San Francisco State University

Office of Human Relations

DEVELOPING DIVERSITY STRATEGIES FOR YOUR CAMPUS DEPARTMENT

A Resource Guide For Advancement
May 2001

Prepared by

Dr. Kenneth P. Monteiro, University Dean for Human Relations

Joe Torres, Director, Affirmative Action & Employment Equity Programs 

Jenny Baccay, Affirmative Action Analyst

Soo Lim, Office Assistant

Table of Contents

1. INTRODUCTION

2. YOUR EQUITY 86 DIVERSITY REPORT

3. CONCEPTS & DEFINITIONS

4. PROPOSITION 209

5. EXAMPLE

6. DATA

a. Comparison Chart

b. Our Demographics

c. Our.. Enrollment

d. Our Workforce

e. Availability

f. Underutilization

7. Resources

a. Diversity Resource Page from OHR Website

b. Diversityweb.org website

c. Articles

8. Exercise & Your Notes

Dear Colleagues:

Welcome to the Office of Human Relation's workshop on Developing Equity and Diversity Strategies for Your Department. We are grateful to you for allowing us to meet with you today on this important endeavor. Our role is a' simple one, to

assist you and your department in developing equity and diversity strategies that are consistent with the mission of the University and your own Department.

One of the key goals established in the University's strategic planning efforts (CUSP) and recommitted to in the accreditation review (WASC) was that each Department would develop affirmative action, diversity strategies for their particular needs. This goal is consistent with the mission of the University and the historical commitment of SFSU's community.

The Office of Human Relations (OHR) has offered facilitation, guidance and assistance to the University in achieving this goal. This workshop is a first step.

This departmental approach to developing equity and diversity strategies offers a unique opportunity for each Department to determine what is most important and relevant to it. Departments will determine their own best priorities and strategies, while receiving assistance from the OHR staff.

Departments will also be held responsible to their most important critics... themselves. Since their reports will represent their own goals or plans, they will need to ensure that these goals and plans fit their overall agenda, are achievable, and are assessed in ways that make sense to the Department. Creativity, reflection and innovation are to be encouraged. Though' project may provoke apprehension in some, remember that help is only a telephone call away. Please feel free to ask for assistance or suggest ways in which we can be more helpful.

Thank you again for joining us today.

Kenneth P. Monteiro, Ph.D. University Dean of Human Relations

Joseph M. Torres

Director of Affirmative Action & Employment Equity Programs

Strategies for Equity and Diversity: Departmental Approaches

Background

The University and its various departments have a long-standing commitment to equitable access and treatment of all SFSU community members, diversity in the membership of this community, the intellectual traditions in curriculum and the co-curricular activities of its campus life. As with all institutions, we recognize that these values are ideals toward which we aspire. Progress toward these ideals involves continued work.

In that broader context, the Committee on University Strategic Planning report (CUSP) includes variety of recommendations regarding equity and diversity initiatives, on campus. One such recommendation is that “the University should continue to make affirmative action a matter of institutional importance and commitment by requiring each academic and administrative department to develop an action plan, consistent with the University's, to hire diverse faculty, staff and administrators..."

Proposal

In order to assist the University in addressing these shied values, the CUSP recommendation and related equity and diversity goals, the Office of Human Relations (OHR) is offering technical assistance, support and facilitation to assist departments in improving their existing strategies for addressing equity and diversity as they specifically relate to their missions.

Outcome

Each Department will develop a set of priorities for which it will have goals, objectives and strategies that address affirmative action, equity and diversity. At least one goal should deal with hiring. The number and type of goals should be limited to that which is likely to be achieved. Based on guidance from each vice-presidential areas these strategies will be integrated into the relevant planning documents for that division, e.g. five-year strategic plans, hiring requests, or program review documents. The OHR will compile the strategies developed by the Departments in order to create a university wide-resource of innovative equity and diversity.

Proposed Process for Developing Strategies

Each Vice Presidential division will establish a committee that will be responsible for developing its unit strategies. The size, composition and representation on the committee will be determined by the Vice Presidents a% best fits the structure and practices of their departments. It is suggested that the committee have a minimum of 3 members including managerial, non-managerial and student representatives. Some areas, because of their size and complexity, may need more members. Representation should come from each department in the division.

Workshop 1- May 8 and 9: Conceptualizing the diversity strategies

Workshops and training on the intent, format, and processes for developing diversity strategies. Please have your team pre-register for one of two workshops.

Tuesday, May 8, 10:00-12:00 noon or Wednesday, May 9, 10:00-12:00 noon.

Bop will be held in Humanities 133.

Contact Jenny Baccay in the Affirmative Action Office at (415) 338-6435 to pre-register.

Workshop 2 - Fall 2001: Shaping the diversity strategy drafts

Teams share first drafts, ideas and comments.

Teams take the group comments and work with a facilitator to address and incorporate comments.

Workshop 3 - Fall 2001: Presentation of Final Drafts Teams present their final drafts to share best ideas. One representative from each team convenes as an editorial committee to refine the final drafts into a single document with the assistance of a facilitator.

Submission of final draft to the OHR in early December 2001 for compilation.

Example Structure for Summarizing Departmental Strategies University Mission Statement

The mission of San Francisco State University is to create and maintain an environment for learning that promotes respect for and appreciation of scholarship, freedom, human diversity, and the cultural mosaic of the City of San Francisco and the Bay Area; to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to provide broadly accessible higher education for residents Of the region and state, as well as the nation and world.

II.
Unit Mission Statement (3 examples)

Business and Finance

The purpose of the Business and Finance Division is to serve the University community by providing professional, efficient and quality human and fiscal resource services and by ensuring through planning and prudent management the integrity of such programs in support of the mission of the University

School of Nursing

"The mission of the School of Nursing is to: (1) provide baccalaureate and graduate education ire nursing for a diverse student body, (2) prepare graduates to provide quality nursing care, leadership and to act as advocates to meet the health care needs of the culturally diverse people in urban environments, and (3) to improve health care and nursing services through service to the community."

Student Affairs

"At San Francisco State University the Division of Student Affairs is responsible for the University's environment, providing a positive milieu for the faculty, administrators and staff, so that students can learn. Student Affairs is comprised of numerous units providing essential services to our students."

III.
Unit Definition of Diversity and Affirmative Action as they relate to the University's and the unit's mission

IV.
Summary of affirmative action and diversity activities currently being conducted by the unit, with reference to any relevant CUSP recommendations

V.
Affirmative Action and diversity goals objectives and strategic actions

•
Each plan must have an objective that relates to affirmative action and hiring

•
Units may also have other diversity objectives based on their missions

VI.
Conclusions

Appendix - including workforce data, PULSE or other relevant data

MISSION OF THE UNIVERSITY

The mission of San Francisco State University is to create and maintain an environment for learning that promotes respect for and.' appreciation of scholarship, freedom, human diversity, and the cultural mosaic of the City of San Francisco and the Bay One; to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to provide broadly accessible higher education for residents of the region and state, as well as the nation and world. To fulfill its mission, the university is committed to the following goals:

•
Attracting, retaining, and graduating a highly diverse student body;

•
Providing disciplinary and interdisciplinary liberal arts and professional education that is academically rigorous and intellectually challenging;

•
Providing curricula that reflect all dimensions of human diversity, and that encourage critical thinking and social and cultural awareness;

•
Recruiting, retaining, and supporting a diverse faculty whose teaching demonstrates an active engagement with their individual fields of study and whose creative and scholarly work is an extension of the classroom, laboratory, or studio;

•
Employing a staff and administration reflecting the diversity of the community and the values of the campus;

•
Fostering a collegial and cooperative intellectual environment that includes recognition and appreciation of differing viewpoints and promotes academic freedom within the university community; and

•
Serving the communities with which its student and faculty are engaged.

MISSION AND VALUES FOR THE OFFICE DEVELOPMENT AT SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVERSITY

The Office of University Development actively seeks to secure and build
long-term private support for the University

Responsibility to the University. Because we are one of the primary contacts for

many of San Francisco State University's friends, we recognize our responsibility to personify the excellence of this academic institution by the quality of our work_ Our public behavior must be guided by our dedication to San Francisco State University and must reflect the values we hold in our office.

Responsibility to Donors We consider the donor's best financial and philanthropic interests. We disclose the Foundations investment policies. We respect the privacy of donors and prospects, including requests for anonymity, and treat with great care any potentially sensitive information.
Responsibility to Volunteers. We value the contributions our volunteers make and pledge our support in helping them understand the mission, goals and practices of our institution. We work with our volunteers in a collaborative fashion to promote the purposes of San Francisco State University.

Partnership. We recognize that success in our mission is the result of team effort- teamwork among the development staff, teamwork among the advancement staff, teamwork between development and volunteers, faculty, staff, teamwork between our donors and our organization, and teamwork between the many people who are involved in San Francisco Sate University.
Integrity. We pursue honest and open communication with all persons associated with San Francisco State University.
Professional Growth. We are committed to personal and professional growth. We add value to ourselves as individuals, and collectively to San Francisco State University, as we pursue the highest levels of professionalism in our jobs.
Pluralism. The staff is committed to diversity and multi-culturalism. We welcome and actively seek to recruit, retain and promote individuals of color, women, gays, lesbians, and bisexuals, and persons with disabilities. Racial, ethnic, gender, sexual identity, disability, religious, and other individual or group differences are treated as positive opportunities for the enrichment of our educational resources and the quality of our campus life. Behaviors which are intolerant, insensitive, or discriminatory are deemed unacceptable.

DRAFT 7/13/98: Sue Beckmeyer, Cynthia Butler, Sharon Collins, Byron Johnson, Joy Morimoto, Dina Shek, Russell Olevsky, Chuck Osgood, Vince Sales

Concepts & Definitions

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY, AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND DIVERSITY

Several approaches aimed at diversifying the American workforce have been attempted over the last thirty years. These programmatic initiatives have evolved over three generations and frequently exist concurrently in many human resource programs. The popular perception that equal employment, affirmative action and diversity are one and the same, however, is far from being accurate. Each of these concepts possess is own rationale, validity and effectiveness.

The first generation approach dealing with diversity evolves around the concept of equal employment opportunity (EEO). Equal employment opportunity was established by Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Section 703 (j) provides that nothing in the Act be interpreted to require preferential treatment on the basis of race, color, religion, or national origin. It requires that individuals in the employment context should be evaluated on the basis of job-related standards only, i.e., skills, knowledge and abilities, irrespective of any particular group membership. Personnel programs, of course, attempt for identify the best possible measuring criteria for evaluating candidates foil employment, but the process in itself, and the criteria applied, are not absolutely scientific, nor are the measures always absolutely objective. The element of human judgment is always present in an employment decision.

While the concept of EEO is basically a good one, its flaw in terms of application rests on the presumption that the American society is essentially color or gender blind. All individuals in this society carry with then the "baggage" of their group membership, and identification of an individual with group characteristics or stereotypes will help to destroy the principle of merit. Thus, for example, a minority group member in the abstract is rarely presumed to be competent---no matter how qualified that person appears to be on paper-whereas white men are presumed to be competent, if a female of color, particularly in non-traditional settings, proves to be quite competent, that fact is often viewed with a degree of pleasant surprise by others, because competence was not expected. The existence of this pattern of behavior misrepresents the idea that we, as a society, make objective judgments about individuals regardless of one's group membership. Equal Employment Opportunity policies have proved useful, however, in that they have lead to a more rational development of evaluation criteria for everyone.

Affirmative Action - Over the last two decades few topics have been more controversial that affirmative action. To its critics, affirmative action is a euphemism for discrimination against to men-it is a symbol for all that has gone wrong with American society since the sixties. Its supporters say that affirmative action requirements are necessary to ensure that employers hire and promote minority-group members and women.

Affirmative Action is referred to as the second-generation approach to dealing with diversity. It is a program that identifies "protected classes." At present these include: African Americans, Asian Americans, American Indians, Hispanics, women, persons with disabilities, Vietnam era veterans and special disabled veterans. Affirmative Action is the law ands is directed toward making equal opportunity a reality for previously excluded groups. President Kennedy is credited with first using the

term affirmative action in his Executive Order 10925, which outlawed discrimination in employment by federal contractors on the basis of race, creed, color, or national origin. President Johnson, in Executive Order 11246, broadens its impact by placing enforcement authority in the Labor Department.

Affirmative Action is a set of result-oriented steps that may take race and gender into account in order to eliminate the present effects of past discriminatory practices. These result-oriented steps can include training, special recruitment, mentoring programs, special development activities, and other assistance.

Establishing goals and timetables to increase the number of individuals from protected groups in those categories where underutilization has been identified is the primary means of improving this imbalance. Contrary to popular belief, goals and timetables are not quotas, but rather objectives which an employer makes a good faith effort to meet. Quotas or court-imposed hiring ratio are very different in their legal impact. They are rarely imposed and the circumstances under which they are imposed are very limited. Quotas can be imposed only by a court. An employer cannot lawfully use quotas as method for achieving race or gender balance in its workforce, without a court sanction. Goals and timetables generally are set with reference to utilization status indicating the availability of skilled workers in the local area. Employers are not penalized for failure to meet stated goals providing they can show they have made a good faith effort.

In an educational setting, establishment of goals and timetables has the effects of:

•
Establishing the institution's priority, i.e., making it clear from the top down that workforce diversity is a matter of concern.

•
Highlighting underutilization of minorities and women on the workforce by educating faculty and staff about the extent of the problem.

•
Encouraging institutional commitment at all levels by involving faculty ad staff in setting hiring goals.

•
Involving faculty and staff in meeting hiring goals, i.e., developing strategies to overcome barriers to recruitment and retention of a diverse staff and faculty.

Taking affirmative measures in all personnel actions including recruitment, appointment, promotion, merit increase, separation and employee training aid development are of critical importance to the success of a University Affirmative Action Program.

Diversity is often inaccurately equated with affirmative action and. equal opportunity. A limited but useful distinction between the two as that at its core affirmative action and equal opportunity focus on activities intended to correct historical or contemporary patterns of discrimination or inequity in treatment or status. Affirmative action and equal opportunity also serve as the basis for specific laws and policies with specific implications for protected categories. Diversity in its broadest sense is a concern and appreciation for the variety of human difference including those protected classes in some way by law or policy (e.g., racial/ethnic groups, male/female genders disability, religion) and those that may not be as comprehensively protected by 'existing laws (e.g. sexual identity or

orientation, genders other than male/female). Thus, though a concern for diversity in an egalitarian society should also imply concern for equity, it is used sometimes more generally, without the necessary social and civil justice connotations ascribed to the terms affirmative action and equity. At a university, issues of affirmative action, equity and diversity are relevant to all aspects of academic, business and community affairs. In addressing each of them it is important to keep in mind both the general appreciation for human diversity while insuring that we are addressing, the imperative for equity in treatment and status across that diversity.

A few of those differences are outlined below:

•
Affirmative Action is retrospective in that it is designed to rectify he effects of past discrimination. Diversity, on the other hand, is prospective. It looks forward to the creation of an environment that supports the aspirations of all persons.

•
Affirmative Action excludes certain groups from consideration under its provisions. For example, it excludes white males except those who are disabled or who are Vietnam era veterans. Diversity includes all groups that are part of the working or learning environment. This will include white males, other ethnic and cultural groups persons with disabilities as well as persons of all age and sexual orientations.

•
Affirmative Action is quantitative in that it emphasizes the numerical representation of woman and persons of color in the workforce. Diversity views affirmative action efforts to increase the numbers of persons of color and women as necessary but not sufficient to create the changes in the environment that will enhance the chances of success for those who gained access through affirmative action efforts. Diversity, therefore, also emphasizes qualitative changes in the working and/or learning environment to produce a climate that is more conducive to the success of all persons, including women, persons with disabilities, and persons of color.

•
Affirmative Action is employment based and sets goals calculated on the availability of the targeted groups in the labor pool. Diversity is not limited to employment issues, but seeks to affect the quality of the institutional experiences which we have in the workplace.

•
Affirmative Action is externally driven in that it has its origin in Executive Order 11246. Diversity is internally driven flowing from the institutional of the University.

•
Affirmative Action is externally monitored and emphasizes compliance with Executive Order 11246. Sanctions are enforce externally and the reporting system is elaborated and has precise requirements. Diversity is self-monitored and responds to the institution's compliance with the requirements of its mission.

These differences, however, do not detract from the importance of Affirmative Action. What they make clear is that although the concepts are clearly linked, they should not be used interchangeably. At the current time, affirmative Action remains the best legal tool for providing access into the workplace for those who have been previously excluded and at the same time increase the diversity of the workforce. See section 7 of this manual for more resources on Affirmative Action, Equity and Diversity.

PROPOSITION 209

The passage of Proposition 209 has generated a flurry of media reports and rumors about the future of affirmative action in higher education. Some of these reports have even suggested that affirmative action is dead and there are limited 'alternatives available to replace them.

Although it is true that there has been an elimination of the use of race and ethnicity in university admissions in the University of California system, the impact of 209 on affirmative action in employment and other kinds of diversity programs has not received much attention.

One of the most important considerations in this area is the presence of federal regulations requiring both CSU and UC campuses to continue to maintain effective affirmative action programs in employment. This apparent conflict between Proposition 209 and federal regulations has already been resolved by the language in 209 which permits employers such as SFSU to continue its affirmative action efforts to meet its federal obligations. This point is, not well known by many in higher education despite efforts to get the word out.

In order to shed additional light on this important situation, OHR has included a document from the Office of the President for the University of California. This well written and researched document spells out the legal and regulatory basis for the confirmation of affirmative action programs and diversity efforts on UC campuses despite the passage of Proposition 209.

It is directly applicable to affirmative action efforts here. Although its focus is on faculty employment, staff and administrative employment would also be covered under the same rationale. The document is also useful in providing exam les of specific actions and activities that can be taken in support of affirmative action. We hope you find it useful in developing some of your department's diversity strategies.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AFFIRMATIVE ACTION GUIDELINES FOR RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF FACULTY

Office of the President
Academic Advancement
April 26, 1999

The enactment of Regents' Resolution SP-2 in 1995 and Proposition 209 in 1996 raised many questions about the status of affirmative action programs in faculty hiring, promotion, and retention in the University of California. The Regents' Resolution SP-2 states that race, religion, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin shall not be used as criteria in employment practices as of January 1, 1996. Proposition 209, which went into effect on August 28, 1997 as Section 31 of Article 1 of the California State Constitution, requires that the University shall not discriminate against or grant preferential treatment to any individual or group on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity or national origin.

However, both the Regents' Resolution and Proposition 209 contain language stating that their prohibitions do not apply to actions which are necessary to establish or maintain eligibility for any Federal program, where ineligibility would result in a loss of Federal funds to the University. As a Federal contractor, the University of California has an obligation to comply with affirmative action regulations governing all levels of employment, including academic personnel practices.) The University also has an obligation to comply with State and Federal laws that prohibit discrimination on the basis of race, sex, color, national origin, and other protected categories.

In addition, the University of California may engage in a variety of voluntary practices that, although not required by Federal affirmative action regulations, promote values of equal employment opportunity and do not otherwise run afoul of the prohibitions set forth in the State Constitution and University policy. These types of non-preferential affirmative action programs are important vehicles for expressing the University's commitment to diversity, equal opportunity, and academic freedom.

The following guidelines describe both mandatory and voluntary affirmative action programs, consistent with law and University policy, which may be undertaken to promote equal employment opportunity and diversity in the context of faculty employment practices.

1. Written Affirmative Action Plans

Federal affirmative action regulations and University policy require that all campuses maintain a written Affirmative Action Plan (or plans) covering staff, faculty, and all other academic employees. (2) For faculty, the written Affirmative Action Plan should include an analysis of whether women or minority groups are "underutilized" in any field or organizational unit. (3) Underutilization is calculated by comparing the percentage of women or minorities in the organizational unit to the percentage of women or minorities theoretically available in the field. The availability of women and minorities generally is estimated by using national data regarding recipients of Ph.D.s or other relevant degrees.

If underutilization is identified, the written Affirmative Action Plan should reflect a "goal" for hiring individuals from the underutilized group at the rate they are available in that field. (4) For example, if women are underutilized as associate and full professors in a particular organizational unit and the availability rate for women at the tenure level in that field is 25 percent, the goal would be met if there were four hires at that level during that year and one woman was hired. The process of setting goals continues until there is no underutilization. The goal is not a quota, but a reasonably attainable target against which the campus can measure affirmative action progress. (5) Neither underutilization nor the failure to meet goals is evidence of discrimination. Rather, these are analytical tools that can be used to measure the effectiveness of good faith efforts, such as the recruitment and retention programs described below.

Federal affirmative action regulations also require that all campuses collect and analyze data regarding

other academic personnel transactions such as promotion, merit pay, and termination. (6) If a campus identifies potential affirmative action problem areas, the campus must make good faith efforts to isolate the source of the problems and implement appropriate corrective action.

2. Faculty Recruitment

Federal affirmative action regulations require the University to make good faith efforts to provide equal employment opportunity in faculty hiring. (7) Pursuant to the Regents' Resolution SP-2, the University policy does not permit the consideration of race or gender in the selection process for academic appointments. Therefore, programs which allowed the hiring department to consider affirmative action in hiring decisions such as the Target of Opportunity for Diversity and the "tie-breaker" policy, are no longer available as tools to increase academic employment opportunities for women and minorities. Under current law and University policy, the most important method for promoting equal opportunity is to conduct thorough outreach and recruitment to ensure that qualified women and minorities are well represented in applicant pools for faculty positions. Many departments maintain faculty affirmative action committees that are charged with developing and implementing the practices described below to ensure departmental compliance with Federal equal opportunity standards.

Every effort should be made to conduct a thorough search and advertise widely before filling any faculty positions. Search waivers should be granted only in exceptional situations and for compelling reasons. Search efforts should include all available avenues for publicizing the position, including national publications, personal contacts, listservs, mailing lists, professional and academic conferences, and Web sites. All advertisements for faculty positions should state that the University is an "Equal Opportunity/

Affirmative Action Employer." (8) It also is consistent with University policy and obligations as a Federal contractor for advertisements to state that "all qualified applicants are encouraged to apply, including minorities and women." (9)
• Many University search committees engage in targeted recruitment activities that are consistent with

University policy and effective for increasing the numbers of women and minority applicants for academic appointments. In addition to general advertising for an open position, Federal affirmative action regulations suggest that positions be advertised with organizations and publications that are targeted to women and minority audiences. (10) This targeted advertising may be placed in nationally known publications such as "Black Issues in Higher Education" or "The Hispanic Outlook in Higher Education," or in specialized publications such as a newsletter for a women's section of a national academic organization. Each campus should develop and maintain a list of targeted publications, by field, where academic positions could be advertised.

In addition to broad advertising, federal affirmative action regulations suggest that search committees engage in other types of informational outreach to increase the numbers of women and minority candidates for faculty positions. (11) As search committee members write letters or make phone calls to their colleagues to ask about promising candidates, they may also inquire about women and minority candidates who may be interested in being considered. As search committee members attend conferences or other academic meetings for the purpose of interviewing or networking with potential candidates, they may also make a specific effort to attend conferences or meetings attended primarily by women and minorities in the field. Search committees should consult with female and minority members of the campus faculty regarding their knowledge of potential candidates, and should actively encourage

them to refer candidates. (12) In accordance with Federal regulations, a special effort should be made to include minorities and women on search committees. (13) Search committees also may broaden the pool by utilizing the resources of specialized academic and professional organizations and making efforts to identify individuals who have achieved excellence outside academe.

It is a good affirmative action practice, and consistent with University policy, for campuses to collect data regarding the race and gender of their applicant pools, and to analyze each pool prior to beginning the selection process to determine if women and minority applicants are represented in the pool. (14) If women and minority applicants are not present in the pool at the rate of their estimated availability in the field, then search committees should consider reopening their search with expanded targeted recruitment

efforts.

3. Faculty Retention

S Federal affirmative action regulations require the campuses to collect race and gender data on personnel transactions such as promotions, transfers and resignations and make good faith efforts to address any racial or gender based disparities that may be reflected in those data. (15) In addition to active recruiting during the hiring process, campuses should be vigilant to identify retention problems that may have a negative impact on faculty diversity. In addition to data collection, some campuses have conducted exit interviews with departing faculty, including minorities and women, to determine why they are leaving the University. This provides an opportunity for understanding obstacles to retention and designing effective responses to identified problems. Campuses also may want to interview faculty who have been successful in obtaining tenure, or who have remained with the University for a long period of time, in order to identify factors that contributed to successful faculty careers. Campuses may enlist senior faculty members in developing and implementing successful retention programs.

Many campuses have faculty development programs designed to assist junior faculty in their progress toward tenure. These programs provide mentors, financial support, and/or release time to support research. Although University policy prohibits the consideration of race or gender as a factor in determining eligibility for these programs, the availability of these types of assistance for all junior faculty contributes toward the retention of women and minority junior faculty. Because the benefits are provided in a formal program, they are available on an equal basis to women and minority faculty who may not otherwise be a part of informal campus support networks. Also, such programs can serve to recognize junior faculty members for additional service and mentoring they often provide to a department seeking their representation on committees and in student advising roles.

4. Distribution of Information

Information regarding the number of minorities and women appointed to the faculty at each campus and the University as a whole, and the changes in these numbers over time, is collected annually and may be distributed to faculty involved in recruitment and retention activities. This information will serve to inform the University community about the status of diversity in faculty appointments and promote widespread discussion of the issues. The Office of Academic Advancement at the Office of the President currently compiles an annual statistical report, "Composition of Graduate Students and Faculty at the University of California by Race and Sex", which is available on the Web at: httpi/www.ucop.edu/acadadv/datamgmt/pub-98.html In addition, campuses may compile their own data sets with more detailed breakdowns reflecting the status of women and minorities in faculty appointments.

In addition to demographic data, all academic administrators and faculty involved in academic personnel matters should receive information on an annual basis regarding availability, utilization, and goals in their field or organizational unit. (16) This information is important for identifying potential affirmative action problems and creating good faith programs to address such problems. Information regarding affirmative action requirements and campus specific affirmative action data should be provided to all department chairs and deans on an annual basis and might be discussed in the orientation programs for new chairs and deans held on most campuses during the fall.

5. Enforcement of Nondiscrimination Policy

Each campus should demonstrate its commitment to equal opportunity and diversity by taking active steps to disseminate and enforce the University's policy prohibiting illegal discrimination. University policy, consistent with State and Federal laws, prohibits discrimination, including harassment, on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, physical or mental disability, medical condition (cancer-related or genetic characteristics), ancestry, marital status, age, sexual orientation, citizenship, or status as a covered veteran. (17) This policy applies to all employment practices, including recruitment, selection, promotion, transfer, merit increase, salary, training and development, demotion, and separation. Campuses can promote the enforcement of this policy by having knowledgeable persons

available to facilitate resolution of complaints, by providing ready access to informal and formal channels for bringing grievances, and by conducting training for all staff and faculty regarding the requirements of the nondiscrimination policy. Campuses may promote pay equity by conducting regular analyses of academic compensation practices. Training programs regarding sexual harassment and cross-cultural sensitivity are examples of educational programs that may help prevent behavior that could lead to discrimination complaints and provide a more productive employment experience for all employees.

6. Campus Climate

Each University campus may promote faculty diversity by making every effort to provide an educational environment that is welcoming and supportive of all participants, regardless of their race, color, ethnicity, or gender. Consistent with Federal affirmative action regulations, Chancellors should issue an

annual statement reaffirming their commitment to affirmative action in employment. (18) This statement should be distributed widely to publicize the campus position regarding affirmative action and compliance with Federal regulations. (19) Campus leaders can make similar public statements declaring their support for the value of diversity in the educational community. Campus groups can sponsor speakers, discussions, and other educational events to discuss questions of affirmative action, diversity, and equal opportunity. Such discussions also may be effectively introduced on the campuses via the curriculum in a broad array of disciplines. Exploring and implementing diversity in approaches to teaching and research can support ethnic and gender diversity in the classroom, and can assist departments in diversifying and strengthening their faculty. Campuses may facilitate research efforts to pursue scholarly exploration of topics such as affirmative action, equal opportunity, and diversity in education. Campuses may provide public recognition for individuals who make outstanding contributions to the diversity and excellence of the University. Maintaining an ongoing and civil dialogue at the campus level will provide a welcoming academic environment for women and minority faculty. Such dialogues also will provide opportunities for input from a wide variety of persons including the campus leadership, faculty, staff, students and community members.

7. Valuing Diversity

It is within the academic discretion of the University to promote diversity through the expression of certain academic values in faculty selection, promotion and evaluation criteria. Campus departments may encourage faculty to conduct research that contributes to the overall diversity of the academic curriculum. Campuses may consider developing joint appointments with ethnic and women studies programs or with centers whose focus of research is on women and ethnic minorities. In addition, campuses and campus departments may consider as criteria for faculty recruitment and advancement outstanding contributions made by a faculty member toward K-12 outreach or other educational pipeline programs. Campuses may provide release time or faculty development funds for faculty who are active in research or service programs working with educationally disadvantaged students. Campus academic administrators also may be evaluated for their contributions to affirmative action and diversity in program administration and academic personnel practices. Performance reviews for deans and department chairs should include an evaluation of their efforts to promote vigorous recruitment in faculty hiring and enforce the nondiscrimination policy in all academic matters. (20)
Valuing diversity will improve the campus climate for women and minorities, and promote equal opportunity for all members of the academic community. The expression of diversity as an academic value will provide incentives and rewards for faculty contributions to the programs that will expand the pool of women and minority students qualified to become the faculty members of the next generation.
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EXAMPLE FORMAT FOR REPORTING EQUITY AND DIVERSITY STRATEGIES

We are attempting to assist in providing some consistency across departments on the style of presentations of equity and diversity strategies whether they are reported separately or within the context of another document (e.g. existing program `reviews, hiring plans, multi-year comprehensive strategic plans). We reviewed examples of reports and have provided an example that uses a particularly common, practical and simple format.

The report is intended to be very brief. It is a working, practical document to be used by those writing it to guide the department's actions. It is not intended as a comprehensive reporting document to another entity or office, though its contents may be integrated into such a document when ever useful.

The parts: The
background statement allows the reader to know the current status of the
unit regarding a particular set of goals and objectives. It sets context and gives some rationale for the goals and objectives that are chosen as department priorities. The number and type of goals and objectives should be consistent with the mission of both the University and the department. Though it is recommended that departments consider fewer objectives with achievable goals, some departments may be capable of a greater number of objectives. If so, the report might cluster several goals/objectives by thematic areas (e.g. outreach, educational programs, complaint processes etc).

Within each theme, it may be easiest to take each goal_, separately, followed by the objective or objectives that will demonstrate achievement of the goal with the benchmark activities that signal various levels of achieving the goal. The basic outline of the summaries then would be:

I. University Mission

II. Department Mission

III. Background

a. Define Affirmative Action and Diversity in manner relevant to your department

b. Summarize exemplars of past or current AA or diversity projects

IV. Theme #1 (general area of work)

A. Goal 1.1 -- general thing that we wish to achieve

1. Objective 1.1.1 -- specific outcome (observable) that would show the goal or part of the goal had been totally achieved.

a. Strategic action/Benchmark-- the observable event or activity that, if
done, would achieve part of the overall objective

Note: With this format, your first level assessment (and possibly only necessary level of assessment for many goals is already delineated. Assessment will be primarily an evaluation of where you are with the strategic actions/benchmarks. Additional assessment may be necessary for particular goals; however, much of it will follow directly from your planning document.

Office of Human Relations Hypothetical First Draft of One Goal

The mission of San Francisco State University is to create and maintain an environment for learning that promotes respect for and appreciation of scholarship, freedom, human diversity, and the cultural mosaic of the City of San Francisco and the Bay Area; to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to provide broadly accessible higher education for residents of the region and state, as well as the nation and the world.

II. The Office of Human Relations assists the University in fostering an environment that is welcoming and engaging for all.., people, that prepares and inspires its students for participation and leadership in a pluralistic society; and that promotes equal access for all to develop their full professional potential.

III. Background:

a. For the purposes of the OHR, Affirmative action consists of programs that actively take into account race, gender, national origin, disability, or veteran's status to remedy the effects of past discrimination. The term diversity is used to describe an environment that accommodates that rich cultural mixture of the United States and the State of California. & diverse community encourages mutual respect and understanding at all levels, for all groups and individuals within the University.

The OHR was first proposed in the 1989 report from the University wide Commission on Human Relations: Focus on racism and other forms of Discrimination. The office was first opened under the leadership of a director. The first Dean of Human Relations was appointed in 1995. The University reopened the office with broader responsibilities and services in 1998. The current office of Human Relations includes the former offices of Affirmative Action/Employment Opportunities, Disability Programs, and Disability Resource Center. In addition to the responsibilities and services provided by those offices, the new Office of Human Relations provides consultation and services related to conflict management and resolution and alternative dispute resolution. The Office is also charged with assisting all areas of the university in diversity related programming, planning, policy review and ' policy development.

Some of the initiatives of the office include regular forums and symposia on equity and diversity related issues, trainings on legal consequences of discriminatory or harassing behaviors, cultural activities that promote the appreciation of human diversity and alternative dispute resolution consultation and training.

With the rapid creation and transformation of this office, many members of the University community may not be familiar with all of the functions of the new office. In order to best serve the campus, it would be useful for all campus members to have easy access to information about the office's services. The OHR maintains a website at http://www.sfsu.edu/-ohr; however, not all community members have equal access to or

facility with website-based information` Thus one thematic area of the planning strategies for the office will be to create and distribute improved printed information regarding the offices functions and services, how to access those services and the potential value these services may have for a variety of the campus's community members.

IV. Theme Public Relations

A. Goal - Better educate the campus on the mission, vision, functions and services of the OHR.

1. Objective - Provide and widely distribute a clear and accessible brochure and about the mission, vision, functions and services of the OHR.

a. Benchmark 1 -- create writing group

b. Benchmark 2 -- produce draft
c. Benchmark 3 -- produce accepted final copy
d. Benchmark 4 -- print and have available in all departmental offices, student center, student housing locations, and university auxiliaries.

Assessment for this example then is primarily about whether items "a" through "d" occur d. Additional assessment might include some survey, of whether anyone was using the handbook, how clear and useful they found the material, etc. Need and resources might influence the amount and type additional assessment.

Though these examples are presented in outline form and we would suggest that writers could outline their reports as a writing strategy, the final form could be in prose format (full sentences and paragraphs) for easier integration into other documents. Or in a table or graphic format to make the goals and objectives easier and quicker to display in their summary form for working meeting groups who do not need the entire report.

a. Comparison Chart

	
	2000 Demographics
	Representation Fall 2000

	
	California
	Bay Area
	Students
	Staff
	Faculty
	Admin.

	White
	47%
	50%
	36%
	71%
	70%
	71%

	Hispanic
	32%
	19%
	14%
	6%
	6%
	6%

	Asian/ PI
	II %
	20%
	38.5%
	15%
	15%
	15%

	Black
	6%
	7%
	6.5%
	8%
	6%
	8%

	Am.Indian
	0.5%
	0.4%
	0.7%
	0.7%
	1.2%
	1%

	Other
	0.2%
	0.3%
	5%
	0%
	2.5%
	0%

	Multi Race
	2.7%
	3.3%
	--
	---
	---
	--‑

	Male
	50.2%*
	49.97%*
	39%
	44%
	56.50%
	57%

	Female
	49.8%*
	50.03%*
	61%
	56%
	43.50%
	43%


*Data represent population projections through July 1, 2000.

Source from California Department of Finance, Demographic Reseach Unit

b. Our Demographics

CALIFORNIA POPULATION BY RACE/ETHNICITY*

	Race/Ethnicity
	Number
	Percent

	Total Population
	33,871,648
	100.0

	White

	15,816,790
	46.7

	Hispanic

	10,966,556
	32.4

	Black

	2,181,926
	6.4

	American Indian

	178,984
	0.5

	Asian 

	3,648,860
	10.8

	Pacific Islander

	103,736
	0.3

	Other

	71,681
	0.2

	Two or More Races

	903,115
	2.7


BAY AREA** POPULATION BY RACE/ETHNICITY*

	Race/Ethnicity
	Number
	Percent

	Total Population
	6,659,481
	100.0

	White

	3,306,272
	49.7

	Hispanic

	1,285,759
	19.3

	Black

	495,678
	7.4

	American Indian

	24,091
	0.4

	Asian 

	1,274,874
	19.1

	Pacific Islander

	33,386
	0.5

	Other

	18,225
	0.3

	Two or More Races

	221,196
	3.3


*Source from California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, California State Census Data Center, Census 2000 PL94-171+A5

**Bay Area Counties include Alameda county, Contra Costa county, Marin county, San Francisco county, Santa Clara coutny, Solano county and Sonoma county.

c. Our Enrollment

STUDENTS

Enrollment 
Fall 2000

Number, Percent

Undergraduate  20,365 75.9%
Graduate 6,461 24.1%
Total
26,826

BY GENDER

Men
10,475
39.0%
Women
16,351
61.0%
BY ETHNICITY (UNDERGRADUATE)

African American 
1,543
6.5%
American Indian
159
0.7%
Asian American 
6,659
28.2%
Chicano, Mexican American 
1,622
6.8%
Filipino
2,277
9.6%
Other Latino
1,673
7.0%
Pacific Islanders
167
0.7%
White Non-Latino
8,462
35.6%
All Other
1,167
4.9%
Total number of students of color 
15,303

59.5% 
Total number of students of reporting ethnicity 
23,765

88.6%
Source from SFSU FACTS 2000

Note: In Fall 2000, there are 743 students with permanent disabilities receiving assistance from the Disability Resource Center.

d. Our Workforce

FACULTY AND STAFF

	Employees ---- Fall 2000
	Number
	Percent

	Faculty

	1,696
	52.5

	Staff

	1,534
	47.5

	Total

	3,230
	

	Faculty
	
	

	Tenured/Tenure-track

	754
	44.0

	Lecturers

	942
	55.0

	Counselors

	16
	1.0

	Total

	1,712
	

	Staff
	
	

	Clerical & secretarial

	362
	23.6

	Technical & paraprofessional

	624
	40.7

	Management/Confidential

	145
	9.5

	Academic support

	174
	11.3

	Service and maintenance

	110
	7.2

	Skilled crafts

	42
	2.7

	Health Care

	58
	3.8

	Public safety

	19
	1.2

	Total

	1,534
	


Source from SFSU FACTS 2000

Note: In Fall 2000, there are 21 faculty members and 13 staff members with permanent disabilities receiving assistance from the Disability Program Unit.

FACULTY 
Fall 2000

Number, Percent

Faculty by Gender (Tenured/Tenure Track)

Male
426
56.5

Female
328
43.5

Faculty by Ethnicity (Tenured/ Tenure Track)

African American 
43
5.7

American Indian 
9
1.2

Asian American
102
13.5

Filipino
8
1.1

Mexican American
31
4.1

Pacific Islander
1
0.1

Spanish-surnamed
12
1.6

White
529
70.2

Other non-White
19
2.5

Source from SFSU FACTS 2000

Administrator ---- Fall 2000

	Administrator by Gender
	Number
	Percent

	Male

	78
	56.9

	Female

	59
	43.1

	Administrator by Ethnicity*
	
	

	White

	97
	70.8

	Black

	11
	8.0

	Hispanic

	8
	5.8

	Asian

	20
	14.6

	American Indian

	1
	0.7

	Other

	0
	0.0

	Staff ---- Fall 2000

Staff by Gender
	Number
	Percent

	Male

	500
	43.7

	Female

	644
	56.3

	Staff by Ethnicity*
	
	

	White

	97
	70.8

	Black

	11
	8.0

	Hispanic

	8
	5.8

	Asian 

	20
	14.6

	American Indian 

	1
	0.7

	Other

	0
	0.0


*Ethnic Terms were chosen to correspond with U.S. Census. Data represent permanent employees only. Source from HR data base through Oct. 2000

Advancement

Workforce through October, 2000

	
	Male
	Female
	WHITE
	BLACK
	HISPANIC
	ASIAN
	AMER IND
	OTHER
	TOTAL

	Office of Vice President
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	1
	
	_
1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Staff
	
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Alumni
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government Relations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Staff
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public Affairs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Staff
	3
	1
	3
	1
	
	
	
	
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Publications
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Staff
	1
	5
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Advancement
Workforce through October, 2000

	
	Male
	Female
	WHITE
	BLACK
	HISPANIC
	ASIAN
	AMER IND
	OTHER
	TOTAL

	Development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	16

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	2
	3
	2
	
	
	3
	
	
	5

	Staff
	4
	7
	6
	
	2
	3
	
	
	11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cap Design/Construction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrator
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Staff
	
	7
	5
	1
	
	1
	
	
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	14
	30
	31
	2
	2
	9
	0
	0
	44

	TOTAL IN PERCENTAGE
	32%
	68%
	70%
	5%
	
	5%
	20%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE: Shaded area represents under utilization. Ethnic category names are chosen to correspond with terms used in the 1990 U.S. Census.

	Underutilization is defined by 41 C.F.R. 60-2.11(b) as having fewer minorities or women in a particular job group than would reasonably expected given their availability.


e. AVAILABILITY

	
	Underrepresented Groups
	

	JOB GROUP
	WOMEN
	BLACK
	HISP
	ASIAN
	AM IND

	ADMINISTRATOR IV
	42.5%
	5%
	6.2%
	7.8%
	0.3%

	ADMINISTRATOR III
	43.6%
	5.2%
	5.4%
	10.2%
	0.8%

	ADMINISTRATOR I / II
	54.3%
	9.8%
	7.5%
	19.7%
	0.4%

	TENURE TRACK FACULTY*
	50.8%
	7.3%
	7.6%
	5.1%
	0.7%

	LECTURERS**
	41.8%
	5.3%
	6.2%
	14.3%
	0.2%

	COACHES
	21.3%
	11.2%
	9.7%
	4.5%
	2.2%

	LIBRARIANS
	71.2%
	8.3%
	3.5%
	9.5%
	0.1%

	ACADEMIC SUPPORT (SSP)
	51.7%
	6.1%
	4.7%
	11.6%
	0.3%

	PHYSICIANS
	25.9%
	3.5%
	3.5%
	13.6%
	0.1%

	HEALTH CARE PROFESSIONAL
	84.7%
	7.3%
	6.1%
	21.2%
	0.4%

	PUBLIC SAFETY
	29.4%
	9.6%
	11.1%
	13.7%
	1.3%

	COMPUTER SYST/ANLYSTS/RSCH TECH III
	45.6%
	4.6%
	6.6%
	22.7%
	0.1%

	IS TECH/ ETECH III (INST)
	34.9%
	2.7%
	13.0%
	18.2%
	0.0%

	IS TECH/ ETECH I/II (INST)
	53.4%
	8.0%
	12.1%
	32.2%
	0.8%

	ACTG III / LIB ASST II/III
	59.8%
	7.9%
	7.7%
	32.2%
	0.9%

	ACCT I/II / LIB ASST I
	55.9%
	10.5%
	10.7%
	28.8%
	0.4%

	TRADES
	5.2%
	8.2%
	18.6%
	14.3%
	0.6%

	MAINTENANCE
	29.6%
	11.7%
	26.7%
	25.1%
	0.4%

	AA/S / RSCH TECH I / II
	63.4%
	9.6%
	8.1%
	23.6%
	0.2%

	ASC / ASA
	73.3%
	13.5%
	14.2%
	32.2%
	0.5%

	* Represents combined data for all academic disciplines.

Data for individual disciplines will be made available later.

	** Represents reasonable area requisite skills based on 1990 U.S. Census. Data for 2000

	U.S. Census will be made available later.


f. UNIVERSITYWIDE UNDERUTILIZATIONS BY JOB GROUP

	Job Group
	Underrepresented Groups

	ADMINISTRATOR IV
	Women
	----
	Hispanic
	Asians
	Native Amer

	ADMINISTRATOR III
	---
	Blacks
	---
	---
	Native Amer

	ADMINISTRATOR I / II
	Women
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	Asians
	--‑

	TENURE TRCK FACULTY
	Women
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	---
	Native Amer

	LECTURERS
	---
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	Asians
	Native Amer

	COACHES
	---
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	---
	--‑

	LIBRARIANS
	---
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	---
	Native Amer

	ACADEMIC SUPPORT (SSP)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	Native Amer

	PHYSICIANS
	---
	Blacks
	---
	---
	Native Amer

	HEALTH CARE PROFFSSIONAL
	---
	Blacks
	---
	Asians
	Native Amer

	PUBLIC SAFETY
	Women
	Blacks
	---
	---
	Native Amer

	COMPUTER/SYS ANLYSTS/
	Women
	---
	Hispanic
	---
	--‑

	RSCH TECH III
	Women
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	Asians
	Native Amer

	IS/ ETECH III (INST.)
	Women
	Blacks
	---
	Asians
	Native Amer

	IS/ ETECH II (INST.)
	---
	Blacks
	---
	---
	Native Amer

	ACTG/ LIB ASST III
	---
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	---
	Native Amer

	ACCT/ LIB ASST I - II
	Women
	---
	Hispanic
	---
	

	TRADES
	---
	---
	Hispanic
	---
	

	MAINTENANCE
	---
	Blacks
	Hispanic
	Asians
	

	AA/S
	---
	---
	---
	---
	

	ASC / ASA
	
	
	
	
	

	Underutilization is defined by 41 C.F.R. 60-2.11(b) as having fewer minorities or women in a particular job group than would reasonably expected given their availability.


SFSU Diversity Village
This is an informal diversity resource listing, where we share the websites of groups and organizations that address issues related to human relations, equity and diversity. The listing is not intended to be definitive. New links can be added by sending suggestions to ohr@sfsu.edu. Inclusion is determined by the web manager. The Office of Human Relations presents this listing as a service and does not imply endorsement or responsibility for the content of individual links.

Academic Diversity

Faculty and Staff Organizations Student Diversity

.
Race/Ethnicity

.
Gender & Sexual Identity

.
Persons with Disabilities

.
Religion/Spirituality

.
Political Organizations

Cultural/Religious Calendars Human Resources Non-SFSU Resources

Academic Diversity (back to index)

Center for Applied Cultural Studies & Educational Achievement (Contact Person: Dr. Wade Nobles, 415/338-6806 or 415/338-6236)

Cesar Chavez Institute Courses

Community Access and Retention Program

Disability Resource Center

E.O.P. (Educational Opportunity Program)

Ethnic Studies

Asian American Studies

Black Studies

Raza Studies

American Indian Studies

Gay, Lesbian, and Bisexual Studies

Human Sexuality Studies

Institute on Disability - Disability Programs Unit

Jewish Studies

Women's Studies

Academic Affirmative Action Committee

(Contact Person: Relda Robertson-Beckley, 415/338-6856)

All University Committee on Students, Faculty & Staff with Disabilities

(Contact Person: Don Brown, 415/338-3905)

Black Faculty and Staff Association

(Contact Person: Willie Mullins, 415/338-2208)

Chinese American Faculty Association

(Contact Person: Jamie Eng, 415/338-2138)

La Raza Faculty and Staff

(Contact Person: Jim Quesada, 415/338-1633)

Multicultural Task Force (Academic)

(Contact Person: Lisa White, 415/338-1209)

University Women's Association

(Contact Person: Susan Fox-Wolfgramm, 415/338-1953)

Student Diversity (back to index) 
Race/Ethnicity (back to index)

African/African American

Afrikan/Black Student Union

Black Students in Psychology

(Contact Person: Flora White-Cooper, 415/452-4210)

National Society of Black Engineers (NSBE)

Asian/Asian American

Asian Student Union

Chinese Student Association

Hong Kong Student Association

Indian Student Association - "DESI" Club

Korean Student Association (KSA)

Pacific Islanders' Club -- more info here

(Contact Person: Aileen Cruz, 650/757-3796, pis ,sfsu.edu)

Pilipino American Collegiate Endeavor

Taiwan/Chinese Students Association

Vietnamese American Association

(Contact Person: Hai Ho, 415/584-2938, vaa@creasian.com)

Faculty and Staff Organizations (back to index)

Latino/Latino American

La Raza Health and Science Association

(Contact Person: Monica Miranda, 415/333-6020, racalud@sfsu.edu)

La Raza Students in Psychology

(Contact Person: Salvador Ramos, 415/647-7296, razapsyl@sfsu.edu)

La Raza Student Organization

(Contact Person: Wendy Rodriguez, 415/215-1451, larazasf@sfsu.edu)

Movimiento Estudiantil Chicano de Aztlan (MECHA) (Contact Person: David Partida, 415/431-1687, yes420@sfsu.edu)

Society of Hispanic Professional Engineers

Native American

American Indian Science & Engineering Society

(415/338-1929)

American Indian Student Journalism Association

(415/338-1929)

Gender & Sexual Identity (back to index)

Women

Society of Women Engineers (SWE)

Women's Leadership Network

Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, or Queer

EROS (Education & Referral Organization for Sexuality) (415/338-2457)

Queer Alliance

Persons with Disabilities (back to index)

Disabled Residents Association

(Contact Person: Carla Myers, 415/406-5705)

Religion/Spirituality (back to index)

Catholic Students Group

(Contact Person: Roselle Ruperto, 415/861-8406)

Chinese Campus Evangelical Fellowship

Ecumenical House

(Contact Person: Rev. Jeff Calder, 415/333-4920 or 415/334-1590)

Hillel (Jewish Student Center)

Muslim Students Association (415/338-6829)

World Peace Buddhists

(Contact Person: Saori Yada, 415/584-9305, myoho@sfsu.edu)

Political Organizations (back to index)

College Republicans

(Contact Person: Juan Valladares, 415/577-8907)

International Socialist Organization

(Contact Person: Leticia Arellano, 415/522-1895)

Cultural/Religious Calendar (back to index)

College of Creative Arts: Performing and Visual Arts Calendar

Calendar of Holidays and Festivals by NCCJ

Diversity Web-A Resource Hub for Higher Education
http://wvvw.diversityweb.org/

[Text Only]
Current Highlights:

Browse the new edition of Diversity Digest. focused on student experience.

Explore model student Intergroup relations programs in the Student Involvement and Development section of the Recommended Resources.

AAC&U releases a new Survey on Diversity Requirements.

Resources on Diversity Web are organized around seven Campus Diversity Priorities:

Institutional Vision, Leadership and Systemic Change

Curriculum Transformation

Student Involvement and Development

Faculty and Staff involvement

Campus and Community Connections

Policy and Legal Issues 
Research Evaluation and Impact

Developed by the Association of American Colleges and Universities and the University of Maryland, in collaboration with Diversity Connections and Diverse CD, available at Diversity Links. Comments and questions about this page can be directed to diversity-web @umail.umd.edu.

This page last updated April 2001 PG

Copyright 1996 - 2000 Association of American Colleges and Universities and the University of Maryland, College Park. All rights reserved. Permission to redistribute the contents without alteration is granted to educational institutions for non-profit administrative or educational purposes if proper credit is given to the Association of American Colleges and Universities and the University of Maryland, College Park as the source.

Recommended Resources 

Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Institutional Evaluation

•
Campus Climate and Evaluation Tools

•
Curriculum and Student Learning Outcomes

•
Student and Public Attitudes

•
Benefits of Diversity

•
Active Organizations and Associations

•
Related Sites

Faculty and Staff Involvement

•
Faculty and Staff Recruitment, Promotion, and Tenure

•
Faculty Development and Involvement

•
Campus-Based Models and Policies

•
Faculty Development Programs and

Opportunities

•
Teaching Strategies and Classroom Climate Issues

•
Active Organizations and Associations

•
Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Related Sites

Campus-Community Connections

•
Campus-Community Partnerships
•
Citizenship and Values

•
Community Response to Diversity Efforts

•
Communicating About Diversity Issues

•
Handbooks and Guides

•
Active Organizations and Associations

•
Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Related Sites

Curriculum Transformation

•
Quick List of Course Syllabi

•
Principles and Practices

•
Diversity Requirement Models

•
Courses Meeting General Education Requirements

•
Advanced Courses in US and Global Pluralism

•
Transformed Courses within the Disciplines

•
Interdisciplinary Programs

•
Active Organizations and Associations

•
Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Related Sites

Student Involvement and Development

•
Student Recruitment. Retention and Mentoring
•
Identity and Intellectual Development

•
Student Affairs

•
Student Leadership and Campus Activism

•
Inter intra Group Relations

•
Peer Education/Diversity Training
•
Active Organizations and Associations

•
Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Related sites

Political and Legal Issues

•
Affirmative Action Frameworks and Policies

•
Making the Case for Affirmative Action

•
Politics and Campus Diversity

•
Judicial Issues

•
Legislative Issues

•
Active Organizations and Associations

•
Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Related Sites

Inst. Vision, Leadership, & Systemic Change

•
Institutional Statements and Plans ( Research, Evaluation, and Impact

•
Campus Climate and Culture • Related Sites

•
Active Organizations and Associations
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Diversity

Creating an Intercultural Campus: A New Approach to Diversity

Greg Tanaka, Former Director, The Intercultural Initiative, Loyola Marymount University, and Academic Director, Department of Human Development, Pacific Oaks College, Parker Johnson, Acting Assistant to the President for In​tercultural Affairs, Loyola Marymount University, and N. Brian Hu, Director of Institutional Research, Loyola Marymount University

RESEARCHERS HAVE RECENTLY COMPLETED A THREE-YEAR PROJECT TO CREATE ONE OF 'THE FIRST INTERCULTURAL UNIVERSITY CAMPUSES" AT LOYOLA MARYMOUNT UNIVERSITY: AS A RESULT OF VARIOUS INSTITU​TIONAL INTERVENTIONS, RESULTS SHOW POSITIVE OUTCOMES REFLECTED IN INCREASED OPTIMISM ABOUT RACE RELATIONS, A REDUCTION IN INCIDENTS OF RACIAL HARASSMENT, AND A STRENGTHENED CAMPUS COMMUNITY. THESE FINDINGS ALSO SUGGEST THAT "INTERCULTURALISM" MAY CONSTITUTE AN ALTERNATIVE TO "MULTICULTURALISM" AS A FRAMEWORK FOR CULTURAL DIVERSITY.

Background

Four years ago, a rise in acts of racial ha​rassment at Loyola Marymount University prompted a search for new ways to orga​nize our campus understanding about di​versity. Formerly all white, the campus had in recent years come to comprise 50 percent students of color. Because of its history, a Western and Eurocentric frame-work had dominated campus life exclud​ing the cultural voices and histories of peo​ple of color. We found that the university's "multicultural" approach to diversity was one founded on a "binary opposition" to whiteness. We believed, therefore, that this approach might be hin​dering efforts to bring this racially diverse campus together.

To test the feasibility of creating an "in​tercultural" campus-where "intercultur​alism" is defined as "learning and sharing across difference where no one culture dominates"-Loyola Marymount Univer​sity introduced intercultural interventions into all its major internal functions: staff interaction, curriculum, pedagogy, a stu​dent certificate program in intercultural competency, and faculty hiring. Using an "action research" approach (Elden and Chisholm, 1993), researchers established six committees working out of the univer​sity president's office that reached across all units, ethnic groups, and institutional strata. These committees formed the spe​cific strategies for institutional change.

The Intercultural Plan

Intercultural interventions were created for the major internal functions of the univer​sity. A year-long student Certificate Pro-gram in Intercultural Competency that made power and privilege the starting point for learning was created for juniors and seniors. In addition, a number of two-hour student intercultural leadership train​ing sessions were organized. For staff inter-cultural training, two sessions were created to teach employees cultural awareness and how to make their workplaces intercul​tural. After just two years, 50 percent of all staff had participated voluntarily in these sessions.

A novel idea was also used to build di​versity into the curriculum of core aca​demic departments. Loyola Marymount engaged outside consultants from discrete disciplines to work with faculty in key de​partments on diversifying disciplinary cur​ricula. To teach professors how to teach in a diverse classroom, the project brought in outside consultants to talk about different - learning and teaching styles with groups of 20 professors (from mixed disciplines) at a time. To create intercultural discussion in faculty hallways and department meetings, an innovative approach was initiated to in-crease minority faculty hiring. We invited departments to compete with each other by nominating to the academic vice presi​dent "extraordinary candidates" they found on their own, just as any depart​ment could do at any time. Many of these approaches can be adapted for use on other campuses.

Outcomes

To track the effects of these organizational changes, focus groups and surveys of stu​dents, staff, and faculty were conducted in the first year of the project and again in the third year. Findings show that the in​tercultural interventions have led to many positive outcomes.

When students, staff; and faculty partic​ipate in intercultural activities, they feel more comfortable discussing ethnic issues with others in the campus community, are more likely to have positive interactions with people from different ethnic backgrounds, believe race relations are good on campus, and experience enhanced feelings of control over campus policies. In contrast, when members of the campus com​munity do not participate in intercultural activities, they do not experience improve​ment in intercultural skills. Where there is high university commitment to interculturalism, faculty and staff indicate higher satisfaction with the environment for teaching and learning, and their intercul​tural understanding and skills were im​proved over the previous year.

In 1998 (the first year of the project), African American students reported a sig​nificantly higher incidence of racial dis​crimination than white students, but by 2000 (the final year of the project) there was no significant difference in reports of racial harassment. We believe this is a sig​nificant indication that our intercultural approach is having a positive effect on the campus racial climate even though not everyone is participating.

We have now tested intercultural mod​els for all the major functions of a univer​sity. We believe that this means a founda​tion is now in place to create an intercultural university campus. At the same time, only a fraction of the campus community has participated in planned in​tercultural activities-50 percent of all staff, 20 percent of the faculty and 15 percent of the students. We still have a long way to go, therefore, before this university is truly "an intercultural campus."

This initial research gives us confidence, however, that it is possible to transform an entire organization through a concerted ef​fort to modify behavior in a university's major internal functions-student affairs, curriculum, pedagogy, staff interaction, and faculty hiring. This kind of effort and sustained evaluation is rare in higher edu​cation research where many fine studies of diversity are conducted using nationwide survey instruments, but few have tracked the attempt to change an entire institution.

A New Theory Base for Diversity in Higher Education

An earlier study of 157 colleges and uni​versities had established for researchers at LMU that white students at diverse insti​tutions experience greater overall satisfac​tion with college when they participate personally in cross-cultural learning and social activities (Tanaka, Bonous-Ham​marth, and Astin, 1998). A second study had shown, however, that white students at a "multicultural" college felt excluded from diversity and often resentful of it (Tanaka, 1997). It had not been demon​strated whether it might be possible to im​prove upon a multicultural framework by creating a level playing field for all cultures that includes members of formerly "domi​nant" cultures.

The form of "interculturalism" devel​oped at Loyola Marymount University-where each person has a voice-appears to be an effective framework for cultural di​versity. The model tries to include all cul​tural voices, but does not put any group on the defensive. In staff training sessions or student dialogues, for example, privilege and victim status are discussed but no one is made into a target. For instance, a white male (or heterosexual) may still find it un​comfortable to participate in some discus​sions, but s/he may also find great relief in learning that privilege is not initially per​sonal, but structural-and that s/he can help create liberating practices for others. These kind of sessions end by asking participants how they would construct an en​vironment that is favorable to all members of the campus community.

Conclusion

The greatest surprise in administering this project is that the intercultural inter​ventions have had measurable, positive im​pacts on students, staff and faculty after just two years of actual programming. In addition, it is an encouraging development for higher education research that grants can be the impetus for a working model that, if applied over an extended period of time, might well create a new kind of uni​versity campus in the United States.

We believe that we need to move away from binary constructions of culture and difference-and instead envision a social field in which all individuals, whatever their racial or cultural background, includ​ing those of formerly "dominant" groups, are accommodated.
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To find out more about interculturalism and its promise as a vehicle for reinvigorat​ing diversity on campus, see Greg Tanaka, The Intercultural Campus: Transcending Culture and Power in American Higher Education (New York Peter Lang Publish​ing forthcoming).

Not Counting Heads, BUT making heads COUNT

“If we want to ensure organizations that their culture can make adjustments and change, and benchmark what they are doing right, our best hope is to be able to train diversity practitioners who can then become facilitators and workshop leaders.”

Dr. Samuel Betances is one of the most familiar names in the field of diversity and diversity training. He has appeared on The Phil Donahue Show, was a keynoter with Oprah Winfrey, and a guest expert on a Peter Jennings' special on prejudice and children.

As one of the leading motiva​tional speakers in America today, he is sought after by such Fortune 500 companies as AT&T, McDonald's, Merrill Lynch, and Coca-Cola for his expertise in diversity training. He has covered all 50 states, as well as Japan, Europe, Latin America, the Caribbean, and the Pacific, with his message.

After more than 15 years of speaking to the issue of diversity and providing workshops across the country and globe, Betances will now be speaking in his home-town of Chicago as part of

Northeastern Illinois University's new Workforce Diversity Institute, launched in October. As part of this center, which provides diversity training and awareness, Betances, along with his company, Souder, Betances and Associates, will act as a senior consultant and is expected to draw in local companies and groups with his name.

"The Institute is unique in the sense that it recognizes the need to provide services to organizational leaders who are interested in learn​ing how they must do things differ​ently...," said Betances.

A part of Northeastern going back to the early '70s, Betances was a professor of sociology for 23 years and then, as part of Souder, Betances and Associates, was invited on many occasions to speak as part of the school's Equity in Action program. 

Although Betances is key in drawing attention to the new Institute, it was Murrell Duster, dean of academic development at Northeastern, who came up with the idea of creating the center. "As I worked in the University and the community, I noticed that we were increasingly needing to value diversity and to appreciate how it can impact teams of people, individuals, and the future," said Duster. She got together with Betances to develop this idea and, over a two-year peri​od, brought the project to fruition. With the financial and moral sup-port of the legislature, policymak​ers, and top University administra​tors, the Institute opened its doors, with Duster as its director.

"This Institute stands apart because we recognize that in order for schools to work efficiently, and companies to work effectively, con​tinuous changes in the workforce need to be understood," said Duster.

The Institute comes at a time of a shrinking workforce and a large aging population, with more women and minorities entering the workforce and fewer White males, explained Betances.

Interviewed by the California Department of Education in 1992, he said, "We need to prepare for the 21st [century], when 80 percent of the people entering the workforce will be made up _ of women, immi​grants and the groups we now label minority. It is estimated that by the year 2009, the typical high school graduating class will be only 20 percent White male. When we see diversity as a plus, we will challenge White males and not participate in bashing them. We need to thank White males for building the house of abundance. But we also need to tell them that what is done in the future must result from the collabo​rative efforts of all Americans."

What the new Institute and Betances' 15 years in the field will provide is course offerings, lectures, public forums, and distance-educa​tion programs so that businesses and organizations not typically able to afford such services can learn how to work more effectively in an increasingly diverse workforce. Not only will it be about working with "difference" in a collaborative set​ting, but about how to best take advantage of this for a more pro​ductive global economy.
"One of the most important rea​sons why there has not been any openness to diversity is because a lot of organizations confuse diversity with equity, and they feel that diversi​ty is nothing more than affirmative action with a smile on its face" Diversity training is viewed with sus​picion, he explained, as a kind of reverse discrimination, in which those in traditionally minority groups are a threat to the jobs of White men. It is seen as more of the same, as part of "coercive legal requirements that are legally driven that have nothing to do with the bot​tom line: Said Betances, ‘As long as people in leadership see diversity as more of the same, they will continue to resist. Diversity is not about count​ing heads, which is what they fear. It is about making heads count’
Betances blamed "White male bashing" as part of the problem as well. "Minority people, when we take on the task as diversity practitioners, participate in White male bashing. We give the impression that this is a women- and minority-driven initia​tive. And as a result, we provide fod​der to the confusion, and in the end, we lose an opportunity to unleash the full potential of all the members of the workforce in achieving bot​tom-line goals," he said.

"We make a strong, bold opening statement in our training that clearly says there is no room for White male bashing in diversity training. The end goal that we want to achieve is mak​ing and empowering productive, col​laborative, and inclusive teams."

While equity issues focus largely on obeying the law and implement​ing procedures based on legisla​tion, the diversity training that Betances speaks to emphasizes being conscious of the changing workforce and the practical need for leaders to unleash the full potential of all of their employees.

Doing so has a positive effect on the bottom line of an organization and business, he says.

"We need to make coalitions of interest rather than coalitions of color," said Betances. "Diversity is not having differences in your organiza​tion, but having diversity represented at every level of the organization. When you do it that way, you don't see the differences just symbolically, but structurally. And people will take it for granted that, as Maya Angelou says in her poem, `In minor ways we differ. In major, we are the same."'

Betances himself did not have an easy time of it. Born in New York's Harlem, he says he was aban​doned by both parents, and then raised by relatives in Puerto Rico. He came back to New York City to attend high school but dropped out in 1956 at age 16.

With the support of someone who believed in him, however, and who demanded he rise to his full potential, he ultimately earned a master's and doctorate at Harvard University. He has learned firsthand what it means to unleash one's full potential, which allows people, regardless of race or gender, to be players in a society that will come to depend on their talent.

Issues of diversity were all too prevalent for Betances, as well as the rest of the nation, during the civil rights struggles of the '60s. He was a graduate student leader at Harvard back then, from 1968 to 1973. As a sociology professor at Northeastern for 23 years, until the mid-'90s, Betances also witnessed the challenges of diversity in the classroom. For him, that showed up in students of working-class back-grounds who couldn't compete with the middle-class students who were and are often blessed with nurturing in such areas as abstract thinking, theoretical ways of know​ing, an expansive view, and a profi​cient vocabulary. Bridge programs were especially vital to help the less advantaged students obtain the

support needed to be better pre-pared for college.

Later, as a diversity consultant, Betances worked with Denny's Restaurant, implementing diversity approaches in response to the class-action discrimination lawsuit lodged against them in the mid-'90s. Fortunately, with Betances' help, Denny's has since been named the No. 1 company for minorities and women by Fortune magazine.

It is not unusual for companies to seek Betances' assistance only after they have been threatened with lawsuits or when their bottom line is clearly at risk. Coca-Cola, Mitsubishi, and Texaco, all of which were battling sexual harassment issues, sought his guidance.

The concern for diversity is not confined to the U.S., he says. For example, the Germans and the English, despite having fought each other in past world wars, are now having to learn to work together to benefit the European economy. "They are discovering diversity isn't an American issue," said Betances.

To Betances, the academic setting is very appropriate for diversity work. "Universities have a mandate to universalize-to expand the minds of people," he said. "We can be part of the solution rather than part of the problem."

Northeastern prides itself on having the most diverse student body in the Midwest, with more than 45 languages spoken and a student body close to 26 percent Hispanic and 12 percent African American. Its location is the world-class city of Chicago. And, accord​ing to Duster, its administration stands out in diversity as well. She quoted renowned Harvard Professor Cornel West, who tours extensively as a speaker on diversi​ty, equity, and gender, has said he had "never seen such a diverse administration in all my travels?'

"We stand apart," said Duster, "in the sense that we are a living laboratory."

The first steps of the Institute have been to produce workshops and lectures based on the immedi​ate training needs of interested clients. But Duster foresees students, faculty, and the University as a whole benefiting from the center. One goal is for all administrators and man​agers to participate in training, and in the long run, all faculty and employees as well. Duster also envi​sions that in perhaps 10 years, the University library will participate in storing data and research authored by faculty on issues of diversity, gen​der, and the like. Students in multi-cultural classes and those preparing to teach might likely also benefit from the center, she said.

"We want to train trainers," said Betances. "If we want to ensure organizations that their culture can make adjustments and change, and benchmark what they are doing right, our best hope is to be able to train diversity practitioners who can then become facilitators and workshop leaders?'

While Betances brings his Hispanic roots to his work, he made it clear that "diversity impacts all of us?'

"We need to make a real good effort at working with African Americans, White males, women's groups, Asians, Pacific Islanders, and Native Americans?' The Institute, he said, is going to be a forum "that will continue to add value to every per-son of good will who wants to see our society prosperous and embrac​ing of our diversity-making it work for our bottom line and mission?'

Murrell Duster, dean of academic development at Northeastern

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION IN HIGHER EDUCATION
Lawrence C. Johnson, Esq.
Ryan T. Beveridge

INTRODUCTION

"Affirmative action" as used in this paper means: race/gender neutral actions to afford minorities and women an equal employment opportunity (while the "protected classes" under "affirmative action" now include "age", "persons with disabilities", and "Vietnam Era veterans", they will not be addressed in this paper); race/gender-conscious actions to remedy unlawful employment discrimination; and actions to promote "diversity" in education.

"Affirmative action" originated in 1961 as a means of redressing racial discrimination in employment within the nation. Over time, the concept of affirmative action has grown beyond employment, responsive to the changing demographic of the population and socioeconomic conditions in the society, to address issues of gender, age, persons with disabilities, and Vietnam era veterans in employment, education and public contracting.

Starting with its legal foundations and tracking key judicial decisions, this paper will examine the evolution of affirmative action in the areas of employment and public higher education. The paper concludes with a review of the plans proposed or adopted in the states of Texas, California, Florida and Illinois to facilitate minority student access to higher education within those states, given the shifting concept of affirmative action.

II LEGAL BACKGROUND

Nondiscrimination based on race/ethnicity is grounded in the 5th and 14th Amendments of the United States Constitution, which state respectively that "No person shall be...deprived of life, liberty or property, without due process of law" and "No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws."

The term "affirmative action," meaning race-neutral action, was first coined by then President Kennedy in Executive Order 10925 (1961), which applied to contractors doing business with the federal government: "...the contractor shall take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed, and employees are treated, during employment without regard to their race." (Emphasis added.)

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 USC §2000e-2) prohibits employment discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. It incorporates "affirmative action" as a court-ordered remedy for discriminatory conduct, though changes its meaning somewhat when it states: "If the court finds that the respondent has intentionally engaged in...an unlawful employment practice the court may...order...such affirmative action as may be appropriate." (42 USC §2000e-5(g)) By this Act, "affirmative action" comes to mean both race-neutral actions to achieve equal employment opportunity, as well as race-conscious actions to remedy unlawful employment discrimination.

But 1971 saw a major shift in the affirmative action landscape. Whereas up until then the focus was on "equal opportunity", in the 1970s the focus became the "outcome" of the actions. In that year, the U.S. Supreme Court was called upon to decide the case of Griggs v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424 (1971). The Duke Power Company required job applicants to have a high school diploma, though there was no showing that a high school diploma was necessary for the work being done. The requirement of a high school diploma disqualified a significant proportion of prospective, black employees. Relying on

EEOC guidelines for the valid use of pre-employment tests, the Supreme Court held that employment practices that have "adverse impact" (outcomes) among races (even if not "intended" to discriminate) might be "unlawful". On the heels of this decision, the Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP) promulgated the Affirmative Action Guidelines - Revised Order No. 4 (41 CFR, Chapter 60\ pursuant to Executive Order 11246, which reads in part: "Federal nonconstruction contractors shall develop written affirmative action programs that provide specific steps to guarantee equal employment opportunity and where there are deficiencies in utilization of minorities and women, that set forth remedial goals and timetables." This case and set of regulations permitted one to engage in race-conscious "affirmative action" without a showing of intentional discrimination.

Utilizing this "outcome analysis", the Supreme Court upheld affirmative action plans that were race and gender conscious without a showing of intentional discrimination by the employer. In the case of United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO-CLC v. Weber, 443 U.S. 193 (1979), Kaiser Aluminum Chemical Corp. entered into a collective bargaining agreement that called for 50% of the openings for an in-plant craft, training program be reserved for Blacks until the proportion of black, craft workers in the plant was commensurate with the percentage of Blacks in the local labor force. At the time the agreement was entered into, Blacks constituted only 1.83% of the skilled craft workers as compared to 39% of the local workforce. The Court held that the Title VII prohibition against racial discrimination did not preclude private, voluntary race-conscious affirmative action plans. Were it interpreted to do so, the Court held, would defeat Congress' purpose for enacting Title VII, that is, to promote employment opportunities for persons who had historically been discriminated against, i.e., Blacks.

Similarly, in the case of Johnson v. Santa Clara County Transportation Agency, 480 U.S. 616 (1987), the Supreme Court upheld a voluntary affirmative action plan for the hiring and promotions of minorities and women. While there was no finding of intentional discrimination to support the Plan, the Court noted a "conspicuous imbalance in traditionally segregated job categories" in the Agency's workforce. For example, in one skilled craft, workers classification there was no female employee among 238 workers.

Paralleling these developments in employment, federal law and court decisions have extended the concept of "affirmative action" to student enrollment in institutions of higher education receiving Federal financial assistance (generally, all public institutions of higher education). Starting with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, (42 USC §2000d), which states, "No person in the United States shall on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance." As all public institutions of higher education, as well as, many private ones receive Federal financial assistance, they fall within the scope of this federal law.

By the late-1970s minority student enrollment in higher education had risen significantly, due in large part to the aggressive recruitment of minority students by institutions of higher education and the increased, federal funding for higher education tuition. But the more competitive colleges and universities, "selective institutions," lagged considerably in this regard. In 1978, the U.S. Supreme Court was asked to rule upon a situation involving the University of California maintaining separate/differing admission processes and criteria for enrolling white and minority students. In that case, Regents of the University of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265 (1978), the court declared in a divided opinion that while a predetermined number of admission positions could not be set aside for minority students, nor could minority students be separated out in the admission process, yet "race" could be used as a "plus factor" in making a decision of whom to admit to promote "diversity" within the student body. Note - this decision in affect added "diversity" to "unlawful employment practices" as a legally permissible end for engaging in race-conscious affirmative action.

This decision has created a legal "catch-22" for institutions of higher education. While it permits an institution to engage in race-conscious admission of minority students, it provides no standard for when and how to do so. To quantify some measure of racial "diversification" would arguably run afoul of the prohibition against a predetermined "set-aside". But not having a measurable goal for diversity, leaves an institution vulnerable to the charge that it's actions are not "narrowly tailored," as they have no discernable end point. Notwithstanding this difficulty, the decision has operated as a "safe haven" for

"selective institutions;" allowing them to increase their academic competitiveness while admitting an "acceptable" number of minority students.

The year 1989 proved to be another watershed for affirmative action, as employment opportunities were leveling off and the political climate shifted to "the right". In a series of opinions the U.S. Supreme Court narrowed the idea that employers when found to have "...deficiencies in the utilization of minorities and women" in their workforce were free to engage in race-conscious affirmative action to correct the deficiencies. As can be seen in the two following cases, the Court resurrected the Title VII requirement that a challenged policy/practice must be intentional to be "unlawful".

In the case of City of Richmond v. Croson, 488 U.S. 469 (1989), Richmond, Virginia had adopted an affirmative action program that favored minority contractors on city construction projects. The rationale for doing so was a study, which showed that the number of minority contractors on city projects was significantly less than their percentage in the city population. The court held that for states to engage in race-conscious affirmative action, they must meet a "strict scrutiny" test, which requires: (1) the action is required to meet a "compelling state interest"; (2) the action must be "narrowly tailored to the specific interest being addressed"; and (3) the action must not "unduly trammel the rights of third parties". The Court held that Richmond's affirmative action program failed to meet this test. First, because there was no showing that so few minority contractors having city projects was due to intentional discrimination by the city, there was no "compelling state interest" to be addressed by the city. And second, the program was not "narrowly tailored." Because it incorporated the federal definition for "minorities": African Americans, non-white Hispanics, Asian Americans, and Native Americans, including Eskimos and Aleutian Islanders, it benefited persons who it could not be shown had been discriminated against by the City of Richmond.

In the case of Ward Cove Packing Co. Inc. v. Atonio, 490 U.S. 642 (1989), the plaintiffs were able to show that the percentage of minority employees in skilled positions in the cannery was significantly less than their percentage in the unskilled job classifications. They argued from this difference that "unlawful employment practices" were occurring in the skilled jobs. Again, the Supreme Court ruled that this differential standing alone was not proof of intentional discrimination by the Ward Cove Cannery. The court noted that Ward Cove had outsourced the recruitment of unskilled workers to minority firms, which might explain the greater number of minority hires in those job classifications.

The Court held that comparing the makeup of workforces requiring differing skills was inappropriate and further that even when a disparity is shown the "burden of persuasion" continues with the plaintiffs/employees to show that the disparity results from an unlawful policy or practice of the employer. Previously a showing of disparity would have shifted the "burden of persuasion" to the employer to show a "business necessity" for engaging in the action(s) causing the disparity.

In 1995, the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of Adarand v. Pena, 515 U.S. 200 (1995), applied the "strict scrutiny" requirements to federal affirmative action programs, as well. In that case, the federal Department of Transportation had promulgated bidding regulations that favored "socially disadvantaged" contractors. The rules further stipulated that "minority" contractors would be presumed to be "socially disadvantaged". A non-minority contractor, who lost a bid on a federal contract to a minority contractor, challenged the operation of this program and the Supreme Court held that the regulatory presumption in favor of minorities without a showing of prior discrimination was unlawful.

Two decisions by the 7th Circuit Court of Appeals (the federal circuit that includes Illinois) continue the uncertainty about affirmative action in employment. In the case of Wittmer v. Peters, 87 F.3rd 916 (7th Cir.1996), the issue was whether the Illinois Department of Corrections could consider race in hiring prison personnel in their juvenile facilities ("boot camps"). In holding that the Department of Corrections could consider race in making its hiring decisions, the court noted that the Supreme Court had left open the possibility that race could be considered in situations other than "unlawful employment practices". The court held it was appropriate to do so in this situation, because the Department of Correction introduced evidence, which showed that for the juvenile, detention facilities with a high proportion of minority inmates to function properly, they needed minorities staffing in their enforcement

IV - CONCLUSION

Affirmative action has come a long ways over the last three decades from its original concept of "equal opportunity" to remedy racial discrimination in employment, through a brief period of "equal outcomes" for minorities and women in the early '70s, and now to "equal opportunity" for everyone (e.g. male students admission to liberal arts colleges).

Affirmative action in higher education has had a peculiar history, due in part to the dearth of judicial findings of racial discrimination by institutions of higher education. In fact, it took a suit by the NAACP against the U.S. Department of Education to bring about the enforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 against higher educational institutions. (Adams v. Richardson, 156 U.S. App. 267 (D.C. Cir.1973)) This action resulted in the finding by the Office for Civil Rights of segregation in higher education in several southern states.

Since Bakke, supra, the rationale for affirmative action in higher education has shifted from racial discrimination to "diversity", which requires no proof of discrimination. In fact, most institutions specifically deny having engaged in prior discrimination, as they embark upon diversity activities. But recent state legislation and court decisions have begun to eviscerate this reasoning. Also, as happened in the State of Washington, "diversity" may be defined in such a way as to exclude race or ethnicity.

So where do we go from here with "affirmative action"? As to employment, neutral action, for example, the removal of workplace policies and practices that operated as unnecessary bars to minority employees receiving equal treatment continues to be appropriate. Also, employers may put forth an argument for the "business necessity" of being race-conscious in their personnel decisions, as was done in Wittmer, supra. And where racial discrimination occurs, it must be vigorously prosecuted.

For education, the various "percentage plans" appear to afford minority students the greater opportunity for the foreseeable future. As cost is often an impediment to the enrollment of minority students, making higher education more "affordable" would also enhance their success. Additionally, as in Gratz supra, the case needs to be made for the "business necessity" of being race-conscious in admissions and hiring to achieve the educational mission of higher education. Finally, race-conscious admissions may be employed, if it can be shown that the prevailing admission practices of universities are racially discriminatory. In this regard, the Office for Civil Rights of the U.S. Department of Education has recently issued a directive entitled, The Use of Tests When Making High-Stakes Decision for Students: A Resource Guide for Educators and Policymakers, that reminds educational institutions of the legal requirements for "validating" tests used to make decisions regarding students' participation in educational programs.

1 "Higher education" refers to those institutions receiving "Federal financial assistance": generally all, public institutions, as well as many private institutions of higher education.

V - APPENDICES Texas

HB 588 (1997) California

Board of Regents, SP-1 (1995)

Proposition 209 (1996)

New Direction for Outreach Report (1997)

Committee on Educational Policy Minutes (1999)

Eligibility in the Local Context Program Overview (2000)

Guideline for Implementation of University Policy on Undergraduate Admissions (2000)

Florida

Equity in Education Plan ("A+ Plan") (1999)

Executive Order 99-280 (1999)

A Partnership for Student Achievement between the State of Florida and the College Board (1999)

Illinois

SB 1184 (1995)

Executive Order 15 (1999)

HB 4093 (2000)

Miscellaneous

State of Washington, Initiative Measure 200 (1998)

The Use of Tests When Making High-Stakes Decisions for Students (2000)

Admission Officers Weigh a Heretical Idea: Affirmative Action for Men (2000)

VI - TABLES Student

National Percentage of Minority Students Enrolled in Higher Education at Various Institutions and Levels

National Percentage of Black, Non-Hispanic Students Enrolled in Higher Education at Various Institutions and Levels

National Percent of Minority Population versus Enrollment in Higher Education

National Percent Black, Non-Hispanic Population versus Enrollment in Higher Education Percent Minority Enrollment in Higher Education by Race/Ethnicity

Percent Minority Enrollment in Higher Education in Selected States

Percent Minority Enrollment in Higher Education in Selected States versus Minority Enrollment Nationally in Higher Education

Illinois Percent of White, Non-Hispanic State Population vs. Enrollment in Higher Education

Illinois Percent of Black, Non-Hispanic State Population vs. Enrollment in Higher Education

Illinois Percent of Hispanic State Population vs. Enrollment in Higher Education

Illinois Percent of Asian/Pacific Islander State Population vs. Enrollment in Higher Education

Illinois Percent of American Indian/Native Alaskan State Population vs. Enrollment in Higher

Education

Faculty

National percent of minority full-time instructional faculty in higher education by race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic full-time instructional faculty in higher education by rank

White, non-Hispanic full-time instructional faculty in higher education by rank

Hispanic full-time instructional faculty in higher education by rank

Asian/Pacific Islander full-time instructional faculty in higher education by rank

Illinois percent of minority full-time faculty in higher education by race/ethnicity, 1999

Black, non-Hispanic percent full-time faculty in higher education versus population

EXERCISE University Mission

The mission of San Francisco State University is to create and maintain an environment for learning that promotes respect for and appreciation of scholarship, freedom, human diversity, and the cultural mosaic of the City of San Francisco and the Bay Area; to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to promote excellence in instruction and intellectual accomplishment; and to provide broadly accessible higher education for residents of the region and state, as well as the nation and world.

II.
Department and/or Division Mission

III.
Define Diversity and Affirmative Action as they relate to your Department/University Mission.

IV.
Summarize current or past AA and Diversity activities in your Department.

V
Goals/Objective

A. Goal


1. Objective

a) Step 1

b) Step 2

c) Step 3

d) Step 4

e) Step 5

VI.
Conclusion (comment on quality of outcome, analysis, future directions).

VII.
Appendix - Include any relevant documents that might be useful in explaining any of the above areas.

YOUR NOTES
