MEMORANDUM







May 25, 2004

To:
John Gemello, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs

From: 
Faculty Diversity Planning and Strategies Task Force, 


Professor David Ellis, Chair

Re:
Faculty Diversity Planning and Strategies Task Force Report 2003-2004

Introduction:  

Following a report that African American and Latino faculty were seriously under-represented in the California State University (CSU) (Lopez and Rochin, 2003), Provost John Gemello convened this task force to evaluate San Francisco State University’s (SFSU) diversity efforts regarding the hiring of tenured and tenure track faculty by ethnicity and gender.  The Task Force examined faculty work force data from 1987 until 2002 at five-year benchmarks and also the most recent aggregate data for 2003-04.  These data were compared to several baselines:  gender and ethnic representation in the country, state, Bay Area, the California State University (CSU) system and SFSU student body.  While primary emphasis is given to tenured and tenure-track faculty, some observations will be made about lecturer representation.

Findings:

Women have made notable advances in their representation in the faculty between 1987 and 2003.  The percentage of women in the tenure track ranks grew from 31% to 43%.  The shift is as dramatic for lecturers, from 46% to 56% (2002 data).  Progress has not been even across colleges. At least three Colleges –Behavioral and Social Sciences (BSS, 52%), Humanities (50%), and Ethnic Studies (56%)--have gender parity or slightly more female than male faculty.  Health and Human Services (HHS) and Education have significantly more female (61% and 80%, respectively) than male faculty.  Business (23%), Creative Arts (37%) and Science (24%), however, have proportions of female faculty that are significantly lower than their representation in society or their representation in our student body (61%).  SFSU’s representation of women faculty (43%) exceeds that of the CSU (36.7%)

Asian/Asian American faculty increased their representation dramatically since 1987 from 9% to 16.3%. Asian/Asian American lecturers constitute 11% of the lecturer pool (2002).  The proportion of tenured/tenure-track faculty, though higher than their proportion in the national population (3%) and slightly higher than their proportion of the California population (11%) is lower than their representation in the San Francisco City and County  (20%) and significantly lower than in the student body (40.7%).  Also the intra-group comparison of those identifying as Asian/Asian American, Filipino and Pacific Islander faculty (14.9, 1.3 and 0.1%) differs from the distribution of our student body (28, 7.2, and 0.9%, respectively).  Across Colleges, representation varies as follows: Ethnic Studies, 33%; Business, 29%; Health and Human Services, 13%; Science, 11%; Humanities, 10%; Education 9%, Creative Arts, 7% and Behavioral and Social Sciences, 2%.  Compared to the CSU as a whole, SFSU (16.3%) exceeds the system wide average of 12.7% Asian/Asian American tenured/tenure track faculty.

Black/African American representation increased slightly between 1987 and 1992 from 4% to 6%, dropping back to 5% by 2003.    Lecturer representation increased from 5 to 8% between 1987 and 1992, but has dropped back to 5% in 2002.  This occurred during a period when African American’s continued to graduate from Ph.D. programs at a higher rate than any other American “minority” (Characteristics of Earned Doctorates, The Chronicle of Higher Education, 2002, Retrieved May 14th, from http://chronicle.com/prm/weekly/v50/i16/5016doctorates.htm).  These rates of representation are slightly lower than African American representation in California (6%), the Bay Area (7%), or in the student body (7%), and much lower than their representation in the nation (11%).  African American representation varies greatly across colleges from 25% and 10% in Ethnic Studies and Education, respectively, to 7% (HHS), 6% (Creative Arts, Humanities), 2% (Science), and 1% (BSS).  With regards to African American representation, the CSU system wide average (3.8%)is noticeably lower than that of SFSU.

Hispanic/Latino tenure track faculty representation since 1987 rose most rapidly between 1987 and 1997 from 2% to 6% and, then, dipped to 4.6% by 2003.  Lecturer representation has remained relatively flat at 5% between 1987 and 1997, ending at 6% in 2002.   These rates of representation are lower than their representation in the national population (11% as of 2004) and dramatically lower than their representation in California (32%), the Bay Area (19%) or SFSU’s student population (15%).  Across the Colleges, representation ranges from 22% (Ethnic Studies), to 10% (Education), 9% (HSS), 6% (Creative Arts), 5%(Science), 3% (Humanities, and BSS) and 0% (Business).  SFSU’s representation of Latino faculty is below the CSU average of 7%.

Native American/American Indian tenured/tenure track faculty and lecturer representation is quite small beginning in 1987 at 0% and leveling at 1% for most of the period between then and 2002.  More than half of the 10 Native American faculty listed in the 2002 data set are in the College of Ethnic Studies. The others, one each, are in Business, Creative Arts, Humanities, and Science.  The representation of Native Americans is small in the state of California (0.5%) and also in the CSU (0.8%).  Because of the unique historical importance of Native Americans and the reasons for their current small population in the U.S., the rate of their participation may need to be examined in light of their unique circumstances. 

Summary, Conclusions and Limitations:  The University has made significant improvement in its representation of women (43% of TT faculty).  Asian/Asian American faculty represent 16.3% of the TT faculty.  Though highest among faculty of color, Asian American faculty is still underrepresented relative to student population (42%) and San Francisco population (35%).  There remains a need to continue work in these areas to better approximate benchmarks for representation.  Native Americans have achieved some level of representation in the university, though their numbers remain low.  For both African American and Latino American faculty, gains in representation made early in the 1990’s have eroded or evaporated.  For African Americans, this is surprising because relative availability for Ph.D. candidates from this group has remained relatively strong.  The under-representation at SFSU seems to parallel that in the CSU generally. Latino faculty, though rapidly increasing from 2% to 6% dipped to 4.6% in 2002 in direct contrast to the increase of the Latino population in California and nation-wide.   The Latino population is already the largest non-white ethnic group in California (Academe’s Hispanic Future, Chronicle of Higher Education, issue dated November 28, 2003, Retrieved May 14th from http://chronicle.com/prm/weekly/v50/i14/14a00801.htm). The pattern of under-representation of African American and Latino faculty at SFSU mirrors the under-representation in the CSU, system-wide.  In both the African and Latino American cases, the recent dip in faculty representation is surprising and needs an urgent and vigorous response.

There are a number of limitations in this report that should be addressed in future studies.  For example, a more detailed study should also examine intra-ethnic group representation.  For each ethnic group, it is important to examine whether the representation of the overall group at SFSU reflects a distribution of the subgroups within that ethnicity appropriate to benchmarks for SFSU. This would include examination of the distribution of foreign and native-born faculty from that group.   SFSU maintains some relevant data on Asian American and Latino subgroups.  These data may need to be refined and similar data sets may need to be developed for other groups.  Similarly, the representation of women in the faculty should be examined to see whether the patterns hold for women of color as well as white women.  In addition, a subsequent report should consider success beyond hiring, e.g. faculty retention, professional development and promotion, including advancement from the faculty ranks into academic administrative.

Finally, this report was intentionally focused on ethnic and gender representation of tenured and tenure track faculty, while not addressing other forms of diversity.  For the purpose of this report, both gender and ethnicity were limited to the traditional genders and ethnic groups considered in traditional census counts.  The report, admittedly then, leaves for future study San Francisco State’s other genders (e.g. trans and inter-gendered persons) and racial and ethnic groups that do not clearly fit the standard census categories (e.g. Arab, Jewish, Persian or individuals of multiple heritages).  In addition, it leaves for future study other forms of diversity (e.g. sexual identity, disability).

Institutional tools for addressing diversity related hiring needs


In order to ensure that the recommendations are practical and achievable, the Task Force has decided to focus on normative administrative tools for addressing diversity hiring priorities.  Most hiring proposals begin with the faculty and are initiated at the department level.    Some hiring priorities are initially advanced at College or University levels, but, again, hiring proposals are initiated from departmental units.  Hiring proposals are typically for individual hires.  However, in some cases the University justified clusters of hiring in order to strengthen certain racial/ethnic representation and particular areas of academic study (for example, the recent Islamic/Arab/Muslim hires).  Given this precedent, the Task Force recommends that three strategies be employed to improve individual hires as well as the cluster hires approach.

Recommendations:

1. Given that most hires are proposed by individual departments, the Task Force recommends that all requests for new tenure-track hires include an explanation of how the new hire will meet some aspect of their affirmative action, equity or diversity goals.  These goals could be intended to address any of the university’s diversity priorities, e.g. representation, academic area of expertise, skills with specialized pedagogies or experience addressing the needs of underserved student or community populations.  If a department believes a particular hire, by its nature, cannot address these priorities, it needs to provide the rationale for such a claim.

2. Given that the degree of under-representation of Latino faculty, the Task Force recommends that a cluster-hire for individuals with experience in areas of teaching, research or service with Latino populations be initiated for the 2004-2005 hiring cycle.  The Provost should initiate a university wide request for proposals process.  Hiring proposals should be evaluated for their likelihood of finding candidates who can advance the University’s ability to serve all of its students and Latino students in particular.

3. Given that the degree of under-representation of Black/African American faculty, the Task Force recommends that a cluster hire for individuals with experience in areas of teaching, research or service with Black/African American populations be initiated for the 2004-2005 hiring cycle.  The Provost should initiate a university wide request for proposals.  Hiring proposals should be evaluated for their likelihood of finding candidates who can advance the university’s ability to serve all of its students and Black/African American students in particular.

These recommendations represent an ongoing process that will provide continuous change in our diversity related hiring practices.  At the end of each academic year, the University should evaluate the success of its efforts, and reassess and refine its strategic actions based on progress made by the new hires.  Thus, the diversity related strategic actions in hiring plans can be refined based on those that produce the best results, and new cluster hiring proposals can be initiated to address additional target populations as needed.

Notes:

1) Unless noted, SFSU data were retrieved from Human Resources data basis from 1987 to 2002, college comparisons are from the 2002 data set, and census demographics are from the 2002 census data.

2) 2003-2004 data were retrieved from the SFSU publication, Facts.

Attachments

Graph 1:  Universitywide Tenured/tenure track faculty by ethnicity

Graph 2:  Universitywide Tenured/tenure track faculty by gender

Graph 3:  Universitywide Lecturer faculty by ethnicity

Graph 4:  Universitywide Lecturer faculty by gender
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