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PREFACE 

The stereotype of the lazy Mexican sitting back 

against a sahuaro emitting "Z"s from under his sombrero mis

represents the Mexican American people. Mexican Americans, 

often characterized as "sleeping" or "awakening," understand

ably resent the stereotype. It must be the white Americans 

of European descent who slept for generations. Mexican 

Americans built railroads, refined sugar beets, mined and 

smelted copper, chopped cotton, hauled garbage, punched 

cattle, sold dry goods, gathered grapes, herded sheep, 

shipped vegetables, finished cement, and did whatever else 

they could to earn a living. They comprise the second 

largest minority group in the United States. They remain, 

nevertheless, almost unknown outside the Southwest, where 

middle-aged people can still remember notices of "No Dogs or 

Mexicans Allowed." Mexican Americans deserve attention from 

their fellow citizens and their government. 

This study represents an exploration of manpower 

development and training policy as it affects Mexican Ameri

cans. 1 examine policymaking processes, and evaluate the 

consideration given to problems of employability among Mexi

can Americans. I show that the government's record in 

serving its second largest minority is poor. I give some 

iii 
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reasons why the record is the way it is. I speculate about 

the effects of changes in policy on Mexican Americans and on 

the government. The study reports and interprets informa

tion gathered from documentary and secondary sources and a 

number of planned and chance encounters in the Southwest and 

in Washington, D.C., on Capitol Hill and in government 

offices around town. I take unapologetically an unmistak

able point of view with the conviction that political 

inquiry should be useful. (By "useful" I mean instrumental 

to some end.) I feel certain that useful political inquiry 

entails reasoned evaluation as well as accurate description 

and explanation. 

John Dewey said somewhere we learn by doing. Con

ducting this study made me believe it. The experience 

breathed more life into the various materials on politics in 

the United States than anything I ever did. Planning, exe

cuting, interpreting, and reporting the study, moreover, 

required summoning dormant knowledge about methods of 

inquiry, logic, and causation as well as putting them to 

work while avoiding the tendency to excesses encouraged by 

considering such things solely in the effete environment of 

the classroom or study. Doing the study made me learn. A 

number of people and institutions, though I cannot mention 

them all, helped, however, and merit special note. 
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I appreciate the counsel Professors Conrad Joyner 

and John Crow at The University of Arizona gave me together 

with ample discretion to study independently. I thank Pro

fessor Carl Akins at The American University and Professor 

Layne Hoppe, now of Texas Lutheran College, for their 

assistance in Washington while I arranged and did my work 

there. I express gratitude to the dozens of individuals 

who gave me their time and thoughts in offices of the Uhited 
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ABSTRACT 

The five and a half million Mexican Americans in the 

United States comprise the nation's second largest minority. 

Mexican Americans on the whole lead sorrier lives materially 

than any other group except native Americans, Indians. 

Mexican Americans historically made few demands on the 

government, and got practically no consideration from 

policymakers. The federal government discovered Mexican 

Americans, so to speak, during the 1960s while implementing, 

appraising, and adjusting policies to reduce .unemployment 

and enhance economic opportunities for the poor. 

Policymakers came only very slowly to recognize that 

unemployment and poverty are related in more and subtler 

ways than they had thought. They learned that unemployment 

even was more complicated than they ever imagined. Policy

makers saw eventually that there persists among the unem

ployed a group of unemployables, a group unqualified for 

work even when economic boom produces enough jobs to go 

around. Policymakers responded with manpower training meas

ures to improve the employability of these "hard core" 

unemployed. 

Some policymakers learned slowly in the course of 

appraising the effectiveness of employment and antipoverty 

measures that disadvantaged Mexican Americans have problems 

viii 
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of employability all their own. A few attempted to provoke 

action adjusting policy in work-training to serve the needs 

of unemployable Mexican Americans. Adjustments effectuated 

administratively worked piecemeal. Some policymakers in the 

bureaucracy acknowledged in the mid-sixties the need for 

particularized programs to deal with specific problems like, 

say, the language barrier and Mexican Americans' histori

cally strained relations with the Employment Service at the 

state and local levels. Others in Congress acknowledged the 

need later. 

A majority in Congress acknowledged the need for 

special programs at the end of the sixties. President 

Nixon, inaugurated in 1969, disagreed. Attempts to devise 

and adopt categorical adjustments for serving the special 

needs of particular groups like Mexican ilmericans failed. 

The President vetoed a measure designed in Congress to pro

vide for serving specific needs. The measure ran counter to 

the President's plan, the New Federalism, for redesigning 

all programs for the poor. The Senate upheld the veto. 

Policymakers*, in effect, rejected Mexican Americans' prob

lems of employability as issues prominent enough to merit 

deliberate national governmental attention. 

Efforts to adjust manpower development and training 

policy and antipoverty policy to serve the needs of disad

vantaged Mexican Americans reconfirmed the idea of an 
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incremental!st strategy of policymaking in the United 

States. The efforts only began fulfilling the conditions of 

concern, knowledge, support, and leadership required for a 

meaningful governmental response on the problems of employ-

ability among Mexican Americans once the existence of the 

problems was acknowledged. The incremental!st character of 

policymaking appeared in the case of Mexican Americans, as 

with black Americans, to affect dissatisfaction with the 

political order and even the fundamental constitutional 

arrangement of the government. Incremental policymaking as 

of 1970 failed the needs of disadvantaged Mexican Americans. 



CHAPTER 1 

MEXICAN AMERICANS AND PUBLIC POLICY1 

"A billion dollars a year for ten years is what it 

would take to bring Mexican Americans into American life," 

Vicente Ximenez said from behind his desk at the Equal 

1. Anyone who writes about Mexican Americans seems 
obliged currently to offer an apology for his designation— 
Mexican, Mexican-American (with a hyphen), mejicano, chicano, 
or whatever. The people themselves ordinarily find "Mexican 
American" acceptable. Some reject the hyphenated "Mexican-
American" as a slur suggesting they are neither Mexican nor 
"American." Many in New Mexico and Colorado claim they can 
trace their ancestry and heritage to ^>ain instead of Mexico, 
and insist they are "Spanish Americans" or "hispanos." 
"Mexican American," commonly used in Arizona and California, 
gains currency presently in Texas where "Latin American" was 
once preferred. Mexican Americans from California, through 
New Mexico, and on to Texas, however, increasingly call 
themselves "chicanos" (slang for melicanos), as Mexican 
American cultural nationalism spreads. 

"Mexican American" serves well the purpose here. 
The people accept it most widely, and "Mexican American" 
accurately describes the population. The Department of Com
merce, Bureau of the Census, "Persons of Spanish Origin in 
the United States: November 1969," Current Population 
Reports. Population Characteristics, Series P-20. No. 213, 
February 1971» reports over 9.2 million persons of "Spanish 
Origin" for the 1970 census, 5*1 million of them Mexican 
Americans. (Puerto RLcans, Cubans, Central or South Ameri
cans, and Other Spanish comprise the remainder of the "Span
ish Origin" population). S>.5 million persons of Spanish 
Origin lived in the five southwestern states—Arizona, 
California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas—at the time of 
the 1970 census. About 80 percent of them came from Mexican 
backgrounds. 

1 
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2 
Employment Opportunity Commission in the winter of 1969. 

The prospect seemed unlikely. 

Introduction 

Mexican Americans still lived on the margins of 

political, economic, and social life in the United States at 

the end of the 1960s. They chose, in part, to remain on the 

social margin. They maintained proudly many Mexican cus

toms. Mexican Americans remained on the economic margin 

because they could not move beyond it, often as a result of 

anglo discrimination.^ Mexican Americans worked, mostly in 

low-paying blue collar jobs; lived in their own communities, 

shifting increasingly from the rural colonias to the urban 

barrios; remained poor, and got poorer as they urbanized 

more; engaged little in anglo social and political life; had 

large numbers of children who usually became discouraged in 

anglo schools before finishing junior high, dropped out, and 

started a new sequence. The conditions persisted and 

worsened between the mid-nineteenth century and the present 

day.^" Mexican Americans remained until recently on the 

2. Vicente T. Ximenez, Commissioner, Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission, Interview, December 15» 1969. 

3. "Anglo-" as distinct from Mexican American, 
native American (Indian), or Oriental. 

If.. Leo Grebler, Joan W. Moore, and Ralph C. Guzman, 
The Mexican American People (New York: Free Press, 1970), 
provide the most comprehensive existing study of Mexican 
Americans, a mammoth report of a Mexican American Study 
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political margins, kept out, ignored, or--at best—used by 

anglo jefes.^ 

Mexican Americans began manifesting in the 1960s a 

political consciousness growing since the end of World War 

II. It grew with urbanization, organization, and developing 

leadership skills. A cadre of Mexican Americans deposed the 

anglo city council in Crystal City, Texas, in 1963. Cesar 

Chavez1 tenacious organizational work among farm workers and 

his union's winning contracts with growers in California and 

Arizona sparked the political imaginations of many Mexican 

Americans who had never even worked in agriculture.^ Many 

Mexican Americans applauded the revolt of Reies Tijerina and 

his band of rural hispanos in northern New Mexico resisting 

expropriation of traditional grazing lands for a national 

Project undertaken by the University of California, Los 
Angeles, Graduate School of Business Administration in 1964, 
drawing on a sizeable literature and quite diverse data 
including census and immigration figures and other docu
ments, sample surveys, and group studies. Joan W. Moore, 
with Alfredo Cuellar, Mexican Americans (Englewood Cliffs, 
N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1970), offers a more compact version. 

t 5. "Chiefs," or political bosses; cf. Alfredo 
Cuellar, "Perspective on Politics," in Moore, chap. viii. 

6. This means, in fact, moat Mexican Americans; 
only 8.7 percent of the males were farm workers by 1970 
according to the Department of Commerce, p. 29» Moreover, 
the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Subcom
mittee on Migratory Labor, The Migratory Farm Labor Problem 
in the U.S., 1969 Report, 90th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1969, pp. 1^-5# 
found that Mexican Americans comprise only 25 percent of all 
migrants nation-wide. 
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park. Others responded positively to Rodolfo (Corky) 

Gonzalez1 proselytizing for civic action by Mexican Ameri

cans in Denver and elsewhere. Mexican American student 

7 organizations multiplied in southwestern universities.' 

Some Mexican Americans began calling themselves 

"chicanos" outside barrio situations, and soon proclaimed a 

chicano movement, chicanismo, Mexican American cultural 

nationalism with two primary objectives: first, to define 

"Mexican American" themselves as a symbol of self-

identification and cultural solidarity and, second, to 

utilize this self-identification and solidarity as a founda

tion for promoting political action among Mexican Americans. 

They called themselves also "la raza," and emphasized their 

native American, or Indian, heritage instead of the 

ft 
Spanish. Chicanos gained a foothold, but faced tremendous 

inertia against mobilizing action. 

7» Cf. Moore, chap, viiij Stan Steiner, La Raza 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1968); and Peter Matthiessen, Sal 
Si Puedes (New York: Random House, 1969). 

8. "La raza" translates as "the race," but chicanos 
use it like "the people," i.e., the brown, mestizo people— 
Mexican Indian and Spanish. Members of la raza take pride 
in the Mexican and native American aspects of their heritage 
as the chicano movement spreads, and sometimes call them
selves "me.jicahos." Some chicanos trace "chicano" to an old 
Mexican colloquialism, "mechicano." Others trace it even 
farther back to "xicano" (zeecano) from the Aztec language, 
Nuatl, designating theancient inhabitants of Aztlan, the 
place where Aztec civilization originated, now comprising 
northern Mexico and much of the southwestern United States. 
Old or new, slang or pure, "chicano" provides a designation 



Inertia among the Mexican American people them

selves, persisting presumably for a variety of historical, 

social, and psychological reasons, posed an internal problem 

9 
of politicization for political leaders to deal vdth. The 

general inertia of government seemed another matter, espe

cially since it broke first, apparently dissociated from 

Mexican American political leadership. The government moved 

slowly, as it always does except in time of crisis, but it 

did move. Mexican Americans, eager for change and impatient 

with the typically slow action of the government, observed 

the experience of black Americans in the 1960s; and com

mented, for example, " [politicians] won't do anything until 

somebody puts the gun to their heads. 

Policymakers did nothing spectacular in Mexican 

Americans' behalf, having no gun to their heads as they did 

many Mexican Americans prefer; although the more conserva
tive may reject it for its ideological connotations or its 
association with the pachuco gangs of the past. 

9. Cf. Anthony G. Dworkin, "Stereotypes and Self-
images Held by Native-Born and Poreign-Born Mexican Ameri
cans, " Sociolog2^2^_§2®i®^^®£®S££^» XLIX (January, 1965); 
Fernando Peitalosa and Edward C. McDonagh, "Social Mobiliza
tion in a Mexican-American Community," Social Forces, XLIV 
(June, 1966); Fernando Penalosa, "The Changing Mexican 
American in Southern California," Sociology and Social 
Research, LI (July, 1967); and Robert L. Derbyshire, "Adap
tation of Adolescent Mexican Americans to United States 
Society," American Behavioral Scientist. XIII (September-
October, 1969). 

10. Henry A. Quevedo, Executive Director, Cabinet 
Committee on Opportunity for the Spanish Speaking, Interview, 
November 13, 1970* 
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in the black crisis. Policymakers did, however, recognize 

Mexican Americans were affected by general problems and in 

specific ways. They recognized the problems as they exe

cuted and altered the social and economic policies of the 

1960S. The recognition came slowly and in a peculiar way. 

The recognition affected policymaking. The policymaking 

affected the future of Mexican Americans as members of the 

political community in the United States. 

The Lesson of Employment Policy 

Social and economic policies in the IJhited States 

registered various concerns from one epoch to. another. The 

laissez-faire policy of the Golden Age and after encouraged 

aggressive industrial expansion with little concern for the 

welfare of workers. Workers eventually gained considera

tion. The employment policies of the twentieth century 

showed concerns shifting, first, from the conditions of 

work, then, to the opportunity to work, and, finally, to 

qualification for work.^ 

The policy of the New Deal to combat the Great 

Depression began developing the notion of regulating the 

economy while promoting the general welfare of the citizenry. 

Workers, employers, and employment policymakers fought their 

11. Garth L. Mangum, The Emergence of Manpower 
Policy (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969). 
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battles over union representation and standards of fair com

petition through World War II. Regulation of labor rela

tions and labor standards benefited the employed. 

Persistent unemployment, unrest among black Americans, and 

long run economic and social forces drew political attention 

after the war to improving and maintaining opportunities for 

employment. 

The economic policy of the immediate postwar years 

indicated a desire to maintain the economic vigor and full 

employment fostered by the war. The civil rights policy of 

the Eisenhower years accelerated the painfully slow realiza

tion of equal rights, including equal opportunity employ

ment, for all the citizenry. Recession after the Korean war 

slowed economic growth. Unemployment became acute. The 

Eisenhower administration's economic policy overemphasized 

concern about inflation during the recession, and depre

ciated the importance of rising unemployment and economic 

slack. 

The return of Democratic administrations in the 

1960S brought renewed concern with slow economic growth and 

unemployment as well as the extension of equal rights. Pair 

employment policy, culminating in the Civil Rights Act of 

1961]., aimed at benefiting those unemployed who are qualified 

to work but unable to because of discrimination. Unemploy

ment in the meantime became very complicated to deal with. 
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Recognizing that many individuals, usually the poor and 

young, could not qualify for work even when it was available 

turned attention to training people for jobs. Employment 

policymakers by the 1960s had to concern themselves not only 

with promoting the opportunity for employment but also with 

developing the capability to work. Further experience with 

unemployment and with economic policy indicated that cor

recting the conditions of poor economic growth and unemploy

ment are related—but not simply. Workers got laid off in 

slack periods. Fewer and fewer got rehired during expansion 

because of automation, it seemed toward the end of the 

1950s. 

Economic expansion and employment rates improved 

remarkably during the 1960s. Unemployment dropped from 

almost seven percent to less than four percent between 

1961 and 1968, as qualified workers came into jobs. Under

employment remained while some workers worked part time, 

earned poorly, and waited for full time jobs or for jobs 

commensurate with their skills. It became apparent, how

ever, in the 1960s after economic growth had picked up 

again that there were some people—the "hard core" unem

ployed—who could not get a job under practically any cir

cumstances in a latter twentieth century economy. A group 

of "unemployables," hence, joined the unemployed and under

employed. Manpower policy emerged at the end of the 1950s 
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to retrain workers displaced by automation, and later 

shifted emphasis to training those unqualified to hold any 

job. Antipoverty policy, finally, promised to open oppor

tunities both for work and for education and training for 

work. Declaring and waging a war on poverty attested to 

signs of policymakers' mastering a difficult lesson. 

Being unemployed means being out of work for one 

reason or another. Being underemployed means working part 

time while wanting to work full time, and earn better wages, 

or working in a job requiring less than one's actual or 

potential skill level. Being unemployable means being 

unable to do a job of any kind. Unemployables swell the 

numbers of the unemployed, and cannot qualify even to become 

underemployed. Unemployables have to become employable— 

capable of working—before they realistically can seek work. 

Unemployment and underemployment result from a slack 

economic condition requiring less labor than is available. 

Economic measures to stimulate economic expansion and, 

hence, the demand for labor can, experience has shown, 

reduce unemployment and promote the utilization of qualified 

(underemployed) manpower. Unemployability, however, repre

sents a personal problem more than an economic onej never

theless it has broad social implications. 

Economic measures often do not reach the unemploy

able as individuals. Unemployability, examined from this 
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perspective, becomes a dimension of the larger problem of 

poverty along with poor education, discrimination, economic 

exploitation, and lack of influence to affect politically 

any favorable change. These aspects, in turn, affect other 

dimensions of the problem of poverty: poor housing, poor 

medical care, poor child care, poor nutrition, and so on. 

Together, these several, though by no means exclusive, 

dimensions of poverty form a structured environment foster

ing little escape unless it is to jail. Individuals suffer

ing the many disadvantages of living in poverty may require 

something more than opportunities. They may require coach

ing. 

Recognizing Unemployability Among 
Mexican Americans 

The federal government recognized disadvantaged 

Mexican Americans and their social and economic problems 

only in the late 1960s.''2 Recognition did not result from 

12. The government recognized the presence of Mexi
can Americans years earlier, usually as causing problems for 
someone else, not for having problems of their own. Carey 
McWilliams, North From Mexico (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippen-
cott, 19i|-9)» writes of mass "repatriation" (deportation) of 
people of Mexican origin during the 1930s to relieve swell
ing welfare loads. The Census Bureau first counted "Mexi
cans" in 1930, and searched for a more meaningful designa
tion each census thereafter. The 1970 census marked the 
first effort to innumerate and describe nation-wide all 
citizens of "Spanish Origin;" although the Census Bureau did 
conduct a special "Spanish-surname" survey in the five 
southwestern states for the 1960 census. Notable acknowl
edgment of Mexican Americans, disadvantaged or otherwise, 
came only in the late 1960s. The Superintendent of 
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political demands rising from the people themselves through 

political parties nor from mass protests nor yet from a 

sense of crisis and national outrage. Recognition began 

with the actions of a few concerned federal policymakers in 

the general issue-area of poverty. Mexican Americans became 

systematically included when policymakers conceived of an 

issue-area broad enough to include all the poor—poverty--

and when administrators delivered services to areas where 

Mexican Americans live. Programs designed to help the dis

advantaged, including those in worker training and retrain

ing, failed often to serve Mexican Americans. 

Information about the failures of manpower training 

programs among Mexican Americans came up mostly through the 

bureaucracy from community projects attempting to serve 

Mexican American trainees. Administrators made some efforts 

to adjust existing policies to needs in the field and to 

formulate workable programs in Washington. They even 

Documents, Monthly Catalog of Government Publications 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1906--), did 
not even index "Mexican American" or "Spanish-speaking11 
until after 1966. The Commission on Civil Rights, Hearings, 
Phoenix, Arizona, February 3« 1962 (Washington, D.C.: Gov
ernment Printing Office, 1962), earlier heard testimony 
about Mexican Americans and some of their problems, but the 
testimony faded before the impending crisis with black citi
zens. The Civil Rights Commission seriously investigated 
some of Mexican Americans' problems at the end of the 1960s; 
of. Hearings. San Antonio, Texas, December 9-1lj-» 1968 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1969), and 
Mexican Americans and the Administration of Justice in the 
Southwest (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1970). 
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appointed a few Mexican Americans to help them understand 

the problems and needs of unemployed and unemployable Mexi

can Americans; and, equally important, employed Mexican 

Americans to work in some of the training projects. Policy

makers, nevertheless, learned very slowly about Mexican 

Americans—that they exist; that they are citizens; that 

they are not all migrant farm workers; that they are poorer 

as a group than any other ethnic minority except native 

Americans; and that they are getting poorer as they urbanize 

more. 

President Johnson established by executive order on 

June 9, 1967* an Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican American 

Affairs (IAC) composed of the Cabinet Secretaries of the 

Departments of Agriculture; Health, Education, and Welfare; 

Housing and Urban Development; and Labor; and the Director 

of the Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0) in the Executive 

Office of the President. The President appointed Vicente T. 

Ximenez, Commissioner, Equal Employment Opportunity Com

mission, as chairman. The President charged IAC with: (1) 

hearing solutions to Mexican Americans' problems; (2) 

assuring that federal programs reach Mexican Americans and 

provide the assistance they need; and (3) devising new 

programs necessary for resolving the problems unique to the 
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Mexican American community.^ IAC held hearings at El Paso, 

Texas, in October.^ The Cabinet members and 0E0 director 

stood apprised of some of the "unique" problems. They 

heard some "solutions" for the problems. They still faced 

great obstacles in "assuring" that their programs provided 

the assistance needed. Congress recognized barriers of 

language to education among some groups, including Mexican 

Americans, about the same time; and enacted the Bilingual 

Education Act of 1967. 

Congress took official notice of Mexican Americans 

as such about two years after the president did, a while 

before the funding for IAC ran out at the end' of fiscal year 

1969. Senator Joseph M. Montoya (D New Mex.) introduced on 

January 28, 1969, a bill to establish a statutory agency 

with regular funding to continue the work IAC had begun. 

The Senate held hearings in June.^ Congressman Frank 

Thompson (D N.J.) introduced the bill in the House of Repre

sentatives on September 29. The bill dropped mysteriously 

out of sight after it was referred to committee. The bill 

13. President, Weekly Compilation of Presidential 
Papers, III (June 12, 1967). 

1i|.. Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican American 
Affairs, A New Focus on Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 19btt). 

15. Senate, Committee on Government Operations, 
Subcommittee on Executive Reorganization, Hearings, Estab
lish an Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican American Affairs, 
'$1st Cong., 1st Seas., 1969. 



reappeared some two months later on November 2l|. The House 

and Senate duly passed the bill on December I4., 1969, and 

re-established IAC as the Cabinet Committee on Opportunity 

for the Spanish Speaking (CCOSS), seeking to include Puerto 

Ricans, Cubans, and other Spanish-speaking citizens among 

the committee's concerns. Congress recognized improving the 

condition of disadvantaged Mexican Americans as a national 

concern, and enacted a measure toward that end. The story 

behind the disappearance of the bill for two months, how

ever, seemed illustrative of both the knowledge and concern 

in Congress generally for the problems of Mexican Americans. 

The bill got lost in referral. It went to the Com

mittee on Foreign Affairs instead of Executive Reorganiza

tion; "Mexican American affairs" obviously meant inter

national relations between Mexico and the Uhited States.^ 

Clarification in the hearings and floor discussion on the 

CCOSS bill did little, it seemed, for the government•s con

ception of the Spanish-speaking people or for their per

ception of problems among the Spanish-speaking. Congress 

returned to matters more pressing than the ten million 

Spanish-speaking citizens—half of them Mexican Americans— 

who had given them no trouble so far. 

16. Edward R. Roybal, Congressman, State of Cali
fornia, Interview, December 18, 1969, explained how he and 
Congressman Thompson discovered the "lost" bill, and got it 
discharged from Foreign Affairs in time for action before 
the end of the session. 
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Congress considered eventually the problems of Mexi

can Americans in employment and work-training, and included 

a bilingual section and other special programs in a manpower 

training bill in 1970. President Nixon vetoed the bill. 

The government recognized that disadvantaged Mexican Ameri

cans have problems of employability; but, in effect, denied 

that the problems require specific action as a matter of 

national policy instead of administrative discretion. 

Appraising and Adjusting Public Policy 

Provoking governmental action on a public problem 

like the unemployability of disadvantaged Mexican Americans 

involves incredibly complex processes only approximated in 

the best reconstructions.^? Qjhe conditions of pluralist 

society in the United States multiply infinitely the possi

bilities for social conflict.''® The Mexican American inter

est competes with innumerable other groups for access to 

governmental institutions authorized to make decisions 

affecting the public.^ The constitutional arrangement of 

federalism and separation of powers with their subsequent 

developments confound any accurate differentiation of 

17. Dan Nimmo and Thomas D. Ungs, American Politi
cal Patterns (2nd ed.; Boston: Little, Brown, 1969). 

18. Pendleton Herring, The Politics of Democracy 
(New York: W. W. Norton, 19^0). 

19. David Truman, The Governmental Process (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951)• 
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governmental functions.^® Furthermore, an interest like the 

one concerned with unemployable Mexican Americans can turn 

to no one, not even a political party, for a distinction of 
O A  

alternatives. Mexican Americans remain too poor, too 
pp 

unrepresented, to get their interest spoken for. The 

increasing substitution of images for issues in political 

campaigns sometimes even deceive citizens seeking a choice.^ 

The Mexican American interest, with countless others, seeks 

leadership wherever it can find it for guidance, however 

uncertain.^ Presidential leadership always helps give 

direction, as President Johnson's appointing the IAC shows.^ 

The leadership, ideally, sees the interest's demand through 

to a decision, developing a coalition of support transcend-

26 
ing separate institutional authorities at all levels. The 

20. Morton Grodzins, The American System (Chicago: 
Rand McNally, 1966). 

21. Prank J. Sorauf, Party Politics in America 
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1968). 

220 E. E. Schattschneider, The Semi-Sovereign 
People (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1960. 

23. Dan Nimmo, The Political Persuaders (Englewood 
Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1970). 

2l(.. Robert A. Dahl and Charles E. Lindblom, poli
tics, Economics, and Welfare (New York: Harper & Row, 19f?3)» 

25. Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power (New York: 
John Wiley, 1960). 

26. J. Leiper Freeman, The Political Process (rev. 
ed.j Nei* York: Random House, 196fj>); Francis E. Rourke, 
Bureaucracy, Politics, and Public Policy (Boston: Little, 
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policymaking process takes on the absurd, labyrynthian char

acter of its environment. 

Constructs abound for analyzing the complicated 

processes of policymaking. The same basic functional cate

gories of activity appear repeatedly, though perhaps in 

different vocabularies, in the various constructs? (1) 

identifying and acknowledging problems or initiating action 

on an issue; (2) deliberating the issue or formulating pro

posed courses of action; (3) adopting a course of action as 

legitimate policy or resolving the issue; (ij.) administering 

or applying the policy; and (5) appraising the policy by 

evaluating its actual effects on the original problem. 

These categories of activity, so conceived, describe policy

making processes anywhere.^® The activities all occur, even 

within a single institution like an administrative agency.^ 

Appraising policy implies another, a sixth, functional cate

gory of activity—policy adjustment. 

Brown, 1969); Paul H. Appleby, Policy and Administration 
(Birmingham: University of Alabama Press, 19^9). 

27. Charles E. Lindblom, "The Science of 'Muddling 
Through,'11 Public Administration Review, XIX (Spring, 1959); 
Charles 0. Jones, An Introduction to the Study of public 
Policy (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth, 1970). 

28. Herbert J. Spiro, Government by Constitution 
(New York: Random House, 1959), pp. 22-27. 

29. William W. Boyer, Bureaucracy on Trial (Indian
apolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 196I4.); A. Lee Frxtschler, Smoking and 
Politics (New York: Apple ton-Century-Crof ts, 1969*71 
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Policymakers appraise policies, presumably, for a 

reason—to improve the application of policy by making 

adjustments. Policymakers repeat time and again—cycli

cally—the functional activities of problem recognition, 

proposal formulation, policy adoption, and policy appraisal 

within the adjustment phase of the process.in fact, each 

of the six phases, regardless of sequence, entails the other 

functional activities.^ An example illustrates the point. 

Manpower policymakers, even, say, in a local south

western training project with half of its enrollees Mexican 

Americans, engaged in the several categories of activity in 

attempting to adjust their services to enhance the benefits 

of training for the Mexican Americans. They had to (1) 

decide what conditions or "problem" made Mexican Americans 

fail (the language barrier, poor schooling, or both); (2) 

propose a course of action to deal with the problem as they 

understood it (get bilingual instructors or intensify adult 

basic education); (3) adopt one course of action as policy 

(step up adult basic education); (U.) apply the policy of 

intensified adult basic education; (5) appraise their policy 

decision in time as to whether it worked; and (6) adjust the 

30. Jones, chap, vii, includes the concepts of 
policy adjustments and policy cycles in his discussion of 
policy evaluation. 

31. Actually, of course, no "sequence" exists. The 
phases represent categories in an analytical construct, no 
more, no less. 
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policy (perhaps the appraisal suggested the need for bilin

gual instructors after all). Manpower policymakers at other 

levels of government likewise had to make decisions appro

priate to their role in the process.^2 

Analyzing the intermingled activities in policy

making requires judicious—or is it reckless?—use of analyt

ical constructs. Pigeon-holing activities too strictly 

restricts accurate description. The perspective the 

activity is viewed from determines the usefulness of an 

analytical category for descriptive purposes: did President 

Johnson's appointing the IAC represent the sometime recog

nition of a persisting problem? Did it represent the 

adoption of a proposal to adjust existing policies to the 

needs of Mexican Americans, as the President said? Or did 

the formation of the committee mean only that the government 

had initiated a measure to begin identifying problems? Can 

the activities be truly distinguished? Does it matter 

whether they are distinguished? That all depends on what is 

being analyzed. 

Some say this sort of endless beginning of policy

making activities actually characterizes the process 

32. Layne Hoppe, "Agenda-Setting Strategies: The 
Case of Pollution Problems" (paper prepared for delivery at 
the Sixty-sixth Annual Meeting of The American Political 
Science Association, 1970), characterizes as "agenda-
setting" these various decisions to select problems; choose 
proposals; seek final decisions; pursue conscious applica
tion; and single out certain policies for appraisal. 
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accurately.^ These students of policymaking consider 

strategies of decision-making the most useful unit of analy

sis, and refer to the practice of making policy piecemeal as 

a process of "disjointed incremental! sm. 

Conditions of social conflict arise. Some people 

perceive a problem; others do not. The conditions consti

tute a public problem only after decisions are made to seek 

governmental regulation of the conflict.35 Those recog

nizing a problem begin then to seek collective action 

through the government to resolve the problem.^ Policy

makers consider the problem; weigh priorities; take note of 

existing policy; recall proven ways of doing things; and 

decide what they think will work best to resolve the problem 

through a process of "mutual adjustment."37 Neither the 

33. Charles E. Lindblom, The Policy-Making Process 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 19ob). 

David Braybrooke and Charles E. Lindblom, A 
Strategy of Decision (New York: Free Press, 1963). OtKers, 
e.g., Yehezkel Dror, Public Policymaking Reexamined (San 
Francisco: Chandler, 19bti), consider disjointed incremen-
talism more a disease than a theory. 

35• John Dewey, The Public and Its Problems (New 
York: Henry Holt, 1927); Nimmo and tftigs, chap. i. 

36. Currin V. Shields, "The American Tradition of 
Empirical Collectivism," American Political Science Review, 
XLVI (March, 1952). 

37* Charles E. Lindblom, The Intelligence of 
Democracy (New York: Free Press, 19 
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public and policymakers nor students of public policy get 

much more precise than that. 

The notion of policy adjustment serves the purposes 

of examining the making of federal manpower development and 

training policy and evaluating the consideration given to 

the problems of employability among Mexican Americans. 

Policy adjustment as used here refers roughly to the govern

ment1 s activities in acknowledging problems among Mexican 

Americans and in attempting to make manpower policy work 

toward resolving these unforeseen problems. 

Policy adjustment occurs at many points--in the 

Department of Labor, in the State Employment Service, in 

Congress, in the barrio training project. Acknowledging the 

problems of Mexican Americans, in a sense, begins a new 

process; many policymakers, especially those in Washington, 

begin to identify Mexican Americans as citizens for the 

first time. Manpower policymakers, however, learned about 

Mexican Americans' problems of employability while apprais

ing existing training programs. This means that this study 

concerns the appraisal, "reformulation," and adjustment of 

certain aspects of manpower policy.3® Policymakers, upon 

acknowledging and identifying problems among Mexican Ameri

cans, had to appraise existing policy; formulate courses of 

38. Jerry W. Lansdowne, "An Appraisal of a National 
Policy: The Employment Act of 19^6," (unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, University of Arizona, 1968); Jones, chap. vii. 
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remedial action; adopt the adjustment; hope it worked; and 

reappraise to see if it did. 

Sequence of the Study 

The succeeding chapters examine the background of 

manpower policy; explore the conditions and processes of 

making the policy; evaluate the consideration given to prob

lems of employability among Mexican Americans; and speculate 

about the effects of adjustments in manpower policy on Mexi

can Americans and on the government itself. Chapter 2 

describes briefly the Mexican American population, their 

condition, and their problems in employment. Chapter 3 sur

veys the general development of manpower policy, and 

includes a short case study showing the record of manpower 

programs among Mexican American trainees. Chapter 4 tells 

the story of how federal manpower policymakers came to 

recognize Mexican Americans as a discrete clientele with 

problems of their own. Chapter ij. also shows how recognizing 

difficulties with employability among the Spanish-speaking, 

including Mexican Americans, affected later efforts in 

making manpower policy. Chapter 5 interprets, according to 

the functional categories of activity in policymaking out

lined above, the processes of making policy to affect the 

employability of the Spanish-speaking. Chapter 5 illus

trates as well how existing policy can affect the future 

operation of the government as it affects the condition and 
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behavior of clienteles.^ Chapter 6 places manpower devel

opment and training policy in the perspective of the policy

making tradition in the United States, and evaluates the 

effects of manpower policy on the government and on Mexican 

Americans. Chapter 6 concludes, noting that the problems of 

Mexican Americans still lacked national prominence at the 

end of the sixties. 

Mexican Americans and the government, though ambient 

in their approaches to one another, drew nearer than ever 

before to a mutual understending during the 1960s. Federal 

policymakers promised by the mid-sixties to extend every 

citizen the opportunity to learn a skill as well as the 

opportunity to have a job and earn a living. The government 

acknowledged the sorry material condition of many Mexican 

Americans while trying to make good their promises to pro

mote a steady supply of jobs and work know-how. The condi

tion of poor Mexican Americans became a national concern as 

the condition of all poor people became regarded as a prob

lem requiring national governmental action. 

39» Austin Ranney (ed.), Political Science and 
Public Policy (Chicago: Markham, 196b), p. 44» encourages 
the use of policy as an independent variable in policy
making, i.e., considering how existing policy figures in the 
outcome of succeeding efforts in policymaking instead of 
just examining policy outcomes as factors entirely dependent 
on other conditions. 
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The government learned more about Mexican Americans 

in attempts to make work-training effective for them than in 

any previous endeavor, Mexican Americans learned more than 

ever before about the government simply through unprecedented 

sustained positive contact. The improving mutual under

standing between the government and Mexican Americans 

resulted largely from modifications in state and local gov

ernmental practices initiated by the Office of Economic 

Opportunity. Results of these modifications affected Mexi

can Americans' political outlook, understanding, and 

behavior. The modifications and Mexican Americans' response 

to them illuminated some fundamental questions about federal 

government in the United States in the latter twentieth 

century. 



CHAPTER 2 

MEXICAN AMERICANS AT WORK1 

Mexican Americans show what it means to be disad

vantaged at a time when the government concerns itself with 

poverty.^ A percentage of Mexican Americans greater than 

any other group except native Americans endure poverty—live 

in substandard, overcrowded housing; suffer malnutrition and 

disease; share disproportionately high numbers of arrests 

and convictions for criminal offenses; have less education; 

earn less money in lox*-paying jobs with non-union employers 

and small firms in competitive businesses; and end up with 

less income per capita because of large numbers in the 

family. The conditions Mexican Americans live and work in 

affect each other endlessly. 

1. Leo Grebler, Joan W. Moore, and Ralph C. Guzman, 
The Mexican American People (New York: Free Press, 1970), 
Pt. Ill, describe and analyze well the Mexican American 
population and their condition. This chapter only summa
rizes their work as necessary for a general profile, and 
adds a few details. 

2. Grebler, et al., p. 28, say, "a category of 
people ... can be defined as disadvantaged if society at 
large has acted by omission or commission to hinder a dis
proportionate number of its members in the development of 
their individual abilities." 

25 
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Urbanized, Poor, and Undereduoated 

Census records show that Mexican Americans becatae an 

urban minority about 19!?0 when the census showed about seven 

out of ten living in urban areas. Urbanization continues 

through the fifties and sixties. The Census Bureau reports 

Mexican Americans were about eighty percent urbanized by 

1960. The 1970 census measures no rural-urban differential, 

but reporting only 8.7 percent among the million employed 

males of Mexican descent as farm workers implies that Mexi

can Americans were over ninety percent urbanized by 1970.^ 

Census figures, whatever their shortcomings, debunk the 

misconception of Mexican Americans as a rural people.^-

3. Grebler, et al., "Appendix A," pp. 601-08, 
describe the derivation of descriptive estimates on Mexican 
Americans from "Mexican" in 1930 to "Spanish-as-mother-
tongue" in 19i+0 and "Spanish-surname" in 1950 and 1960. The 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Persons of 
Spanish Origin in the United States: November 1969," Cur
rent Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Series 
P-20, No. 213, February 1971# P« 1# reports "Spanish Origin" 
on the basis of self-identification of the subjects and 
mother tongue. The 1970 census included the first nation
wide survey seeking to innumerate all so-called Spanish-
origin people rather than just concentrating of the Mexicans 
in the Southwest. The 1970 census, by its unprecedented 
comprehensiveness and discrepancies in results in classes 
permitting intercensal comparisons, brings serious doubts on 
the accuracy of previous censuses, especially considering 
always the illegal immigration of "wetbacks" from Mexico and 
the presence of federally recruited Mexican national 
braceros (farm workers) between 19^2 and 196I4.. 

ij.. Department of Commerce, p. 29. 
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The images of Cesar Chavez and the United Farm 

Workers Organizing Committee (UFWOC) perpetuate the miscon

ception of Mexican Americans as a rural people. The man and 

the union draw unprecedented attention to Mexican American 

farm workers. Most of UFWOC's members do happen to be Mexi

can Americans; but the union represents farm workers, not 

Mexican Americans as such. Much of the writing on migratory 

farm workers also concentrates on Mexican Americans. 

Recent government efforts to illuminate the squalid life of 

migrants and their inability to improve it, however, place 

the Mexican American proportion (one in four) of all 

migrants in the proper perspective.^ 

Income differentials show that Mexican Americans, 

regardless of residence and situation, earn only a fraction 

of the living anglos do. Although they earn a little more 

generally than non-whites, large numbers in the family 

dilute per capita income to less than among non-whites."^ 

Comparisons of median incomes show that Mexican American 

families had about 65 percent of the income anglo families 

5>. James C. McBrearty, "In Fields of Shame: The 
Migrant Workers Today," Arizona Review, XX (February, 1971), 
surveys this writing. 

6. Senate, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, Hearings, Migratory and 
Seasonal Farmworker Powerlessness. Pts. I-VIII, 91st Cong., 
1st and 2nd Sess. , 1969-1^70. 

7. Grebler, et al., chap. viii. 
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had in 1960—If 7 percent compared per capita. Calculations 

from 1970 census figures on median family incomes indicate 

that Mexican Americans had 68.5 percent of the average 

9 
income all other families had by the end of the sixties. 

Records on years of school completed indicate that 

Mexican -Americans are educated less than any group except 

native Americans.10 More black Americans proportionally 

finish high school, and go to college. Anglos, of course, 

get consistently more education than Mexican Americans—32 

percent more on the average in the Southwest as of 1960, 

though with extreme variations from one locale to another. 

The records show, however, that educational attainment 

increased (and associated with urbanization) between 1950 

and 1960. Figures from the 1970 census suggest a two to 

three year average increase in educational attainment for 

Mexican Americans, raising their median years of school 

completed from 8.1 in 1960 to 10.8 in 1970, compared to 

8. Joan W. Moore, with Alfredo Cuellar, Mexican 
Americans (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.s Prentice-Hall, 1970), 
p. 60. 

9. Department of Commerce, p. m7 calculations. 
Including non-white families in the 1970 calculations 
depresses the percentage in the "other" category; hence care 
must be taken in speculating about relative gains in the 
sixties to match those Grebler, et al., pp. 189-93* show in 
the fifties. 

10. Grebler, et al., chap. vii. 
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12,6 years for all others.^ Comparing Mexican Americans' 

education and income to other groups reveals two striking 

irregularities. 

The irregularities in education and income between 

Mexican Americans and other groups concern the apparent 

benefit of staying in school. First, higher incomes do not 

follow necessarily from more education for Mexican Americans. 

Second, Mexican Americans have less education than non-

whites generally; nevertheless they earn more than non-whites 

(except blacks in Colorado and the Japanese in California 

whose education is decidedly superior).^ The irregulari

ties present an anomaly. Earning more money with less 

education than non-whites suggests that Mexican Americans 

meet less discrimination in labor markets than non-whites, 

while failing to earn proportionally more income with more 

education, contradicts this implication. Information about 

occupations, jobs, and employment levels reveals more openly 

the condition of working (and unemployed) Mexican Americans. 

11. Cf. Grebler, et al., p. 1ij.3j and Department of 
Commerce, p. 20. 

12. Grebler, et al., pp. 193-97« 
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Displaced, Young, and Hardly Employable 

Recent studies of Mexican Americans at work report 

consistent findings.^ Mexican Americans have too many blue 

collar jobs in proportion to their numbers in the labor 

force. They get jobs inferior to anglos in the various 

occupational classes, regardless of level (more laborers 

than foremen, more clerks than managers, more technicians 

than engineers, etc.), except as craftsmen where they hold 

their own (as carpenters, mechanics, sheet-metal workers, 

etc.). Union membership and other means of wage-control— 

when they can attain them—favor Mexican Americans' earn

ings, Mexican Americans benefit from fair employment 

practice regulations in jobs done tinder government contract, 

but neither federal nor state and local employers themselves 

have records of Mexican American employment to boast 

about.Federal policy on immigration and aliens commuting 

to work affects adversely the employment of Mexican Ameri

cans, especially near the Mexican border. Commuting aliens 

13, Cf. Grebler, et al., chaps, ix-x; and Pred H. 
Schmidt, Spanish Surnamed Employment in the Southwest (Wash
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1970}, a study 
sponsored by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

11|. Civil Service Commission, Minority Group 
Employment in the Federal Government (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 19&7)» Commission on Civil 
Rights, A Report on Equal Opportunity in State and Local 
Government Employment (Washington, D.C.: Government Print
ing Office, 1969;. 
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diminish employment opportunities, lower wages, stunt union 

representation, and encourage seasonal migration to seek 

work.''-' Mexican Americans join the work force and stay less 

than anglos. Women traditionally do not take jobs unless 

low family earnings force them to. Limited job opportuni

ties in some places, the industrial structure in others, and 

poor job qualifications almost everywhere militate against 

vigorous participation of Mexican Americans in the labor 

market. 

The presence of too few jobs to go around represents 

economic conditions employers and workers alone can do 

1 A 
nothing about.' The industrial structure accounts for what 

jobs are available. Job qualifications, however, have to 

correspond to the jobs available. Mexican Americans often 

fail to qualify for available jobs, even if they suddenly 

were to meet no discrimination. Technological developments 

displace many as job requirements rise. The job structure 

leaves other Mexican Americans unemployable from the start. 

They frequently quit school young, and seek work with no 

experience. The apparent futility of it all discourages 

others from even seeking work. 

1f>. David North, The Border-Crossers (Washington, 
D.C.J TransCentury Corporation, 1970), pp. 11+3—8^. 

16. Chapter 3 below relates these conditions to 
employment policy. 
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Census figures from 1930 forward evidence slow, long 

run improvements in Mexican Americans* occupational stand

ing; although their rapidly increasing numbers and continued 

poor qualifications for work leave more and more in poverty. 

The greatest advances appear during World War II when there 

was a manpower shortage. Advances diminish during the 

1950S, a time of recession and unemployment—and technologi

cal advance. Mexican Americans get caught between the 

rising premium on education and their own poor educational 

attainment. 

Mexican Americans' qualifications often exclude them 

from jobs offering steady work; many remain underemployed. 

The rate of unemployment among Mexican Americans seems to 

stay at a little less than twice the anglo rate. It some

times goes to three times the anglo rate and more, espe

cially among the young. The average age of the Mexican 

American population decreases continuously, as the birth 

rate stays very high. The censuses for 1960 and 1970 show 

that the median age dropped from 19.6 years to 17.8 in the 

17 sixties. ' An increasingly young population with an average 

tenth grade education finds it hard to get work and keep it 

in a modern, technologically oriented economy. 

17. Cf. Grebler, et al., p. 123; and Department of 
Commerce, p. 16. 
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Programs in work-training exist to help displaced 

workers get back into a job and to help unemployable people 

develop job-qualifications and get some work-experience. 

Many Mexican Americans need work-training; as their numbers 

increase and oversupply the unskilled jobs traditionally 

available, and as they seek opportunities in areas tradi

tionally available, and as they seek opportunities in areas 

traditionally closed to Mexican Americans. Mexican Ameri

cans get work-training in programs intended to benefit all 

disadvantaged citizens. The programs exist after many years 

of political consideration on employment and the govern

ment's role in promoting it. 



CHAPTER 3 

EMPLOYMENT AS A NATIONAL CONCERN 

Employment policy developed without reference to the 

problems of disadvantaged Mexican Americans. Concern with 

Mexican Americans' problems came after the government had 

promised to maintain economic stability, develop solutions 
A  

to problems of employment, and eliminate poverty. Elimi

nating poverty and helping disadvantaged people help them

selves became associated with employment policy only after 

policymakers recognized that unemployment has social and 

even personal aspects as well as economic aspects, policy

makers had to learn that unemployment is not affected solely 

by economic conditions. They agreed that unemployment is 

1. James L. Sundquist, Politics and Policy (Wash
ington, D.C.s Brookings, 1968), chaps, ii-iv, describes and 
analyzes definitively the development of present employment 
and antipoverty policies. Garth L. Mangum, The Emergence of 
Manpower Policy (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
1969), surveys the development of manpower policy. Mangum, 
MDTA: Foundation of Federal Manpower Policy (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins Press, 1960), concentrates onadministrative 
organization to develop and deliver manpower programs. Sar 
A. Levi tan and Garth L. Mangum, Federal Training and Work 
Programs in the Sixties (Ann Arbor: Ifoiversity of Michigan, 
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, 1969), offer a 
comprehensive treatment of manpower policy. Stanley H. 
Ruttenberg, Manpower Challenge of the 1970s (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), former Assistant Secretary of 
Labor and Manpower Administrator, tells the story of develop
ing manpower policy from an insider's perspective. These 
books supply the background for this chapter. 

3k 
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not affected solely by economic conditions only after they 

agreed that it is proper for the government to regulate the 

economy and promote full employment. 

The Promise of Pull Employment 

The New Deal got people used to the idea of economic 

regulation by the government. World War II got people used 

to full employment. Unemployment stood at 1.2 percent in 

19l|4, dropping from 19 percent in 1938.^ People remembered 

all too clearly the dreadful Depression. They knew it took 

the war to end the Depression. They worried about what 

would happen when the war ended. 

Congress enacted the Snployment Act of 19i|-6, and 

declared: 

it is the continuing policy and responsibility of 
the federal government to use all practicable means 
consistent with its needs and obligations and other 
essential considerations of national policy . . . 
to coordinate and utilize all its plans, functions, 
and resources for the purpose of creating and main
taining, in a manner calculated to foster and pro
mote free competitive enterprise and the general 
welfare, conditions tinder which there will be 
afforded useful employment opportunities, including 
self-employment, for those able, willing, and seek
ing work and to promote maximum employment, produc
tion, and purchasing power. 3 

Saying "all practicable means consistent with . . . 

needs and obligations" hedged the government's prerogatives. 

2. Mangum, Emergence . . . , p. 17. 

3. Employment Act of 19il6 in U. S. Statutes at 
Large. LX, 23. 
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The act said nothing about full employment as such, and 

required nothing of anyone. It provided, however, any-

necessary justification for steps the federal government 

might take to "promote maximum employment, production, and 

purchasing power," President Eisenhower, for example, 

emphasized the "manner calculated to foster and promote free 

competitive enterprise and the general welfare." He con

sidered inflation a problem worse than unemployment. Presi

dent Kennedy, however, became more concerned about "condi

tions under which there will be afforded useful employment 

opportunities, and supported policymaking efforts in work-

training. 

Congress enacted the Manpower Development and Train

ing Act of 1962 (MDTA), requiring the government to 

"appraise the manpower requirements of the Nation, and 

develop and apply the information and methods needed to deal 

with the problems of unemployment.Unemployment persisted. 

President Kennedy came reluctantly to support a tax cut, a 

fiscal measure to stimulate the economy and reduce 

1}.. Sundquist, chaps, ii-iii; Stephen K. Bailey, 
Congress Makes a Law (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1950); Jerry W. Lansdowne, "An Appraisal of a National 
Policy: The Employment Act of 1946" (unpublished Ph.D. dis
sertation, University of Arizona, 1968). 

5>. Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 in 
U.S. Statutes at Large, LXXVI, 23. 

I 
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vinemployment. Congress followed vrith the Revenue Act of 

1961|. Finally, President Johnson declared a war on poverty. 

Congress enacted the Economic Opportunity Act of 1961]. "to 

eliminate the paradox of poverty in the midst of plenty in 

this Nation by opening to everyone the opportunity for 

education and training, the opportunity to work, and the 

opportunity to live in decency and dignity,11''' 

A twenty year debate over full employment and the 

proper means to achieve it began, thus, after World War II. 

The debate centered on the question of whether the federal 

government should continue intervening in economic affairs. 

The Employment Act of 19i|-6 came by the 1960s to legitimize 

once and for all not only fiscal regulation of the economy 

but also work-training programs as well. MDTA complemented 

the Employment Act, and aimed at improving deficiencies in 

the work force hindering full employment. The tax cut mean

while aimed at correcting fiscal conditions restricting 

economic growth and employment. The War on Poverty, finally, 

reaffirmed commitments to educate and train the poor suffi

ciently to enable them to take advantage of opportunities 

6. Robert L. Hellbroner and Peter L. Bernstein, A 
Primer on Government Spending (New York: Random House, 
1963), explain in elementary terms the complex economic 
processes involved in fiscal measures like tax cuts, deficit 
spending, etc, 

7. Economic Opportunity Act of 1961+ in U.S. Stat-
utes at Large. LXXVIII. 508. " 
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purportedly opened by policies promoting economic expansion 

and full employment. Unemployment increased alarmingly 

during the debate, and seemed to become more and more com

plex. 

The Politics of Full Employment 

The nature of rising unemployment in the 1950s 

puzzled government advisors and policymakers until the 

mid-1960s. Automation took most of the blame for rising 

unemployment well into the sixties. The success of the tax 

cut in 196lj. showed that the problem of unemployment in the 

middle of the twentieth century depends on factors too com

plicated to be dismissed so simply. 

Unemployment 

Tfticertainty about the nature of unemployment 

resulted from the manifold development of long run social 

and economic forces after World War II. War production 

accelerated technological change; transferred surplus rural 

workers to urban production; and brought many women into the 

work force to stay. Technological change raised skill 

requirements. The GI Bill after the war encouraged increas

ing educational attainment and, hence, a postwar technology 

assuming an educated work force. The surging postwar birth

rate destined the work force for a great wave of entrants in 

the mid-1960s. 



Recurrent business cycles masked continual increases 

in unemployment after the Korean war; recovery from the suc

cessive recessions in 1953# 1957» and 1960 brought reemploy

ment to fewer and fewer workers laid off in the slack. 

Machines took men's jobs during recession, and kept them 

after recovery. Technological change and automation mis

matched the demand for labor and the supply of workers—or 

so it seemed to many observers. Others saw vaguely a more 

complex economic problem running deeper than just to the 

supply and demand of workers. 

The problem of unemployment beyond the labor market 

itself concerned a deficiency in total, aggregate demand for 

consumer goods. Deficient demand meant less production. 

Less production required less labor. Hence came "deficient-

demand" unemployment, as opposed to "structural" unemploy

ment, referring simply to the imbalance between the demand 

for labor and the supply of workers. ("Frictional" 

unemployment, an irreducible minimum made up of people 

"between jobs" or out of work temporarily, remained. Most 

economists assume "full employment11 means 3 percent unem

ployment, considering frictional unemployment.) Economists 

came eventually to explain strategies against deficient-

demand and structural unemployment roughly as follows. 

First, remedying deficient-demand unemployment 

requires general economic expansion to promote vigorous 
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trade. The means for expansion include a reduction in taxes 

or a deficit in the national budget, perhaps both. Such 

expansion makes for ample money, brisk demand for consumer 

goods, increased production for market supply, and an 

expanding job market. People work more, produce more, earn 

more, and buy more. Producers hire more, produce more, sell 

more, spend more themselves, and so on. Economic "expan

sionists, " then rely on fiscal and monetary means to stimu-
Q 

late aggregate economic demand. They believe that ade

quately expanded consumer demand sufficiently encourages 

employers and the unemployed to work in one anothers1 inter

ests. Employers, that is, lower skill requirements and 

undertake the necessary training of the unskilled to fill 

their own manpower requirements. The unemployed, in turn, 

either seek work in areas where there is a demand for 

workers, or seek training in those areas. The efforts of 

shorthanded employers and unemployed workers to find each 

other, expansionists argue, reduce unemployment rather auto-

9 
matically. 

8. Monetary measures include the Federal Reserve 
Board's controls on the amount of money in circulation. 
Fiscal measures mean budgetary measures—taxation and spend
ing in various ways. 

9. Garth L. Mangum (ed.), The Manpower Revolution 
(Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, 19&5), presents selected 
testimony from Senate, Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare, Subcommittee on Employment and Manpower, Hearings, 
Nation's Manpower Revolution. Pts. I-X, 88th Cong.,1st Sess., 



Second, remedying structural unemployment requires a 

deliberate altering of the structure of the work-force, 

i.e., adjusting skill levels in certain areas through edu

cation and training. Economic "structuralists" argue that 

the imbalance between the demand for labor and the supply of 

workers can be corrected by enhancing the employability of 

the unskilled, the displaced, youth, older workers, and the 

otherwise disadvantaged—often members of minority groups. 

Structuralists, then, stress education and training for 

groups with problems of employability, and view skeptically 

the expansionist argument. Structuralists suspect that 

fiscal and monetary stimuli improve the circumstances of 

employment for the skilled and the educated who already have 

10 
jobs, but do little for the unemployed. w 

The Economy 

Republicans and Democrats debated fiscal orthodoxy 

versus fiscal activism from the New Deal to the Revenue Act 

of 1961|.. Democrats favored fiscal activism; and argued that 

public works, tax reductions, and even deficit spending were 

appropriate antirecession measures. Republicans favored 

fiscal orthodoxy; spoke of the virtues of "sound finance;" 

and chose the balanced budget as the proper fiscal policy. 

They charged that Democrats were insensitive to inflation. 

10. Mangum, Manpower Revolution . . . , p. 9f>. 



Democrats retorted that their first concern was unemploy

ment. Republican fiscal orthodoxy got blamed (correctly) 

for the continual increases in unemployment rates after 

1953. 

The Employment Act of 191+6 provided the legal man

date for government action to develop and maintain an ade

quate total supply of jobs. The Eisenhower administration 

used the act to justify its monetary policies to stabilize 

prices. The success of the 196I4. tax cut finally discredited 

fiscal orthodoxy sufficiently to end its prominence as a 

major obstacle to government action against recession and 

unemployment during the sixties. Postwar economic condi

tions with persistently rising unemployment, meanwhile, 

heated the conflict over the nature of the economy and, 

hence, the nature of the job problem. 

Recovery from World War II and war production for 

the Korean conflict absorbed the work force through 1953. 

Then recession set in. Unemployment rose sharply from 2.7 

percent to 5.8. The Eisenhower administration, more con

cerned with inflation than with unemployment, chose to 

minimize government spending, and retained a balanced 

budget. Democrats in Congress made ready with proposed 

measures for fiscal stimulation. The administration calmly 

planned its own public works program while waiting. The 

recession eased but too late for Republicans seeking 
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reelection. Adlai Stevenson, who lost the Presidential 

election of 1952, predicted, "the election of a Democratic 

Congress * . • will chasten the administration's complacent 

attitude toward the millions of Americans who cannot find 

jobs."^ Stevenson proved correct. A Democratic Congress 

convened in January 1955* 

Recession returned in 1957; unemployment rolls 

listed five million out of work. (The high figure in 195^ 

reached only 3«7 million.) The Eisenhower administration 

wavered over activist, or expansionist, fiscal measures; but 

maintained its orthodox stance. The administration kept 

spending within revenues, and did not expand with a deficit. 

The Republican party campaigned again in 1958 against 

inflation and not unemployment. The Republican party took 

another whipping at the polls. 

Recovery from the 1957-58 recession began in mid-

1958, too late for Republicans in the November election. 

President Eisenhower boasted in his State of the Union mes

sage of January 1959 that the recession was "fading into 

history and this without gigantic, hastily improvised public 

works projects or untimely tax reductions."^ He attacked 

inflation again without mentioning that a million more men 

11. Quoted in Sundquist, p. 20. 

12. Quoted in Sundquist, p. 29. 



than a year before were out of work. The tone of his speech 

carried over into the Republican campaign of 1960—more fis

cal orthodoxy. 

Recession struck again during the 1960 campaign, the 

third time in six years. Unemployment remained high despite 

rapid production increases in late 1958 and early 1959. The 

economy failed to recover fully from the 1957-58 recession. 

Republicans in the campaign shrank from inflation as a grave 

economic danger. Democrats raised slow economic growth and 

unemployment as central issues. The Democrats recovered the 

Presidency. The voters showed, as they had in 195JU- and 

1958* that they held the President and his party in Congress 

responsible for the country's economic ills. They elected 

John P. Kennedy. He pledged to take action. 

Settling the Issue of Unemployment 

The action President Kennedy took just after his 

inauguration differed little from President Eisenhower's 

orthodox plan. He followed the budget President Eisenhower 

had submitted, and rejected activist measures in fiscal 

policy. He did so to neutralize political effects of long

standing Republican charges that the Democrats were fiscally 

irresponsible, president Kennedy thought of political con

siderations until his economic advisors "educated" him. 



The Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) argued that 

resolute application of fiscal and monetary measures would 

overcome nagging unemployment. They hounded the President 

incessantly to adopt activist fiscal measures against the 

continuing recession and rising unemployment. They rejected 

orthodox principles of "sound finance." The CEA recognized 

the importance of structural unemployment, and encouraged 

the continuation of the new retraining programs. They con

tinued nevertheless to stress shortages in aggregate demand 

as a fundamental economic problem. The CEA insisted that 

taking up the slack in the economy required a sizeable 

budget deficit through either higher spending or lower 

taxes—or, perhaps, a combination of the two. William 

McChesney Martin, Jr., then chaiiman of the Federal Reserve 

Board, insisted, however, that unemployment could not be 

reduced significantly by fiscal and monetary measures. 

Martin noted that the total number of unemployed increased 

successively after the three previous business cycles. 

Machines displaced some workers. Jobs simply played out in 

some areas like Appalachia. 

The President held his position through 1961. Hope 

for recovery dimmed in early 1962. Congress remained uncer

tain whether unemployment was structural or cyclical. They 

remained divided on the issue of fiscal activism versus fis

cal ortnodoxy. Republicans in Congress remained poised to 



characterize any fiscal loosening as reckless and irrespon

sible. Finally, President Kennedy told a news conference, 

"I do not see that there is a basic conflict between the two 

views. ... Some of it is structural and some of it is 

not."''3 Nobody disagreed with that. 

The "Kennedy crash" in the stock market came on May 

28, 1962. Some members of Congress joined the CEA in 

urging strong fiscal action. President Kennedy agreed 

reluctantly to lead the way for strong fiscal measures 

against recession and unemployment. Some members of Con

gress followed. Stragglers caught up in increasing numbers 

from the middle of 1962, through 1963, and into 196I+ when 

Congress enacted the Revenue Act of 1961}.. 

The tax cut did everything the CEA predicted. It 

raised the gross national product; stimulated the economy 

without an inflationary surge; and reduced unemployment, as 

it stimulated economic growth. The unemployment rate stood 

by mid-1965 at l\.,$ percent, the lowest since 1957. fiscal 

activists got their way finally, and demonstrated that a 

sizeable proportion of the persisting unemployment did owe 

to deficient aggregate economic demand. Unemployment 

refused, however, to drop below ^ percent, much less 3 per

cent, the figure accepted as full employment. 
1—1,1 

13. Quoted in Sundquist, p. £8. 



The success of the tax cut, in fact, gave a renewed 

credence to the structuralist argument. Automation cer

tainly must have compounded the problem of unemployment; 

nevertheless there remained a body of unemployed people too 

inexperienced, too poorly educated, and otherwise too dis

advantaged to be reached by fiscal measures. The tax cut, 

successful in reducing deficient-demand unemployment, thus 

isolated structural unemployment. The development of man

power policy illustrated how policymakers came gradually to 

an understanding of structural unemployment and how the 

extra-economic considerations of unemployment and unemploy-

ability developed as the issue-area of poverty took shape. 

The Development of Manpower Policy 

The Kennedy administration pledged to attack simul

taneously both structural and deficient-demand unemployment. 

The tax cut represented the expansionist approach to remedy

ing deficient-demand unemployment. Manpower retraining 

programs represented the structural approach to remedying 

unemployment resulting from workers' lack of qualification 

for jobs. Manpower training programs included something for 

everyone contending over the best way to reduce unemploy

ment.^ Expansionists saw retraining as a necessary supple

ment to fiscal measures (and as a means of spending). 

14. Sundquist, chap. iii. 



Opponents of fiscal activism 3aw retraining as a substitute 

for expansionism. The experts1 concensus extended to the 

general public; 67 percent of a Gallup poll sample favored 

retraining programs in 1961. 

Depressed Areas and Manpower Retraining 

Conditions of what came to be called structural 

unemployment appeared in the late 1914-Os. President Truman 

noted growing numbers of unemployed within particular local

ities in 19i|-7« Some men in Congress drew more attention to 

rising unemployment in their areas before the Korean war 

ended. The problem worsened with the 1953-5^ recession. 

The localities with high concentrations of unemployed 

workers got their name—depressed areas. President Eisen

hower appointed a task force in 19to examine localized 

unemployment. Democrats in Congress began designing 

depressed areas bills. The administration introduced bills 

of its own on occasion. Everyone agreed that depressed 

areas needed help. Congress volleyed the depressed areas 

issue for six years trying to decide what help depressed 

areas needed and how they should get it. Finally, Congress 

enacted the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 (ARA) to help 

reinstate industry and jobs in depressed areas. 

15. Sundquist, p. 86. 



Unemployment Increased everywhere during the six 

years of formulating policy proposals against unemployment 

in localized areas. Area redevelopment as an approach to 

remedying unemployment became obsolete before the measures 

could be enacted. Structural unemployment itself seemed to 

become more and more complex while policymakers studied it 

and acted upon it. 

ARA aimed at attracting new industry to depressed 

areas, revitalizing local economies, and getting the unem

ployed back to work. ARA failed. General economic slack 

in the wake of repeated recessions through the early 1960s 

left no motivation for business expansion in depressed 

areas. ARA had negligible effect on unemployment, even 

locally, and the Appalachia Regional Commission met its 

demise in 1963. Congress refused to fund it again, but 

replaced it with the Public Works and Economic Development 

Act of 1965.16 

Congressional attention turned from depressed areas 

in 1961 to experienced workers out of a job in 1962. The 

Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 assumed that 

mature family-heads with work experience but obsolete skills 

comprised the bulk of the structurally unemployed. MDTA 

16. Sundquist, pp. 105-110; Sar A. Levitan, Federal 
Aid to Depressed Areas (Baltimores Johns Hopkins Press, 
196i|.), chap. i. 



assumed also that trainees could find a job vacancy once 

they had updated skills. Both assumptions proved erroneous. 

First, the unemployed turned out to be more "hard core" than 

policymakers wanted to believe originally. Second, jobs 

opened slower than expected while economic growth lagged. 

Economic expansion and job creation remained a fis

cal matter for those concerned with economic growth as such. 

Accurate direction and application of worker training and 

retraining required sweeping adjustments in the original 

MDTA. Adjustments in the programs meant including not only 

the displaced worker but also the young, the inexperienced, 

and the otherwise disadvantaged. Proponents of expanded 

manpower training programs emphasized training for the dis

advantaged generally, especially the young. 

Proponents of training and retraining joined in 

efforts to define an issue-area comprehensive enough to 

accommodate action against the many difficult conditions of 

the disadvantaged. Government advisors and policymakers 

settled on "poverty." President Johnson heard about the 

Kennedy administration's antipoverty program in his first 

meeting with the chairman of the CEA in November 1963, and 

said, "that's my kind of program. ... Move full speed 

ahead."^7 Congress the next year enacted the Economic 

17. Quoted in Sundquist, p. 137. 
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Opportunity Act of 1961|, and President Johnson announced an 

1A 
"unconditional war on poverty." 

Poverty and Economic Opportunity 

Youth training amendments to MDTA in 1963 and youth 

programs in the Economic Opportunity Act of 196I4. expanded 

work-training to the young with employability problems 

deriving from deprived homes, poor neighborhoods, and slum 

schools. Programs like the Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) 

and the Job Corps provided straightforward remedial educa

tion, training, and work-experience (pre-training) for the 

young, poor unemployed. Youth programs, however, met only 

part of the difficulty of shifting emphasis from retraining 

the esqperienced worker to more comprehensive training for 

the young and inexperienced. Civil rights pressures prompted 

Congress to expand training programs generally in an attempt 

to help placate black Americans agitating for equal oppor

tunities and against discrimination. 

Congress expanded training in various areas to 

improve coverage in non-youth sectors of the unemployed. 

Amendments in 1962 to the Social Security Act authorized 

training for recipients of certain public assistance 

18. Sar A. Levitan, The Great Society's Poor Law 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 19bti); James E. Anderson, 
"Poverty, Unemployment, and Economic Development," Journal 
of Politics, XXIX (February, 1967). 
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programs like Aid to Dependent Children in a Work Training 

and Experience Program (WET), phased into the Work Incentive 

Program (WIN) by 1969. Dropping fixed categories like agri

culture and home economics in vocational education in 1963 

permitted emphasis on more general training for jobs. 

Changes in qualifications for vocational rehabilitation in 

1965 extended conditions from physical and mental handicaps 

to cover "vocational, cultural, social, environmental, or 

other factors" possibly impairing job qualifications. The 

expansion of training programs made training possible for 

anyone who needed it. General economic difficulties neces

sitated creating new jobs through manpower programs as well 

as through fiscal expansion. 

Economic growth accelerated after 196ij. with the tax 

cut and production for the Viet Nam war. Employers absorbed 

enough workers to reduce unemployment to lj.,5 percent, i.e., 

employers hired the more attractive workers. The unskilled, 

the inexperienced, the poorly educated, and victims of dis

crimination because of age, race, or national origin, how

ever, remained jobless. Economic expansion created jobs 

requiring skills the hard core unemployed could not muster. 

Subsidies for training by employers in private 

business and public service employment seemed to be a fea

sible answer to the problem of employing more of the pre

viously unemployable. NYC, WIN, and the Community Action 



Agencies (CAAs) formed under the War on Poverty provided 

inadvertant outlets for public service employment in beau-

tification, conservation, sanitation, and community service. 

Training subsidy programs emerged in the form of Concen

trated Employment Programs (CEPs) in 1967 and Job Oppor

tunities in the Business Sector (JOBS). Both CEP and JOBS 

encouraged employers to recruit, train, and, sometimes, 

relocate disadvantaged workers. 

Diverse training programs for many potential train

ees existed by the end of the Johnson administration in 

1968. Manpower training, though limited in success by the 

late sixties, appeared to be developing an useful complement 

to an activist fiscal policy for reducing and, perhaps, one 

day, remedying unemployment. The polyglot programs with 

duplications in training, conflicts in jurisdiction, and 

questionable effectiveness in some areas, however, raised 

serious questions of efficiency and even usefulness. 

Inflation became a great concern again after 

aggregate-demand measures of the mid-sixties and the war in 

Viet Nam restored economic buoyancy. The urban crisis, 

especially unrest in black neighborhoods, frustrated public 

officials and the people who paid for the programs, espe

cially those who felt the pressures of inflation, and 

thought they needed some consideration themselves. 



The consensus for worker training, so strong in the 

first half of the sixties, declined in the latter half. 

Consumer prices rose. Unemployment never dropped below 3»9 

percent. The problems of unemployment and unemployability 

remained after spending $9 billion dollars on manpower 

training over an eight year period. The citizenry became 
1 

ambivalent, preoccupied with the war, or just indifferent 

to training. Support for training programs dwindled in 

Congress, as efforts on a comprehensive manpower program in 

1969-70 showed. Administrators continued, by their own 

devices, to make manpower training work. 

Delivering Manpower Programs 

Professional government employees survive elections 

and passing administrations. Bureaucrats in the Manpower 

Administration of the Department of Labor (DOL) for some 

years recall many changes, large and small, in manpower 

policy and in organizational efforts to deliver manpower 

training services. Lou McConnell, a middle-echelon civil 

servant in DOL for fourteen years as of early 1971» says, 

"the word, 'chaos,1 still best describes the Manpower Admin

istration today.I|1^ The Manpower Administration remains 

chaotic because of poor planning due to, first, uncertainty 

19» Lou McConnell, Special Assistant to the Direc
tor, U.S. Training and Employment Service, Department of 
Labor, Interview, December 21, 1970. 



about the character of the task ahead once MDTA was enacted; 

second, rapid growth of responsibilities and frustrated 

efforts to coordinate programs; and, third, decline of man

power training as a first order economic and political 

20 priority toward the end of the sixties. The Manpower 

Administration bears most of the burden of comprehending and 

executing a bewildering, jerrybuilt legislative mandate for 

manpower training under half a dozen acts of Congress with 

innumerable amendments for the programs shared among DOL; 

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW); and 

the Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0). 

Authorizing the Agencies 

MDTA authorized the Secretary of Labor to provide 

for planning manpower programs and for selecting and placing 

trainees. The act authorized the Secretary of HEW to 

arrange for the training. The Economic Opportunity Act of 

1964 authorized 0E0 to turn over its training programs, 

except the Job Corps, to DOL. The Job Corps administered 

itself rather in between 0E0 for a while. It came under 

DOL's supervision later. 

Congress, doing the best it knew how to devise 

rationally a policy to solve problems they understood 

20. Ruttenberg; Mangum, MDTA . . . ; and Mangum, 
Emergence . . . , chaps, iv-vi. 



poorly, precipitated many difficulties by authorizing 

responsibilities overlapping between Cabinet departments. 

DOL felt that work-training pertained solely to matters of 

the labor market. HEW thought training concerned education 

generally, DOL preferred on-the-job training (OJT). HEW 

preferred institutional training. The bureaucracy compli

cated matters further by assigning new programs to old 

agencies. 

HEW's Office of Education (OE) and, especially, the 

Labor Department's U.S. Employment Service (USES) became 

combatants in numerous, long-lived battles. OE held its 

own all along; but USES, always central in the administra

tion of manpower programs, predominated. Other quasi-

autonomous offices competed for hegemony over various pro

grams and magnified the confusion in DOL. They either got 

reassigned to other parts of the Labor Department; or they 

got replaced when Secretary Willard Wirtz appointed a Man

power Administrator in early 1963, and established the 

Manpower Administration in 196ij. to restore order in the 

department and consolidate the activities of the several 

bureaus sharing responsibilities in manpower training. 

The progressive-minded from every quarter sniped at 

OE and USES. They charged that USES permitted state and 

local employment services to discriminate against minority 

workers. They charged as well that USES's administrative 
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services discouraged the competitively disadvantaged by 

"creaming," i.e., placing always the best qualified worker 

in the best job and leaving the rest out. Supporters of the 

new manpower policy criticized OE's vocational education 

programs for failing to meet current needs in worker-

training. They felt also that vocational rehabilitation was 

too restrictive. Vocational education needed to open its 

fixed categories to general training. Vocational rehabili

tation needed to extend its conditions for the handicapped 

from physical and mental to social handicaps as well. USES 

needed to do its job better, and see that the state and 

local offices did theirs. 

One manpower act and amendment after another piled 

up in disarray after 1962. Programs proliferated. Some

times several programs applied to the same group. Some 

groups remained served poorly if served at all. The Man

power Administration guided the delivery of training pro

grams as best it could amid so much confusion and change and 

without a foxmal plan. The Employment Service had to dis

cern manpower needs in different parts of the country; plan 

the services; and attempt to coordinate the many programs at 

federal, state, and local levels with both public and 

private contracting agencies—all while trying to stay 

acquainted with the continually changing programs and shape 

up internally. 
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Learning a New Outlook 

Impediments to serving manpower trainees differed 

widely over the federal, state, and local administrative 

levels. Some agencies lacked interest in the new programs. 

Others saw them as a means of enlarging their bureaucratic 

fiefdoms instead of training workers. Those actually serv

ing trainees had new programs to organize and deliver. They 

had also a new perspective to learn, especially in the 

Employment Service. A new jargon developed with the pro

grams, and charted the direction new programs took. 

Old vocabulary lost currency. USES, for example, 

learned techniques for "outreach" and "intake" for potential 

trainees who otherwise might remain uninformed of training 

opportunities; USES (supposedly) no longer simply 

"recruited" the most attractive workers, and "placed" him in 

best job available. Administrators learned from experience, 

especially in OJT, that many trainees needed "basic educa

tion" to improve communicative skills enough to comprehend 

the actual training. 

State and local components of the programs developed 

the "supportive services" to deliver the training. Admin

istrators in manpower training soon recognized the need for 

"job development" when they saw that jobs were opening 

slower than they expected. Declining demand for workers in 

particularized areas brought the need for "upgrading" even 



skilled workers after layoffs, say, in aircraft manufactur

ing. The growing numbers of programs, meanwhile, became 

increasingly unwieldy to execute. 

Coordinating the Programs 

Difficulties in presenting a coherent set of pro

grams to train the right workers in the right place for the 

right job at the right time without duplication and admin

istrative conflict began with the first training programs 

devised under the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961. ARA 

assigned OE and USES to share responsibilities, and MDTA 

repeated the same mistake in 1962. 1 The Economic Oppor

tunity Act of 196i|. created new agencies for the Job Corps, 

Neighborhood Youth Corps, and Community Action Program (CAP). 

The Office of Economic Opportunity delegated responsibility 

for NYC and, eventually, the Job Corps to the Labor Depart

ment; and retained the manpower components of CAP in a 

separate bureau in 0E0 itself. Legislative foundations com

plicated the administration of manpower programs enough; 

administrative rules made it worse. 

21. Francis E. Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and 
Public Policy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1969), p. 13, notes 
that strong constituencies serve administrators as well as 
politicians. Sundquist, pp. 85-91, tells how the American 
Vocational Association was instrumental in keeping voca
tional education and OE in manpower training. Likewise, 
strong constituencies, e.g., organized labor backing the 
Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training, kept the Manpower 
Administration from manipulating its bureaus at will. 
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Bureaucratic regulations on eligibility, duration of 

programs, the training itselfand pay for trainees created 

a befuddling maze from the federal level down to the local. 

OE's long-established state and local agencies, for example, 

handled institutional training under MDTA. The Job Corps, 

on the other hand, operated its conservation centers from a 

brand-new federal level bureau formed by 0E0. Other anti-

poverty programs also detoured established agencies at every 

level. Local Community Action Agencies, for example, got 

CAP contracts to operate entirely privately if they pleased 

until 1967. Some agencies in HEW and the Labor Department 

distributed funds according to established formulas. 0E0 

used only administrative discretion. 

Several ad hoc coordinating agencies existed, and 

all operated independently of each other. The Labor Depart

ment had the Manpower Administration. HEW had the Office of 

Education. Every other agency with a program and a con

stituency had its coordinating device too. A President's 

Committee on Manpower and an Inter-Agency Committee on Edu

cation had responsibilities in helping coordinate manpower 

programs. The Economic Opportunity Council, also a Cabinet 

level committee, supposedly coordinated CAA activities, 

including work-training. The Department of Housing and 

Urban Development had authorization to coordinate programs 

in urban areas under Model Cities. The Department of 
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Agriculture had it for rural areas. Jealously guarded inde

pendence, however, worked ironically in favor of coordina

tion after 1967. 

Placing 0E0 in the Executive Office of the President 

rather than in some Cabinet department gave 0E0 extreme 

flexibility to experiment with antipoverty programs without 

the administrative conflicts MDTA engendered in existing 

agencies. CAAs had only answer to the Economic Opportunity 

Council—sometimes by-passing established state and local 

agencies, often taunting the agencies they considered unpro

ductive. Some state and local officials asked for curb3 on 

CAAs* independence. 

Congress in 1967 criticized CAAs1 anti-establishment 

activities and OEO's loose, uncoordinated operations. One of 

the 1967 amendments to the Economic Opportunity Act author

ized a plan for coordination, the Comprehensive Work and 

Training Program, to be directed by local agencies, pre

sumably CAAs. Another amendment, the so-called Green amend

ment (for Rep. Edith Green, D Ore.), required that CAAs 

include one-third elected officials and one-third profes

sional members among their number. The Green amendment, in 

effect, gave mayors the choice of taking over the CAAs (by 

"stacking" the boards) or leaving them independent. 

The Labor Department engineered in 1967 a Concen

trated Employment Program (CEP). CEP included centralizing 



administration as an objective along with concentrating 

funds on target area3 and encouraging private employers to 

hire the disadvantaged. CEP developed while the Labor 

Department planned a Cooperative Area Manpower Planning 

System (CAMPS, changed to Manpower Planning Council in early 

1971). The Labor Department developed CAMPS to introduce 

some coherence among manpower programs while including the 

states to give them a sense of participation in planning 

manpower programs. The new efforts in coordination all 

remained uncoordinated. Conflicts left little agreement on 

anything except a need for better coordination. States 

resented CEP for superceding CAMPS. Some CAAs resented the 

Green amendment for legitimizing disruptions in their 

informal activities. 

The Labor Department planned to streamline the Man

power Administration itself in 1968. DOL proposed to 

improve relations among the three levels of administration 

and clarify their responsibilities. President Johnson 

refused to accept the plan because of a quarrel with Secre

tary Wirtz (because Wirtz criticized publically the presi

dent's policy in the Viet Nam war). President Nixon 

approved the plan right after his inauguration.^^ 

The reorganization plan unified the separate ele

ments of the Manpower Administration into rational 

22. Ruttenberg, pp. 85-97. 
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line-and-staff components. The plan established a direct 

line of authority from the Manpower Administrator to new 

counterparts in the field, the Regional Manpower Administra

tors (RMAs). The plan gave RMAs full management authority 

within federal guidelines and strong control over state and 

local field units. The plan unified USES and the Bureau of 

Work-Training Programs, and gave them a new name: the 

United States Training and Employment Service (USTES). 

Redrawing organization charts, unfortunately, does 

not necessarily allay chaos. Reassigning responsibilities 

does not assure delivery of services to intended receivers 

at the local level. The most basic part of USTES, the part 

in charge of outreach, has yet to prove that it is doing its 

job. The comment of a Management Intern in USTES illustrates 

the point: "the federal Employment Service . . . still has 

the let-[the unemployed]-come-to-us attitude. They're still 

not with going out and getting the hard-core unemployed and 

getting them into training and into jobs."2^ Reshaping 

institutions takes a long time. Policymakers know by now, 

at least, that the problem is unemployability and that the 

problem is among the competitively disadvantaged poor. 

23. David Bartlett, Management Intern, Division of 
Work Experience, Office of Employment and Training, U.S. 
Training and Employment Service, Department of Labor, Inter
view, November 11, 1970. 
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Reaching Mexican Americans 

No fanfare attended the inclusion of Mexican Ameri

cans in manpower training programs. Blacks got any special 

attention there might have been. The Labor Department and 

0E0 did help a Mexican American service organization, Jobs 

for Progress, get started to address problems of employment 

among Mexican Americans. Jobs for Progress, Inc., better 

known as Operation SER (Service, Employment, Redevelopment; 

acronym for the Spanish infinitive, "to be") stands alone in 

the maze of manpower policy as the best known of the few 

systematic efforts funded by the government to serve pri

marily Mexican American communities.^" 

"What Operation SER Does 

Operation SER operates from year to year with joint 

funding from the Labor Department and 0E0. Operation SER 

keeps a national office in California and serves nineteen 

communities in regions of the five southwestern states: 

three in Arizona, six in California, three in Colorado, one 

in New Mexico, and six in Texas.^ SER promotes the deliv

ery of manpower services designed to improve the employ-

ability of unemployed and underemployed Mexican Americans by 

2lj.. Chapter lj. below contains a section on the 
origin of Operation SER. 

25. Operation SER, Annual Report (Santa Monica, 
Cal.: Jobs for Progress, Inc., 1966--), cited hereafter as 
"SER" with year of publication. 
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serving as liaison between the community and the programs. 

SER provides research and technical assistance for utilizing 

all available manpower training services in outreach, test

ing and counseling, training, placement, and job development. 

Operation SER works to improve existing services and to pro

mote the development of new services as needed. SER pur

sues these ends primarily through MDTA institutional train

ing, on-the-job training, and Concentrated Employment 

Programs. 

Operation SER publishes the only systematic records 

of Mexican American participation in work-training programs. 

The records pertain, of course, only to the relatively few 

programs SER works with. Hundreds of Mexican Americans pass 

through the dozens of training programs in southwestern com

munity skill centers, schools, and businesses in the various 

institutional and OJT programs in both the public and pri

vate sectors. The Manpower Administration has no official 

records on the programs, not even of the programs it funds 

specially for Mexican American trainees like the Latin 

American Research and Service Agency (LARASA) in Denver; the 

Wintergarden Tri-County Committee, Inc., in Eagle Pass, 

Texas; the Mexican American Opportunity Foundation (MAOP) in 

Los Angeles; or the North Central New Mexico CEP 
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?6 
Association. The success SER1s records show depends on 

the perspective used to examine them. 

A Report from the Field 

Operation SER reported placing 7»326 persons in jobs 

during fiscal year 1970 and 3,911 during the first half of 

fiscal year 1971* for a total of 19,1)42 placements since 

1965.^ The report indicated that SER programs reach the 

disadvantaged people needing them most. More than nine out 

of ten (93»8 percent) of the workers placed upon completing 

a SER program in 1970 were unemployed before entering the 

program. Only 2 percent had full-time jobs before entering 

the program; 6 percent had part time jobs. Almost all of 

the SER trainees placed (96.Ij percent) got jobs paying at 

least the poverty-line figure of $3,000 per year. A special 

survey showed in February 1970 that 51*4 percent of SER 

placements still had their jobs after six months. 

The figures appear impressive at first, considering 

that Operation SER serves only a part of the Mexican Ameri

cans in work-training. The trouble is, nobody knows what 

part, and only informal estimates provide any basis for 

26. The Manpower Administration keeps only esti
mates in its files: J. T. Hashian, "Mexican American Par
ticipation: All Manpower Programs, FY 1969 and FY 1970 up 
to January 30, 1970" (mimeo., Department of Labor, Manpower 
Administration, Office of Information, 1970). 

27. SER (1970), pp. 8-11; 17-18; App. III. 



speculating about the effectiveness of other programs. Five 

and a half million Mexican Americans live in the Southwest— 

almost a fifth of them below the poverty line and with an 
pQ 

unemployment rate twice the national average. 

SER's records hardly denote spectacular results from 

training programs among Mexican Americans. Placing 96.1| 

percent above the poverty line admittedly improves the con

dition of the 93.8 percent unemployed before training; how

ever $3,000 hardly represents a reasonable figure for a 

family to subsist on for a year. SER's record shows, 

furthermore, percent still earned less than $4,000 

after training, compared to 69.^ percent before. That 

leaves- only 30 percent earning over $ij.,000 per year—and 

half of them earning less than $5,000. The remaining cate

gories include: 8.I4. percent drawing $5,000-$£,999; 3.8 per

cent at $6,000-$6,999; 2.7 percent at $7,000-$7,999; and 

only 0.6 percent at $10,000 and over.Finally, half of 

the placements either quitting or losing their jobs before 

six months were up leaves little to boast about. The pic

ture dims even more in 1970, considering that data cover 

only those actually placed. 

28. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 
"Persons of Spanish Origin in the United States: November 
1969," Current Population Reports, Population Character
istics, Series P-20. No. 213. February 1971. 

29. SER (1970), p. 10. 



68 

Operation SER's 1969 report describes more accu

rately the actual operation of a representative program. 

It shows what concerned administrators worry about. Accord

ing to Dr. Fred Romero of USTES' agency devising special 

programs for particular needs, "chicanos have been shown to 

be getting their fair share of the pie, you know, propor

tionally speaking; but the turnover in the programs is tre

mendous. This means that many who start training don't 

finish. Many who finish don't get placed. Nobody knows how 

many quit the jobs they're placed in."^ 

The project Operation SER reported as representative 

in 1969 processed 912 applicants, and found 761 eligible to 

participate in the project, Mexican Americans comprised 

73.9 percent of the eligible; Anglos, 16.8 percent; Blacks, 

7.9 percent; Indians O.lj. percent; and other, 1.0 percent.32 

The enrollees entered pre-vocational training, skilled 

training, stenography, auto mechanics, electronics assembly, 

material handling, cook training, building maintenance, 

diesal driver training, cosmetology, and a special youth 

training program with group counseling an hour a day, five 

30. SER (1969), App. II, claims the data they give 
(on the Goodyear, Arizona, SER-MDTA project) are "analogous 
to the operations of all SER projects." 

31. Fred E. Romero, Director, Office of Technical 
Support, U.S. Training• ami Employment Service, Department of 
Labor, Interview, November 10, 1970. 

32. SER (1969), App. II. 
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days a week, and individual counseling as the trainee or 

staff deemed necessary. 

Mexican Americans fared worse on the whole than 

Anglos and Blacks in the program.33 (Too few Indians and 

Others participated in the project to speculate about.) 

About one-fourth of each group dropped out of pre-vocational 

training with Mexican Americans retaining slightly more than 

either Anglos or Blacks. Mexican American retention rates, 

however, dropped below both Anglos and Blacks in the rest of 

the programs except auto mechanics. 

The data reported come from a single project, and 

remain questionable due to some of the small numbers 

involved. They lend credence, nonetheless, to apprehensions 

about the effectiveness of training programs among Mexican 

Americans. Too many enrollees drop out. Many trainees, if 

they finish the program and get placed, do not improve their 

lot substantially. Too many placements leave their jobs. 

Nobody knows why because data are too scant or nonexistent 

in so many areas. 

Problems of unemployment, underemployment, and unem-

ployability among Mexican Americans remained after the gov

ernment addressed the big issues of full employment and 

economic opportunity, and decided the government should: 

33. SER (1969), App. II. 
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(1) commit its resources to promoting economic stability and 

vigor (Employment Act of 19i|-6); (2) appraise manpower 

requirements and resources, and attempt to solve persistent 

problems of unemployment through training and retraining 

(Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962); (3) utilize 

its mandate to promote the economy—and full employment— 

utilizing all fiscal and monetary means as needed (Revenue 

Act of (I4.) help eliminate poverty by assuring oppor

tunities for education and training, work, and a decent 

dignified life (Economic Opportunity Act of 196ij.)« The 

government thus spent many years learning to deal with the 

problem of employment after deciding it was a national con

cern. 

The problems in employment among Mexican Americans 

never became prominent enough in themselves to draw atten

tion from the government. Mexican Americans, an unrepre

sented interest, never made salient demands on the govern

ment. The government acknowledged the problems, and began 

trying to understand them while executing work-training and 

antipoverty policy. 



CHAPTER k 

MANPOWER POLICY AND MEXICAN AMERICANS 

Federal manpower policymakers discovered unemploy

able Mexican Americans, and recognized their disadvantaged 

condition while appraising the effectiveness of programs 

designed to alleviate structural unemployment, and improve 

the lot of the poor. Some policymakers attempted toward the 

end of the sixties to devise adjustments in manpower pro

grams to apply specifically to the particular problems of 

unemployable workers like Mexican Americans suffering from 

poor education, difficulties in speaking English, and 

related disadvantages. Acknowledging the existence of the 

problems failed, however, to provoke the adoption of cate

gorical adjustments in the policy to deal with the problems 

of discrete groups among the poor as of the end of 1970. 

Discovery 

Officials associated with manpower training took the 

lead in promoting understanding of Mexican Americans' prob

lems, usually to meet repeated frustration. Henry Quevedo, 

formerly of the Cabinet Committee on Opportunity for the 

Spanish Speaking, said how hard it was to succeed, even with 

71 
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specific proposals. 

People get goddamn scared when it comes to doing 
something! I mean nobody has thrown us [CCOSS]] 
out, and said, 'you're full of shit!' But it's 
goddamn hard to get someone to take a position and 
move on it—to actually set something up, and make 
it work! Ed Aguirre broke his ass for two years 
{as Deputy Associate Manpower Administrator] to 
get some meaningful chicano programs!' 

The government, meanwhile, received at innumerable 

points of access innumerable demands from innumerable 

sources. Bureaucrats in manpower training continued experi

menting with new programs in their new and uncertain field. 

The government held priorities and commitments usually 

ignoring Mexican Americans' special problems. 

Secretary Wirtz Goes to East 
Los Angeles 

Mr. Quevedo told a story exemplifying how adminis

trators sometimes affect instrumentally the fortune of an 

interest before the government, and said, "Willard Wirtz was 

the most enlightened [angloj administrator we've had on 

chicano problems."2 Mr. Quevedo explained that he had been 

a local administrator in an early training project in Los 

Angeles and that Wirtz, Secretary of Labor, toured some 

training programs soon after implementation of the Manpower 

1. Henry A. Quevedo, Executive Director, Cabinet 
Committee on Opportunity for the Spanish Speaking, Interview, 
November 13, 1970. 

2. Quevedo. 



73 

Development and Training Act of 1962 began* He elaborated 

on how Secretary Wirtz became informed and interested, and 

intimated, "a bunch of us sort of kidnapped him from a tour 

in California, and took him out and showed him the condi

tions chicanos live and work in. Not long afterward [the 

Labor Department] funded the first OJT in California. 

Government officials' ignorance about Mexican Ameri

cans during the 1960s warranted Mr. Quevedo's inferring a 

causal association between Secretary Wirtz's side tour of 

East Los Angeles and the funding of the first OJT there. 

Secretary Wirtz's exposure to the problems no doubt affected 

the funding of the Mexican American self-help organization, 

Operation SER, working in the area of employment. 

Operation SER Gets Funded 

Operation SER originated on the assumption that 

employment is Mexican Americans' most pressing need. A 

small group of Mexican American citizens in Houston, Texas, 

began in 1965 a modest volunteer effort to find jobs for 

Mexican Americans around Houston. The League of Latin 

American Citizens (LULAC) and the American G.I. Forum of the 

United States, the two largest Mexican American organiza

tions, encouraged the Houston group to expand their efforts 

to other equally needy areas in the Southwest. 

3. Quevedo. 



LULAC, the G.I. Forum, and, eventually, the Commu

nity Service Organization in California supplied the leader

ship to spread involvement to other community groups across 

the Southwest, bringing about the establishment of Jobs for 

Progress, Inc. The Labor Department and the Office of 

Economic Opportunity funded Jobs for Progress—or Operation 

SER—for the first time in June 1966, recognizing the 

employment needs of Mexican Americans and the potential 

effectiveness of the organization.^- The Labor Department 

thus recognized the needs of Mexican Americans in the field. 

The Employment Service began catching up some four years 

later, and directed its personnel to prepare to serve Mexi

can Americans. 

USTES Reexamines Its Methods-' 

The U.S. Employment Service (USES) received tinder 

MDTA responsibility for getting the unemployed, under

employed, and unemployable into training through outreach 

as well as recruiting qualified workers for available jobs. 

The new responsibility required a special effort in 

Ij.. Operation SER, Operation SER; Final Report, 
1970 (Santa Monica, Calif.: Jobs for Progress, Inc., 1970); 
Department of Labor, Manpower Report of the President (Wash
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 6lj., 
cited hereafter as "Dept. of Labor," with year of publica-

5. USES became USTES in 1969 when reorganization of 
the Manpower Administration incorporated the Employment 
Service and the Bureau of Work-Training Programs. 
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outreach for Mexican Americans. Dr. Fred Romero in USTES1 

Office of Technical Support spoke of an old practice to be 

unlearned: "the Employment Service drove chicanos away with 

d i s c r i m i n a t i o n .  .  .  .  The y  q u i t  g o i n g  a r o u n d . U S T E S  

included in 1970 a section on Mexican Americans in a special 

handbook on minorities to inform personnel in the federal-

state employment service about an untraditional concern.? 

The handbook placed the function of the Employment 

Service in a legal perspective, and spelled out what is 

expected of Employment Service personnel. It explained that 

the Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933 established USES to help the 

unemployed and employers with jobs find each other. The 

handbook explained further that the Employment Act of 191+6 

obliges the government to create conditions for full employ

ment. It mentioned that the Civil Rights Act of 1961+ 

requires non-discrimination in federally assisted projects 

and public employment offices. The handbook encouraged 

employment offices to promote equal opportunity employment. 

It suggested that they are to "employ such proportion of 

workers from minority groups as will assure that all 

6. Fred E. Romero, Director, Office of Technical 
Support, U.S. Training and Employment Service, Department of 
Labor, Interview, November 10, 1970. 

7. U.S. Training and Employment Service, Manpower 
Services to Minority Groups (Washington, D.C.: Department 
of Labor, Manpower Administration, 1970), cited hereafter as 
"USTES.» 
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agencies and offices can operate effectively in responding 

to the manpower and employment needs of the community being 

served."® The handbook said also that the federal-state 

employment service system expects "affirmative action" in 

(1) seeing that employment service system practices and, 

hopefully, attitudes comply with nondiscrimination policy; 

(2) establishing working relationships with minority groups 

at the local level; and (3) requiring employers to modify 

hiring specifications unjustly barring minority applicants. 

The handbook, finally, described some demographic and cul

tural characteristics of the black, Indian, and Spanish-

speaking—both Puerto Rican and Mexican American--minori

ties; and gave instructions for dealing effectively with 

each. 

Issuing a guide for dealing with minority groups did 

not, of course, give immediately the desired improvement in 

USTES1 image among the groups. It only stated the Manpower 

Administration's commitment at the federal level to improving 

the image. Detailing responsibilities and providing 

instructions for dealing with the minorities illustrated an 

unprecedented clarity in ths Manpower Administration's con

ception of its own task. Including the Mexican American 

minority as a discrete entity to be considered marked an 

8. USTES. 



unprecedented awareness of Mexican Americans' presence and 

problems. This glimmer of understanding came slowly, and it 

came hard. 

Recognition 

Mexican Americans got their first opportunity to 

state their own conceptions of their problems in employment 

at hearings before the Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican 

American Affairs. This opportunity came some three or four 

years after the Labor Department first recognized the prob

lems. The Labor Department continued through the 1960s 

gathering information and promoting understanding of Mexican 

Americans and their problems. 

The Labor Department Leads the Way, 
Uncertainly 

The Department of Labor learned during 1962-63 about 

Mexican Americans as a group with special problems through 

informal reporting from local training programs where con

centrations made them noticeable. Notice of the problems 

prompted DOL to distinguish the group and report its prob-
Q 

lems in 196lj., using census figures.7 The Labor Department 

had no data of its own. DOL's conception of Mexican Ameri

cans and their problems improved as time passed. 

9. Dept. of Labor (1961}.), ch. 
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Operation SER's funding in 1966 and its participa

tion in more and more local manpower coordination efforts 

attested to a growing appreciation of Mexican Americans' 

problems of employment. The Labor Secretary's "Report on 

Manpower Requirements, Resources, Utilization, and Training" 

evidenced in 1967 an improved understanding of the character 

of the Mexican American population by distinguishing migra

tory workers from Mexican Americans and noting that most of 

1 o 
the population was urbanized. The 1967 report mentioned 

also a Human Resources Development (HRD) program including 

several institutes on problems of the Spanish-speaking. The 

year 1968, however, marked the Labor Department's first 

realistic appraisal of the shortcomings of its training 

programs and assessment of program needs for Mexican Ameri-

11 cans. 1 1 

Secretary Wirtz's report in 1968 emphasized the 

notable increase in population, over-concentration in blue 

collar jobb, low educational attainment, and inordinate 

unemployment among Mexican Americans. The report admitted 

poor service to Mexican Americans, and—more important—gave 

perceptive reasons for it. First, unreasonable entrance 

requirements for training programs frequently excluded 

10. Dept. of Labor (1967), pp. lj.8, 61j.-65. 

11. Dept. of Labor (1968), pp. 6J4.-66, 199, 209-10. 



Mexican American enrollees. Second, trainees mistrusted the 

Employment Service, suspecting the Employment Service could 

not offer the opportunities it claimed to or fearing they 

would be classified inescapably as migrant workers. Third, 

inadequate outreach facilities prevented the Employment 

Service from relieving the apprehensions. Fourth, lack of 

skill-training opportunities and follow-up vocational and 

personal guidance discouraged Mexican American youths show

ing potential, especially in Neighborhood Youth Corps proj

ects. 

Secretary Wirtz's assessment of program needs for 

Mexican Americans showed that some Labor Department offi

cials were beginning to understand training problems 

intimately associated with employment problems. The report 

noted DOL's intention to improve outreach services for Mexi

can Americans by developing Spanish versions of testing 

materials; increasing the bilingual staff members in local 

offices; improving staff members1 attitudes toward the 

Spanish-speaking; and encouraging recruitment of Mexican 

American job applicants. The report, finally, emphasized 

Operation SER1s useful role as liaison between Mexican 

Americans and the Employment Service with program informa

tion centers and a "skills bank" of Spanish-speaking people. 



80 

The 1969 report mentioned continuing efforts to 

improve services to the Spanish-speaking disadvantaged.^ 

It noted operations of Concentrated Employment Programs in 

major southwestern cities as well as continuation of serv

ices from HRD and Operation SER and improvement in local 

Employment Services. The 1969 report described a labor 

mobility demonstration project offering assistance to Mexi

can American migrants in the Rio Grande Valley of Texas. 

The program helped workers relocate in Dallas for training 

in manufacturing jobs at Ling-Temco-Vought Aerospace Corpo

ration (LTV). The LTV project provided literacy training 

through adult basic education, bilingual counseling on 

adjustment problems with housing, medical care, schools, and 

even shopping. Also the project provided an average relo

cation allowance of $750. The project proved very success

ful. It kept families together. Enrollees stayed through 

training. Those placed stayed in their new jobs better than 

from other projects training Mexican Americans. Such proj

ects as the LTV remained scarce and seldom repeated. Most 

businesses did not care to participate in the projects. The 

ones that did filled their needs quickly. 

The 1970 report added that outreach for the Spanish-

speaking continued in operating programs under MDTA, the 

12. Dept. of Labor (1969), pp. 109-10, 206-07. 
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Economic Opportunity Act, and Model Cities.rp^e j0fc Corps 

established some centers designed specially for Spanish-

speaking trainees. Dr. Xavier Mena, upon his appointment as 

Deputy Director of the Job Corps in December 1970* set to 

work planning a bilingual Job Corps Center, and said, "the 

idea is to start rewarding bilingual ability instead of 

penalizing it as in the past. You say to the enrollee, 

•would you like to learn Spanish (or English, depending on 

whether he is anglo or chicano) while you're in training?' 

If he would, we'd send him to this center."^ 

The language barrier, low educational attainment, 

and apprehensions about the Employment Service frustrated 

efforts to recruit, retain, train, and place Mexican Ameri

cans and keep them placed during the 1960s. The frustra

tions, however, provoked efforts in the Manpower Administra

tion to understand the problems and to design effective 

measures against them. Other activities contributed, mean

while, to the small store of information in Washington about 

Mexican Americans. Mexican Americans also spoke for them

selves, once before the Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican 

American Affairs. 

13. Dept. of Labor (1970), p. 13. 

1 i|. Xavier Mena, Deputy Director, Job Corps, Office 
of Economic Opportunity, Interview, December 19, 1970. 
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The El Paso Hearings Provide 
a Forum 

The Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican American 

Affairs held hearings on October 26-28, 1967* in El Paso, 

Texas. Representatives from the Mexican American community 

testified on Mexican Americans' needs and the effects of 

operating government programs. Most of the testimony in the 

Labor hearing and some in the War on Poverty hearing con

cerned manpower programs.^ The testimony reflected old 

problems. The problems persisted after the hearings as 

before. 

Some of the testimony concerned administrative 

shortcomings hampering manpower training services. The 

criticisms included duplication of programs among agencies, 

slow and uncertain delivery of programs, and federal ear

marking of funds better appropriated at the local level. 

Other testimony reaffirmed Mexican Americans' feeling that 

the government ignores them, often expressing wonder that 

no violence to date had erupted to attract attention. Still 

other testimony concerned discrimination, not only in turn

ing Mexican Americans away from employment and Employment 

Services but also even a great tendency toward preferential 

treatment of black applicants. The greater part of the 

15. Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican American 
Affairs, A New Focus on Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 196b), pp. 39-95, 171-213. 



testimony by far, however, concerned shortcomings in the 

manpower services themselves. 

The witnesses criticized most the absence of con

sideration in the programs for the special problems of 

Mexican American trainees. They argued that unreasonable 

qualifications for training programs often prevented Mexican 

Americans from even undertaking training, much less finding 

jobs. They noted that many programs they could qualify for 

led them too often to dead end jobs, still leaving them 

underemployed, or to no job at all. 

The Mexican Americans testifying blamed the Employ

ment Service for dereliction of its responsibilities in out

reach, testing, and counseling for Spanish-speaking people. 

They blamed employers for showing too little interest in 

on-the-job training and for using unreasonable qualifying 

examinations as means to avoid OJT. The witnesses blamed, 

finally, federal officials for allowing the Employment 

Service, training programs, and employers to ignore and dis

criminate against Mexican Americans and offer poor services 

at best. Most, however, offered constructive criticism and 

recommendations as well. 

The recommendations offered repeatedly in the hear

ings included special services designed to overcome barriers 

in both training and employment. These recommendations con

cerned mostly basic education and proficiency in English, 



two of the conditions necessitating training in the first 

place. The recommendations called for bilingual applica

tion, testing, counseling, and training; instruction in 

English as a second language; and highly structured, inten

sive training rather than general, haphazard training. The 

recommendations got only spotted results. 

"Chicanos Have No Muscle in the 
Labor Department" 

The Manpower Administration set up a "Mexican Ameri

can Desk" (in a pool with the "Indian Desk," etc.) some time 

in the mid-sixties to indicate tacit recognition of Mexican 

Americans, and appointed one person, James Silva, to man it. 

This appendage remained after Mexican Americans attained 

some key positions in the Manpower Administration. A1 Cruz, 

in the Associate Manpower Administrator's office, described 

and evaluated the Mexican American Desk. 

There are a bunch of hucksters in the federal 
bureaucracy. The Jim Silva-type of 'in-house1 
chicano is a facade for concern. His special 
Mexican American Desk is not in the mainstream of 
the bureaucracy. It just serves to circumvent 
problems by setting up a complaining center. Jim 
Silva can handle all the gripes in the world, but 
he has no power to affect those jobs.16 

Eduardo Pena, chairman of Operation SER's national 

board, working in 1970 for the Senate Labor and Public 

16. A1 Cruz, Special Assistant to the Associate 
Manpower Administrator, U.S. Training and Employment Serv 
ice, Department of Labor, Interview, November 9, 1970. 



Welfare Committee, stated simply why Mexican Americans 

received so little favor in the Manpower Administration to 

date: "chicanos have no muscle in the Department of 

Labor. . . . jj)OLj is imbued with eastern monolingual s. 

He added: 

The whole problem of the chicano in the manpower 
program is that it's developed and run in Washing
ton. QJpper and middle echelon administrators] 
always ask about black participation, and the 
regional level reflects the national interest in 
blacks. . . • Go to cities like San Antonio or San 
Jose with high percentage chicano populations. 
You'll find more black trainees than chicanos. I 
even saw black trainees from as far away as 
Mississippi in a San Antonio project.18 

Mr. Pena also mentioned visiting an Opportunities Industrial 

Center (OIC) in San Jose. He saw an orientation session 

where Mexican American trainees were listening to a presen

tation on black history and black pride. Priorities stood 

out clearly. 

Mexican Americans lost out in the ranking of gov

ernmental priorities during the 1960s, and they had histori

cally. Blacks, after all, had the gun at the government's 

head. Conditions favorable to governmental recognition of 

Mexican Americans, however, improved between 1960 and 1970. 

17» Eduardo Pena, Special Counsel, Senate Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, Interview, November 16, 1970. 

18. Pena. 



Government agencies encountered unprecedented numbers of 

Mexican Americans in work-training and antipoverty programs. 

President Johnson recognized them in appointing the Inter-

Agency Committee on Mexican American Affairs. Mexican 

Americans made increasing demands on the government. Mili-

tance increased. Events following the change of administra

tions after the 1968 election brought Mexican Americans 

unmistakably to the government's attention, though progress 

remained slow. The new administration dawdled. 

Acknowledgment 

The years, 1969-70, marked Congress's acknowledg

ment of Mexican Americans and their problems. Precious few 

in either house knew much about the people, but most in both 

houses appreciated Mexican Americans' difficult condition 

when they learned of it. Congress conferred statuatory 

status on the Cabinet Committee on Opportunity for the 

Spanish Speaking, and approved a bilingual section in the 

1970 manpower act. Congress acted to compel governmental 

action decidedly favorable for Mexican Americans. President 

Nixon refused to concur. The action ran afoul of his "New 

Federalism," his conception of the proper relationships 

among federal, state, and local administrative levels and 

the appropriate mix of their responsibilities. 
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The New Federalism Specifies 
the Issues 

The New Federalism embodied a three-part proposal 

for reforming manpower training and the welfare system 

through a scheme for returning a portion of federal tax 

revenues to the states (revenue-sharing).^ The proposal 

entailed essentially: (1) in manpower training, gradually 

shifting the responsibilities to the states; (2) in welfare, 

setting minimum payments for recipients; and (3) in revenue-

sharing, assuring the states enough money to handle new 

work-training and welfare authority. 

The plan aimed purportedly at helping the working 

poor by welfare payments backed up by job-training and 

employment. The minimum welfare payment supplemented 

income. Welfare provided a $30 a month incentive for-the 

unemployed on welfare to enter job-training. The plan also 

linked these measures against structural unemployment to 

fiscal measures for stabilizing cyclical fluctuations in the 

economy. It proposed an automatic ten percent increase in 

spending for manpower programs during any fiscal year when 

unemployment reached l|.£ percent and remained for three 

19. Congressional Quarterly Service, Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac. 1969. Vol. XXV (Washington, D.C.: Con
gressional Quarterly Service, 1970), pp. 107, 539, 832-^1; 
texts of President Nixon's New Federalism speeches: 
welfare-"workfare," August 8, 1969, pp. 75-78A; manpower, 
August 12, pp. 72-73A; and revenue-sharing, August 13, 
pp. 76-77a. 
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consecutive months. The proposal called not only for sweep

ing reforms but also for combining the reforms. The pro

posal seemed destined for trouble in Congress. 

The 91st Congress studied the New Federalism during 

both sessions. Congress enacted nothing during the first 

session except a raise in Old Age, Survivors, and Disability 

payments in welfare. Congress enacted nothing on revenue-

sharing in either session. Congress gave most of its 

attention concerning the New Federalism to reforming man

power policy. 

Overhauling manpower policy under the New Federalism 

entailed a reordering of federal, state, and local relation

ships. President Nixon aimed at flexibility for local 

training agencies according to manpower needs with state 

20 
authorization. Secretary of Labor George P. Schultz, 

thus, identified for a House subcommittee the salient 

features of President Nixon* s plan as consolidation, decate-

gorization, and decentralization. He reasoned: 

. . .  s i n c e  1 9 6 1  a  c o m p l e x  s e t  o f  m a n p o w e r  p r o g r a m s  
has been established, funded by different acts, and 
aimed at different client groups. 

Together they affirm a national commitment to 
manpower policies and programs and have resulted in 
assistance to some million individuals. 

However, this pattern of development has also 
created major problems of concept and administration. 

20. Dept. of Labor (1970), pp. 83-85. 
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First, there has been a proliferation of cate
gorical programs, each with its own statuatory base, 
funding source, and eligibility requirements. 

Such categorization has built-in rigidities 
that frustrate efforts to allocate resources so 
that the overall manpower program can be geared to 
local needs and circum3tances. ... 

Second, there has been an excessive duplication 
of administrative systems for the delivery of man
power services. Some programs are operated by 
public agencies, others by nonprofit private organ
izations, and still others by profitmaking compa
nies. . • . [w]e have . . . been overwhelmed by the 
sheer numbers of different sponsors—some 10,000— 
who deal directly with the Federal Government. 

Third, I believe that there is an overcentrali-
zation of manpower program administration in Wash
ington. To the present, manpower programs have 
largely reflected Federal initiative and control, 
with little effort to tap the capacities of govern
mental units at the State and local level. 

Fourth, there have been few effective attempts 
to coordinate manpower programs with other comple
mentary programs and institutions such as voca
tional rehabilitation, vocational education, and 
welfare. ... 

Last, manpower policies have not been used 
effectively to support fiscal and monetary policies 
in dealing with fluctuations in national economic 
activity. 

By attacking skill shortages and creating con
structive alternatives for unemployed workers, man
power programs can help to mitigate some of the 
undesirable consequences of changes in any dynamic 
economy.21 

21. House, Committee on Education and Labor, Select 
Committee on Labor, Hearings, Manpower Act of 1969i Pts. 
I-II, 91st Cong., 1st and 2nd Sess., 1969-1970, pp. 1+1 -£t-3. 
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Nobody argued that there were too few programs or 

that the proliferation was good. Those familiar with the 

structural and aggregate demand aspects of unemployment 

appreciated the feature involving measures for economic 

stabilization through increased spending on manpower train

ing in time of persistent high unemployment. Those familiar 

with the operation of manpower programs knew that vocational 

rehabilitation and vocational education, indeed, were 

included in existing programs, though the welfare system was 

not. Those familiar with the delivery of manpower programs 

knew that 0E0 occasionally contracted with private sponsors, 

deliberately avoiding institutions like the Employment Serv

ice and vocational education with bad reputations in 

minority neighborhoods. The private sponsors working with 

Community Action Agencies usually served the neighborhoods 

better. 

Manpower policymakers reduced the fundamental issues 

to two: (1) the need for special categorical programs for 

some trainees with special problems of employability and 

(2) the effects on programs if state and local authorities 

assumed primary jurisdiction over them. The Senate hearings 

on manpower reforms illuminated these two issues. The 

hearings also showed Mexican Americans' stake in the pro

grams and in reform. 



The Senate Subcommittee Examines 
the Stakes 

The House hearing Secretary Schultz testified in 

concerned mostly program mechanics. The Senate hearings 

emphasized the consequences of reform for those receiving 

22 manpower training services. Both the issue of decentral- • 

izing authority over manpower programs and the issue of 

eliminating categorical programs affected Mexican Americans 

in work-training. Mexican Americans had their reservations 

about reorganizing training services under a single broadly 

defined program and allowing state and local governments to 

run it. Henry Quevedo of the Cabinet Committee stated 

straightforwardly the reason for the suspicions, saying, 

"Nixon's New Federalism is going to compound the problems. 

'Back to the governments closest to the people' means back 

to the people who made bad goddamn policy."^3 

The Texas Employment Commission (TEC) and the Gov

ernors of California and, especially, Texas received the 

severest criticism in the Senate hearings concerning decen-

tralization. Dr. Hector Garcia, national chairman of the 

22. Senate, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty, Hearings, 
Manpower Development and Training Legislation. 1970, Pts. 
I-IV, 91st Cong., 1st and 2nd Sess., 1969-1970. 

23. Quevedo. 
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G.I. Forum, testified, referring to Texas. 

It is idle and useless to expect the State Governor 
or State establishment to administer any program 
for the benefit of the minority groups, the poor, 
the unemployed, or underemployed. 

The State, through its various agencies and 
their almost inherent biases, has caused many of the 
problems that we have today. The Texas Employment 
Commission ... is bureaucratically stagnant and 
ineffective. It is not an equal opportunity 
employer, further, and should receive no Federal 
moneys j~sicl. It certainly cannot be expected to 
push the very ideas it will not itself follow.^ 

Mr. Carlos Guerra, referring to an earlier statement 

by a representative of TEC that TEC keeps no record of 

ethnic employment,noted that: 

]tEc[ does not deal with the composition of the 
persons being served. If we can't deal with the 
ethnic composition, we cannot cope with the prob
lem. As long as we keep trying to ignore cultural 
differences in people . . . , we will not be able 
to deal with them. We are not accomplishing any
thing by sweeping everything under the rug. And • 
TEC does exactly this. 

We need massive programs. And by all means, we 
need to keep the people that are responsible for 
this situation, the State and local governments, 
out of control of the programs, or they will soon 
become tools of patronage.2" 

2k» Senate, pp. 560-62. 

25. Senate, pp. 52lj.. 

26. Senate, pp. 562-63. 
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Dr. Garcia expressed apprehensions about giving 

Governors control over manpower programs. 

. • . the . • . Governors of Texas have never been 
sincerely interested in the welfare of the poor 
and needy. 

Certainly we are not trusting the Governor of 
Texas in such matters . . . [as planning welfare 
and manpower training servicesj. 

The State Governor in years past has failed to 
use all of the moneys under the 0E0 programs allo
cated to Texas. 

The State Governor in many counties like 
Valverde (Del Rio) County and others has removed 
the VISTA workers because the local establishment 
did not want the poor to be educated or motivated 
to get out of the ghetto and their poverty.^7 

Mr. Esteban Torres, executive director of The East 

Los Angeles Community Union, showed similar apprehensions 

about the State Governor and Employment Service in Califor

nia. 

Under the legislation proposed . . . , the Governor 
would select a human resources agency to administer 
the State's manpower programs. In . . . the case 
of California, the human resources agency is simply 
a euphemism for employment services, so we are back 
to where we started again. 

I further submit that the [jjew Federalism] is 
remiss in a most crucial area, and this is partici
pation of community groups. 

Community organizations ... will cease to 
function in the manpower programs of the poor if 
State employment services take over that function. 

27. Senate, pp. £58-59. 
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Organizations working in the ghetto and the 
barrio have been most effective . . .in reaching 
and communieating with persons who for various 
reasons, have lost confidence . . . in government 
or employer oriented agencies. 

Mrs. Josephine Jimenez of the East Bay Spanish 

Speaking Citizens Foundation offered criticism of existing 

manpower programs. 

The traditional MDTA, skills center and adult voca
tional education evening classes have been institu
tionally orthodox. Such orthodoxy has engendered 
stiff and inflexible philosophies which continue to 
dominate. Short basic education courses and job 
training for Spanish-speaking, monolingual illit
erate adults have not done the job. ... [n] o other 
program in existence . . . contains more clearly 
focused, concerted effort to give the right kind of 
training and experience to this segment of the com
muni ty.^9 

Mrs. Jimenez also summed up many Mexican Americans' 

own evaluation of their difficulties in getting the govern

ment to acknowledge the existence of their problems. 

Our community in the past . . . [has] had a diffi
cult time in being identified because some people 
say we are white, others say we are brown, and 
still others say we are non-white. 

We don't blame the blacks for getting their due. 
They have had it coming for so many years. But 
what we mind is the blacks have gotten everything at 
the exclusion of the other minorities, the Indians, 
orientals, and Mexican Americans.30 

28. Senate, pp. 1+21-22. 

29. Senate, pp. 2109-10. 

30. Senate, pp. 2105-07. 
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Mrs, Jimenez and many other Mexican Americans wanted 

programs planned, developed, and delivered especially to 

prepare monolingual Spanish-speaking trainees for training— 

bilingual adult basic education and instruction in English 

as a second language. Federal programs provided nothing of 

the sort? although HEW studies showed they should. Evidence 

in the Office of Spanish Speaking American Affairs showed 

that some illiterate Spanish-speaking adults remained in 

conventional adult basic education courses for more than a 

year without success. Such courses ordinarily run 12-2lj. 

weeks.^ Witnesses categorically rejected state control 

over manpower programs as the answer to anything. Carlos 

Guerra concluded his testimony proposing an alternative 

closer to existing programs than to the New Federalism. 

I think we might look into the control of these 
programs straight from Washington, straight from 
the Labor Department. ... We shouldn't have to 
go through local power brokers. We should go 
straight to where the programs originate. 

I would be in favor of having the control in 
the Labor Department so long as there are enough 
safeguards to assure that the work from below, the 
little people, will be passed to the people in 
Washington to assure that their wishes are 
but not through the State government. . . .32 

31. From the files of Leroy Walser, Education Pro
gram Specialist, Office of Spanish Speaking American 
Affairs, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Interview, November 19, 1970. 

32. Senate, p. £63. 



Mr. Guerra rejected implicitly the 1967 Green amendment to 

the Economic Opportunity Act requiring representation of 

local governments in Community Action Agencies. 

I would hope that some stipulations might be placed 
to prevent the situation that we now have with 
0E0 ... in which local control and local influ
ence are necessary according to guidelines. ... I 
think you are familiar with the . . . local estab
lishment bringing in an 0E0 program for the money 
that it is going to bring into the area and then 
putting up a guise of local influence when actually 
this is not the case,33 

The testimony meant, in sum, that Mexican Americans 

wanted to continue categorical programs, make some even 

narrower, and have community control over them according to 

the basic conception of Community Action Agencies but with

out interference from local governmental officials. 

The Subcommittee Offers a New Bill 

The Senate learned about unique problems of employ-

ability among Mexican .Americans during the intermittent 

hearings from November 1969 through May 1970. Richard 

Amador, executive director of Community and Human Resources, 

Inc., in Los Angeles, said, "we hope that special considera

tion is given by this committee on all legislation to take 

into consideration the unique problems facing our Spanish-

speaking community."3^ The subcommittee did give special 

33. Senate, p. 563. 

3k» Senate, p. 2109. 



consideration to their unique problems. The committee con

sidered general problems of unemployment as well as the 

unique problems of certain groups. The consideration 

affected crucially the future of manpower legislation in 

1970. 

The subcommittee heard testimony concerning many 

other disadvantaged sectors like native Americans, migrants, 

and older workers. The subcommittee became concerned over 

their special needs. The subcommittee also became concerned 

with the fundamental problem of a shortage in jobs and the 

need to provide—even create—jobs besides improving work 

know-how. Unemployment resulted not only from the glut of 

hard-core unemployed but also from slow economic growth. 

That lesson seemed well learned by 1970. 

Many students of unemployment considered public 

service employment as a source of jobs. The notion of the 

government as an "employer of last resort" gained currency. 

One study expressed regret that public works should be a 

last resort.^ The deteriorating cities needed improvement. 

Public service employment could supply the workers. Work-

training enrollees could learn while doing the work. The 

study insisted that the current nature of unemployment 

35. Harold L. Sheppard, The Nature of the Job Prob
lem and the Role of Public Service Employment (Kalamazoo, 
Mich.: Upjohn Institute, 1969). 
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warranted public service employment. Witnesses in the 

Senate hearings agreed that public service employment should 

facilitate lowering unemployment through increased spending 

and creating much-needed jobs. Senator Gaylord Nelson 

(D Wis.), chairman of the subcommittee, and professional 

staff rewrote the measure. 

The full Senate Committee on Labor and public Wel

fare reported the new bill, the Employment and Training 

Opportunity Act of 1970 (ETOA), on August 20, 1970. The new 

bill "sought to preserve the fundamental goals of manpower 

reorganization while eliminating serious objections ... to 

the administration bill, and also coping with new problems 

jarisingj since the bill was drafted."36 The reorganization 

decentralized the administration of programs as the Nixon 

bill proposed. ETOA also designated State Governors and 

mayors of cities over 75,000 as prime sponsors to plan and 

operate manpower programs. The new bill, however, retained 

some of the existing categorical programs like the Job Corps 

and Neighborhood Youth Corps. Opportunities Industrial 

Centers and Operation SER, operating previously as experi

mental and demonstration programs, got legislative authori

zation for the first time. ETOA added new categorical 

programs with specific objectives as well. 

36. Senate, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Report on S. 3867, Employment and Training Act of 1970, 
Report No. 1136* 91st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1970, p. 9. 
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ETOA established a new program of public service 

employment through programs in education, safety, recrea

tion, and sanitation. The bill designated the State and 

local prime sponsors to run the programs in public service 

employment. ETOA created new narrowly categorical programs 

for middle-aged and older workers, Indians, migrant farm 

workers, the Spanish-speaking, and others with limited 

ability in speaking English. The bill put the Secretary of 

Labor in charge of these new programs, and authorized him to 

form contracts for them with public and private agencies and 

organizations. 

The new ETOA contained evidence of consideration of 

Mexican Americans1 problems. The bilingual provision 

addressed specifically the needs of the Spanish-speaking. 

The committee report noted under designation of governors 

and mayors as prime sponsors that "the role of community 

action agencies and other representatives of the poverty 

community must be carefully safeguarded to assure that man

power programs are in fact responsive to the needs of the 

poor and the disadvantaged. . . ."37 ^h© Senate acknowl

edged Mexican Americans1 presence and their problems in the 

• ii ^ i ii i • i •• *••••••• 
/ 

37. Senate, Report . . . , p. 1lj.. 
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provisions of ETOA. ETOA passed the Senate on September 17» 

1970, by a roll-call vote of 68-6. 

Rejection 

The demise of the Senate version of the 1970 man

power legislation required two months. Confident predic

tions of passage buzzed, meanwhile, in staff offices on 

Capitol Hill and in some administrative offices around 

Washington. New ideas and priorities waited to meet the 

test. 

"There Will Be a Bilingual Section" 

Senator Ralph Yarborough (D Tex.) took a special 

interest in the testimony of Mexican Americans in the Senate 

hearings. He traveled to Texas on January 9, 1970, for the 

session in Corpus Christi. Senator Yarborough, chairman of 

the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, noted his inter

est, and reminded the witnesses that he had introduced the 

bill passed in December 1967 as the Bilingual Education 

Act.39 

Dick Johnson in the staff office of the manpower 

subcommittee explained as passage approached, "the 1970 

38. Congressional Record, 91st Cong., 2nd Sess., 
September 17* 1970, p. S 15892, cited hereafter as "Cong. 
Rec." with date. 

39. Senate, Hearings . . . , pp. 520-21. 
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legislation included a bilingual provision to 'fill out' (in 

manpower training"] elementary and secondary bilingual edu

cation."^ Eduardo Pena, who worked with the legislation in 

the full committee, remarked the day before the House acted, 

"the House bill—about like the administration's version— 

comes up either today or tomorrow . . , , and is expected to 

pass. If the bill does pass, Senator Yarborough says 

there'll be a bilingual section in the conference bill, or 

Ii1 there won't be a comprehensive manpower act this year."4" 

The House passed its bill on November 17 by a voice 

vote.^ The joint House-Senate conference committee emerged 

with a bill almost identical to the Senate's ETOA.^-3 The 

House adopted the conference bill on December 10 by a 177-

159 roll-call vote,^- the Senate, also on December 10, by a 

68-13 roll-call vote.^ Unemployment rose to six percent 

between the times of House passage and conference passage. 

ij.0. Dick Johnson, Staff Counsel, Subcommittee on 
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty, Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, Interview, November 12, 1970. 

i+1. Pena. 

Cong. Rec., November 17, 1970, p. H 101^3. 

^3. Reprinted in Cons. Rec., December 9. 1970. 
pp. S 19852-71. 

ll4. Cong. Rec., December 10, 1970, p. H 11516. 

Cons. Rec., December 10, 1970, p. S 19958* 
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President Nixon Vetoes 

Welfare reform and revenue-sharing faltered in Con

gress after ETOA cleared the two houses. Congress bogged 

down in debate over the supersonic transport plane. Presi

dent Nixon vetoed on December 16 the 1970 manpower act Con

gress passed on December 10.^ He would have the New 

Federalism intact or not at all. 

President Nixon said in his veto message that he 

would have signed the House version because it "would have 

permitted flexible use of manpower funds in light of local 

requirements.He added that the bill the joint confer

ence accepted "ignored lessons of the last decade and 

would ... limit, not expand, individual opportunity.^-® 

The President said further that the conference bill made "no 

requirement that . . . public service jobs be linked to 

training or the prospect of other employment. WPA-type jobs 

are not the answer for the men and women who have them, for 

the Government which is less efficient as a result, or for 

the taxpayer who must foot the bill."^ He rejected the 

need for special programs saying, "these narrow categorical 

I4.6. President, Weekly Compilation of Presidential 
Papers, VI (December 21, 1970). 

lj-7. President, p. 1696. 

48. President, p. 1696. 

ij-9. President, p. 1697. 
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programs would continue to hamstring the efforts of communi

ties to adjust to change in their local needs. 

The President made no reference to the special needs 

of particular groups to receive assistance under the new 

act. He did not recognize the provision for state and local 

governments as prime sponsors written into the new bill as 

he himself had suggested. He ignored the general need for 

deliberate measures against continually rising unemployment 

rate. He only criticized the efficiency of the measure. He 

criticized it as an out-of-date New Deal program, and reaf

firmed his resolve to put the three-part proposal for a New 

Federalism through Congress intact. 

Opponents of the veto in the Senate rejected the 

President's reasoning. They argued that rising unemployment 

dictated the need for public service employment; that the 

act would indeed link public works and training; and that 

the act gave the Secretary of Labor authority to ensure that 

jobs would be meaningful. Senator Edward M. Kennedy, spon

sor of the amendment for a special program for native Ameri

cans, responded to the criticism of WPA-type programs. 

"This assumption flies in the face of everything we know 

about the current crisis in municipal government. As the 

Kemer Commission found in 1968, there are vast unmet needs 

in education, health, recreation, public safety, sanitation, 

50. President, p. 1697» 



10k 

and municipal services.The Senate, nevertheless, upheld 

the President's veto by a ^8-35 roll call vote on December 

21, 1970.^2 

The Struggle Continues 

Exploring administrative feelings toward the veto of 

the 1970 manpower act illuminated the background of the 

veto. A1 Cruz, the Associate Manpower Administrator's 

special assistant, repeated on December 21, a few hours 

before the Senate upheld President Nixon's veto, that the 

President objected to the reflection of New Deal methods in 

the bill. Mr. Cruz allowed besides, "there were 'in-house' 

objections to the WPA-type programs. The categorical nature 

of the programs meant a lot of money would be spent by Con

gressional mandate instead of by administrative discre

tion. . . ."£3 uow Labor Department priorities became 

clearer than before. 

A Spanish Speaking Manpoxtfer Task Force, headed by 

Dr. Fred Romero, director of USTES' Office of Technical Sup

port, completed a study of Spanish-speaking employment and 

training needs on November 13» 1970, a month before the end 

of the 1970 manpower act. Dr. Romero said on November 10, 

51. Cong. Rec., December 21, 1970, p. S 20967. 

52. Cong. Rec.t December 21, 1970, p. S 20991. 

53. Cruz, Interview, November 17» 1970. 
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"we need programs for special groups with particular employ-

ability problems—pre-training with bilingual education. 

The report recommended establishment by executive order of a 

Spanish Speaking Manpower Association to conduct research 

and to advise and assist manpower agencies in meeting the 

needs of the Spanish-speaking community. The report recom

mended also assurance of sufficient funds to meet its 

objectives for at least five years: for fiscal year 1972, 

$2 million; 1973# $6 million; 1974, $10 million; 1975, $15 

million; and 1976, $20 million. Dr. Romero said on November 

10, "the paper is up for evaluation. We plan to meet over 

it soon with [Robert j/] Brown (Associate Manpower Admin

istrator for USTES] . But the real decision gets made at the 

Assistant Secretary level. They have to determine whether 

the money is available."^ 

Henry Quevedo of the Cabinet Committee noted on 

November 13, "Bob Brown is sympathetic to our problems, but 

he has problems with the Bureau of the Budget. They say, 

• speak American I Why the hell do you want bilingual pro

grams? Bilingualism creates cultural weakness M 

Spanish Speaking Manpower Task Force, Recom
mended Policies for Overcoming Barriers to Employment 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Training and Employment Service, 
Office of Technical Support, 1970)} JRomero. 

55. Romero. 

56. Quevedo. 
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The Labor Department showed more interest in bilin

gual programs than the Bureau of the Budget did purportedly. 

The Labor Department, nevertheless, maintained its priori

ties of enhancing and retaining control over training pro

grams. 

A1 Cruz, Robert Brown's special assistant, said, a 

month after the task force paper had been submitted for 

evaluation, "I doubt we'll fund it. It's too specialized. 

The trend is away from categorical programs.The Nixon 

administration, of course, led the trend away from cate

gorical programs and toward a general program run by the 

"levels of government closest to the people," as President 

Nixon had put it. 

Mexican Americans appearing at the Senate hearings 

made it clear that their unique problems necessitated 

special programs for correction, and their special repre

sentatives agreed. Henry Quevedo of CCOSS said of the 

structural-cyclical debate over the nature of unemployment, 

"this structural business is fatuous for chicanos. Fatuous. 

Our special needs put us outside any established category. 

Many of the same people made it clear also that they did not 

57. Cruz, Interview, December 21, 1970. 

58. Quevedo 
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trust the levels of government nearest them. The New Fed

eralism had nothing to offer. 

Mexican Americans gained recognition during the 

1960S. The government acknowledged their problems of 

employment. Mexican Americans just lost out again--this 

time to a principle they had no reason to believe in and to 

a priority depreciating their needs. 



CHAPTER 5 

MEXICAN AMERICANS, MANPOWER, AND 
PUBLIC POLICY 

Interpreting summarily the efforts to adjust man

power policy in the 1960s to the needs of the poor, includ

ing Mexican Americans, discloses once again the incremental 

character of policymaking processes in the United States. 

The functional categories of policymaking activity in formu

lating adjustments in policy described above classifies the 

tactics of adjustment: (1) acknowledging new problems; (2) 

defining them; (3) appraising existing policies as applied; 

(lj.) formulating adjustments in policy; and (5) adjusting the 

application of the policies by (6) adopting, administratively 

or otherwise, the course of action reformulated for adjust

ment. 

The Problems 

Mexican Americans themselves did not compel the 

first governmental action of their problems of employ-

ability. Government officials did. The President, a few 

administrators in the Department of Labor, and a few men in 

Congress recognized the problems for one reason or another. 

They initiated action to alleviate the problems. Policy

makers began—deliberately here, muddling through there— 

108 
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attempting to comprehend the nature of the problems, Mexi

can Americans joined in clarifying their problems of 

employability once policymakers recognized that problems 

existed. 

Acknowle dging 

The federal government acknowledged officially that 

Mexican Americans have unique problems, that federal pro

grams serve Mexican Americans inadequately, and that they 

might need special programs when President Johnson appointed 

the Inter-Agency Committee on Mexican American Affairs in 

1967. Congress agreed in 1969, and recognized other 

Spanish-speaking citizens as well. Congress conferred stat

utory status on the committee, renaming it the Cabinet Com

mittee on Opportunity for the Spanish Speaking. Adjusting 

manpower policy to make it work against problems of employ-

ability among Mexican Americans began some four years before 

President Johnson acknowledged the problems. It all started 

when Secretary Wirtz got his first exposure to the problems 

during the early days of MDTA. 

The Manpower Administration acknowledged problems of 

employability among Mexican Americans while the U.S. Employ

ment Service was assuming new tasks under a changing 

employment policy. USES had to consider disadvantaged 

Mexican Americans among the unemployable. The Labor 

Department charged USES under MDTA with getting poorly 
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qualified workers into training instead of concentrating on 

getting well qualified workers into jobs. USES sometimes 

failed this charge, especially in many state and local 

offices. 

Antipoverty policy facilitated acknowledgment of 

Mexican Americans1 problems of employability, as 0E0 and the 

Labor Department shared responsibility for most manpower 

programs authorized under the Economic Opportunity Act of 

196ii-. The antipoverty program gave the disadvantaged Com

munity Action Agencies. CAAs, contracting with the Office 

of Economic Opportunity, assumed responsibility for some 

local manpower training services. The CAAs served many of 

the poor rejected or discriminated against by the Employment 

Service. CAAs originated to serve the poor, and worked 

closely with them. Intelligence about employability prob

lems among Mexican Americans reached the Manpower Adminis

tration through bureaucratic channels up from the various 

local training projects. 

The Labor Department and 0E0 acknowledged problems 

of employability among Mexican Americans, and initiated 

administrative adjustments in manpower policy long before 

the President and Congress became involved. They had word 

of problems from below. 0E0 and the Labor Department 

stalled (and muddled) at the middle and upper echelons. The 

Manpower Administration eventually placed some Mexican 



Americans on planning staffs to help define accurately the 

problems they learned about from the lower levels. 

Acknowledgment of Mexican Americans' problems came 

during an experimental period in a time of political ferment 

on social action, the 1960s. Social conflict intensified 

among various interests, and spread to others as poor 

people, usually black, protested inequality of opportunity. 

Civil rights policy emerged to assure civil opportunities. 

Antipoverty policy emerged to help improve economic oppor

tunities. Poor people, regardless of background or color, 

shared the common condition of poverty. Policymakers saw 

that problems like poor education, unemployment, slum hous

ing, and inadequate health care all affect one another and 

represent the condition of poverty. Policymakers agreed to 

a concerted attack on the problems of poverty among the 

citizenry--black, brown, and white. The Mexican American 

interest found itself included after so many years of 

repeated displacement in the competition for governmental 

attention. 

1. Cf. E. E. Schattschneider, The Semi-Sovereign 
People (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1^60), on the 
"displacement" and "socialization" of conflict; and Layne 
Hoppe, "Agenda-Setting Strategies: The Case of Pollution 
Problems" (paper prepared for delivery at the Sixty-sixth 
Annual Meeting of The American Political Association, 1970), 
p. 16, on the distinction between "discussion agendas" and 
"action agendas" for governmental action on public problems. 
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Defining 

Defining problems of employability occurred simul

taneously with defining the nature of unemployment. Policy

makers tried from the late 19^0s until the mid-1960s to 

fathom the conditions of unemployment, i.e., whether the 

fault lay with the economy or with the unemployed. They 

finally decided it could be both. Congress enacted policies 

to stimulate the economy as well as to prepare workers for 

filling new jobs in an expanding economy. Policymakers 

realized no sooner than the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 

took effect that aid to depressed areas did not deal ade

quately with the problem of unemployment. 

Congress enacted the Manpower Development and Train

ing Act of 1962 primarily to provide retraining for exper

ienced workers displaced only temporarily.^ Policymakers 

felt confident the training programs would correct the 

structural deficiencies in the work force. Congress enacted 

the Revenue Act of 196i| to promote expansion in the supply 

of jobs by stimulating aggregate economic demand through a 

tax cut. The measure worked only partially. The unemploy

ment rate refused stubbornly to drop below four percent. 

Policymakers saw they had misconceived again the nature of 

the unemployment problem. They noted, finally, a class of 

nonworking people—the hard core unemployed—who may never 

have had a job to be displaced from. They recognized the 
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swelling numbers of hard core unemployed as more and more 

disadvantaged youths quit school and failed to find work. 

Policymakers started considering Mexican Americans' problems 

of employability only after the problems became included in 

the issue area of poverty, i.e., after policymakers decided 

to group all-poor peoples1 problems in a single class and 

enact comprehensive measures against them as in the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1961+. 

Project workers noticed Mexican American enrollees 

had special difficulties in training and antipoverty pro

grams. Social disadvantages like poor education and dis

crimination in seeking and holding a job left many Mexican 

American enrollees unprepared for training, much less work 

afterward. Many needed adult basic education. Others 

required bilingual instruction in work-training and instruc

tion in English as a second language to use on the job. All 

needed appreciation of their condition. 

Defining the symptoms of unemployment and unemploy-

ability as human problems of poverty instead of strictly 

economic problems—or instead of ignoring them altogether— 

provided a basis eventually for designing programs to deal 

with the causes. Policymakers1 learning about Mexican 

Americans' unique problems and defining them as conditions 

or results of poverty enabled disadvantaged Mexican Ameri

cans to benefit from the social policies enacted during the 
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sixties. The war in Viet Nam, however, detracted from the 

War on Poverty late in the decade. The Republican admin

istration, inaugurated in 1969, resumed, in the face of 

domestic economic difficulties, the fiscally orthodox 

emphasis on fighting inflation instead of unemployment. The 

administration's concern with manpower training by 1970 

emphasized the administrative efficiency of the programs 

over the benefit for the trainees. 

Manpower policy, like other long-standing policies, 

developed in cycles. Congress enacted training legislation 

as such in 1962 after many years of contemplating unemploy

ment and related problems. The policy evolved continually 

as repeated appraisals evidenced erroneous definitions of 

the conditions of unemployment and the need for courses of 

action unforeseen originally. Seemingly successful adjust

ments produced support for developing manpower policy 
p 

further. The evolution of manpower policy showed how 

legislative adoption of a policy may represent only the 

beginning of policymaking processes. 

The Policies 

Work-training policy represented an extension of the 

policy enacted in 19if6 purportedly to promote full 

2. Charles 0. Jones, An Introduction to the Study 
of Public Policy (Belmont, CalTl Wadsworth, 1970J, chap. vii. 
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employment.^ policymakers engaged repeatedly in the same 

six functional activities in each cycle adjusting the appli

cation of manpower policy. Fashioning certain parts of man

power policy to meet the needs of Mexican Americans 

exemplified (1) adopting (2) adjustments in policy follow

ing (3) appraisals of the policy including (J4.) acknowledg

ment and (5) definition of previously unrecognized problems 

and the (6) formulation--or reformulation—of courses of 

action deemed appropriate at the time. 

Apprai sing 

The adjustment of manpower policy to deal with Mexi

can Americans' problems of employability began when a few 

local administrators saw that manpower services were not 

reaching Mexican American trainees properly. Policymakers 

from the local level to the national became involved even

tually. The adjustment began with appraisal—the source, 

the endless beginning of policymaking processes. Appraisal 

followed the acknowledgment of new problems. Appraisal, an 

evaluative process, represented efforts to define these new 

problems and begin formulating proposals for adjusting the 

perceived shortcomings of manpower policy during the 1960s. 

3. Jerry W. Lansdowne, "An Appraisal of a Public 
Policy: The Employment Act of 19^6" (unpublished Ph.D. dis
sertation, University of Arizona, 1968), illustrates how an 
act of Congress may require years to shape behavior to con
form to the values underlying a policy and, thus, serve as 
hardly more than an initial step in forming public policy. 
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Many actors participated in various ways and at dif

ferent times over the period. Their appraisals, their 

understanding of the character of the problems, and their 

definitions of the conditions of the problems affected the 

adjustments proposed and adopted. The people involved, once 

they acknowledged problems existed, perceived many different 

aspects of the problems to be considered. Secretary Wirtz, 

to begin with, saw simply the need for services. The U.S. 

Employment Service noted the mistrust and rejection of its 

services. Task forces, Operation SER, Human Resource 

Development programs, and Mexican Americana themselves 

emphasized in various hearings the difficulties with educa

tion, economic condition, discrimination, language, and 

inability to divert a fair share of governmental attention 

from blacks. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

reported that the government showed a poorer record than 

most large private employers in hiring Mexican Americans. 

Administrators trying to track and appraise the actual suc

cesses and failures of Mexican American trainees complained 

about the Labor Department's poor monitoring of programs. 

Federal policymakers generally knew very little about Mexi

can Americans. Congress, seemingly the last to hear, 

learned of all these difficulties at once, and had to con

sider them all in the context of the New Federalism. 
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Efforts to appraise manpower policy and formulate 

courses of action as proposals to adjust manpower policy and 

answer the multitude of criticisms about the work-training 

came finally to center on two issues: first, how to serve 

the special needs of particular groups and, second, who 

should be in charge of the programs. A third question on 

the usefulness of manpower training as a weapon against 

unemployment remained: could manpower training, originally 

a structural measure, be linked realistically with fiscal 

measures against unemployment? Finally, the issue of public 

service employment arose, and associated manpower training 

with both fiscal policy and the "crisis in the cities." 

Formulating and Proposing 

Formulating and proposing adjustments to adapt man

power policy on the four issues above affected Mexican 

Americans. First, the issue of serving special needs 

affected them. Mexican Americans entered training usually 

with poor education and a language barrier. Many, espe

cially the young and under-educated, entered training with 

no work experience. They did not achieve extraordinarily in 

any program; but had enough favorable experiences in cate

gorical programs to prefer them over general ones, say, in 

conventional vocational education. The projects Operation 

SER arranged and the LTV relocation projects in teaching 

aircraft manufacturing, for example, demonstrated the 
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usefulness of bilingual administration and of intensive, 

job-related training. The course of action developed in the 

1969-70 legislation contained categorical programs. 

Second, the issue concerning authority over manpower 

programs pertained directly to Mexican Americans for several 

reasons besides the lack of coordination among programs. 

Federal administrators planned and designed manpower pro

grams authorized by MDTA, i.e., those not authorized by the 

Economic Opportunity Act and planned by the CAAs. The pro

grams took no account of Mexican Americans1 particular 

problems as a rule. Mexican Americans' notoriously bad 

experiences with the Employment Service drew serious atten

tion to the question of state authority over manpower 

programs. Mexican Americans' much more favorable exper

iences with CAAs brought demands for community control and 

planning of training projects with direct contracts with the 

Labor Department. The 1970 act President Nixon vetoed pro

vided for direct contracting of certain categorical programs 

with community organizations; although the act retained the 

administration bill's state and local "prime sponsor" con

cept for administering the general programs. 

The third and fourth issues, the relation between 

manpower training and fiscal measures and the relation 

between training and public service employment, affected 

Mexican Americans, though not so obviously as the issues of 
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programs and their control. The proposals formulated in the 

ill-fated 1970 legislation showed how. The 1970 legisla

tion, proposing automatic allocation of additional funds for 

training when unen^loyment remained at ij.,5 percent or above 

for three months, linked structural and fiscal measures 

against unemployment. It linked directly increased spending 

and additional training. Mexican Americans, unemployed and 

possessing limited skills, stood to benefit directly from 

additional training, especially if the increased spending 

opened new jobs. 

Finally, public service employment, as proposed in 

the 1970 legislation, linked training, spending, and public 

works. Mexican Americans, like everyone else, needed more 

jobs. Unemployment mounted because of inadequate economic 

expansion. Qualified workers took the available jobs. The 

newly trained—the formerly hard core unemployed—remained 

unemployed for lack of an adequate supply of jobs. Miany 

workers needed work. Many areas, especially decaying urban 

centers, needed repairs and redevelopment badly enough to 

supply thousands of jobs. Policymakers planned for the 

newly created jobs to provide both an income and work-

experience for manpower trainees. That applied as directly 

to Mexican Americans as anyone else, especially the young 

with inordinately high unemployment rates and limited 
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experience. The spending applied to economic expansion. So 

did public service employment while creating jobs. 

Adopting and Adjusting 

Policymakers adopted many adjustments in manpower 

policy between its inception and the end of 1970. They 

replaced the concept of area redevelopment with the concept 

of retraining, and supplemented the retraining with initial 

training--even pretraining—for the poor. These changes 

brought manpower policy closer to Mexican Americans. Actual 

adjustments in services for Mexican Americans came inter

mittently and mostly in localized projects, though the fed

eral bureaucracy made some attempts to improve services to 

Mexican Americans. 

The federal adjustments in manpower policy in the 

sixties amounted typically to muddling through preparing to 

get organized to do something, more or less, sooner or later. 

Recognition of Mexican Americans' problems of employability 

developed incrementally, and began fulfilling the requisite 

conditions of a meaningful governmental response: concern, 

knowledge, support, and leadership.^-

Concern over Mexican Americans1 problems of employ-

ability, as noted repeatedly, originated with administra

tors. Conc.ern spread spottedly within the bureaucracy, and 

i|.. Hbppe, pp. 17-18. 



121 

eventually reached the President. Mexican Americans' prob

lems lacked general public salience. Mexican Americans con

stituted a small fraction of the work force and the popula

tion. Militant black leaders threatened to burn the country 

down if necessary to get responses from the government. 

That gave black problems real prominence. Mexican American 

leaders made no such threats, and got no such attention. 

Senator Ralph Yarborough stimulated most of the minimal 

concern in Congress for employment problems among Mexican 

Americans. Senator Gaylord Nelson helped. In general, 

concern for the condition of Mexican Americans went hardly 

further than stimulating a little inquiry about their prob

lems. 

Policymakers, once concerned, had to know the char

acter and various aspects of the problems if they proposed 

to do anything about them. The Cabinet Committee on Oppor

tunity for the Spanish Speaking originated to acquire and 

supply information about Mexican Americans' problems includ

ing unemployment. The bureaucracy took in a few Mexican 

Americans to help expand the store of information about the 

problems. The Civil Rights Commission and the Equal Employ

ment Opportunity Commission helped accumulate knowledge of 

the problems. The Senate Committee on Labor and public 

Welfare devoted part of its hearings in 1969-70 to Mexican 

American witnesses in manpower training, and spend some time 
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relating the circumstances they heard of to the overall 

objectives of manpovrer training. 

Adjustments in manpower policy to serve Mexican 

Americans1 needs got as far as they did because of support, 

perhaps the largest and best known common denominator of 

policymaking in the United States. Support for the adjust

ments, though small, seemed almost self-generating once it 

materialized. The sympathetic Labor Department and 0E0 for 

example, funded Operation SER. SER's successes in the field 

began generating important clientele support at the commun

ity level. Designating a Mexican American "desk" in the 

Labor Department represented early token support in the 

bureaucracy. Opening the Office of Spanish Speaking Ameri

can Affairs in HEV/ later on represented a somewhat firmer 

commitment. Support in Congress remained minimal; the 

limited successes in adjustments for Mexican Americans there 

resulted from apt leadership. Presidential support, of 

course, helped, though in a limited way. It came obliquely 

in President Johnson's appointing the Cabinet Committee. 

President Nixon announced later a program for hiring more 

Spanish-speaking civil servants.^ This plan signified the 

5>. Office of the White House press Secretary, news 
release on a sixteen-point Civil Service Commission program 
to attract more Mexican Americans to government employment, 
November f>, 1970. Cf. Cabinet Committee on Opportunity for 
the Spanish Speaking, News, III (March-April, 1971)• 
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President's recognition of the Spanish-speaking, but hardly 

addressed the problems of disadvantaged Mexican Americans. 

Leadership predictably made concern, knowledge, and 

support work toivard the end of adjusting manpower policy to 

the needs of disadvantaged Mexican Americans. Secretary 

Wirtz's administrative leadership in the Labor Department 

staked a base of support within the bureaucracy. Placing a 

Mexican American in a key position like Director of the 

Office of Technical Support in charge of designing the Man

power Administration's special programs served the need for 

knowledgeable leadership in adjusting policy. The legisla

tive leadership of Senator Yarborough, chairman of the 

Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, and of Senator 

Gaylord Nelson, chairman of the Subcommittee on Employment, 

Manpower, and Poverty, in 1970 showed how effective leader

ship can be even on a disinterested Congress. It failed, of 

course, to work on the President. 

The time had yet to come for a Republican President 

to perceive unemployment and related problems as more impor

tant than inflation and governmental efficiency. The time 

had yet to come for a Republican President to lead even 

moderate action in fiscal policy. The time had yet to come 

for the problems of Mexican Americans to be acknowledged as 
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requiring deliberate governmental action in their own right. 

The time for further appraisal had just arrived. 

Dissatisfaction with manpower policy and its cumber-

someness evidenced itself increasingly toward the end of the 

sixties. Policymakers reformulated and adjusted enough that 

they felt compelled by 1969 to clear away the tangle of acts 

and amendments and start all over with comprehensive legis

lation. They could not agree on what to do. Still, con

tinuation of manpower programs seemed certain. 

The problems of employability persisted. Vested 

interests remained entrenched. Policymakers improved their 

understanding of the problems as time passed. They seemed 

resigned to continue their muddling and adjusting, hoping to 

make the best of what they could agree they had learned 

during a busy decade. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONDITIONS AND CONSEQUENCES 
OF ADJUSTMENT 

It ordinarily takes the United States Government a 

long time to act on anything complicated. Policymakers and 

other pebple require a long time to see a problem; think 

things out; and judge the relative importance of problems 

and vested interests. The government here works the way it 

does for certain reasons, though not without certain conse

quences. 

Collective Action 

Men adopt principles for doing things like making 

political decisions. Principles guide activities. Activ

ities become habits. Habits become traditions. Traditions 

in turn affect behavior according to the principles they 

started from. Men in the United States founded their gov

ernment upon the doctrine of popular sovereignty: a sover

eign people exercise political authority, or institute 

government, to serve their common needs. 

The Logic of Collective Action 

Democrats in the United States rejected the elitist 

notion of "natural aristocracy" proposed by The Federalist. 

125 



126 

They adopted the Jeffersonian doctrine of political equal

ity: a sovereign people share equally the rights and 

responsibilities of public affairs since each citizen has an 

equal stake in the community. Democrats then logically 

espoused the doctrine of majority rule: a vote of the 

greater part decides issues affecting the whole community 

since all citizens share political authority equally. Most 

citizens in the United States during the nineteenth century, 

though sometimes wary of the mischiefs of "faction" alleged 

by The Federalist, got U3ed to thinking about political 

matters according to democratic doctrines. This kind of 

thinking, in turn, affected the actual making of decisions 

concerning the community. 

The citizenry has thought of itself traditionally as 

a community as well as a collection of individuals. They 

have not hesitated to employ collective action as an expe

dient means for solving problems affecting the community 
•1 

generally. North Americans, a practical people, have 

assumed a characteristically empirical outlook toward prob

lems confronting the community. They have assumed, first, 

the character and conditions of the problem itself should 

determine the type of collection required. Second, 

1. Currin V. Shields, "The American Tradition of 
Empirical Collectivism," American Political Science Review, 
XLVI (March, 1952). 
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collective action should be undertaken by the agent of the 

community best suited to dispose of the problem. Third, 

collective action should be action required minimally to 

dispose of the problem and interfere as little as possible 

in the life of the community. Citizens and their government 

have become accustomed to prescribing specific collective 

actions dictated by empirical conditions appearing to affect 

the community as a whole and not by excessive claims made by 

some special interest. Moreover, federalism and attitudes 

toward private property conditioned claims made for these 

specific collective actions. 

The federal constitutional arrangement and an abid

ing high regard for private property affected the charac

teristically empirical tradition of collective action in the 

United States. Empirical collectivists, unlike doctrinaire 

European socialist collectivists, agreed that the use of 

property mattered more than ownership, i.e., that the use, 

not the ownership, of property promoted or damaged the 

public interest. They insisted historically that local and 

state action is preferable to federal action. Hnpirical 

collectivists became increasingly prepared, however, to 

invoke federal action on national problems, once they began 

2 to recognize the existence of national problems. 

2. Shields, pp. 109-i5. 
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The citizenry and the government found empirical 

collectivism and the democratic process complementary for 

invoking the action they desired. The empirical collectiv-

ist tradition gave them the flexibility to judge problems on 

their merits. The democratic process gave them procedures 

for deciding what to do according to the merits they saw.^ 

Thus "disjointed incremental!sm" became both a description 

and an ethos of policymaking in the United States.^" Citi

zens and their government devolved it upon themselves 

intentionally and deliberately. 

Collective Action in the Economic 
Order 

The majority of the citizenry and the government 

spent from the beginning of industrial days until the Great 

Depression recognizing and working out the fundamental 

association among capitalist expansion, wages-and-hours, 

exploitation of workers, and collective bargaining—in 

short, the use of property—and a need for regulating the 

labor-management conflicts arising from these conditions. 

They spent exactly the same period deciding the conditions 

constitute a national public problem and not a private one. 

Citizens and policymakers spent another fifteen years 

3. Shields, pp. 116-20. 

[).. David Braybrooke and Charles E. Lindblom, A 
Strategy of Decision (New York: Free Press, 1963). 
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accepting the association between economic growth and 

employment levels and enacting the Employment Act of 191+6. 

They spent still another fifteen years learning the need to 

regulate economic growth and employment levels together and 

deciding to take a bold step with deficit spending and a tax 

cut. 

People came to see eventually that poverty is a con

dition affected in part by economic growth and the amount of 

work available. The government and citizens gradually 

began, meanwhile, to diminish some of their concern for the 

use of property in relation to a concern for human decency.^ 

Civil rights policy, including equal opportunity employment, 

effectuated realization that poverty, ethnicity, and the use 

of property by the wealthy are somehow related. Civil 

rights policy complemented bargaining policy, wage-and-hour 

regulation, and safety regulation. These conditions became 

perceived little by little as problems requiring national 

regulation, as people recognized the association among them. 

The federal government and citizens at large recog

nized unemployment, civil rights, and poverty as national 

problems before some institutions at the lower levels recog

nized them as problems at all. State and local institutions 

historically did as little as possible—or politically 

5. Richard Powell, "The Relationship Between Prop
erty Rights and Civil Rights," Hastings Law Journal, XV 
(Pall, 1963). 
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feasible—to redistribute economic and political resources 

among ethnic groups.^ Dr. Hector Garcia of the G.I. Form 

noted accurately, "if it were not for the Federal interven

tion in the State of Texas, in the Southwestern United 

States, [no] progress would have been made by Mexican Ameri

cans or blacks."^ 

The empirical collectivist tradition served those 

who made remedies for unemployment, discrimination, and 

poverty appear to benefit the national community. National 

policymakers, appealing to the national interest, overrode 

state and local institutions when they stood in the way. 

The combination of economic interest and growing attention 

to standards of human decency prevailed over values main

taining federalism and property rights. The tendency to 

minimal action in empirical collectivism, however, impeded 

massive, comprehensive efforts to promote economic growth, 

to assure equal opportunity, and to eliminate poverty. 

Acknowledging and defining conditions of economic 

slack, joblessness, poverty, and denial of equal opportunity 

as national problems and adopting courses of action to 

6. Cf. Duane Lockard, Toward Equal Opportunity (New 
York: Macmillah, 1968), a study of state and local anti
discrimination laws. 

7. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, They 
Have the Power; We Have the People: Houston Hearings, June 
1970 (Washington, D.G.: Government Printing 0ffice7 1970), 
p7o5. 
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remedy them required years and years of sorting through the 

problems, deciding what they were like and who could handle 

them best, and finally taking action. Appraising those 

actions, recognizing associations among the problems, and 

attempting to adjust the actions or policies for a concerted 

effort against the problems eventually snatched the premium 

from traditional ways of doing things; and placed the 

premium on substantive action. The consequences challenged 

the customary federal approach to governing. The challenge 

affected the social and political participation of citizens 

traditionally outside the realm of collective action. 

The premium of substantive action did not obtain. 

Its effects, nevertheless, remained unavoidable. The poli

cies themselves became crucial factors affecting subsequent 

policymaking. 

The Effects 

Policymakers adopting and rejecting adjustments in 

manpower policy during the sixties learned that recent 

measures designed to combat poverty with planning and admin

istration at the community level reached many of the poor 

better than traditional welfare, vocational education, and 

employment programs. Community programs got minorities, 

including Mexican Americans, more actively involved in col

lective action against social and economic problems than 

ever before. 
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On Federalism 

Unemployable Mexican Americana seemed ordinarily to 

have more favorable experiences with the manpower segment of 

Community Action Agencies than with the Employment Service. 

The Mexican Americans testifying before the Senate manpower 

subcommittee substantiated the claim. Mexican Americans 

wanted not only more intensive categorical manpower programs 

but also community control over them. Activities overlapping 

between USES and the CAAs precipitated conflicts all the way 

from the neighborhood level to Washington. The conflicts 

gave policymakers an unforeseen consideration in appraising 
Q 

manpower policy: "private federalism." 

Private federalism described the arrangement formed 

by the Community Action Program in the War on Poverty. Fed

eral contracting directly between the Office of Economic 

Opportunity and private or community agencies for neighbor

hood services brought a new partner into the federal 

arrangement. The CAAs1 human resource development programs, 

including the manpower programs authorized by the Economic 

Opportunity Act (Job Corps, Neighborhood Youth Corps, Opera

tion Mainstream, New Careers), promoted "maximum feasible 

participation" of the poor. The programs' designers 

8. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions, Eleventh Annual Report (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1970), p. 2. 
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deliberately avoided established state and local agencies. 

The designers gave students of federalism—as well as state 

and local politicians—something to think about. 

Recent studies and critiques of federalism charac

terized the sharing of authority among governmental levels; 

portrayed the states as mediators between federal and local 

levels; and documented the increasingly important role of 

cities in the federal partnership.^ The studies took an 

optimistic point of view, and expressed hope for a revital

ized federalism with states resuming the responsibilities 

taken over by the federal government when the states had 

hesitated to act for one reason or another. Private feder

alism, however, came as something altogether newj® 

Private federalism challenged the fundamental 

arrangement of the government. The Office of Economic 

Opportunity, formed to conduct the War on Poverty from the ' 

Executive Office of the President, by-passed many estab

lished cabinet, state, and local employment, vocational, and 

welfare agencies. 0E0 established the CAAs purportedly to 

9. Cf. Morton Grodzins, The American System (Chi
cago: Rand McNally, 1966); Daniel J. Elazar, American Fed
eralism (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1966); and Roscoe C. 
Martin. Cities and the Federal System (New York: Atherton, 
196$). 

10. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions, Intergovernmental Relations in the Poverty Program 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1966), pre-
sented a long descriptive study, but did not note any 
challenges to the existing federal arrangement. 
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develop and administer antipoverty programs at the community 

or neighborhood level. 0E0 designed the CAAs to comply with 

the Congressional mandate to promote, as they saw it, "maxi

mum feasible participation" of the poor in the programs. 

OEO's guidelines called for one-third membership of resi

dents from the community to serve with a third organiza

tional representation and a third professional representa

tion on the CAAs. 

The hundreds of CAAs used as many approaches to 

involve and assist the poor. They got, of course, mixed 

results. Unorthodox methods drew the most attention, espe

cially when they conflicted with existing services. CAAs 

became characterized by many established institutions as 

raucus, unprofessional, rambunctious, and defiant. Congress 

answered in the 1967 amendments demands to tame the CAAs. 

The Green amendment authorized local governments to take 

over the CAAs, though few did. The programs seemed, in most 

cases either too innocuous to matter or too well thought of 

for politicians to depreciate expediently.^ 

The CAAs started anew, without ill repute among 

minorities. 0E0 conceived of the CAAs to serve the poor who 

are often members of minority groups. The CAAs had only one 

orientation to learn, not one also to unlearn like the 

11. James L. Sundquist (ed.), On Fighting Poverty 
(New York: Basic Books, 1969), esp. pp. 235-5U. 
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Employment Service. The positive response Mexican Americans 

gave the community action approach to fighting poverty sub

stantiated the widely supposed dissatisfaction with the 

lower levels of federal government. The response challenged 

state and local agencies to improve their services and act 

responsibly, i.e., acknowledge the problems, and do their 

part to solve them. The New Federalism simply begged the 

question of substantive action, and proposed a return to 

pre-1930s federalism—to shift emphasis from substance back 

to style. The state and local agencies, of course, had 

first to acknowledge the existence of problems before 

adjusting their policies to the present needs. The prospect 

for such acknowledgement seemed too remote to expect notable 

action from state and local authorities.^ 

The incremental-empirical collectivist character of 

policymaking, with its slow action and trial-and-error 

method of deciding who should do what, when, how, and about 

which problems, failed often to keep pace with rising polit

ical demands. The national government historically assumed 

increasing authority as more and more problems became deemed 

to require national action. 

12. Cf. Grodzins and Lockard. 
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On Mexican Americans 

Manpower policy affected political involvement among 

minorities including M<= Americans as more and more 

ethnic group members , exposed to government. Designing 

government programs like those in work-training and promoting 

them through Operation SER or OEO's Community Action Agen

cies brought ever-increasing numbers of Mexican Americans 

skills in communication, organization, and leadership. 

These skills in turn became instrumental for further poli-

ticization in the barrio—and in program administration—if 

administrators, project workers, and trainees saw fit to use 

them. 

The national government tacitly invited more and 

more political demands as it met demands through broad poli

cies or answered demands ignored by state and local authori

ties. The demands the government invited through the 

sixties, however, hardly received warn reception toward the 

end of the decade or served the needs of disadvantaged 

Mexican Americans. 

Mexican Americans remained on the social and eco

nomic margins of life in the United States when the year, 

1970, ended. Implementation of policies to extend economic 

opportunities to the unemployed and disadvantaged during the 

sixties stopped short of serving Mexican Americans' partic

ular needs. Congressional hearings and the experience of 
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thousands of Mexican Americans in training evidenced need 

for well-funded special programs to serve these particular 

needs. 

Many administrators agreed. Disadvantaged Mexican 

Americans needed categorical programs in bilingual adult 

basic education. They needed instruction in English as a 

second language. They also needed bilingual instruction in 

work-training and work-experience programs. Prospects for 

such programs became bleaker as the need for them became 

clearer. 

The administration inaugurated in 1969 resumed an 

orthodox fiscal outlook. Inflation again became a more 

prominent issue than unemployment. The President vetoed 

comprehensive work-training legislation with special pro

visions for the Spanish-speaking in December 1970. The low 

salience of demands from the Mexican American interest and 

the retreat in the War on Poverty left Mexican Americans and 

their problems with minimal acknowledgment from the govern

ment . 
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