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veloping a skHlecl labor force. Above alk 
PrcJfessor Williams' sr.udy serves a s/a  
wa-rning that our training system imist 
uncer^o periodic re-cxainination in order 
that )oufaIls such as-age and training time 
requirements,' which do not recognize 
difterciVes in individual abilitic/ and in 
the lcve\ of skills to be mastered, must 
t?e avoided. As Professor Williams ob­
serves, 4,TlV* most remarkable fact ab©ut 

. the presentVEnglish] systo/n of recruit­
ing and training youn〇/  workers for 

■ skilled industV is that yin all essential 
points it is eNsnctly die same as the 
method introduc'd m /e  than S00 years 
ago for an eatirel\cl Querent economy."

Advocates of legislation designed to 
direct our brigluc^\oungst〇rs info pro­
fessional engineci/m,2； \n d  scientific train­
ing might also Profit V〇m the author's 
discussion of s/>me of t\c  less desirable 
results of theyiv:ell-intentiQiicd Education 
Act of 194j/ Legislation Vvhich would 
have the eitect of channeling only the 
leそs intell^ent youngsters i n \  the crafq 
might eventually lower the la^el of our 
skilledylabor force. Professor Williams 
points/out that an industrial socicw needs 

danced Jabor force of inteiligent 
cra-j/srnen as well as technically ti\ined 
professional workers. \

H oward R ose^
Chief
Section of Industrial Employment 

Studies Operations 1 
Bureau of Labor Statistics 
U. S. Department of Labor

\
LABOR CONDITIONS AND PROBLEM S

A Civil Rights Inventory of San Fran- 
cî .co. Part I, Employment. By Irving Ea- 
b.ow and Edv/ard 1 1 0 wdon. San Fran­
cisco: Council for Civic Unity of San 
Francisco, 1958. xvii, 352 pp. $2.75.

How long is the road which must be 
traveled—at least in San Francisco—be-.:, 
fore persons can attain employment com­
mensurate with their qualifications 
rather than the irrelevant factors of race, 
color, religion, or national origin is 
clearly revealed by this study.

丁his myemory of civil rights in San 
Francisco is a valuable addition to the 
other studies, such as those made at Fisk
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University, which have assessed the state 
of equal opportunity in such major cities 
as Baltimore, Pittsburgh, and Minneapo­
lis. i  he present work Jias several projcct- 
ea parts. Only Part I, cleaJin^ v/iih 
employment, has been published. It is the 
most comprehensive inventory made to 
date. If die other projected sections, deal­
ing with health facilities, housing, and 
puolic  ̂accornxnodations, maintain the 
same high standard of thoroughness, im­
partiality, and scholarship, a significant 
contiibution to our knowledge will have 
bc^n made about the actual extent and 
scope of discrimination in a major Geo­
graphical area.

1 hê  inventory was sponsored by the 
Council for Civic Unity of San Francisco, 
a private voluntary association, its own 
resources being supplemented by a grant 
from the Columbia Foundation. Edward 
Howclcn, then executive director of the 
Council and Dr. Irving Babow, a soci- 
oiiogiit from the University of California 
conducted tlie study.

Employment practices of one hundred 
large employers in the San Francisco
metrc^politan area were smdied• 丁  he
Iugliliglu of the report is that while sev­
enty-five of the empioyers pi'ofcssed to
have丨 a policy again.st discrimination in
employment, only nine appeared to have 
communicated the policy through ap- 

c*icinncls. Upon bsing' inter­
viewed, thirty-f;ve of the employers claim- 
ing^to have a merit employment policy 
made either contradictory or inconsistent 
ststements 01 stated such brocid excep­
tions as to raise grave doubts about their 

jlleged  policy. 丁he great majorkv of 
firms reviewed reported no Nesrro'em­
ployees^ not even in the unskilled or 
menial job categories. Tliose firms v/liich 
Ciijploycd^Nc^rocs liinitcd them to posts 
very low in the job progression scheme, 
or to jobs where they sci'vccl almost ex­
clusively nonwhite clientele. The type 
ancl kind of industry msdc no sig'-nificn.nt 
difference in its employment policy re­
garding members of minority groups.

丁！!ミ auth?rs uそed several 6ross checks 
to verify their ultimate findings. Employ­
ers filled out a detailed questionnaire; 
personal interviews were held with rank­
ing company officials; information was
obtained from “ informal sources’’ within
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, the surveyed companies; .the establish­
ments were observed to see if any Negroes 
or Ori'entals held jobs ^Visible" to the 
public; labor union practices were stud­
ied; a review was inadc of a case study 
by the University of California on -the 
hotel nnd restaurant industry in the area; 
ofncials of private and public employ­
ment agencies as well as college place­
ment oificers were interviewed; applica­
tion forms used by several California 
State. Licensing Boards for certain pro­
fessions and businesses were analyzed; 
and finally classified employment adver­
tisements in area newspapers were 
studied.

丁his multifaceted approach sustained 
the conclusion that the greatest.resi^tancc 
to employment on merit is encountered 
first by Negroes, next by Orientals, then 
by Latin Americans, and last by Jewish 
persons.

The facts set forth m this inventory are 
sad and provocative: sad in that they are 
revealed in an area which has prided 
itself on its cosmopolitan character, 
which should connote the absence of dis­
crimination; provocative in that they pre­
sent a challenge, as well as a blueprint 
for action, to the newly created City 
Commission on Equal Employment 
Opportunity.

J acob Seid en berg
Executive Director
President's Committee on Government Contracts 
Washington

LABOR ORGANIZATIONS

Unions Mature: An Analysis of th 
Evolution of American Unionismy^By 
Ricli^vd A. Lester. Princeton: Pr^iceton
University Press, 1958. xi, 171 yfp. $3.75.

Professorl-,cstcr "seeks t^onstruct the 
framework forX^cneraLtlieory of union 
development" (p X D o^th e  ultimate ^oal 
is a long run theoiys^f union evolution” 
(p. 4〉； “ the pri^ipar\)bjective of our 
pursuit [is] tp^xplain tl^s^factors in the 
evolution of^American unioi%ismM (p. 7). 
**This bp<5k is a think pieceM 8).

Lest-dv builds his ''analyticalXrame- 
wox-k around "general tendenciesNmd 
long run trends" and around "short r.erhi.

swings^ about tlie secular developments^ 
每is conclusions about long-run tendeyi- 
cifis in American unionism are as follows
(p'D. 111-112): /

l\As tl*u: rate of union expansion slows dov;n, a 
psychological ageing tends to spread throu;mout 
【he organization, especially if it already Covers 
most of its jurisdiction. /

2. With the passage 〇£ time and the accumu­
lation 'of experience, central control a/ union 
headquarters tends to expand and doinocratic 
checks a\ the local level- weaken, /

3. As 2?、union stabilizes and ages, th/top lead­
ership bedpmes more ndministradve i:/ character 
and the differences between union/ executives 
and management executives climinisU.

4. The more success unions achieve, the more 
they tend to\rcducc their areas *of/potential ex­
pansion and innovation and, consequently, some 
of their dynai\\ic qualities.. /

5. With increased bargaining yexpcricncc and 
rising living standards, the diflcrcnces between 
manual and white-collar workciys tend to narrow 
and the areas of conflict and worker protest tendf■ハ 11 rf>r\ V /

.6 . As unions g\iin emplov^r acceptance and 
their objectives broaden, the .clifTcrcnccs between 
unions and other communit/ organizations tend 
to decrease. \  j

7. Increasing security for^che union and for the 
present leadership sciVcs jis a moderating influ­
ence; less rivalry anm ft̂ .ver challenges reduce 
the pressures and inceAtvVes for militant exploi­
tation of a union's bpifgaining power.
The short-term movements about these 
secular tendencies be created by ex­
ternal community/infliaences or by inter­
nal upheavals lil/e the\founaing of the 
CIO, but they do notV'basically alter'* 
die underlying/evolutionary tendencies. 
The last two oj?1' the twelve brief chapters 
develop the implications of these conclu­
sions for economic analysis î ncl for public 
policy. /

Lester has performed a reVl service in 
directing at-tention to the ch^\ngin〇; char­
acter of fhe labor movement in the 
American/community. He righ\ly empha­
sizes the interrelations between \he larger 
American community and the\cliangcs 
within /the labor movement. y'Today 
[unionism] is so typically AmcricVn that 
it miijors most of the good any bad 
qualities of our society” （p .1 5 4 )\ The 
little/volume is particularly well wr&tten; 
it re/lects balanced judgments and eKpe- 
rierfcQ. It should receive wide attenoion 
in / labor organizations, in business, 
ai/iong editorial writers, and general 
readers. I have assigned chapters to an 
introductory undergraduate course ii\
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Chapter XII. C O N C L U S I O N S

In considering the finding 01 this study it will be useful to recall
that:

1 .  ：re have been concerned only .̂dth private employment practices in San 
Frr.ncicco proper*

2. The city ic -primarily a center 〇x finance, comerce, admnistrative 
lipadcuarterc, processing and distributive activities, shipping, and light 
manufacturing, in addition to extensive governmental offices and installa­

tions •
3. Overall em-ployment stood at high levels during the period of the 

stud^, '/ith some lrbor shortages in clerical and in certain skilled, tech­
nical, and professional categories,

4，, No fair emplojTnent lav/ \/as in force nor in imminent prospect of 
adoption at the time of our field uork, 1  though the possibility of revival of 
the issue at local or state level was apparently a source of concern to some 
employers, probably causing their reports to be biased toward undercbo.'tenen'b 
of restrictive practices. This factor appears not to have had any such ef­
fect on other groups of respondents*

5. Organized labor in Sail FrcLiicisco is traditionally strong -nd pre­
dominantly iiFL in former affiliation and orientation. (Merger o:̂  AFL and CIO 
union locals and councils had not occurred as this volume v/ent to presjr.)

6. Of the several minority groups which have encountered discrimination
in San Francisco, Jews have been among the city*s builders and leaders since 
pioneer doys, and have long held positions of high business, professional, 
and civic esteem； persons of Chinese descent, brought here a century ago, 
origiiic'.lly suffered extreme persecution, and, later, severe forms of discrim­
ination ■'jhich have' diminished slouly to the present day; Japanese, 7ilipino, 
and Merioan /unericans, and others have successively experienced roughly sim­
ilar histories; and Negro inmigrants arrived in San Francisco iii appreciable 
numbers only during and since World War II, to become the latest of the- iden­
tifiable minoritj^ populations* (Population statistics for the foregoing 
groups are given in Table J+7 of the Appendix.)

San^^aiiaiacQ-.fair employment practice——ordinanceestablishing a Commis- 
sid£r^~en Ecual Employment Opportunity, was enacted on 957一 加 d be-
came effective August 9 of the caiiie s^ear. This enactment tool: place sub- I 
sequent to the vjriting of the first eleven chapters of the present report,]



Our first general conclusion is that employment opportunity in private 
industry in San Franci令co is still widely re日tricted according to race•
These restrictions are experienced most acutely by Negro members of the la­
bor force, and less so by Orientals and otfier nonv/hites of Asian background* 
While the employment situation for Jewish persons is much mope favorable than 
for nonwhites, they still face certain inequalities, usually of the "gentle­
men's agreement,r kind and at relatively high position levels* Latin Ameri- 
car>s -- principally those of Mexican origin —  also encounter certain limi­
tations of job opportunity.

Practices short of merit employment are fo-und in a great variety of 
forms and may differ sharply as betv/een industries, firms within the same in­
dustry, departments within the same firm, or even job levels within the same 
department. No single formula would adequately describe the diversity of 
hiring and upgrading policies which obtain* We have not-sd^ for example^ 
that in some occupations which are hard-pressed for manpovjer especially 
in "technical and professional capacities —  Oriental raen are apparently . 
found increasingly acceptable; while for other categories, as in low-level, 
white-collar, trainee positions leading potentially to public contact or su­
pervisory responsibilities, many firms do not consider such men. Yet sone . 
of these same firms nay be entirely open to youn^ Oriental v/omen for cleri­
cal jobs. Again, Negroes may have been heavily represented among the per­
sonnel of certain industries for a number of years, yet still be found only 
in the lowest job levels and in those not entailing contact v/ith the public. 
Certain occupations traditionally filled by Negroes in other regions of the 
country have not yet opened to them here • Jews are barred from, or present 
only on a "token basis in, some professional and business offices; in others 
they are strongly represented among ovmership or management, yet even in 
some such firms the desire of the Jev.rish oi/ners not to limit employmQnt tô  
their coreligionists has led to preferential employment of non-Jews# Theae 
examples suggest only a feu of the manifold varieties of practice affecting 
minority-group persons v/hich uere found in the present inquiry# It. would 
seem that the patterns of differential job treatraent by race, religion, or 
ancestry exhibit no logical design, but compose instead a large, irregular 
crazy-quilt of pieces and patches contributed, often casually or indiffer­
ently, by a wide range of people and institutions functioning according to

■̂ •For definition of this term see above, pp« 3, 125-27*



assorted fears, assumptions, stereotypes, habits, .̂nd economic and social 
pressures. There is often no rhyme nor reason — no consistent utilization 
of nonrestrictive personnel selection and advancement -- within particular 
industries or companies#

These variegated patterns and combinations of discriminatory and non- 
discriminatory practice are not altogether static. In the period thc.t this 
study v;as under way t/e learned of occasional changes in particu.lar firms or 
organizations, A Negro apprentice, for example, v/as reported as a "first*1 
in one local crc.ft union. A 丄arge department..store which, when interviewed 
by us, reported no Negro sales employees, later hired one and apparentlye'^x- 
pected to continue this practice* A. public utility reportedly placed several 
Negro i;omen in certain non-menial jobs previously open only on a token basis* 
Then an added management interest in merit eraployment evidently resulted from 
the introduction of the proposed municipal fair employment ordinance in 
December,1956, and the extended controversy over the measure which ensued 
until its adoption the following July. As in earlier debates over such leg­
islative proposals in San Francisco, .all principal employer organizations 
vigorously opposed adoption of this ordinance, arguing that they favored the 
princip丄e of merit employment but that progress was being made on a ,fvolun- 
tary11 basis and discriminatory job practices v/ere not sufficiently serious to 
warrant such an enactment.

During this period there seemed to be some stepping-up of management ef­
forts to recruit nonuhite workers# It is not knovrn how extensive or success­
ful these efforts v;ere, or to what extent they were sustained af七er enactment 
of the new ordinance* Among changes which did come soon after the enactment 
were abandonmeirb by a major 七axicab concern of its ban against Negro drivers 
and a decision by a large union local to engage in active enrollment and non-

广 * r •*» •- * 相.*- ' . —' - ** •
It \/ill be recalled that a number of the employer representatives inter- 

vieued, ac reported in Chapter II, said thr.t they did not knov; whether non- 
v/hiuec \;ere employed in certain capacities in their firms, or could not es­
timate how many, ojid v/onld not carry out or permit an observational count to 
be talzen. On Febiruary 27,1957, several employer and trade association ex­
ecutives, appearing before a committee pf. the San Francisco Board of Super­
visors in opposition to the pending fair employment ordinance, presented 
statistics as'to nonv/hites employed, by occupational level, in their indus­
tries. This information was furnished for metal trades, insurmce, retail 
trr.de, building manci^oment, and hotels. The San Francisco Ernpl〇2̂ ersf Coun­
cil also reported the occupational distribution of Negro and Oriental em-' 
ployees in its member firms on the basis of a November,1956, survey#

3〇 5



discriminatory dispatching of Negro members.
. It appears likely that further policy shifts of this nature v/ill follô r, 

especially among the larger and more conspicuous firms and unions, and if the 
fair employment ordinance is administered in reasonably active and thorough­
going fashion, uith due attention both to the investigation of case com­
plaints and to the informational, educational, and research duties imposed 
by the law* Yet it would probably be unrealistic to conclude that the in­
ertia, indifference,' anxieties, and stereotyped thinking v/hich so pervasive­
ly limit employment opportunity will be dispelled without intensive, long- ‘ 
term, many-sided effort on the part of the fair employment agency, employers 
and their associations, unions, placement agencies, vocational counselors, 
and various conmunity organizations. While some specific findings of the 
present study w i l l — happily —  become obsolete from time to time, it will 
probably serve over a considerable period as a guide to those habits and 
■tendencies which obst-rucfc the practice of merit- em.ployinsn't •

This study finds no basis for disagreement uith the common-sense view  ̂
that the main "gatekeepers^ at the Moors' through which workers enter jobs'1 
are the employers. Although certain roles relative to employment processes 
are played by other elements —  principally trade unions and various private 
and public placement agencies -  it is, clear that in general the employer ex­
ercises, or nay do so, the primary and ultiiaate controls over hiring, up­

grading, and termination.
What of the other institutions in the labor market? Private placement 

agencies basically depend upon the employer for their existence; they must 
conform for the most part to his preferences, negative and affirmative, or 〇〇 
out of business. Although such agencies may elect, on the one hand, to en­
gage in discriminatory screening of applicants, or, on the other, to try to 
,'selln promising minority applicants to employers, they have neither the 
power nor economic motivation to interfere with any employer »s decision tp 
recruit on a straight merit basis. This is equally true of the college 
placement offices surveyed and of the State Department of Employment* The 
latter'has an explicit policy against accepting job orders with discrimina­
tory specifications, yet the employer who wishes to do so may, with impunity,

^•These phrases are from Emily Huntington, Doors to J〇bg (Berkeley: Univer­
sity of California Press,1942).



reject qualified minority applicants referred to him by the Department. 
Placement agencies, thenf have no real control over the employers1 hiring 
practices•

As for the power of trade unions in this respect, wfe have seen that 
while strong unions in certain industries have been in a position to exert 
significant influence for or against nonrestrictive hiring, the general 
truth is that, with regard to minority-group workers, most employers may, if 
they choose, exercise their traditional and stoutly defended prerogatives in 
hiring,, upgrading, and termination* Relatively few of the major employers 
iri'terviewed gave discriminatory union practices as a reason for not having 
hired minority-group persons, and other evidence suggested that even some of 
these claims uere questionable* The two channels of labor recruitment used 
by most firms and ranked by most among their three chief sources Mere pri­
vate placement agencies and direct hiring -- both sources being entirely or 
highly subject to management preferences* Third as to the number of firms 
listing it as a labor source and ranked high in importance uas the State De­
partment of EnplojTnent ~  which seeks to influence employers toward? no*fc 
against, merit hiring. Labor unions were fifth as to the number of firms 
utilizing them for recruitment and were ranked by the third largest number 
of employers as among their three most important labor sources.

Most of the employers professed —  through their authorized executive 
spokesmen -- a nondiscriminatory or merit employment policy. Yet in the 
same interviews this policy vras revealed typically as so vague， so lacking 
in formulation^ iinpleinenta'tion^ or coirununicatioii withiri七he finn or to its 
labor sources, so much a matter of option to department or division chiefs,
or so uneven in application various job levels and categories, that the
term npolicyn seemed almost devoid of meaning# In many cases the claim of 
merit policy appeared to be little more than a statement of wish or inten­
tion, or an impromptu declaration deemed by the respondent to be morally ac­
ceptable ♦ These deficiencies and exceptions strongly suggest that merit em- 
ployment policy is more often nominal or partial than operational and cora- 
pany^wide. 又

This conclusion is strengthened by other evidence yielded by the inter- 
viei-is of management spokesmen. In many instances tl^eir responses included 
information which tended to qualify, contradict, or.raise doubts cmeerring 
their claim of merit policy. Among such information were reasons which they 
gave for not employing persons of certain minority groups. Substantial
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numbers of respondents revealed unfavorable, stereotyped viev/s of such groups, 
acknowledged fears of customer or employee objections to their employment, or 

indicated that department or division chiefs were free to discriminate in 
personnel practices. The stereotypes and fears held by management appeared 
to consist almost wholly of untested asstimp1>ions lacking foundation in the 
actual experience of the firm or industry. Less conclusive, but probably re­
flective, of some degree of restrictive practice, v/ere the fact that racial

or ethnic iden七ification was called for. on a numbさr.of job application forms
despite an earlier campaign by employer associations for revision of such 

forms, refusal of other respondents to shov/ or furnish copies of these forms, 
and unwillingness by some to estimate numbers or permit nose-counts of non­
white employees in various categories.

Among reasons for not having hired nonwhites in certain capacities, 
many of the employers cited absence of job applicants or lack of skills and 
experience on the part of such applicants* To the extent that either condi­
tion actually obtains, the employer is manifestly innocent of specific dis­
crimination against individual job-seekers presenting themselves at his gate. 
The problem here again appears to be mainly one of deficiency or omission.' 
As indicated by the President1 s Committee on Government Contracts, minority 
applicants (like others) tend to seek v/orlc where they think they will be fa­
vorably received and to stay away from firms, placement agencies, or unions 
which they believe to be discriminatory. This being so, the employer who 
has not alv/ays followed a merit hiring policy but now wishes genuinely to 
do so must comraunicate this fact to labor sources which can serve him ac­
cordingly,. H© must help remove the barriers which have grown up around his 
firm and which many assume to be still in place. He must make sure that •- 
word of the new policy reaches at least some segments of the minority labor 
force. ：

We have seen that the employer may exert considerable influence'over 
his recruitment techniques and channels. For the most part, hovrever, the \ 
San Francisco employers covered in this study have not mdertalcen to encour­
age a flow of nom/hiteapplicants* They have not endeavored seriously to 
utilize placement agencies, vocational counselors, newspapers, minority- 
group institutions, labor unions, or other channels to communicate their 
claimed hiring policies to potential job applicants and young people among 
minority groups.

On the question of skills, many nonvjhites (as well as others) undoubt-.
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edly do not, at a given time, qualify for certain jobs# But the process of:k:~: ;:：; -Xl：::
Meanwhile, minority-group youth often see their parents and other adult 
relatives resigned to menial job levels, receive from them little stinulus 
to set their educational sights higher, and are often advised by counselors 
that the course of realism is to fit into those job categories traditionally 
topen to persons of their racial identity. Development of greater and sus- 
>tained incentives among such youth to train for higher skills v/ould seem to 
require, among other things, that employers make their merit hiring policies 
or intentions known to counselors and to minority groups generally, and that 
they provide increasing evidence of the practice of merit employment through­
out private industry. We have seen that nonwhites have not yet been hired 
generally even in those local job categories which demand fev/ or no special 
qualifications, or for which companies conduct their ovm training; lack of 
skills is clearly no七 the obstacle in such cases* When nonv/hite workers are 
accepted more widely in ordinary capacities 一  e.g. retail clerk, waiter, 
v/aitress, service-station attendant, office trainee 一一 it is likely that a 
general rise in their skills v/ill gradually follow. The San Francisco fair 
employnent ordinance probably holds potentially great value as a means of 
lifting levels of vocational aspiration, training, and activity in job-hunt­
ing among people formerly without effective rights or recourse in the labor 
raarlret.

We have mentioned that some employers exhibit stereotyped conceptions of 
entire minority groups. Almost one-third of the executives intcrvie^/ed in­
dicated that their firms1 hiring practices were based in part on certain 
adverse assumptions as to physical, mental, or social traits which they at­
tributed to the group as a whole, rather than on evaluation of the specific 
perfornance qualifications of each individual applicant, San Frcaicioco em­
ployers are no七 .alone in functioning according to such stereo七Tping5 various 
labor recruitment and manpower studies indicate much use by employers of 
subjective and stereotyped criteria rather than objective determinations of 
the abilities and characteristics of 'individuals. Prevailing San Francisco 
practice in this respect may be no better nor worse than that of other re­
gions, but our present findings do not support, in ^his respect, the famil-
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A curious contrast emerged between the anxieties and stereotypes enter­
tained by employers v/ith regard to the general prospect of hiring minority- 
group- persons and their own tes七imony of satisfaction with 'such employees on. 
the.basis of their actual、experience• .Of the 74 firms reporting merit policy 
or practice, 〇3 ansv/ered a question concerning difficulties encountered under 
that policy; and of these, 62 rated such difficulties as none or negligible,
丄 said.there had been some problems, vhich were surmountable, and none re­
ported serious unfavorable results. This finding is supported by other 
data obtained in the management and guidance conferences in which we par- 
ticipated during the study. Some of the most enthusiastic statements of fa­
vorable experience uith minority employees came from respondents who other­
wise revealed that their firms did not actually follow a consistent merit 
policy throughout their operations. It seems that satisfactory integration 
of a token number of minority workers in one or several job classifications 
or operations does not necessarily open opportunities in other j o d s  or de­
partments in the same firm.

Many firms which employed some nonv/hites limited them to certain louer- 
level job categories or to units (as in some retail chain stores) with sub­
stantial nom/hitc clientele, or restricted the total ..number in the company 
or in a particular department according to a predetermined quota. Underem­
ployment or lack of upgrading oDuortunity appeared to be as serious a prob­
lem for minority uorhers v/ho had. skills and some job status as unemployment 
was for others. The minority-group person not uncommonly faces a job ceil­
ing bearing no relation to his individual performance and potential. Many 
employers still assume uncritically that they cannot advance such a person 
to the role of supervisor over nonminority employees.

We have noted that among agencies informed on minority employment ques­
tions, the prestigeful and relatively noncontroversia丄 President's Committee 
on Government Contrr.cts has placed considerable emphasis on (a) the pr'ob丄em 
of restricted uperading opportunity, ⑸  the fact that management fears about, 
initiating a merit employment policy are unjustified when this step is taken 
firmly and without equivocation, and (c) the importance of having the merit 
policy come from uthe very top of the organization" if it is to be implex, 
merited fully, T!:e Comittee has also laid dovm a reasonably clear defini­
tion of the combination of prr：ctices v;hich it considers essential to admin­
istration of a nondiscriminatcry policy by any firm* Yet among the San 

^•See above, p p , 126-27,
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Francisco firms whose spokesmen were interviewed there seemed to be rcither 
scant awareness of the program and requirements of this Committee which is 
charged v/ith promotion of compliance with the nondiscrimination clause in 
contracts between the Federal Government and private industry. Some degree 
of restrictive practice was reveoJ.ed among many of the employers v/ho indi­
cated that they held Federal contracts, and there was no appreciable dif­
ference in this respect between firms holding such contracts and others.

The foregoing findings and conclusions, arising from the interviews of 
authorised company executives, were generally supported and strengthened by 
the other main groupings of knowledgeable informants and by direct observa­
tion of certain employment situations. The informants providing this cor­
roboration 011d amplification irere of diverse positions and points of view. 
Included were, management and guidance people participating in certain con- 
ferences; several nonexecutive, "inside" informants; a managenent consult­
ant; a management association; a graduate studentTs study of hotel and res- 
taurant industry employers and unions; placement specialists in private em- 
ploynent agencies,# in the State Pepartment of Employment, and in Bay Area 
colleges and universities; and various trade union officials and members•
We also examined relevant portions of* the earlier Malm study of the Bay- 
Area labor market and ascertained that our main findings as to employer 
practices v/ere consistent uith his. The older Stripp study of Bay Area 
union policies^ provided useful background for our discussion in this realm#

The findings deriving from each of these sources have been set clown 
fully in the preceding chapters and need not be restated in detail. Follow­
ing are main, summary observations concerning the roles played by these 
several inctitutions with regrxd to minority employment and the signifi­
cance of their respective contributions to the overall body of* information 
we have gathered.

The management-guidance conferences yielded testimony —  apparently 
quite candid from employers and others close 七o management, tending to ' ' 
support the findinrs (a) that nerit employment is a highly nsensitive" sub­
ject \;hich has been accorded relatively little local discussion, even in 
conferences on manpouer utilization; (b)that some executives still hold

1 See above, p . 139* 

^See above, p,IB-4.
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unfavorable, stereotyped conceptions of certain minority groups, and these 
viev/s are reflected in their employment practices; (c) that the familiar man­
agement fears about instituting merit hiring have little or no foundation;, 
(d) that discrepancies between employment policy acknov/ledged to be desir­
able and actual practices are common in local private industry; and (e) that

.---------  .» #
in some cases, even uhen recogni.z©d b3T the management of a firm holding Fed-
eral .con.tracts as inconsistent with the nondiscrimination clause, such dis­
crepancies are not regarded as particularly serious, and there is no sense 
.of necessity to correct the violations or run the risk of 丄osing the govern- 
ment as customer, Another observation v/as voiced at these conferences 
was expressed also by some of the 100 employers interviewed: that some per­
sonnel directors endeavor or would like to foster a merit policy within their 
firms but are balked by supervisors and department heads who are not required 
by top management to comply v/ith such policy.

In a few cases data were secured from unauthorized management personnel 
below the top level and from other responsible sources intimately acquainted 
with employment practices, V/e did not undertake a systematic check of a sub­
stantial number of the 100 firms, but in several instances -- involving large 
firms and an important management association —  these informal sources 
yielded positive information conflicting sharply with the merit policy- 
claims of authorized spokesmen. No generalizations can be made from this 
information e::cept that it affords a further reminder of the discrepancies 
which may obtain beti^een asserted policies, inoffensive preemployment appli­
cation forms, and other apparent evidence of merit employment, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, actual hiring and upgrading behavior throughout a 
particular organization.

Direct observation of jobs held by nonuhites afforded reasonably reli­
able data on their presence in common public-contact capacities. Covered 
were fifteen department and specialty stores; dimerous units each of1 certain^ 
major chains snong bcjnlcs, service stations, r，rocery stores, and restaurants;, 
and reiDresentc-tive nv7hite-c〇llarM private employment agencies and real es­
tate offices. These observations strongly supported the conclusions (a)
that Negroes ciid Qi’ientals are 2enerally n〇t hired for public-contact posレ

tions and (b) that where so enployed they tend to be in token numbers, in 
relatively low-level jobs, or in chain company units serving districts of 
high nonuhite concentration. Since these occupations require little or no 
special prior training, the abtrence or token numbers of nonwhite employees



cannot be attributed to lack of skills among these groups. The check of 
department and specialty stores indicated, that, despite reportedly success­
ful pioneering by certain major stores dn the use of nonv/hite sales people 
for some yea^p precedin- this- study, most ouch establishments have not yet 

taken, this step..
Closely related findings emerged from the special study of hotel and 

restauront practices. Here, although nonwhites are employed in relatively 
'large numbers, they are limited for. ..the most part to menial and behind-the­
-scenes Jobs, uith little or no opportunity to move up the occupational lad­
der. Except for. one or two of the unions concerned, there, is virtually no 
evidence of effort by either management or unions to change the traditional 
patterns in the direction of hiring and upgrading solely accordins to in­

dividual nerit*
The placement personnel in private employment agencies, in the State 

Department of Employment, and in various Bay Area colleges and universities 
appeared to Reflect v/ith yaryinc degrees of adequacy the hiring behavior of 
their employer clients. Of these three types of institutions ensased in 
placement functions, the private agencies surveyed —  predominantly small 
businesses which, to survive, must serve management1s stated personnel 
needs and preferences —  probably afford the truest, mirror of employer 
practices. The managers of almost two-thirds of the 45 private employment 
agencies in San Frcncisco v/hich handle clerical, sales, managerial, tech­
nical, profes-sional, and other white-collar jobs were interviewed. The 
Malm study indicated that .private employers in "the Bay Area rely heavily 
on private agencies for clerical v/orker recruitment (62 per cent) arfS that 
about one-fifth of these employers utilize such agencies for management, 
professional, or sales personnel•

A striking fact encoimtered here v/as that not one of the 2S private 
agency managers inteirviev/ed claimed to refrain altogether from recording or 
othen/ise retaining the racial or religious identification of job appli­
cants. Use of such information v/as clearly considered essential s-nd rou­
tine in their day-to-day dealings with employers. Moreover, oi the 1厶 

agencies which estimated the percentage of their employer cliexitc \mo ex­
ercised discriminatory preferences or limitations, none placed thi.c xigure. 
lower than 6〇 per cent; 6 reported estimates ranging from 9〇 per cent .to 
nalmost all11; and the estimates of J+ others fell in the 75. to B5 per cent 
range. In some cases these responses were qualified, as when one agency
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respondent said that about tuo-thirds 〇£.Ilia employer clients would discrlm-. 
inate in filling public-contact jobs, wh6reas perhaps only 15 per cent would 
do so for other positions. It appears of these private agencies
either'know or ntalce for granted11 that most employers will not accept Negro 
applicants and that many vrill not take persons of other minority identity.

As fovoid in other sections of this study, the minority gi»〇up most fre-
quently reported as encountering difficuitie日 in placement of well-qualified
individuals \/as Negro, follov;ed by Oriental, l^atin American, and —  rarely 
mentioned in this connection —  Jewish* Ti:enty~tv;o of the 2B agencies
stated thatハ/ell-qualified Negro c lerical workers would have some or gre$t
difficulty securing jobs# Oriental men apparently face more serious obsta­
cles to positions genera^ y  reserved for men than do Oriental v/omen for cler­
ical and other typically female employment.

The data from the private employment agencies also indicate that the 
greatest resistc.nce to nonwhites and Latin Americans tends to be found in 
finance, insuranc©, and wholesal© and retail trade5 with lesser but notico- 
able resistance to applicants from these groups in manufactiiring, construe* 
tion, communications, and transportation. Some problems for Jevish appli­
cants were said to exist in finance, wholesale and retail "trade, transport* •.や 

■bion, and coramunications* These resistances did not usually take ths foi» 
of complete exclusion, but of employment for certain jobs only,

Fev; of the agencies indicated that they exerted strong efforts to plBCt l 
minority workers in positions Imown or assumed to involve employer resist­
ance, Several of the respondents called attention to v/hat they regard as 
the quite limited pov/er of such agencies to affect the practices of Gnploy« | 
ers who either do not wish to hire persons of certain minority groups or 
will take them only for certain jobs or on a quota basis# Those who app®f^ j  
rently tried hard to place good minority applicants reported great frusta | 
tion, especiall：1- from their efforts on behalf of Negroes and Oriental men.
Often, it was reported, the jobs to which Negroes were admitted were mar- 
ginal or ■temporary, and these worker日 0011sequeirtly returned rather freeju8011JR|

to the ranks of job-seekers.
The private employment agency testimony with regard to the general 

tus of Jewish job applicants v/as predominarrfely to the effect that less 败 1•誦  

ous restrictions obtained than for other minorities. But this view perhapi | 
cannot be considered conclusive in the face of (a) the report by one fonsr .J 
employment agency r̂orlcer of numerous instances of anti-Semitic hiring

m
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restrictions, and (b) the possibility that the other private a-cn^ re­
spondents nay have felt constrained on several counts to understate the 
extent of such restrictions. The former report may have been biased up­
ward in this respect and the latter dovmward. Note that twelve almost 
half 一 * of the agencies explicit3.y requested religious identification in 
their application forms. It seems that such limitations of job opportu­
nity as exist for persons of Jewish heritrage "bend "to be more covert and 
bperc.tive at higher job levels ishan "those affecting other minority nembers 
of the labor force.

Among reasons given by employers for their unwillingness to interview 
nonwhites, the most common was fear of objection by other employees. Other 
reasons stated were that the company's "quota was filled, 11 that such em- 
plojTnent irould be against company policy or tradition, or that customers 
would object. It is notable that almost none of the employers v;ho would 
not consider minority applicants indicated that they believed these appli­
cants lacked the performance qualifications for the jobs in question; in­
dividual skills and competence werQ not at issue. Refusal to interview 
applicants on the basis of a racial (or other group) classification obvi­
ously precludes the possibility that the actual qualifications of a par­
ticular individual might be found satisfactory.

The great majority of private employment agencies said that they 
thought their task would be easier if performance specifications, rather 
than race, creed, or national origin, were the only criteria to be applied 
in referral and placement. Yet generally their view vras that they must 
ngive the employer vrhat he .wants*'1 Four agencies acknowledged that they 
did not accept applications from nonwhites, but other evidence indicated 
that the actual member who made only token registry of such applicants may 
have been larger, particularly irith respect to Negroes, A few agericies 
reported that they made special efforts on behalf of nonwhite applicants. 
Most, hov/ever, appeared to fall in a middle group with regard to their at­
tempted service to minority job-seekers, many willing to register them but 
engaging in little or no effort toward a.placement which they see as unat- 
tainab丄e

The agencies generally operate on the assumption that they may not-re-
fer a qualified nom.jhite withou 七 ；first checking with the .employer. ■ In
some cases past experience with an employer has led an agency to conclude 
that such a check would be not only useless but a cause of irritation.
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Often, it seems, the agencies do not consider-the extra MtroubleH and cost 
entailed in such placement efforts worthwhile as against demands on their 
time and energies by other applicants. Also, there is.some reluctance to 
risjc becoming identified as an agency actively .serving minority applicants, 
..based apparently on fear that, in this highly • competitive business, both em­
ployer and nonminority applicant clients micht transfer their patronage to 
other agencies,

A number of these private agency respondents appear also to share the 
unfavorable stereotjrpes of particular minority groups held by some employers. 
Acceptance of such viev/points by placement agency managers probably affects 
the quality of service rendered by them to minority applicants -- and may- 
have biased their responses in the present study.

The agencies which tended to discourage minority applicants or did lit­
tle on their behalf usually disclaimed any bias or responsibility for such 
practices, placing them at the door of employers and nonminority applicants.
The fev; which did actively promote nonwhita placements reported discouraging 
obstacles.

The picture of hiring practices dravn by these x^hite-collar private 
placement agencies accords v/ith the findings derived directly from employers 
and other sources. Management generally fails to commimicate its claimed . 
merit policy either outward to recruitment sources or internally through all 
hiring channels. Many employers do not v;ish to have nonwhite applicants re­
ferred to them and thus seldom if ever consider such applicants as individu­
als* This refusal to consider nonwhite job-seekers is often said to be 
based on fear of customer or employee reaction, or stems from adverse stereo- 
tjrpes held with regard to an entire minority group; it is rarely attributed 
to belief that individual applicants could not meeii the requisite perform­
ance qualifications. V/here minority workers have been employed there are fev/ 
complaints of unfavorable experience. Negroeg face the greatest hiring re- v 
sistance, then Orientals, Latin Americans, and Jev;s, in that order. Discrim­
inatory practices do not necessarily consist of total exclusion from a firm, 
but frequently involve hiring only for certain jobs or on a quota basis, or 
denial of promotional opportunities. Bias or responsibility for restrictive 
practices are typically charged to other parties, never assiimed by the re­
spondent* Some placement and personnel specialists express the personal 
wish that they were free to operate strictly according to merit employment 
principles* Finally, employer claims of nondiscriminatory employment poli-
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cies are often of questionable validity.
Turning to the public employment service provided by the State Depart­

ment of Employment, ( vie noted that Malm foimd more than half of his sample 
of Bay Area private employers utilizing this service for some of their 
clerical v/orker recruitment, more than a quar七er for manual workers, 
slightly over a fifth for sales, and a little over one-tenth for manageri­
al and professional categories.. Of the San Francisco employers we inter­
viewed who ranlced their recruitment sources as to importance, approxi­
mately 4-0 per cent placed the Department of Employment among their top 
three and slightly over* 6〇 per cent reported some use of the Department, 
Although no definite figure is available, it is sometimes estimated that 
this Department’s placements comprise 10 to 15 per cent of all hiring 
in San Francisco.

The Departmen七*s policy (since 1950) of keeping no record of appli- 
cantsf race, religion, or national ancestry and of not accepting discrim­
inatory job orders probably exerts a limited selective effect as to which 
employers use the service and for. what job categories. One might expect 
that employers with extremely restrictive hiring practices would avoid the 
Department if possible. But there is nothing.to prevent even 七his type of 
employer from patronizing the Department, since it is engaged only in re- 
ferral and has no power over the employer^ decision to hire or reject any 
applicant on any grounds whatever. The Department simply refuses to proc­
ess explicitly discriminatory job orders. It may fill orders for one di­
vision of a firm, or for one job in a division, even though hiring in 
other divisions or for other, jobs uithin the same firm is discrlirdnatory. 
There is, accordingly, no necessary connection between the Department1s 
policy on this point and that of employer-clients.

At the tine of this study, 1110reover, the Department's policy had been, 
in effect a sufficient period to justify the inference that employers 
regularly utilizing its services were well acquainted with the policy and 
hence, whatever their hiring policies, would rarely if ever submit- a dis­
criminatory job order. It seems likely, therefore, that the information 
yielded by our interviews of Department personnel is reasonably conserva­
tive as to the extent of restrictive practice aî iong employers^

Most of the 17 Department placement workers, interviewed estimated that 
qualified Negroes experienced ,fsonen or Mgreat difficultyr, in. securing 
various jobs —  especially those involving public contact, clerical, sales,
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some skilled industrial capacities, and upgraded, semiskilled jobs in servici® 
industries. About half of the placement workers estimated that qualified , |

.Orientals met nsome difficulty•丨丨 Some difficulty was reported in placing 
Latin American applicants in certain job categories, but the data here were i 
incomplete. . No attempt was made to report on experience with Jewish job­
seekers. '

The Department of Employment personnel interviev/ed indicated varying 
patterns of acceptance and rejection of Negroes, Orientals, and Latin Ameri»->| 
cans in the respective industries served -- patterns not lending themselves l! 
to shaiply draA；n generalizations, but consistent with our previous findings*.1 
Underemployment was apparently most severe for Negro workers, as was duratioil 
of periods of unemployment. Several respondents handling clerical and un­
skilled placements reported that very few of the private employers with when ' 
they regularly dealt would hire qualified Negro applicants, and some said 
"that nonwhites v/ere ■fcalcen for certain jobs only,

A gradual decline in opportunities for unskilled workers in San Fran- 4E 
cisco was noted by these respondents, who pointed out that this would be 
felt especially by Negroes in the labor force, a relatively large proportion 
of whom az*e in this category. Their problems of acquisition of skills and 
of securing upgrading opportunities loom as increasingly important. The Do«* 
partment, houever, seems able to play only a limited role in encouraging 
grading of nonuhiues^ since the great majority of local hirings occurs 
through other recruitment channels and much of the Department*s placement 
activi'fcy consists of unskilled and semiskilled work, lower—level service 
jobs^ snd farm laoor. Thsr© is Gvid6n*tly n©ed for rssGapeh on various 
questions concerning the relations of minority job-seekers to the Depart­
ments placement and counseling services, the matter of applicant incen­
tives, how to achieve better conanunication among all parties on trends in 
unrestricted job opportunies, and the extent to which referrals pf qualified 
nonwhitss lead, "to actuaj. hiring. It was impossibl© "to judgG whother or pb 
what extent individual placement personnel informally refrain from referriugj 
nonwhi"te applican'bs "bo employBrs knov/ii or believed t-o be discriminatory* ;い:I 

Overall, the experience of the Department of Employment suggests that  ̂
its formal policy of not accepting discriminatory job orders has probably 
had quite limited effect upon hiring and upgrading practices among employtril 

utilizing "the service. Meanwhile most of "the citypri"va/tQ industry re-
cruitment has been carried on through other channels which have not followed ̂
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any such policy.*"
Among the placement personnel of Bay Area colleges there appears to be 

little effort to widen the range or promote the practice of nondiscrimina­
tory employment by private employers. As with the private agencies, the 
general practice of departmental and other placement offices in both the 
tax-supported and private colleges covered has been to accept and fill 
discriminatory job orders. Some of the college placement officers, in 
counseling minority stixden七s, seek to direct them 'realistically" toward
certain types of employment, such as government, presumed to present fewer 
barriers. A very few indicated that they follow a practice of advising 
minority (like nonminority) students to prepare themselves according to 
their o\m individual aptitudes, without regard to fields of employment 
traditionally considered open or closed to them*

The estimates of these placemen't officers as to the percentages of 
firms with restrictive hiring practice among employers they serve ranged 
from 0 to 90 per cent. Employer restrictions appeared to be most coimnon 
with reference to supervisory or managerial positions, or those entailing 
public contact, such as business administration, sales, teaching, accoimt- 
ing, law, and public relations. Discriminatory job orders were said to be 
ratiicr coinmon; yet it i.Tas reported that some employers who did not submit 
such orders in fact exercised discrimination when the point of hiring vyas 
reached — - another reminder that there is no necessary connection betv/een 
job orders or application forms containing no minority identification and 
actual enployment practices. Although hiring restrictions reported by 
these officials mainly affected nonCaucasians, there was also some defi-" 
nite evidence of antlSemitic practices.

On the whole, the Bay Area college placement people surveyed seem to 
share much of the outlook a.nd practice of the typical private employmeji't 
agency in San Francisco, ©specially in seeing their essential function as* 
serving the employer no matter how restrictive this policy may- be. This 
is true of both the public and private institutions responding.

The role of "unions with regal'd to •equal employment opportunity re­
ceived' substanticil but not con^lete coverage in the "oresent study. It

1  .
The 1957 municipal fair employment .ordinance now forbids discriminatory 

practices, including referrals, by any placement agency* At this vriting 
the extent of compliance is not known.
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appears that the great majority of San Francisco union locals have some Negro 
or Oriental members. Many endeavor to refer and encourage upgrading of these 
members on a merit basis. In others the nonwhite members are present only ‘ 
in token-numbers —  \;hich may or may not be ：traceable in part to union policy 
一  01* mainly occupy lov/er—level jobs, with little, or no indication of union 
pressure on the employer for equal consideration of these members for up­
grading.

Absence of nondiscrimination clauses from a large majority of ianion*-en- 
ployer contracts appears to reflect a lack of aggressive action on the part 
of the unions concerned, or, in some instances, successful resistance by man­
agement to such provisions# A strong and determined union may be able, to ex­
ert significant influence on behalf of nondiscriminatory employment. Yet, 
like most employers} nany unions appear to content themselves with a merely 
nominal merit policy.

Certain other parallels between union and employer practices and atti­
tudes emerged. Some respondents in both groups were more inc丄ined to dis- 
cuss purported justifications of restrictive practices than the practices as 
such or possible corrective measures. A.gain, it is true of unions as of em» 
ployers that feu broad generalizations about merit or restrictive practices 
can be made which would be valid throughout given industries or trades, much 
less Tor business or labor as a whole. There are on both sides som6 stereo­
typing of minority groups, failure to comraunicate word of claimed merit poli­
cies to vocational counselors, minority-group public, and others vitally 
concerned, and general passivity or default with regard to policy implemen­
tation, In such situations where there is little or no real interest on the. 
part of either management or union officials in promotion of equal treatment, 
the minority worker manifestly faces formidable barriers. Lastly department­
al hiring autonomy within a firm 一  an important reason cited by employers
for restrictive practices *—  finds occasional counterpartr in the gap "between
an international union^s policy and the behavior of a const-ituent local# |il 
either case policy from on high means little unless it is made clear and man­
datory for all echelons below.

Certain differences between the respective roles of employers and unions 
should also be noted. Probably most important is that the greater power to 
institute the practice of merit employment usually rests v/ith the employer —  
especially in large firms. Although some unions which have been in a posi­
tion to press effectively for such practice have failed to do so or have
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threatened employers v;ith economic, reprisal if they should talce this step, 
generally the union role is secondary.^ Many major San Francisco employers 
have lonjj； held the latent power to merit employment despite union
opposition. In any real contest on this question a number of factors (even 
in the absence of FEPC) would have tended to favor the employer: the 
weight of public opinion and press, the official nondiscrimination policies 
〇 ェ丄aD〇r councils and international.unipns, and, in some instances, the 
nondiscrimination requirements of Federal contracts, or the familiar Cali­
fornia. case law of James v. Marinship Corporation and subsequent decisions. 
As a practical matter employers have rarejy elected to challenge the posi­
tion of restrictive u n i o n s . エn any event, with the advent of the city 
fair employmen七 law little question ■would seem to remain as to the ultimate 
pouer of management to make and calory out the decision .to hire without dis- 
crimination,

A second distinction betv/een employer and union is that the former 
typically may exert more authoritative control over his personnel practices 
than the union official can, in the long run, over his members. The union 
chief, however strong at a §iven time, is typically an elected office- 
holc'er who is potentially vulnerable in the give-and-talce of the organiza­
tion Ts internal poli七ics* Some union leaders, though personallj?' sincere in 
their desire to end discriminatory practices, may therefore be reluctant to

An important exception occurs in some instances in aDprentice selection.
In certain crafts, and industries where the union is strong and restrictive, 
the employer members of joint apprenticeship committees may either lack the 
actual pouer to override union objection』七o a minority apprentice applicant 
or may not consider the cause worth a fight. The present study did not suf­
ficiently explore apprenticeship practice to warrant specific findings. In 
May, 195S, D. Donald Glover, Industrial Secretary of the San Francisco-Oak­
land Urban League, reported to us that there were no Negro apprentices in 
the electrical, plumbing, carpentering, or iron-vorking programs in San 
Francisco, and one in 七he metal trades.

This ruling (25' Cal, 2d 721) held that where a union has. a virtual monopoly 
on the supply of labor and arbitrarily excludes persons on groimds of race 
or color, or refuses to admit them on an equal basis, the union may not ex­
ert economic pressure to enforce a union-shop agreement with an employer# 
This rule v;as later broadened to. prohibit any union, whether or not it has • 
a monopoly over the labor supply in a company or industry, to seek through 
economic pressures or sanctions upon an employer to ^.nfluenco the ©mploy- 
ment status of any person vrhom the union will not ainit tp membership'on: 
racial grounds.(Williams v* International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, 27 
Cal. 2d 586).



press for reforms which they believe will encounter strong opposition by 
bers or other officers seeking to advance themselves. The employer, on the ®  
other hand, though often expressing fear of employee reaction, is compara- 
tively free to decide for or against a merit policy. While the union leader

Mist win conseirt of* a consti/tuency m. "this nisi七"ter， 七t>p inanagenietrfc may 6X6T*
cise command* ;

Finally, whereas all major San Francisco employer associations long 
stood vigorously opposed to fair employment legislation, the leadership of .4 
labor predominant-ly supportod such measures* The unions, aware 〇r remaining
discrimina/tory problems of their own, were willing, to submit to regulation J
on this score. Employer spolcesmen fought hard against it,'1'

We suggest no seeping judgments as to credit due management or labor 
for advancement of nondiscriminatory employment practice to date. Some ele­
ments of each have raade notable contributions, while others have stubbornly 
resisted change. A. large middle range of both employers and unions appar­
ently have done neither; they are not necessarily conscious or determined 
discriminators but they have not yet critically examined their o\m practices i 
and have done little or nothing to encoiirage integration in the work force*
We have seen that mere presence of minority workers in a firm or union does 
not demonstrate that merit policy is obseirved; questions may remain as to 
quotas, occupational, distribution,'upgrading opportimity, or dispatching 
tice. Negro workers, for example, tend to be found predominantly in un­
skilled, marginal, or dead-end jobs, and other nonv/hites as well are widely 
absent from positions involving public contact —  even where prior training 
requirements are negligible 一  and upgraded to supervisory roles. Although 
zealous union representation of the interests of minority members could .t "； 
sometimes induce changes, the primary responsibility for such underemploymetttS 
rests with the employer.

We must conclude, it, seems, that the status of minority-^roup persons 

in the labor force, both as employees and as union members, is still kener-] 
ally and markedly wealcer than that of others, "Minority" denotes smaller ： 

numbers and implies lesser strength in competitive situations. This meaning  ̂
still obtains in most private employment in San Francisco, whether or not a

^Following a decisive initial vote by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
for a standard fair employment ordinance, the employer groups modified their 
position, entered into negotiations with the proponents, and the tv/o sides J 
eventually reached agreement on a revieed form of the ordinance which v/as 
then adopted.



strong union is present. iU/though hopeful beginnings have been made in
many cases, relatively few employers and unions have talcen the steps neces­
sary fully to eliminate the differential job treatment associa〇ed with rol̂  
nority status# There is a reasonable abundance of professed good will and 
clamed merit policy, but these have yet "bo be honored widely and consist­
ently in employment practice.

It is sometimes argued that minority-group members of the labor force 
- - particularly nonwhites —  are not employed because they lack Uqualifica~ 
tion£.n Substantial niombers of workers of Negro, Asian, and Mexican ances­
try are today unskilled or semiskilled. But we have seen that in referring
to Hqualifica/fcibnsn both employers and placement people rrequeiTfcly have in
mind not skills or* performance capacity, but certain unwarranted assumptions 
as to social or physical characteristics of the entire minority group* Along 
with this tendency to stereotype, some employers simply refuse to interview 
— i.e, to examine the specific qualifications of —  individuals of certain 
groups, By noperationalizingn these, stereotyped notions, the gate-keepers 
in the employment process help to perpetuate what Giinnar Myrdal has de­
scribed as nthe vicious circle11: by limiting the opportunities of minority- 
group members, by keeping them at a competitive disadvantage, those who 
practice employment discrimination help to create the very "inferiority11 
which is cited "to justify the discrimination* If on© starts by imputing 
ninferiorityn or lack of ,,qualificationsn to Negroes, if this arguiient is 
used as a justification for limiting them to the least desirable jobs with 
poor opportunities for training and advancement, one ,,pr〇vesn himself cor­
rect by creating and enforcing that inferior status. Since incone largely 
detorriines the arn.oun'fc of education children receive, Negro youth in low- 
income families .are often unable to afford higher education. Since the 
grads reo.chGd in school in great neasur© detennines on6*s incone^ low in­
come and limited education are closely interrelated. Former Federal Com­
missioner of Education Samuel W. Brownell pointed out that this cycle of 
•'little education—little money,f is crucial, in perpetuating the low-income 
group in the population and the country's failure to meet its need for 
highly-slzillecl and professional workers.^ .

In the present s*t\idy we have seen that San Francisco iHinority workers

"Level of Education and Income Linlced,u New York Times. November 20. 
1955. 一 一 --- 一 一 *一 一  ，
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are still largely caught in the vicious circle. They have difficulty getting： 

jobs pai*tly because they are not considered as individuals and are assumed

hot to qualify• Wheii they do find work it is typically a七 'lower levels and
without training opportunity or possibility of upgrading. Or they may be 
kept out, of a certain beginning job simply because it constitutes the fifst 
rung in a promotional ladder leading to supeirvisory or managerial levels. 
On-the-job skill development, of crucial importance, is severely limited.
The absence of nonuhites from upgraded positions is then cited as ''evidence®

that persons of these groups udon*t go in for such worklf or lack "qualifica-
tions.,f Placement offices rarely refer nonwhite applicants to the better 
positions. Some counselors discourage the youth from training for such po­
sitions, One general consequence Is that few nonv/hites —  Negroes especially 
一  are seen in those capacities in the economic world v;hich are generally 
associated with high skill or X'/ith technical, professional, or managerial 
status. This in turn tends to create and reinforce in whites a stereotyped 
image of .nonwhites as suited only to lesser jobs; and a great many nonwhites 
— youth as well as adults 一  suffer self-deprecation, drainage of morale, 

lack of confiaenc© op incentive to battl© "fch© heavy odds of* the racG 
barrier.

-With reference to the vicious circle Myrdal pointed out that a favor­
able change in one factor vould tend to bring about other favorable changes 
as well. Terming this "the principle of cumulation,n he said:

k rise in Negro employment, for instance, will raise 
family incomes, standards of nutrition, housing, and health, 
the possibilities of giving the Negro youth more education/ 
and so forth, and all these effects of the initial change 
will, in their turn, improve the Negroesf possibilities of 
getting enployment and earning a living, 1

A mjraber of respondents in local firms and lanions stated that lack of 
education vras a najor reason for the absence of Negroes from higher-level 
jobs. Several studies support our conclusion that while education is un-< 
questionably an important factor, it by no means fully accounts for these* en­
ployment differentials. One such study, by sociologist Ralph H. Turner, 
analyzed census data to ascertain what proportion of the employment disad­
vantage experienced by Negroes would seem to be the result of educational 

deficiencies • He concluded Ghat* quite "two-fiftlis "tliQ difference in

Gunnar Myrdal,Aii American Dilemma (New York: Harper & Brothers,19仏 ) p*76,



occupational distribution between whites and nonwhites is due to the fact 
that whites have more formal education. The remaining three-fifths must be 
attributed to other factors, including discrimination. Turner^ conclusion 
— that discrimination against nonvhites does not occur primarily as com 
plete refusal to hire them but in refusal to do so for the capacities for
■which they have been t r a i n e d • is supported by "the experience of a. num 上

'of the private and public placement officers reached in the present stu y.
• Similarly, Eli Ginzberg, economist of Columbia University and of the
National Manpower Council, concluded from 1950 Census data that Negroes, 
still earned far less than vhites of comparable education. In the West, as 
els^here in the country, Negro college graduates earned less in 194.9 than 
whites who had attended but not graduated from high school. Oinzberg^ 
found the great majority of Negro workers, both men and women, m  unskilled 
and semiskilled jobs not likely to lead to advancement. The greatest need, 
he concluded, is for industry to become willing to tram able Ne〇ro per-
sonnel, to promote them to skilled and supervisory positions, and to con-

sider them for management capacities.
There is little doubt that the foregoing observations are valid for 

San Francisco, with application in varying degrees to Orientals and persons 
of Mexican background as well as to Negroes. It also appears that there
are limits in some firms as to the level to which Jewish employees may
realistically aspire. Although our data suggest that antiJewish restric­
tions in employment are, overall, substantially less serious than those 
based on race or color, it would be well to note that this is a rather 
limited, comparative finding, not a conclusion that merit hiring and up­
grading obtain across the board. AntiSemitic practice is no doubt less 
comnon in San Francisco, and the attitudinal atmosphere more wholesome, 
than in some other cities of appreciable Jewish population. let it is^ 
common lmov/ledge within, certain professions and industries that some firms 
exclude or restrict Jews. Evidence of such practices revealed at

1Ralph Hrf Turner, "Negro Job status and Education,11 Social Forces,
October, 1953, 4-5-52• . . .

^Eli Ginzberg, The Negro Potential (Nct/ York: Columbia University. Eress, 
1956)，..p• 邡 • —

3Ibid., p* 41.



certain points in the present study, but it is likely that respondents were 
toor© gu.ard.0d. on "fcliis "thsin on oijlisr c^uGSliions sud. 1̂110,13 oux findings niay 3.c<* 
cordingly constitute a considerable understatement of the actuality, ..A fur- 
■fchor inquiry would s80111"to b© n©Qd©d t-o .dsvolop adotjuat-Q d.a,*fca concGrning th$ 
range and levels of employment-opportunities here which are open or closed to 

persons of Jewish heritage.

Employers, irnion officials,' and others involved in employment processes 
express, when ashed, a general escpectation of increasing intsgration of mi­
nority-group people in the local labor force. One employer respondent who* 
said he anticipated such integration in the long run cautioned (prior to the 
recession which comenced in 1957) that this process i/ould probably be iiiter- 
ruptisd and dslaysd in "the GV6n*fc of business dsclin©* Other factors will no 
doubt determine whether and at what rate restrictions will be removed and mi­
nority hiring encouraged in particular firms, industries, and trades.. Vie 
foiand little evidence of deep, stubborn resistance to the general idea of 
merit hiring, but correspondingly little recognition of the extent to which
"the slight "beginnings 七〇 dat>6 fall short of standards .such as "those estab-

lished by the President's Committee on Government Contracts. There is much 
claim of ineri*fc policy by 111811a.g01118nt, bu*fc littls serious and "bhoroughgoing 
plementation. Important elements among both employers and- organized labor, do 
not yet as stone responsibility for promotion of or outright insistence upon 
nondiscrlminatory policy within their jurisdictions. Generally, it seems 
that fair employTuent practice would become reality at a more satisfactory 
pace if both top management and union leadership would give this objective 
high operational priority. Unless elevated to that status, merit policy .. 
claims and intentions, will probably continue to be too weak to overcome the 
tendencies to inertia, indifference, stereotyping, and fear which largely

block the road* v
Often it is difficiilt to perceive v/hether management and labor spokes­

men actually hold little active and determined prejudice or \,rhether they have 
only become more adept at concealing it. The incidence of stereotyping in­
dicates that.there is considerable rejection of people of certain groups 
merely on the basis of assumed characteristics. The familiar employer fears, 
of anticipated customer or employee objection to merit hiring are widespread, 
are usually v/ithout foundation in the experience of those who hold them, and 
reveal surprising ignorance by management of the record of successful job
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integration by various nationally known firms and by some on the local 
scene. Perhaps in some ins七c.nces 七he statenen七 of such fears by respond- 
ents was simply rationalization for a desire to avoid the subject alto­
gether.

These and other reasons given by employers for not employing minority 
workers suggest that many will not change their practices significantly 
until obliged to do so because of some urgent needs or pressures —  such as 

: severe labor recruitment difficulties, union demands, tightening of en- 
foreement of the nondiscrimination clause in Federal contracts, or neces­
sity to comply with the San Francisco fair employment ordinance. Top man­
agement executives, facing multiple competing demands upon their tine and 
attention, are as likely as other humans to avoid or resist change as long 
as possible, particularly in a matter of human relations assumed to be 
quite sensitive and complex* They may well defer indefinitely the pre- 
sumably troublesome task of creating and introducing new policy unless 
fairly convincing inducements are brought to bear. The local fair employ， 

ment ordinance would seem to have an important potential role in this con­
nection. We noted earlier that already the ordinance has had certain in- 
direct effects on both management and labor* Until the end of its first 
year, hoi/ever, the Coranission on Equal Employment Opportunity lacked reg­
ular staff or budget and was unable to carry out its informational respon­
sibilities. When the interpretive, educational, and promotional functions 
of the Goramission are set effectively in motion, many among managemen 七, 丄a- 
bor, and placement agencies will probably be stimulated to bring their 
practices into line without specific contact with the Coimnission, Others 
may not be jogged out of old habits until a case complaint is lodged 
against them* There is, in any event, promise that the new ordinance will 
become increasingly an instrumerit for the promotion of wider adoption and 
full observance of nonres七rictive policy，

Truly significant expansion of equal employment opportunity and in­
tegration, when it comes, will be recognizable by signs such a s : .

explicit merit policies、 promulgated in great numbers 
of firms v/ith the. full 'authority of top management 

‘ and administered without exceptions at all levels and 
in all departments j ^

unequivocal communication of these policies not only 
throughout a company but to all personnel recruit­
ment sources and channels5

1
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location end use, if necessary, of new recruitment 
channels and techniques through v;hich minority job­
seekers nay be found;
A

absence of token, quota, or segregated employment;

increasing-demonstration of merit practice on the 
job —  especially in public-contact and upgraded 
capacities •—  with resultant encouragement to mi­
nority-group young people to prepare themselves for 
larger job opportunities to come;

greater comimmi cat ion to minority communities 
particularly to parents and youth and to school 
counselors concerning both new job opportunities 
and the need for 七raining;

abandonment of all minority-group identification in 
referral and placement processes;

union support of minority entry into apprenticeship 
programs;

addition of nondiscrimination clauses to 丄abor 
contracts;

and generally intensified activity by labor organiza­
tions on behalf of equality in hiring and upgrading 
for their minority members and for job seekers in 
their respective fields.

Since restrictive employment practices do not necessarily stem from 
deeply rooted, immovable personal prejudice, but are often the product of 
habit, indifference, or casually held fears or stereotypes, changes in prac­
tice need not hinge upon profound, long-term processes of individual psycho­
therapy. Corporate or union self-analysis plus a modicum of up-to-date in- 
formation about employment integration no\i readily available in many quorters 
will suffice. There is no mystery today about the principles 七hrough which 
enligh七ened business or labor orgcuizations may inaugurate merib emp士oyraent 
or membership policies; it has been done successfully in many p^rts of the 
country, including the South, and amply recorded.

The key to the ma七ter is essentially simple: there must be the decision 
by top management that genuine merit policy will henceforth be observed in a 
firm. When this word is hr?rxled down with unequivocal authority to ccmpetent 
departmental chiefs and otbor personnol, the rest follows v;ith ralative ease. 
As with any importan七 corporate objective, full implementation of such a nev/ 
or revitalized policy will not come automatically; it must be given a reason­
ably high priority and regarded as truly important, even urgent; there must
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