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ABSTRACT
The primary purpose of the research study was to relate
the major influences (i.e., state and federal regulations,
labor unrest, and management policies) which encouraged the
establishment of non-academic personnel departments in two
academic institutions in Texas.
The study was restricted to the first two academic
components of The University of Texas System.

A secondary

purpose of the study was to relate the major influences on
the establishment of personnel departments in industry and
the federal government.

The study addressed the internal

and external influences that were exerted on university
administration that encouraged the formation of nonacademic personnel departments.

The study records the

historical development of the non-academic personnel department as a function of higher education administration.
The methodology employed in this study was similar to
that for a developmental case study-

The primary sources of

information included the minutes of The University of Texas
board of regents, university administrative handbooks,
budget documents, by-laws of the board of regents, and rules
and regulations for the government of the institutions,
bulletins of the colleges, and memoranda and correspondence
of the president.

In addition, interviews were conducted
viii

with the first full-time personnel directors of the two
non-academic personnel departments.
The research revealed several major influences which
encouraged institutions of higher education to establish
non-academic personnel departments. These influences included the shortage of labor, high turnover of employees, low
pay, union pressure, rapid increase in enrollment and rapid
increases in the size of the non-academic workforce, and the
need for a centralized office as a contact for applicants.
The major factors which led to a study of the personnel
practices at The University of Texas at Austin and eventually hastened the formation of a non-academic personnel office
included a rapid increase in enrollment and the concurrent
increase in non-academic employees which resulted in a timeconsuming volume of hand-posted personnel transactions, and
the inability of the university administration to accurately
determine the amount of funds to request from the legislature for salary increases.
The University of Texas at El Paso non-academic personnel department was established after several years of
encouragment by the System Personnel Advisor.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
The non-academic or non-faculty personnel department,
as a separate unit in the hierarchy of the American higher
education organization, is a relatively new development.
Although this unit is usually small in size, its impact in
the organization has been far-reaching.
The events which led to the formation of separate
personnel departments were influenced by the overall external climate of the historical era in which they have
emerged.

However, the prevalent attitude of management

toward labor, legislation, expansion of the work force, and
the actions of the work force in industry, government, and
education have had a noticeable impact on the development of
this department.
The organizational structure of non-academic personnel
departments differs from one institution to another.

Func-

tions performed in non-academic personnel departments are
basically uniform and provide the following:

recruitment of

employees and their appointments; position analysis, job
classification and salary administration; administration of
benefits, such as retirement and insurance; performance
evaluation procedure administration; orientation of new
employees; training and development of the work force;
communications with employees; and personnel research.

Even

though the functions are basically the same in non-academic
1
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personnel departments, various titles are used.
include the following functional titles:

They

Employee Rela-

tions, Staffing, Development, Benefits, Wage and Salary
Administration, Personnel Records and Information Systems,
Research, Safety, Security, Employment, Training and
Development, Compensation and Benefits.

In some insti-

tutions equal employment opportunity, affirmative action,
and payroll units are also located in the personnel
department.
Personnel administration is itself relatively new, even
though its principles can be traced from Socrates and Plato,
through the Old Testament, on through the Industrial Revolution to today-

Socrates' conception of personnel management

was:
I say that whatever a man may preside, he will, if
he knows what he needs, and is able to provide it,
be a good president, whether he have the direction
of a chorus, a family, a city or an army- . . .
Is it not also the duty . . . to appoint fitting
persons to fulfill the various duties? . . . The
conduct of private affairs differs from that of
public concerns only in magnitude; in other
respects they are similar; but what is most to be
observed is, that neither of them are managed
without men; and that private matters are not
managed by one species of men, and public matters
by another; for those who conduct public business
made use of men not at all differing in nature
from those whom the managers of private affairs
employ; and those who know how to employ them,
conduct either private or public affairs judiciously, while those who do not know, will err in
the management of both. (Pop, 1966, p. 24)
Plato was also aware of the need for personnel management
functions in public and private organizations.

He
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recognized that men are not endowed with equal abilities.
He recognized that these differences made it necessary to
assign individuals to tasks "for which they were best suited
so that they would make maximum contributions to society"
(Dunnette, 1966, p. 41).
Such statements of these two ancient philosophers were
given little notice until the early 1800s.

Since 1800,

significant strides have been made in formalizing the personnel management principles associated with the management
of employees.

Robert Owens is often referred to as the

"father of personnel management" (Bursk, 1962, p. 1345) and
as "one of the pioneer industrialists . . . who in 1813
wrote a book entitled A New View of Society" (French, 1970,
p. 21). During the first quarter of the 19th century,
"Robert Owens greatly improved the working and living conditions of the employees in textile mills in Scotland which he
was managing" (French, 1970, p. 22).
During the late 1800s, the Federal Government of the
United States began the first thrust of personnel administration.

Congress initiated the use of personnel management

principles for federal employees by passing the Pendleton
Act in 1883.

The Pendleton Act established procedures for

entry into the Civil Service.

It

provided competitive examinations for admission to
public service, relative security of tenure for
appointees, protection . . . from discharge, . . .
prohibition of political activity, . . . nonpartisan approach to appointments, and a Commissioner
to administer the Act. (French, 1970, p. 21)
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Originally the Pendleton Act only applied to 10 percent of
the civil servants.

This percentage gradually increased

until all eligible positions were covered.
The expansion of the labor force after the Civil War
made the United States "the foremost industrial nation of
the world" (Stein & Davis, 1940, p. 18).
From 1910 to 1930, the following expansion of employment occurred:
220,000 more people working in banks and brokerage
houses; 378,000 more employees of insurance companies; 115,000 more real estate agents; 519,000
more retail merchants; and 443,000 more bookkeepers and accountants. . . . The number of
teachers approximately doubled. (Lescohier, 1935,
p. 46)
As the class of wage earners grew, so did the size of the
employing unit.

As corporations expanded, specialized job

functions emerged among the general work force for the new
tasks which were being created.

With this expansion and

specialized tasks came departmentalization, which led to
close scrutiny in job selection and the need for a personnel department to coordinate such selections.
The years between 1910 and 1920 saw rapid growth in
interest toward the area of personnel management.

Harvard

organized its Graduate School of Business Administration in
1908.

In 1910 Dartmouth College established the Amos Tuck

School of Business.

Both of these institutions adopted

Frederick Taylor's Scientific Management approach (Lescohier, 1935, pp. 308-309).

In 1915 the first training
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program ever offered for employment managers was offered in
the Amos Tuck School at Dartmouth (Eilbirt, 1959, p. 3 53).
That same year the Carnegie Institute of Technology established the Division of Applied Psychology.

This division

contained six bureaus for research, "including the most
significant Bureau of Personnel Research" (Kraus, 1986,
p. 9 ) . The Bureau of Personnel Research "combined elements
of applied/industrial psychology and scientific management"
(Kraus, 1986, p. 10) to establish personnel management as a
professional field.
From 1919 to 1928, an additional 66 schools offering
programs in business administration were established.

By

1954 the number had grown to 179 undergraduate and 100
graduate programs (Urwick, 1956, p. 46). While the use and
theory of personnel principles were being taught in institutions of higher education, another decade passed before
non-faculty employees in higher education would begin to
derive any benefits.
This study reviews the growth of colleges and universities, various federal laws, and other factors which
influenced the emergence of personnel departments as separate administrative units in industry, in the federal
government, and in academic institutions of higher
education.

The case study includes one large and one

medium-sized state-supported university-

The large univer-

sity was founded in 1883 (the same year the Pendleton Act
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was passed, establishing the Civil Service) and is the
oldest state-supported university in the state of Texas.
The medium-sized university was authorized by the State
Legislature in 1913.

It was originally established as a

remote department of the larger institution.

These two

academic institutions service approximately 65,000 students
per year, which was approximately 20 percent of the total
enrollment in senior-level public universities within the
state of Texas for the 1987-88 academic year.
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of the study is to relate the major
influences (i.e., state and federal legislation and regulations, labor unrest, and management policies) which
encouraged the establishment of a non-academic personnel
department in two state-supported institutions of higher
education.

The secondary purpose of the study is to relate

the major influences on the establishment of personnel
departments in industry, the federal government, and institutions of higher education.
Need for the Study
It is vital for an accurate history of the establishment and development of the mission for all administrative
units to be preserved.

As early as 1936, the necessity that

the historical development of the administrative office of
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director of personnel be studied was realized (McGrath,
1936, p. 201).
The emergence of administrative offices in higher
education does not occur as isolated events.

The external

environment in which the institutional administration
function is developing may influence the organizational
structure more than internal decisions.

A more thorough

understanding of higher education administration can be
attained by studying these influences which encourage the
establishment of separate administrative units.
The continued pressure of the labor force and of laborrelated legislation will undoubtedly increase the demand for
more personnel-related functions within personnel departments.

The study could be of value to these institutions if

they seek to find personnel-related needs and provide services to fill these needs.

It could be of special value to

institutions of higher education which seek to be leaders in
the discipline of personnel administration in higher education.
Methodology
The methodology employed in this study was similar to
that for a developmental case study-

The primary sources of

information were:
1.

The minutes of the meetings of the Board of Regents
of The University of Texas at Austin;

2.

Handbooks of The University of Texas at Austin;
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3.

Handbooks of The University of Texas at El Paso;

4.

Budget documents of The University of Texas at Austin;

5.

Budget documents of The University of Texas at El
Paso;

6.

By-laws of the Board of Regents and rules and
regulations for the government of The University of
Texas at Austin;

7.

College bulletins of Texas College of Mines and
Metallurgy;

8.

Memoranda and correspondence of the Office of the
President of The University of Texas at Austin
which pertained to the establishment of the nonacademic personnel department.

In addition to these and other written sources, interviews were conducted with the first full-time personnel
director at The University of Texas at Austin, Dr. Charles
Clark, and the first full-time personnel director at The
University of Texas at El Paso, Mr. Eugene Green.
Review of Related Literature
Prior to the present study, there has not been a definitive history of the personnel department at The University
of Texas at Austin or The University of Texas at El Paso.
The unpublished history which might seem comparable to this
study is A Proposed Plan for a Classified Personnel Program
for The University of Texas System by C. T. Clark (1956).
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However, his work focuses on the formation of the System
Personnel Office, not the original personnel department;
therefore, commonalities are limited.
The literature review also considered materials in
personnel management in industry and civil service.

These

areas were reviewed for background history of the emergence
of the non-academic personnel department in higher education and are incorporated into Chapters II, III and IV.
For a general overview of the history of personnel management, the works of Urwick (1956) , Lescohier (1935), Eilbirt
(1959) , and the five-volume works of Cohen (1974), entitled
Education in the United States Documentarv History, were
examined.

Van Riper's book. History of the United States

Civil Service (1958), is considered one of the single most
authoritative works in the Civil Service and was, therefore,
used.

Wolotkiewiez (1980) included a chapter relating

specifically to non-academic personnel administration in
higher education, but this book is only one of the few which
have covered this topic.

Even fewer are devoted specifi-

cally to personnel administration in higher education and
include Smith (1950), Bouchard (1980), and Fortunate and
Waddell (1981); but their perspective is not historical.
The literature abounds with references to wages and
salary, equal pay, affirmative action, and the Fair Labor
Standards Act, but not to the history of the non-academic
personnel department.
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A special edition of The Newsletter published the
history of the founding and activities of the College and
University Personnel Association, covering the years from
1946 until 1971 and indicating the surveys performed,
publications printed, and growth of the organization and
other concerns in higher education, but does not deal with
the reasons for establishing the non-academic personnel
department.

The history does, however, deal with the topics

germane to why non-academic personnel administration was
evolving in higher education.
Organization
This study has been organized both topically and
chronologically.

Chapter II presents the chronological

development of the labor force and the other major influences having an impact on the general emergence of personnel
administration prior to World War I.

Chapter III describes

the chronology of the major influences having an impact on
the development of personnel administration from World War I
through World War II.

Chapter IV chronicles the major

influences which resulted in the development of personnel
administration resulting from World War II.

The fifth

chapter presents a chronology of the major influences which
encouraged the Board of Regents to establish a personnel
department in each of the two Texas universities.
and conclusions are the subject of Chapter VI.

Summary
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Limitation of the Study
Already too much time has elapsed to obtain the input
of some of the first individuals who served these higher
education institutions as the first, full-time personnel
directors.

Also, only limited written material exists

concerning University Personnel Administration before the
1950s.
Definition of Terms
1.

Civil Service—employees of the federal government
selected through competitive examinations, also referred to as the merit system or classified service.
The Personnel Department of the federal government (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 207).

2.

Non-Academic Personnel—employees in higher education
who are not members of the faculty or management
structure.

These employees have job titles such as

administrative assistant, clerk, secretary, groundsmen,
and other technical and para-professional titles.

This

group of employees is also referred to as classified
staff and non-teaching employees.
3.

Personnel Administration or Personnel Management—the
phase of management in an organization which deals with
employees, including such functions as the recruitment,
selection, development, control, and accommodation of
human resources (Werther & Davis, 1981, pp. 7-9).
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Personnel Functions—the activities normally
administered by a non-academic personnel department,
including recruitment, employment, orientation, job
classification, wage and salary administration, benefits administration, training, record keeping, and
research (Bouchard, 1980, pp. iii-vi).
Private Sector—the portion of the labor force employed
in non-governmental commercial ventures in business and
industryNon-Academic Personnel Department—the personnel
departments of colleges and universities which typically include employee relations, training and
development, personnel records, employment, and
compensation and benefits, for non-academic personnel.

CHAPTER II
DEVELOPMENT OF PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION
PRIOR TO WORLD WAR I
Development of the Labor Force Prior to
World War I
The growth and development of the American labor force
prior to World War I can be divided into two general periods
of development, the Colonial period and the Industrial Revolution period.

The Colonial period contained a slow but

steady shift from the hunter, trapper, farmer, selfemployed, and family unit laborers to the cottage-industry,
skilled-craftsmen work force.

Once the industrial process

was imported from England, a rapid shift occurred in the
work force, drawing individuals out of self-employment activities and into factories as employees.
Colonial Developments
Entrepreneurs from France, Spain, and England came to
the Americas seeking commercial ventures for profit.
came for religious freedom.

Others

Those seeking profit brought

problems to the early pioneers.

As land patents were

granted and the land actually divided, personnel problems
began to emerge in Colonial America, i.e., the question of
who would provide the labor and at what price.

These prob-

lems created a
twofold task of importing laborers, and of securing their activity after importation. . . They
needed, therefore, to supplement the policy of
13
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importing labor with the policy of making laborers
work. . . . Whether the fault lay in education
and in the general treatment of human beings by
those in authority, or whether it lay in the still
imperfectly developed mores of the population, the
seventeenth century evidently thought that it
could not secure sufficient labor by simply holding out the reward of good wages. (Farnam, 1938,
p. 5)
This perceived failure of personnel policy and the
assumption that wages would not motivate employees was
followed by legal suasion.

Consequently, early personnel

policies were established not only as ad hoc decisions in
lieu of established personnel policies but through legislation.

One such legislative act preceded the founding of

Harvard by three years when the Colony of Massachusetts
passed a law in 163 3 which set wages for artisans and
prohibited idleness.

Perhaps this seemingly extraordinary

measure was required because of the youthfulness of the work
force which resulted from the importation of children as
laborers.

During the year of 1627, between 1,400 and 1,500

children were sent to Virginia (Farnam, 1938, pp. 55-56).
The practice of importing children was not new; it
began in the late 1500s when English children over 12 years
of age were sought for duty as laborers. While the importation continued for two centuries, it was not completely
satisfactory because
the children were obviously of little value unless
apprenticed, that is, unless brought under strict
discipline and trained to habits of industry. A
Massachusetts act of 1642 complained of "the great
neglect in many parents and masters in training up
their children in learning and labor, and other
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employments which may be profitable to the
Commonwealth." (Farnam, 1938, p. 56)
With the vast amount of natural resources and a burning
desire to amass great wealth, the employers of Colonial
America needed laborers to fulfill their desires.

"In

Europe during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries there
appeared to be an abundance of labor, but a dearth of
resources.

In America the reverse was true" (Faulkner,

1938, p. 74). Consequently, American entrepreneurs looked
to England as a source of labor.
The early colonial labor force was divided into two
separate types of laborers (employees) categorized as free
or non-free.

The non-free employees fell into two classes:

indentured servants and slaves.
Laborers categorized as indentured servants were in two
distinctly different classes, voluntary indentured and
involuntary indentured.

As the phrase voluntary indentured

implies, an individual could contract his services for a
specified period of time in exchange for passage to America.
Involuntary servitude referred to a class of laborers that,
for whatever reason, were under the control of the courts of
England.

"With the courts and prisons crowded with paupers,

vagrants, debtors, and petty criminals, it seemed the most
humanitarian as well as practical policy to ship them over
to the colonies" (Faulkner, 1938,p. 75).
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The colonial labor pool was expanding rapidly from this
influx of undesirables, but laborers were still scarce and
considered relatively expensive.

"In view of these economic

conditions the early settlers felt it more important to keep
wages down than to try to better the condition of the wage
receivers" (Farnam, 1938, p. 57). Consequently, in lieu of
establishing personnel policies covering compensation, the
employers continually turned to legislation in order to
force on employees what they could not motivate them to
voluntarily accept.

"As early as 1630, the General Court

passed an order limiting the pay of carpenters, joiners,
brick-layers, sawyers, and thatchers to 2s. a day and imposing a fine of 10s. upon the taker and giver of more"
(Farnam, 1938, p. 57).
The Massachusetts General Court apparently believed
that unscrupulous individuals in the work force were perpetrating an act of extortion by demanding exorbitant wages
from those in need of labor, therefore making restrictive
legislation imperative.

However, legislation of this nature

was apparently ineffective and was gradually repealed.
Employers, of course, were the first to be exempt from the
act, as the section imposing a penalty on the individual who
paid a higher rate was the first section of the act to be
repealed; and, eventually, the entire piece of legislation
was repealed (Carlton, 1911, p. 14). The colonists wanted
the laborers to be good citizens, but they still wanted
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their lot in life to remain that of a laborer.
Consequently, efforts were made to keep their wages as low
as possible, restricting their ability to accumulate
capital, and thereby keeping them in the work force as
laborers.

Specifically,

in 1655 a committee on trade was directed to consider some way to regulate workmen's wages, "if
any way may be found," and in 1672, in an act
forbidding the giving of liquor for wages, the
court notes that in spite of its endeavors to
redress oppressions, complaints of excessive wages
continued and increased. . . .
On the surface
these laws regulating wages show a distinct bias
against the laborer. . . . The repeal of the laws
against giving high wages, when the penalty for
taking them was retained seems conclusive evidence
that the legislators had the interests of the
employer primarily in mind. (Farnam, 1938, p. 59)
Legislation protecting the earning power of employees
and establishing minimum hourly wage rates was slow in
coming.

It took 282 years from the enactment of the 1630

statute restricting wages before legislation was enacted
that established minimum hourly wages for workers.

The

first statute establishing a minimum wage law was passed by
the state legislature of Massachusetts in 1912 (MacDonald,
1938, p. 664).
In 1662 the English Parliament passed various acts
which authorized the deportation of its unwanted and undesirable citizens.

These malcontents continually swelled

the work force of the labor-starved colonies as indentured
servants.

The colonists knew that these individuals needed

rehabilitation in order for them to eventually become
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productive citizens.

Since colonial employers were not

accustomed to utilizing personnel policies in the work
place, "some colonies passed laws for the purpose of preventing cruel punishments and extraordinary exactions, and
requiring the master to educate the youthful servants"
(Carlton, 1911, p. 18). Some children, wishing to better
themselves, became indentured through an apprenticeship
agreement because it was their best alternative to learning
a trade and becoming independent.

The value of education to

the colonists was evident in apprenticeship agreements.
These agreements contained such phrases as "and alsoe doe
promise to teach him to write and siffer [cipher]" and "the
said Simont is to teach her to reade the English Tongue"
(Cohen, 1974, p. 390).
Industrial Revolution
The population of British North America grew from
approximately 25,000 in 1640 to 200,000 in 1690 (Faulkner,
1938, p. 76) and about 300,000 in 1700 (Faulkner, 1938, p.
112).

Beginning in the late 1700s, significant changes

began to take shape in the labor market.

America was

rapidly changing from an agrarian society to an industrial
society.

The Industrial Revolution, which began in England,

rapidly migrated to America.

It consisted mainly of the

invention and development of machinery, powered by water or
steam.

As the machines became more sophisticated, factories

were established; and the demand for laborers increased.
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This demand for laborers in the factories drew laborers from
the farms and out of the woods into the industrial centers.
As the Industrial Revolution was evolving, it was
creating a new class of workers, new employer-employee
relationships, a greater abundance of goods and an increased
demand for these goods.

These workers have been

described as the most impressive creation of the
Industrial Revolution, the industrial
proletariat—the group of wage earners, dependent
upon others, their employers, for work and for the
tools with which they performed their function in
industry- (Yoder, 1942, p. 39)
One new group of laborers consisted chiefly of women.

They

were combined with young workers to provide the work force
for the textile industry-

The youthful new employees were

accustomed to working in their homes and with friends and
neighbors.

They were ingrained with the Puritan work ethic

because parents wanted their children busy, as they believed
that idle children were easily distracted and could cause
many problems.

Additionally, women and children of the 18th

century were considered social parasites who needed to be
controlled.

In 1789 a petition in support of establishing a

textile factory stated that working in a factory would
provide some control as it "will afford employment to a
great number of women and children, many of whom will be
otherwise useless, if not burdensome to society" (MacDonald,
1938, p. 224).
Young children were a major portion of the industrial
work force.

One factory had a personnel policy establishing
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minimum age requirements on these young employees.

In

recruiting them, it advertised for "a number of boys and
girls, from eight to twelve years of age . . .

to whom

constant employment and encouraging wages will be given"
(MacDonald, 1938, p. 224).
The personnel policies of some of these early factories
were very restrictive and extended beyond the factory floor
and working hours.

These industrial employees "lived in

company houses, spent their earnings in company stores,
worshiped in company churches, and had to submit to excessive supervision of their private lives" (Faulkner, 1938, p.
318) .
This repressive attitude led to many conflicts between
labor and management which resulted in numerous illegal
strikes.

In 1884 the Massachusetts Supreme Court ruled that

strikes were no longer illegal per se.

Consequently, col-

lective bargaining began gradually emerging (French, 1970,
p. 15).
As factory production increased, so did management's
search for increased efficiency.

Frederick Taylor performed

numerous studies to determine how to maximize every single
move of the employees operating the equipment.

In 1911 he

published his book. The Principles of Scientific Management,
and created the Scientific Management movement.

His

approach integrated each move of the employee into the
operation of the equipment and greatly increased the
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efficiency in the factory, but it dehumanized the individual
employees in the process.
Development of the Federal Work Force
Prior to 1883
Many of the early inhabitants of colonial America were
reared under the British spoils system, and they were opposed to it because
at the hands of the British aristocracy public
office was treated as the special preserve of a
privileged class and it was partly for this reason
that colonial legislatures attempted, wherever
possible, to restrict the appointing power of the
royal governor. (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 17)
The success of the Revolutionary War brought an end to the
Royal appointments and the elitist monopoly of public service.

With their new freedom began an era of public service

in the Colonies described by some as a period of relative
administrative efficiency.
The history of the American Civil Service has been
divided by Mosher and Kingsley (1941) into four general time
periods:
A.

1789-1829:
efficiency

the period of relative administrative

B.

1829-1865:

the period of unmitigated spoils

C.

1865-1883: the period of agitation and rising resentment against the spoils system

D.

1883-1941: the period of reform and bureaucratic
evolution (p. 16) .
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Relative Administrative Efficiency
It is quite possible that George Washington was the
only president in the history of the United States to be
personally acquainted with a majority of the individuals
employed as federal public servarits. Even though President
Washington knew most of the federal employees, he still
called upon his friends and colleagues to assist him in
solving personnel matters. Also, it is unlikely that
succeeding presidents knew a significant number of civil
servants because "between 1792 and 1861 the federal civil
service increased fifty fold—from roughly 1,000 employees
to 50,000 or more.

During the same period the population

increased only eight times" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 50).
This period began with the understanding that the
Articles of Confederation had not stopped the spoils system
but had only replaced it with the concept of rotation in
office.

"Rotation in office, legally embedded in the

Articles of Confederation and in a majority of state constitutions, was soon a major governmental evil" (Mosher &
Kingsley, 1941, p. 17).
It is ironic that the power granted by the Articles of
Confederation, devised to prevent centralized control of
public service, soon became the vehicle that created a new
spoils system in appointing individuals to governmental
positions.

In response to these newly created democratic

excesses under the Articles of Confederation, the
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Constitution eliminated the rotation in office concept.
The Constitution had not eliminated spoils from the federal
public service.

President George Washington followed the

practice of vacating and filling appointive offices on a
partisan basis.

The practice was continued by other presi-

dents, but the most significant removal occurred when
President Jefferson removed 25 percent of the presidential
class of civil servants (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 18) in
1801.

By the 1820s the spoils system was practiced in

almost every state in the Union.

As the elections of 1828

were approaching, public sentiment, led by Andrew Jackson,
was moving toward a consensus for another upheaval of the
Civil Service.
The Democratic-Republican party had controlled the
White House from 1801 through 1828 when John Quincy Adams
assumed the presidency-

Few Civil Service removals had

occurred during this 25-year period, even though some employees were described as incompetent, corrupt, unproductive
civil servants "drawing breath and salary but doing nothing
else" (Bailey & Kennedy, 1987, p. 244). Jackson made Civil
Service a campaign issue and declared that public officials
held office for the benefit of all people; and, therefore,
all individuals had a right to hold office.

Consequently,

it was appropriate for him to remove one individual and
replace him with another because neither had a right to the
job (Hoogenboom, 1964, p. 3 ) .
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Jackson's supporters protested the privileged class or
advantage of birth or social status.

This hostility was

fired by the expansion of industry and the emergence of the
laboring class as a major political force.

Labor was striv-

ing for a fair share of prosperity for the common man, or
equalityA general understanding of the need for education was
also emerging.

The mood of the average citizen was changing

toward the utility and necessity of education.

The indus-

trial expansion was creating an enormous number of new
careers, careers requiring formal education and training.
The implications of the Jacksonian emphasis were
quite clear: all careers were equal, and all
careers demanded an equal hearing and an equal
opportunity within the university- The colleges
were now . . . to serve potential merchants,
journalists, [and] manufacturers . . . on an equal
basis with . . . law, theology, and medicine.
(Rudolph, 1962, p. 341)
Education was not, however, a prerequisite to governmental service.

The government belonged to the common man

who could serve in any capacity.
Unmitigated Spoils
With the election of Jackson to the presidency, an old
era was revisited when the Civil Service once again became
the preserve of the privileged class.

The only difference

from the British system of years gone by was that the
privileged class was now controlled by American politicians
instead of British royalty (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 17).
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Andrew Jackson's election to the presidency of the
United States in 1828 had a dramatic effect on the Civil
Service, the first major shift in almost 3 0 years. With
Jackson came a commitment to the spoils system, identifying
him with the system and its inherent evils.
The impact on the Civil Service was immediate, and it
affected approximately 20 percent of the federal employees.
At President Jackson's inaugural on March 4, 1829, Jackson's
loyal constituents were there in force.
press their claims on the government.
president did not disappoint them.

They wanted to

The new democratic

He pledged to reduce the

bloated size of the Civil Service and redirect it toward a
more democratic status.
The electorate that voted Jackson into the presidency
expected a major shift in federal appointees.

While a

majority of federal employees retained their jobs, a sizeable shift did occur.
The original concept of Civil Service established by
the founding fathers was inconsistent with the ideals of
Jacksonian Democracy.

Consequently, the Civil Service

incumbents were seen as scoundrels to be routed from office
so that the people could gain control of their government.
For the first time, the common man was to control his own
dealing and attain his rightful place in the operations of
his government.

The election of Jackson had finally turned

over the government to the common man. He
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sought to adapt these services to the newly
vitalized ideals of equality of opportunity, social mobility, individual freedom, and popular
government. Equality was reflected in attempts to
limit the tenure of office and to pass the offices
around. Any suggestion that a man of average
intelligence was not fit for any and all public
offices was indignantly rejected as a denial of
the power and wisdom of "the people." (Van Riper,
1958, pp. 55-56)
The common man now had a way to make politics pay.

Once

elected, the politician now had a payroll on which to put
his loyal followers.
The privileged class was out, and the common man would
now take his rightful place as a public employee.
selection was now up to the politicians.

Personnel

Hordes of common

men sought Civil Service jobs, only to be disappointed.
Even though Jackson was elected by voters who anticipated wholesale turnover, "only about one fifth of the old
civil servants were dismissed, leaving more than nine
thousand out of the original eleven thousand" (Bailey &
Kennedy, 1987, p. 244). Even though fewer than 20 percent
of civil servants were ousted from office, the morale of
those remaining was greatly affected by the removal and
replacement of their peers.

Insecurity was rampant because,

when two out of 11 were replaced, the remaining nine did not
know if or when they might be next.
Insecurity replaced security and discouraged many able
citizens from entering the public service.

The disappoint-

ments of those not receiving Civil Service appointments
matched the disappointments of those released.

One
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terminated civil servant committed suicide by slashing his
own throat.

Selection into the Civil Sei-vice was now deter-

mined by the applicant's efforts in behalf of the political
party and loyalty to the leaders.

Jacksonian partisans

stressed that the common man was qualified and should take
control of his government because he had a right to
participate in its operations.

Consequently, it was appro-

priate for public office to become a reward for the common
man's efforts in behalf of the party.

This reform brought

the common man closer to his government.

After Jackson's

election, the Civil Service was the payroll of the party
used unashamedly to advance the Democratic Party's purposes
to the direct benefit of the country.
Opponents of the Jacksonian movement were not as
optimistic.

Their view was that, as a result of the new

reform, "illiterates, incompetents, and plain crooks were
given positions of public trust; they lusted for the spoils
of office rather than the toils of office" (Bailey &
Kennedy, 1987, p. 245). Consequently, just as the British
aristocracy had developed a privileged class in the
Colonies, the new reform movement gradually developed a
special class of its own.

Eventually, this special class

became so much a part of the political process that it was
almost impossible to change.

Fortunately, not all Civil

Service appointments were made through the spoils system.
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Between 183 0 and 1860, the reformed federal service was
manned and managed through two separate personnel systems.
The portion which was controlled through the spoils system
was by far the more dominant.
The details of personnel administration were
largely under the jurisdiction of the chief clerks
in each of the major establishments both in Washington and in the field. They maintained the
employment rolls and records, exercised general
supervision of employee activities, assigned work,
oriented new employees, and maintained other
relevant records. Training was unknown. . . .
Promotions were relatively few, efficiency ratings
[were] in an embryonic state, and retirement
policies nonexistent. There was, of course, no
more legal protection against removals in public
service than in business. (Van Riper, 1958, p. 52)
Revolt Against the Spoils System
As the spoils system was growing, so was the resentment
against it.

Unfortunately, this opposition was more against

spoils than for personnel management, causing personnel
management concepts to creep into the Civil Service ever so
slowly prior to the Civil War.

The general resentment

against the spoils system slowly affected Congress, causing
it to continue to struggle with this system.

Those seeking

political positions were concerned that partisan appointees
were totally incompetent; and, consequently, efficiency in
governmental operations suffered.
tories began to emerge.

Eventually small vic-

In 1852 President Fillmore's

cabinet recommended that a classification system be
established for clerical positions and that entrance
examinations be passed before clerical employees could be
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hired.

This cabinet also offered recommendations concerning

pass examinations, position classification, pay, and promotions for Civil Service clerks.

However, because executives

had the prerogative of constitutional appointment, there was
general hesitation in making examinations compulsory (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 52).
Congress responded in 1853 by enacting laws which
required Federal clerks to take a simple examination, and
their positions were classified into salary ranges (Mosher &
Kingsley, 1941, pp. 20-21).

The original examinations were

simple pass/fail exams which only served to eliminate incompetent or illiterate applicants.

While the pass examination

was a major shift toward the implementation of personnel
administration techniques, "a far more lasting contribution
to public personnel administration was initiated by the
'classification' law of 1853" (Van Riper, 1958, pp. 53-54).
This new statute revised legislation that had been in effect
since 1818.

It contained a concept which was far more

important than the breadth of its coverage because it covered only about 10 percent of the Civil Service employees,
but
it directed the heads of all departments . . . to
group their Washington clerical employees under
four classes, keeping in mind their actual duties.
. . . But there was no central agency to see that
this was done. . . . Moreover, it is important to
note that the laws of 1853, 1854, and 1855 remained major bases for the classification and pay
of the federal government's clerical employees for
nearly seventy years. (Van Riper, 1958, p. 54)
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Even though Congress frequently considered the problems
associated with classifying positions in an attempt to
insure that similar positions were paid similar wages, no
significant action was taken until 1923.
The spoils system that had been ushered in by Jacksonianism was still flourishing during the antebellum
period.

However, from the very beginning of the spoils

system, a core of civil servants remained untouched because
the incoming politicians knew that they would be held
accountable for the level of services which would be provided.

Consequently, even the most partisan politician

retained some key incumbent civil servants to insure continued administrative efficiency-

Several of these key

people managed to serve several administrations (Van Riper,
1958, p. 52).
After the Civil War came to a close, the Civil Service
Reform Association began to exert its efforts toward reforming the Civil Service system (Van Riper, 1958, p. 78).
Their discontent was beginning to evolve as a significant
political issue. The early reform measures of pass examinations and job classifications impacted the Civil Service
incumbents, but they did not deter the general operations of
the spoils system.

However, they did set the stage for

reform.
The next reform attempt was misplaced in the chaos that
engulfed Washington during the Civil War.

Pressure for

31
reform had remained constant; therefore, another attempt was
initiated in 1865 by Congressman Thomas A. Jenckes. The
Civil Service was described as corrupt, chaotic, partisan,
and beset by evil forces (Rosenbloom, 1982, p. 85).
A great deal was written about the two and a half
decades after the Civil War.

The period in American history

between 1865 and 1900 was characterized by several distinctive names, such as the Gilded Age, Great Barbecue, or the
Era of Expansion.

This was a time of rapid industrial

growth, public corruption, and unchecked commercial dealings.

If it settled anything, the Civil War had only

resolved two issues, slavery and the make-up of the Union.
However, the war intensified many other issues.
followed by a severe economic depression.

The war was

Political scan-

dals during the Grant administration reached all the way to
Grant's personal secretary.

Citizens responded in various

ways as evidenced by "the Granger movement, the Farmer's
Alliance, the Knights of Labor, the great railroad strike of
1877, Henry George, the Ku Klux Klan, and the Populists"
(Van Riper, 1958, p. 62).
The social fabric of the nation was being tested as the
economic expansion drew agricultural workers to the industrial centers. As farmers migrated into the city, they were
forced to adjust to a new work environment, new mores, and
new social surroundings. As cities expanded to accept their
new citizens, the role of the Civil Service was also
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expanding.

The various pressure groups lobbied for

improvement in the Civil Service.

This movement was initi-

ated by a small group of public-minded intellectuals who
proved to be very persuasive on behalf of a new political
morality.

This group forced the political parties to

acknowledge the inefficiencies of the Civil Service.

Conse-

quently, both political parties adopted Civil Service reform
as a political platform issue (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p.
20) .
Congress responded in 1871 by passing legislation
authorizing President Grant to establish a board which would
develop and administer Civil Service entrance exams.

As a

result of this act, on March 3, 1871, the first modern Civil
Service legislation in the history of the United States came
into being as a rider to an appropriations bill.

It was

only one sentence in length and it reads in part:
That the President . . . is hereby, authorized to
proscribe such rules and regulations for the admission of persons into civil service . . . as
will best promote the efficiency thereof, and
ascertain the fitness . . . , health, character,
knowledge, and ability for the branch of service
into which he seeks to enter; and . . . employ
suitable persons to conduct such inquiries, to
prescribe their duties, and to establish regulations for the conduct . . . in the civil service.
(Van Riper, 1958, p. 68)
President Grant seized this opportunity to improve the
Civil Service.
commission.

He appointed seven individuals to serve on a

As a result, this one sentence of legislation

had a lasting impact on the growth, development, and
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stability of the Civil Service system because of the
Commission's actions.

The members developed standardized

concepts for processing applications, developing and administering exams, grading the exams, developing the register,
giving veterans preference, establishing position classifications, and many other personnel administration concepts.
President Hayes was the first president to make regular
use of the pass examinations.

In 1877 he ordered the New

York customhouse to utilize the tests in order to qualify
candidates for employment.

The next major advancement in

the evolution of competitive examinations resulted from
President Hayes' "appointment of Dorman B. Eaton to prepare
a report on the British civil service, which was widely
regarded as a model nineteenth-century personnel system"
(Rosenbloom, 1982, p. 26).
The politicians in the early 1870s seized on Civil
Service reform as a potent political issue, and for the
first time it rose to the status of a national concern.

The

movement was buttressed by almost daily revelations of
corruption surrounding national politicians and the captains
of industry-

Van Riper records this era as

the days when Jim Fisk and Jay Gould, profiting
from their association with the President, almost
cornered the nation's gold supply. The Credit
Mobilier scandal brought to light the placing of
shares of Union Pacific stock in the hands of
government officials in order to influence legislation, and resulted in the discrediting of VicePresident Schuyler Colfax. In the "Salary Grab"
of 1873 Congress voted itself a 50 per cent
increase in pay, retro active to December, 1871.
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A little later Secretary of the Treasury W. A.
Richardson resigned after it was discovered that
he had permitted the payment of exorbitant commissions to friends of prominent politicians for
collecting overdue internal revenue taxes. While
it was known that the Governor of the District of
Columbia had been involved in contract frauds.
Grant rewarded him with another high level appointment in the District. The American Minister
to Brazil defrauded that country of $100,000 and
fled, while the Minister to England lent his name
to a mine swindle. The new Secretary of the Treasury B. H. Bristow then uncovered the existence of
a "Whiskey Ring" which had, with the connivance of
Grant's private secretary and a number of Treasury
officials, defrauded the government of millions in
taxes on distilled whiskey. The series of scandals culminated in March, 1876, with the hasty
resignation of Secretary of War W. W. Beltnap, who
was proved to have sold Indian post traderships.
(1958, pp. 74-75)
Citizens who were without governmental influence and
outside political party circles continued the general agitation for reform.

One of the leading champions of reform was

George William Curtis, who eventually became the head of the
Civil Service Commission.

More importantly, citizens began

to organize, building on the concept established by the
National Civil Service Reform League, which was organized in
August of 1881.

The New York Civil Service Reform Associa-

tion was formed in May, 1877, and by 1880 claimed 583
members in 33 states and territories (Van Riper, 1958, p.
8).

For the most part, the reform movement was initiated

and championed by comparatively few individuals bolstered by
the report on the British Civil Service written by Eaton.
Reformers were persistent.

They continued to seek out

abuses of the spoils system and publicize them for all the
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nation to see.

In response, the Congress enacted a law in

1876 to restrict politicians from collecting assessments for
political favors (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 22). President Grant followed Congress' lead and issued an executive
order in June of 1877 which stated that federal officials
should not be coerced to or restricted from taking an active
part in the political process.
this act for five years.

No one was prosecuted under

Then in 1882, a high-ranking

official in the Treasury Department was charged with violating the act.

He was convicted and fined $1,000.

The most

significant outcome of the case was the Supreme Court's
ruling, which implied that Civil Service reform legislation
was constitutional (Van Riper, 1958, p. 90).
For years, the reformers had struggled to change the
spoils system.

These efforts focused on how employees were

selected to how they were terminated and how money was
extracted through payroll assessments for the privilege of
having the job.

The reformers were more obsessed with the

elimination of the spoils system than in developing sound
personnel management systems (Rosenbloom, 1982, p. 4 ) .
Civil Service reformers might have been disappointed once
again except for the assassination of President James
Garfield by a disgruntled office seeker in 1881.

The

President's death focused the politicians' and the public's
attention squarely on the problems and realities of the
spoils system (Van Riper, 1958, p. 89). This one tragic act
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generated a new emphasis on reforming a system that had
become synonymous with corruption.

Consequently, the polit-

ical environment was now ready to look at the issue and
consider a whole new reorganization of Civil Service personnel practices.
Formalization of the Civil Service
The Senate had the pressure of public opinion and a
Supreme Court ruling supporting the constitutionality of
Civil Service reform when they debated Pendleton's proposed
bill.

In December of 1882, the Senate hammered out the

details and passed the most significant Civil Service reform
bill ever introduced.

The President signed the Pendleton

Act, and it became law on January 16, 1883.

It established

the federal Civil Service along with its guiding principle
of merit, which remains the cornerstone of the system a
century later (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 3 ) . As a result.
Civil Service reform had benefited from the political tragedies and gross abuses of the spoils system.
Pendleton Act
A major feature of the Act was that it established an
independent commission under the President to administer the
Civil Service policies.

Other major features included

competitive exams for entry and a probationary period upon
entry.

Payroll assessments or kickbacks from office holders

were eliminated, and forced political contributions were
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prohibited.

The Act also ratified the prior veterans'

preference statutes. Approximately 10 percent of the
positions in Civil Service were initially covered because
the act exempted departments with fewer than 50 employees
(Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 25).
The bulk of the covered employees were basically the
clerical staff in the various departments in Washington, DC.
Even though the original coverage of the Act was small, it
gave the President great latitude to expand or reduce the
number of classified employees by executive order.

The

President was authorized to act as expeditiously or as
slowly as the situation permitted (Rosenbloom, 1982, p. 27).
Only public officials, whose appointments were subject to
advice and consent of the senate, and laborers were exempt
from coverage.

"These exemptions accounted for roughly 2 0

to 30 per cent [sic] of the federal civil service, which in
the eighteen eighties averaged over 140,000" (Van Riper,
1958, p. 106).
The Pendleton Act emphasized that qualifications of the
applicant were the single most important criteria for
entrance into the Civil Service.

Passing the entrance ex-

amination became the key to employment in the federal Civil
Service.

The competitive exams were open to all citizens

who met the minimum requirements such as age or health.
Artificial or non-job-related barriers such as religion.
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social status, or birth were omitted from the list of
qualifications (Van Riper, 1958, p. 158).
It was intended that the Act create an atmosphere that
would generate career civil servants.

To create this atmos-

phere, the Act provided civil servants with job security by
excluding political activity as a legitimate reason for
discharge and creating a nonpartisan appointment process
(French, 1970, p. 21).
A major focus of the Act was to create qualified and
loyal career civil servants to operate the bureaucracy.

To

accomplish this, the Civil Service Commission was required
to administer entrance examinations, grade them, and then
select an applicant who was among those making the highest
score.

In addition, the "applicants were forbidden to

present recommendations from senators and representatives
which referred to matters other than character and residence" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 104).
Congress established the Civil Service with the intent
of keeping civil servants outside of the influences of the
political system.

However, old habits were hard to break.

Civil Service employees were not reluctant to approach the
Congress to press for higher wages.

In an attempt to keep

civil servants out of politics, two presidents issued gag
orders which restricted civil servants from expressing their
demands to Congress (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 3 ) . Congress
concurred.

They not only wanted civil servants outside the
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influence of politics, but they also wanted covered
employees to refrain from applying political pressure to
obtain political actions.

To accomplish these desired

results. Congress directed the Civil Service Commission to
establish rules to restrict federal workers from going
outside their agencies when pressing their demands.

The net

effect was the creation of a process to insure nonpartisanship selection of civil servants.

The overall impact of the

Pendleton Act has spread beyond merely eliminating the
spoils system.

This act resulted in the "stimulation of

progressive personnel policies and practices in governmental
agencies, including state governments, with a resulting
impact on business and industrial organizations" (French,
1970, p. 21).
Civil Service Commission
In 1871 a rider was attached to the sundry appropriations bill which allowed the President to hire employees to
ascertain the suitability of applicants for Civil Service
positions.

President Grant appointed a commission of seven

persons which developed policies and procedures for reform.
These rules were the precedents used by the first Civil
Service Commission.
The Federal Civil Service Commission was created in
1883 to offer qualified individuals positions of service to
their country and to dissolve the spoils system and its
eroding effect upon the Civil Service.

It was hoped that
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qualified employees would have a direct impact on our entire
political system (Van Riper, 1958, p. 137).
The Act authorized the President to appoint three
bipartisan commissioners for indefinite terms with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

The commission, in turn,

would appoint a chief examiner to administer the entrance
examination processes.

This commission was charged with

developing and administering new rules to insure that appointments to the Civil Service would be based upon the
results of fair and competitive examinations.
General educational testing was developed in the 1890s
by the Commission (French, 1970, p. 21).

"These tests were

put in the form and terminology of general educational level
tests and were . . . known as 'first-grade,' 'second-grade'
and 'third-grade' examinations" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 139).
These examinations, once established, became a permanent
part of the Civil Service personnel policy (Rosenbloom,
1982, p. 27). With these "new examination methods the Commission was, in many ways, well ahead of industry, the
colleges and universities, and most of the few professional
psychologists of that time, and was to continue in the lead
for many years" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 140). The Commission
was the leader in developing testing techniques; by 1900,
entrance requirements for the majority of the classified
positions had been established (French, 1970, p. 21).
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By the time World War I began in 1914, the merit system
had expanded to include over 65 percent of the positions
subject to examinations (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 26).
Merit System
Congress accepted a new personnel administration
concept when it extended the security of tenure to civil
servants employed through the merit examination system.

In

addition. Congress extended this concept to include protection from being terminated for political activity (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 99).
The majority of eligible federal offices had been
placed under the merit system by the mid-1890s.

Even though

this only included approximately 10 percent of the total
positions in the Civil Service, it was a major step toward
the elimination of the spoils system (Van Riper, 1958, p.
105) .
During the first term of President Cleveland, the merit
system of Civil Service was expanded to encompass over 4 5
percent of eligible positions.

Eight years later, when he

finished his second term as President, Civil Service reform
and the merit system were firmly entrenched.

By 1932 ten

presidents had exercised their authority and placed over 80
percent of the eligible positions under the Civil Service
(Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 26).
The Pendleton Act set standards for hiring employees,
but it did not restrict the power of the Presidency in
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terminating employees.

The President could fire or remove

any employee at will, i.e., at any time, for any reason or
for no reason.

The first president to establish limits on

the removal authority of appointing officers in governmental
agencies was President McKinley.

He reguired that employees

be informed of the reasons for their removal and that they
be given the opportunity to respond.
Consequently, the most significant impact emanating
from the Act came as a result of President McKinley's executive order of July 27, 1897, when he deviated from the
concept of termination at will and added a strong element of
job security for civil servants by instigating the protection of due process.

This act was amended and strengthened

on May 29, 1899. Thereafter civil servants hired through
the competitive examination process could only be terminated
for just cause after compliance with due process procedures.
Due process required that the reasons supporting the just
cause charge had to be communicated to the affected employee
in writing.

The employee then had the right to respond in

writing to refute the charges (Van Riper, 1958, p. 144).
The concept of a true merit system was finally in place.
Employees were selected because of their abilities, and they
no longer served at the pleasure of the political party in
power.

Efforts now turned toward the development of sound

personnel administration policies and procedures.
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Development of Higher Education
Beginning of Higher Education
On October 28, 1636, the first institution of higher
education in the United States was founded when the members
of the General Court of the Massachusetts Bay Company agreed
to contribute to a school or college.

With this contribu-

tion. Harvard was founded.
The structure of the administration of European colleges and universities was organized under the concept of
self-governance.
administration.

The early masters banded together as the
However, American institutions did not

follow this administrative structure.

Harvard's administra-

tion consisted of a Board of Overseers.

The only

educational representative on the board was the college
president.

In 1650 the administrative structure was en-

larged to include a second administrative component, the
corporation.

In addition to the president, it included the

treasurer and five fellows (Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 26).
Growth of Higher Education
By 1794, 15 new colleges had been established.

Twenty-

five more had been established before 1830, and in the next
30 years 133 were established.

All of these 173 colleges,

established prior to the Civil War, were permanent institutions (Curti & Nash, 1965, p. 43). The early colleges were
all affiliated with some church denomination, as were the

44
great majority of all institutions founded prior to the
Civil War (Eddy, 1957, p. 3).
This rapid expansion of higher education throughout the
country tended to create many small institutions, so small,
in fact, that the president, rector, provost, or chancellor
was the only employee.

Conseguently, he taught the classes,

performed custodial duties, and was the librarian (if any
books were available) and record keeper of grades.
Early Personnel Administration in
Higher Education
The need for formalized policies and procedures was
influenced by the size of the work force (Nestor, 1986, p.
187).

Organizations with only one or two employees were

much easier to manage than those with larger numbers of
employees.

Therefore, as the organization grew in numbers

of employees, formal personnel policies became necessaryThese policies assisted management in communicating the
general working conditions to the employee.

They also gave

the employees a sense of security and, consequently, improved employee morale.

Expansion of the work force was

generally accompanied by the emergence of new and varied
functions, which in turn created a need for a more formalized managerial structure.

Consequently, the personnel

management of early colonial institutions was handled by the
governing body on an ad hoc basis.
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When Harvard was established, its charter provided for
a Board of Overseers to govern.
the president.

This board in turn hired

It established the policies, and the presi-

dent was then responsible for administering them.

Because

of the poor transportation available during these early
years, the non-resident board could not adequately govern
the campus.

Consequently, in 1650 a resident body was

established to assume the general day-to-day administrative
functions.

Its actions were then reviewed by the Board of

Overseers.

William and Mary followed a similar bicameral

approach (Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 26).
The managerial structure of William and Mary was patterned on the same organizational concept as Harvard's.

The

personnel management of these two institutions was vested in
the original staff members. At Harvard the first managerial
staff members consisted "of seven persons (to wit):

a

President, five fellows, and a Treasurer or Bursar" (Cohen,
1974, p. 660). Their managerial prerogatives were restricted by the charter to the democratic process of meeting and
making personnel decisions by majority vote.

The Harvard

charter allowed
the president and fellows, or the major part of
them, from time to time, [to] . . . meet and
choose such officers and servants for the college
and make such allowance to them and them also to
remove, . . . to choose such others and to make
from time to time such orders and by-laws . . . as
they shall think fit, provided said orders be
allowed by the overseers. (Cohen, 1974, pp.
660-661)
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The management structure at the College of William and
Mary, when it was chartered in 1693, "authorized eighteen
Virginia gentlemen to act as college trustees. . . . Once
the president and masters had arrived, they were to form a
Corporation. . . . The trustees . . . would continue to
supervise the corporation as governors and visitors"
(Herbst, 1982, p. 33). The incorporation was slow in developing.

When the corporation was finally formed in 1727, its

statutes contained the following personnel policies:
the daily government of the college was entrusted
to the president and the masters under the
statutes promulgated by the senate. The masters
were to participate in the election of college
officials, such as usher, writing master, bursar,
librarian, janitor, cook, butler, gardener, workmen, bailiffs, and overseers. (Herbst, 1982, p.
35)
The first chief administrator of Harvard was Nathaniel
Eaton.

His tenure was short lived as he was appointed in

1638 and departed in 1639 when the General Court dismissed
him for the cruel punishments he perpetrated on his students
and for his failure to properly supervise them.

Henry

Dunster was hired to replace Eaton in August of 1640. Mr.
Dunster was the first chief administrator of a higher education institution in the United States to make a personnel
decision when he hired two of his graduates to be tutors
(Herbst, 1982, pp. 7-10).
President Dunster began formalizing the personnel
function when he established job descriptions for Harvard's
overseers.

He directed them to "advance in all learning.
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Devine and humane, each and every student who is or who will
be entrusted to your tutelage, according to their several
abilities" (Rudolph, 1962, p. 6 ) .
As the 18th century was drawing to e. close, the first
state chartered university emerged.

In the month of January

in 1785, the State of Georgia chartered the University of
Georgia.

The organizational structure consisted of two

boards, the Board of Visitors and the Board of Trustees,
the personnel decisions to be made by the latter.

The

Charter directed that the
trustees shall have the power of filling up all
vacancies of their own board, and appointing professors, tutors, secretary, treasurers, steward,
or any other officers . . . to discontinue or
remove . . . [,] appoint the salaries of the different officers . . . and adopt such regulations
. . . which the good of the university may render
necessary- (Cohen, 1974, p. 788)
Personnel decisions of colonial colleges were based on
the beliefs of the sponsoring denomination.

Henry Dunster,

the first president of Harvard, was forced to resign because
of his breach of orthodoxy concerning his views on infant
baptism.

Yale required employees to submit to the Saybrook

Platform of 1708 and to agree to the Westminister Confession.

Employees had to sign the Thirty-Nine Articles of the

Church of England to work at William and Mary-

These per-

sonnel policies generally remained in force until after the
Civil War (Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, pp. 297-299).
Charters of institutions formed in the 19th century
made little change in the personnel management concepts
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previously utilized by their predecessors. Many of them,
however, did include coverage of non-academic employees.
These early personnel policies, such as they were, generally
were contained in the enabling legislation or institutional
charter.

One example is the 1837 Charter of Knox College in

Illinois, which empowered the trustees "to establish and
regulate the proposed system of manual labor, in the way
which they shall deem best adapted to promote the . . .
general management of the affairs of the College" (Elliott &
Chambers, 1969, p. 285). This charter does not specify
whether or not these laborers would work the same gruelling
hours as their contemporaries who were laboring in the
factories.

A later example is the 1879 charter of the

University of California, which was very specific about the
student labor in its charge.

It stated that "a system of

moderate manual labor must be established in connection with
the agricultural college, . . . for practical education in
agriculture and landscape gardening" (Elliott & Chambers,
1969, p. 70). Michigan State College's policy covering
student employment was much more specific. While Section 18
was silent on non-academic employees, it stated, "Three
hours of each day shall be devoted by every student of the
college to labor upon the farm. . . . The hours of labor
may be increased to four hours, or diminished to two and one
half hours" (Elliott & Chambers, 1969, p. 329).
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Numerous institutional charters established personnel
policies which stated that non-academic employees were to
serve at the pleasure of the president.

Simply stated, this

meant that the president could terminate the services of a
non-academic employee at any time for any reason or no
reason.

The terminated employee did not have any recourse

other than his own ability to plead his case.
was prevalent by the mid-1800s.

This concept

The University of Califor-

nia Charter endowed the Regents with the authority "to
remove, at pleasure, any officer, professor, or employee of
the University" (Elliott & Chambers, 1969, p. 70). Other
personnel policy-related issues for which the University of
California regents were responsible in 1868 were to hire
employees, determine their length of appointment, and to set
the compensation rates to be paid to all employees (Elliott
& Chambers, 1969, p. 72). The president was given the
authority "to remove any employee or subordinate officer not
a member of the Faculty" (Elliott & Chambers, 1969, p. 71).
The 1859 Kansas statutes stated "the professors, assistants,
tutors and all other officers and employees of the university shall hold their places at the pleasure of the
chancellor of the university" (Elliott & Chambers, 1969, p.
257) .
While the trend during this era was for employees to
serve at the pleasure of management, there were exceptions.
The 1834 Charter of Oberlin Collegiate Institute included in
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its charter a statement that employees could only be removed
for "good and sufficient reasons" (Elliott & Chambers, 1969,
p. 394) .

It was a derivation of a concept utilized by the

University of Pennsylvania which required a majority vote of
the faculty to approve dismissal (Elliott & Chambers, 1969,
p. 413).
In the 182 0s, Thomas Jefferson wanted to return to a
more collegial approach to management.

"He did not intend

his University of Virginia to have a president at all.
Rather it was his plan that a rotating chairman of the
faculty should exercise the president's duties" (Brubacher &
Rudy, 1958, p. 29), but it proved unsuccessful.
Representative Justin Smith Morrill sponsored legislation in 1862 to create educational opportunities by donating
public land to the states and territories.

In exchange for

the land, the states and territories were to establish
"colleges for the benefit of agricultural and mechanic acts"
(Eddy, 1957, p. xiii).
With this secularization of higher education and the
expansion of the industrial revolution, higher education
began expanding.

The following list shows the slow expan-

sion of enrollments from 1870 to 1880, followed by a rapid
expansion for the next 20 years:
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Year

Students
49,827
59,594
104,098
174,213

1870
1880
1890
1900

U.S. Population
38,558,371
50,155,783
62,947,714
75,994,575

Students per
1000 Population
1.3
1.2
1.7
2.3

(Lindsay & Holland, 1930, p. 563)
The growth in enrollments in the 1800s, while significant, did not produce any marked change in non-academic
personnel policies because early organizations with only a
small number of employees were generally managed on an ad
hoc basis.

However, as the organizations grew in numbers of

employees, formalized policies and procedures would became
necessary because the need for formalized personnel policies
and procedures is usually related to numbers of employees.
Enrollment at Harvard grew from 655 in 1870 to 4,103 in
1900; Yale's from 644 to 2,432.

A more dramatic increase

occurred at the University of California when enrollments
jumped from 3 0 in 1870 to 2,504 by 1900 (Lindsay & Holland,
1930, p. 565).
During this same period, the elective system was emerging in most of higher education, allowing students to pick
and choose their classes.

To perform the arduous task of

maintaining the students' academic records, the position of
registrar evolved (Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 352). In a
1936 study of 32 institutions of higher education, it was
determined that the registrar's position was one of the
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first of five administrative positions to be established
(McGrath, 1936, p. 192).
Even before enrollments began to grow, institutions
began collecting books. Harvard's first donation was a
personal library.

The collection grew to 12,000 volumes by

the close of the Revolutionary War.

Other institutions'

libraries did not grow as fast (Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p.
94), but their holdings increased substantially.

In order

to care for these books, the position of librarian emerged
as the second administrative position in higher education
(McGrath, 1936, p. 192). Faculty members generally served
as the librarian until the position became full time in
1864.
Generally the evolution of specific administrative officers appeared to have varied from one institution to
another.

However, the first five administrative positions

seemed consistent in higher education.

In addition to the

president, librarian, and registrar, the secretary of faculty and dean positions fulfilled the initial five positions
(McGrath, 1936, p. 192).
Evolvement of Personnel Administration
in Higher Education
The early personnel movement in industry had progressed
from welfare secretaries in the 1880s to employment clerks
in 1890 and employment managers in 1900, and higher education was becoming very involved in personnel management
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issues in industry.

In 1908 the Graduate School of Business

was organized at Harvard.

It adopted the Scientific Manage-

ment concept of Frederick Taylor as the supreme answer to
management's problems (Commons, 1921, p. 309). In 1915
Dartmouth College offered the first employment managers'
training program through the Amos Tuck School of Business
(French, 1970, pp. 613-614).
The interest spread from the schools of business to the
social scientists.

The Carnegie Institute of Technology

established the Bureau of Salesmanship Research in 1916.
The bureau formed six research departments, including the
Bureau of Personnel Research.

This bureau performed

research until 1924 as a part of the applied psychology
department.

This research effort, according to Kraus, led

to the development of the personnel management field when
the disciplines of applied and industrial psychology were
combined with social welfare and scientific management
("Vacations with pay," 1920, pp. 10-12).

Carnegie Institute

was followed by Johns Hopkins, Wharton's of the University
of Pennsylvania, and the Graduate School of Business Administration of Harvard in the study of personnel management
(Kraus, 198 6, p. 44). Training programs continued emerging,
and in 1919 approximately a dozen existed (Eilbert, 1959, p.
353) .
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Tutor
While not an administrator and not a non-academic
employee, the first employee class to emerge was the tutor.
As the universities were developing in size and offerings
during the mid-1700s to the mid-1800s, an academic helper's
position was evolving.

These tutor positions evolved from

being assigned to teach a class (e.g., the class of 1825) to
being assigned to teach a particular subject such as mathematics.

Tutors received treatment similar to their laboring

contemporaries employed in industry.

Their work day began

as soon as there was enough light to read the Bible for
morning services.

The work day ended by visiting their

students to make sure they were in their rooms studying.
In the power structure of the American college, there
was "no one lower than a tutor—a young man who had given up
his rights as a student to become a lackey, a spy" (Rudolph,
1962, p. 164) . The tutor was a man who had just completed
his college studies and was not sure of what career to
pursue.

This on-the-job training helped him to decide

whether or not to make a career of teaching.

Because most

early graduates became ministers, he was most likely interested in temporarily teaching to earn some money in order to
exist while deciding on a career or waiting on an appointment.

Industry was hiring women and children to maintain

low labor costs.

Likewise, the tutor was a source of cheap

labor utilized by higher education.

Turnover rates were
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high, however, as they "seldom lasted long enough to become
experienced at anything but dodging stones . . . or bottles
thrown at their dormitory doors" (Rudolph, 1962, pp.
161-162).

As the position evolved and "was changed into an

instructor . . . he found that the college had become a
bureaucracy, and like his contemporaries at Bethlehem Steel,
. . . he was working his way up a ladder" (Rudolph, 1962, p.
163) . Tutors were the only academic employees hired by
Harvard until 1721 (Rudolph, 1962, p. 165).
Administrators in Higher Education
The phrase "college administration" at one time only
referred to the college president.

Since the mid-1930s, it

has come to encompass a wide variety of administrative
titles (Hawkes, 1930, p. 245).
President—The First Personnel Director
Originally, the president performed all of the instructional duties as well as the administrative functions of the
college.

As universities increased in size and complexity,

the presidents concentrated less on teaching and presumably
more on administration.

The percentage of presidents con-

tinuing with their teaching responsibilities declined from a
high of 88.8 in 1860 to 6.3 in 1933 (McGrath, 1936, p. 194).
By 1900 the pattern of the American university had been
fairly set, and the organization had begun to harden into a
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close adaptation of the complex and sophisticated business
firm (DeVane, 1965, p. 36).
Frederick Rudolph characterized the institutions of the
early 1900s in business terms.

He said:

by the beginning of the First World War the apparatus of the organized institution was complete.
On one assembly line the academicians, the scholars, were at work: from time to time they left
their assembly line long enough to oil and grease
the student assembly line. . . . Above them,
around them were the managers—the white-collared,
chief executive officers and their assistants.
(1962, pp. 438-439)
Since 1918, the rapid growth of the universities
paralleled the expansion of business institutions, the
latter being "characterized by a different evolution in
methods of management" (Ruthven, 1931, p. 8 ) .
In 1916 World War I was dominating the business world.
The war industries were booming, generating an expanded
class of industrialists, bankers, and merchants, whose
influence went beyond commerce and reached into higher
education.

From 1910 to 1920, enrollments had grown from

over 341,000 students to approximately 414,000.

Shortly

after the end of the war, enrollments in higher education
forced its expansion as "the student population of the
institutions almost tripled between 1920 and 1940, most of
the increase being in colleges" (DeVane, 1965, p. 75).
In response to their rapid growth, universities were
beginning to develop corporate-like bureaucracies as a form
of governance.

By 1918 the position of president was seen
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as comparable to that of the chief executive officer (CEO)
in industry.

Consequently, the office of the president

"called for a captain of erudition, a manager who could
perform . . . those functions which . . . were being performed by the captains of industry and the captains of
finance" (Rudolph, 1962, p. 418).
The new university president was significantly different from the clergyman president of the 19th century or
his pioneering predecessor.

"Not only was he a man of broad

experience, chosen by a board of trustees who were themselves leaders of industry and managers of business; but he
was also responsible to an alumni body of the same occupations and beliefs" (DeVane, 1965, p. 77).
Movement for Shorter Work Days
The continual increase in demand for manufactured goods
created an equally high desire in management for long work
days and the cheap services of women and children.
desires lasted well into the mid-1800s.

These

Because of their

need to work, factories could take advantage of this group
of laborers and exploit them without fear of retribution.
Several states were cognizant of manufacturers' inhumane
personnel policies, but they were slow to rectify them.
Pennsylvania authorities investigated the situation in 1824
but did not respond.

In 18 3 0 a Pennsylvania newspaper

reported, "it is a well known fact that . . . help in cotton
factories consist of boys and girls, . . . confined to
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steady employment . . . from daylight until dark, allowing
. . . one hour and a half per day" (Farnam, 1938, pp.
256-257) for rest and meals.

The union movement of the

mid-1830s centered around their demands for a 10-hour work
day as the standard.

Gradually the movement for a shorter

industrial work day was even influencing the work hours of
civil servants.

However, "the federal government was slow

in adopting the ten-hour day.

Finally President Van Buren,

in 184 0, issued an executive order establishing a ten-hour
day with no reduction in wages for government employees"
(Stein & Davis, 1940, p. 148). It covered skilled and
unskilled workmen in the Civil Service, and provided the
only federal action affecting the work week to occur before
the Civil War.

The order did not affect industrial workers

(Van Riper, 1958, p. 155). Consequently, without statutory
intervention, working conditions were not changing for the
non-governmental segment of the labor force as
children under sixteen years then worked twelve or
more hours a day; and almost as tragic was the
plight of female textile workers, who at Lowell in
1846 were compelled to labor thirteen hours a day
during the summer and from dawn to sunset in
winter. (Lindsey, 1942, p. 3)
By 183 5 the 10-hour work day had been accepted in some
industries.

Many local and state governments had also

adopted the 10-hour work day as the standard for their
employees (Stein & Davis, 1940, p. 148).
As late as 1853 a Rhode Island statute indicated that
these personnel policies relating to children had not
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voluntarily changed because legislation was passed which
"forbade the employment in factories of children under 15
before 5 a.m. and of minors under 18 after 7:30 p.m." (Farnam, 1938, p. 257). These long hours were one reason that
employees banded together to seek better working conditions.
In 1853 the work day for Holyoke Mills began at 5:10
a.m.

Then 3 0 minutes were allowed for breakfast at 7:00

a.m. and 30 minutes for lunch at 12:30 p.m.
ended at 6:30 p.m.

The work day

This schedule was typical of the indus-

trial segment of the economy until the Civil War (Werther &
Davis, 1981, p. 311).
Labor unrest has been evident since the beginning of
the factory system, and employee groups have continually
sought shorter work days.

As a general rule however, "only

skilled artisans and government employees worked ten-hour
days before 1860" (Lindsey, 1930, p. 3 ) . In 1864 a movement
began with the Grand Eight Hour League in Boston to reduce
the work day to eight hours.

Local organizations, called

Eight Hour Leagues, were formed throughout the country to
push for the eight-hour work day-

This national labor union

diligently pursued the goal of securing a law establishing
an eight-hour work day for federal employees.

Members con-

centrated on reducing federal employees' work days because
they believed that it would be easier for them to attain an
eight-hour day for themselves once federal employees were
only working eight-hour days (Curti & Nash, 1965, p. 43).
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Congress passed an eight-hour-day law in 18 68 covering
laborers, mechanics, and workmen hired for the benefit of
the federal government.

As the unions' eight-hour day

movement was gaining momentum, Massachusetts responded by
establishing a bureau of labor in 1869 and a 10-hour work
day for women and children in the 1870s (Carlton, 1911, p.
278) .
Employees had rebelled before, but a turning point in
labor management relations was reached in 1886-1887.

There

was "a period of open warfare characterized for the first
time by a series of important strikes on the issue of the
right to organize and bargain collectively through nationwide unions" (Nash & Miner, 1973, p. 39). This general
movement focused its efforts on the work day, and the push
for an eight-hour day was formalized.

"On May 1, 1886,

350,000 American workers in every industrial center of the
country shut down 11,652 factories, shops, and businesses as
a part of the nationwide struggle for the eight-hour day"
(Milton, 1982, p. 17).
Governmental employees joined in the struggle.

They

actively participated to encourage Congress to cover the
employees excluded from the 1868 eight-hour-day law and were
the first to benefit from the movement.

"The postal unions,

for example, participated fully in the agitation which
brought about the passage in 1888 of a so-called 'eight hour
law' for governmental employees" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 133).
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Even with eight-hour work days for governmental
employees, the numerous strikes, and isolated reductions in
the industrial work day, change on the national scale was
slow in coming and was usually very localized during the
1800s.

Even after the nationwide push late in the century,

the average employee in manufacturing industries was still
working 60 hours a week in 1890 (Nestor, 1986, p. 88).
The work week continued to vary from one industry to
another, and changes generally depended upon the strength of
the union which was organizing a particular industryChanges had been sought by the steel unions but their attempt was defeated in the Homestead strike in 1882, and long
hours continued.

Even after 30 years of organized efforts

to change the steel industry, little progress was made.
Under its open shop philosophy, the industry was working a
majority of its employees 11 to 12 hours a day, seven days a
week.

In the printing industry things were different.

A

strong union organization was formed, based on the concept
of a closed shop.

The unions in the printing industry made

significant progress with the closed shop concept and by
1910 had reduced working hours to only 44 from 48 hours a
week (Commons, 1921, p. 264). From 1906 until 1917 labor
did not make another effort for an eight-hour work day
(Nestor, 1986, p. 87).
The rise in the cost of living was exacerbated by World
War I, and it continued to escalate until the unions made
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new demands for wage scale increases in 1918. The response
this time was different than in earlier strikes because of
the nation's involvement in the First World War.
This time the War Labor Board was summoned to the
rescue by the employers who feared another strike.
This action angered the unions, who considered it
a violation of the arbitration agreement. Adjustments were made finally and an agreement signed to
reopen the [wage] scales again in May, 1919. (Commons, 1921, p. 185)
The most significant aspect of these negotiations,
however, did not deal with wages but with union's longsought goal of reduced work hours.

"As a result of negotia-

tions . . . the employers agreed to work for the national
acceptance of the forty-four hour week" (Commons, 1921, p.
185) .
As the war continued, the labor shortage became more
acute.

Under the pressure to maintain a viable work force,

companies sought new personnel management approaches.
Results varied as companies responded in various ways.

One

company granted its employees the right to control the
company Employment Bureau and agreed to collectively bargain.

This resulted in each department having to add a

Committee for Labor Adjustment (Commons, 1921, p. 156).
Once the unions had established the Labor Adjustment
Committees, they began demanding a shorter work day and wage
increases.

Next, the company's Employee Mutual Benefit

Association demanded a salary increase; when their demands
were not met, they went out on a one-day strike halting
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production.

The legislature had as much interest in

production as did the employer and the employees. Consequently, they instituted an investigation and, as a result,
created an Arbitration Board which heard the case and
reduced the work day to nine hours (Commons, 1921, pp.
156-157) .
Work hours continued to be adjusted on an industryby-industry or company-by-company basis. But in general,
the country was still waiting for the eight-hour day because
the work day was still too long.

For example, in the 1920s

the steel industry was still working 11 to 12 hours daily,
seven days a week (Commons, p. 264). Basically, the work
hours remained static until the mid-1930s.
Hours of Work
The standard work week established by the entrepreneurs
of the Industrial Revolution ranged from 12 hours per day
for children under 16 to 13 hours per day for females, or
from dawn to dusk (Lindsey, 1942, p. 3). Civil servants
were more fortunate.
The major difference between public and private
employment lay in the hours of work. While the
government offices in Washington were open from
eight to ten [hours] a day in the eighteenthirties, for example, most clerical employees
actually were on duty only six hours a day, as
compared to ten to twelve hour days then common in
the commercial world. (Van Riper, 1958, p. 52)
President Van Buren established a 10-hour day for blue
collar civil servants in 1840. Forty-three years later.
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Congress established a minimum of seven hours as the work
day-

In 1888 Congress passed a law establishing an eight-

hour work day for postal employees.

During the 1890s,

office hours in Washington and in the custom houses were
from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m.

The eight-hour day was extended to

the majority of civil servants in 1892 (Van Riper, 1958, p.
155) .
Workmen's Compensation
In addition to unemployment because of economic
conditions, many employees became unemployed because of
injuries sustained in industrial accidents.
During the 1800s, an injured worker's only recourse for
injuries suffered on the job was to bring suit against his
employer.

As a practical matter, few employees could afford

the services of an attorney due to the cost of medical
treatment and the loss of earnings.

"The result was a

severe burden on society in general and on the affected
workers and their families in particular" (Werther & Davis,
1981, p. 3 29) . Early voluntary attempts by a few isolated
employers to provide insurance against accidents proved
unsuccessful.

Employers, in general, did not see this as

beneficial enough to them to voluntarily provide workmen's
compensation coverage.

Consequently, it took pressure to

force them to provide coverage.

Once again, the pressure

was applied by legislative acts establishing workmen's
compensation laws.
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The legislative search for a solution was not easy.
The early laws placed a tax on on-the-job injuries. These
taxes could be eliminated or reduced through accident prevention (Commons, 1921, p. 270). Maryland was the first
state to pass a law seeking to insure workers against unemployment caused by an on-the-job injury.

This 1902 law did

not meet constitutional standards. Nine years later the
workmen's compensation laws of four states (California, New
Jersey, Washington, and Wisconsin) were upheld (Yoder, 1942,
p. 483).
These laws required employers to pay for lost time
and injuries resulting from occupational accidents, and industrial firms obviously wanted to
reduce claims against themselves. Thus, the safety specialist became an important man in industryAs a parallel development, physicians were employed by companies to insure that employees would
be assigned jobs suited to their physical qualifications. (French, 1970, p. 22)
New York's first attempt to establish workmen's compensation statutes was not successful. A New York Court of
Appeals ruled that the mandatory participation portion of
the compensation act was unconstitutional.

The legislature

responded by following the lead of other states and making
participation voluntary or elective.
The elective method was a new approach which provided
pressure on employers.

The law allowed employers to decide

whether or not to elect to participate.

However, if the

employer did not elect "to compensate all injuries according
to this scale, we will destroy the old defenses . . . and
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you know what is going to happen. . . .

in this way the

legislature of the state wields the club over the unwilling
employer" (Rubinow, 1969, p. 176).
Concurrently with the efforts of these states, a movement was beginning to exert pressure on the Congress to
provide coverage for federal employees.

in 19 08 the move-

ment for the modern workmen's compensation began.
At least, during that year it received a considerable impetus from the Federal Government. A
compensation law for the employees of the Federal
Government (who were in a peculiarly unfortunate
condition, in that they were not even protected by
any liability laws) became the earnest effort of
the Roosevelt administration. (Rubinow, 1969, p.
159)
The role of the personnel department was to assist the
injured employee in processing the proper documentation with
the appropriate state agency (Werther & Davis, 1981, p.
329) .
Training
Early training took the form of apprenticeship to train
craftsmen.

This form of training began in medieval and

ancient times.

These early programs included teaching the

apprentice to read and write as well as moral training.

The

Industrial Revolution increased the need for specific job
training and reduced the need for craftsmen (Yoder, 1942,
pp. 229-230).

With the Industrial Revolution came

on-the-job training to train employees to perform specific
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tasks that could be mastered in a relatively short period of
time.
In the late 1800s, the National Cash Register Company
became a model for industrialists who had not already discovered the benefits of training their employees ("Famous
Firsts," 1965, p. 92). Training programs in the manufacturing arena grew faster than in other businesses.

John Henry

Patterson, president of the National Cash Register Co., was
a pioneer in training employees.

In 1894 he became acutely

aware of the need for a company's training school when he
discovered that $50,000 worth of cash registers had been
returned due to faulty construction ("Famous Firsts," 1965,
p. 94) .

Many industrial firms followed suit and launched

their own training programs.

They were called "corporation

schools" (Nestor, 1986, p. 140). The movement for corporation schools which
followed NCR's early demonstration of the idea led
to the creation in 1913 of the National Assn. of
Corporation Schools, an organization supported by
General Electric, John Wanamaker, Burroughs Adding
Machine, among other companies. And this, after
several changes in name reflecting the broadening
concern of management with personnel relations, in
1923 became the American Management Association.
("Famous Firsts," 1965, p. 91)
Not all training was voluntarily instigated.

After the

Supreme Court validated the concept of workmen's compensation insurance in 1911, many companies created the position
of specialist to train employees (French, 1970, p. 22).
Personnel department training programs expanded, and many
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companies hired individuals to direct their corporations'
training programs.

In November of 1906, the National Socie-

ty for the Promotion of Industrial Training was founded.
The society's purpose was to obtain public support for
training in the public schools which "would train young boys
and girls to assume responsible positions in the factory.
...

In addition to the interest manifested by private

groups, governmental bodies at the state and municipal
levels were directing their attention to this matter" (Nestor, 1986, p. 136).
The January, 1920, issue of the National Association of
Corporation Schools Bulletin listed 75 corporations as Class
A members of the association.

The same issue stated that

the American Telephone and Telegraph Company hired a vice
president for the company's personnel activities.

This

Bulletin listed 19 subcommittees to deal with a wide variety
of personnel-related topics such as job analysis, labor
turnover, and employment ("The turning point," 1920, p. l) .
Eventually two formal organizations of personnel administrators were formed:

the Industrial Relations Association

and the National Association of Corporation Training.

These

"two organizations which have hitherto operated in the
general field of industrial relations and personnel administration . . . merged . . . and became the National Personnel
Association" ("The National Personnel," 1922 to 1923, p.
75).

This organization met in New York City on March 14,
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1923, and changed its name to The American Management
Association ("The American Management," 1922 to 1923, p.
568) .
Formalization of Personnel
Administration
In the early 193 0s personnel administration was defined
in one textbook as
the planning, supervision, direction, and coordination of those activities of an organization
which contribute to realizing the defined purposes
of that organization with a minimum of human effort and fruition, with an animating spirit of
cooperation, and with proper regard for the
genuine well-being of all members of the organizations. (Tead & Metcalf, 1933, p. 2)
This was a change from earlier concepts of personnel
management, which considered employees as just another tool
of production.

Before personnel departments began to be

formalized into specialized functions assigned to a designated person or department,
each Department Head was the Lord High Executioner
of his private domain—setting his own policies,
wage rates, working conditions, etc., with little
thought given to the coordinating of policies with
departments in the organization: and if his morning toast was burnt, chop-chop-chop and someone's
head came off. (Smith, 1944, p. 274)
The foreman had to perform various personnel functions
until the personnel department became an official arm of
management.

"The foreman selected his own men through:

a. Recommendations of present employees in his department;
b. Occasionally applicants; c. Groups waiting at gates in
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answer to advertisements or other notices; d. Personal
feeling and liking" (Lamb, 1928, p. 238).
In most factories the foreman had complete authority to
terminate his employees at his own discretion.

Resentment

"must have taken place in the minds of employees, when they
found themselves entirely at the pleasure of some of the old
type of foreman, . . .

[a major] factor in industrial un-

rest" (Lamb, 1928, p. 236).
From these harsh and dehumanizing approaches to
personnel management evolved a more humane approach when
organizations realized "that the real problem in industry is
that of human relations" (Commons, 1921, p. 311). Early
students of personnel management began to envision it as
utilizing human resources to gain efficiency of operations.
Because
in the conduct of every organization there inevitably appears not only the aspect of process,
technology, material, or special service, but
there is also the aspect of the attention, interest, will, cooperation and morale of the working
staff. . . . Implicitly, every enterprise, be it
hospital, bank, railroad, steamship, prison, municipal department, university, or what not, has
these two aspects to its directive problem. (Tead
& Metcalf, 1933, p. 8)
The transition toward formalized personnel administration was very slow in emerging.

Early 19th-century America

was still characterized as simple and agricultural because
only 15 percent of the population was employed in nonagricultural work and lived on farms or in small communities
along the east coast.
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The Industrial Revolution created a new class of worker
as factories began to grow.

The personnel-related question

facing industry was whether or not employees were to be
treated as tools or as humans. The increased production of
these factories created new demands for new and improved
goods. The increased market for products increased the
profits for the employers but provided little if any relief
for the employee, especially the young.
The Massachusetts Legislature considered industry's
unfair treatment of children as tools and not allowing time
for education by passing an 1836 "act for the better Instruction of Youth employed in Manufacturing Establishments
which restricted the employment of children under the age of
fourteen unless they had attended school for at least three
months in the last school year" (Farnam, 1938, p. 258).
This early attempt to legislate at least a small practical approach in dealing with young employees did not
spread or expand rapidly.

Employment conditions basically

remained static, in large part due to the lack of communication.

Until the beginning of the 20th century, "problems of

organization and the use of the labor force were solved ad
hoc, empirically for each establishment.

Knowledge about

the solutions was transmitted by observation or word of
mouth and had to be rediscovered by most new firms" (Kimbrough & Nunnery, 1976, p. 51).
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When employers did make changes in their personnel
management philosophy, they often explained the change in
creative ways.

"Some testified that this interest was

primarily due to an awakened sense of obligation to their
employees.

Their objectives, it was claimed, were altruis-

tic or philanthropic."

However, "many employers freely

acknowledged that they introduced such programs because it
paid them to do so" (Nestor, 1986, pp. 192-193).
The two decades from 1890 to 1910 were "an era of
marked industrial development, heavy immigration, a shifting
population and, after 1898, a slow, upward movement of wages
and prices. . . . Personnel efforts naturally reflected
these changes and conditions" (Nestor, 1986, p. 1).
While altruistic expressions were espoused, it seems
clear that the large number of strikes which occurred in the
188 0s and the resultant industrial unrest placed pressure on
employers to find ways to provide improved working environments.

In response, employers continued to expand their

personnel departments and their employee benefits.
Some employers were beginning to look for ways to help
their employees.

These forerunners of personnel directors

were called welfare secretaries or social secretaries.
"These secretaries were employed to help with financial,
housing, medical, recreational, educational, and other
matters" (French, 1970, p. 22).
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In 1898 one of the first authors to categorize this
movement called it "industrial betterment" (Tolman, 1909, p.
iii) . Gradually the new philosophy of enlightened personnel
administration led some firms to take a new approach and
relieve the first-line supervisors of some personnel-related
tasks.

Industry began formalizing its personnel management

functions near the end of the 19th century.

"By 1900 a few

employment agents or clerks were beginning to be found in
companies.

For example, an employment department at the

B. F. Goodrich Company started about this time" (French,
1970, p. 21).
The Colorado Fuel and Iron Company broadened the
approach and created a sociological department.

This de-

partment employed a welfare manager and several workers.
"This sociological department was organized in 1901, for
coordinating and directing of 'all matters pertaining to
education and sanitary conditions and any other matters
which should assist in bettering the conditions under which
our men live'" (Tolman, 1909, p. 54).
About 1902 the National Cash Register Company (NCR)
opened its Labor Department to handle grievances, labor
relations, wage administration, working conditions, sanitation, employment records maintenance, terminations, and
education activities for the workers and foremen (Eilbert,
1959, p. 353). As a leader in the development of improving
the working environment, NCR also substituted chairs with
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backs for stools and benches and provided hot noon meals.
To formalize their program of improving employee-employer
relationships, they hired Sister Lena Harvey as their welfare director.

The welfare program included educational

trips and taking baths on company time, as well as other
health and recreational activities ("Famous Firsts," 1965,
p. 92) .
As organizations began to better understand the
advantages of expanding their personnel functions, they responded.

Personnel programs were added by various companies

for different reasons,
including (1) a growing sense of social responsibilities on the part of employers and a genuine
concern about the welfare of their employees, (2)
a belief that welfare and betterment work would
pay for itself in greater productivity, improved
products, better morale, a higher grade of employees, lower labor turnover, and therefore, lower
costs, (3) the pressure to solve day-to-day problems, such as the shortage of skilled labor,
mounting accident rates, and labor turnover, and
(4) the desire to keep labor organizations out of
the company. (Nestor, 1986, p. 208)
Of the reasons given for expanding personnel-related
functions, one was that it enabled the firm to attract and
retain desirable employees (Nestor, 1986, p. 193). Only a
small fraction of industrial concerns participated in the
expansion of this new concept of personnel administration.
A survey of betterment or welfare programs which had
been undertaken during the period from 1890 to 1910 was
conducted.

It revealed that "of these 300-odd firms, some

208 firms, about 69 per cent, had introduced only one
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personnel activity.

Only 2 0 firms, fewer than 7 per cent,

had introduced five or more specific activities" (Nestor,
1986, p. 184). During this period, the phrase "personnel
department" came into use. The term was used as an index
item by the Civil Service Commission in 1909 (Van Riper,
1958, p. 187).
In many instances, these improvements were attempts to
ameliorate the conditions of the labor-management relationship.

In addition to improving the work environment, some

welfare programs provided housing, company doctors to care
for the sick and disabled, personal loans, and profitsharing (Tead & Metcalf, 1933, pp. 45-47).

While some

industrialists instituted welfare programs out of their
unselfish concern for their workers, the most prevalent
reason was the day-to-day pressures of making a profit.
Other rationale which
prompted employers to introduce such activities
were (1) the growth in the size of establishments
and companies, the resulting loss of personal
contact, and the lack of mutual understanding that
developed between workers and management, (2) the
growing criticism of the impact of the factory
system upon the well-being of industrial workers,
(3) the increasing industrial unrest which
accompanied the period of falling prices and unemployment after the Civil War, (4) the many
strikes, often of a violent nature, that were
conducted during this period, particularly after
the turn of the century, and (5) the absence of
community facilities for citizens in many of the
developing geographic areas of the country. (Nestor, 1986, p. 207)
Consequently, many welfare programs were initiated with
the belief that they would pay for themselves by improving
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employee morale, which would increase production, reduce
labor turnover, reduce accidents, and prevent unionization
(Nestor, 1986, p. 208).
Employers expanded benefits to include new areas such
as group insurance plans, offering English classes to help
assimilate foreign-born workers into the work force,
offering some employees company stock and even a voice in
management ("From bitter hatred," 1920, p. 54). Some companies implemented so many programs that the employees
considered it paternalistic because they could not make any
decisions for themselves.

Some employees resented their

efforts because "welfare work concerns the improvement of
the personal conditions of the laborer; this is often offensive to him and is resented by him, savoring as it does of
paternalism and charity" (Tolman, 1909, p. iii). Some
employees preferred that their employers advance a small
increase in pay and allow them to pay for such entertainment
themselves (Tolman, 1909, p. 359).
Some industries could respond to their labor problems
easier than others.

"An idea of the complexity of condi-

tions and the different elements . . . may be gained from
the fact that there are 32 nationalities speaking 27 languages in the different mining camps and other properties
. . . scattered . . . more than 1000 miles in extent"
(Tolman, 1909, pp. 54-55).
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In 1912 the management of the Milwaukee Electric
Railway and Light Company incorporated the Employees' Mutual
Benefit Association and hired as secretary a popular social
worker in town.

This individual opened a credit union to

assist employees in meeting their obligations because "men
are better workers when not worried by debts, courts and
domestic troubles" (Commons, 1921, p. 148). This was also
the year in which the modern personnel department was established in industry (Eilbert, 1959, p. 352).
Personnel Department
The personnel department began evolving once an
individual began keeping records of other employees. Originally, this was only a part-time function; but as the
departments of the government expanded, so did the need for
some coordinated effort to keep track of employee-related
activities.

These early personnel officers were called

appointment clerks.

In general they provided administrative

assistance in administering major governmental departments.
They kept personnel records concerning hiring, firing, demotions, transfers, and leave time (French, 1970, p. 21).
In 1897 the appointment clerk in the Personnel
Department of the Department of Agriculture listed an
outline of his duties and responsibilities.

The job de-

scription has been summarized as follows:
to prepare for the signature . . . all appointments, promotions, reductions, transfers,
furloughs, and resignations . . . ; to maintain a

78
biographical record of each employee; . . . to
advise the Secretary on the application of the
Civil Service Law, rules, and regulations; to keep
records of all transactions of his office, and to
brief and file all documents relating to the work
thereof. (Van Riper, 1958, p. 149)
As personnel functions continued to expand, the chief
clerks' and the appointment clerks' responsibilities grew to
encompass them.

In 1897 the personnel staff of the office

responsible for personnel for the Department of Agriculture
consisted of the appointment clerk and two other clerks (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 149).
The rapid expansion of interest in personnel management
from 1900 to 1920 led to the development of personnel
management as a professional field.

The Civil Service

Commission first used the term personnel in a modern context
in an annual report for the 1909 fiscal year and the following year, the Secretary of Commerce and Labor utilized the
term as a major heading in one of its reports (Van Riper,
1958, p. 197).
Personnel problems of the Civil Service prior to World
War I were basically those encountered in any organization
experiencing rapid growth.

While entrance examinations were

in place and administrative clerks were the only "personnel
officers," a comparable personnel department in private
industry did not exist (Van Riper, 1958, p. 240). The
examination and selection system which had developed to
recruit civil servants was far more sophisticated than even
the most progressive industrial organization.

Overall "a
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few industries were commencing to out-distance the
government in the development of a positive personnel system
well-integrated with the other aspects of management" (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 223).
By 1910 American corporations had firmly established
personnel management as an integral concept of management.
Authors had published 267 management-related books. Higher
education was also taking notice.

In 1915 the Amos Tuck

School of Business at Dartmouth College offered the first
training program for personnel managers.

Five years later

Harvard University offered classes in employment and labor
relations in its Graduate School of Business Administration.
It was during this period that the word personnel began to
emerge.
President William Howard Taft obtained congressional
approval to establish the Commission on Economy and
Efficiency to study the management practices, including
personnel management, of the federal government.
No full study of this kind had ever been made before.
To accomplish the study. Congress appropriated $100,000 in
1910.

As a result, it was determined that governmental

departments lacked uniformity in their operations and that
current business practices were not utilized.

The commis-

sion recommended in 1913 that the Civil Service legislation
be broadened to establish a personnel bureau to administer
exams, certify applicants, develop efficiency rating
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records, recoitonend job classifications, establish salary
grades, develop personnel policies for discipline, determine
the working environment of employees, arbitrate disputes,
and represent the interest of civil servants to management.
These recommendations were not readily accepted or implemented (Van Riper, 1958, p. 222).
By 1915 higher education was offering formal training
programs for managers, and the Carnegie Institute begcin its
Bureau of Personnel Research.

Governmental departments

still had not adopted the recommendations made by the
Commission on Economy and Efficiency and were slower than
some of the private sector employers to initiate modern
personnel practices, but they preceded higher education in
this field by about 20 years.
Development of Personnel Functions
From 1800 to 1920, "a number of specialists emerged in
companies to assist with such matters as employment, welfare, rate-setting, safety, training, and health" (French,
1970, p. 21). World War I gave the added emphasis to management to formalize its personnel administration functions.
During the 1880s, the majority of the American work
force was no longer employed in agriculture.

As the in-

dustrial work force was growing, some specialized personnel
activities began to emerge.

A railroad company established

a Relief Department which employees could voluntarily join.
This department offered assistance in cases of injury or
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illness, for preparing for retirement and obtaining home
mortgages (French, 1970, p. 23).
Welfare work, or betterment activities, began the
evolution of personnel-related functions.

Employers widened

this concept to include personnel administration functions,
such as apprenticeship training, safety programs,
better working conditions, shorter hours, profit
sharing, medical work, selection, promotion plans,
and stock purchase plans. These plans, introduced
to help solve current management problems, to
increase productivity, or lower costs, have been
carried on right up to the present time. Even the
so-called welfare activities are now conducted
under the heading of "employee services." (Nestor,
1986, p. 206)
Around the turn of the century, some factories established a wage department.

They utilized time and motion

studies to determine wage rates (French, 1970, p. 22).
Some functions were established voluntarily, but others
resulted from legislation.

For example, "profit sharing was

one of the specific devices introduced by some employers to
assure greater social justice" (Nestor, 1986, p. 191).
However, it was "after the United States Supreme Court
upheld the 1911 workmen's compensation laws of Washington,
Wisconsin, California, and New Jersey, [that] the occupation
of safety specialist became very common in industry"
(French, 1970, p. 22).
The desire to maintain or increase profits led companies to explore virgin territory.

With this venture,

employers were forced to provide employees with new benefits
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because "companies establishing plants and mines in isolated
areas found it necessary to provide extensive welfare programs and facilities and sometimes to build a new community"
(Nestor, 1986, pp. 191-192).
Some form of subtle or direct pressure was usually felt
by employers before benefits were offered.

Employers began

employee training out of necessity because the demand for
skilled labor was greater than the supply being generated
through immigration or the apprenticeship system.

Employ-

ment departments were originally introduced to recruit the
much needed skilled labor. Pension plans and other welfare
oriented activities were inaugurated to persuade workers to
remain employees of the company (Nestor, 1986, p. 195).
Around the turn of the century, pension funds had grown to
the point that some organizations were required to hire
administrators to manage them (French, 1970, p. 22).
A 1913 study conducted by Magnus W. Alexander identified costs related to hiring and training new employees.
The magnitude of the costs connected to the selection
process convinced many employers to consider adding the
selection function to the personnel department (Nash &
Miner, 1973, p. 109).
Only toward the end of the first decade of the
twentieth century did firms single out this function [selection] for special treatment. As a
general rule, the selection function in the larger
companies was carried out by the line officers and
in smaller organizations, the chief executive
assumed the task of hiring. In larger
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organizations it was frequently delegated to lower
level supervisors. (Nestor, 1986, p. 132)
As a response, one source states that "the U. S. Steel
Company created a Bureau of Safety Sanitation and Welfare"
in 1911; and the International Harvester Company established
a "Department of Industrial Relations" in 1918. A "Department of Industrial Relations" was also created in
B. Kuppenheimer and Company which included the following
functional subdivisions:

"Health, Education, and Safety,"

"Employment," "Education," "Grievances and Discipline,"
"Wage and Rate Setting," "Negotiations," and "Lunch Service
and Recreation" (French, 1970, p. 23).
Personnel Associations
One of the earliest forms of sharing new developments
in personnel techniques was by word of mouth.

As individ-

uals left the National Cash Register (NCR) Company, they
spread the concept of training, which NCR had pioneered in
1894.

During the first decade of the 20th century, the

foreman's personnel duties were being assumed by employment
managers.

As the groups of practitioners in these areas

grew, they joined each other informally to exchange ideas.
The Employment Managers' Association was formed by the
Vocation Bureau of Boston in 1911 (Nelson, 1975, p. 148).
From NCR's first training school emerged a large cadre
of individuals performing the training function in schools
sponsored by corporations.

In 1913 these individuals merged
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to form the National Association of Corporation Schools, "an
organization supported by General Electric, John Wanamaker,
Burroughs Adding Machine, among other companies" ("Famous
Firsts," 1965, p. 91).
Following the example of the training officers, a group
of employment managers met in Minneapolis in 1914 as the
preliminary step to organizing a national association.
After this initial session, they arranged additional
meetings in the following years and formed a National Association of Employment Managers in 1918. The October, 1919,
issue of Personnel announced "the first of a series of
Bi-monthly conferences under the direction of the National
Association of Employment Managers, on topics that are of
vital interest to employment, personnel and other executives, . . . on Saturday, October 11" ("Training men," 1919,
p. 1 ) .
The January, 192 0, issue of the National Association of
Corporation Schools Bulletin listed 75 corporations as Class
A members of the association and 19 subcommittees dealing
with such personnel-related topics as turnover, employment,
and job analysis.
Organized Labor
Because the government failed to protect the employees
from harsh personnel policies, employers used legal sanctions which they could utilize in employer-employee
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disputes.

In the late 1790s employees rebelled against

these policies; but
the employers had recourse to other legal mechanisms, to statutes authorizing compulsory labor and
fixing heavy penalties for absenteeism and desertion, and could look to the courts to give
specific enforcement to labor contracts. . . . As
the country was emerging into the early national
period changes were rapidly occurring in the
manufacturing arena as . . . both employers and
employees found competition far more acute than at
any time previously. (Commons, 1921, p. iii)
While the economic results of the Industrial Revolution
were being evidenced by great increases in factory output
and in the accumulation by employers of material items and
capital, laborers were still considered a commodity and
treated as any other raw material which was bought and sold
for use in the production process.

The hands-off political

philosophy, or laissez-faire attitude, resulted in very
little legislation being enacted to protect the laborers in
the work force prior to the mid-1830s (French, 1970, p. 13) .
As the population expanded, the size of the cities in
the United States grew.

By 1860 cities with a population of

10,000 or more had grown from 12 in 182 0 to over 100. By
1860 approximately 20 percent of the population was living
in a city.

Philadelphia had a population of 340,000, Boston

over 100,000, and 3 0 other cities had populations of over
20,000 (Cohen, 1974, p. iii).
As the population shifted from the farms and backwoods
to the industrial centers, labor strife increased.

Stein

and Davis estimated that, of the labor unrest during this
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period, most of it was occurring in industrial centers east
of the Mississippi in basically eight states (1940, p. 126).
By 1820 the growth of industrial plants was changing
the United States from an agrarian nation to an industrial
nation.

At the same time, a shift occurred from rural to

urban as large numbers of individuals flocked to the cities
for work.
Factories sprang up over the countryside and
around them, bustling towns and cities; textile
mills in Lowell, shoe factories in Brockton, pottery works in Trenton, iron mills in Richmond. An
important outgrowth of this industrialism was the
growth of workingman's organizations, comprised of
skilled laborers who began to organize trade and
craft unions in order to improve their bargaining
power. . . . The movement rapidly expanded, developing political groups called workingman's
parties, designed to agitate for legislation that
would extend the rights of labor, including free
public education as one of the means of improving
the condition of the working class. (Cohen, 1974,
p. iv)
From 183 6 to the Civil War, "we note the beginnings of
labor legislation applying to limited fields, and to a few
States, and influenced largely by educational ideas" (Farnam, 1938, pp. 228-229).

Unions were basically powerless in

industry-wide disputes because unionism was in its infancyDuring the 183 0s, the first trade unions began to develop in
the United States; but the panic of 1837 retarded their
development.

Attempts to unionize continued, but the

results were minimal even though some gains were made (Lindsey, 1942, p. 3).
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Union members realized in the early 1800s that
education was a basic need of all citizens.

This became a

coalescing factor as unions pressed for free education as a
means of self-improvement.

Representatives of the people

were emerging and beginning to represent the new segment of
the labor forces.

Concurrently, some personnel policies

governing the education of children and women in the early
19th century were emerging through legislation.

An 1813

Connecticut statute covering manufacturers required employers who utilized children in their factories to teach them
to read, write, and perform basic mathematics.

In addition,

the employer was required to insure that the children regularly attended public worship (Farnam, 1938, p. 255).
Employee groups recognized these advancements as the
fruits of their efforts.

Consequently, these early efforts

laid the groundwork for union members joining together for
self-improvement for themselves and their families. Eventually,
a consensus emerged from the educational ferment
of 1825-1850. • . . "The common school is common
. . . not as the school for poor men's children,
but as the light and air are common." It would
teach the three R's, but also promote Christian
morality and a nonpartisan re-publicanism. The
common school would be public, free, of the highest quality and inculcate individual and civic
virtue. (Cohen, 1974, p. vii)
As the recognition of need for free education was
emerging, so was the concept of protective legislation.
Pennsylvania was the first state to adopt legislation
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limiting the age at which employers could hire children.

In

1848 Pennsylvania set age 12 as the minimum working age.
The concept was slow in spreading across the nation.

"The

census of 1870 recorded 739,000 children between the ages of
ten and fifteen who were gainfully employed" (Stein & Davis,
1940, p. 113).
Employee organizations had a difficult time in
obtaining redress of their complaints from employers from
their very beginnings.

Employers had the law on their side

in many states because it was illegal for employees to
collectively withhold their services.
in the mid-1800s.

This began to change

In 1842 the Supreme Court of Massa-

chusetts ruled in the Commonwealth v. Hunt case that it was
legal to join a union.
Labor disputes expanded and contracted during the first
half of the 19th century-

The industrial South was utiliz-

ing slave labor, and labor disputes in the North were at a
minimum just prior to the Civil War.

However, employees

were still seeking improved working conditions and employers
were still trying to maximize profits.

The Civil War did

not erase their differences; and when employers' reduced
their employees to half-time so that the employees could
join the militia to protect the employer's property, the
situation was exacerbated (Carlton, 1911, p. 63).
The 1880s began with many labor unions withholding
their services.

A total of 2,639 strikes was reported from
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1881 to 1885. As time progressed, "the situation became
more feverish, culminating in 1886, the year of the great
uprisings" (Lindsey, 1930, p. 8).
Before 1890 most employers were not concerned about the
welfare of their employees.

When employees attempted to

unite in an organized effort to seek improvements, their
employers became hostile (Nestor, 1986, p. 196). This
labor-management relationship generally remained antagonistic for many years.

In fact, the highest number of strikes

between 1881 and World War II occurred from 1916 to 1920
(Stein & Davis, 1940, pp. 126-127).
Employers were bound by very few restrictions prior to
the 1890s.

Only a few employers attempted to improve the

working conditions of their employees.

The only pressure

they received was whatever their employees could provide.
Beginning in 1900 some businesses hired employment agents or
employment clerks, and B. F. Goodrich started an employment
department (French, 1970, p. 612). The National Cash
Register Company formed a personnel department in 1902.
Personnel functions handled by the department included
training, record keeping, wage and salary administration,
health and safety, and termination (Eilbert, 1959, p. 353).
Frederick Taylor was studying the industrial setting
from 1890 to 1900 in an attempt to identify methods for
improving efficiency-

In 1903 he published his article

entitled "Shop Management."

He urged employers to organize
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the work activities of their employees in functional,
specialized areas to reduce training time and increase
productivity and efficiency.

Mr. Taylor was shaping the

views of management, but no one was sanctioned to represent
the employee as
most workers were denied the opportunity to improve their economic and social status through
collective bargaining. Because of the impressive
growth of the American Federation of Labor from
1898 to 1904, powerful opposition to organized
labor developed. By means of employer associations, resort to the use of injunctions in labor
disputes, and efforts to apply the Sherman Act to
labor organizations, employers were able to hold
the growth of the movement in check. (Nestor,
1986, pp. 197-198)
Employees were not only denied the use of collective
bargaining to improve their lot, but there was also evidence
that "the legal system was weighted heavily against the
worker.

The law was written and interpreted to protect

property rights; and, in cases where these rights clashed
with human rights, the former usually took precedence"
(Nestor, 1986, p. 198).
Employers used the Sherman Act to thwart activities and
stop union strikes.

Originally this act was passed to out-

law business combinations and conspiracies in restraint of
trade.

However, employers were successful in using its

provisions to obtain court injunctions to stop strikes.
jurists used three principal common-law concepts:
(1) the necessity for preserving free competition
with a minimum of interference in the affairs of
business organizations; (2) the sanctity of private property rights; and (3) the right to freedom
of individual contract. (Beach, 1965, p. 104)

The
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The popular conception had been that the only reason
employees joined unions was to obtain higher wages.

While

this demand was generally made by the unions, it was not the
first priority of most union members. A great number of
employees' surveys have been conducted since 1933.

The

results indicated that the American workmen ranked job
security, not wages, as their number one priority.

Second,

third, and forth concerns include promotional opportunities,
humane treatment, and human dignity (Roper, 1944, p. 75).
Union members began to experience some relief with the
passage of the Clayton Anti-trust Act of 1914, which guaranteed railway workers the right to strike, picket and
boycott.

Not all employers were burdened with labor union

confrontations because many attempted to provide adequate
working conditions and a fair day's pay.

For example "the

less aggressive policy of the unions in Philadelphia may be
explained by the fact that the men are well paid.

The

general labor situation is better than elsewhere, wages
having kept pace with the cost of living" (Commons, 1921, p.
32) .
Some employers even attempted to avoid union problems
by providing for all of the needs of their employees from
housing to social clubs.

Employees in some companies did

not appreciate this paternalistic approach.

Consequently,

even after providing everything for their employees, employers still had labor problems (Tolman, 1909, p. 360).
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Unions formed in response to this paternalistic
attitude had the same mission as those which
came into being in response to intolerable
conditions of exploitation to which workers found
themselves subjected. Their function has been
essentially and aggressively protective—which
implies a zealous, uncritical attachment to the
obviously immediate interests of the group. The
protective work has been and still is essential.
(Tead, 1918, p. 149)
The Union Movement in Federal Employment
"Following in the steps of the larger labor groups, and
particularly because of their relationship to the government, the federal unions were non-partisan and interested
primarily in the amelioration of working conditions" (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 164).
Federal employees first began organizing in the late
1880s.

The postal unions actively participated in the

movement for an eight-hour work day (Van Riper, 1958, p.
13 6) as the first unionized federal employees (Mosher &
Kingsley, 1941, p. 559). The passage of the eight-hour law
for postal workers in 1888 represents one of the first
successful union efforts in this respect, as well as one of
the new official attempts during the 19th century to implement the concept of the government as a model employer (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 164).
Only two major federal employee unions were organized
before 1900.

However, the union movement was gradually

growing in the federal service; and by 1908 seven major
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unions had been organized (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 27) .
Efforts to organize the federal office and clerical workers
mirrored the results obtained in the private sector (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 163).
Just as the wage and salary issue had led to unionization of industry (Brecht, 1943, p. 132), it also caused a
problem for Civil Service.

As inflation eroded the pur-

chasing power of public employees, they became dissatisfied
and began forming a union in 1916-1917 (Mosher & Kingsley,
1941, p. 562). By October of 1917, the National Federation
of Federal Employees had been chartered and had successfully
organized 10,000 members (Van Riper, 1958, p. 275). The
advent of unions might have been prevented if management had
been more enlightened because the civil servants were
originally only seeking improvements in the government's
approach to personnel management.

Unfortunately, the

changes were achieved only when the workers inside and
outside the service combined to apply pressure.

It seems

"that management becomes enlightened as a result of such
pressures; that they constitute, indeed, one of the principal channels of enlightenment" (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941,
p. 575) . Unionization by federal employees was their first
organized attempt to protect their individual rights
(Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 13).
Little progress was made in unionizing federal employees outside the Letter Carrier Union and the Postal Clerks'
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Union.

Unions were successful in these areas because their

jobs closely resembled those in private industry (Van Riper,
1958, p. 163). The major events serving to boost unionization were the passage of the Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912
and a proposal to lengthen the work day of public employees
without increasing their pay-

While the proposal to length-

en the work day failed, it exacerbated the existing poor
employer-employee relationship.
Civil Service Unionization
The primary act allowing organized activities by
federal Civil Service employees was the Lloyd-La Follette
Act.

In 1909 Senator La Follette introduced several anti-

gag measures with which the administration did not concur.
The negotiations which followed finally resulted in the
Lloyd-La Follette Act being passed in 1912.
This act restored the right of federal workers to
petition Congress.

It also authorized civil servants to

affiliate with the nationally organized labor unions.
Federal workers responded to this newly acquired right and
began to organize.
Under the old spoils system, appointees had the implied
protection of the party-

Once the Lloyd-La Follette Act

freed them from this relationship, federal workers realized
that they must look elsewhere for job security.

Civil

servants began to look to the private sector as a model for
themselves.

Gradually, various groups of civil servants
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began to unionize for protection and to seek improvements in
their work environment (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 4).
Civil Service unionization began in earnest after the
passage of the Lloyd-La Follette Act rescinded the gag
orders, legalized the postal workers' right to organize, and
restricted removal of civil servants.

The administration

supplied an additional impetus when they considered implementing Frederick Taylor's Scientific Management.
Labor leaders were opposed to the concept espoused by
Frederick Taylor.

They did not want their jobs to be sub-

jected to the time and motion studies because they were
afraid that it might be required to increase their output.
The outcry was strong enough that Congress banned the concept from being implemented in governmental arsenals (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 217). Scientific Management was one of the
most innovative management concepts to be implemented by
industry in the early 1900s. After Congress would not allow
its use in governmental jobs, governmental officials were
slow to attempt the use of refinements emanating out of the
Scientific Management movement (Van Riper, 1958, p. 217).
Unions' first successes were in Civil Service jobs
which were most similar to jobs in the private sector.
Federal agencies developed labor relation policies which
closely paralleled the industrial trends because "the more
similar the agency's function to one performed in the
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private sector, the more likely it was to have a developed
labor relations program" (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 14).
Unionization of federal employees accelerated in
1916 when Representative William P. Borland proposed that the government increase the daily
working hours of public employees from seven to
eight. . . . The American Federation of Labor
became an interested party, since an increase in
federal working hours might have an important
bearing upon the future of organized labor. After
considerable argument . . . Congress defeated the
measure. Almost immediately . . . a small group
of clerks . . . began to organize. They and a
group unionized earlier . . . [and] received a
charter from the AF of L. . . . This union was
first known as the Federal Employees Union. It
organized mass meetings, commenced to publish The
Federal Employee, and began to promote the further
organization of civil servants. (Van Riper, 1958,
pp. 274-275)
As the cost of living soared just prior to World War I,
civil servants' salaries fell behind.

When the government

failed to respond, the National Federation of Federal
Employees (NFFE) emerged (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 563).
The NFFE, organized in 1917, was composed primarily of
clerical and professional employees (Levitan & Noden, 1983,
p. 23) . The growth was phenomenal; by June of 1919, the
union had 50,000 members (Van Riper, 1958, p. 275). These
early organizing successes grew out of the Civil Service
counterparts to blue-collar workers in industry-

White

collar civil servants generally relied upon Civil Service
rules for their protection (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 14)
until the late 1950s when they also began to organize.
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Union Influence in Higher Education
As the number of educational institutions increased in
the 18th century, the governance structure was changing from
clergy domination to control by laymen.

Faculty members

were enjoying the status of scholars, and they were generally operating as a guild.

The lay boards had evolved out of

the protests of faculty and their demands for less control
by the church.

The control of these boards shifted from the

clergy to the corporate executive.

Consequently, faculty

members were very disturbed when lay boards began treating
them as mere employees and terminating them in the early
1900s for espousing their views on unpopular topics.

From

this academic turmoil arose the American Association of University Professors.

Just as unions in industry had excluded

foremen from membership because they were part of management, the AAUP excluded presidents and deans from membership
(Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 308).
One of the major struggles of the AAUP was to attain
academic freedom for its faculty members. Unions had used
pressure in the form of strikes to attain their goals.

The

AAUP used pressure in the form of blacklisting to attain
theirs.

They were very effective in their efforts, and many

institutions "brought their policies into conformity with
the Association's declaration of principles without even a
threat of being placed on the dreaded black list" (Brubacher
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& Rudy, 1958, pp. 309-310).

These actions did not go

unnoticed by non-academic employees.

CHAPTER III
DEVELOPMENT OF PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION
FROM WORLD WAR I THROUGH
WORLD WAR II
The backlash created by the shortage of skilled workers
and the increased push for productivity without regard for
the feelings of the employee led to a rethinking of employment policies.

Disciples of Frederick Taylor's Scientific

Management were still practicing and refining the concept to
the point that employers considered employees extensions of
the machines they operated.

By 1916 the techniques of

Scientific Management had become ingrained in the operations
of managers in American industry.

Consequently Scientific

Management was partially responsible for the expansion and
development of personnel administration (Stein & Davis,
1940, p. 184). Enlightened employers began responding by
establishing a more humanitarian environment in the work
place.
In 1918 the book Hiring the Worker was published.

The

author, Roy Kelly, included the following personnel management topics: "job descriptions; job specifications,
application blanks, interviews, medical examinations; placement, training, transfers, promotions, and discharges"
(French, 1970, p. 615). By the mid-1920s, personnel departments had become firmly established; but "more important,
perhaps . . . was the emergence of a changing attitude
99
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towards the manner of handling workers" (Eilbert, 1959, p.
364) .
Personnel administration was beginning to emerge as a
concept for managing employees.

It differed from scientific

management in that it viewed the employee as a human being
with skills and feelings.

Employers began to understand

that their employees could not be treated like machines.
Humans needed time to rest and a decent working environment
to obtain the best production (Tolman, 1909, p. l). "Scientific management, on the other hand, attempted to reduce
the worker as nearly as possible to the status of a robot
with automatic movements and reactions" (Stein & Davis,
1940, p. 434).
The major functions of a personnel operation were
defined by Hulverson in 1927 as selection, job analysis,
employment, training, promotions, control of personnel
activities (records, statistics, separations), and supplementary activities (fringe benefits) (p. 30). Many of the
supervisory staff members (president, foreman, etc.) with
whom the personnel officer dealt did not understand these
new concepts of personnel administration and some authors
thought they could not be taught (Smith, 1944, p. 275).
Consequently, personnel administration concepts slowly
emerged in the private sector.

A few individuals and a few

companies voluntarily instituted new and innovative personnel management functions because they believed it was good
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for the company's profits and for the employees.

However,

most organizations only responded when their employees
banded together and forced them to institute personnel
management changes.

Most of the organizations not respond-

ing to their employees' requests were eventually forced to
institute personnel management changes by federal legislation.
One probable reason for this slow and usually forced
establishment of sound personnel policies in the mid-1940s
was lack of understanding by those given responsibility for
administering the policies.

These functions evolved in

response to outside pressures.

The cost benefit ratio of

personnel administration was not yet understood by many
executives.
Sound administration of personnel involves expense
but personnel directors' pleas for more funds too
frequently are of little avail because management
is reluctant to invest in such intangibles as
"more efficiency," "less turnover" or "better
morale." ("Preparing for postwar," 1945, p. 138)
Union Influence
The labor pressures of World War I led to drastic
changes in personnel policies.

The internal pressure gen-

erated by unions combined with the external pressure arising
from the market place caused employers to review their
personnel management approaches.
industry.

It was a new era for
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As World War I progressed and employment levels rapidly
increased, so did union membership.

It eventually reached a

new high in 1920 of just over 5 million.

Employers at-

tempted to counter this expansion through anti-union
activities, such as creating open shop work places, welfare
programs, and employee mutual benefit associations.

From

this high, union membership then declined until the early
1930s (Beach, 1965, p. 75).
During World War I the Federal Government decided that
it was in the country's best interest to support the concept
of collective bargaining.

A National War Labor Board was

created to deal with labor problems during the emergency
generated by the war.

This board

established "works councils," which consisted of elected representatives from the various departments, in
factories. As a war-time emergency measure, employers
were required to meet with these representatives to
discuss grievances, wages, hours, and working conditions. (French, 1970, p. 14)
The first personnel consultants firm was formed in 1919
(French, 1970, p. 615). In that same year a labor economist
suggested that the personnel department should be headed by
an executive to supervise hiring, welfare activities,
health, safety, training, wage administration and grievances
(Eilbert, 1959, p. 355). Employment continued at a high
level after the war, and the labor shortage continued.

This

shortage gave rise to increased union activity and increased
labor unrest.

During the first quarter of 1920, 487 strikes

and lockouts occurred.

Of these strikes, 67 percent were
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for higher wages and 12 percent for union recognition ("1919
Strikes," 1920, pp. 11-12).
Once a strike occurred and employers were forced to
discuss labor issues with their employees, a new attitude
began to emerge.

As the labor unrest continued, so did

management's search for new methods and techniques with
which to deal with labor.

According to one study, organiza-

tions had their own particular reason for modifying their
personnel management approaches.
One interesting fact was found: the sudden or
gradual moral conversion of an employer from business to humanity. Employees noted it, and could
not at first believe it, or were still incredulous, and told us about it, and so did the
employer himself. In some cases it was unionism
or strikes that did it. In others it was business
foresight of the labor problem. In others it was
sermons by an industrial evangelist. (Commons,
1921, p. vii)
As an individual, an employee had very limited resources when he was dissatisfied with his wages or working
conditions.

In higher education prior to World War II, a

non-academic employe served at the pleasure of the president.

Consequently, a non-academic employee was limited to

seeking other employment when he became dissatisfied
(Elliott & Chambers, 1969, p. 70). However, prior to the
early 1940s, institutions of higher education generally
provided non-academic employees more liberal benefits than
were being received by their contemporaries in industry.
Not only did they enjoy more holidays and vacation time, but
in many instances the non-academic employees received
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liberal sick leave.

In addition, they enjoyed their

collegial surroundings (C. T. Clark, personal communication,
April 21, 1988).
Non-academic personnel were not organized and did not
have an organization to speak in their behalf when they were
dissatisfied with their employment relationship.

Faculty

members were in a better situation to share ideas and band
together to voice their displeasure.

From 1890 to 1920,

numerous cases arose in which prominent professors were
dismissed for expressing unpopular views.

Consequently, the

union concept of joining together to affect working conditions first came to campus in the form of the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP).
Non-academic employees were most likely aware of the
union movement going on around them in industry and public
education because the newspapers were full of articles
reporting actions such as that the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) in 1918 introducing resolutions for higher
wages (New York Times. 1920, p. 10) and the forming of the
first college local in 1918 on the campus of Howard University (Fordyce, 1945, p. 134). In 1928 the AFT added wage
demands for college teachers (New York Times. 1928, p. 22).
Non-academic employees may not have been aware that in 1920
ditch-diggers in New York were paid $500 more per year than
professors fNew York Times. 1920, p. 1), but they were
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probably aware of their own wage rates and those paid to
their contemporaries in industryThe depression of the 193 0s brought despair to campuses
just as it did to the business world.
students were all affected.

Faculty, staff, and

The students received assis-

tance through the National Youth Administration, which the
government established to provide them with employment and
supplemented funds to continue their education (DeVane,
1965, p. 124). Faculty members, even in strong institutions, whose "salaries were rarely as much as $7,500 and
insitructors • were $1,800, . . . were sometimes cut by a
quarter or a half. . . . The Association [AAUP] could do
little to aid.

But it was there to speak . . . in many ways

[as] the professor's union" (DeVane, 1965, p. 81).
A 1969 survey of 493 campuses indicated that the first
union for non-academic employees was recognized on a
university campus in 1929.

Only five of the institutions

responding to the survey reported that labor unions were
recognized before the beginning of World War II. The pace
quickened after the war and 17 institutions recognized labor
unions from 1944 to 1949 (Tenboer, 1970, p. 43).
Just as union activity had encouraged industrial management to begin reviewing their personnel policies and
improving working conditions, it also encouraged higher
education.

In 1942 the University of Minnesota responded to

a strike of its non-academic employees by opening a Civil
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Service personnel office.

The building and grounds

personnel of Tufts University formed a union during World
War II. Columbia University signed a union contract in 1945
with the Transport Workers' Union just shortly after establishing a personnel office for maintenance employees in 1944
(Knox, 1947, p. 379).
The pressures created by World War II combined with
union activity to begin a rapid evolution of personnel
functions and practices in higher education.

The resulting

labor trends accelerated the evolution of non-academic
personnel functions (Knox, 1947, pp. 378-380).
World War II had a dramatic impact on the personnel
administration movement.

The labor turmoil and continuing

employer-employee disputes left many wondering what would
resolve these complicated issues.

One author suggested that

the answer lies in giving immediate and careful
attention to the relatively few fundamental
principles of employee relations. Selection,
placement, training, transfer, promotion and demotion, hours, compensation, separation, incentives,
grievance adjustment, safety, financial security,
stabilization of employment, and labor management
cooperation on all these matters . . . will constitute the skeleton of personnel administration
under any foreseeable conditions. ("Preparing for
postwar," 1945, p. 137)
While the organization of Civil Service employees by
unions closely paralleled the organization of private sector
workers, there were major differences in the bargaining
process and the right to strike.

Federal employees did not

have direct access to management for conflict resolution as
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did their industrial counterparts.

They had to resort to

political persuasion to attain their objectives.

Because

the civil service was unique, having "entrance requirements,
work rules, and job rights that differed from those prevailing in the private sector, the emerging federal unions were
forced to bargain with Congress to achieve ends that private
sector unions gained at the bargaining table (Levitan &
Noden, 1983, p. 13).
These differences did not retard the organization of
the Civil Service because over a third of the federal civil
employees were unionized by 1940.

This generally paralleled

the unionization in private industry (Van Riper, 1958, p.
350) .
Unions traditionally withheld their labor in an effort
to obtain concessions from management when an impasse was
reached at the bargaining table.

Unlike their private

sector counterparts, most Civil Service unions never endorsed the use of strikes.

In fact, "nearly all the civil

service unions deny the use of the strike" (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 582) even though prior to 1947 strikes were
not prohibited by statute.

However, the government had

other methods of preventing organized activity by civil
servants.

President Theodore Roosevelt issued executive

orders in 1902 and 1906 which prohibited concerted efforts
by civil servants to influence any legislation which would
directly benefit themselves.

President William Howard Taft
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further restricted federal employees from personally
responding to Congressional inquiries; they had to transmit
the information via their department heads (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 577). The Lloyd-La Follette Act reversed this
concept in 1912 but did not allow strikes by civil servants.
President Franklin Roosevelt encouraged federal employees to
join unions, but in 1937 he reminded them that "meticulous
attention should be paid to the special relationship and
obligations of public servants to the public itself and to
the Government" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 350).
In general conformity with this theory, almost all
public employee unions have included statements in their
constitutions which deny the right to strike.

A few, how-

ever, have indicated that their members would strike but
only under extremely exacerbating situations (Van Riper,
1958, p. 351).
In order to remove any doubt about whether or not Civil
Service unions could legally strike. Congress passed the
Taft-Hartley Act of 1947.

Section 305 in Title III outlawed

strikes by employees of the United States and established
termination as the penalty for striking (Millis & Brown,
1950, p. 561).
The issue of collective bargaining has met much less
resistance in federal circles than have strikes, perhaps
because of the very nature of funding agencies within the
structure of the government.

Specifically, no union
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represents all governmental employees or even all the
employees in one agency.

However, "the absence of formal

bargaining rights did not halt the gradual growth of federal
unions.

Even though the new unions were forced to target

their demands on politicians, 13 percent of all nonpostal
federal employees were organized by 1961" (Levitan & Noden,
1983, p. 14). Historically, the Civil Service position
classification system, as well as wages, was only scrutinized by Congress or the Civil Service Commission when the
situation forced some type of action.

In 1949 approximately

90 percent of all eligible positions were covered by the
same employment procedures.

However, the majority of these

positions were not covered by a standardized wage policy.
The Civil Service unions had focused their efforts on trying
to influence the wage-setting process but had only limited
results until 1949.

The Hoover Commission was aware of

public employees' frustration with the Civil Service system.
The Commission recommended greater participation for civil
servants in matters affecting their pay and working conditions.

These and other attempts to allow civil servants the

right to representation were introduced unsuccessfully in
every session of Congress from 1949 to 1961 (Levitan &
Noden, 1983, p. 13).
Unions were allowed to participate in establishing wage
surveys.

They helped determine which organization and job

classifications should be used.

This is similar to the
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input allowed private sector unions under the provisions of
the Davis-Bacon Act to establish the prevailing wage scale
for construction jobs (Levitan & Noden, 1983, pp. 27-29).
The biggest four unions representing government
employees are still the National Federation of Federal
Employees (NFFE), (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 23); the American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE), chartered in
1932 by the American Federation of Labor after the National
Federation of Federal Employees voted to leave the federation and become an independent union (Mosher & Kingsley,
1941, p. 563) ; the National Treasury Employees Union, established in 1938 as a fraternal organization of Internal
Revenue Service collectors; and the National Association of
Government Employees, founded in 1947. Most of this union's
membership is in state and local governments (Levitan &
Noden, 1983, pp. 24-26).
Governmental Response
Not only were civil servants restricted from personally
lobbying Congress in their own behalf, but in 1939 their
right to participate in election campaigns was also restricted.

The Hatch Act of 1939 prohibited nearly all

employees in the Civil Service from using the authority or
influence of their offices to affect the outcome of an
election and restricted them from participating in political
campaigns (Levitan & Noden, 1983, p. 4). These restrictions
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limited Civil Service employees' abilities to influence the
personnel policies under which they worked.
The Social Security Act Amendment of 1939 extended
personnel administration standards to cover state and local
units which fell under federal supervision.

"The most

far-reaching reguirements were those which compelled states
desiring to receive federal welfare funds to develop state
merit systems for employees paid in whole or in part by
those funds" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 343).
The Hatch Act of 1940 clarified the meaning of the 1939
act; and "in an unprecedented provision, the 1940 law
extended the prohibitions against political activity to
state and local employees paid in full or in part by federal
funds" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 341).
The Pendleton Act of 1883 allowed the President to
place eligible positions under the Civil Service.

By the

late 1930s, various executive orders issued by a series of
presidents had placed all eligible positions under the Civil
Service (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 27). In 1940 Congress
passed the Ramspeck Act which authorized the inclusion of
approximately 200,000 new positions which had been exempt.
"By 1943 approximately 95 per cent of the nearly 2 million
federal employees occupied positions under the 'jurisdiction' of the Civil Seirvice Commission" (Van Riper, 1958, p.
344) .
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The Ramspeck Act extensions did not cover all federal
employees.

"The act specifically exempts from such coverage

the personnel of WPA, TVA, federal district attorney, all
appointive positions which must have Senate confirmation,
and positions expressly excluded in which policydetermination is a major function" (Yoder, 1942, p. 743).
Employee Mutual Benefit Associations
Mutual benefit associations were established to provide
various functions to its member employees.

The employees

represented by an Employee Mutual Benefit Association (EMBA)
who were not covered by legislative mandate banded together
in order to seek insurance coverages through private
sources.
In addition, the company-sponsored mutual benefit
associations looked for other ways to help employees. A 1931
report indicates that these associations have
shown a tendency to participate in sickness prevention work. . . . This study of 398 active
associations covers some 824,000 employees out of
a total of 1,119,000 wage earners employed by the
companies [which] have these associations. (Quigg,
1931, p. 163)
Even with these large numbers as participants, the EMBAs
could not compete with commercial insurance companies for
life insurance; "but that in the field of sickness disability, they have held their own against the progress of
commercial companies" (Quigg, 1931, p. 163).
Employers generally preferred EMBAs over employee
discontent or unionization.

For example.
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management took the initiative, in 1912, and
incorporated the Employees' Mutual Benefit Association of the Milwaukee Electric Railway and
Light Company. . . . A large number of men were
in debt, and garnishments were coming in at the
rate of twenty or twenty-five every day. . . .
The company was induced to start a loan office.
. . . No interest was charged on loans, and now
there are almost no garnishment actions. . . .
The point is, the men are better workers when not
worried by debts, courts and domestic troubles.
(Commons, 1921, p. 148)
Because of the mutually beneficial results generated
through these associations, many of the companies even paid
for the EMBA administrative expenses.

One study conducted

by the Conference Board found that EMBAs had basically not
changed during the 1920s except for a push by employees for
compulsory membership (Quigg, 1931, p. 164).
The movement grew when many employers developed
representative associations for the purpose of avoiding
unionization after the National Industrial Recovery Act was
passed in 1933.

They continued to flourish until 1935 when

the National Labor Relations Act limited management's involvement in their operations (Yoder, 1942, p. 615).
Influence of World War I on
Personnel Departments
World War I created a heavy demand on American commerce
and industry.

This world-wide event created the greatest

impact in the shortest period of time on personnel administration functions.

It affected every aspect of the

employer-employee relationship as vast numbers of employees
were added to the work force.

The work force
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increased from 6,500,000 in 1914 to 8,400,000 in
1919—a 29 percent rise in a half a decade. . . .
Wage levels increased with unprecedented rapidity,
approximately 11 percent in 1916 alone, but real
wages barely advanced due to the spiraling cost of
living. . . . Manufacturers, in turn, responded
to these changes in refining, adapting, and introducing the managerial innovations of the previous
30 years. (Nelson, 1975, p. 140)
The prosperity created by the first world war created
rising production and profits for industry.

The increased

production created heavy demands for labor, and management
did not want to risk losing profits because of strikes.
Employers engaged in the war production efforts wanted to
cooperate.

Consequently, they entered into an agreement

with the government and their unions to set up a mechanism
to settle labor disputes.

The most notable was the forma-

tion of the War Labor Board, which was established in 1918.
In exchange for a promise from the unions that they would
not strike, management agreed to bargain collectively with
the established unions.

This gave unions the protection of

public policy for the first time.

In addition, the War

Labor Board, in certain circumstances, ordered some employers to establish employee representation plans or company
unions with which personnel departments had to bargain.
These company-dominated unions existed until they were
outlawed by the National Labor Relations Act.
The scarcity of labor created by the war boom was
causing new problems for industry because
most plants constructed during the war were jerrybuilt: the scarcity of construction workers, the
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inflated costs, . . . the pressure for increased
output, and the uncertain future of the business
militated against . . . a long term perspective.
. . . Under these circumstances working conditions deteriorated in many factories. Accident
rates rose precipitously, and fire losses were far
above the prewar level. Employers reported that
"adverse labor conditions . . . severely hindered"
the safety movement. (Nelson, 1975, p. 141)
These problems created a new impetus for formalizing
the labor-management arena.

Government interests required

that war production continue uninterrupted.

Consequently,

in order to relieve some tension from the labor-management
struggle, the government insisted that plants which did not
have personnel departments and which were manufacturing war
materials develop employment departments (French, 1970, p.
614) .
Prior to World War I, most new employees were hired by
the foreman.

The foreman performed the personnel functions

of selecting and terminating.

With the war creating a

demand for thousands of new employees in the defense industries, employment departments began to rapidly emerge.
These early employment departments were the forerunner of
modern personnel offices, but this new field needed trained
personnel officers.

Industrial and commercial organizations

were responding with increased emphasis on personnel management.
In addition, the massive requirements for soldiers that
were created by World War I led to the creation of testing
and selection programs for the Armed Services.

Other
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functions have been created in response to legislation.

For

example, the workmen's compensation laws created the safety
functions.

The laws, in effect, taxed accidents.

Conse-

quently,
accident-prevention has . . . become a big feature
of American capitalism, with its well-paid safety
experts. . . . It is employed because management,
by the pressure of a tax on accidents that
penalizes mismanagement, has begun to feel its
responsibility to the workers and the nation.
(Commons, 1921, pp. 270-271)
In the mid-192Os, writers were beginning to suggest the
administrative organization of personnel departments. The
functions were beginning to crystalize into various units
for employment, labor relations, safety, health, training,
benefits, research, and grievances (Tead, 1918, p. 43).
Employees were dissatisfied with being treated like
machines by managers utilizing Scientific Management techniques.

The demand for labor, which was created by World

War I, gave these disgruntled individuals an opportunity to
change jobs.

Out of this climate grew a revolutionary

concept that employers were responsible for the health,
well-being, and safety of employees.

The concept embodied

the principle that shorter work hours, profit sharing,
improved ventilation, recreation and similar benefits would
increase employee goodwill and increase productivity
(Nestor, 1986, p. 199).
Prior to World War I, the personnel administration
approaches of the private sector and Civil Service developed
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along different lines.

The massive labor demands generated

by World War I brought their general personnel needs and
approaches closer together.

The number of Civil Service

employees increased from 480,000 in 1916 to 520,000 in June
of 1917 and an estimated 917,760 by November of 1918 (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 250).
World War I forced governmental agencies and the private sector to look for more efficient and effective ways to
deal with personnel-related issues. Almost immediately, a
committee was established to determine how to evaluate the
abilities of the military personnel.

The Committee on the

Classification of Personnel developed the intelligence tests
utilized by the Army as well as other trade tests (Yoder,
1942, p. 45).
Once the United States entered World War I, the demands
for civil servants sky-rocketed.

The Commission responded,

and within seven months 100,000 appointees had been tested
and placed.

These placements greatly enhanced the partici-

pation of women in the Civil Service.
This demand for civil servants was created by the need
for new employees and to replace those employees leaving the
Civil Service for other jobs.

Prior to World War I the

normal turnover rate was approximately 13 percent.
the war it increased to about 41 percent.

During

Technical and

professional employee turnover was less than the average but
was still high at 33 percent.

The situation was exacerbated
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by the fact that the rate of applicants refusing
appointments increased from 3 0 to 50 percent (Van Riper,
1958, pp. 261-262).
All of the civil servants added to the work force
during this rapid expansion were regular appointees.

No one

had thought to make provisions for temporary appointments
which could be eliminated at the conclusion of the war.
This oversight did not adversely affect the Civil Service as
natural attrition occurred through voluntary separations,
retirements, deaths, etc,

"After the end of hostilities,

the number of employees rapidly dropped to about 840,000 in
1919, to 700,000 in 1920, to 600,000 in 1921, and to . . .
a post-war normal of about 560,000 in 1922" (Van Riper,
1958, p. 250).
The war is credited with giving personnel administration a boost and creating personnel departments to service
the needs of employees (Kammerer, 1951, p. 349). In order
to reduce the high rate of turnover and diminish labor
unrest, several governmental agencies encouraged the
establishment of employment managers' positions in the war
production industries.

Because this concept was relatively

new, the supply of readily available trained employment
managers was low.

Consequently, the government established

training schools at several universities to increase the
supply (Nelson, 1975, p. 150).
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The problems facing Civil Service were the same as
those encountered by all large organizations.

After America

entered the war in 1917, the spoils system began to reemerge; and a growing number of positions was excluded from
the merit system as President Wilson made exceptions for the
Fuel Administration.

In 1918 he granted exceptions to the

Bureau of Printing and Engraving, the U. S. Employment
Service, and the War Department (Van Riper, 1958, p. 255).
By the end of 1919, the percentage of positions subject to
examination had dropped to 64 (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941,
p. 26).
The 1929 stock market crash and the resulting social
dislocations of the labor force awakened the politicians to
the need for a closer examination of governmental personnel
policies.

In fact, it took the Great Depression and the

efforts of President Hoover for economy and efficiency in
administration to force consolidation of the major personnel
functions of government under the direction of the Civil
Service Commission (Van Riper, 1958, p. 311).
The process began when President Hoover issued an
executive order in 1931 forming the Council of Personnel
Administration.

Once the process had begun. Congress

quickly responded and set the stage for centralizing federal
personnel functions.
In 1932 they passed Title 5 and began consolidation of
the personnel functions by transferring the duties of the
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Personnel Classification Board to the Civil Service
Commission.

On June 24, 1939, another executive order was

signed by President Roosevelt which required extensive
changes in commission regulations.

Concurrently with the

rules reorganization. Civil Service coverage was extended to
cover approximately 71 percent of the federal work force
(Yoder, 1942, p. 743).
Veterans
Veterans apparently have been extended some preferences
for Civil Service positions ever since the Civil War.

In

1865 Congress codified these informed efforts and formalized
the concept of preferential appointments.
The Pendleton Act was also significant in reviving a
preference for the employment of veterans in the Civil
Service.

The original statute which established veterans'

preference was enacted on March 3, 1865.

The Pendleton Act

gave preference to veterans with special emphasis for
disabled veterans (Van Riper, 1958, p. 144).
The preference granted to disabled veterans
in 1865 never involved more than a few thousand
persons over a fifty year period. The Pendleton
Act reaffirmed this preference as well as that
concerning reductions-in-force laid down by a
statute of 1876. Several executive orders defined
the manner in which these preference statutes
would be implemented, but nothing else was
enacted. The facts that failure to conform to
these statutes carried no penalties and that there
was, until 1883, no central agency to administer
and enforce the preference regulations, meant that
they were not always rigidly applied. (Van Riper,
1958, p. 162)
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Few veterans took advantage of the preferences offered
to pre-World War I veterans.

However, veterans from World

War I moved swiftly to seek preferences for themselves.

As

a result. Congress passed its first post-World War I veterans preference act early in 1919.

This first act gave

preferential appointment to veterans for positions in
Washington, DC.

Three months later, this preference was

extended to positions all over America.

The acts not only

covered veterans but widows; or, if they were too severely
disabled and could not obtain government employment, the
preference was transferred to the spouse.

As a result,

veterans made up over 13 percent of Civil Service appointments in 1920 and 29 percent in 1921 (Van Riper, 1958, pp.
269-270).
Influence of World War I on
Higher Education
In 1924 the Massachusetts Institute of Technology participated in the Hawthorne experiments with the Western
Electric Company to determine what effect the working environment had on employees' production.

These experiments

expanded from the working environment to the organizational
behavior of workers.
The University of Pennsylvania utilized its early
personnel administration research and established a nonacademic personnel department in 1926.

Harvard followed

suit in 1932. Two years later, the functions of these early
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personnel departments were still very limited (Albright,
1954, p. 9). As the size of the educational institutions
continued to increase, so did the problems of organization
and administration.

To assist in solving these administra-

tive problems, a large corps of administrators emerged.

The

median number of administrators grew from four in 1860 to
30.5 in 1933 (McGrath, 1936, p. 190). This corps of administrators included vice presidents, deans, chief business
officers, assistant deans, admissions directors, and administrative assistants for various functions (Rudolph, 1962,
p. 435) ,
Personnel administration in higher education was evolving much more slowly than it had in industry.

World War I

labor problems had provided a strong impetus for utilizing
personnel administration concepts in industry.

The Great

Depression of the 1930s added additional rationale for
developing sound personnel policies.

Governmental policies

also hastened the use of formalized personnel departments in
industry.

While World War II saw industry fully embrace

personnel administration, higher education was just beginning to formalize non-academic personnel administration in
the organizational structure (Albright, 1954, p. 7).
Only five of 18 leading colleges and universities
surveyed reported having any form of non-academic personnel
functions in 1941 (Smith, 1950, p. 2). World War II visited
higher education as no other single occurrence had before.
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The pressures created from the scarcity of labor where these
institutions had to compete with the war industries forced
institutions to embrace personnel practices for their
non-academic employees.

Enrollments climbed until by 194 0

institutions graduated 186,000 students.

"World War II

depressed the figure, and the GI Bill and other factors
produced a compensatory rise after the war was over" (Wolfe,
1954, p. 24). Seven out of 10 institutions having nonacademic personnel departments in 1954 indicated they were
established from 1943 to 1946 (Albright, 1954, p. 9).
Formalization of Benefits and Services
as Conditions of Employment
The terms benefits and services refer to items supplied
by employers as a part of the compensation for employees'
labor.

A benefit is generally an item that is employee

specific which has an identifiable value that can be attributed to each employee.

A service is generally an item

available to all employees but to which a cost is not assignable to any specific employee.

Examples of each are

retirement plans as a benefit and recreation programs as a
service.
In the early 1900s, companies began to employ social
secretaries or welfare secretaries to improve their working
conditions and benefits programs.

These early forerunners

of personnel administrators administered educational,
health, recreational and nutritional programs.

These
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secretaries were the first specialists in personnel
administration (Werther & Davis, 1981, p. 26). Labor
departments quickly replaced these secretaries and administered wages, employment, records, and terminations, in
addition to working conditions and benefits (Eilbert, 1959,
p. 353). As new and varied benefits programs emerged,
specialized functional areas developed within the personnel
departments.
Non-Cash Benefits
World War I had created an expanded industrial complex
that appeared to be invincible.

But "almost as suddenly the

crash came, and business fell into a period of chaotic
disorganization" (Eddy, 1957, p. 148).
From the great stock market crash in the late
fall of 1929 to the inauguration of Franklin
Roosevelt in 1933, the mood of the nation was one
of despair. Roosevelt's campaign against Herbert
Hoover took place in a climate of intensifying
economic crises that had paralyzed both the international and U. S. economies. Stark statistics
reveal the national malaise: unemployment, which
registered 3.2 percent in 1929 had risen to an
unprecedented 24.9 percent in 193 3. Employment
declined in every occupational category except
government, and average hourly wages of production
workers in manufacturing fell from 56.6c in 1929
to 44.2c in 1933. (Milton, 1982, p. 25)

By the fourth of March, 1933, approximately a third of
the national labor pool was dependent on some form of assistance just to exist.

The need for individuals to support

themselves and their families was so enormous that it
drained the resources of public and private agencies.
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"Rarely has mortal man faced a people so near panic and
despair as did Franklin D. Roosevelt at the hour of his
inauguration into the highest office in the land" (Davis,
1937, p. 16).
At every turn, the economic forces were battering the
nation's spirit.

The despair that was growing was feeding

on itself as helpless citizens were beginning to lash out at
the government that seemed to be the problem and not the
solution.

On a daily basis, they were greeted by news

stories such as:
Eight hundred farmers forcibly prevented the sale
of a $33,000 farm in Lamar, Iowa. . . . One of
the most spectacular incidents grew out of the
eviction of a family near Elkhorn, Wisconsin, by a
machine-gun squad of deputies who fired three
hundred rounds of ammunition. Another was the
riot, ended by tear gas, when several hundred
persons successfully attempted to block tax foreclosure sales in Salt Lake City- (Davis, 1937, p.
19)
This was the background against which the Federal
Emergency Relief Administration was established in 1933.
Employees were seeking financial security against injury,
illness, and for the time when they could no longer be
gainfully employed.

The immediate problem in need of a

solution was the large number of people unemployed.
Unemployment Insurance
Prior to World War I, only a few employers provided any
form of compensation to employees who were laid off from
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their jobs through no fault of their own.

Employees were at

the mercy of their employers because
the demand for and the supply of labor never coincide exactly. A pool of labor power lies idle at
all times, prosperous or otherwise, although its
size and composition are continually changing.
Our working population drifts into and out of this
pool in response to the multivarious and fluctuating demands of business. (Givens, 1936, p. 1)
The vacillating fortunes of business and industry had
fluctuated up to and through the industrial revolution and
on into the early 1890s. However, the severity of the
downturn which occurred in the early 1890s caused massive
dislocations in the work force.
Recovery was slow until 1917 when World War I generated
full employment and expanding opportunities.

From 1922

through 1933, the unemployment rate fluctuated from a low of
5.41 percent in 1929 to a high of 41.56 percent in 1933
(Givens, 1936, p. 2).
Because the cost of labor had always been a concern for
employers, industrial companies continually sought new
techniques, new processes, and new methods of production to
reduce its labor force.

These

technological changes cause unemployment because
. . . industry finds it more profitable to pay for
machines than for human labor. . . . A dramatic
illustration of technological displacement is
found in the iron and steel industry. . . . In
1927 a remarkable process . . . was introduced by
which the finished sheets are produced without
reheating, direct from the ingot. In the United
States in 1929 there were roughly 1400 of the old
mills. . . . The work which formerly required
more than 10,000 workers, directly and indirectly,
can now be done by a mere handful. • . . Over
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three million wage earners were displaced in the
United States, between 192 0 and 1931, an annual
average of about a quarter of a million wage earners. (Givens, 1936, p. 6)
These technological changes exacerbated unemployment
conditions created by the market place.

Some employers were

sympathetic to the plight of the workers.

Consequently, the

ebb and flow of workers coming into and leaving the work
force led many companies to voluntarily establish unemployment compensation programs from the mid-192Os to the early
1930s; but the concept of a privately funded program failed
even though several approaches were attempted.

These early

attempts were only available to a very small fraction of the
work force, but the concept proved viable (Yoder, 1942, p.
605) .
The unemployment which was created by the stock market
crash was devastating and continued until the late 1930s.
It elevated the question of unemployment insurance to
national prominence.

The nation had to answer the question

of "whether the worker able, ready and willing to work,
having a job which is useful, should be entitled to an equal
degree of protection when laid off, because the job is
temporarily inactive" (Quigg, 1931, p. 44).
Early voluntary unemployment insurance programs existed
only when they became a priority of management.

However,

such programs had not flourished because management, in
general, had failed to respond; and it became apparent that
if the concept was to become accepted and implemented on a
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national scale, it would require some external pressure
(Commons, 1921, p. 270). The pressure came in 1935 in the
form of the Social Security Act which established, on a
national scale, unemployment insurance.

This pressure was

swift in generating the desired results.

Prior to 1934,

only Wisconsin had enacted legislation providing unemployment insurance.

Only two years after the Social Security

Act was enacted, every state and Washington, DC, had responded with some form of unemployment coverage (Faulkner,
1938, p. 785).
The Act assessed a tax of one percent of payrolls of
employers with eight or more employees.

The federal govern-

ment collected the taxes; distribution was by states that
had enacted qualifying unemployment insurance laws.

Even

though the Act was national in scope, employers of agricultural workers, domestic servants, maritime labor, relatives,
governmental employees, and employers engaged in religious,
charitable, and educational activities were exempt.
Congress passed the Social Security Act of 1935 and
made unemployment insurance mandatory for business and
industry, but its coverage did not extend to railroad
workers or colleges and universities.

Federal employees

were covered by the state-operated programs.

In 197 0

Congress extended unemployment insurance coverage to
colleges and universities (Willers, 1970, pp. 1-2).
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Personnel departments were required to certify the
prior employment of ex-employees seeking unemployment compensation from the state agency responsible for distributing
benefits.
Other Benefits
New Deal legislation, among other things, dealt with
labor organization activities and wage-earner benefits.
With over 40 percent of the work force unemployed, some
drastic action was required to give them some relief.

The

initial effort of Congress created the Federal Emergency
Relief Act of 1933.

This act created the Federal Emergency

Relief Administration and the Public Works Administration to
create public construction projects and a Civil Works
Administration.

Their primary purpose was to create

public-funded projects in order to create employment for
individuals who could not find jobs in the private sector
(Faulkner, 1938, p. 85).
Only a small fraction of the industrial organizations
adopted enlightened personnel policies before World War I.
"The great increase in fringe benefits in the United States
has coincided with the growth of unionism.

Union demands at

the bargaining table have often forced management to grant
additional benefits" (Beach, 1965, p. 737). While unions
forced the negotiation of hourly rates, hours of work,
retirement plans, vacation, sick leave, profit-sharing, and
related issues. Congress required employers to participate
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equally in funding benefits established by the Social
Security Act of 1935.
These results grew out of the early efforts of employees to join together for their mutual benefit.

Membership

in the early Employee Mutual Benefits Associations (EMBA)
were generally voluntary.

The members generally partici-

pated in order to obtain group rates for protection against
loss of income from non-job-related illnesses, accidents,
and death.
Some employers encouraged their employees to participate in EMBAs because they believed membership would
restrict, or at least retard, unionism.

Consequently, some

employers even hired welfare secretaries to manage them or
subsidized the administrative overhead incurred by their
EMBA.

Other employers went further in trying to support

their employees, as illustrated by the efforts of one
company president to reduce the cost of living for his
employees.

He threatened to establish company stores to

supply his employees unless the stores in the community
reduced their prices ("From bitter hatred," 1920, p. 55).
Two benefits which reduced work hours were paid holidays and paid vacation leave.

The practice of allowing

vacations with pay has increased since 1920.

By the early

1940s, approximately 25 percent of the unionized work force
was receiving some paid vacation leave.

The trend has

continued to expand until most employees in the United
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States receive some paid vacation.

The January, 1920, issue

of Personnel reported that the Mills Council of Continental
Mills approved a vacation plan under which "each employee
will have a two week's vacation each year, one week in early
July and one week in December, at Christmas time" ("Vacations with pay," p. 11).
Holidays with pay were also generally observed for most
employees.

Industry embraced the concept as its pay struc-

tures changed from piece rate pay to hourly pay-

Before

World War II, the average holiday observance varied from
three to five holidays.

"As a result of decisions by the

National War Labor Board during the 1942-45 period the
practice . . . grew" (Beach, 1965, p. 755). The number has
risen in recent years to an average of seven to 12 holidays
per year.
As bad as the spoils system was prior to the passage of
the Pendleton Act, Civil Service employment was not considered to be as onerous as employment in the private sector.
Employment benefits in the Civil Service were "in some ways
more favorable throughout the nineteenth century than those
in private industry, except at the top" (Van Riper, 1958, p.
164) . One major change in benefits was the addition of due
process by President McKinley and the elimination of the
fear of being terminated at will or without cause after each
election.

This was a major difference from the personnel

management practiced in industry and higher education.
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The working environment provided for civil servants was
probably as good as anywhere even though few safety regulations existed, and those that did were rarely applied
consistently.

Lunch rooms and facilities were available in

some departments (Van Riper, 1958, p. 154).
The profit motive of private industry and the lack of
such a concept in government allowed for more liberal leave
policies for civil servants than their contemporary counterparts in industry.

The decade of the 1880s was one of

industrial strife as industrial workers were toiling long
hours and agitating for better working conditions similar to
those granted to their counterparts in government.

Civil

servants were enjoying working conditions which were much
better.

For example,

leave regulations, for both annual and sick leave,
were before 1883 largely up to administrative
discretion. After that date Congress provided
that thirty days leave with pay might be granted,
with, for many, up to thirty days more for
sickness. There was no requirement of uniformity,
however, and there were a good many variations in
practice. (Van Riper, 1958, p. 155)
This advantage in benefits continued for civil servants
throughout the 19th century.
In 1916 Congress created the Employees' Compensation
Commission and provided workmen's compensation for all civil
employees and some other categories of workers.

Efforts had

begun as early as 1882 to pass legislation to cover specific
hazardous occupations.

However, this was the first act
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which applied to the entire Civil Service (Van Riper, 1958,
p. 240).
Civil Service unions lobbied Congress in 1917 for a
pension plan funded by equal contributions from the employee
and the government.
became a reality.

Three years later pension legislation

This initial pension legislation was

designed so that employee contributions would more than pay
benefits for those retiring until 1929 (Van Riper, 1958, p.
296) .
In the middle and late 1930's, government service
was much more attractive. . . . Jobs were
difficult to find in industry, and many private
companies did not offer the same fringe benefits,
meaning benefits in addition to salary. For
example, many public jurisdictions had pension
systems, whereas social security for private
workers was in its infancy- Furthermore, although
paid holidays, vacations,and sick leave were common in the public service, they were not granted
in industry on so liberal a basis. (Nigro, 1959,
p. 113)
Profit-Sharing/Retirement
One of the earliest suggestions for establishing
profit-sharing was made by Henry R. Towne.

In a paper

before the American Society of Mechanical Engineers in 1886,
he "urged the development of wage systems to share the
profits of business with employees on the basis of their
productive efficiency.

This factor probably helped to

inspire the introduction of many of the 'welfare' programs"
(Nestor, 1986, p. 191).
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As employees rebelled against the inhumane aspects of
Scientific Management and began leaving the various companies for better working environments, employers sought
ways to retain them.

One such concept which they utilized

was profit-sharing, by which employers devised methods of
sharing company profits with employees.

The Ford Motor

Company began a profit-sharing program for its employees in
1914.

The concept was so successful that the program became

known as "prosperity-sharing" (Commons, 1921, p. 19).
In 1916 Sears, Roebuck & Co. established an Employees'
Savings & Profit-Sharing Pension Fund.
plan was twofold:

"The purpose of the

(1) To put the employes [sic] in position

to share in the profits of the business of the company; and
(2) to encourage habits of savings among the large number of
employes [sic]" (Quigg, 1931, p. 57).
Prior to the passage of the Social Security Act, only
29 states had enacted a retirement or pension law (Faulkner,
1938, p. 785). Not all citizens were covered by this legislation when it was passed.

This

coverage has grown gradually since 193 5 when it
included 60 percent of the civilian work force but
excluded the self-employed, farm operators, tenants and laborers, state and local government
employees, domestic workers, and employees of
nonprofit organizations. . . . It was not until
the amendments of 1950 that nonprofit educational
institutions were given the option of holding a
referendum to . . . participate in social security. The votes were so overwhelmingly in favor of
coverage that Congress, in 1960, deleted the
referendum requirement. CCollege and University
Personnel Practices. 1981, p. EMB-7)
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Wages
The struggle for determining wages has been a
continuous one between labor and management.

Throughout the

years, the Labor Movement continued to seek increased wages.
Management's response has been varied, depending upon the
company's management philosophy in dealing with employees
and the general economic situation.

The problem was one of

the first assigned to a personnel department for resolution
(Eilbert, 1959, p. 353).
The wages paid by employers were influenced by many
factors.

As the industrial revolution evolved, the demand

for labor developed.

As this demand reached a peak and a

labor shortage increased, the wages paid to labor increased.
Following World War I, a labor survey was completed in 15
cities.

The results indicated that the labor shortage would

continue for common labor and for female workers.

In addi-

tion, new plants would require 37,000 additional workers
within months, and they would pay higher rates of pay because ordinary farm labor was being paid "from $60 to $80 a
month and board and room," and "union labor rates [were] so
high as to prohibit construction" ("The labor situation,"
1920, p. 3).
Federal legislation directly affecting the establishment of wages has been very limited.

The Davis-Bacon Act,

in 1931, was the forerunner of a series of work-related
legislation that would eventually be administered by the
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Wage and Hour Division of the Department of Labor.

It

required employers to determine and pay the prevailing wage
rate to all employees working on government-financed construction projects.

The Fair Labor Standards Act of 193 8

established a minimum wage for covered employees, with
Congress adjusting the minimum wage from time to time.
Executive Order 9240 required employers to pay double
time for the hours worked on the seventh day of work and
time and one-half for hours worked on holidays, which helped
to generate inflationary pressures on wages (van Delden,
1945, p. 179). In response. Congress created the War Labor
Board in 1942 to jointly administer the Wages and Salary
Stabilization Act with the Treasury Department.
The administration of the Wages and Salary
Stabilization Act has tended to split salaried
employees into groups even more than previously.
This has been especially true because the policies
and decisions of the two administering agencies—
the War Labor Board and the Treasury Department—
have not been the same on matters of bonuses, or
on promotional, merit or length-of-service increases. The employer who has wanted to treat all
his employees with equal fairness has been in a
quandary. . . . The good features resulting from
this legislation have been the encouragement given
to wage and salary schedules, rating systems,
periodic salary reviews, definitely expressed wage
and salary policies, and the establishment of
salary committees, (van Delden, 1945, pp. 179-180)
The Walsh-Healey Act of 193 6 set a standard and required government contractors to pay the prevailing wage,
but it took until the FLSA was passed in 1938 to set a
minimum wage standard for covered employees (employees
engaged in interstate commerce or the production of goods
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destined for interstate commerce).

The minimum wage rate

has been adjusted numerous times since 1938.
The wage and salary function of personnel departments
generally was responsible for determining the local prevailing wage rate, establishing wage schedules, and insuring
that the company complied with these laws.
Expansion of Administrators
With the explosion in enrollments, the expansion of
faculty, and the need to raise funds, "the president was
usually consumed by immediate organizational detail and
seldom was fully intimate with the developing educational
policy of his institution" (DeVane, 1965, p. 78). This was
a drastic change from the past.
A total of 25,300 seniors graduated from institutions
of higher education in 1900. By 1920 this figure had
increased to 48,600; and in 1940 186,000 seniors graduated
(Wolfe, 1954, p. 24). The percentage of students enrolled
in higher education exceeded the percentage of growth in the
population of the United States.

From 1900 to 1930, the

population only increased by 75 percent while enrollments
increased by almost 4 00 percent, a ratio of approximately
five to one.
In order to perform the various duties which are
required in a university setting, an enormous number of
administrative positions was created, because "experience
teaches that . . . any organization of large size should be
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accompanied by administrative specialization, delegation of
authority, and the encouragement of individual initiative"
(Ruthven, 1931, p. 8).
As colleges and universities modified their administrative structures to accommodate the general needs of
students, they also added specialized administrative functions such as vocational guidance to accommodate the special
needs of their students in selecting vocations (Smith, 1944,
p. 125). "These administrators, who soon were joining clubs
of fellow administrators . . . , helped to establish patterns of standard procedure" (Rudolph, 1962, p. 435). These
new administrative positions evolved in the following
sequence:

librarian, vice president, secretary of the

faculty, registrar, business officer, dean, dean of women,
secretary to the president, and dean of men (Partridge,
1935, p. 369).
By 192 0 the organizational structure still in use in
most institutions had been established.

Major functions had

evolved into departments, and a structural hierarchy had
been established (DeVane, 1965, p. 74). Non-academic personnel departments were not considered a major function.
The earliest dates for the establishment of an
administrative function, outside of the president, of any
description to deal with non-academic personnel programs was
in 1925 in a Midwest university (Smith, 1944, p. 2) and the
University of Pennsylvania in 1926 (Albright, 1954, p. 9).
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During the 1930s, additional administrative positions
were emerging.

They included the statistician, graduate

manager of athletics and other activities, and an alumni
secretary (Lindsay & Holland, 1930, p. 25).
The concept of establishing a non-academic personnel
office in higher education was still highly exceptional in
1930.

In fact, one 1930 textbook on college and university

administration did not mention non-academic personnel when
discussing personnel administration.

The authors stated

that
the president is assisted in the personnel administration of both faculty and student body by a
number of individuals in addition to those in his
own office, among whom may be found the dean of
faculties, the deans of men and women, the
personnel officer, the Y.M.C.A. and Y.W.C.A. secretaries, the graduate manager, and the alumni
secretary- (Lindsay & Holland, 1930, p. 30)
Higher education lagged behind industry in adopting
personnel functions to service the needs of non-academic
personnel.

By 1927 personnel was emerging in industry as

one of business administration's major functions reporting
to the chief executive officer often with the title of vice
president (Hulverson, 1927, pp. 25-26).

The majority of

higher education institutions apparently established their
nonacademic personnel officers in the 1940s (Albright, 1954,
p. 2) .
A review of 30 liberal arts catalogues from 1875 to
193 3 shows a steady increase in the median number of administrators from three to 14 (Partridge, 1935, p. 368). It
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was estimated that by 1933 each institution had an average
of 30 such positions (DeVane, 1965, p. 78).
Institutions had grown and expanded in size and scope
by the early 193 0s until their sheer magnitude and diversity
of operations resembled many corporations (Ruthven, 1931, p.
8).

By 193 3 10 institutions had enrollments ranging from

just over 7,000 students to a high of approximately 18,000
(Staff, 1933, pp. 63-69).

The development of American

institutions of higher education from simple organizations
to complex managerial structures required new styles of
leadership, new administrative areas, and expanded methods
of financing (Rudolph, 1962, p. 417).
This change from the past was drastic.

The role of the

president began emerging in higher education as a chief
executive officer with responsibilities for representing the
governing board.

As the CEO, the president was responsible

for making recommendations concerning personnel decisions
such as the employment and/or dismissal of all subordinate
administrative officers and faculty members (Elliott &
Chambers, 1936, p. 68).
In short, the modern university was not drastically
different from the corporation in that duties were carefully
allocated to experts, responsibilities of staff members were
clearly defined, activities were classified on a scientific
basis, effort was made to coordinate the work of various
units to create a workable blend, and the element of
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personal freedom, the generic requirement of all
institutions on a higher plane, was allowed to develop
(Ruthven, 1931, p. 8). Surely college presidents recognized
their responsibilities as encompassing the "proper personnel
administration of personnel.

However . . . in the college

the problem is more complex" (Knox, 1947, p. 376).
Personnel Directors in Industry
Personnel directors have always existed in organizations where one individual supervised another.

The title of

personnel director may not have been bestowed on any one
individual, but someone was responsible for hiring, setting
wages, and firing unsatisfactory performers.

During the

early industrial revolution, the foremen were generally
responsible for most personnel functions. As organizations
grew, the functions were decentralized and distributed to
the foreman, the bookkeeper, and even the welfare secretary.
Expansion of the work force brought pressures on organizations to once again centralize the activities in order to
provide more efficient and consistent application of company
policies.

From the mid- to late 1920s, personnel functions

were largely administered by personnel specialists.
A major step in this process was the introduction
of employment managers training programs in
1917-18. To reduce turnover and labor unrest
various government agencies, notably the ordinance
department and the Emergency Fleet Corporation,
urged the use of employment managers in munitions
factories, shipyards, and other war plants. Since
there were only a handful of men who had experience in personnel management, the government
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sponsored six-week cram courses at a dozen
universities. At the University of Rochester,
where the first classes were held, the program
included lectures on employment office practice,
labor economics, and industrial management. . . .
By the time of the Armistice more than 360 graduates of these courses were working as employment
managers. (Nelson, 1975, p. 150)
The post-World War I business attitude toward personnel
departments was changing on a large scale.

Industry was

beginning to consider it as a major business function.

Some

organizations were placing its function at the executive
level in their organizational structure.
Companies were realizing that in general the personnel
department was responsible for securing and maintaining one
of the important elements of business operation—the working
force which applies the principles, carries out the details,
or operates the machinery (Hulverson, 1927, p. 25). This
attitude was hastened, in part, by the growth of the human
relations movement which began in 1923.

In that year, the

Hawthorne experiments were started by the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and the National Research Council.
These experiments were an attempt to determine what effect
lighting had on production at Western Electric's Hawthorne
plant.

As a result of several years of experimentation, it

was concluded that employee morale and motivation, not
lighting, were the salient factors affecting production.
Further investigation by social scientists led to new observations that productivity was directly related to how well
employees could be molded into teams in cooperative efforts.
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These efforts led to the study of human behavior by social
and biological scientists in the organizational setting.
The depression of the early 1920s brought a new concept
into use. During this period, organizations began to realize that every supervisor was responsible for personnel
administration.

Company presidents accepted the concept

that they were the senior personnel officers for their
companies (Nash & Miner, 1973, p. 120).
Personnel directors became advisors to supervisors in
their dealings with subordinates.

The personnel department

assisted them in hiring employees for specific assignments
and, when necessary, terminating them.

The personnel

department evolved into a "facilitating department, its
function being to assist the organization in the preparation
and execution of personnel policy through research, advice,
and cooperation" (Nash & Miner, 1973, p. 121).
The personnel director was evolving into a "people
specialist," considered by some to be just as important to
industry as other specialists such as engineers and accountants ("Preparing for postwar," 1945, p. 132).
Many organizations had several personnel managers, one
manager for each personnel function which had been established.

This trend began to change in 1923 when the

American Telephone and Telegraph Company appointed a vice
president in charge of personnel (French, 1970, p. 616). In
the late 1920s, the trend began to move toward centralized
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personnel departments.

This was especially true of larger

organizations ("The turning point," 1920, p. 1). Several
companies considered the position a senior company officer
and appointed vice presidents to be the director of their
personnel departments.

Reporting to the chief executive

officer was considered the most satisfactory arrangement by
Hulverson (1927, p. 26) and Tead and Metcalf (1933, p. 3).
While a vice president reporting to the chief executive
officer was important to the success of the personnel
department, it was not the only consideration in the
appointment.

"It is far more a question of being sure that

the strength of character, intellectual stamina, and social
outlook of this executive are such as to insure him an
effective influence in the top councils of management" (Tead
& Metcalf, 1933, p. 8).
In 1937 Harry Kitson made the observation that the
field of personnel administration had attained the same
status as other professions such as law or medicine.

In

defending his point of view, he stated
that in claiming professional status for personnel
executives we should be able to point to professional schools organized specifically for giving
training in personnel work, comparable with
schools of medicine, law, and dentistry. Regrettably there are none. We can truthfully assert
however, that training in personnel work is a
legitimate function of a university. And we can
find a number of universities which offer elements
of a training program. . . . It is variously
offered in Schools of Engineering, Schools of
Business, Schools of Education, and in separate
bureaus attached to universities, such as the
Bureau of Retail Training at New York University
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and the University of Pittsburgh. " . . . This
training should be on the graduate level; that the
trainee should already possess a broad cultural
education equivalent to graduation from a college
of liberal arts." (Kitson, 1937, p. 261)
In some organizations, the senior personnel officer was
asked to represent the views of the employees to management.
This concept proved unworkable.

In one instance where this

was tried, it proved disastrous because, "when the employees
went out on strike and proceeded to riot, the first man's
house that they attacked . . . was that of the personnel
manager" (Slocombe, 1936, p. 138).
While enlightenment brought about the evolution in some
companies, legislation also had an impact on the development
of personnel functions.

By forcing employers to bargain

with their unions, the 193 3 NIRA created a backlash by
employers because they wanted to avoid unionization.

Conse-

quently, management began to focus on personnel problems.
They hired or trained personnel officers to seek out problem
areas and institute personnel policies which could stop
unionization.
Titles of Early Personnel Administrators
The title used to denote the individual in charge of
personnel departments has varied over the years. Usually
the title depended upon the breadth of the functions supervised.

Titles have included welfare secretary, betterment

secretary, employment manager, manager of personnel activities, service manager, manager of training, director of
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personnel activities, director of personnel, and vice
president in charge of personnel, to name a few.

When

organizations became unionized, the function of labor relations was generally added to the department.
Major Labor Legislation
In addition to the pressure exerted on employers by
unions and the cajoling of enlightened personnel administration advocates, governmental actions also had an impact
through legislation.
Congress had passed the Sherman Act in 1890 to outlaw
labor conspiracies and business associations which sought to
restrict trade.

Employers successfully utilized this act to

restrict union work stoppages.

The Sherman Act remained a

tool of management until Congress passed the Norris-La
Guardia Act in 1932.
Norris-La Guardia Anti-Injunction Act
As the Great Depression developed after the 1929 stock
market crash, labor unrest expanded.

Unemployment grew

until 1933 when approximately 25 percent of the labor force
was without jobs.

To combat this growing problem. Congress

passed the Norris-La Guardia Anti-Injunction Act in 1932 to
neutralize management's use of the Sherman Act.

It also

established a new public policy of encouraging collective
bargaining between management and labor involved in interstate commerce.

This act required employers to bargain with
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their employees over basic personnel issues of work hours,
wages, and other conditions of employment.

It restricted

the use of federal injunctions to stop labor strikes.
National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA)
of 1933
This act removed the laissez-faire attitude toward
unions which had existed in government and established a new
concept in labor-management relationships.

This legislation

bolstered union membership by declaring that employees had
the right to join unions and elect representatives of their
choice.

In addition, it forced management to bargain with

these representatives.

Management generally bargained with

the union through the specialists in the personnel department.

Tead and Metcalf named this personnel division

"Supervision of joint negotiations" (1933, p. 43).
The Act was short-lived as it was declared unconstitutional in 1935.

During its existence, employees banded

together, and many unions were formed.

Management responded

by creating many employer-dominated unions through its own
representation plans to avoid bargaining with independent
unions. The
Act focused management attention on personnel
problems as never before. Personnel professionals
were trained, put to work, and given a higher
measure of authority. They dug into the sore
spots . . . which would have been fertile ground
for unionism to grow in. . . • Such action in
many cases stopped the march of unionism at the
office door. (Pitzele, 1944, p. 184)
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Walsh-Healey Act
Passage of the Walsh-Healey Government Contracts Act of
19 3 6 provided the greatest impetus toward a national eighthour work day.

It required all contractors receiving public

contracts of more than $10,000 to restrict their employees'
work days to 40 hours per week or eight hours per day and to
pay the prevailing minimum wage.

This act forced personnel

departments to institute salary surveys to determine the
prevailing minimum wage (Faulkner, 1938, pp. 787-788).
In 1938 this concept was modified and extended to cover
most persons employed in interstate commerce when Congress
enacted the Fair Labor Standards Act, which was part of the
economic recovery legislation.
to reduce unemployment.

Therefore, its purpose was

By requiring employers to pay time

and a half wage rates for all hours worked over 4 0 in a work
week. Congress felt that employers would hire more employees.

As a result, the wage act reduced the work week of

most Americans to eight hours per day for five days a week.
The early trade unions did not obtain the eight-hour
day as a mandate directly from Congress as part of the FLSA.
However, the results were basically what they had demanded
because many employers preferred to avoid paying overtime
wage rates.
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National Labor Relations Act
(Wagner Act)
Collective bargaining has been legal in the United
States for many years. However, employers were not initially legally bound to bargain with union representatives.
Consequently, bargaining only occurred when management would
voluntarily agree or was forced into the process.

In addi-

tion, employers had the legal right to discharge union
members or to refuse to hire an individual who was a union
member.

As public sentiment shifted in favor of collective

bargaining, so did public policy.

With the passage of the

NLRA in 1935, the public policy became one of encouraging
collective bargaining.
Section 7 of the Wagner Act required the NIRA philosophy of dealing with employer-employee relationships.

It

provided employees with the right to organize a union, elect
their representatives, and to bargain with their employers
over hours of work, rates of pay, and other benefits.
Section 8 of this act established unfair labor practices by
prohibiting employers from harassing or retaliating against
union members or activists.

It added a new concept requir-

ing employers to bargain with their unions in good faith.
This new relationship led to many bitter labor disputes
as labor and management struggled to learn how to deal with
each other.

Management had strong objections to the Wagner

Act as they contended that the legislation was pro-union and
anti-management.

The plethora of strikes which emanated
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from this relationship was blamed on the unions. In
response to the labor turmoil, a 194 5 article projected the
following changes would occur before 1950:
a tightening of the Wagner Act to guarantee
greater protection of union members . . . [,]
legislation [to] . . . protect the public[,] . . .
governmental control over the health and safety of
workers[, and] . . . intensified development of
certain techniques, such as job evaluation for
. . . wage and salary schedules [and] . . . selection procedures. . . . Another challenge to
personnel administrators in postwar will lie in
the increased emphasis on protection of our human
resources. ("Preparing for postwar," 1945,
pp. 130-132)
The strikes which occurred during World War II resulted
in public pressure for anti-strike legislation.
sentiment was not lost on Congress.

This public

In 1947 the Labor-

Management Relations Act was passed to amend the Wagner Act.
Commonly referred to as the Taft-Hartley Act, it attempted
to bring a balance to the labor negotiations required by the
Wagner Act. The Act allowed employees to abstain from
voting or participating in union activities and added a list
of unfair labor practices for union members.
In effect, the NLRA was the culmination of various
congressional attempts to give employees the right to
bargain with their employers under controlled circumstances
(MacDonald, 1938, p. 757). Employers responded by adding a
labor relations function to their personnel departments
(Davis, 1937, p. 12).
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Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA)
The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 is most widely
known for its regulation of hours of work for employees who
are covered by the Act and for establishing a minimum wage.
The Act extended concepts embraced in the Walsh-Healey Act
which had previously been restricted to government contractors.

The Walsh-Healey Act had been passed in 1935 in an

attempt to create more jobs.

It required certain government

contractors to limit work hours to 40 hours per week or pay
time and one-half the wage rate for hours worked over 40
hours in a work week.

It also restricted the ages of

employees.
The FLSA extended the 40 hour work week and overtime
concept to individuals engaged in either interstate commerce
or the production of goods or services destined for interstate commerce.

In addition to pressuring employers to

restrict work hours to increase employment opportunities,
the Fair Labor Standards Act also sought to ensure that all
employees would receive a living wage.

The wage and hour

law, as it is commonly known, established a minimum wage for
employees not exempt from the Act.

Originally the minimum

wage rate was only 25 cents per hour.

The impact was sub-

stantial as approximately 3 00,000 employees received wage
increases in 1938 when the law originally went into effect.
One year later, some 690,000 were similarly affected (Yoder,
1942, p. 414).
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When the Act was passed. Congress was responding to the
economic conditions of the time by creating more employment
opportunities.
With thousands of workers unemployed, shortening
the workday [was] a means of spreading the work
thus easing the severity of the depression. . . .
In this sense, the shortening of hours is akin to
restriction of output, which operates to spread
the work over as long a time and among as many as
possible in order to make the job last longer.
(MacDonald, 1938, pp. 676-677)
The specific emphasis of the policies of the FLSA act
requiring uniform wage rates resulted in a rise of unionism
which caused personnel decisions to be viewed as universal
decisions affecting the entire union without consideration
of the individual.

One opinion was that "as unions gained

control, it became increasingly difficult to select men
. . . for jobs[,] . . . to promote workers[,] . . . to grant
merit increase, or to deal with workers on a personal basis"
(van Delden, 1945, p. 178). Consequently, some efforts were
made to thwart unionization.
Labor strife continued to build and became a national
concern just prior to World War II. Ten days after the
attack on Pearl Harbor, the President created the War Labor
Board to work with labor and management to resolve their
disputes.

This board encouraged industry to institute

personnel concepts such as grievance procedures for
employees, arbitration for group issues, job analysis and
classification, and incentive pay plans. Adding arbitration
to the employer-employee relationship resulted in the use of
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labor lawyers in negotiations and consequently added
additional pressure for instituting personnel policies (van
Delden, 1945, p. 179).
In 1939 it was estimated that the Act covered over 12.5
million employees even though seven groups of employees were
exempt from the Act (Yoder, 1942, p. 415). These 12-plus
million employees were all employed by private employers.

A

1966 amendment to the Act extended coverage to include
schools, hospitals, nursing homes, and local transit employees.

The 1974 amendments extended coverages even further to

cover most state and local government employees.

The 1974

amendments were challenged in court, and coverage for state
and local governments was eliminated until 1985 when the
Supreme Court reversed itself.

The FLSA was amended in 1963

to add the concept of equal pay for equal work.
FLSA Amendment—Equal Pay
A 1942 personnel management text book outlined various
rationales for discriminating against women (Yoder, 1942, p.
387) . They included assumptions that females were less
mobile than males, had less training than males; and, consequently, lower pay for women was appropriate.

Seeking equal

pay for women not employed in the Civil Service has not been
a long-sought governmental goal.
The 192 0s brought a new awareness to the management of
some corporations as to the impact and importance of equal
pay.

Joseph & Feiss, a Cleveland, Ohio, company.
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found that inequalities in pay among their workers
ranked even more than the fact of larger pay
elsewhere. The girls who felt that they were
discriminated against lost interest in their work;
they talked, and the dissatisfaction which resulted lowered the morale of the shop (Commons,
1921, p. 37),
a circumstance that was not discovered on the college campus
until after the 1930s (Clark, 1950, p. 26).
The Equal Pay Act was passed in 1963 as an amendment to
the FLSA.

The provisions of the Act make it unlawful for an

employer to discriminate on the basis of sex in setting
wages and requires equal pay for equal work.
The first federal bill designed to achieve
this objective was submitted to Congress in 1945
but failed to pass. The National War Labor Board
adopted a position regarding equal pay for equal
work during its enforcement period. The board
mandated equal pay to both sexes when the work
performed was essentially identical. . . .
However, it was not until 1963 that federal requirements for equal pay were established. In
that year, as an amendment to the blanket Fair
Labor Standards Act, Congress passed the "Equal
Pay Act," which provided equal pay for equal work
regardless of sex. (College and University Personnel Practices. 1981, p. WHP-6)
Unlike the wage and hour provisions of the FLSA, the equal
pay provisions apply to all employees (no exemptions).
Equal Employment Opportunity
The first step toward equal employment opportunity
began in 1886 when Congress overrode the veto of President
Andrew Johnson and passed a bill which granted citizenship
to blacks and extended them the same rights enjoyed by white
citizens.

This act became the basis for the 14th

155
Constitutional Amendment which guaranteed all citizens equal
protection under the law.
The concept of providing all citizens an equal opportunity for employment on federally funded projects began in
1941 when President Roosevelt issued Executive Order 88 02
"in which he declared that the success of defense production
was threatened by discrimination on account of race, creed,
color or national origin and reaffirmed the policy of the
United States against any such discrimination" (Sher, 1943,
p. 740) . This executive order created the Fair Employment
Practices Committee (FEPC).

The committee was charged with

the responsibility of preventing employment discrimination
in unions and companies engaged in work authorized by
contracts issued by the government and was to receive and
investigate allegations of discrimination.

The power of the

FEPC extended only to government contractors.

At this time,

no federal legislation existed to extend equal opportunity
for employment to private sector companies not engaged in
government contracting.
A slightly different approach followed just as World
War II got under way.
On December 27, 1941, the President promulgated
Executive Order No. 9001, in which he specifically
directed that all contracts negotiated by the War
and Navy Departments . . . incorporate by reference a provision that the contractor and any
subcontractors shall not discriminate against any
person on the ground of race, creed, color or
national origin. These provisions were subsequently extended by separate Executive Orders to
other agencies. (Sher, 1943, p. 741)
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Executive mandates added some impetus to employers to
eliminate discrimination in the hiring of their employees.
However, "recently the movement to abate job discrimination
has been accelerated, sometimes stimulated by war idealism
and more often prodded by labor shortage expediency [italics
added]" (Sher, 1943, p. 739).
Compensation and Classification
Act of 1923
The Classification Act of 1853 established four classes
of clerical employees and corresponding wage rates.

The

act's impact was negligible because it only covered 10
percent of the federal work force.

This act served as the

basis for the 1923 Compensation and Classification Act which
required equal pay for equal work but provided no enforcement provisions (Van Riper, 1958, p. 54). Congress was
attempting to correct the deficiencies which the Civil
Service Commission had repeatedly raised.
Once established by the Pendleton Act, the Civil Service Commission reported almost annually to Congress that
low pay was affecting its ability to recruit a full complement of civil servants.

The more specialized the field, the

harder it was to recruit into the Civil Service.

The infla-

tionary pressures of World War I increased the disparity in
pay with the private sector.

The rate of resignations

between 1903 and 1917 tripled.

Most of the resignations

were voluntary as individuals sought better pay (Van Riper,
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1958, p. 244). The situation was the same after World War
II when civil servants thought they were treated as secondclass citizens because the private sector was paying
inferior employees higher wages (Billings & Greenya, 1974,
p. 38) .
Initially, the 1923 Act applied only to the federal
civil servants employed in the departments located in
Washington.
covered.

Only 10 percent of the Civil Service was

The Act established salary ranges for each classi-

fication and specified the amount of salary increases
available.

The job classifications were very general and

were designated as the Professional and Scientific;
Clerical, Administrative and Fiscal; Custodial; and
Clerical-Mechanical.

Each classification contained several

subclassifications, separating each class into a series of
progressively more responsible positions based upon the
knowledge, skills, and abilities required to perform the
job.

Each classification was assigned a salary grade based

upon its relationship to all other classified jobs.

Uniform

compensation schedules were established to encompass all of
the classified positions.

Equal pay for equal work was

required for all workers covered by the Act.

The Personnel

Classification Board was given the final authority over the
allocations of all classifications.
The Classification Act of 1923 merely systematized
rather than modified some of the fundamental characteristics
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of American public management and was amended several times.
The Brookhart Amendment to the Act established new compensation schedules and empowered the Personnel Classification
Board to employ its own staff.

The lasting impact of the

Classification Act of 192 3 was derived from its forwardlooking concepts in wage and salary administration, a major
development in personnel administration practices.
Civil Service wage rates had been in contention for
many years.

Prior to World War I, civil servants were still

receiving approximately the same wages that had been paid
their predecessors in the 1850s, and less in some cases (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 54). The economic impact of the war created
dissension in the covered classes; consequently, unionization flourished.

Civil Service unions were joined by

organized labor to mount pressure on Congress for wage
adjustments.

In response. Congress passed a bonus bill in

1917 and continued it for seven consecutive years until the
Classification Act of 1923 became effective (Van Riper,
1958, p. 273).
The Welch Act amended the Classification Act and provided the authority for the Board to study and produce the
first analysis of wages and salaries of federal employees.
It took the staff two years to produce the 1931 report (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 304).
A number of well-published hearings
around the country during 1932, and
series of important monographs were
...
On a more limited scale, and

were held
by 1935 a
published.
with special
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attention to members of Congress, were the
continuing efforts of the public employee unions
to eliminate the last vestiges of the economy
acts. Pay scales were returned to normal, pay
less furloughs ended, and leave privileges restored by 1936. (Van Riper, 1958, p. 333)
In 1938 the Civil Service was enlarged to the maximum
when President Roosevelt extended the coverage to include
Civil Service.

This single executive order brought in an

additional 20,000 positions (Van Riper, 1958, p. 330).
The Ramspeck Act of 194 0 authorized the President to
request studies of the various agencies which had previously
been exempt from the Classification Act of 1923 and to
include new offices in the Civil Service.
Governmental Influences on Personnel
Functions
As evidenced by these acts, governmental actions
strongly influenced the functions performed by personnel
departments (Werther & Davis, 1981, p. 43). This influence
has steadily grown.
The Department of Agriculture established the first
federal personnel department in 1897.
Interior Departments followed suit.

Later, Treasury and

In other departments,

the appointment clerks continued to perform whatever
personnel functions were needed.
President Roosevelt is generally credited with the
establishment of modern personnel departments in the federal
government.

In June of 1938, President Roosevelt issued

Executive Order 7916 requiring major departments to
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establish personnel offices staffed by trained personnel
officers (Nigro, 1959, pp. 19-20).

In addition, the execu-

tive order established a Council of Personnel Administration
to advise the President and Civil Service personnel departments on how to improve the system (Yoder, 1942, p. 743).
However the establishment of personnel departments was not
immediately implemented because Congress refused to appropriate the necessary funds (Van Riper, 1958, p. 339).
In 1939 President Roosevelt appointed William H.
McReynolds as his "Liaison Officer for Personnel Management.
Thus the president recognized the importance of the personnel function by according it status at the highest staff
level" (Van Riper, 1958, p. 337).
The pressure placed on the Civil Service by World War
II forced fundamental changes in governmental policies for
personnel administration.

The Civil Service was much better

prepared for World War II because all federal agencies had
been required to establish personnel directorships in 1938
(Kammerer, 1951, p. 349). The executive order requiring
personnel directors in all federal agencies created some
parity between industry and government in personnel administration.

Civil Service personnel directors learned much

from their industrial counterparts.

Industrial personnel

problems during the war ran the gamut.

Labor strife in-

cluded coal strikes, production slow downs, high turnover,
contract fraud and absenteeism.

"As a matter of fact, most
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of the new programs in government had already been tried in
American industry over a period of years and in principle
had proved profitable" (Kammerer, 1951, p. 349).
As World War II began in Europe in 1939, the United
States began to expand its defense capabilities.

Employment

in the executive branch increased by almost 100 percent from
1939 to late 1941.

During the next two years. Civil Service

employment increased by another 100 percent to over 3
million employees.

The rate of increase slowed after 1943,

and the total number of civil servants rose to slightly less
than 4 million in 1945.
During World War II, the pressure exerted on the Civil
Service generated a self-study of the personnel policies and
procedures.

From this study, a general codification of

policies was begun.

Eventually, a personnel manual was

created for the Civil Service.
Kammerer has summarized the principal changes emanating
from World War II as:
(1) the centralization of responsibility for recruitment in the Civil Service Commission; (2) the
adoption of a new aggressive approach to recruitment; (3) the deterioration in qualifications
standards for employment; (4) a new emphasis on
loyalty as other standards fell; (5) the development of training programs; (6) increased mobility
within the service; (7) the intensification of
pressures for higher pay; (8) control over the
volume of Federal employment; (9) the evolution of
employee-relations program; and (10) reorganization of the Civil Service Commission for improved
personnel management. (1951, p. 8)

162
One author's brief analysis of the impact of
governmental policies and decisions on personnel administration led him to the following conclusions:
1.

The course of development in personnel relations has been redirected from the individual
to the group.

2.

Personnel relations have been restricted and
have become circumscribed by rules.

3.

The lack of a unified national labor policy
has hindered the development of basic personnel policies in industry-

4.

A three-cornered struggle for the control of
industry has been developed between organized
labor, centralized government and industry
itself.

5.

Employees have been split into definite
classes, mutually exclusive of each other.

6.

Union regulations have prescribed a rigid
framework within which personnel relations
must operate.

7.

There has been an increase in fact-gathering
research on the part of both industry and
unions.

8.

The NWLB has encouraged the adoption of a
number of accepted personnel techniques for
the mass treatment of workers' problems.

9.

There is an increasing complexity of organization discernible in personnel
relations.

10.

Personnel relations concepts are influenced
more at present by governmental decisions
than by basic principles.

11.

Wartime economic and social disruptions have
caused a deterioration of personnel relations.

12.

The treatment of employees problems on a mass
basis may be necessary in wartime but it will
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create problems which ultimately will
need to be settled on a personal basis.
13.

The peirmanent retention of some form of War
Labor Board would affect the whole future
course of personnel relations.

14.

The policy of premium pay has had a deleterious effect upon personnel relations.

15.

Correct thinking will cause us inevitably to
return to the individual as the objective of
all personnel relations, (van Delden, 1945,
pp. 180-181)

CHAPTER IV
POST-WORLD WAR II DEVELOPMENTS
IN HIGHER EDUCATION PERSONNEL
ADMINISTRATION
Formalization of Non-Academic Personnel
Administration in Higher Education
Colleges and universities began formalizing nonacademic personnel functions into single administrative
units during World War II.

With the passage of the Service-

men's Readjustment Act (GI Bill) of 1944, the short labor
supply combined with the rapid expansion of student enrollments to force institutions to establish, expand and/or
centralize their non-academic personnel functions into a
centralized department (C. T. Clark, personal communication,
April 21, 1988).

Prior to centralizing the various func-

tions, it was typical for each department to hire new
employees, assign job titles and wage rates, assign work
schedules, and approve absences for vacation and sick leave
without any established guidelines to ensure equal treatment
of all employees.

Unfortunately, this created inequities

among employees in various departments, which would not be
resolved until formal policies were established and nonacademic personnel departments were established (Albright,
1954, p. 7 ) .
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Evolution of the Student Employment
Office
The Student Employment Office was the forerunner of the
non-academic personnel department in higher education.

The

Student Employment Office developed out of the student personnel movement developed during the 20th century as an
attempt by higher education to care for the whole student.
The aim was to provide for the intellectual and extracurricular activities of students.

The positions of dean of

students, dean of men, and dean of women emerged to handle
the extracurricular element of student life.

Dealing with

the whole student soon included the selection, development,
and placement of students in part-time jobs.

This movement

had a close connection with the more general field of personnel work (Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 328). Placement
bureaus or placement services rapidly spread across higher
education.
The duties of this new university administrative department were to assist the student in preparation for his
vocation.

Their primary function with students was to be-

come acquainted with the educational training and vocational
interests of the graduating seniors in order to provide them
with vocational guidance that would coincide with their
career interests (Kent, 1930, p. 499). Because of the close
connection with personnel activities in industry, this administrator usually took the place of the president in
performing the university's personnel functions.

Dartmouth
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University was one of the first institutions to appoint a
university personnel officer when it appointed a professor
as associate dean to head the student placement department
("The National Personnel Association," 1922, p. 277). In
many institutions, the student employment function was performed by the dean of men or the dean of women (Lindsay &
Holland, 1930, p. 27).
The phrase personnel work had the same connotation for
students in education that it had for employees in industry.
In education personnel work consisted of selection, development, and placement of students in part-time jobs.

One

major difference was that "The work of the Personnel Office
is predicated upon the assumption that the aim of the institution is to direct the student in his preparation for life"
("The National Personnel Association," 1922, p. 278).
At Northwestern University in 192 6 the student
personnel department was offering its students vocational
guidance.

Vocational guidance was defined as "the giving of

information, experience, and advice in regard to choosing an
occupation, preparing for it, entering it, and progressing
in it" (Lloyd-Jones, 1929, p. 109). The student orientation
of the personnel department had not changed by 1936. Dr.
Dalton T. Howard was the director of the Personnel Department at Northwestern University in 193 6 when he stated his
personnel work was "the business of gathering and assimilating facts, to the end that he may acquaint faculty and
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administration with significant data respecting the student
body-"

He also stated that the major function of the per-

sonnel department in 1930 was "service" which he described
as the "(1) selection, (2) orientation, (3) adjustment, and
(4) placement" of students (Kent, 1930, pp. 491-493).

When

institutions of higher education established their first
non-academic personnel departments, the nonacademic employee
personnel duties were generally assigned to the student
personnel worker or student placement officer (C. T. Clark,
personal communication, April 21, 1988).
Evolution of Non-Academic Personnel
Departments
During the late 1800s and early 1900s, the administrative structure of higher education was transformed into the
forerunner of the 20th-century governance structure (Veysey,
1965, p. 267).
As the practical implications of personnel management
were being understood and implemented in industry, the academicians were beginning to research the field.

This re-

search "permitted a broad exploration of the relationship
between human potential, applied learning, and the demands
of the modern corporation" (Kraus, 1986, p. 10).
This effort, according to Kraus, led to the development
of personnel management as a professional field when the
areas of applied and industrial psychology were combined
with social welfare and scientific management (Kraus, 1986,
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pp. 10-11).

The personnel expansion connected with the war

industries also provided a strong impetus in the development
of personnel management.
One major influence occurred when colleges offered
training for employment managers in 1917-18. The University
of Rochester offered the first government-sponsored classes.
These classes covered a variety of subjects, including labor
economics, office practices and industrial management.

By

war's end, 360 individuals had graduated from the programs
(Nelson, 1975, p. 150).
Dartmouth College began offering training for employment managers in 1915.

One year later, the Carnegie

Institute of Technology formed a research center that housed
six research bureaus, one of which was the Bureau of Personnel Research.

This Bureau operated from 1915 to 1924 as a

part of the Applied Psychology Division (Kraus, 1986, p.
12) .

In 192 0, Ordway Tead and Henry Metcalf published the

first textbook on personnel administration, and Mr. Tead
taught the first class in the United States in personnel
administration (French, 1970, p. 616).
According to the January, 192 0, issue of Personnel,
"the Graduate School of Business Administration established
a lectureship in employment management. . . .

A course for

the first year [was] called 'Employment and Labor Relations'
and [was] to be repeated for the second semester" ("Vacations with pay," p. 11). Even with this expansion of
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curriculum, it would be another five years before an
institution of higher education would establish a nonacademic personnel office even though personnel management
techniques had been taught since 1908. One Midwest university established an office of Supervisor of Student Help in
1925 and expanded it in 1928 to include the supervision of
all full-time employees (Smith, 1944, p. 2). This expansion
of the student personnel office to include non-academic
personnel was followed by other institutions.
Higher education statistics "for the whole country show
the number of colleges, universities, and professional
schools for 1925-26 to be 975, having 62,224 members of the
teaching staff and 822,895 students" (Kent, 1930, p. 605).
World War II depressed the figure, and the GI Bill and other
factors produced a compensatory rise after the war was over
(Wolfe, 1954, p. 24).
Similar figures were not provided for non-teaching, or
non-academic, employees of these institutions; but it is a
safe assumption that there was a large cadre of non-academic
employees on the payroll because the ratio of non-academic
personnel to students in one liberal arts college only fluctuated from 1.57 to 1.21 during the 50 years prior to the
depression.

Apparently, this group of employees caused very

few labor problems for higher education.

This is evidenced

by a May, 193 2, law review article written by M. M. Chambers
in which he summarized the impact of court decisions on
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personnel administration in public higher education.

He

grouped the decisions into three classifications, none of
which included non-academic personnel situations.

In con-

cluding his article, he did state, however, that the
increasing importance of public higher education
affords an impetus to the study of the personnel
problems which arise in its administration. Much
remains to be done toward the building of an adequate body of knowledge to serve as a basis for
wise legislation, constructive modification of
judicial precedents, and the development of sound
administrative policies, (p. 444)
The absence of a non-academic personnel office did not
necessarily mean that non-academic employees were being
ignored.

In 193 0 some higher education institutions were

following the lead of industry's Employee Mutual Benefit
Associations and offering cooperative group insurance plans
to all eligible employees.
Personnel offices were originally established in
businesses out of the necessity to maintain records on
personnel.

Consequently, personnel department employees

were originally "chosen for the immediate task of handrecordkeeping fsicl" (MacLean, 1971, p. 4). Student
placement offices had emerged prior to the First World War
and expanded rapidly after it ended.

Non-academic personnel

offices in higher education first emerged to assist students
and supervise student help.
Generally, higher education added administrative
functions to accommodate increased numbers of students as
well as to provide them with specialized services.
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Increasing the number of non-academic employees had the same
basic results, but the response time was much slower.

In

1933 the 10 institutions with the highest enrollments were
reported in the February issue of the Journal of Higher
Education (pp. 63-69) (see Figure 1).
University of California

18,337

Columbia

13,322*

New York University

12,982

University of Minnesota

11,292

University of Illinois

9,996

Ohio State

9,3 35

University of Michigan

8,261

Harvard

7,911*

College of the City of New York

7,772

University of Wisconsin

7,375*

* The only schools with established non-academic
personnel offices by 193 3
Figure^l:

Institutions with highest student
enrollment in 1933

During 1940 the federal government provided $15 million
in grants and contracts to institutions of higher education
for research and development (DeVane, 1965, p. 126). These
grants encouraged labor problems for higher education
because faculty members would receive a grant or contract
and hire their wives or family members, pay them what they
wanted, and call them what they wanted.

There was no way to
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control the process (C. T. Clark, personal communication,
April 21, 1988).
A few institutions had established personnel
departments prior to World War II.

Five of 18 leading

universities indicated that they had established a nonacademic personnel office prior to 1941 (Smith, 1944, p. 5),
but this number increased during the war.

However, the

university personnel worker was generally a placement officer, basically serving students in their efforts to find
jobs (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988).
The "concept of nonacademic personnel functions was just
emerging" ("National roster," 1946, p. 265).
Several large universities located in Eastern metropolitan areas established personnel departments in the early
war years of the 194 0s.

The move was instigated because of

the labor problems created by the war and these early
personnel departments functioned as employment bureaus
responsible for recruiting non-academic personnel (Tenboer,
1970, p. 31). As the demand for labor increased and the
work force expanded, other needs surfaced.

For example, as

union activity increased, labor relations experts were
added.

This was also true for benefits and other functions

(MacLean, 1972, p. 4).
Perhaps the slow expansion of non-academic personnel
departments was explained by Ingster when he stated that it
had been his "experience that one can turn to colleges and
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universities to find authorities who can give sound
management advice . . . but, sadly, it has also been my
experience that you had best not look to these institutions
as exemplars of good management practice" (1976, pp. 28-29).
When early non-academic personnel offices were established, the majority of college and university personnel
directors reported to the president, vice president, or in
small schools the business manager (Ives, 1951, p. 2 67).
The article, "College Business Management," by Thurman
Sensing in the February, 1940, issue of the Journal of
Higher Education, describing the development of the business
manager as a profession, did not mention personnel administration as a business office function, just the development
of standardized accounting practices and business principles, including sections for purchasing departments and
physical plants.

He identified Columbia, University of

Chicago, University of Illinois, and Ohio State as leaders
in the field (pp. 63-69).
Thomas Blackwell, in his 1966 book. College and University Administration, devoted four paragraphs to non-academic
personnel administration.

One paragraph was devoted to "the

selection and promotion of non-academic personnel" and the
remaining three to "the administration of staff benefit
programs" (p. 92).
In 1959 of the 377-member institutions of the College
and University Personnel Association, only 78 had a person
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identified as the personnel officer.

Even as late as 1967

when institutions had established a non-academic personnel
office, they did not consider it an administrative level
function.

The Directory of U. S. Institutions of Higher

Education, published in the fall of 1967 by the U. S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, did not list
personnel director as an administrative officer in the
following institutions (see Figure 2).
The following institutions did list Personnel Director
as an administrative officer:

University of Hartford

8,411 enrollment

Cornell University

9,944 enrollment

U. T.

Austin

29,145 enrollment

U. T.

Arlington

11,501 enrollment

In 1970 institutions of higher education were still
trying to answer the question:
tion in top management?

What is the personnel func-

MacLean asserted that industry had

responded 3 5 years earlier when Congress enacted the NLRA.
And while no single piece of legislation had a similar
impact on higher education, forces had combined which should
have elevated the non-academic personnel function into a top
management position (MacLean, 1972, p. 31).
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Yale University

8,654 enrollment

Howard University

8,698 enrollment

Florida State University

14,319 enrollment

University of Hawaii

20,854 enrollment

Loyola University of Chicago

12,291 enrollment

Purdue University

30,269 enrollment

Indiana University (Bloomington) 44,651 enrollment
Harvard University

18,880 enrollment

Michigan State

38,107 enrollment

University of Calif—Berkeley

26,963 enrollment

Columbia University

17,377 enrollment

University of New Mexico

13,478 enrolIment

University of Oklahoma

18,289 enrollment

Oregon State

12,650 enrollment

Pennsylvania State

33,149 enrollment

University of Washington

29,710 enrollment

University of Wyoming

7,611 enrollment

Montana State

6,478 enrollment

Figure 2:

Universities not listing personnel
directors as administrative
officers in 1967
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According to a 1977 report, 11.4 percent of the
personnel directors still reported to the president or
chancellor, 46 percent reported to the vice president for
business affairs, and 2 9.4 percent reported to the vice
president for Administration (Boxx & Howell, 1978, p. 12).
In a 1977 survey 211 personnel directors at colleges
and universities indicated that they believed their roles
would expand to include a broader role in institutional
administration, including academic personnel matters (Boxx &
Howell, 1978, p. 20). Just as pressure in the past had
forced the emergence of various personnel functions, these
personnel directors expected that increased union activity
and more governmental regulations would force the expansion
of personnel directors' involvement in administration.

In

1978 employees of personnel departments were participating
in many more areas as a result of unions and increased
legislation (Boxx & Howell, 1978, pp. 20-21).
Personnel management in higher education has not borne
out these expectations.

A 1980 College Administrator's

Handbook devoted only 15 pages to personnel administration
of support staff or non-academic employees.

Six of these 15

pages were devoted to sample job descriptions, even though
the author stated that
concerns of a central personnel office include:
recruitment, selection, and training of new
employees; responsibility for compliance with
federal and state laws; data for federal, state
and local audits and reports; procedures for
resolving grievances; record keeping; and
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administration of compensation and benefits
programs. (Wolotkiewiez, 1980, p. 127)
Impact of World War II on
Expansion of Non-Academic
Personnel Departments
The pressures created by World War II affected higher
education directly and indirectly.

The war effort created a

shortage of available personnel to fill vacancies, and also
the war industries paid higher wages.

Consequently, the

employees who remained in higher education were dissatisfied
with their pay.

The University of California personnel

director stated that it was this pressure which forced the
formation of his institution's non-academic personnel
program.

Consequently, the institution surveyed the non-

academic positions and presented recommendations to the
president in April of 1941 (Clark, 1956, p. 91).
One administrator, in response to an inquiry of what
changes had occurred as a result of World War II, stated
that a personnel office had been established in 1942 to
classify the non-academic positions in order to establish a
fair wage scale.

Another reported that his building and

grounds employees had formed a union.

Others located in

large metropolitan areas opened personnel offices for the
purpose of recruiting non-academic employees in order to
provide enough services to remain open (Tenboer, 1970, p.
43) .
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The personnel-related concerns during the early war
years were expressed in the titles of the articles carried
in the Personnel Journal.

Some of the titles were:

1.

"Collective Bargaining:
(1941, September);

The Lion and the Lamb"

2.

"Formula for Wage Adjustments" (1941, September);

3.

"Wage and Salary Adjustment Program" (1941, September) ;

4.

"Establishing Written Employee Policies" (1941,
September);

5.

"Trends in Adjustments in Salaries" (1941, November) ;

6.

"What is Wrong with Personnel Management" (1941,
November);

7.

"Salary Evaluation" (1941, November);

8.

"A Time and Motion Study Man Looks at Personnel"
(1941, November);

9.

"Essentials of Wage-Hour Recordkeeping" (1942,
January);

10.

"Union Participation in Job Evaluation" (1942,
March);

11.

"Wage Administration" (1946, November).

At the close of World War II, the concept of nonacademic personnel functions was just emerging.

In schools

and colleges, the personnel worker was generally a counselor
and a placement officer, serving students who were seeking
either vocational guidance of a general nature, or specific
help in obtaining employment ("National roster," 194 6,
pp. 265-266).
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In industry and government, personnel departments were
generally concerned with the staffing of operating departments and agencies with competent, trained personnel and
were thus responsible for the development and fulfillment of
policies affecting recruitment, evaluation, selection,
placement, training, transfer, discipline, job standardization and classification, rate setting, wage payment plans,
counseling, grievances, health and safety, morale, labor
relations, compliance with federal and state laws, and
separations (Knox, 1947, p. 376). The trend in education
followed the evolution of personnel departments in the
private sector and in government where the functions to be
performed by university personnel departments were "business
and maintenance personnel-selection; promotion; salary and
wage administration; efficiency rating; safety" (Knox, 1947,
p. 376). Performance of these administrative functions
required technically trained professionals as a part of the
administrative structure ("Functions of administration,"
1941, p. 383).
Prior to World War II, only five of 18 leading universities reported having any form of a non-academic personnel
department (Albright, 1954, p. 7). As the war was winding
down, higher education institutions began to experience an
increase in enrollment and a shortage of labor.

During the

early post-war years there was little consistency on most
college and university campuses regarding personnel
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policies.

No central hiring authority existed.

Consequently, departments openly competed with each other.
Policies regarding wages, work hours and vacations were
inconsistent from one department to another.

These condi-

tions led employees to complain to their unions and the
administration.

Two unions demanded that the administration

establish a central personnel department for non-academic
employees (Albright, 1954, p. 7). Many institutions responded by forming committees to study the situation and
make recommendations which eventually resulted in many
institutions creating non-academic personnel departments
(Smith, 1944, p. 3). Columbia University reported that in
the summer of 1944 a centralized personnel office was established for maintenance employees after a study committee had
proposed the creation of a central personnel department with
a director who would report to the president (Knox, 1947, p.
379) .

In 1945 Teachers College, Pennsylvania State College,

the University of Illinois, and the University of Wisconsin
also established non-academic personnel departments.

In

194 6 the University of Iowa (Albright, 1954, p. 9) and the
University of Maryland (Knox, 1947, p. 379) followed suit.
Evolvement of College and University
Personnel Association
As the size of the non-academic work force expanded
after World War II, so did the employer-employee problems.
More and more institutions established non-academic
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personnel offices. Many of these offices were originally
combined with the student placement function; in some institutions the business manager assumed the responsibilities;
and in others separate personnel offices were established.
As the personnel administration functions developed in
higher education, it became obvious that it differed somewhat from the industrial model.

Donald E. Dickason assumed

that the unique personnel problems of higher education would
interest enough institutional personnel practitioners to
warrant a formal meeting.

Consequently, he initiated the

first meeting in 194 6 by inviting representatives from
institutions in Illinois and surrounding states.

On April

11, 1946, a total of 44 personnel practitioners attended the
meeting, in Chicago (Marks & Hansen, 1971, p. 1).
Out of this meeting grew the concept for establishing
an organization of college and university personnel practitioners.

The minutes of the April meeting indicated the

need for such an organization was well established because
"by unanimous vote . . . it was decided to set up . . . an
association open to all college and university business
officers interested in non-academic personnel administration, whether or not they devote exclusive attention to that
subject" (Marks, & Hansen, 1971, p. 2).
The first annual meeting, held in Chicago May 6, 1947,
set the tone for the organization when the name was designated.

By selecting the name "College and University
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Personnel Association" (CUPA), the intention was to include
all personnel practitioners in higher education regardless
of title, including business officers. Many of the early
members of the organization were business officers who
functioned as personnel officers.

The second annual meeting

was, in fact, preceded by a meeting of college business
officers (Marks & Hansen, 1971, p. 3).
The magnitude of involvement of business officers as
part-time personnel practitioners was evidenced by the 1959
membership list.

This July 1, 1959, list contained 674

representatives from 377 institutions.

Only 78 of these

institutions had individuals with the title personnel director, personnel officer, personnel manager, chief personnel
officer, director of personnel services, or director of
non-academic personnel.
The evolution of the non-academic personnel office from
the student employment office was still evident in the
titles of the 1959 membership list of CUPA.

The 1959 mem-

bership list included titles of director of placement, dean
of women, dean of men, director of student personnel, dean
of students, director of placement and Veterans counselor,
and other student-oriented titles.

Business office involve-

ment in the personnel function was also apparent because
more institutional members listed carried the title business
manager and comptroller than the title of personnel director.
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After operating for over 10 years, CUPA incorporated in
1959 as a not-for-profit organization in Illinois.

In 1970

CUPA hired its first full-time executive officer and established headquarters in Washington, DC. Membership increased
and spread throughout the nation.

This expansion led to the

creation of five regional organizations in 1967. Since
1967, it has continued to grow, and the organizational
structure has expanded to include local chapters.
CUPA took an early interest in informing its members of
current events.

The organization began a newsletter in 1949

and the CUPA Journal in 1955. Out of these efforts emerged
specialized studies and handbooks, beginning in 1960 with a
Plan of Position Classification for Colleges and Universities.

Efforts in the late 1960s led to the annual

publication of Administrative Compensation Survey by CUPA.
Formalization of Terms and Conditions
of Employment for Non-Academic
Personnel
Institutions provide retirement benefits to their
employees in order to provide them with economic security in
their later years.

In addition, a well-rounded retirement

program has a positive impact on employee morale.
Before the 2 0th century, few retirement plans existed.
The few that did were generally for tenured faculty members.
Non-academic personnel were generally not included in these
plans.
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Columbia, Yale, and Harvard had established faculty
retirement plans in the 1890s.

Fifteen years later when

Andrew Carnegie was serving as a university trustee, he
recognized that professors were paid such low salaries that
they were unable to accumulate enough savings for retirement
and subsequently started the Carnegie Fund in 1905. Congress incorporated it as the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching and established it as a pension fund
for retiring professors from nonsectarian independent colleges and universities.
In 1905 the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching commenced the administration of its munificent
endowment of $10 million to provide retirement allowances
for professors in American colleges and universities
(Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 342). The fund was later expanded to include state universities.
Until Andrew Carnegie established this pension system
for faculty members in higher education, most of them had
nothing to look forward to upon retirement because it was
virtually impossible for them to save any money out of their
meager income.
Little has been written about the non-academic employee
who provided services to institutions of higher education.
For many years, the non-academic employees engaged in higher
education were satisfied with their working environment.
The paternalism with which they were treated and the
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institutions' unselfish concerns for their welfare were
enough to engender their loyalty.

These employees enjoyed

being a part of the collegial atmosphere which prevailed
(Tenboer, 1970, p. 42). In addition, during the "1930s and
1940s, colleges and universities had more liberal benefit
plans than were available to the average worker in industry
(e.g., more vacation, more holidays, uncontrolled sick
leave)" (College and University Personnel Practices. 1981,
p. EMB-1).

Some institutions followed the lead of Employee

Mutual Benefits Associations in industry and offered a plan
for group insurance coverage.

For example, Lehigh Univer-

sity adopted such a plan in 193 0.
Work Hours
The average work day on a university campus followed a
slightly different trend than did government or industry.
The university identified four separate classifications for
work days:
(1) office/clerical, (2) lab/stores, (3) custodial, (4) maintenance employees [which were] . . .
largely hired on a 5 1/2 day week, and the last
three classifications are all required to complete
a 6-day schedule. The trend of the trades following the 5-day week has thus far, apparently, had
little effect on the working arrangements in
colleges, particularly those located in less populated centers. (Smith, 1944, p. 39)
Colleges and universities began researching personnel
administration concepts in the early 1900s and began teaching classes in personnel administration in 1915. Higher
education institutions taught personnel administration for
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25 years before they made the personnel function a part of
administration.

Even then, institutions of higher education

did not voluntarily adopt and implement these concepts.

It

was only after pressure was applied by unions, the high
turnover of employees during World War II, and the rapid
expansion of the work force after the war that nonacademic
personnel departments became a part of higher education
administration (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April
21, 1988).

CHAPTER V
THE EVOLVEMENT OF THE NON-ACADEMIC PERSONNEL
DEPARTMENTS AT THE ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS SYSTEM
The University of Texas at Austin was preceded by the
federal government, industry, and several other institutions
of higher education in forming a non-academic personnel
department.
The influences which affected the development of personnel management concepts and subsequently the evolvement
of personnel departments first began to emerge in the federal sector.

In 1853 Congress responded to the public's

demand for reform of the spoils system and enacted a law
establishing entrance examinations for clerical positions
and classified these positions into four salary grades
(Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 20) (Van Riper, 1958, p. 54).
The reform movement continued; and in 1883 when The University of Texas offered its first classes (Lane, 1891, p.
259) , Congress enacted the Pendleton Act authorizing the
formation of the Civil Service Commission (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 24) (Van Riper, 1958, p. 47). Personnel
departments spread when President Franklin D. Roosevelt
ordered all federal departments to establish personnel
departments in 1938 (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 44) (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 338) to modernize federal employment
practices (Van Riper, 1958. p. 339) and establish a
187
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comprehensive centralized personnel system (Mosher &
Kingsley, 1941, p. 45).
The major influences impacting the establishment of
personnel departments in industry included legislation
(Rubinow, 1969, p. 176) (French, 1970, p. 22), strikes
(Stein & Davis, 1940, pp. 126-127) (Commons, 1921, p. vii),
an attempt to avoid unionization (Tolman, 1918, p. 149)
(Nestor, 1986, p. 195), demand for skilled labor (Nestor,
1986, p. 195) (Lescohier, 1935, p. 324), recruiting employees (Nestor, 1986, p. 195) (Tead, 1918, p. 43), the growth
in number of employees in the company (Nestor, 1986, p. 187)
(Lescohier, 1935, p. 321), and legislation (Yoder, 1942, p.
415) (van Delden, 1945, p. 179). Due to these influences,
industrial organizations began forming personnel departments
in the early 1900s (French, 1970, p. 21) (Tolman, 1918, p.
54) .
The desire to attend to the needs of the whole student
led institutions of higher education to form student placement offices.

These placement offices or employment offices

were the forerunners of non-academic personnel offices
(Brubacher & Rudy, 1958, p. 328) (Smith, 1944, p. 2 ) . Nonacademic personnel department development was influenced by
labor unrest (Tenboer, 1970, p. 31) (Albright, 1954, p. 7 ) ,
low pay (Clark, 1958, p. 91) (Tenboer, 1970, p.43), shortage
of labor (Tenboer, 1970, p. 43) (Smith, 1944, p. 3 ) , complaints because of the lack of a centralized location for
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applicants (Knox, 1947, p. 379) (Albright, 1954, p. 7 ) , and
the large increase in non-academic employees shortly after
World War II (Wolfe, 1954, p. 24) (C. T. Clark, personal
communication, April 21, 1988).
Growth of The University of Texas at
Austin from 1883 to 1949
Shortly after Texas declared its independence from
Mexico in 1836, the First Congress of the Republic of Texas
issued charters to three institutions of higher education.
This early emphasis on education probably occurred because
the early representatives of the Republic were strongly
interested in a system of public education (Eby, 1925,
p. 98). This attitude was reflected in the Constitution of
the Republic adopted on March 16, 1836, at Washington on the
Brazos, Texas.

Consequently, it became the duty of the

Congress of Texas to pass a law to provide for a general
system of education as soon as the circumstances would
permit.
Apparently, it was 47 years before circumstances permitted the establishment of a public university in Texas.
In 1866 Governor E. M. Pease appointed administrators for a
university, but they were without an institution to administer until 1883.

The University Act of 1881 authorized the

establishment of a Board of Regents, consisting of eight
member regents.

"Colonel Ashbel Smith was elected president
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at the first meeting of the regents held November 14, 1881
in Austin" (Lane, 1891, p. 251).
Once the Regents were appointed in 1881, the institution quickly began to take shape.

The cornerstone for the

main building was laid on November 17, 1882 (Lane, 1891, p.
258) . The Regents were so eager to begin operations that
classes were offered and instruction began in the main
building while construction was still in progress.

Opening

ceremonies were held on September 15, 1883. Twelve faculty
members were hired for the 1883-84 session to teach a total
of 218 students.

The faculty consisted of eight professors

and four teaching assistants.

In addition, one proctor was

hired to help with exams (Lane, 1891, p. 258). The enrollment and staffing during the 1880s grew as follows (see
Table 1).
The Rules and Regulations of the Board of Regents for
the Government of the University of Texas was first published in 1891 (Holey, 1945, p. 14). The January, 1891,
payroll listed the non-academic employees as five custodians, two chemical laboratory assistants, a physical
laboratory assistant, and a servant to the school of physics
(Seventh Biennial Report, 1897, pp. 38-40), or approximately
23 percent of the total number of employees.

Student en-

rollment on December 1, 1900, was 756, an increase of 114
over the 1899 enrollment (Ninth Biennial Report, 1900, p.
3) . Non-academic positions included a stenographer, law
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stenographer, bookkeeper, mechanical assistant, carpenter,
caretaker, messenger, elevator boy, engineer, fireman, and
four janitors (Ninth Biennial Report. 1900, p. 40) .

Table 1:

Enrollment of The University of Texas
at Austin from 1883-84 to 1889-90

Law

Total
Students

Total
Faculty

Sessions

Academic

1883-84

166

52

218

12

1884-85

151

55

206

15

1885-86

138

60

198

15

1886-87

170

73

243

15

1887-88

176

73

249

15

1888-89

187

91

278

17

1889-90

230

78

308

17

(Lane, 1891, p. 274)
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From 1900 to 1920, enrollment of students in higher
education in Texas was increasing 10 times faster than the
rate in the United States.
U.S.

TEXAS

Student Enrollment:
1900

110,912

2,148

1920

521.756

14.663

370%

582%

Increase

The population increase was less than twice the national
average.
Population:
1900

75,994,000

3,048,700

1920

105.708.000

4.663.228

Increase

39%

53%
(Eby, 1925, p. 313)

By the academic year of 193 0-31, The University of
Texas at Austin had reached an enrollment of 6,041 students
("Report of the Registrar, 1931-1932," 1932, p. 5 ) . By the
1933-34 academic year, enrollment had increased to 6,652 and
7,662 in 1934-35.

The registrar had estimated that enroll-

ment for the next three academic years would be 8,880,
9,000, and 9,500, respectively (Regents Minutes, 193 6,
#345) .

His projections for expanded student enrollment were

borne out in 1935-36 when enrollment hit 8,374, which was a
38.6% increase from 1930-31 (Regents Minutes, 1937, #354).
It was estimated that The University of Texas at Austin
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campus would reach 10,000 students before 1940 (Regents
Minutes, 1936, #345, p. i). Just prior to World War II
enrollment reached 11,14 6.

Immediately following the War,

it rose to 15,118 (Webb, 1952, p. 822).
The non-academic personnel records were so poor in
1945 that, when a cost-of-living increase was authorized
for all employees, the business office could not specifically identify the amount of money needed and could only
estimate $10,000 to $12,000 for full-time employees.

The

president was "even less certain as to the amount necessary
to cover the part-time positions" (Regents Minutes, 194 5,
#456, p. 4). These increases also applied to all the
branches of the university (Regents Minutes, 1945, #456, p.
5).
Prior to 1949, it was almost impossible to determine
exactly how many non-academic employees there were because a
centralized record system did not exist; many budgets
grouped several individuals into one account.
Facts and figures on the number of faculty employed and
students served had been carefully documented over the
years.

However, according to the first personnel director,

no such record had been preserved for the number of nonacademic staff members. He reported that "accurate figures
could not be found to show the size of the non-academic
personnel staff at The University of Texas prior to the
establishment of the classification personnel program
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(Regents Minutes, 1945, #456, p. 4). However, he estimated
the staff at 2,000 members in 1948. A job count in 1949
resulted in an actual number of 2,153 (Clark, 1956, p. 153).
Evolution of the Non-Academic Personnel
Department at The University of
Texas at Austin
Early Non-Academic Personnel
Administration
The administrative structure of The University of Texas
was originally patterned after the University of Virginia;
that is, the university was to have no president.

The uni-

versity was to be administered by the Regents through an
elected chairman of the faculty (Webb, 1952, p. 822). The
Regents hired Dr. J. W. Mallet to be the first chairman of
the faculty.

Prior to coming to Austin, he had served in

the same capacity at the University of North Carolina
(Seventh Biennial Report. 1897, p. 7). He was appointed as
a professor and "was solicited by the Regents to come to
Austin . . . to consult . . . in advance of the opening of
the University" (Lane, 1891, p. 154).
From 1883 until 1895, the Regents of The University of
Texas made all administrative decisions.

In 1895 the Re-

gents changed the administrative structure and appointed Dr.
Leslie Waggener as president ad interim.

It was not until

1896 that the Regents hired the first president (Seventh
Biennial Report. 1897, p. 7).
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The presidents who served from 1896 until the
organization of a non-academic personnel department
included:
George T. Winston (1896-1899), William L. Prather
(1899-1905), David F. Houston (1905-1908), S. E.
Mezes (1908-1914), W. J. Battle (ad interim, 19141916), R. E. Vinson (1916-1923), W. S. Sutton (ad
interim, 1923-1924), W. M. W. Splawn (1924-1927),
H. Y. Benedict (1927-1937), J. W. Calhoun (ad
interim, 1937-1939), H. P. Rainey (1939-1944), and
T. S. Painter (1944-1952). (Webb, 1952, p. 822)
In the January 1, 1884, Report of the Board of Regents
of The University of Texas, only two non-academic employees
were listed, a janitor and a porter.

Eight faculty members

and a proctor were also listed as university personnel
(p. 7 ) . By December 18, 1884, an assistant librarian, lady
assistant, and a laboratory servant had been added (Report
of the Board. 1884, p. 7 ) . By 1886 the faculty had increased to 14, and the non-academic staff remained at five
(Report of the Board, 1886, pp. 40-41).
By 1895 non-academic personnel included an engineer, a
mechanical assistant, a messenger, an unspecified number of
janitors, and an assistant law librarian.

The only employ-

ees whose names were not included in the Biennial Report
were the janitors.

Approximately 14 percent of the employ-

ees listed were non-academic (Seventh Biennial Report, 1897,
p. 4 7 ) .
On September 26, 1904, the Regents adopted a new set of
regulations for the government of The University of Texas.
They established three separate functional areas of
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administration, education, and business.

The administrative

section listed the president as the chief executive officer
of the university.

The administrative officers included the

deans of the departments, the ranking professor of each
school or chair, the proctor, the registrar, and the auditor.

The first non-academic employees mentioned were

referred to as a part of the job description of the proctor.
This job description stated in part that the "Proctor shall
have immediate charge of the Janitor force" ("Regulations
for the Government," 1907, p. 12). The instructions to the
Registrar on how to account for postage stamps received more
attention from the Regents than did non-academic personnel
("Regulations for the Government," 1907, p. 13). The next
time non-academic personnel were enumerated was in conjunction with the dorms, listing a lady manager for the women's
dorm and a steward for the men's dorm.

Chapter III,

entitled "Organization and Administration," listed the
president, deans, chairs, and the dean of women under the
subheading of Faculty.
librarian was listed.

Under the subheading of Library, the
Duties were outlined for the presi-

dent, the deans, chairs (schools), and the dean of women,
who was instructed to "seek the improvement and extension of
those lines of work in which women students are most interested and . . . promote their physical and intellectual
vigor."

The only fringe benefit enumerated was "the

importance of rest and recreation to teachers" ("Regulations
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for the Government," 1907, p. 26). Non-academic employees
were not mentioned.
On November 11, 1912, the Regents of The University of
Texas adopted revised by-laws which established, among other
things, the duties and responsibilities (job descriptions)
for the president, the dean of the faculty, deans, dean of
women, librarian, registrar, chairmen, and the auditor.

In

addition, the Regents established a subcommittee to function
as a grievance committee which would hear any complaints or
charges concerning the conduct of any meinber of the faculty
or any other employee of The University at Austin.
personnel policies were also included.

Several

They specified that

no officer or employee would be removed except for good
cause.

Also, appointment of a relative of a member of the

board, or any other person occupying an influential position
in the university, was not allowed.

Political, social,

fraternal, or other church influences were to be ignored
("By-laws of the Board of Regents," 1912, pp. 1-17).
The December 22, 1925, issue of the University of Texas
Bulletin contained another revised set of by-laws.

These

revisions expanded the nepotism policy to include "in
particular, the appointment of the son or daughter of a
professor."

A new benefit was added at the same time

allowing appointees employed on a 12-month basis to take
what was characterized as a short vacation not to exceed
four weeks.

A new restriction was also included when the
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Regents instituted a policy that "no member of the
University staff may be employed in any outside work during
his term of service without the approval of the Board of
Regents" ("By-Laws of the Board of Regents," 1925, p. 11).
Non-academic employees were not mentioned in these by-laws.
The focus of early personnel administration was toward
the faculty, to the exclusion of non-academic personnel.

In

his 88-page report to the Regents on October 1, 1928,
President H. Y. Benedict acknowledged that often in state
universities 40 percent of their budgets did not go to pay
teachers.

Under the heading of "The Non-Teaching Staff," he

explained that this included the registrar, dean of men,
auditor, purchasing agent, architect, and the business
manager and their functions, including "a thousand and one
activities," which he must omit because, "in spite of the
variety and volume of this not strictly teaching part of the
university activities, they deserve no special treatment
here" ("A Communication to the Board of Regents," 1928, pp.
87-88) .

Support staff employees such as janitors, clerks,

and secretaries were not mentioned.
The sixth edition of the Rules and Regulations of the
Board of Regents For the Government of The University of
Texas was adopted on March 14, 1936.

This publication was

the first one to specifically mention non-academic employees.

The Regents clearly delineated the differing status of

their constituencies when they authorized leave of 3 0
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calendar days for administrative and clerical employees, but
only 15 days for skilled workers and laborers (p. 21).
Prior to the establishment of the non-academic personnel office, all non-academic appointments required the
personal attention of one of the two vice presidents and
were processed through the office of the president.

"This

procedure required a prodigious amount of time on the part
of the University's top administrative officers" (Clark,
1956, pp. 35-37).
The Student Employment Bureau
Not only was 193 6 the first year in which non-academic
personnel were mentioned in the Rules of the Board of Regents, but it was also the year that can be pointed to as
the beginning of the evolution of the non-academic personnel
department at The University of Texas at Austin.

The Re-

gents, on March 14, 1936, approved regulations which created
a director of student employment position to operate and
maintain a student employment bureau.

The purpose of the

office was to aid students in obtaining employment (Rules
and Regulations. 1943, August, p. 26).
As the Regents were preparing their legislative budget
request for 1938-39, they were solicited for budgetary
support by a representative of the YWCA and the YMCA.

He

briefly explained the activities of the two organizations in
connection with student employment, informal personnel
service, freshman orientation, religion, and higher
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education (Regents Minutes, 1938, #372, p. 1). Regent Stark
reminded the Regents of the recommendations for the Student
Employment Bureau for 1938-39 and added that additional
funding would be required for the work of this bureau (Regents Minutes, 1938, #372, p. 1). Consequently, no action
was taken on the YMCA/YWCA requests for funding.
This function proved vital during the war years which
followed because small businesses, which could not offer
competitive wages with war-industry employers, were forced
to utilize part-time employees (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988) . Many of these part-timers were
students who worked for insurance agencies, lawyers, and so
forth, as clerks and typists. As the war effort grew, small
businesses turned to the Student Employment Bureau for help
in replacing employees leaving to join the war effort ("Effect of accelerated program," 1942, p. 66).
As the war effort was winding down and increased
numbers of veterans were returning to campus, the administration of the university recognized the need to develop and
strengthen the areas in the student personnel services. A
student personnel council was formed in 1944 to train student personnel workers, conduct student personnel research,
and to suggest programmatic improvements (Regents Minutes,
1944, #450, p. 5).
The emphasis on student personnel continued into 1944.
On September 29, 1944, the Regents gave the Employment for
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Students and Graduates Committee the following charge:

"It

shall be the duty of the Employment for Students and Graduates Committee to advise with the Student Employment Bureau
in its work of assisting students to find employment and
assisting graduates to find full-time employment in their
respective fields" (Regents Minutes, 1944, #451, p. 27).
The first non-academic personnel director at The University
of Texas at Austin was originally employed in this department (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988).
Dr. Charles T. Clark described this 1944-1948 post-war
time frame as one of rapid expansion and administrative
nightmares as the increase in student enrollment required
increased staffing to provide the necessary services. During the 1945-1947 time frame as assistant to the dean of men
and director of student employment, his duties included
locating jobs for students in campus locations as well as in
Austin.

He said that students were placed in various cleri-

cal positions and even did baby-sitting.

The GI Bill

provided financial assistance to students and, consequently,
decreased their needs for part-time jobs and reduced the
need for the services of the Student Employment Bureau after
the war (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988) .
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Effects of World War II on the
Establishment of Non-Academic
Personnel Departments
As World War II increased in intensity and the war
effort expanded, the University adjusted its course offerings to allow for quicker graduation by the students.

This

change was enacted because, "with these savings in educational time, the average male student will soon be ready for
graduation at the age of twenty, and released much earlier
for military service, for industrial production, or for
essential activities in normal community life" ("Effect of
accelerated program," 1942, p. 66). Because this accelerated program kept students enrolled during the summer
months, the demand for part-time help increased.

The demand

was exacerbated because of the military draft.
Five months after the attack on Pearl Harbor, the
general faculty of The University of Texas at Austin
submitted to the Regents a set of "Recommendations of University Policy on Status of Staff Members Who Enter the
Armed Forces or Governmental or Other Work of an Emergency
Character" (Regents Minutes, 1942, #425, p. 3). As the
national emergency expanded, it became more and more difficult for the University to retain qualified non-academic
staff members.

The importance of these staff positions were

highlighted for the Regents in the following recommendations:
1.

Most of the non-teaching staff is engaged in
general or service activities . . . of all
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[italics added] teaching and research
departments, and such activities accordingly
must continue to function . . . as long as any
[italics added] teaching or research departments are to function. Furthermore, the work
of most general and service activities does
not decrease proportionately with decreases in
student enrollment. In fact, the volume and
importance of research, extension, and certain
other non-teaching work of the University tend
to be increased by the war. In order to render its full measure of responsibility . . .
it is the policy . . . to keep these divisions
fully . . . staffed.
2.

Much of the work of the non-teaching staff is
of such a nature that continuous, uninterrupted service on the part of such staff-members
in their present positions is of relatively
greater importance as compared to previous
training and experience than in the case of
teaching or research.

3.

A great many of the non-teaching positions are
of such a nature and involve such conditions
as to make satisfactory replacements . . .
either impracticable or impossible. (Regents
Minutes, 1942, #425, p. 3)

The recommendations were made retroactive to September
15, 194 0, to ensure that non-academic staff members who had
entered emergency service even before the declaration of war
could return to the UniversityThe University of Texas was also affected by the increasing wage rates in industry, the high demand, and the
fluctuating labor supply.

Their concern was evidenced by

the following quotes from the Regents Minutes of September
25, 1942:
This increase is to enable us to keep Miss . . .
who has had offers for other positions at higher
rates of pay- . . . These increases will help us
keep these well-trained and valuable employees;
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several of whom have recently received offers of
positions at higher rates of pay. (#430, p. 4)
The rapid expansion of the work force was so dynamic
that new positions were created on an emergency basis.
Employees were frequently hired into new positions before a
wage rate had been established or even before a complete set
of job requirements could be produced.

"As a result, many

college administrators found themselves, shortly after the
postwar enrollment boom, with employee organizations that
were a fabric of confusion and inconsistencies" (Clark,
1956, p. 32). The condition was worsening not only because
the number of jobs were expanding immediately after the war,
but also, and perhaps even more importantly, the wide
variety of research projects being conducted and the rapid
advance of specialized teaching programs all required the
assistance of non-academic employees with a wide range of
special skills (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April
21, 1988).
The common problem which most college administrators
faced just after the war was finding a sufficient number of
qualified teachers to fill the classrooms, which were
crowded with thousands of new and older students flocking to
higher education.

Because this need was so pressing, there

was a tendency to ignore, or at least to set aside for the
time being, the problems involved in the rising number of
non-teaching positions (Clark, 1956, pp. 32-33).
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Formalization of the Non-Academic
Personnel Department at The
University of Texas at
Austin
As faculty, non-academic staff, and students were
leaving the university to join the war effort, the Regents
began seeking ways to assist the war effort and retain their
employees.

Consequently, they adopted a policy of

reemployment.

For the first time, the Regents recognized

non-academic employees in part of their rationale when they
stated that
the work of most general and service activities
does not decrease proportionately with decreases
in student enrollment. . . . Much of the work of
the non-teaching staff is of such a nature that
continuous, uninterrupted service on the part of
such staff members in their present positions is
of relatively greater importance as compared to
previous training and experience than in the case
of teaching or research. (Regents Minutes, 1942,
#425, p. 3)
Pressures continued to build as non-academic employees
were being offered higher wages to work in business and
industry.

The University countered on an ad hoc basis to

keep "these valuable employees" (Regents Minutes, 1942,
#430, p. 4 ) .
During 1943, the Regents reviewed several non-academic
personnel-related areas in an attempt to recruit and retain
non-academic employees.

They authorized "a discount of

twenty per cent from cost for hospital services rendered by
the John Sealy Hospital to . . . the Staff of the Hospital,
and to members of their families" (Regents Minutes, 1943,
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#437, p. 4). Because of the shortage of nurses, the Regents
temporarily waived their nepotism rule in order to allow
"the employment of relatives of members of the Staff of the
school of Medicine and of the John Sealy Hospital . . . but
not for a longer period than the duration of the war" (Regents Minutes, 1943, #438, p. 4) and only in the field of
medicine.
Even with these pressures to recruit and maintain a
viable non-academic staff, the 1943-44 budget did not contain a position of personnel director for non-academic
personnel.

However, it did include the position of director

of student employment bureau (Regents Minutes, 1944, #450,
p. 11) . It would take four more years before the Regents
and/or the administration would recognize the needs of its
non-academic employees on the same level as its students and
create a non-academic personnel department to serve them.
Dr. Clark stated that several campus-related forces
hastened the establishment of the Classified Personnel
Office.

A major factor was the need to accurately report

and project the size of the non-academic work force to the
legislature in order to obtain funding.

Secondly, the

volume of hand-posted personnel transactions was demanding
too much of the vice president's time.

In fact, it took so

much time that he was unable to adequately perform his other
duties; the pressures of obtaining and retaining nonacademic employees, coupled with the rapid expansion in
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their numbers, combined to force the administration to seek
solutions.

Other factors outside the University also con-

tributed to the dilemma including the subtle pressure from
the union movement and the strikes that were occurring
throughout the country (C. T. Clark, personal communication,
April 21, 1988).
The Regents and the administration were finally beginning to realize that
not only is the size of the work force increasing
as the University continues to grow; but advances
in science and technology have made it necessary
to hire, train, and develop employees with many
complex skills not even heard of a few years ago.
Electronic computing machines, carbon-dating
equipment, cobalt 60 and betrotron therapy units
(to name only a few) call for technicians with
training and skills rivalling those of the professor. Personnel programs once thought to be
adequate to deal with janitors, elevator operators, and clerks are no longer able to recruit and
serve the modern nonteaching employee staff.
(Clark, 1956, p. 247)
Non-academic personnel problems were unique in
academia.

In general, an instructor in one academic depart-

ment performed the same basic functions as those performed
by instructors in any other department; the same generalization can be extrapolated to include all teachers, including
assistant and associate professors and professors, as well
as other academic ranks. However,
there has been no clear-cut pattern of job
arrangement for nonteaching employees. Historically, their jobs—the operating and maintenance
"musts" for modern, specialized educational
institutions—have been allowed to develop in a
haphazard and often times lopsided manner. There
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has been little recognition of employee or
departmental needs. (Clark, 1956, pp. 30-31)
It was not uncommon to find the office worker in one
department called a stenographer while a person employed to
do similar work in some other university office was called a
secretary, administrative assistant, or typist.

The problem

was exacerbated because a professor could obtain a federal
grant under which he could hire his wife, son, daughter,
etc., give them any titles he could think up, and pay them
what he wished (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April
21, 1988).

"This lack of a uniform pattern of job titles

was emphasized greatly after the close of World War II, when
the rapid growth of student enrollments necessitated the
addition of many new employees to college and university
staffs" (Clark, 1956, p. 30).
The student population was expanding rapidly in 1945.
Enrollment jumped from 7,528 in the fall semester of 1945 to
9,191 in the fall semester of 1946 (Regents Minutes, 1945,
#462, p. 9). This expansion continued into the 1947-1949
biennium when President Dolley requested 160 new teaching
positions.

Similar figures were not available for non-

academic employees.
The president concurrently requested raises for the
non-academic employees, and he explained that the
"recommended Salary Schedule for the non-teaching staff
incorporates the cost of living adjustment into the base
salary and advances the base salary to the next higher

209
bracket above the old base salary plus cost of living
adjustment" (Regents Minutes, 1946, #465, p. 4). The board
was concerned that this approach to the recommended salary
schedule would not comply with the legislative intent of the
appropriations bill.

At this time, the Texas Legislature,

through the appropriations act, restricted the Regents in
areas of salary adjustments and promotions outside the
itemized schedule provided in the appropriations act (C. T.
Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988).

Subsequent-

ly, the president requested of and received from the
attorney general an opinion approving the salary increase to
the base salary of the non-academic employees (Regents
Minutes, 1946, #466, p. 11).
The student population almost doubled from 194 6 to
1948, paralleling the growth pattern throughout the United
States.

In 1944-45 the total was 9,484 and "in 1945-46 the

enrollment expanded to 15,118, an increase of 5,634 students
in one year.

In the next year enrollment increased another

4,213, almost 28 percent" (Clark, 1956, p. 35).
It was this explosion of students and the concurrent
increase in non-academic employees that forced the president
to appoint a committee to find some way to deal with nonacademic personnel (C. T. Clark, personal communication,
April 21, 1988).

On December 5, 1946, Dr. T. S. Painter,

president of the university, appointed a special committee
to study the question and recommend a program designed to
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improve non-academic personnel administration on the main
campus.

The committee consisted of the vice president, the

comptroller, the university librarian, and an assistant
professor of industrial relations.

The committee concluded

that personnel policies to standardize compensation rates,
employment practices, and promotional practices did not
exist (Clark, 1956, pp. 36-37).
On April 26, 1947, Vice President Dolley reported to
the Board of Regents that the committee was studying "the
broad general policy with reference to the handling of
non-teaching personnel" (Regents Minutes, 1947, #476,
p. 178). The pressure continued to increase until finally
the basic need was recognized on the campus. The need was
determined for "some sort of uniform system of job titles
that would provide university officials with a common language to be used in the hiring and promoting of employees in
planning budgets, and in obtaining legislative appropriations [italics added]" (Clark, 1950, p. 26).
The study also revealed a need for a salary plan that
encompassed the non-academic positions which would standardize recruiting salaries when hiring new employees.

The

salary plan was needed to establish competitive salary rates
and provide the necessary standards for establishing costof-living adjustments and merit increases.
The study additionally revealed the need to establish a
centralized depository for personnel records to eliminate
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the duplication of some records and the standardization of
others.

A subsequent study revealed the severity of the

problem when the committee found instances where individuals
performing the same functions in different departments
received as much as a 300 percent variance in compensation.
In addition, the university did not have a mechanism or
department through which it could determine what the local
labor market was paying for the various jobs in industry
which were comparable to those being performed on campus.
On July 11, 1947, the special committee studying the
situation of the non-academic personnel made its recommendations to the Regents (Regents Minutes, 1947, #478, p. 32) .
The committee determined that, for their approximately 2,500
non-academic employees, there were almost 850 separately
approved job titles (Clark, 1950, p. 26).
The special study committee made two recommendations to
the Regents.

The first was for the

retention of the Public Administration Service to
make a detailed survey of our non-teaching
personnel situation; to prepare a set of job classifications and specifications[;] . . . to prepare
a set of personnel policies[; and] . . . outline
an administrative organization to handle our nonteaching personnel program . . . for approximately
. . . 2,500 non-teaching employees . . . on our
staff. (Regents Minutes, 1947, #478, p. 32)
The second recommendation suggested that the results of the
study should be the basis for establishing a personnel
department to administer a non-academic personnel program.
It was suggested that the Personnel Office be staffed by a
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full-time officer and be furnished an adequate support staff
and equipment (Regents Minutes, 1947, #478, p. 32).
The second recommendation was based on the
need for a clear-cut university personnel policy
for nonteaching personnel that would define the
university's stand on such things as hours of
work, overtime, holidays with pay, vacations, sick
leave, jury duty, appointments, promotions, separations, appeals and many other questions of
policy- It was found that, while there were regulations in existence concerning many of these
policies, they were not generally known by either
employes [sic] or department heads, and there had
been no uniform enforcement of many of these.
. . . In cases of doubt concerning the interpretation of rules and university policy, it often
was doubtful as to whom questions should be directed. Most of these questions were handled by
the President's Office instead of by someone
having matters of personnel as a major responsibility. (Clark, 1950, p. 27)
The committee also identified the need to establish a
centralized contact point for potential employees because it
was difficult to recruit new employees.

One reason was

because applicants who did apply might be required to contact large numbers of departments before they found an
opening for which they could apply-

The committee felt that

a centralized personnel office could reduce these problems
and expedite the hiring of new employees (C. T. Clark,
personal communication, April 21, 1988).
These recommendations led to the hiring of the Public
Administration Service located in Chicago to do the survey
and prepare recommendations for the Board of Regents
(Regents Minutes, 1947, #478, p. 32). Approximately one
year later, at their June meeting in 1948, the Regents were
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presented with the final recommendations of the Public
Administration Service.

The Regents approved the adoption

of a job classification program to become effective at the
beginning of the next fiscal year.

They also adopted a

salary schedule and established the Office of Non-Academic
Personnel.

The Regents promoted Mr. Charles T. Clark from

assistant director of the Student Employment Bureau to
become the first director of Non-Academic Personnel.

The

personnel department was placed directly under the supervision of the President (Regents Minutes, 1948, #486, p.
15).

The first set of personnel policies relating to non-

academic employees was approved at the next Regents' meeting
in July (Regents Minutes, 1948, #487, p. 15).
The Office of the Non-Academic Personnel "was created
on June 16, 1948 as an adjunct to the President's Office"
(J. C. Dolley, personal communication, August 31, 1948).

In

a memo to the deans, departmental chairmen, and administrative officials. Vice President James C. Dolley informed them
of the establishment of a non-academic personnel office.

He

further stated, "The net result was that most of the staff
received modest salary increases. . . . The change over
from the old to the new program rendered this situation
unavoidable" (personal communication, June 23, 1948).
The budget for the non-academic personnel office was
established on the recommendation of Vice President Dolley.
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In his letter of June 23, 1948, to President T. S. Painter,
he stated:
In conformity with the action taken by the Board
of Regents at the June meeting, I recommend that
the following budget be approved for the office of
Director of Non-Academic Personnel for the period
June 16, 1948, to August 31, 1948:
Office of Non-Academic Personnel
Director, Charles T. Clark
Stenographer-Office Assistant
Mrs. W. C. Wagner
Clerical Assistants
Maintenance, Office Expense and
Printing

1,142.20
375.00
200.00
600.00
$2,317.50

On August 31, 1948, Dr. Dolley sent a follow-up memo
explaining the new policies and distributing the first set
of "Policies and rules governing the new non-teaching personnel program" and stating that he felt "certain you will
agree that the new program represents a maj or improvement."
At the September Regents' meeting, they approved 10 deletions, 45 additions, and three changes (Regents Minutes,
1948, #488, pp. 7-8) to the original pay plan.
Originally, the non-academic classification system did
not include the librarians.

When they were included in a

subsequent revision, they did not like the title of "nonacademic."

In response to their dissatisfaction with the

negative connotation of the phrase "non-academic," the name
of the office was changed to the "Classified Personnel
Office" (Clark, 1956, p. 56).
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The Classified Personnel Office "was responsible for
all positions on the staff of the University which did not
entail significant instructional responsibilities or
responsibilities for the administration of instructional or
instructional and research functions" (Clark, 1950, p. 28).
On October 31, 1948, the Personnel Office issued its first
pay plan formalizing the approved job classifications.

The

plan contained 231 separate job classifications in the nonacademic services.

The stated purpose of the pay plan was

"to provide an equitable level of compensation for each
class of employment" (Pay Plan, 1948, p. 1).
On September 20, 1948, President Theophilus S. Painter
sent a memo to the deans, departmental chairman, and
administrative officials to correct the newly issued nonacademic personnel policies to reflect the appropriate state
statute.
After establishing a personnel office for non-academic
personnel in June, Vice President Dolley issued a letter to
all deans and departmental chairmen on December 18, 1948, to
announce that standardized personnel files for faculty
members should be established and maintained.
Over the next several years, a personnel program was
established at the Medical Branch in Galveston and was
proposed at M. D. Anderson Hospital.

Charles T. Clark wrote

a memo to President Logan Wilson on April 16, 1954, proposing a system-wide personnel program for classified employees
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of The University of Texas.

In his memo, Mr. Clark made it

clear that not all component institutions had established
their own non-academic personnel policies or adopted those
established by his office.

He pointed out that "differences

in the personnel requirements and working conditions of
non-teaching personnel at the various component institutions
will have to be recognized in determining the details of
their individual plans."
The University was moving toward standardizing its
classified personnel programs, but compared with industry's
programs its commitment was much less.

In 1955 the ratio of

personnel staff to employee population in industry was 0.87
personnel staff to employee.

The same ratio for The Univer-

sity of Texas at Austin was 0.20, which meant that "the
University . . . is attempting to carry out the personnel
function with less than one-fourth the staff that normally
would be provided by industry for personnel work" (Clark,
1956, p. 6).
Nine years after establishing a personnel office for
The University of Texas at Austin, the Regents appointed Dr.
Charles T. Clark as system personnel advisor.

He was to

report through the vice president for fiscal affairs to the
president on all classified personnel matters (Regents
Minutes, 1957, #564, p. 68).
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Minimal Union Influence
Apparently, personnel problems common in industrial
organizations of the east and west coasts were also evident
in Texas in 1938. W. R. Woolrich, the dean of the College
of Engineering, wrote to President Calhoun on October 8,
1938, about establishing a conference on the subject.

He

wrote:
It has been called to my attention that there is
no educational institution in Texas promoting an
annual conference of Personnel managers. I believe there is an opportunity for The University
of Texas and the Personnel Managers of the state
to render a mutual service by an Annual Conference.
On October 18, 1938, President Calhoun responded affirmatively in a letter to Dean Woolrich requesting that he chair
a committee "to study the question of the advisability of
sponsoring an Annual Conference in Texas of Personnel
Managers of the State."
The Special Committee to Report on Personnel Conferences submitted its report in a letter dated November 19,
1938.

It stated,

It would seem desirable for the State of Texas
through its educational agencies to offer such an
opportunity to industrial [italics added] personnel managers of the Southwest. Since The
University of Texas is made up of the principal
schools and colleges that can contribute to the
success of such a conference, it is recommended
that provision be made for such conferences.
The recommendation continued with a suggested program agenda
and a statement of their rational that the institution
"should maintain a closer relationship between the

218
University that is giving the professional education to our
young men and women and those employers who direct their
training and readjustment after they have left the college
halls."

The first conference sponsored by the university

was subsequently held in the spring of 1939.
Labor problems did not cease when the war began, and
they accelerated when it ended.

Local labor unrest had

little impact until labor problems associated with the Lower
Colorado River Authority (LCRA) erupted.

This had a drama-

tic impact on Texas labor law because
the electrical workers pulled the switches in the
L.C.R.A. power plants at 12:15 A.M., October 1,
1945, thus cutting off electricity in an area of
approximately 250,000 population, not including
the City of Austin which . . . was only slightly
affected by the strike. Twenty-four municipalities and approximately 25,000 rural customers were
affected. (Clay, 1948, p. 325)
Other areas of the state were also experiencing labor
problems.

The El Paso Herald-Post reported on October 3,

1945 that "El Paso Workers Plan Strike Action" (p. 1). The
next day the front page contained the following headlines:
"El Paso Bus Strike Starts at Midnight," "El Paso Telephones
To Be Silent For Four Hours," and "The Government Made Ready
to Seize Strike Idle Oil Plants."
Once the war effort was over, both labor and management
were expressing concerns regarding wages.
on strike in the East.

Large unions were

The Austin American reported on

October 18, 1946, that "attempts to settle the nation's
major strikes remained stalled . . . and a walkout of
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teachers . . . added to the labor troubles of strike-beset
Pittsburgh" (p. 1). One newspaper editorial considered this
issue as pivotal of things to come, and it all depended on
whether or not John L. Lewis would "win the strike issue and
gain concessions which he appears to be demanding . . . or
the strike will be broken" by management (Zollinger, 194 6,
p. 6) .
Unionization was not a major issue for The University
of Texas, and many people thought that it should not become
one.

Participants in the university-sponsored labor con-

ference stated that they were opposed to the unionization of
governmental employees (The Austin American. 194 6, p. 3).
The unionization issue continued to rage in business and
industry, and three days later the headlines read; "CIO
Announces 200 Texas Plants Awaiting Organization" (1946, p.
1).
The national climate did not have a direct effect on
the university or other state governmental units. The
university responded to the subtle pressure of these outside
influences by sponsoring the sixth annual Texas Personnel
Conference on October 29, 194 6. The conference had a dual
purpose.

It was designed to show labor and management how

to work out their differences and provide an educational
experience for students ("Personnel Conference," 1946, p.
3) . Two of the speakers were John L. Lewis and W. E. Smith.
Mr. Lewis, representing organized labor, spoke on the trial
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that emanated from the coal strike that had occurred in
Pittsburgh.

Mr. Smith, a representative of the management

of American Zinc Corporation, had as his topic collective
bargaining (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988) .
The Texas Legislature responded to the increased union
activity and related issues by passing a state law which
restricted unionization of public employees in Texas (C. T.
Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988).

Section 1

of the statute stated:
That it is declared to be against public policy of
the State of Texas for any official or group of
officials of the State or of a County, City, Municipality or other political subdivision of the
State, to enter into a collective bargaining contract with a labor organization respecting the
wages, hours, or conditions of employment of public employees, and any such contracts entered into
after the effective date of this Act shall be null
and void. (General and Special Laws, 1947, p. 231)
Section 3 of the law outlawed strikes and/or organized work
stoppages by public employees (p. 231) apparently in direct
response to the L.C.R.A. strike of 1945.

Even with these

restrictions, the print shop employees of The University of
Texas at Austin joined a union and paid union dues; but the
university never signed a contract with the union (C. T.
Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988).
Growth of The University of Texas at
El Paso from 1913 to 1967
The Thirty-Third Legislature of the State of Texas,
meeting in Regular Session in 1913, passed Senate Bill 183
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creating "a state school of miners [sic] and metallurgy" in
El Paso, Texas (pp. 427-429).

Francis Fugate, in his book.

Frontier College (1964), reported that the editor of The El
Paso Herald was the first person to put into print the idea
that a mining school should be located in El Paso.

He

published his rationale in an editorial in January of 1902,
stating that El Paso was already the supply center for
mining equipment and related mining supplies for the Southwest and Northern Mexico (p. 3). Walter Webb cited the
"first public suggestion of a school of mines for El Paso
[as having been] made by William Phillips, of the geology
department of The University of Texas, in an address before
an International Mining Convention in El Paso in 1903"
(1952, p. 766).
The Regents met and formally established the Texas
State School of Mines and Metallurgy on April 13, 1914.
The School of Mines opened in the fall of 1914 with five
faculty and 27 students (Fugate, 1964, pp. 150-157) under
the leadership of Dr. Steven Worrell, the first dean of the
school.

The school opened in buildings previously occupied

by the El Paso Military Institute.

"Fire destroyed most of

the plant in October, 1916, but make-shift arrangements kept
the college open" (Webb, 1952, p. 766). The 1916-17 catalogue for the State School of Mines and Metallurgy listed
three administrators, the president and auditor of The
University of Texas at Austin and the dean of the School of
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Mines.

In 1919 the Thirty-Sixth Legislature passed a bill

establishing the Texas School of Mines as a branch of The
University of Texas ("By-Laws of the Board of Regents,"
1925, p. 35).
From 1921 to 1941, enrollment increased from 93
students to 1,286 (Fugate, 1964, p. 157). This was the last
semester's enrollment prior to the United States' entry into
World War II (Texas College of Mines and Metallurgy Bulletin. 1942, p. 131).
In 194 3-44, only 731 students were enrolled.

This was

the smallest number of students during the entire war.

The

1944-45 enrollment increased to 881 (Texas College of Mines
and Metallurgy Bulletin. 1946, p. 156). Thereafter, from
1945 on, the college grew rapidly.

As veterans flocked back

to school, the enrollment rose to 2,250 students in 1946-47
(Texas College of Mines and Metallurgy Bulletin. 1948, p.
158) .

By 1950, 133 faculty members were employed to service

an enrollment of 2,165 students (Webb, 1952, p. 104).
The 1954-55 catalogue only listed two personnel
management classes and did not list a Personnel Management
major as an option for students in business (Texas Western
College Catalogue. 1954, p. 73). These were the same offerings listed in the 1949 catalogue (Texas Western College
Catalogue. 1949, p. 70).
In the 1955-56 Texas College of Mines and Metallurgy
Bulletin (1955, October, p. 7 ) , the college listed 12
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administrators, including a director of Extension and
Placement.

Also 37 non-academic employees were listed with

titles including clerk, assistant to

, secretary, and

bookkeeper under the major heading of "Administrative Assistants."

In the same year, the business department was

offering a class entitled "Personnel Management and Production Problems" as a part of the BBA program.

The class

description listed the topical content as "Employment policies and managerial techniques, wage and salary payment,
joint relations through labor unions and company representation plans, modern production principles, problems of small
and large businesses" (p. 75).
The curriculum was expanded in the late 1920s to include the liberal arts.

In 1931 the Regents authorized the

"School of Mines" to confer Bachelor of Arts degrees and
appointed John Gerald Barry, an El Paso mining engineer
consultant, as the college's first president (Webb, 1952, p.
767).

By 1940, the school was offering bachelor's degrees

in science, business administration, and music.

Also, in

1940 the Regents approved Master of Arts degrees.

By 1965,

the college was offering Bachelor of Business Administration
degrees with a major in personnel management and industrial
relations (Texas Western College Catalogue. 1965, p. 80).
In the same year, the university hired its first full-time
director of classified personnel.

The non-academic person-

nel office was opened one year after a personnel major was
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first offered (E. W. Green, personal communication, March 9,
1989) .
On June 1, 1949, the name of the school was changed to
Texas Western College (Texas Western College of The University of Texas at El Paso Bulletin. 1959).

In 1967 President

Joseph M. Ray sent a memorandum to all members of the faculty and staff, notifying them that the name of the school
would officially be changed to The University of Texas at El
Paso (Memorandum Number 18, March 15, 1967).
Evolution of the Non-Academic Personnel
Department at The University of Texas
at El Paso
When Senate Bill 183 was passed in 1913 creating the
State School of Mines and Metallurgy, it specifically stated
that the school would be under the supervision of the Board
of Regents of The University of Texas.

The act specified

that the faculty would be separate and distinct from the
main university with the "power to make such rules and
regulations for the proper control and management of the
school as they deem necessary" (Senate Bill 183, pp. 427429) .
This concept of management had the same fate as it had
on the main campus.

Faculty management lasted 12 years

(1883-1895) on the main campus before a president was hired.
It took only five years (1913-1918) to clarify the structure
in El Paso.

The Joint Report of Central Investigation

Committee, appointed by the Senate and the House of
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Representatives of the Thirty-Fifth Legislature, issued the
recommendation on March 11, 1918, that "the act creating the
school of mines be revised, clearly defining the institution
as a department of the university, . . . and expressly vesting the Board of Regents with full administrative control"
(Benedict, 1917, p. 566).
From its inception until a president was appointed in
1931, the school's chief administrative officer was the dean
of the school.

The dean reported to the office of the

president on the main campus in Austin (Fugate, 1964, p.
148) .
Early Non-Academic Personnel
Administration
In 1891 the Regents adopted a set of "Rules and
Regulations of the Government of The University of Texas."
By 193 6 they had issued their sixth edition (Rules and
Regulations, 1943, p. 5).
As late as 1943, 30 years after the School of Mines was
created, the Regents Rules, even though they had been revised six times and amended at other times, did not specify
that the rules applied to the College of Mines. Arguably,
the Regents Rules did not apply because throughout them were
phrases such as "at the main university, or at the Medical
Branch" (Rules anf^ Regulations. 1943, p. 8) and "from the
Administrative Council of the Main University or the Faculty
and Admissions Committee of the Medical Branch" (p. 8),
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without mention of the College of Mines.

On the other hand,

prior to 1940, it could be argued that all rules applied
because the college in El Paso was just another college of
the main University, physically separated.

This ambiguous

status was clarified in 193 0 when the college was given
autonomy and its own president.

But it was still not spe-

cifically identified in the Regents Rules.
In 1948 the non-academic personnel of the College of
Mines and Metallurgy numbered 23 full-time employees, six
part-time employees, and an unspecified number of custodians
(Budget, 1948-49, pp. 2-5). The faculty numbered 68 fulltime and five part-time (Budget, 1948-49, pp. 5-13), and the
library had five librarians.

Enrollment stood at 2,508.

The evolution of the non-academic personnel program at The
University of Texas at El Paso was slow.
higher education.

This was common in

In a 1950 article. Dr. Clark wrote that

the study at The University of Texas at Austin had pointed
out that
the need was not unique, nor [was] it necessarily
confined to a large campus. The problem as it
presents itself seems to be the universal need of
central responsibility for the various personnel
functions of nonteaching personnel. In a medium
or large university a separate office with an
office staff is required. At the same time, the
need exists in a smaller institution for the designation of some one individual as the person
responsible for coordinating and handling the
problems of nonteaching personnel. (Clark, 1950,
p. 28)
At Texas Western College in 1956, the situation was
described as problematic because no one had been hired
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and/or assigned to direct the non-academic personnel
functions.

Only 113 non-academic employees were on the

payroll, and the business manager was functioning as personnel officer on a part-time basis.

This situation seemed to

restrict the development of the personnel function as a
separate operation (Clark, 1956, p. 149).
The Student Employment Bureau
The 1948-1949 budget request for Texas College of Mines
officially requested funds to establish the Bureau of Placement.

It began operations on September 1, 1948 (Budget,

1947-1948, p. 4 ) . The request included the need for a
half-time director and a full-time secretary.

Student

enrollment for the fall semester was 2,441.
In October of 1957, the Regents established a system
personnel advisor and approved a policy by which personnel
programs would be developed and coordinated at the branches
(Regents Minutes, 1957, #564, p. 68).
The 1959-1960 budget request combined the Bureau of
Placement with the request for a new Office of Classified
Personnel.

This request was for a full-time director of

Classified Personnel and continuing the half-time position
of director of the Placement Bureau (Budget, 1958-1959,
p. 8 ) . By this time, the enrollment had reached 4,714.
These two functions remained combined until the Placement
Office was separated in the 1966-1967 budget request
(p. 15).
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Eugene "Gene" Green, the first full-time personnel
director at The University of Texas at El Paso, stated that
the Regents Rules served as the first personnel handbook.
Every new employee was urged to commit it to memory (personal communication, March 9, 1989).
Formalization of Non-Academic Personnel
Department
The original act that created the Texas School of Mines
and Metallurgy provided that the Board of Regents of The
University of Texas would supervise the new institution.
However, when the Regents created the Office of Non-academic
Personnel at the Austin campus in 1948, it did not service
the Texas College of Mines and Metallurgy at El Paso.

It

took another 10 years before a budgeted position for a
non-academic personnel office was created (Budget,
1959-1960, p. 8). Even then the personnel function was only
a half-time position because the Bureau of Placement was
combined with the newly created Office of Classified Personnel.
In January of 1956, The University of Texas at Austin
campus had 2,947 classified employees, while Texas Western
College in El Paso had 113 (Clark, 1956, p. 220). By 1956
all of the components of The University of Texas except
Texas Western College established and were operating classification and pay programs and had formal statements of
personnel policies (Clark, 1956, p. 147). The personnel
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function at Texas Western College at that time was
administered by the business manager, and it occupied about
25 percent of his time (Clark, 1956, p. 221). He was budgeted $2,050 for the personnel function (Clark, 1956, p.
225) .
In 1956 Charles T. Clark, personnel director at The
University of Texas at Austin, recommended to the Regents
that a personnel officer position be added to the staff at
each component institution in the university system at an
annual salary of $4,848 (Clark, 1956, p. 224). He recommended that "each local personnel officer . . . report
directly to the chief executive officer of his component
institution" (Clark, 1956, p. 234). No action was taken
until the 1959-1960 budget was proposed to the Regents (p.
8).
Dr. Joseph A. Smiley was president of Texas Western in
the 1959-60 academic year when the Office of Classified
Personnel was added to the administrative structure and
combined with the Bureau of Placement.

Student enrollment

had reached 4,675 by September of 1958. Similar statistics
were not available concerning the number of non-academic
employees who were on the payroll.
The first personnel director was to be hired to begin
service on September 1, 1959, as the director of the Bureau
of Placement and Office of Classified Personnel.
October 3, 1959, a director had not been hired.

As of
Apparently,

230
the president was not highly committed to a non-academic
personnel office, as he subsequently stated, "In the interest of economy, this position will not be filled" (Regents
Minutes, 1959, #584, p. W-3), even though Mr. Clark had
stated three years earlier that "adequate staff has not been
made available at most of the component institutions to
carry out effectively the personnel job which needs to be
done" (Clark, 1956, p. 245). Mr. Clark continued to pursue
the needs of the components for staffing of a personnel
office (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988) . The records reflect that M. R. Hollingshead was
hired on September 12, 1960, as the Director of the Bureau
of Placement and Office of Classified Personnel (Regents
Minutes, 1960, #591, p. 68), but the personnel record indicates that he was hired as the director of the Physical
Plant; on December 15, 1960, a director of Classified Personnel was hired to supervise the "Bureau of Placement and
Office of Classified Personnel" (Budget, 1960-1961, p. 8) .
The first personnel director hired solely for supervising a stand-alone classified personnel office was
employed on September 1, 1966 (Budget, 1966-1967, p. 8).
This long delay seemed to emanate from the attitude of the
Texas Western College president during this period.
President Joseph M. Ray characterized his administrative
philosophy of staffing of the university from 1960 to 1968
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as only responding to needs.

In his book. On Becoming a

University. (1968), he wrote:
There has been »no expansion as such without regard
to need. As any institution, educational or otherwise, grows in numbers, the administrative staff
grows in proportion. This is true for the Business Office, the Registrar's Office, the Library,
Physical Plant, Student Services, and all the
rest. (p. 13)
The difference in managerial philosophy between the administration at The University of Texas at Austin and The
University of Texas at El Paso toward non-academic personnel
was vivid.

Even after a full-time personnel office was

established, the administration of The University of Texas
at El Paso did not recognize the importance of non-academic
personnel policies.

The personnel office reported to the

business manager, whose only worries were about policies
that were required by law (E. W, Green, personal communication, March 9, 1989).
Originally, the director of non-academic personnel at
The University of Texas at Austin reported directly to the
president (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988).

The University of Texas at El Paso's president. Dr.

Ray, did not even list the personnel office in his book as
being a part of his administrative structure.

As his main

source of administrative advice. President Ray stated that
he turned to the academic deans, the dean of students,
athletic director, and the business manager (On Becoming a
University. 1968, p. 16). Mr. Green stated that President
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Ray depended heavily on the business manager, Hal St. Clair,
for advice on most of his non-academic problems.

In Mr.

Green's opinion. President Ray had no particular interest in
the non-academic employees; for example, the president did
not invite nonacademic employees to any of his general
meetings and if approached on nonacademic problems, he would
refer the visitors to see Mr. St. Clair.

Mr. Green said

that he believed the president considered the personnel
office as a necessary evil (E. W. Green, personal communication, March 9, 1989).
Minimal Union Influence
When the first office of classified personnel was
established in 1959, local union activity had been on the
increase.

In June of 1957, Local 941 of the Teamsters Union

had organized three local pipe and metal companies ("Unions
Organize," 1957, p. 1 ) . Four days later, a front-page
headline stated that an attempt to establish a contract
between the printers employed by the El Paso Independent
School District and Local No. 370 of the International
Typographical Union was unsuccessful ("Union Seeks School
Contract," 1957, p. 1 ) . A short time later, postal employees also sought recognition of the Federation as their
representatives to negotiate with the federal government
("Post Office Workers," 1957, p. 1 ) .
The University of Texas Regents met in El Paso in
December of 1958. Just as the unions had been discussing
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wages, so were the Regents.

The Herald-Post headline on the

story covering the meeting was "TWC Salary Increases Promised" (1958, p. 1). However, the article did not mention,
and the Regents' minutes do not reflect, any discussion on
salary or wage increases for the non-academic employees.
In 1966, when the Classified Personnel Office was
separated from the Placement Bureau and increased from a
half-time to a full-time function, union activities were
still in the local headlines.

Six days after the Classified

Office began full-time operations. Congress passed legislation to increase the minimum wage to $1.60 per hour by
February 1, 1968 ("$1.60 Minimum Wage," 1966, p. 1).
On September 9, 1965, 800 workers went on strike and
shut down an El Paso smelter because they were dissatisfied
with their work assignments ("Quickie Strike Closes," p. 1).
On September 11, 1965, the unionized employees of the Santa
Fe Railroad went on strike, tying up railroad services
through the South and West ("Santa Fe RR Employees," p. 1).
None of these activities impacted the non-academic
personnel policies of the college (E W. Green, personal communication, March 9, 1989).
Formalization of Terms and Conditions
of Employment
By 193 0 industrial personnel departments were assigned
the responsibilities for supervising wage setting, grievances, employment, training, safety, medical treatment, and
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welfare activities such as records, libraries, financial
assistance and hygiene (Eilbert, 1959, p. 353) (Hulverson,
1927, p. 30). The University of Texas at Austin did not
consolidate these functions under the personnel director
until 1949 (J. C. Dolley, personal communication, June 23,
1948) , even though the terms and conditions of employment
had been evolving since 1904.
The sixth edition (1936) of the Rules and Regulations
of the Board of Regents contained clarifying language specifying benefits for non-academic employees.

This edition

stated that:
members of the staff . . . are allowed vacations
of thirty calendar days if administrative and
clerical employees, and fifteen calendar days if
laborers and workers in the skilled trades. . . .
All legal holidays officially observed by the
University . . . and two additional days . . .
shall be time off in addition to that of the regular vacation when the regular thirty-day vacation
is not allowed, (p. 21)
The Regents included sections on leaves of absence with and
without pay and sick leave "for any employee . . . in the
service for one year or longer . . . for a period of one
month following the end of the month in which he is taken
ill," and other apologetic phrases regarding retirement,
such as "The Board is not yet able to grant retiring allowances" (Rules and Regulations of the Board of Regents,
193 6, p. 23). As competition increased during the war for
the available labor supply, the Regents sought non-financial
means to attract employees and to maintain their work force.
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At a November 27, 1942, meeting, the Regents approved a
group hospitalization insurance program and agreed to be the
fiscal agent of the group to collect the premiums from the
employees but "not to assume any liability for premium
payments called for under the policy agreement but is merely
to make available as a service incidental to the employment
of faculty and staff the facilities of the business office
. . . and transmitting such payments to the insurance
company" (Regents Minutes, 1942, #432, p. 4). None of the
six editions of the Regents Rules specifically mentioned the
benefits which were being made available to employees of the
Texas College of Mines, but it was assumed that it was
included with The University of Texas. When the Regents
established the position of system personnel advisor in
1957, they also specifically stated that "the Classified
Service of the University of Texas System shall include all
positions on the staff . . . and uniform policies shall be
followed . . . at all branches" (Regents Minutes, 1957,
#564, p. 71).
These early policies generally emanated from the Appropriations Act and/or the Regents Rules.

Each branch

developed and wrote its own policies to conform to these two
sources.

The System Personnel Office would provide advice

or assistance in developing new personnel policies but did
not have the authority to change or impose new policies (E.
W. Green, personal communication, March 9, 1989).
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Mr. Clark issued the first general policy manual in
1948 when the pay plan was implemented.

An undated Handbook

for Classified Employees was issued after 194 9 and before
1967 when the school's name was Texas Western College.
Mr. Green stated that he could not recall such a publication
because, after his arrival in 1966, he had to prepare what
he thought was the first handbook, which was prepared in
looseleaf form (E. W. Green, personal communication, March
9, 1989).
Wages
At their April 27, 1936, meeting, the Regents of The
University of Texas at Austin requested "that the Public
Works Administration be requested to create the wage classification for work on . . . Dormitories at El Paso, Texas
. . . on the Women's Dormitory, Unit 2, . . .at Austin,
Texas" (Regents Minutes, 1936, #350, pp. 2-3).
In 1936 and 1937, Dr. Benedict, president of The University of Texas, lobbied for more discretion in setting
wages.

His efforts were not completely successful. How-

ever, some progress was made in that "a provision was made
in the bill that virtually liberates the Board on salary
adjustments and promotions of those below $5,000 to $5,500,
and those listed in the schedule at $5,000 to $5,500" (Regents Minutes, 1937, #360, p. 6).
Between the September 25, 1942, requests for wage
increases, and the November 27, 1942, approval of a group
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health plan, the war effort was generating new rules for the
university to follow.

On November 12, 194 2, a directive

entitled "Procedure for Wage and Salary Adjustments by State
Governments and Subdivisions and Agencies Thereof" was
issued.

It "established a procedure whereby adjustments in

salaries or wages of state, county, or municipal employees
would be submitted to the Board or Commissioner, as the case
might be, for approval."

A November 19, 1942, memorandum to

Civil Service Assembly Members from James M. Mitchell updated the university on which raises required approval from
the Board or Commissioner and which did not.

He stated that

the raises not needing approval were:
an increase made in accordance with the terms of a
salary agreement or salary rate schedule and as a
result
a)

Individual promotions or reclassifications,

b)

Individual merit increases within established
salary rate ranges,

c)

Operation of an established plan of salary
increases based on length of service.

Compensation of non-academic employees was also a concern during the war.

Salary savings were generated through

administrative reorganization and elimination of the public
relations department in 1943.

President Rainey recommended

and the Regents approved the following motion: "That the
salaries of all the full-time non-teaching staff of the Main
University and Extramural Divisions which are less than $250
per month, be increased ten dollars per month for the
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remainder of the fiscal year" (Regents Minutes, 1943, #443,
p. 11).
Post-war compensation of university employees was considered inadequate.

Consequently, the Regents budgeted

cost-of-living adjustments for its employees ranging from 10
percent to 15 percent for employees hired before January 1,
1945.

This cut-off date was utilized because, "The salaries

of all members of the faculty and staff whose positions were
created on or after January 1, 1945, will be deemed to have
been arrived at with the present cost-of-living as a basis,
and the revised cost-of-living adjustment shall not apply to
any such person" (Regents Minutes, 1945, #456, p. 4). The
minutes do not reflect any reference to salary surveys,
comparative salary data, or any other basis for arriving at
this conclusion.

However, the same minutes reflect that

"House Bill 5, passed by the Legislature and signed by the
Governor, would make some changes in the cost-of-living
adjustments provided by the University for members of the
staff" (p. 40). These adjustments were based upon the current salary of the incumbents and not on the position held
by the employee or the length of service.
Twelve non-academic staff members were granted leaves
of absence by the Regents to participate in the war effort.
The Regents additionally adopted a salary policy for returning employees.

Faculty would return "at the salary level

which they might reasonably have expected to have attained
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had they been continuously on active duty during the leave
period. . . . Staff members who have been on leave two
years or longer, $200" (Regents Minutes, 1945, #460, p. 28) .
Once established as a formal department in 1948, the
Classified Personnel Department began representing the
interests of the non-academic employees to the university
administration.

It provided the administration with

benefits-related information and pushed for improved benefits.

These efforts led to improved benefits and working

conditions by reducing the work week to 40 hours per week
from 44, obtaining Social Security coverage, establishing a
retirement system, allowing employees to enroll in one
credit course during the work day, and establishing wages
comparable to the local market because the university was
forced to match local competition (C. T. Clark, personal
communication, April 21, 1988).
On June 23, 1948, Vice President James C. Dolley sent a
four-page memorandum to the deans, department chairmen, and
administrative officials of The University of Texas at Austin summarizing the recommendations made by the Public
Administration Service concerning the classified pay program
for non-academic personnel.

The salary recommendations were

based on salary survey data, and one
result was that most of the staff received modest
salary increases. Others received very little
increase, and still others no advance whatever.
The change over from the old to the new program
rendered this situation unavoidable. This letter
is being sent in order to inform you of the action
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which has been taken and to urge you to explain
the situation as full as is necessary to such
members of your staff as may be disturbed over
their budget position for next year. It will
require a period of some months for us to become
accustomed to and adjusted to the new personnel
program, but we are convinced that the long range
advantages . . . far outweigh the temporary inconveniences which are involved.
A copy of the newly established personnel pay plan
policies was distributed by Vice President Dolley on August
31, 194 8 (personal communication). The Office of NonAcademic Personnel issued a set of Policies and Rules
Relating to Appointment, Compensation, and Working Conditions of Non-academic Employees in September of 1949.

These

policies covered various personnel-related issues including
pay administration, hours of work, and overtime compensation.
After the System Office of Classified Personnel was
established and the branches began to develop personnel
programs, a system-wide salary schedule began to emerge.
Each branch performed its own salary surveys and developed
its own job classifications.

Four times each year all

personnel officers would meet to develop the system-wide pay
plan and set wages for each position.

The University of

Texas at El Paso was always underfunded and could never pay
the same wages as other branches (E. W. Green, personal
communication, March 9. 1989).

The Fair Labor Standards Act

of 19 38 required non-governmental agencies to pay time and
one-half pay for all hours worked by an employee over 40
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hours in a work week.

Since the University was not covered

by the act, the University's policy allowed for compensatory
time off for all hours worked over 44 hours.

The act was

amended in 1966 to include employees who were not specifically exempted.

Consequently, colleges and universities

were covered beginning on February 1, 1967, at which time
the University was required to amend its policies (J. Kennedy, System Personnel Office memorandum, undated).
Hours of Work
The 193 6 edition of the Regents Rules established work
hours.

This policy stated that "for all non-teaching and

non-professionally-trained members of the staff the standard
or normal full-time work day shall be eight hours, and the
standard work week shall be forty-five hours" (p. 25).
Saturday was still considered a work day in 1948 even though
most private industries had reduced their work weeks to 4 0
hours in response to the 1938 passage of the Fair Labor
Standards Act (T. S. Painter, personal communication, September 20, 1948).
Vacation Leave
While compensation had been a continuing problem for
the university and its employees' wages lagged behind competing businesses, the university did offer a generous
vacation plan for its administrative and clerical staff.
their 1925 "By-Laws," the Regents established a vacation

In
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policy which read, "appointees employed on a twelve-months
basis [are] allowed short vacations not to exceed four
weeks" ("By-Laws of the Board of Regents," 1925, p. 11).
On March 14, 1936, this policy was revised to differentiate
between different types of employees.

This policy "allowed

vacations of thirty calendar days if administrative and
clerical employees and fifteen calendar days if laborers and
workers in skilled trades" (Rules and Regulations of the
Board of Regents. 1936, p. 15). The Texas Legislature
changed this policy when it adopted the 1945-1947 appropriations bill.

On September 28, 1945, the Regents revised the

vacation schedule of administrative and clerical employees
to match that of the laborers and skilled trades employees
(Regents Minutes, 1945, #460, p. 27). In 1947 all employees
working 12 months would be allowed 18 days for vacation
(Regents Minutes, 1946, r469, p. 23). Vacation allowances
for 1948 were decreased to 12 working days with Saturday
being considered a working day for vacation purposes
(Regents Minutes, 1948, #488, p. 7 ) .
President Painter sent a memo to deans, departmental
chairmen, and administrative officials clarifying the new
vacation schedule.

He stated that Saturday was a working

day and that employees would "earn vacation leave with pay
at the rate of one working day for each full month of service plus . . . allowance as may be authorized by the Board
of Regents under . . . [the] statutes" (September 20, 1948).
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The personnel policy manual which accompanied the letter
stated that qualifying employees would earn vacation leave
with pay at the rate of one working day for each full month
of service (Policies and Rules Relating to Appointment.
Compensation, and Working Conditions of Non-Academic
Employees. 1949).
Retirement
The State of Texas adopted a constitutional amendment
on November 3, 1936, authorizing the creation of a retirement system for public schools and college teachers.

Once

the constitution authorized a retirement program, the Legislature acted quickly to pass enabling legislation.

The

Teacher Retirement System bill was passed on May 21, 1937,
authorizing contributions to begin on September 1, 1937.
The bill allowed teachers to sign waivers if they did
not wish to join the retirement program (Stevens, 1986, pp.
xiii-xiv).

However, the Regents made participation in the

retirement system mandatory once the program was available.
The motion stated, "Every person whose initial appointment
in the University becomes effective after August 31, 1938,
is subject to membership in the Teachers' Retirement System
of Texas as required by law" (Regents Minutes, 1937, #365,
p. 3) .
In 1942 the Teacher Retirement System Board eliminated
voluntary participation, and after August 31 all newly
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employed public school and college teachers were required to
join the retirement system (Stevens, 1986, p. 64).
Group Insurance
Prior to 1939, the University had not taken the
necessary steps to add group health insurance as a fringe
benefit.

Consequently, on October 21, 1939, the General

Faculty requested Regents' approval to obtain bids on a
group hospitalization plan for all full-time employees under
the age of 70 (Regents Minutes, 1939, #389, p. 8).
In 1942 the Regents agreed to serve as the fiscal agent
to collect premiums for the faculty and staff as a service.
At the same meeting, they also agreed to collect premiums
for group life insurance, but only if the premiums were paid
on an annual basis (Regents Minutes, 1942, #432, p. 4).
As late as 1943, a group health plan was still not
mandatory.

In fact, the emphasis expressed by the Regents

in their policies was to hire only healthy individuals.

The

Regents Rules stated, "all appointments shall be made upon
the merit basis, and a certificate of reasonably good health
. . . during the five years previous shall be required."
They did allow one month's pay to ill employees after they
had completed one full year of service (Rules and Regulations. 1936, with amendments to 1943, pp. 7-17).
Prior to 1943, the Regents did allow the employees to
form a voluntary group life insurance program (Regents
Minutes, 1942, #432, p. 75) and the University participated
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by collecting the premiums from the employees and submitting
payments to the life insurance company (p. 4).
Workmen's compensation insurance was recommended in a
letter from Carl J. Eckhardt, director of the Physical
Plant; Charles T. Clark, director of the Office of NonAcademic Personnel; and Jack G. Taylor, business manager, to
Dr. Theophilus S. Painter, president. The University of
Texas, dated March 9, 1951. They recommended that the
Regents consider requesting legislative approval to provide
workmen's compensation insurance to employees of The University of Texas who were engaged in hazardous duties.

The

legislation they were requesting was "patterned after those
enacted by the Legislature for the State Highway Department
in 1937 and for The Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College System in 1947."

Their rationale was based upon their

concern that the lack of workmen's compensation coverage for
work-related injuries was unfair to the employees.

In

addition, they found that it was becoming an important
factor in recruiting and retaining a competent labor force.
This subtle outside pressure did not directly affect
non-laborers.

Therefore, the requested coverage did not

include teachers, administrators, staff members or clerical
workers unless exposed to hazardous risks.
The University began offering coverage to its laborers
effective April 1, 1952, at 12:01 A.M.
was extended to workmen engaged in

Originally, coverage
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(1) Engineering, Trades, and Labor Service, (2)
Plant Operation, (3) Building and Allied Trades,
(4) Mechanical and Allied Trades, (5) Printing and
Allied Trades, (6) Medical and Sanitation Services, (7) Food Service, (8) Building and
Custodial Service, (9) Security Service and (10)
Other; and that the approximate number of workmen
(C. D. Simmons, personal communication, March 27,
1952)
included 1300 at the main campus and central administration
and 100 at the El Paso campus.
Nepotism
The Regents' "Regulations," adopted on September 26,
1904, contained a clause stating that "Appointment of a
relative of a member of the Board, or any other person
occupying an influential position in the university, is
wholly disapproved" (p. 27). The 1936 edition of the
Regents Rules greatly expanded the definition of relative to
include individuals "related within the second degree of
affinity or the third degree of consanguinity, according to
common law" (p. 8). However, during the war effort and just
after the war ended, when faculty members obtained a grant
or contract, they were able to, and did, hire their wives
and call them whatever they wanted to and pay them whatever
they wished (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988) .
The evolution of the non-academic personnel office at
The University of Texas at Austin followed the same pattern
as other higher education institutions.

The Office of

Classified Personnel was established when the record keeping
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created by the rapid expansion of the work force after World
War II could no longer be handled by the vice president.
The Office of Classified Personnel at The University of
Texas at El Paso was created only when pressures from legislation and The University of Texas System personnel office
were applied to the administration.

CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The primary purpose of the study was to relate the
major influences which stimulated the formation of nonacademic personnel departments at The University of Texas at
Austin and The University of Texas at El Paso.

A secondary

purpose of the study was to relate the major influences on
the establishment of personnel departments in industry, the
federal government, and in higher education.
Summary
The research identified several influences which encouraged the emergence of personnel departments in industry,
the federal government, and higher education prior to the
establishment of the non-academic personnel offices at The
Universities of Texas at Austin and at El Paso.
Personnel departments first emerged in the federal
sector in direct response to the public's rebellion against
the spoils system (Van Riper, 1958, p. 54) (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 20) and a fervent demand for an economical and
efficient government (Mosher & Kingsley, 1941, p. 14) (Van
Riper, 1958, p. 85).
The major influences which encouraged industrial
organizations to establish personnel departments included
the profit motive ("Famous First," 1965, p. 94) (Nestor,
1986, p. 40), legislative mandates (French, 1940, p. 22)
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(Rubinow, 1969, p. 176), strikes (Stein & Davis, 1940, pp.
126-127) (Commons, 1921, p. vii), an attempt to avoid unionization (Tolman, 1918, p. 149) (Nestor, 1986, p. 195, the
demand for skilled employees (Lescohier, 1935, p. 324)
(Nestor, 1986, p. 195), high employee turnover (Tead, 1918,
p. 43) (Nestor, 1986, p. 195), and the increase in employees
in a company and the resultant loss of personal contact
between the employee and employer (Nestor, 1986, p. 187)
(Lescohier, 1935, p. 321).
Higher education first initiated personnel management
concepts to serve its students by establishing student
employment offices, which were the predecessors of nonacademic personnel offices (Smith, 1944, p. 2) (Brubacher &
Rudy, 1958, p. 328). Higher education administrators were
encouraged to establish non-academic personnel departments
because of labor unrest (Albright, 1954, p. 7) (Tenboer,
1970, p. 31), pay and job classification (Clark, 1958, p.
91) (Tenboer, 1970, p. 43), labor shortage (Tenboer, 1970,
p. 43) (Smith, 1944, p. 3), the demands for a centralized
office at which applicants could apply for a position (Knox,
1947, p. 379) (Albright, 1954, p. 7), and the large increase
in non-academic employees after World War II (Wolfe, 1954,
p. 24) (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988) .
The establishment of a non-academic personnel department at The University of Texas at Austin was influenced by
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labor shortages created by competition for employees
(Regents Minutes, 1942, #430, p. 4), the inability of the
administration to accurately report the size of the nonacademic work force in order to obtain funding (Regents
Minutes, 1945, #456, p. 5), and the time required of the
vice president to hand post the personnel transactions (C.
T. Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988), as well
as the lack of standardized compensation rates, employment
and promotional practices, and the need for a centralized
office as a contact for applicants (Clark, 1950, p. 26).
The University of Texas at El Paso established a nonacademic personnel office in 1960 as a part-time function,
combined with the Bureau of Placement (Regents Minutes,
1960, #591, p. 68) in response to the urging of the System
Personnel Advisor (Regents Minutes, 1959, #584, p. W-3).
The non-academic personnel department did not became a fulltime function until 1966 (Budget, 1966-1967, p. 8).
Conclusions
The study revealed several major influences, the reaction to which encouraged The University of Texas at Austin
and The University of Texas at El Paso to establish nonacademic personnel departments.

Historically, personnel

administration concepts became a tool of management in
response to problems concerning employees (Lescohier, 1935,
p. 316) (Nestor, 1986, p. 19) (Eilbert, 1959, p. 359). The
problems included a wide variety of situations, such as
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recruiting, compensation, unionization, demand for skilled
labor, size of the work force and labor unrest.

The majori-

ty of higher education institutions which established
personnel departments before 194 6 did so in reaction to
union pressures (Albright, 1954, p. 7) (Tenboer, 1970, p.
31) .
The University of Texas at Austin was affected by most
of these same influences during and after World War II which
had affected other campuses and industry.

For example,

early in 1942 the difficulty of hiring and maintaining nonacademic employees was brought to the attention of the
Regents (Regents Minutes, 1942, #425, p. 3). In 1943 nonacademic employees were leaving the University to accept
higher paying positions in business and industry (Regents
Minutes, 1942, p. 4). However, the one ingredient which
confronted other institutions but which was absent at The
University of Texas at Austin was the direct pressure from
unions (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21, 1988)
("CIO announces 200 Texas plants," 1946, p. 1).
The two major factors which led to a study of the
personnel practices at The University of Texas at Austin and
eventually hastened the formation of a non-academic personnel office included:

(a) the rapid enrollment increase from

1946 to 1948 (Webb, 1952, p. 822) (Clark, 1956, p. 35), and
the concurrent increase in non-academic employees which
resulted in a time-consuming volume of hand-posted personal
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transactions (C. T. Clark, personal communication, April 21,
1988) ; and (b) the inability of the administration to accurately determine the amount of funds to request from the
legislature for raises (Regents Minutes, 1945, #456, p. 4).
The University of Texas at El Paso non-academic personnel department was established after several years of
encouraging by the System Personnel Advisor (Clark, 1956, p.
245) (Budget, 1959-1960, p. 8).
Recommendations
The purpose of this portion of the study is to present
recommendations for improvements which seem to be indicated
by the findings of the study.
As the study describes, many influences have impacted
the evolvement of non-academic personnel departments in
higher education and at The University of Texas at Austin.
As a result of conducting this study and describing the
reactions to these influences, it is my recommendation that
a study be conducted of the organizational placement of the
personnel officer to determine if the level of organizational assignment given to the personnel function makes a
difference in whether or not the organization is proactive
or reactive in responding to non-academic personnel matters.
It is also highly suggested that new or developing
institutions of higher education establish personnel departments to service the needs of their employees in order to
insure that all applicable laws, rules, and regulations are
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complied with and to insure that non-academic personnel are
adequately supported in their efforts to achieve the goals
of the institution.
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