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FOREWORD 

This is a Comment Edition of Historical Note 
No. 53 prepared by a summer employee of the NASA 
Historical staff (APPH). The author has a.greed to 
integrate comments and corrections submitted by 
critical readers, a normal process of validation 
for all historical reports and studies. 

This study is not for release outside of 
NASA in its present form. Please direct comments 
to the NASA Historian (APPH). 

Eugene M. Ermne 
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PREFACE l 

This paper was conceived as a study of a particular management 

concept used by NASA, the system of :functional management. Func

tional management involves a system of relationships between 

Headquarters staff offices and their counterparts in field installa

tions common to many large organizations. The paper attempts to find 

out something about the history of NASA functional management, and 

to examine the processes by which it operates within the agency. 

Many of the questions examined in the paper are derived from the 

literature of public administration. 

The paper is divided into several sections. The introduction 

attempts to sketch briefly the development of the concept of func

tional management in the literature of management, and to discuss some 

of the other theoretical concepts involved. Chapter II discusses the 

development of this concept within NASA itself. Chapter III discusses 

two particular case studies of the operation of functional management 

in NASA, the :functions of personnel and procurement. Chapter IV con

tains a summary and some general conclusions. 

The study was originally intended to be descriptive rather than 

critical. As a result of the research undertaken and the interviews 

with people involved in the system, however, it is possible to draw 

conclusions and make suggestions. t.bst of these are essentially a 

product of remarks and ideas expressed by NASA people themselves. 



The research for this paper involved studying the documents in 

which NASA has described the concept of functional management and a 

series of interviews with personnel at Headquarters and three field 

Centers. For a more precise assessment of the concept in operation, 

two particular functions, procurement and personnel, were chosen for 

study. 

The case studies are culled from approximately 4o interviews. 

2 

The text is thus an amalgam of views of many people in many places. 

No attributions are made of the source of particular remarks or 

opinions expressed. The desire for candid comments se��ed to dictate 

this anonymity. This lack of attribution places a burden upon the 

credibility of the work, for no individual is fn a position to 

evaluate the correctness of the synthesis or of any particular 

comments recorded. The author can only assert that he has made every 

effort to summarize attitudes accurately and without distortion. 

Particular appreciation is expressed to Dr. Eugene M. Emme and 

Dr. Frank W. Anderson of the NASA Historical Staff for providing the 

author with the opportunity to write this paper and for useful 

comments upon it. Whatever value there may be in this study is due 

in large measure to the numerous individuals who were generous with 

their time and patience in talking with the author. Any mistakes, 

factual or interpretative, are solely his responsibility. 

J. c.
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I. Introduction

Functional management is a systein which places responsibility 

for overall management of certain agency-wide activities (including 

personnel, financial management, audit, procurement and supply, public 

information, technology utilization) with a staff office in NASA 

Headquarters. The Headquarters staff office (the functional managers) 

are given authority to communicate with, advise, and direct the 

activities of counterparts �aged in these activities in the various 

NASA field installations. For example, in the management of NASA's 

personnel program by the Personnel Division in Headquarters, flows of 

communications to the field Center personnel officers need not alweys 

be channeled through the field Center director, but may flow directly 

:from the :f'unctional manager in Headquarters to counterpart personnel 

divisions within field installations. 

Functional management is thus a technique designed to take advan

tage at all levels in the organization (both in Headquarters and in 

the field installations) of the expertise and experience which 

specialization makes available, without excessively disrupting the 

hierarchical chain of command within the organization. A number of 

objectives are to be served by this system. These include: 

1. Improving the performance of these activities in the field by
providing the installations with advice in particular problems,
keeping them abreast of the latest techniques in the function,etc.



2. Achieving the desired degree of uniformity in the performance
of these functions throughout the agency.

3. Providing clear lines of communication between Headquarters and
the field regarding these key support functions.
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In a sense, such communication between s:pecialists in a particular 

area, whatever their location geogra�hically ::>r in the organization 

structure, is inevitable -- effective carryil'l.jg out of these activities 

requires such relationships. The functional 1nanagement system adopted 

by NASA recognizes the existence of such interaction and attempts to 

formalize it. These relationships between He,adqua.rters and the field 

are recognized and sanctioned, formal channel1s of communication a.re 

established, clearance procedures are establi:shed to ensure that 

program (or "line") personnel are kept aware of the flow of communi

cation, and authorities and limitations are p:laced upon the "functional 

managers" in NASA Headquarters. Finally, the system is designed to 

provide a point of respo.nsibility for the act:lvity in the specialized 

area. Functional managers in NASA Headquarteit's a.re not only given 

permission to communicate with and advise the:lr counterparts in the 

field, but arP. also specifically made respons:lble for the carrying out 

of the activity in the agency at all levels. 

The specific concept of functional m.anag4ement ( or :function 

management) can probably be traced to the work of Frederick Taylor. 

In developing his technique of time and motion study, Taylor came to 

the conclusion that traditional forms of hieri!lrchical organization 



(which he called "military organization"), with their classical 

emphasis upon strict hierarchical lines and unity of command, were 

basically inefficient in large organizations, in which activities 

were most effectively carried out if broken down into a series of 

specialized activities • .!/ 

Throughout the whole field of management the military type of 
organization should be abandoned, and what ma.y be called the 
'functional type' substituted in its place. 'Functional 

management• consists in so dividing the work of management 
that each man from the assistant superintendent down shall 
have as few functions as possible to perform. If practicable, 
the work of each man in management should be confined to the 
performance of ,a single leading function. Under the ordinary 
or mill tary type the workers are divided into groups. Men 
in each group receive their orders f'rom one man only. This 
man is the single agent through which the various functions 
of the management ere brought into contact with the men. 
Certainly the most marked outward characteristic of functional 
management lies in the fact that each workman, instead of 
coming into direct contact with the management at one point 
only, namely through his gang boss, receives his daily orders 
and help directly from eight different bosses, each of whom 
performs his own particular function. 

Taylor WAS speaking about and was basically concerned with manage

ment at a relatively low level -- the management of the lowest eche

lon workers by their foremen. But his concept is applicable to 

management at any level, in any large organization whether or not 

its goal is routinized activity such as production. 

The auestion of how to handle specialization has become more 

acute as organizations have become larger and their goals and tasks 

more complex. Whether organizations are viewed as problem-solving 

mechanisms (Thompson� or decision-making devices ( Sixoon µ/ the 

5 
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rational procedure in designing an orgafzation is to break down the 

task or problem into ;:tM.J.l�r aub-tr;.sksj and to 8ttac."t each of these 

in turn. The sub-tasks ue best dealt\with by individual.a who are 

trained 8.tld experienced in handling problems in a particular activity-

specialists. Thus specialization is an inevitable ( or rather a 

defining) characteristic of organizations. 

Traditional. organiza.tionol patterns arc often not suited to the 

manq_ging of specialists. As Thompson points out, formal orgAnization 

is based on the con�ept of hierA.rchy,--the relationships between 

members of the organization (relationships of super- and subordination) 

are expressed in terms of the notions of rights and authority. These 

essentially formal.,relationships tend to be diffuse rather than 

specific, particularistic 1�ather than univm-sal. Objective standards 

governing the relationship are lackir.g o Particularistic nonns--such 

as connections, 1!1Arulerism.s1 dress, race; etc.--of'ten govern such 

relationships.Y 

Specialization, on tha other hand, introduces instrumental factors 

into the relationship between members of en organization. Specialists 

tend to deal in more ratione.l terms--e.g.i how A.ctivities relate to 

the efficient and successful ca.n"'Ying out of organization goals. For 

an organization based on specie.limation to f'unction properly, a climate 

must be provided which encou�sges rationalism and universalism. 
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Both of these elements--hierarchy and specialization--a.re 

essential to an organization. But in many �s they are contra

dictory and tend to work against one another. Each introduces into 

the relations between members of the organization different--and 

o:f'ten conflicting--standards of conduct and performance, Hierarchy 

injects the (control) relationship of super- and subordination based 

upon "status" within the organization structure. Specialization tends 

to reject status as the proper criterion for such relationships and 

inject expertise and objective standards as the proper criteria for 

establishing such relationships. Of course, this pieture is simpli

fied and exaggerated for the sake of illustration, but there can be 

no doubt that the situation and its attendant problems do exist in 

many organizations. 

Another related problem exists. This deals with the flow of 

conununication, consultation, and instructions within an organization. 

The principle of hierarchy suggests that conmrunications, orders, etc. 

must flow "through channels" in order to maintain the integrity of the 

system of hierarchical authority. Specialization, on the other hand, 

suggests that such connnunication should take place directly between 

all those in the organization concerned with the activity, whatever 

their location in the hierarchy. This clash is compounded when the 

organization is comprised of a headquarters and a series of field 

installations. The instal1ation directors have a distinctive mechan

ism for communication with headquarters, and relations between 



specialists in headquarters and their counterparts in the field ma.y 

often be viewed with suspicion, if not outright hostility. In addi

tion, the problem is :f'urther compounded by the fact that in many 

specialized areas those with expertise tend to develop their own 

vocabulary and language--to the general supervisor, it is not only 

8 

a problem of being aware of connnunication between specialists but also 

one of understanding such communication after he becomes aware of it. 

Finally, a system which involved direct communication between 

specialists whatever their location in the hierarchy (and such 

channels will inevitably develop) runs afoul of an almost sacred prin

ciple of classical organizational theory--the principle of unity of 

command. This revered principle states that in a properly structured 

organization, 11 every man has but one boss to whom he reports and f'rom 

whom he takes orders and· instructions."'2./ The degree to which this 

principle can or should be adhered to varies. In some instances, as 

mentioned by Taylor, it is suggested that an individual should not 

receive advice or instructions from any member of the organization 

except his immediate superior. More realistically, it is asserted 

that though an individual may get advice and instructions from many 

members of the organization, he should be formally responsible to 

only one superior, and in case of doubt or conflicting instructions 

should have one superior to whom he should turn. 

This principle has long appeared in the literature of organiza

tion theory and of management. It is appealing because of its sim

plicity--it seems to provide a simple and basic criterion upon which 
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to build an organization. In addition, one NASA organization 

specialist suggested that it is in part derived from the Western 

cultural tradition. One God, one father, one wife�-the notion of 

unity in the ba.sic hierarchical relationships which one encounters in 

"inform.al" organizations tends to reinforce this principle. Whatever 

the source of its allure, many individuals adhere to the principle 

with feeli.ng that may approach religious fervor and oppose any system 

which appears to compromise the principle 'With the zeal of the cru

saders. 

However, for the reasons suggested above, the principle never 

strictly operates in any organization. It would deny the services of 

specialization by rendering inadmissible any advice or instruction 

from individuals other than one's immediate supervisor. In addition, 

strict adherence to the principle should entail an enormous communica

tion load to ensure that all conununication flowed through the fonnal 

supervisor to his subordinates. 

Since reality does not conform to theory, some attempt must be 

made to reconcile the two. One alternative (often found in the liter

ature about organizations) is to ignore reality and pretend that the 

theory is still valid. A sec::md is to recognize reality and adjust 

the theory accordingly. 

The first alternative o:t'ten involves the adherence to what have 

been called "myths" of organization. Such myths include: "Staff never 

commands, it merely advises," or "Functional specialists do not give 
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6/ 
orders, but their advice is not to be lightly disregarded."-

By means of these m;y-l;hs, the theory--the principle of unity of 

comand, the distinction between line and staff--is retained, while 

the flow of communication between specialists is recognized. But such 

con:anunication is distorted.--it is called advice when o:rten it amounts 

to instruction, A related. "myth" is often employed in organizations 

having a headquarters and field installations. lf 

It is said that these various units in the central office provide 
1technical supervisior�' to field offices, while 'administrative 

directiot1' comes directly from the head of the central office to 
the regional directors and hence on down to his subordinates. 
Realistically speaking, of courGe, 'technical supervision' 
involves just as much real authority as does the 'advice' pro
vided. by staff units, or the 'service' given by auxiliary units. 
The very fact that conflict fi-equently arises between '-cechnical' 
instructions and 'administrative' instructions demonstrates the 
authoritative character of both. The plain fact of the matter 
is that field personnel receive commands :t'rom many sources 
besides their in:anediate 'administrative' superiors--unity of 
command is actually not observed. 

The second alternative involves the conscious avowal that, since 

specialization exists, some members of the organization are going to 

receive orders from at least two sources. The specialist will receive 

orders both from other specialists and his own hierarchical supervisors. 

Such a system involves redefinition of theory to the extent that such 

principles as unity of command and distinctions between the role of 

line and staff are modified.. However, because these principles are 

so deeply embedded., even a system such as NASA' s--which does make 

explicit a rejection of unity of command--must make some allowance 



tor traditional theory; 
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it tries to IllBlke some qualitative dis-

tinction between the types of conmunica,t:i.om and instruction coming 

from field Center management and from f'unct;ional managers in 

Headquarters. 

Given a large, complex organization, �dth a headquarters and 

fiel.d instal.J.ations, one can imagine a cont;inuum which measures the 

degree of' authority given to special�zed sta.f':f offices in the Head

quarters. On one end is what may be caJ.led. a "weak" sta.f'f or "bureau" 

type organization, With this type of' orgaI1tizational pattern, the 

headquarters staf'f offices (e.g., :personnel.) are typically quite small, 

and have very limited authority in communic:ating with and instructing 

counterpart offices in the field. In such an organization, the field 

installations are generally quite autonomouw and have responsibility 

for development and administration of programs in the various func

tional areas. 

On the other esd Jf the continuum is what may be called a "strong" 

staf'f organization. Under this pattern, he:ad.auarters staf'f offices are 

typically quite large, and have substantial. authority in dealing with 

counterparts in the field. 

A typical example.of a weak sta.f'f orge1t1ization is the Dupont 

Company. In this organization, thP. various: operating divisions are 

granted a tremendous amount of autonomy iil their operations such as 

personnel, and little direction or control is exerciaed from the 

head.auarters. On the other hand, the Department of Defense agencies 
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typice.lly exhibit strong staff characteristics. Partly because of the 

authorities granted to staffs in headquarters, and partly because of 

the ract officers with differing ranks are involved, the headquarters 

staff offices in OOD agencies typically exercise a great deal of 

authority in directing and commanding counterparts in field installa

tions. The system to be considered in this paper, functional manage

ment in NASA, falls somewhat in the middle of this continuum, with the 

headquarters staff offices having limited authorities in dealing with 

counterparts in field installations. 

I 
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II. Functional Management in NASA
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The types of relationships involved in a system of functional 

management are likely to develop in any large organization, regard

less of the terminology used to describe them. This is perhaps 

especially true in a government organization, for the existence of 

general regulations (e.g., statutes, Executive Orders, CSC regula

tions) which must be followed by all agencies suggests use of some 

mechanism to ensure and evaluate compliance throughout a.n agency. 

Thus, although the term "functional management" did not apply 

until 1961, the system of consultation and communication between 

Headquarters staff offices and operational counterparts in field 

installations apparently existed in NASA's major predecessor, the 

NACA. In keeping with the NACA philosophy of rather informal organ

ization and a large amount of field installation autonomy, the 

Headquarters staffs were small, and the network of Headquarters

Center relationships in areas such as personnel and procurement was 

never strictly formalized. 

In 1961, the term "functional management" first appeared in NASA 

organizational material, and the initial attempts at specifying how 

the concept was to operate were set forth. As we have seen, a basic 

reason for using a concept such as functional management in NASA was 

the fact that in a large and complex government organization there is 

some need for consistency in carrying out support and administrative 



functions. Such consistency is required both by sound management 

practice and by the fact that these activities are in large .part 

governed by general rules and regulations and a.re subject to the 

scrutiny of regulatory organizations (csc, GAD, and the legislative 

branch). 

This need and desire for consistency explain in large part the 

formalization of the technique of functional management. The timing 

14 

of the issuance of the documents describing functional management-

appearing in 1961--can be explained by the fact that this was the year 

in which NASA made its first major attempt at setting forth and evalua

ting many of the management concepts which were to guide its develop

ment as an organization • .!/ During this period of rethinking and

setting forth basic administrative concepts, a number of significant 

organizational changes took place. First, management in NASA evaluated 

what they considered to be a drift within the agency toward a bureau 

structure--a series of semi-autonollk)us subagencies dealing with the 

various technical programs NASA was engaged in (e.g., launch vehicles, 

satellite programs, manned space flight). General management of NASA 

(which refers to the Administrator, Deputy Administrator, and Associate 

Administrator) concluded that this drift should be reversed and control 

over the agency's activities by general management be firmly reasserted. 

The first step in this process was the creation of an Office of Programs 

on the staff of the Associate .Administrator (essentially the general 

I I 

manager of the agency), giving him control over budget preparation and p 
resource al.1ocation within NASA. 
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A second major step in 1961 was a basic reorganization of the 

agency. Prior to this reorganization ( see C1tAM I), the vario.us field 

Centem of NASA reported to the director of the program office ( i. e. , 

technical office) which had cognizance over the type of activity the 

Center was primarily engaged in, and only through this program office 

to general. management. The reorganization changed this pattern, making 

the field Centers report directly to the Associate Administrator, just 

as program directors did (see CHART II). 'Tois was a step toward assert

ing the authority of general management and decreasing the authority of 

program directors • 

A third aspect of this reevaluation and reorganization of NASA's 

administrative structure was the formalization of functional management 

as a basic NASA organizational concept. In part, functional. management 

was directly connected with the desire to reassert the authority of 

general management. Although the staff and policy responsibilities 

for such things as procurement and personnel were within the Office of 

Business Administration (which became the Office of Administration) 

the program directors, as part of the trend toward a semi-bureau 

structure, had been pressing for the placement of such staff special

ists on their own staffs. As the 1961 reorganizations struck at this 

tendency toward autonomy for program directors, a natural concomitant 

was a reaffirmation of the responsibility of the Office of Administra

tion for the management of its activities throughout the agency. 
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Mr. Webb, the Administrator, desired that the administrative 

offices in Headquarters assume responsibility for the carrying out of 

their activities throughout the agency. Although as noted, there was 

already a good deal of interchange between the staff offices in 

Headquarters and their counterparts in the field, there was no clear 

understanding of where the ultimate responsibility for such activities 

ley. Under NACA it ley with the highly autonomous field Centers; in 

NASA up to this point, the question had not been clearly resolved. 

The introduction of the concept of functional management was an attempt 

to impress upon the Headquarters offices the extent of their responsi

bility. By delineating the concept of functional management, it was 

hoped that the Headquarters staffs might no longer be able to generally 

accede to the wishes of the program directors and field Centers by 

using the excuse that Headquarters w-as merely staff and could only 

advise. At the same time, the explicit authorities Branted the func

tional managers were severely limited. If functional management was 

to work effectively, it required a high degree of expertise on the 

part of the functional. managers. Since they are expected to exercise 

leadership and direction of their field counterparts but do not have 

many explicit authorities, the successful functional manager must 

have something to offer his counterparts--skill, expertise, knowlede;e, 

and techniques--which the counterparts need but do not themselves 

possess. 



17 

Before going on to describe the authorities granted to functional 

managers, something mre should be said about the history of the agency, 

for this history provides a key to both the requirement for a system 

like functional management and some of the problems which implementa

tion may encounter. Although much has been written about the fact 

that NASA was created by welding together existing ::>rganizati:::ms and 

personnel from many different backgrounds, this fact can perhaps n::>t 

be stressed enough. When considering the organizational structure and 

managerial concepts which NASA has utilized (including functional 

management), the origins of the organization and the context and con

straints this background places upon management of NASA are vital to 

understanding. NASA was created out of several organizati::>ns which 

were already f'unctio�ing as entities--most important were the NACA, 

parts of the Naval Research Laboratory, the Development Operations 

Division of the ABMA, and the Jet Propulsion Laboratory of Cal Tech. 

Each of these organizations carried a heritage when it came t::i 

NASA, each had its own operating procedures, its own pattern of rela

tionships with a Headquarters, its own degree of expertise in perform

ing its activities, its own line-staff relationships, its own elan as 

a functioning organizational entity, 

The task of NASA Headquarters was to try to meld these organiza

tions into a single agency. In addition to the fact that many pre

existing organizations were involved in the creation of NASA, the 
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personnel within the new agency came from many backgrounds--from the 

agencies incorporated in NASA, f'rom other government agencies (particu

larly OOD and AEC), from universities, from industry. These individuals 

had different backgrounds, experiences, and predilections as to how 

NASA should be run. Thus NASA inherited from its predecessors a wealth 

of experience with varied techniques and organizational arrangements. 

In addition, it inherited a series of power relationships--members of 

the various organizations had their own clienteles, their own positions 

of prestige. Even if centralization of control in Headquarters had 

been a prime goal (which it was noti it would have been very difficult 

to institute. 

A second major factor conditioning the type of Headquarters-field 

relationships which were to exist in NASA was the demanding nature of 

the agency's mission and program. Research and development is tradi

tionally not amenable to a high degree of central direction and control. 

'!'he climate required ( especially for basic research) is one of relative 

freedom from strict supervision and management. While questions of 
and 

basic policy direction/ resource allocation should be accomplished by 

the Headquarters, supervision of the da.y-to-de;y activities of field 

installations is not feasible. What supervision there is must be gener

ally accomplished in the field. The fact that NASA expends most of its 

budget (over 90'1t,,) through contracts also dictates a high degree of decen

tralization. Monitoring of such contracts is most efficiently accom

plished at the Center level, where the proximity to contractor operation 

and technical expertise required for intelligent evaluation of contractor 

performance is available, 
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The NASA centers vary with regard to the activities they are 

engaged in--some are engaged in what may be cal.l.ed almost pure research 

while others are concerned almost completely with development of 

systems hardware and particular programs. Because of these differences 

between the various Centers, the question of uniformity of operations 

is perplexing. In certain areas, uniformity is simply not desirable. 

In others, although desirable, it is not attainable. A good example is 

that of personnel classification. In theory, this is an area where 

uniformity is both desirable and mandatory--desirable because inequality 

in plcy for similar wrk is destructive of good organization morale, 

mandatory by CSC regulations. However, such uniformity does not exist 

in NASA. In part this is due to the fact that there is never a complete 

one-to-one correspondence between the wrk of personnel at different 

installations--and equal plcy for equal wrk cannot be obtained if equal 

work does not exist. Nonetheless it seems probable that more equality 

among Centers might be possible (even though "equal work" does not exist, 

some principle such as "equal plcy for equal levels of responsibility" 

could perhaps provide some more uniform standards for classification 

at the field Centers). But each Center has a vested interest in re

taining--and if possible increasing--the classification of its jobs, 

if it hopes to attract and retain its employees. And each Center has 

its own power bases, which prevent easy i�sition by Headquarters of 

a system of more equal classification. What inequality has existed 

has fed upon itself--one Center finds out that another is paying more 

for w:,rk which look similar and uses this as leverage to raise its own 



classification even more. Hence consistency 8.ll1x:mg the Centers is 
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never quite achieved, This situation is gra.dunJJ.y improving in NASA 

as the organization matures and as management of Centers becomes more 

aware of the requirements of the CSC in regard to classification (as 

they a.re more o:f'ten exposed to Headquarters and CSC surveys). But this 

example shows that standards presumably applying to all Centers exist, 

but the problem of applying these standards is as yet not completely 

solved. 

The consequences of these differences am:mg Centers and the nature 

of the job to be done are fairly obvious. NASA cannot be a strongly 

centralized operation. The major activities o:f the agency are to be 

carried out at the field installations. Consi:stency of operations and 

procedures throughout the agency is not feasib:le. Attitudes toward 

Headquarters and the kind and degree of direct:ion which it should. pro

vide will differ significantly. If personnel in Headquarters come from 

agencies run under more centralized control (such as OOD) they will have 

to severely modify their conceptions of their :role vis-a-vis the field. 

What organizational structure used to provide direction to the field 

from Headquarters will have to take account of the context in which the 

agency has developed. 

A number of studies and documents relating to the system of func

tional management came out during the 1961 reorganization phase. The 

formal Management Circular on the system did not appear until June 15, 

1962.Y One of the difficulties in the staff documents preceding the 
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Management Circular is a lack of clarity a.a to 'What wa.s encompassed 

by the system of tunctional management. Since by virtue of the 1961 

reorganization the program offices themselves were in a sense made 

"staff" to the Associate .Administrator {their direct hierarchical 

relationship vis-a-vis the field Centers had been taken away), docu

ments relating to functional management sometimes referred to the 

program directors as functions managers--for example, functional 

management of launch operations.l/ As the written materials were even

tuall:y revised and straightened out, functional management became a 
'· 

term applying only to those functions supervised by the Office of 

Administration (although it was suggested that such functions as the 

General Counsel and Public Affairs were also subject to similar systems 

of supervision). 

The official document describing functional management is NACA 

Circular 233, "Information Material on Assignment of' Responsibilities 

in NASA Headquarters" (June 15, 1962). Attachment B is entitled, 

"Functional Management Responsibilities of the Office of Arlministration." 

The following administrative activities were stated to be subject to 

functional management by the Of'fice of Administration: financial 

management, personnel, procurement and supply, security, management 

analysis, industrial safety program, and administrative services. 

Three major objectives were specified for the system of i'unc

tional management: 



• Provide assistance to Center administrative personnel in
improving the services they render alJ other elements of
the Centers. This could be achieved by such means as
(1) providing specialized advice and: assistance which a
given Center 1llEcy' not need on a f'ull-time basis;
(2) assisting in the solution of a particularly complex
administrative problem involving several Centers; and
(3) continually providing opportunities for Center per
sonnel to keep abreast of new developments in a given
administrative field.

• Achieve NASA,.wide uniformity of policy and of ad.ministra
tion where necessary or desirable.
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• Ensure compliance with the spirit and intent of applicable
laws, orders, and regulations.

The C1.1rcul.a:r then discussed the general philosophy behind func

tional management--taking advantage of administrative specialists 

w1 thout disrupting the normal hierarchical patterns of Headquarters/ 

,.'ield relationshi:ps--and listed the specific responsibilities of 

Division Directors (the prime functional managers) in the Office of 

.Administration: 

Formulating proposed policies--including making studies, 
developing alternatives, and preparing recommended plans 
of action for consideration by the Director of Adminis
tration and approval by the Associate Administrator. 

Establishing standards and procedures--including executing 
other steps necessary to put these policies into effect. 

Evaluating performance--the functional manager is respon
sible for evaluating the manner in which his function is 
carried on throughout the agency and must establish a 
system of visits, analyses, and other techniques suffi
cient to provide reasonable assurance that he knows what 
problems are arisine, what assistance is required, etc. 
He is also responsible for reporting the more important 
results of his evaluation to Center general management 
and to Headquarters general management. 

Reviewing and recommending allocation of resources and 
selection of key personnel. 



The authorities required to fulfill these responsibilities are 

also listed: 

Prescribe standards and pz·ocedures--aubject to certain 
limitations, Division Directors may sign and issue to 
Headquarters and field Centers standards and procedures 
necessary to execute approved policy. 

Conduct surveys, analyses, and reviews. 
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Communicate directly with Center an� Headquarters admini
strative elements. 

a. may communicate directly with Center and Head
quarters administrative elements, may also
issue instructions directly to counterparts in
regard to their functional area after obtaining
the clearance of appropriate Headquarters and
Center elements. Subject to specific limita
tions set forth, these instructions are binding.

b. heads of Center administrative elements are
responsible for keeping Center general manage
ment informed of direct communications from Head
quarters Division Directors in accordance with
the interests and desires of the Center's general
management.

Participate in the selection of the key counterpart personnel 
--this involves consu1tation by Center Director with the 
appropriate Headquarters Divisions Director before he makes 
a decision on appointments. This role of Headquarters is 
strictly advisory. 

Finally, the instruction sets forth the limitations placed upon the 

authority of functional managers: 

Such authority mu.st be delegated by the Associate 
Administrator. 

They may not issue major policy statements. 

Instructions must be in line with and for the purpose of 
carrying out policy approved by general management. 



They may- not issue instructions 'Which -would result 
in major shifts in programs or in the assignment of 
personnel or other resources. 

They are responsible for getting concurrence from 
appropriate Headquarters offices or approval of 
general management in case of nonconcurrences before 
issuing instructions. 

They may- not issue instructions 'Which would have a 
substantial effect upon another functional area. 

• The Division Director shall redelegate to persons
under his immediate supervision his authority to issue
instructions only to the extent absolutely necessary
and in no case to lower than a branch chief.
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The Circular took notice that conflicts imzy arise either 

between functional managers and their counterparts in field installa

tions or between functional managers and management of the installa

tion. These conflicts may arise, it is suggested, as a result of 

instructions or actions of the :f'unctional manager which are, in the 

opinion of Center management: 

1. not in line with policy approved by NASA general management;

2. contrary to policy or instructions properly prescribed by

Program Directors, other Headquarters Division Directors

(i.e., other functional managers), or by Center management;

3, not in the best interests of NASA; 

The Circular states that 'When such situations arise, the Center 

specialists or general management should bring it to the attention of 

the functional manager. If the issue cannot be resolved at this level, 

it shouJ.d be presented (via the Director of the Office of .Administration) 

to the Associate Administrator for resolution • .Apparently it was not 
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expected by those in NASA who delineated the concept that many such 

conflicts would arise. However, the la.ck o:f such conflicts ID.83 

indicate not only a. smooth functioning system, but, alternatively, a 

la.ck of assertiveness on the part of Headquarters or the field. 

In 1963, NASA underwent another major reorganizati::m. The major 

change involved another restructuring of th� field reporting rela-

tionships._ Instead of reporting to the Associate .Administrator (as they 

had done since 1961), the Centers once again were to report to the 

directors of the technical program offices in Headquarters, and through 

them to general management ( see CH.ART III ) • The directors of' the tech

nical program offices ( the Associate Administrators for Manned Space 

Flight, for Space Science and Applications, and for Advanced Research 

and Technology) have essentially tw responsibilities. First, they 

have "program" responsibility, which includes management and direction 

of related groups of research and development projects which are carried 

out at a number of Centers (e.g., the Gemini program in the area of 

manned space f'J.ight, the Mariner program in the area of space sciences). 

Their second responsibility is "institutional"--institutional responsi

bility includes the general management of all facilities and personnel 

of a given installation. Obviously, the major burden of 1
1institutional11

management lies with the Center directors. However, under the 1963 

reorganization, with field Centers reporting to the Associate Adminis

trators for Manned Space Flight, etc., the ultimate responsibility for 

institutional management is placed with these Associate Administrators. 

v' 
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Thus, in their role of assuming institutional responsibility, these 

Associate Administrators are referred to (and will be referred to here) 

a,s "Institutional Directors." 

Along with this major organizational rearrange1nent, the system of 

functional management was formally extended to offices beyond the 

Office of Administration. Three additional Readquarters staff offices 

were given functional responsibility for ma,.J,ging their activities 

throughout the agency: 

The Office of Industry Affairs was given responsibility for 
the procurement, reliability, and quality assurance func
tions (up until early 1963, procurement and supply had 
been managed by a Division in the Office of Administration; 
however, a new Office of Industry Affairs had been created 
in 1963). 

The Office of Technology Utilization and Policy Planning was 
given responsibility for management o,f the technology 
utilization and scientific and technical information func
tions. 

The Office of Public Affairs was give,n responsibility for 
managing the activities of public inf'ormation, special 
services and educational programs and. services throughout 
the agency. 

The specification of responsibilities, authoriti.es, and limitations upon 

the :functional managers under the 1963 reorganiz,ation was essentially 

the same as that discussed above. 

One major change in the operation of functi.onal management was 

required by the 1963 reorganization. Previous t:o the reorganization 

there was no formal mechanism by which functionaLl managers coordinated 

their communications to field installations with the technical offices 
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in Headquarters; since these Headquarters offices had no major institu

tional responsibility for managing the field installations, .such 

coordination was not so essential. The 1963 reorganization--which 

placed the field installations under the institutional direction of the 

various technical offices at Headquarters--changed this. If the 

Institutional Directors (i.e., the Associate Administrators for Manned 

Space Flight, for Space Sciences and Applications, and for Advanced 

Research and Technology) were to have the responsibility for manage

ment of their Centers, they would have to be made aware of, and part 

of, the process of functional management of activities at their Centers� 

Thus the document specifying the guidelines of operation under the new 

organization states:� 

••• when heads of functional staffs or their properly designated 
delegatees are communicating or working With counterparts at 
field installations, they will inform the appropriate Associate 
Administrator or other official to whom the particular field 
installation reports of the matter which they are planning to 
take up with their field installation counterparts and of the 
results of their contacts with Center personnel. 

The three Associate Administrators responsible for Center management 

were directed to designate points within their offices which should 

receive information about contacts between Headquarters functional 

managers and their operational counterparts in the field. In addition 

to providing information to the Institutional Directors about contacts, 

the system whereby concurrences and clearances are obtained had to 

take account of the new system of Center management. And the results 

of inspections and surveys now would be reported not only to the 
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Director of Administration and ·through him to the· Asso,ciate Administrator, 

but also to the Institutional Directors. 

Despite these provisions for coordination and inf'ormation provided 

to the Institutional Director, it was envisioned that functional manage

ment in operation would involve much direct contact be:tween functional 

managers and their counterparts which would not require formal clearances:V 

To facilitate and expedite actions for the counte:rparts of functional 
managers, direct contacts are encouraged so long· as actions result
ing from such contacts are consistent with approvred policies and
plans and are not contrary to instructions of responsible operating 
officials ••• Once effective relationships have be:en established 
with the three Associate Administrators to whom Centers report and 
other key Headquarters officials, the Headquarters functional staff 
will be able to carry out many normal day-to-day transactions with
out notifying the information point concerned. 

This, then, is a brief description of the development of functional 

management in NASA and of the formal ground rules by \Thich it is supposed 

to operate. In carrying out their functions of devele>p1118 general 

policy and surveying the activities of operational counterparts in the 

field, functional managers are to have direct contact with these counter

parts, providing them with guidance and leadership as well as instructions 

in certain areas, while at the same time making sure t�hat their contacts 

and activities are properly coordinated with those ofj�ices in Head

quarters who have direct line management responsibilities vis-a-vis the 

field centers. 

One of the strik1118 aspects of the authorities and limitations 

placed upon NASA functional managers is their essentiEll ambiguity. That 

is, although the functional managers are nominally gi,il'en complete respon

sibility for the carrying out of their activities thr()ughout the agency, 

the authorities given them to carry out this responsibility are not so 
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clear. Thus the functional manager is expected to establish policies 

and standards and procedures for counterparts throughout the agency, 

but at the same time elaborate clearance procedures mu:st be gone through 

before policies can be set out officially. The functional manager must 

inspect the activities of counterparts; but he cannot initiate corrective 

action himsel.f. The explicit limitations on his autho,rity--such as not 

issuing major policy statements, instructions vhich w,uld result in 

major shifts of resources, or ones affecting other functional areas-

also seem to undercut his responsibility. That is, it, is not always 

clear what a functional manager can do in carrying out; his responsibilities, 

since he labors under such substantial restrictions. 

It is perhaps better to view the documents perta:tning to functional 

management as expressing a general philosopey rather t;han expllci t 

guidelines as to how functional managers are to carry out their respon

sibilities. An interesting question which arises is t;hat of, in 

effect, "Who is in the middle?" From one point of viE:w it might appear 

to be the counterparts in the field installation, for they are presum

ab� receiving communications and instructions from t�,o sides, both 

Center management and the functional managers. On thu other hand, it 

may be the functional managers who are "in the middle •. 11 That is, they 

have been charged with responsibility for their activtty throughout the 

agency, but do not appear to have commensurate author:tties to ensure 

that they can effectively manage this responsibility. This lack of 

authority comes not only from the explicit limitationn which have been 



placed upon the activities of functional managers but also from the 

context in which they must work. They are dealing with counterparts 

who o:rten have the whole weight of an installation behind them. 

Counterparts whose experience was in NACA simply are not used to 

receiving authoritative communications from a Headquarters staff 
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office. Field Centers in general see their own problems as peculiar 

and are wary of directives from a Headquarters which they feel is 

lacking in experience, understanding, and sympathy toward the. 

needs of their installation. When representing a Center opposing a 

Headquarters policy or directive, the counterpart carries a great deal 

of weight. Since the Headquarters is itself broken up into major 

offices which have institutional responsibility for the Centers, the 

functional manager cannot o:rten hope to speak for a unified Headquarters. 

In general, then, one might expect that functional management 

would operate in a climate of dissatisfaction. Functional manaaers 

might be expected to be dissatisfied with their lack of authority, 

field counterparts with the excessive interference of functional 

managers. By the very- nature of the context and history- in which 

functional management must operate, it would seem� priori that it 

would involve an atmosphere of dissatisfaction. But are the alterna

tives to this approach feasible? One would involve granting substantial 

autonomy to the field Centers--for example, simply providing each 

Center with copies of CSC regulations and orders and allowing it to 

take upon itself the responsibility for living up to them (this seems 
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to have been the NACA philosophy). However, such a solution does not 

seem feasible. Because of the size and complexity of NASA programs, 

the increasing scrutiny by other agencies within the executive and 

legislative branches, and the great degree of coordination required 

by programs which are carried out at a number of Centers, such decentral

ization is really not a feasible alternative. In addition, it woul.d 

not be desirable because such an approac� would rob the field of what 

assistance Headquarters staff offices may be able to provide--in dealing 

with problems which require agency-wide solution, providing assistance 

with special problems, concentrating on research into new techniques 

which operational field offices do not have time to explore. 

The other major alternative would be to adopt a system of Head

quarters management closer to that used in DOD. This would involve 

much greater intervention by functional managers in the affairs of 

their counterparts in the field, a flow of commands from Headquarters 

to the field, more active surveillance of field activities. The feasi

bility and desirability of such a system does not seem so clear. In 

terms of the climate required for basic research and the traditions 

of NASA's predecessor organizations, the outlook for a DOD-type organi

zation would not seem bright. However, as NASA's mission has changed-

as the major program (manned space flight leading to the Apollo·mission) 

has developed and the requirements for coordination between the various 

Centers has increased--the agency has experienced tendencies toward 

much more centralization in the area of manned space flight. As will 



be discussed in more detail later, this tendency toward increased 

centralization of control over its field Centers by the Office of 

Manned Space Flight has progressed to the point where the staff of 
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the Associate Administrator for Manned Space Flight includes a substan

tial number of administrative specialists (e.g., procurement and 

personnel people) who essentia� interject themselves between the 

functional managers and their counterparts in field installations. 

If program imbalance and its emphasis upon one particular mission 

continues (as seems likely), it is likely to increase the tendency 

toward placing an intermediate "Headquarters" between "the" Head

quarters and the field Centers. Such a system contradicts the basic 

tenets of functional management, and if it persists calls for a 

reevaluation of functional management. 
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In addition to presenting a general account of functional manage

ment in NASA, case studies of functional management in two particular 

areas will be presented. The two functions chosen for study are personnel 

and procurement. These two activities are functionally managed by two 

different organizational elements in NASA Headquarters. Personnel is 

the province of the Personnel Division of the Office of Administration, 

while Procurement is handled by the Procurement Office of the Office of 

Industry Affairs. The two activities selected differ in another and 

more significant aspect. Procurement is one of the most vital functions 

which NASA is engaged in--over 901, of the NASA budget is expended via 

contracts. Thus, in terms of the allocation of NASA resources, procure

ment is perhaps the most important NASA support activity. Although 

certainly far from unimportant in terms of achieving NASA goals, personnel 

practice does not have the salience that procurement does. Related to 

this fact, it might be surmised that the scrutiny the agency comes 

under from other parts of government--particularly Congress and the 

White House--is greater in the case of procurement than personnel 

(although, of course, the Civil Service Commission constantly scrutinizes 

the personnel activities of NASA). In addition, the process of 

procurement--essentially the expenditure of funds--would seem to lend 

itself to tighter controls by Headquarters than.would the less quanti

fiable and objective process of personnel management. Because of these 
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. facts, one might expect a priori that somewhat clost�r control of field 

actiVities is exercised by Headquarters in procureD14�nt than in personnel. 

In addition to these differences, the two fund;ions also share a 

significant similarity. Both procurement and personnel activities in 

field i�tallations are governed by fairly detailed regul.ations promul

gated by the functional managers in NASA Headquarte:rs. Both activities 

are fairly amenable to formalization of procedures via gene�al regulations. 

NASA procurement was made subject to the Armed Serv:1.ce Procurement Act 

when the Space Act was passed in 1958. Gradually, ·t;he NASA Procurement 

Office has modified and supplemented the Armed Serv:1.ces Procurement 

Regulations to fit NASA's own requirements and now :has developed a 

complete set of NASA Procurement Regulations. Pers,onnel policy is 

promulgated by the Civil Service Commission via the Federal Personnel 

Manual. NASA's Persoonel Division either simply fo:rwards such FPM 

instructions to the field or supplements them with lAASA instructions when 

necessary. In some areas, like classification, NASA has succeeded in 

exempting itself from much of the Civil Service classification system 

and has developed its own classification system. 

Thus, these two particular areas were selected both for their 

similarities and differences. It was hoped that a comparison of the 

two would provide some insight into the operation of functional manage

ment. 

The major technique utilized was a series of interviews with 

personnel both in NASA Headquarters and in three field installations. 

The pa.per does not deal with "hard" empirical evidence, such as quanti

tative measurements of communication flows or ana�rsis of the content 
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of ·such·communications. A basic assumption underlying the research 1s

that the operation of a system like functiaial management depe�ds to a 

large extent upon the perceptions, values, and experience of those 

involved in it, Thus, a series of interviews with approximately 40 

personnel was conducted. These personnel came from the Procurement 

Office and the Personnel Division (the functional managers), and counter

parts in procurement and personnel divisions in three field installations 

(in addition, a few interviews were held within the Headquarters Contract 

Division and the Headquarters Personnel Division--the operational 

offices servicing Headquarters, which are treated Just as field center 

offices). The individuals interviewed ranged from Division Directors 

to Branch and Section Chiefs. By interviewing personnel at various 

levels, it was hoped that some impression might be formed of the levels, 

both in Headquarters and in field installations, between which communica

tion flows. 

The three Centers visited were chosen because it was hoped they 

would be representative of the three kinds of Centers which make up 

NASA. The Centers visited include the Langley Research Center, the 

Goddard Space Flight Center, and the Manned Spacecraft Center. Langley 

is the oldest of the NASA Centers, and was the first Center of the NACA 

(Langley was established in 1917), the only NACA laboratory for 23 years. 

Langley is often referred to as the "mother" of NASA Centers, since all 

of the 'NA.CA/NASA Centers were formed by elements from Langley (Lewis, 

Ames, Flight Besearch Center, Wallops) as well as the Manned Spacecraft 

Center itself. Langley (and the other Centers under the institutional 
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direction of the Associate Administrator for Advanced Research and 

Technology) eng�es primarily in basic aeronautical, structural, material, 

and in■trument research. Its activities support all programs and all 

other Centers. The Goddard Space Flight Center is mluch newer, having 

been formed as part of NASA out of a nucleus of personnel transferred 

to NASA from the Naval Research Laboratory. Goddard. (under the institu

tional direction of the Associate AdministraJor for Space Science and 

Applications) is concerned with research and development of scientific 

and applications (meteorological and communications) satellites, as well 

as responsibilities for the tracking network used im conjunction with 

NASA satellites. The Manned Spacecraft Center, unde1r the institutional 

direction of the Associate Administrator for Manned Space Flight, in 

Houston is one of the newest of NASA Centers, established in 1962. It 

has a single program responsibility--the development: of equipment for 

NASA's manned space flights, astronaut training, andl operations during 

NASA's manned space flight. Thus, these Centers di:f'.fer significantly 

in both their history and current missions. 

In addition to attempting to get some impressic>n of how functional 

management generally works in practice, several spec:ific questions or 

hypotheses were considered. Some of these are listed below. 

First, and perhaps most basic, do individuals ln Headquarters and 

in the field have a common understanding of what fur1ct1onal management 

is, what it is designed to accomplish, how it is supposed to work? 

Secondly, the system on its face brings to mind some of the comments 

made by Weber about the dangers of specialization. Max Weber asserted 



that specialization vas destructive of traditional hierarchy in organization-

the standards which it brought into decision-making in organizations often 

did violence to the principle of decision-making authority resting upon 

. !/ ' 
hierarchical position. One who has been very critical of functional 

specialization in business enterprises, Peter Drucker, says the following: Y 

••• But even proper functional organization by stage of process 
does not adequately serve the structural requirements of the busi
ness. It makes it difficult to focus on business performance. 
Every functional manager considers his function the most important 
one, tries to build it up and is prone to subordinate the welfare 
of the other functions, if not the entire business, to the inter-
ests of his unit. There is no real remedy against this tendency 
in the functional organization. The lust for aggrandizement on 
the part of each function is a resul.t of the laudable desire of 
each manager to do a good job. 

Functional organization of necessity puts the major emphasis on 
a specialty, and on a man's acquiring the knowledge and competence 
that pertains to it. Yet the functional specialists may become 
so narrow in his vision, his skills and his loyalties as to be 
tota� unf'it for general management. 

A further weakness is the difficulty of setting objectives in 
the functional pattern and of measuring the results of functional 
work ••• Its objectives will therefore tend to be set in terms of 
'professional standards' rather than in terms of the success of 
the business ••• 

Because of this, functional organization leads to levels upon 
levels of management. It can rarely train or test a man in busi
ness performance, and allllost never in a position where he has 
full responsibility for results. And, largely,because it needs 
many levels, it tends to erode the meaning of each job and make 
it appear nothing but a steppingstone to a promotion. 

Thus it might be hypothesized tmt functional management tends to 

aggravate the alleged dysfunction of specialization in organizations-

tending to keep the specialists in the field aware that they represent 

a technical discipline or profession and making them feel restive when 
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subject to the discipline of general managers within their installation. 

Do functional managers represent technical standards and forms of behavior 

which undermine-�he Center's management of its functional specialists? 

On the other hand, the reverse situation could exist. That is, functional 

managers might view their role as that of defending professional stand

ards, while field specialists felt their loyalties to be to their instal

lation rather than to these standards. Field specialists may, in fact, 

feel that functional managers prevent them from adequately servicing 

their installation. 

Another question examined is that of the relation between NASA's 

functional management and the principle of unity of command. NASA's 

organizational literature often states that functional management is a 

frank disavowal. of the principle of unity of command, recognizing that 

it is unrealisti� in any large organization, and explicitly formalizing 

a series of multiple reporting relationships for field people. 

Adminiltrator James Webb stated in a speech before the American Society 

for Public Administration: 1/ 

This approach requires a unique type of individual. Those that 
are only at ease and secure when they 'serve only one boss' are 
ill adapted to provide effective performance on staffs organized 
in such a manner ••• Thus the division directors /J.n the Office 
of Administratio!J share with the Center directors the responsi
bility for performance of administrative elements within the 
Center. The administrative elements in the Center do in fact 
have two bosses. This concept places a premium on competent 
leadership in the headquarters administrative divisions. There 
is no escape into the jargon that 'I am only a staff man, but 
they don't take my advice.' The functional manager approach 
places a premium on peopl.e who can operate on the basis of compe
tence and confidence in relationship to Center Director and 
Center administrative elements rather than on traditional authority 
concepts; i.e., 'I have the right to issue directives and you have 
the obligation to carry them out.' 
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Do field people really perceive that functional managers are their 

''boss•: in any sense? Do functional managers perceive their. role aa any 

more• or less authoritative than their field counterparts do? What is 

the role which inspections or surveys plays in this process of direction 

from functional managers? 

Another area examined is that of conflicts. on·its face, the system 

might lead to a number of types of conf'lic·cs. Functional managers and 

their counterparts might disagree about policy or about specific actions. 

Functional managers and general Center management might have similar 

conf'licts. Technical personnel in Centers might have disagreements with 

or oppose the types oflpolicies or regulations put forth by functional 

managers. In the latter types of conflicts, administrative specialists 

at the installation might feel themselves to be somewhat in the middle-

caught between Headquarters and their-own Center personnel. 

Another area studied was that of the reactions of field personnel 

to the type of relationship they have with Headquarters functional 

managers. Do they feel that functional maneaers intervene too much 

in their affairs, and in too much detail? Conversely, do they feel 

that functional managers do not man.age enough, do not supply them with 

enough guidance? 

The following two sections will set forth the case studies of two 

areas of functional management in NASA, personnel and procurement. A 

general sumuary of attitudes of both functional managers and their 

counterparts will be presented, with special reference to the specific 

questions suggested above. 



Personnel 

In general, the personnel of the Personnel Division in NASA Head

quarters tended to see three major roles as basic to their management 
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of field counterparts. The first is that of promulgating to the field 

the basic policy guidelines which are to govern NASA personnel practices. 

These policies come basically from the Civil Service Commission. Usually 

in the form of additions to the Federal Personnel. Manual (FPM), such 

policy fJO m the CSC is binding upon all of NASA. In most cases there 

is no need for Headquarters to do more than to call such changes in 

the FPM to the attention of the field installations, without additions 

or modifications of such policy to specific NASA needs. FPM instruc

tions tend to promote uniform personnel practice throughout the Federal 

government (and hence throughout NASA). 

In many instances the FPM instructions from the CSC grant a certain 

amount of discretion to the various government agencies; in such 

instances, the Personnel Division must formulate NASA policy on the 

subject. An example is found in the area of grievance procedure. The 

FPM merely stipulates that every agency must have a grievance procedure 

to permit its employees to express dissatisfactions. It is left to the 

discretion of the agency what form such grievance machinery takes. The 

Personnel Division drafts a grievance procedure and sends it out to 

the field installation for comment. Such comments are supposed to be 

incorporated in a revised draft which is then made NASA policy. In this 

instance, the policy-making procedure resulted in a uniform NASA procedure 
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as to grievances. In other instances, when the agency is given discretion, 

such discretion may be delegated to the field Centers themselves.· In 

cases like this, no uniform NASA procedure exists, and local option is 

given to the various installations. In situations such as this, the 

functional managers view their role as basically letting the Centers 

know that some policy must be made and providing the Centers w1 th some 

alternatives which they may either use or ignore. 

A second basic activity which functional managers perceive them

selves as performing is that of offering advice and assistance to their 

field counterparts in the application of established policies to diffi

cult and critical situations. Specific examples of what this entails 

were difficul.t to ascertain, but the process as seen by the functional 

managers is a fairly informal one whereby counterparts call up Head

quarters to get questions answered, ambiguities in the FFM or NASA 

regulations straightened out. In addition to providing such assistance, 

the functional managers also see their role as one of providing support 

in carrying out NASA personnel policy to counterparts. Thus, where a 

personnel officer in the field might be having difficulty in dealing 

with a government employees' union, he might come to Headquarters to 

get an authoritative ruling and to use the Headquarters as either a 

club or a scapegoat in dealing with a local problem�· The functional 

managers tend to think that such was part of their proper role. 

The third basic aspect of functional management as �een from 

Headquarters is that of surveying (or inspecting, although those inter

viewed objected to the use of this word) the activities of counterparts 
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in the field. The personnel survey technique is very similar to that 

used in procurement. A team is sent out (one is supposed to visit every 

Center at least once every two years) from Headquarters to spend time 

at a Center, reviewing and evaluating its personnel activities. The 

team holds an evaluation conference with the Center before it returns 

to Headquarters, and eventually compiles an evaluative report which is 

submitted to the Center Director, the Institutional Director, and the 

Associate Administrator for Administration. A copy of the report is 

also submitted to the CSC. Submission to the CSC is not required, but 

is done by NASA Headquarters as a courtesy. This submission of survey 

reports to the CSC will be discussed in more detail in later sections 

of the paper. 

Various·techniques are used in the survey. Interviews are held with 

both personnel officers and a sampling of supervisors in the installa

tion,._ desk audits are made of personnel actions and documentation, a 

,' ., ..... •.-.· -, ..... questionaire is administered to a sampling_ .of:Anstallation employees 

and supervisors to determine how well they have been apprised of their 

rights and duties as NASA employees. The basis for the survey is a 

"Guide for Evaluating Personnel Management Activities" which has been 

formulated by the Personnel Division (after consultation with the field 

Centers), which includes a listing of 61 elements of personnel management, 

a standard of performance for each element, and a procedure for measuring 

whether the standard has been met by the installation visited. 

The functional managers view the surveys as having three basic pur

poses. First, they are designed to evaluate the adequacy of personnel 



44 

activities at the Centers and to give NASA management a report on the 

strength and weaknesses of these activities throughout NASA. Second, 

they are designed to aid the Centers in personnel activities by 

letting them know what is expected of them, by giving them an outside 

appraisal of their activities, by establishing some kind of rapport 

between Headquarters and field personnel officers. Third, they are 

designed to provide the field with a dry-run for the Civil Service 

Commission surveys which are made every three years. Just prior to CSC 

surveys, the Personnel Division engages in deficiency evaluation sur

veys, to aid the Centers in making a good showing when the CSC surveys 

take place. Headquarters functional managers stressed that they attempt 

to make the survey not an inspection--a visit and evaluation by officials 

from the outside who are attempting to find fault--but rather a sort of 

consultative process between members of the same family. 

There seems to be a good deal of dissatisfaction, both manifest 

and latent, among functional managers in personnel. This stems from 

some feeling that although they a:re charged with the responsibility for 

all NASA personnel activities, they are not given commensurate authori

ties. Functional management was described by one as "like standing in 

quicksand." None views himself as really being a boss of his counter-

parts in the field, feeling that he has to rely on persuasion 

rather than command. A number of allusions were ma.de to Headquarters 

management of personnel in military agencies,generally reflecting an 

attitude that there is a much more clear-cut line of authority given 

to the staff in OOD organizations (although many also asserted that suci1 

an organizational pattern would not be feasible in NASA). Most of those 
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interviewed attributed conflicts with field Centers to management of 

Centers rather than to counterparts, who are thought to be generally 

sympathetic to the standards and policies being put forth by Headquarters. 

The area of most dissatisfaction was that of classification. As 

noted before, this particular area is somewhat different from other parts 

of personnel management. The difference seems to be that in classifica-

. tion there is a clear-cut standard which seems to provide a criterion 

upon which disagreements and differences may be simply resolved. Since 

this standard--something like "equal pay for equal work"--exists, those 

charged with responsibility for classification seem to feel that they 

"know" how things ought to be done in the field, and when such things 

are not done, they tend to feel somewhat dissatisfied. This differs 

from some other areas of personnel in that in these areas there is 

generally no such feeling that a "right" answer exists, but rather that 

one can only subjectively judge the activities of field installations. 

This is not to say that classification personnel are not sensitive to 

the intracacies of organizational politics which tend to complicate the 

problem of classification, but rather that the existence of these 

somewhat clear standards tends to make it more difficult for them to 

accept the limitations which internal politics may place upon their 

authority. Thus a classification office in the Personnel Division 

might talk about a survey of an installation in which 30 to 4afo of the 

positions in the sample were found improperly classified (e.g., the 

description of the duties entailed did not justify the grade level 

of the position) and of the complete lack of corrective action taken. 

The playing off of one Center against another to increase grades was 
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also galling to the classification officers in Headq�ers • .Again, 

though, the fault is believed to lie not with the classification 

officers in the Centers (who are seen as .-ers or the same discipline 

and devoted to the same standards) but in m&a&iement of the Centers. 

The resolution of the difficulty has to come from the level of general 

management. 00D takes corrective action; NASA does not. It is a case 

of the tail wagging the dog, one classif1$-tion man asserted. 

It is somewhat difficult to generaliz-e about the attitudes of 

counterpart personnel offices because not '61.ll in any given Center 

expressed the same view and those in different Centers varied substan

tially. Some general impressions will be attempted, with more detailed 

discussion to follow. All Center personnel have essentially the same 

conception of what role the functional managers ought to play, although 

there are substantial disagreements about whether or not they did in 

fact fulfill this function. The conception expressed by field personnel 

as to the proper role for functional managers agreed with that expressed 

by the functional managers themselve�. Field people feel that the 

proper role for functional managers is that of the development of 

NASA-wide policy where this is required, the dissemination of such 

policy to the field, inspection of field activities, and provision of 

advice and interpretation when this was requested by the field. The 

proper role of functional managers is seen as that of leadership, not 

direction, of field counterparts. 

Functional managers are not perceived by anyone interviewed as 

having the same authoritative or hierarchical relationship with field 
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personnel that these personnel have with superiors in their own installa

tions. Although some feel that functional managers attempt to assume 

such a role, none feels that it is a proper one. Again, there was much 

allusion to the system of field management used in DOD, with emphasis 

being that such is not the sys-te m NASA has or should have. 

The attitude of the field toward inspections--both their general 

necessity and the adequacy of those used in personnel--is generally 

favorable (with the notable exception of Langley, which vehemently 

attacks the survey system as used by NASA). Many did suggest that NASA 

surveys are copied from the Air Force and asserted that it is not clear 

that the standards closely conformed to those used by the CSC. There is 

general agreement that such surveys are necessary, and that it is some

times useful to have an outside appraisal. 

The field personnel do not see a substantial number of conflicts 

arising between policies put forth by the functional managers and the 

needs of the Centers. However, they do view themselves as under a 

good deal of pressure from Center management to speed their activities. 

When conflicts do arise, there is general consensus that the proper 

method of operation is to get together with their own management to 

arrive at a consistent Center position and then to approach Headquarters. 

Field personnel officers do not seem to feel themselves in the middle 

between Headquarters and their installation, simply because they see 

themselves first and foremost as members of their own installation, 

and only subordinately as members of a professional discipline whose 

standards were to be defended independent of their own institutional 
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loyalties. That is, the functional managers are not generally per

ceived in conflict situations as representing professional or tech

nical standards, but rather as representing a different policy pers

pective (Headquarters) which is ali"gned against that of the field. 

The question of level of detail of intervention in field af

fairs brought about extremely varied responses. Some asserted that 

this is no problem--there is a good division of labor between what 

the functional managers are doing and what the counterparts have 

to do, and excessive intervention is no problem (such seemed to be 

the prevalent attitude at MSC). others asserted that there is too 

much intervention, that functional managers want to manage day-to

day affairs of the installations, and this simply is not their role 

(this attitude was expressed by some personnel people at GSFC). 

Finally, some asserted that the difficulty lies in the other direc

tion--a lack of leadership and guidance from functional managers, 

a lack of support in attempting to represent the needs of a good 

personnel system both to counterparts themselves and to Institu

tional and General management (this view was expressed by personnel 

of the Headquarters Personnel Division). 

Persons at MSC seem most satisfied with the scheme, feeling 

that it works much as it is supposed to. They do not feel that the 

functional managers intervene too much in their affairs, and at the 

same time feel that they receive sufficient guidance and assistan:e 

from Headquarters. They tend to view the surveys as quite acceptable. 

and at times even useful. What conflicts they seemed to perceive 

are the area of classification, but these do not seem to cause much 
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anxiety. They simply assert that if the Center feels strongly about 

a classification matter, they will ignore the Headquarters, while 

if they do not feel too strongly they will try to go along. In gen

eral they are satisfied that their inputs to policy are adequately 

accounted for, although there is some complaint that the clearance 

procedures involved in policy making are so elaborate and require 

so many concurrences that at times policy never gets made. It is 

somewhat noteworthy that of all the installations considered, MSC 

seems the most satisfied, since they are probably under more pres

sure to accomplish their tasks than any of the others. Perhaps this 

satisfaction is merely an indication that they are left alone more 

than others. (It might be noted that the Director of the MSC Per

sonnel Division was recently named Deputy Director of the Personnel 

Division in Headquarters, perhaps an indication that he has been 

personally successful in working under functional management.) 

Attitudes at GSFC are somewhat peculiar. Some seem very satis

fied with their relations with Headquarters. Their satisfaction 

stems from the fact that they think they are generally left alone. Most 

express an intense loyalty to the installation and some distrust 

of Headquarters because of its lack of understanding of their needs. 

They BXe quite satisfied with relations with Headquarters primarily 

because they feel they are provided with sufficient autonomy. Others 

in Goddard Personnel express more dissatisfaction. The intense loyalty 

to the installation is generally expressed, together with somewhat strong 

views about the proper role of Headquarters: essentially the view 

that the Headquarters reason for existence and proper role is that 
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of serving the installations, and that Headquarters should be pas

sive unless called upon. Dissatisfaction centers around the notion 

that the :functional managers do not understand their role and wan

ted to manage instead of serve. Their incapacity to manage stems 

from their distance from the operations of the field and from their 

lack of experience in problems which the field encounters. Head

quarters functional managers are pictured as desiring to "have some

thing to show" for their efforts, hence their excessive interven

tion in what should be essentially local affairs. The basic criti

cism seems to be that :functional managers require too much NASA-wide 

consistency in personnel policies, reducing unnecessarily the op

tions available to the Centers (it may be noted, however, that one 

individual interviewed at Goddard suggested that in fact the beauty 

of functional management in NASA is that the functional managers do 

not reduce such options as occurs in DOD organizations}. 

Personnel officers in Langley also tend to be somewhat critical 

of their relations with their counterparts. Langley differs signi

ficantly from the other Centers considered here primarily in its 

heritage or tradition. The personnel interviewed have worked to

gether for long periods of time and have developed patterns of per

sonnel policy within their installation which they feel were suited 

to the needs of the installation. Compared to the NACA pattern of 

much field Center autonomy, almost any assertion of Headquarters 

leadership might be expected to be viewed as excessive by Langley 

personnel. In general, the complaints of Langley personnel officers 

are not particularly vehement, with the exception of the reaction of 
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Personnel officers in the NASA Head.quarters Personnel Operations 

Div
f

sion ( which is treated as a field Center servicing NASA Head.quarters) 

express a good deal of dissatisfaction. Their complaints are generally 

not that the functional managers intervene too much in their affairs, 

but rather that they intervene too little, providing too little guidance. 

The dissatisfaction is somewhat muted by the fact that functional manage

ment is felt to be not a particularly salient characteristic of their 

day-to-day operations. The feeling is o:rten expressed that so long as 

one is able to keep in good standing with one's immediate superior, one's 

relationship with the functional manager does not matter very much. The 

major dissatisfaction seems to deal with the feeling that the functional 

managers are not successful in dealing with the program directors 

(Associate Administrators for MSF, SSA, OART), impressing upon them, for 

example, the needs of such things as a good classification program. Ma.ny 

noted that the fault does not lie with the functional managers, but rather 

with the system itself, which gives them responsibility but not sufficient 

authority. 

• I 

, I 
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Procurement 

The Procurement Office personnel interviewed :reel that there are 

four major elements in their role as functional managers. The first 

function is that of promulgating the regulations which govern NASA 

procurement activities. The NASA Procurement Regu.1atbns contain the 

policies and procedures which are to govern the contracting activities 

of all NASA field installations. They cover the vi:U'ious types of con

tracts (e.g., f'ixed fee, cost plus fixed fee, incentive), the procedures 

to be followed when contracting (e.g., formal ad'feirtising, negotiation), 

the types of clauses and steps which must be followed in each type of 

contract, the administrative and approval proceduri�s which must be followed. 

The regulations are a manual 'Which specify to all eontracting personnel 

the procedures they should follow. 

When considering changes in the Procurement Regulations, the Procure

ment Office (actually the Policy and Regulations D:lvision) drafts proposed 

additions or changes to the Regulations and sends them out to the various 

field centers for their comments (as well as to thi� Institutional Directors 

in Headquarters, and the General Counsel's staff in Headquarters). These 

cormnents are then consolidated and considered before the final regulation 

is issued. This process is intended to ensure that the needs of the various 

different field installations will be accounted for in the process of for

mulating NASA procurement policy. In this coordination process, the 

Procurement Office deals with the chief of the procurement division in an 

instalJ.ation, permitting him to circulate the proposed policy to those 
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members of his staff he chooses. They do not deal directly with sub

ordinates of the division chief's staff. 

In addition to this NASA-wide policy, the Centers themselves ere 

permitted to develop procedures and policy in areas where the Procurement 

Office feels there is no need for NASA-wide regulations. These Center 

procurement policies are nominal.ly supposed to be sent to the Headquarters 

Procurement Office for review, to ensure that they are in conformance 

with NASA procurement policy, but because of a lack of staff, the Procure

ment Office rarely is able to engage in such review. Lack of adverse 

connnent (because of lack of review) is tacit approval of these policies 

developed by the field Centers. 

A second major :function of the Procurement Office in its relations 

with field Center procurement divisions is that of offering advice and 

assistance to them when it is requested. Such advice may involve inter

pretation of ambiguities in the Procurement Regulations or other laws or 

Executive Orders providing them with coordination with other government 

agencies, or substantive help in particular problems. An example of the 

latter is the aid which the Procurement Office has supplied some Centers 

in converting large contracts from cost-plus-fixed-fee to incentive con

tracts. When the Gemini contract was converted to incentive, members of 

the staff of the Procurement Office went down to MSC to take part in the 

task force charged with making this conversion. This interchange of 

advice and assistance was not generally cited by Headquarters or the field 
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as a major activity; it is done at the discretion of field personnei; 

it is a service provided if they need it. 

The third major area is that of the contract approval process. The 

Procurement Regul.atioraprovide that certain types of contracts must be 

submitted to Headquarters for approval before they are signed. In the 

three Centers involved here, all contracts involving more than $2½ 

million and all non-personal service contracts which will last more 

than 3 years must be submitted to the Procurement Office for approval. 

This approval process is somewhat complex, since approval must be ob

tained not only from the Procurement Office, but also from the Institutional 

Director and the General Counsel's staff. According to the regulations, 

the Center must allow for 15 days approval time, although in reality the 

time required may be much longer (Langley personnel asserted it usually 

took at least three weeks, while MSC personnel said it sometimes took 

up to four months). This approval process is perhaps the most important 

single control device available to Headquarters in relation to actual 

procurement transactions taking place in the field. The dollar amounts 

requiring Headquarters approval have been regularly increased, presumably 

giving the field more and more discretion. In addition to reviewing 

the actual contract to en•ure that it 11reflect(s) the applicati on of 

sound business judgment, conform(s) with procurement policies and 

procedures," and that it "would be in the best interest of the Govern

ment,"":±/ Headquarters also requires that the field submit a procurement 

plan prior to beginning work on the actual contract. This plan is 

reviewed by Headquarters to ensure that the proposed approach to the 

procurement is most advantageous. 
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The final major segment of functional management is the survey 

process (the responsibility of the Contract Management and Surveillance 

Division of the Procurement Office). This process is carried out by 

teams fr::>m the Procurement Office which visit NASA installations to 

review their procurement activities. The teams spend about two weeks 

at each installation, with individuals from the various divisions of the 

Procurement Office reviewing activities in their special field. The 

survey procedure has recently been modified and now attempts to concentrate 

not so much on an audit of particular activities of field offices as on 

the general management of procurement activities at the installation. 

The team concentrates upon how well the regulati::ms are being adhered to, 

how they are being interpreted, what difficulties are being encountered 

by the field in applying the regulations. A pre-survey visit is made by 

Headquarters personnel to talk with the Center procurement people about 

what problems they mey be encountering, so the personnel making up the 

survey team mey be selected on the basis of areas which will aid the Center 

most. Af'ter the survey has been made, a draft report is sent to the Center 

so that they mey comment upon and rebut criticisms made. Then the final 

report is sent to the Institutional Director. The Procurement Office 

views the purpose of the survey as that of stimulating the Centers to be 

aware of their responsibilities. 

A certain number of deviations from Procurement Regulations are 

inevitably found. Headquarters personnel attributed these to a number of 

causes: 
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pressure by Center management to get the procurement job 
done expeditiously 

lack of knowledge of procurement regulations, primarily 
because procurement personnel at Centers have been drawn 
from many agencies; they may sincerely misinterpret the 
regulations, thinking they are acting properly 

policy disputes -- where field disagrees with the procure
ment policy; often this is because they have not been 
subject to Headquarters surveillance long enough to 
realize the importance of following regulations 

excessive workloads 

lack of cooperation from the contractor. 

A large percentage of the personnel in the Procurement Office crone 

from the Department of Defense, particularly the Air Force. Hence they 

have in the past worked under a system of headquarter-field relationships 

which differs significantly from that used in NASA. Relationships between 

them and their counterparts in the field are much less authoritative than 

those they have previously experienced. In addition, the clearance proce

dures required in NASA are very extensive. This is particularly true in the 

case of Centers under the institutional management of the Office of Manned 

Space Flight. OMSF has developed its own procurement staff. Hence the 

review which goes on at the level of the Institutional Director is much 

greater in relation to these Centers than others (neither OSSA or OART 

has a large staff of procurement specialists). Although a few of those 

interviewed feel somewhat restive in their new environment, most do not 

seem particularly dissatisfied with their authority in relation to counter

parts in the field. They recognized that they were not "bosses" of their 
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counterparts and that much of their effectiveness has to come out of 

persuasion and a great deal of coordination with many other organiza

tional elements. They seem to see their role as that of producing 

the policy which their counterparts are to implement, and to attempt 

to ensure that they do so. They seem to feel that procurement personnel 

are all members of a single :f'raternity, but that since people in the field 

are likely to be under substantial pressure :f'rom those they are serving, 

and are likely to develop loyaJ.ties to their own installations, Head.

quarters has to be on guard to keep the regulations and professional 

standards before them. 

What dissatisfaction there was (in addition to the slight restiveness 

some felt after c::>ming fr::>m DOD to NASA) deaJ.t partly with the lack of 

personnel available to review the policies made by the field. In 

addition, concern was expressed about relati::>ns between the Procurement 

Office and Centers reporting to OMSF. The placement of procurement per

sonnel essentia.l.ly between the Procurement Office a.nd counterparts in field 

installations would seem to be a violation of the spirit of functional 

management. Responsibility for management of activities in installations 

is supposed to lie with the Procurement Office. However, since the 

installations under the OMSF must report to this office, the placement 

of a procurement staff which actively reviews procurement activities in 

the Centers is blurred, and the authorities of the Procurement Office 

vis-a--vis these Centers is diluted. The existence of such a staff in 

OMSF is currently under review. In addition to the problems it creates 
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for the Procurement Office, it creates even greater ones for the Procure

ment Division people in those Centers reporting to OMSF (such as MSC). 

This will be discussed later, but it may be mentioned that the situation 

is a classic case of what has been called "counterparting" --a central 

overhead unit is created to aid top management in coordinating and 

supervising the activities of other offices in an agency, but this 

control is diluted by the establishment of counterpart units in 

various organizational elements which makes it difficult for the over

head unit to deal effectively with the other elements. 

As in the case of Personnel, there was general agreement between 

functional managers and counterparts in the area of :procurement as to 

what role the functional managers should J?lay under the system as now 

constituted. But again, as in the case of Personnel, counterparts have 

some distinct ideas about how the system might be changed to aid in more 

effective carrying out of procurement activities. The relationship between 

the Procurement Office and coi.mterparts is seen not as one between 

superior and subordinate, for those communications received from functional 

managers are not instructions or comm.ands. Of course, the procurement 

regulations are authoritative in the sense that they must be followed, and 

approvals or disapprovals from the Procurement Of:fice are binding, but 

generally it was not felt by counterparts that they "worked for" the 

functional managers. 

In the first major area of functional management (as perceived by 

the functional managers themselves), that of policy and regulation promul

gation, there is some dissatisfaction expressed by field counterparts. 
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Some expressed the view that they do not have much influence upon the 

regulations that are enunciated by the :f'unctional managers. Those 

who did criticize the policy-making process assert either that they 

never receive proposed regulations for comment in the first place, or 

if they do, never feel that their suggestions are considered. Some feel 

that this is inevitable, since so many installations and offices have 

inputs to the final regulation. However, in general, this type of' 

criticism--that field inputs are not considered--is not widely expressed. 

Another criticism of the policy-making process deals with dissatisf'action 

with the regulations set forth. Some assert that the regulations were 

taken directly from OOD and Air Force regulations, with little considera

tion of mdification for NASA needs. A final criticism suggests that in 

some weys not enough regulations are established. In areas where a 

standard NASA policy or procedure would be advantageous, nothing is done. 

The only concrete example of such a lack suggested is that of the absence 

of a standard NASA Procurement Request form. In general, though, there 

seems to be a good deal of satisfaction with this activity by functional 

managers --with the process by which the field is taken into the formula

tion of NASA policy, and with the regulations themselves. Although many 

mentioned that the regulations were "beginning to bind" no major dissatis

faction is expressed. 

In the area of providing advice and assistance to field Centers, again 

the field seems satisfied that the functional managers were doing a 
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satisfactory job. People in field installations seem to perceive this 

as a somewhat limited aspect of Headquarters-field relationships, sta

ting that requests for such guidance are rare. However, when major 

assistance is required--such as in the case of the Gemini conversion 

to incentive contract--Headquarters is perceived as willing and able 

to provide such assistance. 

The contract approvaJ. procedure is the most criticized aspect of 

functional management. Many different kinds of criticism are made. 

The first merely asserts that the content levels requiring approvaJ. 

are such that Headquarters approval is required in too many cases, 

hampering the carrying out of procurement activities. Tied in with 

this is the criticism, that the time required for approvaJ. is simply 

excessive. Estimates of approval time by field personnel ranged f'rom 

a minimum of three weeks to up to four months. When a request for a 

procurement is made sufficiently early, the time required for Head

quarters approvaJ. can be "programmed in" the procurement process and 

the del�s provided for. But when a request is not made early, or some 

rush is required, the approval time is found to be intolerably bur

densome by some in the field (most criticisms were made at MSC, where 

the most pressure is presumably felt to get contracts approved). 

A second kind of criticism deaJ.s with the existence of procure

ment specialists in OMSF. At MSC, many expressed the view that the 

proper w� in which functional management should work would be for the 

Center and OMSF to get a common position and then to "fight it out" 

with the·Procurement Office and the GeneraJ. Counsel's office. This 
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does not occur, since the procurement specialists in OMSF are seen as 

second-guessing the procurement people at MSC, and hence severely weak

ening their position vis-a-vis the other Headquarters elements. 

At this point, another difficulty may be mentioned, though it is 

not strictly relevant to functional management. Procurement personnel 

at MSC suggested that one of their difficulties lies in the fact that 

they felt themselves to be "in the middle" between technical people 

at the Center and technical people in OMSF. Thus the technical people 

at the Center request a procurement be made, specifying the item and 

standards (such as reliability and quality control) which should be 

made part of the contract. The procurement personnel at the Center 

begin to act upon this request, only to find that when they go through 

OMSF for approval, the standards in the contract are reevaluated there, 

and approval held up until the difference of opinion between the tech

nical people at the Center and those in OMSF are resolved. 

A third kind of criticism made of the approval procedure is simply 

that it is based upon arbitrary and somewhat irrational standards (that 

is, the levels used have no particularly rational basis). It is asser

ted that the levels were chosen because of some kind of curiosity in 

Headquarters to know what was going on in field installation procure

ment, and that this curiosity was naturally directed at the larger 

contracts. These contracts generally turn out to be ones which people 

in Headquarters tend to know most about anyway and are a very small 

f'raction of those contracts made. An alternative approval procedure 

suggested was that of approval of a statistical sampling of contracts, 
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with the sample size determined by the quality of contracting found in 

those approved. In this way, it was suggested, Headquarters can exert 

a much greater influence upon the quality of procurement being engaged 

in by field installations. If errors or shortcomings are detected in 

contracts coming up for approval, the size of the sample can be raised; 

if contracting appears to be done efficiently and correctly, the sample 

size could be reduced. 

The final criticism of the approval procedure dealt with that done 

by the General Counsel's office. Almost all those interviewed asserted 

that this is much more of a stumbling block in getting approval than 

is the Procurement Office. The major criticism is that the kind of 

comments and inputs which the General Counsel can make are actually 

matters of policy--suggestions as to what, :f'rom a policy standpoint, 

should be included in a contract. However, such comments are expressed 

in terms of legalisms and absolute truths, thus disguising the fact 

that they simply express an opinion as to how best to make a contract. 

In addition, the lack of strong precedents relevant to research and 

development contracting, and the application by the legal staff of 

precedents developed out of contracting in an earlier era are cri

ticized. Finally, it was suggested that when a contract sent up for 

approval comes back with comments, no accurate designation is made of 

where the comments came :f'rom, thus making it difficult to sort out 

those coming :f'rom the General Counsel's office and those :f'rom other 

offices. 

In the area of surveys, some differences of opinion were expressed. 
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Procurement personnel at Langley seemed quite satisfied with the pro

cedure, asserting that not only is it necessary from Headquarters 

point of view, but also useful from the installations vantage point, 

providing them an independent perspective and often usef'ul insights. 

Personnel at Goddard and MSC do not seem to agree. The disagreement 

did not deal with objections to the procedure, but rather with a lack 

of conviction that it made any contribution. Some even denied that 

such surveys even exist. others suggest that though they are aware 

of their existence, they know of nothing ever resulting from them. 

It seems fairly clear that at MSC at the branch chiet' level, and at 

the director's level at Goddard, the surveys make little impression. 

From the standpoint of Headquarters surveillance, such lack of salience 

is no problem; from the standpoint of the survey as an aid to counter

parts, something is lacking. It should be noted that apparently quite 

recently, the survey procedure has been revised by the Procurement Of

fice. The new procedure may change these attitudes. 



Footnotes for Chapter III 

"J;/ Weber's discussion ma;y be found in H. H. Gerth and c. Wright Mills 
(trans. and eds.), Fran Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (Nev York: 
Oxford University Press), 1946. 

�/ Peter Drucker, The Practice of Management (New York: Harper &
Brothers, 1954), p. 268. 

)./ James Webb, "Administration and Management of Space Exploration,'' 
speech delivered before American Society for Public Aaninistration, 
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'!J./ Office of Procurement, "Organizations and Functions," July 1963. 
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r:v. Summary and Conclusions 

Some summary answers to the questions suggested earlier may now 

be provided. The first deals with the existence of a common under

standing among both Headquarters functional managers and their counter

parts in the field as to the nature of functional managers, how it is 

to work, what relations are supposed to exist between the Headquarters 

staff offices and counterparts in the field. This. common understanding 

is obviously necessary if relations between functional managers and 

their counterparts are to be harmonious and effective. In general, 

such an understanding seems to exist. Both functional managers and 

counterparts seem to have essentially similar conceptions of what it 

is each is supposed to be doing under the ground rules currently es

tablished. Some differences do exist in perceptions of what functional 

managers are actually doing, and in how the ground rules might be pro

fitably changed. In the first category fa11�those attitudes of field 

people that functional managers intervene too much in their affairs, 

try in effect to manage more than they are supposed to. In the second 

category fall those in Headquarters who think that if they are to 

carry out their activities they must be given greater authority in 

dealing with counterparts, and those procurement personnel in the field 

(especially at MSC) who think that the approval procedures for contracts 

should be changed, permitting installations more autonomy. 

In general, though, it ma:y be concluded that a substantial gap 

in communication.about the nature of functional management is not a 
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problem, Disagreements as to what it should be are to be expected, 

but even in this area they do not seem so substantial as to be unduly 

disruptive of Headquarters-field relationships, One possible major 

problem area may be mentioned here. It has not been possible in 

this study to determine clearly whether or not general management 

in NASA is satisfied with the way in which functional management is 

carried on. It is possible that some dissatisfaction does exist here, 

for example, a feeling that the functional managers are not carrying 

out their proper role, are not aggressive enough in dealing with their 

counterparts in the field, If this is the case, then a serious gap in 

communication and perception does in fact exist--not between functional 

.aanagers and their counterparts, but between functional managers and 

higher management. The resolution of such a problem would probab� 

depend upon some statement by higher management, either a re-assertion 

of the authorities of functional managers or perhaps some general 

reorganization which placed the Office.of Administration on a somewhat 

higher level organizationally. The impression gathered in this study 

is that some problem like this does exist, more in the Office of 

Administration than in the area of procurement, and that some more 

explicit spelling out of functional management or some such re-organization 

might be beneficial. From the point of view of the functi. onal. managers 

(and presumably of those who direct their activities within Headqtll!rters), 

the major difference observed between those in Procurement and Personnel 

was the much higher degree of confidence in what they were doing and 
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their authorities to do it displayed by procurement personnel. This, 

it is sugaested, is partly due to their somewhat stronger position in 

the overall organization of Headquarters. If more authority and confi

dence is to be expected from functional managers in the Office of 

Administration, an increase in the 11level" of this activity within 

Head.quarters might be a good first step. 

A second general question considered was the: relation between 

functional management and the question of specialization in large 

organizations. One hypothesis suggest.ed was that. functional management 

tended to emphasize the common community of speci.alists within a given 

field and thereby reduce the loyalties and respon.siveness of counter

parts to the needs of their own Center management.. Although there was 

no opportunity to get opinions from higher Center management, the 

indications from those who were interviewed are t.hat such is not a 

major problem in NASA. In the first place, though it is true that 

many of the functional managers do view a major part of their role 

as that of representing technical and professionaLl standards to counter

parts, they are not viewed in this light by the c:ounterparts themselves. 

Counterparts of course do view themselves as members of a technical or 

professional division, with its own standards as to what constitutes 

a "good" procurement or personnel program. They ,,riew themselves as 

just as aware of these standards as are the functional managers, and 

in effect "don't need anyone elae to tell them about" the standards, 

What functional managers do represent to field ce>unterparts is 
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essentially another policy perspective, another installation (not so 

much a "Headquarters"). What f'Jllctional managers promulgate to the 

field are essential matters of NASA policy (which may or may not be 

viewed as in conflict with the policy views of the Center), not by 

any means technical or professional standards. The views and directives 

of Headquarters are seen as pepres�nting different--essentially 

"political"--decisions, am are no more technical or instrumental than 

those decisions or policies made by t'!-1e Centers themselves. Thus 

functional management does not in fact tend to aggrevate the dysfunc

tion between hierarchy and specialization. 

Another and related area may be mentioned at this point. If 

functional management is operating as it should, the functional managers 

should not only be concerned with the activities of their counterparts 

in the field, promulgating policies to them, making sure these 

are carried out, offering them advice and assistance. The effective 

functional manager should also have an impact upon Institutional 

Directors, and through them on Center management. He should aid his 

counterparts not only directzy but also indirectly, by making those 

for whom the counterpart must work directly aware of the policies, 

procedures, techniques, and constraints under which an effective 

personnel or procurement officer must work. Naturally the bulk of 

what effective relationships a counterpart can establish with his 

Center management and with the technical program people he serves 

must be done at the Center level, through contacts between counterparts 

and those they serve. 



It wouJ.d seem that functional mnagers might also play an 

important role in the process of interaction between counterparts 

and Center management and technical program personnel. In the 

simplest instance, Center management may be impressed with the 

requirements of procurement ofi'icers by virtue of promulgation of 

certain procedures in the Procui-ement Regulations. More generally, 

pressure by Center or technical management upon counterparts to 

take short cuts, modify policy, etc., might be fended off by 

either simple invocation of the authority of the functional manage

roent office or by direct appeal. In the area of procurement, such 

seems to be the case, for the Procurement Office has sufficient 

prestige and relations with institutional and field management to 

aid its counterparts in this fashion. The major exception would 

seem to be in the area of Manned Space Flight, where the existence 

of a procurement staff in the Institutional Director's Office 

tends to blunt the relations between the Procurement Office and 

field Center management, and to make relations between counter

parts and the functional managers somewhat strained. In the case 

of personnel, the relations between functional managers and institu

tional and Center management do not seem so good. This is evidenced 

by the complaints of some personnel people that one difficulty they 

encounter is a lack of sufficient guidance from functional managers, 

and a feeling that it is not always clear that general management 
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favors the policies promulgated by the functional managers. Again, 

this problem seems to stem in large part from the lack of "status" 

of the Personnel Division in NASA Headquarters, and from a consequent 

timidity on the part of Personnel people in dealing with institu

tional and Center management. One step which might tend to 

ameliorate this difficulty wo�.ld be to make it more clear that 

the policies set forth by the Personnel Division have been reviewed 

and �pproved by general management. Of course, one of the object

ives in the functional management system is that of freeing general 

management from the responsibility of reviewing such directives 

(by delegating the authority to issue such policy to functional 

managers). But the difficulty which functional managers �eem to 

encounter in dealing with institutional and Center managers suggests 

that this delegation of authority has not been clearly recognized, 

and some step to either reinforce the delegation or to have general 

management actually approve such policies might be in order . 
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The third major area to be considered is the relation between 

functional management and the concept of unity of command. ·As noted 

above, NASA literature on the subject speaks of "more than one boss" 

and multiple reporting relationships. It was fairlzy' clear from the 

study that most people in Headquarters and in the field did not believe 

that f'unctional management involved an individual having more than one 

boss, even though the multiple reporting process obviously did exist. 

The types of communication between :f'unc"';ional managers and their 

counterparts were seen as not having the quality of SUl)erior to sub

ordinate which relations between a man and his "boss" were felt to 

have. Naturally the promulgation of a regulation to the field is 

communication of an authoritative and binding nature (since the field 

is obligated to follow such regulations), but these were not perceived 

as instructions binding particular behavior that one receives from a 

boss. In addition, there was a general feeling that if one was success

ful in remaining in good standing with his superior in the installation 

then the evaluation of one's performance by the f'unctional managers 

was not very important. Generally, f'unctional management did not seem 

to place individuals in doubt as to whom they shouJ.d appeal for instruc

tion. Although multiple reporting relationships do exist, it is 

generally clear to those in the field who is their ultimate superior. 
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It could be suggested_! priori that functional management would work 

most effectively if multiple reporting relationships tended to exist 

more at higher levels in a counterpart. office (e.g., the Division 

Chief's office) than at lower echelons. Since multiple reporting 

relationships are sometimes confuning and violate one's intuitive 

notions of how an organization sh�uld be instructed, it would seem 

rational to concentrate them as much as possible at one level, leav

ing the normal chain of command unencumbered at lower levels within 

a counterpart office. Such seems to be the case generally. Although 

there is contact at most levels :i.n field offices, such contact de

creases the lower the echelon in the counterpart office (from division 

to branch to section). Complaints about Headquarters intervention in 

field matters were more prevalent at the division level than at the 

branch or section level, another indication that aJ.though there is con

tact at all levels, authoritative conmnmications tend to be funneled 

through the division chief only by him to lower levels. 

Some suggestions for modifying f'unctionaJ. management seem to emerge 

from the comments of those who participate in it. One of the major 

difficulties encountered in functional management in personnel seems 

to be the lack of confidence exhibited by :functional managers that they 

have the support of management in NASA when they are attempting to deal 

with counterparts. Such lack of confidence in their role results in 

the criticisms of some in the field that enough guidance is not pro-

'vided, that decisions are not made because approvaJ. of aJ.l concerned 
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can never be secured, and the fact that :functional managers do not 

seem as effective in relating the needs of a good personnel program 

to Institutional and Center management as they are in dealing with 

their own counterparts. The solution to this problem is not evident 

from the research for this paper. 

One possible solution might be to in some wey elevate the impor

tance of the functions of the Office of Administration in the Head

quarters hierarchy. This would p:i ,;vide :functional managers a good 

deal more confidence in the support they will receive from Headquarters 

in dealing with counterparts and with institutional and Center manage

ment, much in the wa:y Procurement Office personnel seem to exhibit 

such confidence. 

Another means of attaining this objective might be reissuance of 

manual instructions more forcefully asserting the authorities of 

:functional managers. Either of these steps need not imply that 

functional managers will be performing essentiaJ.ly different functions 

vis-a-vis their counterparts, but would in some measure make them more 

effective in performing those functions which they are already charged 

with. 

As a third aJ.ternative, it might also be desirable to impress 

more fully upon the functional managers that their success in large 

pa.rt depends upon the expertise �hich they can provide, not upon their 

explicit authorities in dealing with counterparts. Reiterating to 
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:f'unctional managers the concept that theirs is an authority of ideas, 

not of formal status, might help some of those functional managers 

who have come :rrom strong staff' agencies in DOD more efficiently 

(and with less dissatisfaction) perform their functions within the 

context in which the NASA system places them. 

In a wa.,y, these suggestions cut against each other. Two seem to 

suggest increasing the authorities of :functional managers, while the 

other se� to emphasize pointing up their limitations. Nonetheless, 

it would seem that a little of both is needed. (The first idea would 

not actually increase the explicit authorities of functional managers, 

but 'would rather merely give more weight or prestige to :functional 

managers in carrying out their �tions.) 

Perhaps before such an essentially incremental change is contem

plated, a more basic question pertaining to fUnctionaJ. management must 

be answered. As has been suggested before, NASA has experienced a 

trend toward increased centralization and control over operations of 

field installations. Such a trend is to be expected--with the emphasis 

being placed upon manned space flight and the increasing requirements 

for Center coordination, Headquarters (through the Institutional 

Director) is bound to attempt to exercise more influence over the field 

Centers. However, if such a trend is going to continue--and there seems 

every reason to believe it will even af'ter the Apollo Program is over--
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a reconsideration of the whole scheme of functional management is 

perhaps in order. The difficulties currently being encountered 

ber::ause of the existence of rather modest administrative staffs in 

the Office of Manned Space Flight suggest the even greater difficul

ties which may be encountered if the trend teward enlargine; the 

influence exercised (and hence the staffs) by the Institutional 

Directors. It would appear illogical to charge the stai'f offices --

the functional managers--with responsibility for the carrying out 

of their functions at the field installations if their relationships 

w:i.th counterparts are confused because of a new organizational level 

between the functional manager and his counterpart. If it is decided 

that the Institutional Director shall develop his own administrative 

staff, then functional management of administrative functions in those 

installations reporting to him lies with his staff, not the Headquarters 

staff offices currently called functional managers. On the basis of 

this paper, a conclusion as to the proper solution to this difficulty 

obviously cannot be reached. But it is a question which deserves sub

stantial consideration. 

A second major area which may be in need of improvement is that of 

contact between functional managers and their counterparts. The primary 

area of face to face contact is the surveys or inspections. As noted 

in the body of the paper, such surveys (both in procurement and person

nel) a.re viewed in the field as necessary evils rather than positive 
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contributions to their activities. In part this attitude will 

necessarily exist, for a major part of the survey function is that 

of inspecting the activities of counterparts and reporting upon them 

to management in NASA Headquarters. Because of this.fact, criticism 

by some field personnel that the surveys should not be formalized and 

conducted by teams probably shou.Ld not be acted upon. Because of 

the necessity for the surveillance activity, and because of require

ments of efficiency, it would seem that visits by teams a.re essential. 

It is not as clear, though, why copies of reports of personnel surveys 

must be sent to the Civil Service Commission. SUch an action (which 

the CSC does not require) would seem to rob the surveys of what good 

they might have as mutual exchanges of information between Headquarters 

and the field, since it obviously makes the survey team much more 

"outsiders" than they would be otherwise. 

In addition to face -to-face contact via the survey procedure, 

other opportunities for such contact are available. This contact is 

obviously very use:ful., for it aids personnel in understanding the 

problems of each other, in establishing personal relationships, and in 

general in widening the perspective of both sides. Several aJ.terna

tives for increasing such contact are available. One such method 

of increasing contacts is a regularly scheduled conference at which 

personnel from Headquarters and the field get together to discuss 
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mutuaJ. problems, hear speakers with expertise in their field, etc. 

This device is used in Procurement (via an annuaJ. p:rocurement officers 

conference) and in the area of training in Personne 1. Everyone 

concerned seemed agreed that these conferences were very useful. 

'11he only criticisms came from some training officers who felt that 

the prograJllS were too much taken u�• with formal leC'tures by outside 

experts, and le:f't not enough time for informal discussions. The 

general agreement that these conferer.il"es were use1'u1 and aided greatly 

in improving relations between Headquarters and the field suggests 

that they might profitably be instituted in other �reas of personnel. 

Another possibility is that of encouraging morie informal visits 

between the field and Headquarters. As noted above_, this was the 

chief complaint of personnel officers at Langley--that the Headquarters 

officers rarely came to Langley except as part of f1:>rrnal survey teams. 

In addition to more visits by Headquarters people to the field, visits 

by field people to Headquarters would aJ.so seem des:irable, to let them 

know something more about the decision-making proce1ss in Headquarters, 

the environment in which fUnctional managers must OJperate. These visits 

might best take the form of an officer going to spend a week or ten 

days sitting with a counterpart, observing how he goes about his job. 

A third alternative would be that of a system 01' formal rotation 

of personnel for extended periods. This has been o:rten considered for 
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NASA but has never been considered feasible. This is partly because 

it has been felt that NASA officers both in Headquarters and the field 

have been too busy learning their own jobs and performing their func

tions to be sent out for extended periods to the field (or to Head

quarters). In addition, the lack of uniformity in activities of field 

installations has made it somewhat difficult for run individual to step 

into the job of a counterpart at another installat:ion and be capable 

of working efficiently. However, a c-ood deal of iinformal rotation has 

been undertaken. Thus, many of the personnel in the Contract Management 

and Surveillance Division of the Procurement Of:fic,e have come f'rom 

Center procurement offices, and the recently appoiltlted Deputy Director 

of the Personnel Division was formerly Chief of thie Personnel Division 

at MSC. A continued emphasis (and perhaps a formalization of the con

cept) on the idea of drawing upon the entire agency as a source in 

filling key vacancies, wherever they may occur, would seem very desirable. 

Although formal rotation of personnel from jobs in Headquarters to 

counterpart jobs in the field (and vice versa) is not feasible, as much 

switching of positions as can be· accomplished via ,�he process of filling 

vacancies will be highly valuable. In addition, the program whereby 

Management Interns in Headquarters spend part of their training period 

in the field, and the encouragement of young officers in the field to 

come to Headquarters would seem very desirable. One major obstacle 

in rotation of personnel is that it appears that positions in Head-
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quarters are not viewed as generally desirable by people in the 

field (as one said, "being sent to Headquarters is like being sent 

to Siberia"). Thus, there does not seem to be a great deal of desire 

on the part of field personnel to be stationed in Headquarters for 

long periods of time, though short visits are viewed favorably. 

All of these conclusions a:r-e necessarily tentative, for they 

are based upon a very preliminary study. Functional management seems 

to have been the natural outgrowth of the mission NASA was charged 

with and the historical context out of which the agency grew. Any 

modification of the system must take these facto,rs into account. 

As the agency gains experience as an entity on i.ts own, as its mission 

evolves, some decisions as to the direction f'unctional management shaD. 

take will be in order. 
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"Office of Procurement, Orga.niza:don and Functions," July, 1963. 

"Adapting NASA's Organization and Management to Future Challenges," 
staff paper by Office of Administration, October, 1963. 

"NASA Basic Administrative Processes, 11 r.TPC 107, February, 1964. 
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