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Senator Vic Fisher 

Senate Staff 

Pouch V, State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fisher:

On behalf of the Anchorage Chapter of the National Organization for 

Women, I wish to comment on Senate Bill No. 193, Senate Bill No.104, 

and Senate Bill No. 248.

Senate Bill No. 193 entitled: "An Act amending the State Personnel 

Act (AS 39.25); and providing for an effective date."

A proposed amendment, change in language page 14, line 22,

Proposed language would be (line 21) "...discrimination due to race, sex, 

color, religion, national origin, age, marital status, change in marital 

status, handicap, or any other non-merit reason." These changes would 

strengthen this non-discrimination statement. Employment status should 

not bo inhibited by a persons marit)1 situation or other reasons not effecting 

their work performance.

Senate Bill No. 248 is a good bill and will strengthen equal employment 

opportunities for both woir.̂ n and minorities within the executive branch.

This bill has our support.

Senate Bill No. 104 is unacceptable. Historically veteran's preference 

legislation has proven to have a negative impact on women in the job 

market. The variation in numbers of women who qualify for veteran's 

benefits as compared to the numbers of men is an inhibiting factor to 

equal employment opportunities for women.

...after the word age,... strike "or",

...insert "marital status, changes in marital status," 

...continue with "handicap,"

...insert "or any other non-merit reason."

Your consideration of these comments is app. aciated.

5 i n r o i ' o l  v/

Madeline G. Holdorf 

President

cc: Labor Committee

Anchorage Chapter, National 

Organization for Women

The Equnl Rights 
Amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution

Srr.-. 3



SEMATE BILL 104

AME3MS27T

S t o V r a c l t

Page 2, Line 6: After the word "crsalifications," insert "and all other
things pertinent to position s tat'as"

Page 2, Line 8 through 10: After the word "reteran", delete r e m i n d e r  of 
the sentence and insert the fol&owing sentenceV "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 time for another position within the same job 
classification exclusive of an area of promotion."

Page 2, Line 12: Delete "90" and insert "181"
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A Survey of 
Veterans' Preference Legislation 

in the States

By Charles E. Davis

FOR NEARLY 40 YEARS, the American m ilita ry veteran 
has benefited from  governm ental personnel policies 
designed to provide com pensation for services rendered 
and disrupted career plans.1 The Veterans' Preference Act 
of 1944, for example, boosted em ploym ent opportun ities 
of veterans seeking jobs in the federal governm ent by add­
ing individuals honorab ly discharged from active duty in 
the armed services or the ir dependents to the list of those 
eligible for preference.

Benefits ranged from  absolute preference fo r selected 
positions (e.g., guards, elevator operators, messengers 
and custodians) to  the addition o f five points to  any non- 
Jisabled veteran achieving a passing score on a civil ser­
vice exam. It also provided preferential treatm ent for 
veterans in any subsequent reductions-in-force. U nder 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Act o f 1956, these privileges 
were extended to peacetime veterans serving as little as 
six m onths o f m ilita ry  service. The impac1. o f these laws is 
illustrated by some recent statistics cited by Alan K. Camp­
bell. A lthough veterans com prise only one fourth  of the 
e lig ible w orkers in the U nited States, they make up 50 pe r­
cent o f the federal w ork  force and hold 65 percent of the 
top c iv "  service positions.1

Despite the con tinu ing  im portance o f veterans' 
preference legislation (hereafter referred to as VPL) in af­
fecting the recru itm ent, selection, prom otion and tenure 
of federal pub lic  employees, state-related developm ents 
have received little  attention from  personnel analysts or 
students of the adm inistrative process. These trends merit 
a fu rthe r look for tw o  principal reasons. W h ile  much o f 
the state veterans' preferentia l legislation is patterned after 
federal initiatives, there is, nevertheless, considerable 
diversity in the num ber and variety o f benefits offered. For 
example, most states require reem ploym ent rights for 
veterans in th e ir p rem ilita ry  vocation, preferred status vis- 
a-vis nonveteran pub lic  employees should reduction-in- 
force becom e necessary, and absolute preference for

Charles C. Davij  is Assistant Piofessor in th e  Departm ent o f  Public M a n ­
ag em ent  at Suffolk University  in Boston,

selected jobs usually associated w ith  a bureau or d ivision 
o f veterans' affairs. In addition, however, a few  states have 
granted bonus points for prom otional considerations or 
em ploym ent privileges for the spouse o f a nondisabled 
veteran as well as various idiosyncratic practices scattered 
throughout the country'.

It is evident that state policymakers w ill be faced w ith  
serious questions regarding the com patib ility  o f already 
generous VPL with an increasing num ber of w om en and 
m inorities seeking public em ploym ent. Ir.rorm ation about 
the kinds of benefits available to veterans in various states 
w ould better enable public officials to  balance such d iffe r­
ing values as "rew ard  for p rio r m ilitary sacrifice and/or 
service”  w ith  "e q u ity "  *nd  "m e r it"  in the process o f 
making personnel-related decisions. The central purpose 
of this article is to provide a brief analysis o f state laws af­
fecting the em ploym ent prospects o f veterans. O f par­
ticular concern is the relative generosity o f each state in 
awarding preference benefits to veterans and the 
sociodem ographic characteristics w hich differentiate 
more liberal states from  those provid ing fewer benefits.

Findings

To make valid comparisons about the relative strength 
o f veterans' preference legislation, an index was co n ­
structed fo r each state (see Table 1). The criteria used in 
the calculation of these indices included appointm ent or 
prom otional preference for nondisabled veterans in 
selected jobs (1 point), absolute preference or bonus 
points fo r all or most jobs under classification (2 points), 
and bonus points for prom otions in all or most civil ser­
vice jobs (2 points). A like num ber o f points were also 
awarded \ i  each category if  the spouse of a nondisabled 
veteran w ere granted similar privileges. The cum ulative 
scores ranged from  no points (Delaware) to six points (In­
diana and N ew Jersey), and a slight m ajority of the states 
(26) emerged w ith  a threo-point total.

The next step was to determ ine w hether states p ro ­
viding generous veterans' preference benefits had any 
distinctive political or dem ographic features. As Table 2

tea
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indicates, the  strength of the state VPL index was some­
w hat m ore pronounced in the M idwest and Northeast, 
w h ile  W estern states w ere least like ly to provide veterans 
w ith  statutory advantages for public employment. For ex­
ample, A rizona and N ew  M exico give preference to vet­
erans seeking em ploym ent in their respective bureaus of 
veterans' affairs, bu t do not extend these privileges to  in­
clude jobs classified under state civil service. No Western 
states awarded absolute preference or bonus points tor 
prom otions w ith in  the state civil service, and only M on­
tana perm itted the addition o f bonus points to  the test 
scores of a veteran's fam ily members. A small num ber of 
Northeastern and M idw estern states, on the other hand, 
were inclined to adopt these measures.

O f equal im portance are the socioeconomic and dem o­
graphic characteristics o f state governmental jurisdictions. 
Stales ranking high on the VPL index tend to be more 
populous, w ealth ier on a per capita basis, and less recep­
tive to the influence o f interest groups (see Table 2). These 
results w o u ld  appear to contradict the more com m on- 
sensical v ie w  that m ilitary life and the well-being o f its 
personnel nave always been held in greater esteem in the 
m ore trad itiona l parts o f the coun try— i.e., the South and 
the West. O ne might presume that veterans w ould  benefit 
not only from  the good w ill and political support of 
Southern legislators w ie ld ing  positions of authority in the 
armed services comm ittees o f the U.S. House o f Repre­
sentatives and the Senate, but also a favorable political 
clim ate w h ich  has resulted in the disproportionate alloca­
tion  o f federal m ilitary installations in the South.’ Under 
these c ircum stances, p o litica lly  conservative state 
legislators w ould  perceive veterans' preference benefits 
not as social welfare legislation but as the just i "w ards for 
individual m ilitary service or sacrifice.

A more plausible interpretation of these findings, 
however, directs attention to the perception o f veterans 
by state legislators as a significant political constituency. 
The negative relationship found between interest group 
strength in the states and the provision o f generous 
veterans' preference benefits suggests that legislative suc­
cess does not result from  the organizational or lobbying 
skills of veterans organizations, such as the American 
Legion, the Veterans o f Foreign Wars or the Disabled 
Veterans. As Levitan and Cleary have indicated, these 
groups have tended to play a more passive role in the 
legislative process, preferring to rely on the judgm ent of 
elected policym akers fo r the appropriate level o f benefits 
received.4 It thus aprears that support for VPL may be less 
a function o f group m obilization than the realization by 

individual politica l candidates o f the electoral benefits to 
be gained from  appeals to the interests of veterans and 

their families.

Discussion

The survey results indicate that the number and variety 
o f veterans' preference laws in the s t„cs  are affected by 
such dem ographic factors as population size, region, per

capita incom e and interest group strength. Veterans seek 
ing em ploym ent in state government are likely to  com ­
pete w ith  relatively greater advantage in the more 
populous, wealthier states of the Midwest and the N orth­
east.

Although it is beyond the scope o f this paper to provide 
a detailed analysis o f th t  interrelationships between 
veterans' preference and other personnel issues o f con­
cern to state decisior-makers, a number o f policy im plica­
tions and suggestions for further research bear m ention. 
Veterans' preference affects nearly all phases of personnel 
management, but it is obviously the selection o f public 
employees w hich has provoked t ie  most serious con­
troversy. All states classified as "m e d iu m " or "h ig h "  on 
the VPL index gave nondisabled veterans at least a five- 
point bonus on civil service exams— a practice which is 
viewed w ith a measure o f disdain by civil service 
reformers favoring strict adherence to m erit principles as 
well as supporters o f affirmative action programs w ho feel 
that m inorities and wom en have long been excluded from  
responsible government jobs. An additional irritant to af­
firmative action proponents is the awarding o f bonus 
points to  veterans for prom otional purposes by a few  o f 
the more generously inclined states. Clearly, more re­
search on he impact o f veterans' preference laws on 
the p ro p o rtn n  of m inorities ar.d women hired by state 
government t.n relation to lite ir numbers in the general 
population or i ^ v a n t  labor markets) w ould be o f interest 
to elected public officials as well as manpower analysts.’

To a .lesser degree, state VPL is o f concern to 
nonveteran members o f 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 to  the seniority p rinc i­
ple, w h ich  is viewed by many labor officials as the fairest 
method of deciding w ho benefits (as well as w ho loses— a 
point often made by affirmative action proponents). 
Ultimately, policymakers hoping to achieve the allocation 
of human resources in an equitable and efficient manner 
w ill have to confront the necessity of trade-offs. The 
reconciliation of such diverse values as "re w a rd ," 
"m e rit,"  "e q u ity ,"  and "organizational tenure" into an 

integrated policy framework is an undertaking deserving a 
prom inent place on th t  research agenda of the 1980s.

Notes

1. The most  conc ise  treatm ent o I veterans '  preference legislation in the 
federal b o vcrnm ent is found in O .  G lenn  Stahl, Public Personnel A d ­
ministration. r,th ed .  (New York, N . ' \ :  H arper  A. Row, 1971), pp. 137-43,

2. Alan K. Campbell ,  "Civil Scr/ ice  Reform; A New  C o m m itm en t ,’’ 
Public A dm in istra tion  Review, 3fl (March/April 1978), pp.  99-103,

3. Nicholas Henry, ru b h c  A dm inistration a nd  Public Allairs, 2nd  ed. 
(Englewood Cliffs, M.|.: Prentice-Hall , 19H0), p. 420.

4. 5ar Levitan and  Karen A. Cleary, O ld  Wars Remain Unfinished: The 
Veterans’ Benefit System  (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1973), p. 15.

5 The au thor has begu n  such  a task in a n  enploratory fashion; see, 
e.g.. Charles E. Davis, "V ete rans '  Preference. Affirmative Action, and  
Public Employment,”  a paper  p resen ted  at the  19So annual  meeting of 
the Southwest Political Science Association in Houston.
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Table 1 '
THE RELATIVE STRENGTH O F STATE VETERANS' PREFERENCE LEGISLATION

Veterans' Preference Benefits

Selec ted  positions Civil Service positions

Sta les (a)

A p p o in tm en t  
preference  
or bonus  

points

A p p o in tm e n t  
p reference  or 
bonus poin ts  

(ve tera n ’s 
relatives)

Preference 
or bonus 
po in ts for 

prom otions

A p p o in tm en t  
preference  
or bonus  

points

Preference or 
bonus poin ts  

(ve teran’s 
relatives)

Preference 
or bonus  
points lor 
prom otion

Total 
p o in ts  (b)

A l a b a m a ..................... 1. 1 2 • » A
A r i z o n a ..................... , , , , 2 2
A r k a n s a s .................. • ■ • • • • • , , 2 . . * • 2
C a l i f o r n i a ................... ........... 1 , , 2 , . • t 3
C o l o r a d o ..................... ..........  1 • • 2 3
C o n n e c t i c u t ............. 2 2 A
D e la w a r e ..................... , , . , , .
F lo r id a .......................... ........... 1 , , . , 2 , , 3
G e o r g i a ........................ 1 . • 2 • . » a <
I d a h o ............................. . . 2 « • i
I l l in o i s .......................... ..........  1 i 2 • t A
I n d i a n a ........................
I o w a ............................. ..........  1

1 2
2

2 1 • •

K a n s a s .......................... , , , , 2 . , 3
K e n t u c k y . . .  _____ ..........  1 • • 2 • • s

Lou is ian a  .................. # a 2 , , « 1 3
M a i n e .......................... ..........  1 , # , * 2 2 • ♦
M a ry la n d  .................. ..........  1 , , . , 2 • . • • 3
M a s s a c h u s e t t s ........... , . , , 2 . , 3
M i c h i g a n ..................... . .  . 1 2 3
M i n n e s o t a .................. ........... 1 « • 2 . , 3
M ississippi ................ • « .» 2 3
M i s s o u r i ..................... . « , , 2 3
M o n t a n a ..................... 2 2 S
N e b r a s k a ..................... • • 1
N e v a d a ........................ ..........  1 2 3
N e w  H a m p s h i r e  . . . ..........  1 , , , , 2 3
N e w  J e r s e y ................ ..........  1 , , i 2 2
N e w  M e x i c o ............. ..........  1 . t , , , * . . 1
^ J e w V o r k .................. ..........  1 . . . t 2 2 S
N o r t h  C aro l ina 2 2 5
N o rth  D a k o t a ........... , , , , 2 , , , , 3
O h i o ............................. 1 2 . , , , A
O k l a h o m a .................. » . , » 2 . . , , 3
O r e g o n ....................... 1 2 3
P e n n s y lv a n ia ............. , # , , 2 . , 3
R h o d e  I s ' a n d ............. , t , f 2 , , 3
S o u th  C aro l ina , , , , 2 , , , # 3
S o u th  D a k o t a ........... « , , , 2 , , 2 5
T e n n e s s e e .................. 2 3
Texas ............................. i 2 , # A
U t a h ............................. # . i 2 , . , , A
V e r m o n t ..................... . « , , 2 *, 2
Virginia  ........................ • « , . 2 •«
W a s h in g to n  ............. 2 3
W es t  V i r g i n i a ........... , , , , 2 , , 3
W i s c o n s i n .................. . , , , 2 3
W y o m i n g .................. ____ 1 2 3

S o u tce:  U.S. C ong iess ,  C o m m it iee  o n  Vetera
(a) Alaska a n d  H awaii  w e re  ex c lu ded  from th 

States,  and  their e x p e r ien c e  with ve te rans’ p ie
(b) The criteria u sed  in the  ca lculat ion  of these 

point),  ab so lu te  p re fe ren ce  or b o n u s  points  for

Affairs, Slate V itera ns' Laws, House C o m m it tee  Print -to. 6, 9 f lh  C o n f e s s ,  1st sess,, 1979. 
nalysis. Their politics a ie  im b ue d  with cultural an d  ethi <c strains not typical of the contiguous United 

e n c e  legislation is comparatively  recent,
n dexes inc luded  ap po in tm en t  or promotional p re fe ien ce  I >r nondis. ibled  veterans in selected  jobs (one 
or most jobs u nd er  classification ( t*o  points), and  b on us  points  loi p rom otions  in all ot most civil ser­

vice |Obs (two points).  A like n u m b e r  of points  was also  a w ard e d  in ea ch  ca tegory  if the spouse  of a nondisab led  vete ran  were  granted  similar privileges. 
The decis ion  to  assign o n e  point or tw o  for a given benefit was based  on the num ber  of p eop le  likely to be  affected by such  legislation; for exam ple,  a 
s ta tu te  reserving the  d irec torsh ip  of a state veterans bureau  for military veterans svojld have little impact and  thus b e  assigned o n e  point.
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THE STRENGTH O F VETERANS' PREFERENCE LEGISLATION, INCOME RANK, POPULATION RANK, REGION, AND INTEREST C R O U P  LEVERAGE
Table 2

Stales

Strength o f  
veterans' p ref­

erence legislation (a)
Incom e  
rank (b )

Population  
rank lb) Region (c)

Interest
group

lew ra g e  (d)
A l a b a m a .......................... 46 21 3 high
A rizo na  ............................ 26 32 4 high
A rk an sas  ....................... .. SO 33 3 high
C a l i f o r n ' a .......................... 7 1 4 high
C o l o r a d o .......................... 12 28 4 low
C o n n e c t i c u t ..................... 3 24 1 low
D e la w are  . . .  ................ 15 48 1 m e d iu m
f l o r i d a ............................... 14 8 3 high
C eo rg ia  ............................. 37 14 3 high
I d a h o .................................. 36 41 4
I l l i n o i s ............................... 8 5 2 m ed iu m
I n d i a n a ............................... 29 12 2 low
I o w a .................................... 22 25 2 high
K a n s a s ............................... 20 31 2 m e d iu m
K e n t u c k y .......................... 43 23 3 high
L o u i s i a n a .......................... 49 20 3 high *
M a i n e .................................. 44 38 1 high
M a r y l a n d .......................... 4 18 3 m e d iu m
M a s s a c h u s e t t s ................ 16 10 1 m e d iu m
M i c h i g a n .......................... 17 7 2 high
M in n e so ta  ....................... 19 19 2 high
M is s i s s ip p i ....................... 51 29 3 high
M i s s o u r i ............................. 33 15 2 low
M o n ta n a  .......................... 31 43 4 high
N e b r a s k a .......................... 27 35 2 high
N e v a d a ............................... 6 47 4 m e d iu m
N e w  H a m p s h i r e ........... 32 42 1
N e w  J e r s e y ....................... 5 9 1 low
N e w  M e x ic o ..................... 12 37 4 high
N e w  Y o r k .......................... 11 . 2 1 m e d iu m
N o r th  C a r o l in a ................ 41 11 3 high
N o r th  D a k o ta .................. 9 46 2
O h i o .................................... 24 6 2 m ediu m
O k l a h o m a ....................... 39 27 3 high
O r e g o n ............................... 21 30 4 • high
P e n n s y l v a n i a .................. «0 30 4 1 m e d iu m
R h od e  I s l a n d .................. 25 39 1 low
S ou th  C a r o l i n a ................ 45 26 3 high
Soutii  D a k o t a .................. 35 45 2 m ediu m
Ten ne ssee  ........................ 42 17 3 high
T e x a s ....................... ........ 34 3 3 high
U t a h .................................... 38 36 4 m ediu m
V e r m o n t ............................. 40 49 1 m edium
Virginia ............................. 18 13 3 m ediu m
W a s h i n g t o n ..................... 13 22 4 high
W est  V i r g in i a .................. 47 34 3 m e d iu m
W iscons in  ........................ , , 16 2 high
W y o m i n g .......................... .. 23 50 4 low

(a) The following crtu-.ij weic employed lo classify stales at "weak," "moderate." or "strong": tlx allocation of appointment picfeience to nondisablrd veterans or their 
relatives lor selected jobs (1 point), the allocationofprefercnce or bonus points to nondisabled veterans or their relatives for promotions in selected jobs (I point), the allocation 
of appointment prefiience or bonus points lo veterans and their relatives (or jobs classified under state civil service 12 points), and the allocation of preference or bonus points 
(or promotions lo mmdisabled -.'Cletjns for civil service jobs (2 points). Slates receiving a cumulative score ol two points or less were classified as "weak,' those with three 
points were termed "moderate," and the "strong" stales had more than three points,

(b) These figures were obtained from the 1977 Cityjnd County Data Book (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of l ie Census).
|c) Stales were grouped into (our regional categories: 1—Northeast, 2—Midwest, .’.-South, 4 —West. The clarification scheme was adopted from studies conducted by the 

Center for Political Studies at the University ol Michigan.
(d) The measure ol interest group strength used here is actually a composite index based on three variables—strength ol party comjsetilion, legislative cohesion, and the 

socioeconomic variables o( the urban population (including per capita income and the percentage o! the population employed in occupations other than agriculture, forestry, 
and fishing). This inde* was adopted Irom L. Harmon Zeif .tr and Hendrick van Dalen, "Interest Groups in the American Stales." in Herbert Jacob and Kenneth N. Vines, eds, 
Politics in the American States, 2nd edition (Boston, Mats.: Little, Btciwn A Co., 1971), p. ' 27.
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