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The OEQ Organization:

An Anatomy of Programmatic Administration

Without_exception and operating under blanket intensity
varying only in degree, each section and office of OEO, from the
moments of their inception, contended with a cluster of common
problems. Generally, these had to do with the swiftness of their
organization, the lack of trained personnel, the complexity and
variety of their tasks, and the vulnerability of the entire anti-
poverty program to the actions of the Congress. There was no mom-
ent in the history of the organization when any section of it
formalized its operation into a routine. Flux and change became
the permanent atmosphere of the headquarters building at 1200 19th
Street NW. Steps forward--and backward--derived from the demanding
pressures of the moment, invariably marked each of the organizations
constituent operations. Frequently, where a move forward proved to

be a mistake, a different tack marked an entirely new course into



page 2

uncharted areas., There were moves as well, however, which quickly

established precedent and procedure. Always, there was evaluation,
As an example of how the various resources of the OEO struc-

ture were brought to bearlon a single instance, take the case of a

grant application received from an Indian reservation,

The Rosebud Reservation Program

The Sioux of South Dakota were among the first to take advan-

tage of the provisions of the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act. The

reservation residents had, of course, been organized on a tribal

basis long before the act's passage. The Tribal Council, tradi-

tionally, was the governing body or local "ecity hall." When the

EOA was enacted, a variety of reservation groups and individuals

organized to meet the challenge. There were religious groups,

Federal employees, college graduates, interested Tribal Council

members; representatives of all areas of reservation life who felt

they had the expertise and perseverance necessary for dealings with

Federal bureaucracies. According to a participant, the religious



page 3

communities were among those responsible for inspiring and motivat-

ing the community response, For this reason, the first "action"

group was named the Christian Social Action Committee. This was an

informal group, but an effective one. Through the efforts of the

Committee, consultants were enlisted in the fields of education,

industry, economic development and housing. Significantly, these

outside consultants were selected and utilized by the CSAC. The

CSAC, composed of reservation residents, was a self-help organiza-

tion of a people notoriously subjected to Federal paternalism,

The group, acting without a legal charter, but with the enthusiasm

generated by the challenge implicit in Title ITA of the Poverty

War, examined the program, reflected its various needs and drew up

a grant application. Each item of the application and each pro-

posal was the subject of intense discussion on the reservation

during late 1964 and early 1965. The Committee had received a set

of guidelines from OEO. It was its task to translate the expressed

needs of the reservation to meet the demanding formulas received
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from Washington and then to turn these formulas into programs,

The original grant application called for an administration
component, a Head Start program, a Legal Services program, a Health
Aid-Sanitation Aid program, a credit union, a Nelson Amendment
program (employing the elderly in beautification projects), an
adult basic education program and a VISTA program. While all of
these programs would remain under the general direction of the
local CAA, Head Start, Legal Services, Health Affairs, Older Per-
sons and Manpower Programs would each receive special attention
from a specific office at OEO Washington Headquarters. As ti?e went
on, the Rosebud CAA would be able to adapt such programs as Com-
prehensive Health Centers and Neighborhood Service Centers to their
own special needs., Later developments included the working out of
a plan for economic development and a research and development
transitional housing program,

Some of these programs caused difficulties during and after
the grant approval process, but the difficulties only contributed

to the experience and effectiveness of the residents in dealing
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with their own problems. The reservation had found an effective

means of expressing its needs by meeting the challenge and not, as

had been the pattern all too often, merely following directions.

It was precisely that kind of experience which was the philosophic

and pragmatic heart of the entire OEO concept.

The Rosebud grant application made its way to OEO Headquarters

in Washington and to a CAP analyst. CAP wanted to know the overall

objectives of the proposed Community Action Program on Rosebud.

They wanted detailed statements of objectives to be accomplished

in-specific periods of time. The analyst had to make sure that

the application corresponded to OEO's legal authority to grant

funds. The first problem with the grant application was the status

of the Christian Social Action Committee., The Committee had no

legal standing since the only permissible legal entity on a Fed-

eral reservation is a Tribal Council. One of OEO's requirements

was that the grantee be a legal entity. A series of discussions

ensued, The group which had drawn up the application suggested

that the Tribal Council be the grantee, but that the Christian
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Social Action Committee be delegated as the operator of the CAP,

This compromise was rejected by OEO's General Counsel. In the end

the Tribal Council became the grantee and the Christian Social

Action Committee formally left the scene, Its members, however,

were active in carrying out the grant,

The CAP analyst, after these and many other discussions,

composed a "hi-lite" memo on the grant application. The memo con-

tained a summary of the program components, an estimate of the numbers

of professional and sub-professional people to be employed, a quick

background piece on the organization sponsoring the application, a

resume of the person proposed as the Director of the project, the

amount of funds requested, the proposed method of accounting for the

funds, and, finally, the CAP analyst's recommendation.

Before the application was sent on to the Indian Branch Chief

(in this case the equivalent of the Regional CAP Manager in other

applications), a review by the representatives of the Offices of

Civil Rights, General Counsel, and Inspection took place. 1In this
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particular case there was a civil rights complaint., The Office of
Civil Rights investigated. Since the Tribal Council was to be the
grantee, only enrolled tribal members would have a vote in the ad-
ministration -of the program, Although Indians made up 80 percent
of the target population, there were a number of poor non-Indians
on the reservation territory. However, non-Indians could not, by
tribal law, have a place on the Tribal Council. The problem was
resolved by having the Tribal Council create the Rosebud Economic
Opportunity Commission and admit the non-Indian representatives to
their sessions when discussing CAP business., K Tribal affairs were
handled by the members in their traditional role as Council. Even
this concession on the part of the tribal leaders took a great
deal of persuasion. Additional complaints of discrimination against
whites in the program were resolved without the use of war-paint.
There were no other major crises in the grant application and ap=-
proval process. OEO's General Counsel insisted on special conditions
for program components delegated to religious institutions to ensure

compliance with statutory and Constitutional provisions., The
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Office of Inspection did not raise any alarms at this time. The
whole process of grant review tried to ensure that funds would be
distributed in compliance with the provi;ions of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act and other Federal guidelines and regulations. The appli-
cants decided what program would be useful to them; OEO simply deter=-
mined the legality and appropriateness of the use of Federal money.
This process provided a discipline and focus for the applicant; it
did not provide the initiative, energy or perseverance necessary

to carry out the program,

When the Rosebud grant was approved, OEO's Office of Congress~-
ional Relations announced the grant to members of Congress and called
one Senator--in this case a Senator o the State with a demonstrated
interest in Indian affairs, At the same time, the Governor of
the State was notified of the grant approval, While this was the
first formal contact between OEO Headquarters and the Governor, he
had been kept informed by the applicants and OEO of the contents and

progress of the application. The Office of Public Affairs prepared
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and released announcements to local and national press. CAP noti=-
fied the Budget and Finance Division of OEO's Office of Administra-
"tion of the grant approval., The Budget énd Finance Division then
released the funds to Rosebud through a voucher system.

Three problems quickly arose. One concerned the Legal Ser-
vices Program, The Tribal Council, which acted as grantee, discov-
ered somewhat painfully that Legal Services Program lawyers could
provide counsel and assistance to an indigent member of the tribe
if he wanted to sue the Tribal Council. This particular exercise
of poor people's power did not appeal to the Council members, It
had never been done before. The grant, however, had provided for
a special Board of Directors for Legal Services and the wisdom of
this provision became apparent. After some commotion, the Tribal
Council adjusted its way of thinking and accepted the innovation
in tribal folkways.

Another problem brought the Office of Inspection to the reser=-
vation., One of the difficulties in all local CAA's in having

elections and in making appointments to positions was that pepple
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lost elections or failed to get the appointments they wanted.
At Rosebud, one of these disappointed non-appointeds discovered a
"scandal'"., He charged that Federal funds were not being used "in
the best interests of the Federal government.'" Poverty program
vehicles and personnel were being used to help different communities
build "squaw coolers." (Squaw coolers are ceremonial dance arenas.)
The complainant had written to Washington on other occasions without
effect, but his allegations about '"squaw coolers' proved intriguing
to someone in the Office of Inspection. OEO0's guiding principle
of local initiative and the presence of former reservation resi-
dents in the Indian Branch of OEO Washington Headquarters guaranteed
the "squaw coolers" a more sympathetic hearing than any other Fed-
eral agency could provide. When the investigators from Inspection
learned of the importance of these dance arenas to community morale
and also discovered the complainant's history of political emmity
towards the Board Chairman, the CAA was allowed to continue i%s

assistance to the ''squaw cooler" renovations. If the complaint had



page 11

been centered on mishandling of funds rather than misuse, the Audit

Division of the Office of Administration would have sent investiga-

tors to the scene.

The Head Start component of the CAA contributed a third set

of problems. The Rosebud Head Start shared the universal success

of Head Start in terms of the children and community involvement,

but the program also shared in the usual difficulties with the local

schools, 1In this case, the local schools were county-run. The

single parochial school on the reservation, despite the concerns

of the Office of General Counsel in the beginning, was not a signi-

ficant problem for the Head Start coordinators at Rosebud. The

issue was--who was to run the program? The Rosebud CAA decided

that institutional change could not occur if the programs were run

by the local school system, The issue was resolved by making and

keeping Head Start a function of Community Action. A further prob-

lem, which Rosebud shared with the rest of the nation, was the

question of Head Start salaries. In the Head Start program, sub=-

professional teacher's aides were being paid almost as much as the
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teachers in the local schools. This was not appreciated by the
local school boards. The historic resistance of educators to those
"outside the field" persisted until the CAA was able to demonstrate
its effectiveness in gaining Federal assistance for the local school
system.,

The community's success in organizing itself for action and,
above all, its success in gaining a positive response from Washington,
gave the residents of Rosebud confidence in their ability to take
advantage of other Federal programs. In the past, the residents
had been forced to wait for the Bureau of Indian Affairs to admin-
ister to the tribe's educational and economic needs., Now the resi-
dents could utilize the experience they had gained in applying for-
Community Action funds. They applied for and received Elementary
and Secondary Education Act funds from HEW for their public schools.

This echo of the CAA experience was heard in the corridors of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Washington. For some time, the

Bureau had been trying to work out a plan for economic development
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for the tribe. Now the emphasis shifted to planning with the tribe.
The experience of self-help on the local level and the expertise
developed in the process of proposing and implementing the Comm-
unity Action Program could.not be ignored. The local CAA personnel
were not only sensitive to the needs of the reservation residents
but had also demonstrated their ability to match these needs with
Federal programs., The CAA, through surveys conducted by VISTA
Volunteers, was able to pinpoint the needs of the reservation. The
CAA staff, which had persevered through the long and complex OEO
grant application process and, through OEO's Office of Interagency
Relations (now Governmental Relations), had access to key points in
the Federal poverty-related agencies, could develop a multi-agency,
coordinated plan,

A housing program became a high priority program as a resu}t of
the VISTA survey and the decision of the CAA. Since OEO was not
permitted by law to undertake "bricks and mortar" projects with
ordinary Title II funds, the reservation CAA applied for a demon-

stration grant for a transitional housing program involving 400
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units, When OEO received the application, it sent an outside con-
sultant to inspect the situation. A further grant was made to a
consulting institute for the purpose of determining the best type
of housing for the needs of the reservation. The residents needed
low-cost housing and the community would never develop sufficient
funds for subsidies. A pre-fabrication shoP, employing reservation
residents, was decided upon. Only four areas were selected for
such demonstration projects and Rosebud was one of them., Rosebud
was selected because the local people had been able to demonstrate
their need and, above all, show that they had developed indigenous
leadership capable of handling and implementing such a program.
The Office of Research , Plans, Programs and Evaluation would be
responsible for determining the effectiveness of the pilot program.
The program of the "bricks and mortar" prohibition still re~-
mained, however. A coordinated plan was finally worked out. OEO
contributed technical and training assistance, HUD provided some

funds for material, the tribe provided the land, the U,S, Public
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Health Service provided funds for watér supply and the Bureau of
Indian Affairs provided funds for the fabrication shop and equip-
ment. Prior to the work of OEO's Information Center on the Catalog
of Federal Assistance Programs, gathering pertinent information on
the capabilities of these Federal agencies would have been an insur-
mountable task for the local CAA, The coordination of all these
Federal agencies with their own special interests and operating proce-
dures into a plan that would meet the needs of this one reservation
would have been impossible without the community organization and
community leadership developed by the CAA.

The areas of need, however, were scattered over 7500 square
miles. The local CAA had to solve the physical problem of getting the
units to the areas and resolve the more critical problem of who
was to get the units., This problem was solved by using the CAP
principle of local organization., The reservation was divided into
21 areas. The residents of each area decided which families would
get the new units. A family that received a unit joined a local

Home TImprovement Association and contributed time, labor and funds
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to local efforts at home renovation. _The effect of the housing
program went beyond the structures and physical improvement. These
Home Improvement Associations became "little city halls", with or=-
ganization and funds to do something about their housing problems
and living conditions, particularly water supply.

This example of local need, local planning and Federal coor-
dination illustrated an important effect of the Economic Opportunity
Act. The sense of community organization, the experience and the
local leadership instigated by the passage of the EOA would outlive
OEO itself. The people of Rosebud Reservation and others like
them around the country would demand responsive and coordinated
action from Federal agencies in the future. The lessons were not
lost on HEW, HUD, or the Bureau of Indian Affairs, OEO was not==-
and was not intended to be--the entirety of the War on Poverty. But
the Sious of South Dakota had come to expect that future efforts
to help them would be worked out by the Sioux themselves and coor=-
dinated with a minimum of conflict on the Federal level. The story

of the Rosebud Economic Opportunity Commission is the story of the
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Sioux nation responding to a challenge through a new approach

opened to them by the EOA.

The following sectionof the history describes the work and or-
ganization, office by office, of the OEO administrative, program-

matic and operative machinery.,

Office of Management

During the summer and early fall of 1964,.the embryonic OEO
operated on good will and "scrounging''. There were no funds set aside
for the OEO Task Force; it depended on the conﬁingency fund of the
President's Executive Office. Yarmolinsky and William P. Kelly, aﬁ
AID official on loan to the Task Force, sent many an "Oliver Twist"
memo to William Moyers, Special Assistant to the President. Equip-
ment and personnel were borrowed from existing agencies. When HEW's
appropriation bill insisted that Task Force employees could not be

on the HEW payroll, Kelly was charged with finding sympathetic

=
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Personnel Officers all through the government to take on almost 100
workers. Volunteers worked through the summer and fall without pay
or certaintj of being hired at the end. Throughout this chaotic time,
Kelly, who was later appointed head of the Job Corps, managed the ad-
ministrative birth of the new agency.

Over 400 contracts were negotiated between October 8, 1964, and
June 30, 1965. This was accomplished by the hastily augmented Task
Force group centered in Washington. The need for decentralization
quickly became apparent. In April, 1965; éeven regional offices were
designated. By October, 1965, the Headéuarters and Regional Offices,
their various divisions and their functions were formalizéd, andlthe
Office of Management established. -

The Management Office was organized into six divisions: (1)

Budget and Finance, (2) Personnel, (3) Audit--to fulfill the Dir-
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ector's responsibilities of reviewing grantee applications as well
as internal QEO operations (this gave Audit a policy voice which
other sections of the Office of Administration did not have), (4)
Contracts Divggion, (5) Management Analysis, (6) Management Support=--
maintenance, etc, In late 1966, Robwrt D. Cassidy succeeded Kelly
as head of Management, Cassidy transfgrred the Budget Division to
RPP&E and changed the name of Office of Administration in December,
1967, The Office of Administration participated actively in the
various reorganizations of OEO, especially the one prompted by the
McKinsey study of CAP, and joined with other Federal agencies in
expediting the process of local community applications for Federal
Aid,

Three divisions of the Office of Administration deserve special
attention: Audit, Personnel, and Management Analysis, Thé Audit
division was set up and run in the early days by Nathan Cutler, a
participant in the Task Force., It provided the Director and other

OEO management officials with independent reviews and evaluations of
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OEO's program operations; performance, costs, and financial reporting
in connection with OEO's contracts, grants and loans awarded to
outside organizapions were subject to specially tailored audit
coverage, Thé Audit division had representatives in the Regional
Offices, but they are not under the direction of the Regional Dir-

ector. The Personnel Division over the years had to cope with a

high turnover of personnel. Contributing to this problem were
Congressional limitations on super-grades, failure to vote OEO em=
ployees the general pay increase given to all other federal employees,
and pay stoppages due to lack of appropriated funds. Nor, did
threats of spin-off contribute to morale,

The fluid staffing situation endemic to the organization of
a new agency and the involvement of OEO with the problems of poverty
in which minority groups had a disproportionate share, gave OEO an
unrivalled opportunity to employ minority group members. In grade
levels GS 1-18 as of December, 1967, 30 percent of OEO employees
were members of minority groups; about 12 percent of GS 13-15 posi-

tions were held by minority group members in December, 1967. 1In
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fulfilling its commitment to equal employment opportunities through
affirmative action methods, OEO continued its efforts to recruit
and advance minority group persons into supervisory and policy-
making positions.

An example of the implementation of OEO's policy was the Indian
Affairs Branch., Since OEO employees in this division included for-
mer residents of Indian reservations, the reservation Indian, for
the first time, had direct access to an office in Washington whose
staff was empathetic rather than simply sympathetic with his prob-
lems,

The Management Analysis Division was once known as Shriver's

Special Staff Office because of his propensity to use it as a

troubleshooter. The Management Analysis Division was responsible

for preparing responses to Congressional inquiries and for back=-up

material for Congressional presentations. This function was trans-

ferred later to RPP&E.
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Headquarters (Chart I)

The Director's Office was composed of the Director, Deputy

Director and Executive Secretary. Two councils, the Economic Oppor-
tunity Council and the National Advisory Council, had been estab-
lished by the Economic Opportunity Act to assist and advise the
Director. The EOC was composed of cabinet level government offi-
cials; the NAC was composed of representatives of the geﬁeral pub-
lic. The Director was responsible to the President for the admin-
istration and coordination of federal anti=-poverty programs author-
ized under the EOA. He was to establish basic policies for the
OEO, and OEO's organizational structure. The Executive Secretary
was responsible for the administration of the Director's Office,
for correspondence control and for liaison between the Director

and various agencies and organizations,

Staff Offices

» Staff Offices included, in October 1965: Inspection; General

Counsel; Congressional Relations; Interagency Relations; Private

Groups; Research, Plans, Programs and Evaluation; Public Affairs;
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and, Information Center.

Inspection was to conduct investigations covering the entire
area of the Director's responsibility. At this time it operated
much as the "eyes of the king." The idea of such an "early warning
system" was drawn from Shriver's experience with a similar operation
in the Peace Corps.

The Office of aneral Counsel was the Director's lawyer. It
also provided legal assistance to the various program officials
within OEO and to the delegate agencies on OEQ matters.

The Office of Congressional Relations was to serve as the
center of OEO relations with Congress and to develop and recommend
policies on Congressional relationships, including strategy.

The Office of Interagency Relations acted to insure implemen-
tation of OEO policy in the operation of delegated programs and in
establishing liaison with other Government agencies,

The Office of Private Groups established a program to stimu-

late and coordinate the activities of national and private groups
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in anti-poverty activities, promote community relations for OEO's
operational programs and provide executive secretarial services
for the group Advisory Councils.,

The Office of Research, Plans, Programs and Evaluation was to
provide statistical data on poverty in the U,S. and, more impor-
tantly, to develop programs to meet the needs uncovered and eval-
uate the quality of the programs in terms of the need.

The Office of Public Affairs was to handle public relations
for OEO, disseminate information about the programs, and coordin-
ate the efforts of government officials in their public statements
about OEO.

The Information Center was to collect, analyze, corelate and
distribute information concerning the anti-poverty programs, develop
a data processing system appropriate to OEO and maintain the OEO
communications network.

Assistant Directorships

In October, 1965, there were four Assistant Directorships:

Job Corps, Community Action Program, VISTA and Management., The
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Job Corps Director was responsible for the implementation of the
Job Corps program. The Director's Office included a Secretariat,
a Plans Staff, and Operations Center (with 'round the clock staff-
ing) and a Community Relations Staff. Under the Director and
Deputy Director, there was an Office of Urban Centers, an Office
of Conservation Centers and an Office of Enrollee Activities.

The Director of VISTA had unde; his direction an Office of
Volunteer Recruitment and Community Relations, an Office of Pro-
jects and Volunteer Support and an Office of Selection and Train-
ing.

The CAP Director, in administering Title ITA, had an Office
of Poliﬁy Planning, and Administrative Office, Office of Program
Review, and an Operations Division. The Office of Program Planning
was responsible for developing policy and guidelines for CA programs.
The Administrative Office was responsible for compliance to CAP

policy. The Office of Program Review was responsible for evalua=-

tion of policy, program and OEQO administration. The Operations
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Division was responsible for the goordination and processing of
CAP grants through the Regional Offices or Special Project Managers.

In October, 1965, there were six Special Project Managers:

Head Start; Upward Bound; Legal Services; Demonstration, Training
and Technical Assistance; Indians, Migrants and Territories; Other
Special Projects.

The Assistant Director for Management was responsible for
planning and direction of financial, administrative and management
functions in support of anti-poverty programs. The Office included:
a Budget and Finance Division, an Audit Division, a Contracts Divi=-
sion, a Personnel Division, a Management Analysis Division, and
a Management Support Division.

Regional Offices (Chart II)

In October, 1965, the Regional Offices and their Directors
were to represent the OEO Director,_within certain limitations,
in seven geographical regions. The regions were: I - Northeast,
based in New York City; II - Mid-Atlantic, based in Washington, D.C.};

III - Southeast, based in Atlanta; IV - Great Lakes, based in
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Chicago; V - North Central, based in Kansas City, Mo.; VI - South-

west, based in Austin; VII - Western, based in San Francisco.

Each Regional Office was organized on the same basis as the

OEO Headquarters with a Director, Deputy, a cluster of Staff Offices,

and Divisions for Job Corps, CAP, VISTA and Management.,

The Executive Secretariat

The Office of the Executive Secretariat was created with OEO's

inception. It was to serve as the focal point for executive actions

and communications from and to the Director, and to establish admin-

istrative policies and procedures to complement the efforts of the

Director with respect to all phases of administration, program corre-

lation and staff coordination.

Growing out of similar models in the Departments of State,

Defense, the Peace Corps, and the Agency for International Devel-

opment, the Executive Secretariat became the monitor and controller

of the Director's communication flow and the key element toward

establishing a more systematic decision-making procedure by winnowing
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the flow of papers to senior officials and assuring their review
by relevant units within OEO,

The Secretariat was also responsible for assisting the or-
ganization as a whole by providing a channel for conveying accurate
information promptly and by protecting operating and staff units
from those seeking to bring one-sided pressure on the decision-
making process., The Executive Secretariat's hope was to bring
together the work of various groups of the organization so that
their total effectiveness became greater than the sum of their indi-
vidual efforts.

The various aspirations proved--given the reality of the OEO
enviromment--almost unrealizable. For example--the newness of the
organization--with its rapid and splintered growth, proved almost
unresponsive to an information control program. The rapid
turnover in staff, and the concurrent problems of continual re-
training, realignment and readjustment, made procedural standardi-

zation and communication flow exceedingly difficult., Additionally,
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the complexity of the program with its many varied components,
plus the smallness of the agency in relation to its influence,
placed an enormous burden on the communications process. (An
informal survey taken by Executive Secretary Harold Sims in Jan-
uary, 1968, indicated that OEO, which had approximately 3000 people,
received a correspondence inflow equal to the Department of State
with 47,000 people world-wide.

Another difficult factor was the initial emphasis on centrali-
zation and subsequent rapid movement towards decentralization
or regionalization, both of which placed a heavy strain on the coor-
dination process. Response to correspondence became excessively
overdue and was the source of considerable Congressional and public
complaint, The information control system reached its most critical
level during the legislative battles of the summer and early fall
of 1967. This represented the Executive Secretariat's lowest
point.

Bertram Harding, then Deputy Director, had chaired a task

force which studied OEO management., Among its most crucial areas

for criticism and strengthening was the Executive Secrétariat.
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When its Executive Secretary, James M. Harkless, an attorney-at-
law, left, Harding brought in Gail Garvey, a young executive who
had served in the Atomic Energy Commission and VISTA. From the
Engineer Center at Fort Belvoir, he obtained Major Harold R. Sims,
a Regular Army officer who resigned his commission to join the
ranks of the anti-poverty team. By the summer of 1968, OEO had
the beginnings of a valid information system., Overdue correspond-
ence had been reduced from a high of 6,000 in January to a few
hundred in July. Support to the regions had been made orderly,
informed information exchange had replaced the chaos of the past.
A new communication analysis, staffing and control system was de-
signed which economized in manpower costs and processing time.

The regions had a central point in Washington--an advocate for the
regional role in the Director's immediate office. Superfluous data
had been decentralized to the appropriate level fof the best res-
ponse. The Director was no longer overwhelmed by minutiae. Coor-

dination and follow=-through were in effect on a daily basis for
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the first time in the agency's history. And for the first time--
OEO fought for its appropriation on Capitol Hill without being
attacked for its nonresponsive communications system., The pulling
together of a disparate coordinative network--encompassing over
1,000 community action agencies, 120 Job Corps Centers, over 400
VISTA projects with about 5,000 volunteers, involving over six
major agencies, 50 State EE00's, etc., had at last begun to display

results.
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Office of Research, Plans, Programs and Evaluation”

Shortly after passage of the Economic Opportunity Act in 1964,
Shriver initiated a search for experienced and imaginative people
to staff the newly formed Office of Research, Plans, Programs
and Evaluation (RPP&E). It was intended that the Office would
make substantive program recommendations rather than play a purely
coord?native role in its relationships with the various program
offices, Its mission was to direct the planning, research, and
evaluation necessary to (1) identify the total nature of poverty;
(2) develop total program concepts needed to successfully combat
poverty; and (3) make rapid and continuing evaluations of total
or specific program conditions and accomplishments, This mission
for the most part remained unchanged, with the addition of respon-
sibility for the budgeting function which was transferred from the

Office of Management (Administration) to RPP&E in December 1966.

* for a detailed, analytic, and interpretative survey of the func-
tions and method of the RPP&E Office see Robert A. Levine's article
"Evaluating the War on Poverty," October 1967 in Appendices volume.
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The period of January through June of 1965 was a period of
staffing buildup. During February and March, the nucleus staff
participated in the preparation of the OEO Congressional presenta-
tion to explain the $1.5 billion requested for OEO in the Presi-
dent's FY 1966 Budget. April 1965 marked the beginning of an active
planning and programming role for the staff.when Kermit Gordon,
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, asked Shriver by letter to
prepare (1) a program plan that would identify the OEO goals and
objectives through FY 1970; (2) an analysis of the relative prior-
ity of program increases from FY1966 budget which were proposed
for FY 1967, and (3) program issue papers exploring in depth cer-
tain areas requiring special attention. In June 1965, Shriver ap-
pointed Dr. Joseph A. Kershaw, the Provost of Williams College and
formerly head of Rand Corporation's economic department, as the As-
sistant Director for Research, Plans, Programs, and Evaluation.

At the time of the appointment, Shriver clearly spelled out some

of his expectations for the Office:
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As we wage the War on Poverty, it is imperative to develop
standards for measuring the effectiveness of our programs,
how they compare with each other and how they are affected
by new anti-poverty methods as they are developed. We must
measure effectiveness not only in dollars, but in human values
as well. To our knowledge this marks the first time that any
government or industrial organization has brought the preci-
sion of comparative analysis to bear on a program of such far-
reaching human significance.

With Kershaw's arrival the tempo of RPP&E activities increased
significantly. The framework for the FY 1967 National Anti-Poverty
Plan was rapidly developed. ;n-depth reviews and analyses of aggre-
gate demand, labor market structure, social programs at the Federal,
State, and local levels, and transfer payments were conducted.
Attempts were made to consciously ask the "right questions" about
the causes and effects of poverty. An inventory of Federal, State,
and local programs having an impact on the poverty population was
conducted. By August, 1965, the shape of the FY 1967 National
Anti-Poverty Plan had already been defined; gaps in anti-poverty
programs had been identified; and hypotheses as to the treatment of
the gaps had been stated, OEO's first National Anti-Poverty Plan
was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget in October, 1965. This
Plan was highly commended-by the Budget Director as a sound beg-

inning in putting together a five year program with alternatives,
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It was also during October that formal OEO program/budgeting pro-
cedures were first established.

General goals for research programs were identified during the
development of the first National Anti-Poverty Plan. These goals
were to provide basic information on the target population of the
anti-poverty programs and to develop techniques for analysis.
Preliminary plans were made for the establishment of a Poverty
Research Institute at the University of Wisconsin. The Institute
was funded in March 1966. During November 1965, the staff conducted
a detailed review of the evaluation efforts of all programs under
the jurisdiction of OEO to identify areas where additional evalua-
tion measures were needed and made recommendations to the Director
of OEO.

Building on the experiences gained in developing the first
National Anti-Poverty Plan, the RPP&E staff in February 1966

undertook the development of an anti-poverty plan for FY 1968

through FY 1972, This plan would lead ultimately to the ﬁrePara-

tion of the OEO FY 1968 Budget Estimates. All direct and delegated
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Program Directors were involved in the preparation of this plan.

Information on the anti-poverty programs of the other Federal

agencies was obtained and reviewed. The second National Anti-

Poverty Plan was submitted to the Bureau for the FY 1968 preview

hearings in June 1966, This plan took as its explicit goal ending

.poverty in the United States by 1976. An income maintenance pro-

gram (negative income tax) which over the long run substituted an

incentive system for the welfare structure was among the instru-

ments proposed. This proposal recognized that the negative income

tax was a necessary instrument for the final removal of those

persons from poverty who could not be reached by opportunity. As

a whole, however, the plan depended more on economic growth, and on

opportunity programs to maximize the anti-poverty effect of that

growth, than it did on income maintenance. During July 1966 a

revised planning-programming-budgeting system was implemented for

the agency. The role of the Assistant Director for RPP&E was made

explicit for the agency's planning-programming-budgeting system.
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Kershaw returned to Williams College in July 1966 and was

succeeded by Dr. Robert A, Levine, the Chief of RPP&E's Research

and Plans Division. The new Assistant Director and his staff par-

ticipated in the formal defense of the OEO FY 1968 Budget Estimates

in BOB during November, 1966. The OEO FY 1968 budget submission

was unique in that the Bureau used the design as an experiment

for marrying plans and programs with the budget.

As a result of an earlier recommendation made in the Joint

Management Survey of OEO in June, 1966, the budget function was

transferred from the Office of Management (Administration) to

RPP&E in December 1966. With the arrival of the budget function

the Office became fully involved in the preparation and presenta-

tion of Congressional Justifications in support of the President's

FY 1968 Budget during the period of January through December 1967.

Procedures were developed in March and April, 1967 for the in-

volvement of the seven OEO Regional Directors in the OEO planning-

programming-budgeting system. For the first time, Regional Directors
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were requested to submit estimated requirements for FY 1968 pro-
gram operations,

A separate Evaluation Division was created in RPP&E during
July 1967 in recognition of the need for increased emphasis on
program evaluation. The evaluation function had been performed
earlier by the Program and Evaluation Division which was reconsti-
tuted as the Program Analysis Division.

In July and August, 1967, the staff began the preparation of
its third National Anti-Poverty Plan for FY 1969 through FY 1973.
Direct and delegated Program Directors and, for the first time,
Regional Directors participated in the development of the Plan.
The third Plan was submitted to the President in January 1968.
This plan as with the earlier plans proposed courses of action
that would wipe out poverty in the United States by 1976.

Requirements, responsibilities, and funding procedures for
the evaluation of OEO programs were developed and published in

March, 1968. Three major types of evaluations were identified.
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The first was the overall assessment of program impact and effec-
tiveness where the emphasis is on determining the extent to which
programs are successful in achieving basic objectives. The second
was the evaluation of the relative effectiveness of different pro-
gram strategies and variables where the emphasis is on determining
which of the alternative techniques for carrying out a program
are most productive. The third was the evaluation of individual
projects where the emphasis is on assessing managerial and opera-
tional efficiency. RPP&E was assigned responsibility for the
first type and the program offices were responsible for both the
second and third types. A decision was also made by the Director
of OEO that a minimum of 1 percent of the OEO budget would be used
to evaluate its programs.
Evaluation

At the conclusion of Levine's article (cited in footnote at
beginning of this section), he points out that, with all the ﬁork done,

much of it innovatory, OEO was still, "in terms of comprehensive
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evaluation of the poverty program' not yet where it would like to
be., But, he continued, "I think it is also fair to say that we are
far ahead of any similar program past or present. At least, I
think we know what evaluation means and we are trying to evaluate
our programs as honestly as we can in their complexity.'" Levine
continued:

We are able to do this because of a relatively simple uni=-
fied objective like getting rid of poverty means that we at
least are able to define what it is that we are evaluating
for. Other programs which are cut functionally (e.g. man-
power, housing) have more conceptual difficulty because the
size of effects and distribution of effects among different:
groups of people are very difficult to compare against one
another. In poverty, we assume away such distribution prob-
lems by defining a group of people--the poor--who are the
only ones for whom program gains will count.

We have done more evaluation than other programs for the
fortuitous reason that the beginning of the poverty program
pretty much coincided with the beginning of the Federal Pro~-
gramming, Planning and Budgeting System so that we were able
to start anew, without encountering so many of the encrusted
"we know that our program is good, don't bother us" interests
which encumber other programs and agencies.

Finally we are able to evaluate our program because we know
we must, The War on Poverty and OEO are in political trouble--
political trouble which is beginning to seem perpetual. And
a program which is in trouble is the easiest to evaluate
because we know that there are many good things about it which,
if they could be demonstrated by rigorous methods, aid in the
perpetuation and political salvage of parts of the program. A
politically popular program resists evaluation because everyone
knows it's good and it would be a shame if an evaluation
showed that the Emperor had no clothes after all. This is
true of our attempts to evaluate popular parts of the poverty
program as well as our ability to evaluate the whole program.
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« « oit can be stated, although not proven, that evaluative
results as they come in have a substantial effect on day-to-
day planning and operational decisions. It would be difficult
to show that the entire War on Poverty Program is directed
by scientific use of evaluative methods or for that matter, by
the program planning processes as a whole; it would be naive
to think that it might be so directed. Policy decision in the
United States is achieved through political processes, not
scientific ones--fortunately. The role of evaluation and plan-
ning is to contribute to these processes not to overwhelm
them. 1In the War on Poverty, this contribution is being made.
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Office of Inspection

The OEO Office of Inspection has been a unique experiment
in the Federal Government, Although based on a similar exﬁeriment
by Sargent Shriver at the Peace Corps, it evolved quite differently.

The basic idea behind both offices was that the Director of a
new and controversial program needed a quick, accurate and sophis=-
ticated source of information concerning events at the grass roots
level. The technique employed was a somewhat revolutionary one,
for federal agencies, of sending someone attached to the Office of
the Director directly to the program site to see what was going on.
Because the Inspector understands that his primary task is to supply
accurate information to the Director, and because he has no personal
stake in the controversies surrounding programs, the "filtering"
which occurs when reports come up through the chain of command,
and the attendant delays, are held to a minimum,

Sargent Shriver named as first Director of the Office of

Inspection William F., Haddad, a prize-winning reporter (the Page
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One Award of the New York Newspaper Guild for investigative re-
porting, among others), who had also been the first Inspector
General of the Peace Corps. Haddad envisioned the primary role of
the Office of Inspection as a kind of Early Warning system, which
would enable the Director to dgtect, and take action on potential

" weaknesses, and scandals, That has remained one of

"hot spots,
the Office's main functions.

When OEO was established in August, 1964, it was given the
task of making, and supervising, more than three-quarters of a
billion dollars in grants and programs in the first nine months of
its existence. The concepts, programs, and for the most part,
the recipient agencies, were all new., Critics had said the pov-
erty program was destined to become a massive pork barrel. Unique
among federal agencies, OEQ was empowered to deal directly with
local non-govermmental corporations to the exclusion of the tradi-
tional state agencies.

Haddad met the challenge of monitoring the rapidly expanding

OEO in an imaginative way. Although he did not yet have a permanent
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staff, he immediately needed enough trained interviewers and ob=-

servers who could also write well to monitor programs throughout

the country. He recruited a group of investigative reporters and

lawyers, with a sprinkling of economists, professional investiga=

tors and social scientists as "consultants" on a part-time basis.

"Give us four or five days a month," he said. He prevailed on

Shriver to write to a dozen top Wall Street law firms, asking them

to donate the time of a young lawyer to the poverty program for a

month, They responded. A strike at a major metropolitan news-

paper made available additional recruits. Within a month, reports

were coming in from major cities, Appalachian "hollers" and remote

southern counties. At the end of six months, more than 100 of

these '"consultants'" were on the rolls.

They came from diverse backgrounds, but they developed one

thing in common--a deep and demonstrated concern for the problems

of the poor. Later, the increasing complexity of the problems of

the poverty program would require the replacement of these consul-

tants with a permanent staff, but in the first months of the
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poverty program they were a brilliant solution to a difficult
problem,

In the early days, the Office of Inspection emphasized two
issues~-=-potential domination of programs by the existing poli=-
tical powers~-~the "pork barrel" problem, and civil rights. The
concern of the office with the problem of "maximum participation
of the poor'" came somewhat later,

The early reports of the Office of Inspection had a signi-
ficant impact on agency policy, and, perhaps, on future legisla-
tion, A case in point, illustrating the concerns with civil rights
and freedom from political control, was Birmingham, Alabama. A
young, liberal Birmingham attormey had formed a non-profit corpora-
tion, with the tacit approval of Mayor Albert Boutwell, to receive
OEO grants, The corporation had a bi-racial Board of Directors.
Gov. George Wallace threatened to veto the grant unless Board
changes were made to give Wallace supporters control of the program.
The Office of Inspection recommended that the changes not be

made. Shriver agree. The grant was made, and Wallace vetoed the
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program, leaving Birmingham without a poverty program. This case
was one of the principal reasons for the 1965 amendment which
permitted the Director to override a Governor's veto.

In March.of 1965, the President announced a massive Head

Start program., The program provided the Office of Inspection

with its opportunity for what was perhaps its
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most significant and lasting contribution to the poverty
program. Haddad established a special Head Start task
force under the leadership of Jack Gonzales. Since Head
Start, unlike Office of Education programs, was not
compulsory, much greater possibilities existed for obtaining
integration of programs. The task force began by conducting
field inspections of complaints of discrimination, and
routine telephone queries of all applicants where there
was reason to believe that discrimination or segregation
prevailed. These investigations resulted in the withdrawal
of some applications, modifications of others, and estab-
lishment of a record for future actions against a third
group. One inspection team organized the first local bi-
racial committee that had ever been formed in Jackson,
Mississippi, to run the local Head Start program.

The plethora of talent available to the Office of
Inspection at this time resulted in the assignment to it
of a number of unrelated tasks. (The fact that Haddad,
and his Deputy, Robert H. Clampitt were basically innovators
and idea men was not unrelated to this phenomenon.) The
preparation and supervision of the first OEO Congressional
presentation was the responsibility of Haddad. Much of

the writing and editing was done by Office of Inspection
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staff. The presentation set the pattern for subsequent OEO con-
gressional presentations. Clampitt conceived and produced a record
of instructions for Head Start staff members.

Haddad, .acting upon his observation that traditional civil
rights heroes were virtually unknown to the dropouts of the sixties,

" a contro-

conceived and produced "It's What's Happening, Baby,
versial television program featuring rock 'm roll bands and disk
jockeys aimed at drop-outs and teenagers.

Haddad and Clampitt also played a substantial role in the
funding of the Child Development Group of Mississippi (CDGM). At
the time, the Governor of Mississippi had made it clear that he
would veto any poverty program which included Negroes on its Board
of Directors, or which proposed to run an integrated program.

The only exception to the veto power providedin the EOA was in-
stitutions of higher learning, and Mary Holmes Junior College be=-
came the vehicle by which the poverty program came to Mississippi.

Concurrent with these activities, the Office of Inspection

was beginning to develop an interest in "maximum feasible parti-
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cipation.”" Reports coming in made it increasingly apparent that
without meaningful representation of the poor themselves (color
was not a comprehensive guide to poverty), the poverty program
would degenerate into a traditional welfare program.

Shriver had established the ''signoff" procedure for programs,
largely as an expedient to meet the problems created by the nec-
essity of carrying out the congressional mandate of funding $778
million worth of programs with FY 1965 funds. He was unwilling to
fund programs "blind"; consequently, he convened meetings of his
principal advisors. Each was asked for information about the
grant, and funding decisions were based on their comments. The
Office of Inspection, to meet Shriver's requirement for accurate,
up-to-date information on community problems, discovered, on the
basis of field visits and telephone calls into communities, that

a wide discrepancy existed between the representations of the

applications and the facts in a large number of cases.
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The discoveries made by these chécks at first seemed incred-
ible. Often, persons designated in the applications as represen-
tatives .of the poor or minorities (if they were legitimate repre-
sentatives) had never even heard they were members of the Board.
Even where they knew of their membership, they were often not noti-
fied of meetings, and knew nothing of the application. Representa-
tives were sometimes satraps of political leaders. The reports
that came in showed clearly that the poor were definitely under-
represented, and sometimes not represented at all. The facts un-
covered forced frequent and fundamental changes to applications.

The Office of Inspection also began to insist that "maximum
feasible participation' meant the poor must have some voice in
the selection of their representatives. Shriver backed this con-
cept, but refused to commit himself to a figure as to what consti-
tuted "maximum feasible." The result was the beginning of the use

of the elective process of selecting target area representatives.

50
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In part, it was this signoff procedure which led admirers to

call the Shriver administration of the poverty program '"creative

n 1

conflict," and detractors "administrative chaos." Signoff meetings
often produced uninhibited exchanges between staffers. 1In fact,
it was an imaginative device to provide the man responsible for
hundreds of millions of dollars of federal funds with the best
possible information on the grants for which he had ultimate res-
ponsibility.

In August, 1965, the formal signoff conference was abandoned
in favor of circulating grant packages to interested offices for .
comments. Objections were usually compromised, and only in those
cases where there was direct conflict between offices did the problem
go to the Director. These were few. As a result of its on-site
inspections and telephone checks the Office of Inspection began
to discover other weaknesses in applications. Even where legiti-

mate representatives of the poor had been appointed, they were

few in number. While no set policy on havr wmany target area repre-
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sentatives was ever established, it became well-known informally
that except in very unusual circumstances, one-third target area
representation was required to get an Office of Inspection "sign-
off." This requirement was enacted into law in the 1967 EOA Amend-
ments.

Procedural rules in the form of bylaws requiring that meetings
be held at times and places convenient to the poor, that there be
a 50% quorum requirement, adequate notice of meetings and authority
in the full Board of Directors to review the decisions of committees,

particularly the Executive Committee were also required by the Office
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of Inspection. Committees of the Board were required to
be as broadly representative as the Board itself. Most
of these matters became a part of the law in the 1967 EOA
Amendments.

The-assumption of this task actually amounted to taking
on a whole new function by the Office of Inspection. It
became the vocal advocate of the rights of the poor to
participate in the decision-making aspects of the poverty
program. Using its siénoff power, it was able to secure
modifications of grants to assure that poor people would
at least have a fair opportunity to participate in setting
the direction of the program which was supposedly for
their benefit.

Use of the signoff power inevitably brought the Office
into conflict with some individuals within the line organ-
izations, notably the Community Action Programs. These
people, who had worked hard and long just to get communi-
ties to accept a poverty program felt that Inspection
unfairly occupied the position of a "second guesser" who
came in after the deal had been made and imposed new and
arbitrary requirements. Many of them believed that the

most important task was to get the money into the community,
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and that procedural matters £0 bring the poor into the
decision-making process could come later.

From the Inspectors' point of view, the time to
insist upon procedural fairness was before the grant
was made. They felt that once the staff was hired, and
program direction set, the opportunities for meaningful
participation by the poor would greatly diminish, if not
disappear.

In this same period of mid-1965 and when OEO's in-
volvement with compliance with guidelines (and especially
the "maximum participation" of the poor themselves) was
growing, the Office of Inspection established a Complaint
Bureau. This group of Inspectors has the two-fold role
of processing complaints by members of Congress and the
public regarding alleged mismanagement and also the
continuation of the signoff function on new grants.

The Complaint Bureau, with a staff of between eight
and 15 persons, not including secretarial, continued
through the close of 1965 when its operations were re-
distributed among the staffs of the seven Regional

Supervisors of Inspection.
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In September, 1965, Edgar May replaced Haddad as Director of
the Office of Inspection. Robert H. Clampitt, Haddad's Deputy
served as acting Director for a brief interim period. May, a

Pulitzer Prize Wimmer with the Buffalo, N.Y., Evening News, and

author of The Wasted Americans, one of the pioneering books on the

problems of poverty, had been with Shriver since Task Force days,
and had been with OEO's Public Affairs Office, VISTA, and as a
Special Assistant to the Director.

May's arrival brought a change of emphasis to the Office of In-
spection. Up to that time Inspection had been preoccupied with who
would control poverty funds, with the politics of governing bodies
and with securing proper representation for minorities and the poor.
By September of 1965, the vast majority of these Boards had been
established. While this role continued for new programs, the emphagis
shifted to evaluating how well programs already funded were serving
the poor. Office of Inspection reports became increasingly in-
depth program evaluations. Brief, "fire fighting" trips to
communities and telephone checks were gradually phased out in favor

of longer, more comprehensive team evaluatioms.
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Staff responsibilities were also put on a more regular
basis. While an effort at regionalization had been made
by Haddad, lack of permanent staff, uneven development
of programs in different sections of the county, and crash
projects; such as the 1965 Summer Head Start Program had
prevented full regional development. By the time May
arrived, the staffing pattern was beginning to firm up,
and consultants were being phased.out, in favor of full-
time staff. Wwhile a substanfial number of consultants
would remain for another year, the increasing complexity
of programs, and reports, made it increasingly apparent
that full-time staff was required to meet the increasing
demands on the services of the office.

One of the first major problems faced by May was that
of decentralization. 1In response to mamagement surveys,
many other OEO functions were being delegated during this
period to Regional Offices.

It had early been decided that the Inspection
operation should be Washington based and not dispersed
into the Regions. Not only did this ensure its in-
dependence--so necessary for its watchdog role--but also
the Office had rapidly become a central repository for

a great deal of detailed information about programs
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throughout the country and these file;, with their ready access,
proved to be extremely valuable to the Director of the Agency and
other administrators both in Washington and among the Regions.
May's success in resisting the decentralization trend insofar as
the Office of Inspection had significant impace on OEO's ability
to react to crisis situations--both Congressional or local variety.

During the fall of 1965 and the winter of "65-66 the Inspection
Office underwent a gradual transition, a shift of emphasis. With
the "sign-off" function all but behind it, the Office turned to
comprehensive project (or program) evaluations. These were "total
effort" operations by Inspection involving all available man-
power,

The first such all=-out nationwide appraisal of a program was
focused on VISTA., Inspectors fanned out across the country during
November and December 1965 under a pre-arranged plan to look into
every aspect of VISTA performance. Forty-nine separate VISTA pro-

jects were examined.
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The several-volumed report which resulted painted a large
canvas of VISTA operations and at the same time dug deeply into
specific problems which, when assembled, pointed up certain common
problems of tﬂe VISTA concept and its operational techniques.

Prepared with objectivity, the VISTA report became a preced-
ent-setting evaluation which led to others on an equally in-depth
scale,

Inspection turned its attention in January and February of
1966 to a wide examination of Title V (Work Experience) programs.
Here was a program involving about 32,000 persons and $58,622,000
in committed funds.

Again employing the concentrated investigative technique, In-
spection interviewed approximately 1,000 persons, among them project
staff members, participants, govermment officials, newsmen and in-
terested parties in the affected communities.

From this intensive factfinding it was discovered that by

no means was the Work Experience program living up to its expecta-

tions. Projects were slow in starting. Too often the participants
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were engaged in menial work instead of learning a productive skill.
Job placement was weakly operated. Cooperation between local CAP's
and Title V administrators was poor.

But thes; were mgstly operational faults, Inspection found,
and the overall investigation concluded that much could be done
with Title V if the necessary "imagination and innovation'" were to
be used and if its administrators could shake loose from hidebound,
archaic public assistance concepts.

In February, 1966, funds approvéd in late 1965 became available
to Green Thumb, the first Nelson Amendment project funded by OEO.
An OEO grant of $768,000 was made to Green Thumb, Inc., a non-profit
corporation set up under the Natiqpal Farmers' Union. These funds
wefe to be matched by $683,000 in "in-kind" contributions from state
highway departments and other state and local organizations in the
four recipient states--Arkansas, Minnesota, Oregon and New Jersey.

Green Thumb was a demonstration project to provide highway beau-

tification work that might not otherwise be undertaken, to determine

if rural low-income males over 55 could perform such work and, to
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determine whether these men could be trained effectively to continue

such work after a year of work-training.

In the summer of 1966 the project was extensively evaluated

in all four states.

Inspection found the demonstration project highly worthwhile

and so advised the Director who, in turn, sought means of expanding

the program. Green Thumb was later transferred to the Labor Depart-

ment.,
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Job Corps Conservation Centers came under intensive
scrutiny by Inspection in the-fall—winter of 1966. The
Conservation Centers had been delegated to various
State and Federal agencies for administration and work
programs but OEO and Job Corps maintained ultimate program
responsibility. Accordingly, twenty Inspectors visited
between November 1 and December 15, 1966, 17 of the 47
Centers operated by the Department of Agriculture, 20
of the 37 Centers operated by the Department of Interior

and two of the four state-related Centers.

Once again, the objectivity of the many-sided survey

was well received; in this case, as a matter of fact,

William Kelly, Job Corps Director, and other OEO officials
recommended that a permanent Job Corps division of the

Office of Inspection be established. This was done and

the office is still in being. During the period July 1, 1967
to May 20, 1968 the Job Corps Division of Inspection inspected
the activities of four Men's Urban Centers, 9 Women's Corps
Urban Centers, 14 Civilian Conservation Centers and five

Job Corps/ YWCA Extension Programs/

Basic to such Job Corps inspections is ascertaining if

the enrollees are receiving the benefits offered them
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by the Economic Opportunity Act and to see if civilian contractors

and the delegated agencies are fulfilling their contractual roles.

The deficiencies encountered are reported to the Director of the

Job Corps who is responsible for correcting any programmatic weak=-

nesses which have come to light.

When William Crook became the Director of VISTA in November,

1966, a year had passed since Inspection's last hard look at the

volunteer program. Crook, aware of the previous report, requested

that Inspection again examine VISTA operations.

This time (early in 1967) the investigative technique was re-

fined somewhat and the comprehensiveness of the survey was enhanced

by the fact that the Inspectors included a number of specific

questions that the VISTA staff itself wanted answered. All told,

155 VISTA communities were visited by 30 Inspectors and consultants.

Increasingly, during 1966 and 1967, the Office of Imspection

began devoting a major amount of its effort to inspections arising

from complaints about the operations of community action programs.
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These complaints were funneled to Inspection from the Congress,
the White House, local city and county authorities, directly from
workers within the CAP's, from observant citizens and from the poor
themselves iﬁ target areas. In many instances the Regional OEO Of-
fices could get at the root of the problems outlined in the complaints.
In other cases the Regions requested the assistance of the Office
of Inspection and the Field Operations would assign Inspectors
to the cases. In other cases the Office of Inspection acted inde-
pendently on the specific complaint. In many instances, complete
evaluations of a program developed,

Such troubleshooting continued to be a dominant effort of
the Office in 1968.

No statistical record was kept of the exact results growing
out of CAP inspections. But many boards of directors were re-
structured, many programs severely modified and some small and large
CAP's discouraged from re-funding or actually shut down. Millions
of dollars were diverted from weak or failing programs into more

fruitful efforts.
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Frequency of irregularities within CAP structures led in December
1965 to the formation within the Office of Inspection of a separate
Special Investigation Section. This unit deals almost exclusively
with criminal acts and their disposition through the proper law
enforcement agencies either at a local or Federal {evel.

Some indication of the Office of Inspection workload is re=-
flected in the following statistical tables covering the last half
of Fiscal Year 1966 and Fiscal Years 1967 and 1968. No such records

were kept earlier.

STATISTICAL REPORT

January-June 30, 1966 (FY '66)

In-depth Inspections: 322

Complaint Investigations: 474

Pre-grant Review: 1,500
FY 1967

In-depth Inspections: 817

Complaint Investigations: 1,143

Situation Reports: 310

Name Checks of Federal
Records: 3,657

FY 1968
In-depth Inspections: 627
Complaint Investigations: 936
Situation Reports: 253

Name Checks of Federal
Records: 5,449
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To accomplish the preceding record, the Office of Inspection
worked with a lean staff. 1In Fiscal 1966, the Office consisted,
at peak, of 107 persons. With the exception of about a half dozen
career Goverément employees, persons who had been transferred
from elsewhere in Govermment, all were intermittent or full-time
consultants pulled in from various fields. In FY 1967, the staff i
was stabilized with a ceiliné.of 62 persons, including secretarial
and administrative slots, and this number was augmented by about
15 intermittent consultants. The same ceiling of 62 applied in
FY 1968 and the intermittent consultants declined further, to about
ten. In FY 1969, the staff ceiling was pegged at 56 and only three
part-time consultants remained on the rolls.

Short~term programs, such as summer Head Start and summer
youth programs, presented special problems to the Office of Inspec-
tion. Because of their brevity, full inspection would have been

virtually impossible with regular staff. After the work of the

special task force for Head Start Inspection had concluded its
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work in the summer of 1965 (described‘elsewhere), it became.apparent
that further inspections would be needed to get the information
needed for the enforcement of Head Start and Civil Rights guide=
lines.

Standards were established, largely at the insistence of the
Office of Imnspection, to prevent gerrymandered districts, to re-
quire recruitment of all children, white and black, in the target
area, and to require greater parent participation (507 of the member-
ship of advisory committees.)

These requirements, which have now become requirements of the
Head Start application process, were aimed at preventing Head Start
from becoming an all-black or all-white program, as it was in
danger of becoming in many areas. The requirement that traditionally
all-Negro sites not be used, where an alternate site was available,
because white parents would not send their children to it, was
another Office of Inspection innovation ultimately adopted.

In the spring of 1966, the Office of Inspection recruited 25
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law students to become summer Head Start inspectors. In the
course of the summer, they inspected more than 400 Head Start pro-
grams, The results of their work formed the basis, in 1967, for
the.denial of 59 applications for failure to comply with Civil
Rights requirements. More important, hundreds of other programs
were materially improved because of the data produced.

The summer of 1967 brought further refinements to the Head
Start inspection. Again operating with specially trained law
students, the unit inspected more thaﬁ 400 programs. A special
follow-up unit was established in Head Start so that corrections
could be made while programs were in operation instead of waiting
until the next year,

In the summer of 1968, the focus of the summer inspection
team was changed from Head Start to summer youth involvement pro-
grams. Inspections were conducted in 45 of the 50 largest cities,
and three smaller cities. This change was thought to be appro-

priate because the poverty fight was obviously shifting toward
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youth in urban ghettoes, and because the initial problems of Head
Start seemed to be under control. This body of information will
represent the first comprehensive survey of this type of program,
just as the Head Start reports of 1965 did for that program,
Though not complete at this time, they will highlight the diffi-
cult task confronting cities involving alienated youth in urban
areas, and the problems of devising fresh, innovative programs to
serve their needs.

The summer of 1967 saw the most serious rioting in American
cities experienced to the present time. Several public officials,
most notably from Newark, New Jersey, accused the poverty program
of encouraging, and fomenting the riots. Opponents of the program
seized on these few comments in an attempt to break up the agency.

The Office of Inspection staff had been following the role of
poverty workers in cities affected by disturbances and had already
produced impressive statistical evidence to show that only a minis-

cule percentage of poverty workers had been arrested in connection
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with civil disorders, that poverty program offices were not harmed
by rioters, (leading to the conclusion that poor people recognized
the program as their advocate) and that poverty workers had amassed
an impressive record of assisting authorities and voluntarily
wPrking to cool the situation.

However, little was known about the attitudes of mayors and
police chiefs toward the program. Inspectors were dispatched to
64 cities over a three-week period. Thirty-two had had civil
disturbances; thirty-two had not. Unénimously, mayors and police
officials said that the program had not caused disturbances. In
nearly every case they stated positively that the program had helped
keep order, or restore it. These reports were distilled into a

document, "OEO and the Riots" which



page 70

enabled the agency to conclusively refute the claims of
opponents that the poverty program had been, or was
thought by public officials to be, a contributing cause

to civil disorder.

Another area of Inspection exploration, undertaken in
the éummer of 1968 at the request of the Director, was
that of so-called demonstration grants. These grants
were funded and managed by OEO headquarters and were out-
side Regional jurisdiction. Primarily experimental and
innovative, they were as a result prone to controversy

and a few projects received unfavorable publicity.

Originally, 40 demonstration project inspections were
scheduled but the pressures on manpower brought on by
urban riots and the various presentations required for
Congressional use led to a narrowing down to sixteen

investigations.

As a result of these inspections, one grant was terminated
because of mismanagement and fraud and several others

were radically overhauled because of deficiencies which
came to light during Inspection. However, not all of the
Inspection Reports were derogatory and, in fact, Inspection
reported that so successful were some of the programs that

they could beneficially be repeated elsewhere in the country.
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" In the field of manpower projects, it was decided early

i; 1968 to inspect Opportunity iﬁdustrialization Centers
(01C) which OEO funded along with the Labor Department
and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. OICs
were modeled'after a Philadelphia prototype, begun inde-
pendently by Reverend Leén Sullivan, which stressed a

philosophy of self-help. It had achieved striking results

in Philadelphia.

OEO and the other Féderal agencies believed the OIC concept
might work in other cities and had encouraged models
eléewhere. At the time of Inspection, more than 20 other
OICs either were in operation or had recently been funded.

A representative five—;Seattle, Los Angeles, Palo Alto,

Erie and Roanoke--were inspected. The basic finding of

the inspectibns was that OICs, while doing quite a bit of
_good, were not doing the job generally expected of them--
reaching the' hard-core unemployed male. They were extremely
effective at helping those with some skills and experience

to upgrade themselves.

The Palo Alto OIC,-however, was found to be grossly mis-
managed, a heavy majority of enrollees had high school
degrees and an average family income of $7,000. .This

‘disclosure led to the closing down of the Palo Alto project



page 72
Reorganization is being attempted.

The more general findings of the Inspections resulted in a
tightening of OIC screening procedures and more emphasis on re-
cruiting to £éach hard-core unemployed.

From its very inception the Office of Economic Opportunity
was destined to lead a controversial legislative and political
life. From the outset, the Office of Inspection played a many-
sided role in helping the Director stand off the sometimes brutal
Congressional attacks on the Agency and, by providing him with a
constant flow of information, aided him in his constant contacts
with Federal, State and local officials.

The Director has had a variety of Congressional intelligence
input--his Regional Directors, his Congressional Relations office
and his own personal sources to name a few--but Inspection was
uniquely suited because of its widespread sources to '"smell out"
situations and report them directly.

During the turbulent legislative months of 1967 and 1968,

when the Economic Opportunities Act was extensively amended--
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partly to the Agency's liking, partly not--the OEO Director was in
constant contact with the Hill. Inspection contributed importantly
to the Director's visits to the "Hill." One of the main instru-
ments was the preparation of a series of "briefing papers' outlining
all the Inspection staff knew about each Congressman's district, his
problems, his relations with the press, the poverty program. These
were not\"canned" in advance because they had to be up-to-the-minute
and were frequently prepared the night before the Director took
off for an all-day round of appointments on the Hill or even the
morning he left the headquarters building. These were no~holds~
barred briefing papers and laid the facts on the line no matter how
unpleasant they were in some situations. With the same direct
liaison, background papers were prepared for the Director's many
speaking engagements around the country.

Also, the Director made frequent use, especially during Con-

gressional hearings, of an Inspection-prepared looseleaf book which

contained up-to-date summaries isolating each individual program,
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its virtues, faults, overall status. This compendium was specifi-
cally tailored for the Director's use and was kept under stringent
control.

The Office of Inspection was a vital force during the troubled
and chaotic months of 1968 when the future of the Agency hung con-
stantly in the balance. Those agonizing legislative months led
finally in Congress to "an improved Economic Act, to authorize funds
for the continued operation of the economic opportunity programs,"
and was signed by the President at 10:25 a,m., December 23, 1967,

Cam Ranh Bay, South Viet Nam.
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The Civil Rights Office

In a civil rights report dated May 13, 1968, Dr. Maurice A.
Dawkins, OEO's director of the Office of Civil Rights, said that
OEO was "proud of the fact that, in states like Mississippi, Louis-
iana, Arkansas, Georgia, Alabama, etc., we have sponsored more bi=-
racial staffs and more student enrollment of children of all races
than in any private or public agency in the history of the United
States." The summation, in one specific area, could serve as a
general--if not a consistantly optimum~-indicator of OEO's record
in dealing with one of the most complex and vexatious problems to
face America in the sixties. From a beginning which, necessarily,
concentrated on policing the various federal regulations regarding
civil rights to see that, at the very least, all elements of the
OEO program conformed with stipulations, the Civil Rights Office
proceeded to become importantly involved in programmatic aspects
of the agency. In this, OEO once again, established precedent which

could serve as a model for other federal departments and act as a
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guide for other institutional handling of civil rights anywhere.

The Office of Civil Rights was established in accordance with
the requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the various Ex-
ecutive Orde£§ which required all Federal agencies to assure that
there would be no discrimination in hiring practices because of
race, religion, color, national origin or sex. Operations were
established in accordance witﬁ guidelines set by the Attorney Gen-
eral's Office, the Civil Rights Commission and the U,S. Commission
on Civil Rights. 1In this sense, OEO was no different than any
other government agency. What was decidedly different, however,
was the degree of intense involvement in the question, an involve-
ment which was not only inherent in the nature of the mandate of
the OEA, but was representative of the spirit and intent of the
agency itself.

In the spring of 1966, Samuel F. Yette, who was special assis-
tant to Shriver for civil rights, began discussions with the Potomac
Institute to explore the possibility of the Institute doing a com-

prehensive study of the OEO civil rights program. On April 1, 1966,
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OEO sent a detailed memorandum to thevInstitute outlining sugges-
tions for areas to be covered in the study, including: employment
of minority personnel, civil rights implementation, interagency
civil rights enforcement in delegated programs, contract compliance,
research and information, review procedures, among other and more
detailed suggestions. A series of discus;ions followed and, on
June 9, 1966, the Institute agreed to undertake the study "of the
civil rights functions, organization, and procedures of the Office
of Economic Opportunity, with the objective of making recommendations
to strengthen the OEO civil rights program in accordance with the
requirements of the OEA of 1964, the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
and Executive Order 11246."* Covered in the study, the memorandum

went on to say:

« « «will be procedures and administrative control relating
to employment (federal, contract, and local hiring); volunteer
and enrollee recruitment and training; selection and composition
of local boards and committees; delegated interagency civil
rights enforcement; contract compliance; complaint procedures,
and Title VI compliance. The study will encompass the several

* memorandum from Harold C. Fleming, Executive Vice President, the
Potomac Institute, Inc., June 9, 1966, to Samuel F. Yette, Special
Assistant to the Director, OEO.
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OEO programs (Job Corps, Rural Poverty, NYC, VISTA, CAP, etc.)
and their components (Head Start, Legal Services, Upward Bound,
Neighborhood Centers, etc.), particularly as policies and pro-
cedures at the headquarters level effect community implementa-
tion.

The Potomac Institute would consult in depth with OEO personnel
and examine pertinent files and records '"as necessary to obtain a
thorough understanding of and information about present OEO structure,

" And, the memorandum con-

organization, policies and procedures.
tinued, "The Potomac Institute does not wish to be, and will not be,
reimbursed in any way for this study or expenses incurred in connec-
tion with it, including staff time."

The study* was completed and submitted to OEO on February 1,
1967. Among its recommendations, and because the "primary" function
of the Civil Rights Office was "that of intimate and continuing in-
volvement in policy and program formulation and review, rather
than conducting a separate, purely compliance-oriented operation,"

the study called for the Office of Civil Rights to be placed on a

par with the various other main offices of OEO., Other recommendations

* The Civil Rights Function in the Office of Economic Opportunity,
February 1, 1967, The Potomac Institute, Inc., 1501 Eighteenth Street,
NW, Washington, D.C.
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were for: all CAA applications to be reviewed to determine that
there was no separation of minority groups; that the OEO Civil
Rights Office establish regular coordination with civil rights
staffs attached to secretaries of departments having programs of
relevance to OEO, and that similar arrangements be made with state,
county, muéicipal and private agencies having programs in the field
of equal opportunity; that OEO provide direct program development
and technical assistance in the form of staff and funds to rural
areas to launch programs where none then existed and where the
need was evident; and a number of recommendations having to do with
increasing the staffing pattern of all component programs of OEO
to include regular civil rights personnel.

"We believe," said a memorandum, dated July 29, 1968, from
Walter Robbins, of the Office of Civil Rights to OEO Executive
Secretary Harold Sims, '"that the most significant event in the OEO
Civil Rights Office history was the adoption by OEO of the major

substantive recommendations of the Potomac Institute study of Feb-
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ruary 1, 1967. That study pointed the way to a new direction in
civil rights for the Agency and elevated the civil rights function
to the level of Assistant Director of the Agency. The recognition
that civil rights deserved higher status in the Agency was cer-
tainly a decisive point and a high spot. The national problems

of poverty and race were building at an ever increasing rate which
underscores the great signifiﬁance of that decision."

On March 21, 1967, Shriver appointed Maurice A. Dawkins as
OEO's first Assistant Director to head the Office of Civil Rights.,
Dawkins, at the time an Associate Director of VISTA, had been former
West Coast Chairman of the NAACP. As minister and director of the
People's Independent Church in Los Angeles for 10 years before
joining OEO, Dawkins had been a leading figure in West Coast social
action and civil rights movements.

Yette, who had worked closely with Shriver at the Peace Corps
where he was an information officer and executive secretary, had

resigned from OEO on February 18, 1967. There were reports that
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Yette had become dissatisfied with OEO's lack of momentum in enforc-
ing civil rights measures. In announcing his resignation, Shriver
said OEO had, from the beginning, benefitted from his counsel. "We
at OEO are iﬁdebted to him for his help in advancing civil rights
in the anti-poverty program throughout the country. We will miss
him, but wish him well in his new endeavors," Shriver said.

Upon taking over the newly organized office, Dawkins imme-
diately began a series of meetings with various key OEO officials
leading to memoranda of agreements concerning areas of authority in
the fields of inspection, administration, public affairs and the
general counsel's office.

As organized under Dawkins, the Office of Civil Rights had
three main branches: Community Relations; Compliance and Evalua-
tion; and Technical Assistance, Research and Training.

The compliance evaluation program of the office, the May 13
Report said, was "result-oriented," in that it called for "plans

of action" to assure that qualified minority group members were
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actively recruited and that, "when hired, they are given appropriate

training and opportunities to advance in their line of work without

regard to their race, religion or national origin." Areasof civil

rights in which special measures might be required were listed as:

recruitment, in service placement and promotion, training, and job

security. "It is hoped," the report said, "that our current positive

action will go beyond our early areas of interest in avoidance of

overt discrimination in personnel actions and equitable adjudication

of discrimination appeals.”

Therefore, OEO activities will continue to give attention
to supervised performance and practices in the area of equal
employment opportunity. We know that we are dealing with a
very sensitive area of human relations; thus, there is no in-
tention to force anyone into compromising positions, however,
all problems must be discussed and examined thoroughly, injus-
tice must be voluntarily corrected or compliance will be en-
forced by withdrawal of funds. It's like brick-laying, how
many bricks did you lay today?

The report, compiled by Dawkins, continued:

It has been our experience that the 1100 community action
agencies in the 50 states provide opportunities for the devel-
opment of affirmative action programs in civil rights which
will serve as the means of guaranteed participation by minority
group citizens on the paid staff and the volunteer board of
directors. The 4 million citizens who have been involved in
the community action program in Health Centers, Legal Services,
Migrant, Indian Programs, Head Start, Upward Bound, Neighborhood
Services, Rural-Elderly and Foster Grandparent Program, are all
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guaranteed equal opportunities to share in every level of the
program. . .It is our job to foster full participation of all
minority group citizens in anti-poverty activities whether
they are Mexican-American, Indian-American, Oriental=-American
or Afro-American, etc. Any infringement on the rights of
these citizens must be corrected or the entire program is

in jeopardy.

The three branches of the Civil Rights Office, the report said,
were designed to "build into the total war on poverty agency a
system of management whereby ?ivil rights is a normal part of the
everyday policy-making, decision-making and operations. We there=-
fore expect to find the employees and the volunteers in OEO looking
at civil rights as though it were baking powder in the cake rather
than a few raisins in the cake or a thin layer of icing on the
surface only." It continued:

.« « We feel confident that Federal agencies must convince
American citizens that the government has the will and the
commitment to see that equal opportunity and equal justice
under the law are provided for all citizens, of all races,
colors, creeds, and national origin.

This will and commitment must be made clear to both sides
of the black-white confrontation or economic injustice against
black citizens and poor white citizens. It also must be de-
monstrated to the Spanish-speaking population including Puerto-
Rican-Americans, Mexican-American and Cuban-American citizens.
It must be proven to the American Indian, yes and Oriental-
Americans as well.
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In summary, we are not a complaint-oriented civil rights
program. We are rather a Management Systems Civil Rights
Program designed to enlist the total participation of the
total bureaucracy in the fulfillment of the rights that the
Constitution of the United States says every American citizen
is entitled to.

In this period of history in which the Civil Disorders
Commission has identified the "separate but equal" trends,~--
when we-are witnessing polarization of the races, isolation
of suburbs from Inner cities, alienation of haves and have
nots--0EO's new dimension in Civil Rights may help the War on
Poverty and its Director provide some creative alternatives
to racial conflict--a light in the dark corners of the pockets
of poverty in our communities.

In July, 1968, the Civil Rights Office listed, as some of its
significant objectives, the following:

== the development of civil rights complaint system;

-~ issuance of an OEO plan for in-house Civil Service employment;

== the refinement of the minority statistics collection system;

-~ the development of affirmative action guidelines in all OEO
program components;

-~ the compilation of an OEO handbook on civil rights policies
and instructions;

-- the development of a contract compliance review system;

-- the development of a system for the evaluation of the total
civil rights program for OEO;

-~ definition of the role and responsibility of civil rights
liaison officers;

-~ refinement of the functional working relationship between
the Office of Civil Rights and the regional offices;

-~ affirmative and preventative community relations programs
for OEO components;

=~ the monitoring of existing OEO civil rights research con-
tracts and the exploration of new areas of research;

-- the development of civil rights components of OEO training
and educational programs,

And, "considerable progress'" was reported in a number of areas,

including:
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development of closer working relationships with minority
group organizations;

development of civil rights portions of various OEO direc=-
tives;

improvement of minority group statistics collection;
assistance to program components in resolving difficult
and sensitive community relations and compliance problems.
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The General Counsel's Office™

Personnel

The original lawyer for the poverty program was Stephen J.
Pollak, who was detailed from the Department of Justice to6 do the
legal chores for the President's Task Force on the War Against
Poverty. He was joined in September by Donald M. Baker, counsel
for the Senate Subcommittee on Labor, who was appointed counsel
to the Senate Select Subcommittee on Poverty, which reviewed the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. 1In October they were joined by
Anthony Partridge, who came from the staff of the Special Subcomm-
ittee on State Taxation of Interstate Commerce of the House Judi-
ciary Committee. Richard Werksman joined the staff from HEW,
followed by Stanley Zimmerman from the Department of the Interior.
In November, James Siena came on six month detail from Covington

and Burling, a noted Washington law firm. This group was joined

* footnotes to this section are contained in the Volume of Appendices.
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by Francine Temko, Fay Blackburn and Edith Fine. 1In December,
Markham Ball also came over from Covington. On November 22, Mr.
Baker had been selected as the General Counsel. Soon after, Stephen
Pollak was sélected as the Deputy General Counsel, and Anthony
Partridge as Assistant General Counsel for the Community Action
Program. Stanley Zimmerman was Assistant Géneral Counsel for the
Job Corps; Markham Ball was Assistant General Counsel for the VISTA
program; and John Bell, who came from the Department of Labor in
January 1965, was the Assistant General Counsel in charge of Legis-
lation. The size of the General Counsel's Office remained about
ten lawyers until May and June, when Milt Williams, Bob Golten,
Bruce Terris, Jim Heller, Olga Boikess, Peter Clapman, and Peter
Spruance were added to the staff.1

During the seven months from October 1964 to May 1965, the
General C;unsel's Office had been badly understaffed. This was

attributable at first to a competition for personnel slots within

the agency and then later to the fact that almost by necessity
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personnel problems were shoved aside by the day to day substative
questions which had to be resolved. The lawyers were so busy handl-
ing the numerous legal problems incident to organizing the agency
and resolviné the hundreds of minor crises that housekeeping matters,
such as personnel, were neglected.2 The personal challenge of par-
ticipating in the development of a new agency, of providing legal
advice and policy guidance to exciting new concepts of personal
and community activity, and most of all, of developing new legal
doctrine that could foreseeably be the harbinger of a vastly diff-
erent society, brought forth several hundred applications from some
of the brightest, most talented lawyers in America. The persons
finally selected included a professor, a Rhodes Scholar, and sev-
eral law review editors,3 which gave OEO a General Counsel's Office
among the best in the District.

Immediate Task of the General Counsel's Office

~ During the fall of 1964 the small legal staff was immersed

in the hundreds of legal questions and problems incident to putting

into effect the programs provided for by the Economic Opportunity
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Act of 1964,

In the legislative history of the Act, Congress had made
known its intent that a number of the programs in the Act be dele-
gated to other agencies which had developed substantial expertise
in handling similar kinds of problems. The General Counsel's Of-
fice negotiated the orders for the delegation of authority, got
Bureau of the Budget approvalnand prepared final drafts for the
Federal Register.4 Also, it prepared explanatory memoranda and
reviewed correspondence from the OEO Director to the Secretaries
of the various Agencies and Departments and to the President.

Each of the three major programs still under the direct admin-
istration of the Office of Economic Opportunity--the Job Corps,
Community Action Program and the VISTA program--all had to be
implemented and their regulations and procedures had to be drafted
and approved by the General Counsel's Office. A related task was
the preparation and/or legal review of contracts to be used in the

various OEQO programs, especially the OEO procurement program,
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which was ancious to get under way.

Title VI of the.Civil Rights Act of 1964 provided that no
person could be denied the benefiés of Federal financial assis-
tance, nor could any person be subject to discrimination under
any program receiving such assistance on the grounds of race or
color., It also provided that all Government agencies and execu-
tive departments should draft and issue regulations for carrying
out the provisions of Title VI. This task fell upon Mark Ball, who
became, pro tempore, the Office's pivil rights expert.6

Since Sections 104d and 616 of the Economic Opportunity Act
provided for the execution of a loyalty oath, the General Counsel's
Office had to prepare a legal opinion on the scope of those sec-
tions, especially their application to VISTA volunteers and con-
sultants. A response had to be drafted to an inquiry of the Amer-
ican Council of Education as to the scope of the loyalty oath

amendment., Another related problem that arose was the preparation

of legal opinion laying down guidelines pursuant to Executive Order
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No. 10450 for the designation of "sensitive" positions in the
Office of Economic Opportunity, which would warrant completion
of a full field investigation of persons considered for appoint-
ment to those positions.7

A memorandum had to be prepared laying down guidelines for
determining which OEO rules and regulations had to be published
in the Federal Register.8 Tﬁe first item published was the Civil
Rights Regulations drafted by Markham Ball and Stephen Pollak.

A number of tax questions arose. It was necessary to prepare
legal opinions regarding the portion of payments and services
provided Job Corps enrollees and VISTA volunteers to be considered
as income for Income Tax and Social Security purposes. These
opinions were supposed to be completed prior to the operational
date of Job Corps and VISTA‘in order that OEO's accounting office
could withhold the required amounts of payments to enrollees and
volunteers. However, the discussions with IRS were to drag on

for about six months and they were not completed on time.9



page 92

A major area of problems concerned relationships with other
agencies. A legal opinion had to be prepared on OEO's right to
contract with other agencies to carry out OEO functions; for ex-
ample, the Job Corps contracts with the Department of Agriculture
and the Interior Department to operate the rural centers. A legal
opinion had to be prepared on the right of OEO to receive non-reim-
bursable assistance from other agencies.lo After this question
was answered in the affirmative, an agreement was negotiated with

, the Department of Defense for non-reimbursable assistance.

Each of the individual areas gave rise to legal questions.
Under the delegated programs, OEO had to get Bureau of Budget ap=-
proval for the delegation orders within the delegate agencies. In-
terim procedures for administration of the delegated programs had
to be devised and a legal memorandum had to be prepared on the
question of the application of the Social Security laws to the
delegated programs. A legal opinion was requested concerning the

handling of title to equipment purchased by delegate agencies with
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OEO funds. A procedure for_applying Title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act to the delegated programs had to b;.devisea.ll

In the Job Corps section, contract forms for the training
center contracts had to be drafted. A memorandum had to be pre-
pared exploring possible legal limitations on expenditure of funds
under contracts for training centers which extended for two years.
It was necessary to develop dfaft letters to be sent to Governors
to obtain approval of Job Corps centers in their respective states.12
Rules and regulations for the Job Corps camp had to be devised.
In addition, a legal opinion on the extent of the Camp Directors'
rights and duties as in-loco-parentis had to be prepared, for the
Job Corp Director and his assistants are, in effect, parents of
the enrollees during the time they are enrolled in the particular
camp. Questions like the duty to find an enrollee who runs away
or gets lost, the right of the Direc;or to consent to medical pro-
cedure for enrollees, protection for enrollees, and procedure for

dismissal of enrollees all had to be resolved.13
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The General Counsel's Office also had to prepare opinions on
legal questions concerning the Job Corps enrollees, The office had
to review draft regulations for selection of enrollees. It was
necessary to review and approve Job Corps pay plans and procedures.
An opinion had to be prepared on the treatment of the readjustment
allowance paid enrollees for purposes of public assistance and un-
employment conpensation. A legal opinion was prepared which con-
cluded that the living and readjustment allowance of enrollees
was not subject to garnishment by a ﬁrior employer.14 A memorandum
had to be prepared on the scope of the requirement in Title I

that enrollees be "

permanent residents of the United States.'
It was concluded that the term did not include Cuban refugees,
but did include resident aliens who took the loyalty oath prescribed
in the Act.l
A legal opinion had to be prepared defining the extent of the

liability of the Federal Govermment for criminal and negligent

acts of Job Corps employees. The Job Corps lawyers also had to
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engage in some public relations work--corresponding with local
juvenile court judges, law enforcement officials, and other state
officials; concerning the impact of the Job Corps camps on their
official duties and the extent of local participation and counseling.
In the VISTA section, the first task of Mark Ball and Edith
Fine was to convince Glenn W. Ferguson, the VISTA Director, and his
staff that an "outside" lawyé? could make a contribution to VISTA's
efforts to devise programs and procedures. But Mr. Ball and Mrs.
Fine gradually developed a close working relationship with the
VISTA section. In the process they found a real need for legal
counsel. 1In Ball's words, "it was like walking through a field of
burrs. I'd walk through the VISTA offices and come out covered

with legal problems to work on."l6

The problems in the VISTA area
included preparation of a legal opinion requested by VISTA on whether
they should require that all volunteers be citizens. The form of

contracts between VISTA and the sponsors had to be drafted and in-

dividual contracts had to be reviewed. Since the only written
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agreement betwgen VISTA and the sponsors was the one which assigned
the VISTA's to them, the specific purposes and the terms of those
assignments had to be spelled out. Since no contract ever was made
between VISTA and the VISTA volunteers, the rules of conduct for
the volunteers were provided for in guidelines and regulations
written by VISTA with the assistance of the General Counsel's
Office.l?
In the Community Action section, it was necessary for Tony
Partridge and James Siena to review and revise the CAP guidelines
for the Community Action Program, which had been drafted by David
Grossman. In addition, he had to review and comment upon Adult
Basic Education draft regulations. Another task was the prepara-
tion of a legal opinion as to the scope of Title II powers with
respect to construction and rehabilitation of housing. It was also
necessary to prepare draft regulations on procedure for use in ap-

proach to Governors to secure their approval of a proposed CAA,

It was necessary to prepare a legal opinion on the kinds of contri-
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butions of services and funds which éualified under the Act as
"contributions in kind," and on the circumstances where the Direc-
tor may provide assistance beyond 90% of the cost of a particular
program., A legal opinion had to be prepared on suggested general
provisions for charters of non-public agencies which would be reci~-
pients of CAP grants. In the early days of the CAP section, they
engaged in a 100% grant review of the CAP grants., Since most of
the actual CAP reviewers were relatively inexperienced, many of the
important policy decisions were made in the General Counsel's Of-
fice, which actually conducted the most careful review of the early
CAP grants.18

In fact, in all three of the major proéram areas the function
of the General Counsel's Office went far beyond that of technical
advice on narrow legal problems., For the particular talent of the
lawyers for critical and analytical thinking made them active ex-

aminers of program and policy, and made the Office the "forge and

anvil" for implementing the broad language in the Economic Opportunity
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Act. Donald Baker and the General Céunsel's Office worked closely
with Sargent Shriver as advisor, critic and counsel in the develop-
ment and the defense of OEO. The Office quickly exceeded the role
of an average law office to provide assistance in negotiations,
public relations and as a liaison with Congress. In understanding
the role of the Office, one has to look beyond any formal bureau-
cratic organizational chart. .Shriver certainly did. He would

look for individuals rather than formal titles, and those he chose
to rely on were expected to provide advice on a broad spectrum of
problems.19 Baker's legal expertise and astute sense of the art of
the possible, Partridge's clear legal analysis, pollack's organi-
zational ability and Bell's analytical examinations of proposed
legislation, made them all part of Shriver's "kitchen cabinet."”

Major Problems

The first problem of major concern that arose involved aid to

church-related groups which were part of a CAP grant, The legisla-

tive history of the 1964 Act indicated that Congress had contem-
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plated such éid; both the Senate and the House reports indicated
that churches could be brought under a CAP "umbrella." 1In fact,

20 But, in the first

the House rePort specifically stated this fact.
round of CAP grants on November 8, 1964, Baker excluded all church-
related groups, his rationale being that OEO should tread softly

in this very delicate Constitutional area. But Shriver decided

to go ahead and asked him to prepare a memo setting forth an OEO
policy and justifying such aid both from a statutory and Constitutional
viewpoint. The memo, called "Special Remedial and Other Non-Curri;
cular Educational Assistance to Children and Institutions with Re-
ligious Affiliations', dated November 24, 1964, extensively covered

the legal questions involved.21 The memo set forth a basic OEO

policy to support components administered by parochial schools

on the same basis as other private agencies where the parochial

school was a "well conceived part of a community program designed

to achieve the purposes of the Economic Opportunity Act." The

memo relied on an earlier memo by the Department of Health, Educa-

tion and Welfare for four tests of the Constitutionality of aid to
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religious-affiliated educational institutions. First, public funds
may not be used to support the religious aspects of the institu-
tion. Second, the assistance may not be provided in a manner that
enables a religious institution to release its own funds for unres-
tricted purposes. Third, the class of students to benefit from the
program must be limited, and the limitation designed to carry out
a secular, public purpose. Fourth, assistance may not be extended
;f there is another reasonable alternative available to accomplish
the legislative purpose. A short time later, supplemental grants
were made to religious components of CAP grantees. However, these
grants and all subsequent grants contained five conditions relating
to the religious aspects of the grants. These were: that none
of the grant funds be used for the teaching of religion or for
religious worship; twog, that there be no religious instruction,
proselytization or worship in connection with any program supported

by the grant; third, that admission to the program should not be

based directly or indirectly on religious affiliation; fourth,
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that participation in programs supported in whole or in part by
this grant should not be used as a means of inducing participation
in religious activities or of recruitment for religious institu-
tions; fifthB the textbooks and other materials used in the program
supported in whole or in part by the grant should be devoid of re-
ligious content . 22
The religious question élso arose in relation to church ser-
vices for Job Corps enrollees. It was decided that if a substan-
tial number of enrollees wanted to go to church and nothing was
available, the contractor could build inter-denominational chapels
and bring clergymen to the camp, or provide transportation to a
nearby town, It was also decided that Job Corps contractors could
accept gifts of prayerbooks for their enrollees.23
OEO/VISTA also had to face the church-state issue when several
religious organizations requested VISTA's. The General Counsel's

Office developed some guidelines in September, 1965, which all

sponsors had to agree to comply with. First, volunteers could not
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give religious instruction or engagé in any other religious acti-
vity. Second, no religious instruction or other activity could be
conducted as part of a program volunteers were assigned to. Third,
the opportunity to receive the benefits of the program had to be
open to all, regardless of their religion. Fourth, volunteers
could not be used as replacements for regular personnel of the
religious institutions.24
Another major problem area was that of civil rights. The civil
rights regulations published in the Federal Register, pursuant to
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, contained a broad prohibi-
tion against discrimination and rquired recipients of assistance
to file assurances against discrimination before assistance was
granted., Recipients were also required to keep records and make
compliance reports to OEO, and OEO could conduct its own investi-
gations of complaints.25 The regulations applied to all CAP

grantees and state agencies managing Job Corps centers or sponsor-

ing VISTA programs. It was felt that private agencies would be
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covered by provisions in the Government contracts.?® Markham Ball
'

drafted non-discrimination clauses for use in Job Corps Training and

Recruiting and Screening Contracts.27

The re;;lations also provided that aid could be given to an
in-school program if the school or school system was complying
with a court order for desegregation or with a plan of desegrega-
tion approved by the Commissioner of Education. The effect of the
regulation was to fund some segregated programs under educational
assistance grants.28 This regulation had been the subject of a
heated controversy within the General Counsel's Office. Jim Siena
argued that the effect of this regulation would be to encourage

29

some of the southern programs to move into the schools. Mark

Ball was generally opposed to segregation in any funded programs.30
But Stephen Pollak argued that it was the policy of the Federal
Government that agency requirements shduld not go beyond the inte-

 gration requirements of any outstanding court order.31 This posi-

tion ultimately triumphed.
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The biggest civil rights story ;as the movement of OEO/CAP
civil rights policy from a prohibition against segregation to an
affirmative duty on the part of prospective grantees to recruit
minority gr;;p personnel for the governing boards and to provide
enrollment on an integrated basis.32 This policy development

occurred simultaneously with a broadening interpretation in the

Federal courts of the requirements of Brown v. Board of Education.

The problem was de facto segregation in almost all of the cities
in America., Head Start, Health Services, and Legal Services pro-
grams often served only one race even though no deliberate local
policy of segregation existed;$3The fact that.CAA employees were
often all white was caused both by the location of the CAA and the
lack of black applicants. Tony Partridge, Jim Heller, and Dave
Grossman hammered out a policy imposing broad duties to integrate
CAA's and the programs of their delegate agencies. The policy
was first manifested in '"Supplemental Conditions" for certain

Head Start grants. The same kinds of Supplemental Conditions
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were later inserted in the gther kinés of CAP grants where de facto
segregation was an apparent possibility.B4 Jim Heller's proposal
that the Supplemental Conditions be inserted into the General Con-
ditions governing Title ITA grants or that they be printed on the
back of the assurances of compliances was not implemented;35 but
this was more from a desire to maintain flexibility and the diffi-
culty of drafting them as general conditions than from any retreat
from the policy itself.36

Where a grant was denied on the basis of non-compliance with
the OEO civil rights policy, the applicant was encouraged to formu-
late a new proposal. If the applicant wanted a hearing on the deci-
sion to refuse the grant, the General Counsel's Office represented
OEO at the hearing. Where a grantee was found to be operating a
segregated program, OEO would notify him that he was violating OEO
regulations and request that he cease the segregation practices.37

The ultimate sanction of terminating the program was exercised in

the case of a few Summer Head Start programs in the summers of
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1965 and 1966.38 The General Counsel's Office suggested in a memo
to the Justice Department that the phrase "other means authorized
by law" in Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act included other
remedies such as a suit to enforce the contract, injunction, and
recovery of the money,39 but Justice never substantiated this and
none of these remedies was ever utilized.40

The General Counsel's Office also participated in civil rights
'protection for OEO employees., OEO Instruction 76-1 concerning
equal employment opportunity within OEO was approved by the General
Counsel's Office. A memo was prepared on the action to be taken
by OEO employees whose civil rights were infringed while they were
traveling on official business.4

In 1965 Markham Ball worked with Christopher Weeks and Otis A.
Singletary to prepare detailed instruction for Job Corps contrac-
tors to implement the OEO civil rights policies. The Job Corps
po?icy developed was that all Job Corps centers had to be run on

an integrated basis. Also the contractors were required to work
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with representatives of surrounding éommunities to insure non-
disarimination.42

Another general problem area was the development of political
activities regulations. By the spring of 1966 the CAP became a
live political issue in many communities and embroiled CAP personnel
in local politics, usually of a very partisaﬁ nature, In addition,
the spring primaries in many states brought activistic CAP personnel
into partisan politics. Numerous alleged Hatch Act violations were
reported to CEO and the Civil Service Commission.43 Several CAP
personnel wrote OEO for a clarification of the permissible politi-
cal activity they could engage in,44 for the one sentence restriction

in the CAP conditions was not particularly illuminating. (CAP

Guide Vol. 1, p. 38, #23, Conditions Governing Grants). Regulations

were drafted but never promulgated, since Congress began considering
a proposed political activity amendment to the Economic Opportunity
Act.45 Political activity problems were handled on an ad hoc basis
through the summer and fall of 1966 until Congress passed the Poli-

tical Activity Amendment on November 8.46 OEO/CAP and the General
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Counsel's Office immediately impleme;ted the prohibitions in the
Act with CAP memo 50A, which was published on December 1, 1966.

After OEO money, vis-a-vis the California Rural Legal Assis-
tance Program (CRLA), was used to bring a successful injunction
against a cutback in the Medi-Cal program in California by Governor
Reagan, and a suit for an injunction against the Department of
Labor to prevent them from importing strike-breaking Braceros into

the Central Valley of California,’’

the criticism of the Legal
Services Program arose. In a memorandum from Earl Johnson to
George McCarthy, dated September 22, 1967, Johnson answered the
critics by stating that there was nothing unique about Government
money being used to finance two sides of a lawsuit, He said,
"Perhaps the best example is the Criminal Justice Act of 1964
where the Government pays attorneys to represent defendents being
prosecuted by the Government., Likewise, governmental agencies

are often on different sides of controversies. A very recent ex-

ample is a suit brought by the Justice Department challenging the
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FCC's approval of the ITT-ABC merger," He went on to say, "To
conclude, the representation of clients in suits against the gov-
ernment is perhaps one of the best services our programs can per-
form. 1In this age of big govermment, ever increasing in size, it
is refreshing to know that some bureaucratic mistakes will not go
unchallenged."48

Another related problem was the Syracuse crisis of October,
1965. In Syracuse part of an OEO demonstration grant was used to
pay the bail and legal fees for independent legal counsel for 11
persons arrested for refusing to leave the City Hall after having
waited three hours to see a welfare commissioner who ignored them.49
This use of OEO money was hgavily criticized in Congress. The opin-
ion of the General Counsel's Office argued that the budget item of
"legal expenses" had contemplated bail and legal counsel. They
went on to argue that no statute forbids such use of OEO grant

funds. But the broader argument made, and perhaps the better one,

was the fact that "The basis conception of the program involved
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the creation of neighborhood organizétions of the poor who would
then identify for themselves the major problems in their daily lives
and undertake their solution by grass-roots joint self help."50
The project of attempting to work with the commissioner and then
protesting against what they considered the city govermment's
unreasonable response to their problems was contemplated under the
purposes of that grant.51

Another major problem that arose in the summer of 1967 involved
both Federal-state relations and alleged problems of national
security. The proﬁlem involved a charge that the Southwest Alabama
Farmers Cooperative Association, an OEO/CAP grantee, included Comm-
unist subversive elements and members of the SNCC militant Negro
action group. The charge was first raised in a telegram from Joe
T. Smitherman, Mayor of Selma, Alabama, to the Senator from Alabama,
John J. Sparkman, who promptly notified OEO of the charges contained

therein. The essence of the charge was that Smitherman had found

a briefcase containing subversive documents and subversive pamph=-
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lets that had belonged to a member of the SWAFCA organization.52

Malcolm Mason of the General Counsel's Office went to Selma, Ala-
bama in person and investigated the charges and the contents of the
briefcase. He found nothing to substantiate the charges.53

In the VISTA area, several legal problems arose concerning
VIATA volunteers. The General Counsel's Office provided legal
advice and counselling in the two cases involving rapes of VISTA
volunteers. Crisis arose when the first VISTA volunteer died
while on duty, but soon orderly procedure was established for

54 It was decided that OEQO/

dealing with this kind of situation.
VISTA would provide the funeral expenses for VISTA's who died while
on duty and in certain hardship cases for VISTA's who died while

on leave.?® 1In the first year of the program Mark Ball and Robert
Golten, then on part-time loan from the Tax Division of the Justice
Department, later a full-time member of the General Counsel's Of-

fice, negotiated with the Internal Revenue Service for a ruling

that volunteer living allowances were not taxable. When the ruling
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was denied, they went to the Treasury Department for support for
legislation to exempt these allowances from taxation. Again they
were unsuccessful~~the Treasury Department preferred to maintain
the "symmetfy" of the Code--despite the personal intervention of
Shriver in a letter to Secretary chler.56

Another major problem involved political activity by VISTA vol-
unteers. In 1965 a group of New York VISTA's formed the VISTA's
for Peace in Vietnam. They wrote letters, petitioms, etc. and
threatened to march on the White House. VISTA finally made a
statement that they could not use the VISTA name while exercizing
their political rights as citizens. The General Counsel's Office
assisted in drafting the statement as part of its general policy
advice. There was a threat that many VISTA's would resign because
of this stand taken by OEO. But OEO/VISTA had drawn the line,
saying "if you step over, you will be discharged'". Four stepped

over and were discharged, but mass resignations did not take p1ace.57



page 113

A similar situation took place in February 1968 when 176
VISTA's signed a letter to President Johnson protesting the war
in Vietnam and asking for a diversion of Vietnam money to the
poverty proéram. They held a news conference in New York on
February 13, 1968, which was reported in the New York Times on
February 15 (page 26).58 Although their conduct constituted a
violation of the Hatch Act and Section 603(b) of the Economic
Opportunity Act, as amended, the matter was handled quietly by
OEO/VISTA and none of the people inﬁolved were discharged.59
However, the incident provided an added impetus to the drafting of
regulations on political activity, which were promulgated in May,
1968,

One of the continuing problems has been that of draft defer-
ments for VISTA volunteers. The VISTA lawyers advised volunteers
and potential volunteers that the II-A occupational deferments for
VISTA's were not mandatory by statute, but subject to the discre-
tion of the local board. The VISTA section also corresponded with

local draft boards regarding individual volunteers and on at least
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one occasion interceded with General_Hershey on behalf of three
volunteers who were considered to be doing an outstanding jmb.60
One of the major problem% which the Job Corps section spent
a great deai of time with involved application or exemption from
local and state laws. The kinds of laws usually at issue here in-
volved mandatory education laws, drivers license and local criminal
laws. Generally agreements wére negotiated with local law enforce=-
ment officials as to which offenses should be reportable to local
authorities and the local prosecutor.61 A related problem dealt
with the education of Job Corps enrollees in local schools. Many
local schools refused to take Job Corps enrollees. Their defense
was that the Job Corps camps are located on Federal land and,
therefore, the local schools are not required to take them, or that
they were prohibited by local statutes from taking Job Corps enrollees
in their local schools. Some states consented if the Federal Gov-

62

ernment paid them tuition for the Job Corps enrollees. But that

gave rise to another question--is paying tuition, if the state
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requires it, against the rule about ﬁot'paying parents more than
the statutory wages? Another question was whether Job Corps buses
could be used to transport enrollees to local schools.

In 1967 the Labor Department ruled that Dorm Supervisors or
counsellors fell within the minimum wage coverage of the Fair
Labor Standards Act. At the same time they ruled that the "sleep
time'" exemption applied to these employees. OEO sent notice of
this ruling to its center contractors. Since the ruling applied
retroactively, it allowed claims for back wages from these employees.
The problem was not so much low wages as that centers had not shown
on their books that they were paying time and one-half for overtime.
They just showed a lump sum per work week. The Labor Department
calculations ignored the fact that the lump sum often adequatelyM
covered both straight and overtime work. The back wages claims
were substantial. From the Kilmer Center alone, a claim totaling

one million dollars was submitted. This was subsequently settled

for about $150,000. Accounting measures were subsequently changed
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in effected centers and new Job Corps contracts clearly specified

the wages and time 1imits.63

Day-to-Day Activities

31§IAF4—- The first kind of VISTA/General Counsel activities
was handling volunteer problems, especially cases where volunteers
broke a VISTA regulation or local law or were injured in some manner.
Questions of legal assistance, bail, etc., had to be handled.

Another general area of VISTA/General Counsel responsibility
was that of responding to legal queétions from the VISTA staff.
For example, could VISTA programs be operated separately from local
sponsorship?

In the summer of 1968, VISTA and VISTA lawyers were engaged
in the preparation of extensive policy guidelines for the VISTA
program, incluﬁing recruitment, selection criteria, selection and
role of VISTA leaders, and policies on re-enrollment, assignments,
transfer, termination, and underage. They were also formulating

policy statements regarding financial support, including food and
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lodging, cost of living, tran5portation, medical facilities and
supplies, death, and VISTA financial responsibility. Other more
general policies being formulated included policies on leave, poli-
tical activity, riots, crimes and legal assistance, accidents,
debts, and labor union participation in connection with the VISTA
program., The VISTA lawyers were also aiding in the development
of policy guidelines for VISfA projects, including procedures
for project processing, policy for supervising grants, placement
procedures of volunteers, and project approval.

gégés—- The major functions of the CAP section of the General
Counsel's Office included: guidance for the future, grant review,
handling specific cases, review of audit reports, and liaison with
the Department of Justice. The first major function was that of
providing guidance in the form of regulations, CAP guidelines,
standards, CAP memos and other publications to provide a general
set of rules for Community Action Agencies. Current guidelines

being formulated included policy guidelines for the programs under
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Title II to conform with the 1967 amendments. These included policy
guidelines for the Head Start, Legal Services, Upward Bound, and
Health Services programs,

The CAP General Counsel section also reviewed certain proposed
grants and contracts, For the first year of OEO all grants were
reviewed in the General Counsel's Office, but later most grants
were reviewed by the regional offices. However, Migrant,

Indian, Health Service, Technical Assistance and Training, and
the Research and Demonstration grants were still reviewed in the OEO
headquarters, as were some of the Legal Services programs.

The third kind of problems handled were specific legal problems
raised by the senior staff in the CAP section or disclosed by in-
spection reports, audit reports, newspaper stories, correspondence,
and FBI reports. One kind of specific problem handled by the CAP
section included political activity problems. CAP/General Counsel's
Office served as liaison with the Civil Service Commission if a

Hatch Act violation by an OEO/CAP employee occurred.
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Job Corgs66-- Activities of thelJoﬁ Corps section of the
General Counsel's Office included: (1) writing or reviewing regula-
tions to implement the Act; (2) reviewing all major policy issuances;
the Job Corps section of the General Counsel's Office had prior con-
currence on anything that came out of the agency that had legal
implications; (3) liaison with other agencies, such as the Interior
Department and the Agriculture Department, which ran the rural
conservation centers; the Department of Justice and thé Department
of Education. The General Counsel's Office was negotiating with
the Department of Education to convince them to accept the contention
that Job Corps teachers were eligible for the 10% discount on
Student National Defense Loans for each year they tau;ht.

Another challenging problem had to do with enrollee support.
$400,000 was owed by ex-Job Corps enrollees who were paid off without
deducting what they owed to the Job Corps and the Office of Economic

Opportunity. The major question was whether OEO should attempt to

collect,
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Another current area in questioﬁ involved search and seizure.
At issue was the right of the Job Corps to search an enrollee's
person and locker. The doctrinal justification for such a search
could be fou;d by analogy to the military or by an extension of
the doctrine of In-Loco-Parentis. Aside from the Constitutional
questions of the enrollees' right to privacy under the Fourth
Amendment, other policy questions were involved. One of the most
important considerations was recruitment. Did OEO want to say to
potential enrollees "Join the Job Corps and be searched"?

Another problem area had to do with release of Job Corps
records. The question was when did OEO have the right to dis-
close and when did the agency have the right to withhold information;

Another group of Job Corps problems involved tort liability
under the Federal Tort Claims Act. It was decided that the U.S.
was not liable for the torts of Job Corps Center contractors.

Other questions under the Act included the extent of Job Corps

liability for acts of escaped enrollees and whether torts of deputy
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sheriffs who came on the Job Corps camps per prior agreements fall
within the Act. All these questions were still unanswered in 1968.

Other problems included the right to fire contractor employees,
waiver of Government liability for personal injury by Job Corps
enrollees, dismissal of homosexual enrollees, and the turnover
problem with enrollees.

Legislative-Management -- The Legislation section67 worked

with the other sections in deciding what new legislation to propose.
It drafted legislation and arranged for clearance through the Bureau
of the Budget for submission to Congress. It also reviewed inde-
pendently proposed poverty legislation and prepared reports approv-
ing, disapproving or suggesting amendments. It also reviewed

other legislation and commented on how it would effect the poverty
program. The Management section68 reviewed and attempted to settle
all tort claims filed against OEO under the Federal Tort Claims

Act, 28 U,S.C, 2671-80, except for VISTA claims. The Management

section was also in charge of the Federal Register, keeping the
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regulations up to date, and keeping a record of OEO regulations in

the Register. In addition, the Management section reviewed all

property damage claims by Government employees. The Management

section also held general reviews of OEO procurement contracts

and Job Corps contracts. The Legislative-Management section main-

tained a general supervision of the delegated programs. The section

also handled the legal problems regarding the delegations which

69

arise occasionally.
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Office of Governmental Relations

(formerly Office of Interagency Relations)

Interagency Involvement in Poverty Task Force Days

In the earliest days of the program, even before OEO was for-
mally established, interagency cooperation and coordination was
immediately recognized to be essential. Many persons on the Task
Force were in fact detailed from other Federal agencies and created
the nucleus for the cooperative system which later followed.

The legislation itself had been drafted by an interagency
team with employees of a variety of agencies coming together to
determine what focus the new program should have. This involved
considerable negotiation and compromise on many sides.

The degree to which the Federal establishment in general pitched
in to help get the new program off the ground was unprecedented.
And, there were piles and piles (literally roomfuls) of applications

from people clamoring to become involved in the new program.
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Establishment of the OEO Office for Interagency Relations

One of the most significant steps taken by OEO toward coordin-
ation was the creation in the Director's Office of the post of As-
sistant Director for Interagency Relations when OEO was first or-
ganized. It was the first such office in the history of the Execu-
tive branch. The role and name of the office were change@ in the
fall of 1967 to that of Govermmental Relations, with the addition
of responsibilities for dealing with the State Economic Opportunity
Offices and with public officials at all levels.

Interagency Relations served as the right arm of the Director
in Secretary-level dealings with other Federal agencies. It was
instrumental in negotiating agreements for joint approaches between
OEO and such departments as HUD, HEW, Commerce and Labor. Perhaps
most important was its role in providing consistency in the dealings
between OEO's various program and administrative offices and other

agencies.
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The Assistant Director and his staff frequently represented the
agency on interagency task forces which required knowledge of the
overall OEO mission. The Assistant Director also served as Execu-
tive Secretary of the Economic Opportunity Council,

After two years of experience, it became apparent that the
interagency relations function was an essential part of the res-
ponsibility of the OEO regional offices. It also became apparent
that there had to be an identifiable unit within the regional éffice
dedicated to this activity as its basic regponsibility. Part of
the job was to remain as close as possible to the mainstream of
program activity in the regional offices so that their coordinating
activities were not conducted in a vaccuum. OEO designated posi-
tions for interagency relations in the regional director's office.

Economic Opportunity Council

Section 604 of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 established

an Economic Opportunity Council, which was to consult with and ad-

vise the Director of OEO in carrying out his functions, including
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the coordination of antipoverty efférts by all segments of the Fed-
eral Government,

It specified that the EOC would consist of the OEO Director,
the Secreta;y of Defense, the Attorney General, the Secretaries of
Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, Labor, and Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Housing and Home Finance Administrator, the Adminis-
trator of the Small Business.Administration, the Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisors, the Director of Selective Service,
and such other agency heads as the President might designate.

The Economic Opportunity Council was a major coordinating
mechanism at Cabinet-level. The Council provided a forum within
governﬁent for the highest ranking officials of the Executive
Branch to discuss and become informed not only about OEQO activities
but other related antipoverty programs such as those being conducted
under the new Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Economic
Development Act, and Appalachian Regional Commission. The Council

was supported by a sub-Cabinet level Working Group; which acted
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as necessary to conduct preparatory discussions and staff agenda
papers; ‘ The members of the Working Group also provided immediate
access to the EOC members in the case of interagency matters re-
lating to poverty.

At its first meeting, the President said that he looked to
the Council as a domestic National Security Council for the War on
Poverty. He charged the Council with four main tasks:

(1) to review major policy issues that arise in conducting

the war against poverty; g

(2) to weigh national priorities for program needs in the
war on poverty, and to assess the ability of existing
programs to meet those needs;

(3) to support an information system which will provide
local officials and private groups with the facts they
need in this effort to eliminate poverty;

(4) to make certain that the anti-poverty programs respond
to local needs and encourage the full development of
community action.

The regular meetings of the Council (20 between December 1964
and December 1967) focused on key inter-departmental questions.
Discussions ranged from such specific issues as a minimum wage for
poverty-related activities and problems of agricultural migrant
workers to broad questions of interagency coordination, church-
state relations, and governmental information systems. With the
Vice-President's participation, the Council was able to turn its
attention to the government-wide coordinative efforts.

The Council was not an unalloyed success, largely because of

the lack of a full-time permanent staff and the reluctance of

agencies and departments to commit problems to such a forum.
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The 1967 Economic Opportunity Amendments proposed by the Admin-
istration expanded the role of the Economic Opportunity Council by
giving ft the responsibility of advising the President and the Direc-
tor of OEO on matters of coordination of anti-poverty efforts by all
segments of the government. It was to review and make recommendations
with respect to major policy issues and questions of basic priorities
invoiving the coordination of programs related to the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act, and initiate and recommend projects designed to improve
coordination,

The House and Senate Committees considering the Amendments con-
curred in the view that the Council should have an expanded role. The
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Commitgge was particularly concerned
with the coordination of Federal programs. §S. 2388, the bill they
reported, rewrote part B of Title VI (Administration and Coordination)
broadening the Economic Opportunity Council in order '"to provide the
President a more versatile tool which he can use in assuring that Fed-

*
""  The measure

eral anti-poverty efforts are well coordinated. . .
passed by both Houses and signed into law (P.L. 90-222) ﬁrovided for
the recommended broadening of thé Economic Opportunity Council. How-
ever, as of October, 1968, these changes had not been implemented.
While not used by the President in this latter fashion in 1968,
the Council, operating 1964-1968, provided a forum for top-level ex-

change of ideas and information concerning activities in anti-poverty

program areas; it also initiated action projects. Accomplishments of

* "Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1967." Report of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, United States Senate, on S. 2388, Sep-
tember 12, 1967, p. 6.
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this sort included a study of the differences between rich and poor
counties in the degree to which they utilize Federal programs; a
special project to increase the amount of anti-poverty resources
going into the state of Mississippi; the initiation of a flow of
prog;am information on a county basis to OEO for the Federal Infor-
mation Service reports; and the establishment of a subcommittee on

poverty problems among American Indians.

National Advisory Council =

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 also established a National
Advisory Council within the Office of Economic Opportunity. Section
605, establishing the Council, stipulated also that it would be com-
posed of 15 members, including OEO's Director, who would serve as
chairman. The President was empowered to appoint persons "represen-
tative of the public in general and appropriate fields of endeavor
related to the purposes of the Act." Upon request of the Director,
the Council was to "review the operations and activities" of OEOQ, and

make appropriate recommendations. The Act provided that the members
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meet once a year, and on other occasions requested by the Director.
Tﬁe‘1966 Economic Opportuhity Amendmepts made a major revision

in the section on the National Advisory Council. The change was des-

cribed in the Office of General Counsel's "Narraﬁive Summary": "In

effect, a new council was formed." The Director was no longer chair-
¢

man, but was to participate with ex officio status. "The.council's

duties were broadened to include advice to the Director on pplicy

questions, recommendations concerning the effect and quality of the

programs, and submission of an annual report tec the President and to

Congress." Meetings were to be held not less than four times a

year, "A final amendment in this section indicates that it is Con-

ress' intent that private enterprise participate in poverty pro-
g P P P P P

J %
grams to a maximum feasible extent."

* "Narrative Summary of the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1966",
OEQ Publication prepared by the Office of General Counsel, January,
1967, p. 10.
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Interagency Coordination

To some extent, probably, the proliferation of Federal pro-
grams and ever-heightening social problems would have forced greater
attention to. a more rational relationship between programs with re-
sulting better use of available resources even without the example
of initiative and effectiveness offered by OEO.

However, the very nature of the problems of OEO's clients,
the poor, were such that multi-functional resource arrangements
were a must if the agency was to do its job.

Agreements

One of the tools employed by OEO to attain a high degree of
coordination toward common objectives were a series of formal agree-
ments with individual departﬁents and agencies. Examples of these
formal agreements were: an agreement with the Department of Labor
for the development of Youth Opportunity Centers in conjunction
with local CAA's; an understanding leading to joint instructions
with the Office of Education governing the appropriate use of re-

sources available to pre-school programs under our respective
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legisltaive authorities.

Some agreements covered the initiation and conduct of special
programs such as the arrangements with the Administration on
Aging of HEW for administering the Foster Grandparents program and
with the Social Security Administration of that department in admin-
istering Medicare Alert projects in 1965. An overall umbrella
agreement with HEW facilitated joint undertakings with the Public
Health Service in developing Neighborhood Health Centers, in the
training of Home Health Aides, and in providing health and dental
care services for Head Start children.

Individual OEO programs had a variety of interagency arrange-
ments for facilitating achievement of their program goals. For
example, the Job Corps had many significant relationships with Fed-
eral agencies in the course of program operation. It worked very
closely with the Department of Labor in the matter of récruiting,

screening and placing enrollees, it received support and property
-~
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from the Department of Defense and the General Services Adminis=-
tration, medical services from the Public Health Service, and assis-
tance from the Justice Department in effecting law enforcement arr-
angements on men's training center installations. Its Conservation
Centers were administered by agencies of the Departments of Agri-
culture and Interior under a delegation of authority. A final
interagency achievement was the agreement that provided for the
payment of Job Corps enrollees through the Army Finance Center in
Indianapolis-~VISTA Volunteers were also paid through this

channel.

Contributions to the Field of Program Coordination

At the Office of Economic Opportunity, 'coordination'" was a

necessary fact of life. In the Federal bureaucracy, OEO had been

something of an anomaly: it shunned the routine of the old-line

agencies; it was the only part of the Executive Office of the

President to operate programs; it maintained a measure of control

over other programs which it had delegated to other departments;

and it was assigned a govermment-wide coordinative role.
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' could not

recognized from the outset that a "war against poverty,'
be conductéd without utilizing resources already available else-
where.,

OEO's influence in this area was felt throughout the govern-
ment. It acted not only as a spur to other departments to consider
more effective uses of their own programs, It also awakened them
to the need for coordination of the many new social welfare programs
enacted by Congress. For example, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development which has a major coordinative role, requested
and received detai;ed information on OEO's experiences and devices,
including the OEO developed "checkpoint" procedure. The OEO Com-
munity Action Agency was frequently recogniz ed as the most effective
conduit to carry Federal programs to the people who needed them.

In an effort to solve the problem of uncoordinated Federal
activities at the community level, OEO developed a new "checkpoint"

procedure, This was based on the assumption that all parties con-

cerned wanted coordination. Given this, the only thing lacking in
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its achievement was an agreed-upon and formalized mechanism which
would provide the means for separate Federal departments or agencies,
as well as for the administering State and local bodies, to get
together and establish working relationships during both the planning
and development of a project. They would also lead to a continuing
awareness of the resources and needs of counterpart programs.

OEO developed, with several other Federal agencies (e.g. HUD,
Welfére Administration, Office of Education, Labor), checkpoint
procedures assuring mutual consultation between the local community
action agencies and the local administering unit of several related
Federal programs. These procedures went into operation in communi=-
ties throughout the country.

Congress recognized the need to relate Federal programs to
community action agencies and wrote such provisions into several
Acts such as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Neigh-

borhood Facilities, and Economic Development.
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Under the checkpoint agreements, applications to an agency
with programs related to the anti-poverty effort were accompanied
by a check sheet indicating local CAP comments on the proposed
project. Similarly, CAP proposals with components relating to the
other Federal programs contained a check sheet indicating the
support of the official who had local responsibility for the
complementary program, Suchlcheckpoint forms worked both ways=--

on a strict quid pro quo basis. The omission of the check sheets

served as an alert to reviewing officers to inquire about its om-
ission. Negative comments lead to closer coordination between
the two agencies, to seek resolution of disagreements.

The checkpoint certification did not constitute a veto. It
merely ensured that the local units responsible for related.pro-
grams in a community would engage in conversations at the planning
stage, thereby opening the doors for maximum coordination and op=-

timum use of available resources on both sides.
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Public Officials Advisory Council

The Public Officials Advisory Council was created in January,
1966. The Council was formed to improve further the lines of comm=
unication between OEO and the nation's chief executives of states,
counties, and cities. A need for such close communication was in-
herent in the nature of the poverty program.

The Economic Opportunity Act created new relationships between
the Federal Government on one hand and state and local government
on the other, including Gobernatérial veto, notification require-
ments, and matching funds. Effective anti-poverty programs at the
local level required close coordination with on-going programs such
as education, welfare, health, and housing.

Twenty-five officials comprised the membership of the original
Council which included five governors, ten mayors, five county of-
ficials and five city managers, These officials represented every
area of the country, with three or four from each of the seven

OEO Regions. Also included as ex-officio members to the Council
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were the executive directors of the‘major national organizations
of public officials.

Members were appointed for a two-year period. They were
expected to serve only as long as they continued to hold their
respective positions, but it was the individual who served, not the
city, county, or state. Meetings were held on a quarterly basis
but the ex-officio members of the Advisory Council were in frequent
contact with OEO. The Office of Governmental Relations served as
a clearing house and point of referral not only for members of the
POAC but for all state and local officials.

The 1967 amendments placed greater responsibility on the
shoulders of local officials and the Council undertook a study of
OEO guidelines and their implemenfation. This study was expected
to be of value in future legislation.

The General Impact of OEO on the Federal Establishment in the
Area of Coordination

As an example of OEO coordinative activities there was the

informal day-to-day relationship which existed between a staff



page 137

manpower specialist in OEO and his counterpart in the Department

of Labor., This led to such formal agreements as the stationing of
employment service personnel in CAP centers. More importantly,
however, thé close collaboration between staff persons resulted,

for example, in a better shaping of the MDTA program to meet the needs
of disadvantaged persons for job training. MDTA slots were set

aside for CAP participants, ghe nature of MDTA training was modi-
fied to accommodate more realistic entry criteria, literacy train-
ing, more appropriate locations for training classes, and routine
involvement of OEO in the development of MDTA state plans. Formerly,
only the employment service and vocational education personnel were
involved in the process., Total integration of Employment Service
services and staff were being achieved in 1968 with CAP, with pro-
grams being developed at the local level for mutual involvement
through the various stages of the employment activity--intake,
counseling, prevocational and vocational training, placement,

follow-up, and evaluation.
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Another example of informal coardination in the manpower area
was Washington, D.C.'s United Planning Organization's computerized
job referral system which combined job orders from UPO and the USES
in one file: It was expected that all of the job orders of the :
District of Columbia govermment would be included as well. OEO

involvement and pressure toward coordination in this area resulted

in what was probably the first consolidated system of its kind.
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The Information Center

In 1964, as the new OEO set off on its task, its mission had
been stated clearly and ambiguously, explicitly and implicitly.
Its planning arm, RPP&E, was supposed to devise new places for OEO
to go and new things to do and to help ensure that the going and
doing were done well. But other parts of the organism had their
own concepts and could and did move alone. Job Corps, VISTA, and
CAP had clear images of themselves and saw no need to be reminded
of their purposes. Offshoots of CAP, such as Head Start, appeared
to strike out on their own as well. Self-determination, internally
and externally imposed pressures, and need for operational survival
contributed to the behavior of each office to react, expedite and
move without much hesitation or reflection,

A bit of magic was added to this cauldron when the Information
Center, initially part of RPP&E, utilized a computer and printed a
list of preliminary Head Start applications. Suddenly people involved

in a major exercise were not running around in their own elipses
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ignoring the elipses of others. The computer-printed word reeked
with authority and finesse. The new Information Center had planted
a maypole and the strands were picked up. Head Start, CAP and the
staff offic;s became united in this loose way rather early. VISTA
and Job Corps were holdouts because they had their own authority-
generators-~i.e., their own contracting teams of analysts and prog-
rammers with access to their own computers. It took more than a
year for the Information Center to "centralize" the data processing
activities for all of OEO.

In the early days the Information Center gathered decision
makers and operators from other government agencies; cold profess-
ionals from industry--both consultants and contractors; eager ideal-
ists from colleges, churches and communities; graduates from the
poor; volunteers from the interested; and cooperation from almost
all of the other awestruck or bemused Govermmental Departments and
Agencies, Each person, function, pressure and performance associated

with the task collectively established precedents that would become
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history. The one ingredient that was common to everyone was en-
thusiasm, There was more to be done than was normally possible.
Responsibilities which called for immediate solutions were thrust
upon everyone. Action was the keyword. Everyone became a decision
maker and an expediter.

In this atmosphere, the statistical and data processing pro-
fessionals brought a discipiine and a technology to bear on the
war against poverty that was objective and removed from the sub-
jective pressures and causes, Personnel of the various contractors
used by the Information Center performed with the same dedication
as did regular OEO employees.

The assistance from other government agencies was amazing
at times. The publicized drama of OEO was attractive to the old-
line bureaucrats. Being part of a fresh approach to problem-
solving helped vent the frustrations of their own overly-structured
organizations. It was not necessary to resort to the leverage

that the Economic Opportunity Act gave the Information Center
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(e.g., to perform "without regard to the provisions of any other
law or regulation'); other agencies cooperated freely as if the In-
formation Center and OEO were solving their problems., The Bureau
of the Budg;t approved scores of forms and survey instruments in
record time. The Bureau of the Census committed their overworked
resources to doggedly collect and process millions of Head Start
data forms.

Section 613 of the Economic Opportunity Act required the
creation of an Information Center to collect, process and dissem-
inate information on programs pertinent to the purposes of the
Act., It was stated as simply as that. The form and structure
were not prescribed; the functions to be performed were identified
only in broad terms. Since Section 613 did not establish an oper-
ating program which would directly reduce the levels of poverty,
implementation of the Section and creation of the Center was not
given the same urgent attention that other sections of the Act

received.
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Nevertheless, the need was recognized early for data con-
cerning. the scope, the magnitude and the complexion of the prob-
lem of poverty and it soon became evident that the lack of organized
information-was a serious roadblock to addressing the poverFy
problem. It soon became obvious that it would be impossible to
develop major national programs for an indeterminate population
which was often defined in inaccurate terms. The original concept
of the task of the Information Center was one of filling this void
and providing a single standard set of statistical data on which
the plans of the éperating programs could be based.

Although early in 1965 the need for creation of an Information
Center became more urgent, the organizational location of this
activity remained a matter of discussion throughout most of that
year. There were times when the discussions appeared to indicate
a "hot potato" attitude, and there were other times when it appeared

to be a "juicy plum" attitude. In a staid and bureaucratic govern-

ment organization this kind of condition could easily result in a
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delay of years in the implementatioﬁ of the organization. In OEO
this simply represented a problem to be solved. It is conceivable
that the operating programs could have continued indefinitely
utilizing tgeir own resources to obtain the kind of information
system development and processing that each independently desired.
Had this been done the cost of the information gathering, process-
ing and disseminating task would have increased dramatically,
with each operating program building its own information empire.

One point of agreement developed during the period of consideration
for the creation of an Information Center: that was that the Center
must operate as a staff organization responsive to the needs of
all, but subject to none of the operating programs from the stand-
point of direction of resources. Having established this point
the question remained of where should such an organization
belong on the-staff level.

The question of location in this period alternated between

the Office of Administration, under William Kelly, and Dr. Joseph

Kershaw's Office of Research, Plans, Programs and Evaluation.
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Both, as Assistant Directors of 0E0; could establish some justifi-
cation and right to control the information process. It was agreed
that in some respects the function was traditionally an administra-
tive type 0% operation; on the other hand RPP&E could justify its
requirement for the information on the basis of its planning and
programming mission. During this period the growing staff of the
Information Center vacillatéd between allegiance to one or the other
of these organizations.

The task was further complicated by the serious uncertainty
as to potential staff size and the resources available for per-
formance. In the summer of 1965 the nucleus of the organization
was less that 15 government employees. In this period the staff
was augmented by approximately 150 contract personnel who often
became involved in the policy and decision making process to a
degree unheard of in the usual contractor arrangement.

This situation persisted until, in the fall of 1965, Director

Shriver designated the Information Center as a separate and inde-
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pendent staff element and appointed Leon Gilgoff as Assistant
Director of OEO responsible directly to him, The Center then
began to achieve a degree of identity and independeﬁce.

At thi; time a staff of 90 civil servants was envisioned, to
be divided between three staff elements and three operating divi-
sions. Initial efforts during the formulation period had already
resulted in preliminary staffing of the three operating divisions:
(1) the Data processing Division; (2) the Communications Division;
and (3) the Information Services Division. Recruiting continued at
an accelerated pace so that by the beginning of the new year (1966)
most allocated positions were staffed. The untimely death of Leon
Gilgoff in the spring of 1966 slowed the forward movement of the
organization only briefly. During an interim period John D. Johnson,
serving as Acting Director of the Information Center maintained
the goals defined by himself and Leon Gilgoff. Johnson was made
Director in December, 1966.

The Center experienced the same phenomenon of zealous indi-

viduals, from professionals to the lowest clerical levels, as could



page 147

be found in other parts of the OEO structure. People worked long
hours without extra pay, sometimes all night when the occasion
warranted. Their weekends and holidays were frequently no diff-
erent than ;egular workdays. The computers of the Data Processing
Division ran continuously for 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. In
July, 1966, one year after the installation of the original equip-
ment, the capacity was doubied by the addition of a duplicate

set of computers. The following year arrangements were made for
replacement of these workhorse computers with faster, more sophis-
ticated and more recently developed machines.

The Communications Division, later called the Telecommunica=
tions Division, installed teletype communication facilities between
OEQO Headquarters and the seven regional offices, and was assigned
technical responsibility for teletype, short wave radio and inter-
com systems being used in Job Corps Centers. The Information Ser-
vices Division improved its library facilities and operation by

the addition of staff and advanced library techniques; this Division
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also assumed the role originally envisioned for the Information
Center of being the repository for statistical information in the
War on Poverty.

The operating programs of OEO yielded to the logic of economy
through centralized servicing of their data processing needs and
came to rely on the Information Center for the satiéfaction of their
information requirements. The Center also provided the necessary
systems to satisfy the administrative requirements of the finance
and personnel departments of the Agency.

All of this was accomplished with a minimum of civil servants
whose services were augmented by the continuing availability of a
large number of contract employees. At the urging of the Congress
and with the dooperation of the Bureau of the Budget, the civil
service strength of the Center was increased sufficiently to provide
for the ultimate elimination of most contract support. In July,
1968, this still remained a goal to be reached, although its accom-

plishment was planned during FY 1969.
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In addition to providing service and assistance to the program
and staff offices within OEO the Information Center became a
leading publisher in its own right. In 1965, initially to aid
the OEO sta%f in the planning and operation of new poverty programs,
the Information Center collected information on existing aid pro-
grams administered by the govermment. This volume listed 263

programs and was disseminated under the title Catalog of Federal

Programs for Individual and Community Improvement. For the first

time this type of information could be retrieved from one document
source and it was welcomed by the general public, local officials
and other Federal Government operations. The Catalog and the
machinery of dissemination were recognized'as part of the broad
goals laid down in Section 613 of the Act, and subsequent amendments
to it. The Inférmation Center then integrated the Catalog into a
larger effort. It designed, developed and implemented a Federal
Information Exchange System.

The Federal Information Exchange System collects data from
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Federal agencies and other sources for several purposes. First,

descriptive data is compiled on programs. In 1968, 459 programs were

published in the official (retitled) Catalog of Federal Assistance
Programs, éecond, fiscal data concerning the outlays of Federal
funds by program on a city, county and state basis were obtained

to produce a Summary of Federal Programs. The Bureau of the Budget

had published a circular in June 1967 which directed the partici-
pation of all Federal agencies to provide such information. Third,
detailed statistical and characteristic data were assimilated
from many sources for the Community Profile Project data-bank.
50-page Profiles were produced from the data-bank which described
demographic, geographic and socio-economic information for eaéh
county in the United States.

Further, in an effort to pursue the President's goal of creative
federalism, the Federal Information Exchange System developed a
technical assistance program to aid states in achieving an infor-

mation posture similar to that at the Federal level. By July,
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1968, 37 states had indicated an interest in participating in the
technical assistance program mentioned above. The general interest
of Federal agencies, legislators, State Governors and their staffs
and the pri;ate sector in the documents produced through the Fed-
eral Information Exchange System represented a clear mandate for

the continuance of this innovative effort by the Federal Government

and the States.
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The Office of Rural Affairs

President Johnson, in his Executive Order 11306.to the Nat-
ional Adviéory Commission on Rural Poverty, stated that "the problem
of poverty in rural areas is so acute as to require immediate and
special attention., The heavy migration from Rural America to the
blighted areas of our major cities clearly shows how bad economic
and social conditions are in rural areas."

Thus, Congress, in its 1967 OEO legislation, designated that
the Office of Rural Affairs be created. James D. Templeton,
former Director of the Northeast Kentucky Area Development Coun-
cil, was sworn in as Assistant Director for Rural Affairs on July
1, 1968.

The findings of the President's Commission on Rural Poverty
indicated that although rural and urban poverty were intertwined,
the problems remained unique and required separate emphasis. The

Office of Rural Affairs saw as its first priority the balancing of

OEO emphasis on urban and rural problems in order to achieve the
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goals which Congress had set to assure equitable funding for the
rural poor and provide economic opportunity in rural areas.

As set forth in Sections 240 and 241 of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Amenéments of 1967, the Assistant Director for Rural Af-
fairs would be responsible for assuring that funds allotted for
assistance to programs or projects designed to assist the rural poor
were so expended, and that éhe Office of Rural Affairs would have
as its responsibility: (1) the development of programs particularly
responsive to special needs of rural areas; (2) the establishment
of a program of research and pilot project activities specifically
focused upon the problems of rural poverty; (3) the provision of
technical assistance so as to afford a priority to agencies in
rural coummunities and to aid those agencies, through such arrange-
ments as may be appropriate in securing assistance under Federal
programs which are related to this Title, but which are not gener-
ally utilized in rural areas; and (4) the development of special

or simplified procedures, forms, guidelines, model components, and
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model programs for use in rural areas.

Since the Office of Rural Affairs only began its operations
in July of 1968, actual progress was difficult to document two
months later, when this was written. However, the Assistant Dir-
ector was involved in establishing criteria designed to achieve
an gquitable distribution of assistance. The Office was inquiring
of other agencies of the government as to the rural implications
of their work, and a study made of projects in Texas, Arkansas
and Virginia. A projected study related to the comprehensive health
planning program in Eastern Montana in collaboration with four other
Federal departments.

In September, 1968, the Rural Affairs Office, according to

an outline drawn up by its director, intended to:

-~ promote economic development programs that would attract
new industries and train the poor for the new jobs these
industries would provide;

-- bring sound managerial and technical competence into those
programs undertaken in rural areas in order that they
exercised the maximum benefit for all;

-- cooperate and coordinate with all Federal, State, and local
agencies involved in assisting the rural population so that
there would be an equitable distribution of services and
facilities;

-- foster an interchange of personnel and other methods of
cooperation between urban and rural communities, with parti-
cular emphasis on employment opportunities;

-- and, develop pilor and research projects especially foc~-
used on critical rural needs such as transportation, educa-
tion, jobs and health care.
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There were many private organizations, Templeton pointed out,
which had developed special programs for the rural poor, including
the Farmer's Union, the National Grange, the National Rural Elec-
trification-Cooperative Association, the Catholic Rural Life Con-
ference, the National Council of Churches, the Sharecroppers Fund,
the National Council of Negro Women, the Southern Rural Action
Project of the Citizen's Crﬁsade Against Poverty, and the labor
unions. Also, he said, many state and local governments had added
their efforts. The problem, howevef, had barely been touched.

OEO had accepted the challenge in the more than 600 rural community
action agencies it had developed throughout the country, most of
them attempting new ideas in their attack on some of the chronic
ills of rural poverty. The newly organized Rural Affairs Office
was expected to provide both unity and intensity in OEQ programs

directed at rural poverty.
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Office of National Councils and Organizations

More than any other Federal agency before--or since--0EO,
by concept and design, involved the support and participation of
labor and business organizations, social agencies, religious groups,
civil rights organizations, women's and youth groups, farmer's or-
ganizations, veterans and patriotic societies--in summation, virtu-
ally every group representative of American society. Not only was
their support and participation solicited but, in a decided depar-
tufe from governmental programs, project after project was designed
specifically to involve organizations outside the structure of
government. The poverfy program was to include as many of the
nation's resources as it was possible to obtain through a coordin-
ated and specific program. Shriver, more than any other man in
government, had come to realize through his experience in gaining
diverse support for the Peace Corps, the utility and strength which
could be obtained through massive American organizational ability,
merely by inviting the right people to join in. The method was to
become popular with other govermment agencies, particularly those
involved in manpower training programs. And, it was also to intro-
duce to giant American industry and powerful American labor the
concept of everyday, working involvement in at least some of the
functions of govermment--specifically those having to do with how
people lived in the United States. 1In size and intent the develop-

ment of involvement of the private sector of America in its public
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business was a distinct innovation. The expectation was, accord-
ing to at least one importantly involved participant, that the
next generation would see the need to organize an operational third
force-~the private one--in American society. Collective organiza-
tions, private non-profit institutions would do more and more of
the public business and "OEO was a very, very useful bit of exper-

ience in how to get this done,"*

Mission and Functions

The mission of the Office of National Councils and Organiza-
tions was defined by OEO as carrying out '"a program to stimulate
and coordinate participation of national and local groups in the
War on Poverty," in part by servicing OEO Advisory Councils. Among
its specific functions it was to:

--Provide executive secretarial services to advisory councils,
including: National Advisory Council, Business Leadership
Advisory Council, Labor Advisory Council, Public Officials
Advisory Council, Community Representatives Advisory Council,
and the Women's Advisory Council on Poverty;

-=-Publish a circular monthly newsletter;

-=Provide a clearing-house for state and local public officials;

-=-Stimulate support of selected national and local groups for
anti-poverty programs;

--Receive suggestions, inquiries, referrals and complaints
about operating programs from involved groups;

--Provide written materials and speakers to groups on anti-
poverty programs;

-=-Maintain records of national and local groups;

* Conversation, Hyman Bookbinder, former director Office of National
Councils and Organizations, OEO, July 5, 1968.
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--Provide assistance and advice to groups seeking to develop
anti-poverty programs; and,

--Coordinate activities of community relations staffs in VISTA,
CAP, and Job Corps.

The Councils for which the Office of National Councils served
as a secretariat, were:

The National Advisory Council, specifically authorized by the

EOA of 1964, 1Its members were selected by the President, and re-
presented religious, ethnic, and racial groups; business and labor
interests; social welfare agencies; educators; news media; and an
economist, a pediatrician, and a specialist on problems of the
aging. The Council met frequently to discuss, and to make recomm=-
endations, on problems and policies effecting the entire poverty
program,

The Business Leadership Advisory Council, composed of 39 lead-

ing business and industry leaders with particular interests in train-
ing and employment programs.

The Labor Advisory Council, made up of thirteen executive-

level trade union leaders whose particular knowledge served as a
guide for all OEO programs related to job skills, employment and
other basic programs. National area conferences, sponsored by the
AFL-CIO, served' to educate and inspire union members to participate
in the poverty program, OEO established labor liaison officers in
each of the regional offices to assure continuing labor involvement
in all of its programs.

The Community Representatives Advisory Council, was an exten-

sion of the concept of maximum feasible participation of the resi-
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dents of the areas served. Its 28 members, four from each of seven
OEO Regional centers, were independent, informed individuals who
participated actively in local programs,

The Public Officials Advisory Council, comprised of governors,

mayors, county officials, and city managers. The council reflected
OEO's interest in securing the cooperation, understanding, and sup-

port of local governments to coordinate its programs.

Other Advisory Groups

In addition to the agency-wide Advisory Councils, major OEO
programs were conceived, developed, or implemented through a number
of special advisory committees, including: the Legal Services Ad-
visory Committee with members from bar associations, legal aid agen-
cies, government, private groups, law schools, the judiciary, and
private attorneys.

Women in Community Services (WICS), comprised of four leading

national women's religious organizations, secured the unpaid ser-
vices of thousands of their members in con;inuing programs to re-
cruit and screen girls for the Job Corps, among other programs.
The Community Funds and Councils of America helped its hundreds of
affiliates to understand the nature and purpose of the Federal
programs. And, among many others, there were supportive programs
devised by such national organizations as the American Legion, the
American Bar Association and the American National Red Cross,

Religious groups were a decisive factor. Their united support

of Federal programs against poverty became a landmark of ecumenical
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social action in the United States. The National Council of
Churches of Christ, an organization of 34 Protestant, Greek Ortho-
dox and Anglican denominations, praised the OEO programs, espec-
ially Community Action. To include the poor themselves in the
planning, ercution and evaluation of programs, the Council said,
reflects "ethical insight" in the anti-poverty programs. The
Council established an Anti-Poverty Task Force which created a
field staff composed of trained persomnel to rouse the support

of local church groups.

The National Conference of Catholic Bishops issued a state-
ment denoting the unfinished business of Catholics and the Chris=-
tian duty to use our resources responsibly and generously in view
of the urgent needs of the poor.'" Pledging continued cooperation
in united efforts with the National Council of Churches, the Syna-
gogue Council of America, and other religious groups, the statement
continued:

We must encourage, support and identify with the efforts of
the poor in their search for self-determination. It is chiefly
through the attainment of control over one's personal and
social destiny that destructive feelings of despair, frustra-
tion and helplessness can be eliminated.

The Council of Jewish Federations expressed the need to build
public conviction and understanding of the problems of poverty and
urged the most active participation of all congregations. And,
the Interreligious Committee Against Poverty, with representatives

of major Jewish, Protestant, and Catholic groups, organized for

the purpose of rallying the full weight of their constituencies.



page 161

The sponsoring agencies were the S&nagogue Council of America,
representing Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform rabbis, and presi-
dents of congregations; the National Council of the Churches of
Christ; and the United States Catholic Conference, an association

of approximately 300 American bishops.

Private Enterprise

In March, 1965, Harold S. Geneen, Chairman and President of
the International Telephone and Telegraph Corporation, said some
might wonder why a major, profit-making corporation wanted to join
the War on Poverty. And he answered: "1) we in industry owe it to
our society to use our resources to cure a social ill that has been
with us too long; 2) we, in industry must maintain for ourselves .
and the nation a trained labor force; énd, 3) we in industry have
the capital, the manpower, the skills, the technology, and the
desire to get the job done."

Involvement of private enterprise had begun early in the pro-
gram. The President's Task Force on Poverty at Shriver's invita-
tion had the advice and guidance of 75 business executives in
shaping the program. Theyincluded: IBM's Chairman Thomas Watson;
Litton's Chairman Tex Thornton, and Vice President, John Rubel;
Hotel Corporation of America's President, Roger Sonnebend; Cleve-
land Electric Illuminating's President, Ralph Besse; Olin Mathie-
son's Executive Committee Chairman, Thomas Nichols; Detroit Edison's
Chairman, Walker Cisler; and Michigan Belle Telephone's Assistant

General Counsel, William Patrick.
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Women in the Anti-Poverty Program

The need for a permanent organization to coordinate all of
thg efforts in aid of the anti-poverty program volunteered by the
women of the country became evident, and in May, 1967, the Confer-
ence on Women in the War on Poverty met in Washington, D.C. Its
aim was to "obtain the broadest possible involvement of private
organizations and individual citizens in the War on Poverty." Re-
presentatives from 110 national organizations and 40 State Commiss-
iéns on the status of women attended. An Ad Hoc Advisory Committee
recommended the establishment of the permanent Women's Advisory
Council on Poverty. A year later, in May, 1968, the Second Annual
Conference on Women in the War on Poverty convened and focused its
attention on the recently issued Report of the National Advisory.
Commission on Civil Disorders and what women could do to implement
priority programs in health, education, employment, welfare, housing
and human relations.

It was to coordinate, support, and lead all of these organiza-
tions that the Office of National Councils and Organizations was in-

cluded as an important part of the OEO headquarters organization.
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Office of Public Affairs

Conducts programs to foster public understanding and support of
OEO programs and policies, and serves the public information needs
of OEO and its delegated programs.

Office of the Director

- Provides brgad direction and supervisiGn of all aspects of the OEO
Public Affairs program.

= Directs and administers public affairs and promotional staff ser-
vices to each program area of OEO, its component organizations, and
its regional and field operations.

- 8erves as the authorized spokesman for the OEO and its component
organizations to all public media of communication and as the central
point for handling queries from same. This includes radio and tele-
vision networks, newspapers, magazines, professional organizations,
advertising agencies, etc.

Administrative Staff

- Provides management planning and administrative program guidance to
the Office of the Director and Public Affairs components insuring

that all requirements as prescribed by Federal and Agency policies

are met.

~Provides budget data and coordinates budgetary and fiscal matters
with the Office of Administration.

-Schedules and organizes production of all press releases, general in-

terest publications, program fact sheets, statements, and speeches.
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- Maintains a system for control of all such materials with contract
mailing houses for material storage, distribution, and maintenance
of mailing lists,

Program and Evaluation Staff

- Plans and develops the annual overall program work plans for the
Office for Public Affairs.

- Conducts quarterly review of all OEO program objectives and analyzes
program accomplishments. Recommends additions, revisions and alterna-
tives resulting from evaluation findings to the Director, Public Af-
fairs.

- Directs and performs evaluations of specific projects and prepares
summaries and reports for the Director, Public Affairs.

- Provides press monitoring and news clipping services to the OEO

Director, senior staff, and public affairs program support areas.

Press Relations Staff

- Monitors and coordinates news stories of special and significant
nature, especially those which are adverse, with the program support
areas of public affairs in establishing and presenting OEO policy and
reaction to the press.

- Arranges and conducts conferences, seminars, and special évents for
representatives of the press medium and segments of the public and
other appropriate groups on behalf of broader understanding of OEO
program and objectives and to obtain special coverage.

- Provides auxiliary assistance to public affairs program support
areas in writing, editing, and researching including deadline assign-

ments emanating from news flaps, Congressional hearings, White House
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requests, etc.
- In the absence of the Director of Public Affairs and/or his Deputy,
acts as spokesman for the Office of Public Affairs on special news

items and inquiries which cross program lines.

Program Support Division (CAP, Job Corps, VISTA)

- Are responsible for the communication of each OEO program to the
general public and specific interest groups.

- Produce news releases, articles, speeches, etc.,, dealing with their
respective programs for use by program officials.

- Work with local and regional program people to maintain channels

of communication between Headquarters and field.

- Keep responsible officials of the Program areas advised on all mat-
ters dealing with public awareness, and public acceptance of the pro-
grams, Analyzes.public reaction and makes recommendations for special
measures to meet adverse reactions.

~ Assist in the planning of specialized information programs utiliz-

ing all of the news media on both national and local levels.

Media Services - Audio-~Visual Division

- Creates and disseminates extensive audio-visual materials for the
Agency and its component programs.

- Produces, administers, directs, and coordinates the planning, pro=
duétion, and distribution of Public Affairs OEO and OEO program films,
tapes, slides and transcribed materials for national distribution
through the use of all media.

- Compiles OEO related audio-visual materials and data for its dis-
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tribution and use by the field offices, program offices, television,
radio and general public.

- Plans and disseminaﬁes news, information and public affairs mater=
ials to bublic and commercial electronic media and is responsible for
liaison with the local and national radio, television and film media
for the Agency and its component programs.

Publications Division

- Acts as liaison for the Agency with editors of outstanding national
magazines and book publishing firms for the purpose of developing and
maintaining an interest in and placing stories on the overall war on
poverty program in their publications,

- Devises and develops specialized informational materials for the
purpose of encouraging interest in national magazines and book pub-
lishers for the war on poverty.

Speakers Bureau

- Schedules and provides all OEO speakers and support;ng materials,
arranges publicity, and works with regional offices i; coordinating
speaking engagements before local groups.

- Official OEO liaison with the National Archives for suggesting and
providing OEO memorabilia to the President Johnson Library.

- Coordinates OEO convention participation with public, private, and
professional organizations such as National Organization of Social
Workers, labor unions, etc.

Graphic Arts Division

- Creates overall graphic image for OEO and all OEO programs.
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- Designs visual materials including posters, pamphlets, brochures,

periodicals, exhibits used in communicating information on all anti-
poverty programs.

- Develéps and reviews visual material used in OEO periodicals such

as newsletters, magazines, brochures, etc.

- Prepares art work, illustrations and lettering and works with

writers to incorporate text with visual materials,
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Office of Congressional Relations

- Performs specialized Congressﬁonal liaison activities for the
Director.

- Provides information to Members and Committees of the Congress on
the purpose and operatién of each OEO program area, how it fits into
the master plan to defeat poverty, and with what effect it is oper-
ating in individual States, Congressional Districts, or other speci-
fic localities.

- Acknowledges receipt of Congressional inquiries by mail, including
referrals to appropriate programs aﬁd divisions for reply, and pro-
vides prompt service in replying to Cangressional inquiries by phone or
personal contact; if desired information is not immediately available,
causes proper research to be conducted, and assures timely reply by
operation of a suspense file system.

- Develops and recommends policies for adoption by OEO, and issues
directives and procedures relative to Congressional relationships.

-~ Advises the Director on proposed legislation bearing on poverty

or programs otherwise related to Agency interests.

- Coordinates the providing of Agency personnel to work with Congress~-
ional committees and their staffs.

- Maintains continuing liaison with committees, committee staffs, and
individual members in both Houses of Congress.

- Briefs OEO officials with respect to Agency testimony before Con-

gressional committees,



page 169

-~ Alerts the Director, OEO, to problem areas in Congressional relations
as well as to situations conductive to OEO interests.

- Maintains file, by individual Member, of Céngressional correspond-
ence.,

- Maintains library of Congressional records and publications having
any bearing on the operations of the Office of Econamic Opportunity.
- Maintains coordination with Congressional liaison officers in each
of the agency's seven Regional Offices for purposes of sharing appro-
priate information and expediting service to Congressional inquiries.
- Coordinates timely announcement of OEO grants to appropriate Mem-
bers of Congress.

- Serves as the focal point of OEO in relations with the U,S. Congress.
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