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HOW USAB

HELPED MEMBERS IN 1976

* You are a 50-year-old EE work-
ing on a Government aerospace
contract for $17 290 per year. A
new company tekes over the con-
tract and you receive an offer to
continue your employment at §8700
per year.
¢ You are 35 years old and far-
sighted. Consequently, you're
troubled by your company’s inade-
quate pension plan. You would like
to “opt out” and set up your own
Individual Retirement Aeccount
(IRA). This way, you could sock
away 1500 tex-deductible dollurs
cvery year and thereby add a tidy
supplement to your ultimate retire-
ment berefit. But the law forbids
this simply because you are covered
by your company’s pension plan.
¢ You are an EE with ¢ severe con-
science. You take seriously the
IEEE Code of Ethics' charge to
“protect the safety, health and wel-
fare of the public and speak out
against cbuses in those arcas af-
fecting the public interest.” But you
also have a family to support and
so you keep quiet about what you
consider an unsufe practice on the
project on which you're working.
After all, if you “blow the whistle”
and lose your job in the process,
who will help you?
* You are a prolific inventor.
You've garnered a number of pat-
ents over the years, and while this
has brought you a lot of praise, it
rankles a bit that you've had to
assign your company all the rights
to your inventions, True, you've had
some promotions, but you would
still enjoy having some direct share
in the income from these inven-
tions. But there’s nothing you can
do. It's “company policy,” and not
unusual at thet.

These four dilemmas are real.
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They have confronted IEEE mem-
bers in the pust and they confront
them today. But one thing has
changed, however; the Institute is
doing something ebout them, end
aboust o great many other aspects
of a member's professional life as
well.

The agent for change is the U.S.
Activities Board (UUSAB), first es-
tablished as « committee in 1972
when members amended the con-
stitution to put more stress on ad-
vancing their professional status,
security, and living standards. The
four years sinece have, not surpris-
ingly, been turbulent ones, involv-
ing the never-cusy effort to go from
ground zero to a focused, self-sus-
taining prograum aimed at meeting
real needs at a reasonable cost. The
vear 1976 suw substentiel progress
toward achieving these goals, and
this report hus been prepared in
recognition of your need-—and right
~to learn about this progress. Since
space prevents mentioning every-
thing USAB did during 1976, we
have purposely limited thereportto
highlights of those efforts (some
successful and some not) we feel
have « direct bearing on specific
aspects of members professional
lives.

WHEN YOU
CHANGE JOBS

More than 80 percent of IEEE’s U.S.
members change jobs every 6.8 years,
Since the typical corporate pension

plan calls for vesting after ten vears,
this means most members forfeit some
or all of their pension rights each time
they move. Indeed, USAB estimates
that less than 30 percent of you are
covered by plans that would adequate-
ly meet your retirement needs. The
rest may well have little more than
Social Security and personal savings
to fall back upon.

There appears to be a need for legis-
lation that:
¢ Prevents an employee from forfeit.
ing monies that have been paid into an
existing pension plan when he or she
changes jobs or retires hefore the mini-
mum peried for vesting, or
¢ Provides for earlier vesting, aimed
specifically at serving highly mebile
professionals,

Unfortunately, ne single piece of
legislation seems likely to bhe intro-
duced in Congress that would accom-
plish this, There are just too many
competing interests and too many legal
complexities. What does appear worth-
while though is a series of narrower
legislative actions aimed at building,
step by step, on the reforms emhodied
in the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act (ERISA) of 1974, IEEE
worked diligently and effectively for
passage of ERISA, which corrected
many deficiencies then existing in pen.
sion programs. However, there are still
many deficiencies to correct.

Consequently, during 1976, UUSAB
representatives concentrated on lobby-
ing in Congress to amend the existing
tax laws in three respects:

* To permit employees in such high-
mobility oceupations as engineering to
contribute the first $750 of self-em-
ployment income (from moonlighting,
honoraria, ete.) to a Keogh plan (such
as the Continental Bank Keogh plan
the Institute presently offers its self-
employed members).

®* To enable a corporate employee
whose company does not contribute
81500 annually to his pension account
to personally invest, on a 1ax-deduct-
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ible basis, the difference bhetween
81500 and the aetual corporate con-
tribution in either an IRA or in his
corporate pension plan., (This would
enlarge the ultimate retirement bene-
fits of a majority of IEEE members.)
¢ To amend Section 401(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code to require as a
condition of tax qualification of a cor-
porate pension plan that each em-
ployee he given the opportunity to opt
ont of the plan and thereby make him-
self completely eligible to establish
and contribute to an IRA (15 percent
or 81500 per vear, whichever is less).

We consider the results to be as
significant for what they reveal about
the larger environment in which IEEE
operates these days as they are for the
actual pension improvements they pro-
duced in 1976, Consider the first item,
It involves restoring a “mini-Keogh”
plan that was eliminated from ERISA
through a legislative error. In October
1975, USAB asked the Internal Reve-
nue Service, which was in the process
of writing regulations for ERISA, to
write regulations premulgating the
mini-Keogh. They declined, saying it
was not up to them to correct the leg-
islative error and that we had to go
back to the Congress to have it cor-
rected. USAB did, and Congress agreed
to correct it. But in doing so a new
eligibility requirement was added that
did net appear in ERISA. It held that
in order to establish a mini-Keogh,
you could not have an adjusted gross
income in excess of $15 000. Since most
engineers and scientists have adjusted
gross incomes above $15 000, this vir-
tually wiped out participation by the
engineering and scientific community.
As a result, from April until Septem-
ber, when the 1976 Tax Reform Bill
was passed, USAB lobbied to have the
$15 000 earnings ceiling either elimi-
nated competely, or ‘at least raised to
430 000.

The results were disappointing: The
mini-Keogh was established but the
815 008 earnings limit remained. We
were advised that in a year when
“loopholes™ were on everyone’s mind,
Congressional staff estimates that 825
million in revenues would be lost if
this ceiling were removed probably
sufficed to keep it in. However, we
plan to work for a more favorable
earnings Limit in the next session of
Congress.

We believe anticipated
losses also played an impertant role
in defeating our efforts for the second

revemie
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reform we wanted—allowing people
covered by poor or inadequate cor-
porate pension plans to make tax-de-
ductible contributions to their own
IRA. Provision for the so-called Lim-
ited Employee Retirement Account
{LERA) was in the House version of
the Tax Reform Bill, and got to the
Senate—only to be quickly eliminated
by the Chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee. This LERA is undoubted-
ly much more important to EEs than
the mini-Keogh, and although it en-
joyed considerable support in hoth
Houses, it failed—almest exclusively,
we were advised, because of the
whopping one-half-billion dollar reve-
nue loss attributed to it.

We made a last-minute appeal to
the Senate and the House by telegram
to try to overcome the adverse action
of the conference (hetween the Sen-
ate Finance Committee and the House
Ways and Means Committee) in de-
feating our issues. This effort was of
no direct avail, but did produce im-
mediate replies and expressions that
include support for new legislation in
the next Congress. We, of course, wish
to build on this support at that time.

We did get one improvement from
the Tax Reform Bill, however: an in-
crease from $1500 to §1750 in the maxi.
mum someone with a nonworking
spouse can pul into an IRA. Of course,
this is a long way from the 87580 a
self-employed person can invest, but
we have at least sct a precedent for
raising the limit, and we believe it can
be put to advantage in future legisla-
tive efforts,

The attempt to amend the Internal
Revenue Code to permit opting out
was defeated as a result of opposition
from organized labor. However, we
took nonlegislative action in this area
during 1976, which, if successful,
should prove an extremely significant
step toward the implementation of a
related concept. That concept is “carv-
ing out,” where a company would be
required to establish a separate pen-
sion program aimed specifically at
serving engineers and other mobile
professionals by, for example, provid-
ing faster vesting in exchange for
somewhat lower pension benefits,
USAB representatives have been work-
ing with one interested electronics
company whose employees would be
allowed 10 opt out of the company plan
in order to establish their own IRAs.
Should the IRS approve this particu-
lar opt-out scheme, we believe it will

set an important precedent that will
stimulate some employers to adopt
similar plans and others to establish
actual carve-out plans. Moreover, we
are confident it would provide Con-
gress with direct evidence of the need
for LERA legislation and thus help our
lobbying efforts in that regard.

IF YOU
GET LAID OFF

Employment assistance

USAB’s campaign te obtain the
kinds of impreved pension coverage
just described will obviously benefit
any member who gets laid off. While
working for such legislation, however,
USAB bhas been rendering immediate
aid through its employment assistance
program. During 1976, this involved:
® Mailing hundreds of information
packets to members who requested
these guidelines for job-hunting and
resume-writing,
® Conducting periodic employment
surveys and providing supporting data
to local employment assistance and
other USAB projects. The U.8. non-
Student members were surveyed in
June and August 1976. On the basis of
these two surveys, we estimated that
unemployment among IEEE members
rose 0.2 percent between June and
August. Regions 1 and 6 had the high-
est unemployment in June, and Re-
gions 1 and 5 in August. Several Sec-
tions found these data helpful in sup-
porting their requests for funds to
develop or expand employment assist-
ance programs.
® Providing financial
training people to run the popular job-
hunter workshops and job.-referral
services that are operated by different
Sections. We estimate that 2000-3000
members were helped by these pro-
grams during 1976, and we hope to be

support and

able to increase our support so that
more Secltions can offer them in 1977,
Section
with instant information on job open-
ings via their “What's-Up” line. This
is an intriguing experiment and we

¢ Providing the Cleveland
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are presently investigating the feasi-
lality of extending it to other Sections
as well as to the Washington Office.

Insurance

A national consumers group has
placed the IEEE’s Group Life Insur-
ance Plan at the head of its list of “hest
buys” among member society pro-
grams, and USAB is continually re-
viewing all the offerings in its group
insurance program to keep them up to
date and to see that they provide the
best coverage possible, But the eritical
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problem, of course, is that when peo-
ple are laid off they risk losing their
coverage under the life insurance, dis-
ability inceme, and major hospital
plans.

Te prevent this, USAB has been
working with the IEEE Insurance Ad-
ministrator to develop “insurance for
insurability.” Through sueh a plan,
members can be protected from losing
benefits because of job termination.
Substantial progress was made in the
development of this plan and we hope
to offer it to members in 1977.

WHEN THAT GOVERNMENT

Working under
service conlracts

In 1970, electrical engineer X was a
senior engineer making $15 600, ¥ was

CONTRACT ENDS

level jobs that paid $13 000, $16 000,
and 814 000 respectively, They—and
more than a dozen other engineers—
told TUSAB last summer that they had

a chief engineer making $20 000, and
Z was a senior staff engineer making
820 000. Six years later, these three
EFEs, who among them had 64 years
of experience, were working in lower-

PAC coordinators and chairmen
at USAPB’s first national work-
shop on professional activities
are briefed by IEEE Senior Past
President John Guarrera and
USAB Chairman James Mulli-
gan (seated).
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been forced to accept salary reductions
because of competitive bidding prac-
tices in the Cape Canaveral region
during this period. Similar stories, in-
cluding details of homes lost and
careers shattered, were related by
members in Huntsville, Ala., and other
places where a crumbling aerespace
economy had hurt engineers employed
under maintenance, or service, con-
tracts awarded by the Government to
private corporations.

What happened, briefly, was that
these employees would inevitably have
their salaries raised during the term of
the contract, But when the contract
expired and a new one was released
for bids, the only place where a cor-
poration could make significant euts
was in salary expenditures. Moreover,
sinee the 1965 Service Contract Act
protected the “successor rights” of
hourly employees, guaranteeing them
a certain level of salary and fringe
benefits despite the renegotiation of a
service contract, the only salaries that
could be cut were those of “profes

G4

sionals,” principally scientists and en-
gineers. As a result, when the aero-
space business collapsed in the early
1970s, many engineers found them-
selves being offered new jobs at sal-
aries as low as $135 a week. As Execu-
tive Vice President Robert Cotellessa
told a House Subcommittee in July
1976, when he testified about this situ-
ation on behalf of the IEEE, ATAA,
and ASME: “Experience has shown
that the mew competitive bidder has
an advantage in bidding because many
of the technical professionals he will
utilize are not yet his employees under
the prospective contract, but are the
very workers who will be seeking em-
ployment when the incumbent loses
the contract.” Cotellessa called for
modifying the Service Contract Act so
that there would he statutory protec-
tion “to eliminate the current valner-
ability of technical professionals to
exploitation.”

In the meonths that followed this
testimeny by Cotellessa (and other
1EEE representatives}, UUSAB worked

assidnously to bring about this statu-
tory protection. We were deeply con-
cerned that the events of the early
19705 were about to repeat themselves,
hecause another raft of five-year serv-
ice contracts was due to expire at the
end of 1976. Essentially, what we want.
ed was legislation that would extend
the protection of the Service Contract
Act to engineers, scientists, and other
proefessionals. Not surprisingly, we did
not achieve this during the subsequent
four months Congress was in session.
But what we did achieve has greatly
increased our chance of success in
1977,

To understand why we feel this way,
it is necessary to retrace USAB’s steps
through the legislative thickets. Like
so many other professional organiza.
tions, we have learned that direct con-
tact with key legislators is essential,
Mailgrams toe Washington and visits by
concerned constituents to their local
Congressmen are also essential. But
alone they are not enough.

In the case of the Service Contract
Act, the key legislator was Representa-
tive Frank Thompson, Jr., a Democrat
from New Jersey who was Chairman
of the Subcommittee on Labor-Man-
agement Relations of the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. It was
his Subcommittee that had heen hold-
ing the “oversight hearings” on the
Service Contract Act at which Cotel
lessa and other TEEE representatives
had 1estified in July.

The oversight hearings had focused
on the “wage-busting” suffered by non-
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professional white collar workers, and
the Subcommittee came away from the
hearings determined to remedy that
difficulty through an amendment to
the 1965 Act. To determine how engi-
neers and scientists might also be pro-
tected, a meeting between USAB rep-
resentatives and Rep. Thompsen was
arranged through the good offices of
Representative James Corman (D-
Calif)., Thompsen was interested in
our problem, but he also had some
concerns we had never imagined. One
of them was that any proposed word-
ing ought to define a professional
broadly encugh to include actors. We
also consulted other engineering so-
cieties and discovered that in order to
present a unified position on behalf of
the engineering community we would
have to avoid the appearance of trying
to freeze every engineer into the same
wage scale,

Armed with these inputs, UJSAB
counsel and staff prepared several pos.
sible amendments and forwarded them
to the Subcommittee staff. Within a
day, we learned that a decision had
been made to proceed with the hill
extending protection to white collar
workers {clerical employees mostly)
but exeluding technical professionals.
What went wroeng? John Guarrera
tatked with Reps. Corman and Thomp-
son and learned that the problem was
this: It was near the close of the cur-
rent Congressional session and the
leadership wanted no new hills of a
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nature considered. Be-
cause Rep. Thompson’s white collar
bill could be introduced as a “clarifi-
cation” of a law in place, it was guar-
anteed smooth sailing. PBut if our
amendments were attached, hearings
would be required and it would never
pass in 1976. Rather than risk stalling
a hill that would at least extend pro-
tection to white collar workers, we
decided a better strategy would be to

controversial

let it proceed and have professionals
be the only employees not included.
Consequently, after consultation with
Rep. Thompson, we decided not to
push to have our amendments attached
to the white collar bill and to ask him
to introduce a separate bill covering
professionals. Even though such a bill
could not pass during the current ses-
ston, we figured it would receive
enough support 1o make its chances
for passage excellent in 1977.

As a result, on August 23, Rep.
Thompson introduced H.R. 15228, a
bill to amend the 1965 Service Con-
tract Act to cover professional em-
ployees. Mr. Corman was the cospon-
sor, and the two Congressmen sent a
joint “Dear Colleague” Iletter to all
Congressmen asking them to consider
joining them as sponsors of the bill,
which they called “necessary to cor-
reet serious and continuning problems
of ‘wage busting’ occurring all over
the country; partieularly affecting en-
gineers and artists.”

To date, H.R. 15228 has attracted 14
cosponsors of record on the bill, with
commitments from at least 12 more.
As this is being written, we are at-
tempting to identify still more so as

The USAB workshop, held at Reston, Va.,
provided a means for exchanging infor-
mation on current projects, establishing
task forces to recommend priorities for
1977, and planning a series of “town
meetings” where members could express
their feelings about the 1977 program
plan. From left to right, on this and the
following page: Dov Hazony and Herb
Heller, Cleveland; Robert Bruce, Long
Island, N.Y., with John Guarrera; Ralph
Clark (standing), Joseph Pullara, Region
3 PAC Coordinator (foreground), and
Jack Andresen, Connecticut; Charles
Amend, Los Angeles, Joseph Pullara, and
George Kujawaski, Los Angeles; Richard
C. Benoit, Jr.,, USAB PAC Coordinator,
and Hans Cherney, USAB Vice Chairman
(seated).
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to optimize chances of the bill’s pas-
sage in the next session of Congress.

As for serviece contracts that were
up for remewal at the end of 1976,
USAB Vice Chairman Hans Cherney
disecussed the problem with Florida’s
Senator Lawton Chiles, Jr. The Sena-
tor said that he and Representative
T.onis Frey, Jr. (R-Fla.}, had an agree-
ment from NASA to delay solicitations
of proposals until the end of 1976.
This effectively puts off the awarding
of any new contracts until May 1977,

Along with others from USAB, as
well as ATAA, Cherney also met with
NASA and Air Force precurement
officials to request that they be aware
of the possibility of salary-busting
when they consider future econtracts.
They expressed concern over the prob-
lem, but as they are also required to




award contracts to the lowest qualified
bidder, it seems clear that the solu-
tion to salary-busting must inevitahly
reside in the kind of legislation IEEE
favors.

Your pension and
other rights

When the 1974 Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act (ERISA)
was being written, IEEE helped press
—suecessfully as it turned out—for a
provision directing the Secretary of
Labor to study the impact of Govern-
ment coniract terminations on the pen-
sion and other rights of technieal pro-
fessionals. We were concerned that
contracts would end before engineers
could receive the full pension benefits
for which the Government had actu-
ally paid.

As a result of this legislation, the
Department of Labor, in 1975, engaged
Hugh Folk of the University of IHinois
to study the experiences of technical
people who had suffered through the
layoffs in the aerospace and defense
industries in the early 1970s. Together
with the other members of the inter-
society Joint Committee on Pensions,
1EEE, through USAB, furnished data
that went into constructing his ex-
tremely detailed questionnaire. We
also supplied the names of every tenth
IEEE member, who then received
Folk’s questionnaire during 1976, As
the data come in, the Department of
Labor will be furnishing them to us
at the same time as it proceeds with
its own analysis. We expect to be con-
sulted by the Department as it pre-
pares its report for submission to Con-
gress in early 1977. We believe the
study will reveal a number of defi-
ciencies in Federal procurement poli-
cies and we are fairly certain it will
have an effect on procurement regula-
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tions, The reason is that the Depart-
ment of Labor has the authority to
promulgate changes in these regula-
tions to go into effect within 60 days
unless Congress specifically objects.

Meanwhile, General Manager H. A,
Schulke, Jr., along with other IEEE
officials, met with the White House
Director of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy to explore ways of
changing present Armed Services pro-
curement regulations. Follow-up meet-
ings were held with DOD procurement
officials, and they have agreed to co-
operate with us in trying to effect
changes. Besides pension coverage,
USAB feels changes are needed in sep-
aration and relocation pay practices,
insurance coverage, and
assistance.

retraining

AS YOU GET
PAST AGE 50

Does your professional competence
decline with age? Recent psychelogi-
cal research says “no” but many people
helieve it does anyway. This suspicion
has undoubtedly contributed to a

sitnation where one out of six mem-
bers feel they have been discriminated
against at promoetion time because of
their age,

Amicus action

In 1975, the IEEE Board of Direc-
tors approved a formal resolution urg-
ing all employers to adopt programs
“to ensure the efficient, proper and
humane utilization of experienced,
middle-aged and older enginecers.”
With this policy established, USAB
initiated a direct step against age dis.
crimmination during 1976 when, in July,
we had the IEEE seek permission to
act as amicus curice in hearings then
before the New York State Division of
Huaman Rights. These hearings in-
volved engineers who had been laid
off by the Sperry Corporation, and we
learned that the question of whether
or mot an engineer’s competence de-
clines with age had heen raised. Citing
our concern for “the professional
standing of electrical and electronics
engineers,” the IEEE filed a motion
to appear, saying: “That professional
standing will be materially affected by
the Division’s resolution of an issue
underlying this matter: Does an engi-
neer's professional competence neces-
sarily decline as a function of the pas-
sage of time since graduation from
engineering school, making that factor
a permissible facter in decisions to hire
or discharge engincers, or do only
other factors determine the profes-
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sional competence of a given engineer?
Because of its experience and exper-
tise, IEEE believes that it would be
able to assist the Division in its resolu-
tion of that issue, and therefore IEEE
seeks an opportunity to present its
views to the Division as amicus curiae.”

Following this, the Sperry Corpora-
tion filed an affidavit with the Commis-
sion embracing the basic proposition
the IEEE sought to establish; namely,
that an engineer’s professional com-
petence does not necessarily decline as
2 function of the passage of time since
graduation from engineering school
and that, accordingly, the time elapsed
since such graduation is an impermis-
sible factor in decisions te hire or dis-
charge engineers,

In this way, a significant principle
has been established—one we believe
will prove impeortant should similar
cases arise because it will be citable in
such hearings.

Legislative relief

During 1976, USAB was also able to
identify two avenues along which to
pursue further action in combating age
discrimination. One is the legislative
route, involving a necessarily long-term
effort to amend the 1965 Civil Rights
Act to inelude older professionals in
its affirmative action requirements. The
other is to apply to the White House
for an Executive Order requiring af-
firmative action by Government agen-
cies to ensure there is no discrimina-
tion against elder professionals on
Government coniracts.

USAB representatives have already
discussed the latter possibility with the
White House and were asked to supply
data demonstrating that the problem
does exist. As a result, we are now
seeking hard data on engineers who
have been discriminated against be-

cause of their age.

TAKING CHARGE

OF YOUR CAREER

Few questions you as an individual
engineer face are more important than
how to make sure your professional
value and marketability do not decline
over the years. This is not your boss’s
prime concern, and consequently it is
critical that you assume responsibility
for your own career rather than leave
it to the mercy of the prevailing eco-
nomie and technological winds.

Manpower report

This concern with an individual’s
career is reflected in the 1976 Man-
power Report, in which the factors that
influence career paths receive far
greater attention than do simple statis-
tics. An article by James J. Rago, Jr,,
outlines the steps an individual can
take if he or she wishes to “take charge
of their own career before it is teo
late.” Another article, by Rok Peters,
helps readers answer the provoeative
question: Do you really want a career?
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And a long-range look at the electron-
ics industry bevond 1986, by Herbert
Kleiman, and at the human resource
needs of the power industry, by Larry
Dweon, should give the average EE a
much better idea of where these indus-
tries are headed than he or she had
hefore.

Career assessment

During 1976, USAB launched a pro-
gram aimed at providing members
with a more direct form of career as-
sistance. Some 8000 randomly selected
members received a 12-page “Career
Assessment” questionnaire asking them
to detail their career progress within
their organization and to assess the
value of their job to the organization.
Those who so desired had another
questionnaire sent to their immediate
supervisor asking for the organiza-
tion’s view of the person, The ques
tionnaires were then processed by
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James Rago, a career development au-
thority at Cleveland State University
School of Business Administration,
who has been working in this field for
some time, Dr. Rago will use the data
from the guestionnaires to show how
an engineer’s professional momentum
is affected by age, length of job tenure,
previous professienal experiences, per-
sonal behavior, and other factors. He
expects to be able to generate a variety
of statistical prefiles illustrating, for
example, the probability that semeone
who is becoming overly specialized
will also hecome of less value to his
organization,

Employer cooperation

Career development, particularly
when it involves continuing education,
naturally requires the cooperation of
employers. In a search for ways of in-
creasing this cooperation, USAB be-
gan, in 1976, arranging meetings be-
tween its members and engineering
managers, The first of these meetings
was held in Northbrook, IIL, and
brought six educators together with
six managers from major companies
in the area, including Minneapolis
Honeywell, Bell and Howell, and Mo-
torola. Paul Carroll, who chaired the
meeting, reported to USAB that one
of the important (and, te some, sur-
prising) poinis to emerge was a pref-
erence on the part of the industry for
retraining an employee in a new tech-
nology instead of hiring a new gradu.
ate. The employee, it was stressed,
knows the company’s procedures,
processes, and bhusiness philosophy,
whereas a recent graduate not only
must learn these things but is also
more likely 10 be moving on after a
few years. While there was substantial
agreement that the U.S. industrial em-
ployment scene is not paternalistic (as
in Japan, for instance), it seemed clear
that the indusiry participants had a
strong interest in seeing engineers
maintain their professional competence
and thereby advance their careers.
As a result of what was considered
a productive meeting, USAB is pres-
ently considering a recommendation
that each IEEE Section establish an
industry advisory group. Such groups
would foster the exchange of ideas
coneerning career development and
seek ways of matching the content and
processes of IEEE programs as elosely
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as possible to what employers as well
as emplovees consider important.

YOUR LEGAL
RIGHTS (AND
OBLIGATIONS)

Ethical conduct

A major step forward in desling
with members’ legal rights occurred
during 1976 when the Institute Beard
of Directors approved a two-pronged
policy developed by USAB concerning
the Institute Code of Ethics. The new
policy evolved out of the extensive
(and sometimes heated) discussions
that have taken place among several
committees since the Code itself was
reaffirmed in 1974. The new policy au-
thorizes machinery for diseiplining a
member who violates the Code. The
actual wording is:

Infractions of the Institute’s Code

of Ethics by members, when re-

ported to and investigated and
evaluated by the Board of Direc-
tors, or its designated representa-
tives, are subject to appropriate
wction by the Institute’s Board of

Directors on the basis of proce-

dures established by that body.

But just as significantly, the policy
continues:

Members who are pluced in jeop-

ardy as a consequence of adher-

ence to the Institute’s Code of

Ethics may be offered assistance,

provided that, in the opiniorn of

the Board of Directors, or its des-
ignated representutive, such assist-
ance is warranted,

This means the Institute can now
proceed te devise ways of assisting
members who get into difficulties with,
say, their employers by following the
Code’s injunction that engineers have
a responsibility to “protect the safety,
health and welfare of the public and
speak out against abuses in those areas
affecting the public interest.” Under
this new policy, the Institute could,
for example, have supplied direct legal
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assistance to the three engineers who
were discharged by the San Franciseo
Bay Area Rapid Transit District a few
vears ago. At that time, the IEEE was
restricted to filing an emicus brief.

Of course, it is now necessary to es-
tablish procedures for implementing
the new pelicy, including review
bhoards and so on, and this will be a
priority matter in 1977,

Filing amicus
curiae statements

Another important policy adopted
by the Board of Directors in 1976 con-
cerned the preparation and filing of
amicus curive statements. The new
policy reads:

Institute statements submitted ami-
cus curiae shall be confined to
presentation of facts judged by the
President to be objective, verifi-
able and properly coming within
the purview of the IEEE. Such
statements shall ‘be forwarded for
information to the Board of Di.
rectors immediately after submis.
sion to the uppropriate court or
its representative. The Board of
Directors empowers and directs
the President, with the concur-
rence of a majority of the mem.
bers of the Executive Committee,
to decide whether such a stute-
ment shall be filed by the Institute
in any specific instance.

By empowering the IEEE President,
with the concurrence of the Executive
Committee, to provide a court with ex.
pert advice in areas that involve mat-
ters of principle, this policy made it
possible to file an amicus hrief in the
Sperry Corporation hearings, as de-
scribed in Section 4. This was the first
time since the BART case, which in-
volved a nonprofit Gevernment organ-
ization, that the IEEE offered an ami-
ctus brief. We are thus beginning to
amass a body of policy and experience
that will facilitate similar actions in the
future,

When members
need help

USAB also handled a number of in-
quiries during 1976 from members
troubled about pension and other mat-
ters who felt they were heing unfairly
treated and needed legal advice. Often
our advice was that there was nothing
unlawful in the situation they de-
seribed. But ene case in which it

seemed appropriate for the IEEE to
intervene involved an engineer who
was denied unemployment insurance
because he had refused to work what
he claimed was excessive overtime.
The State Unemployment Insurance
authorities denied his claim on the
grounds that his discharge was due to
miscenduct. He then took the case to
a2 referee and won. When the employer
appealed to the State Unemployment
Insurance Appeals Board, the engi-
neer requested assistance from IEEE.
At our suggestion, he talked to our
attorney, Frank Cummings, who then
filed a notice with the Appeals Board
that he would represent him and re-
quested the opportunity to file a brief.
Almost simultaneously with his actu-
ally filing the brief, he learned the em-
ployer had withdrawn his appeal,
thereby permitting our engineer to re-
ceive his insurance.

The employee inventor

Few employee inventors will be
surprised to learn that a 1975 survey
revealed 43 percent of you are dis
satisfied with the existing compensa-
tion arrangements, while 55 percent
receive $1 or less in direct compensa-
tien for your services.

The TEEE has been grappling with
this problem for several years, prin-
cipally by autempting to draft legisla-
tive proposals that could be introduced
in Congress. But without an overall
Institute policy on patent rights, these
writing efforts have not gotten very
far, Consequently, a different tack was
taken in 1976, and it has paid off.
USAB representatives drafted an In-
stitute policy position which states
specifically that:

In order to promote the progress

of electrical arts and sciences, it

is Institute policy to encourage the
establishment of appropriate in-
centive systems for the develop-
ment and disclosure of inven.
tions. Implementation of this pel.
icy may include such actions as,
but not limited to, improving luws
that provide better residual rights
for employed engineer inventors,
and disseminating more equitable
standard Patent

Agreements.

When this position was approved by
the Board of Directors in September
it enabled a USAB task force to move
immediately on three fronts:

Preassignment

s Drafting patent legislation.
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e Premoting greater cooperation be-
tween IEEE and other technical so-
cieties on patent mailers.

¢ Strengthening the patent sections of
the Intersociety Employment Guide-
lines by proposing that employers
establish & “method and formula for
compensation over and abeve salary
and fringe henefits,” and that employ-
ers agree to release an engineer’s in-
ventions that are neither useful to the
company nor to its eompetitors (see
Section 7 for more on the Guidelines).

On the legislative front, the USAB
task force is drafting proposed changes
to the existing Federal patent laws that
would essentially accomplish two
things:

o Limit the inventions toe which an
employer may obtain title from the
employee, thereby preventing, for ex-
ample, an engineer from being forced
to assign away rights to an invention
he might have made that was entirely
unrelated to his job assignment.

* Give the employed inventor royal-
ties on inventions werth more than
$100 009. Such royalties would be at
least one half of one percent of the
savings or of the net selling price of
the items or metheds using the inven-
tion.

This legislation is being drafted in
two forms: as a hill that could be in-
troduced separately in the next ses-
sion of Congress, and as an amendment
that could he tacked onto an existing
bill, Which approach we follow obvi.
ously will depend on how the legisla-
tive climate develops when Congress
reconvenes in January 1977

Either way, we expect important as-
sistance from the American Chemical
Society. The ACS has been working
with IEEE representatives throughout
1976 to develop a jeint position on
patents. Resolutions cerresponding to
the new IEEE policy have been ap-
proved by the ACS patent committee
and, at this writing, await approval by
their board of directors. As the na-
tion’s largest scientific society, ACS
will obvieusly be & valuable ally in our
efforts to navigate the Congressional
sheals.

Modification of the existing patent
laws will clearly be another long-term
process, requiring a continuous com-
mitment of time and energy by the
IEEE. We are convinced, however,
that 1976 saw an important start in this
direction.
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Three handbooks

While USAB is working for pro-
grams to give the employed engineer
specific rights to patents and portable
benefits, early vesting for pensions, ter-
mination rights, and age discrimination
protection, engineers must also he able
to recognize when they are being
treated unlawfully and to initiate nec-
essary legal proceedings. Further, they
must be aware of their responsibilities
under these laws in such areas as prod-
uet liability. Consequently, USAB
commissioned the LaVerne College
Law School to research and write a re-
port on the legal status of the engineer
{SCORE). Selwyn Berg (a law stu-
dent and graduate engineer) is com-
pleting a program covering three ma-
jor areas:
¢ Investigating court decisions on the
rights of engineers to capitalize on
their experience vs. the rights of the
employer to protect his financial inter-
est in contributing to that experience,
This primarily refers to compensation
made under employment patent rights.
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¢ Investigating the liability of the en-
gineer with respect to society in gen-
eral,

* Reviewing cases involving defama-
tion, fraud, and wrongful discharge,
concentrating on employer-employee
contract agreements,

Berg’s program will culminate in a
handbook for IEEE members and
other interested groups early in 1977,

Two other handbooks, expected to
he available in 1977, are one by Frank
Cummings on employment contracts,
and another on tax matters by Paul
Richter, an attorney, and Paul Opa-
lack, a CPA. Cummings’ book provides
guidance concerning typical contraect
provisions dealing with inventions,
trade secrets, patents, customer lists,
and employment with competitors. The
tax book is aimed at the special inter-
ests of IEEE members. It includes
ehapters on identifying and selving
tax problems, the audit process, dis-
pute proecedures, and part-time, self-
employed, and other miscellaneous in-
come and deductions.

Where Your USAB Dollars Went in 1976

Improving career conditions
and opportunities
{Goal 2)

Improving member
financial henefite

(Goai 1)

Region/Section support

Inetitule G&A

M Dollars for Programs

YOU AS A
PROFESSIONAL

Confronting the
supply-and-demand issue

A number of IEEE members have

Improving professional status

(Goal 3) 3.09,
Improving relations with
governinent aml other
hodies (Goal 4)

Improving communication of
aims and accomplishments

(Goal 5)
Discretionary and other funds

Institute loan repayment

Dollars Returned To lnatitute

expressed concern over their opportu-
nities for advancement and adequate
compensation. Indeed, dissatisfaction
with electrical engineering and a de-
sire that IEEE “do something” seems
even more pronounced than just a few
years ago. For example, 54.3 percent
of the respondents to the 1975 .5,
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membership survey felt that publish-
ing manpower data should be the
1EEE’s position relative to the supply
of new engineers. Only 11.2 percent
voted for attempting to dissuade peo-
ple from engineering.

We suspect these responses would
be less conservative if the same ques-
tions were repeated today. For one
thing, in Auguast 1976, when USAB
asked 2500 randomly selected non-
Student members whether they favored
1EEE’s attempting to regulate {1) the
quality, and (2) the quantity of elec.
trical engineers, 66 percent of the 1094
respondents said “yes” to the first gues-
tion and 50 percent said “yes” to the
second. Asked how, 41 percent favored
promoting higher acereditation stand-
ards for engineering, 29 percent fav-
ored promoting universal registration,
and 25 percent wanted the technical
societies to validate continuing eduea-
tion courses.

There is little question that USAB
confronts its most difficult challenge
when it seeks to deal with such con-
cerns. Clearly, meeting the IEEE’s
pledge to work for “a lifetime engi-
neering eareer with adequate compen-
sation” will involve a good deal more
than Iebbying for a piece of legislation.

For one thing, it means answering
difficult questions about the nature of
engineering in teday’s soeiety: What
exacily does an engineering career en-
tail? In what ways can it be considered
a profession? To what extent can it be
under the individual’s control? And
30 on,

When engineers get laid off, and
older ones feel they must look for ways
out of the profession, there is a natural
demand for “solutions,” and proposals
ranging from mandatory registration
of engineers to tightened college ad-
missiens are legion, But close exami-
nation of the feasibility of such pro-
posals raises as many guestions as it
seems to answer. About all one can get
a consensus on at the present time
seerms to be that maintaining compe-
tent engineers is in everyone’s interest
—industry and education as well as em-
ploved professionals—and that the
IEEE has a clear responsibility to help
bring this about. Consequently, in 1976,
USADB found itself forced to “begin at
the beginning.” This meant trying to
determine the true extent of the proh-
lem and then sorting out some of the
principal issues and the ways in which
they might be tackled directly,
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Government and the
demand for engineers

Briefly, it was recognized that de-
mand for engineers is largely deter-
mined by Government policies in sup-
porting research and development,
The IEEE’s successful support of the
Science and Technology Policy Bill
under which the Office of Science and
Technology Policy was established in
1976 s thus an example of how the
IEEE can achieve meaningful results
in this area. USAB representatives
worked closely with three Senate Com-
mittees in formulating the bill. Al-
though we were unsuccessful in getting
“Engineering” included in the title,
our proposals to recognize the impor-
tance of engineers and scientists as a
national resource were incerporated.

USAB representatives also joined
other engineering groups in testifying
before the Platform Committees of the
Democratic and Republican National
Committees. John Guarrera called for
greater ulilization of the nation’s en-
gineering and scientifie manpower in
the formation of national policy, and
urged that a science and engineering
plank be adopted in the platforms that
pledged “support of policies and pro-
cedures to increase Federal funding of
research and development, with an im-
mediate funding goal of at least 3 per-
cent of GNP.” While neither party
adopted the 3 percent pledge, we will
conlinue to call for attaining such a
goal,

The quality
of engineers

As for the complex issues related to
“supply,” which is better recognized
as involving the quality of engineers,
several meetings were held to thrash
them out. The result was we deter-
mined that two important issues to
address are universal registration, and
the proeess by which individuals ac-
guire the knowledge necessary to prac-
tice engineering.

The first issue includes such specific
concerns as: eliminating the industrial
exemption; revising criteria for the
EIT and PE examinations; and estab-
Hishing criteria for the right to use the
title “engineer.” USAB has scheduled
public meetings in California and
Massachusetts for the end of 1976 in
order to determine members’ views on
this admittedly controversial suhjeet.

The second issue involves such mat.
ters as: establishing criteria for en-

trance to engineering schools and for
baccalaureate curricula; exploring the
need for a lengthier program as well
as a higher degree (M.S./PL.D.) for
entry; determining the legal implica-
tions of liability from the standpeint of
the public welfare as well as product
safety; establishing criteria for para-
professional jobs engineering techno-
logists can perform.

Defining the professional
employment environment

Enhancing the status of engineers
as professionals requires bringing
about some agreement among employ-
ers and employees as to the conditions
governing such employment. Who
should be called an engineer? How
much notice should an employer give
to a professional employee whom he
discharges? How much notice should
the empleyee give when he quits?
What are the responsibilities of both
employee and employer for the for-
mer’s professional develepment? Over
the past several years, considerable
effort has been devoted to obtaining a
consensus among technical societies
concerning these and similar questions
relating to the mutual obligations be-
tween employers of engineers and
scientists and their employees. The
first edition of the resulting “Employ-
ment Guidelines” was released in 1972
and to date it has been endorsed by 28
technical societies and councils repre-
senting some 1.5 million professionals.
Yet, the TEEE has not been satisfied
with the document because, among
other things, it lays down desirable
general goals rather than quantifiable
guides. Consequently, a USAB com-
mittee in 1976 approved a series of pro-
posed changes designed to strengthen
the Guidelines substantially. Among
the changes that have been proposed
for making the Guidelines more quan-
titative are: recommended restrictions
on the use of titles denoting profes.
sional status; a strengthening of the
patent provisions aleng the lines de-
scribed in Section 6; and the spelling
out of a specific package of benefits
that eught to he provided at the em-
plover’s cost.

Obviously, one should not overesti-
mate the value of these changes. If ap-
proved by the Board of Directors, they
merely provide a basis from which the
IEEIYs representatives to the interso-
ciety board can negotiate. And even if
the Guidelines are eventually changed
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along the lines we desire, they are still
Guidelines, But we bhelieve they are
important nonetheless.

First of all, they provide the engi-
neer with a yardstick against which to
measure his or her own company in
comparison with others. This can be
helpful when a person is seeking em-
ployment, particularly when it is for
the first time and he or she is unfa-
miliar with industry practices.

Second, it provides employers with
a clear statement of what the profes-
sional societies and councils consider
appropriate conditions for employ-
ment.

But perhaps most significant, it pro-
vides a basis on which individual so-
cieties can establish those employment
peolicies and procedures they deem ap-
propriate for their own fields. Since
little could he done without the Guide-
lines, we feel they may be properly
viewed as an essential first step.

Obligations of professionals

Up to this point, the discussion of
USADB’s 1976 activities has focused on
things we believe should he done for.
professionals. However, it is important
to remember that there can be no one-
way street—a professional has obliga-
tions to society as well. For members
of the world’s largest engineering so-
ciely, these obligations are stated sue-
cinetly in the constitutional mandate:
“To enhance the quality of life for all
people throughout the world through
the constructive application of tech-
nology in its fields of competence, and
to promete understanding of the in-
fluence of such technelogy on the pub-
lic welfare.”

This provides the rationale—if indeed
a rationale be needed—for USAB’s
Congressional Fellow program, for its
contributions to sueh advisory bodies
as the U.S. Intersociety Legislative Ad-
visory Committee (USILA), and for
its participation, with the Technical
Activitics Board, in technical projects
having particular impact on its profes-
sional program.

Fellows. Siuce this program was
started by Congress in 1973, nearly 50
engineers and scientists from half a
dozen technical societies have served
one-year terms as full-time legislative
aides in the offices of Senators, Repre-
sentatives, or Cengressional Commit-
tees. The seven Fellows from the IEEE
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have been deeply involved with energy
and related legislation in their work
for the House Scienee and Technology
Committes, the Senate Committee on
Insular Affairs, the Joint Atomic En-
ergy Committee, and other committees.
Their work-—and that of the Fellows as
a group--has hrought considerable
praise from Congressmen and, in
March 1976, a Senate Resolution was
approved calling for the program to
he expanded.

The IEEE had three Fellows in the
program during 1975-1976, one work.
ing as staff direetor for Senator Robert
Packwood’s (R-Oreg.) Minority Task
Force on Energy Policy, anather on
the personal staff of Representative
Mike McCormack (D-Wash.), and the
third on the staff of Senator John Glenn
(P.0Ohio). The newest IEEE Fellow
is Kirby Helt, an engineer with South-
ern Californiz Edison, who joined the
staff of Senator Mark Hatfield (R-
Oreg.) in September 1976.

USILA. Volunteers from IEEE join
colleagues from other professional so-
cieties in providing members of slate
legislatures with factual technical ad-
vice—something quite different from
the lobbying most legislators are bom-
bharded with daily. The program began
a few years ago in the Il Region 6
states, with different mechanisms set up
in different states to respond quickly
to requests by the legislators for tech-
nieal advice, and also to request action
concerning pending legislation from
engineers as individuals or as groups.
In Edaho, for example, every hill going
into the legislative hopper has been
monitered, and in California summary
data en per-capita energy and land use
were prepared and mailed to every leg-
islator. As a result of its sncecess in the
western stales, where at least six com-
mittees are now active, USAB is spon.
soring its expansion to the rest of the
United States. Planning meeting were
held in four Regions during 1976, and
a booklet was prepared on how local
units can operate commissions or com-
mittees in their states.

TAB. Two projects were undertaken
by USAB in conjunction with the
Technical Activities Board in 1976.
These invelve support of the U.5. Na-
tional Committee of the International
Electrotechnical Commission (IEC),
and support of U.5. conversion to the
metric system in electrical and elec-
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tronics applications. Both projects will
ohviously lLelp improve the effective-
ness and competitive position of U.S.
industry.

Here’s a recent example of how
USAB involvement can pay off hand-
somely: We provided funds to send a
delegate from an IEEE Working Group
on CATV Graphic Symbols to a June
1976 meeting of the IEC in Norway
where this subject was being consid-
ered. Our delegate’s presentation pro-
duced a complete turnaround in the
European pesition on CATV symbols,
with the result that we expect the sym-
hols the IEC does adopt te be identical
1o those in the IEEE Standard.

USAB AT
YEAR’S END

In some ways, the major part of what
USAB accomplished during 1976 actu-
ally lies outside the domain of policy,
legislative, and other initiatives de-
scribed in the preceding pages. It lies
in the extent to which USAB was able
to transform itself into a mature ope-
rating hody with a program plan, a
staff, and a budget in place, and focused
upon an on-going program to carry out
its constitutional charge to advance the
professional standing of U.S. IEEE
members. Frankly, we are proud of the
degree to which this was realized.

Getting organized

As an entity which is only four years
old, and which became a Board only
two years ago, USAB started 1976 with
essentially no operating plan, no staff
organization, a §100 000 deficit, and a
$1 million budget to spend wisely and
effectively. Moreover, we faced two
serious difficulties. The first is that this
profession, and certainly its member-
ship, is enormously diverse. It is di-
verse in terms of technical interests,
job functions, and economic goals.
Furthermore, although we are citizens
of one nation, there is competition
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among companies; although we belong
to one profession there is competition
among individuals. It is not surprising,
therefore, that when USAB set out to
focus its attention upon needs that
must be met and ways of meeting them,
we were faced with a veritable Tower
of Babel of opinions, demands, ques-
tions, and arguments.

The second difficulty is that USAB
is unique among [EEE bodies in that
what we seek to achieve is largely out-
side of our control and the control of
the membership. As this report hope-
fully has made clear, when we want
legislation amended, for example, we
must emhark upon a time-consaming
process of persuasion and accommoda-
tion. And we must depend upon people
who are neither engineers nor IEEE
members. Furthermore, all of this must
be carried out in a velunteer organ-
ization, where leadership of the neces-
sary committees changes every two or
three years.

In view eof these realities, it was
clear at the outset that 1976 would have
to he a year in which considerable en-
ergy would go into:
® Identifying those areas where the In-
stitute lacked policies that were needed
hefore any action ceuld be undertaken,
and, once identified, attempting to de-
velop the necessary policy- statements
and get them approved hy the Beard
of Directors.
¢ Developing a specific program plan
to implement these policies and con-
duct other necessary activities.
¢ Building an infrastructure of staff
and volunteers, and establishing a bud-
get that would erase the previous year’s
deficit.

* Developing a program plan and bud-
get for 1977 as well.

Tmplicit in all of this, of course, was
the need to determine the real con-
cerns of the membership and then to
decide which ones the Institute, with
its not-unlimited resources, eould use-
fully taekle. As the year ends, we can
point to considerable progress in meet-
ing all of these objectives.
¢ New policies concerning patents,
ethics, amicus actions, and other mat.
ters were approved, and attention can
now turn to their implementation.

* A plan was adopted for 1976 setting
out five program goals, These in-
volved: improving member financial
henefits, career conditions and oppor-
tunities, and professional status; im-
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proving relations with Government
and other hodies; and improving the
communication of USAB aims and
accomplishments. By vear’s end, this
had evolved into a plan where the first
three were considered the goals, and
Government relations and communica-
tions were looked upon as supporting
activities. (Everything discussed in the
previcus sections of this report falls
under one or more of these three
goals.) -

® An organization of fulltime staff
and volunteers is in place (based at
2029 K Street, Washington, D.C.) and
task forces have been appointed to im-
plement many of the program tasks.
Also, we remained within budget.

¢ But perhaps our most important
achievement has been that we are able
to enter 1977 with a well-considered
program plan and a budget. This will
be the first time, and we helieve it
marks the saccessful evolution of
USAB from an infant that must strug-
gle to get itself organized into a matur-
ing entity with sufficient eontinuity
built in that it can now concentrate
its full energies on its real mission:
developing and sustaining an environ-
ment for a long-term professional ca-
reer in engineering,

Communications

Clearly, all the accomplishments in
the world mean little if members are
unaware of them. USAB recognizes
this, and also recognizes that past com-
munication efforts have been insuffi-
cient, Not only has there not been
enough communication to members,
but there has been no satisfactory
mechanism for communicating the
views, priorities, goals, etc., of mem-
bers back to those responsible for de-
veloping and implementing TSAB
programs. Also, there must be com-
munication with employers, without
whose eooperation and understanding
it would be difficult to implement
many of the programs we desire, and
there must be effective exchange of
information and experiences with
other technical societies and profes-
sional groups, many of whom share
our ohjectives.

Efforts were made in all these direc-
tions during 1976, but we consider
them fragmentary starts and recognize
that much more will be needed in the
future.

¢ To reach individuals, there were
Legislative Alerts {five) and Informa-
tion Bulletins (twe). A speaker’s bu-
reau was established that permitted
USAB members to address some 25
Section meetings. A revised editorial
prolicy for Spectrum will encourage it
to publish more news of professional
activities,

® Presidents and executive directors
of 17 engineering societies were con-
tacted by USAB’s chairman, James H.
Mulligan, to advise them of IEEE ac
tivities and toe learn about their pro-
grams. A start was made on a program
to enlist employer cooperation in ca-
reer maintenance {see Section 5).

* As of this writing, 134 Sections have
appeinted Professional Activities Com-
mittee chairmen to organize and im-
plement local programs of professional
activities. An important “first” oc.
curred in October 1976, when some
35 PAC chairmen participated in a
two-day USAB national worksheop on
professional activities. Held in Reston,
Va., the workshop had as its objee-
tives: to bring participants up to date
on the status of USAB activities: to
examine the role of the PAGs in rela
tion to these activities; to stimitlate
ideas ahout professional activities
projects that can be implemented at
the Section, Regional, or national
levels; and to build an expanded group
of IEEE members who are knowledge-
able abheout professional activities and
who can serve as resource people to
support other local, Regional, and na-
tional projects and meetings. (See
photos.}

An impertant outcome of the Reston
meeting was the organizing of task
forces to review the preliminary pro-
gram plan for 1977, A:r subsequent
“town meetings” in several cities
around the U.8., the task forece chair
men discussed the program goals with
members in order that their inputs
could be incorporated in the final plan
for 1977. We feel this could be an im-
portant mechanism for solving a vital
eommunication problem, and we look
forward to its greater use in 1977,

For more information ...

. . . about any program dis-
cussed in this report, contact
the IEEE Washington, D.C,,
Office at 2029 K St., NNW., Tel:
(202) 785-0017.




