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Appendix One-138 !

THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2993

Table 4-1. FEDERAL EMPLIVMENT N THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH®
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|
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Memo to OMB giving them authority to cut beyond 3%, Authorize OMB with authority to
move funds from administrative accounts o program accounts,

5, Budget Estimates (House Budget Is Reworking These Numbers)

Effects Of 3% Administrative Cuts On The Deficit - Based on information from the
House Budget Commzttee we know that a2 3% reduction in administrative costs will provide
considerable samng,s from 1994 through 1997 (this does not include a 1.5% cut in the FY93
budget). ;

TABLE 1. (Outlays In Billions)* .
1 1224- 1295 i89¢ 1897

Bersonpel (Defense And Non Defense)
Reduce Civilian Personnel By 100,000(net) 0.5 -1.4 2.4 3.4 -
Reduce Civilian Personnet By 200,000(net) 0.9 -2.8 4.8 -8.9

*Does not include members of the armed forees

3. ereen it Bach
{Non-Defense {}n§y)

Reduce ch»?erséme%f**
Non-Entitlement ﬁxpeases -0.8 -1.8 -2.8 «3.9
Reduce Central Maﬁagemem Expensecs*** 3.2 0.4 0.6 0.9

é
“*Non-Personnel/non-entitlernent expenses include travel and transportation; travel of things;
commumnications, utzimes and miscellaneous; printing and reproduction; and supplies and
matenials,

*x*+Central administration and management expenscs are the cost of the Secretary’s oifice
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
COSLS.

There is ovcrlap between all of these propesals; therefore, combining the proposals
would resull in d(}ublelwummg We don't vet have a figure that includes personnel in
administrative costs, although we do have numbers on reducing 100,000 federal employees
which abesdd 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,

& Key Advisers Consulted

John Angell - House Budget Committee
Kathy Sykes -~ Congressman Dave Obey

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

1952 -- 2,066,353
ig6z2 -- 1,896,178
1972 -- 2,116,687
1982 ~~ 2,110,433
1892 -~ 2,227,709

*Source: Office of Personnel Management; Federal Workforce
Statistics ! ‘
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MEMORANDUM

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

Re: Executive Actions

I have spoken with Ed Rea, Chief of Budget Concepts Branch, OMB (395~
3172) who is supervising the implementation of the Administrative Culs and the
Federal Workforce Reduction. He Is currenily supervising the budget examiners who
are putting together an “account by account scrub® definition of what administrative
expenses are. (As per Object Class 20 series which includes: travel, transponation of
things, renis (not rents paid to GBA) communications, printing and reproduction,
consulting and other sarvices.) He sald ha will "try to remember” to forward drafts to
us for review and comment prior 1o distribution.
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1. Growth of the Federal Bureaucracy Under Reagan-Bush

Tomoyrow, the Pregident will sign an Executive Oxder to
reduce the federal bureaucracy by 100,000 or more. These
reductions will come from all aQanies, based on a sahedule that
will be worked out by OMB.

This Order will reverse the past decade of growth in the
buresucracy under Reagan and Bush. Non-defense amplaym&nt in the
executive hranch has grown from 1,084,986 in 1984 to 1,187,929 in
1993, an inarease of 102,933, or 9*5%. {Keep in mind that this
Order will alao apply to eivilian defense employment, which has
declined over that period.)
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X. Growth! In The Federal Bureaucracy 4 k tb %0:5 ,b:+b3
’ t
Total Ezecutive Branch Employment® Qﬂi q \s O
{FTEs in thousands) ~Y*1 e \

1982 -- 2076 L B M/(’;"’ fled
T R e R, e

1985 -~ 2114 -2
1986 -~ 2114

1887 -~ 2107

1988 w= 2111

1989 ~- 2131

1960 ww 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 Emplovment®*
B
1984 ww 1,084,996

1990 --  1)169,370
1993 -~ 1,187,929

Percentage éhange increase from 1984 to 1992 -~ 9.5%
Total incre%se from 1882 to 1992 -~ 102,933

IT. Bastimated Savings From 3% Cut In Federal Administrative
Budget And 100,000 Reduction In Federal Executive Branch /

1]
Baployment ﬁkipage
: {dollars in billions) ,,/“’;#MM
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

100, 000 :
workforce | RTR
Reduction .2 .7 1.3 1.5 1.6 =y (34 billa
3% Cut In
Adminigt- R
rative “wh®
Budget 4 .9 1.4 2.4 2.5 — 14 Bilkan

ok
TOTALS .6 1.6 2.7 3.9 i.1 L’/‘J

i
H

* Excludes ppstal workers, uniformed personngl, and legislative
and judiciary.

i

i

1
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No. 5 | 214 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E.  Washington, D.C. 20002-4999  (202) 546-4400

December 14, 1992

wh

- HOwWTOCUT
| TI—IE FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY

|

E

We cannat pu: peoplz first and creste jobs and economic growth without 2
rewfazzm in govmmmz We musr ke awqy power from the emrenched
b:zmzucmcies ;z:zd special interests that dominate Washington....

15 will reduce the White House Sraff by 25 percent and challenge Congress to do
theisame ... [I will] eliminase 100.000 unnecessary positions in the bureaucracy. |
will cut 100000 federal govermment positions through anrition .. . .1 will require
f&deraf managers and workers o ackieve o 3 percen: across-zﬁz board
mm:mma savings in avery federal agency.

k3

i
i i giﬁ &m
Pulting Pesple Firg:
E s A Narbonal Economic Strategy for Americg.

EXECUTIVE SUMM&RY

Thm are few cam;&algn promises that will become due earlier zhan your pledge o cnt
100,000 federal government employee posidons. Your commiunent to reform—or your lack of
if—will bc obvious ta the American people from the very beginning,

You have appmmiy modelled your ransition and initial leg:slatm strategy on the early
days of ﬂ';i} Reagan Administration, You would be wise to examine that Administration’s strat-
egy on md:.zcmg the size of the federal bureaucracy, wo, for 1t offers 2 wsted means to achieve

youy campaign pledges. That experience, and the lessons from other Administrations, suggests
a ten-point action plan for achieving your objectives: .

Action 1: institute on Inauguration Day a tofal ireeze on federal hiring {(excop!

| potitical appoiniments), accompanied by a 3 pereent across-the-board
| agministrative cut, This is the kind of blunt instrament approach needed if
your goal is 10 be accomplished. Because it allows no exceptions, bureaucratic
'gaming cannot frusmaw the achievement of the bulk of your personnel
| reduction target, allowing appropriate adjusiments 10 be raade later, after most
1 of the wrgeted savings have been accumulated at the beginning.

:
i

Neseg: Nothing weiten nere S 2 be consiryey 88 necessanly refliacing ing wews of The igritage Foundation or as an gilempt i e;d or
nindar Ihe DBSSAgS of gny ::4! oefore Congross.

%
i
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Action2: Demac taat Congress eliminate minimum staffing laveis In all depart-

mems and agencies. A reduction program cannot be effective if large
amas of personnel are excepted from its control,

Agtion 3; 2n the second phase of personnel reductions, Institute & modified
ireeze This more flexible hiring freeze should be planned for an unnamed
date 3t least six months in the funire, and administered by the Office of Per-
mcf Management. This will allow continued reductions but ones managed
m accord with the efficient use of personnel resources.

Action 4: mxrmg tha maodified freeze, reform the Reduction-in-Farce {(RiF) regu-
iatlons to give more weight tv performance and less to seniority, ang
to limit bump-and-retreat rights. This change, designed to permit the gov-
ernment 10 tetain its best employees, should be made part of an overall per-
sonnel reduction strategy.

Action §: Reegiablish Otfice of Personnet Management (OPM) monthly actount-
Ing of fullitime equivaient {FTE) employment. Without accurate data pre-

pared on a'regular basis and some agency t oversee progress, the goal of
simming the bureascracy will soon be forgoten.

Action &: Demand ‘trom Congress the glimingtion of legistative limits aon the
number and functions of political appointees, and reduce the Exocu-
tive Office of the President staff by 26 percent, You will need 1o main-
1ain and even increase the number of political appointees if the bureaucracy
i3 not to sinother reform initiatives. It is polirical appointess who will deter-
mine whe:her or not the Administration will be successful, But the Execo-
tive (}fﬁce of the President is bloated by its own bureauvcracy, and its
cfﬁcwncy is impaired. Fulfilling your pledge to reduce it by 25 perceny will
gm: impetis 10 other agencigs and Congress 10 do likewise, and most im-
partant, will make the White House & more effective and efficient decision-
‘making body.

Action 7: Reattirm your commitment to the career service. A strong core of polit-
‘cal appointees sall must rely upon & professional civil service 1o be offec-
tve, To achieve its support, you must protect the integrity of the carcer
service by such things as limiting “burrowing in” by political appointees 1o
‘caresr positions, and seeking changes in the law to protect the service, in-
cluding the repeal of the Ramspeck Act

Actton 8: Announce a major privatization and contracting-out Initiative, with the
responsibliity for the Inltiative trangferred from the Oftice of Manage-

| ment and Budget to the Oftice of Personnel Management. Stases and

i Jocal governments have used privanzation exteasively to cut ¢osts and im-

prove efficiency. The federal government lags behind the rest of the county

; in the use of private firms and organizations 10 perform govemment opera-
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tions, To cawch up, it needs a major new initiative thar is effecrvely man-
aged.

Action 9: MLéify existing contracting-out rules to providu {uli-casting of fodergl
gmmment pperations whaen these are compared with private bld-
ders, The bidding process today requires would-be private contractors to
factor all overhead costs into bids, vet allows government agencies to ex-
clude many irems from their calculations. Loading the dice in this way often
deprives the taxpayer of the opporturity for more efficient service.

Action 10: Upgrade the performance appraisal and pay-for-performance gys-
tems, and oxtend performance pay beyond managers io the general
work foree. Better pay for better performance is at the heart of sound pri-
vate sector personnel-incentive programs. The opporunity 1o do this is too
himited in a fedoral sector that needs constant auention w appraisals and re-
sulting rewards 10 overcome the msmcennves of a rule-driven, play-it-safe
¢ivil scmoc, system.

Opportunities tor Reform

If you take prompt and decisive steps such as these, you can make significant headway into
curing the overhead cost of government and oward making the federal work foree function
more efficiently. The federal bareaucracy is a blosted targer for management and budgetary re-
form. Personnel conts (wages and benefits) equal 15.5 percent of wtal domestic spending, and
other sdministrative overhead adds 24 percent more, so even minor efficiency gains will rans-
late into big savings. For example, federal retirement alone accounts for 4 percent of the budget
While tougher options are possible, by simply E:;mmng the cost of Imng increases to the maxi-
mum anount of the Social Security cost-of-living-adjustment (COLA) increase, it would be
possible 1 save $1 billion the first year, and $20 i&ﬁhcn over five years.

Of course, if you really mean to go beyond personzzﬁi savings and acrually arack the deficlt,
the Administration of Ronald Reagan could give some additional guidance. After carefully tak-
ing out the effects of interest and savings and loan bailout costs, Heritage Foundation achaim
Scon Hodge and Robert Rector have shown that the domestic spending Reagan targe ‘
¢lined from 14.8 percent of gross domestic product w0 12.2 percent under his initistives. Caeo
Institure scholar Stzphcn Maoore documents that the growth rate of real government spending
under Reagan was one-third that of the next closest Administration since World War II. Thus if
you are prepared 10 ke serious actions and pian well, there is proof that you can achieve re.
sults, ¢ ,

But why, you might ssk, should conservatives urge you to leam from the Reagaa period, so
that you might successfully trim the federal government, allowing you to fulfill your campaign
promise an(% making it more likely that the federal bursaucracy will carry out your ;wizczcs" For
Iwo masans The first is that by indicating exactly how you can carry out your campaign
pledge, and identifying actions you would have o take if vou really do want w cut the bureau-
cratic overhead of the federal government, the American people will have a checklist on which

i {
;

1 Robert Rector, and Seott i-lodg; “What Clearge Bush is Not Belng Told Aot Federal Spending.” Heritage Foundadon
3 &igfom No. 885, March 4, 1992, p. 2.

H
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to com parc performance wuh rhewric. If you are serious-0r not-wthey will be able o tell
from your acaons,

The second reason is that a serious threat (o your stratzgy 10 reformn government will come
from inside the federal bureaucracy~as it did when Ronald Reagan came to power. It is the na-
wire of burrancracy: Pressure will come from those who do not want a lean, efficient govern-
ment, but simply & large one. And it will come from those who will oy 0 promots the old-style
liberal “solubons™ through bureaucracy and regulation that were rejected ag the ballot box. I is
in your interest, as well 13 the interests of conservatives, 1o ensure that these: forces are not suc-
cessful through omission. If you pursue these rscommendations to make the federal bureau-
cracy work cfficiently for you and these old-liberal policies are still pursued, then you will not
be able to blame any failures on burcancratic intransigence, and the American people will be
able 1o judge fairly that it was the Rberal policics that were the problers. And if you do reform
the bureancracy w make it carry out the policies of your White House, thet aiso will provide an
efficient executive branch 1o enable the next conservative Administration to ¢orrect the failed
liberal policies that were adopted.

LESSONS OF THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION

The bad news is that cunting 100,000 federal jobs will be difficult. The unions and managerial
associadons wili protest vigorously, the career managers will resist having fower subordinates
10 spread the work and build their empires, and the political appointees will try 1o svoid the
hard decisions that will attract unwarranted press anention. The good news is that it can be done
——Ronald Reagan showed how.

Then-(overnor Reagan promised in the 1980 election 10 reduce the size of the bureaucracy.
Onge in office he classified bis goal as a decrease io non-defense full-time equivalen (FTE)
personne! of 75,000, The accompanying table shows that between 1981 and the end of the firet
Reagan term in 1984, non-defense federal employment went down by 78,650, thereby sxceed-
ing his goal. The decrease in number of employees, the “head count,” actally was 105,484, Sig-
mficantly, about 90 pervent of the decrease had been achieved by the end of the first year,
Enrly, bold, and inflexible ac-
Hon in the formn of 2 ozl freerc Evan As Civilien Miﬁtﬁl‘\' Personnal Are Cut,
on cmp}oi.rmmt, foliowed later Non-Defense Bureaucracy Grows
by a more flexible, managed .
freeze, allowed the targe: to be ]
&zhzevcd, i

Itig zzsa important to leamn
from the shoromings of S
Reagan's second worm. By the °r N
end of the second 1erm, non-de- Erpil
fense employment totals had
edged back up nearly w the lev- W
els um!eri}zmmy Carter, al- -0 o
though defense civilian and | 1981-1984 | 1984-1990 | 1996-1993 |
military tozais had beguna '
downward gend, The problem _
was that the energy, of the first Non-Defense
term hadllargely dissipated and [ ®owes: T mogutof e thined S
clear plans and goals were not T s o Fonernd VTR e il
set, 3o the natural forces of bureaucratic growth re-asserted themselves. The reductions
achieved in the core Great Society agencies generally held firm, but personnel grew in those
agencies that received less personal presidential attention,
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The Federal Bureacracy: Many Early
Non-Defense Personnel Cuts Gave Way to Increases

W4 WED: 1l SESI-ee-28

_Agency 1984 1990 1993 81-84 81-93
Agriculuure. osous T (11,01 TG -oem
AID 5,115 it dsogie 4454 i %9 ; - 1,162
‘Commerce - T 32305 - [Hanidd s ¢ - 36682 Y, 4338
Corps of Engineess 28,681 27444 - 4,886
Education 5025 5032 - 1,602
Energy 16,708 19960 + 1,285
EPA {1412 17917 + 5,056
-Gen. Services Admin. {23 55553207, 25,572 19,838 12,900
Health and Human Ser. 134 136,969 125,704 28,296
NASA 22,080 24947 + 2,220
MNuclear Reg, Comun. 1441 N -7t
HUD 12,437 13,837 - 1,866
Interior _ 13245 74 000 -7,147
Justice 58,244 91,968 443,546
Office of Pers. Man, 5710 6,158 - I8
Panama Canal 8137 8,603 - 538
Smaf) Business Admin, 4,238 4,637 - 67
State 24,139 26012 +2.925
Transportaton 61,130 70,212 + 2,157
Treasury §4%¢ 123,185 161,964 +36,700
Tenn, Valley Authority | 31952 23,000 21752
USIA BA67 8679 +3,043
Yeterans 218,545 221,518 +11,943
Other 41414 7,382 +11,795
Nondefense 1084996 | RIAM0 1,187,929 24283
Civitian Military 1011532 | 980050 861,772 69928
Uniformed Military ~ |5;2,122, AL iy ?iié.z‘igsjﬂm il 1846923 215071

Source: The Budget of the United Stales: the U. S. Office of Personnel Management.

i

BELLBGYE

92 d



02-08-3993 11:51AM  FRrOM T0 B4BE7739

5

THIW 2 W UL LG £ it Gl Sl S w et i 3

P. 87

Setting Prl‘mmes: What Reagan Did, What Bush Did Not

While the two Reagan terms are instructive in their different ways, so is the Presidency of
your zmmedme predecessor in the White House. George Bush said he, 00, would cut the bu-
reaucracy, but he never made clear beforehand what programs were to be targeted, even in the
general terms of the second Reagan Administraton. Nor did he detail plans specifying how or
to what degree this should be accomplished after he entered office. Consequently the domestic

burcaucracy urder Bush increased 24,283 (accually mare if budget sleights of hand are cor-
rected) during his term. Conversely, through congressional pressure and to a great degree

against Bush’s desirgs, uniformed milizary personnel actually went down 273,079 and civilian

military employment decreased 69,928,

The important point about the data inthe able is the different patierns during the conserva-

rive Reagan and more moderate Bush Administrations. There are actosily four patterns:

Pattern 1: Reagan and Bush beth were tough on foreign aid (AID), government
. engineering projects {the Corps of Enginears and the Tennessse
. Valiey-Authority), Edugation, the General Services Administration,
) Health and Human Services, and the Small Business Adminisira-
© tion.

Pattern 2! While Reagan was signiticantly tougher In 2 second set of agencies
{ = Agriculture, Houslng and Urban Development, interior, Labar,
. Offlce of Personnel Manggement, and the Panama Canal Commis-
I sion — the Bush Administration held up ressonably well, too.

Pattern 3: Both Administrations went weak In the knaes In the face of Justics,
. Yeterans, the State Department, and the United States Intormation
Agency, presumabily because of Joint Republican support of law

and ogéer, veterans, and upholding the flag abroad,

Pattern 4: Whore Reagan ang Bush di¥fered the most was over regulatory
¢ agencies. Buah geemingly could not say no « whother at the Envi.
o renmental Protection Agency, in major cabingt departments {trog-
gury tax agents - perversely addad to the budgot as "savings” 10
+ Increase revenues; and commernce and energy oversegers), or In ine
: dapeadem {"other"} regulatory bass%as

Thus P:cs;écm Reagan, ar least in the first werm, cut positions across tha non-defense spec-
trum, faliering only on positions related w crime and America’s presence abroad, while Bush
let much of domestic government grow without any real overall plan. It is Reagan, then—set-
ting and sticking 1o his agenda and achieving it the first 1erm before the interests affected co-

alescedwho pmv;f}cs the best model for a Clinton Administration sgccess in curting
personnel. '

£
-

i

2 Williem G. Laffer Ul and Nancy Bord, "George Bush's Hidden Tas: The Explosion in Regulstion,” Herirage Founduson
Backgrounder No, 905, Juty 10, 1992,
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The Pollﬁcé. Also Follow Reagan, Not Jimmy'Car‘ter

&Ethough it was msna_ld Reagan who actually cut the bureaucracy, Jimmy Carter prepared the
way for his szxccessor s achievement. President Carter was 2lected on a plarform o reform the
bureaucracy, and in 1978 he pushed through to enactment toe historic Civil Service Reform Act
{CSRA) w:m: that reform, the Rcagan Administratdon would not have been able, as Paul
Taylor of the Washington Post put it, * Tt its policy conirol over the top levels of its bu-
resucracy” and thereby 1o caery out its goad The CSRA was crucial because it provided a

more flexible personnel management system, which allowed federal executives sctually to man-
age. !

The problem was that Jimmy Carter did not tell anyone that he had fulfilled his promise 10 re-
form the bureaccracy, and what it meant. He did not highlight his sccomplishments, even o ks
own mansgers, and thus received only the negative news generated in the media from the
unions and others who opposed him. So the CSRA vielded few tangible results under Caner; 10
a great degree time simply ran out on his term. By contrast, from day one, Reagan and his team
used the wols of the CSRA and kept the issue of reducing the size of the government and in-
Creasing its cfficiency firmly in the news s that they could generat: some countervailing sup-
pert from & public that praised the news that bureaucracy was being mastered.

WHAT YOU CAN Cvr

What is the federal
porting federal employ- 1,990,000 Full-Time Employees
ment figures, the press
routinely includes the
independent Postal Ser- —
vice—which cannot, Ay Bt
be managed directly e — *a
by the President—in —
government employ- lyoe e
ment wials. Journalists BT
also do not tend o dis- !i GM trog 1S
tinguish berween de- | T
fense civilian !
%piamtga(whzck m:* ; oo

sident Reagan e

wanted 1o expand 1o v . | e
win the Cold War) and 3000 l ol
domestic civilian per- .
sonne! (which Reagan | wom: Teunasof 1932,
planned to cut). Some. L 3ourow: Ofarol Paone Moo Mer¥oge DorgChen

times the eniformed military are included, and ofien they are not. A confusion as you prepare
to assume office, President-eleet Clinton, is that as candidate you did not make clear where you
want to make mdzxc:mns

Clarity is css&ntml because the civilian personnel system is immensely complex. As pictured
roughly in the accompanying chart, it has many discreet elements:

¥

! § i
3 Paul Tevion ‘?r!’mﬁm Crestin Civil Sarvice in Reages Eon” The Warhingron Fost, Jawary 19, 1583 p AL
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1} Presidentisl appointess, about 500 in number, who serve at the pleasure of the chief
gxacutive;

2} nonmmef Senlor Executives, totaling approximaze!y 700, serving at the pleasure of
the agency head;

3 reer Sonter Exscutives, congiating of 6,000 or s0 Individuals, who am protected by
%nlclnr E:wwe Service (SES) niles;

4) Schedule C nen<areer managers and policy makers, about 1,700 In number, Wing
at zhe pleagure of the agancy head;

5 Caregr managers, numbering 120,000, who are protected by Civil Service rules;

8) ngmt Schedule protessionsl, administrative, and clerical white collar workers,
toialling 1.3 mililon, who gre protected by tha Clvil Service ruies;

7y Wag? Grade blue collar employees, ns}mbeﬁ?g 300,000, who also are protected;

8) Speclalizad peraonnel schadules, who are 120,000 or so workers organized into a
dozen professional schedules, such as Foralgn Service, lawyers, administrative
]udqas, 9:1!:2!0 health and medical pergonnal; and

9) The uniformed military, comprising 1.8 million employees, grouped In thelr own
systams.
It is important for technical and other reasons that you understand and decide which of these!
categaries is 10 be included in your target and which is not. The alernative is for reductions 10
take place in haphaza:ﬁ ways-~-0r net at all-in areas not in accord with your wishes.

Can Defonsa Cutslf Achieve the Goal?

Given the structure of the federal work force, you ¢an hardly achieve par of your goal by k-
ing credit for Postal Service personnel reductions. For one thing, the Postal Service already is
taking steps to reduce its personnel. Some 30,000 management and staff positions are being
eliminated by Postmaster General Marvin Runyon, and so far an sdditional 17,000 postal em-
ployses have accepted an offer of early retirement. For another, the Service is now a semi-pri-
vate organization in which you do not have the power 1o cut positions directly. The real
question fcr you is whether your personnel reduction goal can be met through reducing defense
alone, as many liberals clearly want.

Focusing on defense raises the question: How much is enough? Uniformed military employ-
ment atready has declined by over a quarter-million and civilian defense personnel have been
cut by almost 70,000 from the Carter levels. Bowever, as a candidate you also piedged tocut
uniformed personnel 200,000, so your promise of a 100,00 reduction in the bureaucracy pre-
sumably rust be restricted 10 civilian workers. You could confine the 100,000 reduction to just
civilian defense employees, significant portion of whom are now planned for downsizing
over the lon g run. But your pledge is not very meaningful in policy or management terms if it
does not cover anything other than what is already planned, and nothing new for Democrats if
1t Covers oniy defense. The inicresting question is whether your pledge implies more,

HOW TO CARRY OUT YOUR PLEDGE

Be anng in mind the experience of previous Administrations, and the pitfalls and compiexi-
ties involved in reducing the federal bureaucracy, the following ien-point action plan would be
a sound s:rategy for achieving your goal.
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Action 1: Institute an Immediate total freoze on federal hiring {except polltical
;- appaimaes), accompeanied by a 3 percent administrative cut.

In government management, experience shows that most real progress is made by using bluns
instuments. A majority of the early success of the Reagan employee reduction palicy was the
result of the total freezs he placed on hiring before he even left the Capitol on Inauguration
Day. As P'mzdezzt you must likewise act decisively and immediately if you are to be judged as
acting seriously. Placing & 1otal freeze on fedaral employment thus should be among your first -
acts, As 2 candidate you also promised a 3 percent across-the-board administrative overhead re-
duction, which should be made pan of the"same package of measures dtmng the first fow days
of your ?msxdancy

A total fmze wxﬁ allow you to build 8 "bank’ of cut work years that will permit you o
zchieve your full target of reductions over & loager period throngh more rational management
planning.

The fresze should be “permanent,” and it should exempt only the polidcat employess you
need to organize your new Administration. Permanent means in this sense indefinite, so thar
government ofﬁc;aix cannot plan simply 1o delay hiring while proceeding to plan future hirss. |
The freeze cannot in , practice remain wtal for too long without causing severs problems, but
that should ot dissuade you from instituting the policy. The freeze will need 1 be modified
after six months or s, but the White House should not indicare in advance how it might be
modified or there will be bureaucratc gaming.

Action 2 Demand the ellmination of minimum statfing levels in al! depant-
| ments and agencies.

|
During the Reagan and Bush years, for instance, Congress placed minimom personnel levels
in several departments and agencies to protect certain programs, This is micro-managing at iis
worst and an intrusion into presidential prerogative. You do have the advantage, however, that
Congress might be more willing to end these limimtions for an President of the same parry.

Action 3: In the second phasa of the freeze, institute a moditied fresze,
administared by the Qttlce of Personnel Management.

A second phase of the freeze should be intraduced after about six months. This should sllow
exgeptians for critical skaliz and to fill positions for ¢ssendal functions. To keep agengies from
subverting the employment reduction funcdon, the process must be managed cenwally by an -
agency with the expertise and clear focus upon personnel to make the policy a high priority,
and mazzafg’ed by an official srrongly commined to your personnel reduction goals.

The temptation, of course, is to turn o the Office of Management and Budget {{‘}MB}mclm
by within the Executive Office of the President—to handle the exceptions process in 2 modi-
fied freeze. OMB has neither the needed skills nor will it have the necessary clear focus upon-
the mission. The reason i3 that the budget, not management, necessanly dominates OMB’s per-
spective, OMB only sericusly analyzes the cost effects of personnel 1o specific programs and
agencies, never to true staffing needs, much less 10 the overall objective of reducing the size of
the burcaueracy.

The Office of Personnel Management, by contrast, need not suffer from thess deficiencies.
OPM has the knowledge~—or can regain it—of agency operations needed to assess wue require-
ments. And through its special pay rates program, OPM can determine the need for specialized
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