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1 March 1979 Q%&'
<
HEMORANDUM FOR : Director of Central Intelligence ¥
, 7
FROM : Omego J.C. Ware, Jr. <
. Director, Equal Employment Opportunity 1%5
SUBJECT : Final Agency Decision in the Discriminagion.,“"

- = -—==1s: Pursuant- to <provisions of Federal :regulation ===+
5 CFR-713.221; you are required to make the "Final ‘Agency 3.+
-Decision in the sex discrimination complaint of Harritte T.
Thompson. S

2. Attached for your review and your decision are the
Investigation File containing affidavits and other documents
bearing on the-case; the Proposed Disposition offered by
the DDO and Mrs. Thompson's formal rejection of that proposal;
and the recommendations which the Advisory Cormittee for
Disposition of Discrimination Complaints (ACDDC) made to me. -

3. The Committee;'rcpresenting this office, the General
{ Counsel, the DCI EEO Advisory Committee and your office, was
convenad to assess case information; to recommend decision
options and to coordinate the options which I present here.
- The Committee's advice isc objective and Committee members are
not subject to the concerned directorate. (U)

The Finding of the ACDDC

4. In this case, the Committee finds that the application
of selection panel criteria to Mrs. Thompson,. constituted a
; ""disparate effect on women" thereby causing Mrs. Thompson, an ¥
employee consistently held in high esteem, to,be ranked ’
lower than her peers. T

' The Recommendation of the ACDDC

5. The ACDDC recommends that Mrs. Thompson be promoted
to the grade of GS-15, retroactive to October 1975.  She had
requested promotion to GS-15 retroactive to October 1972.
However, under the avplicable law, a period of retroactivity
T2) not exceed two years prior to the date on which the
formal complaint was filed. This complaint was filed in
October 1977. :
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‘treatment. . (U) :

6. Mrs. Thompson also reguested promotion to GS-16,
retroactive to August 1, 1977. The Comnittee chose not to
recommend her promotion to GS-16, being concerned that such
an adjustment would be contrary to established procedures for
supergrade promotions. .

The Recommendation of 'the Director, Equal Employment Opportunity

7. I concur in the Committee's finding of disparate :

-
-

: 8. I do not wholly concur in the Committee's recommended
adjustment which is intended to make Mrs. Thompson whole.

The Committee's concern regarding procedural barriers to the
promotion of Mrs. Thompson to the grade of GS-16 is not
wvarranted. The adjustment of an EEO complaint, after a finding
of discriminatory treatment, provides one of the two legal
justifications for "out of cycle'" promotion to rectify an
employee's career. The other justification is the correction
of.administrative error. Further, in my judgement, neither
the information in the investigative file nor the rationale

of the Operations Directorate provides adequate reason to
believe that the Agency could substantiate a defense against

a "But For" challenge should this case be pursued in the
judicial arena. In other words, there is little indication
that the Agenc)y could prove with confidence that the
Complainant would not have been promoted even if the course of
her career had not been adversely affected by her sex. ‘

9. I recommend therefore, that you also consider the
promotion of Mrs. Thompson to GS-16. It is my opinion that
such a promnotion, if granted, should be retroactive to
17 October 1977, the date the formal complaint was filed.
An earlier date of retroactivity, -while perhaps justified, is
difficult to establish due to the more subjective and competitive
nature of supergrade promotions. LN '

10. Please select and initial the alternative of your
choice from the following. I will prepare the Final Agency
Decision for your signature. ,

Alternative . Initial

a. The Proposed Disposition of the "
Operations Directorate ot

b. The Recommendation of the ACDDC:
Promotion of Complainant to GS-15.
retroactive to October 1975.
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-~ ¢. Promotion of Complainant to grade » .
' _ G§-16, retroactive to 17 October 1977

d. Promotion to GS-15 retroactive to
October 1975 and promotion to GS-16
Tetroactive to 17 October 1977.

11. You may choose an adjustmeht other than those here ,
Tthe TSR I=ET

—- presented.: ‘I am, of course,- available to assist you in -
. - deliberation-and preparation .of any adjustment you determine "o >7%:
to be an equitable means of resolving the case. " (U) Tt Ll

Attachments, = L
as stated
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fg,r_w TRAL INTELLIGENCE AG_Q"‘_Y
. V/asHinGToN, D.C, 20505

[ '@

Report of Investigation
-Equal Employment Gpportinity Corplaint
of Harritte T. Thormson

I. Description of Complaint

Position: Chief, . Review Branch,
Comptroller Group :

Staff. GS-16. Incumbent GS-14

Corplaint: - - — Failure to Prorote because of sex
Date: 7 July 1977
- Kind of Discrimination Alleged: Sex

Identity of Alleged )
Discriminatory Official: None specified, the system

II. Description of Investigation

Investigator:

Date Case Received by

Investigator: 4 November 1977
Date Report Submitted: 10 June 1978 5
-
Places of Investigation: Langley, Virginia .
Dates of Investigation: 4 Noverber 1977 - 10 March 1978
IIT. Issues in Complaint : : o

‘Failure to promote. Failure to revard equal work with eciual pay.

: A ,
Until Mrs. Thompson achieved GS-12, she progressed in a manner similar
to her male éolleagues. At GS-12 her promotions became much slower
than her male colleaguss performing similar work. Her fitnas.s Teports .
were strong or better. She was z;ssigned increasing responsibility. .
‘Her supervisors, and later the Chief, Fast Asia Division, répeétedly
requested promotions which did not materialize. Male colleégues have
been assigned training courses and varied assignmants to enhance théir
carecrs while she advanced in responsibility within EA Division to chief

of the : Section GS-15 and then to Deputy Chief Operations

_ Staff. Her responsibilities grew wntil the
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There 1s no spec1f1c Alleaed Dlscrmmatory Offlci‘cxl rather an
- .'Allaged Dlscru'u.natory U‘ut tbe Dlrectorate of Operatlons 1tse3;£- .
b.'.SHe requ—”'sts rexredlal act.lon by promotmo her to 'GSuS re'.roactlve -
. %o day 1972 and to 65-16 retroactlve to 1 August w77, |

.‘ IV_. T Attachents ' . .- ... “_ : Y .r“l- ,‘..: '-"—'.- ‘..:--_".

A

rescurcas she hogaaed manage were apnroximately £ that of tha present
$ i pres

target strongth of the D3O, yet despite head rocm in her slot and the
recormendation of the Chief, East Aslu, she was nor ranked high enoucrh
by the 1975 Panel to be premoted. She remainad a G5-14 in 2 GS-15
position. Finally, ‘she was assigned out of the;=Divisi-on to a GS-16

slot wundar the DDO/Comptroller. Her Fitness Reports rermained
Qutstanding, she was recommended for promotion by her supervisor :

and the Assistant Deputy Director for Cperations, she was performing

the work of a GS-16,yet the 1977 Ranking Panel ranked her ninth on

the Category C llist for poss_,_ible promotion when available heladroom
allowed only two or three promotion;... Again no promotion resulted. The
panel would not recognize her perfomance as worthy of promotion. By

this time the DDO's prerogative of zdjusting the Panel's rank order

for promotion had been cancelled by the DCI. The possibility of appealing

\ her case to the Director was apparently considered by the DDO and ADDO

but rejected. In the Directorate of Cperations, the identity of the

RAnking Panel members is not published; hence, it was impossible for

the complainant to challenge their specific attitu'des or objectivity.
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a. Statistics SRR
b. Extracts from "DDO Career Service Persomel Evaluation
System Handbook'"
¢. Complainant's Training Record
‘d. Blank Renking Form, Form No. 3362
e. Awards: Cormendation by Chairman of Task Force on Paperwork
‘Nomination for Federal Woman's Award wit th Related
dociments

Memo on Lporo»al of *(centl\.e Awvard
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; v, T. Flinicos ' OICo, JIMUATy II59 13 Ja I T IITO -
QSI"l;bq'ts anl Actions | ‘
Promotion Requests
i. Promotion Actions (dated: 24 Feb 57, 21 dMay 67, Z Apr 72)

.. Two Memoranda regarding Complaintant's designation for .

P

executive de\;elopmént
k. Memo dated 17 Decc-mberv 1975 Requesting the position of
Chief, EA be upgmded to GS-15 with attachments A § B _ -
Letter of Instruction as DC |
1. Memorandum dated 15 February 1977 appointing Mrs. Thompson
Chiefé ' Branch,fomptroller Group.
Memora‘.ndum. date& 14’ December 1976, to the DDO requesting
Mrs. Thompson be appointed ﬁo the Comptroller ‘group with
a simultaneous promotion to GS-15 -
Memorandum to DDO from Chief, @IS recommending against
) promotion on transfer | |
Position Description for _C‘nief,  Branch;
Comptroller's Group, GS-16, Mrs. Thompson's present position
Mémoranduzn to DDO from ‘ Comptroller,

Staff recommendlng promoulon of the

,,,,,,

""Complalnant for promotlon

- TV -'-Descnpnon of Exhibits T FeniToo T LT
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2. . Panel Chairman GS-16

3. : . Panel Member GS-16

4. ' . Panel Member GS-16

5. ) Witness GS-17

6. C , Witness GS-16 )
7. | _ _, Witness GS-15 (retired)
8. , Witness GS-11

. Kitness GS-1]
10. | " Witness GS-18

11. o | o "~ Witness EP-S




Backeroimd Matavial
-

1. Tiozruaphic Profile
2. Notice cf Receipt of Discriminaticn Complaint
3. Counselor's Repore
. Privacy Act Notice
. lhﬂmorandum appointing investigator

V. Swmary of Investigation

My first actions were to determine vhether there was available
evidence of unequal treatment based on sex within the DDO. A
statistical analysis of the sexual composition of each grade level
from 12 through 18 was performed. .

In the DDO women do not have proportional representetion in the
senior grades. The decrease in female representation is particularly

) severe ai G3-15 -- the specific grade transition of this camplainant.
Attachment A to this report is a graph and statisticel summary of
male/female employment in the DDO grades 12 - 18. For each year it

| reports the total on board 1n.both June and Deeember. The eumulatiﬁe ¢

is merely an.aid to calculate an accurate percentage for the entlre

year i. e, to averaoe the ent1re year rather than to use .a six month

made fron these flgures.-n,;l} :f"-'

',-— ———-.-.-,

U51ng 1977 as a typlcal year, there is a male plateau for grades 12 13

and 14; there are actually about 6 percent more GS-13's and -14's

than GS5-12's. For females the change is vastly different; there are

34 percent fewer GS-13 females than there are GS-12 females, and 66 percent
fewer female GS-14's than GS-13's. Thus while the male populaticn

increases about 6 percent from GS-12 to GS-14, the female population

for those same grades decreases over 77 percent. Vhereas females make

w 19 percent of the DDO professiohals rega;dless of grade and 18.6 percent |
‘of the G5-12 officers, tﬁe) rmake up only 4.7 percent of the GS 13

officers. Were no sex discriminating factors involved in the»prngression

to the higher grades, the percentazs of f{emales Louid be eapected to

ol b

.
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vemaln nearly constant at 13 perccn* tnro.y"\ those grades. Judging

from the '-ppw\m’h equal nunbers of males in ‘s“ three grades,
grades 12 - 14 nust be considared the junior through senior journeyman
level for case officers.

B. ‘The GS-14 to GS-15 transiticn apparently represents a transition
from senior journeyman specialist to rmanager. Section XIV "Qualifieations
to be Promoted to GS-15" page 71 of the Personnel Evaluations Handbook
(Attachment B) makes this point clear but it zlso qualifies this concept T
in paragraph 5 stating ''there is a need for the GS-15 case officer,
staff officer, specialist, or specialized manager." waever; at the
GS-15 level the number of functional-categdries is reduced to three: —
Category 0B - Qperational; Category D - a speeialized category for .
specialized eperational personnel, and Category,w - Staff Specialists
which replaces all categories other than B and D. ‘Althbugh combining
the many diverse specialties into one category is a practical measure,

“to allow better combarison of the small numbers of officers involved,
it is further evidence of the transition from specialist to manager.

It is this transition from GS-14 to GS-15 which statistically women
find most dlfflCUlt to achleve. An analy51s of the statistics of that‘

° T \-.. - -. - wes - 0.
?55é?_i Gs=14 to GS 15 tran51t10n further hlghllghts .the. trend of a decreasxna TUETTIEE

.—- - ey S
.... - - . —-.. -.-~_.
N o o.

: -feméle percentage Wlth 1ncreasin° grade. The male-populatlon dreps B

. M -

f;i;",_ _48 percent from GS~14 “to GS- 15 uhereas the female populatlon drdps

,‘92 percent for that sane--t:rans-lnm.~ Thus,-the GS 14 to GS- 15 barr1er,

the Journeyman to manager transition for &emales is almost nnpenetrable-}JLF" _-{
Within the DDO, since 1972, the percentage of GS-15's who are female -
ﬁas not risen above 1 percent. . |

C. Grades GS-15 and above. Since 1972 the total number of D D

women in these grades has not changed; in 1972:

in 1977:

These figures result in the interesting anomaly that with the exception




~

L " of the y'czirs wi. .« a supergrade level had no"fc(\.‘c 'rep_rcsentation,. '
the porccntag!f feinales in each grade, siﬁm’lwz, is lowest at GS-15.
;o -
Having demonstratad disparate sexual representation with increasing
grade lcvel the investigation attespted to determine roots and causes
of this difference and in each instance attempted to determine vhether
such causes were r'eievant to the Complainant.

- Career Developrent.

Mrs. Thompson complains of disparate treatment in terms of career
development and projection. Affidavits of - . and

are pertinent. ‘

~A. Training o C L —

Summary. Statistically women in general below GS-15 are not
proportionally represented in the prestige career enhancing courses.
The Complainant has received very little CIA training, much less 1n
both quality and quantity than the average of her male colleagues.

. Moreover, she has not received a single broadening, executiye
development course Such as the Midcareer Course. -

Details. Office of Training records indicate Mrs. Thorpson

- has had a total.of six courses, two of which wez"g’part time and thes
longest of which was 80 hours. At the request"s"‘:f the Irwestigator,
Mrs. Thompson made a list of seven male contemporaries, i.e., males .

of similar age and similar positions of respohsibil‘ity, each of vhom

-

happens to be GS-15 or higher. The training records of these seven . e
_ . A SN
individuals reveals their recorded hou;“s"= of trzining varied from 16 - - _: -
i < T

to 2550 with the average of 774 hours. Prior to about 1962 the training -

hours were not recorded and the individual with 16 recorded hours

-~
actually received 14 courses -- the 16 hours represented only the last ': -
course taken. The number of courses per individual varied from 5 to 20 _
and averaged 1;3. _ l : :“".

‘_\‘

. *The hours of training were used only where recorded. No effort was
made to calculate the actual hours involved where not recorded. Although
this intvoduces an erior, the erior is a constant and does not materially

affect the conclusion.
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Thus while a CIA cxployee, in a period covering rore than I5 years,

Thempsen received six courses for a total of 120 recorded hours.

1
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The averape of har seven male colleazues is 13 courses for
774 hours. She received seveﬁ courses and approxirately 650 hours less
training than the average of seven of her male collzagues.* Of the
courses considerasd as career- enhancing, one of this group of males
received none, but the others‘ received from one to three such courses.

The Complainant has received none of these courses.¥*

DDO Training Statistics for Relevant Courses

Course Crade Range Students . Work Force in grade
: to Qualify . % Female . range % female
Midcareer .GS-12 - 13 4.4 15.5

_ Management Seminar  GS-13 - 15 - 3.2 7.1
Advanced Intel Sem. GS 14 - 18 2.5 2.6 -
Senior Seminar GS 15 - 18 2.6 1.1

Note: 1975 Training records were used with 1977 work force data °

T

because of the availability of material.

-
When viewed in terms of the female percentaae ‘of work force in a

' orade level e1101ble for the course 1t cart be-seen that’ the lo'»er the __

-— Tiew -
. — e g .- - -
...... . &% L e

amieam s wma -

LR

- l\hdcareer 'women represented by 28 percent ef parn?y
Management Seminar, women represented by 45 percent of parity Lo x_,
Advanced Intel Seminar, women represented by 100 percent of parity -
Senior Seminar, women represented by 236 percent of parity. Since

there are only 10 females in the entire DDO eligible for the Senier
* Seminar, ie. » 1.1% of that grade group, each female registered will
nake t‘rﬁs figure.fluctuate wildly. For example, in a cl;ss of 30,
1 female would .represent 300 perce'nt. of parity. .
*The names and training records of the individuals used for ".the compariscn
_h:we rxot been attaehed to this report for reasons of privacy. They are |

oV ey - - L
available in the Investigator's bau\v.uw d dsta file.

*%In this comparison, these courses are limited to any course at Harvard,
any war college, the SEnior Serumr Advanced Intelhzence Seminar, and
the Midcareer Course. :




'to career pro; ectlon for offlcers in the B/OG Category, over the

' Spec1a115t Cateoory The dlscrum.ratory effécts of this will be d.).scussed =

2

'Y .
’ [
© bobhanceonant Through Job Assionndnes.

B, Career
. /
Mrs. ‘thomson served in the ’ group
\
fron 1964 through 1$76. During I..hal. period she progressed to Leputy
Ciiel of Cpernticns Staff. 1The and

' atfidavits 1ttesf that shz bhacanme nrtunll) 1n"1.sp°n;aol‘='
to the Division. Throughout that period the EA Division was in crisis.
\’irfually everyone 1 talked with referred to Mrs. Thompson's
"ehcyclopedic" }mowledgé of operations. She knew indiv‘idua?. operations
and their 'perfonﬁance. While 1 was interviewing ' he

received a pﬁone call, which has for Mrs. Ihom;ison and was referred to

her at her new location. L "7 said to're “See what I mean,
one year after she has left the D1v1$1on and they st111 go to hnr

for information." In the mdst of ths Vletnam confllct th° career
development of an "Outst‘a.ndmg" performer in a key position took second
place to the immediate requii'émeﬁts of the Division.

Elements of disparate treatment of females were uncovered here also.

See especially and affidavits, but references were also

Vmade to the problemby . - - - - _ Chief of EA

¢
Staff (now kncwn as Staff C) from whom\I did not take an a.ff:.dant. :

. The substance of their rer'arks is that within the DDO emphasis is glven C e

- .
. o -
e e ‘e . -

LT .':'-"

m a subsequent paragrai:h In’ any event Mrs. Thompson remamed in one _‘"

Lo m o
-.A

EA Staff with a performa.nce rated as Outsta.nd.mg, descnbed as mdlspensable,

hence cancelled even from training courses, while competent males less

glowingly described were rotated to the DDO Comptroller Staff, then to the

. CIA Office of the Comptroller for broadening experience which resulted

in promotions. Iden A on page 12 is one case in point.

Evaluation of Fitness Report Ratings.

Mrs. Thompson has teceived consistently Cutstanding ratings on her

Fitness Reports. Are these ratings valid? It is recognized that
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\().'lu raters have l.,) wtation for rati:, hmq 'I'cxm if Mrs. Thompson's
Culstwwding tatings weife poss5ibly &us w0 .e..lng under a supervisor vhe
voutinely gives high ratings, the raters were exasined. lHad only one

or two individuals been responsible for these ratings, an attempt would
have been iade to examine ‘the' FR's "they had submitted on other individuals
during the same time frame. Homever, such comparison.proved unnecessary
as during the period from 1 January 1970 to January 1977, ten different
individuals participated in rating or reviewing Mrs. Thompson’s FR's.

Of these ten only two felt that althouoh portions of her performance

- deserved the Outstand.mo rating, she was wenqu,h_mm&n_

a}} jgtnutles to nerit an overall ”OLLS L:mdlncr" and suggested ''Strong'’

1nstead Thus eight out of ten, over a seven year period, agree on the
."OJtsta.ndmg" rating a.nd the other two agree that 1nd.1v1dua1 duties

deserve an "0'" but prefer an overall "Strong." Such unanimity on one

1nchv1dua1's performanc:e, from a cross section of the DDD, conflrms the

val:Lchty of the rating The narratlve of the 74/75 Fitness Report,

reviewed by DC/EA, praised Mrs. THompson's performance

hlghly and stated "SubJ ect is already perforru.na at. the GS-15 level <l g e

- y i . 1n her present Job " 'Ihe md.lv:\duals uho partlcn.pdted in the above

'rat-mgs arer

... . . . .- . . - el C e e e . e et ce ¥ . o e

Attitudes in the Operations Directorate Regarding Females As Operations Officers

Faced with statistics which demonstrate the percentages of womzn
decrease with advancing grade, an effort was made to explain this
phenomenon. The DDO is considered by rmost of those senior officers
interviewed, as an organization of Opsrations Generalists. Almost withoﬁt :
exceprion the affidavits vhich addressed the subject of women in | |
operations, presented the opinion that uenerally vomen could not

They attributed thes problen not to DDO pollcv nor to prejudice in
our owna culture but to the prejudice in the cultures in which we rust

e

o’perace. 'Ihe affiants point out that especially in Latin America, .\fnca

CTT e a e T smessime a3t cmgeegeamy e ememes s s s




- The Near East, ar‘\sia, women arce sccond class "tizcns. Womren in these

T C

3

countries scldom have access to information of value; hence they are
not likely to be selected

{ These same people point out that in such cultures

our women would not have the frcedom of movement enJoyed by males.

The opinion that women could 'generally not hand.lei_
was freely and,forcefully' expressed to the ir{vestigator by oné GS-16
member of the 1977 Ranking Panel which ranked the Complainant. He
stated that the R » ‘Trelat'ionship usually developed

into a very close relationship, that male officers could control the

TS O tema e,

emotional aspects of such relationships-far -better than immer; and therefore

could better exploit the relationship. He opined that with women officers

the relatlonshlp would be more emotmnal and would likely 1ead to a

sexual relationship detrimental to the operation. He did not allow thJ.s

opinion to be inc:lud;:d in his affidavit, although he affi_i'med it

;s i'eprese‘nting his vie\;’. The attitude of this senior officer may well

ihdicate why, at least until recent years, women have not been welcomed .

as 'operations'df'ficers' and if they have .hax‘)pened _;&-bécome Operations :

Ger;éralists, they were unlikely to get much ekperi;znce_.‘ i .
Attitudes toward women in the Directorate are

appar"ntl)' changing. pomted out to n'.e that vomen are getting

operanonal 3551gnm.nts and some of them have done very well. A woman 15 _

now the Deputy Chief, East Asia Division/ Although these developments

may affect some future 'inves"tigatiohs" they have little relevance to this _

one. : : /

Operational Experience as a Factor in-Promotions

-

Experience at ! along with evidence
of skills and activities vhich go along with 'seen to be
the most influential criteria in p_roiroting. See _ and

affidavits. The evidence strongly suggests that women zre not

allowed to engage directly in Operational- activitics ncarly as freely as

are men. It also suggests that participation in operational activities

-10-




~ is virtually a ICqULTLlGﬂL Tor timelv PICTOCION, e ST oo
promotion as exprd d in affmau. Theretore, the likely

-

rosult is that ;)z'c:nbfions for women are 11kf~1y to be fcwer with nore time

in grade. These attitudes shed licht on the rapid decrease in nurbers

of women in grades above CS-i2, previously presented. Agency average

time in grade of those prowoted from GS-12 (1974) was about three years,
Complainant spent ten years as a GS-12, despite the fourth Fitness Peport, .in‘
January 1963, and all succeeding FR's as a GS-12 highly recommending

her for promotion. The Reviewing Officers' (Deputy Chief, Far East :"-\‘
Division) comments on the January 1963 January 1964, July 1964 and ‘t
January 1965 Fitness Reports, all stress the ne d for mobility (1.e.,
overseas experiencej in order to be p_romoted. By 1965, the Rating
Officer had apparently become convinced that sex discrimination was
playmg a role in the fal"ure to achieve promotlon for Mrs. 'lhompson.. A
copy of the narrative portions of that IR follow: = | T

',..I unhesitatingly ‘recommended Subject for pronotmn to GS-13 N
!

‘the last time Grade 12's were considered. I_nasmuch as Subject was

_ not promoted at that time, I urge that the next Panel consider

Subject's promotion favorably; judging her'on the basis of the

thoroughlj quallfled person that: she is rather t.han on the ba51$ of ¢

RESA A ~w};a:t she mght be’ 1f she were a man Or a case OJ.fiCeI' in the field.'" :‘

B RN

PR

_.v-v-‘.—;.-;t.' became a. reallt:y D°sp1te Strong Pltness Reports a.nd repeated supemsor )

- B Lt L -

e s requests for prmouon, Mrs Thompson spent ten years as a GS-lZ when ,'I‘

N
CI_A's averaoe js between three and four,years. Does the absence of .
moblhty similarly handlcap males? A ;;romotmn progress:mn for four

male officers in similar c1rcwnstances is diagrammed b°10'wr. The intent

of this presentation is only to demonstrate that what served as an absolute
for Mrs. 'Ihompsﬁm, lack of mobility, was not a similar absolute. for

these four male officers. In order to respect the pfiva_cy of these

four individuals their identities are not given, they are contained

in the Investigator's raw data file.
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Individuals - Time in trade Time M:Anwumo B .Jam in wwama Time in Grade - Time in Crade Time in Grade Time in Gradey
. as GS-12 as GS-13 . ), as qm Z - as GS8-15 as GS-16 as GS-17 - | as GS8-18
Complainant 2/57-5/67 (10%)  5/G7-4/72 (5)* SN v ome;
Iden A o S S : ._.. ....., :
Male GS-16 . 9/58-11/63 (5) 11/63-6/66 S& P o\oo m\uo 3& - 9/70-12/74(4+)* 12/74-present
- Iden B _ o T. .q_”:._ ; .. : _ _
[ ‘Male GS-15 10/62-10-68 (6) 10/68-3/74 (5+)° u\: :3 a¢ " 7/77-present | N
o Iden ¢ | | A | . |
Male GS S : R 1/66-3/67 (1) 3/67-11/70 (3+) 11/70-present !
- Iden D ) ) T - a _ | : : ;
: - Male CS-18 6/54-2/58 (3+) 2/58-1/61 (3) ; . M... H\S. m\mm Q_L 4/65-5/70 (5) 5/70-8/73' (3) 8/73-7/77 (4) 7/77-present
~ Iden A was last overscas in 1963. His FR's are Strong.' There are no noaao:nm regarding his ..303?3:. or lack of ficld assigrment since 1963,
* B _ [ i . .
| Ec: B was assigned in 64-67 toa domestic’ ovoqmgo:uu. un3<§<. :a has no. mo.nmwm.: field oxvmﬁgnm.
" _Eo: C has had no overscas or operational experience. 1 @ _“ .
_ ’ - X . ) . H . )
‘ Iden D has had no ficld experience since 1958. @ = Lol “..\W
§ . r . ORI Ay ‘
N : s
_ Q —— *
Y .
. m ... '
A




o Tha DD Panel Sf-'.‘(h\!, Cateceory C , U

the for::sz.._., discussien rcgn:‘iiny
activity rele\-'an to the progression of a Category C S,J"-L.lallst"

Relevant excerpts from the Personnel Evaluation System Handbook are
'attac,hed. Briefly,” Category'C was estabhshed to allow specialists |
within the DDO to be evaluatcd among themelvez, and to progress
mdependentl) of operatlo'lal expenence. A proportlonal quota of = -
headroam for each pronouon is allocated to this group. The C

Cateoory was establlshed to allow promotion through needed specz.alu,atmn

without ‘the handicap of the spec1a115t b°1no cor@ared to and competmc

with the Cperations Generalist for pI'O"\OLlOTb. But does it work that nay"

The Categoxy C RAnking Panel consisted of three dedicated men,

who although they were of diverse backgrounds (one came up through the \

security officer route) all describe themselves as operations officers.
The Ra.rﬂq.ng Form® (Form 3862) Attachment D, is clearly designed to
" evaluate Operations Officers and clearly emphasizes the importance of

operational experience, activity, and operationally desirable attributes.

$paces
About one thlrd of the blan.k;{ are relevant only to the ranking of .

-. - c‘.. : . -:;.

operatlons off1cers but 1rre1evant to the Headquafters placed SUEC:La.llSt.

Je—— .. - - -

\\‘hen evaluated mth the>e forns a oood operatmns offlcer w1th a' 11ttle

= o"'.:'. . -a—_.

' '-“,‘-;—-e‘cpenence shou.ld have p051t1ve entnes in nearly all blanks.. Ho'\ever,

-— e - s ce. e - - e S o -

= even'an Outstand.mg, e*cpenenc:ed Spec1a115t is likely to have appromxa.tely"

half of the blanks empty, or if entries, the entries are hkely’ to_be
negeti\(e, e.g., in the case of Complamant and the 1977 Ranking Forms,
"none". There are no blarﬂ\s on the form mtended to reveal outstandmo -
managerial accomplishments or other achievements which are the raison
d'etre for Category C. The Complainant made a highly significant
managerial suggeétion regarding paper flow which went unnoted iﬁ the
Rarﬂung Forms except that one of the three noted a $1000 Incentive Award

had been received and two noted that

*This form is used in ran.unq all cateaories of parsonnel.lt would also
put other categories not involved in cperational activity at a disadvantage,
for example, Cateoor) A, Reports Offlcers eitc; a category vwhich contains
a large percentage of women. :

N




o ."l\hat happened to the concopt of the complete man”" Also the dlsda_l_n for

- the™ type of work bnmo -done by the Corrplamant Was made apparent by::;'.:i-? -

‘because no one else wanted her job; 1i. e., “keep her happy and keep her

e ]
md‘“-‘n nozinatod fovr the 1976 bolderal Vemens' Award.

—‘-A

¥owheve on the foma is there any evildence t'nat; th2 nature cr the quality

of the suggostion was con>1d"1ec1 by the Punel. Subsecuesnt to the
Fanel’s Randianyg, the Chaliman of the "Papervork and Burcaucracy Task foroz®

in a commendation for Mrs. Thoxpson, Attachment E, regarding her

contribution stated, "It is considered by many to be the most beneficial

a.nd far reaching 1r'prov°mer1t in field" reporuno in the history of
the Clandestine Service." Had_the form been properly designed to evaluate
Category C Specialists rather than Operations Generalists, ths nature

of this important contribution might have been brought out during the

ranking process. Rather than reflecting a positive image, of a person

who has had overall Cutstanding.Fitness_Reports since 1968, and who had

made substantive, creative contributibns, the form when filled out on the .

Complainant appears negative or at least unimpressive.
L ommunnn - S

It is also believed significant that the three 1977 Panel members,
all Operations Generalists, Affidavits numbered 2, 3, and 4 found the
Ranking Form neither constraining nor inhibiting. In their eyes,

the form was well de51gned to recognize those act1v1t1es which they

_.a

t
are convinced are t.he life blood of the DDO. Con‘?ersatmns with the

Pa.nahsts were laced w1th comments such as 'Humnt is our nzu.n bag" and. . =

- PR ‘ ».'---. -._.--~... e o, .- .-<--'l -—
T e’

a. coment suggestmo that she p0551b1y ~got sixch good I-':Ltness Repor'ts

o wm—a—,

R l\‘- .e . cwee e

ce

there. In discussing the Complainant's‘managerial contribution te reduce"
paper flow, the commenﬁ of oné Paﬁel member was yes, 'but did it?". It
was clear that he felt that no 'Headquarters Specialist, without field
experience, was either interested in or capable of reducing papéf flaw.

A note written on one rating. form by one Panelist is both interesting and
rcle\fant: "My first review of her file led me to place her very high.
Panel discussion-however changed my mind....does a great job in one

field of endeavor. Although Category C is for specialists others being

ranked did have in their backgrounds varied jobs and experiences. It




o3

i ro
they should he pri.oted but when compared to oLhers who have had a

variety of jobhs o’must conclude that others m.',,ore vorthy of
nrototion..." ’Ihis Panel member started out undlerstanding the purpose
of Category C but in the presence of two cther Cperations Generalists
caved in and dicl not reward the specialized performance which in his

wn words, ''should be i)romoted;" Copies of the three ranking sheets

" used in the evaluation of the Complainant are in the Investigator's raw
data file. It seems clear that Category C, fmttio‘ning in the manner °

outlined above, is not rewarding specialization, no matter how

outstanding the performance, nearly as much as Operational performance.

The affidavit from one Panel member in commenting on the persons ranked
~ above Complainant, "These are all good offle_e_rs with broad operaticnal
experience.” The above happened with a very dedicated pznel which in
this investigator's opiniom diligent;ly worked to be objective and
"agonized" over their decisions.

Category C is therefore not functioning as a separate Category
of specialists but as a separate compartment ovf CategoryB/Operations.
Category‘C has failed in its purpose. Both the form used in ranking and the

selectlon of the Panehats to do the rank:.n were biased in favor of ¢

e e - % _' ©ove e ﬁ-’ . LT e -«__..-4-_.

the Operatlons Offlcer over the specmhst. Y S

,.-:-."....._ PR

The C’m.ef DDO Career ‘Lnaoement S af_f was requested. to 1dent1fy the

persons ranLed above \I:rs. monpson b)' both the 1976 and 1977 Pa_nels m

cm e .l
LT RS

ordef for thls Investloator tcjcheck the mﬂuence of operatlonal expenence -

o - faltemRL TS

-

in ranking. These names.were not made available, so we must rely on the
s
statements of. the Panel merbers on this point.

Does a bias in favor of the Operations Officer over the Specialist

constitute a bias against women? Within the DDO it has been virtually

universally held that with few exceptions, women cannot be used as
T 'Generally this attitude_is explained as due to a ‘biasv

m the foreign culture within hthh we rust operate. m= affiaﬁt went

so far as to indicate that women genﬂrally could not h..ndle the psychological
pressures : ~ This Investigator was not tasked to.
investigate -dle complaint of a female Categofy B Operations Generalist.
Ihether the arguments suggesting that women generally cannot be used

as Cperaticns Officers is factual or spurious has not been addressesd as _

it is only 'nargmal Ly relevant to tnis conplamt. That this belief

- exists is relevant and it is-tncught adequately documented in this report

Expenence m Cateoory B, 1n wh1ch vmr'en.h:we‘ not been accorded free I T

I —— e — : -
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() ' : (e
access, is usod .an m’luentml attribute, a..‘ting proootions
waere in Category € it should have no relevance. This is also believed

to have been well docunented, especiuvlly in the cormznts of Pevieving

the long string of Fitness Peports Complainant

received as a GS-12, and in the affidavits of the 1977 Panel rembers,’
numbers 2, 3, and 4. In summary, experience in an cnvironment froa which
‘woinen have been considered handicapped, is rewarded in another enviromment,
Category C, where such experience 1s not supposed to be relevant. A

quote from the Evaluation Handbook is appropriate, 'The C Officer rarely,
1f ever serves in a B/OG or B/OS type assignment." 'Therefor\e the practice
outlined constitutes dlscrmunauon against women in the promotion process,
and in the case of the Complainant, it ‘clearly was an irportant factor in .

preventing her promotion at the 1977 Panel ranking.

Blatant Dlscrlmmatlon as a Factor in the Complaint.

. It seems apparent that the Complainant has been dam.aged primarily
by unwitting, subliminal, tnconscious discriminatory procedures. which

have become institutionalized by practice.‘ Thus, . there is no chscrlmm tory

official. Most of those involved in the ranking p*ocedure etc.,

th.ch most affected IIrs Thompson s pay status and future did uhat Lhey

iare- smcerely convmced was the nght thlno to do. Mrs. Thompson did,

- x PR . s - -

hcmever, ‘serve under one supervisor; the Cluef EA

- -
s - -

) who, accord.mo to testmony, was blatantly blased aoamst ‘women being ass1gned
;; responsz.ble positions. See the Compla:mt of Dlscrm_matlon, P‘age‘6
and also see the affidavit of o - allegedly
stated that he c_euld not recommend the Complainant to be Chief, EA
because she was a woman. According to _ whose affidavit is
attached, he made a number of other statements denslve of women. The

" actions of have not been further investigated because his
actions are not believed to be as signifieant in the complaint as
those investigated. FHowever, the attitudes he vocalized may be rore

widespread and germane than we realize, as ' after his EA




.'(:.‘ - ) ' (\"

positicn, was a,ihted the Agency Director oE.ml Erploymant Opportunit,y

then a position on thz Inspector General's Staff.

Reasonableness of the Cosmlaint

- Fitness Reports -and Promotion Requests have rep2atedly indicated

that drs. Thompson has been performing above her grade level, e:tax::gles

' include:

P L in m.mtam.no hnr record. of achlevenents to date.!! -

-

. I-'eb 1976 Recomendatmn ‘for PrOmOthl'l to GS- 15,

1975 Fitness Report, REviewing Officer,

. C/EA,
”...is performing beyond her grade level...” ] |
1975-1977 Fitness Reports, Same outstanding performance...little
to be gained in searching for new laudatory synomyms....
Mrs. Thompson is t;;—I;l-v—l—smn authofity on program matters...
she is unique." Assisted in supervision of 21 employees
including a GS-15. Many diverse functions. "performed -
at a steady sustained level of excellence." Reviewing
Officer, DC/EA, ""She is underpaid for thé
work she does. Her performance during the period under:
Teview (note in a GS-15 position) warrants an Qutstanding
- rating." 5 ' . ‘;?.- e

e ,;‘ . Feb-Aug 1977: FlI‘St Fltness Report in GS 16 p051t10n Rater

. . Outstanchng, Rev:x.ewer Sfronv "She should have 1'10 trouble

-meies hbid

C/EA "Ns 'lhcnpson has been perfomuncr above R
her grade level for some time."
This Investigator encountered no c:ne who had ever dealt with Mrs.
Thompson, as a supetvisor, as a coworker, cr as a subordinate/consumer
vho did not hold her performance in high esteem. The Complainant requests
promotion to (S-15 retroactive to May 1972, the date she had been in
a GS-15 position for one year. Her Fitness Report for that year was

Outstanding. At that date she woul only have been in grade one month;

however, since sh=- had been a GS-12 for over ten years, and her supervisor.

indicated in her 1955 FR that sex had been a factor in the failure to promote,




she f2215 this is not an unreasonable request.  She also feels that she
should b2 promoted to.:5-16-retroactive to 1 August 1977, the date that
a paniel could have promoted her had she received her GS-15 in May 1972.
Mrs. Theipson has been in a GS-16 position since February 1977 and

her 1977 Fitness Report for that position is Qutstanding. Her most

‘T2cent Fitness Report, January 1978, is Strong, with a *“clarification

remo added by Complainant._ In April 1977 CSI-230-4 was issued based on the
work and recommendations of Complainant. The only affidavit which

addresses the reasonableness of the hrémedy, _although inadvertently,

is that of ' GS-17.

- - - - -

Investigator




