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The purpose of this study is to explore the adminis-

trative setting of the Office for Civil Rights, treating

especially the functional requisites of agencies: namely,

the development of a viable role within its set and the

internal necessity of developing among its functionaries a

degree of cohesion and sense of common purpose. This case

study is designed, moreover, to challenge the naturalistic

assumptions of the pluralist model of administrative theory.

Chapter I develops the theme of "social engineering agencies"

as a distinctively new genre of public agency in the American

political setting and adumbrates the theoretical challenges

which these organizations present to the conventional

pluralist paradigm.

Chapter II sets the stage conceptually for the analysis

which follows by developing the concept of an organization-

set and relating this to systems analysis as a means of

arranging and highlighting interactions between the focal

organization (OCR) and other organizations within its set.

The concept of agency "marginality" is applied to the OCR set,

and reasons are advanced for that agency's precarious position

within its set.
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Chapter III draws from the literature of organization

theory relevant observations regarding goal-setting,

particularly as this applies to marginal agencies. A

typology of cooperative strategies is advanced, and

generalizations are suggested regarding optimum goal-

setting conditions for marginal agencies.

Chapter IV traces the history of administrative

desegregation from its inception in the passage of Title VI

of the 1964 Civil Rights Act through OCR's formative stage

in the Johnson administration. In its stage of programmatic

infancy I find that the program is treated with varying

degrees of indifference by the representative branches

but is embraced by the judiciary as a necessary ally in

a crusade to end segregation.

In Chapter V, which explores the overhead constraints

within OCR's set, I show that this pattern of judicial

solicitude has developed to the point that the federal

courts have become the agency patron. With the increasing

volatility of the civil rights issue, the chief executive

and Congress have found it necessary (or expedient) to

abandon or vitiate their support for administrative desegre-

gation. This threat to the integrity of OCR has been

assuaged by the support which the agency has found for

its programs from the federal courts.

Chapter VI, continuing the explication of the OCR

suprasystem, outlines the adjustive interactions which
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have developed between OCR and coordinate agencies. The

role set of OCR, I find, has been considerably expanded

both in terms of the domain deemed relevant to the agency

and the variety of actors within the domain.

Chapter VII turns to the internal dynamics of the

Office for Civil Rights, exploring the presence or absence

of agency cohesion and the ideological and/or organizational

bases of agency cohesion. The findings from my fieldwork

and survey point to a high degree of ideological commitment

to the goals of the organization but striking contrasts in

attitudes among the various agency subgroups toward the

efficacy of the agency and the commitment of the leadership.

Chapter VIII summarizes the findings of the study and

advances a policy overview. Essentially, civil rights

is viewed as a redistributive social policy rather than

merely hinging upon the issue of race. Hence, the domain

is characterized by issues that cut across class lines,

thus moving the conflict over policy outside the bureaucratic

subsystem into the larger arena of macropolitics.
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CHAPTER I

AMERICAN PLURALISM AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS:

AN INTRODUCTION

The "Bias" of American Administrative Pluralism

Norton Long's oft-quoted dictum, "the lifeblood of

administration is power,"1 has become part of the received

wisdom of modern public administration studies. Likewise,

observations such as Talcott Parsons' that "the central

phenomenon of organization is the mobilization of power for

the attainment of the goals of the organization have come

to be regarded as axiomatic in the fledgling area of adminis-

trative theory. Modern organization studies unfailingly

stress the reciprocal nature of organizational milieus, and

thus picture all organizations as lying within a "context

of reciprocal consequences."3

lNorton Long, "Power and Administration," Public
Administration Review, IX (Autumn, 1949), 257.

2Talcott Parsons, "Suggestions for a Sociological
Approach to the Theory of Organizations--II," Administrative
Science Quarterly, I (September, 1956), 225. "Power" is
defined by Parsons as ". . . the general capacity to mobilize
resources in the interest of a system goal."

3Phillip Selznick, "Foundations of a Theory of
Organization," Organizations: Structure and Behavior, edited
by Joseph A. Litterer (New York, 1963), p.281. It is note-
worthy that the concept of power as an analytical tool of
organization theory is largely eschewed today, in part
because of the great difficulty in operationalizing the
term. For an extended analysis of the conceptual problems

1
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Government agencies, no less than non-governmental

agencies, find that the nature of the policy which they

administer and goals which they pursue must be assiduously

tailored to the interests that sustain and/or restrain

them. They are, in the argot of organization theory,

"adaptive social structures. " "Every organization,"

Andrew Scott maintains,

exists in an environment and interacts with that
environment to some extent. When the environment
changes in a significant way the organization usually
goes through a process of adaptation. . . . If
sufficient adaptation does not take place, strains
will develop and the organization will move toward
irrelevance, extinction, or some form of abrupt,
forced change. 5

The two "functional requisites" of government bureaucracy,

according to Herbert Simon, are to "develop an appropriate

inherent in the use of "power" see Robert A. Dahl, Modern
Political Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1968), pp. 39-
54. The current emphasis upon the horizontal relationships
of bureaucracy has encouraged the use of bargaining and
competitive models based upon game theory, economic theory,
and General Systems Theory. On the substitution of a more
manageable concept than power (i.e., "leverage") in expli-
cating environmental interactions see Kenneth J. Gergen,
"Assessing the Leverage Points in the Process of Policy
Formation," The Study of Policy Formation, edited by Raymond
A. Bauer and Kenneth J. Gergen (New York, 1968), pp. 181-203.

4 Phillip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots: A Study in
the Sociology of Formal Organization (New York, 1966),
p. 251. Selznick's analysis of the Tennessee Valley
Authority led him to conclude that "all formal organizations
are molded by forces tangential to their rationally ordered
structures and stated goals."

5 Andrew M. Scott, "Environmental Change and Organi-
zational Adaptation: The Problem of the State Department,,"
International Studies Quarterly, XIV (March, 1970), 85.
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role in the political process in relation to the other

participants in the process" and to "maintain an acceptable

level of competence in service and regulation."6

Particularly since Paul Appleby's seminal works on

politics and administration, a plethora of studies has

been undertaken on various aspects of the politics-

administration nexus. One needs only mention the studies

by Bernstein, Huntington, Kaufman, Maass, Rourke, Selznick,

and Victor Thompson7 to denote a genus of study which has

profoundly influenced the study of public organizations. A

recurring theme in this literature is the ineluctable drift

toward symbiotic relationships that develop between govern-

ment agencies and the private interests they serve and/or

"regulate." The treatment of this convergence of interests--

viz. survival for the agency; program-attainment for the

interest group(s)--by social scientists ranges from cele-

brations of this putative fortuitous combination of virtue

6 Herbert A. Simon, "The Changing Theory and the Changing
Practice of Public Administration," Contemporary Political
Science: Toward Empirical Theory, edited by Ithiel de Sola
Pool (New York, 1967), p. 94.

7Marver Bernstein, Regulating Business by Independent
Commission (Princeton, 1955); Samuel Huntington, "The
Marasmus of the ICC," Yale Law Journal, LVI (September,
1952), 467-509; Herbert Kaumian, The Forest Ranger (Baltimore,
1960); Arthur Maass, Muddy Waters(Cambridge, 1951); Francis
E. Rourke, Bureaucracy, Polirtics , and Public Policy (Boston,
1969); Selznick, "Foundations of aTheory of Organization";
Victor A. Thompson, The Regulatory Process in OPA Rationing
(New York, 1950).
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and necessity (given the parameters of pluralist democracy) 8

to jeremiads regarding the insidious effects of parcelling

out public authority to private groups, the latter from

critics of the pluralist paradigm.9 (The relative merits

of the two views are of considerable importance to this

study because the nature of the organization treated herein

is congenitally incapable of generating as much public

support as its members would wish. Hence in the great

game of "interest group liberalism"--to use Lowi's term--the

focal organization of this study begins with a severe

handicap.)

One of the detractors of the benign view of American

pluralism is Elmer Schattschneider,whose major critique of

this view, which is found in The Semisovereign People, 0is

that the political system in a pluralist democracy does not

distribute its bounties randomly. Rather, upper income

groups, especially those linked to business interests,

receive a disproportionate share of government's attention.

"The flaw in the pluralist's heaven," Schattschneider

8See, for example, David Truman, The Governmental
Process (New York, 1951) and Charles E.Tindblom, The
Intelligence of Democracy (New York, 1965), and Pendleton
Herring, The Politics of Democracy: American Parties in
Action (New York, 1940).

9 See Theodore Lowi, The End of Liberalism: Ideology,
Policy, and the Crisis of_ Public Authority (New York, 1969)
and Carl A. Auerbach, "Pluralism and the Administrative
Process," The Annals, CD (March, 1972), 1-13.

10 E. E. Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People:
A Realist's View of Democracy in America (New York, 1960).
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insists, "is that the heavenly chorus sings with a strong

upper class accent." 1

A methodologically more sophisticated critique of the

pluralist paradigm is supplied by economist Manchur Olsen.1 2

Using the theory of collective goods, Olsen attacks as facile

the notion that groups will form automatically in support of

salient needs as pluralists like David Truman seem to

suggest. Indeed, small groups, particularly those with

salient economic interests, Olsen argues, have manifold

advantages in aggregating interests over large groups with

non-economic or simply more diffuse interests. Speaking of

economic groups, Professor Olsen argues that the logical

failing in the pluralists' treatment of the group struggle

is that they

generally take for granted that [large] groups will
act to defend or advance their group interest, and take
it for granted that the individuals in these groups must
also be concerned about their individual economic
interests. But if the individuals in any large group
are interested in their own welfare, they will not
voluntarily make any sacrifices to help their qroup
attain its [public or collective] objectives.13

Professor Olsen concludes that because of the qualitative

differences between small and large ("latent") groups there

is no reason to believe that interest groups inevitably

coalesce as problems grow salient. "Since relatively small

11 Ibid., p. 545.
1 2Manchur Olsen, The Logic of Collective Action: Public

Goods and the Theory ofroups (New York, 1968).

13Ibid., p. 126.
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groups will frequently be able voluntarily to organize and

act in support of common interests, and since large groups

normally will not be able to do so, the outcome of the

political struggle among various groups will not be symmet-

rical."14

The Development of "Social Engineering Agencies"

The abstract debate over the facility of pluralism in

distributing payoffs has only recently been carried over

into the area of administrative studies. However, in the

"administrative state" the linkage between constellations

of interest groups and their administrative surrogates is

one that merits close examination. While there has been a

plethora of "politics and administration" studies, this

genre generally manifests a proclivity for dealing with

administrative "success stories," i.e., those government

agencies for whom economic groups possess natural affinities

and which, as a consequence, possess adequate resources for

survival. This in part accounts for the tenacity of

1 4 Ibid., p. 127. According to Olsen, large groups
manage to aggregate interests only insofar as they may
coerce members to cooperate. Some of Olsen's conclusions,
especially the "free rider problem," are criticized in Norman
Frohlich and Joe A. Oppenheimer, "I Get By With a Little
Help From My Friends," World Politics, XXIII (October, 1970),
104-120. Frohlich and Oppenheimer argue that the key to the
supply of public goods is the expectation of the member as
to the amount the other members will contribute. If a
group has a mechanism whereby contributors are assured, the
individual member will contribute regardless of the size of
the group. A more comprehensive treatment of economic
models of behavior can be found in James Q. Wilson, Political
Organizations (New York, 1973), pp. 19-29.



7

pluralism as a political "formula" using that term in its

Moscan sense to denote a rationalization for particular

institutional arrangement). Yet, there has developed,

particularly in the last decade, a host of administrative

agencies with a non-economic "public interest" rather than

parochial interest orientation, and which consequently labor

under the handicap of having few if any economic groups to

which to turn for support. As Heinz Eulau puts it, "The

definition of professional service in the public interest

is changing from an essentially economic to a social-moral

content. ,15

What we are seeking to establish at this point is that

a qualitatively new genre of government agency--one whose

central purpose is "social engineering"--has proliferated

in this last half of the twentieth century, that--given the

special content of problems facing industrialized nations--

they will likely continue to do so, and that neither the

manifest organizational goals nor the means by which these

goals are pursued are congruent with those of the more

conventional agencies which partake of the "pluralist-

bargaining-incremental" syndrome, to use Louis Gawthrop's

unwieldy but descriptive phrase.16 Nor is traditional

organization theory particularly helpful in explicating the

1 5 Heinz Eulau, "Skill Revolution and Consultative
Commonwealth," The American Political Science Review, LXVII
(March, 1973), 185.

1 6 Louis C. Gawthrop, Administrative Politics and Social
Change (New York, 1971), p. 19.
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constraints of this relatively new bureaucratic phenomenon.

The embryonic "social engineering agencies," as they are

hereafter termed, are characterized by (1) an activist

orientation toward social problems which are often non-

economic in nature. (More precisely, an activist orientation

denotes a view of the social world which perceives "problems"

as "unmet needs "1 7 rather than effective demands and which

are amenable to solution or amelioration by the proper

application of governmental action.); (2) ostensible goals

that are implicated in the public interest rather than

partaking of a more parochial character; (3) production of

a "commodity" which is largely non-measurable;1 8 (4) "organi-

zational marginality," that is, it is only tenuously connected

with other agencies in its immediate environment;1 9 and (5)

a "product" that is redolent with "precarious values, "20

that is, its goals are tied to weakly established societal

1 7Treatment of "unmet needs" is, as Heinz Eulau observes
("Skill Revolution," p. 185), not a principle easy to
operationalize because, in general, unmet needs become
visible "only when those whose needs are not met rise to
the occasion. . . ."; Cf. Schattschneider and Olsen, supra
pp. 4-6.

1 8See Richard L. Simpson, "Beyond Rational Bureaucracy:
Changing Values and Social Integration in Post-Industrial
America," Social Forces, LI (September, 1972), 5.

1 9A case study of "organizational marginality" can be
found in Burton R. Clark, "Organizational Adaptation and
Precarious Values: A Case Study," American Sociological
Review, XXI (June, 1956) , 327-336.

20Ibid., p. 238.
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values, a condition which, Selznick observes, jeopardizes

the integrity of the organization.2 1

Daniel Moynihan refers to the burgeoning of "social

engineering agencies" as the "professionalization of reform"

and accounts for its development in the latter half of the

twentieth century as a consequence of four societal trends:

first, the economic revolution with its vast potential for

public sector spending; second, the exponential growth of

knowledge, especially in the social sciences; third, the

"professionalization of the middle class" from whom most

initiatives for social reform arise; and, finally, the rise

of foundations with their ability to subsidize experimental

programs which later appear under government sponsorship.2 2

In short, Moynihan views this "professionalization of

reform" as a qualitatively new aspect in American government.

The benchmark of this phenomenon of proliferating social

service agencies is their tenuous ties to the traditional

sources of political support which nourished the spate of

social welfare agencies in the early days of the New Deal.2 3

2 1 Phillip Selznick, Leadership in Administration (New
York, 1957)., p. 119.

2 2 Daniel P. Moynihan, Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding:
Community Action in the War on Poverty (New York, 1969), pp.
21-36 passim.

2 3 For much the same line of reasoning, see Nathan
Glazer, "The Limits of Social Policy," Commentary, LII
(September, 1971), 53-54, and Richard Simpson, "Beyond
Rational Bureaucracy," p. 5. Simpson's argument is that the
hallmark of western society (i.e., rational bureaucracy based
upon a bargaining calculus within an economic interest group-
administrative agency nexus) is rapidly being replaced by
bureaucracy which is suffused with reformist values.
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Lacking the ordinary resources of political exchange, the

clients of the new social engineering agencies--the poor,

the black, and the diffuse lumpenproletariatt" of American

society generally--become in reality the wards of a growing

class of professional, public-sector reformers.

Social reform in technologically advanced nations

seems to follow a path from concentrated activity in the

private sector (ranging from lobbying to riots) to legis-

lation and ultimately to administration and enforcement.

In the American context, at the latter stage the society

increasingly and of necessity relies upon "experts" within

the federal bureaucracy to effectuate the frequently inchoate

demands and indeterminant needs of sporadically mobilized

groups, all this expressed in an uncertain, often evanescent

mandate by Congress and the executive. A notable example of

this process at work is in the area of civil rights which,

as was observed in one of the reports of the Civil Rights

Commission, has shifted its struggle from the legislative

to the administrative arena. 2 4 Thus, the viability of

civil rights-related administrative agencies was vitiated

because the program was invoked by an ephemeral consensus

at the federal level in the mid and late 1960's. Moreover,

the founding legislation was more notable for its symbolic

than for its substantive content.

2 4 United States Commission on Civil Rights, Federal
Civil Rights Enforcement Effort (Washington, Government
Printing Office, 1971).
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Two Dimensions of Organizational Conflict

The Region VI Office for Civil Rights--the subject of

this study--is a Federal agency whose chief mandates are

to enforce Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which

proscribes race discrimination on the part of recipients of

federal funds and to monitor the execution of Executive

Order 11246 which bars discrimination on the basis of race,

sex, religion, or national origin by recipients of HEW

contracts.2 5 As a government agency whose public interest

goals are activistic (as defined above), whose "commodity"

is largely non-measurable, whose support is often inchoate,

and which exists in a volatile environment redolent with

"precarious values"2 6 we take this agency to be quintessential

of the nascent social engineering agencies. This study will

seek to explicate two major organizational dimensions, namely

the interorganizational milieu (suprasystem) and the intra-

organizational context:

1. The suprasystem will be defined as that constellation

of organizations which are relevant to the agency's goal-

setting and goal-attainment functions. This includes politi-

cal overhead control ("sovereigns")27 as well as horizontal

agencies or governmental bodies and assorted interest groups.

2 5 Sex-discrimination prohibition was given the same
comprehensive treatment as Title VI with the passage of
Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972.

2 6 Supra, p. 8.

2 7 The concept is borrowed from Anthony Downs, Inside
Bureaucracy (Boston, 1967), pp. 44 f.
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As a compliance agency in the emotion-charged field

of civil rights, the role of the Office for Civil Rights

invites conflict or "environmental turbulence" within the

community at large as well as in its attempts to elicit

certain practices from other government agencies, practices

about which organizations manifest proclivities for foot-

dragging or outright defiance. OCR is perceived by most

organizations within its task environment as a nuisance at

best, and by some as a threat to cherished values.

2. The second major dimension of organizational life

to be explored here is what has been termed the "subsystem"

or "technological" mechanisms.2 8 By subsystem we mean the

internal processes of adaptation. Organizations, we are

told, are purposive social units which have been deliberately

constructed and reconstructed in order to seek specific

goals. 2 9 These goals change from time to time, however,

largely in response to the changing patterns of environmental

stimuli. During this period of response to environmental

pressures organizations generally undergo a painful, unset-

tling process of internal adjustment, perhaps even to the

point of discovering a new raison d'etre.

2 8 The terms are used--more or less synonymously--by
(respectively) William M. Evan, "An Organization-Set Model
of Interorganizational Relations," Interorganizational
Decision Making, edited by Matthew Tuite, Roger Chisholm,
and Michael Radnor (New York, 1972), pp. 181-200; and James
D. Thompson, Organizations in Action: Social Science Bases
of Administrative Theory (NEW TYork,1967)T

2 9Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Societies (New York, 1960),p.=7.~
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Summary

A few years ago Herbert Simon ruminated on the state

of the discipline of public administration:

Public administration remains a highly schizophrenic
field, with relatively little in common between the
study of the relation of administration with politics
and the study of internal management. The former
unites public administration with political science;
the latter joins it with administration--both private
and institutional--and organization theory. 3 0

Recent works by Gore, Gawthrop, Thompson, and Evan3 1

(inter alios) go far toward filling this lacuna in public

administration literature. This study borrows concepts from

their work in exploring the organizational vicissitudes of

OCR. The basic assumption of this effort is that an under-

standing of organizational adaptation--the sine qua non of

organizational survival32--necessitates a conceptual framework

which comprehends both intra-organizational and extra-

organizational forces since, for human organizations, as

for W. H. Auden's "Original Substance,"

3 0 Simon, "The Changing Theory and Changing Practice
of Public Administration," p. 108.

3 1The works by the four which are especially relevant
are William J. Gore, Administrative Decision-Making, Louis
G. Gawthrop, Bureaucratic Behavior in the Executive Branch,
James D. Thompson, Organizations in~AcE.on, and WillTam Evan,
"An Organizational-Set Model of IiHterorganizational
Relations."

3 2As Thompson and McEwen observe, an essential ingredient
in an agency's survival is the "ability to learn about the
environment accurately enough and quickly enough to permit
organizational adjustment in time to avoid extinction." See
James D. Thompson and William J. McEwen, "Organizational
Gbals and Environment: Goal-Setting as an Interaction
Process," American Sociological Review, XXIII (February,
1958),, 29.
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. . . to last [is] to mean change,
existing both for one's own sake and that of all others,
forever in jeopardy.

Concerning the environmental and integrative dimensions of

organizational life, Gawthrop suggests:

The successful organization is one which keep[s]. . .
two interrelated variables balanced at some equilibrim
point. It must, in order to survive, be responsive to
change to the extent that it is able to adapt to
changing internal and external environmental conditions.
At the same time, however, just as demands for change
may be inevitable, so, also, can the organization be
reasonably sure that the manner in which it chooses
to respond to change will generate conflict and
resistance within its own ranks. Thus, it must not
only be able to adapt to change, but it must be able
to minimize effectively, if not eliminate, the degree
of intraorganizational disruption and resistance that
will be associated with change.3 3

The Office for Civil Rights is an organization which,

paradoxically, has experienced simultaneous attenuation and

expansion of agency goals because of environmental "tur-

bulence." Hence, a major consideration of this effort is

the effect of environmental accommodations upon the personnel

of OCR itself. Do agency officials, for example, perceive

themselves as neutral enforcers of the policies of the

dominant political faction or do they possess the will

and resources to resist perceived threats to agency integrity?

Has the agency, because of environmental pressures, undergone

a process of "displacement of goals?" or "succession of

34goals?" Do recruitment, socialization, and resignation

3 3 Gawthrop, Bureaucratic Behavior in the Executive
Branch, p. 239.

3 4The distinction is crucial. "Goal displacement"
denotes an organizational abandonment of original goals in
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patterns of the agency accurately reflect environmentally-

induced change? Does subunit growth or stagnation reveal

an adaptive pattern? These and related questions are at

the heart of this inquiry into the environmental and inte-

grative dynamics of organizational life.

This is a study of an organization under stress and its

attempts to adapt to environmental changes while maintaining

a modicum of stability and coherence within the organization

itself. While the primary data drawn upon for our conclusions

is that of the organizational vicissitudes of a single agency

we take the organization to be quintessential of a growing

genre of public organizations which we term social engineering

agencies which are charged with the onerous dual task of

"responding to revolutions and creating one," to use Dwight

Waldo's felicitous characterization.3 5 While these social

engineering agencies differ from the traditional "pluralist-

bargaining-incremental" agencies in a number of respects,

none is more vital for its survival than its weakness in

generating sustained environmental support, either from the

"macropolitical" setting or from its organization-set.

I endeavor in the subsequent chapters to examine the

means by which one particular social engineering agency

adapts to suprasystem and subsystem pressures. Chapters two

favor of more proximate objectives whereas "goal succession"
involves a condition in which an organization, as earlier
goals are fulfilled, uses these goals as stepping stones to
new, more ambitious objectives. See Peter M. Blau,
Bureaucracy in Modern Society (New York, 1956), pp. 95-96.

35 Dwight Waldo, "Public Administration in a Time of
Revolution," Public Administration Review, XXVIII (July/
August, 1968) , 366.
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and three outline the conceptual framework of the study,

and chapter four traces the history of Title VI from its

inception to the formation of the Office for Civil Rights.

Chapters five and six probe the "power setting" of OCR,

the former confined to the "directive" forces of the Executive,

Congress, and the Courts, the latter to adaptive relation-

ships with coordinate agencies and organizations. Chapter

seven deals with the internal dynamics of the organization

(i.e., the patterns of recruitment and socialization, causes

of conflict and means of conflict-resolution, etc.). The

eighth and final chapter attempts to draw the study together

by drawing conclusions from the study and extrapolating

from them for a policy overview.

A Methodological Note

Narrowly construed, this effort is a case study with all

of the problems of generality of findings that arise from

such a study. Peter Blau has observed that the chief short-

coming of the case study approach is the lack of represen-

tativeness of the findings, a handicap which, he maintains,

is offset by the manifold assets of the case study method.36

Implicit in much of the sociological studies of organization,

if not in Blau, is a bias which William H. Starbuck3 7 labels

3 6 Peter Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy: A Study of
Interpersonal Relat"ionships in Two Government Agencies
(Chicago, 1963), p. 302.

3 7 "Some Comments, Observations, and Objections Stimulated
by 'Design of Proof in Organizational Research,'"
Administrative Science Quarterly, XIII (June, 1968), 143.
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the "large sample subgroup" of organization researchers.

This school of thought is characterized by the view that

logical rigor requires, inter alia, that organization

researchers extend the sample of organizations. Logical

inference, it is maintained, requires information from a

random sample of all possible cases or an approximation

thereof.

Starbuck argues that such a view of organization studies

is excessively procrustean, for differentet people become

organization theorists for different reasons, and they bring

with them various notions of what is important and inter-

esting, of what questions should be answered first, and of

what methods are efficient and revealing." 3 8

The small sample versus large sample choice of research

design becomes for Starbuck a problem with utilitarian and

philosophical dimensions. As a problem of utility maximizing,

the small sample-large sample choice is a trade-off between

values of statistical validity of findings on the one hand

and in-depth research on the other. "The dilemma . . . is

that each organization added to the sample reduces the detail

gathered about all of the organizations studied. "3 9

Philosophically, the differences between the large

sample and small sample research methods are fundamental:

Members of the large-sample subgroup tend to view
their worlds as additively decomposable structures of

3 8 Ibid., p. 157.

3 9 Ibid., p. 159.
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monotonic causes; and they tend to emphasize phenomena
occuring uniformly in many organizations, even when the
phenomena are important in no organization. Members of
the case study subgroup tend to view their world as
intricate networks of interdependent, nonmonotonic, and
nonadditive causes; and they tend to emphasize phenomena
having great importance in some organizations, even
when the phenomena do not occur in many organizations.4 0

A review of the literature of organization theory yields

convincing evidence that the predeliction toward the "large

sample" approach lies principally within the field of

sociology while political scientists find the "small sample"

or case study approach more congenial to their inquiries

into bureaucratic behavior.

This study of the Office for Civil Rights is clearly

in the "case study subgroup" research tradition; albeit, the

import of the findings is taken as applicable to an increas-

ingly important type of public organization, a social

engineering agency. The reader must judge for oneself

whether the approach employed here yields insights that

are of value and propositions that are sufficiently provoca-

tive to evoke further research.

The research design employed in the process of data-

gathering is an effort to combine field work and survey

4 0 Ibid., p. 143.

4 1 Social engineering agencies include public agencies
which are (or will be) concerned with such issues as
population growth and control, drugs, and pollution control.
With resources of an increasingly finite nature and a
growing population it is not difficult to imagine such
agencies extending to sensitive areas as food allocation,
fuel consumption, etc. See Gerald E. Caiden, The Dynamics
of Public Administration: Guidelines to CurrenE
Transformations in Theory and Practic~(New York, 1971),
p. 287 f.
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research. Our initial research technique was (using Scott's

terminology) field work of an "exploratory" and "descriptive"

(rather than strictly hypothesis-testing) design.4 2 "Explora-

tory" is used to connote research whose primary purpose is

to "gain familiarity with some problem or to achieve new

insights which can guide future research." "Descriptive"

studies define and portray the characteristics of the object

of research.4 3 Several weeks of sustained research were

spent in the OCR Region VI Office for Civil Rights poring

over agency records, interviewing agency officials, and

observing patterns of interaction among agency personnel,

all toward the objective of collecting as much information

on as many aspects of the administrative setting as possible.4 4

This intensive fieldwork yielded a personal familiarity

with the administrative setting which greatly enhanced the

researcher's ability to prepare for the second stage of the

research design, i.e., the administration of a questionnaire

on the level of employee morale and identification with the

organization, the importance of which will (hopefully)

42 Richard Scott, "Field Methods in the Study of
Organizations," Handbook of Organizations, edited by James
G. March (New York, 1965), p. 269.7"Field study" is used
by Scott to mean the study in depth of a single organization
along with "selected information from several social
structures,"(p. 261.)

4 3 Scott, "Field Methods in the Study of Organizations,"
p. 261.

4 4 Region VI Office for Civil Rights is responsible forimplementing HEW non-discrimination directives for the fivestates of Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and New
Mexico.
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become evident later. The rationale for complementing

field work with survey data is ably advanced by Sieber

who outlines three ways in which the two research methods

can be mutually complementary: first, the theoretical

structure can be derived from the fieldwork--as, indeed, was

the case in this study; second, survey results can be

"validated" or given "persuasive plausibility" by obser-

vations and informant information; and, finally, statistical

relationships can be interpreted by reference to field

observations.4 5 Equally importantly, field work in advance

of survey research can serve to "legitimate" the entire

research project by establishing rapport between researcher

and respondent.

In sum, these research techniques afforded me an

excellent vantage point from which to observe the nuances

of behavior patterns within the agency that would have been

impossible using only one of the research techniques. While

it is obvious that a single case research design such as this

cannot provide a general or even a middle range theory of

interagency dynamics, it may suggest hueristic clues which

ultimately may aid in a modest way toward elaborating a

general theory of organizations adjusting to environmental

turbulence.

4 5Sam D. Sieber, "The Integration of Fieldwork and
Survey Methods," American Journal of Sociology, LXXVIII
(May, 1973), 1344.



CHAPTER II

THE ORGANIZATION-SET: AN ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

For those proximately responsible for creating
and implementing new laws and for affecting relevant
and derivative organizational and administrative
adjustments, life is marked by a perverse law of
rising hostility. Old habits, old relationships,
old status patterns are inevitably interrupted.
Public interests are often achieved at the expense
of the personal interests of key innovators.1

Without doubt the most influential conceptualization

of the nature of large organizations and the model that

still dominates our thinking is that of Max Weber. Weber's

view of bureaucracy is principally based upon a vertical

distribution of "rational-legal" (legitimate) power and

holds certain qualities to be endemic to bureaucracies.

Among these qualities are: (1) clearly defined spheres of

action circumscribed by law; (2) authority accruing to an

"office" which is acquired by some objective standard of

merit; (3) obedience within the organization contingent

upon rank and the "lawfulness" of the order; (4) specified

and clearly stratified spheres of competence; (5) conduct

of office based upon technical competence and norms neces-

sitating specialized training; (6) administrative acts,

lStephen K. Bailey, The Office of Education and theEducation Act of 1965 (Thi~ITnter-Univeirsity Case Program,No. 100, Bobbs-MeFrill, 19 67,)p. 1.

21
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decisions, and rules formulated and recorded in writing;

and (7) position and promotion within the organization

based upon objective standards and employment on a full-

time basis.2

This "machine model" of organizational life has been

the dominant motif in American public administration studies

for decades, serving well the prevailing ideologies of

Taylorism in private enterprise and the "separation of

politics and administration" school of thought in the public

sector, the latter which viewed public administrators as

competent but neutral functionaries whose duty was to carry

out the public weal as ratified by their elected repre-

sentatives. As a normative model of administration the

highly stratified nature of the model makes of it a convenient

straw man of the organization theorists working from more

egalitarian value premises. What is often overlooked is the

fact that Weber's bureaucracy is an enlightened reaction to

the autocratic and arbitrary "public be damned" posture of

the captains of the Industrial Revolution. 3

As a descriptive model of American bureaucracy (though

Weber himself, of course, never intended it to be such) the

2The Weberian scheme of bureaucratic attributes can befound in tabular form in Larry Kirkhart, "Toward a Theory
of Public Administration," Toward a New Public Administration:
The Minnowbrook Perspective, edited by Frank Marini (Scranton,1-971)0,pT.1-158.

3Warren G. Bennis, Changing Organizations: Essays onthe Development and Evolution of Human Organizations (New
York, 1966), p. 5.
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Weberian schema fails on two counts. First, it fails to

take into account the informal organization which undergirds

and modifies every formal organization. Secondly--and more

important for our purposes--Weber's model is deficient in

depicting the profusion of lateral activity that transpires

at the boundaries of organizations. In the jargon of organi-

zation theory, there is no "boundary exchange" in his model

and, hence, organizations are presented as artifically

hermetical entities, immune to the inputs of other organi-

zations except through official changes of rules emanating

from the peak of the hierarchy. In short, the Weberian and

similar models of organizations are inadequate in that the

mechanistic dimensions of organizations are stressed to the

neglect of their organismic or adaptive qualities.

This study attempts to strike a balance between the

adaptive or organismic propensities or organizations and

the equally vital transactions with environmental forces

who stand as "sovereigns" in the network of organizations.

In sum, this study is concerned with the myriad environmental

adjustments between the focal organization and its

organization-set. The organizational milieu is, as Boulding

points out, best conceived as an ecosystem in which modifi-

cations in one part of the system are not without consequences

in the most remote parts of the ecosystem.4 Mosher and

4 Kenneth Boulding, The Organizational Revolution: A
Study in the Ethics of Economic Organization (New York,~
1953), pp.7xx-xx. "A totality of biological organisms,
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Bailey, for example, find in their analysis of the impact

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 that

the passage of that significant piece of legislation hit

with earthquake-like intensity in the United States Office

of Education and sent tremors of varying degrees of force

throughout the education ecosystem.5 Likewise, the passage

of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 set off a chain

reaction of organizational adjustments that was to spread

and intensify as that particular law become operationalized.

In this and the following chapter we attempt to lay the

theoretical groundwork for the later substantive chapters.

Our task in these two chapters is to glean from the litera-

ture of organization theory those relevant and suggestive

concepts, propositions, and hypotheses which are helpful in

placing the Of fice for Civil Rights in a context of gener-

alized knowledge about organizational behavior. Otherwise,

the treatment of the organization must perforce be merely

idiosyncratic and of limited value in building a cumulative

body of knowledge. The reader is reminded, however, of the

self-imposed constraints mentioned in Chapter one, viz.

the case study nature of the analysis.

constitutes an ecosystem--this being defined as a self-
contained and self-perpetuating system of interacting
populations of various kinds. "

5Stephen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The
Office of Education Administers a Law (Syracuse, 1987.
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Systems Theory and Organizational Analysis

Perhaps the most powerful conceptual device for

organizing and explicating information about organizations

today is that which is known generally as systems analysis

or systems theory. More a metaphor6 drawn from cybernetics

technology and biology than a general theory of social

behavior as commonly used,7 systems analysis is useful

nonetheless for analytically separating and highlighting

those aspects of social life that the analyst chooses to

scrutinize. This asset along with the concomitant use of

the concepts of input, output, and feedback--the homeostatic

qualities of the construct--make of systems analysis the

most widely used analytical device in organization theory.

A major advantage of systems analysis is its versatility

in the facility with which it can be applied to various

levels of organized life. Systems theory is employed vari-

ously to depict interactions at the level of the metropolis,8

6Martin Landau, "On the Use of Metaphor in Political
Analysis," Social Research, XXVIII (June, 1961), 331-353.

7 General Systems Theory, an increasingly important
field of study, however, views the systems approach not as
a useful analogue but, rather, as a universally valid
principle of organisms. For a relatively comprehensive
sampling of General Systems Theory as applied to organi-
zations see James G. Miller, "Living Systems: The
Organization," Behavioral Science, XVII (January, 1972),
1-182.

8 See, for example, John E. Bedout and Harry C.
Bredemeier, "American Cities as Social Systems," American
Institute of Planners' Journal, XXIX (Autumn, 1963), 64-76.
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the nation state,9 and the international system,10 in addition

to organizational analysis.1 1

Following Evan,12 I shall attempt to set forth, using

systems analysis, the kaleidoscopic relationships between

two levels of analysis, viz. the "suprasystem" and the

"subsystem," the two major concepts within what Evan terms

the "organization-set." Evan's concept of organization-set

is borrowed from Merton's role theory and takes the organi-

zation rather than the individual as the unit of analysis and

traces its interactions with various organizations in its

environment, or its organization-set. Thus, in the same

manner in which individuals find themselves in a varigated

set of role relationships, likewise, organizations find

themselves in a network of often-conflicting expectations.

9 David Easton's work is the best-known. See, for
example, A Systems Analysis of Political Life (New York,
1967).

1 0 Andrew Scott, The Functioning of the International
System (New York, 1967)T.

llTwo excellent examples of systems analysis applications
to organization theory sampled by this writer are Paul R.
Lawrence and Jay W. Lorsch, Developing Organizations:
Diagnosis and Action (Reading, Mass., 1969), and William M.
Evan, "An Organization-Set Model of Interorganizational
Relations," Interorganizational Decision-Making, edited by
Matthew Tuite, Roger Chisolm, and Michael Radnor (New York,
1972), pp. 181-200.

1 2 Evan, "An Organization-Set Model of Interorganizational
Relations," pp. 181-200. Pointing out the versatility of
the systems approach as an analytical device, Caiden observes
that systems analysis can be used to analyze social behavior
"existing, developing, and changing between the system and
its environment, between systems, and between components of
a system." See Gerald E. Caiden, Administrative Reform
(Chicago, 1969), p. 46.
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For example, civil rights groups would be offended if the

Office for Civil Rights behaved as anything other than an

advocate for civil rights causes while other environmental

forces--school officials, for example--perceive the role

of advocate as altogether inappropriate for a government

agency. These conflicting role-sets are particularly noisome

for OCR at the regional level where officials in the HEW

Regional Director's office perceive the agency as overly

zealous in pursuit of civil rights goals while OCR personnel

express doubts about the commitment of the Regional Director's

office to the principle of equal opportunity.

In developing the organization-set approach, we will

employ four major concepts:1 3

1. The focal organization--the organization which is

the point of reference, herein the Office for

Civil Rights.

2. The input organization-set--that constellation of

organizations that provides resources, demands, and

supports for the agency.

3. The output organization-set--organizations which

receive goods and/or services (including decisions)

from the focal organization.

1 3 The organization-set as a concept can be found in
Peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott, Formal Organizations:
A Comparative Approach (San Francisco, 1962), pp. 195 f.
Organization-set as a model is presented in Evan, "An
Organization-Set Model of Interorganizational Relations,"
p. 183.
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4. Feedback effects--those stimuli, whether positive

or negative, anticipated or unanticipated, which

reenter the system as a reaction to previous focal

organization outputs. The feedback "loop" traced

from the output organization-set directly to the

focal organization or from the output organization-

set to the input organization-set.

Figure 1 summarizes the essential components of the systems

model of interorganizational relations.

Demands

supports

Rewards

Deprivations

Fig. 1--The organization-set model.1 4

Figure 1 is a device for illustrating the fact that

relationships between organizations and their environments,

like all human associations, are characterized by a "strain

toward reciprocity";15 that is, human organizations are

permeable to outside influences and are thus open systems.

These exchanges between organizations and their environments

1 4 Adapted from William M. Evan, "An Organization-Set
Model of Interorganizational Relations," p. 184.

1 5 The term is Peter Blau's. See Exchange and Power in
Social Life (New York, 1964), p. 314.

Input
Organization

Set

Focal
Organizatior

Output
Organizatior

Set

7
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are by no means symmetrical, however. That is to say that

an organization may dominate its environment, for example

as in the case of the Communist Party in the Soviet Union

or a monopolistic enterprise in capitalist countries;

conversely, a system may dominate its constituent suprasystem

as in the case of a unitary form of government or a business

enterprise under conditions approximating pure competition.

It is necessary to think of these two variants of focal

organization-environment relationships as polar points on

a continuum as illustrated in Figure 2.

Focal Organization Organization-set
Dominant Dominant

Fig. 2--Continuum of organization-environmental exchanges.

It is to the advantage of focal organizations to achieve

a position as far to the left side of the continuum of

Figure 2 as possible. For public organizations especially,

there appear to be two major suprasystem determinants as to

the organization's position on the continuum: (1) the creation

and maintenance of a favorable image of the agency at the

macropolitical level; and (2) the agency's ability to build

strength among "attentive publics" within a clearly demarked

uncontested "domain. "16

It is a stark fact of administrative life that activities

which certain agencies undertake have an infinitely greater

1 6Francis E. Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and Public
Policy (Boston, 1969), p. 13.



30

public appeal than the activities of other, equally important

agencies. For decades the Federal Bureau of Investigation,

for example, has basked in the adulation of a public

enthralled with the image of G-men imbued with the qualities

of cool bravado and crisp efficiency. Likewise, until

recently the military establishment has benefited enormously

from a favorable public opinion which has been willing to

tolerate stupendous tax levies in the name of national

security. Prestige within the macropolitical system, then,

is of enormous value to a public agency because, as Thompson

observes, it is the cheapest way to acquire power. "To the

extent that an environmental element finds it prestigeful

to exchange with an organization, the organization has gained

a measure of power over that element without making any

commitments, i.e., it has gained power without yielding

power."17 This explains in part the proclivity on the part

of government agencies for public relations efforts.

A favorable public image which is the essence of organi-

zational prestige is a product of a number of factors. The

adroitness of an agency's leadership along with the technical

dexterity and elan of its members are potent factors in the

success of a public agency. All of these factors are to

a large degree subject to control by the agency itself in

that they are assets that can be internally generated.

Another important component of an agency's public

image--one over which the agency has precious little

1 7 Thompson, Organizations in Action, p. 33.
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control--is what Levine and White1 8 term the agency's

"domain." The domain of an organization consists of "specific

goals it wishes to pursue and functions it undertakes in order

to implement its goals." In other words, the organization's

domain is "those claims that an organization stakes out for

itself."19 Thus, the armed forces make national security the

domain of the military establishment, just as the Bureau of

Indian Affairs stakes out a claim to the guardianship of the

interests of the American Indian. In both of these cases

the domain is a fairly clearly defined and undisputed set

of tasks (with minor exceptions, as in the case of the

dispute over civilian versus military control over the

space program) and, more importantly, both are imbued with

highly favorable public images, or at least were until very

recently.

An agency's domain can have important consequences for

its success or lack of success at both the macropolitical

and subsystem levels. We have already discussed the

propensity for agency tasks to capture the public imagination

or to possess a surface consonance with some vaguely-held sense

of legitimacy. At the organization-set level organizations

can be conceived as occupying or vying for "space" within a

1 8 Sol Levine and Paul E. White, "Exchange as a
Conceptual Framework for the Study of Interorganizational
Relationships," Administrative Science Quarterly, V (March,
1961), 583-601.

1 9 Ibid., p. 597.
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neatly balanced organizational ecosystem. The relationship

between the focal organization and its ecosystem or

organization-set can be one generally characterized by

consensus or dissensus. Bertrand has observed that the

"success of exchanges between organizations is enhanced

by compatability in goals, structure, and other charac-

teristics."2 0

A relatively rare condition of interorganizational

symbiosis, domain consensus has been defined as

a set of expectations both for members of an organi-
zation and for others with whom they interact, about
what the organization will or will not do. It provides,
although imperfectly, an image of the organization's
role in a larger system, which in turn serves as a
guide for the ordering of action in certain directions
and not in others. 2 1

In short, domain consensus is a condition in which the

organization-set has developed over a period of time if

not harmony, then at least a relatively stable set of expec-

tations about the metes and bounds of organizational behavior.

It is widely held that domain consensus is the exception

rather than the rule within the organization-sets of public

agencies in the last half of the twentieth century. Such

is the view of a number of organization theorists including

Harshbarger, Gawthrop, Terreberry, and Bennis, among

2 0Alvin J. Bertrand, Social Organization: A General
Systems and Role Theory Perspective (Philadelphia,1972T,
p. 142.

2 1 Thompson, Organizations in Action, p. 29.
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others.2 2  Indeed, a review of the literature of inter-

organization analysis leads to the conclusion that organi-

zational change and interorganization instabilty are

virtually ubiquitous. Bennis puts it succinctly: "Stability

has vanished. "2 3 Diagnoses vary from writer to writer, but

the most persistent theme in the literature relating to

interorganizational analysis is that of environmental

turbulence.

Interorganizational Turbulence and
Organizational Survival

Environmental turbulence is defined in various ways.

Emery and Trist, who (it appears) invented the terminology

if not the concept, use the term as the most extreme of

four types of "causal textures" of organizational "transac-

tional interdependence." For Emery and Trist a "turbulent"

field is one redolent with uncertainty for the focal organi-

zation principally because "the consequences that flow from

their actions lead off in ways that become increasingly

2 2 Dwight Harshbarger, "The Strain Toward Irrelevance,"
Human Relations, XXV (July, 1972), 253-263; Louis Gawthrop,
Administrative Politics and Social Change, especially pp.
86-91; Shirley Terreberry,7"The Evolution of Organizational
Environments," Administrative Science Quarterly, XIV (March,
1968), 590-613; and Bennis, Changing Organizations. Typical
of the literature is the following assertion by Harshbarger:
"Overall the characteristics which typify interorganizational
relationships are uncertainty, instability, and a readiness
to move adaptively in directions which seem to provide some
organizational stability, even if it is only short-term
stability" (p. 259).

2 3 Bennis, Changing Organizations, p. 9.
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unpredicatable. ",24 Turbulent environments are characterized

by unpredictability or hostility on the part of other members

of the organization-set, and circumstances are set in motion

in which the environment itself becomes a generator of

organizational change. The major problem for focal organi-

zations within turbulent fields is that organizational

stability is undermined.

Environmental turbulence is also employed as a key

concept in a model of organization change offered by Shirley

Terreberry.2 5 According to Professor Terreberry a turbulent

field is one in which "the accelerating rate and complexity

of interactive effects exceeds the component systems' capa-

bilities for prediction and, hence, control of the compounding

consequences of their actions." 2 6 Thus environmental tur-

bulence is characterized by complexity as well as rapidity

of change in causal interconnections in the environment.

24 T. E. Emery and E. L. Trist, "The Causal Texture of
Organizational Environments," Human Relations, XVIII (1965),
26.

2 5 Terreberry, "The Evolution of Organizational
Environments." It has been suggested (in my view disin-
geniously) that the vexing problem of demarking public from
private administration should take environmental turbulence
as the analytical watershed. Thus public units would be
those ". . . which either routinely exist in turbulent fields
or are with some frequency catapulted into them. . ." while
the ". . . privateness of any unit is proportional to the
extent that it finds itself hosted by a less turbulent
field." See Robert P. Biller, "Some Implications of
Adaptation Capacity and Political Development," Toward a
New Public Administration, edited by Frank Marini, p. 105.

2 6 Terreberry, "The Evolution of Organizational
Environments," p. 593.
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Impressive evidence is proffered by Professor Terreberry

from the fields of sociology, business administration, and

political science to buttress her argument regarding the

escalating turbulence of organizational environments.

Another use of "turbulence" as a concept in organization

studies is found in Gawthrop's Administrative Politics and

Social Change,2 7 though in this case we are offered no formal

specification as to the meaning of the term. One can deduce,

however, that Gawthrop intends to connote a common sense

meaning of social discontinuity, not necessarily confined to

an organizational milieu. A composite definition of "tur-

bulence," then, would denote a condition of transactional

dependencies within the organization-set; a condition marked

by unpredictability and/or hostility within the organization-

set. We take as axiomatic the view that organizations, and

particularly public organizations, are suffused in more or

less turbulent environments, a situation which increasingly

induces organizations to include these environmental forces

within their decision calculus. The upshot of increasing

environmental turbulence is this: Organizational adaptation

to environmental turbulence increases the ratio of externally

induced change to internally induced change, and increases

the intervention-potential of organization-set agencies into

the decision-making machinery of the focal organizations.2 8

2 7 Louis C. Gawthrop, Administrative Politics and Social
Change (New York, 1971), pp. 86 f.

2 8 Terreberry, "The Evolution of Organizational
Environments," p. 606.
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In short, there is an inverse relationship between organi-

zational autonomy in decision-making and an increasing degree

of environmental turbulence.

If there is any question that environmental turbulence

is a generalized quality of organization life today, there

should be none in regard to the singular organization-set of

the Office for Civil Rights. Since its inception OCR has

labored under strained relationships with members of its

organization-set. Two major factors account for this unhappy

situation: it is a new agency, and it suffers from a gener-

alized syndrome that has been labeled "organizational

marginality . ",29

Fledgling agencies in the context of American politics

must enter their organization-set in a precariously weak

position. While the agency does possess the legitimizing

"laying on of hands" by Congress or by the executive branch,

and while the creation of a new agency does bespeak an

effort on the part of Congress (and perhaps the Chief

Executive as well) to avoid the bureaucratic sandbagging of

a program, 30 the nascent agency lacks those indispensable

2 9 Burton R. Clark, "Organizational Adaptation and
Precarious Values: A Case Study," American Sociological
Review, XXI (June, 1956), 331.

3 0 John D. Millett, Organization for the Public Service
(New York, 1966), pp. 131-136 passim. In regard to E
initiation of many of the innovative programs of the New
Deal, cf. the following statement by Franklin Roosevelt:
"We have men and complex problems. We don't really know what
they are. Why not establish a new agency to take over the
new duty rather than saddle it in an old institution." See
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Coming of the New Deal
(Boston, 1958) , p. 534.
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attributes of administrative vigor in the American political

arena, viz. expertise, a smoothly functioning, cohesive

intra-organizational apparatus, and, above all, concentrated

support from entrenched client groups. All of these are

vital factors in what has been termed an agency's "initial

survival threshold." 3 1 As Downs has suggested,

the survival of new bureaus is often precarious. Their
initial external sources of support are usually weak,
scattered, and not accustomed to relations with the
bureau. The latter must therefore rapidly organize
so that its services become valuable to its users.
Only in this way can it motivate users to support it.

Once the users of the bureau's services have become
convinced of their gains from it, and have routinized
relations with it, the bureau can rely upon a certain
inertia to keep on generating the external support it
needs. But in the initial stages of its life, it must
concentrate3on developing these "automatic" support
generators. 32

Using our organization-set model we will examine in

detail later the means by which OCR has set about to generate

support for its survival. In the following section we turn

to the second important factor accounting for the environ-

mental turbulence of OCR, viz., the marginality of the

organization.

Marginal Organizations, Environmental Turbulence,
and the "Strain Toward Irrelevance"

In some cases organizations are congenitally crippled

not because of the lack of requisite internal attributes but,

3 1Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy (New York, 1967),
p. 9.

321bid.1 pp. 7-8.
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rather, because they are inherently incapable of generating

external support in the long run from their organization-

sets. The Subversive Activities Control Board (SACB), for

example, thrived initially because it was well received by

a public opinion which fed upon a concentrated diet of

anti-communist hysteria and because it was backed by powerful

forces in Congress. It survived as an administrative

anacronism because of the continuing support of a small

contingent of powerful Congressmen as well because of the

inertia that accompanies government programs once begun.

Ultimately, however, SACB failed because its function became

so marginal that a President (ironically, one who built his

early political career on his reputation as a staunch anti-

communist) administered the coup de grace in 1973 as a

budget measure, no doubt the crowning ignominy for SACB.

In short, SACB's macropolitical support was ephemeral and

even the important elements of its suprasystem, viz. strategic

congressmen and friends in the Executive Branch, abandoned

it. Rourke has stated our lesson well: "[Ilt is essential to

the agency's power position to have the support of attentive

groups whose attachment is grounded on an enduring tie of

tangible interest. "33

Organizations, then, are differentially blessed with

survival potential. Some organizations are bountifully

blessed while others are balefully weak in all sectors of

3 3 Rourke, Bureaucracy, Politics, and Public Policy,
p. 14.
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their organization-set, as Burton Clark demonstrates in

his study of an adult education organization.3 4 The program

is "organizationally marginal," Clark discovers, principally

due to the program's low degree of legitimacy as an important

school activity among a diffuse public opinion as well as the

matrix of groups that comprise the education suprasystem.

That is, the organization finds itself in the unpalatable

position of promulgating goals and standards that are weakly

tied to the community zeitgeist. This condition Clark labels

"value insecurity," and he sets forth three grounds for this

condition of organizational malaise which are pertinent to

this study:

1. Social values tend to be precarious when they are

undefined. Values are undefined when they are not

embodied in the existing community norms. The

concept of "utilization" employed by OCR, for

example, is not grounded to a consistent set of

referents. Clark argues persuasively that "a

value conception stands to be 'lost' as its

behavioral meaning becomes diffuse."3 5

2. Social values tend to be precarious when the position

of the functionaries is not fully legitimized.

Enforcement efforts of OCR during 1968-70 according to

former Director Leon Panetta were undermined by

3 4 Clark, "Organizational Adaptation and Precarious
Values: A Case Study," pp. 327-337.

3 5 Ibid., p. 328.
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the implicit encouragement within the Executive

Office of the President and within the Department

of Justice of aversive or dilatory behavior on the

part of school officials and other authorities.3 6

Legitimacy problems of OCR are compounded because

of the special nature of federalism as a constrain-

ing factor. Only recently has the Federal government

become involved in a major way in the erstwhile

local public functions such as education, and there

continues to be a robust residue of resentment over

the semblance of "federal interference." (Relations

between OCR and several members of its organization-

set--federal, state, and local--are not marked by

great cordiality, as we shall see.)

3. Social values tend to be precarious when they are

unacceptable to a host population. "Groups," Clark

argues, "are likely to obtain a legitimate status

only as their goals and practices become minimally

accepted, i.e., seen as in accordance with the

value systems of the larger society."37 This, of

course, was the formidable obstacle which the first

great American experiment in social engineering--

3 6 Leon E. Panetta and Peter Gall, Bring Us Together:
The Nixon Team and the Civil Rights Retreat (New York,
1971).

3 7 Clark, "Organizational Adaptation and Precarious
Values," p. 328.
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the Tennessee Valley Authority--had to surmount.3 8

Likewise, the Office for Civil Rights with its

"mandate" to bring about a second "reconstruction"

is hard pressed to overcome the stiff resistance

of regional forces attached to the long-standing

social patterns or, indeed, to bring about a modicum

of cooperation from ederal agencies which have, for

the most part, developed mutually sustaining rela-

tionships with locally entrenched interests.

What does the literature of organization theory tell

us about organizations which find themselves in this pre-

carious position or organizational marginality? At a high

level of generality sufficient to conclude this chapter

(specifics are reserved for later chapters) we can anticipate,

inter alia, a sacrifice of unpopular personnel (e.g., the

sacking in 1970 of OCR Director Panetta, a Nixon appointee,

who was forced to resign his post as a result of deep dif-

ferences of opinion over desegregation policy), and/or a

trimming or organizational sails and a tendency to steer

toward safe harbor in terms of organizational goals and

demands placed upon environmental organizations.3 9

Organization marginality, Clark confirms in his study

of adult education, has the effect of encouraging adjustment

3 8 Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots.

3 9 Herbert A. Simon, Donald W. Smithburg, and Victor
A. Thompson, Public Administration (New York, 1950), pp.
411-412.
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of organizational programs to the realities of the supra-

system. For those with a penchant for social engineering

his conclusion is more than a little melancholy:

We may expect that . . . value adaptation
will be pronounced when (a) organizations attached to
precarious values (b) continue to find themselves
without a dependable clientele, or, more broadly, with
no specific outside social forces to sustain them.
Then organizational needs of survival and security
are likely to propel an adaptation to a diffuse social
base, and purpose will be adjusted accordingly. The
organizational adaptation will achieve broader
acceptance of given value symbols and secure a
stronger operational base for functionaries but goals
will be attenuated.4 0

Much the same conclusion is reached deductively by

Harshbarger4 in his treatment of "human service organi-

zations" which correspond nicely in character to social

engineering agencies. Once again the relative turbulence

of the environment is taken as the independent variable.

For Harshbarger the environmental constraints create for

"human service organizations" a tendency to move away from

official client-oriented goals of the organization toward

purely operative or organization-maintenance goals. 42 This

is a singular problem for social engineering agencies, of

course, because the original goals--in the form of legis-

lative mandates--are often ill-defined and operationally

4 0 Clark, "Organizational Adaptation and Precarious
Values," p. 336. Note that this argument assumes a situation
in which the organizational goals are from the start clearly
apprehended by all concerned. This is not altogether the
case at OCR where, we shall see, the goal-setting process
has been subject to the shifting currents of the electoral
process.

4 1Harshbarger, "Strain Toward Irrelevance," pp. 253-263.
4 2 Ibid., pp. 254-255.
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gossamer. Under conditions of environmental turbulence,

Harshbarger insists, we are presented with a grim paradox,

a Parkinson's Law of "human service organizations" as it

were, viz. at a time when imaginative social intervention

is most necessary, it is least likely to occur! The reason

for this perverse situation lies in the fact that under

conditions of environmental turbulence,

organizations are likely to adopt conservative but
more reliable strategies of adaptation. Because this
is occuring simultaneously among organizations which
share certain environmental interdependencies, there
occurs a general conservative shift throughout these
systems of organizations.4 3

These are the factors which lead Professor Harshbarger

to conclude that there is an inexorable "strain toward

irrelevance" among human service organizations.

Before rushing headlong into a position of concurrence

with Professors Clark's and Harshbarger's dour prognoses it

might be fitting to recall Alvin Gouldner's warning to his

fellow social scientists to avoid undue pessimism--"meta-

physical pathos" is Gouldner's droll term. Gouldner noted

the propensity of many social scientists to accentuate the

negative aspects of their data: "Woven to a great extent

out of whole cloth, much of the discussion of bureaucracy

and of organizational needs seems to have provided a screen

onto which some intellectuals have projected their despair

and pessimism. . . .ED

43Ibid., p. 260.

4 4 Alvin Gouldner, "Metaphysical Pathos and the Study of
Bureaucracy," American Political Science Review, IL (June,
1955), 507.
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Summary and Conclusion

In this chapter I endeavor to set the stage conceptually

for the analysis to follow. First, I set forth the concept

of organization-set and relate that to systems analysis as

one means of arranging and highlighting the material for

purposes of analysis. I point out that systems analysis

allows us to analyze the two most important levels of

organization life, the suprasystem and the subsystem. Next

I enlarge upon a theme alluded to briefly in chapter one,

namely, the sources of agency strength and weakness. I

am particularly interested in the latter state because of

the "marginal" nature of the focal organization under study.

Consequently, I discuss at length the organizational problems

raised by environmental turbulence and precarious values.

In the following chapter we draw from organization theory

conclusions regarding the specific means by which organi-

zations cope with environmental problems.



CHAPTER III

ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS: SUPRASYSTEM AND

SUBSYSTEM ADAPTATION

As an effort to make a statement and draw some proximate

conclusions relating to organizational change and adaptation

it is necessary to explore in this chapter the primordial

organization task, viz. the setting and implementation of

organizational goals. We have alluded to the goal-

displacement capacities of some organizations, especially

those which find themselves in a state of organizational

marginality. In this chapter we draw from the literature

of organization theory observations relevant to goal-setting

and adaptation as generic activities at two interface levels,

viz. the organization-set interface and the subsystem

interface.

Organizational Goals: A Preliminary View

How do organizations differ from other social groupings?

We indicated early on that organizations were purposive

social systems. It is now time to give substance to that

statement. Organizations are purposive social systems in

that they espouse goals that transcend the individuals who

make up that system--the whole is greater than the sum of

the parts. Talcott Parsons observes that the defining

45
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characteristic of an organization is the "primacy of orien-

tation to the attainment of a specific goal,"' and Gross

remarks that "[w]hatever else authors may have to say on

the general subject, there seems general agreement that it

is the dominating presence of a goal that marks off an

organization from all other kinds of systems."2

An organizational goal has been defined as "that state

of affairs which the organization as a collectivity is

trying to bring about."3 Modern organizational analysis, as

in this definition, stresses the cooperative if not collegial

nature of organizational goal-setting both within the focal

organization and within the organization-set. Goals are not,

then, decided upon at the peak of the hierarchy and then

summarily communicated to the minions in the lower reaches

of the organization. Nor do they, especially in public

organizations, often emerge from within the bowels of the

agency without prior consultation with other organizations,

public and private. Rather, they unfold as a cacophony of

voices from within the organization and from without. 4

lParsons, "Suggestions for a Sociological Approach to
the Theory of Organizations," p. 64. Schattschneider implies
the same thing when he defines organization as "the mobili-
zation of a bias"; see The Semi-Sov i People, p. 71.

2Edward Gross, "The Definition of Organizational Goals,"
British Journal of Sociology, XX, 227.

3Amatai Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Englewood Cliffs,,
N. J., 1968), p. 6.

4 An excellent morphology of this cacophony of voices
promulgating goals is found in Mayer N. Zald, "Differential
Perception of Goals," Policies, Decisions, and Organization,
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Indeed, it is only with a certain metaphorical license that

one can speak of organizational goals, for in reality only

individuals can have goals, and it is only as these are

merged into a unified principle that we can realistically

speak of organizations possessing goals.

The starting point in much of the analysis of organi-

zational goals within the systems approach is the differ-

entiation between what Charles Perrow terms "official" and

"operative" goals.5 Official goals are ostensible purposes

of the organization and are generally phrased in grandiloquent

but vague terminology. Most organizations, Etzioni points

out, seldom reach for the Olympic heights of these objectives

"not because of poor planning, unanticipated consequences,

or hostile environment [but, rather, because] they are not

meant to be realized. "6

Unofficial "operative" goals of organizations are tied

more directly to group interests of the organization and

must be related, according to Perrow, to four central organi-

zational tasks: (1) to secure inputs in the form of capital

edited by Fremont J. Lyden, George A. Shipman, and Morton
Kroll (New York, 1969), pp. 157-179. Inter alia, goals
can be espoused in terms of (1) serving external clients;
(2) official mandates, i.e., enabTIng legislation or public
statements by governing bodies; (3) executives' values, or
the ends which the executive leader seeks to implement; and
(4) staff perspectives.

5 Charles Perrow, "The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organizations," American Sociological Review, XXVI (December,
1961), 855.

6Etzioni, Modern Organizations, p. 260.
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for organizational survival or expansion; (2) to secure a

basic legitimation of the organization's activity; (3) to

marshal the necessary skills; and (4) to coordinate the

activities of its members as well as the relations of the

organization with other clients.7

The degree to which organizational goals are tangible

is another important factor in the consideration of organi-

zational goals. The chief goal of the Federal Highway

Administration, for example, is to oversee the building of

the federal highway system in the most efficient and eco-

nomical way. To compare the relative tangibility of this

goal with the amorphous quality of a goal such as "affirmative

action" is to step from the realm of engineering into meta-

physics. Intangible goals are debilitating to an organization

because, Simon observes, "[I]t becomes more debatable whether

a particular activity contributes to a goal; and hence there

may be considerable controversy, even among those who wish

to work for the goal, as to how it is to be attained." 8

Goal-Setting as a Suprasystem Function

Traditionally organizational goal-setting has been

viewed as a more or less rational process of decision-making

whereby significant members of an organization--generally

7 Perrow, "The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organizations," p. 856.

8Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior: A Study of
Decision-Making Processes in Administrative Organization
(New York, 1957), p. 112.
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speaking, those in the upper levels--list and consider the

consequences of all alternative strategies and choose that

strategy or goal that is most in harmony with previously

selected goals. For a public organization this process

would entail a review of founding principles as stated in

legislative mandates, executive orders, etc. with the view

toward remaining consistent with these original principles.

Any consultation with outside groups during this process

is strictly advisory and not considered crucial to the task

at hand.

Obviously, such a view of organizations--public or

private--fails to capture the myriad details that are

involved in the setting of organizational goals, but it is

most deficient in its view of goals as internally generated.

Indeed, organizational goals, as was discovered in an

examination of a school system,

are largely set and modified as a result of relation-
ships between an organization and its environment.
A change in either . . . requires review and possible
alteration of goals. In fact, organizational goals
must continually be reappraised in order to keep them
congruent with environmental settings.9

The frequency of need for examining and adjusting

organizational goals, one would assume, is a function of

the "causal texture" of the environment, i.e., the degree

9 Frank K. Gibson, "Organizations and their Environments:
The School System as a Focus," Public Administration, edited
by Robert T. Golembiewski, Frank Gibson, and Geoffrey Y.
Cornig (Chicago, 1972), pp. 156-157.
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of placidity or turbulence,'0 and this environmental "mix"

is the product of the suprasystem and the degree of margin-

ality of the focal organization within that suprasystem.

Thompson and McEwen1l identify two major adaptive

mechanisms whereby organizations relate to their suprasystem:

competition and cooperation. Competition is a form of

rivalry between two or more organizations which can be

appealed to a superordinate source (or, in the private

sphere, to the marketplace) for resolution. For example,

in their disputes involving jurisdictions over water

resources, the Bureau of Reclamation and the United States

Army Corps of Engineers have their disputes resolved by

Congress.1 2 Likewise, disputes between the United States

Customs Service and the Bureau of Narcotics can be resolved

within the executive branch. In sum, competition is

one process whereby the organization's choice of goals
is partially controlled by the environment. It tends
to prevent unilateral or arbitrary choice of organi-
zational goals, or to correct such a choice if one is
made. Competition for society's support is an important
means of eliminating not only inefficient organizations
but also those that seek to provide goods or services
the environment __s not wiiYing to accept.lT~(Italics
mi.ne)

10Cf. Terreberry, "The Evolution of Organization
Environments," p. 606 and Gawthrop, Administrative Politics
and Social Change, pp. 86-88.

llJames D. Thompson and William J. McEwen,
"Organizational Goals and Environment: Goal-Setting as an
Interaction Process," American Sociological Review, XXIII
(February, 1958) , 23-31.

1 2Maass,, Muddy Waters.

1 3 Thompson and McEwen, "Organizational Goals and
Environment," p. 26.
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One would expect that competition would be 'a goal-setting

mechanism used primarily by agencies with a certain assurance

of realizing its aims in the process. To assert that it is

the "least costly" method of organization-environment inter-

action, as Thompson and McEwen do, is to assume that the

agencies are successful in their competition. In such a

setting, however, the "losing" agencies may lose everything,

and interagency competition may approach a zero-sum game.

The alternative to competition is cooperation, undoubt-

edly a more common mechanism of organization-set goal-setting,

particularly for public agencies. Under conditions of

cooperation, the organization's choice of goals is partially

controlled by the environment. The major proposition here

is that marginal organizations such as OCR must of necessity

adopt a strategy of cooperation, the contingent factor being

the degree of servility to environmental forces.

Subsummed within the rubric of cooperative strategies

in goal-setting are three alternative stages of cooperation

or adaptation to environmental constraints. These strategies,

borrowed from Bebout and Bredemeier'4 and termed by them

"mechanisms of adaptation/integration" are identification,

legal-bureaucratic control, and bargaining. While Professors

Bebout and Bredemeier employ these concepts as adaptive

1 4 Bebout and Bredemeier, "American Cities as Social
Systems," pp. 64-66.
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patterns for components of urban regions, I suggest their

utility as ideal types of organizational adaptive strategies.

Identification is an interorganizational setting in

which the value premises and goals of the organizations are

parallel and such differences as do arise are over means

rather than ends. Such is often the case, for example,

among regulatory bodies and their clients1 5 or among federal

agencies and professional groups such as the symbiotic

federal-state relationships among highway builders described

well by Seidman.1 6

Among the benefits of identification, none is more

important than that of increasing the likelihood that

cooperative rather than competitive proclivities of organi-

zations will be enhanced and that cooperative behavior in

one area will "spill over" into others. This tendency

limits the putative "imperialistic" nature of bureaucratic

activity in that the domains of organizations are oblit-

erated or obfuscated rather than sharply defined, and this

condition calls forth the negotiating skills of organizations

rather than the bureaucratic equivalent of warfare.

1 5See, for example, Samuel P. Huntington, "The Marasmus
of the ICC."

1 6 Harold Seidman, Politics, Position, and Power: The
Dynamics of Federal Organization (London, 1970), pp. 1T1-142.

1 7 "Bureaucratic imperialism" is defined as "a matter of
interagency conflict in which two or more agencies try to
assert permanent control over the same jurisdiction, or in
which one agency actually seeks to take over another agency
as well as the jurisdiction of that agency." Matthew Holden,
Jr., "Imperialism in Bureaucracy," American Political Science
Review, LX (December, 1966), 9.
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In the case of the Office for Civil Rights there are

few opportunities for this symbiotic relationship with

other organizations within its environment principally because

of the marginal nature of the organization. Still, OCR is not

completely without support within its set; identification

relationships are often approximated by civil rights groups

and by equal opportunity-related administrative agencies.

Legal-bureaucratic adaptive mechanisms are embodied in

agency deference to overhead directives. To speak of organi-

zations as "adaptive social institutions" is not to imply

that agencies possess an indeterminant degree of autonomy.

There are inevitably bounds (which differ from agency to

agency) to autonomous behavior on the part of agency

officials. At some point agencies must defer to constitu-

tional authority. An irritated president or a hostile

congressional committee possess powerful sanctions whose

threatened use can moderate the behavior of the most quixotic

of public agencies. A generally applicable rule of thumb in

American public administration is that the more tenuous an

agency's ties to important support groups, the more tightly

it is tied to overhead control.1 8

Bargaining within an organization-set is a condition

in which negotiating parties must of necessity interact, in

which both parties have goods and/or services (including

1 8 David Howard Davis, How the Bureaucracy Makes Foreign
Policy: An Exchange Analysis~(Toronto, 1972), p. 40.
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decisions) to exchange, but whose relationship lacks the

commonality of goals necessary for identification and the

compelling authority of legal-bureaucratic control. Success

in a bargaining relationship depends upon an agency's

leverage; for example, in the case of OCR, bargaining

leverage includes such things as the flow of federal funds

which issue from a favorable compliance review or, con-

versely, the threat of fund cutoff in the event of an

unfavorable review. Interorganizational bargaining is an

inherently unstable process because it is in the interest

of the parties to dissemble; that is, each party seeks to

conceal its minimally acceptable position in negotiations

in hope of exceeding that position at the commencement of

the bargaining process. During its early days before the

application of guidelines the Office for Civil Rights was

in the untenable position of bargaining with thousands of

school districts throughout the South on a district-by-district

basis. Bargaining continues to take place between OCR and

"set" organizations but guidelines and court-imposed standards

of desegregation have removed much of the ambiguity from the

process. The primary source of ambiguity today for OCR lies

in the lack of continuity in policy from one administration

to another along with an unsettling disjunction of signals

which emanate from the executive and judicial branches of

government.

We have now identified three ideal types of organi-

zational strategies in goal-setting, viz. identification,
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legal-bureaucratic, and bargaining. Our analytical framework

is complete when we revive the environmental variables and

relate them to the interorganizational strategies. It will

be recalled that in their analysis of "causal textures" of

organizations Emery and Trist employed four analytical types

of "textures" ranging from placid to turbulent. 1 9 We propose

in this study to utilize only the polar concepts mentioned

above and to give them a slightly different operational

meaning. By "placid environment" we mean to convey the

picture of an interorganizational setting characterized by

agreement on means and ends, a relatively stable set of

expectations about organizational domains and rules which

guide agency actions. As outlined above, a "turbulent

environment" is a "condition of transactional dependencies

within the organization-set; a condition marked by unpredic-

tability and/or hostility within the organization-set."2 0

The purpose of this somewhat arcaine discussion is to

relate these two important sets of organizational variables--

i.e., degree of turbulence within the environment and type

of interaction within the organization-set. More precisely,

we are suggesting that there is a pattern to be discerned.

Organizational environments can be conceived as a

continuum ranging from placid to turbulent and--all other

things being equal--there is a correlation between bargaining

1 9 Emery and Trist, "The Causal Texture of Organizational
Environments," pp. 21-31.

20 Supra, p. 35.
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as a modal strategy and environmental turbulence while

identification is more conducive to environmental placidity.

Legal-bureaucratic relationships are likely to be charac-

terized by elements of both. Figure 3 summarizes this

environment-organizational strategy nexus.

Placid Turbulent
Environments Environments

o U

~0

Fig. 3--Causal textures and modes of interaction

Goal-setting: Public and Private

It must be emphasized that there is a considerable

difference between goal-setting in the public sector and

goal-setting in the private sector. While both perforce

respond to environmental constraints, the former must do so

within the parameters of the law. That is , while automobile

manufacturers may respond to environmental constraints by

making smaller automobiles , if such is the perceived direction

of demand, public organizations--in the long run at least--

can only do these things it is legally authorized to do.
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Bailey's definition of public administration as "approximating

politically legitimated goals by constitutionally mandated

means"2 1 is germane here. As Wamsley and Zald suggest, the

policy options open to public agencies are more narrow than

their private counterparts principally because the former

are "limited by mandating statutes and executive overview."2 2

Hence, public agencies are not as malleable in responding to

environmental pressures as are private organizations.

This is particularly true, we would argue, in the case

of social service or social engineering agencies. These

agencies often lack a clear goal at the outset and are

subject to frequent shifts of emphasis (if not change in

the substance) of their mission. Under these conditions

it is not surprising that cooperation rather than competition

would be the modal response to their environment. Given

the conditions of "organizational marginality" defined

above2 3 we can expect that long-range and firmly-held goals

will give way to conditions under which ends fail to intervene

substantially in administrative choice, particularly in the

higher echelons of the agency. Instead, a condition emerges

in which "objectives are likely to become simply a rationale

2 1Stephen K. Bailey, "Objectives of the Theory of Public
Administration," Theory and Practice of Public Administration:
Scope, Objectives, and Methods, Monograph 8, The American
Academy of PoliticaT~End Social Science, p. 128.

22 Gary L. Wamsley and Mayer N. Zald, The Political
Economy of Public Organizations: A CritiquEiind Approach
to the Study of Public Organizations (Toronto, 1973), p. 58.

2 3 Supra, pp. 39-41.
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for a program broadly conceived as flexible in administration.

The manifest ends of action function to widen administrative

discretion." 2 4 Even so venerable an organization as the

Department of State falls victim to this state of affairs,

as Scott discovers:

If an organization is dealing with a relatively
stable and unchanging environment, an insulated mode
of operation may work fairly well, but if the environ-
ment is highly dynamic, as the international environment
now is, insulation is likely to entail high costs. For
one thing it hinders the development in the organization
of a determination to do what it can to shape events.

[Tlhe best that one can do is to~play things by
ear and improvise creatively when events reui it.2
(Emphasis mine)

The moral ramifications of "playing it by ear" in the policy

domain of civil rights are more portentious than those of

the foreign policy domain because practice of the former is

tantamount to acquiescing in the denial of basic human

rights to a significant part of the American population.

Nonetheless, organizations--perhaps especially those geared

toward social amelioration--fall victim to what Selznick

dourly terms "the tyranny of means and the impotence of

ends. "26

Subsystem Responses to Environmental Turbulence

Assuming that I have been successful in outlining the

organizational response as a unit to environmental stimuli,

2 4Clark, "Organizational Adaptation and Precarious
Values," p. 331.

2 5Andrew M. Scott, "Environmental Change and Organi-
zational Adaptation: The Problem of the State Department,"
International Studies Quarterly, IV (March, 1970), 88-89.

2 6 Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots, p. x.
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my final task before turning to the more substantive section

of the paper is to explore some of the means by which the

infrastructure of organizations is made to accommodate

environmental stress. This is an important consideration,

for, as Gore notes, "The initial condition of [organization]

survival is the maintenance of a viable, collective con-

ception of the common enterprise imbuing the venture with

a living meaning and legitimacy. "27 We are dealing here

with a collective belief system which Gawthrop28 (borrowing

from Talcott Parsons) terms an organization's "integrative

capacity," or its ability to infuse the agency with a sense

of purpose and to minimize intra-organizational disruption

and conflict. With its shifting purposes and frustrated

goals, social engineering agencies could be expected to be

especially subject to organizational malaise. In approaching

this subject two separate and distinct patterns of accom-

modation can be analyzed, namely, cultural and structural.

Cultural Components of Accommodation

The concept "culture" is a splendidly recondite one,

and I have no intention here of encumbering the field with

yet another definition. Instead, I shall offer as our

working definition Boas' classic circumscription: "Culture

embraces all the manifestations of social habits of a

2 7 Gore, Administrative Decision-Making, p.20.

2 8 Gawthrop, Bureaucratic Behavior in the Executive
Branch, p. 136.
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community, the reactions of the individual as affected by

the habits of the group in which he lives and the products

of human activities as determined by these habits. "2 9

The major point of interest is not culture per se,

but rather cultural psychology which is concerned with the

means by which social values (culture) mold personality.

The principal concern here is with the values and cognitions

which an individual acquires as a member of organized

societies. Presthus forcefully argues that patterns of

individual accommodations within large organizations are

merely extensions of roles learned within other facets of

social life:

If social structure is critical in molding indi-
vidual behavior and personality, the big organization
can usefully be conceived as a small society whose
characteristics of specialization, hierarchy, and
authority have a similar influence upon its members.
The mechanisms that society employs to inculcate its
values may also be seen at work within the organization.
The organization, in a word, socializes its members in
Tway similar to thait~of society. It co-opts the le rned
deference to authority inculcated by institutions such
as the family and the church. We may assume that the
patent authority and prestige structure of the typical
big organization enhances the effectiveness of the
authority-deference mechanism. 30 (Italics mine)

Presthus' work is an important work within the genre

of organization studies which appeared in the decade of the

early 1950's to 1960's and which underscores the personality

29F. Boas,, "Anthropology," Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences, edited by E. R. A. Seligman (New York, 1960T, II,
p. 79.

3 0 Robert Presthus, The Organization Society: An Analysis
and a Theory (New York, 1962),, p. 12.
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molding proclivities of organizations.31 The Weberian

nightmare is seen in embryonic form as man becomes increas-

ingly a mere cog in a bureaucratic machine.

Viewed from the perspective of a decade later, this

view of personality and the bureaucratic culture is unduly

one-dimensional and pessimistic. For individuals--even

organization men--tend to resist the depersonalizing ethos

implicit in roles confined to subordination and superor-

dination. Rather, men within organizations tend to "spill

over the boundaries of their segmentary roles [and] to act

as wholes." 3 2 This tendency is especially pronounced within

American public administration which encourages "clientelism"

within government agencies. It is clear from the perspective

of the 1970's that the American culture has hardly produced

the corps of martinets anticipated in the "organization man"

literature, at least in the public bureaucracies.

In summary, we conceive of the organization-individual

interface to be a multidimensional exchange process wherein

the organization supplies material and symbolic rewards in

exchange for a generalized but differential 3 3 adherence to

3 1See, in addition, Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and
Social Structure (Glencoe, Ill., 1957), Ch. 6; William H.
Whyte, Jr., The Organization Man (Garden City, New York,
1957), passim; Victor A. Thompson, Modern Organization
(New YoTrk,7T961), passim; Jacques Ellul, The Technological
Society (New York, 1964), passim; and Eric~VFromm, The
Revolution of Hope: Toward a Humanized Technology (New York,
1968), passim.

3 2 Selznick, "Foundations of a Theory of Organization,"
p. 26.

3 3 Lawrence and Lorsch maintain, for example, that there
is a greater overlap of organizational and individual goals
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and effort toward agency goals as defined by political

"sovereigns." This does not preclude the possibility of

goals held independently by personnel; indeed, the nature

of formal organizations practically assures that such will

be the case. Hence, it is not inappropriate to conceive

formal organizations at the subsystem level as a "marketplace

in which incentives are exchanged." 3 4 At the same time it

must be stressed that individual behavior and individual

goals within the organizational context are bounded by

operative organizational goals "which may be and often are

orthogonal or antagonistic with individual [goals]." 3 5

One means by which we may incorporate the concept of

culture and especially cultural psychology within organi-

zation studies is by discovering various "role orientations"

which shape the personnel's attitudes toward the organization

and its mission. Presthus, for example, develops a typology

of organization roles which he labels "upward mobiles,"

"indifferents," or "ambivalents" depending upon the employees'

willingness to accept uncritically the "organization's latent

goals of power, growth, and survival. "3 6 Employing a more

at the higher echelons of the organization. See Lawrence
and Lorsch, Developing Organizations, p. 83.

3 4 Petro Georgiou, "The Goal Paradigm and Notes Toward
a Counter Paradigm," Administrative Science Quarterly,
XVIII (September,, 1973) , 306.

35 Cris Argyris, "Personality and Organization Theory,"
Administrative Science Quarterly, XVIII (June, 1973), 142.

36 Presthus, The Organizational Society, p. 131.
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inductive methodology, Gouldner discovers a manifestly rival

but latently consonant pair of role-sets within academic

institutions which he labels "cosmopolitans" and "locals."3 7

Anthony Downs intuitively suggests a five-fold typology of

organization officials, viz. "climbers," "conservers,"

"advocates," "zealots," and "statesmen. "38

Another approach to "role orientations" can be found

in Wilensky's Organizational Intelligence.39 For Wilensky,

the role orientation which an official adopts is largely a

function of the degree of routinization of the organization's

activities which is in turn dependent upon a maturation

process within the organization itself. That is, implicit

within the formative stage of any organization is a period

in which agency "zealots" (Downs' term) or "missionaries"

(Wilensky's term) are dominant. Inevitably, however, free

lance administrative activism yields to institutionalized

procedures as the necessary stable relationships are ne-

gotiated with the environment. What follows is a shift

"from innovation to execution" and "from idea men to orderly

bureaucrats. "40

3 7 Alvin Gouldner, "Cosmopolitans and Locals: Toward
an Analysis of Latent Social Roles--II," Administrative
Science Quarterly, II (March, 1958), 281-306.

3 8 Downs, Inside Bureaucracy, pp. 92-111.

3 9Harold L. Wilensky, Organizational Intelligence:
Knowledge and Policy in Government and Industry (New York,
1967) . - ~~rk

4 0 Ibid., p. 39.
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There is no question that in the seven years of its

existence many organizational changes have brought for OCR

a greater degree of routinization with environmental organi-

zations. To mention only one, the heady early days of free

lance activism in attempts at desegregation of Southern

schools have given way to routine enforcement of court-

imposed standards of desegregation. The question which is

of central interest to this inquiry is what (if any) have

been the attitudinal changes among OCR personnel which have

accompanied this retreat from administrative activism? To

put it bluntly, how can we explain the apparent complicity

of OCR employees in the lack of aggressive enforcement of

civil rights laws by their own agency? Since there has not

been a wholesale exodus from the agency at the regional

level over policy differences I suggest that the apparent

acquiescence can be explained in the various role orien-

tations which have been adopted by the employees.

Wilensky suggests three such role orientations within

an organization which correspond roughly to an organization's

life span from youth to maturity: "Missionary" roles are

oriented toward some abstract concept of social justice and

conceive the organization as a vehicle for social change;

"Careerist" roles are assumed by "organization men" whose

primary commitment is to the organization itself and to their

continuing tenure within the organization. Hence they are

likely to be relatively satisfied with the success of the

organization in realizing its goals and concerned with
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incrementalism as process and "sticking to the rules" as a

norm of employee behavior; "Professional service" roles are

adopted by employees who are linked to some occupational

grouping with norms which transcend and transform the focal

organizations. Public bureaucracies are increasingly staffed

by professionals who seek to mold and shape the decision-

making process so that issues will be resolved in accordance

with the norms of the profession, a situation which Seidman

contends is a prime cause for "structural disequilibrium.",42

For many organizations the battle between "professionals"

and "careerists" is continuing and fierce. Since, however,

the field of civil rights, unlike other social welfare

agencies, has scarcely developed a core of "professionals"

worthy of the name,43 we would expect that the battle lines

within OCR would be drawn between "careerist" and "missionary"

role orientations and that this ambivalency is both organi-

zational and personal.

In our examination of the Office for Civil Rights we

probe closely the cultural factors involved in organizational

integration or system-maintenance. We are especially

interested in recruitment and socialization measures taken

4 1Ibid.

42 Seidman, Politics, Position, and Power, p. 121.

4 30CR has yet to produce a cadre of operatives with the
legitimizing status of "custodians of esoteric competences,"
as Eulau puts it. See Heinz Eulau, "Skill Revolution and the
Consultative Commonwealth," p. 183. While there is a strong
predeliction within the organization toward a self-concept of
professionalism, due mainly to the higher status of professionals
within the federal service, it is difficult to fit the compliance
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by the organization. In addition, we look for patterns of

job satisfaction and group morale in conjunction with the

"careerist" and "missionary" roles which we shall attempt to

operationalize meaningfully. All of this is directed toward

the goal of generating some tentative propositions relating

to the subsystem dynamics of OCR.

The relationships between length of tenure, status

within the organization, and attitude toward the organi-

zational task are also of interest to this study. That is,

I would posit a positive relationship between status and

tenure in the organization and a "careerist" orientation

toward the organizational task. Conversely, we would expect

a negative relationship between status and length of tenure

within the organization and "missionary" orientations. Like-

wise, we would expect to find a strong relationship between

organizational status and length of tenure and high morale

and the organizational values of conciliation and compromise

as opposed to confrontation techniques. Indeed, we would

suggest that the key to organizational continuity rests in

its inculcation of the values of compromise, half-a-loaf

politics as an administrative technique.

Structural Components of Integration

We are far today from the conventional wisdom of half

a century ago that organizational effectiveness is a mere

officers within the classical mold of professional service,
i.e., one who serves a particular client who is beset by a
specialized problem which only those in the class of the
particular professional possess the expertise to manage.
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artifact of organizational engineering, that is, arranging

the work flow and patterns of communications in certain ways.

Yet, it is true that organizations which do not heed certain

canons of organization structure have their effectiveness

greatly attenuated by their neglect. For instance, the

relationship between organizational effectiveness and the

centralization-decentralization nexus is a recurring one.4 4

While the subject of decentralization in administration is

a crucial one it is treated only tangentially here. This study

is more concerned with the structural responses to the diffuse

goals of the agency and the centrifugal or centripital effects

which this diffuseness has manifested within the organi-

zation. In short, I attempt to determine what effect the

multiplicity of organizational-environment contacts has

had upon the Office for Civil Rights in its structural

aspects. Lawrence and Lorsch, for example, maintain that

"if organizations are to deal effectively with their environ-

ment they have to be differentiated into groups of indi-

vidual contributors, each of which manages the transactions

with a part of the organization's total environment."4 5

The difficulty here is maintaining a centrepital pull

which will work to achieve collaboration and consistency

44 See, for example, James Fesler, Area and Adminis-
tration (University City, 1949); Wilensky, Organizational
Intelligence, 41-74 passim; and Herbert Kaufman,
"Administrative Decentralization and Political Power,"
Public Administration Review, XXIX (January-February, 1969),
3-15.

45 Lawrence and Lorsch, Developing Organizations:
Diagnosis and Action, p. 41.
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of policy between units in order that they can achieve "a

coordinated effort toward total organizational goals, while

still working effectively at managing the transactions with

their particular segment of the environment. "4 6 I am

interested in examining in detail the effect of the decen-

tralized nature of OCR upon its policy-making functions and

the organizational problems raised by the fragmented nature

of the agency, especially problems of differing subunit

orientations. I am interested in discovering whether the

agency's manifest fragmentation is a conflict-producer or a

conflict-inhibitor.

There are two competing models of structural responses

to environmental pressures which purport to offer cogent

descriptions of the organization system, viz. the focused

and diffused models of organizational structure.47 The

focused model views organizations in terms of "rational

systems" requirements of separating the "core technology"

of the organization from the immediacy of demands from the

environment by means of a "buffering" process which seals

4 6 Ibid.

47 The terms "focused" and "diffused" are borrowed from
Richard L. Simpson and William H. Gulley, "Goals, Environ-
mental Pressures and Organizational Characteristics,"
American Sociological Review, XXVII (June, 1962), 344-351.
The general proposition in their study--for the most part
confirmed by their data--is that organizations which adapt
to a wide range of environmental forces will differ in
internal characteristics (e.g., degree of centralization)
from those that have a limited clientele. For Simpson and
Gulley, an organization is "focused" or "diffused" depending
on the number of goals it pursues.
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off the "technological" part of the organization from the

turbulence of the environment. This sealing-off process

is facilitated by means of boundary-spanning units whose

chief purpose is to translate environmental demands and

supports into manageable components. Buffering, then, is

one means by which organizations create certainty, a

requirement for the rational ordering of the work flow

within organizations.4 8 A constant state of hypertrophy

would exist if every component responded continually to

environmental stimuli. It is true, however, that buffering

of organizational activity can be both functional and dis-

functional. It is functional to the degree that it is put

to use in a turbulent environment as a device for providing

organizational stability in the standards by which an

organization operates. This stabilizing mechanism ("uncer-

tainty absorption") often takes the form of an organizational

ideology which "buffers the organization from direction-

lessness, permits planning, and develops commitment."4 9 In

accition, "buffering" is functional insofar as it frees the

organization member to deal with "just so much of the

4 8The concepts of "buffering," "rational system," and
"natural system" are taken principally from Thompson,
Organizations in Action, passim. Thompson's use of these
concepts are deriveTfrom his argument that there are
elements of both within organizations. In general, it is
the "core technology" which is subject to rational calcu-
lation while the boundary-spanning units are more akin to
"natural systems."

4 9William H. McWhinney, "Organizational Form, Decision
Modalities, and the Environment," Human Relations, XXII
(June, 1969) , 273.
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environment as his intellect and psyche permit. "5 0 The

tendency to buffer organizational activity is dis functional

insofar as it restricts creativity and rigidifies the

organization into a narrow dogma and limited environmental

responses.5 1 The penultimate "buffered" organization is the

federal court system whose "technology"--i.e., decisions

or non-decisions--is shielded in a number of ways from

environmental heat including lifetime tenure for judges

and strict norms of formalized access to the decision-makers.

The second major model of organizational structural

responses to environmental pressures--termed here "diffused"

model--is that of Cyert and March's A Behavioral Theory of

the Firm.5 2  The basic premise of their work is that organi-

zations do not resolve conflict. Rather, they factor their

decision problems into subproblems and assign the subproblems

to subunits within the organization. The significance of

this proclivity to subdivide problems is that it "tends to

create subunits to deal with a limited set of problems and

a limited set of goals." 5 3 Thus to say that organizations

5 0 Ibid., p. 269.

5 1 Ibid., p. 273.

5 2 Richard M. Cyert and James March, A Behavioral Theory
of the Firm (Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1963~), pp. 115-127
as-siT. As the title implies, the book is directed toward

analysis of business organizations, but it contains insights
that are potentially rich for the study of public adminis-
tration.

5 3 Ibid., p. 117.
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have goals is to oversimplify grossly in most cases. This

multiplicity of goals is a condition that obtains within

organizations because of latitude allowed by "organizational

slack."

Shorn of its contextual trappings of economic theory,

"organizational slack" is the propensity for organizations

to provide "breathing space" for their subunits. That is,

within organization subsystems (using the specialized meaning

we have employed) there is room for expansion and contraction

of the missions of subordinate units, depending mainly upon

the prevailing environmental conditions without such change

creating dire consequences for the organization itself.

"Organizational slack," then, is a stabilizing device.5 4

Because of the incremental nature of decision-making,

the proclivity for factoring decisions, and because of the

serial nature of problem-solving generally, organizations

are prevented from setting goals and making decisions

holistically. Consequently, it is more accurate to think

of large organizations as loose confederations of subunits

rather than bureaucratic jaggernauts, as they are often

depicted. The following illustration attempts to capture

the essential difference between a focused and diffused

organization.

5 4 Ibid., p. 38. Cf. James G. March and Herbert A.
Simon, Organizations (New York, 1958) , p. 124.
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The diffused model is a far more appropriate depiction

of the milieu of the Office for Civil Rights especially in

view of its conglomerate-like nature and its incremental

decision-making style. The following figure is an adaptation

of the Cyert-March model which serves as a visual facsimile

of the superstructure of OCR. As the diagram illustrates,

each branch of OCR maintains direct, un-buffered interaction

with the environmental organizations. The regional director,

a political appointee (of late), acts as both buffer between

the organizational and activated environmental forces--

fielding and deflecting impassioned opposition to subsystem

policy--as well as organizational gyroscope. Both of these

roles will be discussed in detail later.

Higher Education Health and Social
Services

Regional

Director

Elementary and Contract
Secondary Education Compliance

Fig. 5--The superstructure of the Office for Civil
Rights.

Summary and Conclusion

In this chapter I seek to expand upon the conceptual

framework initiated in chapter two. Specifically, my
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objective is to draw from the literature of organization

theory those observations about goal-setting in public

organizations which are of particular relevance to my

study of the Office for Civil Rights.

All organizations exist in a relationship of "reciprocal

consequences" with other organizations. However, there are

degrees of interdependence, and those organizations which

are characterized by "marginality" and by "environmental

turbulence" are bound to be compromised in their goal-setting

capacities to a greater extent than those which have

developed over a period of time a more symbiotic environ-

mental relationship. The modal environmental relationship

for "marginal" organizations is one of cooperation, and

within the ambit of this relationship I have posited a three-

part ideal typology of cooperative strategies, viz. identi-

fication, legal-bureaucratic, and bargaining.

Finally, I examine the interaction of the cultural and

structural components of organizations. While certain

aspects of the bureaucratic structure such as "levels of

graded authority" are well-nigh universal organizational

forms, other, more subtle, organizational characteristics

are products of specific political milieus. The American

political culture, for example, manifests a high degree of

bureaucratic autonomy and entrepeneurship. This gives those

agencies which are able to establish firm ties with

entrenched forces a decided advantage in the struggle for

organizational survival. This also means, however, that
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an agency such as OCR finds it difficult to establish these

nourishing ties without fatally compromising its raison

d'etre. The "core dilemma" of a social engineering organi-

zation is finding a means by which it can pursue its relation-

ships with other organizations in such a manner that a degree

of routinization in its exchange is achieved without the

exchange relationships displacing the original goals and

becoming ends in themselves.



CHAPTER IV

AN IDEA WHOSE TIME HAS COME:l SOCIAL CHANGE FROM

KINETIC ACTIVISM TO ADMINISTRATIVE ROUTINE

The Union fought the war on borrowed moral capital.
With their noble belief in their purpose and their
extravagant faith in the future, the radicals ran up
a staggering . . . moral debt that was beyond the
country's capacity to pay, given the underdeveloped
state of its moral resources at the time.

Then in the middle of the 20th century conscience
finally began to catch up with commitment. Very
suddenly . . . it became clear that the almost for-
gotten civil war debt had to be . . . paid in full
and without any more stalling than necessary. . . .
Equality was at last an idea whose time, long deferred,
had finally come. 2

As the mood of the above passage indicates, the decade

of the 1960's dawned with a new but as yet inchoate vision

of the meaning of equal opportunity. The United States

Supreme Court had done much to square practice with ideals

in their Brown decisions relating to equal education oppor-

tunities. The languor of the Eisenhower years was giving

way to the as-yet-untested verbal commitments to activism

lAt a May 19, 1964, meeting with reporters, Everett
McKinley Dirksen, one of the pivotal figures in the passage
of the Civil Rights Act but hardly a rip-roaring civil rights
activist, expanded on the bill and the times: "Civil rights.
. . . Here is an idea whose time has come. . . . Let editors
rave at will and let states fulminate . . . but the time has
come, and it can't be stopped." "Time for Civil Rights Has
Come," Congressional Quarterly Almanac, XX (1964), 365.

2C. Vann Woodward, The Burden of Southern History (Baton
Rouge, 1960), pp. 84-85.

76
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in various sectors of American life as given expression in

the Kennedy campaign rhetoric. The young president had

been elected to office due in no small measure to the size

and cohesiveness of the black vote. Whatever his personal

inclinations this factor meant that it would be folly to

ignore this large body of political supporters. This

constitutional, moral, and political commitment was

dramatized during the early days of the Kennedy adminis-

tration by the epidemic of sit-ins, mass demonstrations,

and marches. The often brutal means by which these actions

were met by public officials made a national issue of the

civil rights struggle and resulted in a crystalization of

public opinion for civil rights reform for the first time

since the Civil War. Thus, a tide of events which political

forces were unable to contain forced upon the president as

national leader a role which he assumed with some reluctance--

that of civil rights leader. Following President Kennedy's

death, President Johnson assumed with alacrity the mantle of

civil rights leadership and was instrumental in enacting

civil rights legislation which was more far-reaching in

effect than that which his predecessor found himself able

to advocate.3 The 1964 presidential election (which returned

Johnson to the White House) and its legislative aftermath

3 Lyndon B. Johnson aide Harry McPherson observes that
"[o]ne of the terrible ironies of the sixties was that the
whock of Kennedy's death was a more powerful stimulus to
congressional action than was his presidency." A Political
Education (Boston, 1972), p. 147.
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can be viewed in retrospect as the type of catalytic event

rarely experienced in American history, a mass expiation

for national "sins," atonement for which was made through

an avalanche of social legislation.

The details of this difficult and often heroic struggle

for equal rights are tangential to this study. I am

principally interested in the development of administrative

measures designed to bring about the end of "separate but

equal" as a sectional if not national norm. More specif-

ically, I am concerned with the evolution of Title VI of

the Civil Rights Act of 19644 and of Executive Order 112465

as they found expression in the eventual development of the

Office for Civil Rights. Title VI--the focal point of my

concern--prohibits discrimination in any program which

receives federal assistance and gives to operating agencies

the responsibility for implementing the legislative mandate.

Section 601, the definitive item in the Title, states:

No person in the United States shall, on the
ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or
be subjected to discrimination under any program6 or
activity receiving Federal financial assistance.

The major importance of Title VI for my purposes lies in

the fact that it anticipated the use of administrative rather

4 U.S. Statutes at Large 78, 241 (1964).

5September 24, 1965.

6U.S. Statutes at Large 78, 241 (1964).
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than judicial remedial processes. The importance of Executive

Order 11246 lay in its gloss on Title VI relating to sex

discrimination. Specifically, sex discrimination is added

to the list of proscribed actions on the part of recipients

of federal contracts.7 While the Secretary of Labor is

given the primary duty of enforcing this provision HEW

compliance responsibility has been delegated to the Office

for Civil Rights. Within OCR, the contract compliance

responsibilities have fallen upon the Higher Education and

the newly created Contract Compliance branches. Further

refinement was added to the anti-discrimination provision by

Executive Order 11478 which added the stipulation that all

recipients of federal contracts must submit affirmative

action programs as a condition for receipt of federal monies.

It may be a regrettable fact of life, but it is none-

theless a fact that the blitzkrieg of moral commitment that

sweeps a movement along inevitably is transformed into a

form of administrative trench warfare, a war of attrition

between the refractory opponents of change and those--often

maligned bureaucrats--charged with bringing about social

change. As the United States Commission on Civil Rights

notes in its 1971 report, "The civil rights struggle now

has shifted in large part from legislating to administering

and enforcement." Unquestionably, in today's "administrative

7Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 amends
Title VI to include sex discrimination.

8U.S. Commission on Civil Rights , The Federal Civil
Rights Effort: Report of the Commission7T1971, III.
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state" the manner in which laws are implemented is as

important for a viable democratic polity as the manner

in which laws are passed or the values underlying the

laws. Murray Edelman observes, somewhat hyperbolically:

What people get from government is what adminis-
trators do about their problems rather than the promises
of statutes, constitutions, or oratory. Administrators
have wide leeway in practice to respond to the interests
of groups that can exert economic, political, moral,
or organizational sanctions against them. In doing so
they are . . . simply taking the roles their organi-
zational positions make them recognize as viable.9

This administrative stage of social reform is the most

critical time for any social movement. It may, for example,

come to pervert many of the exalted aims of the social

movement which spawned it, as in the case of the Recon-

struction period in American history or the thermidor

period following the French Revolution. Or, once institu-

tionalized, putative reforms can become as grotesque as the

social configurations which they replaced, as in the case of

the Russian Revolution. In any event, the "trench warfare"

of the administrative stage of reform is equally important,

if not as dramatic, as the early days of moral fervor. The

success or failure of the aims of the movement at this stage

is the ultimate test as to whether the idea's time has truly

come.

In my examination of this phase of administrative

history I shall draw from secondary sources such as reports

9 Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics (Chicago,
1967), p. 193.
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of the Civil Rights Commission, periodicals, various lengthy

works which focus upon limited aspects of the subject, and

from primary sources from the newly-opened archives at the

Lyndon Baines Johnson Library.

The Coming of the "Second Reconstruction"1 0

That era of American history which is generally charac-

terized as the "reconstruction period" was a period that

ran roughly from the end of the Civil War until 1876. It

was a period of "much irony mixed with tragedy"" which

marked one of this nation's rare (albeit halfhearted)

attempts at large-scale social engineering. Efforts at

reconstruction took many forms, of course, and ranged from

benign to vindictive in intent and from pristine to con-

temptible in implementation. The major administrative

device for effecting social reform came through the Freeman's

Bureau in the War Department. While the bureau often per-

formed wonders in relief for the rootless freedmen after the

war, it accomplished little in the way of lasting social

reform largely because of white obstruction of the bureau's

efforts.1 2 Superficially philanthropic legislation such as

1 0 The term "second reconstruction" comes from C. Van
Woodward, The Burden of Southern History, pp. 107 f.

llIbid.

1 2Samuel Eliot Morison, The Oxford History of the
American People (New York, 1965), p. 711. A moving~account
of the tribulations of the bureau can be found in W. E. B.
DuBois, Souls of Black Folks (New York, 1961), pp. 24-41.
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the Civil Rights Act of 1866 and the Fourteenth and Fifteenth

Amendments masked the primary concern of the authors of the

legislation which was protection of the white man in the

North by putting Southern states under the domination of

men whom Republicans could trust.1 3

The machinations of the radical Republicans did not

succeed, and the white supremacy folkways reasserted them-

selves with vengeance after the dismantling of reconstruction

government in the South following the Hays-Tilden presidential

election. The major difference in pre and post bellum white

supremacy lay in the latter's de jure character. Jim Crow

has come to symbolize that cluster of laws which cast a

mantle of legitimacy over the most pernicious of discrim-

inatory practices. De jure segregation was to close like a

vice throughout the South.

A hiatus of almost a century existed between the close

of the first reconstruction and the commencement of the

second. During this period a caste system had taken shape

in America whose consequences for blacks were almost as

devastating as the slave economy which it replaced. There

was, however, a "creed" at work1 4 which was to result in a

13C. VannWoodward, American Counterpart: Slavery and
Racism in the North-South Dialogue (Boston, 1971),, pp.~169-
173 passim.

1 4 Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem
and Modern Democracy (New York, 944) , .lU21~. In his
Jlassic study of the problem of race in America, Gunnar
Myrdal remarked that the overriding trend in the history of
the American people is the "gradual realization of the
American creed, " namely the principles of equality and liberty.
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denouement of sorts in the 1960's. Drawn inexorably by the

egregious actions of public officials in Southern states,

the federal government began in the 1960's to summon its

energies to put an end to the gross legal transgressions of

the "creed," particularly in the areas of education and

public accommodations. The climax in this drama came with

passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. A multifaceted piece

of legislation, this law (in addition to its Title VI pro-

visions) dealt with (1) voting rights, (2) public accom-

modations, (3) initiation of suits by the United States

Attorney General to desegregate public facilities, (4) use

of the Office of Education in various means (e.g., grants,

training institutes, etc.) of positive inducements toward

desegregation, (5) setting nondiscrimination standards for

employers and establishment of the Equal Employment Oppor-

tunity Commission (EEOC) to minitor complaints, and (6)

establishing a Community Relations Service for the purpose

of providing assistance to communities in resolving disputes

over racial practices. It was by any standard a landmark

piece of legislation.

Title VI: From Gestation to Passage1 5

The events surrounding passage of Title VI of the 1964

Civil Rights Act are packed with anomalies and paradoxes.

1 5While Title VI enforcement is an obligation of most
federal bureaus, of the six largest federal grant programs
covered by the Title three--public assistance, aid to
education, and public health research and services--are
administered by or in large part by HEW.
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For example, most of the firepower of the opponents of the

Act was concentrated on the public accommodations section

of the bill which was, as it turned out, much less a matter

of continuing controversy after passage than was Title VI.

Impetus for passage of Title VI came principally from

Congressman Adam Clayton Powell who, despite his often

erratic behavior as a committee chairman, managed to kill

or alter many bills which passed through his committee by

threatening to attach a nondiscrimination clause to each

of them. In drafting its civil rights package in 1963 the

Kennedy administration--attaching little intrinsic importance

to the Section--included it in the draft bill because of

the persistence of Congressman Powell, in order to prevent

his "adding [Title VI provisions] to every piece of social

legislation that came along," as one Johnson administration

official put it. 1 6

The major explanation for the provision's lack of

passionate opposition in Congress can perhaps be adduced

by drawing upon Lindblom's concept of "partisan policy

analysis," a means of persuasion which, in the absence of

agreed-upon values among decision-makers, highlights the

"features of policy that suit the general value position

of others whom [the proponent of the policy] seeks to

1 6 Douglas Cater, unpublished files, Lyndon Baines
Johnson Library, Austin, Texas; also see Eugene Eidenburg
and Roy D. Morey, An Act of Congress: The Legislative Process
and the Making off duiiBn Policy (New~York, 1969),p. 55.
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persuade. . . 0"17 By minimizing the importance of Title VI

and by asserting that there was little significance in the

provision in the way of executive power which the president

did not already possess, the title became largely a non-issue

and can undoubtedly be counted among the most colossal

miscalculations of the usually superlatively perceptive

Southern lawmakers.

Without question, the major factor in this rare lapse

in Southern lawmakers' prescience in racial matters lay in

the seemingly innocuous nature of the provision. While the

storm center of Title VI activity has for a decade been in

public school-related problems, massive federal aid to

education lay a year in the future and was in 1964 only a

small cloud upon the legislative horizon. The only existing

federal aid programs--the Aid to Impacted areas and National

Defense Education Act--were small in scope, and Title VI

enforcement of these acts hardly seemed on the same order of

magnitude as the public accommodations section of the bill.

Thus, it seemed prudent at the time for opponents of the

Civil Rights Act to concentrate their big guns on other

sections of the bill, but this was, as it turned out, a

major tactical error.

Perhaps the crowning anomaly is that Title VI removed

much of the controversy from the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) and cleared the way for its

1 7 Charles Lindblom, The Policy Making Process (Englewood
Cliffs, N. J., 1968), pp.~33-34.



passage while ESEA in turn gave significance to Title VI

far beyond that envisioned by its supporters or detractors.

Had an attempt been made to place ESEA ahead of civil rights

legislation on the national agenda it is hardly conceivable

that the legislation could have navigated the Charybdis

between Southern abhorrence to a civil rights provision in

the legislation and the Scylla of Adam Clayton Powell's

adamant insistence upon it.

By any measure the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was a

profoundly important occasion in American history. It was

in a real sense a vindication of the equalitarian promise

of the Declaration of Independence deferred for two centuries.

During these two centuries America had been transformed into

an "administrative state" in which social reform--like

national defense or maintaining national parks--was no

longer a matter of ad hoc mobilization for transient purposes

but, rather, called forth a galaxy of administrative agencies

for the purpose of organizing a revolution.

Tooling Up: Prenatal Days of OCR18

There was at least one major difference in Title VI and

most of the social legislation which preceded it. The

18I am chiefly indebted to two works in this sketch
of the administrative history of OCR: U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, HEW and Title VI: A Report on the Development
of the Organization, Policies, and Compliance Procedures of
the Department of Health, EducaETIon and Welfare, (Washington,
Government PrinEing fice, 1970 ), and~Gary Orfield , The
Reconstruction of Southern Education: The Schools and the
1964 Civil Rights~ Act (New York, 1969)~~Both works are

aj6
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legislation calls for the most fundamental alteration of

social relations in the sector of American life most resis-

tant to direction from the federal government, i.e., the

public school system. While the wording of Title VI was an

attack on racial discrimination all along the line, there

is no question that the application of the title to school

desegregation was the primary concern of HEW officials

charged with implementing the law.1 9

It is a rare occurrence in American politics when

administrative implementation of this importance is subject

to so little interest group pressure as in this case. School

officials, unaccustomed to intervention from the federal

government, were largely unaware of the looming apocalypse.

Congressmen who should have read the portents of Title VI

were not in this case blessed with "administrative pres-

cience." Moreover, debate over Title VI was rambling and

characterized by an excess of heat over light as to the

section's implementation stage. Consequently, administrators

found themselves after July 2, 1964, with a potentially

powerful weapon against discrimination but no booklet of

instructions outlining its use.

somewhat dated in the rapidly changing field of civil rights
enforcement, and both are somewhat more hortatory in tone
than this paper.

1 9 David Seeley, Interview, July, 1968, Oral History
Collection, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.
"My recollection [is] that relatively little was done in
the first few months. Education was clearly the first
program to get moving. . ..o"
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Nor was much help forthcoming from the White House.

The contingencies of electoral politics (1964 was an election

year, and Barry Goldwater--the leading contender for the GOP

nomination--had voted against the Civil Rights Act) and a

generally lukewarm attitude among some officials in the

administration toward the fund-cutoff approach to ending

20discrimination necessitated caution as a strategy in

dealing with Title VI.

Most surprising of all perhaps was the lack of pressure

from groups who represented the interests of those most

directly affected by the legislation. Civil rights organi-

zations at this stage in their history were geared toward

litigation and application of pressure tactics at the bill

drafting and legislative stages but were unfamiliar with

the administrative implementation stage. David Seeley, one

of the chief figures in the process of program development,

observes that the civil rights groups "paid less attention

to our program than I expected. The whole administrative

process was sometbing that they were not used to and didn't

have any experience with. "2 1 In sum, the political sea

during the formative stage of program implementation was

uncharacteristically calm.

2 0 Douglass Cater, one of the principal advisors on
education policy in the White House, termed Title VI a
"faulty instrument" in bringing about an end to discrim-
ination. Douglass Cater, unpublished files, Lyndon Baines
Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.

2 1 David Seeley, Interview, Oral History Collection,
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.
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The initial organizational choice for HEW in building

a program to enforce Title VI was whether to create a single

agency for the express purpose of enforcing this law or

instead to give to the operating agencies which already

existed. The latter was in a pragmatic sense a more attrac-

tive alternative in that the rigors of creating a new agency

and thus upsetting the extant administrative ecosystem

could be avoided. On the other hand, to turn civil rights

responsibility over to operating agencies with vested

interests in convivial ties with agencies of state and

local governments did not augur well for aggressive enforce-

ment of the new law.

It is in this stage that active participation by civil

rights groups could have had a significant impact. Without

such agitation the course of least resistance was followed,

and civil rights enforcement tasks were conferred upon

agencies whose prevailing attitudes toward the issue ran the

gamut from cold to lukewarm.2 2

Nor was lack of commitment among program administrators

the only problem faced by supporters of the nascent law.

The law itself was couched in broad language which encouraged

delay and confusion in enforcement. Moreover, there was a

lack of response from the White House as to the priority

status to grant Title VI. This led to uncertainty and

2 2 The decision was HEW Secretary Celebreze's. At the
same time a department-wide coordinator of Title VI
activities was appointed, and this office was the seed
which grew into the Office for Civil Rights.



90

confusion on the part of administrators as well as state and

local officials who were subject to the strictures of Title

VI.

The burden of enforcement policy, then, was placed

upon agencies which varied in their commitment to civil

rights. Moreover, within departments there existed a wide

range of degrees of commitment. In general, officials within

HEW manifested a strong program loyalty which vitiated their

zeal for civil rights. This indifference toward civil rights

produced a situation in which agency inertia could only be

affected by personal commitments of program leaders.2 3

Program development in the implementation of Title VI

ran into heavy seas in determining the proper scope and

"domain" of civil rights policy. Three major points of view

competed for dominance: (1) program officials and Secretary

Celebreze tended to be generally sympathetic to a "soft"

approach to enforcement, relying for the most part on the

good will of state and local officials; (2) elements strongly

sympathetic to civil rights pressed for a broad interpretation

230rfield, The Reconstruction of Southern Education,
p. 99. Commissiin-er of Education Keppel and Assistant
Secretary Quigley are pictured by Orfield as the early civil
rights activists in the department. A cautious approach was
advocated by Secretary Celebreze which, if Keppel is to be
taken seriously, bordered on inaction. In a strikingly candid
assessment of Celebreze's civil rights stewardship, Keppel
described the Secretary as an official "whose enthusiasm
for the Civil Rights Act could be contained in a thimble."
Francis Keppel, Interview, Oral History Collection, Lyndon
Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.
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of Title VI responsibilities with liberal use of fund

cutoffs; and (3) Justice Department officials desired a

program oriented toward case law and closely anchored to

the perceived intent of congress.24 It was the latter view

which prevailed, particularly in the practice of anchoring

HEW compliance policy to the decisions of the courts, a

"value premise" of the Department of Justice which is of

continuing applicability within HEW and particularly in the

Office for Civil Rights. This deference to the courts

eventuated in the policy of keeping hands off school districts

which were under court order to desegregate in spite of the

fact that some court orders were less stringent than the

standards set up in the 1965 regulations.

In addition to "court order jurisdictions," by late 1964

HEW had developed two additional compliance procedures:

(1) assurance forms (441's) which were to be submitted by

all recipients of federal financial assistance, and (2)

statements of compliance, a form to be submitted by all

state agencies administering continuing programs. At about

this same time the press of business relating to school

desegregation dictated the invocation of predictable and

standard procedures in effecting school desegregation, and

these standards (the famed "guidelines") drew heavily from

case law in higher federal courts. Title VI enforcement

was rapidly headed toward a position of subservience to

2 40rfield, The Reconstruction of Southern Education,
p. 100.
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case law, a situation brought on by the prediliction of the

Justice Department and the Office of General Counsel of

HEW.2 5 Such a condition carried with it both blessings and

banes for Title VI enforcement efforts depending upon one's

posture toward administrative activism: For those disposed

toward a passive administrative position, judicial leadership

in civil rights cases provided a secure cove from the stormy

maledictions of those who were in a position to threaten

the agency; in contrast, for those who conceive of adminis-

trators as "change agents" case law was a baleful drag

upon compliance activities.

For our purposes as an organizational case study, it

is important to note that vital parameters for agency

activity were set during the prenatal period not so much

by legislative intent but rather by the pull and haul of

important agencies with domains to protect. Agencies are

"born" into an organizational ecosystem and, initially at

least, must defer to the constraints of that system. Their

long-term viability depends in large part upon whether

they can extricate themselves from these constraints.

In 1965 the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare came under the direction of a new secretary with

flawless civil rights credentials and a record as an adept

administrator. John Gardner, a Republican by allegiance,

was brought from the Carnegie Foundation to succeed Anthony
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Celebreze. Four months after his arrival Secretary Gardner

established the precursor to OCR (originally termed Civil

Rights Office) within the Office of the Secretary. The

function of this office was to coordinate HEW civil rights

activity with other federal agencies and to carry on civil

rights staff functions for the secretary such as aiding in

interagency coordination (within HEW), representation before

Congress on HEW-related civil rights matters, and extending

help in especially troublesome cases.2 6  Withal, civil

rights compliance efforts were still the duty of operating

agencies. Each agency was instructed to have special civil

rights sections charged with Title VI compliance activities.

This arrangement obviously lent itself to great disparities

in enforcement efforts from agency to agency along with--

from some congressmen's point of view--the added liability

of organizational slovenliness.

Congressional Demands and Departmental Delay

Agitation for a centralized civil rights office within

HEW, removing central responsibility for compliance efforts

from operating agencies, began in 1966 in the Labor-HEW and

Related Agencies Subcommittee of the powerful House Appro-

priations Committee. Included in the HEW budget report for

that year was an instruction to take civil rights compliance

2 6 HEW and Title VI, pp. 7-10 passim.



responsibilities away from operating agencies and centralize

them within the Office of the Secretary.

The committee's desire to centralize the civil rights

compliance activities appears to have stemmed from con-

flicting motives. The chairman, Congressman Foggarty (D-RI),

along with others on the subcommittee, seem to have been

genuinely disturbed over what was perceived to be an "inef-

ficient" administrative arrangement, particularly the

budgetary untidyness of having separate compliance activities

funded. Others on the committee were more interested, accord-

ing to Education Commissioner Howe, in centralizing the

budget for civil rights into one item "so that it could be

more easily controlled," and some members were interested in

"getting enforcement relating to schools out of the Office

of Education." 2 7

There was considerable resistance to this move within

HEW, particularly within the Office of Education which was

beginning to make real inroads upon the pattern of segre-

gation in the South and border states. Under the vigorous

leadership of the new Commissioner, Harold Howe, III, the

effort to enforce Title VI had yielded federal fund cutoffs

to thirty-four school districts and the initiation of

termination proceedings against one hundred and fifty-seven

more. Likewise, the Public Health Service had terminated

2 7 Harold Howe, III, Interview, Oral History Collection,
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.
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new assistance to fifty-four hospitals and had initiated

enforcement proceedings against fifty-three others.2 8

HEW officials sympathetic to Title VI objectives looked

upon centralization as a means of vitiating the law based

upon the premise that program experience was essential to

an understanding of problems which arose under Title VI.

Consequently, HEW officials, with Secretary Gardner's con-

currence, adopted a policy of foot-dragging for an entire

year, making no effort during that time to comply with sub-

committee directives .29

In the spring of 1967, however, when the subcommittee

met again under the leadership of a new chairman, Daniel

Flood (D-Pa.), 3 0 the instruction to centralize was renewed

and this time in language that was unequivocal and hence

could not safely be ignored by HEW.31 Consequently, in the

2 8 "White House Conference on Civil Rights," Congressional
Quarterly, XXII (1966), 478. The dates are inclusive of all
actions prior to February 8, 1967.

2 9 Ibid. The importance of a year's reprieve is under-
scored by Howe when he says of the impending reorganization:
"I accepted [the reorganization] as a reasonable change [in
1967] whereas [one year previously] . . . I was unwilling to
accept it and told John Gardner at that time that I thought
we needed time to continue the responsibility of the Office
of Education for school desegregation for longer until we
could get policies and relationships better established.
(Italics mine) Harold Howe, III, Interview, Oral History
Collection, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.

3 0 Former Chairman Fogarty died in January, 1967.

3 1Paraphrasing, Commissioner Howe pictured the sub-
committee admonishing: "Look, we told you to do this a year
ago. Why haven't you done it? Get going!" Harold Howe,
III, Interview, Oral History Collection, Lyndon Baines
Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.
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summer of 1967 Secretary Gardner reluctantly directed that

the Title VI enforcement activities be brought within the

Civil Rights Office under Peter Labassi and be designated

the Office for Civil Rights. By this move Labassi's office

changed from an advisory role to chiefly one of administering

the far-flung enforcement activities of OCR. OCR, it is

worth noting, remained within the Office of the Secretary,

and the director continued as Special Assistant for Civil

Rights in addition to his administrative position.

In reality, the creation of the Office for Civil Rights

represented, paradoxically, an effort to centralize and

decentralize at the same time. While Title VI enforcement

functions were concentrated in Labassi's office, geographical

dispersion of Title VI personnel was brought about by

establishing nine branch offices, each with a Civil Rights

Director and sufficient staff to carry on the necessary

reviews and investigations.3 2 It was the latter move which

particularly concerned officials who were highly sympathetic

to the activistic aims of the agency. David Seeley, for

example, an official in the secretary's office and a leading

figure in the early days of Title VI discounted the ability

of fledgling regional offices to carry out the program

"until the program had more of a tradition behind it." 3 3

3 2 HEW and Title VI, p. 10.

3 3 David Seeley, Interview, Oral History Collection,
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.
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There was throughout an undercurrent of apprehension as to

the ability of regional officials to withstand the slings

and arrows of state and local interests.

Another hazard to the program lay in the evaporation

of the congressional coalition which passed Title VI into

law. Reform coalitions are inevitably fragile entities, and

the special conditions which produced the coalition in 1964

had long since vanished. Moreover, Title VI operatives had

yet to bring about an interest infrastructure ready to meet

challenges to Title VI enforcement. In short, the times

did not look propitious for the creation of a new agency.

There was, however, one important "plus" for OCR which

mitigated the Sisyphean appearance of the situation. During

the fiscal year 1966-67 when HEW was carrying out its

delaying tactic the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals handed

down a decision which was to be centrally important to the

survival of OCR as a viable compliance agency. In Jefferson

County Board of Education v. United States3 4 a three judge

panel determined, inter alia, that federal district courts

within the circuit were to give "great weight" to the HEW

guidelines which were termed "the best aid to courts in

evaluating the validity of a school desegregation plan and

the progress made under that plan," and avered that court-

imposed desegregation standards should be no lower than HEW

standards. In effect the court stopped only slightly short

34372 F 2d 836 (1966).
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of incorporating HEW desegregation standards as the talismanic

test for school desegregation within the fifth circuit.

The Jefferson decision was an extremely opportune one

for the survival potential of OCR for two reasons: it

preceded the centralization of the office, and hence staved

off a genuine congressional threat to the program35 and it

sanctified HEW guidelines precisely in that region of the

country most resistant to those standards.3 6 The over-

riding significance of Jefferson from a public policy

standpoint was that it was an effort to close the loophole

which had been created by HEW's exemption from administrative

remedy all those school districts which were under court

order but whose court ordered actions were far less stringent

than those ordinarily imposed by HEW. Jefferson, then,

represented what was at that time a "novel effort to find

a . . . way that [would] insure that district court judges

actually implement the law [by moving that circuit] toward

the same kind of centralized administration of desegregation

3 5 Cf. Commissioner of Education Howe's comment about
the timThg of the centralization move: "It was a good time
to make the change. By that time we had been through the
Congressional excitements; we'd gained the protection of
the [Jefferson] decision; we had things going for us in
the cooperation of schools much more than we had a year
and a half before that." Harold Howe, III, Interview, Oral
History Collection, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin,
Texas.

36Writing in 1967, a team of law school students wrote:
"Deference to HEW standards is found in all circuits, but
most commonly it occurs in the Fifth." "The Courts, HEW,
and Southern School Desegregation," The Yale Law School
Journal, XXVII (December, 1967), 340.
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through uniform decrees that the Office of Education uses."37

The Jefferson case can be viewed as "a benediction by the

courts [upon Title VI enforcement efforts] and an annointing

of the guidelines with the holy oil of judicial approval."3 8

Conclusion: A Marginal Agency Fights for Survival

The 1968 presidential election ushered in a Republican

administration whose commitment to civil rights was from the

beginning suspect in many quarters. Candidate Nixon did

little during the campaign to dispel those suspicions,

campaigning extensively in the South employing campaign

rhetoric which was widely interpreted as a commitment to

slow the pace of racial integration.3 9 At the same time

party intellectuals were urging upon Nixon a "Southern

strategy," a position which embraced a tolerance for the

region's traditional racial folkways in exchange for growing

political support for the Republican Party. 4 0

While the transition in civil rights policy from one

administration to another was not as abrupt as many had

expected, it was, nevertheless, inexorable in its coming.

The policy change was signaled in 1969 by changing the

3 7 "Courts, HEW, and Southern School Desegregation,"
p. 336.

3 8 Ibid., p. 360.

3 9 Harold R. Rodgers and Charles S. Bullock, III, Law
and Social Change (New York, 1972),, p. 88.

4 0 See, for example, Kevin B. Phillips, The Emerging
Republican Majority (New York, 1970).
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focus of federal efforts to desegregate through litigation

brought by the Justice Department and a deemphasis of HEW

administrative proceedings. The denouement of this policy

came with the sacking in 1970 of OCR director Leon Panetta.

Panetta had attempted to pursue the vigorous course of civil

rights enforcement charted by his predecessors, and this

approach was much too perfervid for many influential figures

who had the president's ear.4 1 Moreover, the Department of

Justice under Attorney General Mitchell adopted a policy

which had the effect of slowing school desegregation through-

out the South and to discredit the Office for Civil Rights

as a compliance agency.4 2 This, in turn, produced a serious

morale problem within OCR and, eventually, an incipient

revolt within the organization. 4 3

In contrast to the mechanistic treatment common in

organizational studies, the stark "administrative

4 1 A personal account of events surrounding the demise
of Panetta can be found in Leon Panetta and Peter Gall,
Brin Us Together: The Nixon Team and the Civil Rights
Retreat(New York,, 1971).

4 2Beginning in 1970 the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
became increasingly critical of the Nixon administration's
handling of civil rights matters. For a particularly
scathing report see U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The
Federal Civil Rights Effort--A Reassessment (Washington,
Government Printing Office, January, 1973), especially pp.
187-217.

43 The potential impact of deceleration of compliance
activity was mitigated by a key Supreme Court decision, a
familiar pattern as we shall see. The Court in Alexander
v. Holmes, 396 US 19 (1969) ordered the prompt termination
of dual school systems and affirmed the legality of unitary
school systems only, even if implementation necessitated
the busing of school children.



discontinuity"44 between the Johnson and Nixon adminis-

trations' desegregation policy can only be imputed to the

fortunes of electoral politics. While President Johnson

found it necessary to intervene directly only once in Title

VI compliance activities,4 5 with the coming of the Nixon

administration we observe both a change in emphasis and a

change in substance in government civil rights activities

stemming from the transition of administrations and the

differing policy goals of the administrations.

We must, however, remain focused upon the organization.

Specifically, we must examine the means by which the organi-

zation contained the centrifugal forces inherent in the

situation. Organizations, and especially political organi-

zations, must incorporate both stability and change; its

managers must in a word engineer a "moving equilibrium"4 6

between the competing demands upon the organization from

within and from without. In the following two chapters I

assay the contemporary forces which impinge upon the organi-

zation from without and the responses within the Office for

Civil Rights to these stimuli.

44 The term is found in Gawthrop, Bureaucratic Behavior
in the Executive Branch, p. 59.

45 See Orfield, The Reconstruction of Southern Education,
pp. 151-207 passim.

4 6 Leonard R. Sayles, "Accommodating for Change,"
Policies, De cisions., and Organizations, edited by Fremont
J. Lyden, George A. Shipman, and Morton Kroll (New York,
1969), p. 231. See also William J. Gore, Administrative
Decision-Making: A Hueristic Model (New York, 1964),, pp.
26;-2.



CHAPTER V

GETTING BY WITH A LITTLE HELP FROM FRIENDS:

THE ENVIRONMENTAL MATRIX OF THE

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS--I

The attainment of a viable domain is, in essence,
a political problem. It requires finding and holding
a position which can be recognized by all the neces-
sary "sovereign" organizations as more worthwhile
than available alternatives. It requires establishing
a position in which diverse organizations in diverse
situations find overlapping interests.1

The guiding concept of this study is that of organi-

zations as open systems whose actions are in large part

explained as adaptations to the demands and supports of

other organizations. Success for an organization can be

evaluated in terms of agency survival (at the most elemental

level), goal stability (or succession), and autonomy in

decision-making. That is, mere survival is hardly a suf-

ficient index of agency integrity. Rather, we must look at

such factors as whether and to what extent organizational

goals have been attenuated ("goal stability") and to what

degree overhead control and interorganizational consultations

impinge upon agency decisions.

Except for a brief mention of input and output elements,

this study has scarcely discriminated between types of

lThompson, Organizations in Action, p. 36.
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organizational constraints within the set. Following

Redford,2 I would posit here two distinct configurations

of organization-set inputs, viz. directive and adjustive.

Appropriately, Redford warns against a one-dimensional

treatment of public agencies as "adaptive social insti-

tutions." While emphasis upon the adaptive propensities of

organizations--public as well as private--has been a

wholesome antidote to the overly mechanistic/legalistic

approach to organizations which preceded it, likewise,

focusing attention upon the interaction of organizations

and of men within organizations to the exclusion of legal-

bureaucratic constraints is an equally imprecise charac-

terization of organizational milieus. The indispensable

element of organizational life which is omitted in such

a conceptualization is overhead direction of agencies which

set[s] the preconditions of administration on the basis

of some measure of consensus on what will be expected of

it." 3 The major areas of overhead "prescriptions," according

to Redford, are the purposes of the organization, the basic

organizational structure, rules which govern (however

loosely) the behavior of personnel, and the roles which

circumscribe agency behavior.4 However vague and ill-defined

2Emmette S. Redford, Democracy in the Administrative
State (New York, 1969), pp. 193-195.

3 Ibid., p. 193.

4 Ibid.
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these parameters are, there exists a point beyond which

agency deviance will bring sanctions. The political forces

which possess this directive power consist of organizations

or individuals which have legal authority over the bureau,

principally Congress (or relevant committees), the chief

executive (or those who are directly accountable to him),

and the federal courts.

The "adjustive" relationships of public agencies

represent those myriad exchanges of advice, threats, praise,

support, criticism, cooperation, or obstruction that charac-

terize the relationships between an organization and its

domain of coordinate agencies. While the primary mode of

interaction between a focal organization and sovereign is

legal-bureaucratic, adjustive relationships within

organization-sets manifest themselves in one of two forms

(or various combinations of the two)--identification or

bargaining--the congruence of goals of the organizations

being the major determinant. That is, the greater the

congruence (e.g., OCR and the Equal Employment Opportunity

Commission) the greater the degree of identification and

vice versa.

Within the American political setting, the adaptive

relationship is further complicated by the vagaries of a

federal system of government. While there is no gainsaying

Elizar's contention that on the whole federal-state adminis-

trative interactions are characterized by cooperation,5

5 Daniel J. Elizar, American Federalism: A View fromthe States (New York, 1972), p. 162.
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the exception to this rule governs in the case of the Office

for Civil Rights. As one OCR compliance officer remarked

about his status vis a vis state and local authorities, "I'm

already a bastard before I get there" ([referring to his

enforcement efforts]). Not only do role orientations of

set officials conflict but the legal standing of OCR vis 'a

vis domain organizations has been a subject of continuing

controversy. Here, as we shall see, the courts have played

a major role in outlining the domain of OCR. One typical

case was U.S. v. Texas6 in which the federal courts instructed

a state education agency to cooperate in effecting desegre-

gation in state school systems. Likewise, OCR relationships

with state welfare and health departments have been redolent

with conflict over jurisdictional matters.

These problems raised by federalism are especially

crucial within the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare inasmuch as HEW is chiefly a funding rather than

a programmatic department, and, hence, most of the depart-

ment's programs are in fact operated by state and local

governments or "vendors" licensed by state and local agencies.

The ideology of local control is especially tenacious in the

field of education, and, consequently, education activities

have been most resistant to OCR compliance activities. To

varying degrees within the state and local agencies, then,

OCR's compliance activities are regarded as unwarranted

6U.S. v. Texas, 321 F. Supp. 1043 (1970).
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prying into affairs of other governments, and epithets such

as "pointy-headed bureaucrats" directed at civil rights

compliance officers are commonplace. Moreover, the Office

for Civil Rights often finds itself with an unwieldy domain

in which the harm done by a fund cutoff is out of proportion

to the short term gains derived from invoking the step. The

state of Louisiana, for example, has repeatedly challenged

(successfully) the Office for Civil Rights to invoke the

sanction of fund cutoffs in the field of health and social

services by openly defying Title VI directives.

The objective of this chapter is to focus upon the

organization-set of the Office for Civil Rights by examining

(1) the basic policy instruments of OCR (i.e., structure,

purpose, and rules) legitimized by sovereigns; (2) the major

actors within the set, focusing upon the directive element

of the input set; and (3) the patterns of interaction over

time between the focal organization and its set.

Modes of Interaction within the Organization Set

The fundamental configuration of exchanges between

public organizations and their sets were adumbrated in

chapter three. It will be recalled that the following

concepts are central to our analysis: First, identification

among organizations is a condition in which two or more

organizations which share the same domain share program

value premises and goals. While there is seldom a complete
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convergence of views--institutional loyalties being only

one of many impediments--this mode of interaction is one of

mutual support among organizations.

Second, legal-bureaucratic exchanges are embodied in

command-response exchanges most commonly observed in

hierarchical relationships. When, for example, the Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare agreed (against the

preferences of its leadership) to create OCR, this consti-

tuted a legal-bureaucratic exchange with an input set

source, i.e., a congressional committee. Obviously, it is

highly beneficial for an agency to possess a host of legal-

bureaucratic exchanges within its output-set because the

agency is thereby spared the potentially compromising

bargaining mode of exchange and because a legal-bureaucratic

relationship is a great "economizer" in terms of effort

expended by the agency to actualize its goals. Marginal

agencies such as OCR are in constant danger of becoming

mired in the morass of their own bargaining process. Thus,

the fabled guidelines and affirmative action plans are but

two means of escaping this trap.

Third, bargaining within an organization-set entails a

situation in which organizations which share a domain but

lack a common ideology or viewpoint regarding policy outcomes

must perforce interact in some fashion. Bargaining among

organizations, it is maintained "sets limits on the amount

of resources available or the ways they may be employed,"
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and delimits the goals which an agency may pursue. 7 Hence,

bargaining sets limits on arbitrary goal-setting within

the focal organization and subjects organizations to

conditions which are internally unsettling (for example,

in deciding the conditions under which goals are sacrificed,

the nub of the problem in the Panetta days as director of

OCR).

From the foregoing discussion it is obvious that the

most advantageous conditions for an agency are the develop-

ment of identification or legal-bureaucratic exchanges in

its output-set. Conversely, the most undesirable circum-

stance is that of a welter of bargaining relationships.

Therefore, we would suggest an inexorable agency "push"

away from bargaining relationships and toward either identi-

fication (providing interorganizational goals can be recon-

ciled) or legal-bureaucratic modes of exchange (if inter-

agency goals are non-parallel).

Combining the conceptual foundations of chapter two

(i.e., the interorganizational milieu as a set) with the

conceptual framework outlined in chapter three (i.e., goal-

setting as a process of identification, legal-bureaucratic

responses, or bargaining), along with the refinement offered

in this chapter relating to input organizations (i.e.,

directive or adaptive input set relationships), we arrive

at the following hueristic model of the ecosystem of the

Office for Civil Rights.

7 Thompson and McEwen, "Organization Goals, " p. 27.
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Like all models, this one contains what Brzezinski

calls a "germ of falsehood" 8 in that there is an inevitable

trade-off between existential and analytical verisimilitude.

In short, there is of necessity a need for the scholar to

oversimplify reality in order to highlight relationships;

the only other choice is "capitulation to complexity."9

Such is the case here and the reader is so forewarned. When

we conceive an organization as part of the output

organization-set, for example, this merely suggests that

in the greater part of the transactions between OCR and

that organization, OCR is the "giver" and the output-set

8 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Between Two Ages: America' sRole in the Technotronic Era (New Yori, 1970), p. xiv.

91bid.

Identification

Legal-
bureaucratic
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organization is the "recipient" of a "service." Likewise,

when we classify an organization's interaction with OCR as

bargaining this merely implies that this relationship

represents the major pattern of interaction, not that

interactions are confined to that pattern.

With these caveats duely noted, we proceed to Figure 7

which is a "fleshing out" of Figure 6 in that it identifies

the organizations within the set and the major configurations

of interactions within the organizational system. As Evan

observes, "The suprasystem level of analysis of an organi-

zation necessitates, at the very least, an inquiry into the

networks of interactions or linkages of given organizations

with various organizations in its environment."1 0

The Organization as Proteus: Structure
and Change at OCR

Like many social reform efforts in American history

the Title VI enforcement policy is a product of hasty

conceptualization within the executive branch and desultory

attention by Congress. Consequently, this policy waif,

conceived in haste, was left on the doorstep of HEW,

abandoned by the natural parents, and exposed to the intense

buffeting of antagonistic and well-entrenched political

forces. Policy-making and execution perforce require

structure, and it is symptomatic of the American political

milieu that the formation of such a structure (outlined in

10 Evan, "An Organization-Set Model of Interorganizational
Relations," p. 182.
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chapter four) should be subject to the importunities of

politics at the macropolitical and bureaucratic level.

The particular irony occasioned by the creation of

the Office for Civil Rights is that, as originally conceived,

the program could well have dissipated from lack of momentum,

for the impetus for early compliance efforts was personal

rather than institutional. Leadership within the secretary's

office--especially during John Gardner's reign--and inside

the Office of Education fueled the early drive toward

administrative desegregation. Conceivably, the fortunes

of political warfare would well have erased these gains by

replacing these civil rights "zealots" with others not so

inclined toward activism. (It was, after all, political

appointees and not career officials who comprised the small

band of civil rights zealots within OCR.) The potential for

agency foot-dragging is manifest in the glacial progress

toward compliance in almost every other agency with Title

VI compliance responsibilities. Concerning the overall

performance of the federal government's Title VI enforcement,

the Civil Rights Commission commented in 1973 that the

failure to bring about compliance "was the result, to a

large extent, of placing the responsibility for ensuring

racial and ethnic justice upon a massive federal bureaucracy

which for years had been an integral part of a discriminatory

system."11

"1U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Federal Civil
Rights Effort--A Reassessment (Washington, Government Printing
Office, 1973), p. 3.
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With the creation of the Office for Civil Rights as a

discrete government agency, Congress--albeit inadvertently--

institutionalized a social reform program. By doing so

Congress created circumstances within which a minimal program

effort could not be suppressed short of the disembowelment

of an agency, a sacrifice whose political ramifications

are potentially far more costly than the oblation of a

single personality within an agency. Few political costs

were incurred when the Nixon administration sacrificed OCR

director Leon Panetta on the altar of the "Southern Strategy":

To have abandoned the entire program of administrative

desegregation would have brought incalculable harm to the

Nixon administration by adding credence to the widespread

belief that it had little stomach for civil rights advocacy.1 2

The point is that organizational structure is of

relatively little importance in a benign setting but of

decisive importance in periods of turbulence for the agency.

Early desegregation compliance efforts were carried out by

an ad hoc alliance of Johnson appointees at the sufferance

of the president, a president actively committed to the

1 2Administration strategy was more oblique and hence
more cunning. It amounted essentially to upgrading the role
of the department of justice (which was more malleable than
HEW) and platooning officials at OCR. Apropos the alleged
Nixon administration "Southern Strategy" Rodgers and Bullock
comment: "The goal of the Nixon administration seems to be
to convince the South that there is a Southern Strategy
while convincing everyone else that there is not." Harrell
R. Rodgers and Charles S. Bullock, III, Law and Social
Change (New York, 1972), p. 92.
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cause of civil rights and much of whose political support

was drawn to him for that reason. President Nixon inherited

the consequent administrative infrastructure and, quite

naturally, partisan and ideological tensions quickly

developed between a new administration with new priorities

and holdover officials of OCR. The firing of OCR director

Panetta indicates, however, that any attempt to continue

administrative desegregation was headed for heavy seas.

This adversary-like climate which developed between adminis-

tration and compliance officials suggests that the institu-

tionalization of the compliance effort was a most opportune

event for the civil rights movement. As Rodgers and Bullock

observe, "The willingness of civil servants entrusted with

civil rights enforcement to perform their duties even when

opposed by the chief executive is suggestive for policy

realization of having agencies specifically responsible for

particular programs. ",13

This is not to suggest that institutionalization is

an ironclad assurance of vigorous program development. As

will be seen, due to Nixon administration design,14 the role

1 3 Rodgers and Bullock, Law and Social Change, p. 171.
The authors conclude that thi two factors which enhance the
potential of compliance agencies in accomplishing their
objectives are (1) when civil rights responsibilities are
centered on specific agencies, and (2) when a specific
agency is created to enforce the law (p. 200).

1 4 "Neither the weakened standard of compliance nor
the failure to use the [fund cutoff] sanction can be attri-
buted to the inadequacies of HEW's civil rights structural
mechanisms. Rather, they are related to policy decisions
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of OCR was in a sense truncated after 1970, Panetta's

resignation under fire being the climactic event in the

unfolding drama. The point is, with the creation of a

discrete agency with a singular and well-defined purpose,

it is all the more difficult for a new chief executive to

"substitute one decision premise for another"1 5 within a

task environment.

An additional structural quality is important to note

for an understanding of the agency's integrative capacity,

viz. that OCR has been since 1968 a physically dispersed

agency, decentralization coming first at the behest of

Congress and later in response to the precepts of President

Nixon's "New American Revolution." Of the 1,133 OCR

employees in 1974, 872 or 77 per cent work outside Washington

in one of the ten federal regions. Significantly, OCR is

rapidly taking on the character of a national rather than

regional effort with an increasing percentage of employees--

now 72 per cent--outside of the Old Confederacy.1 6

Contrasting with this personnel diaspora is a tightly

controlled policy-making apparatus centered in Washington.

Routine decisions are made in the field, but the scope of

made at the highest levels of the administration with which
HEW officials are obliged to comply." U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 212.
(Italics mine)

1 5Thompson, Organizations in Action, p. 143.

1 6 Letter from Congressman Omar Burleson, March, 1974.
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these decisions has been minimized by a headquarters sen-

sitive to the political dimensions of agency decisions.

Hence, the greater the chance of serious political reper-

cussions, the more likely the policy will be set in

Washington.

The influence of the OCR regional director in this

policy-making nexus is a highly variable factor but one

of critical importance. A director with a good management

record and sensitive political antennae can serve as an

effective liaison between a headquarters somewhat isolated

from regional conditions1 7 and the officials of the regional

agency whose predelictions are toward agency activism and are

not by nature so concerned with the political consequences

of decisions. In effect, the regional director acts as

(1) an agent for the Washington headquarters in communicating

to them intelligence regarding local conditions; (2) an

advocate in Washington for agency zealots who wish to upgrade

compliance efforts; and (3) a conduit of information and

value premises from Washington to regional compliance

officials. Obviously, these conflicting demands call forth

a high order of administrative talents on the part of the

regional directors, particularly in those regions (such as

Region VI) where, historically, civil rights abuses have been

1 7Simon observes that in most cases "a very large
portion of the information that is relevant to decisions
originate at the operating level. . . ." Herbert A. Simon,
Administrative Behavior (New York, 1957), p. 157.
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most flagrant. (A significant transition in the role of the

regional director--indicative of the partisan sensitivity

of the Nixon administration--came when the administration

changed the regional director's position from a civil service

to a political appointee status.)

The Title VI program within HEW has never been con-

sidered a paragon of organizational symmetry. An adminis-

trative agency like the Office for Civil Rights which sits

atop a societal fault line must of necessity experience

unsettling tremors from time to time. This situation has

produced in OCR a schizophrenic nature which causes con-

sternation from time to time at the regional level. On the

one hand, top management--Nixon administration appointees--

is characterized by a caution borne of insights drawn from

experience and from signals emitted from higher administrative

officials. At the same time, headquarters "swashbucklers"

(a term used by a regional official to denote officials

with a pronounced activistic bent--principally holdovers

from the Johnson administration) keep the pressure on for

greater efforts at the regional level. Regional officials

often express frustration at being whipsawed by these two

headquarters factions. The most common complaint at the

regional level is directed at Washington's lack of familiarity

with regional problems, that is, among both conservers and

zealots in Washington.
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At least two additional important consequences derive

from the structural characteristics described above: first,

there is often an inability on the part of regional officials

to anticipate the limits of discretion placed upon their

actions. Moreover, organizational rewards are likely to

flow in the direction of prudence rather than zeal since

formal sanctions are rarely applied to organizational

"deadwood." Excessive zeal, on the other hand, is likely

to be quickly followed by an official reprimand. The

conclusion is inescapable that field services are likely to

err on the side of caution when directives at the center

lack clarity and stability. 1 8

Changing Agency Roles: From Change Agent to
Reluctant Judicial Cudgel

As we have seen, the Office for Civil Rights is the

ironic product of Congress' waning enthusiasm for what was

increasingly perceived as civil rights zealotry within the

administration. This is hardly an auspicious beginning for

an agency whose goals include notably precarious political

outcomes. Indeed, there are two major inhibitors of effective

implementation of civil rights policy by OCR, namely, the

18 Cf. Fesler,who concludes that "a field service
cannot a7oid chaos in its exercise of discretionary
authority unless policy and organization at the center
are reasonably clear and stable." See James Fesler,
Area and Administration (University City, Alabama, 1949),
pp. 64-65.
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saliency of the civil rights issue and the scope of the

conflict stirred up by compliance efforts.

The environmental problems of OCR are magnified because

of the saliency of the civil rights issue. Miller and Stokes

offer convincing evidence that the monitoring of civil rights

issues by voters is a more clear and present danger for

officeholders (and is perceived by them as such) than are

issues of marginal interest to the voter.1 9 This is es-

pecially true of OCR's role in bringing about desegregation

in elementary and secondary education. Hence, even were a

member of congress personally predisposed to look with favor

upon vigorous civil rights enforcement efforts, a policy of

"benign neglect" of agency activity (to say nothing of

active support) might seriously jeopardize his political

career. Consequently, it is not uncommon for public

officials with virtually flawless civil rights voting

records to become outspoken critics of OCR policy. The

"saliency problem" is further magnified whenever an agency's

"policy space" is elevated to the level of presidential

campaigns, as was the case in 1968 and 1972.

Closely akin to the saliency problem is the problem of

the scope of the conflict, or the widening category of actors

involved in the policy space. Emmette Redford calls the

1 9Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes,, "Constituency
Influence in Congress," American Political Science Review,
LVII (March, 1963), 45-56.



120

broadening or narrowing of those interests involved in

administrative agency policy space "micropolitics," "sub-

system politics," and "macropolitics.",20 "Macropolitics"

is the term which is most apposite in the case of much of

OCR policy. That is, a condition prevails in which "the

community at large and leaders of government as a whole are

brought into the discussion and determination of issues. " 2 1

In contrast, subsystem politics is limited to the inter-

relations of bureaus and other administrative operating

agencies, the counterpart congressional committee structure

and lobbyists concerned with a particular area of program

specialization.22 Obviously, the latter is a far more

benign setting for an agency, given certain conditions

such as an administrative environment that includes a

plurality of sustaining groups and a generally favorable

(or indifferent) public attitude. Whenever these conditions

are present, Redford insists, "The ability of subsystems to

absorb attacks, to prolong discussions through numerous

inquiries, and to protect existing equilibriums is

enormous. "23

2 0Emmette S. Redford, Democracy in the Administrative
State (New York, 1969), pp. 83-131 passim. Cf.
Schattschneider, The Semi-Sovereign Peope, ~pp. 1-19 passim
who argues that "Ehe scope of the conflict determines its
outcome."

2 1Redford, Democracy in the Administrative State, p. 107.

22Ibid., p. 83.

2 3 Ibid., p. 83.
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Unquestionably, some of OCR's greatest successes (though

largely unheralded) have come in the areas of hospital

desegregation and removal of racial stigmata in higher

education, precisely those areas which are buffered from

mass public indignation and which are characterized by an

elaborate infrastructure (subsystem) of cooperating organi-

zations. OCR's recent history is marked by continued

efforts to enlist the help of state education agencies and

"civil rights coordinators" within other recipient agencies,

all of which is in large part an attempt to develop a more

benign subsystem for bringing about desegregation compliance.

In order to more systematically attack the constraints

of OCR's "suprasystem" we focus once again upon the concept

of an organization "role." 2 4 The use of the concept presup-

poses that the analytical device of the individual role

(i.e., the behavioral enacting of the patterned expectations

attributed to a position in a social system)25 and an

individual "role set" (i.e., a congeries of roles, reflecting

various environmental expectations) can be transposed upon

organizational studies and that the organization can be said

to assume a similarly active role within a "network of

interactions . . . with various organizations in its

environment."26 The underlying configurations of

2 4See supra, pp. 26-27.

2 5 Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure
(Glencoe, Ill., 1957), p. 368.

2 6 Bailey and Mosher, ESEA, p. 98.
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environmental roles is far more important for an under-

standing of organizational viability than legislative

mandates, for example, in that Congress' attention to the

administrative impact was typically haphazard. To speculate

about the legislative "intent" may indulge the interest of

antiquarians but is of little consequence in an examination

of an organization mandated to implement its verbiage.

Congress is notorious for its inattention to detail

at the point of establishing a program and its episodic

interest in its subsequent development. Agencies, once

established, are abandoned to the bureaucratic labyrinth

only to recapture congressional attention (fleetingly) at

appropriations time or whenever agency actions have redounded

adversely to the political fortunes of members of Congress.

(In the latter case, congressional action is often symbolic

and pro forma. Individual solons may inquire about the

nature of a decision and comment heatedly about it in the

press without offering any substantive opposition to the

move--or, indeed, while agreeing privately with the agency

decision, a rather commonplace occurrence in the area of

civil rights compliance efforts. This form of expressive

action on the part of congressmen can be rich in political

benefits without incurring serious political liabilities.)2 7

The point is this: agency roles are often variable

over time because the vagaries of the political order may

2 7 0n the subject of "expressive behavior" in politics,
see Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics, pp. 12 f.
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channel actions into directions unanticipated at the time

of the agency's birth. The major argument to be developed

in the subsequent part of this chapter is that the socially

sensitive content of OCR's domain inhibits the agency from

straying far from the legitimizing decisions of directive

forces, i.e., Congress, the executive, and the federal

courts. OCR policy and organizational vigor are largely a

product of the interplay among these three forces, an

interplay in which "few decisions are grand, none [are]

final, and only their collective impact make law." 2 8 In the

balance of this chapter I outline the changing role-set of

the Office for Civil Rights that has been brought about by

directive inputs.

Directive Inputs: The Remaking of an Agency

Experience shows that the more politically sensitive

the domain of an agency, the more closely it is tied to

directive constraints; conversely, adjustive interactions

in such a setting run toward procedural rather than sub-

stantive matters. Given the divided nature of American

government, it is not uncommon for the organizational con-

figurations (structural and policy) to result from the

spirited pull and haul between the three branches of the

2 8Martin Shapiro, Law and Politics in the Supreme
Court: New Approaches to Po~lEical Jurisprudence (Glencoe,
Ill., 1964), p. 331.
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federal government.29 Such is most definitely the case with

the Office for Civil Rights. I examine in the following

section the inputs of political sovereigns and the influence

which these inputs bore upon the development of the agency.

The Executive and Congress:
Reluctant Pa~tFcipants

The history of OCR compliance activities in the Nixon

years is largely one of devitalization of the focal activity

of that agency, namely Title VI enforcement in school

desegregation cases. While the last months of the Johnson

administration were marked by waning enthusiasm toward

administrative enforcement--due largely to HEW Secretary

Cohen's reluctance to apply the sanction3 0 --the Nixon years

have seen a steady erosion of the use of fund cutoffs to

bring about desegregation, especially when the move required

crosstown busing of students. (To add perspective to the

following chronology, it must be added that efforts at

minimizing the effects of segregation short of busing have

continued.)

2 9 It is worthy of note that, given the import of
Supreme Court decisions during the past three decades,
"it is clear that questions of American federalism [i.e.,
the legitimacy of the federal imposition of common standards
throughout the nation] do not revolve around the authority
of the federal government; they revolve around questions
of political values and administrative prudence." Bailey
and Mosher, ESEA, p. viii.

3 0See, for example, Cohen's statement, Washington
Post, March 26, 1968, p. 1.
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It is hardly surprising that administrative enforcement

should become the target of forces within the Nixon adminis-

tration and within Congress. The program was the product

of another administration with another mandate. Furthermore,

the phalanx of Northern liberal Democrats and moderate

Republicans which had conceived the legislation was in an

advanced state of deterioration toward the end of the decade

as the political implications of desegregation in the North

were brought home to them. By 1970 it was commonplace for

erstwhile civil rights advocates to counsel "benign neglect"3 1

or to join in sponsoring anti-busing amendments. For example,

in 1970 former HEW Secretary Ribicoff (as Senator Ribicoff)

joined Senator Stennis of Mississippi in sponsoring legis-

lation which would cut off federal aid to school districts

that fail to desegregate, a provision which ignored the

important de facto-de jure distinction and which was con-

sidered by the civil rights lobby a coup de grace to

desegregation efforts in the South.

In the House the Whitten Amendment included within

an appropriations bill would have changed both administrative

and court attempts to desegregate by eliminating the use of

busing for this purpose. While the Whitten Amendment passed

the House, the Stennis proposal narrowly failed in the

Senate, and in neither case did the administration exert

3 1The phrase is Daniel Moynihan's, a liberal Democratic
advisor to President Nixon, and was contained in a memorandum
to the president.
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strong leadership to defeat the measures. Nonetheless,

neither measure managed to win the approval of both houses

of Congress.

Thus, so far as congress was concerned, the die was

cast; the more vigorous the administrative enforcement of

Title VI and the closer the courts came to nationalizing and

strengthening its standards across the board, the greater

the hazard to political fortunes of those who remained

identified with the civil rights coalition. At best, the

once formidable civil rights coalition in Congress had

shrunk in 1970 to a rear guard unit (concentrated in the

education committees in both houses and on Senator Mondale's

Select Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity) whose

manful efforts succeeded in staving off most of the threats

to the goal of school desegregation.

Throughout the anti-busing debates in Congress the

Nixon administration was characterized by a "low profile"--

to use a term popularized by the administration--borne, it

would appear, of a fundamental ambivalency within the

administration toward civil rights. On the one hand, one

must conclude from the initial administration appointments

and from the intensity of the fratricidal conflict over

enforcement that policy was far from settled in its early

days. In addition to OCR Director Panetta, there were

other appointments to HEW posts which were hardly calculated

to send Southern segregationists into states of rapture.
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Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Finch, for

example, had a well-known record of support for civil rights,

but the bete noire of segregationists was James E. Allen

(former head of the New York state public schools and an

outspoken advocate of busing to achieve integration) who

was appointed to the key post of Commissioner of Education.

Early Title VI compliance efforts by this faction within

the administration were vigorous, a fact which drew praise

from even the traditional critics of GOP policy.3 2

There was, however, a cadre of officials within the

administration--concentrated strategically within the White

House--who took a jaundiced view of administrative enforcement

of Title VI on at least two grounds: first, administrative

fund cutoffs for noncompliance was a practice with which

many lawyers were uncomfortable because of the novelty of

the concept in that it circumvented the more ponderous but

conventional legal-judicial channels. But more importantly,

administrative enforcement by fund cutoffs places the political

onus for desegregation squarely upon the administration rather

than upon the courts.

President Nixon was elected, it must be recalled, by an

exceedingly slim margin in 1968, and critically important

support came from some states in the South. (Mr. Nixon won

the electoral votes of the Carolinas, Florida, Tennessee,

3 2 See, for example, "Finch's Guidelines," The New
Republic, CLX (May, 1969), 7.
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and Virginia; furthermore, he came in second to Wallace in

Arkansas and Georgia and narrowly lost to Humphrey in Texas.)

Consequently, there was abroad within some circles of the

administration an active illusion that the 1968 election

marked a turning point in American politics, a political

realignment which heralded the tantalizing prospect of an

era of Republican dominance in national politics. All of

this was predicated upon the anticipated switch in Southern

political loyalties to the GOP.3 3  Considering these factors,

it is safe to say that the prospects for aggressive adminis-

trative enforcement were not bright from the beginning.

In 1969 the battle lines within the administration

were drawn over enforcement policy between those in HEW who

favored strict enforcement and others--principally White

House satraps--who, primarily motivated by political con-

siderations, were predisposed toward "soft" enforcement.

Symptomatic of the frame of mind of the latter group is a

statement which OCR director Leon Panetta attributes to

John Ehrlichman to the effect that "the Blacks . . . are not

where our votes are." 3 4

A harbinger of the Nixon administration's Title VI

policy came on the eve of Independence Day, 1969, in

typically oblique fashion when the administration announced

33 The "bible" of this political cult was Phillips,
The Emerging Republican Majority.

3 4 Panetta, Bring Us Together, p. 187.
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that Southern school districts would be held to a September

desegregation deadline except for "bona fide educational and

administrative problems. "3 5 While widely interpreted as

a victory for "firm" enforcement, the announcement actually

masked the decline of enforcement efforts by OCR. Not only

was the statement a repudiation of a long-standing HEW

commitment to end racial isolation except in isolated cases

by 1969,36 but the policy change signaled a turning point in

that OCR was progressively forced to adopt a position which

eschewed fund cutoffs for failure to desegregate, except

where ordered by the courts. Even here OCR actions were

dilatory; when, in 1969, the Supreme Court in Alexander v.

Holmes3 7 denied Mississippi school districts additional

time to desegregate (a case in which the Justice Department

joined the defense) and ordered desegregation "at once,"

OCR failed to implement that order during 1969-70.38 The

strategy of the administration had clearly become the

avoidance of administrative enforcement of Title VI.

Naturally, this progressive evisceration of civil rights

enforcement evoked an outburst of protest among those within

3 5 The New York Times, July 4, 1969, p. 1.

3 6 Richard Bardolph, The Civil Rights Record: Black
Americans and the Law, 18T9~~l970 (New York, 1970) ,, p.463.

37396 US 1218 (1969).

38 See Adams v. Richardson, Civ A. No. 3095-70, p. 96.
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the administration who were committed to the policy.

Unprecedented uprisings occurred within HEW and within the

Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice. These

prototype "change agents"3 9 demonstrated their displeasure

by sending petitions to the president, demanding audiences

with department heads, venting their anger to the press, and

in rare cases, by resigning. Three notable victims of the

1969-1970 discontinuity were OCR Director Panetta, Com-

missioner of Education Allen, and Secretary Finch--Panetta

in February, 1970, and Allen and Finch in June of the same

year.40

The policy change presaged by the wave of resignations

became evident in April of 1970 when the new Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare, Eliot Richardson, announced

that the department had ceased cutting off funds in dealing

with the remaining hard-core holdouts on school desegregation,

adding that the move was a "change in method and not a

reversal in policy. "41 The policy change brought a sharp

response from many civil rights activists such as former

OCR director Ruby G. Martin who charged that the action was

tantamount to "administrative repeal" of Title VI and who

3 9 For a discussion of administrators as change agents
see Gawthrop, Administrative Politics and Social Change,
pp. 99-101.

40 Allen, in a parting shot at the administration,
charged it with lack of commitment to desegregation. See
The New York Times, June 12, 1970, p. 1.

4 1The New York Times, August 9, 1970, p. 29.
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further opined that it was "unfair, unrealistic and . .

unconstitutional for the administration to rely on the

courts to carry the entire or substantial share of the

burden of school desegregation."4 2

In 1971 further stiffening the administration's policy

on administrative desegregation Mr. Nixon warned both OCR

and the Justice Department that officials who suggested

more busing than the absolute minimum required by law (i.e.,

court decisions) stood in jeopardy of losing their jobs.4 3

The seriousness with which the president held these views

was demonstrated later in the year when an OCR plan to

desegregate the Austin, Texas, schools by cross-town busing

was repudiated by the administration.4 4 No doubt, practically

all attempts at busing would have been undermined had it not

been for the Supreme Court decision in 1971 which legitimized

busing as one means of overcoming racial isolation.4 5

In election year 1972 President Nixon intensified his

attack upon school busing, leading some to suggest that the

issue was being used more for its political mileage than

from any deeply-held convictions.4 6 In any event, the

4 2 Ibid., July 22, 1970, p. 26.

43Ibid., July 12, 1970, p. 1.

4 4 Ibid., August 4, 1971.

4 5Swann, et al. v. Charlotte-Micklinburg Board of
Education, et al.,~402 U.s. 1 (1971).

4 6 Max Frankel, for example, suggested that "the
President has maneuvered himself out of a difficult corner
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administration proposed to Congress a bill which would impose

a "moratorium" on busing by the courts and the executive

branch. While OCR had been rendered so docile by 1972 that

little was heard in the way of protest from that agency,

the majority of lawyers in the Civil Rights Division of the

Department of Justice protested vigorously, arguing that

"such legislation would raise serious constitutional questions

and would be inconsistent with our national commitment to

racial equality."4 7 Congress failed to follow the president's

initiative in passing strong anti-busing legislation. In

signing an education bill in 1972 Mr. Nixon groused: "[T]he

92nd Congress has apparently determined that the better part

of valor is to dump the busing matter into the lap of the

93rd. "48

Despite the administration's official antipathy to

busing and other aggressive means of enforcement and the

relative passivity of the Office for Civil Rights in desegre-

gation policy, hospitals were being opened to Negroes,

facilities of higher education were opening to minorities

and women, jobs were being acquired by minorities and women

in this election year, dared his opponents to defy the popular
sentiments for which he has spoken, and postponed to another
day the intractable problems that produced the busing
controversy in the first place." The New York Times,
March 18, 1972, p. 14.

4 7The New York Times, April 25, 1972, p. 16.

4 8 Ibid., June 24, 1972, p. 1.
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with contractors who did business with the federal government

and, perhaps most significantly, school desegregation was

being carried out in the South and, in rare cases, in the

North as well. A study by HEW in 1972 revealed that the

percentage of blacks in all-black schools in the South had

declined from 68 per cent in 1968 to 11.2 per cent in 1972.49

This is attributable in large part to court-ordered segre-

gation, to some degree to voluntary compliance, and, to a

very great extent, to the use of policy tools by OCR

fashioned within the administration and ratified by

Congress.

Title VI is an exceedingly blunt instrument for the

implementation of desegregation policy, and its use calls

forth the threat of political retaliation that intimidates

all but the most unyielding policy-makers. This is particu-

larly true in the areas of federal aid to state welfare

programs and to higher education where fund cutoffs must

encompass the entire state and hence serve to threaten most

vitally those whom the policy is designed to aid, i.e.,

blacks and other minorities. In a word Title VI as an

enforcement device lacks precision. Its use is perceived

as excessively draconian in a world where policy-makers

practice the art of the possible. For this reason OCR largely

abandoned the use of Title VI after 1970.50 Official

4 9 Ibid., January 13, 1972, p. 32.

5 0 The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort--A
Reassessment, p. 187.
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recognition of the shortcomings of Title VI dates from

John Gardner's suggestion to White House aide Douglas Cater

that Title VI was in need of a "carrot" of federal funds

for the construction of new schools and grants for techniques

for correcting de facto segregation to complement its "stick"

of fund cutoffs. 5 1

Such a "carrot" was the promise of a bill proposed by

the president in May of 1970 asking congress for $1.5 billion

over a two-year period, $150 million to be spent on an

emergency basis, $350 million in 1971 and $1 billion in

1972, all for the purpose of easing desegregation efforts.5 2

The uniquely efficacious dimension of this proposal was that

the funds were categorically intended to aid in implementing

desegregation. Heretofore, federal funds had been tangential

to the issue in the minds of school officials as well as

those in the Office of Education. After 1970 violations of

the use of non-"emergency" school funds were largely left

to the Department of Justice for resolution, while the most

recalcitrant districts were left to the courts for resolution,

and OCR education efforts were confined to minitoring the

use of federal emergency school aid. This forfeiture of a

policy domain is accounted for by policy critics as a patent

5 1John Gardner, Correspondence to Douglas Cater, August 4,
1966, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas.

5 2 This program--the Emergency School Assistance Program
(ESAP)--was an interim program operating under the authori-
zations of several pieces of legislation.
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case of an administration lacking in zeal for civil rights

(the inference being, because of political pressures) while

agency officials talk in terms of priorities, given the

limited resources with which they must work. That is, the

emergency school aid acts are calculated to yield a greater

amount of compliance per unit of manpower expended by the

agency than are Title VI efforts.

ESAP was followed in 1973 by the more expansive Emergency

School Aid Act (ESA) 5 3 which was part of Educational

Amendments of 1972. This measure, while containing strong

language regarding busing,5 4 also authorized $2 billion in

aid to schools which were desegregating or attacking the

effects of racial isolation. The legislation offered the

Office for Civil Rights ample occasion to reinvigorate its

compliance mechanism by affording the agency three key roles:

assistance in selection of recipient districts, responsibility

for pre-grant reviews, and responsibility for post-grant

reviews.

The two "emergency" programs were legislative windfalls

for the agency in that they restored potency to a branch

5 3 PL 92-318 (1973).

5 4 Inter Alia, the bill postponed all busing until the
appellate process was concluded, and barred federal pressure
on school boards to induce busing "unless constitutionally
required," the latter phrase being a concession which civil
rights advocates in the Senate managed to tack onto the
bill.
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within that agency which had suffered the swiftest decline

in its domain. The programs were similar in that they were

discrete tools for remedying the abuses of racial isolation;

they differed in that (1) ESAP was a terminal plan (1971-72)

while ESA is a continuing program and (2) ESAP was confined

primarily to court order districts in the South while the

scope of ESA was nationwide.

The emergency school aid programs represent the quintes-

sentially American approach to social engineering. Essen-

tially, the approach is to offer a program whose strings

do not appear excessively constricting and whose pecuniary

benefits are palpable to the recipients. Both the Emergency

School Assistance Program of 1971 (ESAP) and the Emergency

School Act of 1973 (ESA)--each proposed by President Nixon

and passed by Congress--possessed these earmarks.

For OCR and its Elementary and Secondary Branch, the

programs brought an altered role within its role set. The

political storms generated by a broad interpretation of

Title VI enforcement powers were patently too intense for

an agency such as OCR with its tenuous political clientele

and questionable legitimacy to withstand, even if support

from the White House had been unequivocal. With only

lukewarm support from that quarter OCR's role was transformed

from an activist social engineering posture toward other,

more modest (but far from "irrelevant"5 5 ) objectives:

55pra, p. 43.
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(1) increasing attention was paid to the championing of

equal rights for women; (2) the interests of minorities

other than Negroes began to loom larger on the OCR agenda;

and (3) the promotion of racial balance within school

districts yielded in importance to a concept termed "equal

education services" which includes intra-unit evaluation

of schools of such things as student dismissals, allocation

of resources, results of ability grouping, composition of

special education classes, etcetera. The pattern has been

clearly discerned by Dill:

The persistent pattern of inputs from the environ-
ment over the long-run . . .~modifies organiTzational
objectivesand_ programs. In responding to current
inputs, an organization makes many changes in direction
and procedure. One of the main problems of organi-
zational control is to recognize and to limit such
changes, so that major objectives and programs will
not be whittled away. . . . [Ilt is not uncommon for
a series of new environmental~Tpis-To lead an
~organizat~on7~in several small stages, to reverse a
stand which itHad taken Tarier. 6T(ItiTics mine)

The Courts: The Fulcrum of
Civil Rights Policy

We are attempting to develop the theme in this chapter

that OCR compliance policy is largely the outcome of the

interplay of directive forces, i.e., the executive, Congress,

and the courts. The former two have acted, on the whole, to

restrain the agency in its desegregation activities and, to

5 6William R. Dill, "The Impact of Environment on
Organizational Development," Concepts and Issues in
Administrative Behavior, edited by Sidney~ Mailick~and
E. H. Van Ness (Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1962), p. 105.
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some degree, to rechannel its efforts into areas where the

political passions do not run so high as in school desegre-

gation. The motif to this point is well stated by Bailey

and Mosher:

The carrying out of a new legislative mandate is
rarely simple. Laws are neither self-explanatory nor
self-executing in any detailed sense. . . . The process
. . . of finding a way of turning the controversial
into the routine is itself far from routine. It involves
acts of discretionary judgement, an endless interplay
with affected clients in the development, interpretation,
and modification of reporting for purposes of adminis-
trative . . . accountability as well as program
execution, a constant sensitivity to demands by executive
and legislative superiors, as well as by group interests
and the press, for explanations or actions taken or
contemplated; resiliency in dealing with the ambiguous
functions of statutory or ad hoc advisory committees
and panels; an almost endless capacity for adjusting
t~o policy modiffications imposed by political necessity

or induced by administrative experience. 5/ (Italics mine)

If there is a flaw in the above analysis it is in its

neglect of the importance of the courts in the development

of administrative programs. The field of civil rights had

long been a special preserve of the federal courts, the

hegemony of that branch being insured by the Brown5 8 decision

in 1954. Almost two decades later it was clear that the

court was well on its way toward nationalizing its racial

principles. As Bailey and Mosher have observed: "It is

clear that questions of American federalism [e.g., the

legitimacy of federal standards of nondiscrimination] do not

5 7 Bailey and Mosher, ESEA, p. 98.

58347 U.S. 483 (1954).
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revolve around the authority of the federal government;

they revolve around questions of political values and

administrative prudence. "59

The creation of administrative desegregation (i.e.,

Title VI) was a response to the tediousness (and sometimes

outright obstructionism) of the litigation process and was

conceived as a means to augment that process. The bounds

of Title VI enforcement as originally conceived appear to

be tied to the evolving decisions of the federal courts

regarding the meaning of the "equal protection clause" of the

Fourteenth Amendment.6 0 While the Fourteenth Amendment has

not loomed large in OCR matters, the courts themselves have

played a consistently central role in the survival and

viability of the agency. There is an intricate dialectic

of policies which interrelate these two areas of the federal

government in a unique way. It is hardly an exaggeration

to say that the courts have been the ballast which has kept

OCR afloat as a viable organization.6 1

5 9 Bailey and Mosher, ESEA, p. 50.

6 0Linda R. Singer, editor, "Comment: Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964: Implementation and Impact," The
George Washington Law Review, XXXVI (May, 1968), 932.

6 1The formal enforcement domains for the two have from
the beginning been distinct in that HEW policy has precluded
OCR's intrusion into court order districts, until recently a
source of considerable chagrin among civil rights advocates.
A significant feature of the recent Pratt decision was its
suggestion of OCR activism in monitoring court order
districts. Adams v. Richardson, 480 F 2d 1159 (1973),
pp. 1165-1166.
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In summarizing the OCR-federal court nexus it is useful,

I would suggest, to borrow Shapiro's concept of the courts

as "supplementary lawmakers." 6 2 For Shapiro, the policy-

making process is often a complicated matrix of differential

inputs and outputs among a vast array of decision-makers

within the government, a process in which no clear point of

orchestration exists. The courts' role within this matrix

may be viewed as one agency among many executive bureaus,

legislative committees, regulatory agencies, and trade

associations that participate in the legislative struggle. 6 3

It might be added that in the area of civil rights, the

courts' preeminence in the issue assured them a major if not

decisive voice in the shape of OCR policy.

Beginning in 1967 the Fifth Circuit Court served notice

in Jefferson6 4 that its role as "supplementary lawmaker" in

underwriting post-Brown administrative desegregation would

be significant. More than any single case since 1967

Jefferson served to legitimate the domain for Title VI

enforcement by prescribing sterner requirements for desegre-

gating school districts promptly.

We read Title VI as a congressional mandate for

change--change in pace and method of enforcing

6 2Martin Shapiro, The Supreme Court and Administrative
Agencies (New York, 1968T7 pp. 26 f.

63 Ibid., p. 29.

64U.S. v. Jefferson County Board of Education, 372 F
2d 836 (1967T.
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desegregation. The 1964 Act does not disavow court-
supervised desegregation. . . . But Congress was

dissatisfied with the slow progress inherent in the

judicial adversary process. Congress therefore
fashioned a new method of enforcement to be administered

not on a case-by-case basis as in the courts but,
generally, by federal agencies operating on a national
scale and having special competence in their respective
fields.65

In order to discourage the common tendency among

Southern school districts to flee to the protection of

court ordered desegregation rather than HEW-supervised

desegregation because of the former's less stringent

standards, Jefferson stopped just short of adopting HEW

guidelines as the litmus test for federal district courts:

"We hold HEW's standards are substantially the same as this

Court's standards." 6 6 The effect of the Jefferson decision

was to establish common desegregation standards for court

order districts and for those which came within the purview

of HEW administration, thus avoiding a situation in which

both would have to struggle with the school systems on an

ad hoc basis.

The courts continued to run interference for OCR in

determining the precise content of its guidelines. The

perennial issues of "freedom of choice plans," for example,

were laid to rest by Green v. School Board of New Kent County,

Va.67 which stipulated that the only desegregation plan which

was acceptable was one that "promises realistically to work,

6 5 Ibid., pp. 852-853.

6 6 Ibid., p. 848.

6720 L Ed 2d 716 (1967).
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and promises realistically to work now."68  This provision

was incorporated into the HEW guidelines in 1968. Likewise,

as the will of the court became clearer regarding faculty

and staff desegregation,6 9 OCR was on firmer ground in

requiring explicit standards of school districts.

Still, much was left to be defined by the courts. What

was the percentage of minority students in single schools

which constituted prima facie evidence of racial isolation?

What was the constitutional role of busing in order to

overcome racial isolation in schools? Only the courts could

answer these momentous questions, and the answer came in the

landmark case Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of

Education7 0 which held the largely unfulfilled promise of

vastly clarifying and expanding the domain of OCR. In Swann

the Supreme Court in a unanimous decision inter alia (1)

refused to place limits upon the remedies which could be

used to eliminate the vestiges of de jure segregation,

(2) announced that in school systems with schools which

contained disproportionate percentages of minority children

officials would bear the burden of establishing that these

schools are not a product of present or past discrimination,

68Ibid., p. 724.

6 9Montgomery v. Carr, 395 U.S. 225 (1969) and Singleton
v. Jackson Municipal Separate School District, 24 L. Ed. 2d
477 (1970).

70402 U.S. 1 (1971).
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(3) announced that courts may insist upon drastically gerry-

mandered school districts and attendance zones and paring,

grouping, or clustering of schools, and (4) gave the court's

blessing to busing to overcome the consequences of present

or past discrimination.

Clearly, Swann was a bold affirmation of the thrust of

past court decisions, all the more significant because it

was announced by President Nixon's choice as Chief Justice,

Warren Earl Burger. For Title VI enforcement it offered

clarified standards of desegregation, unequivocal support

for the most volatile issue before HEW (i.e., busing) and,

for OCR personnel, encouragement that perhaps the decision

might reinforce the agency's resolve. This hope was dashed

when, later in the same year, the president repudiated OCR's

busing plan for the Austin, Texas, public schools and made

it clear in numerous public statements that Swann had failed

to change his views.

Swann marks a departure from Green in that the court

is no longer affirming administrative standards for courts,

but rather, is in effect prescribing court standards for

an administrative agency. OCR treated the subject of school

paring and busing very gingerly if at all until the Swann

decision. In other words, the agency dared not expose itself

by setting desegregation standards in advance of court

legitimation. For example, OCR employed as their presumptive

standard of racial isolation a 50 per cent figure derived
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from Swann. (That is, a school could be presumed in violation

of desegregation if its minority population was 50 per cent

in excess of that of the community at large.) Two years

later in the wake of the Pratt decision this figure was

revised downward to 20 per cent.7 1

The Swann decision evoked a flurry of activity within

the Office for Civil Rights. In all, three hundred non-court

order districts with one or more schools composed mostly of

local minority students were identified. After a process

of elimination forty-two school districts were deemed by

OCR to be in non-compliance to the standards of Swann. Even

so, these districts remained in presumptive violation for a

year while continuing to receive funds.7 2

Evidence of the anemic quality of Title VI enforcement

efforts was adduced in the Adams case. In Adams v. Richardson

U.S. District Judge Pratt delivered a stern rebuke to those

charged with carrying out the administrative mandate of

Swann. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

was enjoined for nonfeasance of its duty to commence enforce-

ment proceedings against forty-two school districts which

had reneged on desegregation plans and failure to cite

eighty-five school districts with one or more schools

substantially disproportionate in racial composition.

7 1 Adams v. Richardson, 356 F. Supp. 92 (1973), p. 96.

7 2 Ibid., p. 97.
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In a companion Adams decision Judge Pratt dismissed

out of hand the OCR defense that Title VI compliance policy

was entirely discretionary. The court responded:

Title VI is not a new statutory provision. The record
is replete with instances occurring over long periods
of time since 1964, where defendants' efforts seeking
voluntary compliance has [sic] either not been attempted
or have been unsuccessful or have met with rejection.
In these cases, defendants cannot in their discretion
permit further advances of federal assistance in
violation of the statute, but have the duty of
accomplishing the purposes of the statute through
administrative enforcement proceedings or by other
legal means. 7 3

The opinion concluded that

the discretion implicitly vested in defendants by
statute exists solely for the purpose of achieving
compliance with the requirements of Title VI. As
the undisputed record demonstrates, defendants'
efforts toward voluntary compliance have been
unsuccessful in the case of many state and local
educational agencies which continue to receive
substantial federal funds in violation of the
statute. Defendants now have no discretion to
negate the purpose and intent of the statute by
a policy described in another context as one of
"benign neglect. "74

Reactions to the Pratt decision were varied. The new

director of OCR, Peter Holmes, lamented publicly as his

office sent notices of noncompliance to school districts

that the administration was making the demands reluctantly

7 3 Adams v. Richardson, 351 F. Supp. 636 (1972).

7 4 Ibid., p. 642. On appeal to the circuit court Adams
was sustained with one minor exception. 480 F. 2d 1159
(1973). In addition to (in effect) ordering OCR to do its
duty in Title VI enforcement, the court also enjoined OCR
to aid in monitoring court order school districts. (pp.
1165-1166).
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and only because, he said, "we are required to do so by

court order."7 5 In a house document intended for internal

consumption Holmes attributed the Adams dilemma to slipshod

work within the agency itself. At fault, Holmes argued,

was an agency tendency toward protracted neglect of open

files. Adams was based upon a large number of cases in

which letters of noncompliance were sent to schools without

a follow-up determination of the factual basis of noncom-

pliance. Consequently, the court ordered action for which

OCR was unprepared from a legal standpoint to take. None-

theless, the plaintiffs in Adams regarded OCR action (or

inaction) as a conclusion of noncompliance. Holmes'

corrective measure was to keep better books on compliance,

urging that they be updated from time to time.7 6

Nowhere in the official agency statements on Adams

is there a hint of nonfeasance. There is only a lamentation

about the extra burden placed on the office by the decision

and a veiled threat that the decision might reduce OCR

efforts in other areas such as women's rights.77 One

regional official expressed a different viewpoint, however,

when he observed that the Pratt decision was an "indictment"

of the Office for Civil Rights.

7 5 The New York Times, March 30, 1973, p. 6.

7 6 Remarks of Peter Holmes to Regional Officials,
May 4, 1973.

7 7 The Washington Evening Star, March 29, 1973.
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In a sense the Adams decision brings us full circle

from 1964 and the creation of Title VI. By 1973 the limits

of political feasibility in Title VI school desegregation

enforcement, it seems, had been reached. By that time the

agency had "learned" that the political cost incurred by

further action in fund cutoffs was incommensurate with any

gains which might accrue. Moreover, the organizational

self-image was preserved because the work load in the area

of crisis-management alone far outran its resources. In

short, there were inevitably active commitments in emergency

fund compliance efforts crying for attention; by 1973 Title

VI enforcement had become a somewhat embarrassing anachronism

in the field of elementary and secondary compliance. In

this situation the federal courts found it necessary to

step into the breach, a not uncommon occurrence.

When . . . a lag develops between popular conviction
and constitutional commitments, and when that lapse
cannot be conveniently rationalized by statutory or
amendatory procedures, it becomes the . . . task of
the Supreme Court . . . to square ideals with
practice.7 8

One other court decision merits mention as an example

of the dialectical agency-court process mentioned above.

7 8Woodward, The Burden of Southern History, p. 84. It
is worthy of note that the Office for Civil Rights has
relinquished almost totally responsibility for the most
volatile area of desegregation, i.e., the desegregation
of big city school districts. Almost without exception
large urban centers are "court order districts" and hence
only indirectly the responsibility of OCR. This is a major
means by which the environment has been "tamed" for OCR.
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Since 1970 OCR has taken an active interest in the plight

of non-black school children which eventually took the

form of a "national-origin memorandum"7 9 which expanded the

interests of OCR to include children who were not directly

victims of racism but whose cultural milieu precluded an

opportunity to participate fully in the education process.

(Initially, the objects of this concern were Mexican-American

children.) Beginning in 1971 the Office for Civil Rights

began to include these matters within the concept of

affirmative action, and in 1974 the Supreme Court placed

its imprimatur upon the policy in a case involving children

of Chinese origin.80 Basing their arguments squarely upon

Title VI and OCR embellishments thereof, the court sustained

the guidelines as "reasonably related to the purpose of

enabling legislation."81

Conclusion

When we consider the net impact of directive forces

upon OCR at least three conclusions are inescapable. First,

Congress ' civil rights policy is an uncertain trumpet for

administrative desegregation. Concerning civil rights

policy, perhaps the best that can be said is that the

policy-making process is sufficiently diffused to blunt

79 Infra, p. 159.

8 0 Lau v. Nichols, 39 L Ed. 2d 1 (1974).

81 Ibid.
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the adverse reactions which have inevitably arisen with

the waning of the moral fervor of the 1960's and as civil

rights administrative policies grew more remote from the

superficial intent of Title VI. At the same time it must

be added that Congress has over the years faithfully approved

significant increases for the agency, in a span of four

years tripling OCR's budget from $6 million (1970) to $18

million (1974).82

Second, chief executives have manifested widely varying

degrees of enthusiasm for administrative desegregation.

Obviously, administrative desegregation is subject in large

measure to the whims of chief executives whose substantial

if not dominating concern must be the electoral impact of

policy, and who may use their powers to invigorate or

inervate the agency.

Finally, the really preponderant influence upon the

vitality of OCR activity is the federal courts' adoption

of agency guidelines as litmus tests of desegregation, and

the recent display of judicial impatience at agency lassitude

is further indication of the centrality of the courts for the

survival of administrative desegregation. Indeed, the role

of the court in administrative desegregation has been so

crucial as to suggest a revision of the conventional view

82House of Representatives, Hearings on Enforcement
of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act in Medicare and
Medicaid, 93rd Congress, 2nd Session, 1973, p. 162.
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that executive interest is the sine qua non of successful

agency social engineering.

In creating and maintaining the integrity of public

policy in the area of human rights the federal courts are

consistently confirming the insight of Frankfurter that

"the extent to which the exercise of [judicial] power would

interpenetrate matters of policy could hardly have been

seen by the most prescient [of the framers]." 8 3  The irony

which should provoke more than a little thought from those

who, like Associate Justice Frankfurter, believe in the

centrality of majoritarian institutions is that the insti-

tution least designed to be a "good reflex of the democratic

society" is chiefly responsible for the degree of egalitarian-

ism which minorities appreciate.

8US.v. Dennis, 341 U.S. 494 at 522.



CHAPTER VI

GETTING BY WITH A LITTLE HELP FROM FRIENDS: THE

ENVIRONMENTAL MATRIX OF THE OFFICE FOR

CIVIL RIGHTS--II

In the preceding chapter I endeavor to outline the

directive control over the Office for Civil Rights and

to demonstrate the reasons for the agency's narrow autonomy,

the major determinant being the political volatility of the

agency's work. Yet, to understand only the directive

dimensions of an agency's environment is tantamount to

analytical tunnel vision in that the important action at

the periphery is ignored, and it is these interorganizational

struggles which set the stage for directive initiatives. As

Baum has observed:

It is generally agreed that a mere knowledge of the
control pattern which crystallized into legal form at
some time more or less remote is not sufficient for a
clear understanding, objective analysis, or critical
appraisal of the operation of the administrative system.
Further, it is known that the real life of adminis-
trative institutions is imperfectly revealed in their
legal description because it is in the subtile give-
and-take of officials in their mutual dealings with
each other that different patterns may emerge.1

Chapter six examines the "horizontal" exchanges of

OCR with its suprasystem and the consequent feedback effects

1Bernard H. Baum, Decentralization of Authority in a
Bureaucracy (Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1961), pp. 63-64.
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of those exchanges. The first object of analysis is the

adjustive inputs of the suprasystem. Second,the analysis

turns to the output set of the focal agency (i.e., those

organizations which are subjects of OCR decisions). Finally,

some conclusions are drawn concerning the feedback effects

of the OCR suprasystem.

OCR and its Adjustive Inputs: Goal Expansion

Adjustive exchanges within the organization set are

defined as "those myriad exchanges of advice, threats,

praise, support, criticism, cooperation or obstruction

that characterize the relationships between an organization

and its coordinate agencies. "2 These relationships are

qualitatively different in that they lack the real or

potential threat of coercion which is the prerogative of

sovereigns. Interest groups may grant or withhold support

depending upon the implementation of policy by OCR but they

cannot compel action. Coordinate federal agencies may grow

impatient with the agency's apparently dilatory ways or, at

the opposite extreme, may chafe at what appears to be

unbridled advocacy by the agency, but they lack the power

to dictate a change of course. Within the adjustive

exchanges of OCR with its input set, three overriding

functions can be identified: (1) efforts to draw agencies

(federal and state) within the Title VI "system"; (2) efforts

2 Supra, p. 105.
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directed toward defining spheres of activity; and (3)

servicing of clientele demands and keeping lines open to

clientele groups.

Creating an Administrative Desegregation System

Title VI is a comprehensive law whose provisions

encompass the entirety of government activity. Indeed,

it is the broadest of all civil rights acts in its coverage

in that it includes within its strictures more than 400

programs administered by twenty-three federal departments and

agencies.3 Some federal offices, however, have hardly begun

the process of establishing an effective monitoring process

of their own, while others have delegated to the Office for

Civil Rights primary responsibility for compliance activities

in their respective fields.4 This lack of attention to the

civil rights ramifications of agency policy bears indirectly

upon the work of the Office for Civil Rights in many areas.

For example, in its construction of low income housing the

3Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort: A Report, p. 5.
HEW's role is broader than other agencies in that it has been
delegated responsibility for securing compliance from recip-
ients of assistance under higher education, elementary and
secondary schools, and medical facilities programs even
though other agencies may provide assistance to the same
recipients.

4For a scathing of federal government adherence to
Title VI across the board see The Federal Civil Rights
Effort--A Reassessment, p. 2. Agencies which have delegated
to OCR compliance activities include AEC, Department of
Agriculture, the Department of Defense, Department of the
Interior, Small Business Administration, Department of
Commerce, and the Veterans Administration. 35 Federal Reg-
ister 10927 (July, 1970). Given adequate monitoring
resources these delegations offer a rich opportunity for
agency growth.
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Department of Housing and Urban Development has through its

policy perpetuated racial and ethnic isolation by disin-

genuous location of housing sites. Attempts to sensitize

federal agencies such as HUD to the civil rights implications

of their actions are being made through the Federal Regional

Councils.

Within HEW the Office for Civil Rights must maintain

vigilance over the funding of education programs which are

undertaken without due consideration for the recipient

schools' civil rights compliance. The Office of Equal

Educational Opportunity, likewise, was established subsequent

to the passage of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act for

the purpose of rendering technical assistance (including

granting funds) for schools which were undergoing the rigors

of desegregation. Yet OCR officials complain that these and

other program agencies within HEW maintain their distance

from OCR and its mission, manifesting more interest in

allocating funds than in seeing that they are spent in a

non-discriminatory fashion.5 Likewise, OCR employees in the

Health and Social Services Branch inveigh against their

HEW program counterparts who are all too willing to disregard

the compliance features of their own programs. After all,

program agencies are directed toward the continuation and

51n situations in which the two agencies work together
the employees of the Office of Equal Educational Opportunity
are the federal personnel who (as one OCR official put it)
"wear the white hats" in the eyes of local school officials.
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expansion of their programs, and vigorous civil rights

enforcement may be counterproductive in the struggle for

this goal.

It is interesting to reflect upon the irony of the

creation of a separate civil rights office within HEW by

Congress, which, while hardly doing so intentionally,

conceived within that agency the most effective machinery

for civil rights compliance in the entire federal bureauc-

racy. In creating a discrete civil rights office within

HEW Congress was in effect institutionalizing conflict

within that agency, a conflict which is functional in that

it allows the survival of two competing values. Litwak and

Hylton in a study of agencies of local government comment

that intergovernmental conflict "allows the continued

survival of two conflicting values, both of which are desired,

whereas organizational consolidation would eliminate or

vitiate one or the other. . . . One way of assuring that each

will be retained is to put them under separate organizational

structures. "6

(An interesting sidelight to the whole subject of

departmental coordination of civil rights efforts is the

unique organizational role of OCR vis a vis the HEW regional

6 Eugene Litwak and Lydia F. Hylton,, "Interorganizational
Analysis: A Hypothesis on Coordinating Agencies,"
Administrative Science Quarterly, VI (March, 1962), 395-420.
On interorganizational conflict, see also Herman Turk,
"Comparative Urban Structure from an Interorganizational
Perspective," Administrative Science Quarterly, XVIII (March,
1973) , 37-55.
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director's office. While as a matter of courtesy and

prudence the Office for Civil Rights keeps the regional

director apprised of any pending cases fraught with political

consequences, the formal authority of the regional director's

office is confined to housekeeping, budgetary, and limited

personnel matters. In other words, the Office for Civil

Rights is the only HEW regional agency which reports directly

to the Office of the Secretary, and naturally its personnel

look with considerable uneasiness at attempts to further

regionalize their operation.)

Fledgling agencies such as OCR are faced with the initial

problem of establishing a routinized network of relationships

with non-federal agencies. The Office for Civil Rights lacks

the resources to monitor alone its domain. Hence, in one

fashion or another attempts to create a network of collateral

civil rights enforcers at the state and local level have been

undertaken, with varying degrees of success. For example,

the tiny Contract Compliance Branch which--because of its

limited resources--is able merely to monitor the largest

construction jobs in the largest metropolitan areas for

civil rights compliance is encouraging a new "Home Town

Plan" in which local government officials meet together

with contractors and representatives of local minority

groups in order to upgrade minority employment. Likewise,

collateral civil rights compliance monitors are required

by the Health and Social Services Branch of OCR of state

agencies which are recipients of HEW funds. While the



157

appointment of a "civil rights coordinator" may be an empty

symbolic gesture at first, the experience of the Health and

Social Services Branch indicates that in many cases the

designated civil rights coordinators gradually begin to

take their position seriously and provide useful linkages

between OCR and state and local governments and their

"vendors." It is, at the very least, one means by which

the agency may avoid being overwhelmed by its own work load.

A further refinement of the OCR domain came in 1970

with the U.S. District Court decision U.S. v. State of

Texas7 in which the Texas Education Agency, which had

assiduously avoided involvement in civil rights matters,

was enjoined by the court "to assume an affirmative role

in the enforcement of federal standards as required under

Title VI . . . and [to submit] to HEW . . . its statement of

compliance. "8 In effect the decision instructed the TEA

to "exercise a supervising function to see that no [school

board] pursue actions and practices which contravene the

requirements of Title VI and the Fourteenth Amendment."9

The result has been the creation within the Texas educational

system of a collateral civil rights compliance agency which

7321 F. Supp. 1043 (1970).

8 Ibid., p. 1058.

9 Ibid., p. 1048. For a succinct review of state
education agencies and Title VI enforcement see John F.
Hughes and Anne 0. Hughes, Equal Education: A New National
Strategy (Bloomington, Indiana, 1972), pp. 75-76.
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investigates and mediates complaints which would previously

have found their way to the crowded agenda of the Office

for Civil Rights. With the exception of Georgia, no other

state education agency has been required to duplicate

Texas' effort.

Defining Spheres of Activity

OCR efforts at defining spheres of activity require

constant negotiation and re-negotiation with other federal

agencies. More often than not these are amicable negotiations

which take the form of dividing the labor arising from a

certain complaint or type of complaint which has surfaced.

Since OCR investigates individual complaints as well as

carrying out complete Title VI compliance reviews, the

jurisdictional lines between itself and other civil rights

agencies (such as the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,

which also investigates complaints) is often vague. Occasion-

ally a situation will arise as a result of this ambiguity in

which a state agency or vendor contrives to pit one agency

against another in search of more lenient treatment.

Servicing Clientele Demands

Few agencies within the federal service match the

passionate advocacy of clientele interests of the Office

for Civil Rights. This advocacy posture induces others--

including officials in the regional director's office--to

charge that the job attracts more than its share of mis-

sionaries whose commitment obscures a broader vision of
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the problems of trying to accomplish desegregation. Hence,

the attachment to the cause of civil rights within the

agency mitigates to a large degree the somewhat passive,

relatively diffuse nature of clientele inputs.

OCR activity was confined initially to seeking to

secure civil rights for Negroes. A certain amount of goal

displacement is evident in the movement of the agency from

that narrowly-defined domain to champion the rights of other

ethnic groups (particularly Mexican-American) and women.

In both cases OCR's move was in response to social forces

which were building in the society at large and which found

expression in executive orders, court decisions, and policy

changes within the agency. The focusing of attention upon

problems of Mexican-Americans came on the authority of

Title VI but was operationalized rather belatedly in the

document known in the agency as the "May 25th memorandum."

The memorandum was a document addressed to school districts

with concentrations of "national origin-minority" children,

revising and strengthening the Title VI requirements relevant

to that group. Its significance is its elevation of Mexican-

American minority children to a parity with Negro children

in agency compliance activities.1 0

1 00fficial recognition of this new thrust came in 35
Federal Register 11595 (July, 1970) which included within
the ambit of affirmative action the obligation of school
systems to rectify language deficiencies among students and
to remove from school curricula items which would discrimin-
ate on a basis of language.
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Another interest group which has come to challenge

Negro civil rights dominance in the agency is the amorphous

women's lobby. Well organized and articulate, these groups

have succeeded in sensitizing Congress and agency personnel

to the civil rights complaints of women.1 1 As one official

put it, "We didn't do anything [in the area of women's

rights] until women's groups started raising cain." Sig-

nificantly, most of the organized support from women's

groups is in the area of higher education, and increases in

that branch's appropriation reflect this support.

Finally, as affirmative action plans begin to take on

the appearance of ethnic and sex quotas (especially in

higher education) and as the concept of meritocracy becomes

further removed from the concerns of the Office for Civil

Rights, Jewish groups and assorted civil libertarians rise

to oppose certain features of those plans. The following

analysis of affirmative action requirements is typical of

critiques of the policy:

Under the guise of enforcing an executive order
and through a sophistical manipulation of the concepts
of "discrimination" and "equal opportunity," the
affirmative action policy has transformed a legitimate
order to ensure equal treatment into a wilful command
to hire more members of the preferred groups.

llSee, for example, U.S. Congress, Committee on
Appropriations, Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives,
Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare
Appropriations for 1974, pp. 365-376.
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Affirmative action is simply and overall a preferential
policy of proportional employment.12

The Office for Civil Rights higher education affirmative

action policy brought a marked decline in support from a

community which has been one of the agency's most steadfast

supporters, i.e., the liberal intellectual community in

academia, a fact which produced no little amusement to

conservatives who had long been critics of OCR.13 There is

no question but that the affirmative action program has

accomplished what no other OCR policy has achieved, namely,

it has split the ranks of the civil rights movement's most

active and vociferous non-minority supporters. The result of

the brouhaha has been, in the words of one Higher Education

Branch official, that "higher education has backed off some

on affirmative action because of pressure from Jewish groups."

This type of clientele-initiated pressure agency is

rare, however. A more common type of agency contact with

interest groups comes in seminars in which OCR personnel

endeavor to educate some groups about OCR policy or in the

solicitation of views of the minority community during field

1 2 Robert F. Sasseen, "Affirmative Action and the
Principle of Equality," unpublished paper read before the
American Political Science Association, New Orleans,
Louisiana, September 4, 1973, p. 7.

1 3 See, for example, Senator Charles Buckley's speech on
the Senate floor: "It occurs to me," he chided, "that [had]
educational spokesmen taken the leadership in condemning the
reactionary turn that affirmative action was taking, they
might have headed off their own confrontation with the
zealots of the OCR." U.S. Congress, Senate, Congressional
Record, 93d Congress, 1st. sess., May 22, 1973, p. 9529.
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reviews.1 4  These latter meetings often take on a highly

informal (and sometimes unorthodox) character in that the

purpose is to elicit information from individuals who may

feel intimidated by the community "establishment." One

compliance agent remarked that he could "learn more on his

knees shooting dice with the boys in the basement of the

hospital" than in any formal hearing.

The Output Set: Degrees of Turbulence

The output set of the Office for Civil Rights--made up

of elementary and secondary schools, state health and welfare

programs, colleges and universities, and contractors with

the government--is characterized by varying degrees of

hostility toward the Office for Civil Rights. Thus bargaining

is the modal decision-making style within this interface.

Within this bargaining relationship OCR begins with at

least eight decided disadvantages.

First, in contrast to the "boundary personnel" in some

compliance agencies,15 there is relatively little two-way

traffic between regulator and regulated, hence reducing the

1 4 Gore writes of "beating the bushes for support" an
agency activity which sends personnel scurrying to find
whatever support is available "with the unstated objective
of drawing off as much pressure as possible while making as
few concessions as possible." William J. Gore, "Stages in
Decision-Making," Policies, Decisions, Organizations, edited
by Fremont J. Lyden, George A. Shipman, and Martin Kroll
(New York, 1969), p. 307.

15 See Evan, "An Interorganization-Set Model," p. 198.
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likelihood of a common frame of reference among adminis-

trators. As a result, a sort of barricade mentality develops

in both regulator and regulated, thereby rigidifying the

negotiation procedure.

Second, output set units receive contrasting signals

from federal agencies regarding the importance of compliance.

In contrast to program agencies, OCR is perceived as a nest

of zealots, and resistance to their demands is carried out

as a routine matter. This hostility is exacerbated by the

fact that a good deal of the work of OCR is that of checking

complaints in the field, a function hardly calculated to

endear OCR personnel to officials of local government.

Third, the Office for Civil Rights has little to offer

in the way of positive sanctions.1 6 In most cases the

demands which OCR makes upon agencies are certain to redound

to the political detriment of leaders of these agencies.

Moreover, negative sanctions are inherently faulty in that

its monitors must spend comparatively more time monitoring

than those who rely upon positive sanctions because of the

incentive within the former relationship to evade.

Fourth, the strong traditions of local autonomy militate

against the intrusion of federal agencies into erstwhile

purely local affairs, particularly when that intrusion calls

1 6 See the insightful essay by David A. Baldwin, "The
Power of Positive Sanctions," World Politics, XXIV (October,
1971) , 19-38.
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for a fundamental change of long-standing social patterns.

The political benefits derived from resistance often outweigh

the economic and legal costs of acceding to OCR directives.

Fifth, in some areas the sanctions which OCR employ

are considered too draconian to be politically feasible or

counterproductive in aiding those most in need of help

(e.g., the welfare program which would necessitate fund cut-

offs for an entire state).

Sixth, in most of the areas within which OCR works

there is a lack of objective standards of non-compliance.

This is the significance of guidelines, affirmative action

plans, and court standards of desegregation in public schools,

i.e., they are tantamount to objective standards. But in

other areas of OCR's domain there is a constant negotiation

process which militates against a universally applicable

standard of compliance and raises the political volatility

of the compliance efforts.

Seventh, public officials possess an almost infinite

regression of discriminatory tactics at their command, and

the Office for Civil Rights lacks the personnel for adequate

review. For example, schools which desegregate may persist

in assigning minority students disproportionately to special

education classes. Likewise, hospitals may technically

desegregate but assign patients' rooms on a discriminatory

basis. Attempts to achieve compliance by requiring elaborate

records on such matters results in mountains of paper work

for OCR as well as the state agency.
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Finally, there is one area in which OCR lacks not

only an adequate legal mandate to move into but--a more

noisome problem--also lacks a good rationale in public policy

in attempts to adhere to the letter of the law. The problem

is the connection between affirmative action and predominately

black colleges with an interest in maintaining this racially

defined character. The dilemma is clear; if Title VI and

Executive Order 11246 are followed to the letter and the

schools must strive to approximate in their student body,

staff, and faculty the racial composition of the surrounding

community, then the end of predominately black colleges is

in sight. Thus far, the problem has been largely ignored by

OCR, but a recent U.S. district court decision no longer

allows that luxury.1 7

The least turbulent area within OCR's output set is,

according to a ranking official, in the health and social

services area. That impression was repeated in interviews

with personnel in the branch. Yet there is a growing complaint

both from within the agency and from without that the branch

suffers from a passivity which does not characterize other

branches. Congressman Don Edwards observes that "a dual

1 7 Adams v. Richardson, 351 F. Supp. 636 (1972). The
problem ofdesegregation of colleges and universities is an
awesome technical problem (as well as being morally and
politically ambiguous) because it involves statewide plans
of desegregation of the utmost complexity. It is indeed a
social engineering task of considerable magnitude. Recog-
nizing this fact the U.S. Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals on
reviewing Adams deferred the OCR deadline for coping with
this problem. Adams v. Richardson, 480 F 2d 1159 (1973).
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system of health care still exists for non-whites despite

the enactment of civil rights legislation,,"1 8 and the above-

mentioned official admits that there has been an unfortunate

lack of performance on OCR's part due mainly to the branch's

proclivity toward constant negotiation rather than enforce-

ment.

Feedback Effects: Direct and Indirect Heat

The Office for Civil Rights receives more than its

share of adverse feedback from output organizations.

Occasionally, a regional official will receive an icy blast

from Congress. ("Are you the clown who did a review in

Brady?" one Senator is quoted as saying.) More often a

branch chief will receive an irate call from a school super-

intendent regarding the content of a compliance review

report or the demeanor of OCR employees. (During one of my

interviews a branch chief received a heated complaint via

telephone from a school superintendent regarding a "smart-

mouthed woman" who had recently conducted a field review.)

But most of the sustained political heat is absorbed in

Washington by OCR headquarters. Generally speaking,

congressional complaints are routed to this office.

The absorption of political heat by headquarters tends

to "buffer" the region from direct politics but also leads

18U.S. Congress, House, Congressional Record, 93rd
Congress, 1st. sess., September 13, 1973, p. 7845.
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to misunderstandings between headquarters and regional

personnel regarding commitment to compliance activities.

The frequent complaints regarding Washington's timidity

are undoubtedly due in part to a failure of regional

personnel to understand the intensity of the political battles

over policy. At the same time this buffering is helpful in

sustaining morale at the regional level by shielding the

regional officials from abuse. Headquarters HEW officials

are quoted as saying, "You [regional officials] will make

mistakes; we'll cover for you. Just don't make stupid

mistakes."

OCR policy is such as to suggest that feedback channeled

through sovereigns is almost inevitably hostile, and head-

quarters officials must be sensitive to the potential threats

inherent in this feedback. Thus officials must differentiate

between real and ersatz pressure, especially from Congress.

This negative quality of feedback leads headquarters officials

to become timid in controversial areas--perhaps exaggerating

the real opposition--and to direct disproportionate agency

resources toward less politically sensitive areas, e.g.,

women's rights.

Conclusion

In a free-wheeling attack upon the Office for Civil

Rights desegregation policy Senator Charles Buckley commented

on the floor of the Senate:
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The notion of affirmative action plans designed
to achieve precise goals is inherently vicious,
inherently discriminatory. It flies in the face
of everything that the civil rights movement has
sought to achieve.

*0 * * * 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 * a 0

It is time we started treating this nonsense
for what it is; a travesty of good government and a
veritable burlesque of good intentions. 19

The senator's indictment is symptomatic of a growing

element of thought within government and much of academia

that in its zeal for desegregation the Office for Civil

Rights has overstepped its bounds and is responsible for

"sublegislation" which is far-removed from the intent of

Congress or the chief executive. As a consequence, OCR

once again finds itself in danger of congressional and/or

executive retribution.

Still, in the struggle for survival the sources of

agency strength are significant. Most important are the

federal courts which have assumed of late a role of guardian

of the integrity of Title VI enforcement. Also significant

is the inertia of Congress which continues to increase

funding for the agency while its programs are under almost

constant attack from a growing list of critics. At least

two other factors account for OCR's successes: first, much

of the opposition is symbolic rather than genuine in that

some officials privately welcome desegregation orders that

they publicly rail against because of the inordinate expense

19 U.S. Congress, Senate, Congressional Record, 93rd
Congress, 1st sess., May 22, 1973, p. 9529.
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and inconvenience of maintaining such facilities (this is

especially true of hospitals and, to a lesser degree,

schools); second, the overriding impression derived from

interviews with OCR officials is that there is an ethos

akin to Myrdal's "American Creed" abroad among public

officials which impels many of them to manifest uncommon

resolve in dismantling segregated facilities once they have

been convinced of the law of the land and of the injustice

inherent in racial segregation.

As the more pernicious vestiges of the white supremist

system fades, the Office for Civil Rights finds itself

enmeshed in issues that are increasingly subtile, increasingly

morally equivocal, and increasingly directed toward minute

aspects of social engineering. The dilemmas posed by all-

black colleges or ethnic student unions and the perplexing

ambiguities of affirmative action plans are illustrative.

Increasingly important in education are such subtile issues

as requirements for compensatory education for non-English

speaking students and the impact of ability grouping upon

students.

The role-set of the Office for Civil Rights has both

expanded and contracted. The vicissitudes of politics

dictated a more prudent use of Title VI by the agency while,

simultaneously, emergency school aid was giving the agency

considerable leverage to change discriminatory patterns in

schools. Moreover, expanded authority in higher education,
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increased action in behalf of women's rights, and broadening

the agency mandate to include more minority groups have

dramatically increased the domain of the agency. Far from

becoming "irrelevant," the Office for Civil Rights has

broadened the scope of its influence into areas scarcely

envisioned in the most expansive plans of those who created

the program. This is a source of frustration to the agency's

critics and a source of hope to its friends.

Finally, apropos the question of "modes of interaction"

raised above, 2 0 it is significant that--particularly in those

organizations which comprise the output set--the Office for

Civil Rights is making efforts to transform the interactions

from bargaining to legal-bureaucratic exchanges. This

transformation is being brought about in a number of ways:

first, there is increased emphasis upon objective (and

quantifiable) standards of compliance (firm guidelines

which minimize the employment of bargaining techniques are

looked upon as the sine qua non of branch maturity); second,

there is increasing emphasis within the agency upon comput-

erization of data, higher standards of reporting and, in

general, increasing insistence upon "hard" data efficiently

collated; third, agency leadership is placing greater stress

upon such bureaucratic priorities as efficient management

techniques ("management by objectives" is the current model),

2 0 Supra, pp. 51-54.
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professionalism within the ranks of compliance personnel

along with a concomitant downgrading of the more abrasive

and slovenly work habits that had allegedly characterized

the agency. In sum, OCR management today is promoting the

transformation of the agency from a de facto social action

agency to one that more nearly approximates law enforcement

in its tone and technique.



CHAPTER VII

ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT AND MELLOWED

MILITANTS: INTERNAL DYNAMICS AT

THE OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS

Organizations, like men, are at times involved
in an attempt to close the gap between what they wish
to do and what they do. It is natural that, in due
course, this struggle should be resolved in favor of
reconciliation between the desire and the ability.
This new equilibrium may find its sustenance in ideas
which reflect a softened view of the world. The ethic
of . . . thoroughgoing change assumes that human and
institutional materials are readily malleable and
that disaffection from current modes of thoughts and
patterns of behavior can long be sustained in action.1

Organizational Adaptation: Objective and
Subjective Constraints

In his administrative case history Selznick discovers

what others such as Bernstein2 and Lowi3 declaim a decade

later, namely, the proclivity for special interests in

America to coopt or deflect genuine attempts at social

reform. The chief causes of this perversion of reform are

twofold: the fragmentation of political and social institutions

lSelznick, TVA and the Grass Roots, pp. 47-48.

2Marver Bernstein, "Independent Regulatory Agencies: A
Perspective on their Reform," The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, CD (March, 1972),
14-16.

3Lowi, The End ofE Liberalism.

172



173

inhibits sustained efforts at social reform, and, in the

ensuing process of debilitation of reform agencies, function-

aries manifest an overriding interest in preserving their

function (often at the expense of significant substantive

content). Moreover, officials often promulgate a weakened

quality of agency activity through a process of selective

recruitment and socialization which further harmonizes the

interests of regulators and regulated.

While this examination of the organizational milieu

of the Office for Civil Rights supports in large part the

Selznick-Bernstein-Lowi motif of organizational accom-

modations to its suprasystem, it is also true that OCR

remains an "outsider" in the system in which it participates.

I would suggest two overriding qualities which inhibit OCR

from following the path of agency cooptation: (1) objective

constraints such as (a) a program which lacks intrinsic

appeal to other agencies and which, consequently, must be

implemented with, at the very least, the threat of negative

sanctions, and (b) a structure which (being in the Office

of the Secretary) places it somewhat outside the embrace

of federal programatic agencies (and hence to some degree

in an adversary relationship); (2) subjective constraints

which amount to a set of internally perceived differences

which tend to be cultivated and at times magnified by the

agency.

In chapters three-five I outline in some detail the

objective constraints of organizational life for the Office
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for Civil Rights. These factors, however important for an

understanding of the organization, hardly suffice as a thor-

ough explanation of its development. Organizations are

composed of human beings rather than automata, and this

idiosyncratic factor calls for an examination of the internal

dynamics of the organization in order to develop an under-

standing of the organization in its totality. As Richard

Scott observes, "[Slubjects in organizations are bound

together in a common network of relations. This network

constitutes the core of the organization, and it must be

examined if the organization is to be understood."4  Further-

more, if the policy administered by the organization is to

be understood, attention must be given to the "conversion

process" because almost without exception public policies

are heavily influenced by public organizations in formulation

as well as execution.

During the weeks spent in the participant-observer

stage of this study a strong and somewhat surprising overall

mood of job satisfaction and a generally favorable attitude

toward the organization was sensed, and this view was

expressed by personnel at all levels ranging from GS-8 to

GS-15. This mood was surprising in the light of the pre-

vailing view--advanced by the Civil Rights Commission, among

several sources--that OCR was in an advanced state of program

4Richard Scott, "Field Methods in the Study of
Organizations," Handbook of Organizations, edited by
James G. March (New York,~1965), p. 262.
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marasmus. I considered this apparent anomaly to be suf-

ficiently intriguing to warrant more systematic investigation.

Morale and Commitment to the Organization:
Theoretical Considerations and

Research Design

In order to determine whether my impressions derived

from structured interviews with eighteen employees of OCR5

(as well as countless informal contacts during the five

weeks) were accurate, an index was constructed from well-

known tests of job satisfaction, job motivation, and

identification with the organization and administered to

each member of the regional office--forty-seven employees

in 1974.6 The assumption of this study is that an accurate

measure of agency morale can be inferred from the first two

of the three related attitudinal dimensions.7 On the other

5 See Appendix for sample interview format.

6 The job motivation/satisfaction indices are adapted
from (respectively) Martin Patchen, Some Questionnaire
Measures of Employee Motivation and Morale, Monograph No. 41,
Ann Arbor, Michigan Institute for Social Research, 1965 and
A. H. Brayfield and H. F. Rothe, "An Index of Job Satis-
faction," Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXV (October,
1951), 307-311. In the interest of economizing on
respondents' time and in order to eliminate repetition,
the index represents a composite of the Patchen and Brayfield-
Rothe indices, the former providing the bulk of the material.
The "identification with the organization" index was also
taken from Patchen, Some Questionnaire Measures of Employee
Motivation and Morale. The test was self-adminisEered.

7 There is some difference of opinion within the field
of industrial psychology as to the relationship between job
satisfaction and morale, some authorities insisting upon a
distinction on the ground that morale is a group phenomenon
whereas job satisfaction is conceived as an individual
quality. Milton Blum, for example (Industrial Psychology
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hand, if it is true that--as Gouldner suggests--"in the

modern organization people tend to be distinguished in

terms of their commitment to their work as well as to their

employing organizations,"8 then we might expect this dif-

ferentiation between organizational morale and affection

for the organization itself to reveal itself in this research

design. In other words I am developing within my index a

test for the possibility of high employee morale which is

independent of a high regard for the organization itself.

A search for theoretical refinement in the literature

or organization theory leads me to conclude with Peabody

and Rourke that "[g]eneralizations about organization morale,

job satisfaction . . . and the loyalty that employees feel

toward the organization have largely been based on research

undertaken in industrial firms." 9 Hence, the usefulness of

and its Social Foundations [New York, 1956], p. 77) defined
morale as "the possession of a feeling . . . of being
accepted by and belonging to a group . . . through adherence
to common goals and confidence in the desirability of these
goals." On the other hand, Applewhite concludes that "in
looking over the morale studies, it is apparent that the
correspondence between job satisfaction and morale approaches
one-to-one." Phillip B. Applewhite, Organizational Behavior
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1965), p. 25. It appears that
much of the inferential ambiguity is resolved by adding our
third set of queries on "identification with the organi-
zation."

8Alvin W. Gouldner, "Cosmopolitans and Locals: Toward
an Analysis of Latent Social Roles," Administrative Science
Quarterly, II (December, 1957), 291.

9 Robert L. Peabody and Francis E. Rourke, "Public
Bureaucracies," Handbook of Organizations,, edited by James
G. March, p. 810.
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their findings for public administration is often quite

tangential, especially inasmuch as a good deal of the research

is occasioned by the utilitarian objective of raising employee

productivity.

I am, then, in this effort embarking into virgin terri-

tory without an adequate theoretical compass. Prudence

dictates that I underscore the tentative nature of my

findings. I therefore present the following fruits of my

research as suggestive rather than definitive and urge further

refinements of the concepts for public agencies. 1 0 In the

following section I shall report and analyze the results

of my questionnaire. Following that, I shall attempt to

explore the larger context of organizational assimilation.

To recapitulate, the following information is explora-

tory and thus highly tentative. It remains for subsequent

studies to refine or inculpate the methods and conclusions

which follow. The claims which are made for the following

data are modest; forty-four civil rights professionals

(92 per cent of the sample) responded to the opinionnaire.

The questions are designed to elicit answers related to two

major and one minor aspect of organizational integration.

First, employee morale is explored in a two-fold set of

queries concerning the employee's overall sense of satis-

faction with his work (questions 1 and 2). Second, four

questions (3, 4, 5, and 6) are asked to elicit responses

1 0 See Appendix for sample of questionnaire.
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concerning the level of employee involvement in his work,

assuming a strong congruence between this presumed dimension

of morale and subjective job satisfaction (an assumption

which requires some qualification).

The second set of questions concerns "identification

with the organization" and seeks to discern the degree of

employee attachment to or alienation from the organization

among the various subgroups of employees. (Questions 8,

9, 12, and 14 are chosen as indicative of this dimension of

organizational patriotism.) The loosest "fit" among this

set of queries is question 9 which calls for an evaluation

of the effectiveness of the organization which is a cause

for organizational patriotism rather than an effect. None-

theless, I choose to include the variable inasmuch as it

carries a surface relationship with identification given

the nature of commitment of the employees.

A third set of questions is included to test any

association between the major variables and employee per-

ception of management's commitment to a participatory

organizational setting (Question 8) and the management's

commitment to subjective organizational goals compared to

that of other employees. These questions are included to

explore the degree to which cleavages within the organization

have developed along the line which separates management

from non-management personnel. This was particularly
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intriguing in view of management's obvious efforts to invest

the organization with an aura of widespread participation.

The independent variables which yield the most salient

points of agreement and cleavage within the organization

are rank within the organization, seniority, group member-

ship(s), age, supervisory-non-supervisory positions, male-

female, and ethnicity.

Finally, a word about measurement of variables:

obviously, a limited sample of forty-four responses calls

for modesty in drawing conclusions. Yet, this does not

foreclose the use of appropriate statistics which indicate

statistical significance and strength of association. I

have, consequently, chosen to use whenever possible measures

appropriate to nominal level data which indicate statistical

significance (the Chi Square test) and two measures of

association appropriate to nominal level data. Yule's Q

measures the strength of a relationship from -1.0 to +1.0

and is appropriate for two-by-two tables, and the Contingency

Coefficient (C), which also measures the strength of a

relationship, is appropriate for tables larger than two-by-

two. The weakness of the Contingency Coefficient as a

measure of association is that it has no absolute upper

limit but is dependent, rather, on the number of cells in

a table. Thus, in a two-by-two table the upper limit for

the strength of association is .707 whereas a 5x5 table

is .894. For obvious reasons, then, Yule's Q is used as
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a measure of association whenever feasible, but the reader

is reminded that such a procedure necessitates the "throwing

away of information" in order to collapse tables to the

requisite two-by-two size.

Employee Morale: Job Satisfaction and Involvement

It has often been pointed out that social science is

frequently guilty of stressing the negative aspects of data.

This study endeavors to avoid that by initially emphasizing

the high level of integration which was uncovered in inter-

views and confirmed in opinionnaires. No unbridgable

cleavages were found within the organization, and little

or no deep alienation concerning either the work of the

organization or the managerial techniques was evident.

Indicative of this overall satisfaction of employees is the

negligible rate of employee termination. Further evidence

is adduced by the percentage of employees who consider

themselves happier in their work than others (84 per cent).

(As expected, the younger employees expressed the highest

degree of disenchantment with the organization. Of the

twenty-five employees under forty, nine expressed either

disagrement with or ambivalency about the question. The

same pattern--though not as strong--exists within the super-

visory-non-supervisory categories.) A lesser percentage

but, nonetheless, preponderant majority of employees opine

that, given another choice, they would again choose to be

employed in the Office for Civil Rights (72 per cent). Such
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divisions of opinion as are uncovered are as minor ripples

of discontent beneath a becalmed organizational surface,

but those ripples are noteworthy in that they are suggestive

of strongly-held convictions which--given the proper

circumstances--threaten to surface, thereby jeopardizing

the integrative capacity of management.

Based upon a considerable body of organizational

behavior theory this study assumes that the necessary if

not sufficient requisites of high employee morale are an

overall mood of job satisfaction and a more specific sense

of job involvement. The study finds, however, that one value

is often independent of the other. In fact, while 84 per

cent of the employees consider themselves happier in their

work than others, and not a single employee expresses

outright disappointment in his job, there is a considerable

range among "job involvement" questions. Question 3

concerning subjective job involvement seems to confirm

earlier studies which found that job involvement is strongly

influenced by rank and seniority. The length of time in

the organization is an especially important factor, 80 per

cent of employees with three years or more experience

expressing strong subjective involvement while only 60 per

cent of those with less than three years experience register

the same involvement. An interesting pattern of association

between subjective job involvement and membership in civil

rights groups is also uncovered, the more active memberships
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producing a stronger sense of involvement. Eighty-five

per cent of the employees with memberships in two to three

civil rights groups express strong commitment to their job

whereas 57.1 per cent of those with a single or zero

memberships express the same sentiment. (Yule's Q=.64, X2 =.10)

While there is a noteworthy relationship between

seniority and subjective job-involvement I did not discover

a similar linear relationship between rank and subjective

involvement. That is, the highest ranked employees do not

manifest significantly higher job-identification reactions

than do the lower ranked employees. In fact, a positive

"bulge" occurs among the largest grouping of employees (i.e.,

GS 9-13), 82.1 per cent of which report strong subjective

commitment compared to the GS 14-15's 40 per cent strong

ranking. (The responses in the latter case, however, are

too limited to draw any reliable conclusions. Likewise,

the seniority-involvement question yields a Q value of .45

but a X2 of .20 indicating a moderately strong association

but a 20 per cent possibility that such a relationship

could have occurred by chance.)

The question of job involvement is also tapped in a

more objective vein by asking the employees, How often does

time lag on the job? (Question 4) and, How often do you do

extra work? (Question 5). (Question 6 was discarded because

of the obvious confusion among respondents over the meaning

of the word "peer.") Here I am working from Maslovian
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assumptions that the self-actualizing (i.e., morale) pro-

pensities of workers allow assumptions of a necessary

relationship between work involvement--as expressed in the

undertaking of extra tasks or, at the very least, staying

busy--and morale.

It is precisely in the area of behavioral aspects of

work involvement that I begin to uncover some discordant

notes. The general tendency is for intensity in work to

be strongly associated with high rank, seniority, age, and,

most surprisingly, is most strongly associated with sex,

37.5 per cent of the female employees submitting that time

at work lags at least one-fourth of the day whereas among

their male counterparts only 4 per cent report the same time

lag. (Yule's Q=.87; X2 =.01.) Likewise, 96 per cent of

the male respondents record undertaking "extra work" almost

daily whereas the distaff element of the agency record

only 35 per cent for the same variable. Yule's Q measure

of association yields an extraordinary +.96 level of

association, and the X2 was at the .000 level of significance.

The mystifying aspect of this relationship is that the

women's reaction seems to call into question the assumption

of congruence between overall job satisfaction and job-

involvement for, while the female employees (18 of 44

respondents) register no appreciable difference on the

question relating to general job satisfaction, they are

clearly less involved in their jobs.
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Similar patterns--though not as pronounced--are apparent

in the responses within other categories. While GS 14-15's

(the managerial group) record a negligible time lag during

work and while every employee in that grouping reports doing

extra work at least several times a week, both GS 9-13's and

GS 8's (the lowest rank of civil rights professionals) report

substantially less involvement. The tendency is particularly

pronounced among GS 8 employees where 66.6 per cent (six of

nine employees) report doing extra work only once every few

days. (This confirms a surface impression gained during

fieldwork that lower level employees have more than a little

idle time on their hands.)

Further evidence of this pattern can be adduced from

the "job involvement" dimension and the seniority variable.

In answering the question the employees seem to be separating

the more abstract "job involvement" question (3) from the

more substantive time-spent-at-work questions (4 and 5),

treating the former as a question bearing upon commitment

(i.e., Are you committed to your work?) and the latter as

behavioral questions which, consequently, yield some

significant conclusions and statistically strong relation-

ships. Especially strong (in addition to what has already

been mentioned) is the association between seniority and

the frequency of extra work. Ninety-three per cent of

employees with three years or more experience within the

organization claim to do extra work at least several times
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a week if not daily, whereas only 60 per cent of employees

with three years or less experience make the same claim,

an association which yielded a Q value of .80 and a X2

of .05.

This relationship is not surprising. In many if not

most organizations work tends to gravitate toward those

with the experience and competence to complete the tasks.

More difficult to account for is the pattern of subjective

involvement among ethnic groups. While both the Anglo and

Chicano element of the organization manifest a high rate

of job involvement, the black employees digress from this

pattern, 35.3 per cent reporting moderate to little job

involvement, 37.6 per cent reporting a time lag one-fourth

of the day or better and 41.8 per cent reporting doing

extra work only "once in a few days" or less.

To summarize, the variables which were posited as

comprising a single dimension of morale turn out instead

to elicit a broader range of responses. Among the several

plausible explanations for this the major one I would offer

is the high emotional content embodied in the organizational

goals and the strong attachment of the employees to those

goals. For the greater part of the employees the Office

for Civil Rights is in part a "normative" organization1 1

whose purpose transcends even the self-actualizing goals

1 1 The concept is found in Amitai Etzioni, A Comparative
Analysis of Complex Organizations: On Power, Involvement,
and their Correlates (New York, 1961), pp. 40-67 passim.
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of remaining occupied at meaningful work. One employee in

expressing her ambivalency put it this way: "I don't like a

lot of the way we operate here, but OCR is where the action

is in civil rights." OCR employees--especially women and

ethnics--feel themselves part of a cause and hence express

overwhelming approval of the ostensible purposes of the

organization along with restiveness that more is not done

personally and by the organization.

Identification with the Organization: Program
Attachment and Organizational Ambivalency

The second bloc of questions seeks to explore the

employees' identification with the organization, setting

aside for the moment the question of morale. The assumption

here is that civil rights professionals and, by extension,

employees of social engineering agencies may be distinguished

between their programatic loyalties and their opinion of

their agency. Regarding the OCR Region VI personnel Question

14 leaves little room for doubt about the employees' opinion

of the importance of administrative desegregation. As much

as any other question in the opinionnaire this question

elicits a uniformly positive response. Eighty-six per cent

of the employees feel that the agency is "more important

than other government agencies."

When another aspect of identification is explored,

however, the picture changes. Questions 7 (Would you choose

OCR as your place of occupation again?) and 9 (OCR is no
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longer as effective as it once was) educes some interesting

patterns of responses. While the overwhelming majority

answer in the affirmative to the former question and nega-

tively to the latter, the variations are instructive.

Especially pronounced is the ambivalency or alienation

expressed by younger members, organizational "joiners,"

(i.e., OCR professionals who are members of two-three civil

rights groups), and ethnic minority employees. While I

would normally expect younger employees--i.e., those as yet

rewarded materially in a minimal way by the organization--

to be less inclined to be "organization-men," the intensity

of feeling of employees under forty suggests some factor

besides differential rewards is at work. A full 43 per cent

of employees under forty years of age indicate that they would

look elsewhere, given another opportunity, compared to only

11 per cent of their over-forty cohorts. (Q=.81, x2 =.02)

TABLE III

AGE AND JOB PREFERENCE

Another

over 40 OCR Agency

88.8 11.2
N=17 N=l

under 40
66.6 43.4
N=16 N=9
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The same pattern exists along the joiners-non-joiners

dimension and among ethnic groups. These findings are--to

use Moynihan's term--"counter-intuitive" in that, given the

nature of OCR work, the opposite reaction might have been

expected. Nevertheless, almost one-half (42.9 per cent)

of the "joiners" say they would choose another organization

compared with only 10.3 per cent of their non-"joiner"

colleagues. (Q=57, x2=.03) Likewise the major ethnic

minorities represented in Region VI (Chicanos and Negroes)

manifest a much greater inclination to have second thoughts

about OCR employment.

In only one category of responses does the question

regarding the effectiveness of OCR elicit statistically

strong associations: Anglo members of the organization are

far more likely to record a positive evaluation regarding

their agency's continued effectiveness than their ethnic

minority counterparts. (Yule's Q=.65, x2=.05) This is the

sole variable, however, to show a strong difference of

opinion regarding effectiveness, and the balance of the

variables show confidence in the work of the agency or, at

worst, ambivalency about the question. This discovery is

somewhat surprising in view of the pervasive view outside

the agency that the program has trimmed its sails and the

impression drawn from interviews of large-scale employee

disenchantment with the organization.

One measure of an employee's identification with an

organization is his willingness to identify himself by his
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work or by the organization within which his work is carried

out. The first possibility has already been explored in

the examination of the employees' assessment of the impor-

tance of their work. The second of these "identification"

variables is tested in Question 12 which asked, giving four

choices (home state, church preference, ethnic group member-

ship, and OCR employment), "If you were asked to describe

yourself, and you could only tell one thing about yourself,

which of the following answers would you be most likely to

give?" As expected, identification is positively associated

with rank (100 per cent of GS 14-15's responded "OCR" whereas

only 44 per cent of GS 8's respon likewise) and time in the

organization (though not significantly). A lesser quality

of identification is evidenced in the response of women,

only 44 per cent of whom make OCR their primary identifier

(compared to 70 per cent of the males), and ethnic minorities

who tend to a slightly greater degree to stress ethnicity as

their primary identifying factor. On the whole, then, the

evidence demonstrates considerable if varying amounts of

loyalty to the organization itself.

Finally, two questions are included in order to discover

any underlying rank and file-management difference of opinion

over the latter's commitment to the program. Two questions

were asked, the first (8) eliciting information regarding

the existence of a community of interests among both groupings

of employees, the second an effort to determine different
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perceptions relating to management's commitment to civil

rights goals. Quite frankly, I erred in asking two questions

so similar in content, and the answers reflected essentially

the same set of responses to both questions. Consequently,

I have chosen to include only Question 10 in my report.

As one might expect, there is considerably more agreement

with the "equal commitment" option among managerial than

among non-managerial personnel. Every member of the super-

visory personnel agrees with this option whereas only 48.2

per cent of GS 9-13's and 66 per cent of GS 8's register

the same opinion. (C=.43 and x2 =.28) An even stronger

division of opinion appeared when seniority in the organi-

zation is used as the independent variable; 77.9 per cent

of those with more than three years experience agree more

with the "equal commitment" position whereas only 41.7 per

cent of the remainder of the employees agree with their

senior members, a strong Q value of .70 and an x2 of .02.

Likewise, age, sex, and ethnicity are important variables

in perceptions of commitment. Sixty-four per cent of those

forty years of age or older agree more with the equal

commitment position while only 40 per cent of their juniors

agree (Q=.33, x2 =.30). The difference of opinion is even

more pronounced between sex and ethnic groups: while 68 per

cent of the males agree more with the "equal commitment"

variable, the female sector records only 44 per cent agree-

ment. (Q=.48, x2=.20) Anglos are substantially more likely
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TABLE V

COMMITMENT TO CIVIL RIGHTS OBJECTIVES--COMPARING
SUPERVISORS AND RANK AND FILE

Commitment to Civil Rights Objectives

Substantially Rank and File
Equal More Committed

GS 14-15 100% 0%
Rank GS 9-13 48.2% 52.8%

GS 8 66.8% 33.2%

Seniority +3 yrs. 77.9% 22.1%
-3 yrs. 41.7% 58.3%

Group 0-1 50% 50%
Membership 2-3 71.5% 28.5%

Age 40+ 64% 46%
39- 40.8% 59.2%

Sex male 68.8% 31.2%
female 44.4% 65.6%

Ethnic black 41.7% 58.3%
Group Chicano 60% 40%

white 76.9% 23.1%
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to agree with the "equal commitment" response than their

ethnic minority compatriots. Seventy-six per cent of the

Anglos agree, but they are joined by only 60 per cent of

their Chicano and 41 per cent of their black colleagues.

(Q=-.54, x2=.20)

In summary, this survey confirms impressions gained

in field interviews that--considering the inflammatory

nature of OCR work and the buffeting which its personnel

experience--the Region VI Office for Civil Rights is a

highly integrated organization which has retained "a viable

collective conception of the common enterprise, imbuing the

enterprise with a living meaning and legitimacy."1 2 That

loyalty, however, is largely programatic rather than directed

toward the abstract organization. I suggest three major

reasons for the high degree of integration: (1) an apparently

successful measure of participatory decision-making which

defuses incipient employee rebellions; (2) an organizational

structure in which the highly volatile decisions are made

by the "alien" forces in Washington; and (3) because of the

regional agency's alienation from Washington and from a good

part of its "clients" in the region, the agency personnel

have developed a "deviant minority syndrome," a point to

which I shall return.

The clearest points of dissension from the prevailing

agency consensus are among those employees who, because of

ethnicity or sex, identify strongly with agency minority

12 Gore, Administrative Decision-Making, p. 20.
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clients and make no bones about where their sympathies lie.

Impatient with the methodical ways of the agency, these

employees--"missionaries" in their evangelical fervor to

accomplish their objectives--chafe under the constraints

which "careerists" (who are sensitive to the political impact

of organizations) impose upon them. The former group of

employees can be differentiated from the latter by their

contempt for the elaborate rules of the agency and their

willingness to be abrasive with clients whenever that

approach promises results. Compared with their more con-

servative careerist colleagues, the missionaries are

disproportionately young, minority, ethnic, and women,

and, needless to say, non-supervisory personnel.

By comparison, careerists understand that reform must

be preserved within an organizational context. By and large

an older group, careerists perceive themselves as no less

dedicated to administrative desegregation but are more

inclined to believe that means are often as important as

ends, and, at the same time, are more restrained in their

view of the limits of governmental power in accomplishing

social reform. Administrative desegregation for missionaries

is a morality play in which the children of light are arrayed

in serried ranks against the entrenched bastions of bigotry;

for careerists administrative desegregation is a tragedy,

full of bitter ironies and agonizing choices, a tragedy
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mitigated by the small victories and their promise for

eventually eroding the institutional racism of American

society.

Programmatic Loyalties as Organizational Ideology

More than most other governmental organizations, the

Office for Civil Rights is a normative or "ideological

organization," the latter a term coined by James Thompson

to characterize organizations which "have as their purpose

the perpetuation of certain belief systems."1 3  As ideol-

ogical organizations, the Office for Civil Rights and other

social engineering agencies are, in a sense, combat organi-

zations oriented to possible conflict with the task

environment. As a combat organization the agency must,

for survival's sake, minimize the internal disruption by

insuring that its members do not subvert organizational

objectives in their contacts with each other or with out-

siders. In order to assure this for themselves, organizations

adopt a threefold strategy: (1) organizational buffering or

exposing only selected personnel to outside pressures;

(2) selective recruitment; and (3) fostering an organizational

ideology or belief system which reinforces the workers from

the "abuse" of outsiders. The first of these methods is

treated above. I will deal with the latter two in turn.

13 James D. Thompson, "Organizational Management of
Conflict," Administrative Science Quarterly, IV (March,
1960), 397.
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Selective Recruitment in Ideological Agencies

As Etzioni notes, selectivity and socialization are

two sides of the same assimilation coin. "[I]f the organi-

zation can recruit participants who have the characteristics

it requires, it does not have to develop these characteristics

through training or education."1 4 Hence, for instance, the

U.S. Department of Agriculture is heavily stocked with

graduates of agriculture departments from land grant col-

leges,15 and the upper echelons of the military services

are reserved for graduates of military academies.1 6 Writing

about interest groups generally, James Wilson observes that

[o]rganizations do not recruit and motivate members
from a homogeneous population of equally interested
*0 . prospects; rather, they offer inducements to

persons who differ importantly [from the universe of
prospects] in the extent to which they are . .
responsive to [organizational rewards] and thus in
the manner in which they have entered the organi-
zation.17

The lesson is clear; the more thorough and selective

the recruitment process, the fewer resources the organization

must expend in socializing newcomers. This poses no problem

for those organizations which undertake highly esoteric

1 4 Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Complex
Organizations, p. 158.

1 5 Ross B. Talbot and Don F. Hodwiger, The Policy Process
in American Agriculture (Los Angeles, 1968)_.

1 6Morris Janowitz, The Professional Soldier--A Social
and Political Portrait (New York, 1960), p. 85.

1 7 James Q. Wilson, Political Organizations (New York,
1973), p. 56.
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tasks. Few people begrudge the Atomic Energy Commission's

proclivity for hiring nuclear physicists or the U.S. Forest

Service's prejudice for graduates of forestry schools. A

normative problem arises, however, when agencies which

require less esoteric competencies ape their more techno-

logical counterparts. In the case of the Office for Civil

Rights, for example, what qualities beyond the usual civil

service standards of general competency are germane?

Employment practices for quasi-normative organizations

such as OCR are perceived by management as too crucial to

be left to the vagaries of the civil service process. As

a matter of practice the Office for Civil Rights has adopted

a recruitment policy which brings to the organization a

disporportionate number of minority group members and women.

The policy became quasi-official when OCR director Peter

Holmes in a 1973 memo to regional offices encouraged his

supervisors to "hire and promote competent, intelligent,

and aggressive people--particularly women and minorities."

This hiring policy is reflected in the Region VI OCR office

where the ethnic minority component of the agency comprises

68.2 per cent and women 42.9 per cent of the civil rights

professional staff. Of the supervisory personnel one is a

woman (the regional director), two others--like the

director--are Anglo, the remaining four supervisors are

ethnic minorities (one Negro and three Chicanos). The

sensitivity of OCR to its minority clientele is revealed
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in the fact that--unlike other regional offices--Region VI

has two (rather than a single) deputy directors (a Chicano

and a Negro), reflecting the importance of the two ethnic

minority populations within the region.

The rationale for this selective hiring process (which

often takes the devious form of "slotting" or writing job

descriptions so that they "fit" a pre-selected applicant)

can hardly be the same as those agencies whose tasks demand

esoteric competencies. After all, what esoteric talents

are called for in order to discover and report cases of

discrimination? The rationale, rather, is more subtle

(some would add sophistical). The rationale contends that

minorities--having been the victims (more or less directly)

of discrimination--possess a "visceral" aptitude to ferret

out discrimination which might escape these less sensitive

and are more inclined toward efforts to root out the abuses

once uncovered.

This practice of active representation of interests

within the agency (i.e., a situation in which personnel are

hired in the expectation that they will press for the

interests of those whom they are presumed to represent)1 8

has come to be the pivotal calculation in hiring and promotion

as well as a concept central to the organizational ideology.

(The idea of neutral competence as a bureaucratic role, I

18 See Frederick C. Mosher, Democracy and the Public
Service (New York, 1968), p. 12.
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discovered during fieldwork, is almost altogether foreign

to the employees of OCR. Instead, these officials conceive

of themselves as representatives of poorly mobilized,

inchoate but very real interests.)

The practice of preferential hiring and promotion

has its detractors within the organization, principally

among white male employees who view the current policy as

one of reverse discrimination. "I don't have to be a

zealot," one professional protested; "it's not important

to be strongly committed. Understanding what you are

doing is more important." This view, expressed more than

once by disgruntled whites, is largely disregarded by

officials as an eccentric opinion of little importance.

As might be expected, such a policy of proportional

hiring and promotion has become for many employees an action

of crucial symbolic meaning, and whether the new employee

(or branch chief, or whatever) is a Chicano or black, or a

woman is a matter of great consequence to the more activistic

of the employees. At the same time, this jockeying for

position could portend serious morale problems for the

agency, 19for not only does the practice engender resentment

among white males, but threatens to drive a wedge between the

two chief minorities within the agency.

1 90ne irony which was discovered through my survey is
that those groups who registered the greatest disenchantment
with the agency and its activities were precisely those who
are benefited by the current "active representation" policy,
namely, ethnic minorities and women.
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Organizational Ideologies: The Organization
as Counterculture

In addition to selective recruitment, organizations

foster integration through the development of a "bureaucratic

ideology" which is defined as "a verbal image of that portion

of the good society relevant to the functions of the partic-

ular bureau concerned."2 0 There are two overriding purposes

for the cultivation of organizational ideologies: public

relations (i.e., creation of favorable images of the organi-

zation among attentive publics) and solidary reasons (i.e.,

creation of cohesive bonds within the organization which

can withstand the shock of aversive forces). Combat oriented

organizations are especially in need of ideologies, Downs

observes, in order to justify their existence to their

members and to the outside world, since they are under

constant attack. 2 1  The Office for Civil Rights has expe-

rienced only modest success at developing sustaining ties

with attentive groups but, considering the controversy of

its domain, has been significantly more successful at creating

a strongly integrated organization as demonstrated in the

survey.

What is the foundation of this integration? It lies,

it seems, in the development of an "organizational sub-

culture"2 2 with a strong "passive confrontationist" ethos.

2 0Downs, Inside Bureaucracy, p. 245.

2 1 Ibid., p. 237.

2 2The term is borrowed from I. M. Destler, Presidents,
Bureaucrats, and Foreign Policy (Princeton, N. J., 1972),
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It was suggested earlier that agency personnel perceive

themselves as a deviant minority within the federal bureauc-

racy whose mission is to protect and expand those egalitarian

values which others disparage. This organizational image

is in one sense an accurate reading of the agency's exis-

tential weakness in the bureaucratic ecosystem. By the

same token, however, it is a centripetal force upon the

organization members themselves in that it fosters a

confrontationist image which reinforces the cohesiveness

of the organization. The stronger the perception of organi-

zational deviancy the more self-conscious the progression

from the social and ideological mainstream into a "counter-

culture" stance. (The distinctiveness itself, as Thompson

points out "serves as a defense against the pressures of

the task environment.")2 3 This is more pronounced among

non-managerial employees and often takes the form of disdain

for conventional rules of behavior like dress, working

hours, rules of civility toward clients, etc. This,

naturally, serves to exaggerate the distance between OCR

and other agencies.

A well-defined posture vis a vis outsiders is a necessary

but not sufficient condition for agency cohesion. There must

p. 70. Organizational subcultures, according to Destler,
"prescribe certain patterns of belief and behavior and
penalize those who do not conform."

2 3 Thompson, "Organizational Management of Conflict,"
p. 399.
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be some strictly internally prescribed norms of behavior

within the organization as well. This process of value

assimilation occurs by a process which Kaufman terms "social

osmosis"2 4 and entails a process during which neophyte

employees "absorb many of the prevailing values, assumptions,

and customary modes of operation"2 5 of the organization.

The process is a well-known psycho-sociological conformity-

inducing process in which groups share a common image of

social reality and norms largely because of instrumental

incentives (i.e., acceptance and friendship). Belief systems

(ideologies) develop within organizations, then, because

of the propinquity of the group and its ability to exact

psychic or material costs for deviant behavior. These

conformity-inducing incentives may be counter to or a gloss

upon the official rules of the organization but are, nonthe-

less, part of the social reality of the organization.2 6

Two unofficial standards stand out as ideological

axioms in the Region VI Office for Civil Rights: first, OCR

employees best serve the cause of civil rights by playing

the role of "contained militant," and second, nothing is

2 4 Kaufman, The Forest Ranger, pp. 181-182.

2 5 Ibid.

2 6The literature of group influence upon organizational
behavior is prolific. They include Peter Blau, The Dynamics
of Bureaucracy: A Study of Interpersonal Relationis~in Two
Governmental Agencies (Chcago, 1955), and Elihu KaEtl ~andc
Paul Lazarsfeld, Personal Influence: The Part Played by
People in the Flow of Mass Communicatiohns (New York, 1955).
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gained in civil rights without unstinting effort by OCR

employees, and individual lassitude is a cardinal sin.

Officials of OCR agree with Saint-Simon's dictum that

"to achieve great things, one must feel passionately" and

are, hence, unapologetic about their advocacy stance. In

their confrontations with recalcitrant state officials,

most OCR professionals willingly eschew the neutral competent

tag in favor of an unabashed commitment to use their position

on behalf of the least powerful members of the community.

"You have to be aggressive," one official expalins, "because

you are dealing with sophisticated people who want to deceive

you." This posture, of course, is unlike that of most

government officials which makes the OCR stance all the

more distasteful to many adversary-clients. At the same

time this advocacy role must be contained in its belligerency

and in its fact-finding abilities. OCR officials find that

a touch of biliousness on the part of officials permits the

adversary-client to understand that they are serious about

their suggestions; too much raises their hackles and makes

them intransigent. Likewise, OCR supervisors despair of

employees who perceive discrimination and feel passionately

but lack the skill (or patience) to marshall the facts

sufficient to make a case.

These values are inculcated by both informal and formal

means. Field reviews are team ventures in which the

experienced member of the team is usually the spokesman.
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Initiates are expected to observe and be prudent about asking

questions. The document which results from the review is

often a compromise between the most militant employee and

his less impassioned colleague. Pressures for well-documented

cases arise from the common practice of returning the report

to its author(s) for refinement along with the growing

awareness that a favorable outcome of a case is more likely

to rest upon thorough documentation than upon the outra-

geousness of the abuse.

The opportunity to dawdle is present at OCR as in few

other agencies. Evidence to support this is found in a

communication to regional headquarters from OCR director Holmes

who laments that "some of us are accomplishing de facto what

utopians have proposed to establish de jure; namely the four

day week." Much of the work which is done (or not done) is

in such a form as to defy oversight. Civil service rules

serve here as elsewhere to protect the time-server. Further-

more, questions of thoroughness of field reviews and fact-

finding must usually be accepted on faith by supervisors

because of the frequent impossibility of direct oversight.

There is an agency ethos, however, which mitigates

much of the potential for inactivity. More than other

agencies the work of OCR is a cause which the faithful have

a driving interest in pursuing. Employee inactivity is

more a breach of faith than a simple "rip-off" of Uncle

Sam, and in the more highly integrated branches the penalty
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for lassitude is more likely to be social ostracism

(excommunication?) than official reprimand. In addition,

the team approach to much of the agency's work discourages

"gold-bricking" on the part of individual employees. The

overwhelming mood that is communicated to the outsider

(especially among more experienced employees) is a purpose-

fulness which belies the invidious image of bureaucracy.

Organizational Integration: Promises and
Perils at the OCR

In its integrative capacity the OCR possesses advantages

which many public agencies lack. Few agencies, for instance,

possess a workforce with the fervent support of agency goals

to match the Office for Civil Rights. Like other normative

organizations there is a self-selection process which deters

non-advocates from applying for entrance, this in addition

to the highly selective screening process employed by the

organization. Moreover, the moral content of the task imbues

the work with transcendent meaning for many employees and

elicits from them a greater devotion to their work than

would be occasioned in a more utilitarian organization.

All of these factors are conditions which have produced

the high degree of commitment and esprit which are evident

in the results of the survey.

On the other hand, the survey only hints at a mood

that was revealed in interviews and which threatens to

undermine the agency, namely, a spirit of incipient
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factionalism. Perhaps more than any political threat from

the outside the policy of "active representation" threatens

to divide the agency into warring camps of blacks, Chicanos,

white males, and women (who knows who else may later claim

a piece of the action?) more concerned with the symbolic

victories of agency sinecures than with the substantive

content of agency policy. Equally threatening is parochialism

within the agency along ethnic lines with each clique being

concerned only with its own group's problems in achieving

equal opportunity. The degree to which the agency leadership

contains these incipient conflicts will heavily influence

the course of the agency.



CHAPTER VIII

STATEWAYS AND FOLKWAYS:1 REFLECTIONS ON

ADMINISTRATION AS THE ART OF

THE POSSIBLE

"Liberty depends incomparably more upon adminis-
tration than upon constitutions."

-- Berthold Georg Niebuhr--

Administration in a democracy, like politics generally,

is hedged about with inescapable contingencies which arise

from social configurations within the parent society. Thus

the administrative state continues to defy the Saint-Simonion

expectations of the conversion of the bureaucratic process

1Sociologists have for decades struggled with the problem
of the impact of stateways (i.e., legal mandates) upon
folkways (cultural norms). The key question is the degree
to which folkways yield to stateways, those predisposed
toward political reform being more sanguine about effecting
the transition than their more conservatively oriented
brethren. The seminal figure in this juxtaposition was
William Graham Sumner, the pioneering American sociologist,
who believed stateways to be contingent upon folkways, and
his basic position has been reflected in the work of Robert
MacIver (The Web of Government [New York, 1947], pp. 314-
315.) "In the longer run tasks undertaken by governments
are dictated by changing conditions, and governments on the
whole are more responsive than creative in fulfilling them."
Empirical examinations of the racial implications of state-
ways versus folkways appear in Donald R. Matthews and James W.
Prothro, "Stateways Versus Folkways: Critical Factors in
Southern Reactions to Brown v. Board of Education," Essays
on the American Constitution~ editdby Gottfried Dietz
(Englewood Cliffs, 1964),, pp. 152-155; and James W. Prothro,
"Stateways Versus Folkways Revisited: An Error in Prediction,"
Journal of Politics, XXXIV (May, 1972) , 352-364.

209
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from the "governing of men" to the "administration of things."

Regimes may change but bureaucracy remains, and it continues

because of its tractability for the dominant forces within

society. Hence, bureaucracy is correctly conceived as a

stabilizing, conservative force in a polity. Weber was

prescient in anticipating that bureaucratic inertia would

become one of the overriding problems of the twentieth

century, and it is for that reason all the more ironic that

we should call upon bureaucracy to effect social change.

It has been said that reform cries out for organization and

then dies from it, and one need not search long for evidence

to support that dictum. 2

The fundamental quandry of social engineering agencies

is that they must, as part of the machinery of government,

seek sustenance from the political order which they would

seek to change, often in quite far-reaching ways. Corporately

and individually they must combine the roles of public servant

and gadfly. Historically, efforts to combine these disparate

qualities are marked by a high rate of failure. What has

this study contributed toward an understanding of one agency

in its efforts to cope with this dilemma, and what guideposts

to study further are suggested by this study?

First, this review of the seven-year history of the

organization suggests strongly that social engineering

2 Milovan Djilas brilliantly depicts the capture of
bureaucracies in communist nations by a "new class" which
quickly acts to sterilize the reform impulse. See The New
Class: An Analysis of the Communist System (New York~,~~1957).
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agencies at the federal level, in order to maintain the

integrity of their mission, must come under the protective

wing of at least one of the directive forces. The survival

potential of OCR was greatly enhanced when the federal

courts adopted agency guidelines as their own test of

compliance and began thereby to interweave agency and court

policy.

Second, it is obvious from OCR experience that strategic

retreats in the face of violent opposition is the sine qua

non of agency survival. Nor must these retreats be neces-

sarily taken as irreversible defeats by the social engineering

agencies (they were most certainly not considered such by

most of the officials at OCR). Rather, the OCR experience

suggests that policy retreats allow the agency to regroup

and redirect agency policy toward less volatile domains.

Third, the highly selective recruitment process of

the Office for Civil Rights is one means by which the agency

compensates for its weak ties with support groups. Employees

actively promote a partisan stance vis a vis agency clients,

consciously eschewing the traditional posture of neutral

competence. While this agency activism mitigates to some

degree the problem of weak interest group support, it also

raises normative questions regarding the place of repre-

sentation in bureaucracy which merit further attention.3

3Cf. Arthur D. Larson, "Representative Bureaucracy and
Administrative Responsibility: A Reassessment," Midwest
Review of Public Administration, VII (April, 1973),, 79-89.
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The survey which was conducted in conjunction with

this study reveals patterns of consensus and cleavage which

allow the agency the integrative capacity to survive the

challenges of a hostile environment. The most cohesive

element which was uncovered is a pervasively strong belief

among the officials in the mission of the organization.

This allows the agency the resiliency to weather momentary

setbacks. Moreover, the chief decision-makers within Region

VI of OCR are "careerists" who are marked by a judicious

acceptance of the workings of the incremental process in

social reform. Employees who register a higher degree of

disenchantment with the program are held within the organi-

zation by their commitment to the official goals and by the

lack of alternative employment with an equally appealing

mission.

One unexpected finding in the survey is the independence

of two factors which have been dealt with as causal factors

in other works, namely, objective involvement in work and

morale. While employees did record a highly differential

work load--largely depending upon rank and seniority--this

factor seems unrelated to the subjective commitment-to-the-

organization dimension suggesting that the normative content

of the work of the organization overrides the self-actualizing

shortcomings that are evident. Further study might be

profitable testing levels of morale in normative and utili-

tarian organizations.
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The cleavages which were anticipated between supervisory

and non-supervisory employees did not materialize in a

significant fashion. The potential is there because of

the restraint which supervisory personnel must place upon

the actions of subordinates. It is impossible to determine

in a case study whether this is an idiosyncratic regional

trait attributable perhaps to management's efforts at

promoting participatory decision-making or if this finding

has wider application. A survey encompassing all ten regions

of OCR exploring this question would be instructive.

Finally, another unexpected finding which merits further

study is the relative disenchantment of minorities, women,

and young persons generally with the work at the Office for

Civil Rights. Further study is suggested employing sex and

ethnicity as major variables, and a panel study might uncover

interesting changes of employee attitudes over time.

Civil Rights as a Protracted Conflict

Throughout this paper I have skirted the public policy

aspects of administrative desegregation, choosing instead

to focus upon a detailed case study of the Region VI Office

for Civil Rights, using that office as a prism through

which to view the vicissitudes of social engineering. In

this concluding chapter I intend to draw from previous

chapters some tentative conclusions regarding administrative

engineering in a democracy. Borrowing and revising a policy

analysis schema from the burgeoning literature of public
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policy, I posit four major determinants of policy success

and evaluate the performance in light of these determinants.

I then conclude this paper by raising some questions about

the special constraints of reform via administrative sanctions

in a democratic polity.

In the treatment of civil rights, social scientists,

journalists, and public officials alike generally tread

close to the "metaphysical pathos" syndrome mentioned above.4

Be it the Kerner Commission's hyperbolic "white racism"5 or

Professor Orfield's more moderate (if equally gloomy) prog-

nosis,6 a sort of all-encompassing melancholia grips those

who count themselves as friends of the American Creed.

Perhaps this despair reveals more about the impatient

spirit of the times and the widespread belief in the infinite

tractability of political institutions than about progress

in attaining civil rights. As Schattschneider observes,

"Much of the frustration that people feel about the American

political system is due to the fact that they take a short-

range view of the political process." 7  The late E. E.

4 Supra, p. 43.

5 "To Establish Justice, to Insure Domestic Tranquility,"
Final Report of the National Commission on the Causes and
Prevention of~Violence (Washington, Government Printing
Office, 1969T, p. 1.

60rfield, The Reconstruction of Southern Education.

7E. E. Schattschneider, Two Hundred Million Americans
in Search of a Government (NewYork, 1969), p. M.
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Schattschneider's final effort emits the tone of parting

counsel of an elder statesman, a counsel for patience and

moderation to a troubled generation. Two cardinal tenets

emerge from the work: one will be treated here; the other

will be reserved for later discussion. The tenets are:

(1) a generation is a proper perspective for the study of

politics, and (2) public policy must be anchored to consent

and consensus rather than coercion.

A generation has elapsed between the writing of this

paper and the seminal moment of the civil rights struggle,

namely, Brown v. Board of Education. (A generation has

arisen--to use the biblical idiom--who know not Bull Connor.)

Only the most benighted Cassandra can fail to discern the

outlines of a social revolution at work in the field of

civil rights. A 1972 HEW survey, for example, revealed that

between the years 1968 and 1972 the percentage of Southern

blacks enrolled in all-black schools had declined from

68 per cent to 9.2 per cent.8 While data are not as complete

for other areas of HEW responsibility, impressions gained

in field work (from personnel critical of their own agency's

work) reveal a similar pattern of compliance.9 The bitter-end

resistor among agencies as well as among states is the

8New York Times, January 13, 1972, p. 32.

9This points up, in passing, one of the serious weak-
nesses of OCR, namely its failure to systematically gather
and analyze data on desegregation. As a crisis-oriented
agency its inclination is to concentrate upon the immediate
problem at hand.
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exception rather than the rule. Since Adams, for example,

only Louisiana among Southern states has offered substantial

resistance to the decision's mandate.

Much of this movement has occurred, it must be stressed,

during the administration of a president who has manifested

little inclination toward civil rights leadership, and, in-

deed, has come perilously close to demogogery in his oppo-

sition to busing. Still, for all of its detours and cul de

sacs, the civil rights movement appears to be woven into

the fabric of the age, so much so that it is difficult to

envision a counterrevolution powerful enough to frustrate

its original objectives.

Scarcely half a generation has elapsed since Burke

Marshall, chief of the Civil Rights Division of the Department

of Justice in the Kennedy Administration, delivered himself

of the following jeremiad about progress in civil rights:

[Ilt is necessary to be realistic about the
limitations on the power of the federal government
to eliminate racial discrimination by simple law
enforcement. These limitations are reflected in
the Department of Justice. . . . They derive from
two aspects of the federal system: the control in
state institutions over normally routine decisions
affecting the daily lives of all citizens, and the
traditional reluctance of the federal courts to
intrude. . . . When the issue of segregation is
involved, the state controls make it everlastingly
tedious, sometimes seemingly impossible, to super-
impose federal standards upon the . . . local
institutions of government.1 0

1 0 Burke Marshall, Federalism and Civil Rights (New
York, 1964), pp. 3-4.
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This passage was written before the trauma of the

Kennedy assassination had produced the unprecedented civil

rights legislation of 1964-65, and hence Marshall may be

forgiven his lack of prescience. Suffice to say that the

federal courts have recently shown little disinclination

to "intrude" into erstwhile local affairs, and the courts'

handmaiden, administrative desegregation, has been more

than moderately successful in bringing legal force to bear

upon patterns of discrimination.

The point is this: we may grant the argument that

American society has far to travel before reaching the

egalitarian nirvana of some of its visionaries without

despairing about the possibility of fundamental social

change. Both the EEOC and OCR have recorded far too many

substantial civil rights gains to be dismissed as ineffectual.

If this position is adopted, then the question becomes--

why is civil rights policy so unyielding to synoptic

solutions? Borrowing a policy-evaluation framework from

Rodgersil and adding some embellishments of my own, I would

tentatively offer the following as four systemic impediments

to synoptic solutions for race/ethnic/sex discrimination:

first, civil rights is a fluid concept, lacking in timeless,

concrete operational meanings; second, civil rights respon-

sibilities are dispersed rather than focused and operationally

llHarrell R. Rodgers, Jr., "Law as an Instrument of
Public Policy," Journal of Politics, XVII (August, 1967),
638-647.
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vague in the conduct which can be required of the regulated;

third, civil rights laws lack certain and severe sanctions

for noncompliance; and fourth, civil rights policy lacks a

clientele group which is cohesive and persistent in its

demands.

Civil Rights and the Incremental Imperative

Successful policy implementation is encouraged by

circumstances under which the "regulated agree both that

a legal standard has been established and that the standard

requires compliance. "12 The "regulated" in the case of OCR

are agencies of state and local government which openly

flaunted or winked at violations of civil rights statutes

and are consequently characterized by a deeply-ingrained

contempt for federal civil rights activity. Moreover, the

ambiguous wording of the operative statute and the reassurance

of locally-based legislators that little had changed meant

that the fanfare with which Title VI was met in some quarters

was not translated into significantly altered attitudes

regarding compliance. Resistance to federal authority worked

before and it would work again. Besides, as originally

conceived, it appeared that the largely symbolic act of

allowing "freedom of choice" plans would suffice.

Thus, incrementalism has been the overall pattern not

only for those state and local agencies which came within

1 2 Ibid., p. 646.
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the purview of OCR but for the agency as well, for the

fact is that civil rights is a dynamic rather than static

concept, opening up new egalitarian vistas as the older

obstacles are scaled. Southern legislators, for example,

were on quite solid ground in believing that Congress meant

to go no further than "free-choice" in its passage of Title

VI of the Civil Rights Act. With the augmentation of court

decisions, OCR quickly superceded that standard of compliance.

Likewise, as it was learned that bona fide desegregation was

being subverted by such subterfuges as special education and

vocational education classes which were populated predomi-

nantly by minority groups and as it became apparent that

zoning laws and school-closings were serving the interests

of maintenance of the old order, OCR compliance regulations

included strictures against these actions. In short, in

education, as in other areas, OCR has increasingly abandoned

the largely negative concept of desegregation of de jure

jurisdictions for the far more subtle task of assuring

integration with the social engineering that that concept

implies.

At the inception of the Title VI program, the concept

of civil rights was, in effect, equated with Negro rights.

Other groups which have come within the ambit of OCR's

concern--Mexican-Americans, American Indians, women, and

others--have been the beneficiary of a maturing process in

which the courts, the Office for Civil Rights and other
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federal agencies have become progressively sensitive to the

egalitarian pliants of these groups. Nor is it safe to

anticipate that women and national-origin minorities are the

last of the breed of discriminated-against Americans in whose

behalf judicial and administrative remedies are applied.

Following the thrust of affirmative action to its logical

conclusion, other minorities outside the pale of OCR

protection--older people and homosexuals, for example--might

well press for inclusion. In short, the concept of equal

opportunity is subject to the law of relative deprivation.

Achievements in providing equal opportunity in one aspect

of public life only makes all the more glaring the inequities

that remain. Thus an endemic "dissatisfaction factor"

animates American political life and renders illusory the

goal which one OCR official espoused for his agency, namely

that of "working itself out of a job."

Finally, civil rights policy is resistant to synoptic

solutions because it is anchored to political and insti-

tutional calculations which are transitory. The OCR civil

rights activity languished during the months between President

Johnson's announced resignation and the accession of the

Nixon administration, awaiting signals from the latter as

to the priorities of the new administration. Similarly,

OCR confined itself until recently to de jure cases of

discrimination, awaiting the federal courts' treatment
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of de facto- segregation. Recent cases by the court13 open

new vistas for the agency but, at the same time, provide

new threats to its long-term viability if it strays from

the protective wing of the federal courts.

The policy initiatives of the Office for Civil Rights

are more geared to a complex cost-benefit calculus for the

agency than employees would prefer. It is not so much the

intrinsic merits of the case at hand that must be considered

as the costs incurred by actively pursuing the case to its

conclusion. Decisions relating to desegregation of central

cities' schools have been virtually defaulted to the courts

because of the political intensity of the area. Likewise,

the agency has largely abjured busing as a remedy for racial

isolation, except as required to do so by the courts. On

the other hand, OCR is actively pursuing women's rights

objectives because the opposition is far less concentrated

and intense, not necessarily because of the comparative

merits of the issue.

1 3 Cases such as Keyes v. School District No. 1, 37 L
Ed 548 (1973) open up vast new opportunities for the agency's
northern branches which have been rendered largely inoperative
because of the de jure-de facto distinction. While not
erasing the distinction completely, in Keyes the Supreme
Court came very close to that mark by suggesting that historic
social patterns which play a role in school zoning might come
within the purview of the courts and thus serve to erase the
classic de jure-de facto distinction. It should be emphasized
that the Office for Civil Rights has been vitally interested
in retaining the distinction due in part to the anticipated
environmental turbulence in the wake of a diminution of the
distinction. Northern solons could be counted on for support
as long as agency activity was confined to the South.
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The Diffusion (and Confusion) of Civil
Rights Responsibilities

Congruence between policy outputs and policy outcomes

is greatest, Rodgers asserts, "When the law clearly and

carefully defines both who is responsible for seeing that

a law is obeyed and the type and amount of compliance

required. "1 4  Yet, it is obvious that Title VI compliance

activities fall far short of this standard. First of all,

the title itself was initially more of honorific statement

of good intentions by Congress than a substantive call to

arms against the vestiges of white supremacy. As a conse-

quence, in the main administrative agencies charged with

enforcement continue their languid pace in enforcement of

the law.1 5  The best that can be said of Title VI enforcement

is that there are gross disparities from agency to agency

regarding the intent to enforce the provision, some only

giving lip service to enforcement, others making genuine

efforts to carry out compliance mandates. Since, for the

most part,1 6 the substance of Title VI has developed through

agency regulations rather than being spelled out in the

legislation itself, there is a pronounced disinclination

among agencies to formulate stringent compliance standards.

1 4 Rodgers, "Law as an Instrument of Public Policy,"
p. 646.

1 5 The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Federal
Civil Rights Enforcement Effort--A Reassessment, pp. 1 f.

1 6The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Federal Civil
Rights Enforcement Effort, p. 181.
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Moreover, it is sometimes unclear as to which civil rights

agency has jurisdiction in servicing a complaint. OCR and

EEOC, for example, maintain continuing liaison to effect

coordination between the two agencies in order to avoid

duplication of effort and to avert a situation in which a

state agency plays one against the other in search of the

more palatable decision.

A greater problem for OCR during its brief history

is that of communicating to its output set of state and

local agencies unwavering standards of the type and amount

of compliance required. In elementary and secondary edu-

cation, for example, an initial attempt to deal with Southern

schools on an ad hoc basis quickly gave way in 1968 to the

much-maligned guidelines. These guidelines, though accepted

by the federal courts as appropriate interstitial "sub-

legislation," have not been fully supported by the current

administration nor by a ringing mandate by Congress, and

this lack of support has led school boards and superintendents

to procrastinate on compliance and the agency to vacillate

on enforcement.

Even the best-intentioned school officials have been

occasionally confounded by the changing of compliance

standards from time to time due to court decisions and

changing agency standards. Modified agency approaches to

compensatory education for national-origin minorities and

placement of minority teachers and administrators and the
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developing interest in sex discrimination, for instance,

causes school officials to view agency directives as

capricious. Likewise, college administrators feel harassed

as OCR standards of compliance take on the appearance of

quotas and state officials chafe as agency policy temporizes

on the questions of black dormitories and predominately

black colleges.

Finally, the movement away from a comparatively straight-

forward agency position on non-discrimination toward the

more ambitious "affirmative action" with its yardstick of

"utilization" promises to change the rules of the game

dramatically by moving the burden of proof from OCR to the

recipient agencies and eliciting from them information which

was hitherto considered privileged. For officials of

recipient education institutions, this change is a perversion

of the original intent of the law in that it transforms

their roles into supplicant and raises the specter (given

adequate monitoring techniques) of a federal intrusion into

an area of life considered sacrosanct, i.e., the adminis-

tration of education institutions.

The Sheathed Sword:17 The Use of
Sanctions as a PolicyTool

Compliance policy is treated seriously by those who fall

within the strictures of the law to the degree that the

1 7Without in any way suggesting a parallel between the
two agencies, the imagery is taken from a designation
accorded another "social reform" agency, namely the dreaded
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regulated perceive that sanctions for non-compliance are

certain and severe.1 8 The severity of OCR sanctions as they

appear on the books is unquestioned. Unlike the wrist-

slapping that follows findings of non-compliance in other

agencies--the "cease and desist" orders of the Federal Trade

Commission, for instance--the threat of fund cutoffs is at

best a substantial deprivation, at worst a mortal blow to

a program. Therein lies the major factor which accounts

for the limited use of fund cutoffs as a sanction for non-

compliance; its formidability as a sanction creates a

political backlash which threatens the very existence of

the agency. Moreover, an overkill factor accompanies agency

sanctions in some areas, particularly in welfare services.

Since HEW funds are funneled through state agencies rather

than vendors, sanctions for non-compliance must take the form

of a statewide cutoff of all funds, a step which has been

avoided because it invites political retaliation and because

such a step would bring the greatest hardship upon those

who are the primary target of OCR's concern.

Many of the agency's dealings with output organizations

take the form of elaborate "bluffing games," laments regarding

which were recurrent in our interviews. As one OCR employee

NKVD during the height of the Stalinist terror. According
to Ulam, the term "unsheathed sword of the revolution" was
attached to that organization. See Adam Ulam, Stalin: The
Man and His Era (New York, 1973), p. 419.

1 8 Rodgers, "Law as an Instrument of Social Change,"
p. 646.
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put it, "Fifty per cent of what we do is bluff; successful

bluffing is knowing how far to push in getting the client

to do things that may be hazy legally." Another official

added that the unwritten rules in the bargaining game allow

for "letting the clients win a few points because we are

always finding fault." This reliance upon bargaining rather

than invoking legal sanctions is a major reason for OCR's

low level of credibility among many of its clients. Only

once, for example, has the Health and Social Services Branch

brought a case to hearing, and this attempt failed to end

successfully for OCR. The Higher Education Branch has yet

to bring a case to hearing in its two-year history. More-

over, the hearing and appeal process is so cumbersome and

protracted as to render it impotent except as a threat to

the ininitiated. With little in the way of a viable legal

procedure a threat from the agency to cut off Title VI funds

is patently lame, and school officials are increasingly

aware of this. As one OCR official put it, "You can bark

just so long."

There is no assurance, moreover, that an abuse of the

civil rights laws will ever come to the attention of the

agency since the shortage of personnel affords only the

most superficial coverage. An official of the largest

branch--Elementary and Secondary Education--estimates that

the agency responds to a mere 5 per cent of the complaints

which come to the attention of the agency and that these
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deal almost exclusively with ESAA. Those school districts

with the most blatant abuses do not even bother to apply

for ESAA funds, leaving them outside the pale of OCR

coverage. (Thus, as OCR employees are quick to point out,

the agency can scarcely deal with the tip of the iceberg

of equal opportunity.)

The single most effective avenue for social intervention

for the agency lies in the discontinuous grants which HEW

dispenses to countless agencies of state and local government.

These grants--such as Hill-Burton hospital construction

funds, ESAA funds, and specialized contracts for research

with universities and hospitals--are project grants and

hence include in their requirements a compliance review

by OCR prior to funding. Under such terms OCR is allowed

maximum leverage through its practice of holding up funds

until civil rights abuses are corrected. Referring to such

OCR sanctions, one official concludes that it is this means

of funding which is the agency's "ace in the hole."

Nor is the fund cutoff the sole means of coming to

grips with a recalcitrant agency. Quite often this

occasionally cumbersome process is circumvented by the

expedient of OCR officials documenting cases which are

subsequently referred to the Justice Department for reso-

lution. In fact, most agency findings of non-compliance

are handled in this fashion. The decision as to how to

pursue a given case--whether through the courts or through
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administrative action--belongs in most cases to the Office

of General Counsel (HEW) in conjunction with the Washington

OCR office.

Interest Group Liberalism and OCR

A final requisite for a strong policy footing for an

agency is the condition whenhn those who are to receive the

benefits of the law are cohesive and take strong actions to

achieve their rights." 1 9 For confirmation of this principle

one must only reflect upon the successful examples of the

symbiotic relationships which have developed between the

education establishment and the Office of Education, the

commercial airline industry and the Civil Aeronautics Board

and compare the public policy successes of these interests

with those of civil rights groups. Professor Theodore Lowi2 0

has dubbed this tendency to develop symbiotic relationships

"interest group liberalism," and treats this nascent syn-

dicalism in American politics as the major pathological

flaw of the American system. The principal danger in

"interest group liberalism," according to Lowi, is its

virtual abandonment of the concept of a public interest

which stands above the clash of parochial interests,

demanding the primary allegiance of the ruling elite.

1 9 Ibid., p. 646.

2 0 Lowi, The End of Liberalism.
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Instead, government becomes a broker which merely ratifies

bargains negotiated by competing interest groups.2 1

This naturalistic view of the political process inevi-

tably leads to a public policy relativism as applied to the

bureaucracy. Schubert, for example, chides his colleagues

who continue to use the concept of public interest as the

lynchpin of administrative behavior. Schubert offers as

an alternative a demythologized version of the venerated

concept whereby the public interest is transformed from a

transcendent, universal standard of behavior to a matter

of utilitarian technique. In his rather convoluted prose,

the public interest is served whenever administrative

practices result in "maximal accommodation of the affected

interests, in comparison with the relative capacities of

the alternative structures to make the same decisions, and

measured by reciprocally minimal recourse to other centers

for public policy change."2 2 Thus, by reducing the public

2 1The clearest academic expression of this point of
view can be found in Arthur F. Bentley, The Process of
Government (Evanston, Ill., 1949), pp. 370-371. Bentley,
writing in the early days of this century, avered that
sincene there is nothing best literally for the whole
people [the political process can be] reduced . . . to the
play of group interests [and] compromise, trading, and the
adjustment of interests make up its very nature." Bentley's
work was later refined and elaborated by David Truman, The
Governmental Process (New York, 1951), p. 223, who agreed
that "we do not need to account for a totally inclusive
interest, because one does not exist."

2 2Glendon A. Schubert, Jr.,, "'The Public Interest' in
Administrative Decision-Making," The American Political
Science Review, LI (June, 1957), 368.
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interest to technique rather than substance this formulation

becomes an unintentional parody of the positivistic approach

to political questions within academia. For Schubert, the

locus of decision is the vital consideration rather than

the question of who is affected in what manner by the decision.

The basic shortcoming in Schubert's formulation is that in

its total capitulation to utilitarianism it is wholly lacking

in a transcendent normative standard of judgment. Schubert's

view of public interest in administration is, then, a parallel

to the Bentley-Truman naturalistic view of the political

process, and both are largely uncritical ratifications of

the status quo.

The basic flaw in this pluralist view is that it antici-

pates an automatic coalescence of "affected interests" as

their grievances become salient. This assumption is best

recorded in Truman's The Governmental Process. Truman

summarizes that "the work of one political interest group

.0 . .results in a wavelike development of interest group

activity; other groups are created to present different

claims and to push opposing policies, and, in turn, still

other groups grow up in response to these and so on. "2 3

In short, for pluralists, the American political system is

a cybernetic process in which

powerr is widely dispersed among various groups which
represent diverse interests. Those interests that are
represented by the State, which is ordinarily an umpire,

2 3 Truman, The Governmental Process, p. 79.
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one of whose functions is to oversee the struggle
between groups and set the rules for conflict among
them. Finally, the groups tend to be in equilibrium
in the sense that none continually dominate govern-
mental decision-making and all are subject to veto
by other groups.2 4

Without question the pluralist schema is a beguiling

one. It pictures a political system as a self-regulating,

self-propelled mechanism calibrated to render at least a

rough approximation of "justice" (a word which--like "public

interest"--was largely eschewed by proponents of this school

of thought). The secular morality of the pluralist schema

suited well the bucolic and optimistic (and complacent) decade

of the 1950's which sired it.

Group pluralism, however, missed the mark badly on two

counts. First, its assumptions regarding the uniformly

cohesive potential of groups were naive; second, it failed

to differentiate the kinds of policy to which interest

groups react. The first assumption was treated earlier.25

To summarize, there is a widely contrasting potential for

cohesion among affected interests, the major dependent

variables being the economic saliency of the issue and the

size and/or coercive potential of the group. Those interests

which are small and whose interests are palpably pocketbook

issues possess the strongest potential for cohesion while,

2 4 Kenneth Prewitt and Alan Stone, The Ruling Elites:
Elite Theory and American Democracy (NewYork, 1973),
p. 119.

2 5 Supra, pp. 4-6.
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in contrast, those interests which lack immediate and

tangible economic interests and whose clientele is large

and diffuse (and thus not subject to coercion) are unlikely

to coalesce. Civil rights and consumers groups would fall

into the latter category. Hence the explanation of the

preeminence of economic interests in American politics to

which Schattschneider alludes. 2 6

Recall that this section began by stating the fourth

determinant of a strong policy footing for an agency, viz.

when those who are to receive the benefits are cohesive and

take strong actions to achieve their rights. While it is

clear that great strides have been made by civil rights

forces in recent years, this interest has not been advanced

through the governmental symbiosis which characterizes much

of American politics. Civil rights groups have been largely

indifferent to administrative desegregation in general and

the Office for Civil Rights in particular, preferring instead

to concentrate their efforts in the courts. Hence there is

no civil rights counterpart for the ICC, the CAB or the

Federal Highway Administration, and OCR remains in a kind of

bureaucratic limbo, singularly dominated by a political

overhead which is only tangentially concerned with questions

which occupy the Office for Civil Rights. How do we account

for this anomoly? Could it be that civil rights groups are

more inept than others in developing administrative surrogates

2 6 Schattschneider, The Semi-Sovereign People, pp. 33-36.
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or is there a systemic factor which can account for this

failure to develop symbiotic governmental agencies? In the

following section my efforts will be directed toward this

question.

Agency Marginality and Redistributive Policy

Earlier I suggested that the Office for Civil Rights,

in its totality, may be considered as a quintessential

"marginal organization" because of the qualities which the

agency embodies: the agency is staffed by functionaries

whose legitimacy is questioned because they advance social

values which are not clearly defined and, clearly defined

or not, are often unpalatable to a host population. 2 7

Moreover, the agency is marginal not only to state and

local agencies which fall victim to its legal sanctions but

to other federal agencies which come within the sweep of

OCR concerns.

The more important question now becomes why, after a

decade in operation, does OCR remain a marginal agency and

what are its prospects of becoming otherwise? After all,

other domestic social welfare efforts such as federal aid

to education and medicare, to name only two, have become an

integral part of the administrative ecosystem. This anemic

condition might be explained in a number of ways, all of

which are compelling, if partial, answers. The lack of

2 7 Supra, pp. 39-41.
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continuing presidential interest, for example, is a telling

reason for the agency's marginality. I might also add as

a collateral reason for OCR's marginality as an agency the

intractability of federal institutions in effecting social

change. For administrative change agents there appears to

be an almost infinite regression of avoidance tactics

within a federal system. One need not concur in toto with

Riker that "federalism is simply [in the matter of race

policy] a hypocritical plea for special privilege to . .

permit one minority, segregationist Southern whites, to

tyrannize over another minority, the Southern Negroes, "2 8

and that the main beneficiaries of federalism in the United

States have been Southern whites "who have been given the

freedom to oppress Negroes "2 9 to agree that within this

hyperbole is contained a penetrating critique of the American

federal system.

Still, the question as posed stands largely unanswered,

or, at best, only partially answered. Unless the somewhat

facile interpretation of racism is accepted as an explanation

of the system-wide resistance to civil rights policy we

must search elsewhere for answers. (And those who employ

this tautological explanation must somehow account for the

widespread acceptance of racial policy such as broadened

2 8William H. Riker, Federalism: Origin, Operation,
Significance (Boston, 1964), p. 142.

29 Ibid., p. 152.
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voting rights and public accommodations for minorities.

Indeed, response to OCR policy probes has been characterized

by varying degrees of hostility, ranging from sullen accep-

tance to outright defiance.)

The fundamental explanation for OCR's marginality as

an organization and for the marginality of civil rights as

a policy, I suggest, lies in the redistributive nature of

the policy of the agency, or rather that part of the agency's

domain which receives the greatest notoriety, i.e., elementary

and secondary education. To be more precise, the argument

being advanced here is that the precariousness of the agency's

setting is related to policy rather than structural qualities

and, as such, bears a striking similarity to other problem

areas in social engineering agencies such as the Office of

Economic Opportunity. 3 0 In order to amplify our argument

we must refer to the well-known "policy taxonomy" of Theodore

Lowi.

Professor Lowi's insightful taxonomy is an attempt to

overcome the syntactical and conceptual problems of policy

analysis and thus to develop an exploratory "paradigm" of

public policy. In attempting this, Lowi posits three3 1

30It should not be overlooked that the OEO was conceived
in the most fortitious of circumstances for an agency, that
of a presidential brainchild and given a privileged position
within the Executive Office of the President.

3 1 Theodore J. Lowi, "Distribution, Regulation,
Redistribution: The Functions of Government," Public Policies
and their Politics, edited by Randall B. Ripley (New York,
l966),7pp. 27-40.
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(later four)32 generic types of public policy, each with

its singular political nexus and each with its characteristic

forms of coercion. The underlying assumption of this paradigm

is that "policies determine politics" which is very apropos

to Title VI enforcement.

Chronologically, the first type of public policy to enjoy

widespread use was the "distributive" policy whereby government

attempts to stimulate private activity by subsidizing private

ventures which, presumably, would not otherwise flourish.

Agriculture policy as it has existed for four decades is

typical of "distributive" policy. Conflict within this

framework is low because public policy is created by log-

rolling, and other enterprises do not consider themselves

threatened by the arrangement.

Regulatory policies are characterized by laws and rules

which are applicable to classes or groups of units. Action

is taken by government according to general rules to regulate

the behavior of one class of people on behalf of another

class of people and, hence, the probability of conflict is

raised because a government decision "involves a direct

choice as to who is indulged and who is deprived. "3 3 In

addition, regulatory policies are designed to affect all

3 2 See "Four Systems of Policy, Politics, and Choice,"
Public Administration Review, XXXII (July-August, 1972),
298-310.

33 Lowi, "Distribution, Regulation, Redistribution,"
p. 28.
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individuals through law in roughly the same way. The

regulatory policy arena conforms nicely to the group process

of the pluralists. Examples of regulatory policy abound at

all levels of government, the Agriculture Department's meat

and poultry inspection procedure being a case in point.

The last of Lowi's policy types for our analysis is the

redistributive policy in which "broad categories of private

individuals are involved" and, consequently, the targets of

the policy approach social classes, often "haves" and "have-

nots." "The aim involved [in redistributive policy] is not

use of property but property itself, not equal treatment

but equal possession, not behavior but being. "3 4 Rather

obscure language this, demonstrating Lowi's ability to lapse

occasionally into rococo verbiage, but the balance of Lowi's

treatment clearly identifies redistributive policies as

those which benefit a collectivity (races or ethnic groups,

for example) at the expense of another large collection of

people. Thus, there are winners and losers who perceive

themselves as such. "Issues that involve redistribution

cut closer than others along class lines and activate

interests in what are roughly class terms. "3 5 Consequently,

the political dynamics in such policies approach that of a

zero-sum game. Lowi's prime examples of redistributive

3 4 Ibid.

3 5 Ibid.
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policy are fiscal controls by government along with

progressive taxes and social security.3 6

To be sure, Lowi's paradigm is heavily weighted toward

economic parameters, and this makes our task of fitting

civil rights policy into this scheme all the more difficult.

Still, we would maintain that Lowi's paradigm may be used

to great effect in explaining the relative successes in

various areas of civil rights policy (within OCR as well

as among other civil rights agencies) and in developing the

normative and empirical implications of civil rights policy.

It is my suggestion that the differentials in civil

rights policy successes may be highlighted by employing

Lowi's model, but not without considerable adaptation because

Lowi was preoccupied by economic issues in public policy.

To further apply Lowi's insights to civil rights policy we

would offer the following operational meanings: Regulatory

policy in civil rights may be defined as those areas in

which the government employs sanctions against individuals

or institutions to remove de jure or de facto barriers to

equal opportunity for an individual complainant; redistributive

policy are those efforts by government which seek to overcome

through negative sanctions or through compensatory standards

the historical de jure and de facto inequalities within the

social system for a class of people. The latter, of course,

3 6 "Four Systems of Policy, Politics and Choice," p. 300.
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requires much more "social engineering" than the former

(especially when compensatory measures are called for),

primarily because of the broadened scope of those affected

by the policy. A two-by-two table will summarize the four

major variables which comprise the policy nexus. Note that

the independent variables--i.e., policies--following Lowi

("policies determine politics") -- are objective constraints

while the dependent variables (perception of policy effect)

are subjective.

Perceived Effect Policy Types
of Policy Regulatory Redistributive

Immediate
"Beneficiaries"

Immediate
"Losers"

Fig. 8--Civil rights as regulative and redistributive
policy.

Using this taxonomy as our framework helps make more

comprehensible the political ramifications of civil rights

policy apart from the single causal factor of racism. For

example, it is commonly agreed that the Equal Employment

Opportunities Commission is more successful in its pursuit

of civil rights than is OCR, and the reason usually given

by OCR employees is that cognate agency's access to judicial

remedies. While that is no doubt an important factor, it

is also true that the policy field of the agency is

groups or
individuals classes

individuals groups or
or classes

institutions
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essentially regulatory in that both the beneficiaries and

"losers" are limited to singular cases and thus the arena of

conflict is circumscribed. Likewise, within OCR there is

common agreement that the Health and Social Services Branch

is more placid in its dealing with environmental organizations

than most other branches. A major reason lies in the

regulatory nature of much of the work of the branch in that

it is comprised of field reviews of hospitals or nursing

homes which are undertaken on behalf of singular complainants

or a small group of complainants, thus limiting the scope

of the conflict. Notably missing within this conflict is

a direct confrontation of sizable classes of winners and

losers.

By contrast, it is not difficult to identify a class

of winners in school desegregation battles, and, as in this

case, the more interests are aggregated, the greater the

intensity of the political battles. If the setting of the

conflict is encumbered with cultural and economic class

differences the potential for political battles is all the

greater.3 7 Moreover, as in most political conflict, one

side has far greater incentive to broaden the conflict

outside of the bureaucratic subsystem. In this case, those

who oppose desegregation are the beneficiaries of broadened

conflict. The key difference between the desegregation of

3 7 0ne civil rights professional observed that "race and
ethnic problems can be solved; class will be the conflict
nexus ."
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a hospital and the desegregation of a school--especially

as the more exotic remedies such as busing are employed--

is the contrasting scope of the conflict over policy. Within

the former a type of subsystem politics prevails; the latter

often calls forth a macropolitical conflict with inherent

hazards for the agency. The appeal of ESAA, then, is its

propensity for containing conflict to the bureaucratic sub-

system by including within its strictures only those who

agree to abide by them.

All this means that the most politically hazardous

policies for the agency are those which magnify the conse-

quences of its policy for salient classes of affected people,

for example, the beneficiaries and "losers" of busing policy.

Hence, from a pragmatic point of view it is understandable

that the agency has deferred to the courts on this issue. By

the same token, OCR has been most conspicuously successful

in those areas of regulatory policy (e.g., higher education,

contract compliance, and health and social services) where

the conflict has been confined to a regulatory or subsystem

mode of interaction. Even in these areas OCR has been

forced to tread lightly in its policy of "affirmative action"

because of its tendency to aggregate the affected interests

into quasi-economic blocs.

This is not to say that the Office for Civil Rights is

congenitally unable to administer redistributive policy.

Deprived of the active support of directive forces such
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would undoubtedly be the case. At a minimum it would appear

that the Supreme Court must legitimize and sustain the efforts

of OCR to promote redistributive policy and, without executive

initiative, even this effort moves at a snail's pace. It is

a mark of the staying power, the malleability of adminis-

trative desegregation that the Office for Civil Rights has

weathered the indifference (and sometimes open animosity)

of the representative institutions of the government.

Civil rights social engineering of a comprehensive

type must await the reinforcing vigor of representative

institutions which are sustained, in turn, by an actively

interested or passively tolerant public opinion. In the

meantime the Office for Civil Rights must confine itself to

more proximate victories which are sanctified by court

decisions and to the general inertia of policy which, once

set in motion, continues under its own steam. The Office

for Civil Rights stands as an ironic monument to the schizoid

nature of American social reform. On the one hand, its

continuing successes are a reflex of the better instincts

of American public life, a partial confirmation of Gunnar

Myrdal's sanguine assessment of the American ethos. On the

other hand, the nation's inability to capitalize more fully

upon the euphoric resolve of the 1960's to eradicate the

vestiges of a racialist system is stark testimony of the

chronic inability of democratic societies to marshall

resources for the solution of the mounting "megaissues"
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which confront them. As Bailey and Mosher put it: "The

fundamental dilemma of the managers of large-scale public

programs is how to perfect and protect the intricate machinery

needed for the accomplishment of complex goals, while remain-

ing responsive to the variable winds of legitimate political

influence."i 38

We are presented in the civil rights issue with a

democratic gordian knot which neither theorists nor prac-

titioners of public administration have been able to untie,

a problem which inheres in the chronically short-range,

incremental nature of the democratic policy-making process.

In contrast to authoritarian governments which can by fiat

impose stateways upon folkways, democratic polities must

closely heed the short-run unpopularity of governmental

programs which promise at some vague future date to enhance

the quality of life or which propose a redistribution of

finite resources for the sake of a laudable but abstract

ideal. Under such circumstances democratic governments are

hard-pressed to avoid jetisoning long-range goals in response

to immediate political pressures, thereby risking mortgaging

the future national interest to the present expediency.

Conclusion: OCR and the Future of
Administrative Desegregation

The brief history of the agency charged with implemen-

tation of much of Title VI enforcement is instructive. To

3 8Bailey and Mosher, ESEA, p. 161.
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resurrect the concept of agency role advanced earlier, it

would be accurate to say that the role of OCR has been

transformed from that of aggressive change agent, hell-bent

upon altering the folkways of a region by imposing upon its

federally-aided institutions a national standard of racial

justice, to a more sedate (but at the same time, more

expansive) role as enforcer of court approved standards

of non-discrimination with protracted (some would say

intermidable) negotiations rather than preemptory fund cutoffs

being the primary modus operandi. Simultaneously, the agency

has blunted the immediate impact of its activities and

widened the scope of its interests. While it is considered

by many state agencies as a "paper tiger" in its dilatory

enforcement tactics, it has, nonetheless, included within

its policy space a newfound interest in protecting the

rights of national-origin minorities and women, all of this

on a national rather than regional basis.

In order to take advantage of this broadened mandate

the Office for Civil Rights must avoid two pitfalls to

which other attempts at social reform have fallen victim.

First, it must avoid a parochialism which places agency

activity at the center of the public policy universe. Graham

Allison has well said that "[l]ike all collections of people,

bureaucracies develop their own conceptions of what is best

for the country. Their conceptions are inevitably parochial,

reflecting internal organizational demands as well as the
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problems their programs are meant to solve."3 9 Weighted as

the agency is toward crisis management and servicing of

court mandates, there is little likelihood that a broad,

dispassionate and systemic approach to civil rights will

inform the decisions of agency personnel. Hence, as well-

meaning and patriotic as OCR decisions may be, there is a

tendency toward myopia when viewing the issue of civil rights

which must continue to be tempered by directive forces.

The second--and somewhat contradictory--peril for the

agency is the possibility of allowing newly emphasized book-

keeping and managerial techniques to subordinate the activis-

tic bent of the agency. Now, unquestionably, OCR activity

at times has come perilously close to bureaucratic freebooting

with a concomitant basic management and organizational

sloppiness that beset the office. Equally certain is the

need for a general organizational "tightening up" which the

agency is now undergoing. But at the same time there is the

hazard of allowing style to substitute for substance in

policy and an endless cycle of plans and reports to pass

for the real work of the organization. There is a distinct

danger of a creeping bureaucratic narcissism besetting the

agency issuing in an obsession with the composition of the

agency personnel and work techniques at the expense of the

ostensible tasks of the agency.

3 9 "Cold Dawn and the Mind of Henry Kissinger,"
Washington Monthly, VI (March, 1974), 46.
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QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

DATE OF INTERVIEW

TIME OF INTERVIEW

TIME INTERVIEW ENDED

INTRODUCTION: (To interviewee) I am interested in the subject
of the administration of social reform programs. I realize
that there can be great difficulty in carying out such a
program, but you will be able to add depth to my knowledge
and to point out relationships that I was not aware of. I
am interested in two dimensions of organizations; first,
the relationships which your organization has with other
organizations, public and private; secondly, the relationships
that exist within the agency.

Some of the information which I hope to elicit from you
will be of a confidential nature, and I assure you that my
sources will not be divulged and that data will be presented
in such a manner as to assure the anonymity of the respondent.

I would appreciate your responding to a four-part series
of questions. These questions have to do with (1) patterns
of recruitment/socialization; (2) agency relationships with
outside agencies or groups; (3) the agency's goal-setting/
decision-making style; and (4) intra-agency conflict and
conflict-resolution.

I. Personal information

A. Socio-economic background
1. Father's occupation
2. Father's education

B. Ethnic background

C. Political orientation
1. Do you consider yourself a member of a political

party?
2. For whom did you vote in the last presidential

election?

D. Occupational background

246
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II. Recruitment and socialization

A. Are there any special criteria employed in the
selection of OCR personnel aside from the usual
civil service standards of competence, for example,
sympathy for civil rights standards, membership in
a minority group, professional association or
group, etc.?

B. What (if any) special means are employed to
sensitize the new employee to agency norms?

C. Do you think that it is important that an employee
adopt a strong opinion toward the issue of civil
rights? Why or why not?

D. If you were to choose an ideal employee what
attributes would he or she possess
1. Toward his own agency?
2. Toward various clients?
3. Toward civil rights as an issue?

E. What are the most common attributes for which an
employee is likely to be corrected or dismissed?
What qualities are most likely to be rewarded?

F. What is the fate of organizational malcontents?
What are the two or three things which are the
most frequent cause of employee discontent within
the agency?

G. Can you think of any way in which the agency has
changed your values since you came here?

H. What would you say are the most common attributes
of those who assume positions of authority within
this agency?

III. The agency and other groups

A. Do you feel that OCR is closer to civil rights groups
than to the interests they are contesting? Do you
feel that this relationship might compromise the
objectivity of civil rights personnel?

B. Which civil rights groups do you work most closely
with? In what ways?

C. Do you have any connections with civil rights
groups other than your official, governmental
connections?
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D. What is your personal opinion of the Title VI
enforcement policies under President Nixon compared
to that under President Johnson?

E. If you could name one way in which the organization
has changed in terms of agency-client relations,
what would that be? Do you approve or disapprove
of the change?

IV. Agency decision-making/goal-setting style

A. How would you characterize the decision-making
style in your experience at OCR? How much discretion
do you have in the decisions which you make?

B. How much inter-division decision-making is there?

C. Have you seen any change in goals and decision-
making styles during your time at OCR? Does this
reflect an adaptation to environmental forces or
intra-agency changes, or both?

D. What aspect of OCR's decision-making style do you
find most congenial? What aspects do you dislike
the most?

E. If, as has been predicted, real decision-making
authority were to be decentralized to the regional
level
1. What would be expected by you to be the major

change of policy?
2. What effect would decentralization have upon

the agency itself?
3. Do you personally favor such a move? Why or

why not?

F. Administrative theory talks a great deal about
routine decision-making and the tendency for
organizations to drift toward routinization. Do
you perceive any movement toward routinization
within OCR? Do you handle most of your clientele
business on a case-by-case basis?

G. How do you measure the success of your efforts
officially? In your opinion, is this a valid
measure of division/agency success?

V. Intra-agency conflict resolution

A. Do you experience much conflict in your relationships
within OCR? Over what issues is conflict within
the agency likely to arise?
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B. What about inter-division conflict? Is there much
occasion for such? Over what issues might divisions
arise?

C. Does each division have its "image" as to its
decision-making style? If so, how important is
that "image" to the division?

D. How important is it to the esprit of the agency or
division that most very important decisions are made
in Washington? Can you think of any advantages of
such an arrangement?

E. Can you think of means by which conflict is minimized
within the regional office of OCR and between the
region and headquarters in Washington?



AN INDEX OF JOB SATISFACTION AND IDENTIFICATION

WITH THE ORGANIZATION

QUESTIONNAIRE

Some jobs are more interesting and satisfying than
others. Likewise, some agencies which people work in tend
to develop stronger bonds of commitment between the employee
and the agency, and among the employees. I am interested in
knowing your feelings about your job and your agency. This
form contains 15 statements about your job and agency (OCR).
Please check within each question the answer with which you
are most in agreement. There are no right or wrong answers.
I would like your honest opinion on each one of these state-
ments, and you have my absolute assurance of anonymity.

Before beginning the body of the questionnaire, please supply
me with the following information:

General Service Rank

GS 14-15

GS 9-13

GS 8 and below

Ethnic Group

Black

Chicano

Anglo-Saxon

American Indian

Other
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Position before coming to OCR:

Federal government service

State or local government service

Social work

Teaching

Other

Student

Are you a dues-paying member of a civil rights group? Which
one?

NAACP

LULAC

GI Forum

NOW

WEAL

Other

Not a member

Age

Over 50

40-49

30-39

Under 30

Length of time at OCR

Over 3 years

0-3 years
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1. I feel that I am happier than most other people in
my work.

Strongly agree

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Strongly disagree

2. I am disappointed that I ever took this job.

Strongly agree

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Strongly disagree

3. Some people are completely involved in their jobs--they
are absorbed in it night and day. For other people,
their job is simply one of several interests. How
involved do you feel in your job?

Very little involved; my other interests are more
absorbing

Slightly involved

Moderately involved; my job and my other interests
are equally absorbing to me

Strongly involved

Very strongly involved; my work is the most
absorbing interest of my life

4. On most days on your job, how often does time seem to
drag for you?

About half the day or more

About one-third of the day

About one-quarter of the day
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About one-eighth of the day

Time never seems to drag

5. How often do you do some extra work for your job which
really isn't required of you?

Almost every day

Several times a week

About once a week

Once every few days

About once a month or less

6. Would you say you work harder, less hard, or about the
same as other people doing your type of work at OCR?

Much harder than most others

A little harder than most others

About the same as most others

A little less than most others

Much less hard than most others

7. If you could begin working all over again within the
federal service, how likely would you be to choose the
Office for Civil Rights as a place to work?

Definitely would choose another place over OCR

Probably would choose another place over OCR

Wouldn't care much whether it was OCR or some
other place

Probably would choose OCR over another place

Definitely would choose OCR over another place for
my occupation

8. Following are two somewhat different statements about
the relations between management and employees at OCR:

A. The relations between regional management and
employees at OCR are much different than in most
other agencies, because in OCR both are working
together toward the same goals.
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B. Relations between regional management and employees
at OCR are not really very different than in other
agencies; management is looking out for the
organization's interests, and employees have to
look out for their own interests.

Which of the two statements comes closer to your
own opinion?

Agree completely with A

Agree more with A than with B

Undecided

Agree more with B than with A

Agree completely with B

9. The Office for Civil Rights as an agency is no longer
as effective in carrying out its civil rights objectives
as it once was.

Strongly agree

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Strongly disagree

10. Following are two somewhat different statements about
the commitment among regional members of OCR to the
objectives of the agency.

A. Despite the difficulties, OCR regional management
and compliance personnel are equally committed to
vigorous enforcement of Title VI and relevant
executive orders.

B. There seems to be a more pronounced enthusiasm for
strict Title VI and executive order compliance
activities for the agency among the non-managerial
personnel than among management.

Agree completely with A

_ Agree more with A than with B

Undecided
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Agree more with B than with A

Agree completely with B

11. How do you feel when you hear (or read about) someone
criticizing the OCR program of administrative
desegregation?

I mostly agree with the criticism

It doesn't bother me

I never hear of or read such criticism

It gets me a little mad

It gets me quite mad

12. If someone asked you to describe yourself, and you
could tell only one thing about yourself, which of the
following answer would you be most likely to give?

I come from (your home state)

I am (church preference)

I work for the Office for Civil Rights

I am a (ethnic group member)

13. If you were to have a son or daughter, how would you
feel if someone suggested that he or she work for the
Office for Civil Rights?

Would completely approve

Would generally approve, but with some reservations

Would neither approve nor disapprove

Would disapprove a little

Would strongly disapprove

14. I look upon the objective of this agency to be

Relatively unimportant as government agencies go

Of moderate importance

About as important as most other government agencies
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More important than other government agencies

Perhaps as important as any other government
agency

15. How well do you think your branch compares with other
branches in the agency in getting its job done?

The best in the agency

Comparatively good, but not necessarily the best

About the same as other branches

Comparatively poor, but not the worst

The worst in the agency
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