: Job Validation: The Library
| of Congress Experience

[ Glen A. Zimmerman

& I am particularly pleased to have the opportunity to share with you the
% "ary of Congress’ experience on job validation. There will be no attempt on
Y Part to delve into the legal and legislative history of Title VII and the
NSuing decisions made by the courts and such administrative bogh_es as tlhe
ual Employmem Opportunity Commission, the United Stateg Civil Seru_lce
rommission, and others. This has been covered elsewhere. I will be speaking
J.lam the point of view of a management official in a F_ede_ral agency that
.' PPens to be the largest library in the world. Our organizational set up and
H&ﬂizt!rsc:.nnel system may be more rigid or structured than many of your own,
~'%Ush you may wonder how this could be possible. a1
O For the sake of convenience and form, I am going to divide the topic into
A o€ Segments: (1) background information on the Library’s Affirmative
,(ziihon Program which laid the groundwork for the Library’s vahdat_lon study;
§) th “mechanics” of the study (for this section, I draw heavily on the
fcamracter’s report): and (3) the results and the impact of the study.

Th
eMotig
Cation

he p

€ topics of minimum qualifications and job validation are subject to
nal response. The responses include acceptance of the fact that qualifi-
S should be job related and that they should not have adverse impact on
Moy, "Otected classes defined under Title VII as well as feelings that such
g2 Uees are attacks on library professionalism, will dilute services, w1ll_ impact
iLiby. 'Sely on the quality of Library X’s staff, etc. The June 1, 19"78, issue of
C-Irm Journal stated that this program “could be a hot one.
fthe € word “hot” brings me back to the hot summer of”197l1 that marked
¢in th 3Inning of the Library of Congress’ “Time of Troubles \.Nhl(:h took place
yfire Eea_ﬂy 1970’s. Several of the Library’s personnel practices came under
Opr1INg this period, the Library of Congress was put upd_gr the Equal
;ersgort”m‘y Act of 1972 with the specific statutory responsibility for equal
: (the Eyg“e“t opportunity implementation ves_ted in the' Librarian of Congress
'Droch'i Tary is in the Legislative Branch and is not subject to many personnel
Brane u;es of the Civil Service Commission which oversees the Executive
-, gencies)
ELibr;r! order to discharge the Library’s responsibility under the law, th‘e
i N requested positions and funds from the Congress. The Library's
ibas‘ Ve action program, which had been in existence on a more informal
o T man f lly structured. Eugene Walton was selected to
'dlrect th Y years, was formally structured. Eug d :
Yearg e Library’s new Affirmative Action Office. Dr.'WaIton had severa
Was tl'? Federal experience in the EO area. One of the first areas of concern
Perfq € Use of tests (defined in the more narrow terms of paperngncﬂ,
™Mance, etc., rather than the broader definition used by psychologists).
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th
After an extensive 1973 study by Lawrence Johnson and Associates, the tﬁc}:
Director of Personnel, Robert W. Hutchison, issued a memorandum pe
department directors and division chiefs which, in effect, suspended 24 oﬁ;;hl
tests which were found to be non-objective. On April 20, 1978, I issued a polf},
memorandum which centralized the responsibility for the development ?thi
approval of tests in the Personnel and Labor Relations Office. I will mentfre,
the validation of tests later. an
Another area to receive attention was the Library’s qualificaﬁ"*ne,
standards for its positions. In 1974 Carolyn Payton, a psychologist at How?tiq
University, conducted a study of 2,500 plus announcements of job uacandth:
or postings. Dr. Payton’s May 1975 report, A Survey of the Origin of
Postings and Derivation of Required Position Qualifications in the Librar¥'na
Congress, concluded that the Library’s posted qualifications were inconsistéin,
for families of positions and, often times, for the same position. m;
About the same time that the Payton Report was being discussed, Etth,-
Library was in the process of selecting a firm to study and validate fas
qualification requirements for three positions in the Library of Congress. 'ﬂG:
positions included descriptive catalogers, subject catalogers and refere
librarians. As a result of a request for proposal, seven firms submitted pl2 (3;
for the validation study. A contract committee, chaired by Tommy Shaw, f tal
Library’s research psychologist, reviewed the proposals. On June 19, 191__ ta;
the Library awarded the contract to PRC Systems Sciences Company (PRG lib
qu
Mechanics of a Validation Study te

Before I describe the mechanics of the validation study, it is necessary fin
nail down the concept of a “minimum qualification.” A minimum qualificatt " !
is a pass-fail hiring criterion which can be evaluated for all applicants on f 3
basis of information obtained from the application blank. These devices
usually the first step in the selection process and serve as a fast and inex
sive way to screen out applicants who will not be hired; thus one can see t
importance.

As you recall I mentioned three librarian positions: descriptive catalogé’ Wi
subject catalogers, and reference librarians. Actually these three positi® ™
include career ladders (promotion plans) generally including GS-7, G fo
GS-11 and GS-12 “rungs.” The GS-13 level is a supervisory level. The 6 br
refers to the general pay schedule used in the Federal government; ! Ni
numbers refer to grades (on a 1-18 scale) and are derived through the positt Pe
classification process. The higher the grade, the higher the salary. Thus G 6}
has a present starting salary of $12,336 per year, GS-9—$15,090, GS-1} 's:
$18,258, GS-12—$21,883 and GS-13 has a starting salary of $26,022. 1
grades are based upon levels of duties and responsibilities. At the time of ! O\
PRC study, the three positions were filled by 414 incumbents. :

As a first step, PRC compiled a preliminary list of job tasks after ﬁ lit
analysis of the jobs in question by reviewing existing position descriptions; t a
postings or vacancy announcements, brochures about the Library ' fo
Congress, etc., and a survey of 18 section heads who were asked to nal ©f
what they felt were the most important job duties of the librarian positi

bt In
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t#&‘g Supervised and what they felt were the most important worker
| #erf:(-‘tenshcs (i.e., knowledge, skills, and abiI_ities) ngeded for successful job
ficha 'Mance. In addition, the preliminary list of job tasks and worker
jlisq, T aCteristics collected from the various sources served as the basis for
3l eaI“St(}rming” sessions with groups of two to eight librarians from each of
niere-\.-ie 3 job title/GS-level combinations represented in the sample. A final
d ﬁ"" of the job tasks was made by the management of the then Processing
. -heedeeferenCe depa!rtments to add more items and m_ake o_ther refinements as
tion bB_fore the list of job tasks was put into questionnaire forrp for evalua-
""'i-'-‘hr e !"9 final result was a task analysis questionnaire custom designed for the
J € librarian positions.
Va1 addition to the 316 job tasks which formed the bulk of the question-
té-inchfé a number of more global questions about the work pgrformed were
Man €d to summarize the time spent on various activities which cut across
ﬁt ny Job _tasks (e.q., the percentage of time spent reading in languages otl_'\er
ﬁ_aske g nglish). Although each questionnaire was anonymous, the last section
S fOT_ descriptive information about the survey respondents (e.g.,
i evel, job title, educational background, etc.).
2 {383/4 € questionnaire was sent to the 414 librarians. Ninety-two percent
i taby} 14) of the questionnaires were returned in usable form. The results were
_tasksated and keypunched. On the basis of their analysis of the critical job
( libra and an independent review of all job tasks by recognized authorities in
Qualif; Science from two universities, the PRC contractors developed
t n.catlfm requirements which they believed \:vo.uldlsatlsfy all Ieg‘al and
g! n ac:fal lre'ql_iirements for job relatedness and minlmlzatxon of adverse impact
i Pro ), dOrd with the then established Guadehn.es on Erppf_oyee Se:'ecrrqn
ff catiq Ures of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. The qualifi-
4 expl S Proposed by PRC are summarized in Table I. The results are self-
d panatory.

# Impacy of Study

éf whicgefore I discuss the impact of the study, I draw your attention to Table II
ol Memk Presents a statistical analysis of the 1,083 Library of Congress staff
6 for o oS Who are in professional librarian positions. The figures suggest that
Drﬂtece Professional librarian series, there is no adverse impact on the
# highe ed classes (the figures do not speak to minority representation at the
il Derspr Srade levels, a topic discussed later). To put the data into some
% 619, Cctive, the national professional librarian work force is approximately
¥ issye O?Ck (aC_cording to an article on black librarians in the February 1978
' 13 American Libraries.) LC’s professional librarian work force is almost
th OUeraHack' The ARL salary survey covering 1976-1977 states that the average
4 prOXPe"Centage of minority professional librarians in 83 research hbrar!es is
3 libral.- 'Mately 9%. Minorities hold approximately 23% of LC’s professional
¢ fact_ 1" Positions. Information in Table I also demonstrates one important
! for the e Library of Congress has not had a positive educational requirement
g of oy Master’s degree (I use master’s degree rather than MLS because many

Positions require educational background in a specific topic or area). As
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a result, many of our staff members who do not have master’s degrees ha'
been successful in moving into professional librarian positions, includif
substantial numbers from the protected classes. There has been, however:
problem in communicating this fact through our present job announcem
(posting) procedures. The present form, unless one reads the “fine prink
does not make it clear that our minimum educational qualifications are 1
positive requirements. You will hear the solution to this problem in a fé&
minutes. ;

As far as the impact of the report is concerned, there is a mix of pro a*
con. As of this date, the Library has not formally adopted the recomment
tions of the PRC study. Why? The report and recommendations contain soff
flaws: (1) Although it is not a serious problem and was not part of the contr:
PRC did not determine if there were adverse impact under the present qué
fications standards. (2) PRC made an assumption that the master’s degr®
was a positive educational requirement, thus a minimum quahfcanon—-thﬁ‘
not the case. (3) If the Library adopted the proposed PRC minimum quahﬁ
tions, the possibility of upward mobility, in my opinion, would be serulﬂ-lsi
hampered for a year or two because the probability of anyone, outsidé,
master’s degree holder, having the required course work would be slight: [
addition, the American educational system may work against individuals wi
would wish to pick and choose the specific course work. This is a serio*
drawback. (4) The PRC proposal equates two years of work experience at f t
GS-9 level as sufficient qualification for the GS-12 level. (See Table D!
addition to the legal problems, the proposal seems to suggest that GS-9 le¥
work equates to GS-11 level work. If the Library were to agree to this,
Library’s rather generous career ladder (promotion plan) system in the pro ¢
sional librarian series would be in serious question, thus jeopardizing the sfaf

The PRC study has had positive effects. In May 1976, the Personnel &
Labor Relations Office recommended validation of quahﬁcatlon standards
all positions in the Library, using a three-phase program which culminates
job or task analysis. The first stage which corrects the faults found in t
Payton report, has been implemented. The Library will soon embark on f
second stage, which will result in codification of our qualification standards:
addition, there is all likelihood that this effort will be accelerated. To ¢
knowledge there is no other Federal agency undertaking such a progr
Through negotiations with the various labor organizations, the Library will®
replacing its twenty-five year old selection system with a system which can
validated. On June 14, 1978, the Library signed contracts with Locals 2477 &
2910 of the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employ
(AFSCME). The two locals represent over 3,000 LC staff members:
contract article covering the new selection procedure will be implemented-
December of this year. It also includes a subsection which limits the Libra
use of tests to those which have been or are being validated. Our office
developed a recruitment list of over 340 sources which will enable us
increase our recruitment of minorities and women for consideration for high'
level positions throughout the library.

I mentioned earlier the problem of clarifying the minimum educatio”
requirements on our job announcements or postings as we call them.
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Dlea.Sed to announce that effective the end of this year, announcements qf

Position vacancies will carry specific information for the substitution of experi-

€nce for education or education for experience, thereby clarifying to a gfeater
€9ree the Library’s present practice (i.e., minimum qualifications wﬂ! not
ONtain positive education requirements). This provision was also negotiated .

AFSCME.

e Library of Congress experience in job va]ida_tion proved to be only

s € first of many to come. The spin-off of that experience _has opened new |
%ads as wel] as new problems. The Library has taken positive steps to meet |

th the requirement and challenge of job validation. The Library’s position on |w

thap. C recommendations is that the substance of those rec‘orpmendatlons,

Coat IS the validity of our qualification standards, has been built into _the labor

a Nracts and adopted through negotiations between the parties. This |
PProach, along with approval of the May 1976 recommendation to validate

i Qualification standards and the expected increase in our validation pace, |

%, in effect, fulfilled the PRC study. |
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