






Skip to main content


Accessibility help




We use cookies to distinguish you from other users and to provide you with a better experience on our websites. Close this message to accept cookies or find out how to manage your cookie settings.







[image: Close cookie message]











Login Alert













Cancel


Log in




×























×



















[image: alt]









	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 





[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home













 




















	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 



 

















Hostname: page-component-6b989bf9dc-zrclq
Total loading time: 0
Render date: 2024-04-09T06:18:55.670Z
Has data issue: false
hasContentIssue false

  	Home 
	>Journals 
	>Journal of Policy History 
	>Volume 30 Issue 4 
	>The Ideological Boundary Condition on Great Society...



 	English
	
Français






   [image: alt] Journal of Policy History
  

  Article contents
 	Abstract:
	References




  The Ideological Boundary Condition on Great Society Employment Policy
      
Published online by Cambridge University Press: 
31 August 2018

    Anaïs Miodek Bowring   
 
 
 [image: alt] 
 



Show author details
 

 
 
	Anaïs Miodek Bowring*
	Affiliation: University of California, Santa Cruz




  


    	Article

	Metrics




 Article contents    	Abstract:
	References


 Get access  [image: alt] Share  

 [image: alt] 

 [image: alt] Cite  [image: alt]Rights & Permissions
 [Opens in a new window]
 

 
  Abstract:
  The 1960s was a period of political opening for employment policy, when important questions about unemployment and economic insecurity were debated and a number of ambitious policies were enacted. Yet the Great Society’s employment policy agenda was also fundamentally limited in scope; it comprised interventions that reinforced rather than altered existing labor market mechanisms. Previous work suggests that primarily institutional factors were responsible for this constraint. By contrast, I contend that in addition to institutional factors, there was an ideological boundary condition on the era’s employment policy. The Johnson administration’s policymakers conformed to aspects of the liberal tradition in America, which limited policy options as well as the efficiency and efficacy of implemented policy.
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