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FOR NEARLY 40 YEARS, the American military veteran
Has benefited from governmental personnel policies
designed to provide compensation for services rendered
and disrupted career plans.* The Veterans' Preference Act
of 1944, for example, boosted employment opportunities
of veterans seeking jobs in the federal government by add-
ins individuals honorably discharged from active duty in
the armed services or their dependents to the list of those
eligible for preference.

Benefits ranged from absolute preference for selected
positions (e.g., guards, elevato* operators, messengers
and custodians) to the addition of five points to any non-
disabled veteran achieving a passing score on a civ ser-
vice exam. It also provided preferential treatment for
veterans in any subsequent reductions in-force. Under
the Veterans’ Readjustment Act of 1966, these privileges
were extended to peacetime veterans serving as little as
six months of military service. The impact of these laws is
illustrated by some recent statistics cited by Alan K Camp-
bell. Although veterans comprise only one fourth of the
eligible workers in the United States, they make up 50 per-
cent of the federal work force and hold 65 percent of the
top civil service positions.'

Despite the continuing importance of veterans*
preference legislation (hereafter referred to as VPI) in af-
fecting the recruitment, selection, promotion and tenure
of federal public employees, state-related developments
have received little attention from persor nel analysts or
students of the administrative pi xess. The « trends merit
a further look for two principal reasons. While much of
the state veterans' preferential legislation is patterned after
federal initiatives, there is. nevertheless considerable
diversity in the number and variety of bene! ts offered. For
example, most states require reemploymtni rights for
veterans in their premilitary vocation, prefrrrvxf status vis-
a-v s nonveteran public emp'oyee* should reduction-m-
force become necessary, and absolute preference for
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selected jobs usually associated with a bureau or division
of veterans' affairs. In addition, however, a few states have
granted bonus points for promotional considerations or
employment privileges for the spouse of a nondisabled
veteran as well as various idiosyncratic practices scattered
throughout the country.

It is evident that state policymakers will be faced with
serious questions regarding the compatibility of already
generous VPL with an increasing number of women and
minorities seeking public employment. Information about
the kinds of benefits available to veterans in various states
would better enable public officials to balance such differ-
ing values as "reward for prior military sacrifice and/or
service” with "equity” and "merit” in the process of
makirg personnel-related decisions. The central purpose
of this article is to provide a brief analysis of state laws af-
fecting the employment prospects of veterans. Of par-
ticular concern is the relative generosity of each state in
awarding preference benefits to veterans and the
sociodemographic characteristics which differentiate
more liberal states from those providing fewer benefits.

Findings

To make valid comparisons about the relative strength
of veterans' preference legislation, an index was con-
structed for each state (see Table 1). The criteria used in
the calculation of these indices included appointment or
promotional preference for nondisabled veterans in
selected jobs (I point), absolute preference or bonus
points for all or most jobs under classification (2 points),
and bonus points for promotions in all or most civil ser-
vice jobs (2 points). A like number of points were also
awarded in each category if the spouse of a nondisablcd
veteran were granted similar privileges. The cumulative
scores ranged from no points (Delaware) to six points (In-
diana and New fersey). and a slight major,ty of the states
(2>) e. crged with a three-point total.

The next step was to determine whether stales pro-
viding generous veterans* preference benefits had any
distinctive political or demographic features. As Table 2



indicates, the strength of the state VPL index was some-
what more pronounced in the Midwest and Northeast,
while Western stater were least likely to provide veterans
with statutory advauages for public employment. For ex-
ample, Arizona and New Mexico give preference to vet-
erans seeking employment in their respective bureaus of
veterans’ affairs, but do not extend these privileges to in-
clude jobs classified under state civil service. No Western
states awarded absolute preference or bonus points for
promotions within the state civil service, and only Mon-
tana permitted the addition of bonus points to the test
scores of a veteran's family members. A small number of
Northeastern and Midwestern states, on the other hand,
were inclined to adopt these measures.

Of equal importance are the socioeconomic and demo-
graphic characteristics of state governmental jurisdictions.
States ranking high on the VPL index tend to be more
populous, wealthier on a per capita basis, and less recep-
tive to the influence of interest groups (see Table 2). These
resuhs would appear to contradict the more common-
sensical view that military life and the well-being of its
personnel have always been held in greater esteem in the
more traditional parts of the country—.e., the South and
the West One might presume that veterans would benefit
not only from the good will and political support of
Southern legislators wielding positions of authority in the
armed services committees of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate, but also a favorable political
climate which has resulted in the disproportionate alloca-
tion of federal military installations in the South.1Under
these circumstances, politically conservative state
legislators would perceiv* veterans' preference benefits
rot as social welfare legislation but as the just rewards for
individual military ser\jce or sacrifice.

A more plausible interpretation of these findings,
however, directs attention to the perception of veterans
by state legislators as a significant political constituency.
The negative relationship found between interest group
strength in the states and the provision of generous
veterans' preference benefits suggests that legislative suc-
cess does not re.uh from the organizational or lobbying
skills of veterans organizations, such as the American
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars or the Disabled
Veterans. As Levitan and Cleary have indicated, these
groups base tended to play a more passive role in the
legislative process, preferring to icly on the judgment of
elected policymakers for the appropriate level of benefits
received * It thus appears that support for VPl may be less
a function of group mobilization than the realization by
individual political candidates of the electoral benefits to
be gamed from appeals to the interests of veterans and

then (amities.

O'scussion

The survey resuhs indicate that the number and variety
of veterans* pre'erence laws m the stales are affected by
such demographic (actors as population size. ieg«on, per
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capita inccme and interest group strength. Veterans seek-
ing employment in stati government are likely to com-
pete with relatively g'*Ver advantage In the more
populous, wealthier states of the Midwest and the North-
east.

Although it is beyond the scope of this paper to piovide
a detailed analysis of the interrelationships between
veterans’ preference and other personnel issues of con-
cern to state decision-makers, a number of policy implica-
tions and suggestions for further research bear mention.
Veterans' preference affects nearly all phases of personnel
management, but it is obviously the selection of public
employees which has provoked the most serious con-
troversy. All states classified as "medium™ or "high™" on
the VPI index gave nondisabled veterans at least a five-
point bonus on civil service exams—a practice which is
viewed with a measure of disdain by civil service
reformers favoring strict adherence to merit principles as
well as supporters of affirmative action programs who feel
that minorities and women have long been excluded from
responsible government jobs. An additional irritant to af-
firmative action proponents is the awarding of bonus
points to veterans for promotional purposes by a few of
the more generously inclined states. Clearly, more re-
search on the impact of veterans' preference laws on
the proportion of minorities and women hired by state
government (in relation to their numbers in the general
population or relevant labor markets) would be of interest
to elected public officer* « well *>manpower analysts.*

To a .lesser degree, state VPL is of concern to
nonveteran members of public unions or employee
associations. Any advantages enjoyed by ex-veteran
public employees in regard to promotions or reductions-
in-force may be viewed as contrary toth' tr - -*vo'inci-
pie, which it viewed by many labor off' - ,, 0K
method of deciding who benefits (as well as who »*«s—a
point often made by affirmative aciion proponents).
Ultimately, policymakers hoping to achieve the allocation
of human resources in an equitable and efficient manner
will have to confront the necessity of trade offs. The
reconciliation of such diverse values as "reward,"
"merit," "equity," and "organizational tenure" into an
integrated policy framewoo isan undertaking deserving a
prominent place on the rese”™'ch agenda of the 1900s.
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' Table 2
THE STRENCTH OF VEL  ANS* PREFERENCE LEGISLATION INCOME RANK, POPULATION RANK, REGION, AND INTEKEST CROUP LEVERAGE
Strength of Interest
K veterans' pret- Income ) group
]|CS Region A
Alabama.................. 46 21 3 high
Arizona .........cceueen.. 26 3P 4 high
Arkansas 50 33 3 high
California 7 1 4 high
Colorado 12 26 4 low
Connecticut............ 1 24 1 low
Delaware................ IS 46 1 medium
Florid* 14 6 3 high
Ceorgia - 37 14 3 high
Idaho....c.cceveennennns 36 1 4 )
6 5 2 medium
29 12 2 low
2 25 2 high
Aaeaic.aooao.. 20 31 : medium
Kentucky......c.......... 43 23 3 high
Louisiana ... ....... 4* 20 3 high .
Maine....cccoeeeeeeeeennns 44 36 1 high
Maryland.................. 4 18 3 medium
Massachusetts........... 16 10 1 medium
Michigan .........c....... 17 7 2 high
Minnesota  ............ 19 19 2 high
Mississippi......cccoveennes 51 29 3 high
MisSSOUri...cccc. veeenns 33 13 2 low
Montana................ 3l 43 4 high
Nebraska.................. 27 35 2 h,gh
Nevada........c.cccveennns 6 47 4 medium
New Hampshire....... R 42 1 .o
5 9 1 low
New Meiico.............. 12 37 4 h,,h
mew YorK......ocoeeeenns 1 2 1 medium
North Carolina.......... 4 n 3 high
North Dakota........... 9 46 2 ea
(O3 o W 1o I 24 6 2 medium
Oklahoma 0 27 3 lugh
Oregon.....ccceeeeneennnn. 21 30 a « high
P« tnsyfvania ........... ° 30 4 1 medium
Rhode Island ........... 23 *9 1 low
South Carolina........... 45 -6 3 high
South Dakota........... 3 15 2 medium
Tennessee................ 42 17 3 high
Tetas A 3 3 kgh
Utah 3l 36 4 medium
Vermont............. .. 40 49 1 medium
Virginia.........ccoeeeenee. 19 13 1 medium
Washington.............. 13 2 4 Ngh
st Virgjinia ........... 47 >4 3 medium
B e - 16 2 h*h
Wyor_i_1\i/r\g ................ 23 50 4 low
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Page 2, Line 6: After the vaord "qualifications,””insert "and all other
thiags pertinent to position status”

Page 2, L-ine 8 through 10: 1ifter the word "reteran", delete remainder of
the sentence and insert the following ser.ter.ee? "If a veteran or disabled
veteran desires to waive his additional preference points for an entry
position into the classfied service, he ray, at his discretion, use

those points at a leter tire for another position witliin the same job
classification exclusive of an area of promotion."

Page 2, Line 12: Delete "20" and insert "181"
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IJISCM. NOTE

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. SB 104 )

jitle  An act relating to veteran's preference in Slate employment

Requested hv Senator Bradley Pat,, January zb, I*ril

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Administration

Program Category Affected General Governrent

BRU, Program, or Subprogram)s) Affected Personnel

(Note If more than one budget component is affected, separate linc*item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 32 FY83 FY84 FYB85 FYss

%E}F&%C%I}IAL SERVICES _ 498 . 548 tC.2 66.3 12.9
CONTRACTUAL 8.1 8.9 9.9 10.8 11.9
COMMODITIES 6 1 -1 8 -9
FXUIPMFNT 7.0 O _ o0 c 0
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS. FTC

TOTAL 65.5 04.4 70.8 7.9 85.7

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 65.5 64.4 70.8 1.5 85.7
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME 1 1 1

PART TINE T L .
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Eiwal \"Ic Preparation Instructions. Section III)

The statutory time requirement In proposed AS 39.25.185 éa ) and the necessary
procedures to insure the proper executive of AS 39.25.1 4 and

requires the addition of a Personnel Technician to the J uneau cert|f|cat|ons unit
of the Division of Personnel and clerical supprrt In both the Juneau and Anchorage
Off|ce? FY 82 costs Include initial equipment work stations. FY 83 éln following
are Intlated P Spaces costs at 2.7 per position are also include

Agencies to which the Division of Personnel has delegate certification authority will
also be effected.

Michael P. Icl'ullen
V. DATL PRI PARL1) BY
AGINCY oivmw or pfrwffngr
Original Lcgnbini Im.ma phone

CC:

Dudcct and Manirv &m

Prune SpinwH «ltrt |.«djiur Named)
Senator Dr.idlc>
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