DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 316 075 HE 022 978
AUTHOR Washington, vValora; Harvey, William
TITLE Affirmative Rhetoric, Negative Action:

African-American and Hispanic Faculty at
Predominantly White Institutions. ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report 2, 1989,

INSTITUTIOK Association for the Study of Higher Education.; ERIC
Clearinghouse on Higher Education, Washington,
D.c.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Educational Research and Improvement {(ED),
Washington, DC.

KFPORT NO ISEN-0-9623882-1~-1
PUB DATE 89

CONTRACT RIBBO6214

NOTE 128p.

AVAILABLE FROM ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, The George
Washington University, One Dupont Circle, Suite 630,
Dept. RC, Washington, DC 20036-1183 ($15.00).

PUB TYPE Information Analyses - ERIC Information Analysis
Products (071) -- Reports - Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC06 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Access to Education; =affirmative Action; =»Black
Teachers; Civil Rights; »Ceollege Faculty; Educational
Discrimination; Educational Opportunities; »Equal
Education; »Equal Opportunities (Jobs); Excellence in
Education; Higher Education; =Hispanic Americans;
Minority Groups; Racial Discrimination; Teacher
Recruitment.; Teacher Supply and Demand

ABSTRACT

The need for higher education to shift from a policy
of nondiscrimination to one of affirmative action is examined, with
note taken of the clear opportunity for higher education to take
advantage of faculty positions being vacated due to retirement during
the mid-to-late 1990s. Preparations can be made now to provide
opportunities for minority students to enter dgraduate school and be
prepared for a future career in the professoriate. Necessary issues
and actions are defined. The first four of the reports discuss the
following topics and subtopics: (1) overview of affirmative action
for African-American and Hispanic faculty (why it is important to
have a diverse faculty, higher education before affirmative action,
defining affirmative action, and the impact of affirmative action on
higher education); (2) supply and demand for African-American and
Hispanic faculty (status of this faculty in higher education, supply
and demand issues, gquality of faculty life, tomorrow's professoriate:
the empty pipeline, and barriers to equal access and effective
affirmative action); (3) effective arfirmative action, institutional
approaches and barriers (including institutional leadership, search
committees, affirmative action offices, and case study—-the
African-American presence at Antioch College); and (4) national
responses to affirmative action issues in higher education (court
decisions, governmental agencies, public commissions, and
professional organizations). Conclusions aanrecommendations are
provided in section 5 and cover public policy, higher education
practices, and research needs. Tables.are included. Contains
approximately 180 references. (SH)



Affirmative Rhetoric,
Negative Action

l‘ e e e s i+ e
o African-American and Hxspamc

Faculty at Predominantly
© Wl'ute Instxtutnom

€ 1989 ASHE-ERIC Valon Wasén’ngﬁm
Higher Education William Hearvey

== Reports

4

AT “

, )
‘ 1.9 DEPANTMENT OF EDUCATION "
mdmmmm ~

THONAL EMES INFORMATION
CGENTER (ER
Ths document ha. been nnmducad =
racewed from the DErson of orgamIahon
onginatog it
£ Minos changas havd been Mads (0 KRNOWE
reproduction guality

4E 0229773

: . ® Points of view or openions stated i fus doc LT
' : ment ¢80 NOt nocessanly represent offcat AR
KC OER! posrtion of pokcy s,

¥




e

Rbetoric, Negative Action:
African-American and Hispanic Faculty at
Predominantly White Institutions

by Vak a Washington and Wiliom Harvey

ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report 2, 1989

Prepared by
® Clearinghouse on Higher Education

Enlc The George Washington University

In cooperation with
Assuciation for the Study

MI—E of Higher Education

Published by
JThe

igton
1ty

WASHINGTON DC

Jonathan D. Fife, Serées Editor

Schoud of Education and Human Development
The George Washington Uiniversity

(€D




Cite as

Washington, Valor and William Harvey. Affirmative Rbetoric,
Negative Action: African-American and Hispariic Faculty at
Predominantly White mstitutions. Repon No. 2. Washington,
D.C.: School of Education and Human Development, The
George Washington University, 1989,

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number 89-83593
ISSN 0884-0040
ISBN 0-9623882-1-1

Managing Fditor: Christopher Rigaux
Cover design iy Michadl David Broumn. Rockeille, Marviand

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education invites indi-

viduals to submit proposals for writing monographs for the

ASHE ERIC Higher Education Report series. Proposals must

include:

LA detailed manuscript proposal of not mare than five pages.

2. A chapter-by-chapter outline.

3. A 75 word summuary to be used by several review com
mittees for the initial screening and rating of cach propusal.

4. A vita and a writing sample.

[EriC| Clearinghouse on Higher Education
School of Education cnd Human Development
The George Washington University

One Dupont Circle, Suite 630

Washington, DC 20036-1183

This publication was prepared partiatly with funding from

the Office of Educational Rescarch and Improvement, US,
Department of Education, under contract no. ED RES8-062014.
The opinions expressed in this repont do not necessarily
reflect the positions or policies of OERI or the Depantment.

>



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Thes is an analysis of affimative action theory and practice
for African-American and Hispanic faculty in predominantly
white, four-year institutions of higher education. It examines
the history of affirmative action, supply and demand issues,
institutional approaches to affirmative action, factors outside
of the academy that affect faculty employment, and case stu-
dies of effective practices or new initiatives.

Critics and advocates of affirmative action have focused
on similar issues in debates. Both groups often assume that
affirmative action has led to significant increases in the num.
ber of minority faculty at predominantly white institetions,
but this is not the case. Both groups also cite the threat of
federal action as a result of affirmative action failure. However,
110 college or university has ever lost federal funds as 4 result
of noncompliance -or if they have, this fact has not been
publicized.

Several questions for considerttion emerge as we approach
the 1990s. Is affirmative action really necessary? Why hasn't
raore progress been made in hiring African American and
Hispanic faculty? What should be done 1o increase employ:
ment opportunitics for African-American and Hispanic faculy?

Is Affirmative Action Really Necessary?

Any discussion of affirmative action must recall the his-
torical factors leading to this solution. Before World War 1,
Hispanics and African-Americans were vintually invisible in
higher education. Moreover, lack of “qualified™ minority fiuc-
ulty was not the reason for the racial segregation of faculty.
Even by 1936, there was a sizable group of African-Americans
with Ph.D.s, 80 percent of whom taught at three historically
African-American institutions (Atlanta, Fisk, and Howard Uni-
versities). By 1941, only two African-American tenured faculty
members in predeminantly white institutions can be iden:
tifizd. By 1947, out of 3,000 African-Americans who listed “col-
lege teacher™ as their occupation, only 78 had ever taught
at a white school--many as parttime lecturers. By 1958 there
were 200 African-American faculty members at predominantly
white institutions, a figure that increased to 300 by 1961.

By 1972--the year affirmative action in higher education
was initiated - African Americans represented 2.9 percent of
all faculty (including those at historically African-American
universities ). Qther minority groups (including Hispanics,
but not Asians) were 2.8 percent of the total faculty. There

Affirmative Rbetoric, Negative Action
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were only 1,500 faculty who could be identified as Mexican-
American or Chicano (600 of these were at community
volleges).

The number of African-American and Hispanic faculty
increased until 1976, then began to level off or decline.
Between 1977 and 1984, national faculty representation for
African-Americans dropped from about 4.4 percent to 4.0 per-
cent, and for Hispanics from 1.7 percent to 1.4 percent. Note
that most of the African-American faculty are at historically
African-American institutions (although they comprise just
60 percent of the faculty at historically African-American
institutions).

Affirmative action continues to be necessary because of
its limited success, and because of the pluralistic nature of
our society. Colleges—as institutions where people expect
to challenge their perspectives and values—can help prepare
our nation to deal with diversity in many ways: by providing
students with role models, by preparing minority youth to
assume paositions of leadership, and by supporting minority-
related scholarship.

Why Hasn't More Progress Been Made in Hiring
African-American and Hispanic Faculty?
Proponents of the “availability pool” rationale for the low
numbers of African-American and Hispanic faculty can readily
point to data *o support their arguments: the small and/or
declining number of African-American/Hispanic Ph.D.s; the
underrepresentation of minorities in particular disciplines
such as science and engineering; the concentration of African-
American and Hispanic doctorates in the fields of education,
humanities, and social sciences; and the trend toward non-
academic employment among doctoral degree holders.
Nevertheless, the lack of affirmative action progress cannot
be explained solely by arguments about the availability pool.
‘The proportion of African-Americans and Hispanics who hold
faculty positions in precominantly white instititions has never
come close to the percentage of African-Americans and His-
panics who hoid terminal degrees, even in ficlds where the
supply is relatively good. Indeed, the dedline of the African-
American professoriat in the late 1970s occurred despite
growth in the total number of faculty positions and in the
number of African-Americans with Ph.D.s. In certain fields,
minorities are more likely than whites to state their reason




for working part time as the inability to find full-time
employment.

These facts misc issues about the demand for African.
American and Hispanic faculty. While it is important to
increase the number of minorities with doctorates, it must
be stressed that those who are already available and qualified
are nat being fully employed. Most minorities who have been
hired have not had any spevial or preferential treatment.

Other reasons besides supply and demand explain the lack
of progress in hiring African-American and Hispanic faculty:
the lack of accurate availability data; the political and philo-
sophical dominance of issues related to merit and qualifi
cation standards, rather thun equity and fair process; the focus
on regulation-compliance rather than on advocacy in affir-
mative action operations; and an atmaosphere of “deferred
responsibility” within institutions, where udministeators, fac
ulty, students, and staff each hold other groups responsible.

What Should Be Done to Increase

Employment Opportunities for

African-American and Hispanic Faculty?

Institutions of higher education should experience more affir.
mative action success if they adopt proactive, rather than reac
tive, approaches to secking African-American and Hispanic
faculty. Visible and determined leadership by the chief exec
utive and academic officers of the university is the most
important element that sets the stage for successful affirmative
action. Strong leaders treat affirmuative action as an institutional
priority for resvurces and staff by closely monitoring decisions
and offering incentives.

The role of the faculty is also critical for affirmative action
in higher education, although there is little credible evidence
of strong faculty commitment to it. Rather, many successful
affirmative action programs are the outgrowth of leadership
among members of the target groups who are already pan
of the campus community.

Search committees are the standard tool for screening and
interviewing candidates; hence, their compaosition and work
strategies are impontant. In choosing committee members,
more flexibility in defining rank and subspecialiies, and the
use of minority networks or vitae banks may also be useful.

Effective affirmative action offices reflect the mission and
purpase of their institutions. They work to set goals rather
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than respond to the timelines and goals set by others. 1deally,
the affitmative action officer reports to the president and does
not serve concurrently as chief academic officer.

New ideas and innovative approaches are needed to
develop, reauit, and retain African-American and Hispanic
professors. Some instingions are using curriculum review
as a key to hiring (eg., Temple University). Others build a
pool of potential professors through incentives to graduate
students, including financial support and mentoring (e.g.,
Wayne State University and the Florida Endowment Fund).
Improving primary and secondary educational opponunities
(e.g. Ohio >.ate University) is a long-term strategy.

Conclusion

A window of opportunity for recruiting African- American and
Hispanic faculty now exists, since one-third or more of the
nation’s professoriat may bhe replaced by the end of the cen-
tury. This speaks to the urgency of working affirmatively at
the early stages of schooling to ensure that minority youth
will be prepared to enter the pipeline.
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FOREWORD

This report is not about a failed vision, but about a vision

that did not materialize. This vision of achieving parity for
minorities in the ranks of professoriat has been held by many
higher education leaders long before the days of Martin Luther
King and the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s. The ques:
tion is why, with a vision so noble and s6 much a part of the
hasic values of the society, higher education, which exists
hecause it represents what is basically good in our saciety,

has not been able to bring this vision to fruition.

While the answers to this question cover a variety of con-
ditions and reasons, the real explanation is in the failure of
higher education to sct in a clear, unequivocal, operational
terms how its expectations were to be achieved and then to
accept no deviation from this goal. Too often the leadership
of higher education willingly accepted defeat rather than
develop alternative strategies when desired results were not
produced. Success is achieved through a passionate belief
in the worth of 4 pursuit and unswerving persistence towards
achieving that goal. This repont clearly details that higher edu
cation had neither the passion nor the persistence to achicve
its gaal of equal minority participation.

This repont, written by Valont Washington of Antioch Col-
lege and William Harvey of North Caroiina State University,
emphasizes the need for higher education to shift from a pol-
icy of nondiscrimination to one of affirmative action. As the
authors have concluded, there is a clear opportunity for higher
education 1o take advantage of faculty positions being vacated
due o retirement during the mid to-late 1990s. Preparations
can be made now to provide opportunities for minority stu-
dents to enter graduate school and be prepared for a future
aareer in the professoriat. The commitment of higher edu
cation to affirmative action will be clearly evidenced by the
mid-1990's through a success or continued failure to insure
the enrollment of minority students in its graduate program.
This report clearly defines the issues and actions to be tuken
in order for affimutive rhetoric to also mean affirmative
results.

Jonathan D. Fife

Professor and Director

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
School of Education and Human Development
‘The George Washington University
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AN OVERVIEW OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION FOR
AFRICAN-AMERICAN AND HISPANIC FACULTY

To observe the American culture is to be struck by not only _
its accomplishments, but also its contradictions. The growth

and development of the country are in some ways unpar- Affirmative
alleled in recorded history, but in other ways, for example action brings
in situations that have a racial dimension, the nation’s stated to the suyfm
vaiues and beliefs are frequently confounded by its policies some Of the

and practices. paradoxical
The national complexities and contradictions have been
the subject of observation by numerous scholars, both African- aspects Of our
American and white. Among the more astute observers were national
Gunnar Myrdal, who chronicled “the American dilemma™--- experience.
the distinction between rhetoric and reality in matters related
to race—-and W. E. B. DuBois, who predicted that the major
social problem of the twentieth century would be the problem
of color.
A distinction must be made between a general cultural piety
about social eqquality and specific social policies directed
toward educational concerns. The two are not necessarily
complementary; in the United States they are frequently in
conflict.
Social policy and social behavior in the United States
created inequities which generally resulted in whites having
advantages and opporntunities that people of color did not
have. Racial prejudices, hostilities, and even violence have
prevented African - Americans and Hispanics from contributing
fully to the development of the society. Even until the middie
of the twentieth century, legal segregation was required in
parts of the United States, highlighting the belief that whites
were superior to people of other races (sce Weinberg 1977).
Where there was no legal requirement, custom—including
residential patterns- - achieved, and still achieves, the same
result (Calmore 1986, Hodgkinson 1985).
In 1966 the National Advisory Commission on Civil Dis-
orders warned that the United States was “moving toward
two sacieties, one black and one white, separate and
unequal.” The country now faces “the possibility of fraction-
alizing into three societies: one Black, one white, and once
Hispanic, still separate and still unequal” (Harvey 19854,
p. 48).
While practice has changed slowly, some progress has heen
made in reducing racially discriminatory policies in the United
States, and much of this progress has been fairly recent.

Affirmative Rhetoric, Negative Action 7
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Following the civil rights movement of the 1960s, which
raised social consciousness and concern about the inherent
unfaimess of the society to nonwhite people, the develop-
ment of affirmative action was considered a policy that would
lead to significantly greater involvement of ethnic minorities
in the American social and economic mainstream.

Measures taken to amend past social injustices often draw
criticism. For example, actions to redress Japanese-Americans
imprisoned during World War 11 and to compensate Native
Americans for lands stolen from them have been denounced
by some individuals and groups. These cases illustrate fellow
citizens that have been treated unfairly by the majority simply
because of their ethnicity.

Affirmative action brings to the surface some of the para-
doxical aspects of our national experience. It deals with indi-
vidual upward mobility as well as structural and institutional
resistance. It contrasts initiating social change with maintain-
ing the status quo. It challenges perceptions of quality along
with interpretations of inequality. And it reflects a social rhet-
oric that speaks of inclusion and a social reality that practices
exclusion (Hasvey 1987).

Why Is It Important to Have a Diverse Faculty?
The initiation of affirmative action was partly based on the
realization that colleges and universities occupy a unique
position in society because of the opportunities they provide
their members to challenge their individual and social per-
spectives and values. Further, colleges serve a select group
of young people who acknowledge that pant of the institu-
tions’ function is to challenge their pre-existing ideas. There-
fore, faculty hirings at colleges and universities can influence
the nation's readiness to benefit from the multicultural nature
of our society in many ways: by providing both minorities
and nonminorities with role models; by preparing minarity
youth to assume leadership roles; and by supporting minority-
refated scholarship.

The potential for university settings to meet these goals
is undermined by the continuing absence of minorities in
higher education. For Hispanics, faculty representation in
the predominantly white institutions has increased only mar-
ginally since the introduction of affirmative action, to a rate
of 1.8 percent in 1983 ( Chronidle of Higher Fducation 1986,
p. 24). African-Americans actually held a smaller share of fac-

1€



ulty positions in 1985 than in 1977 (Green 1989, p. 82), and
represented about 2.2 percent of the faculty at predominantly
white colleges and universities in 1984 (Sudarkasa 1987, p.

4; see also Andrulis 1975; Blackwell 1983; Exum 1983; Harvey
and Scott-Jones 1985).

African-American and Hispanic faculty members bring to
the campus new perspectives based on their experiences and
backgrounds. Their presence effectively serves to discredit
the idea that scholarship and academic excellence are the
sole province of white faculty. They provide role models for
minorily students and tangible examples of their capabilities
to majority students, many of whom have nat encoumered
a person of color in a position of authority (Blackwell 1981,
1983, 1987). White students, faculty, and administrators often
assume that a competent African-American or Hispanic pro-
fessor or administrator is an “exceptional overachiever,” but
this assumption is challenged when there are relatively many
African-American and Hispanic faculty in an institution and
when they are distributed across several academic areas (Har-
vey and Scott-Jones 1985).

The continued prevalence of residential racial separation
in the United States has caused most white youngsters to have
only intermittent contact with their African-American or His-
panic peers as they progress through childhood and adoles-
cence. Further, too few white children encounter African-
Americans or Hispanics in positions of power or authority,
though they are quite likely to see them in deferential or sub-
servient positions. These situations, along with the historical
and contemporary stereotyping of nonwhite people, con-
tribute to the development of negative perceptions among
w hite students- perceptions that they are apt to take along
with them to their chosen college or university (Harvey 1981).

It is critical for college students, before they move into posi-
tions of leadership and influence, to encounter and iateract
with instructors who are members of various racial and ethnic
groups in order to quell cffectively the myth about the intel-
lectual and cultural inferiority of minority groups (Massey
1987). Otherwise, society runs the -isk of carrying forward
these long standing myths into yet another generation (Harvey
1080).

Higher Education before Affirmative Action
The smatistics on the presence of African American and His-

Affirmative Rietoric, Negative Action




panic faculty illustrate the important role thar colleges and
universities have played in maintaining racial segregation

in the United States. Broadly speaking, these citadels of knowl-
edge and learning, with occasional excentions, have opted
to go along with—rather than challenge—the prevailing atti-
tudes and practices that have historically relegated African-
Americans and Hispanics to second-class citizenship. Higher
education institutions in the South did not challenge the
appropriateness of the de jure segregation. Rather, they
resisted desegregating their facilities even after these laws
were ruled unconstitutional. Even in the North, where seg-
regation was not legally required, African-Americans were
discouraged from enrolling in local colleges and universities
until the middle of the twentieth century (see Weinberg
1977).

Some scholars at these institutions have, throughout the
history of the United States, developed theoretical models
and inteliectual rationales for the academic, social, and moral
superiority of European thoughy, then used these arguments
to justify the continued exploitation of nonwhite people and
their exclusion from the mainstream of the socieiy (see Wein-
berg 1977). Beginning with the depiction of Native Americans
as ignorant savages, and continuing with the characterization
of African slaves as subhumans, some academicians have
endorsed the concepts of white supremacy and Western Euro-
pean cultural hegemony as fundamental truths (Marable
1983). Even in contemporary times, the patently unscientific
concepts of genetic determination espoused by Arthur Jensen
(1969)—and the current debates on the value of exploring
non-Westemn ideas in the undergraduate core curriculum—
are examples of this Eurocentric bias (sce Bloom 1987, Hirsch
1987).

Any discussicn of affirmative action must recall the his-
torical factors leading to this solution. Before World War I,
“Hispanics were nearly invisible in academia™ (Wilson 1987,
p- 11). By 1900, Mexican-Americans were permitted to attend
the few existing “Mexican” schools. Except for a small group
of wealthy Mexican-Americans, educational opportunitics
did not exist (Weinberg 1977, p. 286).

Before 1945, Hispanics were essentially enrolled in a few
Catholic colleges ( Educational Record 1988, p. 17). In 1900
the University of Puento Rico was established as a normal
school; it began to offer college instruction 10 years kater

20



(Educational Record 1988, p. 17).

A national survey of college faculty in 1972 73 reported
that there were slightly over 1,500 faculty who identificd them
selves as Mexican American or Chicano, and about 600 were
in community colleges (Bayer 1972y, 1972b).

African-Americans were excluded from participating in
higher education from the 1600s to the mid-1800s. By 1865,
fewer than 30 African-Americans had graduated from a college
or university in the United States, which marked the end of
the Civil War and the subsequent emancipation of African-
American slaves (Weinberg 1977, p. 6). Major institutions,
such us Princeton University and Brown University, refused
to accept African-American students; Harvard Medical School
accepted three African-Americans in 1850, but expelled them
after a year at the insistence of white students and the con-
currence of white faculty (Weinberg 1977, p. 6).

Antioch College and Oberlin College are notable excep-
tions to these exclusionary practices. Both colleges accepted
African-American students, and about 4 to S percent of Ober
lin’s enrollment during the 1840s and 1850s was African-
American (Weinberg 1977, p. 6). Even after the Civil War,
southem state governments refused to contribute public funds
for African-American higher education. Between 1876 and
1900, only about 13 African- Americans a year graduated from
northem colleges and universities, one-third from Oberlin
alone (Weinbery 1977, p. 7).

Members of acideme must remember that, until recently,
the color bar has been rigidly applied to membership in the
faculty ranks of predominantly white colleges and universities,
with a handful of exceptions for cleardy distinguished scholars,
William Exum (1983) reports that in the 1850s, Charles 1.
Reason was 4 professor in a school founded by abolitionists. -
New York Central College. The African-American Jesuit priest,
Father Patrick Healey, climbed the ranks from instructor to
president of Georgetown University in 1873, The acclaimed
historian W. E. B. DuBaois was assistant instructor at the Uni
versity of Pennsylvania from 1896 to 1897, but was never
offered a perminent post there or at any other predominantly
white institution. William A. Hinton began service at Harvard
in 1918 where he held the rank of instructor for 26 years and
that of lecturer for 3 years before finally being appoimted pro-
fessor in 1949, one year before he retired (Exum 1983, p. 385).

Lack of qualificd applicanms was not the reason for main
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taining all-white faculties. In 19306, a sizable group of African
Americans with Ph.D.s was available for employment, but

fully 80 percent of them taught in three African American insti-
tutions: Atlanta, Fisk, and Howard U viversities (Weinberg
1977, p. 9). “Blacks were thus subje . ted to a rigid negative
emplovment guota of 100 to 0, which enforced an affirmative
action program on behalf of segregation™ (Weinberg 1977,

p.- 9.

In 1941, the Julius Rosenwald Fund, through a survey, was
able 1o identify two tenured full time African-American facalty
in predominantly white institutions ( Kdwcational Record 1988,
p. 19). Since many of the institutions that responded to the
susvey indicated that they could not locate African-Amenican
faculty, the Rosenwald Fund distributed the names of 200
African-Americans with Ph.D.s representing 26 different dis-
ciplines, and 300 African-Americans with MA.s (Educational
Record 1988, p. 19). Not one of these was hired.

Other eftorts by the Rosenwald Fund also failed, but finally
in 1945 when the Fund offered to pay their salaries, the Uni-
versity of Chicago hired Allison Davis in the sociology depan-
ment, and Otivet College in Michigan hired Comelius
Golightly in the department of philosophy (Fducativnal
Record 1988, p. 19). Seven years later however, the University
of Chicago refused to hire the eminent African-American soci:
ologist E. Franklin Frazier because the wives of white pro-
fessors would object (Weinberg 1977, p. 11).

Perhaps the only African-American professors and admin-
istrators at predominantly white institutions during this era
were Walter F. Anderson, who in 1946 was chair of the music
depantment at Antioch College, and Madeline Cliv «e Foreman,
who in 1947 was chair of the biology department at William
Penn College in Oscaloosa, lowa (Ebony 1947, p. 16).

When the Rosenwald Fund sent letters to more than 500
college presidents in 30 northemn states, 400 never replied.
Those who did typically replied, “It isn't that we discriminate
against the Negro race as such, it's just that our entire college
is white” (Ebony 1947, p. 16). Others suggested that a seg-
regated college was best for African- American students and
teachers.

$o few African-Americans held faculty positions at predom-
inantly white institutions in the carly twentieth century that
the ones who were in such posts could be named and de
scribed individually. In 1947, Ebony Magazine estimated that
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out of 3,000 African-Americans who listed their occupation

as “college teacher,” only 78 had ever taught in predominantly
white schools. These 78 held jobs at one of 43 nonthem col-
leges, either as full-time professors or temporary lecturers.
More than one-third of all African-American instructors at pre-
dominantly white colleges were in New York City ( Ebony
1947, p. 16).

Exum (1983, p. 385) further reports that by 1950, only 72
of the 1,051 white colleges and universitics surveyed
empluyed African-American professors; most of those were
visiting instructors for one term or one year. By 1958 there
were only 200 full-time African-American faculty members
at predominantly white colleges and universities, and by 1961
that number had inareased to 300. In 1960 African-Americans
comprised 3 percent of all faculty in the United States and
were heavily concentrated in historically African-American
schools. By 1968-69 the percentage fell to 2.2 percent of the
total. By 197273, African-Americans comprised 2.9 percent
of all college and university faculty. By 1976, African-
Americans were 4.4 percent of all faculty and heavily con-
centrated in historically African-American institutions. In 1979,
African-Americans were still 4.4 percent of the fulltime faculty
in the nation. Not until the late 1960s did colleges in the Uni-
ted States begin to feel even slight pressure from the federal
government to employ nonwhite faculty, and the results were
exceedingly minimal (Weinberg 1977).

The G.1. Bill grants following World War 11 provided the
initial impetus to diversify the student body. This generation
of educated minorities provided the bulk of the minority fac
ulty and administrators recruited into predominantly whiie
institutions during the substantial opening of oppontunity
hetween 1964 and 1974 (Wilson 1987, p. 11).

Presumably, colleges and universities should not have
needed governmental prodding to hire African-Americans
and Hispanics for their faculties. In settings where imellect
is nominally the most valued quality, the prejudices and ima
tionalities of the less educated would scarcely be expected
¢ exist. After all, institutions of higher education would osten
sibly be more interested in the quality of a person’s mind
than the color of the person's skin, This presumption is not
supported by the record, however, which clearly shows that
prior to the initiation of affirmative action, there were prac
tically no Alrican- American or Hispanic faculty members in
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predominantly white colleges and universities (Wilson 1987).
Even though members of these wo undemepresented groups
had obtained doctoral degrees, frequently from the same insti-
tutions as their white counterpants, faculty positions were not
avilable to them (Menges and Exum 1983, Reed 1983).

Although some moments in US. history are unpleasant
to recall, it is important 1o remember that only a generation
4go it was unlawful for African-Americans and whites in some
places in the United States to atend the same college, let
alone teach at the same institution. By law and by custom,
discrimination against African- American and Hispanic people
has been systemic and pervasive (Weinberg 1977).

As the mechanism through which larger numbers of African-
Americans and Hispanics were expected to gain access to
the faculty ranks of predominantly white instications, affir-
nuative action has been the twenticth century equivalent of
40 acres and 4 mule™ - -a phrase referring to compensation
that was proposed, but not paid, for newly-freed African:
American skaves for the discrimination and injustice that they
had experienced. Before affirmative action, colleges and uni-
versities were both actively and passively supponting, if not
advocating, racial segregation on their campuses and in the
Larger society.

Defining Affirmative Action

Taough the term affirmative action is frequently used, its
range of definitions leads to widespread misinterpretation
and misunderstanding. Affirmative action has heen called

gorernment fostered and roluntary action by public and
frivate urganizations going beyond the cessativn of furmed
dISCYIMINQION) Pracifees . . arganizations wust act pos
itirely, affirmatively, and aggressively 1o remuove all barriors,
beneerer informal or subtle, that prevent aceess by minoritios
and women (o their vightful places in the employment and
celucational institutions of the United States {(Benokraitis
and Feagin 1978, p. 1),

Affirmative action has also been referred 1o as
a series of positive steps designed (o eradicate the restiges
of pust and current discrimination by ensuring that indi.
viddiads vt traditionally associated with varions educa-
tiomal. suctad, and poditicad snstitutions, and not found in
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adegquate numbers in variows professional and non- _

professional positions of employment, are actively sougla,
encouraged, and given upportunities to become affilivted W’e
with thase institutions at every level of employment and action is a

buman innolvement (Reed 1983, p. 333). W o
a bmy /)
Another perspective is that affirmative action is 'f
a series of presideniial execntive orders, rules, and proce-
dures, designed to protect minorittes, such as Blacks, Puerto attitudes and
Rivans, Mexican-Americans, and American Indians from actions

discrimination in employment, bousing and education against
(Simmons 1982, p. vii). nonivbiie

From these definitions, one can conclude that affirmative W
action is a response to a history of discriminatory attitudes
and actions against nonwhite people that prevented them them from
from realizing opportunities that were available 1o whites, ’m'@
even when the nonwhites had equal or superior qualifications.  Ofyrorfustities
Affirmative action policies began on June 25, 1941 when that were
President Frarklin . Roosevelt issued Executive Order 8802 guadlable to
requiring nondiscrimination in employment in all industries whites.
receiving defense contracts (Wilson 1985). The term “affir-
mative action” was first used in 1961 in Executive Ondaer
10925, issued by President John F. Kennedy, which established
the President’s Commintee on Equal Employment Opportunity
(Wilson 1985).
President Lyndon Johnson frequently receives credit for
initiating affirmative action because he signed Executive Order
11246 in September 1965 and amended it in 1972 to apply
to educational institutions. The original order contzined two
major requirements: Nondiscrimination from all federal con-
tractors, and affirmative action on the part of contractors to
overcome the effects of past discrimination (Ohio Stte Uni-
versity 1985). Determining underutilization and planning
means to overcome underutilization was the major effort
(Henry 1985).
Kennedy's order was of more symbaolic imponance, but
Jobnson's order was more far-reaching, since he established
the Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP),
required the development of written affirmative action plans,
and established official penalties for noncompliance (see
Wilson 1985). President Johnson signed Executive Order
11375 in 1967 which added “sex™ to the categories prohibited
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from discrimination (Wilson 1985).

Johnson had envisioned the development of a “Great Soci-
cety” that would include: African-Americans and Hispanics as
full participants, and this was an imponant step toward realiz:
ing that goal (Carter 1981). The significance of establishing
ORCCP was that it marked the first serious implementation
of an antidiscrimination policy that went beyond passive non.
discrimination. OFCCP required any entity with 50 or more
employees, or receiving $50,000 or more in federal contracts,
to file an affirmative action plan (Wilson 1985).

“Affirmative action” was nat defined until 1970 when Pres.
ident Richard Nixon issued Order No. 4, which stated:

An affirmative action program s « set of specific and
resudis-oriented procedures to wbich a cantractor commits
itsclf 1o apply every goud faith offort. The objective of thuse
provedures plus such efforts is equal employment oppor-
tenity (Wilson 1985, pp. 18-19).

Affirmative action established as a matter of public policy the
federal government's intention to use sts powers on behalf
of the: vicims of mcial discrimination, so that they could gain
aceess to positions and oppontunitics previously unavailable
to them. Effective affimutive action requires equal consid
eration for all applicants for faculty positions, as well as for
tenure iand promotions. Enforcement adtivity can be initisted
in three ways: (1) by a comphaint by an individual or group,
(2) through required compliance reviews specified in the
contract, and (3) through periodic compliance reviews (Ohio
State University 1985, p. 30).

The move from the compliance approach in affirmative
action to a cultural pluralism approach is cited in Makirg
Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education (Camegie
Council on Policy Ssudies in Higher Education 1975). The
coundil stated tha affirmative action should focus more on
fair processes than on sutistical projections. Similarly, in Affir-
miative Action i the 19805, the TLS, Commission oy Civil
Rights {1981) clearly identified affimitive action as a emedy
for past and continuing discrimination (sev Henry 1985),

Enforcement of any policy, however, is facilitated by the
degree of its acceptance. Public debate on the merits of affir
mutive action continues, and questions continue to be raised
on just who should i required to overcome the effects of

€ "
&0



past discrimination.

Opponents of affirmative action object to this approach
to achieving a greater measure of social equity for several
reasons, even though they may be willing to support other
movements that oppose discrimination. They point out some
examples of what affirmative action opponents find irksome:

» Affirmative action laws have been more specific and
action-oriented than other antidiscriniination measures.

* The official measures focusing on affirmative action have
been broader in their scope than previous governmental
action.

* Affirmative action places strong emphasis on active non-
discrimination and on results.

* There are a range of sanctions for noncompliance with
affirmative action requirements ( Benokraitis and Feagan
1978).

Insofar as phrases can be used to depict a particular social
climate or attitude, affirmative action can be thought of as
a corollary to another term, “benign neglect,” which suggests
that the government ignore the problems faced by African-
American and Hispanic Americans, presuming that they would
somehow disappear. The difference lies in the concept of
activism or energetic involvement as contrasted with passivity
or inaction. At least in theory, affirmative action implies that
the affected institutions or corporations should translate gen-
eral principles into specific actions and attempt to remedy
the effects of prior discrimination by actively seeking out and
offering opportunities to the victims.

The failure of affirmative action programs rests with a fun-
damental question of who “owns” the problem: The insti-
tution or the structure that creates and perpetuates inequality,
or the affected individual or group? Government policy rec-
ognizes that it is the colleges, not minorities, that are the
targets of affirmative action programs. Thus, programs in insti-
tutions of higher education must be designed to discover
the factors that contribute to inequality. These programs must
be established within an organizational framework sufficient
to generate appropriate solutions. Otherwise, universities
fail to embrace the resources, talents, and capabilities of the
full range of our national human resources.

Affirmative Rbetoric, Negative Action
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The Impact of Affirmative

Action on Higher Education

Affirmative action was initiated in higher education in 1972
following the passage of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Act. The responses to its introduction varied from enthusiastic
aceeptance to vehement rejection. Colleges and universities,
or more precisely, the officials who were charged with the
responsibilities of policy formation and implementation, had
litle choice but to follow guidelines on recruiting and hiring
procedures issued by the govermnment. The alternative was

a possible fine, and ultimately, even the loss of federal finan-
cial suppont (Institute for the Study of Educational Policy
1978).

The monitoring, reporting, and advertising requirements
of affirmative action, which might be regarded as intrusive
in any institutional arena, can be of special concern o faculty
members because they directly affeut the collegial traditions
through which faculty have been hired. One of the peculiar
aspects of higher education is that, unlike most other arcas
of employment, new members of the professoriat gain ad-
mission by securing the approval and consent of senior
colleagues, not necessarily administrative leaders of the
institution.

By means of an institutional process known as the search
committee, faculty members are able to approve or disapprove
of aspirants who wish to join the ranks (Harvey 1988a, 1988b;
Harvey and Scott Jones 1985 ). ‘This traditional hiring process
did not entail specific guidelines for posting announcements,
adventising, interviewing, or extending offers. Personal con-
nections, associations, and friendships constitute what is
called the “old boy system,” which was the mechanism
through which vacant faculty positions were likely 10 be filled.

In addition, the relatively absolute power of the faculty
to hire new members of the professoriat was somewhat
altered by the involvement of the campus administration,
at least to requiring that the various depantments and units
in the institution follow affirmative action guidelines in their
search and hiring processes (Harvey 1988a). An overlay of
procedures was devised, induding completing various avail.
ability forms and adventising in a wider range of outlets than
those that had been traditionally used, as a means of providing
African- American and Hispanic candidates a greater chance
o be named as faculty membens.

Ai§)

ne



Affirmative action and its implementation procedures are
described in Executive Order 11246 (1965). According to
the provisions of this act, institutions must project the number
of African Americans and Hispanics to be hired over a specific
periad of time and set numerical goals rather than quotas
to gauge progress. The bill required steps to ensure that
searches, hiring, and promations are conducted in a non-
discriminatory manner. Institutions must ensure that African
Americans and Hispanics are adequately natified of vacancies,
have a fair chance to apply, receive careful consideration dur
ing the search, and have a fair opportunity for promotion if
hired. These efforts were mandated, not because African
Americans and Hispanics lacked the credentials to be hired
through past procedurcs, but because discrimination had been
an integral part of previous hiring procedures (Fleming, Gill,
and Swinton 1978?

But in the final analvsis, many institutions have never really
fundamentally modified their traditional methods for selecting
new members, which means that the process remains in the
hands of the existing faculty and is not a true partnership with
the administration. The intended compliance with affirmative
action that was announced by the administration could easily
be thwarted by the faculty. Basically, faculty continue to
choose faculty appointments, while administrators review
and endorse thase choices. Colleges and universities have
thus been able to portray themselves as affirmative action
institutions, but show minimal increases, zero increases, or
even declines in the numbers of African- American and His:
panic faculty that they employ, since “good faith” efforts,
rather than concrete results, have been considened as satis
factory evidence of their intentions ( Benokraitis and Feagin
1978, Exum 1983, Harvey 1988a).

Affirmative action in colleges and universities deserves spee-
cial scrutiny on the actual reselts in its spevific function 1o
bring about diversity in faculty representation. In 1972 73,
African-Americans held 2.9 percent of the wtal faculty posi
tions in higher education, including those who were onthe
faculties of the historically African American institutions. Other
minaority groups (including Hispanics, but not Asians) held
2.8 percent of the total faculty positions (Reed 1983, p. 334).

These results reflect considerable resistance to affirmative
action that has been manifested in some quanters of the pre-
dominantly white institutions of higher education. Often. by
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accident or design, issues have come into play that slow down
affirmative action efforts or negate them ahogether, such as
the following:
* Different perceptions of the availability of African-
American and Hispanic candidates.
* Imprecise determination of how hiring goals are set, as
well as minimum or maximum figures.
* Undefined or unclear departmental roles in meeting insti-
tutional goals.
* Disagreement on appropriate advertisiug outlets and
recruitment procedures.
¢ Dufferent criteria for evaluating nonwhite candidates.
* The conscientiousness of the institution in meeting its
goals.
* The degree of positive leadership from chief academic
officers.
* Sufficient funding for affirmative action staff (Menges
and Exum 1983).

The pace at which colleges and universities have imple-
mented affirmative action may surprise some observers who
think of colleges and universities as bastions of liberal thought
and left- wing political and social tendencies. While it may

be true that causes that promote social justice and human
rights often receive support on college campuses before they
receive it from other segments of society, even professors
who tend to be liberal about issues outside higher education
can be quite conservative regarding proposed modifications
within their own bailiwick (Harvey and Scott-Jones 1985).
Affirmative action foments change. It is this modification of
the existing process—the threat of withheld funds if the pro-
cess is not followed, and perhaps a degree of discomfort with
the possible outcomes if the policies are successfully
applied—that engenders such forceful opposition.

As illustrated in this section. racism has been practiced in
institutions of higher education just as it has in other segments
of societv. Since the higher education apparatus functioned
effectively for those who held faculty positions, they saw no
need for changing the standard operating methods. White
miles have been overwhelmingly predominant among the
faculty; it is not unreasonable to suppose that many of them
regarded affirmative action as an intrusion into a set of activ-
ities that they held to be their purview.
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In the past, race was clearly an explicit factor for eliminating
candidates for positions on the faculties of predominantly
white colleges and universitics. More subtle measures may
currently be used to maintain the racial composition of these
bodies as overwhelmingly white (Sudarkasa 1987). Affimmative
action officially eliminates the possibility for faculty members
openly and legally to discriminate on the basis of race when
selecting a candidate to fill a vacant position. However, a
review of the representation of African-Americans and His-
panics in faculty positions indicates that little change has
occurred since affirmative action came into being (Coughlin
1986; Hill 1983; Menges and Exum 1983; Wilson and Melen-
dez 1984, 1985, 1986).

Affirmative Rbetoric, Negative Action
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THE SUPPLY OF AND DEMAND FOR
AFRICAN-AMERICAN AND HISPANIC FACULTY

Although virtually all institutions pay lip service to affirmative —
action—and examples of successful affirmative action pro
grams do exist—African-Americans and Hispanics remain F"EJ' hwo-
severely underrepresented on predominantly white college thirds of the
and university faculties. Yet, because affirmativz action policies  Afrdcan-
have received attention in higher education in the past, American
African-Americans and Hispanics are often assurned to have ﬂa@'
made significant gains in their struggle for access to faculty {;’e M'.at
and administrative roles in colleges and universities. An exam-
ination of the cumrent status of these scholars, however, reveals American
that the notion of substantial progress is, at best, wishful think- Com
ing. Harvey and Scott-Jones argue that “by no reasonable, com-  gentfpversities.
monly understood interpretation of available data can it be
said that African-Americans (or Hispanics, as groups) are suc-
ceeding as faculty members in predominantly white insti-
tutions of higher education™ (1985, p. 68; Sudarkasa 1987).
Issues of supply and demand further cloud the reality of
the cument status and future expectations for the inclusion
of nonwhite faculty and administrators. Even when the num-
ber of Ph.D.s awarded to African-Americans increased (Reed
1983), “many searches for new faculty still concluded with
a thoroughly remorseful committee chair explaining that the
position is not being offered to an African-American or His-
panic scholar because ‘we couldn find any’ * (Harvey and
Scott-Jones 1985, p. 68).
The purposes of this section are 10 examine some statistics
on both the current status of African-American and Hispanic
scholars in predominantly white colleges and universities,
10 examine the issue of supply and demand for minority fac-
ulty, and to review some policy considerations and program
practices which may affect the goal of increasing the numbers
of African-American and Hispanic professors.
However, it must be noted that complete and systematic
data are not available on minority faculty in the United States.
William Exum points out that

Until the 19705, public, and in some states, private colleges
and universitics, as well as projects funded by the federal
government, were all probibited by statute, government reg-
wlation, or the individual institution's choice, from collecting
these data (National Research Council 1978) . .. What
may have begun as an atternpt o fight discrimination in
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bigher education by probibiting the identification of appli-
cants, students, or fucully by race, bas instead beifred per-

petruate racial inequality by hindering attempis to monitor
progress (1983, p. 384).

Since 1975, however, colleges and universities have been
required to compile and report survey data under Title VII
of the Civil Rights Act as amended by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1972 (Reed 1983, p. 334).

Educational statistics are available in vast quantities from
a variety of sources, including the Higher Education Research
Institute, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES),
and the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) of the US. Department
of Education. Yet, all of the education statistics that one would
require are not available in usable form. For example, OCR
has not budgeted publication of its data in almost eight years,
and NCES does not provide published information on all of
its surveys (Wilson and Melendez 1984).

Status of African-American and

Hispanic Faculty in Higher Education

The goal of affirmative action is the fair representation of eth-
nic groups at all levels of academe; that is, the proportion

of African-Americans and Hispanics in faculty positions should
equal their proportion in the national populition (Fleming,
Gill, and Swinton 1978) According to the 1980 census, equi-
table representation on college and university faculties, for
example, would be approximately 11.7 percent for African-
Americans (Harvey and Scott-Jones 1985, p. 68) and 7.2 per-
cent for Hispanics (American Council on Education 1987,

p. 6). Note that this definition of equity is based on the pro-
portion of the total African-American population, not on the
proportion of African-American college graduates.

The reality, however, falls far short of the goal of equity
using either population-based or graduation-based criteria
(see Table 1). Wilson (1987, p. 12) reponts that the number
of African-American faculty increased until 1976, then began
to decline. Hispanic faculty presence increased slightly during
the same period.

Different data sources tell a sinular story:

* African-American faculty in 1981 comprised 4.2 percent

of the tatal higher education faculty, down from 4.4 per-
cent in 1979 (Sudarkasa 1987, p. 4; Exum 1983, p. 385;
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TABLE 1

FULL-TIME FACULTY IN HIGHER EDUCATION
BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND SEX
1975, 1983, AND 1985

Percentage
1975 1983 1985
Number Percent Number Percest Number Percent 1975-1985
40997 917 40505 907 439767 900 73

32293 699 26,171 671 320969 657 28
9765 219 1433 235 1878 243 217

19746 44 19571 40 0283 41 27

HELE

Make 1089 24 1051 22 3 23 15
8852 20 9030 19 923 19 43

i

Hispanic 6323 1a 745 15 &1 17 279
4573 10 5240 11 5083 12 243
1750 04 2216 05 2404 05 374
Notes: Figures include African American faculty at historically African

American institutions. Figures may not add up to 100 peseent since figures
for Asians and Native Amerticans are ixx shown here.

Source: American Coundil on Education 19688, p. 32, Reprintedt by permission

Wilson 1985).

* African-American administrators comprised 6.8 percent
of all administrators in 1981, down from 7.4 percent in
1979 (Sudarkasa 1987, p. 4).

* figures available from the U.S. Equal Employment Oppor:
tunity Commission show that, between 1977 and 1984,
the percentage of full-time African-American faculty at
four-year state institutions dropped to 4 percent from
4.3 percent (Black Issues in Higher Education 1987, p. 5),

These statistics conceal a situation that is even less encour

aging to affirmative action advocates than the small numbers
convey, because most of the African-American faculty and
administrators are employed at traditionally African-American
institutions. In the 1970s, between two-thirds and three-
quarters of African-American faculty were in predominantly
African-American colleges and universities (Exum 1983, P
385; Fleming et al. 1978). Over half of the African-American
administrators employed in higher education are in the
African-American institutions, which are located in 19 states
and the District of Columbia. Fully two thirds of the African-

it
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American faculty are at the predominantly African American
colleges and universities in those states (National Center for
Education Statistics 1985).

In contrast, whites constitute nearly 39 percent of the faculty
and 16 percent of the administrators at the traditionally
African American institutions. “Many higher education officials,
and indeed, many desegregation researchers, consider the
Black institutions to be ‘too Black’ while the white institutions
are perceived as “integrated™ (Wilson and Melendez 1985,

p- 18; see also Burch 1988, p. 8).

Yet in 1984, African-American faculty employed by pre-
dominantly white colleges and universities constituted only
about 2.2 percent of the total faculty. African-American admin-
istrators constituted only abowt 2.5 percent of the staff in these
institutions. African-Americans make up only 2 percent, and
Hispanics less than one percent, of faculties in the higher
education mainstream, particularly in four-year and research
institutions (Wilson 1987, p. 12).

Equally disappointing is that during the height of the period
favoring the inclusion of minorities in the mainstream of
higher eduaation, the plurality of that inclusion was in the
marginil and peripheral programs and positions most vul-
nerable to elimination (Wilson 1987 ). Many minority faculty
were hired in African-American studies, Latino studies, and
hilingual education often as adjunct faculty and lecturers
rather than in professorial and tenure track positions. Similarly,
minarity administrators were often appointed as directors
of programs specifically established for minority and disad-
vantaged students, such as Upward Bound, TRIO, and affir-
mative action programs.

Supply and Demand Issues

Freguently, the stated reason for the tiny number of African:
American and Hispanic faculty members in predominantly
white colleges and universities is that qualified persons are
in short supply. This contention is reminiscent, in a way, of
the situation in the 1940s when the Rosenwald Fund made
lists of qualified African American academiciuns available to
various institutions and these persons were not offered posi-
tions (see the previous section).
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“We Can't Find Any”

One of the biggest prevailing myths of affirmative action in
higher education is that faculty hiring is primarily a result

of the availability of minorities with the appropriate terminal
degree (Harvey and Scott-Jones 1985, Wilson 1987). “The
assumption is that, with minorities holding doctorates being
in short supply, thase with the requisite degrees wonld be
‘hot ticket” items and the larger problem would be in finding
more” (Wilson 1987, p. 12).

Proponents of the availability poo! rationale for the low
numbers of African-American and Hispanic faculty can readily
find data to suppont their argument. The available faculty pool
is limited by four factors: The small or declining number of
African-Americans and Hispanics with Ph.D.s; the under-
representation of minorities in particular disciplines and fields
such as science and engineering; the concentration of African-
American and Hispanic doctorates in the fields of education,
humanities, and social sciences; and the trend toward non-
academic employment among Ph.D. holders. For example,
only about 900 doiorates are awarded w African-Americans
annually, a sharp decline since the 1970s (sce Mingle 19874,
see also Table 2, next page).

African-Americans and Hispanics eam relatively few of the
doctorates awarded to US. citizens in grduate science and
engineering programs. For example, a National Science Foun-
aation Survey of doctorates awarded from July 1986 to June
1987 found that whike Hispanics have eamed steadily higher
numbers of science doctorates since 1978, the numbers
remain low (160 in 1978 and 292 in 1987). On the other hand,
while the number of African-Americans eaming science doc
torates increased between 1975 and 1978, the number has
declined since then (278 or 2.1 percent in 1978; 222 or 1.8
percent in 1987). “Blacks are the only racial and ethnic group
in which this is occurring,” said Susan Hill ( Washington Post,
as cited in Black Issues in Higher Education, 1988, p. 19).

Without a doubt, there is serious underrepresentation of
minorities in particular disciplines and fields. Hispanics have
tended 10 be concentrated in education and the humanities.
In 1977, 60 percent of all African-Americuns with doctorates
were in education and the social sciences. In 198081, 53 per.
cent of all African-Americans with doctorates were in edu
cation and 20 percent were in the social sciences (Exum 1983,
p. 385). By 1985, half of all doctorates eamed by African:

—— —
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TABLE 2

TOTAL DOCTORATE DEGREES BY
RACE/ETHNICITY FOR SELECYED YEARS

1975-1976 1980-1981 1984-1985 Percent

Toal % Total % Total % Change
1975-1985

Afrn
Amerian 1213 36} 1268 19 119 i6 49
Men 1 Jh) 094 31 561 26 b))
Women 442 S Y Sb 593 53 +34]
Hianic 3% 11 45 14 o7 2 +711
Men % 1] m 12 431 20 +491
Wumen 107 14 1™ 17 236 12 +1500
Pa tsbancder 343 17 s lf’ 1,106 iy +#97
Men 480 18 658 29 82 38 471
Women 103 13 22 22 ) I +193
Vhie Naxw 812 558 H9 39 Ul 128
Men LiJ 2V (V] A 6d 15017 A9 28
Wemen 0582 #46 Ry 839 #917 810 +355

a. Degrets awarded to this group as a percentage of all doctorstes awanded
that year,

b. Degrees awarded 1o naen in this group as @ perentage of all doconstes
swarded 10 men that year

¢. Degrees awarded to women in this grougy ax a percentage of all doctorates
awarded to women that year.

source: American Council an Fducation, Sixth Anmial Sttus Repon (1987)
on Minorities in Higher Education.

Americans were still in the field of education (see Table 3
on next page).

In 1985, African Americans earned 503 ductorates in edu-
cation, 205 in the social and behavioral sciences, and 75 in
the huraanities. African-Americans received 7 doctorntes in
mathematics, 3 in computer science, 23 in chemistry, 34 in
engineering, 18 in life sciences and only 4 in physics. Not
one Afican-American received a doctorste in such special-
izations as pharmaceutical chemistry, theoretical chemistry,
hiomedical engineering, operations rescarch, embryology,
statistics, and American studies. The absence of African-
Americans who eamn a doctorate in basic health sciences such
as immunology, microbiology, anatomy, bacteriology,
embryology, and relaed fields is 4 serious impediment to

€
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TABLE 3. 1977-1986
AFRICAN-AMERICANS RECEIVING Ph.D.s

1200 [ L.116

1100 1033 1056 1032 43 L047
1000 921

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Types of Doctorates Earned in 1986 (PhDs Awarded African-American)

Humanity
Social Sclences
Life Sciences

—r
0 100 200 300 00 500

Source: Natronal Rescirch Coundil as repnnted in Black Issies 1 Higher
Education, 1988, p. # Repnintend by porinmasion

any effort to recroit and hire African Americans for medical
colleges and schools (see Cartwright 1987, Exuny 1983,
National Advisory Commintee on Black Higher Education
1980a).

In addition to the uneven distribution by field, African
American Ph.D. recipients are older when they begin their
graduate studies and take significantly longer to attain their
degrees than whites, presumably for financial reasons
(National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education
1980a). African-American graduate students, are 1aore likely
to he enrolled part-time and to be concentrated in master's
degree programs (Exum 1983).

It is frequently argued that African-American and Hispanic
students who complete baccalaureate programs are choosing
nonacademic carcers which offer higher salaries. For example,
of the 137 African- American senions in Harvard's class of 1980,
only 2 chose 1o enter graaduate work in the ans and sciences
(Fxum 1983, p. 388). In 1975, more than two-thinds of the
African-American Ph.D. recipients planned to pursue an aca-
demic carcer, compared with less than half in 1986. The pro-
portion of whites planning academic careers dropped from
60 1o 48 percent during that same period (Brown 1988). How.
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ever, the larger pool of white doctorate holders caused faculty
shonages in only a few fields (Green 1989).

Despite the Availability Pool Issues,

Supply Seems to Exceed Demand

The availability pool of African-Americans and Hispanics who
hold doctorates is definitely a problem: There are wo few

of these individuals, and they are not evenly distributed across
the range of academic fields. But, even when the availability
pool was somewhat larger and faculty hiring was on the
increase, African- American and Hispanic academicians did
nat receive faculty positions in predominantly white insti-
tutions in proportion to their representation in the total pool
of Ph.D.s. Today, even in fickls with relatively large pools

of potential faculty members such as education and social
work, fow African-Americans or Hispanics have beon hired.
The fack of affirmative action progress for African-Americans
and Hispanics cannot be explained fully by arguments abow
the avaitshility pool. If the affirmative action goals of the past
twa decades had been conscientiously pursued, the percent-
age of African Americans and Hispanics on college and uni-
versity faculties woukd have increased during that period of
time.

For example, fewer African-American scholars entered the
professorial ranks in 1979 than in 1975. ‘This decline occusred
when the number of full-time faculty puositions increased by
more than 5,000 and the number of African-Americans receiv-
ing Ph.Ds increased by more than 200 (Boyd 1988, Harvey
and Scott Jones 1985, Reed 1983, Wilson 1987, Wilson and
Melendez 1983 ).

The situation has been somewhat simik for Hispanic fac
ulty. Their representation as a percentage remained essentially
stable while the oversll number of faculty positions wis
increasing and when affirmative action was official policy.
Between 1975 and 1977, the total number of Hispanic faculty
members grew from 6,323 1 6.842. In the next iwo yeurs,
however, the number grew by only 67, from 6842 10 6,909 -
vven though 439 Hispanics received doctorates in 197879
alone. Despite the growth in the total number of faculty posi-
tions held by Hispanics between 1975 and 1979, the propaor.
tonate increase in Hispanic representation only grew from
L4 percent in 1975 to 1.5 percent in 1979 (Wilson and Melen-
dez 1987). ’




The affimutive action status of women of color is similar
to that of African- Americans and Hispanics overall. Despite
overall progress for women, Hispanic, Asian, and Native Amer-
ican women did nat advance much in administrative and fac-
ulty positions between 1979 and 1981, and the number of
African-American women in these positions declined during
this time (Rix 1987). A major prevailing myth in higher edu-
cation is that minority women are “prime hires” because they
represent two “protected groups.” Reginald Wilson (1947)
states that this notion is “unfortunately false.” Those at the
bottom of the professorial ladder in number, in rank, and
in comparable salaries, are Hispanic and African-American
women.

Another myth identified by Wilson (1987) is that minority
Ph.Dss in science and engineering are so rare that they can
ocommand top salaries and that many colleges cannot afford
them. Again, the data do not suppont this assertion. Science
and engineering Ph.D. holders who recived their degrees
during the same period as their white colleagues, and who
had similar work activities, attained tenure at 45.1 percent,
significantly lower than the 61.3 percent for whites. They also
atained promotions ut a lower rate (Wilson 1987, p. 13; see
also National Academy of Sciences 1987).

Those minorities who are hired as facul pers tend
to be concentrated in the 114 predominan. |, African-Ameerican
institutions; in the less prestigious colleges and universities;,
in public rather than private colleges; and in colleges which
do not grant doctoral degrees (Exum 1983, p. 385; Heming,
Gill, and Swinton 1978). Minority faculty appear 1o be even
maore greatly underrepresented in two-year colleges - asit
wation that is noteworthy on two counts: Liarge propostions
of minority students attend community colleges, and quali
fications for faculty positions in the twoyear college system
do not normally reqquire terminal degrees.

To summurize issues related to the supply and demand
of African American and Hispanic faculty, Exum (1983) points
out that demand is usually related to both scarcity and desir
ability. While African Americans and Hispanics are indeed
scaree, questions remain shout how highly they are valued
by predominantly white colleges and universitics.

It is important (o stress and repeat the necessity of consider-
ubly increesing the mamber of minoritios with doctorates,
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But it is equally important to stress that we are not max-
imally using those who are gqualified and available (Wilson
1987, p. 12, emphasis in original).

With the decline of African-American participation in white
institutions follotoing affirmative action laws, it is apparent
that most African-Americans have enrolled or been hired with-
out any special or preferential treatment. The usual laws of
supply and demand have not applied to African-Americans
and Hispanics in higher education.

Quality of Facully Life

Though sutistics depici the scriousness of affirmative action
failures numerically, they only hint at the gravity of the issue
on qualitative aspects of the educational environment.

When there are a very small pumber of African-American
or Hispanic faculty members in a given institution, the
burdens of institutional and individual racism weigh heavily.
The psychological safety associated with numbers is not avail-
able to persons who work in these isolated situations.
Demands on African-American and Hispanic faculty time and
presence escalate. In the absence of a support group operating
under the same circumstances, frustrations understandably
mount (Sudarkasa 1957).

The quality of the work life for African-American and His-
panic professors is characterized by differences in opporntun-
ities for sponsorship and mentoss, perceptinns about schol-
arship dcaling with cthnicity, and a variety of other work
inequities.

Sponsorship and Mentors

One obstacle facing African-American and Hispanic faculty

is the lack of effective sponsorship. The usual protective net-
work of sympathetic senior faculty often does not exist.
Research has shown that achievement for African-American
graduate and professional school students is best predicted
by the perception of opportunities to find 2 mentor (Hall
and Allen 1982). The most successful academicians are those
who attended the “best” graduate schools in their fields, had
financial assistance, and were the proteges of well-established
researchers (Cameron and Blackburn 1981, Memiam 1983).
Yet African-American and Hispanic graduate students and
junior faculty members are short on role models, mentors,
and support networks,




Scholarsbip on Etlynicity

Many minority faculty also believe that their work is under-
valued if they choose research topics related to ethnic groups
(Valverde 1980). For example, Hispanic faculty are often “type
cast” as specalists in ethnic matters rather than as “qualified”
in a particular discipline. This perception has developed panly
from the research interests of Hispanic faculty. The 1987
National Latino Faculty Survey found that two out of every
three Hispanic faculty in the social sciences, education or

the humanities wrote doctoral dissenations dealing with their
own ethnic group, Latin American, minarities, or other related
topics (Garza 1988).

Similarly, a 1986 affirmative action study found that a stag-
gering percentage of Chicano faculty were heavily concen-
trated in Chicano Studies, and related departments and sub-
specialties, such as Spanish. The study indicated that about
41 percent of the Hispanic faculty thought to be in the social
sciences and humanities were actually employe< by these
ethnic studies programs (Garza 1984, p. 124).

Moreover, Hispanic participation in university committees
is often related to cthnic factors. A survey of 149 Chicano fac.
ulty found that 43 percent of them are involved in affimmative
action of ethnic community-related committees on campus;
57 percent were on commitiees dealing with the recruitment
and retention of Chicano students (Garza 1988, p. 124). Sim-
flarly, 58 percent of the respondents in the 1987 National
Latino Faculty Survey indicated that the administrative posi:
tions they have held were directorships, chairs and coordi-
nators of programs concemed exclusively with equity issues
such as affirmative action or language (Garza 1988).

Tenure
The American Council on Education's Third Annual Status
Report on Minorities in Higher Fducation (Wilson and Melen
dez 1984) states that for all doctorates camed between 1960
and 1978, minority doctorate recipients are less hkely 1o be
hired on the tenure track or to obtain tenure iu both the scien-
ces and the humanities. The minority tenure rate cxceeded
whites only in the cohort of 1960-1969 degree recipients
working in the sciences. In all other categories, minorities
obtain relatively fewer tenured positions.

The report further illustrates that the incidence of tenure
cannot be explained by different duties assigned to minority
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faculty: academically employed minorities held different types
of positions with the same relative frequency as whites.

A recently published study by Shirley Vining Brown
(1988) also reports that minority faculty are less likely to hold
tenure than whites. Sixty-two percent of the African-American
faculty in four-year colleges and 66 percent of the Hispanic
faculty were tenured, compared with 71 percent of 71l faculty.
However, Brown found that minority faculty were more likely
than whites to be in tenure-track positions.

Work Inequities

In addition, African- American and Hispanic faculty commonly
face problems of inequity. Studies report that they are subject
to lower pay, heavier workloads, or other deterrents to
advancement. They are clustered in lower ranks, part-time
and nontenured positions, and special programs for minority
students—inequities that stand even when the receipt date
of the Ph.D. and entry into teaching are controlled (Exum
1983, p. 386). Many experience some form of harassment
and frustration with inadequate grievance or appeals
procedures.

These differences in the work life of minority and white
faculty are not new. In October 1947, Ebony noted that “pres-
tige rather than moncy is attracting most colored teachers
into white rolleges. One professor . . . is drawing a paltry
$1,800 a year, less than Chicago street cleaners get” (£buny
1947, p. 16). Ebony also noted that at Wayne University in
Detroit, Charles Wosicy Buggs carried the heaviest teaching
load in the School of Medicine. He taught 546 hours, exceed:
ing the maximum allowable teaching load of 400 how s
(Ebony 1947, p. 18).

‘The African American and Hispanic professoriat has often
expressed its professional frustration, demoralization and
lack of hope (Bluck Issiees in Higber Education 1988, Burch
1988, Dennis and Silver 1988, Franklin 1988, O'Brien 1987).
Hispanic and Afrivan-American faculty members are subjecied
to the aggravating aspects of the academic milieu without
enjoying some of its compensating benefits: cantemplation,
independence, and social and intellectual stimulation from
colleagues sharing the same interests ard outlook {(Benok-
raitis and Feagin 1978; Exum 1983; Scott 19814, 1981b).

Once recruited, African-American and Hispanic faculty face
distinctive and largely unacknowledged problems in pursuing




their careers, which lead to difficulties in retention and pro-
motion. Many of them suffer from unusual service and a:dvis
ing burdens; they are far more likely than their white male
peers to be assigned high-workload/low-reward activities,
such as large undergraduate classes and extensive committee
wurk (Homig 1979, Moore and Wagstaff 1974). Such work-
loads can diminish both research productivity and job sat-
isfaction; often the problem goes unacknowledged because
there is insufficient two-way communication between unte
nured faculty and their department chairs and college deans.
(See Arciniega 1985, Menges and Exum 1983, and Valverde
1980. For a contrary view, sce Elmore and Blackbum 1983.)
The stresses associated with the competing obligations
of being role models and institutional servants are often
unrecognized barriers to the achievement and mobility of
African-American and Hispanic faculty (Black 1981, Escobedo
1980, Menges and Exum 1983, Valverde 1980). Ironically,
these service burdens are often critical to the success of the
minority presence on white campuses. Indeed, “colleges and
universities need minority faculty . . . precisely because of
the service roles they fill” in terms of being “buffers, mediu-
tars and interpreters” of minority concems (Exum 1983, p.
395). Yex the individual carcers of minority faculty can be
damaged in the process of negotiating these dilemmus.

Whbhat Colleges Can Do

Department chairs and deans can begin 1o address these
issues by recognizing that excessive committee work and
student advising for Africun-American and Hispanic Eiculty

is a fact of academic lif -and will remain so until faculty
representation mirrors student representation. It is totally
unrealistic, for example, to advise African American or His-
panic faculty to "just say no™ 1o students from their groups
seeking informal and undocumented advice or support in
overcoming the same obstacles and frustrations they them-
selves had to face as students and professionals. These dif
ficulties are compounded when these same faculty are asked
to “represent” their ethnic groups, sometimes as mere win-
dow dressing, on a myriad of college or university commit.
tees. Instead, chairs and deans can regularly provide release
time for research to compensate African-American and His-
panic faculty for excessive committee and advising workloads,
and thus provide these faculty members with genuinely equal
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opportunities to produce the research necessary for retention
and promotion. Where appropriate, service activities in sup-
port of affirmative action goals should be rewarded in pro-
motion and tenure considerations (Ohio State University
1985).

Chairs and deans also should assist in creating support and
mentor networks for new faculty from targeted groups, who
can often feel isolated and uninformed. Chairs and deans
should routinely advise ali untenured faculty of the actual,
not ostensible, procedures and standards for tenure and pro-
motion, and specifically inform: them how to prepare dossiers
appropriate to those standards and procedures (Ohio State
University 1985).

As a matter of course, sincere commitment by a college
or university to recruit African-American and Hispanic faculty
also entails a commitment 1o fairness in supporting those
faculty once they have been hired. The institutions must
notice and respond to the special set of conditions in which
African-American and Hispanic faculty find themselves, and
not simply pretend that their situations are identical to that
of their white counterparts. “Revolving door” retention
records should be subject to the same budgetary and per-
sonnel sanctions as low-level recruitment effonts, and dis-
tinguished retention records should be rewarded through
means that might include additional faculty slots (Ohio State
University 1985).

Affirmative action activities aimed at promoting and retain-
ing African-American and Hispanic faculty should devise ways
of promating faculty from targeted populations who dispro-
portionately begin their careers in adjunat, part-time, or full-
time temparary, nontenure track positions (Abel 1981);
ensure truly professional review and recognition of excellence
in nontraditional scholarship, e.g., African-American studies;
ensure that salary equity exists and that multiple contributions
of faculty from targeted populations to service, teaching, schol-
arship, mentoring, advising, and recruitment have been fully
rewarded; conduct regular exit interviews and job satisfaction
surveys containing affirmative action questions; and develop
and publicize a strong policy against racial harassment {Ohio
State University 1985).

Tomorrow’s Professoriat: The Empty Pipeline
The current status of African-American and Hispanic faculty
is not likely to be remedied solely through traditional means,




as shown by the statistics on minorities in the pipeline leading
toward graduate and professional degrees and thereby enable
them to compete for jobs in higher education. In 1969, 2,280
African-Amerizans with Ph.D.s were identified in a survey,
less than 1 percent of the total (Ford Foundation 1969).
Although Hispanics, especially Hispanic women, have made
impres-ive gains in the number of doctorates eamed since
1975, they continue to be one of the most underrepresented
populations in higher education. African-Americans are the
only minority group to actually experience declines in the
number of degrees awarded at nearly all levels between 1975-
76 and 1984-85; African-American men sustained the greatest
loss (see Tables 1 and 2, Blackwell 1987, Sudarkasa 1987).
The pipeline issue can be examined by reviewing issues
in secondary and undergraduate education, the graduate
school admissions process, trends in graduate school enroll-
ment, and doctoral degree candidates and recipients.

Secondary and Undergraduate Educadon

The “pipeline issue” suggests that one barrier to the increased
participation of African-American and Hispanic scholars as
faculty members is the lack of preparation provided to many
minorities throughowt the educational process. This issue

has been substantiated by research which shows that minority
students have faced, and continue to face, tremendous odds
throughout their years of schooling (see Washington and
LaPoint 1988, Weinberg 1977). Relatively few minority stu-
dents have attended undergraduate educational institutions
in the past, and even fewer went to graduate school (Preer
1981, Staples 1986).

Although the educational level of Americans has increased
significantly over the past 20 years, African-Americans and
Hispanics are far less likely than whites to enter and complete
college. In 1985 23 percent of the white adults aged 25 to
29 had completed four of more years of college, compared
to 11 percent for each of the two minority groups (Census
Bureau 1987). Hispanics are at the greatest risk; the eligible
pool of college-age Hispanic youth continues to decline
because they do not complete high school (Mingle 1987).
African-Americans, 13 percent of college-age youth, represent
only 9.5 percent of all undergracuates and only 4.8 percent
of all graduate students (Mingle 1987a).

Recent data indicate that the average SAT scores of all
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minority students, except Hispanics, have risen since 1985.
SAT scores for Mexican American and Puento Rican students
fell in this period; the scores of whites also dropped slightly
( Chronicle of Higher Education 1987, p. 1).

Graduate School Admissions Process

These declines in the numbers of African-American graduate
students cannot be explained adequately by examining demo-
graphic factors or by reviewing trends in African-American
undergraduate enrollment. Indeed, no similar declines for
other minorities have occurred (Blake 1987). In fact, women
and other minorities continued to increase their gains. No
demographic reasons lie behind this dedline. The absolute
numbers of African-Americans aged 18 to 24 increased. The
proportion of African-American high school graduates
increased, as did their absolute numbers. Nevertheless, from
« high point in or around 1979-1980, there has been a sieady
decline of African-American college attendance in almost all
categories: enrollments of recent high school graduares, full-
time attendecs, and enrollment in four-year colleges. There
may be questions about the accuracy of sume of the data,
but the trend for African-American college enrollment in the
1980s is down, no matter which data hase is used (Arbeiter
1987).

One explanation for the failure of affirmative action to
increase significantly the numbers of minority graduate stu-
dents may lie with the graduate school admissions process.
‘There are few African-American or Hispanic faculty to serve
as role models and mentors in the recruitment process (Exum
1983). Eugene Cota-Robles, Vice President for Academic
Affairs at the University of California, argues that “admissions
to graduate study are driven by faculty interests s opposed
to institutional or socictal inerests” (Chronice of Higher Fdu
cation 1988, p. A17).

In this view, what is needed are programs which encoaage
faculty members to work with minority students, inchuling
increased state support for graduate fellowships. (The next
section has a more detailed discussion of special recruitinent
programs and activities for graduate studemts).

Trends in Graduate School Enrollment
Buth the absolute numbers and percentage of African-
American school graduate enrollment are declining, In 1978,




the 61,923 African-American graduate students represented
6.2 percent of the total graduate enrollment; in 1980 both

the absolute number and percentage of African-American grad-

uate enroliment had dropped to 60,138 and 5.5 percent,
respectively. The downwarnd slide continued in 1982 when
the 54,907 African-American graduate students comprised
5 percent of the total graduate enrollment (see Table 4).

The full-time enrollment of African-Americans in profes-
stonal schoals also declined from 4.8 percent to 4.6 percent.
African-American enrollment in medical schools peaked at
6.3 percent in 1975; by 1985 it was down to 5.9 percent. The
percentage of master’s degrees awarded to African-Americans
between 1976 and 1981 declined by 16 percent, a figure four
times greater than the decline for non-African-Americans.

While graduate school enrollment is declining for whites,
the decline for African-Americans is much sharper. Between
1976 and 1985, the number of African-American graduate stu-
dents fell by 19 percent, compared to 5.4 percent for white
students between 1976 and 1984. The number of Hispanic
students rose by 20 percent but is still quite small in absolute
numbers. Proportionate to representation in the larger society,
Hispanics remain the least represented in higher education
(see Table 4; Camegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching 1987; Cartwright 1987).

TABLE 4
MINORITIES AND WOMEN
I GRADUATE SCHOOL

1976-1977 1984-1985 Change

African Americins 65,352 52.834 19.2
Hispranics 20,274 24,402 204
Asians 18487 28,543 St
Women 4907155 503,525 7.8

Figures include TN citizens anly.

SOURCE. Center for Statistics, US. Dept of bducationy, as citexd in The Chron
ole of Hignr Fducation, September 10, 1980, p. 1
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Doctoral Degree Candidates and Recipients
Traditionally African-American colleges and universities clearly
contribute to the supply of African-American faculty. About

5% percent of the 6,320 African-Americans who received doc-
torates between 1975 and 1980 received their undergraduate
degrees from 87 traditionally African-American institutions.
The other 45 percent received their baccalaureate degrees
from 633 predominantly white institutions (see Higher Edu-
cation Fact Sheet 1982; National Advisory Committee on Black
Higher Education and Black Colleges and Universities 1980a,
1980b; Sudarkasa 1987, p. 6; Wilson and Melendez 1985).

Note that between 1975 and 1985 (see Table 2), the aggre-
gate number and percentage of white males earning doc-
torates have diminished. The percentage of decrease is
roughly equivalent to the percentage of decrease experienced
by African-American males during that same time period.
However, current faculty hiring pattems indicate that a
decreased pool of white males may not lead to increased hir-
ing of African-Americans and Hispanics. The overriding reality
is that white males and females together hold approximately
nine out of every 10 faculty positions in higher education
including over one-third of the faculty positions at historicatly
African-American institutions (Wilson and Melendez 1985,

p. 18}. Therefore, the loss in positions among white males
can be accounted for mostly by gains made for white females.

Whites still seem to earn most doctorates. The National
Research Council reported that in 1986, among doctorate
recipients who were US. citizens, 91.1 percent were white,
3.6 percent were African-American, 2.5 percent were Hispanic,
2.3 percent were Asian and 6.4 percent were American Indian.
Thus, all minorities eamed about 8.6 percent of the doctorates
in 1986, compared to 6.9 percent in 1976, In 1986, the number
of African-Americans with doctorates decreased by 25 percent
since 1976, while the number of Hispanics increased by 64
percent (see Higber Fducation and National Affairs 1988,

p- 3). This rate of social change does not pase a threat to the
status of whites in higher education.

In some instances, the decline in the pool of potential
African-American faculty is occuming despite federal mandates
and the presence of state funds for doctoral study. For exam.
ple, Trent and Copeland (1987) found that the number of
African-American doctoral students has declined in five south-
ern states despite a federal mandate to increase the number

£5



of African-Americans with Ph.D.s. The states—Arkansas, Flor-
ida, Georgia, Oklahoma, and Virginia—awarded 78 doctorates
to African-American students in 1983-84, six fewer than in
1975-1976, before the mandate took effect. Akthough those
states had 24 percent of the nation’s African-American under-
graduates, they had only 7 percent of the African-American
graduate students. These southern states were among 10 in

a 1973 US. District Court ruling requiring the Department

of Health, Education and Welfare's Office for Civil Rights to
ensure that the public systems of higher education were de-
segregated and that the number of African-American graduate
students enrolled increased. Yet the number of fist-time grad:
uate students enrolled fell to 757 in 1984, from a high of 1,218
in 1978. The study also reported that states with limited re-
sources tended to focus on recruitment rather than on reten-
tion of African-American graguate students, resulting in “a
revolving door” at the graduate level (Trent and Copeland
1987).

Barriers to Equal Access
and Effective Affirmative Action
Wilson (1987) argues that despite the appearance of sub-
stantial change and diversity in the academy, this change had
been to a great extent peripheral and more apparent than
real. Moreover, the change that has occusred has been in the
outer precincts of the higher education enterprise rather than
within its heartland to any great degree. When decline occurs,
it is most sharply evident in the most vulnerable pan of higher
education where most minorities reside.

The Camnegie Foundation concluded that it is impaortant
that a search for trends in participation at different levels of
higher education by various groups not lose sight of equity

concems. With the notable exception of Asians, the proportion

of minoarities in higher education does not reach the level
of their presence in the population. The disparity is likely
to increase since population projections indicate that the
numbers of minorities in the US. population will continue
to grow.

Several barriers to equal access and effective affirmative
action can be identificd, including the lack of availability data,
reduced federal support, philosophical debates, and inade-
quate financial aid.

decline in the
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Lack of Availability Data
It is argued that implementing affirmative action in univer-
sities is impeded because higher education does not have
access to data appropriate for establishing utilization goals
at colleges and universities. To establish these goals, admin:
istrators need availability data on the number of African-
Americans and Hispanics available for faculty positions, but
availability data for higher education is scarce and difficult
to apply. However, it must be explicitly recognized rhat the
availability of African-Americans and Hispanics is different
from their recruitability (Higgerson and Hinchcliff Pias 1982).
Recognition of the need for availability data must be quickly
followed by the realization that the issue is more than one
of just numbers or degrees, because a degree does not mean
a job (Menges and Exum 1983). When qualified potential
African-American and Hispanic faculty members are available,
but still receive no positions in predominantly white colleges
and universities, questions of faimess and equitability seem
to be in order. When this situation occurs despite the pres.
ence of affirmative action polidies, the effectiveness of these
measures and the sincerity of the institutions that subscribe
to them also seem to be open o question.

Reduced Federal Support

Mauny ohservers point to reduced suppon from federal level
dedision-makers as a key role in the lack of affirmative action
suceess. For example, following the presidential election in
1980, Senator Orrin Hatch of Utah announced that he would
advocate a constitutional amendment to ban affirmative action
programs that give preference to minorities and women in
employment and education (Reed 1983, p. 345). Critics charge
that the Reagan administration made a partly successful,
broad-based attempt to reduce the government’s gathering
and usc of information on the participation of African-
Americans in education ( Bluck fsues in Higher Fducation
1985, p. 2).

Many observers believe that the beginning, of the Reagan
presidency coincides with limited enforcement of civil rights
lawy such as affirmative action. During the Reagan ery, the
number of employees in the US. Depantment of Education’s
Office of Civil Rights declined from 1,025 in 1981 10 809 in
1987. Travel budgets for investigatons in 10 regional offices
declined from $1.7 million in 1981 to under $675.00 in 1987




( Educational Record 1988, p. 17),

Philosopbical Debates

The momentum of affirmative action achieved from the 1960s
until the mid-1970s has been halted. Blake (1987) argues

that the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s are years of last oppor
tunities. In retrospect, Blake identifies two factors which
undermined the momentum. First of all, rthe good news of
the previous decade— 1965 to 1975 -was considered so gaod
and s0 ireversible that the bad news was underestimated.
Dramatic and fundamental changes had been made, and it
was believed that attempts to include African- Americans and
Hispanics in the higher education system were heing made
on a braad basis. The bad news was that a national debate
flared over the application of affirmative action to faculty hir
ing and scarce places in profession:'] schools. Affirmative:
action, preferential treatment, and reverse discrimination were
arrayed on one side---merit, standards, and qualifications on
the other, Those committed to the methods of the 1960s and
early 1970s for getting fair treatment for African-Americans
and Hispanics were forced to defend themselves against
charges that they were the enemies of merit and historical
standards of gqualification. With the Alan Bakke case in 1979,
affirmative action policies that were the basis for African-
American and Hispanic progress were cast in doubt.

Inadequate Financial Ald

As a second factor, Blake cites the federal legislation in 1978
that put middle-income students under the tent of federal
financial aid. To this day, this policy shift haunts the debate
on how much money is enough to finance needy students,

Limits on the total aid availability have significantly in-
creased unmet need and shifted more and more aid frem
grants to loans for even the lowest income students. This
problem is accelenited by the shift from grants to loans. For
many low income students, “a loan is tantamount to no
money at all” (Tendaji Ganges, Upward Bound, quoted in
Neusweek on Campues, February 1997, p. 16).

The imponance of financial aid can also be illustrated by
noting that the first significant wave of campus diversity
occurred with the G.1. Bill grants opportunities following
World War 11 (Wilson 1987, p. 11). Therefore, many academics
and federal officials point to declining federal student aid

b
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grants as contributing to the decline in the number of African.
American graduates (for example, see NSF's study of science
doctorates camed by minorities) (Bluck Astees in Higher Fdu-
cation 1988, p. 19).

Emst Benjamin, the general secretary of the AAUP, points
to rising education costs as a major reason for these declines,
along with the financial aid trend of awarding more loans
than grants (Burch 1988, p. 8. Alan W. Ostar, President of
the American Association of State Colleges and Universities,
points to several barriers keeping minority students out of
graduate schools, such as the new tax law that designates
scholarship or work-study funds as not wition taxable.

African-American students are two to five times more likely
than white students to rely on various federal aid programs
to finance their undergraduate education (Exum 1983, p. 386).
Burdened with debt from their undergraduate education,
minority graduate students are more lik2ly to enroll part time,
take longer to finish their graduate work, and enroll in masters
rather than doctoral programs (Exum 1582

Fxum (1983) outlines the difficulties which African-
Amcrican graduate students have faced in obtaining financial
suppaort for their education. African-Americans are more
dependent than whites or foreign students on their own eam-
ings, federal loans, and/or other commercial loans to pay
for their graduate education. Of those African-Americans
receiving doctorates in 1978, only 2 received a National Sci-
ence Foundation trainecship out of 422 awarded that year,
and African-Americans received 16 of the 725 fellowships
awards (Exum 1983, p. 388). Moreover, the distribution of
both federal and institutional financial support has tended
to reflect and reinforce the uneven distribution of African-
American doctorates by field (Exum 1983). For example,
nearly half of the National Defense Education Act Fellowships
awarded to African-American doctorate recipients in 1978
were in education, compared to 15.1 percent for whites
(Exum 1983, p. 388).

The fact that African-American student enrollment doubled
hetween 1960 and 1980—with most of that growth occurring
in predominantly white institutions—can also be traced o0
federal financial aid and the creation of special programs such
as TRIO and Upward Bound (Wilson 1987, p. 11). These pro-
grams also created many jobs for minority faculty and admin-
istrators. Since then, however, funding for many of these fed-
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eral programs have been cut.

Reginald Wilson (1987) reposts that between 1980 and
1984, the availability of student aid grants as a portion of totil
financial aid declined from 55 percent to 41 percent. Between
1980 and 1984, available financial aid declined 21 percent
in constant dollars, while college tition rose 11.8 percent
(Wilson 1987, p. 12). A study by the College Board found
that federal aid to postsecondary 1. dents dropped from $22.2
billion to $20.7 billion since 1980 (see Newstweek on Campius
1987, p. 16). African-Americans and Hispanics are more likely
to require financial aid since they are ahout twice as likely
as whites to be poor (Children’s Defense Fund 1989).

Campus-hased student aid programs have become increas:
ingly important in addressing the needs of students, For exam-
ple, the amount of institutional aid to needy undergraduates
increased 149 percent since 1979. Since 1979, the number of
nec ‘v undergraduate students increased from 2.8 million w0
3.8 million (Higher Education and National Affairs 1987, p. 3).

Expressing a contrary view, William J. Bennett, then Sec:
retary of Education, asserted that federal aid “has not dried
up” and that African-American students have equal access
to higher education. Rather, Bennett argued that among stu
dents with similar achievement levels, African- Americans are
just as likely to attend college as whites. Therefore, the prob-
lem is “there are too many low performing Black students™
with inadequate preparation @t the clementary and secondary
level. Further, Bennett stated that colleges’ retention of stu-
dents is “not amenable to federal solution™ (Higber Education
and National Affairs 1988, p. 5).

Conclusion
“Anticlimax™ may be the best word to describe the staus of
the now 17-year-old effort to desegregate the Baculties of pre-
dominantly white colleges and universities. To many
observers, affirmative action issues are so complex and com:
promised that resignation rather than hope follows. The
results clearly do not match the expectations ( Change 1987).
The Camegic Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education
took the position in 4 1975 report that affirmative action
would take more time to be effective in higher education
than the five years that was originally suggested by the federal
government. Unfortunately, after three times longer than that
recommended time, the impeact of affimative action in termms
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of increased African-American and Hispanic faculty at pre.
dominantly white colleges and universities is stili minimal.
With an actual decline in the numbers of African-American
faculty, and miniscule increases in the numbers of Hispanic
faculty, the prospects for diversity look extremely dismal
unless the institutions find ways to make affirmative action
a reality and not just a rhetorical exercise.

Sudarkasa quickly points out that the majority of African-
Americans and Hispanics who have been hired, and who
enroll in school, have done so without any special or pref:
erential treatment. In fuct, the opposite is true: they do so
in spite of barriers that they confront at almost every tum
(Sudarkasa 1987).

Sudarkasa also mentions that, as a matter of record, the
progress of white female faculty as a result of affirmative
action has far outstripped that of African-Americans and His-
panics. She explains that this fact is important, not to drive
a wedge between minorities and the white women who have
henefitted from affirmative action, but to point out that these
women are not usually the targets of charges of incompetence
or of lawsuits charging reverse discrimination. Rather, the
relatively smaller number of African-Americans and Hispanics
who have benefited from affirmative action are resented
because of beliefs that they received preference without being
prepared, and that they profited from “quotas™ without being
qualified.

Note that the term “quotas”™ is often viewed as a pejorative
label used to dismiss all numerical goals. Since the Bakke
case prohibited quotas, while allowing race to be considered,
use of that term is thought to be an indicator of antagonism
toward affirmative action (see later section).

The higher education community has been running very
hard with their affirmative action activities over the past 20
vedrs, yet has stayed in the same place. Now, in a climate
much less sympathetic to social inclusion, Wilson (1987)
argues that the motivation to promote diversity in higher edu-
cation must come from a higher sense of national necessity
that supersedes the namow self-interest of faculties and makes
4 more realistic assessment of the resistance to change.

Given trends in the supply and demand of African-American
taculty, what is the likelihood of substantially increasing the
level of African-American and Hispanic participation as faculty
and administrators in higher education? To Sudarkasa (1987),




the answer is clear: In the short run for the country as a whole,
the chances are minimal to none. The chances of significantly
decreasing the level of that participation is very great if affic
mative action policy is abandoned.

On the other hand, Wilson (1987) says that this would,
at first glance, seem to be a propitious time for institutions
te move toward racial and ethnic parity. The demographics
are all favorable. Minorities of college-going age are increasing
while the post World War 1l baby boom generation is aging.
Of those in the professoriat, over 50 percent are estimaed
to be replaced by the end of the century.

Demand for African American and Hispanic faculty might
increase as a result of the changing composition of the tra.
ditional college-age population: The majority of public school
students in our major cities are minoxities, and they will be
overwhelmingly so by the year 2000. The birth rates of African-
Amcricans and Hispanics are the highest among cthnic groups
in the United States. Indeed, between 1982 and 1987, the
nation’s Hispanic population increased 22 percent (Higher
Fducation and National Affairs 1987, p. 3). Also, 42 percent
of immigrants to the United States are Hispanic. By the year
2010, one-third of the American population and the workforce
will be minorities, African Americans will make up 14 percent,
Hispanics nearly 15 percent, and Asians about $ percent
(Black Isues in Higher Education 1987, p. 1). By the year
2025, minorities are expected to make up nearly 40 percent
of all 18 to 24 year-olds (Mingle 1987a).

still one cannat help but recognize that the presence of
African-Americans and Hispanics in higher education in 1989
falls woefully shont of where men and women of good will
hoped and trusted it could be (Change 1987). The higher
education community must heed the waming signals - the
statistics on supply and demand, the racial incidents on cam-
puses across the coantry, and the evidence of growing mis
trust between communitics,

Affirnative Rbetoric. Negative Action

41



e
o s

EFFECTIVE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION:
Institutional Approaches and Barriers

A critical barrier to affirmative action progress is the tendency
toward “deferred responsibility,” that is, each constituency
holding another responsible for failures of initiative or imple-
mentation, Administrators are perceived by their critics as
committed to slow, hierarchical progress; faculty as tradition-
bound and ideologically resistant; students as distracted or
unrealistic. All of these perceptions may be accurate, but
together they scem to weaken the collective spirit and para-
lyze the collective effort necessary for successful affirmative
action (Ohio State University 1985).

In this chapter, the following institutional approaches and
strategies that can overcome the barrier of deferred respon-
sibility are examined:

* Institutional leadership.

¢ The faculty.

* Aftican-American and Hispanic members of the academic

community.

* Search committees.

* Affirmative action offices.

* Special recruitment programs and activities.

Examples of effective affirmative action practices within U.S.
colleges and universities are presented. A more extensive
case study is presented on the African-American presence
at Antioch College.

Institutional Leadership

High visibility and determined leadership by the chief exec
utive and academic officers of the college or university are
the most important clements that sets the stage for successful
affirmative action. Dimensions of the leadership variable are
values and prioritics, leadership style, behavior and stability.
Strong leaders are perceived as personally committed to affir-
mative action; to treat affirmative action as an important insti-
tutional priority with resources and staff; to closely monitor
decisions and to hold decision-makers accountable; to pro
vide effective two-way communication; and to offer incentives
for affirmative action efforts und resuilts (Hyer 1985, Ohio
State University 1985).

One criterion in selecting or reappointing vice presidents,
deans, and chairs should be the level of effont and results
demonstrated in affirmative action. These leaders should be
alert to oppontunities to hire candidates from target groups.
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The administrator must be prepared on occasion to upset
people where affirmative action advocacy is concemed.

There are many wdys in which chief academic officers can

show their support for affirmative action. They aan:

* Highlight the institution’s affirmative action efforts and
successes in public speeches and in meetings with faculty
and staff on campus.

* Become aware of departments in which minority faculty
are underutilized, and question hirings and promotions
in those departments.

* Take advantage of opportunities to appoint or nominate
African-Americans and Hispanics to commitiees or for
leadership positions.

= Meet with community leaders and lobbying groups to
engage their assistance in recruiting apnlicants for
employment.

* Support professional development programs on campus
designed 10 heighten sensitivity to affirmative action and
to improve administrative and supervisory skills (see Van-
derWaerdt 1982),

Faculty Responses to Affirmative Action

Administrative leadership is crucial but it can be constrained
by the norms of academic institutions, particularly depan-
mental autonomy and academic freedom. Academic admin-
istrators can exercise leadership based on their positions in
the hicrarchy, but they should try to maintain consensus and
collegial relations within their institutions. These academic
norms contrast with the norms in other institutions—for
example, with military institutions where the tradition of hier-
archy made the entry of women into military academies easier
to accomplish despite opposition from military officials (see
Exum 1983).

Prior to the enactment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
amended in 1972 to apply to educational institutions, college
and university leaders seemed to suppont the fight against
discrimination and voiced little opposition to the passage
of the amendment (VanderWaerdt 1982). Subsequently, how-
ever, many institutions and academicians resisted changes
in their procedures and practices that would have adaively
encouraged African-Americans and Hispanics to be considered
for faculty and administrative positions.

The carly 1970s hrought numerous articles decrying the




amendment as a threat (o academic standards, and predicting
that vast numbers of unqualified women and minorities would
have to be hired to comply with government regulations
(refer 10 Loftus 1977). Anather perspective is that discrim-
ination causes less qualified people to be hired because sig:
nificant groups of qualified people are not considered for
positicns. Moreover, the fact is that hiring less qualified can-
didates because of race or sex is a violation of the faw
(VanderWaerdt 1982).

There is little credible evidence of strong faculty commit
ment toward affirmative action in faculty hiring, manifested
behaviorally in vigorous recruitment. Rather, some faculty
have advanced an intellectual, ideological argument that affir-
mative action results in reverse discrimination, lowered stand-
ards, unfair quotas, and disincentives for excellence. A college
or university comunitted to excellence, some still say, can only
afford 1o commit itself to nondiscrimination, as distinct from
affirmative action, in faculty recruitment and retention.

The pemistent notion that affirmative action threatens aca
demic quality has been widely addressed. First and foremost,
vigorous affirmative action has been shown repeatedly to
enhance rather than threaten research excellence by enlarging
the range and sharpening the rigor of inquiry. In such dis-
ciplines as history, political science, and literary theory,
African-American and Hispanic scholars have advanced the
frontier of knowledge by exploring new areas and, in some
notable instances, by producing methodological innovations
that reshape the discipline. Yet, many minority scholars per-
ceive that it is a professional risk for them to study ethnic
issues, and that the work of minority scholars in these areas
is not recognized (Valverde 1980). In some instances, it is
paossible to question whether passive resistance to affirmative
action is not also a resistance to variety, innovation, and pro-
gress in the discipline—as when African-American and His-
panic scholars are told that their expertise is not academically
respectable and thus in itself is a threat to research excellence
(Ohio State University 1985).

Resistance to affirmative action based on meritocratic values
appears to be neutral, objective, competitive, and fair. A meni-
tocracy is considered appropriate because of the view that
any remaining discrimination in hiring or mobility is 4 rem-
nant of the past and does not reflect actual, ongoing oper-
ations (Oliver and Glick 1982). Yet the reality is that neutrality
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and objectivity are often absent from hiring deliberations,

and thus, do not protect minorities against discrimination.

In practice, a “patronage merit system” exists in higher edu-
cation which values both achievement and performance as
well as personal style, conforming behavior, and mentors

and sponsors. This system is closed to many African-Americans
and Hispanics because of differences in racial, cultural,
rescarch, or social class backgrounds.

Adherence to the presumed meritocracy serves to disguise
the character and imperfections of the merit system while
legitimizing the exclusion of African-American and Hispanic
faculty (Exum 1983). This view can also serve to burden or
victimize individual African-American and Hispanic faculty
whose presence may be shrouded by arguments that pit aca-
demic excellence against affirmative action.

The literature corroborates the personal experiences of
the authors which suggest that minority scholars and their
white colleagues simply see the academic environment dif-
ferently. A tremendous gap in perceptions often exists
between these groups because of the inability of white faculty
to hear the voices of the African-American and Hispanic scho-
lars. For example, in studies of African-American and white
faculty, white faculty were of the opinion that “Blacks were
doing better than ever” while African-American faculty per-
ceived tremendous obstacles in gaining tenure and promotion
(Staples and Jones 1984). Another study found that African-
American faculty felt that their research institution was “racist”
while simultaneously acknowledging that a positive racial
climate existed at the departmental level and that the criteria
for tenure and promation were universally applied without
regard to ruce (Elmore and Blackbum 1983).

The important underlying point in Elmore and Blackburn
is that these African-American faculty members were favorably
disposed toward their departments, but less favorably dis-
posed toward the university at large. The most virulent racism
in these institutions may very well be located in the depant-
ments where there are no African-American or Hispanic faculty
members.

Again, a distinction must be made between the anticulation
of the general cultural value of social equality and the reality
of specific situations. Staples and Jones (1984) observe that
because racial identity and racial inequality coexist with
national values of equality and a color-blind society, main-
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taining the social order depends on the perceptions of meri-
tocracy and intemnal locus of control. Thus, whereas minority
faculty perceive barriers to the meritocracy based on their
personal and group experiences, members of the majority
group rest comfortably assured that the meritocracy is cffec-
tively operational.

Advocacy by African-American and

Hispanic Members of the Academic Community
Advocacy by members of the target groups is second only

to strong institutional leadership in affirmative action (Hyer
1985). Muny successful affirmative action programs are the
outgrowth of advocacy and leadership by campus advocates.
Activity by African-Americans and Hispanics already on campus
can provide crucial support to locating and attracting candi-
dates. Thus, attention must be given to retaining and prom-
oting African-Americans and Hispanics already in the univer-
sity community. This attention has other benefits as well; the
lack of role models for students has been frequently cited

as a factor in the difficulty of recruiting and retaining minority
students (see previous section).

Caalition activity by African-Americans, Hispanics, and
whites on campus can be effective when these advocates tar-
get central administrative leaders, have two to three senior
minority faculty playing leadership roles, and provide suppornt
by locating candidates. Clearly there must be simultaneous
cooperative effort among various campus constituencies, but
an important leadership function can be played by these

groups.

Search Committees
Since the search committee is a standard tool for screening
and interviewing candidates, it can facilitate or serve as a bar-
rier to affirmative action effectiveness (see Goodwin 1975).
Thus, the composition, work activities, and attitudes of search
committecs are important. Search committees should consist
of people whose personal commitment to affirmative action
gives them the time, energy, and inclination to explore minor-
ity networks when particular vacancies occur, and to introduce
candidates to their target group peers on the occasion of the
campus interviews,

In many ways, employment practices affecting faculty have
not substantially changed from the “old boy™ network before
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the Civil Rights Act of 1964. For example, although there has
been a substantial increase in ads placed in The Chronide

of Higher Education since the 1972 Higher Education Gusde-
lines for Affirmative Action, and three-quarters of institutions
do advertise nationally, there has been little substantial change
in the sex or race of new hires, Indeed, about one third of
the positions were filied internally. The federal regulations

of 1972 have not resulted in substantial increases in new hires
of different ethnic groups, but have resulted in increased costs
( Dingerson, Rodman, and Wade 1982; Socolow 1978; Wisen-
hunt 1980).

The effective affimative action search process should have

the following features:

* Flexibility in defining subspecialty and academic rank
of new openings if such redefinition increases access
t0 a larger nool of applicants.

* Search committee members who have a personal com-
mitment to affirmative action and who are willing to take
the extra time to recruit more aggressively, i.e., more
phone calls, letters, etc.

* A persanalized touch in which candidates are notified
of search progress, applications are acknowledged, per-
sonal follow-ups oceur, and sensitivity to candidates styles
Or postures are incorporated.

* Timely offers to candidates since some candidates from
targeted populations in some disciplines may be highly
sought after.

¢ Inclusion of unsolicited applications or inquiries.

* Reliance on prevalent professional files, registries, and
data banks to identify candidates from targeted popu-
lations who have received significant grants or
recognition.

* The use of contacts in organizaions, associations, and
agencies thut conduct job scarches to tap into the per-
sonal networks among members of targeted populations
in appropriate ficlds {Ohio State University 1985).

Aggressive affirrrive action search techniques can include

the following:

* Broud advertising covering a range of jcurnals and job
registries specifically geared to target populations.

* The use of all available professional occasions (confer-
ences, consultations, etc.) to actually solicit curricula vitae
from promising candidates in targeted populaiions,
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* The creation and continually updating of depanmental

files or talent hanks prior to a particular faculty vacancy.

* The solicitation of advice and counsel from continuing

faculty who are members of targeted populations.

* The use of alumni from targeted populations.

* Contacts with faculty at predominantly African-American

or Hispanic colleges for refermals.

* Contracts with the professional and scholarly socicties

of target groups as well as members of targeted popu-
lations holding professional positions in independent
research institutions, industry, government, ctc. (Murray
1984, Ohio State University 1985).

Vitae banks are frequently being developed as a means
to identify available minority candidates. The actual success
of vitae banks, however, is mixed. This resource can be used
cynically as a means to collect names to throw into an affir
mative action pool without attention to the quality of the cre-
dentials. The success of vitae hanks “is only as good as the
sincerity and commitment of the institutions using them”
(Wilson 1987, p. 14).

Academic departments should be encouraged by a variety
of rewards and sanctions to increase their representation of
targeted groups. Units that have been identified as requiring
special attention in faculty recruitment should collaborate
with the affirmative action officer in formulating realistic goals
and plans. Sometimes the problem may be a small availability
pool, in which case the affirmative action officer may be able
to assist the office in developing more aggressive search com-
mittee techniques, in securing additional budgetary flexibility.
or in formulating plans to increase the pool through expan:
sion of graduate or postgraduate training oppontunitics, Some
times a particular unit may exhibit a low level of effort in affir
mative action recruitment in which case the affimmative action
officer might be able to suggest specific and often simple
strategies for intensifying the effort, including rewards for
successful effont in the form of additional authorized positions
or ather budgetary incentives (Ohio State University 1985 ).

In no case should inadequate search and recruitme nt proce
dures be allowed 1o persist. The affirmative action officer
should regularly maonitor search procedures in depantments
with a prior history of weak effort. In cases where inadequate
procedures remain uncorreded, the affiomative action officer
should recommend to the dean and provost the same types

Affirmative Rbetoric, Negative Action

R

IToxt Provided by ERI




of sanctions now used for inadequate performance in teach-
ing, research, and service (Ohio State University 1985).

Two final obscervations: First, the issue of tokenism must
be addressed and steps taken to prevent it. Research indicates
that there is now an increasing trend toward giving out a small
propontion of positions reserved for targeted populations and
then abandoning the pursuit of such candidates for future
vacancies, regardless of the number of future vacancies (Fin-
kelstein 1983).

In this way, white women and African- American or Hispanic
candidates are sometimes placed in a position to compete
with each other for the same affirmative action position—
effectively limiting the total number of minoritics who are
eventually hired. Caution may be advisable to avoid using
affirmative action as an exclusive, rather than inclusive, vehicle
for faculty hiring,

Finally, when African- American or Hispanic candidates are
invited to ¢ epus for an interview, they must be treated with
the respect accorded to other candidates. A commonly stated
perception among minority academics is that they are invited
to interviews as a type of “window dressing,” but their posi-
tion as 4 viable candidate is not tiken seriously. In this way,
search committees extend interviews as a means of demon-
strating that the pool of candidates has been inclusive. Indeed,
the mixed or ambiguous signals that minorities may perceive
while on campus visits may lead some of them to refuse job
offers cven if they are made (see Exuam 1983).

Affirmative Action Offices

Affirmative action advocacy must reflect the mission and pur-
poses of the institution in order to be effective. This definition
of effectiveness, however, is not normative practice. With
some exceptions, affirmative action offices focus on com-
pliance and on responding to goals and timetables established
by others instcad of generating goals based on institutional
commitments. Thus, if institution-wide advances are made,
they are primarily passive responses to imposed federal
guidelines.

QOver the past 17 years, universities have shown a clear lack
of significant progress in affimative action, but the universities
have consistently been found to be in compliance with federal
guidelines. Any pride which universities take in being models
of compliance can no longer obscure the performance gap

€



between meeting federal guidelines and achieving genuine
equal opportunity within the academic community (Ohio
State University 1985).

Yet, an advocacy role is not without risk. Court decisions
have backed the right of employers to take disciplinary action
against the affimative action officer who takes the advocate
route and files suit on behalf of employees (Fortunata 1985).

Effective affirmative action advocacy will require that the
affirmative action officers are recognized as key administrative
leaders rather than peripheral monitors of compliance activ-
ities. Affirmative action officers must be in a pusition to influ-
ence policies before they are made, not simply to review them
after the fact (Stetson 1984).

All university administrators should be hekd directly
accountable to the affirmative action officer for acceptable
effort—and eventual success—through the same budgetary
and personnel rewards and sanctions by which they are now
held accountable for discharging their other responsibilities.

The affirmative action officer should report directly to the
chief executive or academic officer of the college or university
and should be the president’s staff associate on key university
bodies, such as the board of trustees, the deans, admissions,
and the university senate. A direct reponting line not only
allows the affirmative action officer to operate from a position
of strength, but is also logical, as affirmative action issues cut
across organizational levels and must be perceived as a high-
level institutional commitment (Ohio State University 1985),

Affirmative action advocacy requires that the office perform
several functions (see Ohio State University 1985, Vander
Waerdt 1982). These offices must:

* Conduct systematic artvocacy and collaborative goal set-
ting through regular advice and counsel with individual
administrative units and policy committees.

* Advise and counsel appropriate administrators on the
rewards for acceptable levels of effort in meeting agreed.
upon goals and on sanctions for unaceeptable levels of
effon.

* Continually review all college and university policies for
their impact on equity for faculty from targeted groups.
No new policy or standard should be instituted without
prior consultation with the affimmative action office.

* Plan educational programming that includes regular
seminars, workshops, and training sessions on affirmative
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action issues for all university constituencies.

» Publish and distribute a brief and readable internal annual
repont. Interpretations of statistics on recruitment, reten-
tion, and harassment rather than on the mere cataloguing
of data should be emphasized.

e Create and maintin the necessary data profiles and sta-
tistics on students, statf, and faculty who are members
of the various discriminated groups to identify problems
and monitor progress.

* Develop and coordinate both formal and informal affir-
mative action-refated grievance procedures that eam the
trust and respect of staff, students, faculty, and
administrators.

The most successful programs occur when affirmative action
officers are clear about their roles and make conscious deci-
sions on the division of responsibilities and issues of repre-
sentation. Some affirmative action officers are not able to with-
stand the pressure of their peer groups; some are overzealous
and counterproductive. Some have conflicts with the per-
sonnel officer due to differences in appraaches to problem-
solving. 1f the chief academic officer serves as the affirmative
acidon officer---which is not an uncommon armangement—

a conflict of interest may occur if that person is not strongly
committed to the vigorous pursuit of equality. Whatever
arrangement is used, itis imperative that the affirmative action
officer has a clear vision of realistic goals, timetables, and
results, and can serve as an advaaate to meet these objectives.

A candid view of a president’s perspective of affirmative
action officers was given by Kenneth E. Wright, president of
Passiac County Community College, to a meeting of the New
Jersey Association of Affirmative Action in Higher Education.
Wright told the affirmative action officers that “if you really
wani to be effective, come 1o us with solutions and not prob-
lems . ., We really get tired of the bad news and all of the
problems. We'll be much more responsive when we are
approachied from s positive viewpoint” ( Bluck Isstes in Higher
Fducation 1988, p. 9).

Special Recruitment Programs and Activities

This discussion of the availability pool, the limited demand
for African American and Hispanic faculty, and graduate school
enroullments make it clear that increasing the proportion of
African-American and Hispanic faculty will require more than




simply increasing the number of Ph.D.s. The current status

of African-American and Hispanic faculty is not likely to be

remedied through traditional means such as the regulation
compliance appraaches which dominate affirmative action

policy in higher education.

New ideas and innovative approaches are necessary to
develop, recruit, and retain African-American and Hispanic
professors. These approaches can include curriculum review,
incentives to minarity graduate students, and suppon for ele-
mentary and second. =y students.

Curriculum Review

Curriculum review can be critical 1o the hiring process. There
may be a need for careful evaluation of the curriculum and

a deliberate assessment of future employment needs. Con-
sideration should be given 1o ways of strengthening the cur.
riculum to aitract more African American and Hispanic scho-
lars (Stetson 1984). For example, the Temple University Board
of Trustees approved a 10-year academic plan to triple African-
American faculty partly by strengthening African-American
studies and establishing a center for African-American culture
and history (Black Issues in Higher FEducation 1986).

Kean College of Union, New Jersey is also seeking to meat
the challenge of diversity through curriculum reform. In the
1970s Kean initiated a program in which students could enroll
in the first two years of their cumriculum in Spanish concur-
rently with their in English-as-a-second-language courses.
Kean employed 23 Hispanic faculty members in 1987, most
of whom taught courses other than Spanish. The core cur-
riculum courses also included focus on diversity ( Black Issies
in Higher Education 1987, pp. 1-5).

Incentives to Graduate Students

One response to the dwindling pool of potential African-
American and Hispanic professors is for institutions to “grow”
their own. Some institutions have had moderate success in
identifying disciplines in which minorities are underrepre.
sented, by recruiting doctoral candidates into those areas,

and hiring them as junior faculty when they complete their
studies. Washington University in St. Louis and Wayne State
University have used this approach. Ohio State University leads
the nation in producing minority Ph.D.s (Wilson 1987, p. 144).
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Other colleges and universities have come together with
industry to form consortia to promote access in higher edu-
cation. Several consartia--the National Consortium for Edu-
cational Access in Athens, Georgia; the National Consortium
for Graduate Degrees in Engineering (GEM) at Notre Dame,
Indiana; and the Consottium for Graduate Study in Manage-
ment in $t. Louis, Missouri—provide financial support for
study at nationally known graduate and professional programs
as well as on-the job training and employment opportunities.
Since 1976, GEM has accumulated 400 alumni; in 1986, 85
students received doctorates (Black Issues in Higher Edu-
cation 1987).

In another joint effort, Oberdin, Williams, Mount Holyoke,
and Carleton Colleges began a research scholar program o
encourage minority students to consider careers in college
ur university teaching. Funded by a grant from the Ford Foun-
dation, cach of the four colleges selects four to six students
each year to participate in the program. Each student receives
financial support and collaborates on research projects with
designated faculty mentors (Burch 1988, p. 6).

Also receiving high praise is the Black Doctoral Fellowship
Program of the Florida Endowment Fund for Higher Edu-
cation, previously known as the McKnight Black Doctoral Fel-
lowship Programs. This program provides $15,000 in annual
support to each of 25 African-American students attending
doctonate granting institutions in Florida. The program
emphasizes study in the ants and sciences, business, and
engineering.

The success of the program, which began in 1984, has been
immediate, according o its executive direcior, israel Tribble.
By fall 1987, the Florida Program had sponsored 92 fellows,
many of whom would have been passed over by other grad-
uate programs because their GRE scores range from 640 to
1450 and average 940, not the 1,000 typically required. Yet
the students are excelling in competitive programs.

To nuiny ubservers, the success of these programs indicates
that the potential of African-American students cannot be pre-
dicted by test-taking skills. Indeed, while Florida's public insti-
wtions have produced one African-American engineering
Ph.D. in the last five years, the McKnight program is now spon-
soring 11 students in engineering programs. The seven fellows
in computer science doctorate programs exceeds the total
number of doctorates awarded 10 African-Americans through-
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out the United States in that ficld in 1987 ( Bluck Issiees in
Higber Education 1987, p 8).

In other initiatives, several state legislatures, for example
in Connecticut, Michigan, and New Jersey, have made money
available for new graduate fellowships. New Jersey's Minority
Academic Career program is seen as a model because it for-
gives students one-quarter of their loans for each vear they
teach in the state after receiving their degree. In this way, they
encourage and support professorial career choices (Chronicle
of Higher Education 1987, p. 24).

Similarly in 1987 the California State University System
began a program to help women and minorities get their doc-
totates and increase the number of women and minority fac-
ulty members on system campuses. The program provides
up to $30,000 for doctoral study which is “forgiven™ if the
recipients work within the university system for at least five
years (Black Issues in Higber Education 1988, p. 8).

The Ford Foundation and the National Rescarch Council
SPONSOT Programs to assist minority scholars at both the pred
actoral and postdoctoral stages. These programs join such
well established efforts as the Depanment of Education’s
Graduate Professional Opportunities Program and those spon-
sored by the Nationa! Science Foundation (NSF) in such fields
as environmental br Yay and engineering.

NSF began its Minc.3t e - “raduate Fellowship Program in
1978 to increasce the v v - of minority scientists, mathem-
aticians, and engineer . - 2n 1978 and 1988, NSF received
4,486 applications and me ‘¢ 548 awards (National Science
Foundation 1988).

These special financial aid and recruiting activities have
been instituted to ensure the broadesc and most diverse pool
of professorial candidates possible. These oppontunities offer
African-American and Hispanic scholars impontant mentor
relationships and “grooms™ them to achieve excellence.

In their book, American Professors: A National Resource
Imperiled, Howard R. Bowen and Jack H. Schuster (19806),
call for a wide ranging national fellowship program tc identify
and support minority students interested in academic careers.
“Unless this is done,” they write, “affirmative action policies,
even if carried out in good faith by campuses, will be inade-
quate to prevent serious erosion in the numbers and quality
of minorities in the academic profession.” Yet no such pro-
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gram has been created and affirmative action officers widely
bemoan the lack of national leadership on the matter.

Suppor: for Elementary and

Secondary School Students

Harold Hodgkinsons's (1985) repon, A One System, empha-
sized that educational opportunities at all levels from kinder-
garten through graduate school should be considered as *all
one system.” Implied in this perspective is that significant
increases in the pool of perspective African-American and
Hispanic faculty members will only occur by supporting stu-
dents in the primary and secondary schools.

Indeed, a summary repon of 33 states’ programs to recruit
and retrain minorities in higher education shows that states
have put great emphasis on collaborative work with the
schools to improve academic preparation (Mingle 19872,
1987h). For example, deficiencics in elementary and sec-
ondary programs in Chicago are said to have contributed to
local students’ poor college performance ( Higher Education
and National Affairs 1988, p. 5). However, states use a wide
variety of approaches to minority participation in higher edu-
cation; critics charge that the lack of consistency across states
works to the detriment of minorities ( Black Issues in Higher
Education 1986, p. 6).

In 1987, Ohio State University (OSU) proposed a compre
hensive affirmative action plan consistent with Hodgkinson's
ideas. To create 4 larger pool of college-eligible African-
American students, Ohio State University plans 1o create The
Young Scholars program, which will target sixth-graders from
trban Ohio arcas who would not ordinarily have the oppor-
tunity, aspirations, or suppon to attend college. Students
accepted into the program will be admitted to the university
and provided financial aid if they complete a coliege pre-
paratory curriculum, participate in summer programs at OSU,
and maintain satisfactory academic progress. When fully
implemented, 400 sixth-graders will be initiated each spring
(Black Isues in Higher Education 1987, pp. 1, 6).

In a similar effort, the University of the District of Columbia
initiated precollege programs in 1982 with its Saturday Acad-
emy for eighth grade students and teachers. A special Science
and Engineering Program, funded by the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, provided training in mathematics,
computer science, and electrical engineering skills to more
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than 300 studenits and 40 teachers in 1986 ( Black Issues in
Higber Education 1987, p. 9).

In a 10-year plan to increase the number of African-
American engineering students at Florida A & M University,
the university has established a precollege recruitment plan
targeted for African-American fourth-graders. The plan
includes a Saturday Academy for elementary schoal students
in 10 cities, an engineering training project for seventh-
through ninth-graders, and summer programs for high school
students (Black Issues in Higher Education 1987, p. 9).

Similarly, in 1987 Bryn Mawr College received a grant from
the GTE Foundation for a two-year pilot program designed
to encourage 30 scientifically gifted African-American and
Hispanic young women from Philadelphia high schools to
pursue careers in the sciences. Mentorship with successful
minority women scientists is a high priority of that program
(Black Issues in Higber Education 1987, p. 10).

In 1987, Xavier University became the first private university
in the country to adopt a sixth grade public school class and
guarantee them tuition assistance. The school in which the
class was adopted had a minarity population of 98 percent.
The College Opportunity Program being offered to suppon
the students’ success included mentoring, tutoring, and aca-
demic enrichment (Bluck Issues in Higher Education 1987,
p. 17).

Examples of Effective Affirmative Action Practices

To assist colleges and universities in improving their affir-
mative action practices, the American Council on Education
recently published a handbook proposing strategies to reduce
the trend of declining minority participation in higher edu-
cation. The first of its kind, the handbook covers faculty, stu-
dents, administrators, campus climate, teaching and leaming,
and the curriculum. The handbook also profiles three insti-
tutions-~The University of Massachusetts at Boston, Miami-
Dade Community College, and Mount S$t. Mary’s College in
California—that have made sustained efforts to increase the
role of minorities on their campuses (Green 1989).

Several colleges and universities have had successful faculty
recruitment plans. A frequently cited example is Miami Uni-
versity of Ohio. Gary Hunter, the affimative action officer,
states that the successful recruitment and employment strate.
gies have as their comerstone the uncompromising leadership
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of the university president. Also important is the active in-
volvement of the academic leadership such as deans and
chairs, including the imposition of occasional sanctions.
Hunter explains the affirmative action philosophy as expecting
a department to hire minority faculty and graduate minority
students. “If a department is not hiring or graduating minor-
ities, they're in trouble” stated Hunter ( Black Issues in Higber
Fducation 1988, p. 9).

Another institution, the University of Massachusetts at Bos-
ton, also aggressively recruits African-American faculty. Eight
percent of their faculty is African-American, of which 5.5 per-
cent have tenure (Garza 1988, p. 119).

There are other examples of effective affirmative action
ideas:

* Virginia Tech University's Committec on Equal Oppor-
tunity and Affirmative Action has given affirmative action
awards for four years to individuals who have shown
exceptional commitment ( Black ksues in Higher Edu-
cation 1987. p. 8).

* In 1988 the University of Wisconsin-Madison launched

4 minonity recruitment and retention plan expected to
double the number of entering minority students in the
next five years and add more than 200 new minorio- fac-
ulty and staff in the next three years. The plan includes
several components: student orientation and couns.ling;
outreach 1o local schools; scholarships for undesgraduate
and graduate students; faculty and staff mincrity recruit-
ment; an ethnic studies credit requiremznt for all under-
graduate students; the creation of a multicultural center;
and strong written policies, programs, and procedures

to deal with discrimination or harassment by students
and employees. The plan guarantees that no student will
incur a debt of more than $800 a year or need to bommow
at all in the first year (Migher Education and National
Affairs 1988, p. 4).

The Bucknell University approved a three-part affirmative
action plan in 1988 to increase the number of minority
and women faculty. The plan will create extra faculty posi-
tions for minorities in two ways: by linking the hiring

of women and minorities to a designated number of per-
manent tenure-track positions and by allowing more time
for faculty searches. Two “floating™ faculty positions will
be created to allow departments in the science and
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engineering departments to begin scarches three years
before faculty members retire (Higher Education and
National Affairs 1988, p. 4).

* At the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, each depart-
ment chair keeps an updated list of minority graduate
students in a discipline and keeps in touch with them.
Each chair maintains an active network with facuity at
other institutions, with graduate students, and with post-
doctonal fellows (Green 1989),

* The University of Kansas has a Langston Hughes Visiting
Professorship that brings a succession of exemplary pro-
fessors to the campus (Green 1989).

* The Florida Endowment Fund offers 2 junior faculty devel:
opment fellowship program to provide teaching and
research assistance to women and minorities who work
in disciplines in which they are underrepresented. Twenty
$15,000 fellowships are awarded annually; 72 fellowships
have been awarded since 1984 (Green 1989).

* In 1984 ihe University of California established the pres
ident’s fellowship program, which offers postdoctoral
fellowships to minority and women students for academic
appointments for major research institutions (Green
1989).

* Five or more full-time research appointments are offered
by the Carolina Minority Postdoctoral Scholars Program
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (Green
1989).

* To increase underrepresented minority faculty on the
campus of the University of Hlinois at Urhana-Champaign,
postdoctoral fellowships ar » offered for one academic
year (Green 1989).

* Williams College encourages minority Ph.D. candidates
to pursue careers in college teaching through a fellowship
program that supponts the completion of their disser-
tations and provides the opportunity to teach one course
(Green 1989).

* In 1985 the Ford Foundation and the National Rescarch
Council announced a $9 million fellowship program to
support 120 minority doctoral students over 4 five-year
period ( Chronicle of Higber Education 1980, p. 24).

Most of these initiatives involve crucial components of syic

cess: financial support, and opporntunities to be mentered
or to pursue research interests. These variables spuecifically
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address the barriers commonly identified for African-American
and Hispanic faculty (see previous section).

Advocacy strategies for faculty recruitment also include
such measures as providing funds to hire nationally estab-
lished scholars from targeted populations at senior levels or
endowing several chairs across the university reserved for
eminent scholars whose research focuses on the target pop-
ulations (The Ohio State University 1985).

Case Study: The African-American
Presence at Antioch College
A comparison of the status of African-American students and
faculty at Antioch College and in the United States reveals
both extraordinary exceptions and parallels in affirmative
action history. Antioch College is a national liberal arts college
with several distinctive traditions: the integration of waork and
study, community government, and a focus on the individual's
development of nis/her personal values and life philosophy.

Based in Yellow Springs, Ohio, Antioch has played an
important role in higher education since its founding in 1852.
Its first president, Horace Mann, was the architect of public
schooling in the United States and a leader in supporting
higher education for women. Antioch was one of the first
nonscctarian colleges in the country.

In the Antioch educational model, students are expected
to reach beyond conventional learming, partly through aher-
nating work and study experiences. An Antioch education
is expected to enable students to take risks in order to test
values and their career choices. Antioch’s long tradition of
community governance encourages active problem-solving,
conflict resolution, reflection, and collaboration.

African-American Students
Antioch College was a notable exception to the racial exclu-
sionary practices which characterized higher education
between 1876 and 1900. Antioch was not yet founded in 1823
when the first African American college graduate, Alexander
Lucius, completed his studies at Middlebury College. How-
ever, after its founding in 1852, Antioch was still one of the
first colleges in the United States to admit African Arericans.
The first African-American Antioch graduate, Alfred Hampton,
completed his studies in 1888.

From 1970 to 1977, African-Amcrican enrollment in higher
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education nearly doubled, but was still 25 1o 30 percent below
parity. After 1977, African-American enrollment increases lev-
eled off; in the 1980s enrollment began to dedline.

The pattern of African-American eprollment at Antioch Col-
lege since 1976 has mirrored the national pattem. It is impor-
tant to point out, however, that between 1980 and 1984,
African-American enrollment at Antioch far exceeded the aver
age African-American enrollment at other four year institu-
tions. Still, African American enrollment at Antioch in 1988
has declined to its 1976 level, and it remains well below the
propottion of African-American high school graduates in the
nation (see Table 5). On a national level, the major declines
for African-American students are occurring in four-year col
leges (like Antioch) and for first-time, full-time freshmen in
baoth two year and four-year colleges.

TABLE 5

PERCENTAGE ENROLLMENT OF AFRICAN-AMERICAN
STUDENTS IN FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN THE USA AND AT ANTIOCH COLLEGE

1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988
USA
Four-Year
Indtitutions® 85 ®5 85 83 B0 79  Nu
Availible

Antioch H4 §.2 110 1351 106 H8 8BS

Source: 7eth Annual Status Repxort on Minerities in Higher Education. Reprinted
hy permission.

*Calculations by Cecilin Ontinger of ACE,

African-American Facully

Professor Walter Anderson became Antioch’s first Africain.
American faculty member when he joined the music depart
ment in 1946. At that time, out of 3,000 Africun-Americans
who listed college teacher as their occupation, only 78 had
ever taught at a predominantly white school {(some of them
were not full-time faculty).

African-American faculty hiring at Antioch since the 1940
has genenally exceeded national averages for all institutions
and for predominantly white colleges (see Table 6). The pro-
portion of African-American faculty in the United States since
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1975 has been less than § percent overall and less than 2.5
percent at predominantly white institutions.

The African-American faculty presence at Antioch in this
period has ranged from about 2 percent to its current level
of 12 percent. However, the genenal pattern of African-
American faculty hiring at Antioch College has been uneven

TABLE 6

TIMELINE OF AFRICAN-AMERICAN FACULTY
PRESENCE IN THE USA AND AT ANTIOCH COLLEGE

YEAR ANTIOCH () USA
N % N % DESCRIPTION

1776 to Vintually no African-American )

1940 faculty at white institutions

1941 0 0 2 - Tenured in white insti-
tations (i)

1946 1 78 - Who had ever taught
in a white institution,
even part time (4)

1958 3 35 200 - In white institutions ()

1901 3 27 300 - Inwhite institutions (4)

1968 3 20 2.2 Inall institutions (d.<)

1972 ] 94 2.9 In all institutions (4«)

1975 ¢ 4.3 4.4 In all institutions (M)

1976 7 77 4.4 In all institutions (4)

1977 ) 5.1 4.4 In all institutions (th)

4.3 In all four-year state

institations (&)

1979 2 3.3 4.4 In all institutions {(¢)

1981 3 5.2 4.2 In all institstions (*)

1983 1 19 4.0 In all institutions ()

T9KS 3 5.1 4.1 In all institutions ()

1987 4 50 Data not available

198K N 12.3 Data nat awitable

Nutesn:

# Duta drawn from the Antioch College personned files All netabers reflect
full time faculty,

b. Weinherg 1977, p. 9.

¢ Ebony 1947, p. 1o,

d. Exum 1983, p. 345.

¢. "All" includes both predominately Black and historically white institutions.
African American Boubty at white institutions are, st most, half of the total,

f. Green 1989, p. 81.82; ACE 1988, p. 32.

& Franklin 1987, p. 5.

fi Reed 1983, 1. 335,

i Sudarckasa 1987, p. 4.

j. Garza 1988, p. 19.
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and reflects the national pattem of declines. Moreover, six

of the seven African-American faculty ai Antioch have been
hired since 1987, and there is cause for concem about reten-
tion; only one African-American faculty member has tenure,
and four are on nontenure track appointments. Of the seven
African-American faculty members, five are assistant professors,
one is an associate professor, and one is 4 full professor. They
teach in a variety of disciplines including chemistry, philos-
ophy, education, psychology, social work/law, and coopeiative
education, unlike the national concentration in education.

Findings and Conclusions

At specific points in time, Antioch College approached numer
ical parity in both African-American student earollment and
African-American faculty hiring—accomplishments that the
nation as a whole has not yet attained. Recent affirmative
action successes at Antioch can be awributed to many factors.
Administrative leadership committed to affirmative action
goals was a key variable in focusing atiention on the issue.

A strong and vigorous multiracial group of campus advocates
(both students and faculty) worked with search committees
to network with professional organizations, and to locate and
give personal attention to minority candidates. Antioch’s tra-
dition of excellence an- its historical legacy of equity also
invoked an important sense of mission, as well as 1 sense

of the impontance of diversity.

Most experts in higher education predict many faculty
vacancies in the 1990s; Antioch College also anticipates the
creation of about 20 new faculty positions in the next four
years; the college is challenged to strengthen and maintiin
its recent progress toward racial diversity. Both the nation
and Antioch College have demonstrated that rapid increasces
can be achieved with commitment and perseverance. It has
been done before-- it can be done again in the 1990s.
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NATIONAL RESPONSES TO AFFIRMATIVE
ACTION ISSUES IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Affirmative action programs in colleges and universities can
be affected by situations and circumstances that occur outside
of the particular campus. Court decis.ons, govemment agen-
cies, public commissions, and professional associations have
all had varying degrees of impact on affirmative action.
Because affirmative action in higher education is an issue
that generates sigmificant emotion and heated responses by
supporters and opponents alike, it is not simply an isolated
institutional phenomenon. Rather, it is closely watched, and
both suppaorters and opponents have been active in trying
to bring external influences to bear so that the outcome of

the program is in line with their own desires and expectations.

Court Decisions

A significant source of external pressure for colleges and uni-
versities has been the federal cournt system. In a 1971 case,
Grigas v. Duke Power Company, the federal counts made it
illegal to discriminate by using hiring selection methods
which systematically disadvantage minorities. The courts con-
sistently upheld affirmative action in 1979 and 1980 ( Weber
v. Kaiser Aluminum and Fullilore v Kbutznick) (see Exum
1983, p. 389).

Specific challenges to affirmative action plans in faculty
hiring have been heard by the count. In Vewentine 1. Smith
(1981), the US. Court of Appeals held that a predominantly
white state institution’s decision to hire an African-American,
rather than a white candidate, in order to meet affirmative
action guals was constitutional (Reed 1983, p. 345).

Many white males have opposed affirmative action because:
they feel it discriminates against them. The first significant
court case that was heard on the basis that affirmative action
is actually reverse discrimination against white males was
DeFunis v. the University of Washington (O'Neil 1979). Marco
DeFunis had applied for admission to the university's law
school and was tumed down. In 1971, a count ruled in favor
of DeFunis and granted him admission because the law
school had a preferentiad admissions program at the time
which considercd the minority status of those applicants. But,
when the Washington State Supreme Court reversed the trial
judge's decision in 1973, which in effect upheld affirmative
adtion, it pointedly noted that “If minorities are to live within
the rule of law, they must enjoy equal representation within

Under Title VI
of the 1964
Righis

Act, 11

Jaculty
members bave

sued for

related to
alleged tenure
discrimination;
none bas beer
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our legal system™ (O'Neil 1975, p. 15). The case was
appealed to the US. Simreme Count, which refused to hear
it because by that time DeFunis had graduated from law
school, so the issue wis moot. Even though this case: has no
relation to faculty hiring, it did establish the point that race
could be taken into account in a selection process.

A similar case is that of Alan Bakke v. the " gents of the
University of California. Alan Bakke, also a white male, had
applied to the medical school at the University of California
at Davis, and had been tumed dowr in 1973 and 1974. In
the years that Bakke sought admission, 2,600 and 3,700 appli-
aations were received for the 100 places in each class, 16 of
which had been set aside for disadvantaged students, most
of whom were nonwhite, and some of whom had lower
grades and test scores than Bakke. Alleging that he had been
screened out because of his race, Bakke sued, and both the
trial court and California Supreme Court agreed with him,
ruling that the admission program was improper. Upon review
of the case in 1978, the U.S. Supreme Count ruled that while
Bakke's admission was appropriate, race could indeed be
taken into account as one factor in the overall admissions
process. However, the court outlawed programs that set aside
4 specific number of places for minorities.

This “half-a-loaf” decision had something in it for the sup-
porters and the opponents of affirmative action, and thus is
viewed us ushering in a decade of ambiguity. It allowed affir-
mative action programs to continue, but hardly gave them
a ringing endorsement (Simmons 1982). The opinion written
by Justice Lewis E. Powell, Jr.- -believed to have establishexd
the ground rules for most college affirmative action programs
for students ever since —said that educators should decide
how much weight to give to race in admissions decision ( The
Chronacte of Higher Educativn 1988, p. A14). The Bakke deci-
sion ad not directly address the particular issue of faculty
fecruitment, nor it did contain any statements that would pro-
hibit the predominantly white institutions from recruiting
African-American or Hispanic faculty in a specific, purposeful
fashion.

Another more categorical suit had been filed in 1970 by
the: National Association for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple’s (NAACP) Legal Defense Fund against the Office of Civil
Rights (OCR) in the US. Depanment of Health, Education
and Welfare (HEW) for failing to take action against states
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that were purportedly operating dual, segregated systems of
higher education. Most, but not all, of these states were in
the southeastern pant of the country where racial segregation
was the law until the 1960s. The suit, which has come to be
known as the Adams case because it was filed on behalf of
Kenneth Adams, contended that the colleges huilt for African.
Americans in the affected states were being use exclusively
by them, while white students were enrolling in the tradi-
tionally white institutions, and that a paratlel situation held
true rega-ding employment for African-American and white
facuity, thus effectively maintaining racial segregation.

In 1973, Judge John Pratt ordered OCR to start proceedings
to cut off funds to states that fail to develop acceptable plans
for desegregation of their higher education systems. In effect,
Judge Pratt required HEW to develop specific affirmative
action guidelines, including proposals for faculty desegre
gation. Eighteen states are now involved in the suit, which
is still in varying degrees of resolution. The Department of
Education released a report, under threat of subpeona, on

10 of the states in April of 1987, but failed o include an eval-
uation of the efforts the states have made or to say which
states have succeeded in desegregating their colleges or mak
ing a goad faith cffort to do so.

In October 1987, the U.S. Court of Appeals held thut the
Justice Department had failed 1o prove that public colleges
and universities in Alabama, which is one of the states
involved in the Adains case, were segregated because the
department had argued that the entire stiate system was seg:
regated, instead of offering evidence that specific programs
receiving federal money had violated the anti-bias Laws. This
ruling was belicved to have adverse implications for the other
states as well, even though the faculties at the institutions
involved, as in other states across the nation, remain almaost
entircly white.

Judge Pratt’s dismissal of the Adams cuse in late 1987
appears 1o terminate the involvement of the federd govem
ment -at least in the states affecred by the count decision- -
as a significant player in efforts to bring about increased rep
resentation of African- Americans and Hispanics on the fac
ulties of predominantly white institutions. The reason given
for dismissing the case was that the organizations that had
initiated the suit no longer had any legal standing to continue
it. Pratt acknowledged that the plaintiffs in the case had suf:
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fered discrimination, but added that the discrimination must
be fairly traceable to government action or inaction, and that
the alleged wrong could be addressed by the suit. As a result
the case was dismissed, and with it the threat that colleges
and universitics would have federal funds reduced or elim-
inated unless they diversified their communities.

An appeal has been filed by the NAACP Legal Defense Fund,
sa the situation is not concluded at this point. Affirmative
action proponents are concerned that without even the threat
of economic sanction, institutions will be even more recal-
citrant than before in hiring African-American and Hispanic
faculty.

One recent coun case that may hode well for affirmative
action efforts was Jobrnson v. Transportation Agency, Santa
Clara County, California. A 610-3 Supreme Count decision
in April 1987 rejected a reverse discrimination claim, explicitly
upheld affimative action for women for the first time, and
approved the kind of voluntary plans that many colleges and
universities have, based on hiring goals and availability pools.
The court ruled that plans aimed at remedying “manifest
imbalances” in the number of women and minority groups
cemployed in traditionally segregated job categories are valid,
and that affirmative action may be justified by statistical evi-
dence that fewer minorities are employed than are available,
rather than requiring an employer first to admit past discrim-
ination (sve Chronicle of Higher Education 1987, p. 1). In
4 manner of speaking, this ruling appears similar to the dedi:
sion in the Bakke case, but applies to employment rather than
to admissions criteria. This case also seems to be consistent
with the AAUP position epposing quotas but supporting the
uffirmative consideration of sex or race in hiring decisions.

A controversial example of count action dealing with affir-
mative action is the Consent Decree between the University
of North Carolina (UNC) System and the U.S. Department
of Education. The Consent Decree, a compromise agreement
between the parties involved, ended an 11-year dispute
between the UNC system and the Office of Civil Rights of
the ULS. Department of Education conceming the desegre:
gation of the higher education system in that state. As one
of the original states in the Adams case, North Carolina was
urdered by Judge Pratt to undertake specific actions 1o
increase the numbers of African-American faculty at the pre-
dominantly white public institutions in the state. Nonth Caro




lina sued the Depantment of Health, Education and Welfare
(from which the Department of Education evolved) in 1979,
as a result, the consent decree was developed, effective
through December 31, 1988. Because of the suit, the university
system repaonts its progress on affirmative action to the US.
District Count for the Eastern District of North Carolina in
Raleigh, rather than to the OCR officials in Washington. To
date, none of the predominantly white campuses in the uni
versity systemn has met its projected goals for incredsed
numbers of African-American faculty.

A recent blow to affimative action took place just days
before President Ronald Reagan left office. The Supreme
Court, by a 6-to-3 vote, struck down an ordinance in Rich:
mond, Virginia which guaranteed minorities a greater share
of the city's construction contracts, Justice Sandra Day O°Con
nor, writing for the majority, argued that the city had not spe-
cifically proven a level of past discrimination that would justify
its 30 percent set-aside rule. The court, for the first time in
its ruling on affirmative adtion cases, stated that it will impose
a “strict scrutiny™ standard on these types of programs ( Black
Issues in Higher Education 1989, p. 84; Time 1989, p. 60).

While that ruling does not specifically address higher ¢du
cation, it is consistent with findings that the legal appeals of
individual African-American and Hispani- faculty members
are nat likely to result in affirmative action success. Analysis
of the opinions of federal counts in litigation over faculty
employment matt-rs indicates that judicial deference to the
academic and professional judgments of faculty and admin
istrators is still the norm (Lee 1985).

Further, African-Americans may be even less successtul than
other groups: under Title VI1 of the 1964 Civil Rights Aat, 11
African American faculty members have sued for problems
refated to alleged tenure discrimination; none has been suc
cessful. Yet, of the 34 women who have sued for tenure prob
lems, 18 have won (Burch 1988, p. 7).

Governmental Agencies

Neither advocates nor opponenis of affirmative action were
encouraged aboui the impact of the federal government dur-
ing the Reagan pres’'dency. Advocates resented the admin
istration’s initial posture regarding Bob Jones University,
wherein it was argued there was no legal ground for denying
the university a tax exemption despite its ban on interracial
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dating and marriage. On the other hand, conservatives, such
as Terry Eastland, formerly with the Justice Depantment, were
disappointed because

the Administration not only bad the opportunity to reconcile
Sovernment programs with the principle of nondiscrim-
ination, but also bad the chance to go beyond legal discus-
sions and 10 encourage constructive debate on bow to
achieve equal opportunity ( Chronicle of Higher Education
1988, p. A16).

Within the federal government, the Office of Civil Rights
(OCR) is the federal agency most directly involved with affir-
mative action enforcement in higher education. Among its
responsibilities are conducting compliance reviews, nego-
tiating corrective actions, investigating individual complaints
of discrimination, and preparing legal sanctions when nec-
essary. The Higher Education Division within the OCR oper-
ates regional branches which initiate and follow up on com-
pliance reviews, conduct complaint investigations, seek
voluntary compliance through negotiations, provide insti-
tutions of higher education with technical assistance in all
areas related to their equal opportunity programs, and main-
tain liaison with concemed civil rights groups and organi-
zatior:: (Education 1975, pp. 209-10). &
In particularly difficult or protracted affiomative action dis-
putes, the Justice Deparument may also become involved as
a monitor. For example, in states that have been accused of
operating dual systems of higher education, the Department
of Education is currently evaluating desegregation plans that
have expired in Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Ken-
tucky, Missouri (involvinig three universities), North Carolina -
(involving only the community colleges), Oklahoma, South
Carolina, Virginia, and West Virginia (involving one univer-
sity). The states of Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Texas have
had desegregation plans approved by the Departmen: of Edu- ;
cation whicn have not yet expired. The Justice Department
has taken over the monitoring of desegregation efforts in Ala-
bama, 1ouisiana, Mississippi, and Ohio.
Other agencies also might be involved in affirmative action
issues, depending on the nature of the complaint. In addition
to OCR, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,
subunits of the Depanment of Labor, and the State Fair




Employment Practices Commi sion may participate in the
investigation and possible resolution of an affirmative action
complaint.

Public Commdssions

Undoubtediy the most significant statement on affirmative
action from a commission or body of concerned citizens was
the repont issued by the Camegie Council on Policy Studies

in Higher Education in 1975 titled, Makirg Affirmative Action
Work in Higher Education. Recognizing the imporntance of
affirmative action, the Council members-—including college
presidents and professors along with officials of education
agencies—issued a book-length document that deals with
affirmative action from theoretical, practical, and legal per-
spectives. While acknowledging a clear and urgent need for
affirmative action, the council also decred govemmental inter-
ference into the daily operation of colleges and universities.
Optimistically, the council saw bigher education as being

in “a transition period between actual past deficiencies of
major proportions and future achievement of true equality

of opportunity.” Its report was intended to cover policies and
practices during the transition—expected to last five years —
until 1980.

On the wholc, the report can be seen as a useful document.
For example it:

* Offers specific information regarding construction of an

affimnative action plan, even identifying the clements
of a good plan,

 Explains institutional responsibilities regarding affirmative

action.

* Details the role of affirmative action committees.

* Identifies effective recruiting approaches.

* Hlustrates salary analyscs.

* Clarifies selection procedures and promotion policies

from un affirmative action standpoint.

A series of recommendations are provided throughout the
text that, if implemented, would assist any institution in
increasing its numbers of African-American and Hispanic fac-
ulty. These steps are supplemented by specific examples taken
by various institutions to increase the effectiveness of their
affirmative action efforts.

In July 1987, a task force of the State Higher Educarion
Executive Officers (SHEEQ) issued a report on the under
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representation of minority persons in the predominantly white
colleges and universities. The task force examined ways to
increase the retention and graduation of African-American
students. One way to help achieve this end is by instituting
broad-based programs to promote racial and ethnic diversity
among higher education’s professional ranks (Hollander
1987). ‘This report is important because it was written by a
collection of the chicf administrators of higher education pol-
iCy in various states; it is significant that these men and
women recognize that at the state level, vigorous involvement,
stronger incentives, and more penalties are needed to pro-
mote successful affirmative action.

The prospect of a federal cutoff of funds for laxity in affir-
mative action is a psychological deterrent to an institution.
However, the realization that no college or university has ever
been penalized in this dramatic fashion encourages institu-
tions that evade affirmative action. Public colleges and uni-
versities in particular are extremely dependent on state funds,
perhaps more so than on federal monies. As a result, pro-
nouncements from the individuals who coordinate the state
mechanisms for funding these colleges and universities are
likely to be listened to with great seriousness.

The SHFEQ report spells out the importance of recruitment
and hiring guidelines, and calls for the monitoring of results
at the state, as well as the federal, level. Putting this guideline
into practice could have a beneficial effect upon affirmative
action, because it puts the oversight at a closer level and
opens the possibility for sharing information and coordinated
enforcement strategies between state and federal agencies.
The commission calls for all state higher education officers
to join in this task, which could lead to a far more compre-
hensive system to promote and facilitate greater African-
American and Hispanic faculty representation,

A major new commission was recently co-sponsored by
the Education Commission of the States and the American
Council on Education, the nation's largest organization of
culleges and universities. In 1988 the new Commission on
Minority Participation in Education and American Life issued
a repont entitled One-Third of a Nation. The commission,
composed primarily of major business and political figures,
seeks to alent the nation to the serious problem of declining
African-American and Hispanic participation in all aspects
of American Lfe, including higher education. Undoubtedly,




the inability of affirmative action to significantly increase the
numbers Of African-American and Hispanic faculty in pre-
dominantly white institutions will be examined by this new
commission, and perhaps strategies for adding to those
numbers will be provided.

Professional Organizations

In addition to the new commission that it recently formed,
ACE already has a Commission on Minorities in Higher Edu-
cation composed of college presidents from a variety of pre-
dominantly African-American and predominantly white higher
education institutions and from major education associations.
That group regularly reviews and assesses issues related to
the presence of nonwhite people in the nation's colleges and
universities. With the support of this commission, ACE issues
an annual status report on minority presence in education
through its Office of Minority Concerns. These reports fre-
quently provide updates of government statistics that are not
publicly distributed, showing the rates of employment for
African-American and Hispanic faculty in higher education.

The American Association for University Professors (AAUP)
has also issued statements supporting the implementation
of affirmative action practices. AAUP has chapters that rep-
resent faculty interests and concems at a number of college
and university campuses throughout the nation. In its official
publication, « rademe, the association regularly publishes
figures that illus-ate: the proportional rate of employment
of faculty by race and gender.

Various professicnad associations that represent various
academic disciplines, such as the American Sociological Asso
ciation, the American Psychological Association, and the Amer
ican Historical Associzion have endorsed the need for affir
mative action to increase racial divessity among the faculty
ranks, Despitc the statements of support from these and other
avenues, the actual effect of affimative wction, in terms of
increased numbers of African American and Hispanic faculty,
has been negligible.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Access to higher education is primarily a “social process™
deeply embedded in the society's cultural pattems and value
systems (Thresher 1966). Thus, the relationship between the
nation's colleges and the broaa.r society must be kept in
mind as this monograph is read (see Thomas 1986).

There are few issues in higher education that are as con-
troversial as affirmative action. Colleges and universities in
the United States have reflected the same social values that
exist in the larger society; as a result, these institutions have
been racially segregated for the greater part of the nation’s
history. Affirmative action—-specific efforts to increase the
representation of groups that had been excluded from
the mainstream of society—was mandated by the federal gov-
emment as a means of comrecting the effects of prior discrimi-
nation. Yet, these programs, by and large, have been extra-
ordinarily ineffective in increasing the representation of
African-American and Hispanic faculty at predominantly white
colleges and universities. White women, however, have made

some gains in the faculty ranks as a result of affimative action.

This monograph demonstrates that a4 combination of indi-
vidual, institutional, and societal racism explains the absence
of African-American and Hispanic faculty in predominantly
white colleges and universities. The authors have reviewed
many factors which contribute to this situation: changes in
educational policy, declines in the pool of African-American
and Hispanic graduate students, faculty search traditions, and
institutional ambiguity in the commitment to affirmative
action.

Affirmative action programs have fundamentally failed due
to the lack of leadership and commitment by institutional
heads, faculty resistance in the name of standards or quality,
and because th y have been designed with little or no philo-
sophical or conceptual hasis in relation to the overriding pur-
pose and mission of educational institutions.

The success, or failure, of affirmative action efforts has also

been attributed to the lack of a well-designed plan, weak avail

ability pools, the strength of the affirmative action officer,
and the overall commitment of the particular institution.

All of these factors are important to a degree in the hiring
of nonacademic personnel, but in terms of hiring faculty,
especially African- Americans and Hispanics, the key variable
is the attitudes and perspectives of those faculty members
who already hold positions in the department or program

varhbkistbe
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where the vacancy exists. We are cognizant of Niara Sudar-
kasa’s wamning that “it will be impossible to sigiaficantly
increase the representation of African-Americans, other minor-
ities, and women in higher education unless we decrease

the overrepresentation of white males. And, there's the rub”
(Sudarkasa 1987, p. 5).

In the final analysis, the judgment of a policy is whether
the desired results have been achieved. Judging affirmative
action on the basis of the efforts made by a college or uni-
versity is tantamount to judging a student’s paper or project
on the degree of effort that went into producing it, rather than
on the actual quality of the finished product.

White males dominate the faculty ranks in the nation's col-
leges and universities; it is they who determine who will be
allowed to join their ranks. Despite affirmative action, the
numbers of African-Americans holding faculty positions at
predominantly white institutions is actually smaller than it
was at the beginning of the 1980s, and the numbser of His-
panics holding such positions has increased only marginally.
In spite of repeated legal attacks, affirmative action has been
upheld in the counts as a legal and viable means of respond
ing to a history of segregation and unequal opportunity.
Despite the judicial validation, affirmative action in higher
cducation remains elusive and unfulfilled.

The function of colleges and universities goes beyond pro-
viding students with the necessary cognitive skills to aliow
them to pursue their chosen carcer. The arena of higher edu-
cation provides an important stage on which the perspectives
of many of the next generation of leaders are shaped and
developed. It is unwise to allow white students to perpetuate
the myth of nonwhite racial inferiority, when this stereaptype
could be effectively negated through contact with African-
American or Hispanic instructors in the classroom. The social
benefit of affirmative action is not simply for African.
Americans and Hispanics; it is for the whole nation, for the
prusent and for the future as well.

A truly diverse faculty furthers the mission of the university
by producing new knowledge that regularly challenges and
enriches both traditional rescarch and traditional curricula,
Such a faculty has the capacity to make unique contributions
as well as to produce new role models and mentors for sty
dents, new stimulation in the clissroom, and a more nunturing
academic atmosphere.

-
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This monograph points to the need for stronger advocacy
approdaches to affirmative action. Advocacy differs from com-
pliance in that it is proactive and goal-generating rather than
reactive and subservient to externally imposed federal guide-
lines. Advocacy replaces a passive nondiscrimination phi-
losophy with aggressive recruitment and sustained support
of faculty once they are hired. Affirmative action advocacy
requires a written and detailed statement of affirmative action
policy going well beyond the statement that the university
is an “"AA/EEO employer;” this policy must be tied to the mis
sion of the academic community, disseminated widely and
continuously, and emphasized publicly on appropriate occa
sions by the president and other spokespersons. The goal
of advocacy is not a pseudo-atempt to improve numerical
representation but a widespread change in attitude (see Ohio
State University 1985).

An effective advocacy progran. also requires full partici-
pation by the entire university community. Visible and com-
mitted support by campus leaders is essential—so is active
participation by administrative units such as the hoard of trus-
tees and the deans, faculty units such as the university senate
and the departments, student units such as admissions and
student affairs, and staff organizations.

A window of opportunity roee exists through which affir-
mative action can be implemented. One-third or more of the
professoriat will probably be replaced by the end of the cen-
tury. In the process of hiring their successors, many college
and university officials would like to remedy the present
dearth of minority group members.

Yet, without stronger advocicy, the new generation of pro-
fessors that will oversee the pation's college classrooms by
the year 2000 could be as racially homogeneous as previous
generations, even though in some states, the majority of stie-
dents they teach will come from minority groups.

An advocacy program for faculty should aim deliberately
at cultivating this diversity in all of the university’s academic
programs. All academic units should be asked to collaborate
with the affirmative action officer in formulating realistic affir-
nustive action objectives, wong with stnategics for achieving
these objectives in the recruitment, retention, and promaotion
of scientists, scholars, and teachers from all the wrgeted
groups. Units should then be held responsible for achieving
these obpectives.
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A substantial increase in the number of minority profes-
sionals is essential to achieve equity for Afncan-Americans
und Hispanics in higher education and in the society at large.
The rate of change in the racial composition of doctoral recip-
ients is so stow as to be socially insignificant. Racial parity
cannot be achieved even within 100 years, assuming the rate
of doctorates awarded to African-Americans and Hispanics
remains the same.

The African-American professoriat recognizes a void in the
representation of African-American faculty concems. About
175 African-American faculty attended the inaugural confer-
ence of the National Congress of Black Faculty on October
23-25, 1987, which focused on several areas of concem to
African-American faculty including hiring, promotion and ten-
ure, research funding and publication, and government rela-
tions. The importance of mentoring relationships for African-
American students was also stressed (Bluck Isues in Higber
Education 1987, pp. 1, 11, 13; Higher Education and National
Affairs 1987, p. 2).

The mentoring of African- American graduate students has
been accomplished most successfully. but not exclusively,
by African-American faculty (Blackwell 1987). This finding
is not surprising, given that African-American faculty members
have both a direct knowledge of the processes and procedures
that must be addressed in order to move successfully through
graduate school, as well as a sensitivity 1o cultural nuances
that may be manifested by African-American students. One
woukd imagine that the same situation exists with Hispanic
graduate students and Hispanic faculty members. Still, the
realization that the overwhelming majority of faculty are white
muakes it necessary that hey are also willing and prepared
to meator minority graduate students, just as they now mentor
white studeats. Aftirmative action would be best served by
simnltaneously increasing the numbens of African-American
and Hispanic faculty and by having more willing white faculty
increase their mentoring activities with minority students.

‘This monograph concludes by offering action strategies
and recommendations in three areas: public policy, higher
cducation practice, and research needs.

Public Policy
If affirmative action in lagher education is to result in
increased representation of African Americans and Hispanics
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in predominantly white colleges and universities, the Bush
administration must instruct the Office of Civil Rights to with.
hold federal funds from institutions that have most conspic:
vously failed to hire faculty from these underrepresented
groups. Only by taking this action, which in fact upholds the
law of the land, will colleges and universities move toward
acwally implementing affirmation action.

Similar sanctions should be put into place at the state level
for all institutions of higher education that receive state sup-
port. Based on the representation of nonwhite people within
the state, colleges and universities should be required to show
increased hiring of persons from the underrepresented groups
on their faculties, or suffer reductions in the level of funding
that they receive from the state treasury. As at the federal level,
the determinant of success must be based on results, not
simply effort.

Federal and state policy can also have a decisive impact
on the supply of African- American and Hispanic faculty
members. Both the federal and state governments should
play a more aggressive role in the financial support of African
American and Hispanic scholars in both doctoral and under-
graduate study.

Higher Education Practices

An incentive program to reward affirmative action would be
more effective than added regulations. At a time when resour-
ces for higher education have become unpleasantly scarce,
maonetary incentives would probably have a significant effect.
Further, an incentive system would reward voluntary change,
rather than impose externally regulated change; for this reason
an incentive system is likely to meet with less resistance
(Loeb, Ferber, and Lowry 1978).

For many institutions, the effort 1o entice depantments or
programs .0 hire more African-American and Hispanic faculty
has been ased on an appeal to common decency or on the
pruspect of a reward, such as an additional faculty position
for the unit involved. Along with this carrot, administrative
officials also need to use a stick: the reduction or removal
of departmental resources from those units that refuse to
implement affirmative action. As an example of a penalty,
travel or secretarial support to uncooperative departments
oould be reduced to convey the importance of affirmative
action as an institutional priority. Continued intransigence
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should lead to loss of a faculty paosition.

With affirmative action advocacy, results rather than proce-
dures should be emphasized, and incentives should be pro-
vided by the federal and state govemments, as well as by
academic communities, for demonstrated improvement in
affirmative action hiring and staff treatment. Procedural com-
pliance clearly does not guarantee results. Thus, it seems rea-
sonable to redesign affirmative action programs in order to
build incentives geared directly toward the results desired:
cquity in hiring, pay, and rank

Institutions of higher education must also ook beyond
their immediate hiring needs in efforts 1o contribute to the
development of the pool of potential African-American and
Hispanic faculty. In the repon, Target Date 2000 AD: Goals
Jor Acbiering Higher Education Equity for Bluck Americans,
the National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education
and Black Colleges and Universities (1980b) urge colleges
to improve in five areas. The list includes increasing the num-
ber of minority faculty and administrators; the pool of minos-
ities prepared to enroll in higher education; the number of
minorities enrolied in higher education, especially in degree
programs and scientific and technical fields; the opportunities
for minorities to enroll in graduate and professional schools;
and the retention and graduation rate of minorities at all levels
of education. This monograph illustrates many examples of
colleges and universities that are providing leadership in these
ArCas.

Colleges and universities can also address minority faculty
needs by secking candidates for faculty positions outside the
traditional ranks of new Ph.D.s. Corporations. the military,
industry, and government are a potentially rich source of
minority faculty. Also, ather innovative approaches, such as
faculty exchunges with African American institutions or visiting
appointments, should be expanded. Hiring African-American
or Hispanic instructors who have not quite finished their dis-
sertations- -if they are provided appropriate support- - gives
them a foot in the door (Green 1989).

Research Necds

Additional rescarch is needed on the dynamics of faculty
scarch committees, since these are the initial avenues through
which African Americans and Hispanics cither gain or are
denied faculty positions. By the same token, studies of tenure




granting committees should be undertaken to further deter-
mine when and how such badies review nonwhites differently
from white candidates.

Since the proportion of African-Americans and Hispanics
who hald faculty posuions in predominantly white colleges
and universities does not equal the number of persons from
these groups who receive doctorates, it is also imponant to
find where these potential faculty members are, and to deter
mine what it would take to entice them into academe.

Other research needs are the study of the comparative
working conditions and career development of African-
American, Hispanic, and white faculty; the specific status und
nceds of African-American and Hispanic women; and factors
contributing to the successful retention and promotion of
African-American and Hispanic faculty.

Final Comments
Affirmative Rbeteric, Negative Action characterizes the impact
of affirmative action on African-American and Hispanic faculty
at predominantly white, four year colleges and universitics
in the United States today. This monograph illustrates that
a “succession of exclusions” (Smelsher and Content 1980,
p. 26), inherent in all decisions about the hiring and pro-
mation of African-American and Hispanic faculty, works
against minogities at every stage of the process.
Racial inequality in academe is likely to persist as long as
a regulatory compliance approach is considered sufficient
evidence of affirmative action commitment. Proactive advocacy
is needed to redress immediately the discriminatory hiring
practices and to address the competing interests, value con-
flicts, and organizational dilemmas that characterize affirmative
action in higher education. Stronger, race conscious govern-
ment and institutional action is needed if our national com
mitment to equal educational opportunity is to be honored.
As Harvard President Derek Bok observed, colleges and
universities “did not provide adequate opportunities for
women and minorities until {(they were) required to do so”
and “will not necessarily meet their obligations to society
if they zre left entirely to their own devices™ (Bok 1975, p. 4).
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doctorates by field, 22-23
expertise, 45
faculty representation, 2-3, 6-8, 13, 15, 17- 20, 40, 41, 46,
61. 63, 67,68, 71..73, 75, 76, 79, 80
fellowships for, 54
financial aid, 39
hiring procedures, 12 13
lack of progress, 24--25
leadership positions, 44
litigation, 69
moentoring, 55, 78
Ph.D. paol, 6, 21-24, 38 -39, 53
pre-affirmative action, 4 8
pre-college programs, 56 57
professoriat pipeline, 31-35
Guality of faculy life, 26 31
recruitment, 57 -64, 60
student retention, 72
workforce representation, 41
Alabama: desegregation, 67, 70
Alan Bekke v the Rogents of the Uniiversity of Cdifurnia, 37, 40,
66, 68
AR One System, 50
American Assaciation of State Colleges and Universities
(AASCLY), 38
American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 38, 08, 73
American Council on Education, 28, 57, 72, 73
Amecrican Historlcal Association, 73
American Indians (see Native Americans)
American Professors: A Nattonal Resource, 55
American Psychological Association, 73
American Sociological Association, 73
Andemson, Walter E., 6, 61
Antioch College, 5, 6, 60-63
Appeals procedures, 28
Arkansas
desegregation plan, 70
federal mandate, 35
Asians
doctorate awards, 35
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lack of progress, 25
representation, 13, 36
workforee representation, 41

Assumed gains, 17

Atlanta University, 6

Availability data, 36

B
Bakke case (sce Akan Bakke 2 the Regents of the Eniversity of
California)

Barriers
acvess, 35-36
availability data, 36
deferred responsibility, 43
financial aid, 37-40
philosophical debates, 37
reduced federal support, 36-37

“Benign neglect,” 11

Benjamin, Emst, 38

Bennett, Wittiam J., 39

Black Doctoral Fellowship Program, 54

Blacks (sce African Americans)

Bab Jones University, 69

Baok, Derek, 81

Bowen, Howard R, 55

Brown University, 5

Bryn Mawr College, 57

Bucknell University, 58-59

Buggs, Charles Wesley, 28

Bush administration, 79

C
California
count case, 68
State University System, 55
Supreme Court, 66
Career choice, 24, 59
Career ladders, 29
Carlton College, 54
Camegie Council on Policy Studics in Higher Education, 40,71
Camegie Foundation, 36
Carolina Minority Postdoctoral Scholars Program, 59
Chicano faculty, 27
Chicago schools, 56
Chief academic officers, 44
Chrunide of Higber Edication, 48
Civil Rights Aqt, 18, 44, 48, 69
Civil rights movemeidt, 2
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Civil War, 5
Caulition activity, 47
College Opportunity Program, 57
Commission on Civil Rights, 10
Commission on Minority Participation in Education and American
Life, 72, 73
Commissions, public, 71-73
Committee work, 29
Community colleges
desegregation, 70
efective practices, 52, 57
minority faculty representation, S, 25
Connedticut: legistation, 55
Compliance
approach, 910, 13,
voluntary, 70
Consent decree, 68 69
Consontia: for access, 54
Consortium for Graduate Study in Management, 54
Cata-Robles, Eugene, 33
Court decisions, 65-69
Cultural pluralism appraach, 10

Curdculum
Euroventric bius, 4
review, 53

D

Duta

coflection, 37, 52
on availability, 36
Davis, Aliison, 6
Deans: role, 29-31, 43, 49
“"Deferred responsibility,” 43
LieFunis v. the Uniiversity of Washington, 65
Delaware: desegregation plan, 70
Demognphic projections, 41, 77
Depanments
chair role, 29-.30, 43, 59
racial environment, 46
recruitment, 49
Desegregation
Adams states, 67-69
status, 4f)
Discrimination (see also Racism)
pervasiveness, 7, 8
proof of past, 69
reverse, 45, 65, 68
traceability, 68
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applicant pool, 55
faculty need, 2-3
imponance, 76
praspects for, 40
state level endorsement, 72
student body, 7

Doctorates (see also Ph.D. pool)
awarded, 21- 22, 38 39
candidates/recipients, 34-35
racial parity, 78

DuBois, W.E. B, 1,5

E
Eastland, Terry, 70
Eborty Magazine, 7, 28
Education Commission of the Srates, 72
Educational programming, 51
Elementary school students, 56 57
Employment practices, 47- 48
Enrollment
decline, 32
trends, 33 34, 6061
Equal Employment Opportunity Act, 12, 18
Equal Fmployment Opportunity Commission, 19, 70
Equity issue responsibility, 27
Ethnic studies
credit requirement, 58
curmriculum review, 53
faculty placement in, 20
risk, 45
scholarship, 27, 31
Eurocentric bias, 4
Executive Onder 8802, 9
Executive Order 10925,9
Executive Onder 11240, 9, 13
Exccutive Order 11375,9-10

3

Faculty
availability daw, 30
development, 59
exchanges, 80
hiring authority, 12
minority pipeline, 31-35
necd for diversity, 2. 3, 76
pool, 80
quality of life, 26-31
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recruitment procedures, 49--50, 57-60, 66, B0
representation, 18-.20, 40, 61-63, 67-73
response to affirmative acticn, 44-47
supply and demand, 24-26, 41
two- year colleges, 25
Federal government
fund cutoff, 72
policies, 9-10
program cuts, 39
regulations, 48
suppart, 36 -37
Fellowships
distribution, 38, 39,
examples, 54, 55, 59
national program, 55
state support for, 33
Financial aid
consortia, 54
crucial component, 59
debt ceiling, 58
federal, 37-40, 67,72, 79
loan forgiveness, 55
private, 54
Fisk University, 6
Florida
desegregation pkm, 70
federal mandae, 35
Florida A & M University, 57
Florida Endowment Fund for Higher Education,, 54, 59
Ford Foundation, %4, 55, 59
Foreman, Madeline Clarke, 6
Frazier, E. Franklin, 6
Fullilore v. Kbutznick, 65

Funding
federal, 72
state, 72
G

Gl Bill,7, 38
GEM (see National Consutium for Graduate Degrees in
Engineering)
Geargetown University, 5
Georgia
desegregation plan, 70
federal mandaie, 35
Goal setting, 51
Golightly, Comelius, 6
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Government role (see also Federal government; State initiatives)
agency action, 69-71
financial suppon, 36-37
litigation, 65- 69
prodding, 7
state action, 55

Graduate Professional Opportunities Program, 5%

Graduate study
admissions process, 32-33
ane factor, 23
barriers to, 38
dactoral fellowships, 59
loan forgiveness, 55
science and engineering, 54

GRE scores, 54

“Great Society,” 10

Grievance procedures, 28, 52

Griges v. Duke Power Comparny, 65

GTE Foundation, 57

Guidelines
ACE, 57
SHEFRQO, 72

H
Hampton. Alfred. 60
Harassment, 28, 58
Harvard University, 5
Hatch, Orrin, 360
Healey, Patrick, 5
HEW (sce US. Department of Health, Education and Welfare)
Higher Fducation Guidelines for Affirmative Action, 48
Higher Education Rescarch Institute, 18
Hinton, William A, 5
Hiring
discrimination, 6, 65
goals, 13, 14
incentives, 79
litle change, 48
policics, 44
process, 12-13
Hispanics
availability, 14, 50
career choice, 24
college-cligible students, 56 57
competition with women, 50
demand for, 52, 53
doctogates by field, 22 23
expertise, 45
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faculty representation, 2-3, 13, 15, 17-20, 40, 41, 46, 67, 68,
71-73,75,76.79
financial aid, 39
hiring procedures, 1213
lack of progress, 24- 25
leadership positions, 44
litigation, 69
mentoring, 55, 78
Ph.D. pool, 21-22, 53
pre-affirmative action presence, 4, 7, 8
pre-college programs, 57
professoriat pipeline, 31- 35
quality of faculty life, 26 31
recruitment, 66
SAT scores, 32
student pool, 32
workforce representation, 41
Hodgkinson, Harold, 56
Howard Uriiversity, 6
Hunter, Gary, 57

I
Incentives
graduate students, 53 56
rewarding affirmative action, 79
Interview process, 50

J

Japunese-American redress, 2

Jensen, Arthar, 4

sohnson, Lyndon, 9

Jobnson v. Transportation Agency, Sunta Clara County,
California, 68

K

Kean College, 53

Kennedy, John F,, 9

Kentucky: desegregation plan, 70

L
Langston Hughes Visiting Professorship, 59
Leadership
institutional, 43-44, 57-58
minority appointments, 44
role models, 2
Legal Defense Fund (NAACP), 66, 68
Legislation (see also Federal govemment), 12, 55
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Loans

burden, 37-38

forgiveness, 55
Louisiana: desegregation efforts, 70
Lucius, Alexander, 60

M
Making Affirmative Actson Waork in Higber Education, 10,71
Mann, Horace, 60
Maryland: desegregation plan, 70
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 59
Master'’s degrees, 34
McKnight Black Doctoral Fellowship Programs, 54
Medical schools, 33
Mentors
importance, 78
lack of, 26-27, 32
networks for, 30
opportunities for, 55, 59, 76
patronage merit system, 40
with schools, 57
Meritocracy, 45, 46, 47
Mexican-Americans
educational opporntunitics, 4
numbers, 5
SAT scores, 32
Miami-Dade Community College, 57
Miami University, 57
Michigan: legistation, 55
Middlebury College:, 60
Minority Academic Carcer Program, S5
Minority Graduate Fellowship Program, 55
Mississippi: desegregation efforts, 70
Missouri: desegregation plan, 70
Mount Holyoke College, 54
Mount Saint Mary's College CA, 57
Myrdal, Gunnar, 1
Myths
“prime hires,” 25
salary demands, 25
“we can't find any,” 21

N

NAACP (see National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People)

NASA (see National Aeronautics and Space Administration)

National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 1
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National Advisory Committee on Black Higher Education and Rlack
Colleges and Universities, 80
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), 56
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP), 66, 68
Nationa! Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 18
National Congress of Black Faculty, 78
National Consortium for Educational Access, 54
Nationat Consortium for Graduate Degrees in Engineering
(GEM), 54
National Defense Education Act Fellowships, 39
National Latino Faculty Survey, 27
National Research Council, 34, 55, 59
National Science Foundation (NSF), 22, 38, 55
Native Americans
compensation for land, 2
doctorate awards, 35
lack of progress, 25
stereotyping, 4
NCES (see National Center for Education Statistics)
Network development, 59
New Jersey
Association of Affirmative Action in Higher Education, 52
legislziion, 55
Minority Academic Career Program, 55
New York Centrat College, 5
Naorth Carolina
censent decree, 68- 69

desegregation plan, 70
NSF (see National Science Foundation)

O
O’'Connor, Sandra Day, 69
Oberdin College, 5, 54
OCR (sce Office of Civil Rights)
OFCCP (see Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs)
Office of Civil Rights (OCR), 18, 35, 37, 66, 67, 68, 70, 79
Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP), 9-10
Office of Minority Concemns (ACE), 73
Ohio: desegregation efforts, 70
Ohio State University, 53, 56
Oklahoma
desegregation plan, 70
federal mandate, 35
“Old buy” netwark, 12, 47
Olivet College, 6
Onie Third of u Nation, 72
Ostar, Alan W, 38
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Part-time students, 38
Partnerships: college/schoul, 56 57
Passaic County Community College, 52
“Patronage mer:t system,” 46
Pennsylvania: desegregation plan, 70
Ph.D. poal, 6, 17, 24-26, 3435, 53
Philadelphia schools, 57
Fipeline
professariat, 31--35
elementary/secondary school, 56 57
Policy
development, 31, 51, 58
judgment of, 76
public, 10, 78-79
Powell, Lewis E., Jr., 66
Pratt, John, 67, 68
Precollege programs, 56-57
Predominantly white colleges
color bar, 5-8
minority underrepresentation, 17, 20, 24- 25

President’s Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity, 9

“Prime hires,” 25

Pinceton University, 5
Professional schools, 33, 37
Promation decisions, 30
Publir: policy, 10, 78-79

Pu a1to Rican students, 32

Q

Quality/standacds, 45

Quanas, 13, 40, 45, G8

R

Racism {sce also Discrimination)
burden, 26
departmental, 40
eifect, 1
employment, 6, 1415
growth, 42

Reagan administration, 37, 69
Reason, Charles 1., 5
Recruitment
faculty, 57-60, 66, 80-81
innuvative, 80
leadership positions, 44
search process, 48 50

special programs, 52--57
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student, 21, 35, 58

women, 58
Research needs, 80-81
Research scholar program, $4
Resistance to affirmative action, 45- 46
Retention efforts, 30-31, 35
Reverse discrimination, 45, 05
Richm.ond, Virginia, ordinance, 69
Role models

diversity, 2, 3, 76

lack, 32, 47
Roosevelt, Franklin D., 9
Rosenwald (Julius) Fund, 6, 20

S
Salaries, 25, 28
Sanctions, 50, 51, 79
SAT scures, 32
Saturday Academy, 56, 57
Scholarship, 27, 45
Scholarships, 38, 58
School partnerships, 56 57
Schuster, Jack H., 55
Science and engineering
access to, 4, 53, 59
Ph.D. holders, 25
pre-college, 56, 57
Scarch committees, 12
Secondary education, 31-32, 56-57
Segregation
de jure, 4
legality, 1, 67
SHEEQ (see State Higher Education Executive Officers)
South Carolina: desegregation plan, 70
Sponsaorship, 26-27, 46
State Fair Employment Practices Commission, 70 71
State Higher Education Fxecutive Officers (SHEFO), 71, 72
State initiatives
graduate followships, 54, 55
pre-college programs, 56
sanctions, 79
Statistics: availability, 18
Stereotyping, 3, 76
Strategies: effective, 57
Students
advising for, 29-30
graduate incentives, 53-56
recruitment, 21, 35, 54, 56-57
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retention, 72

Sudarkasa, Niara, 76

Supply and demand
African-Americans/Hispunics, 17- 18
availability pool, 24- .26
issues, 20-20
trends, 41

Suppart networks, 27

T
Talent banks, 49
Target Date 2000 AD: Goals for Achieving Higber Education Fauity
Jor Black Americans, 80
Tax law, 38
Teaching careers, 59
Teaching load, 28
Temple University, 53
Tenure
consideration for, 30
discrimination, 69
incidence of, 28
studies of, 81
track positions, 58
Test taking skills, 54
Texas: desegregation plan, 70
Third Annual Status Report on Minorities in Higher Fducation, 28
Title V11, 18, 69
Tokenism, 50
Tribble, Isracl, 54
TRIO programs, 20, 39
Type casting, 27

U

US. Court of Appeals, 65, 67

US. Depantment of Education, 18, 37, 55, 67, 68, 69, 70

US. Depanment of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW), 35,
66, 68

US. Department of Justice, 67, 70

US. Department of Labor, 70

US. Supreme Coun, 65, 08, 69

Undergraduate education, 31 32

University of California, 59, 06

University of Chicago, 6

University of iHinois at Urbana Champagne, 59

University of Kansas, 59

University of Massachusetts at Boston, 57, 58

University of Nutre Dame, 54
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University of North Carolina

ar Chapel Hill, 59

system, 68-69
University of Pennsylvania, $
University of Puero Rico, 4
University of the District of Columbia, 56
University of Wisconsin-Madison, 58
Upward Bound, 20, 39

v
Valentine v. Smith, 65
Virginia
desegregation plan, 70
federal mandate, 35
Virginia Tech University, 58
Visiting professorship, 59
Vitae banks, 49

w
Waming signals, 42
Washington State Supreme Court, 65
Washington University, 53
Wayne Sate University, 53
Wayne University, 28
Weber v. Kaiser Aluminem, 65
West Virginia: desegregation plan, 70
White supremacy, 4
Whites
doctorates eamued, 34
males, 65, 66
perceptions, 45
progress, 75
SAT scores, 32
William Penn College, 6
Williams College. 54, 59
“Window dressing,” 50
Women
affirmative action uphekd, 68
competition with minorities, 50
graduate study, 32, 33
Hispanic gains, 31
loan program, 55
military institutions, 44
of color, 25
gified, 57
progress, 40, 75
recruitment, 58
Work inequities, 28- 29
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Work study funds, 38
Wodkforee representation, 41
World Warll, 2,7, 38
Wright, Kenneth E., 52

X
Xavier University, 57

Y
Young Scholars Program, 56
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Michigan State University

“Excellent publications, authoritative and well researched,
on timely topics.”

Ronald W. Collins, Provost anid Vice President for Aca-
demic Affairs, Eastern Michigan University

“A godsend to an administrator of a brand-new doctoral pro-
gram with caps on resources for course development.™
Antonia D'Onofrio, Director
Higher Education Program
Widencr University

“Excellent—-scholarly, informative, enlightening—superb
for administrative and faculty development.”
Robert Gleason, Director of Library Sereices
Rockland Community College

“An invaluable resource that gets me on top of 4 topic in a
very efficient manner.”
Donald Reichard, Direcior of Institetional Research
University of North Cardlina at Greensboro
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VALORA WARHINGTON is vice president and dean of faculty
at Antioch College in Yellow Springs, Ohio. She holds a doc-
torate in child development and education from Indiana Uni-
versity and has held faculty and administrative positions at o
both predominantly white and historically African-American .
colleges ard universities. Dr. Washington is secretary of the ¥
Black Caucus of the American Association for Higher o
Education. -
WILLIAM HARVEY is an associate professor in the School of R

Education at North Carolina State University. He received his
doctorate in educational anthropology from Rutgers Univer- o
sity. He has held faculty and administrative positions at six L
predominantly white colleges and universities, has published . *"
widely, and presented papers on a variety of topics, including -
affirmative action. Dr. Harvey serves as chair of the Black Cau- -
cus of the American Association of Higher Education.
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