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Memo to OMB giving them authority to cut beyond 3%. Authorize OMB with authority to 
move funds from administrative aCCounts to program accounts. 

s. Budget Estimates (House Budget Is Reworking These Numbers) 

Effects Of 3 % Administrative Cuts On The Deficit -- Based on information from the 
House Budget cOmmittee, we know that a 3 % reduction in administrative oosts will provide 
considerable savihgs from 1994 through 1997 (this does not include a 1.5% cut in the FY93,
budget). . 

TABLE I. (Outhiys In Billions)' 
.l.29A. 1m: ~ .l.22ZI 

PcrsoOOtl {Dd~DSC And NCD Defense} 
Reduce Civilian Personnel By 100,000(net) • ..(l.5 -1.4 -2.4 -3.4 ­
Reduce Civilian Personnel By 200,000(nol) ..(l.9 -2.8 -4.8 -6.9 

"'Does not include members of the armed forces 

3 Percent Cut Each Year After Inflation 
(Non-Defense Only) , 


I

Reduce Non-Personnel/** 
Non-Entitlement Expenses -0.8 -1.8 -2.8 -3.9 
Reduce Central Management Expenses*"'* ..0.2 -0.4 ..(l.6 -0.9 

I 
! 

··Non-Personnellnon-entitlernent expenses include travel and transportation; travel of things; 
communications, utilities, and miscellaneous; printing and reproduction; and supplies and 
materials. . 

···Central administration and management expenses are the cost of the Secretary's office 
and other levels of top management not directly involved in program execution. Data reflect 
assumption that central management costs are about 15 percent of total direct compensation 
costs, 

There is o~erlap between all of these proposals; therefore. combining the proposals 
would resull in d~ublc-counting. We don't yet have a figure that includes personnel in 
administrative costs. although we do have numbers on reducing 100,000 federal employees 
which ~ provide some idea of the overall cost savings. The House Budget Committee 
has promised us the baseline they used so that we can manipulate the numbers ourselves. 

6, Key Advisers Consulted 

John Angell -- !louse Budget Committee 
Kathy Sykes -- Congressman Dave Obey 



I 

TOTAL PAID CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT 
(Full-time and part-time personnel) 
(Excludes postal, legislative, judiciary, military personnel) 

1952 2,066,353 
1962 1;896,178 
1972 2;116,667 
1982 2,110,433 
1992 2,227,709 

,
*Source: Office of Personnel Management; Federal Workforce 
Statist1.cs 

http:Statist1.cs
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MEMORANDUM 


To: Bruce Reed 
From; Diane Lowe 
Date: February 16, 1993 
Re; Executive Actions 

I have spaken with Ed Rea, Chief of Budget Concepts Branch, OMB (395­
3172) who is supelVising the implementation of the Administrative Cuts and the 
Federal WorkforCe Reduction. He Is currently supervising the budget examiners who 
are puffing together an 'account by account scrub' definition of what administrative 
expenses are. (As per Object Class 20 series which includes; travel, transportation of 
things, rents (no! rents paid to GSA) communications, printing and reproduction, 
consulting and other selVlces,) He said he will "try to remember" to forward drafts to 
us lor review and comment prior to distribution. 



1. Growth of the Federal Bureaucracy Under Reagan-Bush 

Tomorrow, the President will sign an Executive Order to 
reduce the ~ederal bureaucracy by 100 F OOO or more. These 
reductions will come from all agencies, based on a schedule that 
will be worked out by OMB~ 

This Order will reverse the past decade of growth in the 
bureaucracy:under Reagan and Bush. Non-defense employment in the 
executive branch has grown from 1,084,996 in 1984 to 1,187,929 in 
1993, an increase of 102,933, or 9,5%. (Keep 1n mind that this 
Order will also apply to 'civilian defense employment, which has 
declined over, that period.) . 



~, .f k~" (."l;I 

I, Growth~ In The Federal Bureau=acy ,\,J:.- 110 \. 3 ,l" ~3 

Total ExeCutive Branch Employment* ~cU>llo ,(1. \;0 0 
(FTEs in thousands) ~ - f" I ( 

1982 2076 /, "" J eNS IIi.. {.uI­
1983 2075 ' j:.••.;\·"r r_. 
1984 2084 ...--?M-t \J ..~« flP,t, "1 r'1'7 

1985 2114 
1986 2114 
1987 2io7 
1988 2111 
1989 2131 
1990 2176 
1991 2114 
1992 2119 

Percentage change increase from 1982 to 1992 -- 2% 
Total increase in FTEs from 1982 to 1992 -- 43,000 

Total Non-Defense Executive Branch Employment** 
, 

1984 1)084,996 
1990 -- 1)169,370 
1993 -- 1,:187,929 

I 
percentage ~hange increase from 1984 to 1992 ~. 9.5% 
Total increase from 1982 to 1992 -- 102,933

I 

II. Estimated Savings From 3% CUt In Federal Administrative 

Budget And 100,000 Reduction In Federal Executive Branch ~ 


Employment ' ~'nO,~~

,.k \o<>y-­

(dollars in billions) ~ 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

100,000 
Workforce 
Reduction 

I 
I

,2 .7 1.3 1.5 1.6 -. ~H b;\~••] 

3% Cut In 
Administ ­
rative d"IO \'~'\ \?;~ "'" Budget .4 .9 1.4 2.4 2.5 --t 

.>/v"'1:: 
TOTALS hi 

I* Excludes postal workers, uniformed personnel, and legislative,
and jud1.ciary. 
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February S, 1993 

I'O'lAL BUCl!\':rnJ BIIlU!llB IIIPLOYl!EI!'1' 
(F'l'Es in tbousandll, excludinq Postal Service) 

l~11\w1'TE6--HI~~ 
1981: 2l11. 
1982: 2076 

1983, 2075 

1984: 2084 

1985: 2114 

1986, 2114 

1987: 2107 

1988: 2111 

1989; 2131 

1990: 2176 

1991: 2114 

1992, 2119 
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214 Massachusetts Avenue, N,t, Washington, O.C. 20002·4999 (202) 546·4400 

December 14, 1992 
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HOW TO CUT 
. ,
THE FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY 


I - \'I 

i ~ 
_We r:(l)VWt put people /irst and create jobs 12M economic growth wirholl1 a 

rellimmrm in ':governme.n.t. We must fIJke away {JOWer from the entrtttehed 
buieaucfacies aM special inlerestJ duit domiNlJItWQJhington..... 

I ' 
[will redJ«;, Ihe Whit< HOUllt Staff 11)' 25 percent GJUI clwlknge Conv... to do 

thtisame .... (I willi ,lim/MI' lOO.f)l)() IUIfIlCUStJry pest_In rII< bur.""","")'. I 
'will cw J()f)J)OO /(uit!ral govtnrml!1tl positioJU through arrri.tJJm , •.• / will requirl 
/edtrol managers and wt:N'lers ut achieve (J j plfCenl across-lk4~btxud 
adinillisrrativt S""ing' in <very/ed,raJ agellC)/. 

I 

Bill CliIllOll 
PIIIJ;,.g p,opl« First; 
~N"'__cS_1'" ......."". 

, ' 

EXECvnVE SUMMARY 
I ; .

Theri: are few campaign promises !hat will become due earlier than your pledge to cut 
100,000 federal go{.i,mment employee positions. Your commitment to refoim-<ll' your lack of 
it-will be obvious to !he American people fmm !he very beginning.

I ,. 
You have app:uently modelled your transition and initiallegisla!ive strategy on the early 

days of the Reagan Administration. You would be wise to examine that Administration's strat­
egy on rOducing !he size of the federal bureaucracy, too, for it offers. ",Sled means to achieve . 
your campaign pledges. That experience, aod the lessons fmm other Administrations, suggests 
• ten·point action plan for achieving your objectives'

I·· : 
Action 1: InStltute on Inauguration Day a total freeze on federal hiring (except 

Ipolitical appointments), accompanied by a 3 percent across-the-board 
!administrative cut. This is the kind of blunt insEtUment appeoach needed if 
i your goat' ~s to he accomplished. Because it allows no exceptions, bureaucratic 
. gaming cannot frustrate !he achievement of the bulk of yOIIf personnel
Ireduction target, allowing appropriate adjustments to be made later. after most Iof the targeted savings have been accumulated at !he beginning. 

I 
No(er NOfhing wrirren h9r1iJ is to tUt COflStf!./erJ $$ necessllrily fefleclit'lg me viQW~ of Tn. Hl!lfltsge f:ovnda,lcn Of as 4:1 dffempr [0 aid or 
h;nd", Ille P8s.sage Of i' p," oelc",. Cong,,,,.. , 
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Action 2: Demand that Cong_ eliminate minimum sta1Ilng levelS In all depelt­
mentll and agencies. A reduction prograin cannot be effective if large 
areas of personne' are exccptlOd from its conlIOI, 

, , 
Action 3: In the second phase of ~nel redUCllons, INIIltute a mOdified 

fieae, Thl. more flexible biring freeze should be planned for an unnamed 
da,e It Ie.., si~ monm. In !he future, and administcred by the omce of Per· 
~.IManagement. This will allow continued reductions but ones managed
in accord viith the efficient use of personnel =souroes. , 

Action 4: During the modified freeze, reform the Reductlon-ln.Force IIIIF) regu­
fI''Ilons to give more weight to performance and 1_ to ."Iorlly, and 
to limit bump-and-re1Jefl1 rlgllls. This change, ruosigncd to permit !he gov· 
ernment to rerain ils best employees, should'be maruo pan of an over.lll pet. 
sonnel redUction strategy. : 

ActIon a: ReestaIIIlsh Offk:e Of Personnel Management (OPM) monthlyaccount­
Ing Of full'tlme equivalent (FTE) employment. Withoutaceurate data pre. 
pared on a'regular basis and some agenoy to ove""" progress, the goal of 
t:l'imming m. bureauaacy will soon be forgOll... 

Action 6: Demand1from Congress 'Ihe ellmlnetlon Of laglalatlve limits on the 
number and tunctlon" Of pollUcal appointees. and reduce the lime... 
jive OffIce Of the PreIIldenl staff by 25 percent. You will need 10 main­
tain and even increase m_ number of political appointees if th_ bureaucracy 
is IlOIlO si]:lother refOtm initiatives. It is pol,dcal appointees who will deter­
mine whciher or nOl the Administration will be successful. But the Execu­
tiyC om.:. of the President is blo.tlOd by its own blm:auoracy. and its 
efficiencY,is Impaired. Fulfilling your pledge to mlucc it by 25 percent will 
g;ve impetus 10 othet agencic. and Congn>S' to do likewise. and most 1m. 
'ponant. wiD make the Whim House. more effective and efficient tle<:ision· 
'making body. 
, 

Action 7: 'Reaffirm your commitment to the career service. A strong core of pouti­
:cal appointees ,till must rely upon • professional civil service to be .ffec­
,live. To achieve itl; sUPpOlI, you must protect the integrity of m. career 
,service by such things .. limiting "burrowing in" by political appointees 10 
,career posilions, and seeking changes in the 1.... to protect !he service, in· 
:eluding the repeal of the Rwn5pC':k AcL 
, , 

Action 8:' Announce a malOr prlvatlzallon and conlrac!lng-out Inltl8tlve. with theIresponslbJ1lty fer the Inillative transferred from the OffICe Of Manage. 
Iment anti Budget to lhe Office Of Personnel Management. Swes ""d 
Ilocal governments have used privatization extensively 10 cut costs and im­
prove efficiency. The feruoral govemmentl.s, behind the res! of !he co.ntty 

; in the use of private flnns and organizations to perform government opera­.., 
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lions. To Cl!!Ch up, it needs a major new initiative thai is effectively man· 
alie<L 

I 1 


ACtion 9: Modify exi811ng conll'8C'!lng-oul rulea to provide full-oostlng of federal 
•gov&rnment operations wh&n these are compared with prlvate bid­

ders. The ,bidding process today requires would·be private contraclOtS to 
factor all overhead COStS into bids, yet allows government agenci•• to ex· 
dude mmfi",ms from their calculations. Loading the dice in this way often 
deprives the taxpayer of the opportunity for more efficient service. 

, 
Actio" 10: upgracli the performance appralll8l 8"d pey·fof<gerlormance eya­


lems, and extend performance pay beyond manager&, to the general 

work fOrce. Better pay f()f boner performance i. lit the heon of sound pri· 

vate sectOr personnel.incentive programs. The opportunity to do this is too 

limill:d in a rederal sectOr that needs constant attention to appraisals and reo 

suiting rewards to overcome the disincentives of. rule-driven, play·it-safe 

civil service system. I 


. . I 

Opp0l1unl1les for Reform 

If you take prompi and decisive steps such as the.., you can mili significant headway into 
cutting lh<1overhead cost of government and toward maJdng the federal work forte function 
m"", efficiently; The federal bureaucracy is • bloated target for management and budgetary re­
f<Ttm, Personnel COstS (wage. and benefits) equal 15.5 percent of total domestic spending. and 
other administrative overhead adds 24 percent more, so even minor efficiency gains will trans· 
la1I: into big savings. For ..ample, federal retirement alone _IS for 4 percent of the budget. 
Wbile tougher options are possible, by simply limiting the COit of living incn:ases to the maxi­
mum amount of the Social Securitycost·of·living·adju,tment «X)LA) inc",..." it would be 
possible to .ave $1 billion the fint year. and 520 billion over five years. 

Of co"""'. ifyou really mean to go beyond penon.el savillgs and aclUaily attack the deficit, 
the Administl'ation Of Ronald Reagan could give some additional guidance. After elll1:rully tak· 
ing out the effectS ofinLereS' and savings and loan bailout costs, Heritage Foundation scholars 
Scott Hodge and RObeR Rector have shown that the domestic spending Reagan targe!lOl\de· . 
clined from 14.8 percent of gross domestic produCt to 12.2 percenl under his initiative.. catO 
In.tilU'" $Cholar Su;phen Moore documenu that the growth tall: of real government spending 
under Reagan was One·third that of the next ciosesl Administration since World War II. Thu. if 
you are prepared to take serious actions and plan well. there is proof that you can achieve reo 
sults. 

But why, you might .... shouldconservadves urge you to learn from the Reagan period, so 
that you might successfully !rim the federal government. allowing you to Culml your campaign 
promise and making it more likely that the federal bureaucracy will carry out your policies? For 
two ",a.ons.The Mt is that by indieating exactly how you can carry OUt your campaign 
pledge. arid identifying ""lion. you wouid have to take if you really do want '" CUt the bureau­
cratic o~rhead of the federal government. {he American people will have a checklist on which 

• I 
.. 
" 

I 

1 Rohe:rl Reew; lind, S:;oti Hodg4. ~W1u1 Cf.C'I"ce B~ i.J Not BeincToldAbolJt Fe&ral ~.~ HeriUifl Po\Jnd&bon 
Blli:lg10WlloditJ' No. 8$6, M~c.h 4, 1m. p. 2. 
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now {U l",.U~ us: r~l<u p~he."';'I"""l 

to compare petfonnance with rltetoric. If you lI.I\O senOUS-<Jf nOl-thr.y will be able to tell 
fmm YOIIT actions. 

The second "'O$O!1 is that a serlous threat to your Srrategy to ...form government will come 
from insiik the fcderaI b"",.ucraoy-as it did when Ronald Reagan came to power. It is the na· 
ture of bu",.uc,""y: Pressure will come fmm those who do not wanl a lean. efficient govem· 
men•• bul simply a large one. And il wiD corne fmm those who will try to promote the old· style 
libenl "solutions» through bun:aucracy and "'gulana" thaI wen: rejected at tile ballot box. It is 
in your inten:'~ as well •• the intereStS of conservatives, to ensure chal chose force. are not suc· 
cessful chrougn omission. Ifyou pursue these recommendations to make the federal bureau· 
cracy worl< efficienlly for you and the.. old·Ubenil policies are still pursued. then you will not 
be able to blam. any failures on bureaucratic imransigence. and tho American people will be 
able to judge fairly thati. was the libenl policies that were the problem. And ifyoodo refonn 
lI1e bureaucracy to make it carry OUt the policies of yourWhite House. that also will proviik an 
efficient executive branch to enable the next conservative Administration to correct the failed 
Uberal policies that were edopted. 

LESSONS OI'THE REAGAN AOMINISTRATION 

The bed news is that cutting 100,000 federal jobs will be difficull. The unions and managerial 
Il$sociations will protest vigorously, the career managers wiD resiS! having fewer subotdin.",. 
to spread ihe worl< and build their empires, and the political appointees will try to avoid the 
hard ikciSions that will attractunwarranred press attention. The good news is WI it can be done 
-Ronald Reagan '.I!owed how. 

Then.(lovemor Reagan promised in the 1980 election to reduce the size of the bureaucracy. 
On.. in office he classified his goal as a deetease in non-defe... fuU·time equivalent (FIE) 
personnel of 75,000. The accompanying table ,haws !hat between 1981 and the end of the ilI'St 
Reagan teJlll in 1984, non-defense fedenll employment went down by 78,650, thereby exceed­
ing his goal. The dOcrease in number of employee•• the "head coun~" actUally was !OS,4l!4. Sig· 
nificantly, aboUI90 pen:enl of the deeJea.s. had been achieved by the end of the f'lI'St year. 
Early, bold, and inflexible ac· 
tion in the fonn of. total freeze 
On .mploYmen~ followed later 
by a mori flcoible, managed 
freeze, a1lmwd the target to be 
ItCbieved. 

It is alsO imponant to learn 
from the shoncominp of 
Reagan·s.secondtmn. By the 
end of the second term, oon-de­
fense employment totals bad 
edged back up neaily to tile lev­
els un<kr;Jimmy Carter, a1. 
though defense civilian and 
military lotaiS bad begun a 
do..."waid lrend. The problem 
was that che energy.of the f'ust 
term had1latgely dissipared and 
cl• .,. plan. and goal. were not 

Even As Civilian Military Personnel Are Cut. 

Non..Oefense SUl'93ucrecy Graws 


• 

....... "" ..... '"....,"". ­
".-~......... - ­

set. so the nat'llnll forces of bureaucratic growth re-assened themselves. The reductions 
achieved. in the core Great Society agencie. generally held firm, bUI personnel grew in those 
agencies~lhat received less personal presidential atlention. 

f " 

I 

http:9456??39P.OS


----- ---- ---

The Federal Bureacracy: Many Early 
'" Non-Defense Personnel Cuts Gave Way to Increases , 


Agency 1981 1984 1990 1993 

108.986 111,021Agriculture 
5,115 4,454AID 

32.305 .. '36.682Cornmen.:.: 
28.681 27.444Corps of Engi..... 
5,025 5,032Education 

16.708 19.960 
EPA 
Energy 

11.412 11,917 
Gen. Services Admin. 25,572 19.858 
Health and Human S .... 1:l6,969 12S.704 

IS,517 18,265Uber 
22,080 24.941NASA 

3,441 3;mNuclear Reg. Comrn. 
12,437 13.831HIJD 
73,245 74.000 

• - 5S.1M 91,%8 
Interior ~ 
Justice 

5,710 6,158Office of Pc.... M .... 
8.137 . 8,603Panam. Canal 
4,238 4.637Small B"siness Admin. 

State 24.139 26,012 
61,130 70,212Transportation 

123,155 161,964Treasury 
23.000Tenn. Valley Authority I 31.952 

8.167 8,679USIA 
218,545 221,518Veterans 

41.414 57,382Other 

1.084,996 1.187.929Non-<lefense 
1.011,532 861,172 
2;177.717 1,846,923

Civil"", Military _ 
Unifonned Military 

Office of Personnel Management.Source: The. Budgel Of Ihe tin/tAd 

81-84---_. 

~ 

~ 
81-93 -....-.-- ­

~ 
- 1.162 
+335 

·4.886 ~ 
• 1.602 

+1,285 

+ 5,056 

·12.900 

-28,296 

- 3.383 

+2,220 


·71 

- 1,866 

·7.747 


+43,546 
• 'nS 
·S3S d 
·61 

+ 2~tJ25 
+ 2.157 

+36.700 

-21.752 

+1,043 


+Il,943 

+11.795 
 ~ 
+24.283 
-69,928 ." 

-27M79 ill 
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Setting Priorities: What Reagan Old. What Bush Old Not 

I 

Whll.die two RJoagan terms are instructive in their different ways, so is the Presidency of 
your imm.idiale pn:de<:essor in the White House, George Bush said he. too. would cut the bu­
reau<:r.!CY,' but he never made clear beforehand what programs were to be targeted, even in the 
genetal terms ofthe second Reagan Administtation. Nor did he detail plans specifying bow or 
to what degree this should be acoomplished after he entered office. Consequently the domestic 
bllttaucrocy under Bush increased 24.283 (actually more if blJdget sleight' of hand are cor­
rected) duTing his term. Conversely, through congressional pressme and to a great degree 
against Bush's desire•• uniformed military personnel actually went down 27Sln9 and civilian 
roilitar}' employment decreased 69.928, 

The imponanl point about the data in the ..ble is the different panems during the conserva­
tive Reagan and more moderate Bush Administtations.The.. are actullUy four patterns: 

PaHern 1: Reagan Bnd lUSh beth were tough an farelgn alII (AID). government 

engineering projects (the Carps of Engineers and the Tennessee 

Vailey'AuthOrlty), Ellucallon. the General 5ervlcee AdministratIOn, 


; Health and Human services, and the Small 8uslness Admlnislra­
, dan. 

Pattern 2: While Reagan Wall slgnlflcanUy tougher In 8 second set of egeneles

i - Agitcultun!, IIOlIsIng and l/ItIan Development, InIDrlar, Labar, 

, Office of Personnel Management, and the Panama cansl Commls­

I sloo - the Gush Administration held up reeaanably well, too. 


Pattern 3: Bolh AdministratIOns went weak In the _ In the ~ of JustICe. 

Ve1eI'llM. the State Department, and the Unllad SISleS Infonnallan 

Agency, presumably because of JOint RepubllClln suppolt of law 

and order, veterans, and upholding the flag abroad. 
, 


" 
Pattern 4: 	Where Reagen and lUSh differed the mast was over nsgulatary 

egenclell. Gush seemingly could not say no - whether at the EnvJ. 

ranmsnlal PrOll1Cllan Agency, In malO< cabinet departments (1I'e. 

eury tax agents - perversaly addeCIlo the budget as "SlNlnga" to 

Inere..... revenues; and commerce and enel'llY 0_19), 0' In In. 

dependent ("other'') nsgulatory bodies. Z 


I ' 	 ' 

Thus President Reagan. at leas' in the first term, CUI positions aero.. the non-defen'••pee­
trum, W~g only 0/1 positions related 10 crime and, America', presence abroad. while Bush 
let much of domestic government grow without any ieal overall plan. II is Reagan, then-set­
!lng and .ticl:i.ng: to hi' agenda and acmeving il the first term before the interests affected "'" 
aIesced-who provides the best model for a ai.ton Administration '""""ss in tutting 
personnel. ' 

I 
1 W'l1li1m o. Latf., mand Nancy BQrd.. "O~Rush'1 HiddmT_:l:"IM £xpLo:lion. in ~JWsticm.:· Hc:ri!qc- rQU/ldc.ucn 

llatkg1'QlVI4e, No, 905, July 10. 1992. 
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How to Cut the Fc.dcral Bu~aucracy '/ 

The 	PolIUcs: Also Follow Reagan, Not Jlmmy;earter 
Althoughl it was ~nal<l Reagan who actually cut Ille bureaucracy, Jimmy Caner prepared the 

way for hi$ s""""$(Jr's achi"""men~ Pre.ident Carter was !lected on a platform to reform the
bun:aumcY, and in 1978 he pushed through to .n""nnen! lhe hi.toric Civil Service Reform Act 
(CSRA) Without that refonn. the Reagan Administration would nOl have been able, as Paul 
Taylor of die WashinglOn Post put i~ "to as')tt its policy contrOl oVer the top levels of its bu­
reaucracy" an<llhereby to.any out its goal,. The CSRA was crucial because it provided a 
more flexible personnel management system. which allowed federal executives actually to man­
age·1 

The problem was Ibat Jimmy Carter did not teU anyone that he bad fulfilled his promise to reo 
form the b~y. and what it meant He did not highlight hi$ accomplishments. even to his 
own manaiets. and thus reuiVe<\ only the negative new' generated in the media from the 
unions and'o!hen who opposed him. So the CSRA y;e!de4 few tangible results under Caner; to 
• great degree time simply ran nut on hi. term. By contrast, from dey one, Reagan and his = 
used the tool. of the .CSRA and kept the issue of reducing the size of the government and in­
creasing its eff'teiency fmnly in the neWS so that they could general!> some eounrervailing sup­
port from apublic that praised the news that bureaucracy wa. being mastered. 

,, 
WHAT YOu CAN CUr

• 
What i. the federal 

bureaucracy1 When're­
porting federal employ­
ment figures, me pres. 
IOIItinely inclnde. !he 
independent Postal Ser­
vice-which cannOt, 
be managed directly 
by !he President-in 
goverrunent employ. 
ment 1DtaJs~ 10urnalists 
also do not tend lQ dis­
tinguish between dO-, 
fense civilian 
employment (which 
President Reagan , 
wanted to expand U) 

win the Cold Wor) and 
domestic civiUan per­
sonnel (wh,ich Reagan
planned to CUt). Some.. 

Federal Civil Service Structure 
1.990.000 Full·Time Employees 

-..,
GM-P..... lS 

~ ..... I -"'-­
i c 	 I 
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times the uniform~ military are included. and often they are not. A confusion as you prepare 
to assume offiee. President~eleet Clinton. is that as candidate you did not make clear where you 
want to make reductinns . .; 

Canty is essential because the civilian personnel system is immensely complex. As pictured 
roughly in the accompanying chart. it has many discreet elements: 
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1) 	 preslClenUal appolnleeS, about SOO In nllmber, whO llel'lle at the pleasure of the chief 
executive; 

2) 	 Non-eareef senior executives, totaling approximately 700, serving at the pleasure of ,
the agency head; 	 , 

3) Career Sanlor executives, conslsUng of 6,000 or 80 Individuals, who are protecfed by 
senior EJeCUllve service (seS) rules; 

I ' 
4) SChedUle C non-career managers and policy makers, aboUll,700 In number, serving 

at the pleasure Of the agency head; 
I 

5) Career managers, numbering 120,000, who are protected by CIvil Sel'llice rules; 
I

6) 	 General SChadule prolesslonal, acmlnlstrallva, an<! clerical white collar workers, 
IOlalllng 1.3 million, who are protected by Ihe ClYIl Service rulea: 

I 
7) Wage Qrede blue collar employees, numberfng 300.000, who also are protected;

I :" 	 I 

8) 	 Spee,lalized pensonnelSChadules, who are 120,000 or so worl<ere organized Into a 
dOzen prot_lonal schadules, such as FOfGlgn Servlce,lawyers, admlnlstraUve 
Judges, publl~ health and madlcal parsonnal; and , ' 

9) The uniformed mllHary, comprl81ng 1.8 million employeea, grouped In their own 
systems. 

It is impOnant for'teehnical and other ....._ that you understand and decide which of these: 
categories, is to be included in your target and which is not. The alternative is for reduCtions to 
!JIke place in haph.z.m ways-<)l' not at all-in areas no! in accord with your wishes. 

Can DefenSe Cuts Achlevethe Goal? 
" 

Given the struCture of the federal work fon:e. you can hardly achieve pan of your goal by tak­
ing aedit for Postal Service personnel n:ducnons. For one thing, the Postal Service already is 
taking step. to reduce its personnel. S~ 30,000 management and staff positions aIe being 
eliminated by l'o>lmaster General Marvin Runyon, and so far an additional 17,000 postal em- . 
ployecs have accepted an offer of early retirement For another, the Service is now a semi-pri­
vate organization in whlch you do not have the power to cut position. directly. The real 
question fOr you is whether yow: personnel reduction goal can be met through reducing defense 
alone. as many liberals clearly want 

Focusin~ on defense mise. the question: How much is enough? U n\fanned military employ· 
men. already has declined by over a quaner.million and civilian defense personnel have been 
cut by almost 70,000 from the Camr levels. However, as a candida", you also pledged to cut 
uniformed pe"oone1200,000. so your promise of a 100,00 reduCtion in the bureaucracy pre­
sumably muS! be ...,tricted '0 civilian workers. You could confine the 100,000 reduction to just 
civilian d~fe':lse employees, a significant portion of whom are now planned for downsizing 
over the long run. But your pledge is not very meaningful in policy or management terms: if it 
does not cover an)'ihing other than what i, already planned. and nothing new for Democrats if 
it covers only defens•. The iOlereSling '1o.Slion is wllOthcr your pledge implies more. , 

HOW TO CARRY oUr YOUR PLEDGE 

Bearing in mind'the experience of previous Administrations, and the pitfalls and complexi~ 
ties involved in reducing the federal bureaucracy. the foHowing ten..point action plan would be 
a sound strategy for achieving your goaL, . 



TO 9456'77.39 P.:.0 
How to Cut !:.he Federal Bureaucracy • 

Action 1: Institute an Immediate total Ireeze on ledera. hiring (except political 
, appointees). accompanied by II 3 pareent edmlnlstratlve cut. 

In government management, experience shows that most _I progress is made by using blunt 
insuuments. A majority of the early success of Ihe Reagan employee reduction policy was the 
result of Ihe IOral fIeeze he placed on hiring before be even left the Capitol on Inauguration 
Day. As President. you musllikewise act decisively and immediately ifyou are to be judged a. 
acting seriOusly. Placing a tOlal freeze on feder.ol employment thus sbould. be among your fm! . 
acts. As a candidate you also promised a3 percen[ across-the-board adminis1r&tive overhead re­
duction. which should be made pan of [be',.me package of measures during the fIrSt few deys 
of your l"ri!sidency.. 

I . 

A toral free... will allow you to build a "bank" of CUI worll: years that will permit you 10 
achieve your full target ofreductions over a longer period through more rational management . 
planning. 

The fIeeze should be "perJllanen~" and it should exempt only the political "",ployee. you 
IlC:C<1IO organize your new Adminis1r&tion. Permanent means in this sense indefinite • .so that 
govmiment officialS cannot plan simply 10 delay hiring while proceeding 10 plan future hinls. 
The meze cannot i~ practice remain toral for 100 long without causing severe problems. but 
that should not dissuade you from in,tituting the policy. The freeze will need to be modifl1:d 
after six months or so, but the Wbite House should not indicate in advance how it might be 
modifl1:d or there Will be burelueratic gaming. 

, 
Action ~! Demand the ellmlnatlon of minimum staffing levels In all depart­

I ments end agencle$. 
, 

During the Reagan and Bush years. for inStanee, Congress placed minimum personnel levels 
in several depanments and agencies to protect certain programs. This is micro-managing at ilS 
worst and ,an intnlsion inlO presidential prerogative. Yau do have the advantage. however. that' 
Congress might be more willing to end the", limitations for an President of the same parry. 

Actlon 3: In the'McOnd phase Of the freeze, JnstltU1e a modified freeze. 

edmlnlatered by the 0111011 of Personnel Management. 


A second phase of the free.. should be introduced after about six months. This should allow 
exceptions for eriticalakilh and to fill positions for essential functions. To keep agencies from 
subverting the employment reduction function, the proce.. must be managed centrally by an ; 
agency with the expertise and clear focus upon personnel to make the policy a high priority, 
and manajled by an official strongly committed to your personnel reduction goals. 

The terJ)ptation, of course, is 10 tum to the Offlce of Management and Budget (OMB)-cloSe 
by within.the Executive Office of the President-to handie the exception. proces. in a modi­
fied free.... OMB has neither the needed slUll. nor will it have the n~sary clear focus upon· 
the mission. The ","son is that the budget, not managemen" necessarily dominates OMB', pei-. 
speetive. OMB only seriously analyzes the COS! effcc", ofpcrsonncllO spc<:il!c prog;ram. and, 
agencies, :never to true staffing 1lC:C<1s, much less to!be overall obje<:tive of reducing the .ize of 
the bUtta¥a'lcy. . i 

The Office of Personnel Management. by contrast. need not surf"" from these defICiencies. 
OPM has the knowledge-or can regain it-of agency operations needed 10 assess true l'UIui!e­
ments. And through its special pay rates program, OPM can dotennin. 'he need for specialized

• 
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