislature 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Library Com 1 233 0 0 4 30 0 0
Medical Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Merit Employ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pharmacy Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Plan And Program 0 0 0 0 2 290 0 0
Pub Def 1 72 0] 0] 1 72 0 0
Employ Relations 1 714 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub Instruction 14 154 0 0 29 318 2 22
Pub Safety 0 0 0 0 5 67 0 0
Regents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 75 1291 0 0 10 172 2 34
Sec Of St 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soc Services 469 658 22 31 1810 2540 33 46
Sail Cons 48 3019 0 0 0 0 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sup Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transportation 229 544 3 7 38 0 0 0
reasurer 0 0 0 0 3 1765 0 0
Watchrriaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 204 0 0 3 306 0 0

Minor Agencies
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7 Occupations (cont.) PROTECTIVE SERVICE
3 WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
L 0
- 1 - O 0 O O
g . Aging Com 8 8 8 0 0 0 0 0
g Ag Com 7 833 1119 2 28 S 0
3 Atty Gen o o o o o o 0 0
L Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
£3 Beer Liquor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 Blind Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 Civil Rights 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o Commerce Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Comptrollers Ofc 124 2655 0 0 0 0 0 0
3.3 Conservation Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
I Crime Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4~ i Development Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pk Drug Abuse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Employ Sec 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
b Environ Qual 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0
3 Ener%y , 25 804 0 0 1 32 0 0
L Gen Services | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
-3 | Gen Services |l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
e R Geologlcal Survey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
&3 Govs Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Health 4 952 0 0 0 0 0 0
et History 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 ] Indust Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 ! Insurance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q
£ l Labor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 I Law Enf Academy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2| Legislature 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Library Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 11 Medical Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 N Merit Employ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
=3 Natural Res 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
=4 . Nurse Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i B Pharmacy Examiners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i B Plan And Program 41 2971 172 0 0 S 0
% HEE PubDef 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
211 Employ Relations 0
A | *‘ Pub Instruction - 0 0 9 0 31 ;,% SI) 13
Xe 3 N 2 e
& Pub Safety 400 s328 2 : 0 0 0 0
T3 ’ Regents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bx NI ggéeglf]gt 0 9 ] 0 > 5 0 0
k. BIK ! 0
% Soc Services 418 58(1) 13 28 33 48 0 0
24 Sail Cons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Com On Women 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i SupCt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3! Treasurer ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sy Watchmaking Examiner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
U BRI Minor Agencies
1
|
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~n jons (cont.
ccupations (cont.) MAINTENANCE

Whi% MM MM%

0
66

=
=3

WF%

=

=
=
T

NiF%

(@]

Aging Com

Ag Com

Atty Gen

Auditor

Banking

Beer Liquor 4
Blind Com

Civil Rights
Commerce Com
Comptroliers Ofc
Conservation Com
Crime Com
Development Com
Drug Abuse
Employ Sec
Environ Qual
Energy

Gen Services |

Gen Services |1
Geological Survey
Govs Staff

Health

History

Indust Com
Insurance

Labor

Law Enf Academy
Legislature

Library Com
Medical Examiners
Merit Employ
Natural Res

Nurse Examiners
Pharmacy Examiners
Plan And Program
Pub Det

Employ Relations
Pub Instruction
Pub Safety
Regents

Revenue

Sec Of St

Soc Services

Soil Cons

Com On Women
Sup Ct
Transportation
Treasurer
Natchmaking Examiner
Jinor Agencies
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KANSAS
Agencywide

WM WM% MM MM% WF  WF% MF  MF%
Adj Gen 34 5965 2 351 20 3509 1 175
Agriculture 204 6755 6 199 85 2815 7 232
Animal Heaith 22 6286 0 0 13 3714 0 0
Atty Gen 76 6129 3 242 42 3387 3 242
Bank Com 25 7353 1 294 8 2353 0 0
Corp Com 78 8342 1 68 62 4247 5 342
Correct Vocation Trn 60 6000 12 1200 21 2100 7 700
Crip Children 1 667 0 0 14 9333 0 0
Administration 405 5371 39 517 251 3329 59 782
Fire Marshall 17 7391 2 870 4 1739 0 0
Forest Fish Game 273 8558 1 31 45 1411 0 0
Govs Ofc 8 2759 1 345 17 5862 3 1034
Gov Com Criminal Adm 15 7143 0 0 6 2857 0 0
3 Grain inspect 261 7644 17 499 61 1789 2 59
e & Health and Environ 7 4118 0 0 7 4118 3 1765
THOg Transportation 3051 8687 147  419. 303 863 11 31
R2%Y. Hiway Patrol 452 8659 10 192 59 1130 1 19
i Historical Soc 50 5495 2 220 35 3846 4 440
3. 358 Econ Dev 18 5806 0 0 13 4194 0 0
T || Correctional Inst 17 3469 1 204 24 4898 7 1429
27 I Indust Reformatory 172 8113 9 425 29 1368 2 94
5 A Topeka Youth 70 4142 51 3018 39 2308 9 533
vE B ) Belait Youth 18 2195 -0 0 64 7805 0 0
P i Ins Dept 44 4000 0 0 63 5727 3 273
5 R Atchisan Youth 45 5233 6 698 33 3837 2 233
- B Neurological Inst 216 2762 53 678 369 4719 144 1841
- Employee Retire 10 2128 2 426 35 7447 0 0
I Larned St Hosp 282 3658 34 441 421 5460 34 441
. 1 Legis Research 10 5000 0 0 9 4500 1 500
1l Legis Ed Plan 6 2222 1 370 20 7407 0 0
. BE Osawatomie St Hosp 307 3344 45 490 517 5632 49 534
A Parks and Res 143 6384 6 268 74 3364 1 45
" Parsons St Hosp L 123 2847 10 231 276 6389 23 532
. Corrections ‘ 104 6933 2 133 42 2800 2 133
State Pen - 269 8127 20 604 - 41 1239 1 30
Post Audit : 32 8000 0 0 8 2000 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 74 7551 10 1020 11 1122 3 306
Revenue ’ 545 3890 21 150 780 5567 55 393
Statues Revisor 13 5652 1 435 9 - 3913 0 0
Norton St Hosp 167 4771 9 257 172 4914 2 57
Sch for Blind 20 8000 1 400 1 400 3 1200
Sch For Deaf 20 5714 0 0 15 4286 0 0
Sec of St 11 2444 1 222 30 6667 3 667
SRS 756 2603 79 272 1887 6498 182 627
Mental Health 16 4000 0 0 24 6000 0 0
Soldiers Home 34 2394 3 211 97 6831 8 563
Education 63 4200 0 0 82 5467 5 333
Professionals Bd 14 5000 0 0 14 5000 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 186 2601 110 1538 262 3664 157 2196
Treasurer 12 2727 1 227 30 6818 1 227
Judicial Dept 119 6879 2 116 52 3006 0 0
Water Res Bd 21 7500 0 0 7 2500 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 167 1606 32 365 54 6781 83 Q47
* Human Res 477 4409 56 518 485 4482 64 591
* 6 382 78 4960 8 510

Minor Agencies 65 4140
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KANSAS
Salary Levels

Less than §8,000

WM WM% MM MM% WF WP MF MF%

Adj Gen 3 526 1 175 18 3158 1 175
Agriculture 10 331 2 66 67 2219 5 166
Animal Health 7 2000 0] 0 13 3714 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 36 2903 2 161
Bank Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corp Com 2 137 1 68 58 4041 1 68
Correct Vocation Trn 0 0 2 200 14 1400 3 300
Crip Children 0 0 0 .0 2 1333 0 0
Administration 161 2135 28 371 214 2838 51 676
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game - 52 1630 0 0 44 1379 0 0
Govs Ofc 4 1379 0 0 0 0’ 2 690
Gov Com Criminal Adm 0 0 0] 0 5 2381 0 0
Grain Inspect 0 0 17 499 . 45 1320 1 29
Health and Environ 3 1765 0 0 2 - 1176 3 1765
Transportation 0 0 107 305 278~ 192 0 0
Hiway Patrol 5 96 R 19 50 958 1 19
Historical Soc 16 1758 2 220 27 2967 4 440
Econ Dev 1 323 0 0 10 3226 0 0
Correctional Inst 1 204 0 0 0 0 0 0
Indust Reformatory 1 47 0 0 20 943 1 47
Topeka Youth 6 355 4 237 25 1479 3 178
Beloit Youth 5 610 0 0 57 6951 0 0
ins Dept 2 182 0 0 50 4545 3 273
Atchison Youth 33 3837 5 581 8 930 0 0
Neurological Inst 166 2123 50 639 310 394 140 1790
Employee Retire 1 ~ 218 0] 0 M4 7234 0 0
Larned St Hosp 67 869 14 182 234 3813 15 195
Legis Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 2 741 1 370 13 4815 0 0
Osawatornie St Hosp 223 2429 34 370 436 4749 42 458
Parks and Res 78 3482 5 223 62 2768 1 45
Parsons St Hosp 47 1088 9 208 91 2106 10 231
Corrections 0 0 0 0 28 1867 2 133
State Pen 0 0 1 30 21 634 0 0
Post Audit 0 0 0 0 1 250 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 3 306 2 204 - 6 612 1 102
Revenue 52 371 3 21 612 4368 47 333
Statues Revisor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norton St Hosp 134 3829 8 229 154 4400 1 29
Sch for Blind 6 2400 1 400 1 400 3 1200
Sch for Deaf 12 3429 0 0 15 4286 0 0
Sec of St 7 1556 0 0 10 2222 3 667
SRS 188 647 51 176 957 3295 118 410
Mental Health 0 0 0 0 17 4250 0 0
Soldiers Home 14 936 3 211 87 6127 8 563
Education 1 67 0 0 5 333 0 0
Professionals Bd 3 1071 0 0 11 3929 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 100 1399 45 629 122 1706 41 573
Treasurer 6 1364 1 227 26 5909 1 227
Judicial Degt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Watgr Res 8d 5 1786 0 0 2 714 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 106 1210 25 285 501 5719 73 833
Human Res 27 250 19 176 311 2874 42 388
16 1019 0 0 28 1783 1 64

Minor Agencies
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KANSAS
s Salary Levels (cont.)
e $8,000 to $16,000
&' WM  WM% MM  MM% WF  WF% MF  MF%
g3 Adj Gen 30 5263 0 0 2 351 0 0
& Agriculture 132 4371 3 -99 18 596 2 66
2 Animal Health 10 2857 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 51 4113 2 161 6 484 1 81
w2 Bank Com 24 7059 1 294 8 2353 0 0
S Corp Com 49 3356 0 0 2 137 4 274
3 Correct Vocation Trn 58 5800 10 1000 6 600 4 400
5 Crip Children 0 0 0 0 12 8000 0 0
f,-ﬁ Administration 103 1366 11 146 33 438 7 93
&3 Fire Marshall 17 7391 2 870 4 1739 0 0
£ Forest Fish Game 221 6928 1 31 1 31 0 0
=3 . Govs Ofc 4 1379 1 345 15 5172 0 0
1= B Gov Com Criminal Adm 7 3333 0 0 1 476 0 0
g i Grain Inspect 259 7595 0 0 15 440 1 29
PR Health and Environ 1 588 0 0 -3 1765 0 0]
59 Transportation 2667 75%4 34 97 24 63 11 31
=" Hiway Patrol 416 79%9 - 9 172 9 172 0 0
A3 Historical Soc 17 1868 0 0 8 879 0 0
- Econ Dev 13 4194 0 0 3 968 0 0
=4 Correctional Inst 16 3265 1 204 23 4694 7 1429
3 Indust Reformatory 169 7972 8 377 9 425 1 47
s I Topeka Youth 62 3669 44 2604 14 828 6 355
b Beloit Youth 12 1463 0 0 7 854 0 0
55 Ins Dept 33 3000 0 0 13 1182 0 0
Sy Atchison Youth 12 1395 1 116 25 2907 2 232
£147 Neurological Inst 45 575 2 26 58 742 3 38 -
=28 Employee Retire 6 1277 2 426 1 213 0 0
By Larned St Hosp 208 2698 20 259 126 1634 19 246
2 Legis Research 0 0 0 0 9 4500 1 500
=9 Legis Ed Plan 4 1481 0 0 6 2222 0 0
;ég— - Osawatomie St Hosp 78 850 0 0 78 850 3 33
poi Parks and Res 56 2500 1 45 12 536 0 0
HEY Parsons St Hosp L 70 1620 1 23 183 4236 13 301
=3, Corrections S 103 6867 2 133 14 933 0 0
53 State Pen . 265 8006 19 574 20 604 1 30
N Post Audit i 3 750 0 0 3 750 0 0
?ss i Recept and Diagnose . 65 6633 6 612 5 510 2 204
= 1T Revenue ‘ 455 3248 18 128 168 1199 8 57
Nl Statues Revisor 3 1304 1 435 5- 2174 0 0
R Norton St Hosp 33 943 1 29 18 514 1 29
8 Sch for Blind 13 5200 0 0 0 0 0 0
“ER Sch for Deaf 8 2286 0 0 0 0 0 0
o<k Sec of St 3 667 0 0 19 4222 0 0
- Y SRS 505 1739 25 86 889 3061 57 196
T Mental Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Soldiers Home 18 1268 0 0 10 704 0 0
AR Education 3 200 0 0 54 3600 4 267
B B Professionals Bd 11 3929 0 0 2 714 0 0
e B Topeka St Hosp 76 1063 57 797 139 1944 114 15%4
<, - Treasurer 4 903 0 0 4 a09 0] 0 :
K Judicial Dept 43 2486 1 58 50 2890 0 0.
. Water Res Bd 3 1071 0 0 4 1429 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 55 628 7 80 93 1062 7 80
Human Res 395 3651 37 342 174 1608 22 203
Minor Agencies 38 2420 3 191 48 3121 7 446

1 68




KANSAS

Salary Levels (cont.) )
Greater than 516,000 -

WM WM% M MM% WF WP
Adj Gen 1 175 1 175 0 0
Agriculture 62 2053 1 33 0 0
Animal Health 5 1429 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 25 2016 1 81 0 0
Bank Com 1 294 0 0 0 0
Corp Com 27 1849 0 0 1 68
Correct Vocation Trn 2 200 0 0 1 100
Crip Children i 667 0 0 0 0
Administration 141 1870 0 0 4 53
Fire Marshall 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc = 0] 0] 0 0 2 690
Gov Com Criminal Adm 8 3810 0] 0] 0 0-
Grain Inspect 2 59 0 0 1 29
Health and Environ 3 1765 0] 0 2 176
Transportation 384 1093 6 17 1 3
Hiway Patrol 31 594 0 0 0- 0
Historical Soc 17 1868 0 0 0 0
Econ Dev 4 1290 0] 0] 0] 0
Correctional Inst 0 0 0 0 1 204
Indust Refarmatory 2 o4 1 47 0 0
Topeka Youth 2 118 3 178 0 0
Beloit Youth 1 122 0] 0 0 0
Ins Dept 9 818 0 0 0 0
Atchison Youth 0] 0 0 0] 0] 0
Neurological Inst 5 &4 1 13 1 13
Employee Retire 3 638 0 0 0 0
Larned St Hosp 7 9 0 0 1 13
Legis Research 10 5000 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 0 0 0 0 1 370
* Osawatomie St Hosp 6 65 11 120 3 33
Parks and Res 9 402 0 0 0 0
Parsons St Hosp 6 139 0 0] 2 46
Corrections 1 67 0 0 0 0
State Pen 4 i21 0 0 0 0
Post Audit 29 7250 0 0 4 1000
Recept and Diagnose 6 612 2 204 0 0
Revenue 38 271 0 0 0 0
Statues Revisor i0 4348 0 0 4 1739
Norton St Hosp 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0]
Sch for Blind 1 400 0 0 0 0
Sch for Deaf 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec of St 1 222 1 222 1 222
SRS 63 217 3 10 41 141
Mental Health 16 4000 0] 0 7 1750
Soldiers Home 2 141 0 0 0] 0
Education 59 3933 0 0 23 1533
Professionals Bd 0 0 0 0 1 357
Topeka St Hosp 10 140 8 112 1 14
Treasurer 2 455 0 0 0 0
Judicial Dept 76 4393 1 58 2 116
Water Res Bd 13 4643 0 0 1 357
Winfield St Hosp 6 68 0 0 0] 0
Human Res 55 508 0 0 0 0
Minor Agencies . 11 701 3 191 1 64




KANSAS
Occupations
=9 ADMINISTRATORS
1% WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
b Adj Gen 4 702 0 0 0 0 0 0
Iy Agriculture 18 647 0 0 0] 0] 0 0
23 Animal Health 2 571 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 Atty Gen 2 215 0 0 0 0 0 0
L Bank Com 1 278 0 0 0 0 0 0
R Corp Com 7 547 0 0 1 68 0 0
. Correct Vocation Trn 2 182 1 91 0 0 0 0
3] Crip Children 1 526 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 Administration 30 398 1 13 2 27 1 13
# 3 Fire Marshall 1 400 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 Forest Fish Game 26 981 0 0 0 0 0 0
éi Govs Ofc 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= I Gov Com Criminal Adm 1 833 0 0 0 0 0 0
B Grain Inspect 2 84 0 0 0 0 0 0
e Health and Environ 21 477 0 0 21 477 1 23
i N Transportation 31 87 1 3 1 3 0 0
s B Hiway Patrol 4 73 0 0 0 0 0 0
- N Historical Soc 2 220 0 0 0 0 0 0
- B Econ Dev 1 370 0 0 0 0 0 0
S e Correctional Inst 1 182 0 0 1 182 0 0
oy : Indust Reformatory 3 125 1 42 0 0 0 0
- Topeka Youth 2 109 - 1 55 1 55 0 0
i Beloit Youth 1 116 0 0 1 116 0 0
N ; Ins Dept 9 818 0 0 1 91 0 0
K= : Atchison Youth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
f;. Neurological Inst 5 81 0 0 1 16 0 0
5l i Employee Retire 3 638 0 0 0 0 0 0
= [T Larned St Hosp 6 82 0 0 1 14 0 0 ;
< 1H Legis Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BRY i Legis Ed Plan 0 0] 0 0] 1 370 0 0
- , Osawatomie St Hosp 5 71 0 0 5 71 0 0
(o ER Parks and Res 1 72 0 0 0 0 0 0
5. I Parsons St Hosp 4 95 0 0 2 48 0 0
k- M Corrections P 20 1389 1 69 0 0 0 0
E-. d State Pen g 5 140 0 0 0 0 0 0
= Post Audit 1 250 0 0 0 0 0 0
- IR Recept and Diagnose 3 330 1 110 0 0 0 0
2l | i Revenue 25 172 1 7 0.. 0 0 0
~ ’é | Statues Revisor 4 1739 1 435 0 0 0 0
i Norton St Hosp 3 115 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y 4 Sch for Blind 1 217 0 0 0 0 0 0
RS- H Sch for Deaf 1 102 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ny Sec of St 1 222 0 0 1 222 0 0
= R _SRS 57 173 5 15 a2 127 6 18
b B Mental Health 7 1750 0 0 3 750 0 0;
-4 ! Soldiers Home 1 76 0 0 0 0 0 0:
3 i . Education 22 1467 0 0 4 267 0 0
34 Professionals Bd 1 357 0 0 0 0 0 0!
o IR Topeka St Hosp 5 75 0 0 5 75 0 0l
‘3 Tredsurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0}
4 Judicial Dept 0 0 1 3 5 14 0 0:
Water Res Bd 1 455 0 0 1 455 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 6 80 0 -0 3 40 0 0:
: Human Res 57 562 9 89 8 79 1 1C -
- Minor Agencies 15 955 1 64 4 255 0 ¢
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KANSAS
Cccupations (cont.)
PROFESSIONALS
_ WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Adj Gen 10 1754 1 175 2 351 0 0
Agriculture 50 1799 1 6 4 144 0 0
Animal Health 3 857 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 11 887 0 0 2 161 0 0
Bank Com i 23 6389 1 78 3 838 0 0
Corp Com 18 1406 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correct Vocation Trn 6 545 0 0 1 91 1 91
Crip Children 0 0 0 0 7 3684 0 0
Administration 110 1459 4 53 23 292 1 13
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game - 23 868 0 0 1 137 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gov Com Criminal Adm 3 2500 0 0 1 833 0 0
Grain Inspect 0 0 0 0 1 41 0 0
Health and Environ 97 2205 1 123 61 1386 2 45
Transportation 349 984 7 21 6 - 17 0 0
Hiway Patrol 1 18 0 0 07 0 0 0
Historical Soc 15 1648 0 0 8 879 0 0
Econ Dev 10 3704 0 0 4 1481 0 0
Carrectional Inst 0 0 0 0 2 364 0 0
Indust Reformatory 10 417 0 0 5 208 2 83
Topeka Youth 13 710 2 110 12 656 1 55
Beloit Youth 3 349 0 0 4 465 0 0
Ins Dept 2 364 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atchison Youth 5 581 1 116 5 581 0 0
Neurological inst 24 370 2 31 63 971 3 46
Employee Retire 6 _1277 1 213 1 213 0 0
Larned St Hosp 32 437 4 56 59 806 1 14
Legis Research 3 1500 0 0 2 1000 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 4 1481 0 0 5 1852 0 0
Osawatomie St Hosp 33 466 1 14 68 960 8 56
Parks and Res 7 507 1 72 0 0 0 0
Parsons St Hosp 26 619 0 0 42 1000 2 48
Corrections 10 694 1 69 3 208 0 .0
State Pen 13 365 0 0 2 56 0 0
Post Audit 31 7750 0 0 5 1250 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 10 1099 2 220 5 549 0 0
Revenue 74 510 1 7 5 34 0 0
Statues Revisor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norton St Hosp 12 460 0 0 12 460 0 0
Sch for Blind 1 217 0 0 1 217 0 0
Sch for Deaf 2 204 0 0 1 102 0 0
Sec of St 3 667 1 222 3 667 0 0
SRS 496 1504 22 67 916 2778 55 167
Mental Health 10 2500 0 0 3 750 0 0
Soldiers Home 3 27 0 0 7 530 0 0
Education 37 2467 0 0 21 1400 1 67
Professionals Bd 0 0 0 0 2 714 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 27 358 1 15 31 1058 5 75
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Judicial Dept 62 169 1 3 370 1006 18 49
Water Res Bd 13 4643 0 0 0 0 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 17 227 3 40 42 561 5 67
Human Res 292 2886 26 256 147 1450 18 78
1338 5 318 8 510 1 64

Minor Agencies 21
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KANSAS

Occupations (cont.)

SKILLED CRAFTS

Minor Agencies

72

WM WM% MM MM% WF  WF% MF MF%
Adj Gen 2 351 0 0 0 0 0 C
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Animal Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 c
Bank Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8]
Corp Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correct Vocation Trn 5 455 0 0 0 0 0 C
Crip Children 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G
Administration 130 1724 4 88 13 172 0 G
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Forest Fish Game 10 377 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 345
Gov Com Criminal Adm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grain Inspect 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health and Environ 5 114 0 0 0 0 1 588
Transportation 744 2097 23 65 1 3 0
Hiway Patrol 43 805 2 38 9 172 0
Historical Soc 13 1429 2 220 1 110 2 22
Econ Dev 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correctional Inst 7 1273 0 0 0 0 0 C
Indust Reformatory 22 917 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka Youth 14 765 1 55 0 0 0 G
Beloit Youth °] 1047 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Ins Dept 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atchison Youth 8 930 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neurclogical Inst 22 281 2 26 0 0 0 0
Employee Retire 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0 0
Larned St Hosp 35 478 2 27 1 13 0 0
Legis Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Osawatomie St Hosp - 37 523 0 0 1 14 0 0
Parks and Res e 11 797 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parsons St Hosp ) 22 524 1 24 2 48 0 0
Corrections 5 347 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Pen 34 855 1 28 0 0 0 0
Post Audit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 3 330 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Revenue 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
Statues Revisor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norton St Hosp 19 728 0 0 1 38 0 0
Sch for Blind 6 1304 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Sch for Deaf 6 612 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec of St 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRS 11 - 33 1 25 0 0 0] 0
Mental Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soldiers Home 16 1212 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Professionals Bd 9 3214 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 38 566 2 30 1 15 0 ¢
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
" Judicial Dept 273 742 13 35 18 49 2 5
Water Res Bd 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 e
Winfield St Hosp 28 374 0 0 1 13 0 It
Human Res 2 20 0 0 0 0 0 c
4 255 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
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KANSAS
Occupations (cont.)
TECHNICIANS
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Adj Gen 7 1228 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 118 4245 3 168 23 827 0 0
Animal Health 14 4000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 1 81 1 81 3 242 0 0
Bank Com 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Corp Com 31 2422 0 0 3 234 0 0
Correct Vocation Trn 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Crip Children 0] 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administration 44 584 5 66 13 172 0 0
Fire Marshall 15 6000 2 800 0 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game - 81 3057 1 38 0] 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Gov Com Criminal Adm 3 2500 0 0 0 0. 0 0
Grain Inspect 50 2049 2 82 3 133 0 0
Health and Environ 54 1227 0 0 30 455 0 0
Transportation 943 2658 37 104 21 59 2 6
Hiway Patrol 31 564 0] 0 0- 0 0 0
Historical Soc 6 659 0] 0 3 330 0 0
Econ Dev 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correctional Inst 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Indust Reformatory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka Youth 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beloit Youth 0 0 0 0 1 116 0 0
Ins Dept 0 0 0 0 1 182 0 0
Atchison Youth 1 116 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neurological Inst 1 13 2 26 20 256 5 64
Employee Retire 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Larned St Hosp 2 27 0 0 7 96 2 26
Legis Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Osawatomie St Hosp 8 113 0 0 19 268 0 0
Parks and Res 21 1622 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parsons St Hosp 8 190 0 0 6 143 0 0
Corrections 4 278 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Pen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Post Audit 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 330 2273 17 117 200 1377 8 55
Statues Revisor 5 2174 0 0 4 1739 0 0
Norton St Hosp 2 77 1 38 5 192 0 0
Sch for Blind 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sch for Deaf 0 0 1 102 0 0 0 0
Sec of St 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRS 15 45 5 15 543 1647 64 194
Mental Health 1 250 0 0] 0 0 0 0]
Soldiers Home 0 0 0] 0 1 70 0 0]
Education 1 67 0 0 1 67 0 0
Professionals Bd 0 0 0 0 1 357 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 4 60 0 0 13 194 3 45
Treasurer 4 1250 0 0 1 313 0 0
Judiciatl Dept 18 212 11 30 215 585 114 310
Water Res Bd 4 1429 0 0 1 357 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 2 27 2 27 6 80 3 40
Human Res 43 424 3 30 7 168 0 0
4 255 0] 0 0 0 0 0

Minor Agencies
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KANSAS
Occupations (cont.)

74

OFFICE/CLERICAL
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF%

Adj Gen 4 702 0 0 18 3158 1
Agriculture 2 72 2 78 50 1799 0
Animal Health 3 857 0 0 13 3714 0
Atty Gen 21 1694 1 81 36 2903 3
Bank Com 0 0 0 0 7 2059 0
Corp Com 8 625 1 78 54 4219 6
Correct Vocation Trn 1 a1 0 0 8 727 0
Crip Children 0 0 0 0 9 4737 1
Administration 33 438 3 40 171 2268 8
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 3 1200 0
Forest Fish Game 2 75 0 0 41 1547 0
Govs Ofc 8 2759 1 345 15 5172 1
Gov Com Criminal Adm 0 0 0 0 4 3333 0
Grain Inspect 2 82 0 0 16 656 2
Health and Environ 7 159 2 45 134 3045 4
Transportation 61 172 4 11 280 789 12
Hiway Patrol 2 36 0 0 39 709 3
Historical Soc g 989 0 0 20 2188 2
Econ Dev 1 69 0 0 11 108 0
Correctionat Inst 0 0 0 0 3 545 0
Indust Reformatory 4 167 0 0 23 958 2
Topeka Youth 2 109 -~ O 0 14 765 0
Beloit Youth 0 0 0 0 9 1047 0
Ins Dept 1 182 0 0 47 8545 3
Atchison Youth 3 349 1 116 7 814 0
Neurclogical Inst 8 102 1 13 32 409 3 3
Employee Retire 1 213 1 213 34 7234 0
Larned St Hosp 8 109 0 0 66 962 0
Legis Research 7 3500 0 0 7 3500 1 50
Legis Ed Plan 2 741 1 370 13 4815 0 (
Osawatornie St Hosp 8 113 0 0 80 1130 7 ac
Parks and Res 4 290 0 0 9 652 0
Parsons St Hosp 7 167 0 0 44 1048 0
Corrections 1 69 0 0 30 2083 0
State Pen 15 421 0 0 25 702 1 3
Post Audit 0 0 0 0 3 750 0
Recept and Diagnose 3 380 0 0 5 549 1 11
Revenue 39 69 1 7 646 4443 0
Statues Revisor 1 435 0 0 5 2174 0
Norton St Hosp 2 77 0 0 20 766 0
Sch for Blind 0 0 0 0 5 1087 0
Sch for Deaf 1 102 0 0 9 918 o
Sec of St 7 1556 0 0] 26 5778 3
SRS 29 88 4 12 723 2345 2
Mental Health 0 0 0 0 16 4000 0
Soldiers Home 1 76 0 0 3 227 0

. Education 3 200 0 0] 56 3733 4
Professionals Bd 1 357 0 0 11 3929 0
Topeka St Hosp 9 134 4 60 69 1028 16
Treasurer 1 313 1 313 17 5313 1
Judicial Dept 87 237 15 41 1103 2999 3
Water Res Bd 0 0 0 0 4 1429 0
Winfield St Hosp 4 53 0 0 42 561 1
Human Res 13 128 0 0 273 245 24
Minor Agencies 14 892 0 0 66 4204 7
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KANSAS
Occupations (cont.)

PARAPROFESSIONALS

WM W% MM NMI% WF WP MF MF%

Adj Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Animal Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corp Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correct Vocation Trn 1 a1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Crip Children 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 526
Administration 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game 0 0 0 0 1 31 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 2 690 1 345
Gov Com Criminal Adm™ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grain Inspect 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health and Environ 0 0 0 0 1 23 2 45
Transportation 1 3 0 0 1 -3 1 3
Hiway Patrol 0] 0 0 0 0o .- 0 0 0
Historical Soc 0 0 0 0 0.- 0 0 0
Econ Dev 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correctional Inst 0 0 1 182 1 182 0 0
Indust Reformatory 1 47 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka Youth 47 2568 38 2077 7 383 11 601
Beloit Youth 3 349 0 0 45  B182 0 0
Ins Dept 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atchison Youth 25 2907 3 349 14 1628 2 233
Neurological Inst 135 1726 29 KYg 227 2903 113 1445
Employee Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
¢ Larned St Hosp 114 1557 15 205 202 27860 16 219
i Legis Research 0o - O 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 0 0 0 0 1 370 0 0
Osawatomie St Hosp 69 975 7 99 208 2895 20 282
Parks and Res 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parsons St Hosp 36 857 11 262 128 3048 13 310
Corrections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Pen 4 112 7 56 3 84 .0 0
Post Audit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Statues Revisor 3 1304 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norton St Hosp 42 1609 1 38 82 3116 0 0
Sch for Blind 4 270 1 217 6 1304 0 0
Sch for Deaf 10 1020 1 102 21 2143 1 102
Sec of St 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRS 12 36 5 15 25 76 15 45
Mental Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soldiers Home 3 227 1 76 50 3788 4 303
Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Professionals Bd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 44 656 42 626 80 - 1192 88 1311
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
_Judicial Dept 61 3526 1 58 1 58 0 0
' Water Res Bd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
+ Winfield St Hosp 44 588 10 134 353 4719 53 709
Human Res 18 178 7 69 9 89 4 39
Minor Agencies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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KANSAS
Occupations (cont.)
PROTECTIVE SERVICE

WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF  MFe.
Adj Gen 3 526 0 0 0 0 0 C
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Animal Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Atty Gen 39 3145 1 81 1 81 0 C
Bank Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 c
Corp Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Correct Vocation Trn 51 4636 9 818 6 545 3 273
Crip Children 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Administration 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o]
Fire Marshall 4 1600 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gov Com Criminal Adm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Grain Inspect 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Health and Environ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Hiway Patrol 397 7218 8 145 4 36 0 C
Historical Soc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Dev 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correctional inst 7 1273 1 182 20 3636 7 1273
Indust Reformatory 144 5875 9 375 8 333 2 83
Topeka Youth 1 55 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beloit Youth 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0
Ins Dept 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atchison Youth 1 116 1 116 0 0 0 0
Neurological Inst 1 13 0 0 1 13 0 0
Employee Relire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Larned St Hosp 18 246 1 14 0 0 0 0
Legis Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Osawatomie St Hosp 23 251 3 33 3 33 2 22
Parks and Res 17 1232 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parsons St Hosp 5 119 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corrections 54 3750 3 208 9 625 0 0
State Pen 204 5730 24 674 12 337 0 0
Post Audit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recept and Diagnose 47 5165 4 440 1 110 1 110
Revenue ’ 25 178 0 0 0 0 0 0
Statues Revisor 0 0 0 0 0~ 0 0 0
Norton St Hosp 9 257 1 29 0 0 0 0
Sch for Blind 2 435 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sch for Deaf 2 204 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec of St 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRS 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soldiers Home 1 76 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Professionals Bd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 10 149 1 15 0 0 0 0
Treasurer 3 938 0 0 1 313 0 C
Judicial Dept 62 1691 7 19 14 38 1 3
Water Res Bd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Winfield St Hosp 4 53 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Res 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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KANSAS :
QOccupeticns (cont.) g
MAINTENANCE -
WM WK% MM MM% WF  WF% MF  MF% o
Adj Gen 4 702 1 175 0 0 0 0 3

Agriculture 1 36 1 36 0 0 0 0
Animal Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank Com 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corp Com . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correct Vocation Trn 2 182 5 455 3 273 5 455
Crip Children 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administration 37 491 33 438 23 305 66 875
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Fish Game 29 1094 0 0 1 38 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gov Com Criminal Adm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grain Inspect 140 5738 17 697 9 369 - 0 0
Health and Environ 5 114 0 0 2 45 0 0
Transportation 930 2621 78 220 15 _-42 0 0
Hiway Patrol 2 36 1 18 5 91 1 18
Historical Soc 5 %9 0 0 3- 330 0 0
Econ Dev 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Correctional Inst 1 182 0 0 1 182 2 364
Indust Reformatory 6 290 2 83 0 0 0 0
Topeka Youth 2 104 2 109 9 492 3 164
Beloit Youth 3 349 0 0 2 233 0 0
Ins Dept 1 1gz 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atchison Youth 2 2% 0 0 7 814 0 0
Neurological Inst 19 24% 18 230 26 332 19 243
Employee Retire 0 n 0 0 0 0 0 0
Larned St Hosp 41 5 10 137 74 1011 14 191
Legis Research 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legis Ed Plan 0 N 0 0 0 0 0 0
Osawatomie St Hosp 24 393 3 14 78 1045 8 113
Parks and Res | 57 419 3 217 7 507 0 0
Parsons St Hosp " 2tz 0 o} 36 857 0 0
Corrections 1 &3 0 0 0 0 2 139
State Pen 7 1¥ 4 112 0 0 0 0
Post Audit 0 g 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recept and Diagnose S 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 12 1 Z 2 14 11 76 0 0
Statues Revisor 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
i Norton St Hosp 15 57 1 38 32 1226 0 0
. Sch for Blind 5 1027 0 0 9 1957 5 1087
Sch For Deat 10 10z 0 0 32 3265 0 0
Sec of St 0 g 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRS 59  17% 2 36 35 106 5 15
Mental Health 0 L n 0 0 0 0 0
Soldiers Home 11 e 0 0 27 2045 3 227
Education 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Professionals Bd 3 107 0 0 0 0 0 0
Topeka St Hosp 33 A 4 656 23 343 36 537
Treasurer 1 3% n 0 2 625 0 0
Judicial Degt 231 “4 175 313 179 487 18 49
Water Res Bd 4 14z g 0 1 357 0 0
Winfield St Hosp 30 4 2 80 69 92 14 187
Human Res 20 < % 79 4 39 3 30
7 44 0 0 0 0 0 0

Minor Agencies
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MISSOURI
Agencywide*

WM WM% MM  MM% WF WF»% MF M
Higher Ed 19 3167 0 0 41 6833 0 C
Pub Safety 1503 8089 41 221 294 1582 20 105
Highways 6014 9401 141 220 236 369 6 G
Administration Off 225 5068 22 495 186 4189 11 24¢
Transportation 7 7778 0 0 2 2222 0 C
DOLIR 420 3825 47 428 494 4499 137 124¢
Elemen Sec Ed 486 2972 56 343 989 6049 104 63€
Conservation 567 8972 3 47 62 981 0 G
Consumer Affairs 353 5439 15 231 260 4006 21 324
Mental Health 2859 2838 611 607 4886 4851 1717 1705
Agriculture 228 7015 18 554 76 2338 3 g2
Revenue 378 1538 28 114 1965 7998 86 350
Social Servicés 2847 3052 246 264 5126 5496 1108 1188
Govs Staff 7 2258 1 323 23 7419 0 0
Natural Res 388 7608 4 78 198 2304 0 0
St Louis Airport 2 6667 0 0 1 3333 0 0
*Natural Res" row incorporates figures provided by the Department of Natural Resources.
MISSOURI
Salary Levels™

Less than $8,000

WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Higher Ed 2 333 0 0] 26 4333 0] 0
Pub Safety 140 753 10 54 260 1399 14 73
Highways 2409 3766 86 134 160 250 5 8
Administration Off 83 1869 18 405 152 3423 9 203
Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
DOLIR e 51 464 6 55 196 1785 48 437
Elemen Sec Ed ) 60 367 27 165 681 4165 74 453
Conservation . 112 1772 2 32 - 44 696 0]
Consumer Affairs - 13 200 4 62 188 2897 11 169
Mental Health 2010 1995 481 478 4017 3988 1542 1531
Agriculture 100 3077 6 185 67 _ 2082 3 92
Revenue a3 379 12 49 1848 7521 81 330
Social Services 1089 1168 116 124 2566 2751 572 613
Govs Staff 1 323 1 323 10 3226 0] 0
Natural Res 13 1940 0 0] 8 11894 0 0
St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 1 3333 0 0

==Salary data corrections submitted by Department of Natural Resources are noi incorporated here because the department's

gradations differed from those used here.
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MISSOURI
Salary Levels (cont.)

$8,000 to $16,000

WM WM% MM KM% WF WP% MF MF%
Higher Ed 8 1333 0 0 14 2333 0: 0
Pub Safety 1187 6389 31 167 34 183 6 32
Highways 3473 5429 54 84 76 119 1 2
Administration Off 121 2725 4 90 34 766 2 45
Transportation 3 3333 0 0 2 2222 0 0
DOLIR 345 3142 41 373 295 2687 89 817
Elemen Sec Ed 332 2031 26 159 303 1853 30 183
Conservation 396 6266 1 16 18 285 0 0
Consumer Affairs 235 3621 10 154 69 1063 10 154
Mental Health 728 723 58 58 847 841 158 157
Agriculture 119 3662 12 369 9 277 0 0
Revenue 255 1038 16 _ 65 115 468 5 20
Social Services 1613 1729 122 131 2546 2730 533 571
Govs Staff 1 323 0 0 13 414 0 0
Natural Res 40 5970 0 0 4 597 0 0
St Louis Airport 1 3333 0 .0 0o - 0 0. 0
MISSOURI
Salary Levels (cont.)
Greater than $16,000
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Higher Ed 9 1500 0 0 1 167 0 0
Pub Safety 176 947 0 0 0 0 0 0
Highways 132 - 206 1 2 0 0 0] 0
Administration Off 21 473 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transportation 4 4444 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dolir 24 219 0 0 3 27 0 0
Elemen Sec Ed 94 575 3 18 5 31 0 0
Conservation 59 934 0 0 0 0 0 0
Consumer Affairs 105 1618 1 15 3 46 0 0
Mental Health 121 120 72 71 22 22 17 17
Agriculture 9 277 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 30 122 0 0 2 8 0 0
Social Services 145 1556 8 9 14 15 3 3
Govs Staff 5 1613 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 2 299 4] 0 0 0 0 0
1 3333 0 0 0 0 0 0

St Louis Airport
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MISSOURI

Occupations
ADMINISTRATORS

WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MFx%
Higher Ed 4 667 0 0 1 167 0 C
Pub Safety 56 301 3 16 0 0 0 C
Highways 27 42 0 0 1 2 0 C
Administration Off 12 270 0 0 0 0 0 C
Transportation 2 2222 0 0 1 1111 0 C
DOLIR 58 528 3 27 9 82 4 3¢
Elemen Sec Ed 88 538 2 12 11 67 0 C
Conservation 49 775 0 0 0 0 0 C
Consumer Affairs 42 647 0 0 2 31 0 G
Mental Health 179 178 31 31 105 104 19 1S
Agriculture 15 462 0 0 1 31 0 0
Revenue 72 293 8 33 48 195 2 8
Social Services 365 391 24 26 530 568 110 118
Govs Staff 5 1613 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St Louis Airport 2 6667 0 0 0 0 0 0
MISSOURI
Occupations (cont.) )

PROFESSIONALS

WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Higher Ed 11 1833 0 0 16 2667 0 0
Pub Safety 120 646 3 16 10 54 0 0
Highways 948 1482 12 19 4 6 0 0
Administration Off 96 2162 3 68 18 405 2 40
Transportation 5 5556 0 0 0 0 0 0
DOLIR Q9 902 6 55 45 410 10 80
Elemen Sec Ed 329 2012 23 141 335 2049 32 190
Conservation . 213 3370 1 16 3 47 0 0
Consumer Affairs - 272 4191 11 169 47 724 9 130
Mental Heaith : 536 532 114 113 920 913 179 170
Agriculture 33 1015 0 0 1 31 0 0
Revenue 161 655 6 24 29 118 1 4
Social Services 1375 1474 133 143 2161~ 2317 478 510
Govs Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 242 45 3 58 21 407 0 0
St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

30



HISSOURI
Occupations (cont.)

SKILLED CRAFTS

WM WM% MM MWM% WF WF% MF MF%
Higher Ed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub Safety 17 91 0 0 2 11 1 5
Highways 3910 6112 102 159 1 2 0 0
Administration Off 16 360 1 23 0] 0] 0 0
Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DOLIR 6 55 2 18 0 0 0 0
Elemen Sec Ed 1 6 0 0 3 18 0 0
Conservation 43 680 0 0 0 0 0 0
Consumer Affairs 3 46 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mental Health 306 304 7 7 19 19 9 9
Agriculture 10 308 3 92 5 154 0 0
Revenue 5 20 1 4 0 0 0 0
Social Services 143 153 1 1 9 10- 0 0
Govs Staff 0 . 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Natura! Res 0 0 0 0 o -0 0 0
St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
MISSOURI
Occupations (cont.)

TECHNICIANS

WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Higher Ed 2 333 0 0 2 333
Pub Safety 436 2347 2 11 6 32 8 8
Highways 819 - 1280 10 16 3 5 0 0
Administration Off 21 473 0 0 6 135 0 0
Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DOLIR 247 2250 29 264 278 2532 65 592
Elemen Sec Ed 6 37 0 0 7 43 1 6
Conservation 29 459 1 16 1 16 0 0
Consumer Affairs 15 231 0 0 7 108 2 31
Mental Health 26 26 6 6 133 132 39 39
Agriculture 87 2677 1 31 21 646 0 0
Revenue 39 159 3 12 53 216 2 8
Social Services 102 109 4 4 264 283 22 24
Govs Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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- Occupational (cont.) OFFICE/CLERICAL
‘{...\'. t
s
,‘ WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
g Higher Ed 2 333 0 0 22 3667 0 0
2 Pub Safety 17 91 0 0 255 1372 11 59
8] Highways 253 395 9 14 225 352 6 9
S Administration Off 28 498 8 8 1 5? ??Z? 8 28
e Transportation
=% I DOLIR 8 73 0 0 160 1457 29 264
& I Elemen Sec Ed 4 24 3 18 334 2043 18 110
% Conservation 12 190 0 0 54 854 0 0
=3 Consumer Affairs 8 123 4 62 204 3143 10 154
X I Mental Health 112 111 16 16 874 868 129 128
5 Agriculture 2 62 0 0 46 1415 3 92
= Revenue 37 151 3 12 1776 7228 74 301
5 . éocialSSefrfvices 12;1 ;:233 18 18 1&3 5&7;2 378 408
S ovs Sta
gfg Natural Res 5 o8 0 0 83 1627 0 0
s B St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 1 3333 0 0
= I MISSOURI
o | Occupations (cont.)
= AR PARAPROFESSIONALS
% ;'-',. :
s WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF  MF%
2 Higher Ed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
e Pub Safety 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0
B Highways 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0 0
B Administration Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o || Ciansporaton S T S S SR S
1 Elemen Sec Ed 18 110 8 49 215 1315 28 171
1 S, o moTEo LB o482
= SN onsumer airs

3 Mental Health - ! 984 977 220 218 2113 ° 2098 968 961
i Agriculture 73 2246 13 400 2 62 0 0
SN Revenue 58 236 2 8 59 240 6 24
el Ta % % EeEow E
s ovs Sta
e Natural Res 23 415 0 0 14 270 0 0
=3y St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
.: ."q ?
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‘ MISSOURI
Ccceupations (cont.)

AR

M S

PROTECTIVE SERVICE

WM  WNM% MM  MM% WF WF% MF NF%
Higher Ed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub Safety 792 4263 29 156 16 86 5 .27
Highways 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Administration Off 18 405 3 68 0 0 0 0
Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DOLIR 2 18 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elemen Sec Ed 3 18 1 6 0 0 0 0
. Conservation 99 1566 0 0 0 0 0 0
i Consumer Affairs 11 169 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Mental Health 74 73 21 21 0 0 1 1
y Agricuiture - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. Social Services 481 516 27 29 34 36 9 10
’ Govs Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Natural Res 0 0 0- 0 0. 0 0 0
St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 0~ 0 0 0
MISSOURI
Occupations (cont.)
MAINTENANCE
WM WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Higher Ed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pub Safety 65- 350 4 22 4 22 3 16
Highways 57 89 8 13 2 3 0 0
Administration Off 40 901 15 338 12 270 8 180
Transportation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DOLIR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elemen Sec Ed 37 226 19 116 84 514 25 153
Conservation 10 158 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Consumer Affairs 2 31 0] 0 0 0] 0 0
Mental Health 642 637 196 195 722 717 373 370
Agriculture 8 246 1 31 0 0 0 0
Revenue 6 24 5 20 0 0 1 4
Social Services 185 198 32 34 133 143 27 29
Govs Staft 0 0 1 323 4 1290 0 0
Natural Res 118 2313 1 20 0 0 0 0
St Louis Airport 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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NEBRASKA
Agencywide

WM WM% MM  MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Legis Council 22 4400 0 0 28 5600 0 0
Sup Ct 86 4279 1 50 114 5672 0 0
Dist Ct 9 10000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 2 2857 0 0 5 7143 0 0
Sec Of State 5 5000 0 0 5 5000 0 0
Auditor 33 8462 0 0 6 1538 0 0
Atty Gen 5 5000 0 0 5 5000 0 0
Treasurer 2 2500 0 0 6 7500 0 0
Education 301 4019 9 120 427 5700 12 160
Revenue 148 5286 5 179 122 4357 5 179
Aeronautics 15 6818 0 0 7 3182 0 0
Agriculture 93 6691 0] 0 44 3165 2 144
Banking 30 8333 0 0 6 1667 0 0
Health 90 3629 3 121 150 6048 5 202
Fire Marshall 10 7143 0 0 "3 2143 1 714
Insurance 24 6154 0 0 15 3846 0 0
Labor 206 4758 24 554 174 4018 29 670
Motor Vehicles 76 3725 1 49 123 6029 4 196
Minor Agencies 855 3123 25 91 1829 6680 29 106
Welfare 94 3369 5 179 171 6129 6 215
Roads 139 9720 3 210 1 70 6] 0
Military 20 5405 1 270 16 4324 0 0
Game And Parks 255 8199 6 183 49 1576 1 32
Liquor 16 5926 -0 0 11 4074 0 0
Workmens Comp 5 3333 0 0 10 6667 0 0
Brand Committee 50 9259 0 0 4 741 0 0
Corrections 361 6710 27 502 143 2658 7 130
Ed TV 33 7674 0 0 9 2093 1 233
Historical Soc 21 5526 0 0 17 4474 0 0
Jt Merit 1 2000 0 0 4 8000 0 0
State Patrol 387 9085 3 70 36 845 0 0
Adm Services 169 6213 6 221 93 3419 4 147
EOC 1 833 5 4167 4 3333 2 1667
Tech Assist 17 9444 1 556 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 26 5417 2 417 19 3958 1 208
Law Enforc 20 6250 0 0 12 3750 0 0
Personnel 7 4667 1 667 7 4667 0 0
Environ Control 42 7241 0 0 16 2759 0 0
Employee Rete - 3 2143 0 0 11 7857 0 0
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NEBRASKA £

Salary Levels .
Less than $8,000

‘ WM WM% MM MM%  WF WP  KF  MF% .

; Legs Council 2 400 0 0 19 3800 0 0

; Sup Ct 15 746 0 0 80 3930 0 0
Dist Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 4 5714 0 0
Sec Of State 0 0 0 0 4 4000 0 0]
Auditor 1 256 0 0 2 513 0] 0
Atty Gen 0O - 0 0 0 1 1000 0 0
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 3 3750 0 0
Education 13 359 0 0 111 3060 3 83
Revenue 15 536 0 0 102 3643 4 143
Aeronautics 0 0 0 0 6 2727 0 0
Agriculture 17 1223 0 0 37 2662 2 144
Banking -~ 0 0 0 0 5 1389 0 0
Health 0 0 0 0 103 4153 4 161
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 2 1429 1 714
Insurance 1 256 .0 0 13 3333 0 0
Labor 7] 139 1 23 80 1848 6 139
Motor Vehicles 22 1078 0 0 117 .-~ 5735 4 196
Minor Agencies 572 2089 21 77 1512 5522 21 77
Welfare 7 255 0 0 95 3467 1 36
Roads 2 140 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 5 1351 1 270 16 4324 0 0]
Game And Parks 49 1576 1 32 37 1190 1 32
Liquor 0 0 0 0 10 3704 0 0
Workmens Comp 2 1333 0 0 9 6000 0 0
Brand Commitiee 10 1852 0 0 3 556 0 0
Corrections 81 1506 7 130 102 1896 6 112
Ed TV 2 465 0 0] 5 1163 1 233
Historical Soc 2. 526 0 0 13 3421 0 0
Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 3 6000 0 0
State Patro! 34 798 0 0} 34 798 0 0
Adm Services 53 1949 3 110 69 2537 4 147
EOC 1 833 0 0 3 2500 0 0
Tech Assist 10 5556 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 2 417 0 o 13 2708 1 208
Law Enforc 0 0 0 0 10 3125 0 0
Personnel 0 0 0 0 3 2000 0 0
Environ Control 1 172 0 s} 14 2414 0 0
Employee Rete 0 0 0 0] 11 7857 0 0 -
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: NEBRASKA
* Salary Levels
; $8,000 to $16,000
: WM WM% MM  MM% WF WF% MF  MF%
o5 Legis Council 10 2000 0 0 9 1800 0 0
oy Sup Ct 29 1443 1 50 34 1692 0 0
24 Dist Ct 4 4444 0 0 0 0 0 0
g Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 1 1429 0 0
= Sec Of State 4 4000 0 0 1 1000 0 0
e Auditor 31 7949 0 0 4 1026 0 0
A5 Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 4 4000 0 0
S Treasurer 1 1250 0 0 2 2500 0 0
25 Education 125 3453 6 166 81 2238 1 28
Revenue 118 4214 5 179 20 714 1 36
17 Aeronautics 14 6364 0 0 1 455 0 0
b I, Agriculture 70 5036 0 0 7 504 0 0
2 \) P Banking 23 6389 0 0 1 278 0 0
B Health 75 3024 3 11 46 1855 1 40
8 .;i L Fire Marshall 10 7143 0 0 1 714 0 0
-%‘i H Insurance 18 4615 0 0 2 513 0 0
B . Labor 187 4319 23 531 94 2171 23 531
& 2 Motor Vehicles 52 2549 1 49 6 294 0 0
£33 : Minor Agencies 211 771 4 15 273 997 6 22
15 B Welfare 75 2737 5 182 70 2555 3 109
b5 N Roads 127 8881 3 210 1 70 0 0
Fe: ol Military 13 3514 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Game And Parks 201 6463 4 129 12 386 0 0
E. Liquor 16 5926 Q 0 1 370 0 0
28 Workmens Comp 1 667 0 0 1 667 0 0
& i Brand Committee 40 7407 0 0 1 185 0 0
:, 1 Corrections 273 5074 20 372 . 39 725 1 19
7 Ed TV 30 6977 0 0 4 930 0 0
2 £ Historical Soc 18 4737 0 0 4 1053 0 0
Sl Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 1 2000 0 0
’% i State Patrol 345 8099 3 70 2 47 0 0
= (RS Adm Services 86 3529 2 74 23 846 0 0
22 - 1 EOC 0 0 5 4167 1 833 2 1667
3 1h Tech Assist . 1 556 0 0 0 0 0 0
e Econ Develop 21 4375 1 208 6 1250 0 0
gt Law Enforc 19 5930 0 0 2 625 0 0
S Personnel L 5 3333 1 667 4 2667 0 0
e e Environ Control 33 5690 0 0 2 345 0 0
,;,3 Employee Rete 2 1429 0 0 0 0 0 0
- |
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NEBRASKA £
Salaiy Levels (cont.)

Greater than $16,000

: WM  WNM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MF%
' Legis Council 10 2000 0 0 0 0 0. 0
¢ Sup Ct 42 2090 0 0 0 0 0 0
i Dist Ct 5 5556 0 0 0 0 0 0
X Govs Ofc 2 2857 0 0 0 0 0 0
i Sec Of State 1 1000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auditor 1 256 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen’ 5 5000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Treasurer 1 1250 0 0 1 1250 0 0
Education 21 580 0 0 1 28 0 0
Revenue 15 536 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aeronautics 1 455 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 6 432 0 0 0 0 0 0
Banking 7 1944 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 15 605 0 0 1 40 0 0

Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 5 1282 - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labor 13 300 0 0 0 - 0 0 0
Motor Vehicles 2 a8 0 0 o 0 0 0
Minor Agencies 72 263 0 0 44 161 2 7
Welfare 12 438 0 0 6 219 0 0
Roads 10 699 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 2 541 0 0 0 0 0 0
Game And Parks 5 161 1 32 0 0 8] 0
Liquor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Workmens Comp 2 1333 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brand Committee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corrections 7 130 0 0 2 37 0 0
EdTV . 1 _ 233 0 0 0 0 0 0
Historical Soc 1 263 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jt Merit 1 2000 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Patrol 8 188 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adm Services 20 735 1 37 1 37 0 0
EOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tech Assist 6 3333 1 556 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 3 625 1 208 0 0 0 0
Law Enforc 1 313 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personnel 2 1333 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environ Control 8 1379 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 714 0 0 0 0 0 0

Employee Rete
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NEBRASKA

Occupations
ADMINISTRATORS

WM WM% MM  MM% WF WF% MF MF%
Legis Council 3 600 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sup Ct 37 1841 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dist Ct 5 5556 0 0 0 0 0 0]
Govs Ofc 1 1429 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec Of State 1 1000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auditor 29 7436 0 0 1 256 0] 0]
Atty Gen 2 2000 0 0 1 1000 0 0
Treasurer 2 2500 0 0 2 2500 0 0
Education 47 628 1 13 9 120 1 13
Revenue 16 571 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aeronautics 1 455 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 6 432 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Banking 20 5556 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 20 806 0 0 7 282 0 0
Fire Marshall 5 3571 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 14 3590 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labor 10 231 0 0 0 0 0 0
Motor Vehicles 7 343 0 0 5 245 0 0
Minor Agencies 49 179 0 0 7 26 1 4
Welfare 13 466 5 179 4 143 0 0
Roads 29 2028 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Game And Parks 52 1672 -1 32 2 64 0 0
Liquor 3 1111 0 0 1 370 0 0]
Workmens Comp 3 2000 0 0 1 667 0 0
Brand Committee 0 0 0 0 1 185 0 0
Corrections 34 632 1 19 3 56 0 0]
Ed TV 1 233 0 0 0 0 0 0
Historical Soc 5 1316 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jt Merit 1 2000 0 0 0 0] 0] 0
State Patrol 2 47 0 0 0 0 0’ ‘0
Adm Services 23 846 2 74 4 147 0 0
EOC 0 0 2 1667 0 0 0 0
Tech Assist 1 556 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 7 1458 1 208 1 208 0 0
Law Enforc 3 938 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personnel 1 667 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environ Control - 4 690 0 0 1 172 0 0
2 1429 0 0 0 - 0 0 0

Employee Rete
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NEBRASKA -

Occupations
PROFESSIONALS s
WM WN% MM MM% WF W% MF MFP%
Legis Council 13 2600 0 0 1 200 0 0
Sup Ct 2 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dist Ct 2 2222 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 1 1429 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec Of State 2  2000. 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Auditor 4 1026 0 0] 3 769 0 0
Atty Gen 3 3000 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education 167 2230 7 93 154 2056 1 13
Revenue g8 3500 4 143 13 464 1 36
Aeronautics 6 2727 0 0 1 455 0 0
Agriculture ~ 16 1151 0 0 4 288 0 0
Banking 10 2778 0 0 0 0- 0 0
Health 63 2540 3 121 37 1492 1 40
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0
Insurance 9 2308 0 0 o - 0 0 0
{abor 181 4180 15 346 75 17132 16 370
Motor Vehicles 7 343 0 0 1 49 0 0
Minor Agencies 218 796 6 22 500 1826 8 29
Welfare 68 2437 3 108 59 2115 4 143
Roads 110 7692 3 210 1 70 0 0
Military 5 1351 0 0 0 0 0 0
Game And Parks 61 1961 1 32 3 96 0 0
Liquor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Workmens Comp 2 1333 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brand Commitiee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corrections 75 13%4 4 74 34 632 1 19
Ed TV 11 2558 0 0 3 698 0 0
Historical Soc 1 2895 0 0 3 789 0 0
Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 1 2000 0 0
State Patrol 7 164 0 0 1 23 0 0
Adm Services 43 1581 0 0 1 37 0 o
EOCC 0 0 3 2500 2 1667 2 1667
Tech Assist 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 16 3333 1 208 4 833 0 0
Law Enforc 14 4375 0 0 3 938 0 0
Personnel 5 3333 1 667 2 1333 0 0
Environ Control 17 2931 0 0 0 0 0 0
Employee Rete 1 714 0 0 0 0 0 0
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NEBRASKA
Occupations (cont.)

SKILLED CRAFTS

WM WM% MM  MM% WF WF% MF MF%

Legis Council 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sup Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Dist Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sec Of State 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Education 11 147 0 0 4 53 0 )

Revenue 5 179 0 0 0 0 0 0

Aeronautics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 )

Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fire Marshali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Insurance 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Labor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Motor Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Minor Agencies 122 446 1 4 1 40 0 0

e Welfare 1 36 0 0 0 0 0 0
o ) Roads 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S Military 4 1081 0 0 0 0 0 0
Game And Parks 6 183 1 32 1 32 0 0
BX Liquor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% | - Workmens Comp 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ez - |11 Brand Committee 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 - Corrections 25 465 2 37 1 19 0 0
Lt EdTV 1 233 0 0 0 0 0 0

& Historical Soc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
35 Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= ik State Patrof 2 47 0] 0 0 0 0 0

e Adm Services 19 699 1 37 1 37 0 0
: EOC 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0

Tech Assist 2 1111 0 0 0. 0 0 0

Econ Develop 2 417 0 0 0 0 0 0

Law Enforc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Personnel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Environ Control 0 0 0 0 0- 0 0 0

Employee Rete 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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NEBRASKA
Occupztions (cont.)

TECHNICIANS

WM  WM% MM MM% WF WF% MF MP%

Legis Council 1 200 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Sup Ct 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0
Dist Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec Of State 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education 2 27 0 0 5 67 0 0
Revenue 1 36 1 36 3 107 0 0
Aeronautics 5 2273 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 58 4173 0 0 8 576 1 72
Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 5 202 0 0 4 161 0 0
Fire Marshall 1 714 0 0 0 0 0. 0
Insurance 0 0 0 0 0.- 0 0 0
Labor 4 a2 0 0] 1 23 0 0
Motor Vehicles 5 245 0 0 -0 0 0] 0
Minor Agencies 123 449 1 4 431 1574 4 15
Welfare 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Roads 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 3 811 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Game And Parks 8 257 0 0 0 0 0 0
Liquor 5 1852 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Workmens Comp 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brand Committee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corrections 2 37 0 0 1 19 1 19
EG TV 20~ 4651 0 0 0 0 0 0
Historical Soc 2 526 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Patrol 43 1009 0 0 1 23 0 0
Adm Services 38 1397 1 37 7 257 0 0
EOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tech Assist 0 0 1 556 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 1 208 0 0 0 0 0 0
Law Enforc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personnel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environ Control 21 3621 0 0 1 172 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Employee Rete
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Al NEBRASKA
&3 I ! Occupations (cont.)
;;.5: ) OFFICE/CLERICAL
3 ; WM WM% MM  MM% WF WFR% MF MF%
Legis Council 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i Sup Ct 37 1841 0 0 108 5373 0 0
i Dist Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 4 5714 0 0
Sec Of State 2 2000 0 0 4 4000 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0] 0 2 513 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 3 3000 0 0
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 4 5000 0 0
> *Education 3 40 0 0 176 2350 3 40
5 B Revenue 18 643 0 0 103 3679 4 143
i Aeronautics - 0 0 0 0 6 2727 0 0
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 26 1871 1 72
> I Banking 0 0 0 0 6 1667 0 0
.. I Health 1 40 0 0 95 383t 2 81
- Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 3 2143 1 714
3 Insurance 1 256 0 0 14 3590 0 0
; Labor 4 92 0 0 87 2009 3 69
{ Motor Vehicles 4 196 0 0 115 5637 4 196
: Minor Agencies 13 47 0 0 234 855 2 7
Welfare 13 466 0 0 108 3871 1 36
Roads 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 1 270 -0 0 16 4324 0 0
Game And Parks 2 64 0 0 39 1254 1 32
R Liquor 0 0 0 0 10 3704 0 0
§ Workmens Comp 0 0 0 0 9 6000 0 0
25 Brand Committee 0 0 0 0 3 556 0 0
Corrections 5 a3 1 19 61 1134 1 19
5T Ed TV 0 0 0 0 6 1395 1 233
e Historical Soc 0 0 0 0 13 3421 0 0
5 Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 3 6000 0 0
&y State Patrol 2 47 0 0 24 563 0 0
SE3 Adm Services 14 515 0 0 67 2463 3 110
EOC 1 833 0 0 2 1667 0 0
Tech Assist 8 4444 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 0 0 0 0 10 2083 1 208
Law Enforc 0 0 0 0 g9 2813 0 0
Personnel 1 667 0 0 § 3333 0 0
Environ Control 0 0 0 0 183 2241 0 0
Emgloyee Rete 0 0 0 0 11 7857 0 0




NEBRASKA
Qccupations (cont.)

PARAFPRQOFESSIORALS é-
WM WM% MM  MM% WF WF% MF MF% 4

Legis Council 3 600 0 0 1 200 .0 0 [
Sup Ct 9 448 1 50 6 299 0 0
Dist Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 1 1429 0 0
Sec Of State 0 0 0 0 1 1000 0 0
Auditor 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 1 1000 0 0
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education 52 694 0 0 22 294 4 53
Revenue 4 143 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aeronautics 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 3 216 0 0 3 216 0. 0
Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 1 40 0 0 2 81 1 40
Fire Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 0 0 0 0 1 < 256 0 0
Labor 4 92 8 185 11 254 10 231
Motor Vehicles 8 392 1 49 ~0 0 0 0
Minor Agencies 97 354 5 18 - 84 307 1 4
Welfare 5 182 0 0 13 474 1 36
Roads 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 6 1622 0 0 0 0 0 0
Game And Parks 31 Q97 0 0 2 64 0 0
Liquor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Workmens Comp 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brand Committee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corrections 33 613 5 93 12 223 0 0
Ed TV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Historical Soc 0 0 0 0 1 263 0 0
Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Patrol 9 211 0 0 ] 211 0 0
Adm Services 5 184 0 0 5 184 0 0
EOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tech Assist 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 0 0 0 0 2 417 0 0
Law Enforc 1 313 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personnel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environ Control 0 0 0 0 1 172 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Employee Rete
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NEBRASKA
, Occupaztions (cont.)

; MAINTENANCE
WM  WN% MM MWM% WE WF% MF  MF% .

Legrs Council 2 400 0 0 1 200 20 0
Sup Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dist Ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Govs Ofc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sec Of State 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auditor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atty Gen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Treasurer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education 16 214 1 13 57 761 3 40
Revenue 1 36 0 0 3 107 0 0
Aeronautics 3 1364 0 0 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 9 647 0 0 3 216 0 0
Banking 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 0 0 0 0 5 202 1 40
Fire Marshalf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Insurance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labor 3 69 1 23 0 0 0 0
Motor Vehicles 7 343 0 o 0 0 0 0
Minor Agencies 201 734 7 26 554 2023 12 44
Welfare 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Roads 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military 1 270 1 270 0 0 0 0
Game And Parks 48 1543 2 64 2 64 0 0
Liquor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Workmens Comp 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brand Committee 1 185 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corrections 19 353 0 0 14 260 0 0
Ed TV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Historical Soc 3 789 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Jt Merit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Patrol 1 23 0 0 0 0 0 0
Adm Services 24 882 2 74 8 294 1 37
EOC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tech Assist 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Econ Develop 0 0 0 0 2 417 0 0
Law Enforc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Personnel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environ Control 0 0 0 o . 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Employee Rete
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Appendix B

State and Agency Affirmative Action
Plans Compared to a Model Plan

Appendix B consists of comparisons of a model
affirmative- action plan with the State plans and
agency plans from Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska. Information for the model plan was
drawn from A Guide for Affirmative Action
(November 1972) by the U.S. Civil Service Comn-
mission and Affirmative Action and Equal Opportu-
nity (January 1974) by the U.S. Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission. Information on the
State plans was provided by the State departments
of personnel or the State merit systems. Informa-
tion about agency plans was supplied by the in-
dividual agencies. State and agency responses to
the Advisory Committee’s analysis in appendix B
appear in footnotes to the State chapters (chapters
3 to 6) and in the appendix to chapter 4.
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STATE AND AGENCY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PLANS COMPARED TO A

MODEL PLAN

Source: Agency Affirmative Action Plans

TASK

TECHNIQUE

. COMPARE
MANPOWER POOL
WITH EMPLOYED
WORK FORCE

lowa Agencies

Education (Department of
Public Instruction)

Social Services

Job Service (Employment
Security Commission)

Crime Commission

Secretary of State
Banking Commission
State

Kansas Agencies
Education ’

Social and Rehabilitative
Services

98

1. Obtain information on available labor force from the State job service.

2. Determine racial and sex composition of each sub-unit of the agency. If
there are a large number of employees, determine within each sub-unit by
job category. Determine for both the rank and salary held.

3. Compare the data obtained in 2 with that in 1. Are there obvious
disparities? Is there underutilization within any group analyzed?

4. If there is underutilization:

a. analyze what the causes are;

b. set long term goals based upon elimination of the underutilization;

c. set short term goals based upon expected vacancies and the availabil-
ity of persons to fill those vacancies—as indicated by the State job
service and other sources:

d. determine what actions might be taken that would reduce underutiliza-
tion.

Plan compares department work force to labor force. DPI exceeds the
minimum but states its intention to do better, so far as minority persons are
concerned. It is below minimum in the employment of women and intends to
increase the proportion of senior level women.

Plan indicates that the department will both compare staft to available pool and
devise goals to correct deficiencies. It proposes to keep data on existing staff
to facilitate this. Both of these actions are taken at the recommendation of the
affirmative action committee.

The original pian reports the data but does not andlyze it. An update analyzes
the existing work force but makes no comparison between that and the
available State labor force.

Plan does analyze work force by comparison with available labor force, albeit
somewhat broadly.

No plan.

“"No plan.

No plan, merely executive order prohibiting discrimination.

Department reports goals and timetables have been set based on an analysis
of utilization conducted in June 1977. =

SRS states:

1. Information has been obtained on the census data for all counties from the
State Division of Labor.

2. The semi-annual report, "Employee Analysis By Job Category and Classi-
fication,” discloses By race and sex the work force of the Department. The
EEQ category and salary are identified in the State Personnel Division book
on Civil Service Salary Ranges.

3. The Workiorce Analysis is usually based on the quarterly Consolidated
Employee Report, table VL )

4. Underutilizations are studied. We specifically look at recruitment efforts,
applicant flow data, and frequency of vacancies. Long and short range
plans are then made toward remedying such underutilizations.
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Job Services

Depanment of
Admunistration

Water Resources Board
Credit Unions

State

Missouri Agencies

Department of Elementary
and Secondary
Education

Social Services

Job Service (portion of
Department of Labor and
Industrial Relations)

Transportation
Conservation

Natural Resources

State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Public Welfare
Job Service

Health

Commission on Law
Enforcement and
Criminal Justice

Insurance Commission
State

Il. ANALYZE ENTRY
LEVEL ROLES

lowa Agencies
Education
Social Services
Job Service

Specifies gea!s and timetables. Notes the numbers i *=e work force and labor
force and aralyzes implications.

No action sg=cihied.

Comparison of work force and labor force shows no aztion 1s necessary.
No plan.
Leaves analysis to each agency.

Proposes to conduct a utilization analysis based on quarterly reports.
The report contained in the plan indicated a disparity &t the administrative and

professional levels between staff and work force.

No goals are specified.

Compares work force available in each county to staffing patterns. No goals
are specified.

Comparison made between work force and staffing patterns based on U.S.
Department of Labor Form ETA-451. Goals are indicated.

No plan. . ’

Plan calls for division by division analysis of work force to determine
underutilization of women and minorities. No stated goals and timetables.
Reports work force and staffing patterns but makes no comparison. No goals
or timetables. d

Personnel: State personnel department will supply data but not. do any

analysis.
Governor: Each department director is to conduct a complete utilization study
and develop appropriate goals and timetabies.

Agency will p;rovide a compiete analysis of its work force by comparnson with
the labor force showing underutilization by both group and salary.

No action. (it seems plan has not been updated since 1972.)

Plans for change in work force focus on the unempioyment insurance division.
No specific comparison between work force and manpower pool. Utilizes

ETA-451.
No action.
No action.

No plan.

No action.

Are the entry level roles’ requirements appropriate? Could they be pitched
lower? Could jobs be divided to create more entry level roles at lower levels
than now postulated? Would restructuring benefit both the agency and
underutilized classes? If so, plan to restructure jobs.

No action.
Agency proposes o review classes and requirements for entry level jobs.

Agency makes a general commitment to increase the range of entry level
classes.
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Crime Commussion
Secretary of State
Banking Commussion
State

Kansas Agencies
Education

Social and Rehabilitative
Services

Job Service

Department of
Administration

Water Resources Board
Credit Unions
State

Missouri Agencies
Education

Social Services

Job Service

Transportation
Conservation

Natural Resources
State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Public Welfare
Job Service
Health

Criminal Justice
Insurance

State

ill. CAREER LADDER
OPPORTUNITIES

Y
1

100

No acton.
No plan.
No plan.
No plan.

in June 1977 the department decided, in principle, to establish trainee
positions.

Has begun training staff to identify problems.

Complains that entry exams have not been validated. Proposes to revise job
requirements, especially those involving education or work experience.

Proposes to minimize enltry level requirements.

Proposes 1o revise job descriptions.

No plan.

Proposes to establish special trainee classes for all entry level positions.
Departments can request personnel division to redesignate positions so that
this becomes possible. The division will assist in recruitment of munority

personnel for these slots.

No analysis.
No analysis. -

Proposes to use “employment service aide” and “employment service
deputy I" positions to facilitate entry into the service.

No plan.

No action indicated.

Proposes to introduce entry level career ladders as openings occur.
General comments—no specific proposals.

The affirmative action officer (AAO) is to be involved in the classification review

procedure.
Remove all unnecessary restrictions.
None.

None.

None.

No plan.

None.

1. Identify barriers, both formal and informal.

2. Identify requirements and procedures for upward mobility. Do these have
a disparate effect on protected groups?

3. To what extent do improper considerations affect upward mobility? Can
alternate procedures be devised? (Ensure that factors which adversely
affect protected classes do not dominate upward mobility selections.)

4. Ensure that affected classes get promoted proportionately to their share of
the work force of the agency, both by order to supervisory personnel and
by establishing a tracking procedure.
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lowa Agencies
Education

Social Services
Job Service

Crime Commission
Secretary of State
Banking

State

Kansas Agencies
Education

Social and Rehabilitative

Services

Job Service

Department of
Administration

Water Resources Board

Credit Unions

State

Missouri Agencies
Education

Social Services

Job Service
Transportation
Conservation
Natural Resources
State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Public Wellare
Job Service

5. ldentily aftected class employees currenily guatfed for upward mobiity
and ensure that such employees are considerzd fist whern openings

become available.
6. Estabhish career ladder patterns that ensure cccoeriunities for upward

mobility by use of clustering and natural progress.cns.
7. Estabiish patterns that prevent dead-ending.

The department is committed to providing training opportunittes that will
improve performance or opportunities for suitable candidates for upward

mobility.

No action.

No action. Reports it is imited by merit system rules.
No action.

No pian,

No plan.

‘No plan.

- —

In June 1977 the department committed itself o the development of career
ladders.

Training is to be provided to combat the effect of discrimination. Employees
are to be made aware of the correlation between training and promotion.
information on the requirements and procedures for upward mobility are
available through the department’s personnel management section or through
the State division of personnel. In the institutions and area offices there are

designated staff people who are knowledgeable.

No action.
No action.

No action.
No plan.
No action.

No action.

Suggests procedures for upward mobility programs for high school graduates.
Proposes alternatives to promotional examination for promotion.

No plan.

No action.

Proposes to introduce career ladders as posts become available.

Personnel: No action indicated—places responsibility on agencies.
Governor:  Requires each agency to review its job specifications.

Agency does provide 6 hours of course credit, 3 during work time, for
improvement.

No action.
Agency has a general proposal for upgrading, but no concrete arrangements.
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Health

Cnminal Justice
Insurance

State

IV. RECRUITMENT

lowa Agencies
Education

Social Services
Job Service

Crime Commission
Secretary of State
Barking i
State ;
Kansas Agencies
Education

Social and Rehabulitative
Services

Job Service

Department of
Admuinistration

Water Resources Board

Crecit Unions
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No action.
No action.
No plan.

No action.
o =, 5= -Qc

1. ldentify extent of labor force that is from the protected classs: = "2 =7
and skills capacities. .

. Identify groups able to assist in recruitment of persons fror ~s 272I=C
classes.

. Establish contact with the identified groups on a-regular == ¢nzz7C
basis.

.. Ensure that they are informed of all job vacancies.

. Make special efforts to inform groups of job vacnacie: TzsisZ <r
protected classes.

. Revise recruitment procedures to minimize the proportion :
who are walk-ins.

. Revise recruitment procedures to ensure checks on applica~ —=x.

. Revise recruitment procedures to eliminate blockages sucr = ~cs:
affected classes, real or perceived.

. Eliminate questions that are improper or illegal from apg-c=¢

Az S orOD TTE

Train supervisory staff so that they do not ask such questic= -Lrnz =
interviews.

. Ensure valid testing procedures using criterion validatic- ccec.=s
where possible, content validation where criterion is not poss.z=

11. Ensure job specifications are the minimum required.
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Department proposes to contact all colleges and universities. It == cropcsss
to expand contact with organiZations representing protected cz=ses. it "&s
updated its mailing list, revised its application form and testing ~ccegu—=s.

and proposed to train supervisors on interview rules.
Proposes nothing specific but does make a general commitment = sction.

Agency proposes to maintain and increase its contacts with NA37F, Leag.e
ot United Latin American Citizens, American Gl Forum, and the ~man Tr cal

Council.
Will contact minority and women's organizations.

"No plan.

No plan.
No plan.

Proposes to set goals for each section for the unclassified person—=.
Proposes to contact groups representing affected classes, co=ges. ard

people in the field.
Has instructed that where two or more are equally qualified, prs==nce is 10
be given to minonty person.

EEO will sit in as observer when interviews are conducted.
EEO will contact minority and women'’s groups to get affected c:z==ss 1o take
cwil service exam.

EEO officer will try to recruit minority petsons.
Division of personnel will contact groups representing affected cizssss.

Board will notify all concerned that it will sefer minority applicants s~ cublic:ze

the affirmative action program of the agency.
No plan.
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NMissouri Agencies
Education

Social Services
Job Service

Transportation
Conservation

Natural Resources
State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Public Welfare
Job Service
Health

Criminal Justice
Insurance
State

V. RETENTION

Division of personnel will contact groups representing g:acted classes.

Proposes to reach minorty and women's groups—general statement only
Proposes 1o use minority group persons to interview m:norty group persons.
Proposes to retain mnority members and women's apgkcations o be contacted
when fulure vacancies occur.

Notes a need to make a special effort to recrut for the veterans division and
the manpower planning council. Relies on traditional grcups for applicants.

Proposes to arrange for changes in the ment examinations.
Uses the job service job bank data.
Proposes to contact various minority groups and communities.

No plan.

Is revising media materials to reflect minority and female participation in the
work of the department.

Proposes to encourage high school students to obtain the requisite college
training.

Uses word-of-mouth recruitment.
Makes special effort to reach minority and female pubhcauons and groups

Responsibility left to the State personnel department.

Personnel: Contacts schools and colleges with high minority proportions:;
contacts minority and women's groups.
Governor: Orders each agency to develop a recruitment program.

Agency will revise recruitment processes so that they are neutral with respect
to affected classes. Agency proposes o expand efforls to reach groups
representing affected classes and provide more information to them about
available jobs.

Agency will furnish literature to groups representing affected classes and
maintain contact with schools and colleges containing substantial proportions
of persons from affected classes.

No specific action.

Agency proposes to coordinate its action with merit systems but makes only
general proposals for better recruitment by agency.

No independent action. Agency relies on State personnel department.

No plan.

State proposes to make betler use of a list of groups representing affected
classes.

1. implement formalized grievance procedure with an appeal to an impartial
group outside the agency in addition to inhouse remedies.

. Ensure work schedules allow maximum opportunities for women with
children to work.

. Policies involving layoffs, discharge, and demotion must not have discrimi-
natory impact.

. Provide training for supervisors on affirmative action policies and human
relations.

. Provide adequate personnel counseling.

. Ensure that new facilities do not, by their location, discriminate against
protected classes’ employment opportunities by making difficult access to
housing, transportation, day care, etc.

7. Establish exit interview procedures to monitor possible discrimination.
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lowa Agencies
Education

Soctal Services

Job Service

Cnme Commission
Secretary of State
Banking

State

Kansas Agencies
Education

Social and Rehabilitative

Services
Job Service

Department of
Administration

Water Resources Board

Crednt Unions

State

Missouri Agencies
Education

Social Services
Job Service
Transportation
Conservation

Natural Resources
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8. Provide service and specral education opportunities that will allow
employees from protected classes 1o acqurre the skills necessary for

upward mobility. _
9. Ensure that social, professional, and athletic associations associated with

the agency are fully desegregated
10. Provide full maternity benelfits and ample leave.

The department proposes to establish human relations training for supervisors.
Its grievance mechanisms include both inhouse appeal and appeal to the lowa
Cwil Rights Commussion.

The department provides a simplified grievance procedure for affirmative

action complants. .
It has set up human relations traimng for supervisors.
it has established affirmative action committees.

The department proposes to establish an affirnative action complaints proce-
dure that goes through the equa! employment opportunity officer.

The-commission proposes to establish a complaints/grievance procedure.
No plan.
No plan.
No plan.

In-channel grievance procedure.

Proposes annual review of classification scheme to ensure affected classes
have equal opportunity. Policy to-encourage promotion wherever possibile.
Requires an exit interview.

Each division director ordered to appoint an EEO representative.
EEO officer involved in the complaint process, where appropriate.

Proposes to examine how successful units have retained staff to serve as a
model for others.

No action.

" Prior to termination, make every effort to upgrade employee skills to the

minimum required level for the post.
No plan. )
No action.

~

The agency proposes to create human relations councils, increase efforts 10
promote from within, and help employees who are performing below standard
to reach level of adequacy.

The agency proposes to create a complex grievance procedure.
The agency proposes alternate promotion ladders to aid retention.

No plan.

The agency proposes to establish both a grievance committee and an advisory
committee on human relations to work on the AAP.

The agency proposes an audit of opportunities. It would create an advisory
committee 1o advise on problems in the affirmative action program, on methods
for dealing with those problems, and on establishment of an eifective grievance
procedure.
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State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Public Welfare
Job Service
Health

Criminal Justice
Insurance

State

Vi. EVALUATION

lowa Agencies
Education

Social Services
Job Service

Crime Commission
Secretary of State
Banking

State

Kansas Agencies
JEducation

Social and Rehabilitative

Services
Job Service

Department of
Administration

Water Resources Board

Credit Unions
State

Personnel: Proposes establishment of grevance procedures and human
relaiions committees. Specific action is left to the agencies.

Governor: Orders agencies to review all aspects of employment for mossible
discnmnalion.  *

Agency proposes lo promote from within to the extent possible. Estabi:shes a
complex grievance procedure. Establishes an affirmative action adwvisory
committee.

Establishes a grievance procedure.

A very good training manual for supervisors on equal opportunity.

Establishes a grievance procedure.

No action.

No plan.

No action.

1. Devise an evaluation strategy that will adequately monitor all aspects of the
affirmative action program including counts of minority and female employ-
ees, measures of change, and measures that quantify the pace of change.

2. Records should be kept of all job applicants, the impact of different
phases in the recruitment process, the impact of on-job experience, and
promotional opportunities afforded persons-in protected classes.

3. Qualitative reviews should also be undertaken to assess what might be
done to improve performance.

Proposes to collect relevant data.

Proposes a statistical review, but had no specific methods of evaluation.
Proposes a quarterly review of statistics, exit interview, and collection of data.
Proposes to collect data.

No plan.

No plan.

No plan, but agencies are required to file a report with the lowa Civil Rights
Commission.

An affirmative action report must accompany each appointment request.
Proposed to monitor applicant flow.

EEO officer to have access to all exams and data. EEO officer 1o file reports.
These include a quarterly report to the State EEO office covering the whole
range of EEQO concerns.

Supervisors are required to file a written explanation for their failure to reach
proposed goals.

Make use of EEO director's applicant flow, staff data, and exit interview
procedures, as implemented statewide.

No action.

No plan.

Proposes to create exit interview, monitor applicant flow, and collect actual
employment data.

T\ ————— ~ea
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£ X Missouri Agencies
= i Education None specified other than review of numbers.
o Social Services In addition to data collection on numbers of employees, proposes to review the
performance of division directors and office managers based on their affirma-
tive action efforts.
Job Service None indicated.
Transportation No plan.
Conservation No action.

Natural Resources

State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Not specific; does plan to keep track of numbers of minority and female

employees.

Personnel: Relies on agencies. .

Governor: All agencies and department of administration are to develop
comprehensive evaluation procedures.

The affirmative action officer is charged with duty of preparing the department’s
annual report on success. Agency requires appointing staff to complete an
“applicant not hired” form.

Public Welfare No action.
. Job Service Data collected: methods to be specified later.
k- Health General review: no specifics.
'é: RE ; Crime Commission Agency proposes to review nonhires.
539 % E Insurance No plan.
‘ 1 State No action. -
, i VIl. RESPONSIBILITY 1. (aﬁ)vgrr]acll responsibility should rest with the chief executive officer of the
3 ; 2. A?\ aff?i?mative action officer should have responsibility for day to day
: : , : gﬁseéanon of the plan with access to the chief executive when problems
: . 3. Line éupervisors should be responsible for implementation within the areas

of their authority. This should be measured by including such action within
the performance evaluation of the supervisor.

4. To announce that affirmative action is everyone's business is a laudible
sentiment, but without specific assignment of responsibility it is also a
meaningless one.

ey

lowa Agencies

A

Education Responsibility is divided between personnel and the training branch.
; Social Services Responsibility assigned to the EEQ officer. >
Job Service Overall responsibility given to the EEO officer. Personnel is instructed to assist

the EEO officer and to review findings. Local managers are given responsibility
for action in their offices.

Authority is varied, shared at a number of levels. Prime responsibility rests with
the EEQ officer, the director, and the training officer.

. a te as
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Crime Commission
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W3 . Secretary of State No plan.
s i Banking No plan.
‘5‘:;: ‘ State No plan.
,{
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Kansas Agencies
Educaiicn

Social and Rehabilitative
Services

Job Service
Department of
Admunistration

Water Resource Boards
Credit Unions
State

Missouri Agencies
Education

Social Services

Job Service

Transportation
Conservation

Natural Resources

State

Nebraska Agencies
Education

Public Welfare
Job Service

Health
Criminal Justice

Insurance
State

All zdm.nicirgiive and supervisory pe'QonnPl zre esponsicle for implementa-
ticn The EEQ officer, who is also the director of parseinnal services, has been
given spec.ic authority for planning ard mondoring e pregram. The officer 1s
also to provide appropriale EEQ trainiig and counseing.

The chief executive insists that the AAP be mplemented. He delega‘es
enforcement to the EEQ officer.

Administration by the EEO officer.

The EEOQ officer evaluates supervisors on therr affirmative action efforts once
per year. Agency heads are to issue appropriate statements. The EEQO officer
is responsible for setting departmental goals.

No action.

No plan.

State EEQ director is to evaluate department supervisors annually on their
affirmative action efforts. Agency heads are to issue appropriate statements
and frame departmental programs. EEQ coordinator is responsible for depart-

mental goals and timetables.

While commissioner assumes overall responsibility, he vests most power in
personnel and the division heads.

Division directors have formal responsibility to communicate policy. The chief
human relations officer is responsible to the department director for overall

implementation.

Administration and supervisory staff are to ensure implementation. Human
relations officer is responsible for data, planning, training, monitoring, etc.

No plan.

Responsibility is shared by personnel, the equal employment opportunity
officer, and the department director.

Division directors are responsible for affirmative action when the opportunity
exists. They will be held accountable by the department director for their
actions in this regard.

Personnnel: For actions by the State personnel division, responsibility lies
ultimately with its director. Coordination is delegated to the equal
opportunity specialist: complhance to the technical function section
heads. However, overall responsibility resis with the merit agen-

cies, not personnel.
Governor: Department of administration, agency heads, division of personnel

share responsibilities.

Affirnative action officer responsible to the commussioner for the administration
of the AAP.

Responsibility lies with the personnel and training division.

Responsibility is shared by the line supervisor, EEO officer, training officer, and
personnel officer.

Responsibility delegated to the personnel officer.

Deputy director, administration has responsibility and also prepares the annual
report.

No plan.
Responsibility delegated to the agency heads.
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