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Foreword

Forewords are really the last words. They come at the completion of one’s work
and acknowledge that the work of others went into it. Just under the expressed
gratitudes lies a ruefulness for all the private burdens a possessive woik places on some
who are left unnamed. My open acknowledgments go to the Institute of Industrial
Relations for many things, but mostly for the freedom to work; to Shirley Matthews
for all her secretarial diligence ; to Lester Saft for research assistance instantly available;
to Daewon Kwon for programing order out of disorder; to Felicitas Hinman for
editing large parts of the text; to Alan Horowitz, Susan Huxley, and Dina Lebow,
each for taking some of the chores. And to Evelyn Crow of the Colorado Civil Rights
Commission, Phyllis Wallace and Lafayette Grisby of the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, and those others on whom I have called for advice and assistance,
my thanks. None of these persons or agencies need share any responsibility for this
work, but they made it possible. The findings, conclusions, and recommendations, as
well as any errors or inadequacies, are my own.

Frep H. ScamipT
Institute of Industrial Relations,
University of California, Los Angeles.
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Introduction

There is a large segment of our population who, because of their diverse back-
grounds, cannot clearly be classified as either white or black, but who have suffered
and continue to suffer crushing discrimination in employment. Tlis is the group of
Americans who share a Spanish heritage.

This study, “Spanish Surnamed American Employment in the Southwest,”
provides statistical information on the job patterns that prevail for this minority group
in the southwestern part of the United States where they are most heavily settled. The
report demonstrates again and again that, in the region studied, Spanish Surnamed
Americans are underrepresented and underutilized in the labor force.

Equally significant, the report addresses itself to the histoiical background of
Spanizh Surnamed Americans in the Southwest, giving information which can provide
new insights into how and why the discriminatory job patterns have evolved.

This study presents the picture as it is—and as it will remain unless all organiza-
ticns who participate in, or czn influence, the zmployinent process use the data to
pinpoint the problems and deveiop appropriate solutions.

Wiiam H. Brown, TII
Chairman,
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.



Summary of Findings

1. Despite their being the Nation’s second largest
minority, Spanish Surnamed Americans have received
scant attention in national affairs and are regarded as
a regional phenomenon, rather than a national one.
This comes partly from the one-sided treatment given
the Southwest by U.S. historians.

2. Throughout the Southwest, among companies re-
porting to the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, a general stairstep employment pattern for
minority workers shows that their portion of the avail-
able jobs in an occupation descends as the occupational
hierarchy ascends. They have a share of service, laborer,
and operative jobs that is far in excess of their share
in the labor force. In craftsmen jobs they approximate
parity with the percentage they have in the labor
force, but in all the other occupations they fall far
below that level.

3. Their share of available jobs descends steeply
once the line separating white-collar from blue-collar
jobs is crossed. There is evidence of a job caste that
walls off white-collar jobs from minority workers, and
this wall is stouter against Spanish Surnameds in areas
where their numbers in the population are propor-
tionately greater, as it is for Negroes in those areas
where they are a more prominent part of the
population.

4. The presence of large minority groups in a local
population does not appear as a factor that facilitates
minority workers gaining white-collar positions. This
holds true in even the lowest-skilled white-collar jobs
for clerical and sales work, and is even true in the con-
sumer-oriented industries.

5. The pattern of minority employment appears to
be better for each minority grous among employers
who do not do contract work for the government than
it is among prime contractors who have agreed to non-
discriminaticn clauses in their contracts with the Fed-
eral government.

6. Spanish Surnameds are greatly underrepresented
in on-the-job training programs for white-collar jobs
while being overrepresented in those for blue-collar
jobs, indicating that they may become even more char-
acterized as a blue-collar work force in the future.

7. The pattern of minoritv employment iz better
among employers who have airangements witk: labor
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uvnions that affect to some extent whom they may
hire than it is among those who do not have such ar-
rangemer.ts.

8. There is some indication that the advancement
of Spanish Surnameds into occupations and industries
heretofore reserved for the employment of Anglos
seems to facilitate the entry of other minorities into
those occupations and industries.

9. Spanish Surnameds, as are other Southwestern
minorities, are an immensely diverse group, but there
are certain common features about the patterns of their
employment throughout the region. In areas where
they are a sizable part of local populations, they long
have been regarded as casual, incidental workers, or
as factory hands available for the laborer, service, and
operative jobs in the generally lower paying industries
that arose in those areas. Today, they do better than
other minority workers in gaining skilled craftsmen
jobs.

10. The place of Spanish Surnameds in the South-
west cannot be understood without a knowledge of
how that region came to be joined to the Nation and
the colonial attitudes that prevailed there toward all
racial and ethnic minorities thereafter.

11. The Southwest has the most cosmopolitan popu-
lation in the United States, over one-fifth of which
belongs to easily identified minorities. All of these
minority groups have experienced the segregation, dis-
crimination, restriction of civil rights, and limited op-
portunities that are commonly known to be the lot of
Negroes in this region and elsewhere.

12. These experiences provide further insight into
the significance of racism, showing that racist attitudes
cannot be dismissed as a consequence of a long-dead
institution of slavery.

13. The shadows from past events in the lives of
Indias.s, Spanish Surnameds, Orientals, and Negroes
extend into the present and can be seen in the socio-
economic characteristics of these groups today.

14. The 3% million Spanish Surnameds in the
Southwest are its largest minority, many of whom have
extraordinary rates of birth and death, poverty, subem-
ployment, poor health, poor education, poor housing,
and limited employment opportunities. Notwithstand-
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ing, they have shown the same desire as others to be
participants in the region’s labor force.

15. The economic problems of Spanish Surnameds
are exacerbated by the policies of the U.S. Government
with respect to immigration and the contracting and

commuting of workers from Mexico. No other region
contends with these problems on a similar scale. No
other group in the population is placed in the same
continuing competition with the poverty of another
nation.
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A Difference
Without a Distinction

This is a study of members of the second oldest, sec-
ond largest minority in the United States. It is a study
of an cthnic minority—one that has been called “The
Invisible Minority.”

Its members are of one race and one religion with
the country’s majority. They are white, Caucasian;
they are Christizn. They descend from Europeans, the
very first to settle on this continent and on the land of
this country. Theiv forebears outdistanced other Euro-
peans in bringing a culture stemming from the Greeks
and the Romans to most parts of the hemisphere—in-
deed, to a major part of what is now the contiguous
United States. As a minority they stand second in num-
ber only to the descendants of those African blacks
who were brought to this land along with that culture.

This ethnic group has no proper name, none that
is universally accepted or descriptive. This is th- first
problem: What designation is adequate for those who
have descended from or shared a common culture with
Columbus, Ponce de Leon, Cortez, and all the men of
Spain who followed them?

The question is a prickly one, for in contrast to
English-speaking settlers who drove Indian groups into
300 years of retreat, the Spanish often mingled with
and joined the indigenous populations into their so-
ciety. The multifarious people who issued from this
joining cannot now be distinguished by the usual desig-
nations of race, creed, color, or national origin. To the
contrary, their distinction is that no one of these, nor
all of them, suffices to describe their distinctiveness.

The Equal! Employment Opportunity Commission,
which has generated this study, has itself had nettle-
some encounters that have arisen from the felt distinc-
tiveness of this minority. The Commission was carly
charged with being insensitive toward this group. It
was charged with having a prepossession for those black
and white terms which are most often used to picture
our riven population, but which tell nothing of this
minority. The argument ran that any Commission
plans to balance the rights of broad groups of whites
and nonwhites would leave unredressed those grievous
imbalances that persist zmong groups of whites. The
statistics of black and white did not disclose the pres-
ence, much less the problems, of distinct people who
for statistical purposes were subsumed into the pre-
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dominant body of whites. The statistical convenience
of a white-nonwhite division of the population con-
cealed more than it revealed. So ran the argument.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964, which created the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, is not
insensitive toward any of the country’s minorities. The
Commission acting under title VII of that act has
broad authority to gather data on employment pat-
terns and practices and to promote research of these.
It has asked that this study analyze the employment
patterns of “Spanish-speaking Americans” in the
Southwest.

The phrase “Spanish-speaking Americans” is but
one of the several ways in which allusions are made to
the minority group under study. It is not definitive,
and is perhaps a careless phrase in this context. It
differs from the designation of “Spanish Surnamed
American” which the Commissien uses on the report
forms (Standard Form 100, EEO-1) that it sends to
employers for their use in reporting the number of their
minority group employees. This form defines Spanish
Surnamed Americans as those of Latin American,
Mexican, Puerto Rican or Spanish origin. Obviously,
the fact of such origin when stretched by the passage of
generations does not assure that the subjects are indeed
Spanish-speaking.

The employer reports are the source of much of the
data used hereafter. The designations and the defini-
tions supplied by the Commission and the interpreta-
tions employers have made of them must be accepted.
However, it is readily apparent that a great confusion
of tongues exists on this subject.

The Bureau of the Census has for four decades re-
flected the country’s confusion and indecisior: in try-
ing to gain an awareness of its Spanish Surnamed
population. Over the years the Census has given much
statistical attention to the country’s Negro population.
This began with the original Constitutional require-
ment that those “‘other Persons,” those enslaved, should
count as three-fifths of a person in determining a
State’s representation in Congress. But only since 1930
has the Census endeavored to identify and count those
designated here as Spanish Surnameds. And only since
1950 has the Census Bureau settled on its own designa-
tion for members of this ethnic group. For the last two
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census periods, data have become available on the
characteristics of those persons the Census styles as
“white persons of Spanish surname,” but these data
have been published for only five States. The five States
of Calif .riiia, Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, aad
Texas are where mo.*. of the Spanish surnamed reside,
and they constitute the Southwest, the region to which
this study is limited.

The past indecision of the Bureau of 1»e Cznsus un-
derscores the general obscurity that surrounds this
ethnic group and the lack of attention it has received
in our national affairs. In the 1930 Census of Popula-
tion, the Bureau sought a count of “Mexicans.” A
“Mexican” was defined as any person of Mexican
origin whether or not he was Caucasian, Negro, Indian,
or Japanese. This had interesting results. For instance,
it found only 59,340 “Mexicans” in the entire State of
New Mexico. A decade later ihe question acked by
the Census enumerator was changed to inquire whether
a person had Spanish for a mother tongue. There had
been no influx of Spanish-speaking persons into New
Mexico during that depression decade, yet in 1940
the Bureau found 221,740 persons, almost a fourfold
increase, who responded yes, that Spanish was their
mother tongue. The gross undercount in 1930 perhaps
was occasioned by the sensitivity of people who ob-
jected to the inference of alien origins while knowing
that their own State capital, around which they and
their forebears had long resided, had been a territorial
capital more than 10 years before the English arrived
at Jamestown.

The Burezu’s confusion of 1930 and 1940 has not
disappeared in these subsequent years. The prefatory
“Definitions and Exzplanations” for the last census

in 1960 passes from one descriptive pame to another
in efforts to explain the Bureau’s uncertain view of
this group. It speaks of “Spanish-American,” “Spanish-
Colonial,” “Hispano group,” ‘‘Mexican American,”
and “Mexican-American,” with hyphen added. Des-
pairing of the adequacy of any of these, the Census has
in the last two censuses settled on the identification of
persons of Spanish surname. The determination of
what is considered a Spanish surname is made essen-
tially from a listing compiled in 1936 by the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service. The Bureau states,
“This classification does identify a population with
distinctive social and economic characteristics highly
correlated with certain national origins.” ?

The terms “Spanish-speaking American,” “Spanish-
American,” or “Spanish Surnamed” are taken as
synonymous for purposes of this study. In the South-
west all of them have currency, but in that region,
many other terms could be substituted for them:
“Latins,” “Latin-Americans,” “Hispano-Mexicans,”
“Mexicanos,” “Mexican-Americans,” and others that
are purely local colloquialisms. What is considered an
adopted and appropriate term in one area may be
offensive in another. The extrem= sensitivity of slotting
people who range, ethnically, from Indian to unmixed
Spanish ancestry is apparent. This explains part of the
problem of giving this group a statistical existence.
Their heterogeneity and their homogeneity is hereafter
embraced with the phrase “Spanish Surnamed Ameri-
can.” It is 2 phrase that has gained an official usage
and in no way is intended to suggest any judgment of
qualified citizenship.

* U.S. Census of Population: 1960, Final Report PC (2)~-
1B, p. VIIL
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Yet, No Stereotype

Strangely, American ethnocentrism never developed
a very firm stereotype of its Spanish Surn.med minor-
ity. The reasons for this would be a study in iuself.
Stereotypes and caricatures become part of our folk-
ways to represent those peculiarities of a group that the
majority believes exist, no matter how false or exag-
gerated these might be. The American stage long ago
conventionalized the caricature of virtually every im-
migrant group, usually in comic proportions. Harold E.
Adanus, in his study of minority caricatures, recounts
how in the variety halls, dime museums, beer gardens,
and burlesque shows early images were shaped of the
American Negro, Irish, German, Jew, Italian, even
Chinese, but he does not even mention the Mexican or
the Spanish.?

These early caricatures were designed to reveal the
strangeness of language ar4 custom of each group as
it tried to fit into the national scene. Why was the
Spanish Surnamed spared unt ] relatively recent years?
Perhaps because he was too far from the scene. He
lived too far from the eastern cities which for so long
were the major cultural centers of the Nation. He was
unimportant, if not nonexistent, to the audiences in
those cities. He appeared only in the regional literature
of the Southwest, hardly ever in that of the Nation.

The literature of the Southwest concerned itself
chiefly with the epic tales of men and women of great
courage who peopled a hostile land—men and women
from the Eastern States. Their fortituds and heroism,
which were indeed of epic proporti1s, need not be
taken from them, but it should be recognized that those
who wrote in English were themselves the heirs of
their fathers’ work, and they wrote their fathers’ his-
tory in terms that made it into America’s version of
the morality play-—the Western.

The Listory that was written does not tell how things
appeared to those who resisted or were supplanted by
the settlers from the East, for those people wrote very
little while retreating, and seldom in English. To this
day, one searches almost in vain for Spanish surnames
in the listings of writers, authors, and journalists from
the Southwest who are entered in “Who’s Who In
America.” The one-sidedness of the region’s literature
can be judged from the contrast between literary works

! Harold E. Adams, “Minority Caricatures on the American
Stage,” in Studies in the Science of Society, edited by George
Peter Murdock, Yale University Press, New Haven, 1937,
pp. 1-27.
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that were of interest to the nation’s publishing houses
and what has survived in the ballads and narrative
folksongs, the corridos, of this border country. These
last tell the views of those who were dealt with as
intruders in the very land in which they were bom.?

Then, of course, it should be added that the Spanish
Surnameds could easily escape national attention sim-
ply because of their residing in only one region of the
country, a regicn so long considered remote from the
Nation. Only in recent decades have Spanish Sur-
nameds ventured out of the Southwest in any numbers,
but they attracted little attention when they lid so.
Pau) Taylor, an economist whose compassion for people
equals his great scholarship, was almost alone in giving
them attention. He spent years recording the move-
ments and fates of America’s Spanish-speaking minor-
ity wherever they went.® Over 35 years ago he began
tracking them as ii they were the lost tribes of Israel.
When numbers of them left the Southwest to venture
to “foreign” parts such as Bethlehem, Chicago, and
the Calumet region—places then also remote to the
cultural centers of the country—he followed them and
wrote chronicles about their problems. But Paul Tay-
lor’s scholarly work on “Mexican” laborers was not
the fare given Sunday supplement readers so that
images of them might take shape and gain a svhstance
which could then affect our national policies. Any
national awareness of the Spanish Surnamed w.'s lim-
ited to regarding him as strictly a regional phenome-
non, perhaps & passing one.

These observations may suggest some of the reasons
for the Nation’s unawareness of the Spanish Surnameds
witnin its population, but they do not account for the
attitudes that have and do prevail toward them in the
Southwest. In that region, other explanations must be
found. The majority of persons in the Southwest have
always beer: quite aware of the presence of the Spanish
Surnamed. Not infrequently that majority has dealt
with him in ways that most of the Nation might now
wish to disavow. But, of course, history cannot be dis-
avowed. It stands as it was lived. Therefore, it becomes
essential that this study include a review of parts of

* Americo Paredes, “With a Pistol in His Hand,” University
of Texas Press, Austin, 1958, 262 pp.

? Paul S. Taylor, “Mexican Labor i the United States,”
vols. I and II, in University of California Publications in
Economics, vols. VI and VII, Berkeley, Calif., 1928-30 and
1931-32,
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that history. The societal forms that have developed
and the attitudes that prevail toward the Spanish
Surnamed in the Southwest cannot be understood
apart from the events that brought these people into
the country.

Those events are reviewed in the latter sections of
this inquiry. The requirements of contractual research
have dictated this order. The calibration of existing
employment problems is first sought, then the search
for their roots.

The sections next following are statistical accounts
of various aspects of present employment patterns.
Taken alone they provide but a dim understanding of
those pervasive notions that complicate and restrict
the employment opportunities of Spanish Surnameds.
They are an uncertain guide to corrective action, be-
cause the employment problems of Spanish Surnameds

can scarcely ho dealt with, nor are they likely to be
dealt with in any important sense, without some feel-
ing —and precisely that—for the historical sequence
that brings them before the Nation now.

For this reason there is one conclusion drawn from
the region’s history that must be iaid out in advance of
the statistics. Simply put, it is that the Southwest once
represented an internal colonial empire to the United
States. Those persons who first peopled the region, as
well as their kinsmen who subsequently arrived, were
generally regarded as colonial subjects and were dealt
with as such. Their present employment problems can
no more be understood apart from this acknowledg-
ment than can the parallel problems of Negroes be
made explicable apart from an acknowledgment of
their former enslavement. The argument for this view
is made in the sections devoted to the region’s history.




The Employment of

Spanish Surnamed Americans

in the Southwest

Spanish Surnameds must be considered both as a
native group and an immigrant group. Some have spec-
ulated that much of the reason for their lack of assim-
ilation within the gencral population is their dual
identity of being both native and foreign. Even the
native part of the group had its own well-defined insti-
tutions and folk values when first thrust into contact
with Anglo society, a society which placed heavy em-
phasis on industrial achievement, activity, and effi-
ciency. It is argued that the different institutions and
values of the Spanish Surnameds “have since been con-
tinually reinforced by a seemingly endless stream of
immigrant and alien laborers from Mexico.”

If this surnmary observation is valid (though it seems
too undifferentiating of a very diverse people), it is
probable that the incompleted processes of assimila-
tion are in part a consequence of the employment op-
portunities that the region has had for members of
this group. If their institutions and folk values of an
earlier time are steadily being fortified by infusions
from areas of Mexico which have not adopted the in-
stitutions and values of an industrial society, then the
nature of their work opportunities in this country must
be consicered as a factor that has slowed the assimila-
tion process. Certainly, work opportunities determine
the character of the immigrant more than the immi-
grant can determine the nature of the offered work.

In the Southwest, as will be shown, the Spanish
Surnameds have largely stood by to provide the un-
skilled labor for the region. And Mexico has always
been the ever present, ever available reservoir from
which that pool of unskilled workers has been kept
brimming. So it has been since there has been a South-
west. In agriculture, ranching, and mining, the earliest
industries of the region, these were the people who
served as laborers. As crops needed cultivation or har-
vest, these were the main body of field hands doing
the chopping, thinning, and picking—moving like
gypsies to get this work. When the railroads were laid,

* Julian Samora, “Spanish-Speaking Peoples,” staff paper,
prepared for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Programs
Division, Washington, D.C., Feb. 5, 1964, pp. 8 and 53.
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these were the section hands, and they serve them
today as maintenance-of-ways workers. When irriga-
tion works spread over the region, these were the ditch-
ers and irrigators; when fruits and vegetables needed
sorting and packing, these were the people who man-
ned the canning plants and packing sheds; when smelt-
ers were built, they nandled the ore; when construc-
tion boomed, they were the hod carriers and common
laborers.

There is a difference in these kinds of work activities
and those available to the great waves of immigrants
who entered the country on the eastern seaboard. The
industrial jobs that ornce were open to the immigrants
from Europe by and large were of a different type and
definitely in a more promising work environment. The
immigrants to the Eastern United States eniered a
more industrialized and urbanized area, which could
offer them a wider range of job opportunities than
could the once largely agricultural and rurally situ-
ated industries of the Southwest. Mainly, it offered
them more than the pick and shovel which they once
used for digging the subways and storm sewers, laying
the water mains, or cleaning the snow off city streets.
Although many immigrants in the East entered the
mines or miserable factory jobs, they at least soon found
it possible to form unions and to improve their status
in their jobs through collective actions.

This possibility is still largely unavailable to those
Spanish Surnameds who even today, as will be shown,
must tompete with foreign nationals for their jobs.?
Whereas the great body of American workers have long
been relieved of a direct competition with foreign

2 In 1965, union membership as a percent of employees in
nonagricultural establishments was below the 29.5 percent
U.S. average in all states of the Southwest, except California,
where it was 33.8. Percentages for the other states were:
Texas—13.3; New Mexico—13.4; Arizona—20.8; Colo-
rado—21.6. These percentages contrast sharply with New
York’s 39.4; Pennsylvania’s 38.4; New Jersey’s 37.7; or West
Virginia’s 42.0.

Sec U.S. Dept. of Labor, Directory of National and Inter-
national Unions in the United States, 1965. Washington,
D.C, 1966, p. 58.
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workers whose entry once hindered their efforts to
structure labor markets in their own interest and to
enhance the premiums paid for their work, this has
yet to occur for the Spanish Surnamed workers. Gov-
ernment intervention to protect domestic workers has
not extended to these workers of the Southwest, This
is an historical anachronism, a governmental indiffer-
ence more typical of the last century than the present
one.

This situation is examined in a following section but
can be illustrated here with a reference to those agri-
cultural workers who, at this writing, have been on
strike against California grape growers for over two
years. The chief complaint of these workers has been
lodged against the U.S. Government for permitting
foreign nationals to work the crops which they have
struck. And the present sharp conflict on this issue
between the Department of Labor on one hand and
the Department of Justice on the other makes it clear
that this complaint cannot be tucked away without
eventually reconciling its disposition with that of sim-
ilar union complaints of almost a century ago.

Spanish Surnameds have long been regarded as
casual, incidental workers. Never until now has there
been a governmental concern that they should be much
more than that. In the past, after the big waves of im-
migrations from Mexico fror: 1910 to 1930, even the
job opportunities that had existed for Spanish Sur-
nameds diminished, and the tide of entering workers
was stemmed, and in some instances flowed back to
Mexico while the depression punished the land. During
the 1930’s when new industries arose, such as the petro-
leum industry, the Spanish Surnameds gained only in-
significant positions in it. And their representation
there today has not been much improved. In the
instance of this industry, little can he said about minori-
ties being unaccepted because of their lack of training,
for the Anglo Texas farm boys who entered the new
oil fields as “boll weevils and roughnecks” were not
trained either. They acquired their training on the job,
relatively good jobs, jobs which later sustained them
in the oil production fields, refineries, and gapeline
operations throughout all the booms that accelerated
the growth of that industry.

What happened in petroleum happened in the new
metal fabricating, transportation, and other manu-
facturing industries that burgeoned in the region dur-
ing and after World War II. The Spanish Surnameds
and other minorities had only inconsequential troles in
the building of these new industries. By and large, they
were left with the laborer jobs in mining, smelting, or
tke low-paid operative jobs in the garment trades, tex-
tiles, and similar industries. The analysis that follows
will show their job situations in contemporary terms.

This study is concerned primarily with how the labor
market in the Southwest functions for over a million
Spanish Surnameds who have a job there, or say that

they wish for one. In 1960 there were 1,003,423 persons
in this group who were over 14 years old and had suc-
ceeded in getting employment Of that number,
736,768 were males, and 266,65. were females. The
labor force participation figures, the unemployment
rates, the subemployment rates, and the relatively low
incomes that prevail for Spanish Surnameds suggest
that there is an undetermined number of others who
might wish to join this employed labor force.

A close and recent look can be taken only at that
part of this labor force working for employers covered
by the reporting requirements of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, and who responc :d
to those requirements. In some cases, the information
supplied in the employer reports can be supplemented
or amplified from census data. This is fortunate be-
cause the employment coverage of the reports to the
Commission falls short of including a majority of the
jobs in the region.

The Pattern: Twenty Counties

The major employment counties in the Southwest in
which Spanish Surnameds represent a substantial part
of the population are shown in appendix table C.
These counties a.e also listed in table 1, which shows
total employment figures in each county according
to the Bureau of the Census’ “County Business Pat-
terns” as of mid-March, 1966, a time contemporary
to the period when the Commission was gathering its
EEO-1 reports. (See app. A for a description of the
data.) Also shown in this table are the number of
employees accounted for in each county by the EEO-1
reports and the percentage these represented of total
employment given in ‘“County Business Patterns.” In
only one instance, that of Denver County, Colo., did
the EEO-1 reports account for over one-half of the
total county nonagricultural employment. For over
one-half the counties the coverage of the reports was
less than 38.0 percent, and it ranged as low as 13.6
percent in one county.

The range of the Commission’s potential effective-
ness may be more limited in the counties of the South-
west than is the case countrywide. An earlier study
prepared for the Commission at Princeton University 3
found that the absolute amount of reported employ-
ment in the EEO-1 Reports for 1966 at the national
level represented about one-half of the total employ-
ment shown in the census. The jurisdiction of the
Commission has, of course, been expanded since 1966;
but it began its functions in the Southwest with a juris-
diction over only a minority of the employment situa-
tions; at least this was the case in the listed counties.

?Orley Ashenfelter, ‘“Minority Employment Patterns,
1966,” Princeton University, April, 1968, 73 pp., plus tables,
an unpublished analysis of employer information reports pre-
pared for the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.



TABLE 1.—Employment coverage of EEOC reports and County Business Patterns for
selected counties, Southwest: 1956

Total employment EEOC as
a percent
County County of County
Business EEOC? Business
Patterns? Patterns
ARIZONA;
Maricopa............... ...l 206,719 91,418 44,2
Pima.. .. 59, 375 26,649 44.8
CALIFORNIA:
Los Angeles.... .. e s 2,225,641 1,035,496 46.5
Orange....... 259, 085 118, 452 45.7
San Bernardino.... 103, 361 35,934 34.7
San Joaguin .- 51,997 19,789 38.0
Santa Clara. ..ot 234,920 115, 820 49.3
COLORADO:
Denver .. ... ... iiiiaiaa. 213,039 114,424 53.7
Pueblo. ...l 24,263 11,761 48.4
NEW MEXICO:
Bernalitlo 69,198 29,814 43.0
Oona Ana._. 8,803 2,762 3.3
SantaFe...... ... 9,072 1,349 14,
TEXAS:
BeXar........... i, 148, 806 55, 381 37.2
Cameron 24,342 7,162 29.4
€l Paso. ... 68,797 29, 845 43,3
Hidalgo..... 22,486 3,623 16,1
Jim Weils. .. §, 467 748 13.6
Nueces..... 53,872 17,05) 316
Travis. .. 53,717 14,615 21.2
Webb......... ...l 11,309 1,933 17.0

Data gathered by the Equal Empioyment Opportunity C
1 Number of employees, mid-March pay period.
2 EEOC data gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

Source: US. Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns, 1966, CBP-66-4.
6,7,33,45.

Any detailed examination of employment patterns
in a wide range of occupations, industries, and loca-
tions is tedious. The numbers assembled in +:e em-
ployer reports, which define these patterns, make such
a vast array, they dull the senses. Finding those situa-
tions that might be of concern to fair employment
practices agencies requires that these, too, be statis-
tically presented.

This is urnfortunate. Statistics activate the senses of
only those who are familiar with their usc, and attain-
ing the goals of equal employment opportunities may
require a more vivid language, one that moves those
who are unmoved by regression and correlation co-
efficients, “t” ratios, frequency curves, and the like.

A layman not attuned to the symbols of the statisti-
cian may find it difficult judging relative sizes and
significances from them. Yet, all people make visual
judgments of what they regard as big or little. They
know what to them is a big horse, for instance, though
they have not the faintest idea how many hands high
it stands or how many stones it weighs. Their judgment
is a visua] one; it does not depend ori knowledge of
sophisticated weights and measures.

Perhaps this is why Herman P. Miller, although

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

being a statistician’s statistician for over 17 years with
the U.S. Bureau of the Census, made profust use of
cartoons drawn to scale to show differences in income
distributions when he wrote “Rich Man/P:or Man.” 4
Obviously, he was endeavoring to reach those who were
not statisticians—the same modest hope held for the
present study.

The computer tabulations of the data supplied by
employers on the EEO-1 report forms are voluminous,
filling many hundreds of pages. How this information
can be presented in a graphic manner so as to be mean-
ingful to the statistically-minded and yet convey to
others the patterns of minority employment as thev
exist in the Southwest is one of the problems of this
study. A device developed to do this is described in
this ser .on and is extensively used in appendix H, in
which the employment patterns for selected industries
and counties are shown.

A set of basic diagrams has been constructed to do
what a draftsman’s drawing does in making a blue-
print of an object—to set to paper a scale drawing of
the object from at least three perspectives: the end
view, the side view, and the top or bottom view. The
first rectangie is the end view, showing the level of
minority employment among all employees in an in-
dustry (or all industries). The second rectangle shows
minority employees as they are distributed in occupa-
tions throughout the industry (or all industries). The
last, or bottom, rectangle shows how minority employ-
ment is distributed in occupations as seen from the
perspective of the Spanish Surnamed-—their share of
the minority-held jobs. The basic set of diagrams are
drawn within these three rectangles:

MINORITIES:
N N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100
-
E ]
S
IN 3 ]
LABOR L 50 4
FORCE j
[]

Y T T d v -

S
[«] w2 30 40 50 60 70 80

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORSTY-FILLEO JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

N
INDUSTRY 30

The smallest rectangle represents a receptacle con-
taining all the er..ployees in an industry (or, in all in-
dustries combined). Using the O~100 scale alongside
of it, the percentage of total jobs held by employees
from minority grcups can be shown by shading part of
the rectangle:

* Herman P. Miller, “Rich Man/Poor Man,” Signet Books,
The New American Library of World Literature, Inc., New
York, 1965.
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MINORITIES:

IN
INDUSTRY

160

N
LABOR L 50
FORCE

The significance of this minority employment level
can be judged by comparing it first to the percentage
represented by all minority persons in the total civilian
labor force of the county (or other area) in which the
industry, or industries, are located. This percentage,
taken from the 1960 census, is depicted by drawing a
centerline across the smallest and largest rectangles: In
the example, the jevel of minority employment given in
the EEO-1 reports can be read as approximately 19
percent, a level below the 20.7 percent representation
they had in the civilian labor force shown by the census.

The largest rectangle is then divided into sections,
each section representing the exact proportion of all
employees shown by the EEO-1 reports as working in
nine occupations in the industry:

MINORITIES:

IN IN
{NDUSTRY INDUSZTRV OCCUPATIO?;S
1

10 20 30 40 50 80 70 80 90 100

The nine occupations are numbered according to
this code:

©OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS

9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

The exact percentage of minority employees in each
occupational category, which is identified by nu. aber
from the above code, is then approximated by the
shaded areas in the diagram:

MINORITIES:

IN N
INDUSTRY INDU%TRV OCCUPATIO!;S
1

"]

[} 1 20 30 40

50 60 70

80 90 100

The bottom rectangle in the set is designed to show
according to EEO-1 reports the percentage of all mi-
nority-filled jobs in the occupational categories that
were filled by Mexican-Americans (read Spanish
Surnameds).

374-215 0—70——2
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 67 9

100
8013y [
N
INDUSTRY 50
[

The centerline drawn across this rectangle repre-
sents the percentage of all minority employens in the
industry who are Spanish Surnameds. Thus, the com-
pleted diagram indicates the level of minority employ-
ment, how it was distributed among occupaticns, how
it compares to their representation in the civihan labor
force, the Spanish Surnamed share of minority-filled
jobs by occupation, and how this compares with their
proportion of all minority-filled jobs in the industry.
The last line of type gives the percentage of Spanish
Surnameds among all minorities in the labor force.
This can be used for comparison with their share of
minority-filled jobs in a particular industry.

The presumption is made here that if there were no
such thing as a taste for discrimination and no differ-
ences in the relative abilities, job preferences, mobility,
training, and education of persons identified with any
racial or ethnic group—indeed, that if all jobs were
randomly filled—then, as the statisticians assure us,
there should be no deviations for members of a par-
ticular group being selected and distributed in all
occupations and industries in the same proportion that
they represent in the universe of people involved. If
this is not the case, then other factors are aftecting the
selection process.

A final feature is added to the set of diagrams to
indicate the extent of employment growth in the indus-
try (or industries). This shows the extent to which the
industry in question is one of the expanding industries
in the area, and hence due priority consideration in
efforts to revise overall employment patterns where
such might seem appiopriate.

A cautionary word should be said about these em-
ployment growth figures. Those shown on the dia-
grams are based on the 1950-60 ccnsus period. In
many cases there are more recent figures available from
the Bureau of the Census’ “County Business Patterns.”
These last are not always comparable to census figures,
and the division they make of industries into named
catepories do not always match those of the census, nor
do either of these sources exactly match the divisions
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission had
made of the data from the employer reports. An ex-
planation of these difficulties and how industries were
selected for diagraming is offered in appendix D, which
contains a table comparing employment data by county
and by industry from the census for 1950-60 with that
from “County Business Patterns” for 1956-66. Use of
this table will facilitate the use made of the employ-
ment pattern diagrams. Also, in appendix E, a table is
given to make it possible to compare and reconcile
how the Standard Industrial Classification Code (SIC)

11
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was used by all three sources to define the industrial
headings.

No. EPD-1, —DRAWING SEQUENCE: ALL INDUSTRIES—Twenty Spanish Surnamed
counties: Southwest

item Figure
1 Percant growth in industry (growth patterns) 1950600 _.__._.___.. 34.9
2 Employment level 1950 2,810,192 . ... ..
3 Employment level 1960 1,511,810 4,322 002
4 Minority level in industry (EEO) (percent)......._..... ... . ... 19.0

Occupational distribution of 1abor force in industry (ac-

cumulative) : Percent Percent Code
1] Service WOTkars. . . ... .. ieciciiceiiiaaao. 8.1 8.1 ()
6 Laborers. ... .....oiooiiiiaeeaaaaos - 7.3 154 (2
7 Operatives .. __._..__._ .. ........... ... 189 343 3)
8 Craftsmen_______.. . ... 148 489 (1)
9 Office and clerical... .. 18.0 669 (5)
10 Salesworkers. .. .... 7.1 740 (6)
11 Technicians_ .. .. ... iieiicieaaao... 6.1 80.1 (6]
12 Professionals_ . ___ . ... ... aeo.o. 11,2 91.3 (8
13 Officials and managers. .. _..........c............ 8.3 99.6 (9
Minority level ir, occupations:
14 Service workers__._._.___.. et 347 [¢3]
15 Laborers. .. .. iiiiiiieieiaeiaeas 48.4 2)
16 Operatives. ... ..ol ... 30.8 (3)
17 Craftsmen__ ... - .- 181 )
18 Office and clerical. - W2 (%
19 Salesworkers ... .. .. ... .icieiieaaoaoo . 9.0 (6)
20 Technicians. ...« ... oo I t N I () ]
21 Professionals_._._._.. - 5.7 (8)
22 Officials and managers. __.._................... .. 50 (9
23 Minority level in total labor force in county (census)....._.._.... 20.7
SSA share of minority filled jobs by occupations:
2 Service workers. ... .ciiicc e 8.9 (1)
25 Laborers_.........._. M6 (2
26 Operatives_._ _._.._.._. 68.5 (3
27 Craftsmen. . ... o LN R ()
28 Office and clerical___ . 58.9 ()
29 Salesworkers.. ... ... 122 (6)
30 Technicians .. ... .......oiceeeienaot . 8.2 O
31 Professionals..........__ 350 (8)
32 Officiats and managers._.................. 58.v  (9)
33 $SA share of all minority fillod jobs in industry_. . 63.6
34 Share of minority laborforee. . ... ... ... 64.1

1Santa Fe County excluded from growth figures only,

The completed diagram, which will be called an
employment pattern diagram (EP diagram), is shown
below, followed by the worksheet from which it was
produced. EP diagram 1 is for all industries combined
in the 20 selected counties in the five states, The coun-
ties were selected on the basis of their being those more
populous counties in the region that have a high num-
ber of Spanish Surnameds. Appendix table C gives the
percentage of their population that is Spanish
Surnamed.

The pattern of minority employment for all com-
panies submitting EEO-1 reports in 1966 in the 20
counties is shown (see app. A for a description of data
contained in the EEO-~1 reports). The employer re-
ports from these 20 counties covered 58.1 percent of
the Spanish Surnamed employees in the region that
were accounted for in all of the employer reports. All
minorities (Spanish Surnameds, Negroes, Indians, and

12
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Orientals), constituted 20.7 percent of the civilian
labor force in these counties. However, they were only
19.0 percent of the work force in the reporting
companies.

There is a deficiency in this comparison—the labor
force figure is based on 1960 census data while the
work force figure derives from the 1966 EEO-1 re-
ports. Because overall employment in these counties
grew during that 6-year period, it is possible that sorme
change occurred in the percentage of the labor force
that was composed of members of minority groups.
There is no way, short of the next census, to determine
the exact extent of any such change, but it is not
believed that it would have been a significant amount
during the 6 years. lt is probable that any tendency
for minority groups 1o gain greater represertation in
the labor force by virtue of their higher birth rates or
immigration, is offset by the continuing immigration of
Anglos into these counties.

Whatever the case, minority employees in 1966 had
slightly less of a share of the jobs in the reporting com-
panies than they represented in. the total labor force of
these counties in 1960. By the same standard, it is seen
that they were overrepresented in three occupational
categories and underrepresented in six. They were over-
represented, but in no case dominated, in the cate-
gories of service workers, laborers, and operatives. In
the craftsmen jobs and in all of the white-collar jobs
they were underrepresented. The degree of this under-
representation generally increases as the occupational
hierachy advances. There is a stair-step pattern in the
employment of minority workers that reveals that their
share of jobs descends as the job hierarchy ascends. It
is a pattern, as will be shown, that is repeated indus-
try by industry, county by county, with but few
exceptions.

No claim is made chat the order of occupations
shown in the chart depicts a consistent hierachy of the
status or preferability of jobs, going from lowest to
highest. There are too many exceptions, and the jobs
contained in the categories are too crudely grouped for
that purpose. The categories are those utilized by the
Bureau of the Census, which assigns jobs to one or the
other according to its Classified Index of Occupations
and Industries. The index introduces aberrations in
any view of these octupational categories as an exact
hierarchy. The service workers category provides an
example. Those who are classified as service workers
by the census include persons who work as messenger
boys as well as detectives; they may be parking attend-
ants or vocational nurses.® Whether the category should

5 The Bureau of the Census lists service workers in the
highest decile of occupations for the dispersion (deviation
from the average) of their wage and salary incomes. See
Herman P. Miller, Income Distribution in the United States,
U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Washington,
1966.
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TWENTY MEXICAN-AMERICAN
COUNTIES; FIVE STATES

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES
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_ 1 2 3

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT

100

20.7%

LABOR
FORCE

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
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Mexican-Americans represent 84.1% of minorities in Labor Force.

be regarded as a beginning step in a scale of jobs will
often depend on the nature of the industry under con-
sideration. ¥ aen all industries are being considered,
as here, the classification is a Mother Hubbard, cover-
ing too wide a diversity.

Also concerning the job scale, it is recognized that
a great many blue-collar jobs offer muca better income
prospects and enjoy higher social status than a great
many white-collar jobs. The Chi-Square tests made of
these data in a later section serve to refine these con-
cepts. For the moment, it can be seen from the diagram
that slightly less than one-half of all the reported jobs
are considered blue-collar. Looking at the blocks of
blue-collar and white-collar occupations separately,
minorities have a generally declining representation
moving from left to right on this scale.

An interesting feature about this allocation of work-
ers is that minorities have a considerably higher repre-
sentation in the highest skilled blue-collar craftsmen
jobs than they have in the least skilled white-collar
jobs of clerical, office and sales workers, which make
up about one-half of all white-collar jobs. Thus, at
the outset, any disposition to account for the low repre-
sentation of minorities in white-collar occupations
solely as a result of some skill gap between their groups
and the Anglo population is rendered suspect.

Even though the existence of a skill gap between
the groups is acknowledged, as it can be when these
two population groups are viewed as undiversified en-
tities, the fact remains that thie skills of minority work-
ers were sufficient to gain close to the same proportion

of the highest skilled blue-collar jobs as they had in the
total work forces of these companies. Yet, they did not
come near to that proportion in the lowest-skilled
white-collar jobs.

Thus, a wall separating white-~collar from blue-collar
occupations emerges early in the analysis. To what
extent does it arise from the skill requirements of the
white-collar jobs, and to what extent is it erected as a
matter of taste by those standing to the right of the
wall?

Herbert R. Northrup has suggested the hypothesis
that companies headed by individuals of minority eth-
nic stock are more likely to have initiated programs
sympathetic to bringing greater minority representa-
tion into the jobs under them.® His suggestion implies
that the presence of minorities in category 9 will result
in a higher level of minorities in categories 4, 5, 6, 7,
and 8. The pattern of employment in this diagram
suggests a different hypothesis: That the flow of influ-
ence goes in the other direction, so that any breaching
by minorities of the wall between occupational cate-
gories 4 and 5 tends to raise their level in all the
higher categories, including 9.

The question is an important one and will be taken
up again. Its importance comes partly from the fact
that efforts to improve minority employment opportu-
nities have given it slight consideration while empha-
sizing two other goals: The need to batter down formal

¢ Herbert R. Northrup, “The Racial Policies of American

Industry,” Monthly Labor Review, vol. 90, No. 7, July 1967,
p- 42.

13




ERI

institutional barriers around some skilled trades {e.g.,
union apprenticeship arrangements, exc'nsionary hir-
ing halls, and the like), and the need to upgrade mi-
nority skills and education so that more minority
members will find employment as technicians, pro-
fersionals, officials, and managers.

This study will explore the proposition that because
of priorities given to those two goals, a great middle
ground of potential employment opportunities may be
neglected, the entry to which is largely ungoverned by
any formal (i.e., legal) institutional barriers, and for
which it is implausible to argue that the skill and edu-
cation requirements exceed those that prevail in the
skilied craftsmen occupations where minorities have
already gained a much higher representation. The ques-
tion is, what supports the wall separating category 4
from categories 5 and 6?

Leaving this for the present, the bottom rectangle in
the set of diagrams affords a view of the employment
pattern of minorities from the perspective of the Span-
ish Surnamed. It shows the proportion of minority-
filled jobs that went to Spanish Surnameds (labeled
Mexican-American in the diagrams), 63.6 percent in
the 20 counties. This is only slightly below the 64.1 per-
cent they represented in the total minority labor force
of these counties in 1960. This is the first o7 several in-
dications that Spanish Surnameds are not necessarily
favored over other minorities for employment in those
counties where they are the main minority group in
the labor force.

An examination of the distribution of Spanish Sur-

nameds among the different occupational categories
discloses a highly irregular pattern, one that will be-
come more meaningful as the analysis is taken to ind'-
vidual industries at separate locations. Fo - all reporting
companies in the 20 counties, Spanish Surnameds ap-
pear to have a favor, or to be favored over other minor-
ities, for the occupations of laborers, operatives,
craftsmen, and sales workers. In these occupations they
represent a higher proportion of the minority em-
ployees than their overall numbers represent among
the employed minorities. Other minorities taken to-
gether have a representation more than proportional to
their numbers among minority employees in the occu-
pations for service workers, clerical and office, tech-
nicians, professionals, and officials and managers.

Included in the 20 counties is Los Angeles County,
which alone accounts for almost one-half of ail the
employees accounted ior in the EEO-1 reports from
these counties. 1t also contains over one-half of the total
number of employed persons the census shows for all
20 counties. Accordingly, the next set of diagrams (EP
diagrams-2) presents the employment pattern for the
remaining 19 counties when Los Angeies is omitted
from the survey.

Except for a slight increase in the proportion of labor-
ers and a slight decrease in the proportion of clerical
and office workers, the occupational mix of the com-
bined industries remains surprisingly unchanged when
Los Angeles County is removed.

Minovities represent a larger part, 24.2 percent, of
the toial civilian labor force when Los Angeles is not

TWENTY MEXICAN-AMERICAN COUNTIES;
FIVE STATES LESS LOS ANGELES COUNTY,

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES
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Mexican-Americans rroresent 80.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
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included in the tally. Again, all of these counties in the
five States were selected because Spanish Surnameds
represented a large part of the population, but they
are not necessarily the ones with the largest Spanish
Surnamed populations. San Diego County, for in-
stance, was omitted because only 6.3 percent of its
population is Spanish Surnamed.

The pattern of employment with Los Angeles re-
moved shows ifew changes. The same stairstep pat-
tern emerges. Minority workers came closer to
approximating their labor force representation in the
craftsmen occupations, but they fare a little worse as
sales workers and somewhat better as clerical and office
workers.

The Spanish Surnameds in these 19 counties now
constitute 79.1 percent of all minority employment in
the reporting companies, while they were 80.6 per-
cent of the minority labor force in 1960. They continue
to trail other minorities in their share of the minority-

No, EPD-2.—DRAWING SEQUENCE: ALL INDUSTRIES: Twenty Spanish Surnamed
counties with Los Angeles excluded : Southwest

Item Figure
1 Percent growth in industry (growth patterns) 195060t ____________ 63.3
2 Employmentievel 1950 .. ... ___________._.__.... 1,193, 061
3 Employmentlevel 1960 _..._...___...._..__ 755.250 1,948,311
4 Minority level in industry (EEO) (percent).. .. _________._.____.._.. 19.7

Occupational distribution of labor force in industry (ac.
cumulative):

Percent Percent Code
8§ Serviceworkers. ... ... ... ... .o....... 9.2 9.2 (1)
6  Laborers........ . .8 1.0 (D
7 Operatives. . . 18.8 35.8 (3)
8 Craftsmen.__.... .. . 132 9.0 (¥
9  Office ar- clerical. __ . 169 659 (5
10 salesv.orkers....... . 1.1 136 (6)
11  Technicians..... .. . 6.5 801 ()]
12 Professionals......_.. - I 9L2 (8
13 Officials and managers..__.__..__...__.__...____._. 8.3 99.5 (9
Minority level in occupations:
14 Service Workers. ... ..oooocoiei i iiieeceeaaoas 36.4 (1)
158 Laborers.......... . 5.8 (D
16 Operatives.... . 30,2 (3)
17 Craftsmen___..__.. ceee. 223 W)
18 Office and clerical . e - 9.9 (5
19 salesworkers. ... .. 17 (6)
20  Technicians_. ... . 102 (D)
21  Professionals........... . 52 (®
22 Officials and managers...._._____________....... . &1 (9
23 Minority level in tolal labor force in county (census). ........... 24,2
SSA share of minority filled jobs by occupations:
24 Service WOTKers. .. ... o iiiicieiaeos 65.9 (1)
25 Laborers........ . 8.3 (2
26 Operatives_.._ . 81
27  Craftsmen_...__.__. .. 83 @
28  Office and clerical._ 76.7 (5

2)  Salesworkers...... oosn1 )

30  Technicians. .. .. 6L7 M
31  Professionals..._....... ... 480 (&
32 Officials and managers____......._.......... . 803 (9

33 SSA share of all minority filled jobs in industry. .. N1
34 Share of minority laborforce. ._____________________ ____...__.

1Santa Fe County excluded from growth figures only.
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filled jobs for service workers, technicians, and profes-
sionals. They almost gain their share of the minority-
filled clerical and office jobs, increase their share of
operative jobs, and they exceed th:ir share of the mi-
nority-filled jobs among officials and managers. It
should be noted, too, that the overall employment
growth in these {5 counties from 1950 to 1960 ex-
ceeded that of Los Angeles County, 63.3 percent as
against 34.9 percent.

This overview of the reporting companies in the 19
counties shows that the wall that dams minority work-
ers from white-collar occupations stands higher in
these rapidly industrializing counties than it did when
Los Angeles was included. The number of minority
clerical and officeworkers is proportionately less, while
the number of salesworkers is proportionately greater.
But the last group is inuch less in aggregate size than
the former.

Table 2 takes a closer look at the leading industries
in the 20 counties. The three largest employment-
offering industries reporting to the Commission are
listed along with the total county employment covered
in the reports. The extent to which Negroes and Span-
ish Surnameds are a part ¢i each of these work forces
is also shown. Negroes retresent a relatively small part
of the work forces because the counties were selected
for their Spanish Surnamed populations, not Negro.
However, the great similarity that is shown in the
percentages of all employed Negroes and of all em-
ployed Spanish Surnameds who are blue-collar workers
is one of the commonplace features of employment in"
these areas. Furthermore, in a majority of the in-
stances shown, the percentage of all employed Spanish
Surnameds who work in laborer jobs actually exceeds
that of all employed Negroes.

Except for five instances in counties where Negroes
constitute a part of the workforce, the percentage of
all employed Spanish Surnameds who work as officials
and managers exceeds that of Negroes. But the per-
centage of both groups who work in such jobs is negli-
gible in virtually all cases except for retail trade and
garment industries, in which the Spanish Surnameds
improve their representation in counties where they
are a major part of the population.

In only one industry in one county did the percentage
of Spanish Surnameds who were officials and managers
equal the percentage of officials and managers em-
ployed in the industry. In the apparel industiv in
Webb County, Tex. (Laredo), 1.7 percent of the jobs
in the industry are for officials and managers, and thzt
is the exact percentage of employed Spanish Sur-
nameds in those jobs. However, this achievement is
immediately explained by noting that 98.8 percent of
the industry’s employees covered by the EEO-1 reports
were Spanish Surnameds. The writer also offers his
personal cbservation that a very high proportion of the
workers in the Laiedo garment industry are non-
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English-spzaking Mexican nationals who commute
across the international boundary to work. There is,
of course, a need for more Spanish-speaking super-
visors in such a situation.

The Pattern: The Census

Further exarninations of the employment pattern of
reporting employers in the 20 counties are made in the
following sections. This section recapitulates what the
1960 census reveals about the contrast between Anglo
and Spanish Surnamed employment throughout the
Southwest.

Table 3, showing the occupational distribution of
Spanish Surnamed male and female workers as re-
ported by the census, supports the observations made
from the employer reports. Only 8 percent of Spanish
Surnamed employed males were in either sales or cler-
ical and kindred occupations, while {5 percent of
Anglo males were in them; 28 percent of Spanish Sur-
named employed females had such jobs, while 45.5
percent of employed Anglo females had them. By con-
trast, 48.7 percent of employed Spanish Surnamed
males worked at craftsmen, foremen, operatives and
kindred jobs, while 41.5 percent of Anglo males did so;
26 percent of Spanish Surnamed females had such jobs,
but only 13.3 percent of Anglo females did. Stated in
terms of the number of jobs, over one-fourthi ~f all
Anglo or Spanish Surnamed held jobs in the South-
west were in sales, clerical and kindred occupations,
but Spanish Surnameds, whn composed a'most 12 per-
cent of the total population, had only six percent of
these jobs. Of clerical and kindred jobs, Anglo women
alone held 1,031,662, over 67 percent of the total, while
Spanish Surnamed women held but 3.5 percent, and
the percentage of Spanish-Surnamcd males was even

less. Whatever factors cause this unbalanced distribu-
tion may be important determinants of Spanish Sur-
named female labor force participation rates, as dis-
cussed hereafter.

If the occupational category of farmers and farm
managers is omitted from the first five categories in the
group of occupations in table 3, and the remaining
four categories accepted as the white-collar occupa-
tions, it can be shown that only 16.2 percent of Span-
ish-Surnamed male workers had white-collar jobs in
1960, compared to 42.2 percent of Anglo males who
had such jobs. Although it is not shown in this table,
it should be observed here that the percentage of non-
white male workers who held white-collar jobs in 1960
corresponded almost exactly to the percentage of the
Spanish Surnamed males in those jobs. The wall held
against both minorities.

In the case of Spanish Surnamed female workers the
situation is somewhat altered; 36 percent of them had
white-collar jobs in 1960, but 66.3 percent of the Anglo
female workers had such jobs. The Mexican-American
Study Project found that 22 percent of employed non-
white females held white-collar jobs.” This suggests
that female Spanish Surnameds succeed 7~ crossing the
barrier between blue- and white-collar occupations
with greater ease than either nonwhite females or
Spanish Surnamed males. One reason for this may be
the relatively higher acceptance of Spanish Surnamed
females in some forms of sales work, an occupation
where their numbers come closer to a parity with Anglo

* This last figure is cited from an unpublished draft pre-
pared by Walter Fogel and Leo Grebler, entitled “Occupa-
tions and Jobs: An Overview,” table 13-4, p. 13, June, 1967.
T here are minor differences in the percentages given in the
pacagraph above and similar ones derived by Fogel and
Urebler. However, these are all on the order of fractions of
a percentage point, and no effort has been to reconcile the
small differences.

TABLE 3.—Distribution by sex and occupation, Spanish Surnamed and Anglo populations, five Southwestern States. 1960

Spanish surname Anglot
Occupation
Male Percent Femaie Parcent Male Percent Female Percent

Piofessional, technical and kindred .. ... ...l ... 28,955 3.9 11,683 5.5 805, 595 13.6 433,769 15.4
Farmers and farm managers...._...._........ 16,442 2,2 482 0.2 253,603 4.0 12,759 0.2
Managers, officials, and proprietors, except farm. . e 32,010 4.3 6, 744 2.5 806, 000 13.6 153,416 5.4
Clerical and kindred........ ... ..o.eoooiaao. .- 33,866 4.6 54, 362 29.4 411,234 6.9 1,031,662 36.6
Sales... . ... 24,933 3.4 20,183 7.6 *TA67 8.1 252,075 8.9
Craftsmen, toremen, and kindre 116, 578 15.8 3,273 1.2 50 20.7 32,740 11
Qperatives and kindred. . _._... e 168, 497 22.9 66,212 24,8 434,176 15.8 251,215 8.9
Private household . .. ... ... ............... cee 878 0.1 28,514 10.7 5,925 0.1 125,197 4.4
Service, except private household. ... O, 52,749 7.2 41,189 15.4 308 734 5.2 347,942 12.3
Farm laborers and foremen. ... ... 117,688 16.0 10,319 3.9 131,818 2.2 17,792 0.6
Laborers, except farm and mine I 106, 40% 14.4 3,006 11 281,317 4.8 8,864 0.3
Occupation not reported._....._. e 37,763 51 17,688 6.6 266,519 4.5 149,499 5.3
1+ 736,763 100.0 266,655 100.0 5,904,148 100.0 2,816,930 100.0

1 *'Anglo’’ rep ts the total employed in each category minus the Spanish sur- Population: 1960, G f Population Ch istics: Arizona. California, Colorado.

New Mexico, and Texas.’’
Adopted from ‘"Mexican-Americans in the United States’’ by Lamar B. Jones, a report
prepared for the Equal Employment Opportunity C (multilithed staff paper).

wame and Negro totals.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. **U.S. Census of Population: 1260. Subject
Reports. Persons of Spanish Surname’’: U.S. Bureau ot the Census. **U.S. Census of
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females than in any other white-collar occupation,
although they are still far below them. In sales occupa-
tions, Spanish S wnamed wmales suffer one of their
greatest numerical disparities with Anglo males.
Whereas the number of Anglo males in this occupa-
tion exceeds the number of Anglo females by over 90
percent, the number of Spanish Surnamed males ex-
ceeds Spanish Surnamed femiales by less than 23
percent.

The nature of sales work suggests a tentative conclu-
sion: It is here more than in any other occupation that
preferences of social acceptability and subtle matters
of taste can be as controlling as standards of educa-
tion, training, or actual job performance in determin-
ing the initial admittance of persons to do this work.
Much of sales work is of a persuasive nature, or is
thought dependent on rituals of sociability. Persons se-
lected to enact the rituals or add the touch of persua-
sion are thos¢ who offer minimum deviations from
what the dominant society considers to be the cur-
rently accepted norms of appearance, conduct, and
speech. It is pot difficult to see how skin color, speech
accents, and notions of comeliness are added to other
long-respected requirements, such as those for hair-
cuts, modest dres; and general conformity.

It is tempting to observe that there might be no less
frm ground than these last standards on which to rest
the case for any essential job requirements. They define
a traditionalism and conservatism which our experi-
ence of the past few years tells us is rapidly changing
and no longer represents the unrelieved tone or habit
of our society. We will return to this point later on, but
we call attention to it now, because it is in sales occu-
pations, perhaps, that a breakthrough can be made
which will bring the largest payoff in improving em-
ployment opportunities for minorities.

At the other side of the white-collai wall, the over-
representation of Spanish Surnameds in operative jobs
may be thought of as offsetting their underrepresenta-
tion in sales and clerical jobs. This does not appear to
be a fair assumption when the nature of these operative
Jjobs are considered. It is not possible from the EEO-1
reports to break down this occupation into the spec-
trum of jobs that compose it. Employers in their reports
dealt only with the broad occupational category and
indicated none of the gradations between jobs that
might be contained in it. However, the Mexican-
American Study Project has examined the wide differ-
ences in desirability of jobs that are included in this
category.® It found that the overrepresentation of
Spanish Surnameds in the operative category occurred
mainly because of their excessive representation in less

® Walter Fogel, Mexican-American Study Project, Advance
Report 10, Leo Grebler, director, Division of Research,
Graduate School of Business Administravion, UCLA, 1966,
pp. 205-211.
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desirable jobs, such as furnaceman, smelterman, filers,
grinders, polishers, assemblers, laundry and dry clean-
ing operators, packers, wrappers, and also in the large
numbers of them who work in generally lower-paying
industries, such as furniture, stone and clay products,
and textiles—industries in which most workers are
often considered operatives regardless of the skill level
involved. The same study found great variations in
actual earniugs between Spanish Surnamed and Anglo
workers, although for census purposes they appeared
to be similarly situated occupationally. The variances
were to the disadvantage of the Spanish Surnameds,
and the study concluded that much of this could be
accounted for only as discrimination; any effort to
explain their adverse position on the basis of differ-
ences in formal schooling was itself discriminatory,
when schooling could not be related to tlic job per-
formance required in these manual occupations.?

The Pattern: County by County

An employment pattern diagram is shown in the
following pages for all industries combined in each of
the 20 selected counties. A diagram also was made for
Harris County, Tex. (Houston), because it is the cen-
ter of the second largest metropolis in the region and
is useful for comparative purposes. It has a relatively
small Spanish Surnamed population, 6 percent of the
total, but a quite large nonwhite population, 20 per
cent of the total. It is helpful to examine the cour.y
diagranis before those for selected industries wi'hin
the county, because they reflect something of a wom-
posite of the employment patterns przvailing in all of
the reporting companies with.in the county.

In eight counties, the aggregate number of minority
workers employed by the reporting companies in 1966
was below the level their numbers represented in the
couzxty civilian labor forces in 1960. Of those minorities
who were employed, Spanish Surnameds generally
equaled, or exceeded, the proportion they represented
in the county minority civilian Jabor forces. In five
counties, they were employed below that proportion.

There are other wide differences between the coun-
ties, but there also are many readily apparent features
that are shared by all, or almost all of them. One of
these is the general stairstep effect produced by the
declining proportion of mincrity employees as occupa-
tional categories move from service workers to officials
and managers.

° Ibid., p. 192. Subsequent studies by Dr. Fogel, which are
yet to be published, will show that persorn; of Spanish sur-
name who have educational preparation comparable to Anglos
stili have incomes substantially below them, even where they
are engaged in similar jobs. Their attainment of more educa-
tion does not close the earnings gap that exists between them
and Anglos who are similarly situated.
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
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Mexican-Americans represent 62.4% of minorities in Labor F.- ce.

PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.

ALL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
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Mexicen-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1 3SERVICE WORKERS 6. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY iNDUSTRY

ALL INDUSTRIES

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS W y
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 &
100 ~50 =
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
ALL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INGUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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- 1 2 a. a 5 6 7 8 9 &
100 —50
70.7% .
IN
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0
Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY |NDUS'£RY occu ZATlONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
SAN JOAGUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
ALL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
iN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTF'Y OCCUPATIOMS
i 1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9
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20 30 40

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9

100
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Msxican-Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

DENVER COUNTY, COLO.

ALL INDUSTRIES
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Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: . WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN [SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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‘ PUEBLO COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS )
. i} 1 2 3 4 5 678 9

100

18.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

¢ 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 89.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
BERNALILLO COUNTY, NEW MEX.
ALL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 87.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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DONA ANA COUNTY, NEW MEX.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES
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INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 94.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

SANTA FE COUNTY, NEW MEX.

ALL INDUSTRIES
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Mexican-Americans represent 85.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ALL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY
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Mexican-Americans represent 81.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS
ALL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Amaericans represent 88.4% of minorl'iesin Labor Force.
GCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ALL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Forc.
HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
ALL INDUSTRIES
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in (Labur Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & GFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLEL) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4, CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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JIM WELLS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS
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Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MIMORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ALL INDUSTRIES
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Mexican-Americans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
WEBB COUNTY, TEXA3
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Mexican-Americans rePresent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ALL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
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The decline of this stairstep is so steep that once it
passes beyond the demarcation line that separates blue-
collar from white-collar occupations, the number of
minority employees, scarcely without exception, never
reaches a level that has a parity with the proportion
that minorities represent in the civilian labor force of
the county. In only two instances were there excep-
tions. In both Webb and Santa Fe Counties, where
they are actually a majority in the population, the
Spanish Surnameds exceeded their labor force parity
in the salesworkers' occupations, The only other county
where this occurred was Dona Afia, where the number
in this occupation in the few reporting companies was
so small as to be of little significance. In two other
counties, Hidalgo and Cameron, where minorities also
are actually the majority in the population, they did not
gain their labor force parity in the sales occupations.

In none of these counties did the minorities reach
their parity in the clerical and officeworkers occupa-
tion They came closest to achieving it in Orange,
Bernalillo, and, again, Santa Fe. The gap in their
employment level and this parity was pronounced in
each of the other 105 separate white-collar occupa-
tional categories that are diagramed.

In contrast to their poor showing in the white-collar
occupations, minority employees were quite heavily
represented in the blue-collar occupations—and heavi-
est among laborers. In ali but five of the 21 counties
they were a majority of workers in that classification.
And among minority laborers, Spanish Surnameds
make up a majority in most of the counties. In only
two instances did minority employees among serv-
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minorities in Labor Force.

ice workers exceed the proportion they had among
laborers.

These minorities are clearly the factory hands in the
reporting companies, as is seen from the heavy repre-
sentation they have among the semiskilled operatives,
where their employment level fluctuates closely to what
it is among service workers.

In the skilled craftsmen occupation, however, some-
thing appears that is at some variance with what has
been observed in the country as a whole. In nine of
the 21 counties, minority workers have a representa-
tion among craftsmen that is either close to or in excess
of their proportion in local civilian labor forces.

Whatever factors have brought about this relatively
better showing of minorities in the skilled trades may
have important implications for ordering priorities in
the efforts of creating equal employment opportunities.
Much of that effort has been and is directed toward
striking down institutional barriers which adversely
affect minorities, such as some that are set up in the
joint labor-management apprenticeship programs. The
emphasis on these programs may have diverted atten-
tion from areas where larger payoffs are possible.
Union rules and management compliance with them do
sometimes serve to perpetuate systems that militate
against minorities entering certain trades. This has
been amply demonstrated by F. Ray Marshall and
Vernon Briggs.’® But where are the rules and formal

F. Ray Marshall and Vernon Briggs, “The Negro and
Apprenticeship,” The Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1967,
pp. 1-283.
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institutions that have kept potentially skilled workers
from crossing the threshold to white-collar jobs? They
are less visible, but only because they are less formal-
ized. Being less formalized they should be less defensi-
ble, and more subject to the Commission’s persuasive
influences or the power contained in Executive Order
11246.

The county employment pattern diagrams disclose
that the Spanish Surnamed generally Las been favored
over other minorities in gaining entry to the skilled
trades in these counties. They do not exceed their
parity with other minorities in this occupation in all
the cases reviewed, but in many counties it is here that
they register their high watermark against other mi-
norities. There may be a causal relationship: That mi-
norities stand as well as they do in the skilled trades in
the region and that Spanish Surnameds generally dom-
inate among minorities in this occupation, indeed,
reach their highest level above other minorities at this
point, may indicate a sequence that may have primal
value to the Commission.

We who have lived in the Southwest have witnessed
a crudity of the times that is of more than casual
significance. Simply put, when Spanish Surnameds
move into a heretofore Anglo employment preserve,
their entry seems to make it much easier for other
minorities, such as the Negro, to gain adiaittance.
There is no way to state it more gently. The observa-
tions of a lifetime confirm what one does rot need
statistics to vertify: Part of the ambience of this region,
plainly stated, is that although Spanish Surnameds
generally are not fully acceptable to the dominant
society, they have been more accepted than Negroes—
in some places more accepted than Orientals, in many
places more than Indians.

There is no certainty about there being a causal
sequence which results in better job opportunities for
nonwhites when Spanish Surnameds have gained the
initial m*nority acczptance in an industry or in occupa-
tions above (ne service, laborer, or operative level, but
such a sequence.is suggested by the employment pat-
terns shown in these reports. In the long series of 299
employment-pattern diagrams for industries by county,
in appendix H, it can be seen how often Spanish Sur-
nameds dominate numerically among minority workers
who have secured placements that are ranked above
the service, laborer, and operative occupations. And
the occupations where this dominance is greatest in an
industry are usually not the ones where minorities
taken together have numerical dominance. These pat-
terns suggest a sequence where Spanish Surnameds
moving into an occupation are followed by other minor-
ities—something that can only be confirmed by observ-
ing these industries over time.

The suggested sequence can be seen by examining
the employment pattern diagram for Harris County,
a metropolis in which Negroes are the dominant mi-

nority group. In every industry there, a very stcep
descent is seen in the share minorities represent in
occupations as these are scanned from left to right,
from service workers to officials and maragers. The
profile of minority employment invariably crests at
the far left of the scale. But this is not so for the Spanish
Surnamed. Their share of the minority-filled jobs crests
far to the right on the occupational scale in industry
after industry, almost the reverse of the job profile
for all minorities.

The pattern in Los Angeles County, where Spanish
Surnameds are the largest minority group, is similar to
that for Harris County. The proportion of jobs going
to minorities descends as occupations ascend from left
to right but the share Spanish Surnameds have of mi-
nority-filled jobs is greater toward the right of the oc-
cupational scale than it is on the left. The principal
irregularity in this profile of Spanish Surnamed
employment in Los Angeles comes in the occupations of
technicians and professionals where their share of
minority-filled jobs drops sharply. But this is accounted
for by the fact that Orientals have such a high repre-
sentation in these occupations; it is not because Negroes
outnumber them in those positions.

The suggestion that the improveinent of Spanish
Surnamed employment opportunities has importance
for other minority groups is not meant to suggest that
the Commission can or should give prefercrice to Span-
ish Surnamecs, or any other minority group, in its ef-
forts to revise employment patterns. To do so would be
contrary to its purposes, if not unlawful. However, it
would be quite consistent with the Commission’s pur-
poses and the law for it to utilize its limited resources in
those areas where an enlargement of job opportuni-
ties for the largest possible number might be expected.

The suggestion here is that an industry or occupa-
tion into which Spanish Surnameds have gained sub-
stantial entrance is likely to be one in which wider
openings for nonwhite workers can be made with min-
imum effort. The social distance separating Anglo
managers and workers from potential minority man-
agers and workers has already been lessened. An affirm-
ative program to hasten this process should not be seen
as a stalking horsc strategy to advance Spanish
Surnameds, but rather one to advance all minorities.

The Pattern: White-Collar Occupations

But neither Spanish Surnameds, nor all minorities
considered together, have entered white-collar occupa-
tions in numbers proportionate to their size in the labor
force. Over one-half of all jobs in the reporting com-
panies throughout the region are white-collar jobs, but
of the Spanish Surnameds working for these companies
only 21.1 percent hold white-collar jobs, and almost
one-half of these are in clerical positions.
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It is odd that in the group of 20 counties Spanish
Surnameds do less well in gaining white-collar jobs
(20.1 percent) than they do in the region as a whole.
(This is not the case in professional occupations, where
they gain slightly.) The oddity comes from the fact that
these are counties where Spanish Surnameds are a sub-
stantial part, sometimes a majority of the population.
That fact in itself does not seem to enhance their move-
ment to si.h jobs. It will be shown in a later section
that this also holds true for Negroes: They gain fewer
white-collar jobs in those counties where they are
a larger part of the total population than they do in the
whole region. Both minorities make a oetter showing in
gaining white-collar positions in areas where they are
proportionately less of the labor force.

These findings indicate that the unfavorable occupa-
tional positions of these two minorities cannot solely
be laid to their having an unhappy “strangeness” or
“foreign” quality, when seen against the background of
the local labor force. In areas where their numbers
make them a more prominent part of that background,
the forces that work to bar their entering white-collar
work appear to be stronger.

Nor is it likely that this situation can be explained
on the grounds that the educational gap existing be-
tween Spanish Surnameds and Anglos in these 20
counties accounts for all of this difference. Generally
speaking, the 20 counties embrace the larger urban
areas of the region and very probably offer better edu-
cational opportunities to Spanish Surnameds than is
true of the region as a whole. Further more, Spanish
Surnameds do find motre placements ir: these counties
in the top-skilled blue-collar occupation of craftsmen
than they do elsewhere. Their education and skills take
them further in blue-collar work but not to those many
white-cellar jobs, such as much taleswork, which are
less demanding in terms of education and skills than
are many of the craftsmen jobs.

This situation is plainly suggestive of some form of
social caste system thatendeavors to sustain a wall be-
tween blue- and white-collar jobs. The notion of caste
at the work place appears to be greater where the size
of the Spanish Surnamed group is larger. Perhaps size
itself may be perceived as threatening, so that the forms
of caste become more rigidly guarded.

It should also be observed that Negroes fare better
in entering both white-collar and the higher blue-
collar positions in the 20 counties than they do in the
region as a whole, although their numbers represent
proportionately less of the labor force here than in the
whole region. Both in the case of the Negro and the
Spanish Surnamed, the employer reports offer no evi-
dence to support the view that a relative increase in
the size of a minority in the labor force is accompanied
by any overall increase in the influence they may have
over their occupational position. This may occur in a
county like Webb, where minorities make up an over-
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whelming 81.9 percent of the local labor force; but,
then, it did not occur in Hidalgo where they are an
impressive 66.9 percent of the local labar force.

The observation from census data t! at female Span-
ish Surnameds had found it easier than male Spanish
Surnameds to cross the barrier to white-collar jobs is
supported by the EEO data from the whole region.
Whereas 62.1 percent of all females listed in *lie em-
ployer information reports were shown in white-collar
jobs, onlv %£.1 percent of the Spanish Surnamed fe-
males were in such jobs. However, the relative gap
between these two figures is less than that for Spanish
Surnamed males; only 14.1 percent of them are in
white-collar jobs, in contrast to the 42.9 percent of all
males who are in such jobs. This 14.1 percenc is less
than the 16.2 percent of Spanish Surnamed males who
were shown in white-collar jobs according to the 1960
census figures for all employed persons. Thus, with
respect to getting white-collar jobs, Spanish Surnamed
males can be said to have fared less well in 1966 in com-
panies subject to the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission and the Office of Contract Compliance
than they did in all enterprises in 1960. As for females,
the 36.4 percent shown for white-collar jobs in the
employer reports is slightly higher than the 36 percent
shown for such jobs in the census reports. The Negro
females in the reporting companies fared about the
same as the Spanish Surnamed females: 34.3 percent
of them were in white-collar jobs. But this definitely
was not the case for Negro males. Only 9 percent of
them were shown in white-collar jobs in the reporting
companies. They had a smaller proportion of em-
ployees in each white-collar occupational category than
did any of the other nonwhite males or Spanish Sur-
named males. Negro females in several instances had a
higher proportion of their total numbers employed
by these companies in some white-collar categories than
did other nonwhite or Spanish Surnamed females.

When all minorities are considered together, 14.9
percent of their males are in white-collar jobs and 38.9
percent of their females are in such jobs. Considering
both sex~s together, only 22.2 percent of all minority
workers i the reporting companies were in white-
collar jobs, whereas among all workers a majority, 50.3
percent, were in such jobs. But a more significant com-
parison should be made between Anglo workers alone
and minorities. Of all Anglo employees in the reporting
companies, = substantial majority, 56.7 percent, were
in white-col.ar occupations. Of the 1,959,850 white-
collar jobs ia the reporting companies in the South-
west, 1,809,961 are held by Anglos and only 149,889
went to minority workers. The proportion of all Anglo
workers in such jobs is over 214 times as large as the
proportion of all minorities working in them.

An interesting aspect of minorities in the wu:ite-collar
occupations is that Orientals have a higher percentage,
58.1 percent, of their employed numbers working in
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those occupations than do Anglos. This is due . the
fact that mule Orientals have an extraordinarily uigh
proportion of their number, 21.8 percent, in profes-
sional occupations, and female Orientals have an
equally extraordinary proportion of their employed
numbers in clerical occupations, 52.7 percent. Yet,
both male and female Orientals are well underrepre-
sented among officials, managers, and salesworkers.

The figure of 149,889 minority workers in all white-
collar occupations is almost exactly the same as the
number of minority workers in the single occupational
category of laborer, which is 148,455. Laborer jobs
constitute only 8.1 percent of all the jobs available in
the reporting companies, and 47 percent of those work-
ing as laborers are minority workers.

This imbalance appears even more extreme when
only the lobs held by men are examined. There are
255,253 men working as laborers in these companies.
Minority male workers fill 123,418 of those jobs, or
48.3 percent. Among the minority workers, the Span-
ish Surnamed male provides the largest group of labor-
ers, 68,235, followed by Negro males, 49, 635. Again,
although minority male workers comprise only 17.2
percent of all the male workers in these companies,
they account for 48.3 perzent of those males working
as laborers.

The Pattern: The “Negro Counties”

This section examines the pattern of employment in
those counties of the Southwest in which Negroes make
up 10 percent or more of the total population. There
are 97 such counties; they are listed in appendix G.
An inexact shorthand phrase is used, referring to this

group of selected counties as the ‘“Negro counties”
when comparing it to the previously discussed group
of 20 selected “Spanish Surnan ed counties.”

The EEO-1 reports gathered employment informa-
tion on 2,496,793 employees in the 97 counties. There
were 192,176 Negro workers, or 7.6 percent of the
total employees. Thus, it is apparent at the outset that
Negroes are gravely underrepresented in the reporting
companies in these counties in all of which Negroes
were 10 percent or more of the population. Interest-
ingly, the number of Spanish Surnamed workers ex-
ceeded Negroes in these counties. There were 214,949
Spanish Surnameds, making 8.6 percent of the total
employees. These counties account for almost 80 per-
cent of all Negro employees reported for the region,
but less than 60 percent of the Spanish Surnamed
employees.

Table 4 shows the distribution of minority workers
by occupation and their percentages of total jobs in
each occupation. Minority workers fared less favorably
in these counties than they did in the 20 “Spanish
Surnamed counties.” They hold slightly less of all
white-collar jobs, fewer of the craftsmen jobs, and even
less of operative jobs. They fill 47.6 percent of all
laborer jobs and increase their share of service jobs,
holding 37.8 percent of the total. Spanish Surnameds
best the Negroes in the share of jobs they take in every
occupational category, except for service workers
where Negroes hold over 60 per cent of the minority-
filled positions.

In this setting, there can be little doubt that the serv-
ice worker positions gained by Negroes are overwhelm-
ingly of the humblest, most marginal type, such as jani-
torial, food serving, or refuse handling. In these counties
not even the Spanish Surnameds comrpete with the

TABLE 4.—Minority and ti distribution, *'Negro ties,””
Occupation
Employees !
Officials and Professionals Technici kers Office and Craftsmen Operatives Laborers Service Total
managers Cley workers

All employees__.._._ .. ... ... ... 214,321 234,051 133,875 185, 765 461,887 374,410 474,198 209,436 208,850 2,496,793

Occupational distribution_._..__.._._. 8.5 9.3 5.3 7.4 18.4 14.9 18.9 8.3 8.3 100.0

Participation rate....._.............. 100.0 100.0 100.C 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100, 0 100.0 100.0
Negro-..o..ooooeoll 1,533 3,084 6,153 4,142 14,922 13,521 54,275 44,537 50,009 192,176

Occupational distribution. . 0.7 1.6 3.2 2.1 .7 7.0 28.2 23.1 26.0 100.0

Participation rate......... 0.7 1.3 4.5 2.2 3.2 3.6 1.4 21.2 23.9 7.6
Oriental..... ... ............ aeen 1,471 5,585 3,155 1,095 9,012 3,450 4,533 2,748 4,169 35,718

Occupational distribution_ . S 4.1 15.6 8.8 3.0 25.2 9.6 12.6 7.6 13.0 100.0

Participation rate_.__..... . 0.6 2.3 2.3 0.5 1.9 0.9 0.9 1.3 2.2 1.4
American Indian_..._..._.._.. 431 282 327 509 1,037 1,499 1,971 1,188 764 8,008

Occupational distribution. . 5.3 3.5 4.0 6.3 12.9 18.7 4.6 14.8 9.5 100.0

Participation rate_ ___ 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3
Spanish Surnamed. _.._. .- 3,879 3,489 5,161 6,675 21,612 30,715 68,452 51,377 23,589 214,949

Occupational distribution. . 1.8 1.6 2.4 31 10.0 14,2 3.8 23.9 10.9 100.0

Participation rate_._____ 1.8 1.4 3.8 3.5 4.6 8.2 14.4 24.5 11.2 8.6
Minority total_____.____ ... ... 7,314 12,440 14,796 12,421 48, 583 49,185 129,231 99, 850 79,031 450, 851

Occupational distribution..........._.. 1.6 2.7 3.2 2.7 10.3 10.9 28.6 22.1 17.5 100.0

Participationrate__..._..__..__ __._. 3.4 5.3 1.0 6.6 10.0 13.1 2.2 42.6 37.8 18.0

1 Ogcupationai distributions and participation rates are expressed in percentages.

Source: Data gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission on Employer EEO-1 Reparts, 1966.
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Negroes in taking such jobs, as they did in the “Spanish
Surnamed counties” where they held almost one-half
of the minority-filled service worker jobs. Here, they
have less than 30 percent of them.

Again, it can be shown from these figures that Span-
ish Surnameds tend to move into occupations ahead of
Wegroes, even in these quite probably minority-
conscious communities. They are represented in the
craftsmen occupations with an employment level very
close to the percentage they have in the total work
force. But not so the Negro; he has less than one-half
of what his numbers should give him in that occupa-
tion. In the white-collar occupations neither of these
two minorities do quite as well as they do in the 20
“Spanish Surnamed counties,” nor, for that matter, as
well as they do in the region as a whole.

It seems clear that the presence of sizable minority
groups in a local population is not necessarily a factor
favorable to their advancement in employment, cer-
tainly not one that enhances their chances of donning
a white collar. Orientals, for instance, in Texas, where
their numbers are quite small, are more favorably sit-
uated in white-collar jobs than in California, where
their numbers are much larger.

In table 5 a summary account is given of the place-
ment of both Negro and Spanish Surnameds in white-
collar occupations in the region, the “Negro counties,”
and the “Spanish Surnamed counties.” The percentage
of employed members of these two groups who have
white-collar positions is compared to that for all
workers in the reporting companies, with the difference
between the two figures shown. These differences are

not great, except for the better showing Negroes make
in gaining white-collar jobs in the “Spanish Surnamed
counties.” However, the most significont aspect of
these comparisons is that a relative incr.:ase i1 size of
a minority in a given local population does not appear
to be influential in improving its occupational position
with respect to white-collar jobs.

TABLE 5.—Minority percentage distribution in white-collar jobs and difference from
total distribution

Negro Spanish-
counties!  Surnamed  Southwest
counties !
Percent of total employees in white-collar

JobS . el 48.9 50.7 50,3
Percent Negro_.__.__... .- 15.3 20.0 16.4
Difference fromtotal_ ____ .. 33.6 30.7 33.9
Percent Spanish Surnamed.___ - 19.9 20.1 21.1
Difference from total. ____ - 29.0 30,6 2.2
Percent all minorities_........_. -- 20.5 23.1 22.2
Difference fromtotal......___._.__.... 28.4 21.6 28.1

t See appendix G.

Source : Data gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission on EE0-1
Forms, 1966.

EP diagram 24 displays the minority employment
pattern for these counties. It should be compared to
EP Diagram-1.

The Pattern: Prime Contractors

Since long before the passage of the Civil Riguts
Act of 1964 the Federal Government has held a power-
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ful pry-pole with which it could move some employers
to make improvements in the job opportunities of mi-
norities. Under five Presidents, beginning with Roose-
velt in 1941, and continuing with Truman, Eisenhower,
Kennedy, and Johnson, there have been Presiden-
tial Executive orders affirming that there should be
no employmen: discrimination in companies that serve
as Government contractors. Those who accepted Gov-
ernment contracts also have been required to accept
the nondiscrimination clauses they contained. For
over a quarter of a century this has been the stated
policy.}*

Each President since Roosevelt has reasserted this
policy and vowed enforcement of it. The Executive
orders that have issued from recent administrations
have sought to lengthen the leverage against empioyers
and to set up effective administrative agencies to make
use of it. Under President Eisenhower, enforcement of
this policy was vested in Vice President Richard M.
Nixon, who was made head of the Administration’s
Committee on Government Contracts. President Ken-
nedy established the President’s Committee on Equal
Employment Opportunity and named Vice President
Lyndon B. Johnson to head it. After the latter acceded
to the presidency, the present Executive Order 11246
was issued in 1965. It contains provisions that enable
the Secretary of Labor to cancel, terminate, or suspend
contracts with employers who do not comply with the
nondiscrimination clauses in their contracts and to
declare them ineligible for further Government con-
tracts. All employers covered by Executive Order
11246 were required to file information on minority
employment. This information is included in the data
used as a basis for this study.

Following such a long period of governmental ef-
forts, it would be a reasonable expectation to find that
employers who were subject to the Office of Federal

 Michael I. Sovern, “Legal Restraints on Racial Discrimi-
nation in Employment,” The Twentieth Century Fund, New
York, 1966, pp. 101-142.

Contract Compliance in 1966 should be disting:u,is’lﬁd/;.. o

readily by the improved work opportunities minority
workers have with them as contrasted with other em-
ployers. Unfortunately, this is not tk 2 case.

Each employer covered by Executive Order 11246
was asked to indicate on the EEO-1 report form
whether he was a prime contractor or first-tier sub-
contractor. For the purpose of examining the employ-
ment patterns of those subject to the Executive order
all employers who were prime contractors were
grouped together. The employment information from
this group was then summarized by State so that it
could be compared with the information submitted by
those employers in each State who were neither prime
contractors nor first-tier contractors. The reason for
not including information from first-tier contractors
is that it <eemed less certain that as high a proportion
of them actually submitted the employment informa-
tion. The burden is on the prime contractor simply to
inform his subcontractors of their responsibilities under
the Executive order.

It was not possible to include Texas in this compari-
son. The magnetic tape for Texas did not contain in-
formation that would enable the prime contractors to
be separately considered. However, in the four remain-
ing States it was possible to tabulate employment in-
formation for prime contractors having 1,232,944
employees. These employees were divided among the
States as follows:

Arigona 52, 205
California _ 1, 069, 348
Colorado 76, 814
New Mexico 34,577

Those employers who were neither prime contrac-
tors nor first-tier subcontractors had 1,384,443 em-
ployees who were distributed among the four States
roughly proportionate to the figures above.

In table 6 the percentage of minority employment
in the work forces of the two groups of employers is
shown by State and by occupation. In each State,
minorities appear to fare worse with prime contractors

TABLE 6.—Minority percentage of employment by occupations, prime contractors, and alt other employers,! selected States

Arizona Catifornia Colorado New Mexico
Occupation Prime Others Prime Others Prime Others Prime Others
contractor contractor contractor contractor
OtReIals AN A RTS ot cciciicicccaccaaceaeooen 2.0 5.7 2.5 4.8 0.8 2.3 4.6 1.9
Professionafs......... R 2.4 4.1 5.0 1.2 1.4 3.6 5.0 6.3
Techniclans. ... 5.2 7.4 9.7 12.5 4.3 7.4 10.4 16.9
Salesworkess__.... 5.9 1.7 5.0 8.2 2.6 4.6 16.1 24,9
Clorkeal nd OMIE. e e oo e oo e ame e 5.7 8.7 9.2 13.1 41 7.3 20.3 22.9
OB MON L oo ieaaeaaan 9.9 21.2 11.4 15.9 “.3) @7 21.7 3.1
OPOrAtIVES . _ . e e aicimamieaann 19.9 35.9 23.0 30.8 (17.5) 12.2) (49.0) (45.6)
Laborers. ___.... 45.3 56.6 37.6 47.8 (32.6) (25.4) 62.1 74.0
SOIVICe WORKBIS. . .. e iiiieiricicam oo (33.3) (23.0) (33.9)  (28.3) 2.0 24.6 (65.1)  (52.1)
L PP 1.9 21.7 13.2 19,5 9.9 12.3 22.7 35.6
1 Excluding first-tier subcontractors,
Source: Data gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission from emplayer EEO-1 reports, 1966.
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than they do with other employers. The few instances
(in parentheses in the table) where minorities in an
occupztion are a higher percentage of those in the oc-
cupation when working for prime contractors rather
than other employers are all in blue-collar occupations,
mainly service workers, operatives, and laborers. Not in
a single instance have minorities gained a higher per-
centage of the white-collar jobs with prime contractors
than with employers who have no government
contracts.

Table 7 separates the different minority groups to
show the percentage of positions attained by each in

occupational categories with both groups of employers,
Those instances where a minority gained a better repre-
sentation in an occupation with prime contractors
rather than with other employers appeai'in parentheses.
All of these instances seem insignificant. In only one
case, involving Indians in New Mexico, did a minority
group register more than a 0.3-percent gain in white-
collar jobs working for prime contractors than with
other employers. On the other hand, in many instances
where minorities fare better with employers who are not
Government contractors, the percentage differences are
often considerable, especially for Spanish Surnameds.

TABLE 7.—Breakdown of minority percentage of employment by occupations, prime contractors and other empfoyers,! selected States

Arizona California Colorado New Mexico
Occupation Prime Others Prime Others Prime Others Prime Others
contractor contractor contractor contractor
ANl occupations:
2.2 2.4 4.7 6.2 L9 3.8 L0 L6
.2 .2 | ] 2.1 .3 .5 .3 (@)
1.1 1.4 .2 .3 .3 .2) 1.8 4.3
Spanish Surnamed 8.2 17.6 6.4 ‘0.7 7.2 7.6 19.4 29.4
Service workers:
(14.9) (6.3) (21.0) /14.8) 10.3 11.4 (6.4) (4.6)
.2 .3 (3.8 (.0 .5 .9 .4 .4
(5.6) (1.0) .3 .4 .2 3 3.3 4.0
Spanish Sumemed . - oo 12.5 15.2 8.7 10.0 10.9 1i.8 (54.8)  (43.0)
Laborers:
Negro. (6.6) (53) 12,8 12.8 5.1 5.1 @) @2
Oriental. 0 .2 1.6 21 (&) 3 3 (0)
Indian . ... 4.3 6.2 .6 .8 .6 .6 4.2 14.C
Spanish $umamed. . ... 34.3 44.3 22,5 3.9 (31.3) 19.3 53.4 56.7
Operatives: ,
(3.3) (2.6) (8.9) (8.6) 3.0 3.0 1.5 1.6
(.2) 1 L3 L5 .3 .5 0 0
(s (L. .4 .5 (.6) (&) 7.3 11.0
Spanish Suramed. . . e 14.5 313 12.3 20.1 13.4 13.1 (40.0) (33.0)
Craftsmen:
(1.2 ()] 3.2 3.2 1.2 L4 4 Lo
0 0 12 L2 2 .2 0 0
.8 16 .3 .5 (.6) [8)) (L.6) (L9
Spanish SUmMaMed. o oo oo e iooioeooe .7 18.6 6.6 10.9 1.2) (6.8) 1 28.4
Clerical and office:
Negro.ceee..-- (1.0) (&) 3.4 3.5 1.2 3.0 (.5) (.3)
Orlental. .1 .2 2.0 3.0 .2 .4 .1 .1
{11717, . .2 .3 1 .2 .1 .1 .8 1.4
Spanish SUMBMed .« e coeaeoe oo 4.2 7.4 3.6 6.3 2.4 3.6 18.7 21.0
Sales Workers:
NOIO. o oo e e o e cmee e acmmemmmm e eeamene 7 .9 1.2 2.7 .9 Lo .3 .3
OIBMAY. o e e e oo e 0 .1 .9 .9 .1 .3 .2 1
1Ndign. e omaen 0 .3 .1 .2 1) () (1.5) [&))
Spanish SUMAMEd .« _ e eoen et 5.0 10.2 217 4.3 L3 3.2 14.0 3.6
Techniclans:
1.3 2.0 3.0 4.7 .9 3.4 .5 1.2
.4 3) 29 3.1 9 (&) .2 .6
4 .5 .2 .2 .2 (@) .5 17
Spanish Suramed 3.0 4.4 3.5 4.2 2.1 2.9 9.1 13.3
Professionals:
(3T U .2 .6 .8 L8 .2 L1 .5 10
Oriental oo ceo-- .8 .8 2.8 3.1 .7 .9 (1.2) (@)
Indian. ... 1 .2 0 1 (8 VI ()} 0 1.4
Spanish Suramed 1.1 25 1.3 21 .3 1.4 3.1 3.8
Officials and managers:

............................................................. .1 .1 .4 .8 0 5 1) (0)
....................................... .1 .2 .6 1.2 0 2 0 0
....................................... .1 .2 .1 .1 ] 1 2 .6

.................................................. L6 5.1 1.2 2.5 .6 1.4 4.2 1.2
Source: Data gathered by the Equal Employment Oppostunity ¢ ission from employer EEO-] reports, 1966.
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This record has a rather profound signifiance. It
reflects so adversely on the results of our present public
policies concerning this subject that two tests were
made c! the analysis.

To begin with, it is clear that the work forces of
employers who are not prime contractors include a
substantially higher percentage of minority workers
than do those of the prime contractors: 19.3 percent
for the former and 13.2 percent for the latter. However,
even though they employed relatively fewer minority
workers, it was thought that they might have accom-
plished a better distribution by upgrading them to
higher occupations, thereby compensating somewhat
for the lower percentage hired. But this did not prove
to be true.

It is recognized that there are differences between
the types of work performed by the two groups of
employers. These differences mean that the two groups
consist of entirely different industrial mixes, which
in turn produce a difference between them in the num-
bers of employees assigned to occupational categories.
For instance, prime ccntractors have 54.5 percent of
their total employees assigned to white-collar occupa-
tions, while the other group of employers have 48.8
percent. The contractor group has 17.9 percent of its
total employees in craftsmen jobs and 6.4 percent in
laborer jobs, while the other employers have 12.5 per-
cent and 9 percent in these jobs, respectively.

With these different occupational distributions of
employees, there should be, of course, a difference in
the percentages that minority workers had in any giveu
occupation. But the question is: Were minority work-
ers distributed between the occupations as were all
employees working for each employer group? If not,
how far did their actual occupational distribution vary
from that of all employees?

A chi-square test provides a means of evaluating the
occupational distribution patterns of minorities to see
if they are significantly different from the distribution
pattern that all employees had with each group of
employers. In applying this test, an assumption was
made. It was assumed that both groups of employers
had access to the same labor market, one that extends
throughout the region. The hypothesis to be tested was
that there would be no difference in the distribution
of minority workers to occupations and that of all
workers. Expectedly, the hypothesis proved false, but
the test provides a measure of how far the actual ob-
served distribution varied from the expected distribu-
tion. This variation was greatest in the case of prime
contractors. Minority workers were distributed in the
different occupations in a manner that varied more
from that of all employees than was the case with
employers who had no government contracts.

Table 8 shows the calculations made. The observed
frequency (f,) of minority employment in each occupa-
tion is compared to the expected frequency (fc). The

diﬂ"‘erence between these two frequencies in each occu-
pation is then squared (f,—{.)2, divided by the ex-
pected frequency and summed. Th:: sum of the differ-
ence (x?) for the two groups are quie close, but, again,
those employers who are not government contractors
came closer (to a hypothetical zero) in placing their
minority emplovees in occupations with the same fre-
quency with which all employees were placed, 53.14 as
against 57.58. The tests are significant at the 1-percent
level.

Yet another test was made of the data. An index
of the occupational position of minority workers was
constructed for the two groups of employers. This in-
dex shows the relative standing minority workers have
in relation to all workers in each employer group. In
these calculations, the percentage of all workers and
of minority workers in each occupation was weighted
by an earnings figure (California median male earn-

-ings per occupation). The sum of these weighted fig-

ures for both groups of workers were related to each
other to produce an index rumber for both prime con-
tractors and the other employers. The index for prime
contractors was 88, indicating that the occupational
position of their minority workers to that of all their
workers stood as 88 to 100. For those minorities work-

TABLE 8.—Chi-square test, prime contractors, and all other employerst

Observed  Distribution

. distribution ~ of total  (fo—fe)?
Occupation of labor ——m—
mingrities force f.
o o
PRIME CONTRACTORS
Officials and managers.........._.......... 1.5 8.2 5.47
Professionals_.......__. ... ... _._... 5.8 16.3 6.76
Technicians_. .. 4,4 6.3 .57
Salesworkers.... 1.6 4.2 1.61
Clerical and office.. 13.4 19.5 1.91
Craftsmen______ - 15.6 17.9 .30
Operatives. .. 30.8 17.7 9.70
Laborers_..__..__... .. ... _.____ ... 18.6 6.4 23.26
Service workers. .. ... ... ... __..._. 7.9 3.0 8.00

Chi-square=x?=57. 58

!
|

Officials and managers. ... . .........._.. 2.0 9.3 5.73
Professionals. . ______. 1.6 5.9 3.13
Technicians. ... 2.5 4.4 .82
Sulesworkers. ... 4.9 10.4 2.91
Clerical and office.. 9.9 18.8 421
Craftsmen._._...._. 8.5 12.5 1.28
Operatives._ . . 26.6 17.8 4,35
Laborers.._.........._... 23.7 9.0 21.01
Servicoworkers. ... __._ ... ... ......_... 20.0 il.3 6.70

Chi-square=x?=53, 14

1 Excluding first-tier contractor.
Source: Data gathered by the Equal Emgployment Opportunity Commission on
employer EEO-1 reports, 1955,
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ing for employers who were not prime contractors, it
was 86.8.12 Table 9 shows these calculations.

Thus, in this test minority employees enjoy a rela-
tive occupational position with all employees that is
1.2 points higher in the prime contractor group than
the other group. The difference is quite small. It surely
is not substantial enough to base on it the case for the
efficacy of present policies to enforce nondiscrimina-
tion clauses in government contracts.

The four analytical views taken of the employment
pattern of minorities working for prime contractors re-
veal an unexpected pattern. Returning to table 7, a
rather puzzling feature of Spanish Surnamed employ-
ment can be seen. There are only 34 instances out of the
144 examined where the occupational position of a
given minority appears better among prime contractors.
Jobs held by Negroes account for 11 of these; Indians
can claim nine of them, Orientals eight, and Spanish
Surnameds only five. None of the five involving Span-
ish Surnameds are in the white-collar occupations.
This fact, plus the better showing Spanish Surnameds
have with employers who are not government c¢ntrac-
tors, may indicate that Spanish Surnameds often re-
ceive less consideration than do other minorities if and
when prime contracters acting in response to govern-
ment urging endeavor to follow an affirmative minor-
ity employment policy.

It may be that Spanish Surnameds are not thought
of as “enough” of a minority—not dark enough, not

2 No significantly different results are yielded in this test
when carnings figures, other than California’s, are uscd. The
test was made using Texas occupational median earnings and
the results were very similar, with the respective indices being
82.3 and 80.6.

large enough in numbers, not vocal ensugh to satisfy
the employer’s need for demonstrating an affirmative
employment policy to the office of Federal Contract
Compliance, if, indeed, that need i: felt in a real sense.

But all of this leaves unanswered why minorites
have fared better with companies where until very re-
cently there has never been even lip service to the
objectives of equal employment opportunity. One can
only speculate on the answer. It was noted that the two
groups of employers are roughly the same size in terms
of total employees. It seems a reasonable possibility
that those who are prime contractors have characteris-
tics that put them in a favored position over other
employers: They generally represent newer technologi-
cal enterprises, ones that are demanded by the Govern-
ment’s latest defense, space, and other needs; they
undoubtedly have experienced rapid and large growth,
being helped in that growth by Government procure-
ments; and they are quite likely to be able to compete
better in the labor market by paying higher wages when
bidding for the labor they need and desire—sometimes
because of the liberality of Government contravts when
urgent governmental needs must be met.

The schema, thus, is one where prime contractors
are best able to “cream” the labor market. Other em-
ployers, having a generally less favorable position in
these terms, choose their employees from the labor
market after it has been creamed. Creaming in this
usage does not mean deliberate hiring according to
discriminatory ethnic tastes, but according to rigid and
often artificial employment prerequisites and testing
procedures that screen out large parts of the minority
labor force due to factors related to their socioeconomic
characteristics. High thresholds are erected before even

TABLE 9.—Relative occupational index of minorities, prime contractors, and all other employers !

Mg!b Prime contractors Others
median
Occupation ga'rlr;ings, Minorities Total employees Minorities Total employees
afifornia
@) Percent (xy:) Percent (xy:) Pejcent (x¥d) Percent (x¥d
(x) [¢5 (x) )

8
Officials and managers $7.606 1.5 11,409.0 8.2 62,369.2 2.0 15,212.0 9.3 70,735.5
Professionals 2. .. -.caermmnnraaeenae s 7.403 5.8  42,937.4 16.3 120,668.9 1.6 8,792.0 5.9 32,420. ¢
Technicians 2... 7,403 4.4 32,573.2 6.3  46,638.9 2.5 13,737.5 4.4 24,178.¢
Salesworkers.__ . -.... 5,669 1.6 9,070.4 4.2  23,809.8 4.9 22,8781 10.4 58,957. g
Clericat and office_ . 5,141 13.4 68, 889.4 19.5 100,249.5 9.9  50,895.9 18.8 96, 650.
Craftsmen_........ 6,033 15.6 94,114.8 17.9 107,990.7 8.5 51,2805 12,5 75,412, 5
Operatives. . _ - 5, 062 30.8 155,909.6 17.7  89,597.4 26.6 134,649.2 17.8 90,103. 6
taborers_. ... . 3,826 18.6 71,163.6 6.4  24,486.4 23.7 90,676.2 9.0 34,4340
SOIVICe WOTKBNS .- - oo o e eem o immmmem e cacae i m e anas 3,981 7.9  31,449.9 3.0 11,943.0 20.0  79,620.0 1.3 44,985.3
DY T 5,175.17 ..o 5,877.58 ... 4,755.64 ... 5,475.31
Prime cont relative | index="5,175.17 =88.0; ofk.cr employers ! relative pationa) index=4,755.64 =86.8

5,877.54 5,475.31
1 Excluding 1st tier contractors.
2 Earnings for professional and technician were combined in the census.

EEO-1 Repo-ts, 1966. U.S. Census ot Population: 1960, **Oetailed Characteristics,’’

source: Oata gathered by the Equal Employment 0pgartunity

California PC(1)-60, tabie 124,
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entry jobs, thresholds such as high school diplomas,
satisfactory iest scores on paper and pencil tests of
literary ability, examinations on cultural subjects that
are only dubiously job related; all of these may serve to
screen out persons capable of satisfactory perform?nce
on the job in question.?® They are used extensw‘ely
by employers who have the ability to take their pick
of what is available in the labor market.

Title VII, of course, gives the Commission authority
to examine the nature of ability tests that are used by
employers and to determine if they are “designed,
intended, or used to discriminate because of race”
(sec. 703(h) ). This language makes it unclear whether
ability tests that are not designed deliberately for that
purpose or used with such intention, but produce
results that would be the same if they had, can be set
aside. Certainly this is an area where the Commission’s
technical services might be profitably enlarged. A grow-
ing body of studies confirm thuse criticisms of testing
procedures that the Commission has already made in
its “Guidelines On Employment Testing Procedures.”
There is a need for bringing the findings of these studies
together under an official format so as to increase em-
ployer awareness of how tests based on job-related
criteria can serve their purposes and also improve
employment opportunities for minorities.

These observations about the standing of minorities
on the job ladder with prime contractors should not be
read as a conclusion that contract compliance officers
have been totally ineffective in altering minority pat-
terns among such cuzpleyers. What is not known is
what the employment pattern for minorities would
have been had no such efforts been made. The specula-
tion made above on probable causes for the differing
patterns between the two groups of employers is to
suggest that there might be strong economic forces
operating within the labor market to offset the efforts
made by government contract officers. These forces
come as a result of the favored position government
contract employers have in the economy. That favored
position is in itself an argument for stiffening the con-
tractural expectations for equal opportunity. Those ex-
pectations need to be extended to the screening
processes contractors use in selecting and promoting
employers.

Dale L. Hiestand, in a study done for the U.S.
Department of Labor, developed a stylized model to
describe the general tendencies for utilizing minority
manpower in the growth and decline of industries.*
According to the patterns on which his model was
based, he found very few Negroes employed in an
industry during the initial period when its field is new.

¥ rqual Employment Opportunity Commission, “Guide-

lines On Employment Testiug Procedures,” Washington, D.C.,
1966.
“PDale L. Hiestand, op. cit., pp. 58-77.

As it grows, some Negroes will be craployed. As its
growth rate slows down, more and more Negroes
will be employed. When its grov th rate is relatively
slow, the employment of Negroes continues to increase;
as the field declines, the employment of Negroes
declines more slowly than that of whites. This model
would fit with the characteristization given to prime
contractors in the account z2bove, namely, that they
generally represent newer and more rapidly growing
industries than do employers who are not government
contractors. If this assumption is valid, it appears that
all minorities, and especially Spanish Surnameds, are
tracking the minority manpower pattern described in
Hiestand’s model.

That such strong economic forces might be exerting
themselves within the institutional arrangements of
the labor market requires at the very least that the
sufficiency of present Federal contract policies on nen-
discrimination be reexamined. If, in al! these years,
those policies have not been able to counterbalance,
much less redirect, those economic forces, then there is
a serious qtiestion about their adequacy. It goes without
elaboration that there is no sanctity about economic
forces or institutional arrangements for hiring. These
are reordered in other areas to conform to the priori-
ties set by our national purposes, and they can
be reordered to help achieve equal employment
opportunities.

Certainly, the results examined from these four
States make a rather disappointing record should
Federal contract compliance officers rest their case
upon it after a quarter of a century of inserting non-
discrimination clauses inte Fedcral contracts, 1¢ chould
also be quite important to learn whether this same
record is duplicated in other arcas of the country.

The Pattern: Consumer-Oriented Industries

Other investigations into minority employment prob-
lems have sensed a relationship between an industry’s
employment policies and the extent to which it is ori-
ented toward the consumer market.’* One conjecture
is that companies producing goods and services directly
for the consumer market are more likely than are other
companies to have integrated work forces where they
are dependent on an ethnically-mixed customer pa-
tronage. There is evidence in the data that this rela-
tionship does exist, buv it does not support the con-
jectured reason for its existence.

The company reports were separated and summar-
ized with the aid of the computer to compare the pat-
tern of minority employment in consumer-ori-.nted in-
dustries and other industries. Industries were dealt with

* Herbert R. Northrup, “The Racial Policies of American
Industry,” Monthly Labor Revietw, vol. 90, No. 7, July 1967,
p. 42.
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on the basis of their two-digit SIC code. Twenty in-
ductries were designated as consumer-orientcd, and the
reports of 6,720 establishments were separated from
the other reports, being about one-third of the total
reports. The two industry groups were also separated
and summarized for the 20 “Spanish Surnamed coun-
ties,” other counties, and all cornties. The detailed
tables for these groups in the region are shown n
tables 10 and 11. The listing of industries selected ror
this examination is given in appendix F.

The consideration of which industries should be
classed as consumer-oriented is somewhat arbitrary,
since sometimes only a portion of a given industry may
directly serve a consumer market. The list of those se-
lecied excludes such industries as communications and
other utilities, which, although consumer-oriented, are
not as greatly affected by the customer choices implicit
in this hypothesis. One implication of the hypothesis :s
that industries serving a community in which there
are prominent minority groups will endeavor to have
those minorities represented in their work forces, at
least, more so than do industries that are removed a
step or so from any exercise of choice by the final
consurer.

It was found that minority employees are employed
at almost exactly the same rate by the two industry
groups. However, minorities in the consumer-oriented
group are more likely to be found in the white-collar
occupations in proportions closer to that of all workers
than they are in the other industries group. In the
former, 66.7 percent of all employees are white-collar
workers, and 42.4 percent of the minority employees
are classified as white-collar workers, mainly as clerical
workers. Among the nonconsumer-oriented industries

only 46.8 percent of the jobs are white-collar ones, and
?nly 17 percent of the minority employees are in such
Jobs. This latter group has a much smaller part of its
total jobs in the sales and clerical categories, where
minorities usually gain the major part of what white-
collar jobs they hold.

It was also found that minorities come very close to
gaining a parity with all workers in the share of crafts-
men jobs that they hold in the consumer-oriented in-
dustries. Four percent of all workers are craftsmen in
this group, and 3.8 percent of the minority employees
are craftsmen.

In the nonconsumer-oriented industries 12,6 per-
cent of minority employees arz craftsmen, compared to
the 17.5 percent of all employees who are in that oc-
cupation. For other occupations, the patterns follow
very closely those observed heretofore. However, the
stairstep of minority job shares descends in the non-
consumer-oriented industry group much more sharply
as jobs advance on the occupational scale.

The assumption concerning consumer influence in
this hypothesis is very probably false—minorities are
not necessarily advanced into white-collar positions
because of any presumed influence by minority custom-
ers pressing for such advancement or because in a
more ethnically mixed population there is greater cus-
tomer acceptan.e of minority employees in tradition-
ally Anglo-filled jobs. If this were the case, one would
expect to find higher proportions of Spanish Sur-
nameds advanced to white-collar jobs in the “Spanish
Surnamed counties” than in other counties. But just
the reverse of this is true.

In the 20 counties, 41.3 percent of minority em-
ployees are in white-collar jobs, which constitute 63.4

TABLE 10.—Minority and occuaptional distribution ‘‘nonconsumer-oriented industry,'* Southwest

Occupation
Employees t
Office and Profes: Techni- Sales- Clerical  Craf Operati Lab Seryice Total
managers sionals cians wrorkers workers
Al employees. ......................___. 240, 819 345, 676 190, 4% 123,119 530, 856 532, 824 665, 025 270,518 141,315 3,040,627
Occupational distribution 7.9 1.3 6.2 4.0 17.¢ 12,5 21.8 8.8 4.6 100.0
Participation rate 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0
1,151 3,590 7,120 1,230 12, 529 15, 142 60,344 5¢, 166 38,208 189, 480
0.6 1.8 3.7 0.6 6.6 7.9 3.8 26.4 20.1 100. 0
Participation rate. ... 0.4 1.0 3.7 0.9 2.3 28 9.0 18.5 27.0 6.2
Ocental.........._.... 1,147 7,492 3,900 443 6,725 3,802 5, 509 2,626 2,505 34,099
Occupationa) distribution . 3.3 21.8 11. 4 1.2 19.7 1.1 16,1 .7 1.3 100.0
Participation rate_.__...__.._.___.___ 0.4 21 2.0 0.3 L2 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.7 11
American Indian. _._..._............_._. 521 399 557 238 1,079 2,492 8,062 2,669 854 12,871
Occupational distribution 4.0 3.0 43 1.8 8.3 19.3 3.5 20.7 56 100. 0
Participation rate. ... .. 0.2 0.1 0.2 0l 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.4
Spanish Surnamed......... 3,74 5,339 7,761 3,085 20,174 42,935 101, 480 69, 108 18, 145 271,808
Occupational diswribution 1.3 L9 2.8 | 7.4 15,8 31.3 25.4 6.6 100.0
Participation rate LS L5 4.0 24 3.8 8.0 15.2 25.5 12,8 8.9
Minority total.............. 6, 560 16,770 19,338 4,956 40,527 64,431 171,395 124, 569 59,712 508, 258
Occupational distribution 12 3.2 3.8 0.9 7.9 12,6 33.7 22.5 1.7 100.0
Participation rate........._.....oooo. 2.7 48 10.1 4,0 7.6 12.0 25.7 46.0 42,2 16.7

Oceuptional distributions and participation rates are in percentages.

Source: Data gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission on employer EEO-1 reports, 1966.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 11.—Minority and occupational distribution *‘consumer-oriented industries,’ Southwest

Occupat’an
1
Employees Office and Profes- Techni- Sales- Clerical  Craftsmen Operatives  Laborers Service Total
managers sionals cians workers workers
Allemployees. ... ... _____...... 107, 265 25, 286 13,056 194, 495 232,196 34,324 38,222 24,781 186, 263 855, 888
Occupatioal distribution...._...._.._ 12.5 2.9 L5 22.7 27.1 4.0 4.4 2.8 21.7 100.0
Participatonrate._.........__.._.... 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0
Negro.......cooeenoen.... R 1, 049 287 318 4,847 8,345 1,305 5,172 4,600 25,245 52,168
Occupational distribution_ - 2.0 0.5 0.6 9.2 15.9 2.5 1.8 8.8 48.3 100. 0
Participation rate_______ - 0.9 1.1 2.4 2.4 3.5 3.8 16.1 18.5 13.5 6.0
Orental...__.. —........... - 994 449 218 1,427 5,629 503 an 340 3,793 13,824
Occupatioual distribution. - 7.1 3.2 LS 10.3 40.7 3.6 3.4 2.4 27.4 100. 0
Participation rate_....__. 0.9 1.7 1.6 0.7 2.4 1.4 1.2 L3 2.0 1.6
American Indian..__...____. 304 53 2 784 530 104 136 100 87 2,915
Occupational distribution_ 10.4 1.8 0.8 26.8 18.4 3.5 4.6 3.4 29.8 100.0
Participation rate_..__... . 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3
Spanish Surnamed...................._ 3,815 525 ne 14,329 17,084 3,602 ,m 5,350 22,414 75,612
Occupational distribution.__.._....... 5.0 0.6 0.9 18.9 22,5 4.7 10.2 7.0 29.6 100.0
Participation rate.__... . 3.5 2,0 5.4 7.3 2.3 10.4 20.3 21.5 12,0 8.8
Minority total__..___..._. R 6,162 1,314 1,276 21,387 31,597 5,514 14, 556 10, 390 52,323 144,519
Occupational distribution_ .- 4.2 0.9 0.8 14,7 21.8 3.8 10.0 7.1 36.2 100.0
Participation rate_____....__..__._.__ 5.7 5.1 9.7 10.9 13.6 16.0 38.0 41.9 28.0 16.8

Occupational distributions and participation rates are in percentages.

Source: Data gathered by the Equa! cmployment Opportunity Commission on employer EEO-1 reports, 1966.

percent of total jobs in the consumer-oriented indus-
tries. In the other counties, 55.2 percent of Spanish
Surnamed employees in consumer-oriented industries
are in white-collar jobs, which are 68.8 percent of all
jobs. In both sales and clerical jobs, in which one might
think Spanish Surnameds would have a more ready
acceptance in the 20 counties, they actually do no bet-
ter than they do in the other couiities.

These figures raise the suspicion of a job caste that
softens more slowly where 2 minority is more sizable
in the population, maybe because of its very size. Cus-
tomer acceptance, or what is presumed as acceptance,
of a Spanish Surnamed sales employee appears no
greater in counties where Spanish Surnameds are a
larger part of the population, nor where they are a
larger part of the work force in consumer-oriented
industries. There are more Spanish Surnameds in the
sales jobs of these industries outside the 20 counties
than within them, aithough the number of all Spanish
Surnamed employees in the industries is much larger
within the 20 counties.

This being the case, it is believed that the reason
minorities generally fare better in securing sales and
clerical jobs in consumer-oriented industries does not
come $0 much from consumer influences as it does
from labor market considerations. One of the signifi-
cant differen 2s between the two industry groups is the
fact that one-half of all jobs in the consumer-oriented
enterprises are either in sales or clerical; they account
for one-half the work force. In contrast to this, only a
little over one-fifth of the total jobs in other industries
are in sales or clerical, 4 percent for the former and
17.4 percent for the latter.

It is not unusual to find large numbers of minorities
entering those occupations of an industry which pre-

dominate in its work force, whether they are in service,
laborer, operative, craftsmen, or clerical. The employ-
ment pattern diagrams of a great many industries in
appendix H illustrate this. Perhaps, when one or two
occupations predominate in an industry, it is i those
occupations that management is most conscious of labor
costs and hence most ready to accept any groups of
workers able to perform the work at minimum costs.
It cannot be shown from these data, but there are very
likely much lower average earnings on the part of the
many salesworkers, say, in retail trade than on the
part of the relatively few selling machinery equipment.

For cost considerations, it is believed, a management
of a company will be more likely to alter employment
policies affecting a single occupation when that altera-
tion may result in substantial savings by bringing to it
workers not theretofore competitive with those already
in it. The histories of a number of industcies show a
sequence of having worked a succession of minorities
in their predominant occupational categories, one wave
after the other, without basically altering its other
occupational groups. (The garment and textile indus-
tries provide vivid examples of this.)

The importance of this to the Commission and to
State fair employment practices agencies is that it sug-
gests an area where small breakthroughs in changing
employment practices may have large payoffs in im-
proving minority employment opportunities. It is rather
startling to find that in the nonconsumer-oriented in-
dustries less than 1 percent (0.9 percent) of the minor-
ity employees in those industries are in sales jobs. This
can hardly be explained as the result of a skill gap
when in those same industries 3.8 percent of the minor-
ity workers are already working in the higher skilled
technician occupations. In terms of whele numbers

41



and percentages, every single minority group has more
of its members working as technicians in these mdustrles
than they do in sales. There are 19,338 of them working
as technicians in the reporting companies, but only
4,956 working as salesmen. . )

Except for the occupation of officials and uanagers,
it is in the sales occupations of the nonconsumer-
oriented industries (by far the largest of the iwo indus-
try groups) that minority workers have their very
lowest representation as a percentage of all employees
in the occupation.

Part of the significance of saleswork in the efforts
to improve minority employment opportunitie.s comes
in the exposure such workers have outcide the industry
itself. Inasmuch as altering public attitudes clepends
so much on simply seeing minority workers cast in new
roles, sales jobs assume importance beyond their num-
bers. The minority craftsman has small exposure away
from the work place; a salesman has a great deal.

This strategic importance of sales positions should
be emphasized more in governmental manpower pro-
grams. The year the Commission collected these em-
ployer reports, the U.S. Department of Labor was
estimating a need for 250,000 new sales employees a
year.1 However, at that time it reported only 2.9‘ per-
cent of its 152,014 trainees under MDTA institutional
training as engaged in training as salespersons (all
types). Under MDTA on-the-job-training programs
only 2.9 percent of the 68,997 trainees were authorized
to train for clerical and sales positions.*?

Two years later, in 1968, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare reported that only 2.2 percent
of all institutional trainees under MDTA in 1967 were
receiving training in saleswork, less than the number
preparing to be cooks.'®

The Pattern: Training Programs

It is not possible with but 1 year’s data to make
projections that would be indicativz of the future em-
ployment patterns of minorities, but it can be done
with some accuracy when the 1967 employer reports
are available for comparison with the 1966 reports.
This research should be given early attention. There
even may be some urgency about doing it. There is a
need to know whether future employment patterns are

——

18 1J.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Gutlook Hand-
book, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Washington, D.C., 1966-67
edition, p. 306.

7 U.S. Department of Labor, 1966 Report of The Secretary
of Labor on Manpower Research and Training Under MDTA,
Washington, D.C., 1966, pn. 177--178.

1 U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Education and Training: Report of the Secretary of H.E.W.
to the Congress on the Manpower Development and Train-
ing Act, 1968, pp. 17-18.
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likely to reflect progress ir attaining our national com-
mitment to equal employment opportunity.

One of the disquieting rejoinders being made to
those who feel that there has been progress in these
areas is that despite great efforts and the appearance
of progress, we are actually faced with widening gaps
between promise and performance. The gaps between
expectations and attainable goals widen simply because
others are not standing still while minorities attempt
to catch up with them. The dyramics of such catch-
ing up require more than their being placed on an
equal footing with others; they also require that minori-
ties move with like speed and in the same direction that
is being taken by the work force of the future. Anything
less than that will not soften the harsh outlines of a
labor market in which minorities could become in effect
a permanent underclass.

Students of manpower trends are reasonably settled
in their view that in the work force of the future the
numbers of white-collar workers will heavily predomi-
nate. Therefore, the employer reports in 1966, which
enuinerated the ethnic background of persons en-
gaged in training, shed some light on the future of
minority employment patterns. This evidence may be
fragmentary, but there is no mistaking what it fore-
tells.

Nine counties were selected in this examination.
They are the larger ones of those 20 counties which
have large Spanish Surnamed populations. The nine
counties contain 84.3 percent of all employees covered
by the EEO-1 reports in the 20 counties. Table 12
shows the percentage of Spanish Surnamed employees
among all employees covered in these reports and the
percentage of Spanish Surnameds among all those em-
ployees who were engaged in apprenticeship training
programs or on-the-job-training programs for white-
or blue-collar occupations. The message of these fig-
ures is remarkably clear. Spanish Surnameds were
being selected for apprenticeship programs in num-
bers that roughly approximated their established share
in the existing work forces. Their aggregate number
in these programs, however, was not large; only,481

TABLE 12.—Spanish Surnameds in reporting companies and their training programs;
for selected counties

Percent  Apprantice- Onethe-job training
of al shi

Production

p
employees  (percent)  White collar
(p (percent

ercent)

Maricopa. . ..oooooonunn .7 4.5 1.7, 17.0
Pima. . eeeiol... 14.4 22.4 13.5° 8.6
Los Angeles_..........._. 9.7 14.1 3.2 13.0
San Bernardino......_.... 12.6 14.9 1.4 18.0
SamtaClara._............ 7.4 2.7 1.5 8.5
Denver._................ 6.8 5.2 3.1 10.2
Bernaliflo................ 2.5 22.0 4.0 42.5
Bexar. ... .eo.oioiinln 37.4 23.6 22.6 51.2
EIPaso... ... ......... 54.3 39.2 4.5 62.7

Source: Data gathered by the EEOC from employer reparts.
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were reported from the nine counties, 274 of whom
were in Los Angeles.

With respect to on-the-job-training programs, a very
decisive imbalance is evident: In virtually every in-
stance, Spanish Surnameds have been entered into
training for blue-collar production jobs at rates in ex-
cess of their share in the existing work forces of these
companies. But in the case of training for white-collar
jobs, they are greatly underrepresented in every in-
stance, except Pima County, where a total of but 20
trainees in three industries brought the percentage of
Spanish Surnameds close to their proportion in the
total of all county work forces reported (17 of these
20 were in a single industry) . Fifty-seven of the county
industries that reported having on-the-job-training
programs for white-collar workers did not have a single
Spanish Surnamed trainee.

By examining the county employment pattern dia-
grams it can be seen that the reporting companies in
most of these counties already have work forces in
which white-collar workers are dominant. To the ex-
tent that this numerical dominance continues or in-
creases, the Spanish Surnamed, judging from the 1966
training programs, will not have an increasing share
of these white-collar jobs.

The Pattern:
Union Agreements on Hiring

One of the quesiions asked of employers in 1966 was
whether they had any arrangement with a labor orga-
nization that might affect whom they could hire. The
specific question was:

Does the employer have any arrangement with a
labor organization, pursuant to a collective bargain-
ing agreement or other contract or understanding,
formal or informal, by which the employer is obli-
gated or required to accept for employment, or cus-
tomarily and regularly accepts for employment,
persons referred by such labor organization or any
officer, agent, or employee thereof? If yes, and if the
arrangement has been in effect for a period of 18
months preceding the preparation of this report, list
on an attached sheet the local number, international
name, and location of each such labor organization.

Although this question was designed to determine
the names and addresses of referral unions that should
be required to submit reports {(EEO-3) to the Com-
mission, it is clear that the intent of the law in seeking
these reporis was to enable the Commission to review
the extent to which the membership policies of labor
organizations might have affected the hiring policies of
companies.

The question is pertinent. It goes to the heart of one
of the main controversies in the debates and litigation
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over regulating fair employment practices. It enables a
comparison to be made between the reports of employ-
ers who answered the question in the affirmative and
those who did not. Those employment patterns that
were affected in some degree by labor unions can be
separated from all others.

The question was not repeated in the 1967 report
forms. This may be unfortunate, as it will not be pos-
sible to measure the effects of the public debates and
litigation that have centered on this subject since
1964—the 18 months’ qualification to the question
limits it to measuring the effects of labor union mem-
bership policies that influenced hiring in 1964, or before
that date. Thus, the answers of 1966 will tell us nothing
of the impact of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. It seems
appropriate, therefore, to recommend to the Commis-
sion that the question be put again to employers, so
that the net effect of the act on trade union job refer-
ral policies might better be measured. It should be
noted that the 1966 question also does not embrace the
period since the Secretary of Labor's regu]ations re-
specting nondiscrimination in federally registered ap-
prenticeship plans became effective for companies
subject to the Federal contractor program, which was
July 17, 1964.

From tae responses of employers in 1966, it is pos-
sible to take an overview of employment situations
affected by labor unions from a vantage that has not
been available before. It is not known by this writer
whether the Commission has yet published any reports
based on those responses. This needs to be done, for,
if the Southwest is at all indicative of the national sit-
uation, there are provocative aspects shown here that
scarcely have been touched upon outside of the rheto-
ric of labor union pronouncements. Their importance
lies in the fact that they are at some variance with
the well-known and much-researched transgressions by
some unions against the concept of fair employment
practices. The overview afforded in this analysis is of
total employment in those situations where employers
acknowledge that they were under some obligation to
one or more labor organizations in setting their hiring
policies for at least a part of their work force.

It is not possible to take this overview of all five of
the Southwestern States. To do so would introduce an
aberration. This comes about because the Commis-
sion’s question does not reckon with the fact that in
some States an employer would proceed almost at his
peril if he gave an affirmative answer, even where
truthfulness required such an answer. Two States of
the Southwest, Texas and Arizona, have so-called right-
te-work-laws, which make it unlawful for an employer
or union to enter into an agreenient that conditioned
employment on membership in a labor organization.
Even where tacit arrangements exist to circumvent this
restriction, how does an employer respond tc 1 govern-
mental query of when he last violated the law?
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The responses of Texas employers are indicative of
this dilemma. A -omputer tabulation shows them to
be patently unreliable. Both Texas and Arizona should
be dropped from this consideration. But in the other
three States, employers could respond to the question
without compunction, since union shop arrangements
that effect hiring and tenure are lawful in their States.

California is the State with the greatest degree of
trade union organization among its nonagricultural
labor force, as shown in the footnote on page 8. Em-
ployers having 380,086 employees acknowledged that
they had an arrangement which obligated them to ac-
cept for employment some persons referred to thera by
a union. Although this obligation probably did not
extend to all the employers’ jobs, it is reasonable to as-
sume that it did extend to those occupations which pro-
vide the main membership base for California labor
unions: craftsmen, operatives, and laborers. Those em-
ployers who had no such arrangement with a labor
union had 1,605,696 employees.

Table 13 shows the percentage of minority em-
plovees among all employees and among employees
working in those occupations that are commonly in-
cluded in National Labor Relations Board determina-
tions of an appropriate bargaining unit. These are
given for both groups of employers. There are signifi-
cant differences between the two groups.

Clearly, minorities had a greater representation
among the employees of those employers who had hir-
ing obligations to a union. In this group, minority
workers constituted a higher percentage of all em-
ployees and of employees in each of these occupations.
Perhaps the most surprising asp-ct of this is that mi-
nority workers showed their greatest relative gain be-
tween the two groups in the craftsmen occupation.
Those working where union policies affected hiring
were 14.9 percent of all craftsmen, but in situations
not so affected they were only 12.1 percent. This is a
relatively larger difference than appeared for the op-
erative and laborer occupations.

It is difficult going beyond this finding to search for
the causal factors that might explain it. The conclu-

TABLE 13.—Minority p tage of employment in setected occupations, employers
with union arrangement hiring and those without such arrangement in California

{In percent)
Craftsmen Operatives Laborers Al employses
Minorities

Union Non- Union Non- Union Non- Union None

union uniol union union
Negro............... 40 29 9.0 83 188 106 7.2 5.1
Oriental ... ...... L1 L2 1.7 L3 23 L8 20 1.9
American Indian...... .4 .3 .4 .5 .3 . .3 .3
Spanish Surnamed.... 9.4 7.6 14.8 159 248 28.9 9.4 8.4
Minoritytotal._. 14.9 12,1 26.0 26.1 46.4 42.2 19.1 157

Source: Data gathered by the Equal Employment Qpportunity Commission from
employer EEO-1 reports, 1966.
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sion of so many observers is that trade unions by their
very nature must serve only their present memberships
and adopt restrictive policies against these not already
a part of those memberships. There .5 much evidence
in some unions to support that conclusion. Perhaps
the key to an explanation lies in the phrase, “some
unions.” What we wre looking at here is an overall
emp.oyment situation where virtually all California
unions have played a role. The unions which usuaily
have been identificd as ones having job entry policies
that militate against minorities are largely those in
the construction trades and the other craft trades.
These unions often havi: decisive influence on the
selection of persons for training or apprenticeship from
among those who wish to enter the trade. As noted in
appendix A, construction employees are undoubtedly
underrepresented in the EEO-1 reports. Construction
employers probably were inclined to report on their
permanent employees rather than those they hire for
limited periods when doing contract construction
work.

That labor unions might actually help to improve
the employment prospects of minority workers should
not be dismissed as a possibility. When it is recalled that
most of today’s large industrial-type unions were born
from a rupture in labor’s federation in 1938; that from
that period on these unions officially have embraced
the nondiscrimination policy of the former Congress
of Industrial Organizations; that in the reuniting of
the separate federations in 1955 this policy was made
one of the conditions for membership in the AFL-CIO;
that some of the larger industrial type unions have de-
voted considerable effort to the advocacy of egalitarian
principles, and have sought to instruct their member-
ships in such principles; that a few of these unions
and the State bodies of the parent federation itself have
had active roles in the civil rights movement from its
very inception; it does not seem implausible to find
that after 30 years of such advocacy and action sub-
stantive improvements have come about in the em-
ployment patterns for minority workess.

What would be utterly implausible would be to find
that no such improvements had occurred. Had they
not, the value of official and individual commitment
to the precepts of equal opportunity could be dismissed
as incon<~quential. And we could then be resigned to
immututie and impersonal historical forces—forces
that excuse us from commitment.

But there has been commitment by much of orga-
nized labor. At the time it began, it was almost a pio-
neer venture, giving the prevailing social climate of the
country. It is not necessary to enlarge upon this, or to
exainine ‘whether it came from unalloyed altruism or
base self-interest. The fact is that unions for auto-
workers, steelworkers, packinghouse workers, indus-
trial electrical workers, coal miners, hard-roc- miners,
garment workers, maritime workers, cannery am? agri-
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cultural processing workers, transport workers, and a
few others tock an active part in promoting equal em-
ployment opportunity. They did this years before a
number of the presently active civil rights groups were
organized, or before there was a civil rights march on
Washington.

That their halting pursuit of their commitment to
equal opportunity might have weathered away some
of the intransigence that enfolds the issue, both in their
own unions and in the otlier unions, is a possibility.
Assuming that most of the intransigence was on the
part of their own membership and not the employers,
it is likely that, given the trade union preachments,
employers themselves might have felt greater freedom
to hire minority workers without thereby risking major
industrial unrest over this breaching of community
mores. The point could be illustrated with cases of
the former Committee on Fair Employment Practices
during World War II, when trade union leuders
actually did work with employer and government rep-
resentatives in stopping wildcat shutdowns and in gain-
ing membership acceptance of minority workers when
first they were hired or promoted in some
establishments.

There is a possibility that these differences in minor-
ity job opportunities might arise from a difference in
the types of industries that predominate in the two
groups. The type of industrial activity which may be
more likely to be effectively unionized may also be
the type that for completely unrelated reasons em-
ploys more minority workers at all levels. It is not
possible from this initial examination to answer that
question. But, since the possibility exists, it merits
further exploration.

The judgment of these statistics for the moment can
be, at the very least, that there is not evidence from
the California reports to support the view that labor
unions have an overall retarding effect on the em-
ployment opportunities of minorities. On the contrary,
it seems that they have advanced those opportunities.
The statistics suggest that the value of commitment
is quantifiable, and +hat is extremely important.

The reports from Colorado and New Mexico differ
somewhat but do not contradict what was found in
California. Table 14 gives the minority percentages
working in the selected occupations for the union and
nonunion groups of employers. In New Mexico, most
minorities fare much better in their percentage of all
employees and their percentage of those in craftsmen
occupations in the establishments whose hiring policies
are affected by labor unions. In Colorado, the differ-
ences between the two types of establishments are
not enough to be significant one way or the other, but
there are unaccounted for differences appearing in the
operative occupation. Spanish Surnameds are em-
ployed in operative jobs at a much lesser rate in the

union establishments than in the nonunion, although
the reverse of this is true in the higher ranking crafts-
men occupations.

TABLE 14.—Minority percentage of employment in selected occupations, employers
with Gnion arrangement on hiring and those without such arrangement in New
Mexicoand Colorado

{Parcent|
o Craftsmen Operatives Laborers Total
Minoritiss
Non- Non- Non- Non-
Union ynion Union union Union union Union union

Nugro:

New Mexico...... 1.0 05 25 1.3 32 27 20 1.1

Colorado......... .0 1.2 21 28 5.4 53 25 3.2
Oriental:

New Mexico...... .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 3
. Colorado...._... .0 2 .1 .3 0 .3 .2 4
American Indian:

New Mexico...... 22 1.5 191 4.9 46 121 6.1 2.4

Colorado......... .2 4 .3 .5 .1 6 .2 .3
Spanish Surnamed:

New Mexico. ... 25.2 21.0 22.2 41.2 78.4 49.5 36.0 22.4

Colorado......... 7.0 64 7.9 143 223 252 1.9 7.6
Minority total:

New Mexico...... 28.5 23.2 43.9 47.5 86.3 64.6 44.2 26.4

Colorado......... 8.4 84 106 181 22.% 3.5 109 1.6

Source: Data gathered by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission from
employer EEO~1 reports, 1966.

As a means of testing to see if these «..ferent em-
ployiment patterns for union and nonunion hiring
policies might be accounted for entirely by differences
in the industrial mix of the two types of employers,
an index of the occupational position of minority
workers (similar to that previously used in comparing
prime contractor with other employers) was com-
puted for both groups in the three States. Such an
index removes the effects of the different industrial
and occupational mixes and simply states how the earn-
ings of minority workers stand in relation to that for
all workers, regardless of what the mixes are. The re-
sults of this test were not appreciably different from
the foregoing comparisons. The occupational position
indices for minority workers did not vary over 1.7
points between the two groups of employers in any of
the three States. They fared slightly better under union
hiring arrangements in New Mexico and Colorado,
and slight'y worse under them in California. Because
the differences were so small, no sigrificant conclusion
could be drawn from the test.

Furthermore, the use of this testing method may be
inappropriate, since it determines the occupational
position of minorities by utilizing employment figures
in all occupations. Labor unions scarcely ever have any
effective influence on whom an employer places in
white-collar occupations, so the more significant view
would be one limited to the top, or craftsmen, jobs
within the coverage of the collective bargaining agree-
ments. This view is given in tables 13 and 14.
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A Further Word

About Spanish Surnameds

This inquiry concerns primarily the employment
patterns prevailing for Spanish Surnameds. The Colo-
rado Civil Rights Commission and the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission have asked that these
patterns be related to the socio-economic status of
Spanish Surnameds; therefore, this sectici examines
those economic and social characteristics which most
directly affect their employment.

There were almost 3%4 million white persons of
Spanish surname in these five States recorded in the
1960 census. Table 15 shows how they were distributed
in the States and the percentages they represented of
the total State and regional population. These pop-
ulation figures are to some extent an understatement,
because the census does not include in its count all
those persons who come temporarily to the country as
farmworkers (the braceros), illegal immigrants, or
commuters, whether alien or not, who live in Mexico
but work in the United States. From 1950 to 1960 the
average annual increase in the number of Spanish
surname persons was 5.1 percent, which is larger than
the 3.7-percent increase in the number of Anglos in
that period, or the 4.9-percent increase in the num-
ber of nonwhites.

TABLE 15—Numb

of white p ot Spanish surname and thelr percentage of
total population Southwest: 1960

State Spanish sur-  Percent of total
name population
194, 356 14.9
1,426, 538 9.0
167,173 8.9
269,122 28.2
1,417,810 14.7
Southwest........ ... 3,464,999 11.8

Source: U.S. census, 1960, PC(2)~18, table 1, p. 2.

The number of white persons of Spanish surname is
increased by continuous immigration, but only a frac-
tion of the total are foreign born. In the region, 84.6
percent of these persons were of native parentage.
Table 16 shows that the percentage of foreign born
ranged from 3.5 percent in Colorado to 20 percent in
California. It is of some significance to repeat that
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these figures are for white persons of Spanish surname.
The 1960 census actually lists 3,513,684 persons of
Spanish surname in the five States, but 68,581, or
2 percent, of them were nonwhites, being classed as
“American Indians,” “Filipinos,” or “All others.?
Oddly, also, better than 6 percent of the foreign-born
white persons of Spanish surname did not have Span-
ish as a mother tongue and 12 percent of the over
one-half million foreign born did not come from
Mexico. This illustrates again the difficulty of basing
a definition of this minority solely on language, na-
tional origin, or the ethnicity of surnames. It is a
semantic thicket through which we must proceed while
pointing out necessary qualifications as we go.?

TABLE 16.—Whits persons of Spanish surname, native and foreign born, Southwest:
1950 and 1960

Al Native born Foreign born
State—year classes
Number Percent  Number  Percent
Arizona:
194, 356 160, 106 82.4 34,250 17.6
128, 580 105, 345 81.9 23,235 18.1
1,426,538 1,141,207 80.0 285, 331 20.0
758, 400 591, 540 78.0 166, 860 22.0
1960 ... ... 157,173 151, 692 96. 5 5,481 3.5
19500 oo 118,715 113,750 95.8 4,965 4.2
New Mexico
1960 ... 269,122 258,509 96. 1 3,613 3.9
19500 mcn ... 248, 560 238, 040 95.8 10, 520 4.2
Texas:
1960......_._. 1,417,810 1,218,671 86.0 199,139 14,0
1950 ... 1,027, 455 840, 535 81.8 186, 920 18.2
Southwest:
1960.. ... 3,464,999 2,930,185 84.6 534, 814 15.4
195000 eeonoaoot 2,281,710 1,889,210 82.8 392,500 17.2

Source: Salifornians of Spanish Surname table A, p. 19, Divisionof Falr Employment
Practices, Department of Industrial Relations, State of California, May, 1964.

Participation in the Labor Force

The labor force participation rate (i.e., the ratio of
persons aged 14 and over who are employed or seeking
employment to the total population aged 14 or over)

' U.S. census, 1960, DC(2)~-1B, table A-2, p. 202.
2 Ibid., table A-1, p. 201.



TABLE 17.—Labor force participation rates, ! males in the Southwest, 1960

A. Total, 14 years and over

TABLE 18.—Unemployment rates, males in the Southwest, 1960

A. Total, 14 years and over (all residences)

Urban and Urban
rural

7.5 78.1
79.5 80.4
74.4 7.6
B. By age class (urban)
Age class Spanish All males
surname

36.1 42.5
84.9 88.0
92.6 95.8
94.1 96.6
87.1 89.8

7.5 29.5

1 Percent of the population in the labor force.

Source: Walter Fogel, Mexican-American Study Project, Advance Report 10, Leo
Grebler, Oirector, Oivision of R h, Graduate School of Busi Administration,
UCLA, 1966.

is not greatly different for the Spanish Surnamed male
and the Anglo male. The two-point difference for ur-
ban and rural males, as shown in table 17 expands
to 2.3 when only vrban males are considered. How-
ever, as Prof. Walter Fogel of the Mexican-American
Study Project has pointed out, the difference may be
a function of the higher unemployment rates that
existed for the Spanish Surnamed male as compared
to the Anglo male. These unemployment rates are
shown in table 18. Dr. Fogel surmises that the unem-
ployment rate for the Spanish Surnamed males, which
was almost twice as high as that for the Anglo males,
undoubtedly forced some of them to stay out of the
labor force. He found the difference in the participa-
tion rate to be greatest for urban workers aged 14 to
19, an age group largely representative of youths who
had not held their first job.

In the case of females, the same study shows that
a more pronounced difference occurs between the
labor force participation rates for the Spanish sur-
named and those for Anglos and nonwhites. The urban
female rates are: Spanish Surnamed 30.8; Anglo 36;
nonwhite 46.4. Professor Fogel speculates that the dif-
ference between the rates for the Spanish Surnamed
female and the Anglo female may be explained by the
larger size family of the former and that the even
greater difference compared to the nonwhite female
may be caused by the high incidence of families with-
out a male head among nonwhites, their greater eco-
nomic need that results from this, their willingness to
accept private household employment, and a more re-
ceptive cultural attitude toward female employment.

An interesting aspect of the Southwestern labor
market is found by comparing the above labor force
participation rates of Anglos and Spanish Surnamed

Spanish surname rban

Spanish Anglo Nonwhite
surname
B0 . e 8.5 4.5 8.1
B. By age class (urban)
Spanish All Ratio of
Age class surname males columns
and 2
m )
17.6 12.5 1.41
1.3 2.8 1.45
6.6 4.1 1.61
5.9 37 1.60
8.3 5.1 1.63
12.6 7.1 1.78

* Unemployment as a percent of civilian labor force.

Source: Walter Fogel, Mexican-American Study Project, Advance Report 10, Leo
Grebler, director, Oivision of Research, Graduate School of Business Administration,
UCLA, 1966.

to what these rates become when they are based only
on the civilian labor force. One of the unusual features
of the region’s border-State economics is the extent to
which these are dependent on military salaries and
expenditures.

Table 19 provides some additionz] labor force sta-
tistics, including the extent to which nersori< over 14
years of age are participating in both the civilian 2nd
military labor forces. Working from these figures it can
be seen that, whereas only 2.61 percent of the total
U.S. labor force was in the military, in the four border
States of the region this percentage was 4.87. In each
of the five States the percentage of persons over 14
years of age who were in the military exceeded by far
this percentage for the United States,

The proportion of the employed labor force assigned
to the military seems to increase with proximity to
the Mexican border. If we consider all the border
counties in the four States as vaiprising a separate
jurisdiction, we find that a phenomenal 17.9 percent
of all employed persons in this snake-like tier of 24
counties were in the armed services in 1960. In other
words, about one out of every six employed persons was
in a uniform of the armed forces. See appendix tabie B.

The number of Spanish Surnamed persons in rela-
tion to total persons is not in the same proportion on
the military bases of the border States as in the labor
forces of those States. This is understandable, becausa
military personnel are drawn from all of the 50 States.
Thus, the labor force participation rates excluding mil-
itary personnel show a smaller difference between
Anglo and Spanish Surname males: 78.5 for Anglo
and 77.1 for Spanish Surnamed, a 1.4 point difference
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Tp%LE 19.—Selected population and labor force statistics, United States and Southwest: 1960

Persons 14 years old and over in labor force

Persons not

in labor force

Area Employed School age  Working age Elder! Total popula-
Unemployed Total 0-1
Total Civiflan Wilitary P @19 0659 C) ton
66,372,649 64,639,247 1,733,402 3,504,827 109,448,150 57,955,829 38,434,636 13,057,685 179,325,626
37.01 36.05 .97 1.95 61.03 32.32 21.43 7.28 99,99
45,171,998 43, 466,946 1,705, 052 2,205,722 40,835,442 29,370,517 6,386,674 5,078,251 _____.........
21,200,651 21,172,301 28,350 1,209,105 68,612,708 28,585,312 32,047,962 7,979,838 ... ...
446,829 429, 862 16,967 24,126 831,206 468,715 288, 885 73,606 1,302, 161
34.31 33.01 1.30 1.85 68.83 36.00 22.19 5.65 99.99
313,924 287,132 16,792 16, 695 323,609 237, 302 52, 812 33,295 ...ooe...
132,905 132,730 175 7,431 507, 597 231,213 236,073 40,311 ...
6,061,748 5,761, 433 300,315 373,908 9, 285,178 4,937,698 3,234,744 1,112,736 15,720, 834
38.56 36.65 1.91 2,38 59. 06 3.4 20.58 7.08 100. 00
4,155,012 3,858, 815 296, 197 239,524 3,439,789 2, 501,856 510,377 427,556 ..............
1,906,736 1,902, 618 4,118 134,384 5, 845, 389 2,435, 842 2,724,367 685,180 ___._____._...
Colorado... ... 654,716 626,769 21,947 26,036 1,073,173 586, 589 360, 855 125,749 1,753,925
Percent_ 37.33 35.74 159 1.48 61.19 33.44 20.57 .17 100. 00
450, 559 423,298 27,261 17,196 402, 594 296,841 56, 257 49,496 ... .. __.___..
204, 157 203,471 686 8,840 670,579 289,748 304, 578 76,253 .. __.......
309, 812 287,904 21,908 18,196 623,015 373,425 210,207 39,383 951,023
32.58 30.27 2.30 1.91 65. 51 39.27 22.10 4.14 100. 00
223,642 201,914 21,728 12, 857 242,844 188, 616 37,363 16,865 ... __......
86, 170 85,990 180 5,339 380,171 184, 809 172,844 22,F48 ...
3,480, 862 3,318,507 162, 355 %5.013 5,945, 637 3, 296, 389 2,074,052 575, 1% 9, 581, 512
36.33 34.63 1.69 1,62 62. 05 34.40 21.65 6.00 100. 00
2,425,803 2,267, 103 158, 700 103,415 2,214,944 1,867,419 333, 003 214,522 ...
1, 055, 059 1,051, 404 3,655 51,598 3,730,693 1,628,970 1,741, 049 360,674 ...
Source: U.S Census of Population, 1960, G 1 E ic and Social Ch istics, tables 37, 52, Detailed Economic and Socla} Characteristics, tables 65, 82, 155, and 158

instead of the two point difference previously men-
tioned. This is shown in table 20.

These comparisons suggest a conclusion that the
Spanish Surnamed male in the Southwest has essens
tially the same will and desire to be employed as does
the Anglo male. It is not indicated to the same extent
for the Spanish Surnamed female, perhaps for the
reason of family size a”{vanced by Professor Fogel.

The dependency ratio in a State is greatly affected
by the age distribution of the population. In the New
Mexico population, for example, over 65 percent of
the population was not in the labor force in 1960, a
figure 4 percent higher than that for the United States.
But this can undoubtedly be accounted for by the fact
that the State had a considerably higher percentage
of its population under 16 years of age than did the

United States. Actually, in New Mexico in 1960 a
higher proportion of persons in the 16 to 64 age group
were either working or seeking work than was true for
the United States. The same was true in Texas and
Arizona. Table 10 gives these figures for all of the
five States and for the United States. In the case of
California and Colorado, the percentage of persons
in the 16 to 64 age group either working or seeking
work was lower than in the United States—a conse-
quence perhaps of the greater emphasis those two
States place on education and of the higher personal
incomes they enjoy. The commitment to .ducation
would tend to delay the age at which youth enter the
labor force, and a higher median personal income
would, of course, sustain a higher dependency ratio.

Whatever the subtleties that govern the will to work,

TABLE 20.—Civilian labor force and labor force participation rate for white and Spanish surnamed population, male and female, south:west: 1960

Participation
rlato of Total
White |abor white [abor Spanish Participation
Area tarce less farce iass sutname rate of
Spanish Spanish tabor Spanish
surnamed surnamed force surname
Male Female Mate Female Male Female Mate Female
Arizona_..___._..._. e meeeemmeemeemaaaeacuaes 244,200 116,157 76.3 33.8 47,784 13,663 78.5 2.9
Californla. 3,424,281 1,718,596 78.3 35.6 364, 548 138,691 79.4 321
Colorado. . .. 396, 633 193,474 78.4 34.9 32,311 11,431 70.3 25.4
New MexiCo . . i iiiicceeceeeaeas 149, 860 86,96C 8.9 3.1 53,990 18, 632 68.9 23.8
L PPN 1,812, 407 812,349 78.9 32,1 302,412 113,000 76.5 21.0
Southwest.___.__ ... ... [N 6,027,381 2,907,536 78.5 34.4 801,045 295,417 7.1 28.7
Source: U.S. census of population: 1960, General, Social, and Economic Characteristics, PC(1), 4C, 6C, 7C, 33C, 45C. ——: 1960, Persons of Spanish Surname, five southwestern
States, PC(2), 1B.
Q
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it does not appear that the Southwest as a whole can
be distinguished ur-favorably with regard to the desire
of its people to work.

Fertility

The relevance of dependency ra os to the employ-
ment needs of the Spanish Surnameu is obvious. Their
exceptionally high fertility rates add another dimen-
sion to their economic problems. A study of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture shows that the child-
woman ratio for the Spanish Surnamed population in
the Southwest is almost 70 percent higher than that
for the other white population.? There are 3,810 chil-
dren born to every 1,000 Epanish Surnamed women
and 2,258 born to every 1,000 other white women. For
the rural population this ratio per 1,000 women goes
up to 4,657 children for the Spanish Surnamed and
2,694 for other white women. This feriility rate for the
rural Spanish Surnamed woman is closer to those pre-
vailing in underdeveloped nations than it is to the
rates in western society. The rate is sufficient to double
their number in each generation, even after allowing
for the higher average death rate that prevails in their
case.

The same Department of Agriculture study relates
these fertility rates to the heavy incidence of poverty in
Spanish Surnamed families. The percentage of their
families in poverty ranges from 17.5 percent for urban
heads of households in California to 47.3 perceut in
Texas, and from 30.2 percent of their rural families
in California that are poor to 69.2 percent in Texas.
For the five States combined, the Department study
tound 30.8 percent of all their urban families in poverty
and 52.2 percent of all their rura! families.*

One of the advance reports of UCLA’s Mexican-
American Study Project refines the Census figures to
determine the actual number of poor children repre-
sented »y the statistics on family poverty. The study
project used a $3,000 annual income figure to draw
the poverty line for families. Table 21 shows that
there were 1.8 million poor children under 18 in the
region with 430,000, or 29 percent, in Spanish Sur-
name families; 395,000, or 22 percunt, were in non-
white families. Thus, in some contrast to the figures
for poor families, when poor children are considered
separately, it was found that a majority of tnem are
not Anglo but are in either Spanish Surname or non-
white families, with the former having the larger
number.

* U.S. Department of Agriculture, Low Income Families in
the Spanish-surname Population in the Southwest, Economic
Research Service, Agricultural Economic Report No. 112,
Washington, D.C., 1967, p. 10, table 5.

‘Ibid., p. 12.
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TABLE 21.—Number and percent of poor families, poor persons in poor families, and
poor children in poor families for Southwest 1960

Category Pop-ilation group
Total Spanish Nonwhite
surnamed
Alf tamilies. ... ..o oo 7, 356, 866 698, 027 5§90, 299
Poor famifiest____._ .. _._.__. _.--. 1,451,655 242,903 245, 926
Percent of poor in each group_....._ ... ... 19.7 3.8 a1.7
Poor in each group as percent of all poor. ... 100.0 16.7 17.0
All persons in familles_.._......... ... _.. 26,523,796 3,294,687 2,403,980
POOr PEFSONS . . e ... 4,730,673 1,081,876 926,923
Percent of poor in each group 17.8 32.8 38.6
Poor in each group as percent of all poor_. .. 100.0 22.9 19.6
All children infamllies. .. __..._....__..._. 10,606,485 1,620,000 1,110,220
Poor children_ . ..._......__. R ... 1,828,653 530, 000 395, 000
Percent of poor in each group. 17.2 32.7 35.6
Poor in each group as percent of all poor. . _. 100.0 29.0 21.6

t Families with annual income under $3,000 in 1959,

Source: Frank G. Mittelbach and Grace Marshall, "*The Burden of Poverty,’* Mexican-
American Study Project, Leo Grebler, Director, Division of , Graduate School
of Business Administration, University of California, Los Angeles, 1966, tables 1, 2, 3,
pp. 3, 5.

To the extent that poverty breeds poverty, it is not
unlikely that the coming generation will recruit most
of its poor from these two minority groups. A study
made of Colorado welfare records bears this out. Al-
though the Spanish Surname population in that State
represents less than 9 percent of its total population,
in June 1966, 43 percent of all children on its aid to
dependent children rolls had Spanish surnames.® The
tendency that these children would become second-
generation cases was revealed by a 1961 study in that
State, showing that over 75 percent of all the second-
generation cases (where the responsible relative had
himself been a child recipient of A.D.C.) had Spanish
surnames.® Negro and nonSpanish Surnamed white
families each made up only about 12 percent of all
of these cases.

These studies demonstrate what has long been
known about the cumulative effects of povarty, which
include the poor education, health, and housing that
is closely associated with it. All of these factors bear
on the employment opportunities of an individual.

Education

National statistics comparing education between the
States offer some puzzling contrasts between the
Southwest and the rest of the Nation. These statistics
show that the median school years completed by per-
sons over 25 years of age is higher in all of the Scuth-

® Colorado Commission on Spanish surnamed Citizens, The
Status of Spanish Surnamed Citizens in Colorado, Report to
the Colorado General Assembly, January 1967, pp. 38-40.

¢ Ibid., p. 39, quoting a stu.y of the Colorado State De-
partment of Public Welfare, Aid to Dependent Children,
Characteristics of Second Generation Cases, Report No. 63—
D-1, Denver: State of Colorado, June 1963.
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west—except Texas—than it is in the United States;
its rates of nonenrollment in school of persons of school
age are impressively lower than 'the United States rate
in each of its States; except for Texas, its expenditures
per pupil in average daily membership in public ele-
mentary and secondary schools is higher than the
U.S. average. Clearly, the region compares favorably
with the United States in these respeots, but there
are certain anomalies.

In 1960, 1.3 million adults in the region were func-
tional illiterates, having attained either no schooling
at all or less than 5 years; the percentage of these per-
sons who were white ran considerably higher than
do similar figures for the entire United States; over
one quarter of all functionally illiterate whites in the
United States are in these five States, as shown in
table 22.

T#.8LE 22.—Selected educational attai ts statistics for p 25 years ofd and
over: 1960
Persons 25 years Persons with  Persons with less
A old and over no schooling than 5 years
rea —_ —_—
b Percent Numb Per- Numbe. Per-
cent cent
United States:

Total.._......... 99,438,084 100.0 2,274,813 2.3 6,027,769 6.1
White___.._.__..__ 89,581,174 100.0 1,720,154 1.9 4,268,575 4.8
Nonwhite_.__...... 9,856,910 100.0 554,659 5.6 1,759,194 17.8

Arizona:

Total___.._...... 661,102 100.0 2,362 4.0 66,2712 10.0
White.___.....__.. 608,827 100.0 14,503 2.4 4,671 7.7
Nonwhite__..._.... 52,275 100.0 11,859 22.7 19,601 37.5

California:

Total.... ....... 8,668,907 100.0 164,332 1.9 505049 5.7
White.______._..__ 8,221,393 100.0 137,98 1.7 427,264 5.2
Nonwhite_.._...... 647,514  100.0 26,346 4.1 77,787 12.0

Colorado:

Total . __...___ 940,803 100.0 11,046 1.2 a2 4.7
White____......... 913,967 1000 10,393 1.1 41,85 4.6
Nonwhite_.._..._.. 26,83 100.0 653 2.4 2,245 8.4

New Mexico:
Total_._._.______. 444,503 100.0 19,674 4.4 54,680 J2.1
416,158 100.0 12,013 2.9 42,922 12.?
28,345 100.0 7,661 27.0 11,18  39.2
5,030,559 100.0 204,045 4.1 672,226 13.4
White.._.......... 4,442,605 100.0 172,335 3.9 533,467 12.0
Nonwhite. ... ... 587,954 100.0 31,710 5.4 138,759 23.6

TABLE 23.—Median years of school completed by Spanish surname persons 25 years
and over compared with other population groups, five Southwest States, 1950 and
1960

Median years

State and population group completed

1950 1960
Southwest, total 10.6 11.6
1.3 12,1
7.8 9.0
Spanish surname. 5.4 7.1
Arizona, tofal. _... 10.0 1.2
LY T 1.6 12,1
Nonwhite___._ 5.5 7.0
Spanish surname. 6.0 7.0
California, total __. . 11.6 12.1
Anglo....._. 12.0 12.2
Nonwhite. - - 8.9 10.6
Spanish surname. 7.8 8.6
Colorado, total_..__ 10.9 12.1
...... 1.3 12.2
9.8 1.2
Spanish surname. 6.5 8.2
New Mexico, total.. .. 9,3 1.2
Anglo. - ...... 1.8 12.2
Nonwhite_.__._. 5.8 7.1
Spanish surname. 6.1 7.4
Texas, total_.__.__ 9.3 10.4
Anglo._.._. 10.3 11,5
Nonwhite_____ 7.0 8.1
Spanish sUrRAMe. - - acieiiciiias 3.5 4.8

Source: Mexican-American Study Project, Advance Report 7, “The Schooling Gap:
Signs of Progress’’ by Leo Grebler, Oivision of R School of Busi|
Administration, University of California, Los Angeles, March 1967.

Spanish Surnanied and Anglos. The median educa-
tional attainment of the Spanish Sumamed ranged
from 8.6 years in California to 4.8 years in Texas.
Table 24 shows that in the latter State over half of all
Sparist S».iv .2ds over 25 years of age had less than a
<3, grade cof.cation. The same table compares the
percentage of persons over 25 years who have acquired
4 years or more of high school. In none of the States
have the Spanish Surnamed persons as high a percen-
tage of high school graduates as nonwhite persons;
much less, they do not even approach the degree of
high school training that prevails among Anglos,

In only two of 35 metropolitan areas of the South-
west did the Mexican-American Study Project find

TABLE 24.—Percent of Spanish surname, Anglo and nonwh!te populations 25 years
of age and over who have completed 4 years of school or less and 4 years of high
school or more in five Southwestern States, 1960

Source: U.S. Census of Foputation, 1960, U.S. Oepartment of Commerce, Bureau
of the Census, PC{1)-1C, 4C, 6C, 7C, 33C, 45C.

This lack of educational attainment among whites
can be laid to the education gap that exists between
Spanish Surnameds and ot’ er whites in the region.
Table 23 shows the differcicc in median years of school
completed by different population groups. Adult
Spanish Surname persons had, on the average, 7.1
years of schooling compared to 12.1 years for Anglos
and 9.0 for nonwh.tes, a gap of 5 years between the
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Spanizh surname Anglo Nonwhite

State 4 years 4 vears 4 years

4years of high 4years o(hlrh 4 years ofyhl h
orless school or or less schoolor orless school or

more more more
Arizona......_......... 35.0 14.7 3.6 53.3 37.5 15.7
California.......__..... 23.9 24,5 3.6 548 2.0 39.7
Colorado_ ... .......... 23.9 18.7 3.2 54.7 8.4 4,6
29.6 18.9 3.6 52.1 39.2 19,1
51.7 1.9 6.3 46,4 23.6 20,8

Source: Adopted from Julian Samora, *Spanish Speaking Peoples,’’ stafl paper,
1.5. Commission on Civil Rights, February, 1964, {mimeographed).
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the educational gap between the Spanish Surnamed
group and Anglos smaller than that between Negroes
and Anglos.” All of these States are making efforts with
some success to close these educational gaps which
were a legacy from earlier years when this disparity
did not appear as a matter of great concern to the
dominant body of Anglos.

Joan W. Moore, the associate director of the Mexi-
can-American Stndy Project, has pointed out that
although the lega: segregation of Spanist Surnameds
in the schools ended in the 1940’s, a widespread de
facto segregation still prevails throughout the South-
west. The tracking system of separating academically
gifted students from other students tends to resegre-
gate them within nominally unsegregated schools. In
their schools they generally receive “fewer special serv-
ices, less counseling, less experienced teachers, and
and poorer physical plants.” #

The forms of educational discrimination are slow
to disappear. U.S. Senator Ralph W. Yarborough of
Texas, in introducing legislation for a “Southwestern
Human Development Act” and a “Bilingual Ameri-
can Education Act” in 1967 spoke of “subtle ar:i cruel
forms of discrimination” that persist in the education
of Spanish Surnamed children.® He told the Senate
that equality of opportunity in the Southwest is a myth,
that it is folklore, and pled for doing away with the
“economic  disadvantage * * * exploitation * * *
discrimination * * * poor schooling, low health
standards, job discrimination, and the many othcr
artificial barriers that stand in the way of the ad-
vancement of the Me...an-American people along
the road to economic equality.” The Senator’s bills
seek to redeem the use of the Spanish language in the
schools as a means of motivating those pupils who
have been denied its use in their education.

A survey in the Southwest conducted by the Na-
tional Education Association concluded there is “some-
thing inherent in our system of public schooling that
impedes the education of the Mexican-American
child—that, indeed, drives him to drop out.” The Sur-
vey adopts the view of A. Bruce Gaarder, specialist
in foreign larguages with the U.S. Office of
Education:

The greatest barrier to the Mexican-American
child’s scholastic achievement * * * js that the
schools, reflecting the dominant view of the domi-
nant culture, want that child to grow up as an-
other Anglo. This he cannot do except by denying

7"Leo Grebler, Mexican-American Study Project, “The
Schooling Gap: Signs of Progress,” Advance Report 7,
UCLA, table 6, p. 18,

¢ Joan W. Moore, Mexican-American: Problems and Pros-
pects, Institute for Research on Poverty, The University of
Wisconsin, Madison, Wis., p. 38.

°® Congressional Record, 90th Cong., First Sess., Vol. 113,
No. 5, Jan. 17, 1967.

himself and his forebears, a form of masochism
which no society should demand of its children.®

The NEA survey found that in most of the States
the schools were mandated Ly law to instruct in Eng-
lish only. Corporal punishment was meted out to those
who lapsed into Spanish, even where 99 percent of a
school’s enrollment were Spanish Surnamed. “If you
want to be American, speak American,” was the justi-
fication offered by the schools. These schools urged the
child on one hand to eradicate his Spanish; on the
other they accepted National Defense Act funds to
strengthen the teaching of modern foreign languages.

Housing

The principal aspect of housing that bears on work
opportunities perhaps is the degree of residential seg-
regation. The social reality of residential segregation
in urban areas is now widely recognized as limiting
the employment opportunities of racial and ethnic
minorities. The larger the city and the more rigid the
patterns of residential segregation, the more limited
the minority worker will be in his search for employ-
ment. The luvor market in which he resides develops
what become for all practical purposes restricted areas
to which hz does not have ready access: Distance,
travel time, or the lack of public transportation work
against him on the one hand, and on the other he is
restricted from freely moving his residence nearer to
prospective employment sites.

A 1964 staff report to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights describes these restrictions in this manner:

Segregated housing is a part of the pattern of
discrimination against any minority. The problem of
housing discrimination includes governmental sup-
port of residential segregation, the inability to ob-
tain loans for certain properties, the refusal of some
real estate brokers to show certain properties to
Spanish-speaking homeseekers, the charging of
higher rents to the Spanish speaking, and the out-
right refusal by landlords, builders, and homeowners
to rent or sell to them.!?

All of the minority groups in the Scuthwest have
experienced the social, legal, and economic pressures
that have produced those residential patterns, which
have brought the word “ghetto” back into popular and
precise usage. Before the revival of that word, the
street parlance of the Southwest spoke of the “barrio,”
or the “Mexican quarter,” referring to those areas
where Spanish Surnanieds resided. Negro neighbor-

¥ The Invisible Minority, National Education Association,
Washington, D.C., 1966, pp. 1-39.

1 Julian Samora, “Spanish-Speaking Peoples,” staff paper,
prepared for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Programs
Division, Washington, D.C., Feb. 5, 1964, p. 42,
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hoods, of course, in the same parlance were known as
“nigger towns,” or, more genteelly, as “the colored
quarters.” It is a commonplace of life in the region
for town plans to be drawn in “quarters.”

Housing segregation has had two interesting and
somewhat diverse effects on the Anglo majority. For
one, it has reduced the visibility of the minorities, pro-
ducing a mindlessness toward them—a capacity to not
see what one does not wish to see. Yet, in another
sense it has provided Southwestern cities with a quality
of quaintness, something the Anglo majority is pleased
to regard as tourist attractions.

Where else are the poor regarded as quaint? Here,
the Indian woman sitting crosslegged on the sidewalk
mothering her child and offering beaded fobs for sale
is quaint. Her colorful skirt and severe hairdo are
quaint; so is the dirt-floored hogan where she lives.
The shacks of Spanish Surnameds with their luxuriant
plantings in coffee cans are quaint, as are the China-
towns and Little Tokyos that hide their poverty behind
bright colors. A Sikh Temple is quaint, as are .the
bearded, turbaned old bachelors who sit around it and
remember laws that prevented them fro:n marrying
during the years when that life urge might have pos-
sessed them.

Almost every town has counterparts of these. They
are regarded as the quaintness of other times and other
places, a kind of museum piece to show to visitors.
The cultural differences of the people on exhibit seem
to have made it unnecessary to contemplate their needs
in the same terms used for members of the dominant
culture.

These are, of course, subjective observations, but
they are no less valid because of the difficulty of quan-
tifying them. These situations have much to do with
the task of structuring equal employment oppor-
tunities.

One of the goals the Mexican-American Study
Project has set for itself is to develop some objective
measurement of what it calls “the taste for discrimina-
tion” in housing. Its Advance Report 4 endeavors to
find a statistical proxy for discrimination and to con-
struct an index of the degree to which residences are
segregated in a community. This it calls an index of
residential dissimilarity, ranging theoretically from 0
to 100, with the first representing no segregation of a
subpopulation from the rest of the population and the
last representing total segregation.!?

Table 25 gives the indexes of residential dissimilarity
for 35 cities of the Southwest. The areas surveyed were
limited to census tracts near the core of the cities in

1 John W. Moore and Frank G. Mittelbach, with the as-
sistance of Ronald McDaniel, Mexican-American Study
Project, Advance Report 4, Residential Segregation in the
Urban Southwest, A Comparative Study, Division of Re-
search, Graduate School of Business Administration, Univer-
sity of California, Los Angeles, June 1966.
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order to exclude outlying fringe areas, although these
actually migit be a part of the cities’ metropolitan
areas. This exclusion automatically eliminated from
the survey many Spanish Surnamed barriss, which are,
of course, tightly segregated. Such barrios often start
as settlements of Spanish Surnamed agricultural work-
ers on the outer edges of cities and towns, and many
have been encompassed by the growth of the cities.
Had all of these barrios been included in the surveyed
area, the indexes of dissimilarity for Spanish-surnamed
persons versus others would undoubtedly be higher
than those shown.

It would be inccrrect to interpret these residential
patterns as the result of some iron law of separation
that was enforced by the Anglo majority against the
minorities. Obviously, there would not be such great
differences between cities if this were the case. Al-
though there are instances where local law enforce-
ment authorities in the past maintained the segregating

TABLE 25.—Indexes of residential dissimilarity for 35 Southwest central cities, 1960

Angin WPSS2 Negro  WPSS:
City versus versus versus versus
all others' Anglo®  Anglo$ Negro

m @ ®) @

1. Abilene, Tex__.................... 68.3 52.6 85.1 55.7
2. Albuguerque, N. Mex. . 53.0 53.0 81.7 62.4
3, Austin, Tex........... 62.9 63.3 72.1 66.1
4. Bakersfield, Calif... ... 72.4 53.7 82.7 6.4
5. Colorado Springs, Colo. 55.4 4.8 74.0 53.8
6. Corpus Christi, Tex_._. 73.7 72.2 91.3 51.0

7 Dallas, Tex...________.....__...... 83.2 66.8 90.2 76.1

8 Denver, Colo...__................. 64.9 60.0 86.8 66.0

9. El Paso, Tex.... 52.9 52.9 79.2 59.5
10. Fort ‘Worth, Tex. 74.8 56.3 85.4 78.1
11. Fresno, Calif____ —- 64.4 49.0 92.0 85.2
12. Galveston, Tex.. 58.1 3.3 73.8 52.1
13. Houston, Tex. 73.2 55.2 81.2 70.9
14. Laredo, Tex.... 39.3 39.4 60.1 43.9
15. Los Angeles, Calil. 68.7 57.4 81.¢ 75.7
16. Lubbock, Tex.._.... 74.4 66.0 9.4 82. 0
17. Oakland, Calif_ .. __._____......... 60.0 41.5 72.2 56.4
18. Odessa, Tex .. .................. 81.8 75.8 90.5 29.2
19. Ontarlo, Catif_ ... _.............. 52.6 50.6 80.1 32.6
20, Phoenix, Afiz......_.___.......... 62.8 57.8 90.0 60.7
21. Port Arthur, Tex.. .. 8.7 45.9 89.7 76.3
22, Pueblo, Colo........ 39.9 40.2 57.0 4.1
23, Riverside, Calif___....__...._...... 62.7 64.9 80.8 45.6
24, sacramento, Calit._.__.._....._._. 39.5 30.2 61.9 47.8
25. San Angelo, Tex._.__. - 67.2 65.7 7.5 75.6
28. San Antonio, Tex....... 63.7 63.6 84.5 7.4
21. San Bernardino, Calif. . -- 70.6 67.9 83.5 35.2
28. San Diego, Calif_.._... 55.9 43.6 £l.1 85.2
29. San Francisco, Cafif.... 46.8 38.1 n.5 65.9
30. San Jose, Calif._.____. 42.5 43.0 64.7 4.4
31. Santa Barbara. Calif. 48.6 46.5 76.7 37.6
32. Stockton, Callf__.____. 59.3 52.6 73.0 31.0
33. Tucson, Ariz... 63.9 62,7 84.5 64.1
34, Waco, Tex_. ... _._..._..... 65.7 59.7 74.3 60.6
35. Wichita Falls, Tex..__..___._.._... 76.8 64.8 86.1 41.6

1 White p of Spanish plus
2 White persons ot Spanish surname.
3 Anglo whites, i.e., whites other than Spanish surname.

hit,

Source: “Residential Segregation in the Urban Southwest: A Compacativa Study,”*
Joan W. Moore and Frank G. Mitteibach, Mexican-American Study Project: Leo Grebler,
Director, Division of Research, Graduate School of Business Administration, University
of California, Lus Angeles, 1966, table 2, p. 16.



I E

boundaries, or where company towns ware deliberately
designed to keep racial and ethnic groups apart, it
should not be concluded that this is why population
subgroups continue to be separated.

The perpetuation of this condition only partly may
be attributed to past conditions. However, even if it
is accepted that Spanish Surnameds live in ghettos by
their own choice, it must be recognized that they may
be accepting ghetto housing out of a need to find their
psychological security within the segregated commun-
ity. This itself then is a mark of the failure to develop
multiracial and multicultural communities within
which all persons are comfortable. The choice open to
a member of a racial or ethnic minority is often a
Hobson’s Choice—the freedom to choose, but no al-
ternative to choose.

Whatever else might be said about ghetto housing,
it is weil established that the segregation of racial and
ethnic minorities in specific residential areas is asso-
ciated with a high degree of poor housing and over-
crowded housing in those areas. This has been shown
in a report prepared for the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission by Lamar B. Jones.?®

The extent of dilapidated and deteriorated housing
and the ratio of persons per roo.:: are largely a conse-
quence of in~ome. That these factors have reciprocating
effects on a worker's productive abiiities, and hence
his employment opportunities and income, is likely,
though difficult to determine.

Income, Health, and Mobility

Comment has been made on the extent of poverty
in minority group families. This section compares the
median incomes of all persons who had income in the
different groups. As a measure of their relative stand-
ings with each other, this is perhaps more significant
than comparisons of the extent of poverty among them,
for here we are looking at the central tendencies of
income in the groups rather than just at those who trail
behind those tendencies.

Table 26 shows the incomes of all persons who had
income in 1959, the year used by the 1960 census for
these tabulations. Persons of Spanish surname in the
region had only two-thirds of the median income of all
whites, Their median incomes were above those of
Negroes and Indians in all States, except in Colorado

3 See: “Mexican-Americans in the United States,” a report
(multilithed) prepared for the Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission by Lamar B. Jones, Virginia Fnlytechnic
Institute, September 1966. Professor Jones in t.*le IX,
page 40, of his report gives the high percentage of Spanish-
surname housing that is deteriorated, dilapidated, or over-
crowded and compares this with that of Anglo and nonwhite
in selected standard metropolitan statistical areas.

Also see Julian Samora, Op. cit., pp. 44-45.
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TABLF 26.—Madian incame fqr selected ethnic groups, Southwest 1959

White Nonwhite
Araa
Total)  Spanish  Negro Indian
surname
ATIZONA . oo $2,995  §1,945  $1,622 $1, 000
California.. _....._....... ...._._..... 3,547 2,835 2,528 1.921
Colorado. .. _......ooviii 2,85 1,930 2,289 1,935
New Mexico. .. _............ ......... 2,954 1,913 1,751 1,337
Texas. ... o 2,573 1,536 1,167 1,655
Southwest_ ... __.....__... ... ... 3,186 2,065 NA NA

! These figures include the incomes of persons of Spanish surname. The median
would be higher if data were available separately for whites not having Spanish sur-
names.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960 Suppl tary
Reparts, Papulation Characteristics of Selected Etliaic Groups in the Five Southwest
States, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 0.C. 1968, table 6.

where they trailed both of these groups. It was not
possible to compute the median incomes for al: Negroes
and Indians in the five States combined, but data on
this are available for males separaiely considered. From
the source used in table 26 we find the Anglo male
median income was $4,815; Spanish Surnamed male,
$2,804; Negro male, $2,490; Indian male, $1,877.
Thus, clearly, the incomes of persons of Spanish sur-
name are much more on the order of incomes received
by nonwhites than they are of incomes received by
other whites. Furthermore, when family income is
converted into personal income, the income gap be-
tween Spanish Surnameds and Anglos is increased
considerably due to the larger average size families of
the former. This conversion also places the per person
income of Spanish Surnameds considerably below that
of nonwhites.

An interesting characteristic of the Spanish Surname
group is that the number of persons who are not em-
ployed but receive income is only 35.1 percent of the
number of their employed. This is a smaller percent-
age than in the other groups. Tabie 27 shows that the
number of Anglos with income is 43.4 percent more
than their number of employed persons. For Negroes
this percentage is higher, 45.2 percent; and for Indians
it is higher yet, 75.5 percent. From this it is apparent
that persens of Spanish surname are more dependent
on employment for their incomes than are Anglos,
Negroes, or Indians. However, the Orientals are even
more dependent on employment income than Span-
ish Surnamed persons; the number of Orientals who
have incomes is only 25.1 percent greater than the
number who are employed.

These differences between the groups result from
their access to or eligibility for nonwork incomes. Such
nonwork income may come from dividends, rents,
royalties, welfare payments, veterans’ benefits, or a
wide range of other transfer payments.

A puzzling aspect of these differences is that they
vary considerably for some groups in some of the
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States. The variations are least for Anglos and largest
for Orientals. Only in Colorad> and New Mexico are
there exceptions to the order that Spanish Surnameds
are more dependent than Anglos on employment alone
for the incomes thzy receive; and only in Colorado are
thev less dependent than Negroes on employment alone
for these incomes. Even so, in each of these excepted
cases, their median incomes are below that of Anglos,
and it is below that of Negroes in Colorado. It is a
likely speculation ihat the increased proportion of
Spanish Surnameds who are receiving sonwork income
in Colorado and New Mexico are receiving it through
some form of public income maintenance program, not
from dividends, rents, or royalties.

As an aside, this situation points up how all of the
estimates on the extent of poverty in the United States
can be faulted. When w: define ti;e poor as those with
incomes below some selected level of income, we auto-
matically fuil to include in the count those whose in-
comes are above the poverty level as a result of income
they receive only because they ar~ poor.

We rely basically on income data from the census
to estimate the extent of poverty. These will not give
us a whole count of the poor. The household question-
naire used by the census enumerator inqui ; of a
ruspondent whether he has had income other than
earnings. If he has, the amount is entered on the
questionnaire as a total without distinguishing whether
it came from public assistance or stock dividends.!s

*U.53 Census of Population, 1960, Final Report PC(1),
p- XXIV, question P34 on the household questionnaire.

Thus, those who received income because they were
poor enough to qualify for some form of income main-
tenance program, and were thereby raised above the
poverty line, do not get counted as poor.

The point is not trivial. Over two 2nd a half billion
dollars a year goes to almost 5% mil'ion recipients
from but one of the several public income maintenance
programs, that for Aid to Dependent Children. All of
the recipients of benefits frora this program are poor.
But a large number were raised above the poverty line
with these payments and are no longer counted as poor.
However, instead of abolishing their poverty, the cur-
rent payment for the cost of poverty simply has been
made as it applies to their case.

Poverty has other aspects than the lack of income.
One of these is the generally low level of healthfulness
of the poor. This is something that cannot quickly be
altered by the infusion of new money incomes. The
net effects of poor health may have .ccumulated for a
generation—and may take as long .0 be corrected.

Data on the health of persons of Spanish surname
are extremely sketchy. The National Health Survey
does not gather data on this group, as it does for some
others. The existing information on their mortality and
morbidity rates comes from a few, scattered local
studies, and one State study which was made in
California.

These studies indicate that there are significant dif-
ferences in the mortality and morbidity rates of this
group compared to other ethnic and racial groups.
However, these differences ~re believed to be a result

TABLE 27 —Percent of persons who derive income ¢ solely fram sources other than employment, for selected #thnic 2roubs, Southwest: 1959

White Nonwhite
Area Anglos Spanish surname Negro ndian Other?
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percant

Arizona:

Number employed...............ccoeiieno.. w,sss} 57, 331} 12, 994} 13,007} 1,922}

AL DECSONS With (COME.. ...+ »en oo esoer o a0 21 a8 %' a0ef 5% manaf P9 gmgl 28
California:

Number employeo. ... ... ... .. .._...o..... 4,861, 314} 459, 712} 289, 005} 10, 786} 140, GIG}

Al persons with income. ... 7080025 5% emam] B amonf %' af B! e B
Colorado:

Number employed 569, 430} 39,636 13, 381} 1, 185} 3, 137}

A persons with income su23 20 esal %2 e Y% gomf 755 sl 403
New Mexico:

Number employed............ccoeemmnaanannn-. 208, 038} 65, 472 4, 957} 8, 988} 449}

A BrSans With INCOME... .- +oosoreesers wees] TP wsm] %2 gagl 557 5 70! wo] 570
Texas:

Number employed. ... ... ... ... ..... 2,534,633 381, 222 397, 653 1,903 3, 096}

All persons with income. ... . 3,530, 755} 3.3 goggpf 33 565,001} 42.0 2,052] 351 4,825 55.8
Southwest:

Number employed. ... ... ... 8,517,973 1,003,423 m, 990} 35, 869 149, 220}

Al Persons with income. ...................... 12,210, 570} B4 yasael B! pouzrf %2 szesf 75 sses 51

t Income of persons in 1959.

2 Japanese, Chinese, Filipinos, Koreans, Hawaiians, etc.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Census of Population: 196C. Supp! y Reports, Series PC(51)-55, *Population Characteristics of Selected Ethnic Greups in the Five

Southwest States,’”” U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1968, table 6.
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of the snciocconomic differences between the groups,
rather than thezir racial or cultural characteristics.’

The death rates and the inciderce of various dis-
eases in the Spanish Surnamed population are those
that are associated with a low income population. A
study made in Colorado of that State’s Spanish Sur-
named population inade this quite clear. It related the
generally poorer heaith of the average Spanish Sur-
named person to his economic deprivation and lack of
medical care. That study produced the rather startling
statiztic that the mean average age at death of Spanish
Surnamed perscis who survive their first year was
found to be 56.73; for all others in the population it
was 67.46. They had over 10 years less of life than
did others in that State.!®

The Colorado study also found that the rate of death
at birth among the Spanish surnamed was about twice
as high as the expected rate and concluded that this
came from poor prenatal care associated with poverty;
it was “a reflection of a lower resistance to disease de-
veloping out of weakness at birth due either to lack of
prenatal care or dietary deficiency of the mocther.” 7

These group differences in life expectancy, mortality
rates, and the age at which life ends stand as the final
arbiter of the significance of urimet health needs. The
point does not have to be belaborzd; that such unmet
needs can affect employabiiity is evident, although not
guantified.

Another factor that is commonly associated with em-
ployability is that of mobility. Table 28 shows the num-
ber and the percent of males and of Spanish Surnamed
males over 5 years of age who in 1960 lived in the
same house that they had cccupied in 1955. It also
gives the number and percent of persons whose change
of residence in that period was from another location
within their county of residence, or from a location
outside that county. This last is taken as an indication
of the extent of residence moving that is likely to be
job related. Those movements of residence that a fam-
ily makes within a county are less likely to be employ-
ment motivated, because they are so often made in
respoase to changes in family size, family disruptions,
altered economic circumstances, or other causes that
are not job related. Thus, the comparison of the rate of
intercounty movement of Spanish Surnamed males to
that of all mnales in the population may be a rough
indication of the employment mobility of the two
populations.

* A, Taher Moustafa and Gertrud Weiss, “Health Status
and Practices of Mexican Americans’ Mexican American
Study Project, Advance Report 11, Graduate School of Busi-
ness Administration, UCLA, Los Angeles, 1968, 1-52 pp.

** Colorado Commission on Spanish-surnamed Citizens,
“The Status of Spanish-Surnamed Citizens in Colorado,” Re-
port to the Colorado General Assembly, Denver, 1967, p. 98.

" Ibid., pp. 102-103.
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This comparison suggests that the Spanish Sur-
named inales have only one-hall the employment mo-
bility of all the males in the population. Only 13.2
percent of the Spanish Surnamed males had changed
their residence across county lines during the 5-year
perioc, whereas 25.4 percent of all males had done so.
This difference between the two groups varies from
State tc State, but in each Stat= the Spanish Surnamed
group appears to be less mobile than all malcs as a
group. Although they made intraccunty residential
moves at a higher rate than all males, the Spanish Sur-
named males crossed county or State lines at a much
lesser rate. However, any conclusion that the Spanish
Surnamed are less mobile than others in their search
for employment must be treated as tentative and uncer-
tain. It can also be observed that Spanish Surnameds
may appear to be less mobile simply because a very
small part of their population resides outside the
Southwest. Very few of them could have migrated
from other States, whereas the potential for Anglo and
nonwhite migration from other States is much greater.

The apparent lack of mobility of the Spanish sur-
named has been attributed by some to their being more
rooted to given geographical areas and more com-
mitted to extended family situations which restrain
their movement to new areas, even when those areas
might offer them improved employment prospects. This
conclusion can be questioned.

There are other readily observable traits of those
with Spanish surname that belie such a conclusion. For
one thing, it is inconsistent with the fact that such
large numbers of them have migrated across interna-
tional lines, those of Mexico, Puerto Rico, Cuba, and
other Central and South American countries, and also
with the fact that such an exceptionally large number
of those who have not so migrated have at least one
parent who did. In the Southwest in 1960, the number
of Spanish Surnamed persons who were either born in
Mexico or had one or both parents born there was
four-fifths as large as the number of those who were
native born of native-born parents.”® Add to this that
although these families have a more recent tie to a
more rural, folk society, they are yet more urbanized
than the population as a whole. Furthermore, those
who are still attached to agriculture are in large part
that industry’s migratory labor supply throughout the
region. From these characteristics it would appear
doubtful that there is some innate cultural reluctance
on their part to migrate. They have quite obviously
moved from nation to nation, from rural to urban,
and, in many instances, from one culture to another
seeking better employment opportunities.

These contrary characteristics are suggestive of what
may be an unexamined facet of the problem of mobil-
ity. Why do those who have moved so much now

* Julian Samora, Op. cit., table 1.
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move so little? Are limited employment opportunities
a consequence of inadequate mobility, or is inadequate
mobility a consequence of limited emnployment oppor-
tunity? Or can each be a function of the other?

One positive conclusion that comes from the 1960
census figures on the movement of persons between
counties is that there is a wide difference in the rate
of movement of those in some occupations compared to
those in other occupations. For instance, in the total
population of the United States, 33.5 percent of all
male professional, technical and kindred workers over
14 years of age moved from one county to another in
the 5 years preceding the census. But only 15.8 p2rcent
of those in labor occupations made such moves.? Did
those who moved get the betier jobs, or did those who
had better access to better jobs move? To what extent
does inadequate mobility hamper job opportunity and
to what extent does inadequate job opportunity reduce
mobility? The answers to this are beyond the scope
of this study, but it deserves exploration.

The Social Security Administration’s important
study of labor mobility in the American economy has

#.S. Census of the Population, Mobility for States and
State Economiic Areas, PC(2)—-2B, table 9.
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already shaken some of the concepts of conventional
economic theory on the functioning of the labor mar-
ket.?° That study underscores the great amount of in-
voluntary mobility, mobility which is not a result of
any maximizing behavior, on the part of those who
change jobs. It found that involuntary job changes
dominated in the aggregate, and that the impact of this
on earnings was such that a $1,820 difference in mean
earnings existed in favor of “stayers” rather than
“movers.” The extent to which thic miglit apply to
minority group workers, for whom there are already
systematic tendencies that tend to shift them to low-
earnings-level industries, is a needed area for research.
The SSA study concluded that in the case -f the Negro
male his labor mobility behavier is more likely to be
affected and regulated by factors which are outside
his own power to control. The same might be true
for the Spanish Surnamed male worker.?!

®U.S. Departinent of Health, Education, and Welfare,
“Interindustry Labor Mobility in the United States:”’ 1957 to
1960, Social Security Administration, Research Report No.
18, 1967.

# Ibid, p. 89.
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A Further Word
About the Region

The population of the Southwest is more urbanized
than that of the United States. Over 80 percent of its
people live in urban areas, as compared with only 70
percent of the U.S. population.’ The iack of water in
broad areas has driven the people into an oasis society;
they cluster largely along the water edges, beside
streams in mountain valleys, and around the scattered
wells. In 1965 there were over 32 million of them—
one-sixth of the Nation’s populatien.

The two great watersheds made by the Continental
Divide tiit the land and the people toward the seas.
Over half of the people live in the maritime counties,
those with shores open to the Pacific Ocean or the
Gulf of Mexico, and their numbers are increasing at a
spectacular rate. From 1920 to 1966 the population
of the Southwest increased 252.6 percent—more than
five times the U.S. rate! *

There are reasons to believe that the Southwest will
continue to grow in population at a faster rate than
the Nation. Projections for the period from the 1960
census to the year 1985 indicate that all nve States
will experience a higher percent of net growth in popu-
lation thasn will the United States. The net increase
for the United States during this projected period is
predicted to be 48.1 percent, while the increase for the
five States will range from 54 percent in Texas to 129.8
percent in Arizona. California is expecting a 106.3-
percent net increase, New Mexico 85.5 percent, and
Colorado 69.6 percent. When the net increases ex-
pected in the five States are taken from the expected
U.S. total, the percentage increase for the United
States will be substantially less than the 48.1-percent
forerast.?

The Southwest had a phenomenal increase in total
employment from 1940 to 1960. Its rate of employ-

! An intercsting facet of the urbanization of persons of Span-
ish surname is that they, too, are about 80 percent urbanized,
and over 75 percent of them live in the Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Areas, which identify the major urban concen-
trations. This contrasts with the fact that less than 65 percent
of the U.S. population lives in such areas.

?U.S. Bureau of Census: “Historical Statistics Colonial
Times to 1857,” Series A 123-180, p. 12 and “Current Popu-
lation Report,” Series P25, No. 354, Dec. 8, 1966,

*Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, “State
Data and State Rankings,” part 2, 1964, S~1.
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ment increase in the two decades was more than twice
as fast as it was in the United States. These changes
are shown in table 29.

TABLE 29.—Growth in total employment, Southwest and United States, 1940-60

Total employment Percent
Area ———————————— incCrease
1940 1960

150,173 446, 829 197.5
2,525,281 6,06),748 140.0
349,735 654,716 81.2
140, 269 309, 812 120.8
2.138,355 3,480,858 62.7
Southwest. . _ ... ..., 5,303,813 10, 953, 963 166.5
United States __..............._....oc...... 45,375,815 66,372, 649 4.2

Source: U.S. Office of Business Economics, "'Growth Patterns in Employment b
County 1940-1950 and 1950-1960,"" Washington, D.C., 1965, vols. 6, 7, 8.

In recent years, the States of the Southwest have
begun to register uneniployment rates that compare
unfavorably with the U.S. rates. Chart 1 shows that in
1960 only California had an unemployment rate in
excess of the U.S. rate. By 1967 three of the States had
rates higher than the United States. However, there
is considerable evidence that these rates are of only
umited use in suggesting how worker: are faring in the
region’s labor market.

The word unemployment is too tightly packaged. It
must be recalled that measuring the rate of unemploy-
ment is done at one point in time and that it is not
a measure of the number of those who have experi-
enced unemployment during a period of time, nor
does it measure those who have part-time employment
and want fuller employment. This is illustrated by the
unrevised 3.9 percent unemployment rate that was
posted for the United States in 1966. A 3.9 percent
rate that year meant that less than 3 million persons
were out of work at a given time. It was based on an
average per week. Actually, there were 10.5 million
persons who were unemployed at one or more times
during that year.*

*U.S. Department of Labor, “Manpower Report of the
President,” April 1967, p. 123.
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The index of subemployment, which the Def  tment
of Labor has begun to construct, offers a more mican-
ingful concept of employment o)piortunities. This index
takes into consideraticn not orly joblessness but the
extert of part-time work when full-time work is wanied
by the jobholder. Also, it counts those who are working
at such marginal jobs that they cannot make adejuate
carnings, surh as heads of housecholds who are under
65 and carn less than $60 a week, and o.hers under
65 who carn less than $56 a week. It also estimates the
number of able males who have withdrawn from the
labor force or have not been located in other surveys.
Using these criteria the Department has constructed
a rate of subeniployment for 10 slum areas in the
country, including three from the Southwest.”

The slum areas of Sai. Antonio and Phoenix ranked
first and third in the survey, with New Orleans holding
the second place, The subenployment rate for San
Antonio was 47 percent—almost one-half its labor
force; for New Orleans it was 45 percent; and for
Phoenix 42 percent. Other slum arcas in the survey,
ranked in order of their percentage rates, were St
Louis, 39; Philadelphia, 34; New York, 29; San Fran-
cisco 25 ; and Boston, 24.¢

The range from Boston’s 24 percent subemployment
ratc to San Antonio’s 47 percent tells a greal deal
about the differences between these two cities. Although
the unemployment rate in the Roxbury area of Boston
was virtually identical at the time with that of the
cast and west sides of San Antonio, employment pros-
pects were much worse in San Antonio. By itself,
thercfore, the rate of unemployment tells only a par-
tial story. The composite subeniployment rate discloses
much more about the adequacy of employment oppor-
tunities in a community. And the sampling of cities
thus far suggests that persons in disadvantaged arcas
of southwestern cities are at considerably more of an
employment disadvantage than are those who live in
somce of the more widely known slum areas of the
country.

Another mecasure of the adequacy of employment
opportunities may be the number of persons going into
private houschold employment. Cie characteristic of
a well-to-do class is its ability to command the per-
sonal service of others. The notion of a house with
servants universally suggests affluence, and the maid,
the butler, the housekeeper, the family nurse are all
suggestive of a inaster-servant relationship that results
from that affluence. One sces this with the movie-
sponsored image of a “proper Bestonian” attended by
servants,

¢ Ibid., pp. 74-76
° Ibid., pp. 74-76.
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Despite that image, the chances of finding servants
in a household in San Antonio are over twice as good
as they are in Boston. The extent of private household
workers per household in Boston is only 1.8 percent;
the number in San Antonio is twice as high, 3.7 per-
cent. Even in Laredo, often referred to as America’s
poorest city, the chances of finding servants in a2 home
are over two and one-half times better than in Boston.
As it happens, one can find in any city of the South-
west, as perhaps also the Southeast, a larger percent-
age of the labor force resigned to serving as private
houschold workers than is the case in Boston or New
York City, despite all the wealth the latter communities
can command.’

The Southwest and the Southeast recently came to
the Nation's attention in quite another way. When the
Citizens Board of Inquiry Into Hunger and Malnutri-
tion in the United States reported in 1968 on the un-
met nutritional needs of the country, the Southwest
came into focus as one of the main areas with those
needs. It, along with the Southeast, was seen as a region
with large numbers of persons suffering from malnu-
trition. The Southwest and the Southeast contained
virtually all of the counties that the board of inquiry
identified as “emergency hunger counties,” and, except
for most of California and northern Colorado, the over-
whelming majority of the remaining counties in the
other parts of the Soutiiwest were identified as piaces
having serious hunger probleins.®

These findings were treated with editorial surprise
in the Nation’s press, for they were in sharp contrast
not only to the notions of pervading affluence in our
society, but also to all of the accovats of legendary
wealth, industrial growth, and prosperity that are as-
sociated with the Southwest. The picture of hunger
abiding there alongside great wealth struck some as
improbable.

But there is an even more improbable situation
troubling the region. Its improbability comes from the
casual treatment given to something of such immense
importance.

One of the major problems of the Southwest is not
just that it contains large numbers of the hungry poor,
but that it is the only part of the United States that
has daily and intimate contact with the povery of an-
other nation. Only a fence line or river that is often
wadable separate the four border States from Mexico.

7 These computatinns were made by relating the number of
private household workers to the number of househclds in
selected cities. Source: 1960 Census of Population, Vol 1,
tables 13 and 74.

® Citizens Roard of Inquiry Into Hunger and Malnutrition
in the United States, “Hunger, U.S.A.,”” A Report, New
Community Press, Washingten, D.C., 1968, 100 pp.
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The Border

The 1,800-mile border that the region shares with
Mexico gives rise to unique problems. It is along this
border that the two nations spill into eack other. For
each community on one side of the border there is a
companion community on the other. These twin-like
communities are bound to each other in an economic
and cultural symbiosis that is uncommon to most in-
ternational boundaries. But the peculiar economic im-
pact of the border extends inland, far beyond the
border communities.

The border itself is something of a fiction. it be-
comes real when some national policy of either of the
Nations wants to assert the fact of its existence, but
most often it is a permeable thing, a membrane that
joins rather than separates the nationally distinct
communities.

For many persons along the border, the Mexiran
towns offer an economical place to live. They find it
possible to work on the U.S. side but reside in Mexico.
Such persons are called “commuters.” The Federal
Government has shown some reticence about examin-
ing the commuter situation. For example, the Govern-
ment was brought to court in 1961 to show cause why
it should not restrict the flow of commuters. The suit
was a civil action brought by the Texas State AFL—
CIO. The State labor federation charged that the flow
of commuters had an adverse effect on the wages and
earnings of Americans.! The case seemed to have irri-
tated a governmental nerve at the highest level, for
before it was over the Secretary of State, Dean Rusk,
had made affidavit in the trial.

The Secretary argued that any serious restriction in
commuter traffic would have unfavorable, and possi-
bly serious consequences for the relations between the
two coruitries. It was his view that closing off the com-
muters would damage the economy of the region on
both sides of the border:

“In a very real sense, the cities along the border—-
for example, El Paso and Juarez, Eagle Pass and
Piedras Negras, Laredo and Nuevo Laredo, Browns-
ville and Matamoras, San Diego and Tijuana—have
grown into single economic communities. A disrup-

*U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, Civil
Actions 3 158-61.

tion in the life of these communities would do real
harm to good neighbor relations in the are..” ’

Although Secretary Rusk said that the United States
and Mexican cities are “single economic commuaities,”
our governmental statistics do not treat them as such.
For instance, we have no way of knowing the extent
of unumployment in these “single economic commun-
ities.” Un=mployn.ent figures, which so often deter-
mine an area’s elic'bility for programs of Federal
community as,istance (e.g., econ~mic development aid,
accelerated public works projects, and extended unem-
ployment benefits), are based on a survey of persons
in dwelling units within the United States, which
leaves out commuter workers who are not considered
in estimaung the rate of unemployment in the local
labor force.?

It is wossible for total employment to drop in a U.S.
border town without its unemployment rate going
up. This would be the case where a large number of
commuters were laid off in an industry; and some
U.S. industries along the border have a decided p-ef-
erence for employing Mexican nationals. Thue, the
presence of a pool of experienced and unemployed
workers a few hundred yards across a tenuous border
is an cver-present retardant to those wage determin-
ing forces that operate for workers elsewhere within
the United States. The incontestable poverty of large
numbers of Mexican workers, including mary skilled
workers, is a steady Ceterrent to the aspirations of
domestic workers who must compete with them. If
not their actual poverty, then the difference in expec-
tations between foreign and domestic workers leads to
the same end.

In the court trial mentioned, the U.S. Department
of Labor accepted the estimates of the Mexican Gov-
ernment that its nationals working in the United States
accounted for 36 percent of the labor income earned
by residents in Juarez, 33 percent in Tijuana, 31 per-
cent in Nuevo Laredo, 30 percent in Matamoros, 23
percent in Piedras Negras, and 22 percent in Reynosa,

?“Study of Population and Immigration Problems,” Com-
mittee on Judiciary, Subcommittee No. 1, U.S. House of
Representatives, Special Series No. 11, Washington, 1963,
p. 184.

*Ibid., p. 172, letter of Seymour L. Wolfbein, Director,
Office of Manpower, Automation, and Training, 1J.S. De-
partment of Labor.
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Mexicali and Nogales.* These cstimates are of enor-
mous importance. No other cities in the United States
contend with a situation sinilar in scope. The U.S.
worker who competes with the traffic of workers from
Mexico is caught in a situation wherc he pays a sub-
stzntial part of what the Secretary of State regards as a
form of foreign aid to a neighboring nation.

In another lawsuit in 1939, in which efforis were
made to shut off a stream of Mexican workers who
were working at a struck meatpacking plant in £l Paso,
the U.S. Attorney General advanced .he view that the
commuters enjoyed the status of lawtully domiciled
resident aliens unc¢ bence conld not be excluded, even
though they were not actually domiciled in this coun-
try. The court observed that this ¢oncept of the status
of commuters was “an amiabic fiction.” * This “ami-
able fiction” has persisted for over 40 yecars. It still does.

The uniqueness of this tolerance t»>r an alien labor
supply should be contrasted with those policies that
were developed mary years ago to deal with the im-
portation of chicap labor “ato othie: parts of the country.
American labor union officials historically have ob-
jected to unrestricted immigration into the United
States. Often they have been chided for their illiberal
stance in this regard. They favored the exclusion of
Chinese, a “gentlemen’s arreement” to keep out
Japanese, and generally tighter chokes . the flood-
gates that brought European aliens to this country.
Their urgings undoubtedly were xenophobic, but their
primary motivation was more a matter of labor
economics. They could not accomplish the effective
organization of workers so long as there existed an open
sluice to bring new workers into the areas they en-
deavored to organize.

The Civil V. ar produced a temporary labor shortage,
and for at least two decades thereafter the government
aided employers in contracting for alien labor. In 1885
the alien contract labor law was passed to curb the
:nducement of aliens to come to this country. “The
objective of such inducements was to oversupply the
labor market so that domestic laborers would be frced
to work at reduced wages.” ® The 1885 sitatute was
tightened in 1391, reaffirmed in 1907, and again in
1917. However, the 1917 act contained a proviso which
permitted the Commissioner of Immigration and Nat-
uralization to approve temporary admission of aljens.
This is the discretionary authority that has enabled
Mexican nationals to enter the country for work in 1ery
large numbers, as they have under a variety of pro-
grams, including the different “Bracero Programs”
since World War II, wh :reby alien workers come for
temporary periods of farm work. It places unions in
border communities in the position of fighting the

¢Ibid., p. 156.

® Ibid., p. 156.

°1Ibid., p. 185, statement prepared by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, Department of Justice
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battles that unions in other regions of the country
successiully won either 40 or 80 years ago.

A study of the El Paso-Juarez communities by two
soc’ologists confirms these chservations:

The El Paso garment industrics emploved more
than 4,000 persons of whom only about 300 were
dues-paying union members. Union leaders comn-
plained that it was very difficult to organize the
workeis, many of whom lived in C. Juarez. Many
workers were wom=n who regarded their jobs as
temporary. Moreover, it was customary for a regulz.
proportion of these to migrate to Los \neeles as soon
as they had accumulated enough savings. Since most
workers were earning more money (between $32
and $56 per week in 197%) than bank clerks in C.
Juarez, to cite one example, they saw little need to
join the uaion. The peculiar problem Jf residing in
one nation and working in another raised complex
(uestions about workers’ legal rights. As a result of
all these factors, union leaders were beginning to
pressure the U.S. Government to prohibit the em-
ployment in El Paso of persons residing in C. Juarez.
This move was strongly and so far succe:sfully re-
sisted by El Paso businessmen.’

Their study makes the point that Juarez must not
be thought of as a village outpost of El Paso. The
population of Juarez was only about 5 percent less
than that of El Paso in 1960, and was actually larger
at the time of the 1950 census. The “Mexico VIII
Censo General de Poblacion 1960” set the rate of un-
employment in Juarez at 15 percent when the U.S.
census that year revealed a rate of only 6 percent un-
employment in El Paso. But the pressures to work in
the United States were not generated entirely by un-
employment. Perhaps even more pressure came from
the fact that at the time of the censuses the per capita
annual income in Juarez was only $640, while it was
$1,920 in El Paso, over three times as much.?

The Bureau of Employment Security of the U.S.
Department of Labor found that the rate of unem-
ployment in 1966 in Texas bordei cities was almost 95
percent larger than in Texas interior cities; that firms
which employ alien commuters tend to pay them lower
wages than they pay U.S. residents for the same work,
and that such firms tend to pay lower wages than firms
that employ only U.S. residents.®

The commuter is but one of the forms of Mexican
immigration. Commuters can be either aliens or citi-
zens. Aliens who come in may be either “green-card-

? William V. D’Antonio and William H. Form, “Influentials
in Two Border Cities,” 4 Study in Community Decisionmak-
ing, University of Notre Dame Press, 1965, p. 25.

¢ Ibid., p. 42, table II.

°U.S. Department of Labor, “The ‘Commuter’ Problem
and Low Wages and Unemployment in American Cities on
the Mexican Border,” Bureau of Employment Secirity, Office
Farm Labor Service, April 1967, pp. 1-36 (mimeographed).
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ers” or “biue-carders.” The green card {(Immigration
form J-151) authorizes the alien to work and live
anywhere in the United States he wishes; the blue card
(Immigration Form I-186) authorizes him to enter the
United States not to exceed 72 hours at a time. But
therc seems to be no assured way of keeping track of
the 72 hours as it applies to an individual.

There are other types of entry both legal and iilegal,
temporary and permanent. The numbers of illegal en-
trants, the so-called “wetbacks,” have been astronomi-
cal in some years (cver a million were actually appre-
hended and returned to Mexico in 1954) ; then, there
are the border crossers who come for shopping, visiting,
business, attending schooi, or as tourists; finally, there
are the contracted-tor agricultural workers who con-
tinue to come for seasonal work under government.
sponsored work arrangements.

The numbers of all these can only be estimated.
The numbers of persoas in some of these immigrant
categories are shrouded in official obscurities. Yet resi-
dents in any horder community can substitute their
observed experience for this official silence. They see
it as a piienomenon that has existed since the United
States gained the Soutnwest.

The “1965 Annual Report” of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service reccias that of the 110,371 de-
portable aliens locared and returned that year, Mexi-
can nationals cxceeded those from all other countries
combined. And of the 55,349 Mexicans who were
returned, well over half had made surreptitious en-
tries—in coritrast to less than 10 percent of deported
persons from all other countries who had done so.?°
Over 90 percent of the deported zliens who entered
without legal inspection in 1965 were Mexicans! They
came ‘n under the hoods of automobiles, by foot across
the desert, across railroad trestles and rivers, hidden
in freight cais. They continue to come as ihey have al-
ways come. Their comiag is assisted by organized com-
mercial smugglers, the “coyotes” who prey on them,
the counterfeiters and salesmen of fraudulent docu-
ments. In 1965 the Immigration Service’s Fraudulent
Document Center in El Paso reported it had had its
most productive year since inception.!' The Center
may do an able job of investigating suspected docu-
ments, but the belief still prevails among Mexican
Americans that for $100 in Mexico one can buy a
fraudulent American birth or baptismal certificate to
back up a claim to citizenship. The U.S. border is a
Circean attraction for the poor. The border towns are
their staging area, thus forcing these towns to continue
to feed on what has made them ill. They import

poverty.

* Immigration and Naturalization Service, Department of
Justice, Annual Report, 1965, pp. 7-8.
* Ibid., p. 12.
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The Mexican-American Study Project has recorded
the history and some of the implications of Mexican
immigraiion pressures. That study estimates that a
minimum of 60,000 pe.sons crossed the border regu-
larly in 1960 for employment. It estimates that 17,976
of the 32,684 permanent immigrants in 1960 entered
the labor force. This figure represents the magnitude
of the annual cumulative increase in the permanent
labor force from this source. That same year the num-
ber of Mexican workers who took jobs in this country
was at least 191,176, and most of those jobs were in
the Southwest. Almost 90 percent of the permanent
Mexican immigrants give one of the five Southwestern
States as their intended place of residence.?

Th's situation, complicated and fraught as it is with
implications for foreign policy, is iaken as the basis
for one of the recommendations of this study. Most of
the efforts to stem the tide of Mexican nationals have
turned on the “‘adverse effect” proscription of immi-
gration law. This means that in each instance it is in-
cumbent on the complaining party or agency to
demonstraie that the entry of foreign nationals has an
adverse economic effect on resident citizens. This is
a great burden to carry to trial. The nature of practi-
cally all economic data, such as what is needed to
establish this claim, is that they are measurements of
things past, general rather than specific, and can only
cautiously and tentatively be applied to current spe-
cific situztions. If they satisfy the requirements of the
law, they do so after the fact, which offers small
assistance to the complainants.

It is suggested here that there is new law available
that might supplant the adversc effect doctrine. That
law is reposed in title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 and, to the knowledge of this writer, has not been
applied to this situation which plagues these border
States. Since the previously mentioned cases were
brought to trial, immigration statutes and rules on
this subject may have to meet another test of law.
Congress has stated that a new rule shall apply, one
which makes unlawful any employment that favors a
particular race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.
“National origin” may be the key for unlocking judicial
inability to redress these complaints.

An employer who has shown a demonstrable prefer-
ence for hiring either commuters or resident aliens must
certainly, at some point, need to meet the test of show-
ing that this does not run afoul of a national injunction
against showing preference for certain classes of work-
ers because of their national origin, in this instance,

2 Mexican-American Study Project, “Mexican Immigration
to the United States: The Record and Its Implications,”
Advance Report 2, by Leo Grebler, Division of Research,
Graduate School of Business Administration, UCLA, Janu-
ary 1966, p. 64.
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Mexico. Observable evidence up and down the border
is available to show that, for whatever reason, there are
employers who have a predominance of commuters
workiag in their establishments—why should this not
be tested against the strictures Congress laid down in
1964? Inasmuch as the act permits a test by action of
any of the Commissioners, as well as of an  avolved
individual, this is not something that need await the
happenchance of individual workers with motivation
and resources to endeavor reversing a high policy of
the U.S. Government.

The Acting General Counsel of the Commission
has already ruled that the ac does not prohibit an
empioyer and union from entering an agreement that
discriminates against the employment of nonresident
aliens as a class. This ruling is based on the grounds
that this does not constitute discrimination based on
national origins since to rule otherwise would conflict
with government policy as expressed in the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, which states, perhaps some-
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what ineffectively in this instance, that domestic labor
should be protected from competition of foreign labor.??

Should not the Commission press government policy
further to see if the predilection of some employers to
use Mexican nationals violates title VII, whether or
not this produces adverse economic effects on the
domestic workers most immediately invoived? The
utilization of a class of workers who have a common
national origin as reccnt as each morning they com-
mute to work would appear tc offend titie VII, what-
ever the econortic considerations. It scems unlikely that
the court would construe title VII as the same type of
“amiable fiction” that it found the residency reguire-
ments of immigration law to be. This suggestion, of
course, is based on a layman’s logic, but perhaps it
deserves exploration by the Commission’s General
Counsel.

 Commerce Clearing House, Inc., Employment Practices,
Decisions and Rulings, Equal Employment Practices Commis-
sion, 17,304.61, “Discrimination against nonresident aliens,”
No. 50~55, Aug. 18, 1967, p. 7413~35-36.
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Our Manifest Destiny

It was observed at the outset that the central his-
torical fact that is pertinent to this study is that the
Southwest once represented a colonial empire to the
United States. In today’s world there is an unpleasant-
ness about this admission. Most historians avoided
making it in the past, and all would not accept it
today.

Nevertheless, the acknowledgement of colonialism
and ccionial attitudes is as essential to an understand-
ing of the present problems of Spanish Surnameds as
is the acknowledgment of slavery in the case of Negro
Americans. The shadows of the past do extend into
the present, and the ones that concern us here begin
with this country’s initial annoyance over a Spanish
pr.sence on the continent.

Spain’s frontier of settlements in lands that now are
a part of the United States once exceeded by far that
of any other European power. From its first permanent
settlement in Florida in 1565 to its retrocession of
Louisiana to France in 1800, Spain endeavored to hold
a line of settiements that extended from St. Augustine,
Fla., to New Orleans, thence to St. Louis and west to
San Francisco by way of Santa Fe, N.M. The loss of
the Louisiana territory separated its holdings on the
continent. When the United States acquired that ter-
ritory from France 3 years later, the area was set for
an historic unwinding of national destinies that best
can be compared to a corrida, a pageant of the bull-
ring. There was never uncertainty as to which nation
was the matador. It was a confrontation betwzen a
young, zestful nation born in the English cultural
stream and a distant, aucient nation trying to hold
together an empire that had brought Latin civiliza-
tion to most of the Americas within the 300 years
preceding.

The metaphor of the bullring is not overdrawn.
The ceremonial pioys that characterized the cenfron-
tation in its early stages were clearly meant to hasten
the fatal moments intended from the first. The trum-
peting of the first bars of what was to be called “Mani-
fest Destiny” could only mean death to Spain.

The United States doubled in size with the Louisiana
Purchase. The country’s boundaries on the west side
of the Mississippi Riv~r became an almost exact re-
flection of the shape and size of its boundaries on the
east. It was as though the continent had been creased
along that river to make a giant inkblot which spread

Q
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a symmetrical wing of the Nation’s boundaries over
the lands to the west.

In 1819 the King of Spain ceded Florida to the
United States, following Jackson’s invasion of that
area. In exchange, the United States disavowed any
claims to what is now Texas and to the other lands
that lay to the west and southwest in what was known
as New Spain. The Treaty of 1819 for the first time
defined a boundary between New Spain and the great
central river system that the United States had pur-
chased from France. This boundary created for
Americans the concept of a southwestern region ad-
jacent to their country. The line of separation crossed
the continent from the Gulf of Mexice to the Pacific,
setting the northern and eastern limits of the area
referred to today as the Southwest.

When the boundary was drawn, none of the names
of the present southwestern States had entered our
language. There were allusions to vast, imprecise areas
sometimes referred to as Texas and California, but
there was no agreement as to their bounds, for they
did not cxist as natural or political entities. The poli-
tical entities that confronted each other across the
treaty line were the Spanish Crown and the United
States of America.!

American maps for a period thereafter designated
the entire area north of the 42d parallel as “Oregon.”
All the expanse below the parallel was simply- marked
“The Great American Desert” and the “Great Sandy
Plain”—covering over 1,500 miles of gecgraphy un-
known to Americans. The only other designations on
these maps were the nanes of Indian groupings super-
imposed over the areas that they were thought to fre-
quent.” Little else was known about the region in the
United States.

The erratic thrusts of the westward migration were
expected to bypass the Southwest and head only for the
more salubrious Oregon Territory. This view did not
reckon with the expansionist designs and covetous pol-
icies that obsessed of*-~r Americans 20 years later. In
the next two decades An‘erican settlers moved to the

*T. Harry Williams, Richard N. Current, Frank Friedc!,
“A History of the United States: [To 1877],” Second edition,
revised, Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1965, p. 308.

? Charles O. Paullin, “Atlas of the Historical Geography of
the Unitcd States,” Carnegie Institute of Washington and the
American Geographical Society of New York, 1932, the
“Smith Map of 1843,” Plate 32 (c).

65



borde.land frontiers. Some moved beyond it, going
outside the United S:ates, often moving in fugitive
fashion: somctimes they went to be free of persecu-
tion, as in the case of the Mormons. The notion that
the national boundaries should follow them became
popularized in the tantalizing phrase, “Manifest Des-
tiny,” a belief that therc was a providential design
that their kind, the English-speaking “Anglo Ameri-
cans,” should fill the continent from ocean to ocean.

Spain’s colonial empire southwest of the interna-
tional boundary gave way to the Republic of Mexicc
in 1820. The lands adjacent to the United States,
which had long been administrative outposts far
removed from the main centers of Spanish activity,
became States of the new Mexican nation: Texas, New
Mexico, and Upper California. These areas already
had a long history tying them to the European cul-
tural stream, Their local history began in 1540 when
Coronado spent several years exploring the region,
twice wintering peaceably with the Pueblo Indians
who dwelt then as now in cities with three-story houses.
This happened 67 years before the first English settle-
ment at Jamestown! Santa Cruz was established in
1603, 4 years before Jamestown and 17 years before
the Pilgrims found their landing rock on the east
coast. And, as has been saiG, Santa Fe, the present
New Mexico capital, had bLeen the territorial capital
for over a decade before Jamestown.

The Spanish-speaking people in these areas knew
that their forebears had established many things on
American lands before the first Englishman ever
reached those lands. They farmed and mined; they
built aqueducts that still operate; theirs were the first
wheels to turn on the continent; they introduced many
grains, fruits, vegetables, and fibers to the land; they
brought livestock and turned the horse loose in Amer-
ica; they organized cities and built over 50 missions
from southern Louisiana to north of San Francisco
Bay. They did all of these things, lived all this history,
before their history was taken from them.?

These deep roots are slighted by most U.S. historians.
The story of the country’s development is too often
told by those who scanned the westward movement
only from the east. That perspective disadvantages
those whose heritage ties them to the other half of the
cultural division of Europe. It disadvantages even
more those indigenous people who wrote no histories
to tell of their three centuries of retreat before the ad-
vancing Anglos.

The Southwest became a place to discard what was
unwanted, a dumping ground for the dispossessed, for

2 Herschel T. Manuel, “Spanish-Speaking Children of the
Southwest,” University of Texas Press, Austin, 1965, p. 9.
See also Carey McWilliams, “North from Mexico,”

Monthly Review Press, New York, 1961, pp. 32-33; and

Howard F. Cline, “The United States and Mexico,” Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1963, p. 33.
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Indian tribes that were pushed from their verdant
eastern homelands and thereby made to compete with
each other for the same living and hunting areas. The
native tribes in the Southwest had been peaceably dis-
posed toward the United States, but the influx of other
Indians driven out by the United States became the
cause of constant friction.*

All too often the movement west has been viewed
as the individual acts of independent, self-sufficient
pioneer types, willing to take the risks of failure or
destruction. Without question, those who went to the
frontier were generally of this character. But this is
not enough. The pioneers were encouraged in their
westward push by public policies, by Federal programs
of frontier defense and for dealing with and moving
the Indians. The superior forces of the fierce plains
Indians could have cut down settiers as they arrived,
had not Congress appropriated the funds to move these
tribes and make available the U.S. Army to keep them
at bay. This was a deliberate manpower policy, as
deliberate as those policies today that are concerned
with the efficient utilization and placement of the
labor force.

Mention has already been made of a significant dif-
ference between English, later United States, and
Spanish colonial policies. The Spanish often mingled
their blood with that of native populatior.. Inter-
marriage between Spanish and Indian became sanc-
tioned by roval decree in 1514. This contributed to the
fact that the predominant population of Mexico be-
came mestizos, mixed bloods, with only minorities of
the original Indian and Spanish stocks.

In contrast to the English, the extent of Spanish
penetration on the continent was not to be measured
by a simple head count of the number of settlers who
came from the home country. The Canary Islanders
who were brought in to found San Antonio were few
in number. However, they laid out a city not juut for
themselves but also for the native Indian populations.
They intended to convert what Indians they could and
to include them in their society. True, their manner of
accomplishing this was not always gentle, and the place
accorded Indians within Spanish colonial settlements
was not always to their liking. Nonetheless, the Span-
ish had a more relaxed view than the English on ques-
tions of racial and ethnic integration. For instance, in
the group of 22 adults who first settled Los Angeles,
20 were nonwhite of which 10 were Negro.®

One searches in vain for an English parallel to this
colonial policy on our east coast. The peoples who

¢ Edgar Bruce Wesley, “Guarding the Frontier,” University
of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1935, p. 177.

® Father Zephyrin Engelhardt, “San Gabriel Mission and
the Beginnings of Los Angeles.” San Gabriel: San Gabriel
Mission, 1927,
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faced each other across the new international boundary
had this important difference. It set the stage for dif-
ferences that persist today.

In the 1820’s the Mexican Government permitted
immigration into Texas and gave large grants of land
to colonizers. Immigrants were required to accept
Mexican rule and the Roman Catholic faith and to
forego the practice of slavery, an institution it had
made unlawful in 1829. None of these conditions were
met with univessal good faith. By 1836 the number of
Anglo settlers who ranked under Mexican rule was
sufficient to challenge that rule. They saw it as despotic,
declared their independence, and successfully de-
fended it. Mexico did not concede the loss, but 9 years
later, in 1845, this did not stay the United States from
annexing the newly born Republic of Texas. The
gauntlet was then down.

Mexico promptly broke off diplomatic relations with
the United States. The situation was aggravated by the
fact that there was no agreement as to the extent of
Texas’ boundaries. Texans of that time held that their
borders encompassed most of the present State of New
Mexico, plus parts of the present States of Oklahoma,
Colorado, Nebraska, and Wyoming. The area actually
annexed by the United States was very much less than
that and did not extend much past the center of the
present State or south beyond the Nueces River. Even
so, Texans for their part asserted a claim to all the
land to the south between the Nueces and the Rio
Grande Rivers.

President Pcolk eventually moved to recognize the
Texans’ claim and sent an army first to the Nueces and
later to thz Rio Grande. He alerted a Pacific naval
squadron to seize California ports, should a war de-
velop. When Mexican troops crossed the Rio Grande
and attacked a unit of American soldiers in the dis-
puted Nueces strip, Polk asked for and got a declaration
of war from Congress on May 13, 1846.

Mexico was assaulted by land and sea. Military
offensives were also carried out in New Mexico and
California (including what is now Arizona). Anglo
settlers in Ca:ifornia proclaimed an independent State
and then joined U.S. troops in reducing the opposi-
tion of Mexican loyalists in the fall of 1846. The United
States soon held all of the Southwest.

But militaiy victories for the United States came
more readily than did Mexican acceptance of peace.
A year passed while the American army pressed on to
seize and occupy the Mexican capital at Mexico City,
raising the American flag for the first time above the
capital of a conquered nation. Even so, the Mexican
Government would not assent to peace. It pled with
the American commissioner to relinjuish the demand
that it cede “New Mexico, and the few leagues which
divide the right bank of the Nueces from the left bank
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of the Bravo (Rio Grande).””¢ It would not formalize
the peace that was already forced upon it.

When Congress lifted the injunct’c.i of secrecy from
the messages and documents pertai.iing to the Treaty
of Guadalupe Hidalgo, which was the treaty of peace
that was nade following a change in the Mexican
Government, the reasons for Mexico’s stubborn con-
cern became generally known. Mexico had resisted ac-
cepting the inevitable out of concern for the fate of
its own nationals who were to be absorbed by the
United States. It acknowledged and accepted the
pledge of the United States to recognize thc right of its
nationals to remain where they were and to preserve
their property 2nd nationality, but it was fearful, it
said, lest “they remain strangers in their own country.”
It told the U.S. commissioner, “it is not the Govern-
ment of Mexico that will place a price upon the adhe-
sion of its citizens to the soil upon which they were
born.” 7

It was a new, more suppliant Mexican Government
that came to power 5 months after this exchange and
assented to the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. The
treaty secured for the United States the land it had gone
to war to get. It was approved by the Senate. The
Southwest had become part of the United States.?

A few years later, in 1853, the United States felt
one further territorial need. An error in locating the
proper latitude of El Paso had cost the country its
claim to lands south of the Gila River which were
thought needed for a railroad route to California.
Accordirgly, a railroad official was authorized to nego-
tiate for the purchase by the United States of 30,000
square miles of land on the borders of New Mexico and
Arzona. This was secured for 50 cents an acre, and
the Southwest in its present bounds was defined. The
area annexed covers the States of Nevada and Utah,
in addition to the five States included in this study.

Had these lands not been tzken from Mexico, that
nation today would be equal in size to the coterminous
United States. Mexico was cut in half and the acreage
that was transferred is three-fourths that of India—
such was the size of the vast internal empire that was
created in the name of “Manifest Destiny.”

It should be said that the country was not oi one
mind about this seizure. The Congress was divided on
it. One freshman Congressman, Lincoln from Illinois,
was outspoken against the war. Ite said of the
President,

I more than suspect that he is deeply conscious
of being in the wrong—that he feels the blood of this
war, like the blood of Abel, is crving to Heaven
against him. * * * His mind tasked beyond its

° U.S. Senate, “The Treaty Beiween the United States and
Mexico,” 30th Cong., First Sess., Executive No. 42, Washing-
ton, D.C. 1848, p. 343.

* Ibid.

8 T. FKarry Williams, et al., op cit., pp. 520-527.
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power, is running hither and thither, like some tor-

tured creature, on a burning surface, finding no

position, on which it can scttle down and be at

peace. ¥ * * He knows not where he is. He is a

bewildered, confounded and miserably perplexed
s ¥

man.”

But President Polk’s chief perplexity was whether the
United States was seizing all the land that he felt the
situation warranted. When he submitted the treaty to
the Senate for ratification, he confided to his diary,
“If the treaty was now to be made, I should demand
more territory.” 1 He felt pressed by those who wanted

®Carl Sandburg, Abraham Lincoln: “The Prairic Years
and the War Years,” (one-volume cdition), Harcourt, Brace
and Co, New York, 1954, p. 96.

" Henry Steele Commager, “Documents of American His-
tory,” Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, Sixth Edi-
tion, 1958, p. 313.
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to take all of Mexico and who saw in this act some-
thing more than a mere transfer of acreage.

U.S. Senator Sam Houston, the former President
of the Republic of Texas, was one who argued,

The Anglo-Saxon race [must] pervade the whole
southern extremity of this vast continent. * * *
[The] Mexicans are no better than the Indians, and I
see no reason why we should not take their land.
* * * We are now in the war * * ¥ giving peace,
security and happiness to those oppressed people.!!

Abolitionist Congressman Thaddeus Stevens later spoke
of them as “hybrid” people, degraded and priest ridden.
Clearly, the United States wanted their land, not them.

" Ruth Landes, “Latin Americans of the Southwest,”
McGraw-Hill Book Co., St. Louis, 1965, pp. 51-52.
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The Subject People

The seizure of land does not necessarily spell
colonialism, nor must it result in people being treated
as colonial subjects. Most of the lands that make up
the United States were seized. But the consequences
of such seizure in the Southwest were not the same as
elsewhere. There are several reasons for this.

The Southwest was the last great land mass added
to the country by conquest. At the time of its annexa-
tion, it already contained a rich variety of people,
people who today make it the most cosmopolitan re-
gion of the Nation. It contains larger numbers of
people of different races, religions, national origins,
and at different stages of cultural development than
any other region. Here are gathered some of the larg-
est groups of Indians, both those native to the area and
those driven here, those from both primitive and ad-
vanced cultures; here are the hispanicized Indians of
this country and Mexico; here are four-fifths of all
those who are linked to the Conquistadores by their
Spanish surnames; here, if we leave Hawaii aside, are
the Nation’s largest groups of Orientals: Two-thirds
of the Japanese, two-thirds of the Filipinos and over
half of the Chinese; and a third of the Nation’s com-
bined groups of Asian Indians, Koreans, Polynesians,
Indonesians, Hawaiians, and others; here, also, are
over 2 million of the Nation’s 1 "=groes.

In the truest sense of the word, the region is cosmo-
politan—its pepole belong to all of the world, and the
ties of many with other parts of the world are still

recent and unsevered, for here are found one-third of
all the Nation’s registered aliens.

These racial and ethnic groups are the minority
people in the region. Of the 29.3 million persons in
these five States i1 1960, 6.2 million, over 21 percent,
were part of the minority population. In a nation that
has come to see its minority member as a black con-
trast in a sea of white faces and refers to him as “Amer-
ica’s 10th man,” the Southwest presents an exception.
There, one of every five persons is a part of the minor-
ity, and he is seen as such, for he too is separately visible
in the sea of white faces. The white descendant of
European stock, who is not identified with one of the
named racial or ethnic groups, is known as an Anglo.
This in itself is an oddity, for where else in the country
has a member of the majority acquired a single com-
monplace name?

Table 30 shows the population totals for the princi-
pal minority groups and the majority Anglo group of
“other white” and compares these for the census years
of 1950 and 1960. In that decade, each minority group
showed a greater increase in population than did the
Anglos. :

The rapid increase in the size of the minority popu-
lations in recent years does not alter the claim made
here that it is the Anglo who came to possess the
region, and that he treated others as conquered or
subject people while doing so. The evidence to support
this can be drawn from the history of the region.

TABLE 30.—Population of sejected ethnic groups, for five Southwestern States, urban and rural: 1960 and 1950

White Nonwhite
Census yeas, State, and area Tota!
Total Spanish Other Total Negro Indian Japanese Chinese Other
surname

2,30+.012 26,576,041 3,464,999 23,111,042 2,72.,971 171,444 188,694 170,647 103, 794 93,392
0.0 90.7 1.9 78.9 9.3 7.4 .6 .6 .4 .3
21,843,280 19, 223, 082 2,289,550 16,933,532 1,830,198 1,494,189 131,912 92, 356 63, 334 45,400

100.0 9.3 10.9 R0.4 8.7 7.1 .6 .4 .3 0
LT e T s ey T ®5 w1 53 ao s EXS
Source: 1960 Census of Population, Supplementary Report PC(S1)-55, *’Population Characteristics of Selected Ethnic Groups in the five Southwestern States,”” U.S. Department

ot Commerce, Bureau ot the Census, issued July 1968,
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The “Simpleminded Children”

Consider the Ladians. They were here first, and their
present multiplication despite their poverty is a suc-
cess story in a grim sort of a way. In years past, forcing
the Indians into cracks and corners where their sub-
sistence became uncertain or impossible was the mark
of a successfully pursued Indian policy. It was not be-
lieved that civilization and industry might orevail
except that this be done.

There were never but two choices open to the
Indians—between bewilderment and hostility or abjec-
tion and poverty—poverty in the most elemental terms
of survival. Those who chose hostility were regarded as
savages and dealt with as such. The advancing Anglo
saw his terms of survival as requiring the removal or
the extermination of the Indian—sometimes one,
sometimes the other. Men of both races made their
choice, and the Indian was virtually removed from
association with the white man’s civilization.

The annual report of the U.S. Bureau of Indian
Affairs for the year 1871-72 leaves no uncertainty
about the Government’s role in executing this man-
power policy.! The Commissioner of Indian Affairs
that year explained what was then seen as the one hope
of the Indians:

No one certainly will rejoice more heartily than
the present Commissioner when the Indians of the
country cease to be in a position to dictate, in any
form or degree, to the Government; when, in fact,
the last hostile tribe becomes reduced to the sup-
pliants of charity. This is, indeed, the only hope of
salvation for the aborigines of the continent. If they
stand up against the progress of civilization and in-
dustry, they must be relentlessly crushed. The west-
ward course of population is neither to be denied
nor delayed for the sake of all the Indians that ever
called this country their home, They must yield or
perish.

The yielding continued antil only 82 years ago, when

U.S. cavalry troops engaged the last of the hostile
Apaches in Arizona.? Because the Indians yielded they

1 “U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs Report,” 1871-72, Gov-
ernment Printing Office, Washington, D.C,, 1872, p. 9.

2 There is a note of irony in that the commander of the
U.S. forces in World War I, General John J. Pershing, earned
the nickname “Nigger Jack,” later softened to “Black Jack,”
because as a young officer jt was Negro troops he led in the
campaign against the Apache. See: Thomas J. Fleming,
“Pershing’s Island War,” American Heritage, Vol. XIX, No.
5, August 1968, p. 34.
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TABLE 31.—Indian population in the Southwest: 1960

Poputation Percent
Area —— ——— indfan
Total Indian

ANZONA. .o 1,302, 161 83,387 6.4
California. ... .......o.oo o s 15,717,204 39,014 .2
Colorado. ... .. .. ... 1,753,947 4,288 .2
New Mexico.. . 951,023 56, 258 59
TeXaS. i 9,579,677 5,750 1
Southwest. ... ... ... ...oiiiiieiiaeoa 29, 304,012 188, 694 .6

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, *‘Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1966."
(87th edition), Washington, D.C., 1966.

did not all perish. There were 188,694 of them counted
in the five States in the last census. Table 31 shcws
how they were distributed among these States. Today,
ti:e Indians stand first in the Nation in their poverty.
No group is poorer. Table 32 gives their median in-
comes and the percentage of males with income below
$2,000.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs acknowledges the
abiding poverty of Indians today, saying, “Most In-
dians are poor, desperately poor—as poor as anybody
we know in this country of ours.” 3 Yet they are also
one of the fastest growing minorities in the country,
despite having higher infant mortality rates and a
shorter life expectancy than any other racial or ethnic

group.*

*U.S. Départment of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, “The War Against Poverty—The American Indian,”
USGPO, Washington, 1964, p. 8 (pamphlet).

¢ U.S. Department of Health, Educatior.. and Welfare, “In-
dian Health Highlights,” 1964 Edition, Public Health Serv-
ice, Washington, D.C., April 1964.

TABLE 32.—Income! of the Indian population, for Southwest, 1960

Median Percent of
Area Median income rales with
income of males income
below $2,000

@ $1, 358 60.1
$1,921 2,694 40.3
1,935 2,461 42.1
1,337 1,703 55.5
1,655 2,017 49.7

1 Income of persons in 1959, 14 years old and over, 1960.
2 Balow $1,000.

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1950, Lepartment of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, PC(2)-1C, table 56, pp. 234-239.
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The problems of the Indian are much too diverse
and complex ‘o be detailed here. A recent Congres-
sional investigation has reported that his plight, in-
stead of being lessened, has worsened in the last 15
years. His unemployment rate is reported 10 times the
national average; 50 percent of his children drop out
of school before completing high school; President
Johnson has called him “the forgotten American.” %
The compounded errors of the past, which demanded
that the Indian give up being anr Indian if he wished
to share in the benefits of the U.S. economy, were de-
tailed for the Joint Economic Committee of the Con-
gress in 1968 by the Director of Program Development
of the W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Re-
search. He urged that any program to rectify past
errors undertaken by the Government must begin with
breaking “its unfortunate tradition of dealing with In-
dians as though they are simple-minded children.” ¢

®*Robert L. Jackson, “Indians’ Plight Worse Congress
Probers Find,” Los Angeles Times, April 1, 1968.

®Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the Unitcd
States, Federal Programs for the Development of Human
Resources, Subcommittee on Economic Progress, Joint Com-

Federal policy has indeed treated the pacified but
untractable Indians as simple-minded children. That
policy has vacillated over the years and has not yet
settled on how to find accommodations with their
diversity. The Bureau of Indian Affairs, which sees it-
self as shielding the Indians from predations of the
unscrupulous, has itself been condemned for taking
from them the choices of their own life styles, com-
munity, and the rearing of their children. In this con-
nection it should be enough to recall that it was not
until after World War II that citizenship was realized
by the last of the Indian groups. And only in the last
20 years were the last of them given the right to vote
and to serve on juries. Arizcna and New Mexico were
the last of the States to permit thein jury service and
to grant them the franchise.?

mittee Print, Washington, 1968, paper submitted by Herbert
E. Stiner, “Toward a Fundainental Program for the Train-
ing, Employment and Econcmic Equality of the American
indian,” pp. 293-326.

“Felix S. Cohen, ed., Handbook of Federal Indian Law,
Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office; 1942. U.S.
Department of the Interior; Office of the Solicitor.
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“«*** Strangers in Their Own Country”

Much larger in number than the Indians are the
Spanish Surnameds. Table 30 shows almost 32 million
of them living in these five States in 1960. True, only
a fraction might claim the distinctive heritage of being
descendants of those settled families who lived in the
region at the time of the war with Mexico, and for
whom the Mexican Government expressed concern Jest
they remain strangers in their own country. However,
those who came as immigrants at a later date moved
into a social and economic climate already set by the
relationship that had developed between the original
Spanish and Mexican settlers and the Anglos who be-
came dominant after the war and were then joined
by such large numbers of other Anglos.

Article VIII of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo
guaranteed many things to the former Mexican na-
tionals. Among these it gave assurance that Mexicans
in territory previously belonging to Mexico would “be
free to continue where they now reside * * * reiain-
ing the property which they possess.” This pledge did
not prove adequate in all cases. The ratification of the
treaty opened the season for Anglo claims against the
land properties of those for whom the commitment
was made.

There are intricate and reasoned ways to explaii: the
loss of land of former Mexican citizer:s and their heirs.
But in s¢ many instances it can only be seen as
plunder—theft dressed up in the trappings of legalisms
and political decisions which did not exist at the time
of the treaty ratification.

Most historians of the region today acknowledge
that there was wide-scale Jarceny as the Anglos ac-
quired title to the land.! An account of the land losses
of Spanish Surnameds in northern New Mexico has
been made by Clark S. Knowlton, a sociologist at
Texas Western College.? He affirms that the Spanish

*A view that dissents sharply from this is presented by
Wayne W. Scott in “Spanish Land-Grant Problems Were
Here Before the Anglo,” New Mexico Business, University of
New Mexico, Bureau of Business Research, vol. 20, No. 7,
July 1967, pp. 1-9. It is not persuasive to this writer, for his
argument hinges on the claim that many of the titles were
clouded under Spanish and Mexican law, and the act of
dispossessing people of their birthlands would be no more
commendatory had it been done in Spanish rather than in
English.

*Clark S. Knowlton, “Causes of Land Losses Among the
Spanish Americans in Northern New Mexico,” Rocky Moun-
tain Social Science Journal, Apr. 5, 1963, vol. I, pp. 201-211.
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Surmameds, since 1854, have lost in New Mexico alone
over 2 million acres of privately held land and
1,700,000 acres of communal land, granted and char-
tered under Spanish law to villages for communal
grazing and timbering. In a<dition, 1,800,000 acres
have been taken from them by the State, and other
vast acreages have been taken by the Federal Govern-
ment for forest reserves or granted by it to railroad
companies.

These land transfers started with the treaty. A
largely illiterate population was treated by the enter-
ing Anglos as fair game for sharp, if not shady, deals.
Congress, in 1854, reserved to itself the right to pass
on private Jand claims. The Spanish Surnameds, when
contested for their lands, were required to pay for
their own surveys and spend some time in Washington
if they hoped to get their claims confirmed. The vio-
lence and conflict that grew out of these arrangements
led Congress to establish a Court of Piivate Land
Claims in 1891 for New Mexico and Colorado. This
court continued until 1904. Dr. Knowlton says it re-
jected two-thirds of all the land claims of Spanish
Surnameds coming before it. Many of them sursen-
dered their lands without a struggle when their rights
were challenged: “* * * they shrank from all Anglo
contact * * * To them the entire legal process scemed
like a giant Anglo conspiracy to sieal their property
without possibility of escape or redress.” 3

Carey McWilliams has written that California was
engulfed by a tidal wave of Anglos after 1848, and
that they took possession of the land and proceeded
to make things nver to their own taste.* But the Tex-
ans, which is to say Anglo Texans, got an earlier start in
their encroachments on Mexican holdings in their
own State. They were not encumbered after gaining
their independence from Mexico by the treaty guar-
antees that were later made by the United States. They
could set about assembling larger land units with
greater ease, partly because the Mexican grants in
their State were less developed and less settled. In
Texas, where even today a Spanish Surnamed remains
a “Mexican” in the parlance of the street, there was
less disposition to worry about the legalisms of land
seizures. Texans felt little compunction about expel-

*Ibid., pp. 8 and 9
¢ Carey McWilliams, “North From Mexico,” Monthly Re-
view Press, New York, 1961, p. 92,
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ling these “alien” people from their midst, even after
the treaty.

In 1856 Colorado County in Texas expelled all
“Mexicans” on 5 days’ notice and forbade them to
come within the limits of the county; Matagorda
County took similar action; Uvalde County forbade
them to travel on public roads without passes; at
Goliad, where Texans fought valiantly for their own
freedom, a resolution was passed, stating “the continu-
ance of the greasers or peon Mexicans as citizens
among us is an intolerable nuisance.” ®

Paul Taylor has recorded how in the Nueces strip in
Texas land tit!=s were acquired and large cattle ranches
built on lands that had been Spanish or Mexican
grants.®

Dr. Knowlton insists that this process is still at work
in New Mexico. The construction of reclamation, irri-
gation, and flood control projects opens again the
contest for water rights. Commercial and subsidized
agriculture, hungry for larger holdings, encourages
projects that impose heavy water or conservation
charges upon land used for subsistence agriculture The
decline of the sheep industry, the search for summer
ranges or income tax writeoffs result in the continued
land losses. The villagers in the Sangre de Cristo
Mountains and upper valley of the Rio Grande are
pressed in this squeeze, and finding they cannot get
public assistance if land is owned, they sell it for what
they can get or abanden it and move to town in a
search for employment or to join the welfare roles.
Recently some of these people have substituted a new
belligerence for what once was thought to be their
rustic charm.

The formation by some Spanish Surnameds of the
Alianza, as the Federal Alliance of Land Grants and
Confederation of Free City States is known, the dra-
matic seizure of a court house, the shootings, the kid-
nappings, the internmenis and subsequent trials—all
have: made the Natica aware that here is another mi-
nority stirring in its frustrations. The appearance of
their representatives at the Poor People’s March on
Washington in 1968 was treaied as quixotic by most
of the Nation’s press—they were seen as quaint, out of
the past, as were those Indians who went tu the steps
of the Supreme Court to protest the loss of ancient
fishing rights.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has acknowl-
edged that these are unresolved problems. It has
stated that many problems in parts of the Southwest

®Frank W. Johnson, “A History of Texas and Texans,”
edited and brought up to date by Eugene C. Barker, the
American Historical Society, Chicago and New York, 1916,
vol. I, pp. 514-515.

® Paul Schuster Taylor, “An American-Mexican Frontier;
Nueces County, Tex.,” the University of North Carolina
Press, Chapel Hill, 1934,

spring not from the scarcity of resources such as water,
but from the complications associated with the use of
existing resources:

Land transfers and bouidary maintenance,
especially for irrigated land holdings, are hindered
by ambiguous land titles haided down by the Span-
ish Crown or by the Mexican Government, later
interpreted by U.S. courts in terms of homestezding
laws passed by the U.S. Congress during the latter
part of the 19th century. This situation impedes
those who arc in a position to reassemble many of
the fragmented land holdings into larger and more
efficient units.”

Whatever the complication, the Department’s ob-
servation must be unsettling to Spanish Surnameds
who live in the affected areas. Here an agency of gov-
ernment, almost 120 years after Guadalupe Hidalgo, is
saying that the iand titles from the defeated nation
are “ambiguous,” that the boundaries of holdings are
yet unclear. There is even an ironic note to the Depart-
ment’s statement that fragments of land should be
assembled into larger holdings so that they may be
more efficiently utilized. The titles to much of the
land in question probably were rendered ambiguous
and more susceptible to being taken away from the
original occupants because no single person did own it;
it was communal land, it belonged to the village that
it might be more efficicntly uzed. U.S. land law found
it difficult to accommodate that communal arrange-
ment and to protect it from homesteaders who wanted
individual, private holdings.®

Author Steve Allen, southwesterner, whose successes
as an entertainer have not kept him from writing
broadly of his humane concerns, observes that the
Spanish-speaking people of the Southwest “unlike the
Indians, whose misery they have shared, * * * have
never had even the nominal protection of an agency
such as the Bureau of Indian Affairs.” ?

“The dimensions of depressed economic condition
of Mexican-Americans have never been brought into
sharp focus.” So states the Mexican-American Study
Project, the first extensive and in-depth research of the
Mexican-American population in the Southwest that
UCLA has undertaken with Ford Youndation assist-
ance. That study further observes, “abject poverty
among Mexican-Americans has gone largely unno-
ticed in the Nation at large * * * few, if any, of the

U.S. Department of Agriculture, “Rural People in the
American Economy,” Agricultural Economic Report No.
101, Economic Research Service (U.S5.G.P.O.), Washington,
D.C,, 1966.

® Agricultural Experiment Station, New Mexico State Uni-
versity, “Rural People and Their Resources: North-Central
New Mexico,” Bulletin 448, October 1960.

* Steve Allen. “The Ground Is Our Table,” Doubleday &
Co., Inc., Garden City, New York, 1966, p. 36.
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many nationwide studies of the poor have recognized
the plight of the Mexican-American people.” *°

William H. Crook, former director of the South-
west region for the Office of Economic Opportunity,
was one who tried to arouse public concern for those
who were locked in seemingly hopeless, generations-old
poverty. After touring an area covering several hun-
dred miles of his region, he released these bitter words
to the press:

I’'m still appalled by some of the things I saw out
there. The way of life endured by some Mexican-
American citizens here in Texas is incredible—
something out of the 18th century. * * * Texans
would gag on their food if they could witness the
kind of poverty I saw on that tour. * * * There
are human beings existing in the border towns cf
Texas under conditions as indescribably cruel as can
be found anywhere in the world. * * * [’ll never
forget the hungry eyes of some of the children. It
would be criminal for a civilized people aware of
such misery to remain inactive.m

The widespread poverty among Spanish Surnameds

cannot be disassociated from their empioymert oppor-
tunities. The reciprocal relationship between poverty

" Frank G. Mittlebach and Grace Marshall, “The Burden
of Poverty,” Mexican-American Study Project, Advance Re-
port 5, Leo Grebler, Director, Division of Research, Graduate
School of Business Administration, University of Califcrnia,
Los Angeles, 1966, p. 1.

 Austin Statesman, Austin, Tex., Sept. 1, 19566,
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and employment opportunities has already been de-
tailed. It is enough to repeat the finding of the Mexi-
can-American study project that about 35 percent of
all Spanish-surname farnilies in the Soutlwest are
poor. Although this is less than the 42 percent of
families that are poor in the nonwhite group, it
should be emphasized that over one-fifth of nonwhites
in the Southwest are not Negroes. The principal non-
white groups that are neither Negro nor Indian are
shown in table 33, which also gives their number in
each of the States.

fudi

TABLE 33.--Nonwhite races, Negro and Indian, in Southwest: 1960
Area Japanese Chinese  Filipino All
Other?
15 7Y T 1,501 2,936 943 474
California._. ... 157,317 95,600 65,459 20,723
Colorato___ . 6, 846 74 605 792
New Mexico._ . 930 362 192 458
L T T 4,053 4,172 1,623 2,123
Southwest__________ . ... 170,647 103,794 68,822 24,570
United States excluding Alaska and
Hawait. ... il 260,059 198,958 106,426 75,045
Parcent in Southwest__________._..._.. 65.6 52.2 64.7 32,7
1 Asian Indians, Koreans, Polynesi Ind , Hawaiians, Alems, Eski

and other races.
Source: U.S. Bureay of the Census, *‘Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1966.""
(87th edition), Washington, D.C. 19€§, table 25, p. 26.
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Neither White nor Black

The presence of relatively large nonwhite minorities
that are neither Negro nor Indian can provide further
insights into the workings of racism in the Nation's
past. The searchings of the national conscience on
this subject have been devoted largely to retracing the
experiences of the Negro so as to account for how he
presently fares. Both the Negroes and the Indians have
been seen as groups that were caught up in an his-
torical matrix of forces that dealt harshly with them,
but which somehow had to work themselves out before
kinder, more humane attitudes might prevail. This
view sees the Negro and the Indian as victims of
unique, unrepeated historical accidents. Given these
accidents, it was not possible to civilize the choices
more than they were. It is a view that makes everyone
a victim, regar:less of where he stood in relationship
to others.

What seems to be inadequate about this view is that
it does not account for the experiences of other minor-
ity groups that were not a party to the same historical
accidents. If other minority people have had treatment
that parallels in some regard that of the Indians and
the Negroes, then it is not realistic to treat racism as
the consequences of nonrecurring historical accidents;
rather, it is seen as a feature of individual character,
one that becomes a group characteristic. If all racial
and ethnic minorities have been similarlv treated vis-3-
vis the Anglo, then attention must turn from impe:-
sonal historical forces to highly personal iudividual
choices. The point is pertinent to this study, for the
attainment of truly equal employment opportunity
must eventually rest on the single individual’s efforts
to civilize his choices. This is no more arguable than
the proposition that individual acceptance of the pre-
mium we place on human life is more a deterrent to
crimes of violence than are the laws against murder.

The National Advisory Commission on Civil Dis-
orders arraigned American society in 1968 as a racist
society.! The acceptance of that judgment was made
easier for some persons because they saw the charge
placed against the historic backdrop of slavery. This
made it possible to view white racism and racial prej-
udice toward the Negro as a sort of lingering con-
sequence of the institution of slavery: Had there not
been a plantation economy in the South, there would

! Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders, Bantam Books, Inc., New York, 1968.

374-2156 0—70——8

not have been slavery; and had there not been slavery,
we would not be burdened with the threat that racial
prejudice makes on our future.

This would be a comforting conclusion, for the
agony the Nation had in ridding itself of slavery could
then be seen as absolving much of the guilt that lingers
along with the prejudice. However, this is an erroneous
conclusion. To believe it one must believe that racism
is but a consequence of a long-past slavery. The history
of the Southwest argues differently.

In the Southwest, it has been made clear that racism
has been woven into the warp of our society without
any dependence on the existence of slavery. Slavery
in this region, with minor exceptions, was limited to
Texas, essentially to east Texas. Yet, each of the
minority groups dealt with in this study has been the
victim of racial prejudice. The same patterns of seg-
regation, discrimination, and unequal rights and op-
portunities that developed for the Indian, the Negro,
and the Spanish Surnamed car be shown to have de-
veloped for the Orientals as well.

Sigpificant numbers of Orientals began coming to
Californi~ in gold rush days. By 1960 there were over
350,000 Japanese, Chinese, and Filipinos residing in
the five States. All of these groups have had their turns
as victims of a hard discrimination, on2 that some-
times took on violent forms. The extent of the pre-
judice that has been manifested against them can be
read in the records of anti-Chinese riots, the eviction of
the Chinese from the mines, the Chinese Exclusion
Act, the discriminatory taxation against their enter-
prises, the prohibition against Orientals becoming citi-
zens, their relegation to segregated schools and neigh-
borhoods, the prohibitions against their owning land,
the bans against interracial marriages, and, finally,
the “Gentlemen’s Agreement” of 1907, and the even-
tual congressional bar to Japanese immigrants that was
enacted in the 1920’s.2

For the Japanese the xenophobia that expressed
itself through these acts erupted with fresh harshness
in wartime 1942, when tens of thousands of them were
interned almost overnight and relccated in concen-
ration centers where 70,000 of themn were still confined

2 These historical facts are .t long last being taught to
California school children. See: John W. Caughey, et al,
“Land of the Free,” Benziger Brothers, Inc., New York, 1966,
pp. 418-419. :
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over 3 vears later. Eugene V. Rostow said that the
evidence of this experience supports only one conclu-
sion: “The dominant element in the development of
our relocation policy was race prejudice, not a mili-
tary estimate of a military problem.” 3

It would be unlikely if the accumulated effects of
these attitudes and actions were not registered in the
present income figures for Orientals. Whether such a
causal relationship can be shown or not, it is clear
that Oriental groups have lagged behind the general
popuiation in their incomes. Table 34 gives the male
median incomes and the percentage of Japanese, Chi-
nese, and Filipino males with income below $3,00".
In each State where statistics are available, Orientals
trail the general population. These income statistics
are scant for States where the number of Orientals is
small. California alone has over 90 percent of the re-
gion's Orientals, and there the disparity in their in-
comes and that of the general population is pro-
nounced.

TABLE 34.—Median incomes?! of japanese, Chinese. and Filipino populations tor
selected areas: 1960

Male Percent of
Areas Popuiation median males with
income incoine below
3,000

AFIZONA2. oo 1,302, 161 $4, 069 38.0
Japanese. . 1,501 G) )
Chinese. ... 2,936 3,696 42.3
Filipino.. .. .- 943 ®) ®)

California2... ... _............... 15,717, 204 4,96 30.3
Japanese... .. ... ........... 157,317 4,388 33.3
Chinese.. _. 95, 600 3.803 39.0
Filipino. __. 55, 459 2,925 51.5

Colosado®...... 1,753 847 4,181 36.1
Japanese.. 6, 846 3,700 41.0
Chinese. ... .. 124 (0] @)
Fifipino.. ... ........ooooi..s 605 @) @)

New Mexico 2. ._.................... 951, 023 3,941 38.9
Japanese. . 930 @ @
Chinese...... 362 @) (O]
Fitipino. 192 ® @)

Texas2.._....... 8, 519, 677 3,394 4.7
Japanese. . 4,053 2,494 85.7
Chkinese_.. .. ... ... ........... 4,172 3,139 48.3
Filipino.. .................... 1,623 (O] @

' Income of 1959 persons.
2 Figures in this row are based on total population.
3 Data unavailable.

Source: U.S. Census of Populatisi’ 1960, '‘Nonwhite Population by Race,’' PC(2)
1C, tables 57, 58, 59.

There remains one other major minority group in
the region, the Negro. So much has been written else-
where about his economic and social problems that
it is unnecessary to recount it here. It should suffice

2Eugene V. Rostow, “Our Worst Wartime Mistake,”
Harpers Magazine, Vol. 191, No. 1144, Harper & Brothers,
September 1945, p. 197, Also: Jacobus tenBroek, et al., “Prej-
udice, War and the Constitution,” p. 308.
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to observe that Texas was very much a part of the
cotton-pianting South, that it was a part of the Con-
federacy, and that it carried into this century all of
the same customs and traditions that prevailed in other
States of the Old South. No one can qusstion that the
2 million Negroes who have been migrating steadily
westward in these five States have all kad their per-
sonal and family expcriences with those customs and
traditions that grew from the Negroes’ pa:t condition
of servitude, and perhaps simply becausc ihey are
black. Their experiences in the Southwest are but a
replication of those that have left their mark on
Negroes generally in the United States. The documen-
tation is already abundant. It should do to recall that
the explosive violence that has been erupting in the
ghettos of U.S. cities in recent years had its beginnings
in the Southwest. The community of Watts lies in the
heart of Los Angeles. It is a coonmunity peopled largely
by economic refugees who have come from other parts
of the region, notably Texas.*

The significance of these observations is that all of
the minority groups mentioned here have lived in this
region under social and economic conditions that are
commonly associated with the fate of the Negro in
the United States. The Indian, the Spanish Surnamed,
the Oriental, the Negro—all of whom are of significant
number in the region’s population—can match among
themselves their experiences with segregated housing,
segregated schools, discriminatory social treatment,
repressed civil rights, and limited employment
opportunities.

One must ask how such experiences can be explained
except as manisfestations of colonial attitudes. They
are the mark of a separatist society, not the character-
istics of a free and open one. This is not to say that
the notion of ‘“Manifest Destiny,” which was taken as
an expression of a young nation’s foreign policy, was
simply and only one of raw imperial designs. Even
were this the case, one would be hard put to indict
the United States of that period without carrying the
indictment to all of the other expansionist nations of
that age, including Spain. Perhaps such an indictment
would be admissible, but it serves no purpose here.

What does serve a purpose is to recognize that re-
gardless of what judgment is made of generations past,
the history of the Southwest gives a clear reading that
the hundreds of thousands of Anglos who poured into
the region saw the land and the opportunities it offered
largely as something a kind providence had reserved
for thm and their kind. Those who were not of their
kind were considered foreign, and the differences they
exhibited were seen as but a measure of their infer-

¢U.S. Dept of Commerce. “Hard-Core Unemployment
and Poverty in Los Angeles,” prepared for the Area Redevel-
opment Administration by the Institute of Industrial Rela-
tions, UCLA, Washington, 1965.
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iority. When the Anglos became the majority they had
few qualms about laying hold to any special rights
they claimed for themselves. Those familiar with the
regional history know that their genuine and fierce
frontier notions of freedom cften did not keep them
from denying that freedom to others. That so many of
the others had a high visibility and were seen as spicks,
greasers, pepper bellies, niggers, japs, chinks, red skins,
or as persons deserving some other contemptuous

name, such as those that people everywhere apply to
persons different from themselves, made it relatively
easy to sort and segregate the non-Anglo. Those so
sorted were not considered proper members of the
dominant society.

These are the attitudes and memories that the re-
gion inherits from its past. The extent to which they
have found contemporary expression is what this in-
quiry has endeavored to define.

77




E

Priorities for the Future

The Commission and State {..ir employment prac-
tices agencies have a common handicap. Both are
charged with awesome duties while handling heavy
case loads with severely limited staffs and budgets.
These limitations make it all the more important that
proper strategies be seletced to maximize the effective-
ness of their work. The Commission’s Office of Tech-
nical Assistance began a number of key programs in
1967 which were devised to gain the largest payoffs in
terms of jobs and promotions for minority workers.
It is hoped that some of the findings of the present
study will be of assistance in ordering such priorities
in the Southwest.

Priorities for larger payoffs can be selected along at
least three lines—geographical, industrial, and occupa-
tional. The last of these already has been dealt with
in some detail. There is an obvious need to stress white-
collar employmeni for minorities. In this regard sales
and clerical positions are most likely to yield the most
jobs. They are at the beginning of the white-collar
occupational spectrurn and togeiher account for over
one-half of all white-collar jobs. Their strategic im-
portanc comes not only from this, but also from the
vestigial notions of job caste that seem to prevail in
some industries, so as to reserve these positions for
Anglo workers. These occupations, more than any
others, were the ones which attracted such a large
influx of female workers into the labor force in recent
decades. Further opening of them to Spanish Sur-
nameds may substantially increase the lagging labor
force participation rates of Spanish Surnamed females,
as well as add to the motivation of Negro females by
signaling a viable hope that increasing numbers of
them may attain something other than service and
operative positions, the two occupations where a
majority of them now work. {Less than one-fourth of
all workers are in those occupations.)

Selecting priorities among industries should be based
on what the existing employment patterns are in dif-
ferent industries, their size, and whether they are grow-
ing in terms of employment. Obviously, there is small
gain to be had in changing minority employment
policies in an industry that is declining, or which ac-
counts for only a tiny fraction of the total local em-
ployment. The industries selected for diagraming in
appendix H are those in the 20 “Spanish Surnamed
counties” that had a positive growth rate from 1950
to 1960 and accounted for at least 1 percent of the
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total reported employment in the EEO-1 reports from
that county. Industries not shown in this series did not
meet these criteria, hence would have limited impact
for changing community practices. Those that are
diagramed can be rated according to the employment
figures shown in the diagrams and the suppiemental
figures for later years given in appendix D.

Those industries that grievously fail to meet reason-
able expectations for equal employment opportunity
can almost be located by riffling the diagrams. Com-
paring an industry’s diagram with its neighboring in-
dustries, or with the composite diagram for the county,
quickly suggests where important changes need to be
effected. Some of these, such as educational services,
printing and publishing, communications, wholesale
trade, finance, insurance and a few others, are so con-
sistently behind other industries in their own commu-
nities that affirmative steps are needed =2t the ear-
liest opportunities. Some of the patterrs even suggest
an existing, though perhaps unspoker, quota system
for minority employment. T'hese are ones where
an even percentage of minori:y workers are found in
each occupation in the industry, although that percent-
age is far below the percentage of minority workers
ini the county labor force.

Selecting geographical priorities is a more complex
matter. Those who feel the need for the Commission’s
assistance would not welcome an arrangement where
their community was shunted aside so that greater at-
tention might be given to another. Yet, it becomes an
essential policy consideration to place technical serv-
ices where the greatest gains can be made with avail-
able resources. In effect, this is what the Commission
has already done in deploying its staff throughout the
country.

The Commission, of course, has no control over the
origin of complaints coming before it, but it does have
wide discretion in the selection of areas where it offers
its technical assistance or initiates complaints on its
own motion. Accordingly, some exploratory efforts
were made in this study to find ways in which geo-
graphical priorities might be determined.

Communities do not stand as equals in the degree of
job segregation prevailing in their industries, just as
they do not in the degree of residential segregation.
The problem is how to construct some areal index of
the degree of job segregation by companies subject to
the Commission’s jurisdiction.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 35.—-0ccupational position index of Spanish Surnsmeds male and female,
selected Counties

Male Female
Occupa- 3 Occupa-
Average earnings  tional  Averageearnings  tional
~———————— position «———— position
Counties Total  Spanish index Total Spanish  index
X surname y X surnsme y/n
y y
Maricopat. . .__.._... $5,220  $4,130 79.1 $2,360 $2,019 85.5
Pima'.............. 4,937 4,061 82.2 2,387 1,983 83.0
Los Angeles.__._._... 6,026 5,145 85.3 3,077 2,789 90.6
San Bernardino_...... 5,211 4,660 89.4 2,53 2,073 81.7
5,518 80.8 2,775 2,240 80.7
4,334 82.5 2,683 2,229 83.0
4,193 7.2 2,523 2,078 82.3
3,799 87.2 2,017 1,824 90.4
31N 8.1 2,291 2,018 88.0

1To find comparable average earnings figures for Maricopa, Pima, Bernalillo, and
El Paso, earnings of female laborers were set at $1,000.

Source: Oata gathered by the Equal Employment Oppartunity Commission on em-
ployer EEO-1 reports, 1966. U.S. Census of Population: 1960, ‘‘Ostaited Characteristics."
California PC(1)-6D, table 124.

Since the number of minority and other employees
per occupation is known, it is possible to weight these
numbers by the median earnings for occupations where
these are available. The U.S. Census of Population,
“Detailed Characteristics,” (PC(1) table 124), pro-
vides these earnings figures by occupation for several
of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas who<e
boundaries correspond to those of counties surveyed
in this study. Nine such counties were selected as shown
in table 35, and the median male znd female earnings
for occupations in the SM3A were applied to the num-
ber of Spanish Surnamed males and fe nales in each

occupation and to all males and femalcs in the occu-

pations. From these, the average earnings of Spanish
Surnamed males and females and of all males and
females were computed for each county. The income
figures were then related to establi |h an index of occu-
pational positions showing how male and female Span-
ish Surnameds stood in relation to all males and
females in each county.

The Spanish Surnamed male has an occupational
position closest to that of all males in San Bernardino
County, Calif., where this index is 89.4; his occupa-
tional position is furthest from that of all males in
Bernalillo County, N. Mex., where this index is 77.2.
For Spanish Surnamed females their occupational
position in relation to all females is highest, 90.6, in Los
Angeles County, Calif., and lowest, 80.7, in Santa Clara
County, Calif. This index for females is higher than
that for males in each of the counties except one, San
Bernardino. There may be a slight distortion in the
female indices because earnings figures were not avail-
able for female laborers in four of the counties,
and these were arbitrarily set at $1,000 in making the
computations.

The value of this comparison can be shown by ex-
amining the figures for El Paso County, Tex. There,
although females receive a lower average income than
in any of the counties, their occupational position in
relation to all females is 90.4, almost as high as in Los
Angcles. Generally, the average incomes of females in
these counties is only one-half that of males, both in
the case of all workers and of Spanish Surnamed
workers. Thus, for Spanish Surnameds a greater gap
exists for males rather than females, and the gap be-
tween them and all male workers is greatcr in Ber-
nalillo County than in the other counties.

79



Recommendations

1. The Commission and fair employment practices
agencies should treat sales and clerical occupations as
ones offering the largest payoffs in increased employ-
ment opportunities for minority workers. They have
s.rategic value not only in their growing size but in
further dispelling notions of job caste that make these
and other white-collar jobs largely an employment pre-
serve for Anglo workers.

2. The Commission should explore every authority
available to it to reduce the adverse effects Spanish
Surnamed workers, as well as other workers, now suffer
under present national immigration and border cross-
ing policies along the Mexican border. The possibility
of asserting title VII's prohibition against discrimina-
tion for reasons of national origin, instead of having to
proceed according to the adverse effect doctrine, should
be tested. This should be done by the Commission, or
a Cominmissioner, acting on its own motion, without
awaiting a complaint from an individual with the
resources and patience to make the test.

3. To the extent that the Commission car select pri-
orities among industry groups, attention shonld be
given to the employment growth potential of the se-
lected industries. Generally, minorities are already bet-
ter represented in declining industries. There is less
gain to be had in altering employment patterns in those
industries where employment has stabilized as com-
pared to those where it is expanding. These industries
are identified in this study.

4. More attention should be given (through tech-
nical assistance programs) to reforming the testing
and screening practices now utilized by employers. Be-
cause of the socioeconomic characteristics with which
history has endowed many minority group members,
present tests, educational credentials, and cultural
standards effectively perpetuate by indirection a dis-
criminatory practice that once was directly applied,
but is now unlawful.

5. There is an urgent need for the Commission to
satisfy itself on the validity of the conclusiors drawn
in this study about the less favorable minority em-
ployment patterns that prevail among prime contrac-
tors as compared to other employers. If they are valid,
even if only in the Southwest region, then the efficiency
of nondiscrimination clauses in federal contracts
should be examined for its failures, not its successes.
There is an obvious need for more affirmative use of
the enforcement authority that already exists in the
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Office of Contract Compliance and in the Office of
the Secretary of Labor. Among prime contractors,
especially, the nature of preemployment testing and
screening should be assiduously examined to be certain
that these are related to the job functions in question.

6. Question nine in the 1966 EEO-1 employment
information report should be restated in future report
forms, but should be nar~wed to inquire what occu-
pations are affected by the employer’s hiring arrange-
ment with a labor union. There is no way of determin-
ing this from the way the question was put in 1966.

7. What was learned from the EEO-1 reports with
respect to the small numue=r of Spanish Surnameds in
the Southwest who are in on-the-job training programs
for white-collar positions should be examined to learn
if this also is true in the national figures for any minor-
ity. If it is, that fact should be treated as a harbinger
of an undesirable future situation. All the dimensions
of present training policies shovld be examined for
how they tend to shape the minority labor force of
the future. In this connection, the Commission and
State agencies should press for more MDTA training
in white-collar occupations.

8. Reference was made in the text to the uncer-
tainty about the function of labor mobility in deter-
mining employment opportunities. Recent studies
raise serious doubts about what familiar economy
theory states about the maximizing activity of those
who move. There is a need to know to what extent
employment opportunities are a function of mobility
and to what extent mobility itself is a function of
employment opportunities.

9. There is a great need for giving Spanish Sur-
nameds some of the same attention Negro and non-
white groups receive in statistical accounts. This is not
simply a matter of refining Bureau of the Census enu-
merations. It is something that should be done in other
governmental surveys, such as those of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. Most definitely, there is a need for
Spanish Surnameds to be separately considered in the
National Health Survey. The Comn ission might state
the case for these needs through the “Statistical Re-
porter” of the Bureau of the Budget, a highly useful
organ that reaches the statistical techaicians in all gov-
zrnment agencies. The need for doing this is illustrated
by the guidelines on needed areas of manpower re-
search which recently were prepared for the U.S. Com-
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mission on Civil Rights. If all the studies suggested in
those guideiines by Profs. Eli Ginst.:rg and Dale L.
Hiestand were completed, little more would be known
of Spanish Surnamed employment problems than is
known from present studies. There need to be linear
studies over time, and the Commission should make
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the case for this before all the agencies of government.
One thing is certain, though it does not appear in the
data with which this study dealt; the awakening, the
restlessness, the self-concept of . whsle people-—Amer-
ica’s second minority—will require it, sooner than those
outside the region might suspect.
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APPENDIX A

Description of the Lata

The basic data used in this study have been supplied
by the Equal Employment Oppertunity Commission.
In 1966, the Commission, in cooperation with the
Office of Federal Contract Cornpliance and the Plans
for Progress program, collected employment reports
(Standard Form 100) from 43,000 employers in the
United States representing approximately 118,000
establishments. These reports contained information
on total employment, male and female, and employ-
ment of Negro, Oriental, American Indian, and
Spanish Surnamed persons, male and female, in nine
standard occupational categories. They also contained
information on persons in apprenticeship and on-the-
job training programs, plus other information referred
to in the text of the study.

The most serious limitations on these data are that
they come only from employers who were subject to
title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and from
employers holding Federal Government contracts or
first-tier subcontracts of $50,000 or more and had 50 or
more employees. In 1966 those employers subject to
title VII were generally those with 100 or more em-
ployees in at least 20 weeks in the calendar year. The
act reduces this to 75 employees in 1967 and to 50
employees in 1968. Other than this exemption of em-
ployers of certain size, another serious limitation is that
governmental boc‘es that werz not also qualified as
Federal contractors were exempted fror» .aie reporting.

There are other deficiencies in the data having to do
with its representativeness (e.g., uncertain percentage
of single establishment employers replying to the ur-
vey), the anthropological imprecision of employers in
making racial and ethnic identifications, and certain
inadequacies of coverage in some industries, such as in
agricultural and contract construction. These inade-
quacies are pointed to in the study where they might
be pertinent to the analysis.

In the regimn under study 20,870 information re-
ports were received. The Commission had the reported
information placed on magnetic tape. As is often the
case in trying to make use of raw data, many problems
and delays have been encountered. It would be tedious
to recite these. Every effort has been made to over-
come first-time problems and to organize these sum-
mary accounts of the reported information so as to
provide a meaningful base for comparison with infor-
mation that will become available for years subsequent
to 1966. 1. had originally been hoped that data for
the year 1967 might be included in this study. How-
ever, the delays in making magnetic tapes available for
that year and the rigorous time limitations that gov-
erned this study foreclosed that possibility.

In addition to the magnetic tapes of the detailed
records, a great deal of summary data was provided
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by the Commission. These consisted primarily of three
summary printouts from the tapes for selected groups
of counties and standard metropolitan statistical areas
in the region. One group was for 20 cou 1ties selected
for having both a large nuinber and proportion of
Spanish Surnameds in their total populations. Another
was for 97 selected counties in which the Negro popu-
lation was over 10 percent of the total county popula-
tion, and the remaining group consisted of 23 selected
SMSA’s in the five States. The counties and SMSA’s
in these groups are listed in appendix table C and are
sometimes referred to in the study as the “Spanish
Surnamed counties.”

Much of this study is based on summary tables from
these printouts. They became available early in the
study period and were utilized before the magnetic
tapes of the detailed records were available for pro-
graming. They were used in constructing the many
graphic representatxons of the patterns of minority em-

ployment in industries and counties shown in
appendix D.

APPENDIX B

Selected Employment Statistics,
Border Counties, United States: 1940--1960

Percent of area

Growth in ~ Growth in employment in—
Area 1950-’1950 1950-1960 Four major  Armed
(Percent)  (Percent) industries,  services,
1960 1960
United States____............. 26.7 15.5 35 2.61
Four borderSta%es__.__...___. 49.4 39.2 ... 4,87
Caliziexas (“order counties)._ 67.2 6L1 .. 17.9
Texas....ooeoieiiiiiiiian 33.8 2.7 37 4,66
Cameron -- 49.4 19.7 42 8.32
Hidalgo . 4.1 14.8 57 .6
Starr._._.__..... 12.4 a2.7 66 0
Zapata e 30.8 -8.7 61 9.9
Webb_.__.____.. .- 27.8 13.9 43 10.1
Maverick 26.5 3.7 49 3.9
Kinney. —47.3 ~13.1 65 .6
Val Verde. . _ 5.0 60.6 55 32.2
Terrell...... 15.1 -25.7 62 1]
Presido.. =29.1 -24.8 58 0
Brewster_____ 2.7 -10.8 55 [4]
Jeff Davis_ ... 58.7 -31.3 60 0
Culberson. ... 3.5 50.7 53 0
Hudspeth_.___ ... _._. al.1 -19.1 61 0
ElPaso_ ... ... .... 72.3 29.9 49 2z.3
New Mexico_._..____......... 55.5 42.0 40 7.1
Dona Ana.... 55.6 64.5 58 15.7
LT P - 45.4 20.7 48 .2
Hidaigo. . 12.0 —36.5 §3 [1}
Arizona........ . 63.8 81.7 k] 3.8
Cochise. ... .. .- -15.3 114.5 1] 21.6
SantaCrvz..._.... - 12.6 16.9 48 0
Pima. ... il 108.2 96.1 a2 6.1
YUMA.cecancaaaan 58.4 14.6 50 8.5
California. .. 61.4 48.7 34 4.9
Imperial. . - 12.9 21.8 60 1.8
SanDiego_.__._........_. 109.0 86.5 51 25.4

Source: "‘Growth Patterns in Employment by County 1940-1950 and 1950-1960, "
U.S.Department of C , Office of Busi Vol. 6, 7, 8, 1965.
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APPENDIX C

Spanish-Surnamed Population for
20 Selected Counties: 1960

Spanish-
Spanish- surnamed
County surnamed population
population asa
Rercent of
toltal
population
Arizona:
L E T LT T 78,996 11.9
411 TN 44 481 16.7
California:
tos Angeles ... ... ... ..ol 576,716 9.5
OraANge. o ool 52,576 7.5
San Bernargino 60,177 12.0
San Joaquin... 30,585 12.2
Santa Clara. .. 77,755 12.1
Colorado:
Denver. . ... 43,147 8.7
Pueblo. . 23,437 21.4
New Mexico:
Bernaliilo. . ... ...l 68,101 26.0
000N ANAcen oo aiaacicoaaaaeaaaaan 25,214 42,1
Santd Fe.. .. oo 24,400 54,3
Texas:
BOXAr. . e caaccacccbaaaan 257,080 37.4
Cameron. . i 96,744 64.0
Bl PasO. et 136,993 43.6
Hidalgo. . oo 129, 092 7.4
Jim Wells. it 18,848 54,6
NUBCBS - - .\ oo eeeeee e eeeeaanaas 84,386 38.1
YIS e oo e caeccaecaaaan 26,072 12,3
Webb. oo i 51,784 79.9

Source: U.S. Census of Population: 1960, ‘‘Persons of Spanish Surname,’* Five
Southwestern States, PC(2), 1B.

APPENDIX D

Employment Growth In Selected Industries

This appendix shows the growth of selected indus-
tries over time. The 1950 and 1960 employment figures
were obtained from “Growth Patterns in Employment
by County,” * which, essentially, derived them from
the census of population for 1950 and 1960. It should
be noted that these figures are the same as those de-
picted graphically with a vertical arrow on most of the
employment pattern diagrams. The percentzge growth
from 1950 to 1960 for each industry, represented by
the height of the arrow, corresponds to the percentage
figure given in the following table.

Some industries for which data was provided by the
EEOC are not shown in this table. The criteria used

1 U.S. Office of Business Economics, “Growth Patterns in
Employment By County 1940-1950 and 1950-1960,” Wash-
ington, D.C., 1965, Vol. 6, 7, 8.

for selecting industries in each county were that they
had a positive growth rate from 1950 to 1960 (using
growth patterns data) and that they represented at
least one percent of the reportec employment in the
EEOC reports from the county. industries not fulfill-
ing these requirements were not included. Occa-
sionally, growth rates were not available on an industry
which did meet the one percent requirement; this is
noted in the table by NA.

The 1956 and 1966 figures have been taken from
the “County Business Patterns,” * which are gathered
from employer reports on the number of employees on
their payroll.

The table reads from left to right with the 1950 and
1960 grow:n patterns figures on the top row, and the
1956 and 1966 county business patterns figures are
given on the row below. Percentage growths ars shown:
for both the growth patterns and county business pat-
terns figures.

The purpose of this table is to supplement the em-
ployment pattern diagrams by viewing an industry’s
growth over z. 16-year period. The county business pat-
terns data also afford comparison with and fill some of
the gaps left by the deficiencies of the growth patterns
figures. Furthermore, they reveal some negative growth
rates which de not show in growth patterns data.

The classifications utilized by growth patterns occa-
sionally differed from those used by the EEOC. For
instance, growth paiterns figures combined such indus-
tries as insurance, finance and real estate, reporting
one employment figure for all of these, while the
EEOC reportea esrch separately. In some cases, the
table compares growth patterns figures for combined
mdustry components that were reported separately by
the county business patterns. The detailed record of
each heading by Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) code in appendix E tells where this occurs.
Instances where growth patterns figures combine in-
dustrial headings which county business patterns fig-
ures reported separately have been footnoted.

Occasional reporting difficulties were found with
county business patterns figures. For instance, finance,
under the county business patterns, is divided into four
SIC categories (see app. E), and often all four would
be reported in 1956 while only two or three would be
furnished in 1966. County business patterns reporting
deficiencies are attributed to its policy of avoiding dis-
closure of operations of individual reporting units
(noted in the table by a “D”) and not furnishing data
for an industry that does not have 100 employees or
10 reporting units in the area covered (noted by a

dash (—)).

*U.S. Bureau of the Census, “County Business Patterns:*
1956, 1966, Washington, D.C., 1958, 1967.
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Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1956
and 1966 county business patterns!

Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1956
and 196€ county business patterns | —Continued

County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1966 Percentage County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1966 Percentage
growth growth
Maricopa, Ariz.: Pima, Ariz.—Continued
Contract construction_. .. ... 9,421 _____.___ 21,444 _____.___ 127.0 Personai services....._._... 2,870 .__.._.. 4,410 ... 53.6
10,668 _..__.___ 15,571 49  lLa08 ________. 1,99 38.0
Food and kindred products... 2,678 ...._.._. 5,050 ......... 88.5 Medical services. ____._____. 6,190 ...._..__ 13,977 ... 4125.7
2,667 ... 4,737 71.6 746 ... 4,542 508.8
Apparel..........oooo.. 166 ... ... 1,879 ... 1,031.0 Educational services....._... 6,190 __ ______ 13,977 .. __... 4125.7
895 ____._.. 2,361 163.7 199 ... 594 198.4
Printing and pubtishing.._... 1,447 ... 3,438 . .____ .. 137.0 Miscellaneous and other
1,542 ... 3,199 107.4 SBIVICeS .. .o ooo.oo- 6,19 ______... 13,977 ......... 4125.7
Primary metaf industries.___. NA ... ... NA (... — 2,027 ......... 5,484 170.4
3122 ... 2,686 -13.9 Los Angeles, Calif.:
Fabricated metal industries . NA ... NA ... - Contract construction.._ ... 120,464 ... 124,170 .. ... 3.0
1,007 ... 1,934 89.8 121,250 ... ... 116, 256 -4,1
Machinery (nonelectric).__.__ NA ... NA ... - Food and kindred products_.. 37,071 ________. 51,668 ... .____ 39.3
. 1,639 ... 12,797 680, 7 41,808 ... 49,735 18.9
Eiectrical machinery, equip- Paper and allied products.... [T NA ... —
ment and supplies__. ..___ NA ... NA ... — 12,070 ...____.. 15,884 3.5
222 oo 19,710 8,778.3 Printing and publishing....._ 30,164 ... 43,487 _________ 44,1
Transportation equipment.___ 203 ......... 5,615 . ____.__ 2,665.0 29,510 ... 38,457 30.4
5,340 __..__... 1,486 ~72.1 Chemicals and aflied
nstruments and related products. ... 13,932 ... 22,163 ......... 59,0
produets_ . ____________.__ NA ... NA ... - 19,217 ... 21,348 1.0
= el D Rubber and plastic products. . NA .. ... NA ... —
Transportation._._._....__... 3,937 _........ 5,803 ______... 49.0 14,212 ... __ 24,255 70.6
NA ... NA Stone, clay and glass
Utilities and sanitary serv- products____.___._...._._ NA .. ... NA ... —
|1 2 3,169 ... 4,689 .._...__. 48.0 18,025 __._.____ 20, 803 15.4
2,500 _........ — Primary metal industries_____ NA ... NA ... —_—
Wholesale trade____________ 6,319 __.__.___ 10,105 .. __.._._ 59.0 24,596 ... ___ 23,883 ~2.8
10,202 ... 15, 234 49.3 Fabricated metal products. __ NA ... NA ... ... —
Retall trade____....._..___. 21,198 ... 38,529 _._._.... 80.0 53,315 ... 62,693 17.5
24,341 _________ 44,683 %3.5 Machinery (nonelectric)..._.. NA ... NA . —
Finance.____..___.____._._.__. 4,541 (... 13,897 ... 2206.0 57,132 ... 67,442 17.9
2,888 ____.___ 6, 562 127.2 Electrical machinery, equip-
Insprance._ ... 4,541 .. . 13,897 _........ 2206.0 ment, and supplies...._._. NA .o NA. ... —
2,905 _.__._._. 5,937 104.3 51,400 _________ 82, 640 60.7
Business services..._._.._.._ 3,743 __._..... 1,681 _.____... 3105.0 Transportation equipment__.. 89,222 _________ 173,557 ... 94,0
1,432 ... 5,361 274.3 228,619 ._..__._. 162, 820 —28.7
Medical and other services._. 11,468 _________ 28,565 ________. 4149.0 Instruments and related .
1,201 _________ 9,240 615.7 products_.____________.__ NA_____.... NA ... -
Miscellaneous and other 14,227 ... ... 21,022 47.7
services.____............ 11,468 ____.____ 28,565 ... 4149.0 Transportation___._......... 66,977 ......... 80,961 ____..... 20.0
4,603 . ______ 11,724 154.7 NA ... NA _—
Pima, Ariz.: Communications_.._.._.._.. 30,752 ......... 39,461 _._....__ 280
Mining. oo oaaanes 1,612 ... 3,446 ... 113.7 57.6
2,294 _.____.. 4,312 87.9 18.0
Contract Zonstrustion... ... 4,670 ... 8,273 ... 7.1 -3.8
4,484 .. .. 5,409 20.6 20.0
Printing and publishing..... __ 7 940 __._..... 78.3 32,)
631 ... 932 a7.7 Retailtrade_ . _.._.___._. ... 292,859 ______... 344,303 _____.._. 19.1
Primary metal industries__ _ _ NA ... NA ... _ 300,920 ___.__... 388,125 28.5
[ 144 - Finange._................... 83,719 ... 127,350 ... 3520
Mechinery (nonelectric). ... NA ... NA ... — 5,721 ... 62,531 75.0
139 ... 335 141.0 Insurance. ... ..........--- 83,719 ___.__._. 127,350 ____..... 352.0
Eiectrical machiaery equip. 35,917 ... 50, 028 39.2
ment and supplies. ... NA ... NA ... - Business services__.__.._..- 52,352 ... 95,203 __....... 181.0
T, 0 — 22 ... 92,019 18.5
Transportation equipment. . _ 27 .- 222 ... 722.1 Motion picture, amusement
1,518 ... D - and recreation services.... 45018 .. ____.. 47,225 ... 4.0
Transportation_......_....... 3,565 ____..... 3,632 __._._... L8 53,081 _________ 52, 092 -1.8
NA _eeooee. NA - Medical services_______..... 164,120 ____.____ 276,828 ... 468.0
Ut::"ties and sanitary 29,090 ... 91,389 214.1
services ... ... 646 ... 1,181 ... 82,8 Educationai services_.._._... 164,120 ... 276,428 ._....... 468.0
686 ... 883 28.7 4,144 _______. 23,182 459.4
Retall trade_____.___ ———— 8,953 __....... 15,434 ... ___ 72.3 Miscellaneous and other
10,527 ___.._... 15, 760 49.7 servicesV_ . ____.._._...__ 164,120 _._._.___ 276,428 ... __._. 468,0
Financet. _______ . _.___. 1,607 . 4,554 _____. ... 1183.3 . 37,875 ... 89, 448 136.1
D 1,879 -_ Orange, Calif.:
Realestate.____.____.._.._. 1,607 __..._... 4,554 ________ 3183.3 Contract construction. ... 7,436 ... 20,395 _....o..- 174.0
762 oo 1,545 102.7 10,027 _..._.... 20,441 103.8
See footnotes at end of table See footnotes at end of table.
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Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1956
and 1966 county business patterns '—Continued

Coinparison of employment data rrom the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1356
and 1966 county busiiiess patterns *—Continued

County, industry 1950 1956 1360 1966  Percentage County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1966 Percentage
growth growth
Orange, Calif.—Continued San Bernardine, Calif.—Continued
Food and Kindred products... 2,324 ____._.... 5,644 _____.._. 142.0 Medical Services_........... 9,242 ... 21,533 ... 4132.9
, 285 ... 5,394 136.0 1,355 _.__..... 5,395 298.1
Paper and allied products.... — eeean — eeeens — San Joaquin, Calif.
L1:) R, 1,766 259. 4 Food and kindred products. __ 47.3
Printing and publishing...... 879 ... 4,104 ... ___. 366.0 32.1
93 ......... 4, 068 331.3 Lumber and wood products._ 92.2
Chemicals and allied 11.2
productst._ .. _________.__ 420 _ ... 2,236 ... 43.2 Paper and uilied products___ . —
3. 1,787 143.4 —6.
Rubber and plastic producte - — s — e — Printing and publishing. ... __ 59, 2
1,402 ... 3,511 150. 4 38.5
Fabricated metal products. . . R, — e — Chemicals and aflied products_ 159.0
1,974 _.__._... 6,973 253.2 603.5
Machinery (nonelectric).... .. — e —eeeeaes — Stone, clay and glass products. —
1,657 ......... 4,55) 174.6 435.1
Electrical machinery equip- Fabricated metal products___ —
ment, and supplies.__.___. — et — e — 183.7
1,048 .. ... 42,918 3995.2 Machinery (nonelectric)._.. .. . -
Transportation equipment._.. 2,158 _.__._.._ 15,076 ......... 598.0 8.0
081 10, 360 876.4 Transportation equipment.___ 70.0
Instruments and refated 119.1
products. ___.._.._....... — - — e — Transportation.............. 18.1
1,513 _..._.... 1,047 -~30.7 —_
Miscellaneous manufacturing. ———eee- — ereceeenn — Wholesale trade_. . -......_. 16.1
673 ... 2,998 345.4 26.8
Wholesale trade. .. ......._ 3,490 ... 8,582 ......... 145.0 Retailtrade___............. 16.1
3,661 _._.____. 9,587 161.8 29.2
Retaiftrade___.___._..____. 13,52 ... 38,366 __._____ 183.0 Finance_. ... .........._. 52.0
212. 4 75.1
Insurauce. 2344.0 Medical services_...._.__._. 459.7
265.9 347.6
Blusiness services. .......--- 2,182 _________ 7,382 ... .. 3238.0 Educational services . . ._..... 459.7
1,130 .._...... 6,114 4419 -
Motion picture, amusement, Santa Clara, Calif.:
and recreation services____ 886 ... 3,513 ... 296.0 Contract construction__._____ 91.!
1,838 ... 5,302 188.4 46.2
Medical services ... ... ... F/S ¥ R 27,816 ___...... 4287.0 Food and kindred products. . 32.0
1,85 ________. 10,228 605.3 10.0
San Bernardino, Calif.: Paper and alliea products. . . . —_
Contract construction. . ____ 8,146 _____.... 13,021 ... _.... 59.8 221.8
7,088 . .. 9, 806 38.8 Chemical and allied products. 12.0
Food and kindred products... 2,219 __.__.__. 3,103 ... 39.8 92.7
1,649 ___._____ 2,405 45.8 Fabricated metal products. .. —_
Printing and publishing...... 830 ... 1,777 ... 114.0 29.7
800 -ooeene- 1,117 a7.1 Machinery (nonelectric) .. ... —_
Stone, clay and glass prod- 345.7
1771, NA ... NA ... — Electrical machinery,
2,493 ... 2,671 7.1 equipment and supplic ... .. —_
Primary metal indust'ies_____ NA ... NA ... — 305.4
8,174 .. [ — Transporiation equipment._ _ _ 1, 672.0
Fabricated metal products___ NA . ... NA ... —_ 56.2
967 ... 1,789 215.5 Wholesale trade . - - - -~ 45.8
Electrical machinery, equip- 131.3
ment and supplies__._____ NA ... NA . ... —_ Retafitrade. _..________._.. 76.0
1,005 ___..__. 1,261 24.2 103.8
Transportation equipment...__ 333 ... 2,872 ........ 762.7 Finance .. ... 2166.0
5 202.5
Transportation._.._..__... INSUrANCe. —voeev oo ceevees 1166.0
245.3
Wholesale trade. ... Business services, .._.______ 3141.0
Retail trade___._._.__..___. 343.6
Medical services.. . 4172.0
Financet______.._._.._._.. 475.9
E ional services 4172.0
INSUrance. . .eoooceooo. 10,255. 5
Miscellaneous and other
Business Services...__.__... SerVices_ - .o 4172.0
471.2
See footnotes at end ¢ table. See footnotas at end.of table.
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Comparison of employment data from the esnsuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1956

Comparison of amployment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1950 with the 1956

and 1966 coua‘y busi patterns i—Continued and 1956 county business patterns!—Continued
County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1966 Percentage County, industry 1950 1956 14960 1966 Percentage
growth growth
Denver, Colo.: Bernalitlo, N Mex.—Continued
Mining. .. 490 1,678 242.0 Machinery (nonelectric).. ... — mcan — eeeas —
3,200 ... 3,39% 3.2 176 .....e..e 451 156.2
Food and kindred product: 6,312 6,352 .6 Miscellaneous manufacturing. — e — mmeaae —_
8,044 __.___._. 7,399 -8.0 393 ...l 440 11.9
Printing and publishing.._.._ 3,401 3,958 5.2 Transportation............... 2,92) ......... 3,643 ... 24.7
4,048 ... _.._. 5,492 35.6 NA (aaeaas NA ... —_
Chemicals and a'lied Utilities and sanitary setv-
products.._.._. A7 1,258 6.8 [ (1.1 2R
1,480 ________. 1,153 —22.3
Rubber and plastics._....._. NA. NA - Wholesale trade__~.........
5217 .. D —
Leather products.........._. NA NA — Retail trade. o .ccuuaeeaannn
2,542 . ... D —
3tone, cla;f and glass Financet. oo oeemmaa
prod NA NA —_
1,294 ... 1,083 -16.3 InSUrance. ... .ccevaacavann
Fabricated metal products. ... NA NA —
2,134 _______.. 2,247 5.2 Business services........... .
Machinery Cnonelectric)...._. NA NA -
3,015 _....... 3,047 L0 Medical services............
Inst ts, refated products. NA NA -
663 _._o_.... 647 -2.4 Educational services.........
Wholesale trade. . 10,236 10,612 3.6
20,255 _____.... 24,727 22.6 Miscellaneous, other
Retailtrade. . 32,010 32,151 .4 services!. ... ..oceooooe
35918 _____.__. 41,710 16.2
Finance.. cueeeeccaaracaan 9,69 onnennns 12,635 _..ooo... 330.8 Dona Ana, N. Mex.:
4,552 ........ 7,958 74.8 Contract construciion.........
INSUIANCE e e rmeenaaacacnan 9,656 ... 12,635 _........ 330.8
5,612 __....... 1,127 37.6 Electrical machinery, equip-
Business services_.......... 4,980 __.._.... 6,274 . ....... 310.1 ment and supplies. .......
3,275 Lcoeeea.l 6,253 90.9
Medical services............ 20,413 ___...._. 28,882 _______. 441.2 Educational services.........
,958 ... 12,492 537.9
Educational services.._...... 20,413 ......... 28,842 ......... 4412 Miscellantous and other
D ........ 4,269 - services!. .o ..oooiioooon 882 ._....... 1,085 ... 418.7
Miscellaneous and other ) ¥ R, 437 273.5
products_ .. ... ... 20,413 ... 28,842 .oeennn.o 4412 Santa Fe, N. Mex.:
5,569 ___...... 11,287 102.6 Mininge . oco e — -~ -
Pueblo, Colo.: 193 ooeoeeoe. 464 140.4
Food and kindred 29.6 Contract construction...___.. — e e -
products. o eaaaaaas 19.7 1,084 . .... 1,021 -5.8
Printing and publishing ... 21.9 Food and kindred products... — e — aeans -
12,3 — e 160 -
Primary metal industries._._ NA ... NA ... . — Electrical machinery. equip-
8,266 .__.._... D - ment and supplies_....... -
Machinery (nonelectric)..... . NA ... NA caoee. - -
Dot D - Wholesale trade. . _........ — enaen — eanaaes -
Utilities and sanitary serv- 38,7
IS oo cicciciaeaas LY S 620 _oeoene-- 18.9 Retaiitrade. _....._........ - :
542 . ...... 420 -22,5 37.6
Retali trade. . ..oooaaeeot 5,063 ......... 6,150 ......... 21.4 Finance!. . ... oceeeee... -
4,282 ... 5,148 20.2 1612
Finanee. .._..__cooenonnn. 827 ... 1,075 ..o 229.2 Personal services._.......... — eenaee e - .
591 45.5 365 14.0
Medical services............ 3,689 ... 6,424 ......... 741 Meical services.._____._... — meaaa- — e -~
325 e 2,157 563.6 95 ... 748 687.3
Miscellaneous and other
Bernaliflo, N. Mex.: SBIVICOSe o - oo ceeaeaen -
Contract construction........ 7,747 ... ... 8,734 _.__.._. 12.7 40.9
% ¥ [ R 8,277 43,2 Bexar, Tex.:
Ordnzace and accessories. ... — eeaan — s - MININg e cecacaee 996 eeeo.. 1,260 ......... 26.5
— 2,498 ... 1,261 —49.5
Food and kindred products.... 144.6 Contract construction......... 14,292 .. __..... 15,278 ......... 6.8
60.6 11,233 ... 4,217 26.5
Printing and publisiing. - ..... 1846 Food and kindred products... 5,625 .._...... 7,091 ... 26.0
Stane, clay and glass prod- 41.5 2.2
uetS. e eeiaae —_ L1
198.9 3,106 _____ veen 3,880 25.0

Seo footnotes at end of table.
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Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1550 and 1960 with the 1956

Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1956
and 1966 county business patterns 1—Continuea

and 19¢6 county business patterns I—Continued

County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1956 Percentage County, industry 1950 195 1960 1966 Percentage
growth growth

€1 Paso, Tex.—Continued

Bexar, Tex.—Continued

Printing and publishing...... 2,423 _........ 2,818 . ... 16,0 Utilities and sanitary serv-
5,923 ... 2,471 28.4 [ RPN 1,486 ... 2,459 . . __.. 65.4
Stone, clay and glass 2,878 ... 2,737 -4.8
products. - ceoceeceeaee NA Lo NA ool - Wholesale trade____._..____ 2,866 ... 3,730 ... 30.1
1,349 23.7 4,800 ... 5,733 18.4
Primary metal industries....  NA _._____.. NA ... - Retail trade..._........._ 12,182 ... 16,097 ... 2.4
1,002 204.5 13,710 ... 16, 686 21.7
Fabricated metal products_....  NA _.___...._.  NA __.______. - Finance......coceeeemoannn- 2,070 _______.. 4,006 ______._. 294.0
1,176 34.7 997 (... 1,787 79.2
Machinery (nonelectric)......  NA ...  NA _._.____ - Personal services........... 5,150 .. ... 6,787 ... 31.7
1,782 18.2 1,632 ... 1,988 21.8
Wholesale trade. . .........- 8,438 _________ 10,230 .._...... 21.2 Business services........... 1,326 ... 2,260 ... 370.4
13,945 1.0 830 ... 1,275 140.5
Retailtrade__ __._._........ 33,495 ____..__ 38230 ......__. 14.1 Medical se. sices..._..____.. 5,183 ... 10,463 ._______. 4101.8
38,319 14.5 864 ... 3,086 257.1
Finane....ooceccooceemeee 1,099 ... 10,975 . _____. 254.5 Miscellaneous and other
5,080 65,1 SBIVICeS. . .o 5183 __..._.. 10,463 __._..... 4101.8
INSUrANCe. o coeeenenneanoo 1099 (oo . 10,975 (_.__._. 254.5 1,506 . ... 2,877 51,0
5,697 36.2 Harris, Tex.:
Personal services.__.__.....  NA ... NA________. — [T e . 12,226 ... 7.6
6,362 4.7 18,499 ________. 18,098 -2.1
Business services..__....... 4,854 _____ __._ 6,967 . .. .. 3835 Contractconstruction..______ 33,185 ... 34,900 ... 5.2
3,917 76.7 33,512 _____.... 57,574 7.8
Medica) services_.......... 13,831 ________ 23,383 .._...... 469.0 Food and kindred products_.. 7,404 _________ 9,957 ________. 32.4
6,332 269.2 7,708 ... 10, 023 30
Miscellaneous andother  NA ___.._...  NA ... - Paper 2nd allied products_._ . NA .. NA ... —
services. 3,162 ... 3,259 3.0
4,439 _________ 9,484 13.6 Printing and publishing.._._. NA ... NA - meee -
Cameron, Tex.: 4,980 ... 6,049 21.4
Food and kindred products... 1,505 ......... 3,073 ... 104.1 Chemicals and allied
1,780 (... 3,579 104.3 products_ .. _......_...... 4,995 ... 11,873 ... 137.6
Apparel oo 48 ... 403 ... 739.5 8912 _____... 11,539 2.4
) I D - 3tone, clay, and glass
Stone, ¢lay and glass produets__ ... NA oeeeeos NA oo -
products_ ..o _.o-en NA ... - 2,394 ... 4,960 107.1
= emee—as 220 - Primary metal industries__ ... NA ... NA ... -
Utilities and sanitary service._ 947 (.. _.... L1 . 20,4 6,059 ________. 11,252 85.7
40 ________. D - Fabricated metal products. .. NA ..o NA - —
Wholesafe trade____._...___. 2,162 ... ... 2,346 ......-- 20.8 8,563 ......... 16,975 98.2
2,933 ... 2,248 —23.3 Machinery (nonelectriv)_..._. NA (... NA ... -
Retailtrade. .. _..._....... 6,536 ........ 2,997 ... 22.3 18,041 . ... 18,209 .09
6,992 ... 6,449 -1.7 Electronic machinery,
Finance. ...coeeecmmcceaana- 964 ... 1,280 __...... 233.8 equipment, and supplies. .. NA ccececaee NA L. —
440 ... 670 75.0 1,481 ___.__... 3,463 135.8
Personal services. ... NA ..o [\ T S—— — Transportation equipment.._. 1,146 ______._. 2,118 ... 84.8
664 ... 790 18.9 1,310 ... 2,459 88.4
Medical services_______----- 2,408 ... 4,230 ..______. 475.6 Transportation____..__..___. 24,802 ... 28,428 ... 14.6
225 ... 988 339.1 [T NA —
{ndustries not classified. .- .- NA (e (LT S— - Utilities and sanitary
o Paso. T Lo N — 110 - SOIVICeS. o .o ooooooooo 6,223 ... 9,242 ... 48.5
230, Tex.: 6,479 ... 8,529 31.6
Contract construction......- BB B B Wholesale trade. ... _..__... 1,819 ... 28,022 ......... 5.2
. Food and kindred products . 1,458 ._........ 2,213 .o 52.2 B0 ... 4,303 4.6
1,488 ... 2,259 51.8 Retaiftrade..__.___________ 57,675 ... .... 74,080 ..._.._.. 28.4
APPArel- cee e cemeeeene 1,025 «eeoen 3,157 oeeeenn 208.0 62,987 ___...... 86, 505 3.3
3,492 ... 9,703 177.8 Finanee. o oooooooeemoooan. 14,689 _...._._. 23,877 ... 262.5
Printing and publishing.. ... 653 ... 1,203 ... 84.2 6,705 ... 11,634 73.5
[ 736 24.3 tnsurance. ..o oo ... 14,689 ... ... 25 . 2625
Leather products .. ... NA oo NA ... - 9,124 _______. 12,080 32,3
: 15 ... D — Business services_......_... 6819 .________ 14,505 . ....... 2164.4
Primary metal industries...__ NA L. NA _o.ooee - 5290 ... 14,629 176.5
[\ 1,959 _ Medical services. ... 26,138 ... 52,894 ___.____. 4102.0
Fabricated metal products____ NA oo NA ... — 3,816 ... 20,632 440.6
42 . 613 48.7 £ducational services__ ... ... 26,134 ... : 52,808 ... 4102.0
Instruments and refated o 4,752 908.9
products__ ... ... NA ... [T - Miscellaneous services...... 26,134 ... 52,894 __.____. 41020
D oo - - 8,168 ._._____. 19, 804 1424
See footnotes at end of table. See footnotes at end of table.
89
O




Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1956

and 1966 county busiess patterns i—Continued

Comparison of employment data from the censuses of 1950 and 1960 with the 1958
and 1986 county business patterns !—Continued

County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1966 Percr-tage County, industry 1950 1956 1960 1966 Percentage
growth growth
Hidalgo, Tex.: Nueces, Tex.—Continued
L R ™. 1,059 ... 42.3 Medical services.._______._. 4132 ... 8,202 ... 98,9
586 ... 782 34.2 14 .. 2,842  2,042,1
Contract construction_...._._. 2,683 cooaaoens 2,892 ... T Travis, Tex.:
T 2 U 1,854 8.3 Contractconstruction__.___._ 6,513 ... 7,089 . 9.7
Food and kindred products___ 1,905 _________ 2,295 ... 20.4 4,796 ... 6,163 28.5
1,687 ... 1,596 —5.3 Food and kindred products___ 889 ... 1,203 ... 45.4
Apparal .. ... 23 ... 364 .. 1,482.6 1,070 ......... 1,622 51.5
497 ... [i] - Furniture fixtures_..____._.. 633 ... 703 ... 1.0
......... - 462 __....... 766 65.3
Peper and afled products..... A ...... 16 . . N ?_ _ - Printing and pubiishing___... L0 oo 1860 ... 69.7
Chemicai and ailied product: 108 .___.... 485 ... 349.0 1,126 ... 1,631 44.8
— . 154 - Chemicals and aliied prod-
Utilities and sanitary services. 994 _______ 1,149 ... 15.6 uels 188 ... 259 ... 37.2
322 ... 266 -17.3 128 ........ 123 -3.9
Wholesaletrade_....__..__. 3,663 ... 5,293 ... 49 Stone, clay, and glass prod-
478 . 4,153  -13.7 uets .o — e — e -
Rotailtrade. .. _________. £33} S 8,838 ... 24.2 322 ... 726 125.4
5789 .. _... 6,857 18.4 Transportation equipment.._.. 45 . 206 ... 382.2
Business services_____._..__ 94 . 1,167 ... 317.4 — e [+ -
11— 137 =301 Communications._.._.____... 836 ... 1,147 _._..... 31.2
Medicai services_____.___._. 2,863 ... 5,404 __.._.... 188.7 960 .. ... 1,471 76.6
262 ... 597 127.8 Utilities and sanitary serv-
Jim Wells, Tex.: L T, 923 ... 336 1,274 . W u‘; 2
____________________ Bl eiiea. 1,386 coooeeee- 5 ,
Wining Lal NA _. '3“ 1,269 12._ Wholesaie trade_._.______.. 2,050 ... ,392 .. 16.6
tion.. ... 408 .. ... a2 1.2 2,318 ....___. 3,445 48.6
Transporty NA ... NA — Relalltrade. _______________ 1,393 ... 15,648 -oooen.. 1.0
Whotesalo trade...______.__ 232 ... 308 -eoonn 32,7 ,459 ... 14,051 un.3
NA .. 450 - Financet. _____....__._._.. 2,431 ..o 3,866 ......_. 1589
Retall trade.._..._ ... 1,388 ... 1,556 _.evoooo 21.8 942 ... 1,691 79.5
NA ... 1,283 ~ Insurance_.._ ... 2,431 ... 3,866 _....____ 158,9
Medica) services_......_____ 480 ._.._.... 872 ... 4816 1,350 ... 3,676 1722
NA ... 220 — Personal services_._____.___ — —_—. -
Nusces, Tex.: 1,585 .. ... 2,057 2.7
Mining ..o 39 Business services_......._. 1,568 ... 1,982 _________ 126.4
4.2 853 ... 1,984 132.5
Food and kindred products.__. 21.2 Medical services_.._.._.._.. 10,397 ..______. 17,355 oo 66,9
40.2 489 ... 2,136 336.8
Printing and puutishimg_.____ 58,8 Educational services___.__.__ 10,397 ... 17,3955 ________. 166.9
221 255 ... 1,08 3109
Chemicals ard altied * Miscellansous and other
produets. ..o -omveoo TS 1,352 oo 21 Services_. ... ... 10,37 ... 17,355 oo 166.9
I e 159 - 515 2,311 a6 931
Fabricated metal products. ... NA .. NA .o - Webb, Tex.: P98 memnees g '
39 697 76.9 ebb, Tex.:
Primary metai products__..__ NA ... NA —cooemn - Apparel . ... 172 ... 230 ... 3.3
F [ ) - 390 ... 363 -6.9
Transportation__.____.______ 2,340 ... 2,672 ... 14.2 Retaif trade..__________.._. 3,166 ... 3,537 . 1.7
NA ..o NA — 2,955 ... 4,428 4.8
Utilities and sanitary services.  ,,223 __.._.... 1,599 ... 9{ 3?. ; Misceilaneous and other
5 S 5 -l X .
Wholesalo teade. ... 2,462 ... 3155 ... 28.1 SNViGes Lo Lz ... e 646 ... e 7‘: !
3,800 ... 4,584 7ws . e -
Retaiitrade__.________.__. 10,920 _.__..___ 10,989 ... 18.9
10,915 ... 12,164 1.4 1 See foregoing explanation of table.
Financeto. ooooovoeooooo L. ... 1960 aroranean 152.7 3Finance, insurance, and real estate ars combined in the 1950, 1960 census figuras
5 1,241 43.3 while reported separately in the 1956, 1966 County Business Patterns figras.
Personal services. ... NA ........ NA _........ - 3 Business service is combined with repair service in the 1960 census figurs, but
1,450 ... 1,832 26.2 these are reparted separately in the 1956, 1966 County Business Patterns figures.
Business services. _........ L2 ... 22 ..o 242.5 ¢« Medical service, legal service, sducational service, misceifaneous and other se-v-
500 ..o 5,010 1020 ice and industries not classified are combined in the 1950, 1960 census figures whiic
S 00 footnotes at end of table. reported separately in the 1956, 1966 County Business Pattarns figures.
on
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APPENDIX FE

Standard Industrial Classification Code and Industrial Headings Utilized by Three Data Sources

EEO-1 Growth patterns County Busines: Patterns
Headings SIC Headings SIC Headings Sic
Agriculture, forestry and fisheries....__.......... 01-09 Agriculture, forestry and fisheries.. ............... 01, Agriculture, forestry and fisherles............... 01-09
02, 07, 08, 09 (except 0713)
L E111 T Y 10-18 Mining. . ccoooenimimiaaaaaaaaaaas 10,11,12,13,18 Mining. .. coonnmn it i eraiieaaeaanas 10-14
Contract construction. .. 15-17 Contract construetion. . .....coveenneeeiannnns 15,16,17 Contract construction.. . 15-17
Drdnance and 3ccessOnes. ... .eeennnerennnnnnns 19 Ordnance and accessories........ 19
Food and kindred products including tobacco manu-
[£ T U711 SR, 20,21 Food and kindred produets........o..eoianean 0713,27, Food and kindred produets............c..cneenne 20
Tobacco manufactures. .. . 2]
Textiles and mill produets. ... ..occvemnnnennnns Textiles and mill products . 22 Textiles and mill produets.... ... ...o.coeai .. 22
Apparel). .oceeeeniaannnne Apparel..c.eneceanennnn-n .. 23 Apparel and related produets..._............... 23
Lumber and wood products Lumber, wood products, furniture..... .......... 24,25 Lumber and wood products. 24
Furniture and fixtures. - ceceeeecccaanacncanannns Furniture and fixtures. ... 25
Paper and alliad products Paper and alfied products.. 26
Printing, publishinz and ailied industries. Printing andpublishing and allied industries. ....... 27 Printing and publishing. .o ceererniirennnniaa.s 27
Chemicals and allied products, including
(101, SRR Chemicals and allied products........ emmmencecanen 28 Chemicals and allied produ€S.......coooeeoneenn 28
Petroleum and coal products.. 29
Rubber and misceilaneo:s plastic products. ........ 30 Rubber and plastic products n.e.c_ 30
Leather produets.. .. ..cooooioiieennnns 3l Leather and leather products.__ 31
Stone, clay and glass products. . 32 Stone, clay and glass products.. 32
Primary metal industries. . 33 Primary metal industries. .... 33
Fabricated metal products. 34 Fabricated metal produets ...................... 34
Machinery (nonelectric).................. 35 Machinery, except electrical ... .. .............. 35
Electrical Machinery, equipment and suppties......- 36 Electrical and other machinery............cco..... 35,36 Electrical machinery......ooooeeieiioniiis 36
Motor vehicles and equipment._ ... ............. 371
Transportation equipment.. . ... .. ......o..... 37 Other transportation equipment.. ... . 37 (except 371) Transportatiu.cequipment...................... 37
Intruments and related products. . 38 Instruments and related products.. . &8
Miscellansous manufacturing. .......c.ccoceananes 39 Otherandmiscellaneous 19,21, 26,29, 30,31, 32,33, 34,38, 39 Misceflaneous manufacturing....... 39
Railroads and railway express. . Railroad transportation......... 40
Transportation. .. ... oo iieiaeaaeaan 40-47 Other transportation. .. .. . 41,44,45,16, 47 Local passenger transportation. . 41
Teucking and warehoUSINg.c e v evnnneeennnennnnnes 42 Trucking and warehousing. 42
Water transportation.... L)
T-ansportation by air.. 45
tipa line transportation.. . 46
Communications . ..cenennemniiiieiiiienaannan 48 Communicstions ........ 48 Transportation Services........cceeeeeeeecnnacas LY
Utiiities and-ganitary services 49 Utilites and sanitary sorvices. . 49 Cum. iGncabions . .cceieeioiiiiemaiienaanna- 43
Wholssale trade.. ... ... ooioiiiiiianiae 50 Wholesaletrade....c...co.... 50 Electric, gas and sanitary services. .. 49
Food and dairy product stores. . 54 Nholesale trade - ...-eeciececececcccccanneacn 50
Eating and drinking places ............. 58
Rotail trade __..oc.ooeeccieciinnnnanacaccanns Other retall trade  -........... , 56,57, 59
FINANCe. oo eeeeeccraccaaracaccacannansan 60, 61, 62, 67 Finance, irsuran-® and reaf estate................ 60-67 Refalftrade. ... cooeveeneneenrnncocnnnaeennnnn §2-59
Banking..ceeememnenanananas 60
Credit agencies other than banks.......... 61
IOSULANCA. o oe e eiieeaieececaecaneannanas 63,64 Security and commodity brokers and services. 62
Realestate. ... .. coociomeainiaaaacacaanaes 65, 66 Insurance, carriers, agents ............ 63, 641
Real estate .. ..o.eeeeemieiniainnes 65
bined real estate, I and law. 661
Porsonal SOrvices .. .ccecueciennniiiiinnnniennan 72 Hotels and personal services. .......o..cecenanans 70,72 Holding and other investment companies......... 67
Personal Services. .....eeeeneacececcaaeeaacnns 72
Hotels and other lodging -... 70
Automobife repair and services and garages. 75
ROPAIr S8IVICe - e ioii i 75,76 Miscellaneous repair services. . _................ 76
Business service. 73 Business and repalr services.._............... 73,75,76
Motion plcture, sirusement and recreation........ 78,79 Entertainment, recreation services................ 78,79 Amusement and recreation services n.e.c......... 79
Motion pictures. .....cooeenncnaennes 78
Medlcal sorvice_ . .. .oooeoonnniiiiiiiaaeaes 80 Medical, other professional services. .. 80,81,82,84,86,89 Medical and other health services... 80
Private households. ... .. ... ... 88 Private households_ .. 881
Logal sorvices. ..o ooiiiiiiiinaaaaenas 8l Legal services...... 811
Educational services. .......... 82 Educational services. . 82
Dther and miscellansous service_....... 70,84, 86, 88,89 Miscellaneous services. ...... 89
Miscellaneous business services................. 73
Public Administration.......... 91-93 (except 9190 part)
Armed . 1688 . e e e iaeaaecaaecanane 9190 part
GOVEINMENt . - oeeecceccnrccaccnonsencnnnnennns
Museums, botanical and zoological gardens
Nonprofit membership organizations.............
Industries nat classifiable. . ...................... 99 Industry notreported. ... .ceeeiiiiiceannan 99

Source: U.S. Office of Business Economics, ""Growth Patterns in Emplnyment by County 1940-1950 and 1950-1960," Washington, D.C., 1965.
U.S. Bureav of the Census,"*County Business Patterns,’’ 1966, Washington, D.C., 1967.

Data gathered by EEOC from employer reports.
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APPENDIX F

Consumer-oriented Industries

SIC code (two digits) Industry SIC code (two digits) Industry
. Building materials and farm equipment, Insurance carriers.
53... - General merchandise. Insurance agenis. brokers and service.
54_ . Food. Real estate.
5. . Automotive dealers and service stations. Combined real estate, insurance, etc.
56. - Apparel and accessories. Hotels and other lodging places.
57. - Furniture and home furnishings. Personal services.
58... .. Eating and drinking places. Auto repair.
59... -~ Miscellaneous retail stores. Miscellaneous repair sesvice,
§0... ... Banking. Motion pictures.
1 S, Credit agencies other than banks. Amusements and recréation n.e.c.

APPENDIX G

Listing of Counties With
Population 10 or More Percent Negro

ARIZONA Austin
Maricopa Bastrop
Bell
CULORADO gmz
Denver Brazoria
Brszos
CALIFORNIA Burleson
Alameda Caldweil
Contra Costa Cass
Fresno Chambers
Kern Cherokee
Los Angeles Collin
Monterey Colorado
Riverside Dallas
Sacramunto Delta
San Bernardino De witt
St Diego EMis
San Francisco Falls
Saa -9aquin Fannin
San Mateo Fayette
Solano Fort Bend
Freestone
TEXAS Galveston
Anderson Gongzales
Angelina Gregg
92
O
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Grimes
Guadalupe
Hall
Hardeman
Hardin
Harris
Harrison
Henderson
Hil
Hopkins
Houston
Hunt
Jackson
Jasper
Jetterson
Kaufman
Lamar
Lavaca
Lee
Liberty
Limestone
Lubbock
McLennan
Madison
Matagorda
Milan

Montgomery
Morris
Nacogdoches
Navarro
Nusces
Panola

Polk

Red River
Robertson
Rockwall
Rusk

San Augustine
San Jacinto
Shetby
Smith
Tarrant
Titus

Travis
Trinity
Tyler
Upshur
Walker
Waller
Washington
Wharton
Williamson
Wood

- . WSy



APPENDIX H

299 Employment Pattern Diagrams
for Industries for Selected Counties
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION

MINORITIES:
IN

IN
INDUSTRY INDzlJSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. 1 3

100 4 5 878 8

15.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

20 30 40 50 60 70 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2
100

60%

IN
INDUSTRY 90

Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

r 100 el 3 4 .5 B 789
15.5% |
iN
LABOR 50
FORCE

LL 1] e . e . llﬂl—

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

3
100 12 4

1 S SPS—

75%
IN
INDUSTRY SO

Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

OP O
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TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

% _1980 21,444
100 3

50 - 127%

9,421
-
1850

PERCENT CHANGE

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 41960__ 5,050
88%

50

2,878

1950

PERCENT CHANGE




MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
APPAREL

MINORITIES:

15.5%

LABOR
FORCE

iN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY2000UPATIONS
1 1 3

20 30
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
92%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% ¢f minorities in Labor Force.

PRINTING/PUBLISHING

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

1 23 4 5 6 7. 8 9
100 T
15.5%
IN

LABOR
FORCE

20 30 40 S0 60 70 8 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
2 3 8 9

1
e T 1

IN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1

2
3
4
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. SERVICE WORKERS

. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

. CLERICAL & OFFICE
SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

[N N Y7

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

PERCENT CHANGE

PERCENT CHANGE

1960
g —

100

50 -

TOTAL

Ties0

1,879

1,031%

166

EMPLOYMENT

IN INDUSTRY
1960

Teso

3,438

137%

1,447
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY QCCUPATIONS
] 1.2 3 4
100 7
15.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

0 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
75% e

IN
INDUSTRY S0

0

Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
; 2 3

100

15.5%

LABOR
FORCE

2( 30 40 50 60 70 80 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
2 3

100
78Y, s~

IN
INDUSTRY S0

0

Mexican-Americans rebresent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

© My

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TOTAL
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%
100

50 =
0 1966 2,686

139% L A___ 3.122
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PERCENT CHANGE
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TOTAL
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100 4
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRIC)

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
100
15.5% o
IN 5
LABOR 80
FORCE !
o m o mmn e fo e mme e mm s Sy e am e e o -—--Fll—l-+-—-—-—-—u}----—
o L J L]

y—
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

I 4 5 7 8 9
100 1.2 3 .6 _
56%
IN—?
INDUSTRY 90
0
Mexican-Amaericans represent 89.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
ELECTRONIC MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT, SUPPLIES
MINORITIES:
IN IN .
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
100
15.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
LR 1) S EEE S s e GESS N S NS § w8 G & - o m . » L] Smmme - -—
0 v L]

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 89.4% of minurities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. CFERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED}

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS
TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

CONO®m
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TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY
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100 -
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-~50 -
TOTAL
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" .
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT EY INDUSTRY
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 12 3 4

50

--—--J

0 10 20 30 40 50

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3

100
50%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 89.4% of ;nlnorltles in Labor Force.

INSTRUMENTS/RELATED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
N IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
13 4 7 8 9
100
15.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
X _T¥C 1) smme LY YT YT 1Y T T] T, Em G Em S SN e s s m— --r--l-
0

0 10 20 ‘30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-ATSERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

s6%
i
INDUSTRY 30

0
Mex} A ‘ rep 69.4% of minorities In Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4 CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TRANSPORTAT!ON
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
i 12 3 4 5 6789
100
15.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 6 78 9

IN
INDUSTRY 50

[o]
Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities jn Lsbor Force.

UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
i 12 3 4 5 6 7 __8 9
100
15.5%
iN
LABOR
FORCE

30 40 50 100

20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1, 2 3 4 5 7 8
100 J¥ g 8

70% whi um «
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-A ({ T 69.4% of minoritlea in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

OPwOo O

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100

50 41960 __ 5,893

49%

o 3,937
j 1950

PERCENT CHANGE

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100

48% 1960 4.689

50 -
3.169
1850

PERCENT CHANGE
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M/.RICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 =2 3 5 6 78 9

15.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

20 30 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

0

Mexican-Amaricans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

RETAIL TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

1 5 6 78 9
': 100
15.5%
IN

LABOR 50

FORCE

20 30 40 50 60 70

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

[¢]

Mexi A icans rep 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

OO~NO;m
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY QCCUPATIONS
1 34 5 678 9
100
15.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 s 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100 438 5 678 9
sax 3

IN »- [ ]
INDUSTRY SO

0
Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
INSURANCE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
134 5 6 7 8 9
100
15.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
- o e . s 8
0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

134 5 6 7 8 9

100

6!
9%—""

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 89.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

[ I ]

TOTAL

EMPLOYMENT

IN INDUSTRY

% __1960

100

50 <

PERCENT CHANGE
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% —
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1960

1950

13,897

2065%

4541
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
BUSINESS SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN
INDUSTRY

IN
INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89

100

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100 X
56%
A
INDUSTRY 50
( e ==
Muoxican-Americ.ans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
MEDICAL SERVICES
MINCRITIES:
! IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
_ 1 2 34 7 8 9
100
15.5% o
IN [
LABOR 50
FORCE }
— o -.E o o s
0

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 34 5

100
54%
N A

;NDUSTRY S0

0

Mexican-Americans represent 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEM!-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
MISCELLANEOUS/OTHER SERVICES

MINORITIES:
n N TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 100 1 2 3 5 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
% 1960  28.565
1?5% 100
LABOR 50
FORCE w
g s0 . 149%
. - e . - L <
X
0 ] 7 e
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 2 o 11,468
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i -
1
100 =50 4
5;%
N el
INDUSTRY 50
0
A Americans rep 69.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY/FISHERIES
MINORITIES:
IN N TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS ]
] 100 1 2 3 5 6789 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100
50
3
: ]
. o— 7% 1960 18,929
o 5 3
5 13.795
T
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g
. MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUFATIONS w b
i0Q —-50 4
89%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
0
A -Amaricans rep 69.4% of minorities In Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4, CRAFTSMEN {SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDU. "RY

MINING
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 2 3 4 5 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
% 1960 3.448
19.8% 100
LABOR 50 +
FORCE w
R € 50 . 113.7%
<
0 3 -
0 10 20 30 40 E 0 1612
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950
MINOKITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCC.'’ATIONS i .
100 4l 3 4 5 78 0 -50
81 7% - o om e
IN /'50
INDUSTRY
0
Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Forge.
CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
’ . 100 - 2 . 3 4 5 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
19.8% %
N 100
LABOR 77.1% J1960 8,273
FORCE "
[G]
z 504
I
0 -
O 10 20 30 40 5 60 70 s o 4,670
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS A 1
100 2 3 4 5 78 9 50 -
a&aV
N
INDUSTRY S0
0
Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:; WHITE COLLAR:

1
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. SERVICE WORKERS

. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)

. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS
TECHNICIANS
PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PRINTING/PUBLISHING

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

1 3 5 6 79

r r 100

19.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
0

0 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100

96.0%
IN o
INDUSTRY S

0

Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. . 1 2 3 4 578 9
100
19.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
[¢]

20 30 40 50

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4

73.7% -
IN
INDUSTRY S50

0

-} 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:

WHITE COLLAR:

Q
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1. SERVICE WORKERS
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

©ONOW;m

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100
Jioeo_ 940

50 78.5%

i 527
1950

PERCENT CHANGE

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100 1

50

PERCENT CHANGE
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRICAL)

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 12 2 4 5§ 687 8 9
100
19.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

90.2%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

0
Mexican-Americans rePresent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
ELECTRONIC MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3
100
19.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
LN
0

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

3
100 _H
94.6%/
IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Aex] A l 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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PERCENT CHANGE

TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY
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100 4

50
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
i 12 3 4 5
100
19.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 7 8 9

100 _
85.4%
/"

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

TRANSPORTATION

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3

19.8%:
IN
LABOR
FORCE

0 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

30

100 a2 3 4 5 6789
4
84.7%
IN
INDUSTRY 90
0

Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TOTAL
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY lngUSTgiY OCCUPATIONS
i 2 4

100

¢ amm o ¢ mmp e s Coum o mmp ¢ s e

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

2 3 4
109, 5 7 8 9
89.0%
IN

INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
RETAIL TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

100 1 23 4 5 8 78_9
19.8%
IN

LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-#ILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 23 4 5 8 78 9
100 .

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100

87.2%
N
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Amaericans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OFERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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82.8% 1960 1,181
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PERCENT CHANGE

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
1ooﬁ

72.3% 41960 15,434

50 -

0 €,953
1950

PERCENT CHANGE
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 14 5 6 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
5 _1980 4554
19.8%
IN 100 o
LABOR 50
FO&CE " 4
NS S, | . S 50+ 183.3%
. . ] o G O G § Al 8 NN IR 8 SR g W S -mm 8 §
- 0 0 T
0 10 2 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 E o 1,807
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS & 9
100, ¢ -50
89.5%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans repPresent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
REAL ESTATE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 —l—2 3¢ 5 ] 6 789 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
% 1980 4564
100
50 i
w ,
L O EEED O GEny O VRS 0 IR f GEN 0 ED g EED 0 G p— g 50- 183.3%
3
’ 0 Q -
0 20 30 40 50 8 70 80 E . d 1,807
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS & 1
1 2 34 J
100 2 5 =50
80.8% - N S GEN S AR 8 EED © EEe
IN
INDUSTRY 50
Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORCRS (UNSKILLED) 8. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
PERSONAL $ERVICES

MINCRITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 - 1 2 3 45 6789 EMPLOYMENT
1 IN INDUSTRY
19.8% - %
IN 100
LABOR 4
FORCE W 536% | 1960 4410
<AL, 2 504
| 3
S -
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 E 0 - 2,870
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1850
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS u .
100, 1 2 3_45 6789 .
94.6%:
IN
1.4DUSTRY 50
Mexican-Americans rePresent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
MEDICAL SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
; 100 1 234 5_ 7 8_9 EMPLOYMENTY
iN INDUSTRY
19.8% % 1980 __ 43977
IN 1001
LABOR 50
FORCE w 1
C— % 50 o 126.7%
0 S -
10 20 30 % o 6.190
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF e 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OGCUPATIONS ui 1
4
100 = ! 23 5 7 8 9 —50

|N-J>E' .
INDUSTRY °

Mexican-Americans rePresent 73.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED} 8. PROFESSIONALS

9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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PIMA COUNTY, ARIZ.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

EDUCATIOMNAL SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
- 100 o234 5 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
10.8% % _1860__ 13,877
IN 100 A
LABOR 50
FORCE w N
R S ———— $ 50 125.7%
. 0 5 -
20 30 40 5 0 - 6,180
.o ] 1950
MEXIGAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF L
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS @ y
. 1. 2 3 4 5 7 8 9
100 ~50 -
63.6%
IN-»- o Emm o omm s aEm Cemm e
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minorities in Lator Force.
MISCELLANEOUS/OTHER SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
% _1960 13,977
100
50
W
—. %’ 50 125.7%
0 5
0 20 30 % 0 6,190
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS @
2
100 1 4 5 6 7 8 9 —50
69.0% . o .
| N P>
INDUSTRY 50
Mexican-Americans represent 73.0% of minnorities in Labor Force. )
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
111
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FOOD & KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN .
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
R 2 3 4 5 6 78 9
100 .
17.8%
N
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
K 2 3 4 5 6 78 9

100
67%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Amaericans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION

MINORITIES:

N IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

1.2 3 4 5 67 8 9
100

17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
87.8%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY. CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PAPER & ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 5 678 9

l 100 =
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0

20 30 40

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 678 9

100

64.8%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

PRINTING & PUBLISHING

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 5 6 78 9
[ 100 ==
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
o smmm S Gama & mEE & == SRS 6 G 8 Sam o
0

70

20 30 40 50 60 80

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED OBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100

€1.2%
IN
INDUSTRY 20

0

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIORS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED} 7. TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS

9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY

%
100?
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15,884
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- 12,070
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PERCENT CHANGE

-50 -

TOTAL
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CHEMICALS & ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
100 IN INDUSTRY
%
78
! IN% 100
LABOR
C -
FORCE 4 50.0% (262 25 163
z 50
e EEy 6 N o NN § e
3 -
b~
20 30 100 2 0- A 13002
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF &
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS w
1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 J
100 -50
68.8% .
IN
INDUSTRY 50
Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
RUBBER & PLASTIC PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 ~ 2 3 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
17.8% %
IN 100 4
LABOR 50
FORCE W 70.6%] 1966 44255
g 50
) -
1
o 20 30 40 2 18,212
MEXIC AN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1956
MINOR\ "Y-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS e 1
1 2 3 &
100 -50 o
48.6%
IN
INDUSTHY SO .

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in tabor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WO!' “ERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

ERIC
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

STONE, CLAY & GLASS PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY {NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 2 ) 3 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
17.8
IN% 100
LABOR )
FORCE "
3 50-
T
S 5ax32%— 205803
10 20 30 40 2
2 o0+ 18.025
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF e 1956
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS ] 1
12 3 4 5 678 9 e .
100 -50
73.3% .
IN
{NDUSTRY 50
0 .
Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in tabor Force.
PRIMARY METAL
MINORITIES:
IN IN
WNDUSTRY {NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 - 2 3 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
17.8% %
IN 100 -
LABOR 50
FORCE " -
[G]
L W) E 50 =
) 3
20 30 40 E 0 41866 23983
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q -28%[ 1958 24.596
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS w k
1 2 3 4 a
100 ~50 =
57.4%
IN“ -
INDUSTRY 50

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
Bi.U COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% ot minorities in Lebor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:
5. CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 678 9
r 100 ;
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINOR:!TY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 5 678 9

100
73.3%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRICAL)

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
, 12 3 5 6 7 8 9
100 -7
17.8%
IN
LABOH 50
FORCE

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3

100
52.8%

IN
—

Mexican-Amaricans represent 45.7% of minorities in Lahor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. CPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ELECTRONIC MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT & SUPPLIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) _ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
100 T
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
o v ofe o -
0

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 b 7 8 9

100

49.6%
N
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT

MINORITIES:
iN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
, 12 3 4 5 67 8 9
100 ;
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
0

10 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5

100

49%
iy N
INDUSTRY 9

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED} . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

OOMNOWO;

TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY

%
100 4

50 -
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PERCENT CHANGE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

INSTRUMENTS AND RELATED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
100
17.8%
IN
{ 4BOR 50
RCE
® =m_ - - e . GENE e R ® eaEm m ® s
0

100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCC!!PATIONS

1 4 5 6 7 8
100 2 3 6 9

56%
IN
INDUSTRY 90

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

TRANSPORTATION
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 678 9
100 ™11
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
. Sym o p—
0

0 10 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

30 40 100

1 2 3 5
100 4 678 9
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INDUSTRY S0=g° .
0

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINJURITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

COMMUNICATION
MINORITIES:
N th TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
= 100 -123 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
.l IN INDUSTRY
' %
1l7N8% 116 -
LABOR 50
FORCE w n
% 50 -
- . - o s 28 1960
0 3 %) 39,461
~
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 '-lz-l 04 =55 30.752
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF 8
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: EY OCCUPATIONS g_.l T
100 123 4 —50 N
57%
IN o -
INDUSTRY
Mexican-Amaericans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
UTILITIES & SANITARY SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 -2 3 4 5 67 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 4
50 B
&
50
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VEXICAN-A MERICAN SHARE OF g
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS g_-l .
100 2 3 1 4 ~-50 -‘
30%
iN
INDUSTRY,_ SO
Mexican-Amaricans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS C"DE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAF _
1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES {SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS
. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIf.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY lNDlzJSTRY %CCUPATIONS
. . 1 4

100

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9

40 50 60 70

100

62%
1N o
INDUSTRY 50

Maxican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

RETAIL TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
] ) 1 2.5 4 5 6 78 9
100
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

20 30 40

MEX:CAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4
100 ) ) 6 78 9

47%

IN
INDUSTRY S

Mexican-Americans represent 457% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE CC kX

1. 3ERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORETS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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MINORITIES:
IN
INDUSTRY
100
178%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINCRITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
52%

IN
INDUSTR

0

MINORITIES:

IN
1} JDUSTRY
[ 100

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
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INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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I IN INDUSTRY,
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PERCENT CHANGE
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Mexican-Am.ricans represent 4% 7% of minorities in Labor‘r‘orce.

INSURANCE

IN
INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
134 5
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LABOR 50
FORCE

MEXIC/ AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

47%
IN
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(CCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:
1. SEPVICE WORKERS

2. LAEORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & <FICE
SALES WNRK:RS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
BUSINESS SERVICES

MIJORITIES:

IN iN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

100

17.8%

IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1. 23 4 5 6 7 8 9

100
25%
IN
INDUSTRY S0
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Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MEDICAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY (NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 00 = 1 234 5 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
1 IN INDUSTRY
%
17.8
IN% 100
LABOR 50
FORCE w  esg} 1960 _ »76.428
g 504
. - <
I
0 S .
~
&  0qgeg 164120
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i 1
1 284 5 7
100 8§ 8 =50 <
30%
IN
INDUSTRY«R0
0
Mexican-Americans rePresent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
MOTION PICTURE, AMUSEMENT/RECREATION SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN (o]
INDUSTRY (NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 -
50 .
3
Z 504
- —— <
I
° o | 1960 47.225
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g '
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS g
1 2 3 4 7 8 9
100 T 5 ¢ —50
33%
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INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force

QCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

. 100 ——l— 234 5 6 7 8 9
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 80 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 234 5 6 7 8 9
100 I
24%
IN
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Max can-Amaericans rapresant 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.
MISCELLANEOGUS/OTHER SERVICES
MIKRORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. _ 1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9
100
17.8%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9
100 ™

50%
N
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icans rap t 45.7% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE CULLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INCUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. 1 2 3 4 _5f78 9
100
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 290 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
7%

IN
INDUSTRY 90

0

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 1 2 3 5 6 78 9
100 -y
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
‘T

10 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9

100

IN
INDUSTRY 50

4]

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
PAPER/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN 1N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 678 8
r 100
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 e’ 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

78%

N
INDUSTRY 90

0 B
Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
PRINTING/PUBL!SHING
MINGRITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

8.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE
. ? . - —

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FIil.LED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4
100 . : 5 6 7 8 9

78%
IN »
INDUSTRY S0

0

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CHEMICALS/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MiNORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 6 7 8 9
100
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
T

¢} 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICA/{ SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4
foo

73%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

RUBBER/PLASTIC PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INLUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. i 1 2

100 4 5 678.9

8.5%
LABOR 50
FORCE

o

0 10 30 40 50 60 70

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

20

100
70%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexian-Americans eDresent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

OO wm

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
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ORANGE COUNT1Y, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 67809
[ T 100 A
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OC CUPATIONS

2 3
100 :

89%
IN
INDUSTRY 90

0

Mexican-Americans reprasant 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.™

MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRIC)

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
i _ 12 3 4 6 7 8 9
l 100 =y
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 290 100
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: 8Y OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 7 8
100 2

46%
IN o
INDUSTRY, 3

Mexican-Amaericans rePresent 83.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE
. LABORERS {UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS
. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS
. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS
. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CAL'F,
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ELECTRONIC MACHINERY EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES

MINCRITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONE
3 4

8.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINOR.TY-FiLLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3

100

70%
IN

INDUSTRY 50

Maexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Laktor Force.

TRANSPORTATICN EQUIPMENT

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 23 4

8.5%

LABOR
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0 i0 20 30 40 50 80 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMER.CAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 7 8 9
100 J
73% .
IN
(NousTay 50
Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. 3ERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS {UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKXILLED)

. CLERICAL & CFFICE

. SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS
PROFESSIONALS
OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

INSTRUMENTS/RELATED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1€Q T
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
. —_
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

100 1
65% .
IN

-
INDUSTRY 20 1

o

Mexican-Americans represent £€3 5% of minorities in Lahor Force.

MISCELLANEOUS MANUFACTURING

MINORITIES:
IN
INDUSTRY

IN
INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3

8.5%

LABOR
FORCE

20 30 40

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100

3 4

66%
IN _’5
INDUSTRY

0

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCYPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:

WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED} 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED} 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES.
IN IN
'NDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9
100
8.5%
IN
LABOR
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 &0

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 !
100 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
64%
IN ———'0' -
INDUSTRY 5
0 N 5 “ ¢
Mexican-Americans represent 83 5% of minorities in Labor Force.
RETAIL TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
{NDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATICNS
100 - ! 234 5 6 78 5
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
. - — —

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MIMORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100 2 34 5

68%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSICNALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUMNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

INSURANCE:
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
134 5 8 7 8 9
100 l
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 1%

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARZ GF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100

iN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 83.5% of minorities in Lubrr Force.

BUSINESS SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY {NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
i 23 4 5 67 8 9
106 T
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

-? s o o o - o e

0 10 20 0 40 50 80 70 80 90 100

A .EXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
100 1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9

39%
IN
iNDUSTRY S5O

Mexican-Amoricans represent 83.6% of minoritiea in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKRAED) 6. SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
8
9

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED} . PROFESSIONALS
. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
MOTION PICTLIRE, AMUSEMENT/RECREATION SVS.

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
’ 1 4 5 6 78 9
l——— 100
8.5%
18]
LABOR 50
FORCE
. - — —

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICZN-AMERICAN SHARi: OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS ' ©f OCCUPATIONS

100
0%
iN o
INDUSTRY 20
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Mexican-Amaricans rePresent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
MEDICAL SERVICES
MIN ORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. 100 = 1 234 5 7 8 9
8.5%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

T
0O 10 20 3 40 S0 60 70 8 90 10C

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100

66%
IN womm—p—>
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0

Mexican-Americans rePresent 83.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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OCCUPATICHNS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED}
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
PRINTING/PUBLISHING
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities In Labor Force.
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
. 12 3 4 5 78 9
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUFATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in I.abor Force.

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 75.2% of mirorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ELECTRONIC MACHINERY EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5789
100
13.6%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
0

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINOR!TY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 578
|

Mexican-Americans ropresent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVEELS OF MINORITY EMPLCYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TRANSPORTATION

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in ).abor Force.
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED} 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexican-Americanc represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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SAN BERNARCINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

INSURANCE
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% o! minorities in Labor Force.
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
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Mexican-Americans represent 75.2% of minorities in Labor Force
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT B8Y INDUSTRY

PAPER/ALLIED PRODUCTS
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
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3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
8
9

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED} . PROFESSIONALS
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CHEMICALS/ALLIED PRODUCTS
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Mexican-Amaricans représent 54.6% of minorities in L.sbor Force.
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexi -Americans repl t 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES {(SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
TRANSFORTATION EQUIFMENT
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Lsbor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.6% of minoritios in Labor Force.
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Mexican<Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
MINORITIES:
iN N o
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) " 100 - 1 234 5 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
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0 10 20 30 40 5 60 70 8 90 2 o 6.552
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF e 1950
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Mexican-Americans represent 54.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION

MINORITIES:

(N IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 5 678 9
100
14.1%
IN

LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

40

1 2 3 4 5 678 9
100
67%
iN "50
INDUSTRY
0
Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) . 1 2 4 5 617809

100

50

0 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
2

IN
INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans rePresent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

QCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PAPER/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 - 2 3 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
g 1966 ;260
50
3 221.8%
L E |
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0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 3 100 5 o 705
z ]
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1956
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100 —50 o
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
CHEMICALS/ALLIED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS ] TOTAL
100 2 3 4 5 6 vy 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
A | IN INDUSTRY
14.1% % —2%0_ 4335
N 100
LABOR 50
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g 50 = 12%
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF S 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i 1
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 o
100 =50 -
63%
IN -
INDUSTRY S0
0 . : |
Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE GOLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OOFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORF.ERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIOINALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
ELECTRONIC MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES

MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
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IN 100
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 =% 3 4 5 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
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QOCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY :N D%STRY OCCUPATIONS
3

100

14.1%
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LABOR
FORCE

20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 5 678

100
89%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRIC)

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
, 12 3 4 5 6 T 8 9
100 T
14.1%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

10 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
100
14.1%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
o v . - e
0

20 30 40 50
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF

MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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100 l
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0

Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

RETAIL TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY

INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5

100

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4
100

62%
IN .
INDUSTRY 50
Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
QCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)} 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.

LEVEL. OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
MINORITIES:
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Maexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
INSURANCE
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0
Mexican-Amaericans represent 74.2% of minorities in Lahor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS _
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF VIINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

BUSINESS SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.
MEDICAL SERVICES
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Mexican-Americans represont 74.2% of minorities in Lakhor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLER!CAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
8
9

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS
. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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100
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 74.2% of minorities in Labor Force.

MISCELLANEOUS/OTHER SERVICES
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2 P 74.2% of minoritias in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2 LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MINING

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5

100 6 7 8 9

20 30

MEAICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 48.86% of minorities in Labor Force.

PRINTING & PUBLISHING

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force. .

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEM!-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
% L1960 4479
100
" -
E 501 242%
S -
5
W 0qgso 400
£ J
Q
-50 -~
TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100
y i
3 504
5
5 52%] 1960 3058
i o50 3471
m -
a
-50 o




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 48.86% of minorities in Labor Force
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DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVEL"R OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CHEMICALS & ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIL: 'S
. 100 12 3 4 5
15.1%
IN
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
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0

Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Forcg.

RJBBER /PLASTICS

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 48.8% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

LEATHER PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

iN iN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPAT(ONS

13 1%
LABOR
FORCE

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
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Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
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DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

STONE, CLAY & GLASS PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 _
100 :

13.1%
IN
LABOR 50

0 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3
100 -

30 40 50

86.8%
IN
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0
Mexican-Americans rapresent 48.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 1 2 3 4 5 678 9
100
13.1%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

3

100
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 48.8% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRICAL)

MINORITIES:
IN IN TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 3 5 67 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
13.1
e 100 <
LABOR 50
FORCE w T
% 50
0 S .
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1956 =
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0
icans rep 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
INSTRUMENTS, RELATED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCGUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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_ LENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN N )
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 23 4 5 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
13.1
IN * 100 .y
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FORCE w T
% 50
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Maxlcnn-ﬁ:merlcnns represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
RETAIL TRADE
MINORITIES:
N IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 = 1 23 4 5 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
13.4% %
IN 100
LABOR 50
FORCE " 7
2 50~
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INDUSTRY 50

Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED} { 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED} 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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DENVER COUNTY, COLO.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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100 { T
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FORCE
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MEXICAN-AMERIC AN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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0 |
Mexican-Americans represent 48.6% of minorities in Labor Forca.
INSURANCE
MINORITIES:
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INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
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Mexican-Americans represent 48.8% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS
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. BERNALILLO COUNTY, NEW MEX.
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‘ BERNALILLO COUNTY, NEW MEX.
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DONA ANA COUNTY. NEW MEX.
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
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1 2 3 456789 EMPLOYMENT
N IN INDUSTRY
% 1960
- 100 {F 3,073
" 4
2 504 104.1%
—~
0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 : o —L 1505
MEXICAN-AMERIC# 4 SHARE OF Q
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS u -
10Q° -u—-—zn—-—-—.—u— —-50 -
99.3%/" o o PR
IN : ' : S
INDUSTRY 50 . ‘ ‘ .
0 .
Mexican-Americans represent 98.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
APPAREL
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 =1 EMPLOYMENT
- - IN INDUSTRY
' . o - % 1960
o —— : == - * ) 100 A 403
50 ' . ' _
3
2 50 739.5%
b
0 . . . o -1
N [ g
U 10 20 30 40 S0 60 70 80 90 130 z 8
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUFATIONS g 1
10Qs,* -50 -l
100.0%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
0

Mexican-Americans represent 88.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPEPRATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED}) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

5
6
7
8
9
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CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

STONE, CLAY/GLASS PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY 1INDU28TRY OCCUPATIONS
3

100

61.8% 3

IN P S
LABO! 50
FORCE,

20 30
MEXICAN-AMERICAN S!.ARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
93.4%
IN
INDUSTRY S0
0
Mexican-Americans represent 98.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INCUSTRY INDUSTRY QCCUPATIONS
1,23 4 5 8 9

100

50

0 20 30 40 50 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
127

101 g ! 4 . .l e . e

100.0%
IN
INDUSTRY S0

0 . .
Mexican-Americans represent 88.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL. & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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PERCENT CHANGE
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CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLCYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN OTAL
INOUSTRY TOT.
2 3 5 o EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
= o o 0 omm 100
" 4
2 501
pr— - y T 5 | 1960
20 30 90 100 E 85%] fv?gg
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950 =
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPLTIONS W 1
1,2 50 4
0
Mexican-Americans represent 98.4X o! minorities in Labor Force.
RETAIL TRADE
MINGRITIES:
N N .
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 1 23 4 5 6 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
61.8% %
IN o — 100
LABOR 50
FORCE w T
% 50 =
& -4 1960
0 Y . 8 22.3% — 7,997
0 20 30 2 o AL 530
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g
. MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS 4 X
1
1005 = , . -50
99.6% ) ' . ' S '
N . .. : .
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represent 98.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
MINCRITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY IMDUSTRY OCCUPRATIONS
1 5 9
100 =g
61.8%
IN o rm LR mas o mAR P GNIR P MR P NS S EEW § ENS 8 Mwm S Mm@ . mme s Hue 8 -
LABO 50
FORC

0 20 30 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY QCCUPATIONS

IN
INDUSTRY SO

0

Mexican-Americans represent 98.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

PERSONAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN
{MDUSTRY

IN
I1NDUSTR2Y OCCUPATIONS

100

30 40 50 100

0 10 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
1 2

1008

100.0%

IN
INDUSTRY 50
(3}

Mexican-Americans represent 98.4% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORI.ZRS . CLERICAL & OFFICL

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MEDICAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INCUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1

100

20 30 7 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100=
97.8%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0 : .
Mexican-Amaericans represent 98.4% of minorities in Labor Force.
INDUSTRIES NOT CLASSIFIABLE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCU PA;FIONS
100 .

0 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

Q?NT% ﬁ

INDUSTRY 50

30

0
A icans repi 98.4% of minorities ir Labor Forze.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100

75.6%] 1960 4.230

50 -

0 2,408

PERCENT CHANGE

-50

‘TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100
75.6%] 1960

T 4,230

50 -
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0 - 7950 2,408

PERCENT CHANGE
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EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MiNORITY EMFLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY (NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 67/ 8 9
100 - ,

47.7%
IN
LABO 50, M
FORCE

10 30

MEXICAN-AMER'CAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCLUPATIONS

100
96.1%/

N
iNDUSTRY S50

0 .
Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in L.abor Force.
FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3
[ 100
47.7%
IN
LABOR 50 .8 —
FORCE

10 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
10Q- -1 --—-21— .

98.1%
IN
INDUSTRY S0

0

Mexicar-Americans rePresent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 2. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLO'YMENT BY INDUSTRY

APPAREL
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY ;NZDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS s

4 58789

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SEARE OF
M!NORITY-FILLED JCBS: BY OCCUPATIONS 7

12 3 4 5689_
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Mexican-Americans rep! 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

PRINTING/PUBLISHING
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 123 5 6 9
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20 30 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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98.4%
IN
INDJSTRY 0

0

Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TOTAL
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IN INDUSTRY

% 1960 . .5,
1004 4
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e
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EL PASO CO!INTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

LEATHER PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 3

- 100

47.7
IN
LABOR 50,

FORCE

} -
99.7%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0
Maxican-Amaericant ropresent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 578 9
100 U
50,
0

12
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g
©6.3%
iN

INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED} . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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MINORITIES:
IN
INDUSTRY

100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE Oy
MINORITY-FILLEND JOBS: BY OCCLPATIONS

100

78.2%
IN /

INDUSTRY 50

0

MINORITIES:
IN
INDUSTRY

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:
. SERVICE WORKERS

SN

. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS

N
\NDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
1 2 3 4 56 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
‘N INDUSTRY
%
100 4
. i
Q g0 1966
R Iy W
. ‘ 3 4 r
0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 5, 412
4 1956
. 8
12 3 4 5678 9 66 4
Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
INSTRUMENTS/RELATED PRODUCTS
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INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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%
100 A
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IR : o e . 5 .
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g
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Mexican-Americans represent 85.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFELSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
100 r ™
47.7%
IN
LABOR . .- o -‘;Qu S MSD R o s W e e v EEm 8 Ee - . o —
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20 30 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 8
100, 2 . 5 . 7 8 : 9
97%
N
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represent 85.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
WHOLESALE TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
2 3 4

100

47.7%

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

2 3 4 5 8
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95.3%
IN
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0
Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE
SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

OXNOW;m

Q 206
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 4

65.4‘%: 1860

50

-

0 1950 1.486

2,459

PERCENT CHANGE

~50 -

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100 A

50 -
30.1% 19?0 3,730

0 7550 2.866

PERCENT CHANGE

—50 4



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

RETAIL TRADE

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 1 234 5 6 78 9

100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY GCCUPATIONS

100, 28
96.17/ -

IN
INDUSTRY S0

o] .
Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
FINANCE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY IND1UST3RY OCCUPATIONS
[ 100
50
0

MEXICAN-AMER!CAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

IN
INDUSTRY SC

0

Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2, LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIA’.S & MANAGERS

OO~NOWw;m

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%

100 -
y
S 50+
T 22431989 46007
S 1 4
s 12,152
4 %T7es0 %
[+ -
w
Q

-50
TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
iN INDUSTRY

%
. A
2 50
T
5 4
=
§ 0 gsg 2070
G4 4
w
Q

—50 4

207




EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PERSONAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:
In i TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 1 2 3 4569 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 1
50 i
3
2 50
T 31.7%p1280 6787
0 5 <1 A
Z o = 5,150
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF e
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i 9
—50 -
Mexican-Americans represent 85.5% of minorities in Labor Force.
BUSINESS SERVICE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 1 234 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
| 1 IN INDUSTRY
47.7% %
IN 100
LABOR.L | o 50 DO I T 1960
FORC W w7047 2,260
z 50+
I
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1950
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100 ! —50 o
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IN
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OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR;
1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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Mexican-Americans repraesent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MEDICAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONg
1

100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4
100
88.3% /- )
IN

INDUSTRY S0

0

Mexican-Americans represent 95.5% of minorities in Labor Force.

MISCELLANEOUS/OTHER SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1

100

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 290 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1
99.5w

N
INDUSTRY S0

0

Mexican-Americans represent 95.6% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
8
9

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS
. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100-1

1960

i-

71.6%

12,226

MINING

MINORITIES:

IN IN

INDUSTR INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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24.7%
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
12 3 4 5 6 7 8

100
39.2% 11

iN
INDUSTRY 5O T

—

0

Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION

MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 567 8 9

100
24.7%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 i 3 4

100
37.4%

IN
IMDUSTRY 50

0
Mexican-Amaericans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE
SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORI!TIES:
IN IN TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 = 2 3 4 5 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100
" -
=1 3 .39 190
T 344y 9,957
O -1 A
b~
0 20 30 40 50 £0 70 100 2 0 o 7404
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF 2
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS @ .
2 4 6 7
100 7 3 5 78 _9 ~50
23.8%
IN
INDUSTRY SC
0
Muxican-Americans ref.resent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Ferce
PAPER/ALLIED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN N TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 ) 3 ] 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
'l IN INDUSTRY
24.7% %
IN 100 -
LABOR 50
FORCE w 1
e X ] . anm w _—— . S . SR e S . - s f e o Wy g 50 =
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T
0 , . S 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 5 30%] 1966 3259
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF g
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS v 1
1 2 3 4 5 678 9 4
100 T ~50
15.0%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
-— -
0
tAexican-Americans represent 19.0% »f minoritias in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2, LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PRINTING/PUBLISHING

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 100 12 3 4 5 6 76 9

20 30 40 50 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

2 3 4 )
100 1 5 6 8

31.6%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
|

0

Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

CHEMICALS/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 67 8 9
[ 100
24.7% .
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
aEgm 8 o 8 . = A—I—I_I—IA I_IJ-I'-I-
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 19.0% ot minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARR!S COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

STONE, CLAY/GLASS PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6789
( T 100 -y |
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LABOR 50
FORCE
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 18.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: - WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANG

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSION+LS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
160 2 3 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
24.7% % .
N 100 41266 _ 16,975
FORCE w .
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE GF g 1956
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i .
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IN
INDUSTRY 50 :
0
Mexican-Amaricans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
MACHINERY (NON-ELECTRIC)
MINORITIES:
N N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
12 3 4 3 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
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2
100 : S —50
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0

Mexican- &Amaricans rePresent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED} 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

ELECTRONIC MACHINERY EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 12 3 4 5 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
% 1966
24.7% 3,463
N 100 '1 A
LABOR 50
¥ORCE w 1
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> — 5
20 30 70 80 90 100 2 o 1.481
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1956
MINORITY-FILLED .JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS w 1
5 6
. 100 2 g 4 5 7 8 —50 4
59.4%
IN —»0— -
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT
MIMORITIES:
IN IN
{NDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMEHNT
B IN INDUSTRY
24.7% ’é’o
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LABOR 50 84.8% 1960 2,118
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0
Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TRANSPORTATION
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) ) 1 2 3 4 5 §78 9
100 -y
24.7%
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LABOR 50
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MEXICAN ‘AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-F'LLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES
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_ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
T 100 T
24.7%
IN
LABCR 50
FORCE
: L
e

T
20 30 40 50 60 70 80

0 90 100
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

100
14.2%

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0
Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force,
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

i. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

. CLERICAL & OFFICE
SALES WORKERS
TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS CGUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:
IN

IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
100 1.2 3 4
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
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Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIO) IS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED} SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FINANCE
MiINORITIES: |
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 1 234 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
24.7% %
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MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS ] .
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IN
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s — o —
Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
INSURANCE
MINORITIES:
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INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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Mexican-Americans reprasent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE;
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEM!-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

. CLERICAL & OFFICE -
SALES WORKERS

TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

BUSINESS SERVICES

MINQRITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 = 1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
24.7% Ly
i 100 W
LABOR 50
FORCE 4
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Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minoritias in Labor Force,
MEDICAL SERVICES
MINCRITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED} 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY SNDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
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Menxican-Amaericans rebresent 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES
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OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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Menxi -Americans rep 19.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
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HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

NMINING
MINORITIES:
iN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) - 100 = 3 4 5 7 8 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
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Mexican-Amaericans represent NAX of minarities in Labor Force.
CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION
MINORITIES:
N N TOTAL
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERIAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 8. SALES; WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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H{DALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
/| EVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 2 3 4 5 6789 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
66.9% %
IN o mmm o ) - ! \ 100 -
LABOR 50
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b
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF 2
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
APPAREL
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100~ 2 3 459 EMPLOYMENT
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

CGCCUPATIONS CODE:
BiLlE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED} 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PAPER/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:

IN
INDUSTRY

IN
INDUSTRY 2OCCUPATIONS
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATICNS
2
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Mexican-Americans rePresent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

CHEMICAL/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN
INDUSTRY

IN
lNDUZSTRY OCC%PATIONS
1

66.9%
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FORCE

0 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:

iN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY gCCUPATIONS
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

10
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N
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED]} 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100 b

50 -

15‘6%{% 1,149
0 - 994

1950

PERCENT CHANGE

—-50 o

TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY

%
100 4

-

50

49%| 1960 _ 5093
0 T950— 3.663

PERCENT CHANGE

~50



HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

RETAIL TRADE

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

' 1
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Lr.eor Force,

BUSINESS SERVICES
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4

. CRAFTSMEM (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MAMAGERS
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HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MEDICAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Amaricans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
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JIM WELLS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MINING
MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY {:IDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 - 2 3 4 578 9 EMPLOYMENT
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
TRANSPORTATION
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) 100 -] 2 3 4 5 9 EMPLOYMENT
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0

Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN ‘SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS

OEe~NOw;

227

W J— - B e T SRR =




JIM WELLS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN IN

iINDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS

1 3 4 5 6 9
100
47.5%
IN

LABOR 50 B e T T Lk T
FORC 'Jr | r J

‘_ |

0 T T v J T T T T

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 3 4
10! ——ry

5
.—.W_-_.—-—w—- Y — -

100.0%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.

RETAIL TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN iN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) 1

100

0 10 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

30 40 50 60 70 80 290 100

IN
INDUSTRY 50

0
. Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVIiCE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFI:SSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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JIM WELLS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

MEDICAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUST?Y OCCUP%TIONS

100

50

0 20 30 40 50 60

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent NA% of minorities in Labor Force.
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYIMENT BY INDUSTRY

MINING
MINORITIES:
IN IN TOTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUF” TIONS
100 12 3 4 EMPLOYMENT
| IN INDUSTRY
%
36.6%
IN 100 -
LABOR 50
FORCE e L ) e e —— W 7
g 501 1960
T 349% 2.564
0 LI L] [ 2 R
0 10 20 30 40 2 5 1 1000
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF 9 !
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS A ]
3 4 6 7 8 9
100 12 s | 50 4
72.2% -
IN
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
FODD/KINDRED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN IN OTAL
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTA
) 100 - 2 3 4 5 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 <
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2 504
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100 50— 272
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 195
MINORITY-EILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS , P .
1 2
100, S —50 <
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IN
INDUSTRY %0
0

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED}
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)
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Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS
TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY
PRINTING/PUBLISHING

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 3 4 5 67 8 9
100
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iN
LABOR 50
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MEXICAN-AM=RICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Lahor Force.

CHEMICALS/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
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FORC e
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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IN
INDUSTRY SO

0

Aaxi Ame icans rep 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFiCIALS & MANAGERS
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES

MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
. 100 1 2 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
36.6
IN * 100 4
LABOR 50
FORCE . — S ]
% 50 4
0 5 4
~
0 20 30 100 2 4
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF 3
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i -
1 2 e
100 =50
98.0%
IN 0 J8
INDUSTRY S
0
Mexican-Americans represent £5.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
1 2 3 56 7 89 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 4
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF Q 1956
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS ] T
~50
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0

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED)
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED}

Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

WHITE COLLAR:

. CLERICAL & OFFICE
SALES WORKERS

. TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TRANSPORTATION
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
) ] 1 2
100
36.6%
IN
LABOR 50
FORC

100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4
y 100 5 5 6789
41.4%
IN 50
INDU{TV
2
Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN 1
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
] E 100 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
36.6%
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MEXI'CAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
' MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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84.6%
iN
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0
Mexican-Americans represent 86.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS

2. LABORERS {(UNSKILLED)

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED)
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED)

. CLERICAL & OFFICE

. SALES WORKERS
TECHNICIANS

. PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

WHOLESALE TRADE

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 5

100

50

0 20 30 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS,

95.4%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americanr. -epresent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.
RETAIL TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
: 1 23 4 5 6 78 9
100
36.6%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
o s
0

0 20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 23 4 5 6 78
100 — 3
88.4%
IN
INDUSTRY 50
0

Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TOTAL

EMPLOYMENT

IN IND
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1960 2,921

FINANCE
MINORITIES:
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Mexican-Americans represent 86.0% of minorities in Labor Force.

PERSONAL SERVICES

MINORITIES:
IN
INDUSTRY
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100
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IN
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Mexicen-Americans represent 85.6% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
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1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLEC; 8. PROFESSIONALS
8. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS

LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

BUSINESS SERVi.-ES

“MINORITIES:

N IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
, ) 1 23 4 5

100

20 30

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100

43.4%
IN
INDUSTRY 503

Mexican-Americans represent 85.0% of mincrities in Labor Force.

MEDICAL SERVICES
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INCUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS
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0

Mexican-Americans rePresent 85.0% of mincrities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CONTRACT CONSTRUCTION
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 578 9

100

0 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 578 9
100
85.9%
IN -
INDUSTRY 50
0
Mexican-Americans represant 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
FOOD/KINDRED PRODUCTS
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
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0 20 30 40 50 80 70 80 20

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

100
2% 4
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0

Mexican-Americans rePresent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODZ:
BLUZ COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

FURNITURE/FIXTURES

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 2 3 4 5789 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
22.4% %
IN 100
LABOR
FORCE w N
g 50 -
3 -
1960
0 20 30 40 50 60 E "ok —— égg
MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF € 1950
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i y
100, 3o 2 ~50 J
93.4%
N o
INDUSTRY 5
0
Mexican-Americans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
PRINTING/PUBLISHING
NINORITIES:
IN IN
{NDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 23 4 5 6 7809 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
22.4% %
~ 100
LABCR 50 1960
FZ Rl e w e7%—r 1.869
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Mexican-Americans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR; WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS SOUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

CHEMICALS/ALLIED PRODUCTS

MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
123 4 5 8 9
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MINORITIES:
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OCCUPATIONS CODE:

BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
9. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT

MINORITIES:
IN

IN
INDUSTRY I:\IDUSTRZY OCCUG‘.‘\TIONS3

100 4 5 6789

0 20 30 40

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
NINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCLUPATIONS

100,

95.9%
IN
INDUSTRY 50

0

Mexican-Amer.cans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.

COMMUNICATION

MINORITIES:
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INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
13 4 5 6 7 8 9
100
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IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0
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13 4

100
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Mexican-Americans rePresent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.

OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:

1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE

2. LABORERS {UNSKILLED) SALES WORKERS

3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFEICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

UTILITIES/SANITARY SERVICES

MINORITIES:

IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 6 78 9
100
22.4%
IN
LABOR 50
FORCE

0 20 30 40 8 90 100

MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS

1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9
100 J7 1
26.6%
iN
INDUSTRY 50
-— = s e &
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Mexican-Americans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
WHOLESALE TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY iINDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS
1 2 3 4 6 78 9
100
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IN
LABOR 50
FORCE
. s . AR O N § I S "N & EAN 0 . - o Gl
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0
Mexican-Americans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS 5. CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) 6. SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) 7. TECHNICIANS
4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) 8. PROFESSIONALS
6. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

RETAIL TRADE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
C 100 = 1 23 4 5 6 78 9 EMPLOYMENT
[ IN INDUSTRY
s %
2|2'.:% 100 4
LABOR 50
FORCE w
R % 50
0 5 -
1960
0 20 30 40 5 11-8%; 12,648
P Toso 11,393
MEXICAN- AMERICAN SHARE OF o
MINORITY-FILLED JOBS: BY OCCUPATIONS i 1
1 23 4 5 6 78 9
100 =50
57.1%
INDUSTRY 90
0
Mexican-Amaericans represent 41.8% of minorities in Labor Force.
FINANCE
MINORITIES:
IN N
INDUSTRY INGUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
) 100 1 3 4 5 678 9 EMPLOYMENT
IN INDUSTRY
%
100 4
W 5gg%| 1960
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0
Mexican-Americans represent 41.8% of minoritiea in Labor Force
OCCUPATIONS CODE:
BLUE COLLAR: WHITE COLLAR:
1. SERVICE WORKERS . CLERICAL & OFFICE
2. LABORERS (UNSKILLED) . SALES WORKERS
3. OPERATIVES (SEMI-SKILLED) . TECHNICIANS

4. CRAFTSMEN (SKILLED) . PROFESSIONALS

. OFFICIALS & MANAGERS3
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TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
LEVELS OF MINORITY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

INSURANCE
MINORITIES:
IN IN
INDUSTRY INDUSTRY OCCUPATIONS TOTAL
100 124 5 6 7 8 9 EMPLOYMENT
\ IN INDUSTRY
22.4% %
IN 100 -
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MEXICAN-AMERICAN SHARE OF 2 J 1950
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