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The Equal Employment Opportunity
Act (EEOA) passed by Congress in 1972
extended Title VII of the Civil Rights
A ct of 1964 to state and local
governments. 1 Their record of
widespread
discrimination was
documented in the 1969 report of the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, For
All the People, By All the People. The
1972 act prohibits state and local
governments from discriminating in
employment on the qases of non-merit
factors such as race, color, religion, sex,
and national origin, and authorizes the
courts to enjoin unlawful employment
practices and to order affirmative rei ief
as deemed appropriate, including back
pay for up to two years prior to the
filing of a charge. Furthermore, state
and local governments now have to
devise innovative and positive affirmative
action programs to recruit, employ, and
advance minorities.
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY IN
VIRGINIA

The state's affirmative action program
1The author would like to express his
appreciation and gratitude to Mr. David
McCloud, Equal Employment Opportunity
Coordinator, and to Ms. Margaret Osei, Equal
Em p I oyment Analyst, State Division of
Person nel, who supplied
much of the
information for this article. Special thanks are
also in order for Mr. John Garber, Director,
State Division of Personnel, and Mr. William
Robertson,
formerly
Governor Holton's
executive assistant for minority economic
development.
Because of space limitations, material in
the text based on these interviews and on
Governor Holton's papers in the state library
is not footnoted.

became publ ic pol icy on January 1,
1973, at a time when political change
was already beginning to loosen the old
racial rigidities. Some of the factors
which had a liberalizing effect on
employment practices were the
emergence of two-party politics, the
wane of massive resistance, the increased
influence of urban areas due to
reapportionment, the abolition of the
poll tax, and the election of a number
of blacks to political offices. The
election of Linwood Holton as governor
in 1969 both reflected these trends and
served as the catalytic agent for the new
policy.
Governor
Holton, the first
Republican chief executive elected this
century, brought to the governorship a
new perspective on racial matters. On
his first day in office, he sent a letter to
all state employees asking them to
practice fair employment for all citizens
of the Commonwealth and declaring, "I
will not tolerate nor wi II any state
official tolerate racial or ethnic prejudice
in the hiring and promotion of
employees in the State Government."
He stressed the same motif in his
address to the General Assembly by
recogn izing racial discrimination as a
problem. He urged the lawmakers and
all Virginians to make the state a model
in the area of race relations. During his
first years, blacks were employed at
levels not previously held, and he
appointed over thirty of them to state
boards once reserved for whites.
Moreover, he appointed an executive
ass is tan t for
min 0 r it y e co nom ic
deve lopment.
The issuance of a formal affirmative
action plan can be traced to two
developments. One was the pressure
being put on agencies receiving federal
grants-in-aid by the U.S. Civil Service

Com mission. These identifiable
administrative units were required to
have equal employment programs by
July 1, 1972. John W. Garber, Director
of the Division of Personnel, Office of
the Governor, appointed a committee
comprised of representatives from these
agencies to develop such an inclusive
plan.
The second development came in
March 1972 with the signing by former
President Nixon of the Equal
Employment Opportunity Act, with its
requirement that all states must adopt
and
imp Ie me nt affirmative action
programs. Subsequently the Virginia
committee mentioned above underwent
an expansion in size, including the
addition of a black and a female-the
first time those groups had been
represented on the committee. The
committee then decided to develop a
uniform plan for all agencies, and on
June 21, 1972 reached unanimous
agreement on the full proposal.
Faced with the July 1 deadline from
the U.S. Civil Service Commission, the
agencies affected implemented the
proposed affirmative action plan
immediately. Other administrative units
were adv ised to awa it the action of
Governor Holton, who wanted as many
public and private groups as possible to
review the document prepared by the
committee. Upon the recommendation
of the Minority Economic Development
Advisory Committee, Governor Holton
also had the proposed plan reviewed by
the
U.S.
Equal
Employment
Opportunity Commission, despite
opposition from some state officials.
Reviews were also conducted by such
groups as the Virginia Commission on
the Status of Women and the Fairfax
County Commission on Women. As a
result, the affirmative action proposal
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was appreciably strengthened and a
number of administrative impediments
removed.
The EEO plan, promulgated by the
governor on December 27, 1972 as
Executive Order Number Twenty-Nine,
was divided into two sections. The first
established
equal employment
opportunity as the policy of the
Co mmonwealth and the second, a
procedural framework for implementing
it. The policy statement reads:
It shall be the policy of the
Commonwealth of Virginia to
maintain and promote equal
employment opportunity.
Appointments and tenure are
based upon merit and fitness
without regard to sex, age, race,
religion, national origin, political
affiliation, or other non-merit,
[non] job-related-factors.
There followed then eleven sub-sections
focused on various aspects of personnel
administration covered by the policy
statement.
The procedural section of the
executive order established four separate
but interrelated levels to administer the
plan. The director of the Division of
Pe rsonnel was assigned the overall
responsibility for implementation. The
executive order required him to
disseminate the plan to all agency heads
and to report to the governor every
three months on progress in achieving
equal employment opportunity. He was
also authorized to institute changes
required for effective implementation.
Moreover, he was required to establish
the position of Equal Opportunity
Coordinator to function as his staff
assistant in implementing and
administering the plan and to serve as
executive secretary to the Equal
Emp_IQY!!1eQ~.9pportuf]ity Co~mi~t_ee.
Agency heads, the third level under
the order, were also assigned specific
tasks. The agency head was made
responsible for aggressively implementing
the E EO plan in his agency and
reporting as requested to the EEO
Committee and to the state director of
personnel concerning the progress and
effectiveness of the plan of action.
F i nally, the executive order
established an EEO Committee
composed of sixteen members selected
from state employees and the
Governor's Minority Economic
Development Advisory Committee. The
committee, appointed by the governor
to serve for two year terms, was to serve
as advisor to the director of personnel,
making periodic reviews and reports.
Additionally, the executive order set
forth a series of objective-oriented
programs designed to ach ieve equal ity in

TABLE 1
SALARY RANGE OF BLACK STATE EMPLOYEES, 1970-1973
January

0-4,999
5,000-9,999
10,000-14,999
15,000-19,999
20,000-24,999
25,000-99,999
Total

September

June

July

July

1970

1970

1971

1972

1973

5,000
2,840
282
0

4,432
3,289
403
96

4,622
4,102
386
91
15
1
9,217

4,782
4,647
479
103
26
5
10,042

2,946
7,116
722
145
39
5
10,973

(a)
(a)

8,122

(a)
(a)

8,220

aData in source not separately reported in these categories.
SOURCE: Information received from David McCloud, Equal Opportunity
Coordinator, State Division of Personnel.
a II aspects of pu bl ic personnel
Department of State Police. To assist
ad min istration- incl ud ing selection,
the governor in his reply to the
testing, pro motions, <;pmpensation,
a II egat ions, the State Division - of
supervision, and training. In reference to
Personnel assembled information on
each, a specific objective was formulated
employment by race, agency, and the
and the responsibility was assigned to
job title. The information was also made
one of the four units mentioned in the
avai lable to a research project on black
executive order. A target date was set
employment in the South which was
for the completion of the objective.
jointly funded by the Manpower
ANALYSIS OF BLACK EMPLOYMENT

The record of black employment by
the Commonwealth was generally
consistent with the 1969 report by the
Civil Rights Commission. However, by
the early sixties consideration was being
given to the notion of employing blacks
at responsible levels in the state
bureaucracy. One respondent recalls that
Governor Harrison, during the zenith of
racial demonstrations in Richmond and
elsewhere, told his department heads
that ultimately the state would be
employing blacks and that they should
start doing it at once. His successor,
Governor Godwi n, was even more
positive in wanting to expand equal
employment opportunity. He did more
in his first term than -- any--Hof his
predecessors, and he appointed blacks to
many of the traditionally white
policy-making boards. In a letter to the
governor in 1967, the director of the
Division of Personnel stressed the fact
that blacks were moving into white
collar positions in state service at a rate
roughly 6 percent greater than the
general rise in total black employment
fro m 1961 to 1967.
Even so, progress was painfully slow,
as was poi nted out in August 1969 by a
group of civil rights leaders meeting with
Governor Godwin
to protest
dis c rim ina tor y p r act icesin state
em p I0 yment, analyzed in a study
conducted by the Virginia Council on
Human Relations. The study focused on
the negative personnel practices in the
De pa rtm ent of Alcoholic Beverage
Control, the Department of Highways,
the Division of Motor Vehicles, and the

Administration of the U.S. Department
of Labor and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission.
The analysis of that data identified
approximately 1,956 occupational titles
in the state personnel system. 2 Blacks
were not employed in 1,539 of these
titles, and only one black was found in
140 others. Forty-eight job titles were
classified as traditional Negro jobs; that
is, jobs such as custodial, kitchen, and
low level hospital workers in which
more blacks are employed than whites.
About 40 percent of all blacks were
employed in these state jobs. Both racial
groups were employed in 229 or 11.7
percent of all occupational titles. Th irty
percent of blacks were working in the
Department -of -Mental Hygiene arid
Hospitals and its ten related institutions.
Three of the
hospitals were
predominantly black. Well over 59
percent of 8,706 unsk illed jobs in the
state personnel service were in mental
health. Blacks held over 45.2 percent of
these unskilled positions.
The report pointed out that the
Department of Highways, the largest
employer in the state, had the highest
percentage of skilled positions; over
one-half (54.1 percent) of all skilled
workers were employed there. Two
hundred fifty-eight or 5.7 percent were
black. This was 1 percent above the
point classified as token integration.'
Only 0.8 percent, however, were in the
2U.S.
Department of
Labor, Negro
Employment in the South: Volume Three,
State and Local Government (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), pp.
17-20.
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white collar, professional, and
supervisory categories. The field of
higher education included more than
100 blacks in the occupational titles of
assistant professors and instructors. All
except 23 were employed at the two
predominantly black colleges, Virginia
State and Norfolk State.
The report concluded that Virginia
was a state of anomal ies. Of the eighty
agencies which employed some skilled
labor and which were not the
aforementioned black institutions of
higher learning, thirty-seven did not
employ blacks at all, while thirty-four
others hired them in the same
proportion (9 percent) as there were
blacks who had finished high school.
The Commonwealth was also the
exception because one of the integrated
agencies was the highway department,
the largest employer of skilled workers
and generally the last to integrate.
Blacks were employed in a large number
of skilled occupational titles. The state
police represented the direct antithesis
with only two blacks in skilled
positions-one, a cook and the other, a
prison farm guard.
BLACK EMPLOYMENT IN THE HOLTON
ADMINISTRATION: 1970-1974

The gubernatorial leadership of
Linwood Holton was positively
correlated with the entry of blacks into
governmental service on the state level.
There were 8,168 blacks employed when
he became governor and 11,789 when
he ended his term, a quantitative
increase of 44 percent. State
employment increased from 52,959 to
66,737 during this same period of time.
Th is represented a tota I increase of 26
percent.
Blacks also made qualitative advances
during the Holton years. As Table 1
iiidicates, in January 1970 5,000 blacks
were in the lowest salary bracket as
compared to only 2,946 in July 1973,
the last full fiscal year of the Holton
administration. The next highest salary
bracket showed an increase from 2,840
to 7,116, the largest bracket for all
black employees. There were 282 black
employees in the third salary category in
January 1970, compared to 722 in July
1973.
The paucity of blacks in top and
middle management positions was
revealed in a comprehensive survey
conducted by the State Division of
Personnel and academicians from the
University of Virginia. The survey,
known as the Management Manpower
Assessment Survey (MMAS), was
financed with funds obtained under the
Fed era I Intergovernmental Personnel
Act. The designated survey audience
numbered 2,266, including gubernatorial

political executives; a total of 2,110
usable responses were received. Three
blacks were listed as top managers and
fifty-seven as middle managers, or about
3 percent of the total. The project
director recognized that this disparity is
probably due to several interrelated
factors, such as the lower percentage of
blacks with higher educational degrees as
compared to whites, competition from
private industry for educated blacks, and
the general unattractiveness of state
employment to blacks because of racial
disputes in past decades. Still, he
concluded:
Yet the fact that only three
blacks have gained access to top
management positions in state
government indicated that the
system of rules, standards,
procedures and attitudes that
infltuence the selection of managers
in state service have functioned
effectively to deny or deter
significant access of this group to
high management positions. 3
Returning to the overall pattern,
about 73 percent of all blacks in state
government in Ju Iy 1973 worked for the
ten largest agencies. Even among them,
however, there was considerable
variation in the number and proportion
of black employees. Thus the
Department of Highways had 815 blacks
(7.3 percent); Mental Hygiene and
Hospitals had 3,030 (36.3 percent);
Virginia Commonwealth University had
2,017 (37.1 percent); the University of
Virginia, 946 (19.1 percent); Virginia
Polytechnic Institute, 348 (8.7 percent);
State Department of Health, 440 {15.1
percent); Welfare and Institutions, 496
( 17.4 percent); Department of
Community Colleges, 209 (7.2 percent);
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, 386
(22.3 percent); and the Division of
Motor Vehicles, 219 (14.7 percent). The
departments of Mental Hygiene and
Hospitals, of Health, and of Welfare and
Institutions, of course, have for many
years been subject to certain federal
requirements in their personnel policies,
thus assuring some degree of equal
employment opportunity even before
Governor Holton's Executive Order
Number Twenty-Nine was issued.
The pattern in other state agencies as
of July 1, 1973 showed considerable
var iation in the percentage of bl ack
employees: Department of Labor and
Industry, 0.0; State Office of Emergency
Service, 0.0; Department of Agriculture
and Commerce, 3.0; Virginia
Employment Commission, 11.9; State
3Thomas L. Hadd, "Higher Managers in
Virginia State Government"
(Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Virginia, 1973), p.
71.

Department of Education, 12.0;
Department of Purchases and Supply,
13.0; Virginia Commission for Visually
Handicapped, 14.4; Division of Drug
Abuse Control, 15.0; and State Planning
and Community Affairs, 19.6.
When state employment of blacks is
viewed by functional areas, it appears
that agencies concerned with medical
care, higher education, welfare, and
minority group constituencies are more
likely to employ blacks. These agencies
are also likely to have the highest
number of unskilled positions. The data
reveal that agencies in the general areas
of finance, agriculture, and law
enforcement are less likely to have
representative numbers of blacks. For
example, in July 1973, the Department
of State Police had 1,423 employees, of
whom only 1.7 percent were black.
IMPROVING THE VIRGINIA AFFIRMATIVE
ACTION PROGRAM

The U.S. Civil Service Commission
has prepared a series of documents to
assist state and
local layers of
go vern men t i n for m u Iat i n g a nd
implementing programs thought to be
promotive of equal opportunity for all
and good management generally. Only a
few of the guidelines will be discussed
here.
Recruitment and selections. The
Commission places heavy reliance on the
efficaciousness of an open recruitment
system in the public sector. It calls for
recru itment efforts led and coordi nated
by the chief personnel agency in the
state government with the active support
of the program agencies. The system in
Virginia does not fully meet this
guideline, for the State Division of
Personnel performs only a minimal role
in this respect. Considerable opportunity
for subjectivity arises from the fact that
most operating agencies have separate
and sub s tan t i a I r e spo nsib iiity fo r
r e c r u it men t, e val u at ion of work
qualifications, employee selection, and
advancement. 4
Suchdecentral ized personnel actions
do not, however, take place in the
agencies also subject to federal merit
system requirements. The operating
agency or appointing officer has to
make the selection from a list of
eligibles certified by the Joint Merit
System Supervisor. Unlike the " ru le of
three" in the federal bureaucracy, these
state agencies must select one employee
from a "list of five." The Virginia Equal
Employment Opportunity Committee's
subcommittee on merit system and
te sting has asked the director of
personnel to make several changes in the
rules regarding these agencies to assure
4Hadd, p. 208.

equality for all applicants. One change
would alleviate many complaints made
to the EEO Coordinator by persons who
passed the appropriate test but were
never contacted. The appointing official
would be required to interview all
persons certified to him, to state the
reason for his final selection, and as a
courtesy measure to inform those not
selected, as well as the merit system
supervisor. Another would require the
posting of all vacancies at all levels
within agencies to curtail the system of
"word of mouth" recruitment for top
positions in the state.
The EEO Committee's subcommittee
on recruitment has also reviewed the
recruitment practices which may have a
tendency to discriminate against or to
exclude minorities. The committee was
concerned that recru iters never knew
whether th\L.Jlpr:1'icants sent out on
interviews were employed or rejected, or
whether the positions were still open;
that agency heads had substantial
discretion in determining whether or not
to administer a test; and that operating
agencies were able to construct a test
and give it to applicants without outside
validation. The committee recommended
a number of steps designed to improve
these practices.
Training. According to the Civil
Service Commission, education and
training are essential for an effective
equal employment opportunity program.
They ease the problems inherent in the
integration of the work force by
providing supervisors and agency heads
with knowledge about human relations,
understanding of different cultures, and
increased sensitivity to the problems
encountered by all minorities,
particularly women and blacks. An
effective training program also mitigates
complaints made by blacks against their

supervisors accusing them of prejudiced
attitudes and biased treatment.
The subcommittee on training and
development of the Virginia EEO
Committee surveyed state agencies to
elicit information on the status of their
training for employees at all grade levels.
The committee found that very few
agencies were "training-minded" and
asserted that it would take affirmative
action to correct this situation.
Moreover, the committee found that
training was also decentral ized with each
agency being primarily responsible for
this task, and that the role of the State
Division of Personnel was nebulous. 5
The director of the MMAS study cited
above also found that the "limited
investment made by state government in
the development of employee skills and
capabilities" is one factor accounting for
there being only thr~ blacks in top
ma nage ment positions, noting that
"more emphasis has been placed on
bringing in new personnel and talent
from outside state service than on
developing the capabilities of incumbent
personnel." (Over 30 percent of the top
managers were reared outside of
Virginia.) 6
The dearth of training also precludes
the state from giving too much
consideration to another affirmative
action guideline-job structuring and
upward mobility. Agencies in the
Commonwealth have the authority .to
employ persons for some jobs at one or
two steps below entry level, train them,
and move them to entry level salaries
after a certain period of time. For
example, hospitals employ persons two
steps below entry level in the psychiatric
5Report of the Training and Development
Sub-Committee, Virginia EEO Committee,
January 9, 1974, p. 1.
6Hadd., pp. 208, 209.

aide program and train them for entry,",
level salaries after six months.
Unfortunately, this is not the usual
pattern. Career ladders have not been
established, and appointing officials and
agencies do not place much emphasis on
training the disadvantaged for positions
of greater responsibility.
CONCLUSIONS

There was increased entry of blacks into
state service during the administration of
Governor Holton. These gains occurred even
though the governor and many of his top
officials systematically opposed numerical
quotas. The entry of blacks into state service
was the initial step in achieving a
representative bureaucracy. The second step
will necessarily involve the creation of upward
mobility programs to facilitate advancement,
since blacks are overrepresented in the lower
levels of state employment and grossly
undeu_epresented in positions_oLmiddle and_
top management.
While the focus here has been on the EEO
program under Governor Holton, it should be
noted that his successor set forth an almost
identical program in his Executive Order
Number One issued shortly aher taking office
in January 1974. It is still too early to judge
the effectiveness of affirmative action under
Governor Godwin. He has been criticized by
some black officials and leaders for not
continuing the equal employment policies of
his predecessor, but at least one editorial
writer argues that Governor Godwin has not
only continued Holton's policies but also that
he has appointed more blacks to responsible
positions than did the former governor in the
same period of time.7 At any rate, the debate
now seems to be confined to the proper rate
and scope of the program; the necessity (or
the inevitability) of an EEO program appears
to
be generally accepted in the
Commonwealth.
7The Charlottesville Daily Progress, August
4,1974, p. A-4.
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