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Summary

Pursuant to Education Code 66903.1 (AB 605, Hughes, 1985) and its
predecessor (AB 105, Hughes, 1977), the Commission has reporied bi-
enuially since 1979 on “the representation and utilization of ethnic mi-
norities and women among acaderic, adminiscrative, and other em-
ployees” in California public postsecondary education. This report is
the sixth and last in the series, and it provides information on the gen-
der, ethnic, and racial composition of staff in the California Community
Colleges, the California State University, and the University of Califor-
nia through the 1989-90 academic year.

The report is organized into seven parts:

e Part One on pages 1-4 discusses the origin, preparation, limitations,
and organization of the report.

e Part Two on pages 5-8 provides information on the amount and na-
ture of growth in staff in the segments during the time period covered
by this report.

e Part Three on pages 9-26 identifies changes in the composition of
staff within the public postsecondary segments betwecn 1979 and
1989 for the California Community Colleges and between 1977 and
1989 {or the California State University and the University of Cali-
fornia.

e Part Four on pages 27-30 compares the composition of the segmental
staffs with that of the California labor force -- the traditional basis for
judgments about the effectiveness of affirmative action policies and
procedures.

e Part Five on pages 31-34 contrasts the composition of the segmental
staffs with that of California’s population -- the comparative base es-
tablished by the Commission with respect to educational equity

e Dart Six on pages 35-38 presents information on the segments’ affir-
mative action programs designed to increase the diversity of staff and
prepare individuals to assume managerial and administrative posi-
tions

o And Part Seven on pages 39-40 offers two conclusions and four Com-
mission commitments, based on the data presented in the previous
sections

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting on April 28, 1991, on
recommendation of its Policy Evaluation Committee. Additional copies
of the report may be obtained from the Library of the Commission at
(916) 324-4991 Questions about the substance of the report may be di-
rected to staff members Penny Edgert at (916) 322-8028 or Karl M. En-
gelbach at (916) 322-7331.
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Introduction

Origins of the report

Pursuant to Education Code Section 66903.1 (AB
605, Hughes, 1985) and its predecessor (AB 106,
Hughes, 1977), the California Postseco..dary Edu-
cation Commission reports biennially through 1990
on “the representation and utilization of ethnic mi-
norities and women among academie, administra-
tive, and other employees” in California public post-
secondary education (Appendix A, pages 41-42).
This report is the sixth and final one in the series
that began in 1979.

The legislation directing the Commission to prepare
this series of reports requests the three public sys-
tems to provide information on the following as-
pects of this topie:

Employment, classification, and compensation
of the factlty and staff by gender, ethnic, and ra-
cial categories;

Patterns of utilization of groups historically un-
derrepresented among different job categories
compared with the availability of qualified mem-
bers of those groups for different job categories;

Specific results of affirmative actior. programs
in reducing the underrepresentation of specific
groups; and

Identification of strengths and inadequacies of
current affirmative action programs, including
inadequacies resulting from budgetary con-
straints.

Preparation of the report

In its 1987 biennia. report, the Commission recom-
mended that the last report in this series focus ex-
clusively on providing a comprehensive analysis of
the segments’ postsccondary staff, since the Com-
mission’s responsib’.ities for providing data on fac-
ulty were being fulfilled through its September
1990 publication titled Planning for a New Faculty:

Issues for the Twenty-First Century and througn
other planned studies. Assemblywoman Hughes,
author of Assembly Bill 605, concurred with this
recommendation. As a result, this report, unlike its
predecessors, provides information on the gender,
ethnie, and racial composition of only staff’ in the
California Community Colleges, the California
State University, and the University of California
for the 1989-90 academic year.

Assembly Bill 608 directs the Commission to sub-
mit its findings by March 1 every other year
through 1990. With the consent of Assemblywoman
Hughes, the Commission typically completed pre-
vious reports in this series in June and transmitted
them to ihie Legislature in September after the
Commission had taken final action on them. How-
ever, because of difficulties in obtaining the re-
quired data for this year's report and because o7 the
effort that the Commission expended on comp! ting
a comprehensive analysis of California’s fa. ulty
needs into the twenty-first century, the Commission
was unable to meet the agreed-upon extended aead-
line for submission of this report. The Commission
did, however, submit its analysis of California’s fac-
ulty needs by the agreed-upon extended deadline.

Each segment was requested to submit the follow-
ing information to the Commission for inclusion in
this report:

e The ethnic and gender composition of their
staff according to the reporting scheme devel-
oped by the United States Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission in its survey form
and its supplement referred to as "EEO0-6";

e The ethnic and gender composition of each of
the segment's staffaccording to its own unique
personnel employment classifications,

e The current systemwide and campus-based
programs designed to develop staff for man-
agerial, administrative, and executive posi-
tions within the segment, including informa-



tion on the effectiveness of such programs in
meeting its objectives; and

e Programs under development within each

segment to assist staff in assuming manageri-
al, administrative, and executive positions.*

Reports from the three systemwide offices provide
the basis for the Commission comments that appear
in this report. Appendices C, D, and E -~ beginning
on page 47 of this document —~ reproduce those re-
ports as submitted and in the following sequence:

e The California Community Colleges: The report
submitted by the Chancellor’s Office of the Cali-
fornia Community Colleges provides staff infor-
mation according to the EEO-6 employment cate-
gories in addition to information on administra-
tive positions unique to the community colleges.
The two categories of Community College admin-
istrators presented in its report are (1) Certif-
icated Administrative, and (2) Classified Ad-
ministrative. The Chancellor’s Office report also
presents limited information on programs de-
signed to assist staff in preparing them for ad-
ministrative positions.

o The California State University: The State Uni-
versity’s report presents its staff information ac-
cording to the EE0-6 employment classifications
and provides limited information on its system-
wide staff development programs. In addition,
the State University also provided data on the
composition of its management staff according to
its own unique employment classifications for
them.

e The University of California: The University of
California’s submission is directly responsive to
the Commission’s request. [t provides staff data
according to b 1 the EEO-6 classifications as well

* In 5£0-6, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commussion
categorizes staff as (1) Executive/AdministrativeManagerial,
(2) Professional/Non-Faculty, (3) Secretarial/Clerical (4)
Technical/Paraprofessional, (8} Skilled Crafts, and (6) Ser-
vice’Maintenance. (A copy of ££0-6 is reproduced in Appen-
dix B of this report along with the definitions employed by
the federal government for the relevant occupational sub-cat-
agories.) In this report, the EE0-6 categories of "Skilled
Crafts” and “Service/Maintenance” have been combined and
are reported as "Other Stafl.”) In addition, because ££0-6
uses the term "Hispanic™ rather than “Latino,” this report -
unlike other Commission documents -- uses the term "His-
panic” for consistency with ££0-6 terminology.

as the unique employment categories used by the
University's personnel system. These categories
are (1) Executive Program, (2) Management and
Professional (MAP) Program, (3) Administrative
and Professional Staff (A&PS) Program, and (4)
Staff Personnel Program. I[n addition, the Uni-
versity’s report also includes extensive informa-
tion on current and proposed programs, both sys-
tomwide and campus-based, designed to develop
staff for management, administrative, and ex-
ecutive positions.

Limitations of the roport

The Commission’s report has several limitations:

1.

It contains a retrospective analysis of trends in
the diversification of staff over the last 12 years
within the EEO-6 occupational categories. Al-
though these categories have been consistent
since 1977, implementation of the Higher Edu-
cation Employee/Employer Relations Act of 1978,
collective bargaining agreements, and the im-
plementation of a management personnel plan
in 1984 resulted in California State University
re-assigning staff whose positions were desig-
nated as confidential to the Executive/Adminis-
trative/Managerial category. A University of
California study resulted in a change in the per-
sonnel Jrogram structure during this time peri-
od as well. As a consequence, interpretations of
changes between 1977 and 1989 in this category
for these systems is subject to influence from the
reclassifications.

Each EEO-8 occupational category is expansive.
Because of these large aggregations, there is dif-
ficulty in determining and understanding the
nature of changes in institutional staffing pat-
terns during the last 12 years. For example, the
Federal Government established the "Profession-
al/Non-Faculty” category and inciuded student-
service professionals, accountants, coaches, and
librarians in that category -- a mixture of occu-
pations that, from an institutional perspective,
would appear to have little in common.

Because of initial lack of clarity from the United
States Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion about the definition of the occupational



categories in its EEQ-8 survey, comparisons over
time by occupational categories should be exam-
ined with care. For example, the placement of
certain occupational designations, such as pro-
grammer, has changed during the period that
this series of reports have been compiled. More-
over, there is no certainty that the three systems
have categorized specific occupations in the
same manner at any particular point in time.
These caveats should be taken into consider-
ation in reviewing and analyzing these data.

Organization of the report

In Part Two, the Commission examines the numeri-
cal growth in the staff workforce of the California
Community Colleges, the California State Univer-
sity, and the University of California. Examining
the growth patterns in the systems provides an esti-
mate of net change in the itaff workforce. That es-
timate, however, undorstates the number of employ-
ment opportunities that were available to each sys-
tem through which to diversify their staffs because
employee separations from the systems provided ad-
ditional chances to hire new staff members.

In Part Three, the Commission identifies changes in
the composition of staff within each of the segments
according to both the EEO-6 occupational categories
as well as the segments’ own unique personnel clas-
sifications.

In Part Four, the Commission discusses the affirma-
tive action programs developed by the segments to
increase the diversity of their staff and prepare
them to assume managerial and administrative po-
sitions.

In Part Five, the Commission compares the racial-
ethnic composition of California’s labor foree with
the segments’ staff work force by oecupational cate-
gory.

In Part Six, the Commission examines the progress
made by the segments in attaining the Commis-
sion’s educational equity goal by examining the
composition of the State population with that of the
segments’ workforces.

In Part Seven, the Commission offers conclusions
from these data and presents recommendations
about future Commission activities related to stel”
development and diversity.

| R
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Opportunities for Diversification
2 Through Staff Expansion

BEFORE assessing the extent to which California’s
puk!’~ colleges and universities have made progress
in diversifying their staff workforce since the Com-
mission began producing this series of reports, it is
useful to know the net increase in staff size that
each system has experienced during that time, Ex-
pansion in size provides one basic foundation for es-
timating the number of opportunities that institu-
tions have had available to hire individuals from
groups traditionally underrepresented on their
staffs - the other being replacement of existing staff
through turnover. In this section of the report, the
Commission examines overall grovth in the staff
and within EE0-8 occupational categories in prep-
aration for assessing progress in this area.

Before presenting the data, it is important to note
that the EEO-8 data displayed in this chapter in-
cludes all full-time non-academic employees regard-
less of funding source. While the majority of posi-

tions within the community colleges and the State
Univeristy are funded through the State General
Fund, only 30 percent of the University’s non-
academic staff is funded by the State General Fund.
Furthermore, while the data below indicate that the
University has experienced the greatest staff
growth among California’s three public postsecond-
ary education segments, one should note that the
growth among General Fund non-academic staff at
the University equaled 15.5 percent over the 1985
to 1990 period, which is closer to the growth
experienced in the other public segments.

Display 1 below presents the numeric and percent-
age changes in staff for each of California’s three
segments of public higher education. For the Cali-
fornia State University and the University of Cali-
fornia, it shows staff growth for the twelve-year pe-
riod from 1977 to 1989; but for the California Com-
munity Colleges, it shows growth during the decade

DISPLAY | Number and Percentage Change in Total Staff and Staff by EE0-6 Occupational
Classification for Each of California’s Public Postsecondary Education Segments
California Community Colleges The California State University University of California
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1979 1865” Change Change 1977 1989 Change Change 1977 1989 Chsnge Change
Total Staff 18974 20488 1514 B8.0% 14,609 16078 1,469 10.1% 42323 58322 15999 37.8%
Executive/Adminigtrative/
Managerial Staff 2,467 2,486 18 0.7% 480 2384 1,884 3925% 1562 2931 1,369 87.6%
Professional/
Non-Fsculty Staff 1,330 2,983 1,653 124.3% 2644 3576 932 352% 12,082 20490 8,408 68.6%
SecretarialiClerical Staff 7528 7,136 -392 -5.2% 5472 4437 -1,035 -189% 16,402 20,908 4,506 27.5%
Technical/
Paraprofessional Staff 2,421 3,129 708 29.2% 2271 2967 686 30.2% 5351 6439 1,088 203%
Other StafY 5228 4785 -473 -9.0% 3742 2744 -998 -26.7% 6926 7.584 628 9.1%

* 1989 data unsvailable for Lassen College and the San Jose and South County Community College Districts.
Source: California Post 3econdary Education Commussion staff analysis.




beginning in 1979 — the first time that the Chancel-
lor's Office, as contrasted to individual campuses,
provided the requisite information as well as the
first time that the category definitions were suffi-
ciently refined.

California Community Colleges

From 1979 to 1989, the number of non-academie
staff at California’s Community Colleges increased
by at least 1,500 employees, or 8.0 percent. Because
Lassen College and the San Jose and South County
Community College Districts have not submitted
data for 1989, the total number of new community
college staff is likely to approximate 2,000 rather
than 1,500.

CGrowth in the individual EEO-6 occupational classi-
fications among the community colleges demon-
strated wide variation around the 8.0 percent growth
rate for total staff. Growth in the Executive/Admin-
istrative/Managerial staff was minimal over the ten-
year period: only 18 positions or a percentage in-
crease of 0.7 percent. However, growth in the com-
munity colleges’ Professional/Non-Faculty staff was
dramatic: more than doubling over the decade. In
contrast both the Secretarial/Clerical and the Other
Staff categories declined ~ by 5.2 and 9.0 percent,
respectively. Finally, the community colleges’ Tech-
nical/Paraprofessional staff increased by 29.2 per-
cent over the decade.

Despite the extensive growth in the community col-
leges’ Professional/Non-Faculty classification, if the
total nuraber of these added employees were divided
equally among all 107 community colleges, each

college would employ fewer than 28 new profession--

alnon-faculty. Similarly, ifthetotal Technical/Para-
professional staff was divided equally among all
campuses, each would employ less than 21 new em-
ployees. Thus, although the percentage increase in
these two classifications were great relative to the
increase in the total staff, the Commission is rela-
tively unconcerned about this growth in light of the
small numbers involved.

The California State University

As Display 1 indicates, the California State Univer-
sity increased its total number of employees by
slightly less than 1,500 — amounting to a 10.1 per-
cent increase. As was true of the community col-
leges, the State University’s growth among the var-
ious EFO-6 occupational classifications differed
widely from this mean.

Its Executive/Administrative /Managerial staff in-
creased nearly 400 percent over the 12 years from
1977 to 1989, with 1,884 more employees in this
rlassification than 12 years earlier. However, a sig-
nificant portion of this increase can be attributed to
the reclassification of positions carrying the confi-
dential designation to this category. Because of this
reclassification, it is imposrible to determine from
these data the actual growth in only executive posi-
tions. As with the community colleges, Professional
/Non-Faculty and Technical/Paraprofessional staff
at the State University also demonstrated growth
that exceeded the growth in total staff. Both Profes-
sional and Technical staff increased by more than
30 percent over the 12-year rcriod. The two re-
maining EEO-6 classifications -- Secretarial/Clerical
and Other Staff -- both demonstrated decreases
since 1977, with the State University employing
18.9 percent fewer Clerical employees and 26.7 per-
cent fewer employees in the Other Staff classifica-
tion. As noted previously, the decrease seen among
Clerical staff is likely a result of the reclassification
of confidential positions to the Executive classifica-
tion.

University of Californis

From 1977 to 1989, the Urﬁversity of California in-
creased its total non-academic staff by nearly
16,000 employees, a 37.8 percent increase.

The Executive/Administrative/Managerial and the
Professional/Non-Faculty occupational categories
demonstrated the greatest growth, 87.6 and 69.6
percent, respectively. The University employed
nearly 1,400 more Executive/Administrative/Mana-
gerial staff and 8,400 more Professional/Non-Fac-



ulty staff in 1989 than it did 12 years earlier. The
growth in the Secretarial/Clerical classification
amounted to 4,500 new positions —~ an increase of
27.5 percent over the 12-year period. Its Techni-
cal/Paraprofessional classification grew by nearly
the same rate as the Clerical classification, 20 per-
cent since 1979, an increase of more than 1,000 posi-
tions. Finally, the University’s Other Staff classifi-
cation also grew, although slower than any of the
other EEO-8 classifications ~ by 9.1 percent or by
628 positions.

Summary

All three segments experienced growtd in their to-
tal non-academic staff workforce during the decade
from 1979 to 1989 for the California Community
Colleges and from 1977 to 1989 for the two Califor-
nia public university systems. The increase in the
total number of non-academic staff at both the com-
munity colleges and the State University was ap-

proximately 1,600, while the {'niversity’s total non-
academic staff increased nearly 16,000 over the
same period. All three segments demonstrated sig-
nificant growth in their Professional/Non-Faculty
staff. Both the community colleges and the State
University experienced a decline in the number of
individuals employed in the Secretarial/Clerical and
Other Staff classifications, while the University ex-
perienced growth in both those classifications, al-
though at a rate less than the growth in its total
staff. Finally, the number of Technical/Paraprofes-
sional staff within all three segments also grew --
for the community colleges, by 29.2 percent from
1979 to 1989 an ' for the State University and Uni-
versity by 30.2 percent and 20.3 percent, respective-
ly, from $977 to 1989.

This growth has given the segments opportunities
that they may not have otherwise had to increase
the diversity of their staff workforce. The following
section can be viewed as the way in which each has
utilized these oppertunities.



Composition of the Staff

3

in Each Segment

HAVING DISCUSSED in Part Two of this report
the net growth in the staff of California’s three seg-
ments of public higher education through which
these segments have had an opportunity to enhance
the diversity of their non-academie workforce, the
Commission in this third part of the report exam-
ines changes in the composition of each segment’s
staff over the past decade - first in terms of the
categories used by the United States Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission in its "EE0-8” sur-
veys and then in terms of the segments’ own unique
categories of staff personnel.

California Community Colleges

Staff composition according
" to the EEO-6 classifications

Data on the gender and racial-ethnic composition of
staff within California’s community colleges from
Fall 1979 -- the first year for which EE0-6 data for
these colleges is available — to Fall 1989 appears in
Display 2 on pages 10-11.

Racial-ethnic composition: As Display 2 shows, in
1979, 27.6 percent of the California community col-
leges’ staff woriforce was from Asian, Black, His-
panic, and Native American backgrounds, while by
1989, over one-third of the staff were from these
backgrounds. All racial-ethnic groups except White
staff experienced numerical and proportional
growth in their representation over the decade,
with the largest proportional increases being made
by Asian and Hispanic staff.

The trend evidenced in the Executive/Administra-
tive/Managerial classification is consistent with the
trend evidenced in the total staff workforce. All
racial ethnie groups increased their numbers and
proportions with the exception of White staff, whose
proportional representation in this employment

lo

category decreased from 82.0 to 75.8 percent in
1989. The largest numerical and proportional gains
in this category were made by individuals from His-
panic backgrounds.

In the Professional/Non-Faculty classification, all
racial-ethnic groups increased their numerical rep-
resentation, with White staff demonstrating the
greatest increase. Despite this increase, individu-
als from White backgrounds were the only group to
experience a decline in their proportional represen-
tation, while those from Black and Native Ameri-
can backgrounds demonstrated the greatest propor-
tional increase.

In the Secretarial/Clerical classification, the num-
ber of staff from Black and White backgrounds de-
creased, while those in the remaining racial-ethnic
categories increased, with the greatest increase be-
ing experienced among Hispanic staff. Despite the
decrease in the numerical representation among
Black and White staff in this category, the propor-
tional representation of Black staff remained con-
stant, while that of White staff decreased approxi-
mately 7 percent to 67.3 percent in 1989. Asian
staff demonstrated the greatest proportional in-
crease in this employment category.

All racial-ethnic groups experienced an increase in
their numerical representation in the Technical/
Paraprofessional classification, with White staff ex-
periencing the greatest such increase. The propor-
tional representation of all racial-ethnic groups ex-
cept White stafl also increased, with the greatest in-
crease being achieved by Asian staf.

In the Other Staff classification, only individuals
from Asian and Hispanic tackgrounds were able to
increase their numerical and proportional represen-
tation in this occupational classification, while the
representation of those from all other racial-ethnic
groups decreased. The greatest numeric decrease
was experienced by White staff whose proportional
representation in this employment category de-
creased from 61.2 to 53.2 percent.



DISPLAY 2 Number and Percent of Staff by Category, Gender, and Racial-Ethnic Background at

199 1979-1989 1 19M
%ol %ol %of Number % Changeof % of
W‘ cgory| Number Category Towl  Number Ca Total
B N B R S N A S R T R O R S A AN
Executive/Administrative/Managesis{
Asias Y] 24 19 s3 33 2.1 6 128 28 47
Black § 136 70 55 150 94 6.0 14 103 57 10.7
Hispanic % 140 72 5.7 153 1158 74 43 30.7 21 39
Natiw American 14 07 0.6 18 1.1 0.7 4 286 s 09
White B 1,595 826 64.7 1,194 74.7 48.0 401 -25.1 va} 98
Total ¥ 192 1000 783 1598 1000 643 314 173 5% 1000
Professionsl /Nos-Facuity
Asian 3 ss 77 4.1 108 79 3 S0 90.9{ 8 94
Black § 56 78 42 153 115 5.1 97 1732 4“4 71
Hispanic o o) 116 62 187 14.1 a3 104 128 I 65
Native American 4 06 03 9 0.7 03 s 125 1 02
White ¥ s, Tm™3 388 874 658 293 38 694 am 768
Toeal \%\‘“ T4 100.0 $37 1328 1000 4.5 614 86.0f 616 100.0
b
Asian 46 9.4 0.6 101 18.6 14 55 1196 398 57
Biack 88 18.0 12 83 15.3 12 S S7 629 89
Hispanic 64 13.1 09 80 14.7 1.1 16 25.0# 652 93
Native American 9 18 0.1 6 1.1 0.1 3 -333 3 0S5
White o 283 578 38 274 S04 18 -9 321 s 75.6
“Total \§ 490 100.0 6.5 544 100.0 7.6 54 110f 7,038 100.0
N
Asian N 4 43 22 134 9.6 43 80 148.1 67 5.7
Black ¥ 2 6.6 34 84 6.0 2.7 2 24 ss 47
Hispanic 116 93 48 144 104 46 28 2.1 108 9.0
10 08 04 9 0.6 0.3 -1 -109] 1 09
986 70 407 1020 733 26 34 34 918 .7
1,248 100.0 518 1,391 100.0 “s 143 115 1,173 100.0
217 5.1 42 312 79 6.6 95 438 %4 258
™ 18.0 14.7 639 16.1 13.4 -131 -17.0} 181 192
698 163 134 890 25 18.7 192 278 7 83
52 12 1.0 as 1.1 09 7 -13$ 1 12
2.547 595 487 207 24 97 47 -185 650 689
4,284 100.0 819 3962 1000 83.3 322 15 %44 1000
419 48 2.2 705 8.0 34 286 683 sT2 S6
1,132 13.1 60 1,109 12.6 5.4 23 -20] %6 94
1,101 12.7 58 1,484 168 7.2 383 38 89 8.7
89 10 05 87 1.0 0.4 -2 22 ) 0.6
5,927 68.4 312 5438 61.6 2.5 489 43 7.806 75.7
8,668 100.0 457 8823 100.0 43.1 155 18] 10,306 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.
The Chancellor's Office, Lassen College, San Jose CCD and Sowth County CCD personnel are not included in this report.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.




the California Community Colleges, Fall 1979 and Fall 1989

WOMEN TOTAL
1989 1979-1989 | 199 1989 1979-1989 1
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173 689 7 27 262 sle]l 202 820 1,883 758 -139 69
217 887 1000 8.7 as2 658 2467 100.0 2488 100.0 18 0.7
44 13§ 82 45 m 128 13 8s 20 8.0 127 1124
33 211 127 71 167 NS 100 18 364 122 264 264.0{
30 191 115 64 151 s 13 92 378 127 25 2073
0.1 14 08 05 13 1300.0 s 04 px} 08 18 360.04
356 1,104 66.7 370 631 1334 989 4.4 1978 6.3 989 100.0
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05 ss 08 08 17 4.7 47 06 61 09 14 zosL
07 45% 68.7 634 =798 -149] 5,604 744 4800 613 804 143
935 659 100.0 924 446 s3] 158 100.0 7136 100.0 -392 52|
28 152 87 49 8$ 126.9 121 5.0 286 91 168 136.4
23 100 58 32 45 81.8 137 5.7 184 59 47 343
43 204 117 6.5 9 %3 n1 9.1 8 11.1 127 $7S
05 16 09 X $ X 2 09 2% 08 4 19.0
386 1,266 T8 405 3 54 1,921 3 2286 7.1 365 19.0]
485 1,738 100.0 s5.$ 565 82l 281 100.0 3129 100.0 708 292
05 a1 $2 09 17 N8 A1 46 153 74 112 465
s 156 19.7 33 .28 -138 951 182 5 16.7 -156 164
15 113 168 28 55 5 776 148 1,03 1S W7 318
02 8 1.0 02 3 213 63 12 $3 11 -10 -15.9|
12.4 4ss 574 9.6 -195 00| 3197 612 2531 532 666 208
18.1 3 100.0 16.7 -151 -160] 5228 1000 4758 100.0 47 9.0
30 919 79 45 347 0.7 991 5.2 1,624 79 633 639
s1 1,153 9.9 56 187 19.4 2,098 1.1 2262 11.0 164 78
47 1,451 124 71 555 61.9 1,997 105 2935 14.3 938 470
03 102 0.9 0.5 36 845 155 0.8 189 0.9 3 219
. 411 8,040 689 392 234 30l 1370 T4 1347 658 2258 1.9
43 11,668 100.0 569 1,359 132 18974 1000 20488 100.0 1,514 8.0




Gender composition: The proportion of women in
the total staff workforce increased from 54.3 to 56.9
percent over the past deewde, with the number of
wonten in every racial-ethnic category increasing.
Only White women declined in proportional repre-
sentation in the total staff workforce.

Over the past decade, women increased both their
numerical and proportional representation in the
Executive/Administrative/Managerial classifica-
tion. In 1987, women represented 21.7 percent of
this classification and by 1989 their representation
had grown to over 35 percent. Women from all
racial-ethnic groups increased their numbers, with
White women demonstrating the greatest numeri-
cal increase. Women from all racial-ethnic categor-
ies also increased their proportional representation
in this employment category, with the greatest pro-
portional increase being experienced by Hispanic
women. The number of men holding managerial po-
sitions actually declined from 1979 to 1989, with
White men being the only group to experience a de-
cline in their numerical representation.

Women also increased their numerical and propor-
tional representation in the Professional/Non-Fac-
ulty classification. By 1989, women represented
56.5 percent of all those employed in this category -
a 9.2 percent i.acrease since 1977. As evidenced in
the Executive/Administrative/Managerial classifi-
cation, women from all racial-ethnic groups also in-
creased their numerical and proportional represen-
tation in this employment classification. Black,
Hispanic, and Native American women all made
significant progress in increasing their proportional
representation in this occupational category. While
men from all racial-ethnic backgrounds increased
their numbers, only Black men made any signifi-
cant progress in increasing their proportion in this
classification.

In the Secretarial/Clerical classification, the pro-
portion of women employed declined from 93.5 to
92.4 percent, with White women holding 795 fewer
positions in this classification in 1989 than they did
a decade earlier. The proportional representation of
women from all racial-ethnic groups except White
increased over the decade, with Asian and Hispanic
women experiencing the greatest proportional in-
crease. While the number and proportion of men
from all racial-ethnic categories except Asian ex-
perienced either a small decrease or a very modest
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increase, Asian males increased both their number
and proportion in this employment category.

The trend evidenced in the Professional/Non-Fac-
ulty classification can also be seen in the Technical
Paraprofessional classification, in which women in-
creased their proportion from 48.5 percent in 1979
to 55.5 percent in 1989. Women from alil racial-
ethnic groups increased both their numerical and
proportional representation in this employment
category, with White women demonstrating the
greatest numerical increase and Asian women dem-
onstrating the greatest proportional increase. While
men in all racial-ethnic groups except for Native
American showed modest numerical gains, only
Asian men increased their proportional representa-
tion in this occupational classification.

Both men and women from Black, Native Ameri-
can, and White backgrounds experienced numerical
and proportional declines in the Other StaifY cate-
gory, while Asian and Hispanic men and women
demonstrated both numeric and proportional gains.
Overall, women's representation in this classifica-
tion decreased slightly from 18.1 to 16.7 percent.

Composition of administrators
according to the community
colleges’ unique classification

The Chancellor’s Office of the California Communi-
ty Colleges included in its submission to the Com-
mission data on administrators as defined by its
unique personnel classifications of Certificated and
Classified Administrators. The percentage of Cer-
tificated and Classified Administrators by gender
and racial-ethnic group in 1987 and 1989 the only
period for which these data were currently avail-
able appears in Display 3 on page 13.

Racial-ethnic composition: Overall, the percentage
of administrators in the community colleges from
Black, Hispanic, and Native American backgrounds
increased, while the percentage from Asian and
White backgrounds decreased. The same trend was
also observed in the Certificated Administrative
classification. However, in the Classified Adminis-
trative classification, the proportion of Black and
White adminis‘rators increased, while those from
the remaining :.cial-ethnic groups declined.

Gend'r composition: Overall, women increased
their proportional representation among communi-

1:)



DISPLAY 3 Percent of Staff in Administrative Positions in the California Community Colleges,
by Gender and Ethnicity, 1987 and 1989

Certificated Adminigtrative
Racial-Ethnic Background 1987 1989
Asian 3.6% 3.3%
Black 10.4 10.9
Hispanic g.1 10.2
Native American 1.0 1.4
White 75.9 74.3
Gender
Men 70.8 66.6
Women 29.2 33.4

Classified Administeative Total Administeative
1087 1989 1987 1989
3.8% 3.6% 3.7% 3.4%
6.9 7.2 9.4 9.7
8.6 8.0 9.0 9.5
0.8 0.7 0.9 1.2

79.9 80.5 77.0 76.3

63.5 58.2 687 639

36.5 418 31.3 36.1

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.

ty college administrators, and now represent over
36 percent of all such positions. Women alse in-
creased their proportional representation in both
the Certificated and Classified Administrative clas-
sifications.

The California State University

Staff composition according
to the EEO-6 classifications

Data on the gender and racial-ethnic composition of
staff at the California State University according to
the EEO-8 employment classifications is presented
in Display 4 on the next two pages.

Racial-ethnic composition: In 1977, nearly 26 per-
cent of the total staff workforce was from Asian,
Black, Hispanic, or Native American backgrounds,
compared to 33.1 percent in 1989. All racial-ethnic
groups except White staff experienced growth in
their numerical representation from 1977 to 1989,
with the largest increases being made in the num-
ber and proportion of Asian and Hispanic staff
members.

For the Executive/Administrative/Managerial clas-

sification, staff’ in all racial-ethnic categories in-
creased their numerical representation in the work-
force, although this change is at least partially ac-
counted for by the reclassification of positions carry-
ing the confidential designation to this category in
1981. While the number of White staff in this cate-
gory showed the greatest numerical increase, the
proportional representation of Asian, Black, His-
panic, and Native American staff each more than
doubled. As & consequence, these groups together
increased their representation from 8.5 percent in
1977 to 22.0 percent in 1989,

In the Professional/Non-Faculty category, the trend
noted above, although less striking, was repeated.
Each racial-ethnic category numerically increased,
proportionally, the combined presence of Asian,
Black, Hispanic, and Native American staff account-
«d for 28.4 percent of the category, compared to 20.1
percent in 1977.

In the Secretarial/Clerical category, only Hispanic
stafl made substantive numerical gains. However,
because of the dramatic decline in the number of
White staff in this classification, all other racial-
ethnic groups demonstrated a proportional in-
crease.

In the Technical/Paraprofessional classification, all
racial-ethnic groups increased their numbers and

L) I
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DISFLAY 4 Number and Percent of Staff by Category, Gender, and Racial-Ethnic Background at

MEN
1977 1989 1977-1989 ] 197
% of % of % of %%of Number % Chbangeof % of

Oeenendom Number Total Change 1977 Base l Number Category
AR %@m e T R SR R T S e S S SRS R O S SRR
WJMMM
Asian g 8 18 1.7 64 42 2.7 $6 700.0 1 26
Black § 14 12 29 146 9.6 62 12 942 [ 132
Hispanic N 12 27 25 116 76 49 104 866.7 1 26
Native Amesican § 0 0.0 0.0 s 03 02 L n/a 0 00
White 408 923 85.0 1,187 72 $0.2 ™ 1909} 3 81.6
Total § 442 100.0 92.1 1518 100.0 42 1076 2434 38 100.0
Professional/Noo-Faculty
Asian § &3 a1 24 120 78 34 §7 9.5 68 6.1
Black \%; 116 76 44 143 93 40 27 233 9 88
Hispanic 13 74 43 155 0.1 43 42 3712 s1 4
Native American ¥ 16 11 06 13 us 04 3 -188 6 0s
White 3 1215 ™8 46.0 1,103 ns 308 112 92 897 80.0
Total ;§ 153 100.0 §746 153 100.0 429 11 0.7l 1,121 100.0

Yy
Secretarial/Clerical N
Asian % p 1/ $9 0$ 42 145 0.9 18 $5.6) 302 6.0
Black § 6 138 12 S0 172 1.1 -13 206 392 78
Hispanic §§ vy 103 09 50 172 1.1 3 64 $08 10.1
Native American 8 18 0.1 2 0.7 0.0 3 -75.0 % 05
White § 310 68.1 5.7 146 503 i3 -164 -529 3™ 756
Total \lg 485 1000 83 290 1000 65 168 363 so17 1000

P

g3
Techoical /Paraprofessional
Asian *{5 63 5.1 28 123 10.0 45 v 111 67 6.4
Black %‘3 61 $0 27 87 65 29 26 426 55 53
Hispanic B 68 55 3.0 12 9.1 4.1 54 4 43 41
Native American & $ 04 02 9 0.7 03 4 80.0] 4 04
White 1,034 84.0 4ss 98 7.7 133 49 4.7 8N 838
Total 1.1 100.0 542 1,336 100.0 452 108 85 1,040 100.0
Otber Staff
Asian m 70 59 24 10.0 82 2 0.9 2% 46
Black 509 16.0 136 316 14.2 1s -193 379 165 294
Hispanic E 49 15.5 13.1 506 n7 184 14 28 57 10.2
Native American K 11 09 3s 16 13 1 29 6 11
White i 1.9% 605 s1.4 1,149 515 19 775 <0.3 307 54.7
Total 3,181 1000 85.0 2,230 100.0 813 -951 299 561 100.0
Total Staff
Asian 383 56 26 $83 8.4 3.6 200 522 404 6.0
Biack 763 112 52 742 10.7 46 .21 28 716 92
Hispanic ™ 107 $.0 949 13.7 59 217 29.6 657 84
Native American 63 09 0.4 64 09 04 1 1.6 40 05
White 480 76 135 4570 662 284 .321 5.6 5,900 5.9
Total 6,832 100.0 468 6,908 100.0 430 76 11 7777 100.0

Notes; Sonoma State University excludss all intermittent (hourly) employees and those employed for 90 days or less.
Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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the California State University, Fall 1977 and Fall 1989

WOMEN TOTAL
1989 19771989 | 1977 1989
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only the propor’ ‘onal representation of White staff
in this category declined.

In the Other Staff employment classification, only
Asian and Hispanic staff experienced numerical in-
creases, while all other racial-ethnic groups exper-
ienced a decline in their number. Because of the
substantial decrease in the number of Black and
White staff in this category, all other racial-ethnic
groups increased their proportionsal representation
in this category.

Gender composition: The proportion of women in
the total staif workforce increased from 53.2 to §7.0
percent since 1977, with the number of women in
every racial-ethnic category increasing. Only
White women declined in proportional representa-
tion among the femas e staff workforce.

The number and proportion of women in the Execu-
tive/Administrative/Managerial classification have
grown dramatically, which is attributable, in large
measure, to the reclassification discussed above. In
1977, less than 8 percent of staff in this classifica-
tion were women, compared to 35.8 percent in 1989.
While White women experienced the largest nu-
merical growth among women, the growth in the
number of women from other racial-ethnic groups is
astounding. In 1977, only seven wemen from Asian,
Black, His »anic, and Native American backgrounds
were employed in this classification. However, by
1989, 189 women from these backgrounds held posi-
tions in this category. Men from all racial-ethnic
backgrounds also increased their numerical repre-
sentation in this category. Men and women from all
racial-ethnic groups increased their proportional
representation in the Executive category, with the
sole exception being White males.

Women also increased their representation in the
Professional/Non-Faculty classification, increasing
their representation from 42.4 percent in 1977 to
57.1 percent in 1989. Women from each racial-
ethnic group increased both their number and pro-
portion in this occupational classification. Only
Asian, Black, and Hispanic males increased their
numbers in this classification, with only Asian
males making any significant progress in increas-
ing their representation in this employment cate-
gory.

The proportional representation of women in the re-

maining occupational categories also increased: In
the Secretarial/Clerical classification, the propor-
tion of women increased from 91.7 to 93.5; in the
Technical/Paraprofessional category, it grew from
45.8 to 54.8; and in the Other Staff category, it ex-
panded from 15.0 to 18.7. Among all three categor-
ies, Hispanic women showed the greatest numeric
and proportional increases, while White males ex-
perienced both numeric and proportional declines in
their representation.

Composition of management according
to the State University’s unique classifications

The State University also submitted information
about the gender and racial-ethnic composition of
its management and supervisory employees. The
State University implemented & Management Per-
sonnel Plan that classifies management and super-
visory employees inte four grade levels. Grade Lev-
els I and II include middle managers and supervi-
sory employees, while Grade Levels III and 1V in-
clude vice presidents, deans, senior managers, and
senior directors. The number and percentage of
staff classified in Grade Levels I and Il and in Grade
Levels I1I and IV by gender and racial-ethnic group
in 1987 and 1989 the only period for which these
data were currently available is presented in Dis-
play 5 on page 17.

Overall increase in management staff: From 1987 to
1989, the State University's management work-
force increased by 48 positions or 2.1 percent. How-
ever, all of this growth occurred within the Grade
Level I and II positions, which are principally su-
pervisory in nature, and none occurred at the upper
Grade Levels.

Racial-ethnic composition: In 1987, 20.6 percent of
the State University's management workforce ‘vas
from Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Native American
backgrounds compared to 22.5 percent in 1989. All
racial-ethnic groups with the exception of Native
American and White staff increased their numeri-
cal and proportional representation among the
management staff. Hispanic management staff
demonstrated the greatest numeric and proportion-
al growth ove- the two year period.

Among Grade Levels | and II, all racial-ethnic
groups increased their numeric representation,



DISPLAY § Number and Percent of Management Staff by Level, Racial-Ethnic Background,
and Gender at the California State University, 1987 and 1989

1987 1989 1887.1969
Percent of Percent of Number Percent Change
Qccupational Categor 7 and Characterigtic Number Catogory Number Catugory Chenge from19887 Base
Racial-Ethic Background
Supervisory - Grade Levels I and II
Asian 67 5.6% 79 6.4% 12 17.9%
Black 125 10.5 132 10.6 7 5.6
Hispanic g8 8.1 108 8.7 12 12.56
Native American 8 0.7 9 0.7 1 12.5
White 896 782 912 7138 16 1.8
Total 1,192 100.0% 1,240 100.0% 48 4.0%
Management -- Grade Levels II1 and IV
Asian 42 3.8% 38 3.4% -4 -9.6%
Black 82 7.4 90 8.1 8 9.8
Hispanic 50 4.5 70 6.3 20 40.0
Native American 6 0.5 5 0.4 -1 -16.7
White 938 839 212 818 =23 -2.5
Total 1,116 100.0% 1,115 100.0% 0 0.0%
All Grade Levels
Asian 109 4.7% 117 5.0% 8 71.3%
Black 207 9.0 222 9.4 15 7.2
Hispanic 146 6.3 178 7.6 32 21.9
Native American 14 0.6 14 06 0 0.0
White 1831 794 1824 775 o -0.4
Total 2,307 100.0% 2,355 100.0% 48 2.1%
Gender
Supervisory ~ Grade Levels | and II
Male 6834 53.2% 680 54.8% 46 7.3%
Female 568 468 560 452 2 0.4
Total 1,192 100.0 %1,240 100.0% 48 4.0%
Management -- Grade Levels III and IV
Male 870 78.0% 833 74.7% -37 -4.3%
Female 245 22.0 _282 253 37 15.1
Total 1,115 100.0% 1,115 100.0% 0 0.0%
All Grade Levels
Male 1,504 65.2% 1,513 64.2% 9 0.6%
Female 803 348 842 358 39 4.9
Total 2,307 100.0% 2,356 100.0% 48 2.1%

Note: The numbsers may not add to 100 percent due to rounding,
Source: California Postsecondary Educstion Commission staff analysis.




with the greatest increase being made among White
staff. Despite this fact, the proportional representa-
tion of White staff decreased, while that of all other
racial-ethnic groups increased or remained con-
stant. Individuals from Asian backgrounds demon-
strated the greatest proportional growth over the
two-year period, increasing from 5.6 percent of the
Grads Level | and II staff to 6.4 percent of that staff.

Within Grade Levels III and IV, Hispanic and Black
staff were the only racial-ethnic groups to increase
their numeric or proportional representation. Indi-
viduals of Hispanic background demonstrated the
greatest progress with a numeric growth of 20 and a
proportional growth of 1.8 percent. Individuals
from Asian, Native American, and White back-
grounds all decreased in numerical and proportion-
al representation, with the greatest numeric de-
crease being seen among White staff and the great-
est proportional decrease being seen among Native
American staff because of their small numbers.

Gender composition: The proportional representa-
tion of women among the State University’s man-
agement staff increased one percentage point since
1987, from 34.8 to 35.8 percent. All of the progress
can be attributed to the increase in the number of
women employed in Grade Level III and IV posi-
tions. Although no numeric increase occurred in
the number of positions at these lovels, women were
hired into every position that became open during
the two-year period. As a result, women increased
their proportional representation from 22.0 to 25.3
percent in these grade levels. However, among
Grade Levels I and I, the proportion of women de-
creased frow 46.8 to 45.2 percent.

University of California

Staff composition according
to the BB0-6 classifications

Display 8 on pages 20-21 presents data on the eth-
nic and gender composition of the University’s staff
according to the EEO-6 occupational classifications.

Racial-ethnic composition: In 1977, 30.0 percent of
the University's total stafl workforce was from
Asian, Black, Hispanic, or Native American back-
grounds, compared to 36.3 percent in 1989. While
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the University increased the proportion of Asian
and Hispanic staff, it did not increase the proportion
of Native American and Black staff. In fact, the
proportion of Black staff has decreased from 13.4
percent in 1977 to 11.8 percent in 1989, despite the
University employing 1,200 more Black staff mem-
bers in 1989 than in 1977. All racial-ethnic groups
experienced growth in their numerical representa-
tion from 1977 to 1989, with the largest numerical
gains being made among Asian and White staff.
Proportionally, Asian staff increased by over 123
percent and Hispanic staff grew by nearly 91 per-
cent during this time period.

Despite the fact that White staff in the Execu-
tive/Administrative/Managerial category showed
the greatest numeric increase, their proportional
representation in this category actually decreased
from 1977 to 1989. All other racial-ethnic groups
demonstrated both numeric and proportional gains
over the period, with individuals from Native
American backgrounds showing a 1,050 percent
over the time period, albeit on a small initial base.

In the Professional/Non-Faculty category, White
staff again showed the greatest numeric increase,
although as was the case in the Executive/Admin-
istrative/Managerial category, their proportional
representation in this category also declined. Indi-
viduals from all racial-ethnic backgrounds showed
numeric increases, while those from only Asian,
Black, and Hispanic backgrounds demonstrated
proportional increases, with Hispanics demonstrat-
ing the largest such increase. The proportional rep-
resentation of individuals from Native American
backgrounds in this category remained constant.

All racial-ethnie groups demonstrated both numeric
and proportional gains in the Secretarial/Clerical
category, with the exception of individuals from
White backgrounds who experienced a decline in
their proportional representation. Individuals from
Hispanic backgrounds, followed closely by those
from Asian backgrounds, showed both the greatest
numeric a.1d proportional increases of 88 percent
and over 101 percent, respectively, in this category.

In the Technical/Paraprofessional category, numer-
ic gains were made by all racial-ethnic groups.
However, the gains were minimal for individuals
from Black and Native American backgrounds.
Staff from Asian and Hispanic backgrounds in-
creased their proportional representation in this
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category, with Asians demonstrating the greatest
proportional increase. The proportional representa-
tion of Native American staff in this category re-
mained constant, while that of Black and White
staff experienced a decrease.

Among Other Staff, the number and proportion of
staff from White and Black backgrounds decreased,
with Black staff showing both the greatest numeric
and proportional decrease. On the other hand, indi-
viduals from Asian and Hispanic backgrounds in-
creased their number and proportion in this cate-
gory, with the greatest such increases being made
among Asian staff. While the rumber of Native
American staff employed in this category increased
slightly, their proportional representation re-
mained constant.

Gender composition: In 1989, the University em-
ployed more than 11,000 more women than it did in
1977, which resulted in them increasing their pro-
portional representation 1.3 percent to 65.5 percent.

Over 1,000 more women were employed in the Ex-
ecutive/Administrative/Managerial category in
1989 than in 1977. In fact, women now represent
nearly one-half of all employees in this classifica-
tion, a sign of significant progress since they repre-
sented only 28.68 percent of employees in this classi-
fication in 1977. While both men and women in all
racial-ethnic categories demonstrated numeric in-
creases, the greatest such increase was among
White women. Asian, Native American, and His-
panic women showed the greatest proportional in-
creases. Of particular interest, the number of wom-
en from Asian, Black, and Native American back-
grounds employed in this classification is higher
than the number of men from these backgrounds
employed in such positions. As a result of these
changes, the University’s top administrators are
clearly a more diverse mix than in the past.

The proportion of women employed in Profession-
al/Non-Faculty positions also increased -- from 64.3
percent in 1977 to 69.2 percent in 1989. Women in
all racial-ethnie groups increased both their num-
ber and proportion with the exception of White
women, whose proportional representation re-
mained essentially the same. Men from all racial-
ethnic categories also increased their numbers with
the exception of Native Americans, who experi-
enced a small decline. However, only men from

Asian, Hispanic, and Black backgrounds increased
their proportional representation in this employ-
ment category.

Proportionately more men were employed in Secre-
tarigl/Clerical positions in 1989 than in 1977, with
their proportional representation increasing from
13.5 percent to 17.5 percent. Men and women in all
racial-ethnic categories experienced both numeric
and proportional gains, with the one exception be-
ing White women whose proportional representa-
tion decreased from 61.9 percent in 1977 to 50.3 per-
cent in 1989,

The proportion of women employed in the Techni-
cal/Paraprofessional classification decreased from
53 percent in 1977 to 51.7 percent in 1989, although
women fi orv all racial-ethnic backgrounds with the
exception of Black women achieved numerical gains.
Men from all racial-ethnic backgrounds, with the
excepiion of Native American men also achieved
numeric gains. However, only Asian and Hispanic
men increased their proportional representation in
this employment classification.

Numerically fewer men and women from Black and
White backgrounds were employed in the Other
Staff category in 1989 than in 1977, while Asian
men demonstrated the greatest numeric gains.
Asian and Hispanic men and women showed the
only proportional growth in this employment cate-
gory.

Staff composition according
to the University's unique
employment categories

In July 1988, the University of California instituted
a new four-tier personnel system for staff and man-
agement positions at all nine University campuses.
The four tiers or "Programs” are (1) Executive, (2)
Management and Professional (MAP), (3) Adminis-
trative and Professional Staff (A&PS), and (4) Staff
Personnel. Display 7 on pages 22-23 presents the
gender and racial-ethnic composition of the staff as
of 1988 and 1990 in these four programs, which the
University defines as follows:

o Executive Program: The Executive Program in-
cludes positions which provide campus or Univ-
ersitywide leadership and are responsible for sef
ting policy and program direction. Positions in

n) . \
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DISPLAY 6 Number and Percent of Stafi’ by Category, Gender, and Racial-Ethnic Background at

S SR

M/Admhhngw/umhl
Asian § p<} 21 K 2 42 21 39 1696 7 1.6
Black § 63 87 40 84 57 29 21 133 2% s8
Hiceunic § 30 27 19 66 4s 23 % 1200 6 13
Native American § 2 02 0.1 7 0s 02 s 250. 0 0.0
White & 997 £9.4 638 1,254 8s.1 428 257 258, 408 913
Tots § 1,118 100.0 714 1473 100.0 503 358 1 447 1000
Professional /Non-Faculty
Asian § 401 93 33 809 128 a9 408 101.7] 938 121
Black ¥ 199 46 1.6 S (X1 1.7 146 T34 340 44
Hispanic § 186 43 15 407 6.5 20 21 1188 220 28
Native American R 21 0s 02 18 03 0.1 3 -143] 29 04
Y 3508 813 20 4725 75.0 Bl 1217 347 6240 803
§ 4315 100.0 8.7 6,304 100.0 308 1589 461 1767 1000
WV
Asian N 180 81 11 510 139 24 30 1333' 1,014 71
Black ) kx 7} 15.1 20 494 135 24 160 479 1,699 120
Hispanic § 265 120 1.6 519 142 25 254 958 1213 &S
Native American % 12 0s 0.1 28 08 0.1 16 ? 115 08
White g\s 1423 643 87 2,110 5§76 101 687 483 10147 ns
Totat :it 2214 100.0 135 3,661 100.0 175 1447 654] 14,188 100.0
Techoical /Paraprofessional
Asian fj 191 76 36 465 149 72 274 1435 197 70
Black 5 317 12.6 59 380 122 59 63 199| 626 21
Hispanic 190 75 36 339 109 53 149 8.4 28§ 10.1
Native Amcrican 16 05 03 14 04 02 2 -125 20 0.7
White £ 1803 7.6 137 1915 615 297 12 62 1,706 602
Total 2517 100.0 470 3,113 100.0 483 $96 27 2834 100.0
Otber Staff
Asian 27 54 39 609 11.0 8.1 39 125.6 8 $.0
Black 1,178 237 17.0 1,127 23 149 St 43 89S 459
Hispanic 71 14.7 10.6 1,244 24 16.5 513 72 273 14.0
Native Amcrican 54 11 08 62 1.1 08 8 148 13 0.7
White 2,745 55.1 39.6 2,506 452 12 -9 87 669 34.3
Total 4978 100.0 9 5,548 100.0 734 0 115 1,948 100.0
Total Staff
Asian 1,065 70 pX] 2455 122 42 1,390 1305 2,284 8.3
Black 2,091 138 49 2,430 121 42 339 162 3,586 13.2
Hispanic 1,402 93 33 2575 128 44 1173 83.7 1,997 73
Native American 108 0.7 02 129 0.6 02 % 29 177 0.7
White 510476 69.2 248 12510 622 214 2,04 194 191 70.5
Total L 15139 100.0 s8 20099 100.0 MS 490 328 27184 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, cach column may not add to exsctly 100.0 percent.
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commigsion staff analysis.




the University of California, Fall 1977 and Fall 1989
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0.0 16 11 0S5 16 o/a 2 0.1 p) 08 21 1050.
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DISPLAY 7 Number and Percent of Staff by Category, Gender, and Racial-Ethnic Background at

MEN
1988 1990 1988-1990 1 1988
% of % of % of %of Nuomber % Changeof % of
SCROTY : w 1988 Base l Number Categgy

SRR R R NN

Exccutive

Asian j§ ] 19 15 6 23 1.7 1 m.o‘ 1 17
Black X 10 37 3.0 13 49 38 2 30.0 3 50
Hispanic § 8 30 24 9 34 26 1 125 1 1.7
Native American & 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 o.oJ 1 17
White % 247 915 748 238 89.5 694 9 36 s4 9.0
Total % m 100.0 818 266 100.0 716 4 18 60 100.0
Mansgement and P:oﬁzﬁoml (MAP)

Asian 6.6 41 124 18 48 1] 218 56 64
Black A8 23 58 37 22 3 55 49 56
Hispanic s 22 §7 16 22 6 18 26 30
Native American 02 0.1 6 a4 02 3 100.0{ [} 0.6
White 85.9 $38 1,338 84.5 S1.6 ™ 62 740 845
Total 100.0 626 1,583 100.0 61.0 117 8.0} 876 1000
Administrative and Staff (A&PS)

Asian 123 47 718 126 48 9% 154 1,089 131
Black 58 22 ass 62 24 60 203 502 6.2
Hispanic 66 25 424 7S 28 89 %6 420 52
Native American 03 0.1 pa) 04 0.1 6 375 46 0.6
White 749 288 4170 733 278 386 102 6,076 75.0
Total 100.0 384 5,689 100.0 38.0 637 126 8,103 100.0
Staff Persoanel

Asian 16.1 58 4562 17.1 6.3 684 17.6 6.192 145
Black 116 42 30M 116 42 285 102 4984 1.7
Hispanic 136 49 4138 155 5.7 861 263 4,670 110
Native American 0.7 02 187 0.7 03 27 169 299 0.7
"White 58.1 210 14,680 55.1 20.1 166 48] 26437 62.1
T sal 100.0 362 26646 100.0 365 2523 105] 42,582 100.0
Tokal Staff

Asian 4,602 149 56 5,410 158 6.0 808 17.6 7,308 142
Tilack 3,154 102 38 3,505 103 39 351 11.1 5538 107
Hispanic 367 119 44 4,628 135 s.1 957 261 5117 99
Native American 1 0.6 02 215 0.6 0.2 3% 201 351 0.7
White i 19,308 62.5 234 20426 598 25 1,121 s8| 33307 645
Total o 30911 100.0 375 34,184 100.0 376 3273 106] 51621 1000
Note: Due to rounding, esch column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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the University of California, Fall 1988 and Fall 1990
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this classification include Officers of the Univer-
gity and senior-level administrators.

o Management and Professional (MAP) Program:
The MAP Program includes all management posi-
tions below the Executive level together with
senior-level professional positions.

o Administrativeand Professional Staff(A&PS) Pro-
gram: The A&PS classification includes positions
that provide high-level administrative and pro-
fessional support for the University's depart-
ments, programs, and fields of study.

o StaffPersonnel Program: The Staff Personnel Pro-
gram classification includes all remaining non-
academic staff members who work in a wide vari-
ety of occupational areas including secretarial
and clerical, service and maintenance, and tech-
nical and paraprofessional job classifications.

Overall increase in staff: From 1988 to 1990, the
University’s total non-academic staff workforce in-
creased 10.1 percent or by 8,367 positions. The
A&PS Staff category demonstrated the greatest pro-
portional growth -- increasing 13.9 percent or by
1,829 individuals, while the Stafl’ Personnel cate-
gory showed the greatest nuwmeric increase with
6,272 more employees in that category than two
years earlier,

Racial-ethnic composition: In April 1988, 36.3 per-
cent of the total non-academic staff workforce was
from Asian, Black, Hispanic, or Native American
backgrounds, compared to 39.0 percent in 1990. All
racial-ethnic backgrounds increased both their nu-
merical and proportional representation in the total
staff workforee with the sole exception being White
staff whose proportional representation decreased
by 2.7 percent, despite their demonstrating the
largest numerical increase over the two-year peri-
od. Hispanic staff showed the greatest proportional
increase in the total staff workforce with their rep-
resentation increasing from 10.6 to 12.1 percent in
1990.

Despite the fact that only 13 more individuals were
employed in the Executive category in 1990 than in
1988, all 13 of the increases were made by individu-
als from Asian, Black, Hispanic, or Native Ameri-
can backgrounds. All racial-ethnic backgrounds
with the exception of White staff increased both
their numerical and proportional representation in

this employment classification, with Executives
from Black backgrounds demonstrating the great-
est numerical increase, while N-tive Americans
showed the greatest proportional increase because
of their small numbers.

All racial-ethnic groups experienced numerical
growth in the MAP classification, with White staff
demonstrating the largest numerical increase.
However, only Asian and Native American indi-
viduals increased their proportional representation
in this category, with Native Americans demon-
strating the greatest proportional growth because of
their small numbers. Individuals from White back-
grounds were the only racial-ethnic group to exper-
ience a proportional decrease in their representa-
tion in this employment classification.

In the A&PS category, all racial-ethnic groups dem-
onstrated numerical increases, with White staff
demonstrating the greatest increase. Asian, Black,
and Hispanic staff demonstrated marginal in-
creases in their proportional representation in this
category, while the proportional representation of
Native Americans remained constant and that of
White staff declined.

All racial-ethnic groups demonstrated numerical
growth in the { taff Personnel category. All groups
with the exception of White staff also increased
their proportionsal representation in this employ-
ment classification. Hispanic individuals showed
the greatest numerical and proportional increases
in the category, increasing their proportional repre-
sentation to 13.6 percent.

Gender composition: The proportion of men and
women employed among the staff at the University
was nearly identical in 1988 and 1990, with women
representing 62.5 percent in 1988 and 62.4 percent
in 1990. Both men and women from all racial-
ethnic backgrounds with the exception of White
staff increased their proportional representation in
the total staff workforce.

Women increased both their numerical and propor-
tional representation in the Executive Program
classification and now represent over 22 percent of
the employees in that classification. Women from
all racial-ethnic groups increased their proportional
representation in this classification with Black
women demonstrating the greatest proportional in-
crease. Men from all racial-ethnic categories except
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Native American and White backgrounds also in-
creased their proportional representation in this
employment category.

The number and proportion of women employed in
the MAP classification also increased, with women
now representing 39 percent of all employees in this
category. Native American women demonstrated
the greatest proportional increase because of their
small base number. While men from all racial-
ethnic backgrounds increased their numbers in this
classification, only Asian and Native American
men made any substantial progress toward increas-
ing their proportional representation in this em-
ployment classification.

Women also increased their proportional represen-
tation in the A&PS classification, and now represent

62 percent of the staff in that employment category.
While men and women from all racial-ethnic back-
grounds increased their numerical representation
in thisemployment classification, only Asian, Black,
and Hispanic men and women increased their pro-
portional representation in this category.

The proportion of women employed in the Staff Per-
sonnel classification decreased from 1988 to 1990,
with women now representing 63.5 percent of the
staff employed in that classification. Men and wom-
en from all racial-ethnic backgrounds increased
their numerical representation in this employment
classification, while all groups except Black and
White men and White women increased their pro-
portional representation in this staff category.
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Race and Ethnicity of California’s
4 Labor Force and of the Segments’ Staff

Racigl-ethnic composition
of California’s labor force

One way to determine the relative progress made by
California’s public colleges and universities in di-
versifying their staff is to compare the racial-ethnic
composition of their staff, by occupational category,
with California’s labor force -- the comparative ba-
sis for most judgments about the effectiveness of af-
firmative action policies and procedures. Although
information on the composition of California’s labor
force by occupational classification and ethnicity is
not yet available from the 1990 Census, it can be es-
timated on the basis of Current Population Surveys
done by the United States Department of Labor and
data from the Center for Continuing Study of the
California Economy. Unfortunately, the Center’s
categorization of race/ethnicity combines Asian sub-
groups with all individuals who are not identified as
Black, Hispanic, or White. Comparable informa-
tion by gender, such as that presented on ethnicity,
cannot be obtained until the 1990 Census is made
available. Display 8 below presents those estimates
for five broad occupational groups.

It is important to note that these percentages are es-
timates for extremely broad occupational groups --

some of which are not directly applicable to the post-
secondary education work force. In particular, the
broad occupational category "Sales, Administrative
and Technical Support Staff” is relatively inapplica-
ble as a comparable category for colleges and uni-
versities especially with respect to the subcategory
of “Sales Staff” — the most rapidly increasing com-
ponent of this broader category.

Comparisons with the segments’ staff

Display 9 on page 28 shows the composition of staff
in each segment by job categories that are roughly
equivalent to the occupational group categories of
Display 8. In terms of the total staff, the two dis-
plays suggest that all three segments employ pro-
portionately more Black, Hispanic, and Asian/All
other individuals than are employed in California’s
tota] labor force. In other words, the staff of all
three segments is as racially and ethnically diverse
as that of the total California workforce -- if not
more so. However, this is not true of each of the in-
dividual occupational categories, as the following
paragraphs note.

DISPLAY 8 Racial-Ethnic Composition of California’s Labor Force by Major Occupational

Categories. 1986-1988 Average

Total Californiu Labor Force

Managerial and Professional Staff

Sales, Administrative, and Technical Support Staff
Service Workers

Precision and Craft Workers

Operators/Laborers

Asian and

All Other Black Hispanic White
8.9% 6.6% 21.9% 62.6%
8.6 48 7.6 79.0

10.4 78 15.4 66.5
8.6 8.8 29.8 53.0
7.6 5.6 26.7 60.1
8.1 7.7 44.7 39.5

Note: Asian subgroups were combined with all individuals who were not Black, Hispanic, or White.
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis of information from the Center for Continuing Study of the

California Economy.




DISPLAY 9 Racial-Ethnic Composition of California’s Labor Force and Its Public Postsecondary
Education Staff Workforces by Occupational Categories

Asian and
Occupational Category All gther Black  Hispanic =~ White
Total Staff
California’s Total Labor Force 8.9% 6.6% 21.5% 62.86%
California Community Colleges 8.5 16.7 215 53.2
The California State University 10.9 16.2 23.3 49.7
University of California 13.1 23.0 228 41.0
Executive/Administrative’ Managerial
and Professional/Non-Faculty
California’s Managerial/ Professional Labor Force 8.6 4.8 78 79.0
California Community Colleges 7.0 11.1 11.3 70.6
The California State University 8.0 9.2 86 74.2
University of California 13.6 5.6 52 75.6
Secretarial/Clerical and Technical/Paraprofessional®
California’s Sales/Administrative/Technical Labor Force  10.4 7.8 15.4 68.5
California Community Colleges 10.0 8.4 12.6 69.0
The California State University 9.4 9.6 13.3 67.7
University of California 13.3 14.1 129 59.7
Other Staff
California’s Precision and Craft Labor Force 7.6 56 26.7 60.1
California Community Colleges 8.5 16.7 215 53.2
The California State University 10.9 16.2 23.3 49.7
University of California 13.1 23.0 228 41.0

Note: Asian subgroups were combined with all individuals who were not Black, Hispanic, or White.

* This broad accupational category is somewhat inapplicable as a comparable grouping with the postsecondary educational work-

force, particularly with respect to the sub-category of sales.

Source: California Postaecondary Education Commission staff analysis of information from Center for Continuing Study of the

California Economy.

Managerial and professional staff

Comparing the ethnicity of the segments’ Execu-
tive/Administrative/Managerial and Professional/
Non-Faculty staff categories with California’s "Man-
agerial and Professional” labor force, the display in-
dicates that the segments’ executive ranks are
somewhat more diversified than California’s total
“Managerial and Professional” workforce. Howev-

Q

er, the comparative pattern is different among the
systems. That is, the California Community Col-
leges and the California State University have a
smaller proportion of Asian/All other staff members
at the "Executive/Administrative/Managerial/Pro-
fessional/Non-Faculty” level than in California’s
“Managerial/Professional” labor force but a greater
proportion of Black and Hispanic staff members.
On the other hand, the University of California has
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a larger proportion of Asian/All other and Black
staff members at this level than has the California
labor force, but a comparatively smaller percentage
of Hispanic staff.

Secretarial/clerical and technical staff

Comparing the segments’ Secretarial/Clerical and
Technical stafi’ with California’s “Sales, Adminis-
trative, and Technical Support” Labor Force, the
State University and community colleges employ a
smaller percentage of Asien/All other staff in secre-
tarial, clerical, technical, or paraprofessional jobs
than are employed in California as sales, adminis-
trative, and technical-support workers, while all
systems employ a larger percentage of Black staff in
these positions than are employed in California in
such occupations. On the other hand, al! three sys-
tems employ a smaller percentage of Hispanic staff
members than are employed in California in the
“Sales/Administrative/Technical” Labor Force.

Other staff

Finally, comparing the segments’ Other Staff classi-
fication (which consists of Skilled Crafts and Ser-
vice/Maintenance staff) with those employed in Cal-
ifornia’s "Precision and Craft” workforce, the dis-
plays suggest that with the exception of Hispanics,
all three segments employ proportionately more
Blacks and Asians/All other staff members than are
employed in California’s Precision and Craft work-
force.

However, all three segments employ proportionate-
ly fewer Hispanic individuals in this classification
than work in such occupations statewide.

Summary

In sum, based on the data presented in the previous
section, it appears that the segments’ staffs are as or
more racially and ethnically diverse than Califor-
nia's workforce in the majority of the occupational
classifications. However, California’s labor force
may not be the most appropriate comparison group
to use. Among other reasons, labor-force data re-
flect the occupational classifications in which work-
ers are now being utilized, rather than those for
which these workers have been trained or at which
they could succeed. For example, a Black woman
with a master’s degree in social work may be em-
ployed in a clerical position because she has been
unable to find professional employment that uti-
lizes her training. Although she possesses the req-
uisite skills to hold a professional job, California’s
labor force data classifies her as a clerical employee.
As a result, while the segments have reached labor-
force parity with respect to total staff workforce and
most of the broad occupational categories delineat-
ed in Display 9 through the use of affirmative action
processes and procedures, their progress in diversi-
fying this workforce to mirror the California popu-
lation - the subject of the next section of this report
-- has been less encouraging.

)
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Staff Composition and the Commission’s
Goal of Educational Equity

IN ORDER to move past issues of availability and
workforee parity — a federal equal employment com-
pliance measure —~ in December 1988 the Commis-
sion adopted its statement, The Role of the Commis-
sion in Achieving Education:sd Equity: A Declara-
tion of Policy, in which it established a goal that, if
achieved, would create a more equitable and diverse
workforce in California’s colleges and universities:

Quantitatively, the goal of educational equity
is achieved when the composition of individu-
als at all educational levels, from elementary
school through college faculties and adminis-
trative ranks, mirrors the demography of the
State. Realizing this goal requires enhanced
success at all educational levels such that
there are similar achievement patterns among

all groups (p. 1).

In tliis section of the report, the Commission assess-
es the extent to which California's public segments
of higher education have achieved the Commis-
sion’s educational equity goal among their staff. To
do so, it compares the racial-ethnic and gender com-
position of the State’s population with the composi-
tion of each segment’s staff in each EE0O-68 occupa-
tional classification.

Progress towsrd the Commission’s goal

Display 10 on page 32 presents the percentage of
men and women by racial-ethnic group in the State
population in 1989 as well as the proportional rep-
resentation of each gender and racial-ethnic group
in each EE0-8 occupational category in each public
segment in 1989,

As the display shows, women represented slightly
more than half of the population overall and within
each racial-ethnic group except for Hispanic, where
the number of men was slightly greater than the
number of women. Individuals from White back-

grounds comprised approximately 58.8 percent of
the State’s 1989 population, while those from His-
panic and Black backgrounds comprised 24.2 and
7.5 percent, respectively. Unfortunately, State pop-
ulation data for 1989 aggregates Asian and all oth-
er individuals in one category, prohibiting individ-
ual analyses of each racial-ethnic group. However,
Asian and all other individuals combined represent-
ed 9.5 percent of the 1989 State popuiation.

Display 11 on page 33 highlights the groups tradi-
tionally underrepresented on the staffs of colleges
and universities whose present representation in
each occupational category is below that of the Cali-
fornia population. These are the groups on which
California’s public colleges and universities need to
focus increased attention in order that they achieve
the Commission’s educational equity goal with re-
spect to staff composition.

In terms of total staff, at both the California State
University and the California Community Colleges,
the percentages of Asians/All other individuals is
not reflective of their proportion in the California
population.

In terms of major job classifications, the proportion
of Asians/All other individuals in a8 number of cate-
gories, including Executive/Administrative/ Man-
agerial in all three segments, Professional/Non-
Faculty and Other Staff in the community colleges,
and Secretarial/Clerical in the State University,
does not mirror their percentage in the California
population.

The percentage of Blacks in the Executive/Adminis-
trative’Managerial and Professional/Non-Faculty
categories at the University and the Technical/
Paraprofessional category at the State University
and community colleges is less than in California’s
population.

Most strikingly, within all three segments, the pro-
portion of Hispanics is the most disparate of any ra-
cial or ethnic group from their proportion in Califor-
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DISPLAY 10 Percentage of California State Population and Staff in Each Segment of California
Public Higher Education by E£0-8 Occupational Category, in 1989

Asian and

Segment and Oceupational Category All Other Black Hispanic White

Men Women All Men Women All Men Women All Men Women All
State Population 46% 49% 935% 3.6% 3.9% 75% 12.2%120%242%  28.8% 30.0% 58.8%
California Community Colleges
Total Staff 38 50 88 54 56 110 72 71 143 265 392 658
Executive/Administrative/Managerial 23 20 48 61 37 98 73 23 96 481 217 158
Professional/Non-Faculty 38 50 88 61 71 122 63 64 127 293 370 663
Secretarial/Clerical 15 85 100 12 83 95 1.1 121 133 38 634 673
Technical/Pareprofessional 46 54 99 27 32 89 46 65 111 326 405 731
Other Staff 75 1.1 85 134 33 167 187 28 215 437 95 832
The California State University
Total Staff 39 50 89 45 86 101 59 74 134 286 390 677
Executive/Administrative/Managerial 29 24 63 60 29 89 48 24 13 505 28.0 78.4
Professional/Non-Faculty 38 59 97 39 48 87 44 852 98 308 412 721
Secretarial/Clerical 08 75 83 1.1 89 100 12 145 156 33 628 66.0
Technical/Paraprofessional 46 83 98 28 43 114 42 6.1 103 33.7 391 728
Other Staff 93 16 109 112 50 1682 185 48 233 423 T4 497
University of California
Total Staff 44 90 134 42 76 118 44 67 111 21.4 422 637
Executive/Administrative/Managerial 23 29 63 29 36 64 23 22 45 428 410 838
Professional/Non-Faculty 40 108 148 1.7 37 54 20 34 53 231 514 745
Secretarial/Clerical 285 9% 124 24 115 139 25 108 133 10.1 503 60.4
Technical/Paraprofessional 74 89 163 59 89 148 53 64 117 297 275 57.2
Other Staff 89 43 131 149 81 230 165 6.4 228 33.2 18 410

Note: Numbers may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

Note: Asian subgroups were combined with all individuals who were not Black, Hispanic, or White.
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.

nia’s population -- not only in terms of total staffbut  target toward which the State and its institutions of
also in all job categories. higher education should aim. Each of the segments
has demonstrated a commitment toward that goal
and is moving toward the point at which its staff
Summary workforce reflects the racial-ethnic and gender back-

grounds of those individuals in California’'s popula-
The Commission’s educational equity goal is the tion.
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DISPLAY 11 Comparison of the Representation of Staff of Each Racial-Ethnic Group
in California’s Three Segments of Public Higher Education in Relation
to California’s 1989 Population

Occupational Category All Othe Black Hispanic
Executive/Administrative/Managerial
California Community Colleges Less More Less
The California State University Less More Less
University of California Less Less Less

Professional/Non-Faculty

California Community Colleges Less More Less

The California State University More More Less

University of California More Less Less
Secretarial/Clerical

California Community Colleges More . More Less

The California State University Less More Less

University of California More More Less
Technical/Paraprofessional

California Community Colleges More Less Less

The California State University More Less Less

University of California More More Less
Other Staff

California Community Colleges Less More Less

The California State University More More Less

University of California More More Less
Total Staff

California Community Colleges Less More Less

The California State University Less More Less

University of California More More Less

Note: Asian subgroups were combined with all individuals who were not Black, Hispanic, or White.
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commussion staff analysis.
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Programs Designed to
Increase Staff Diversity

IN ADDITION to growth, much of the progress in
inereasing the diversity of their staff workforce that
California’s segments of public bigher education
have made results from the affir.native action pro-
grams that they operate. In this section of the re-
port, the Commission describes these programs
aimed at diversifying the staff as well as assisting
interested staff members in assuming higher man-
agerial and administrative positions.

American Association of Women in Community and
Junior Colleges sponsors a program to develop wom-
en for administrative positions within community
colleges. Similarly, the Association of California
Community College Administrators sponsors a pro-
gram for women and individuals from historically
underrepresented backgrounds in which they re-
ceive mentoring and training for high level admin-
istrative positions.

California Community Colleges

All staff development activities of California’s com-
munity colleges are implemented at the district lev-
el to meet district and campus specific needs. Ex-
amples of staff development in the community col-
leges include sabbatical and educational leave op-
portunities as well as mentoring under senior level
administrators.

Passage of Assembly Bill 1725 (Chapter 973, Stat-
utes of 1988), created a Community College Faculty
and Staff Development Fund to provide monies to
community college districts for the development
and implementation of affirmative action and up-
ward mobility programs among other things. In
1990-91, $4.9 million was allocated to the communi-
ty college districts for these activities. While the
Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges col-
iects data on the use of these funds, it does not gov-
ern the content or activities of the development pro-
grams. In addition, although the Chancellor’'s Of-
fice collects data regarding the programs funded
through the $4.9 million appropr.ation, it has not
submitted any information to the Commission re-
garding the programs funded through these monies.

Finally, in addition to the staff development activi-
ties that are occurring on the campuses, profession-
al community college associations provide a number
of staff development programs. For example, the

The California State University

The State University has submitted only limited in-
formation about the programs it offers to increase
the diversity of its staff workforce, but in its report,
it indicated that, with one exception, all of its stafl
development programs are developed and imple-
mented at the campus level so as to meet the specif-
ic needs of the individual campuses. Some of the
campus-based programs offered to staff include
training to assist employees in completing high
school graduation equivalency, job skills training,
and career development skills. In addition, through
the career development programs at all 20 State
University campuses, employees can receive fee
waivers to enroll in courses allowing them to attain
a baccalaureate or master’s degree.

The one staif development program administered at
the systemwide level is the Administrative Fellows
Program. Through this program, faculty and staff
members interested in pursuing an administrative
career receive mentoring from senior administra-
tors in preparation for seeking promotional oppor-
tunities. In its 12 years of existence, the program
has served over 60 staff members, of which over 60
percent have been promoted to higher level admin-
istrative positions.
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University of California

The University of California has embarked upon a
number of programs each of which is designed to
further diversify the composition of its staff. The
programs fall into four general categories: (1) out-
reach activities to attract a more diversified pool of
applicants for employment opportunities, (2) assess-
ment activities to monitor progress being made by
each of the campuses and systemwide in increasing
the proportional representation of underrepresent-
ed groups, (3) staff development activities to enable
current staff, particularly those from groups under-
represented in higher level positions, to develop the
skills necessary for upward mobility into manageri-
al and administrative positions, and (4) activities
aimed generaily at improving the campus climate
and the integration of all groups into the University
community.

Outreach activities

During the past year, at the systemwide level, the
University has undertaken two new activities to in-
crease the pool of applicants from underrepresented
backgrounds for management positions. In March
1990, it launched a National Advertising Campaign
aimed at improving the University’s national visi-
bility as a major employer. Advertisements target-
ed at women, historically underrepresented racial-
ethnic groups, and the disabled are placed in nu-
merous publications typically read exclusively by
those groups to encourage them to apply for man-
agement positions within the University. Also in
1990, the University joined HispanData, a national
Hispanic database, that contains resumes of thou-
sands of Hispanic professionals. The University
provides HispanData with vacancy listings and re-
ceives from it the names of Hispanics whose qualifi-
cations match those required of the position.

At the campus level, each campus employs or is in
the process of employing an outreach recruitor to
identify and increase the number of affirmative ac-
tion candidates for campus vacancies. In addition,
during the past year, the Los Angeles campus has
hired a Hispanic Outreach Recruiter to work at in-
creasing the number of Hispanic applicants in the
employment pool and has initiated a Black Out-
reach Program, aimed specifically at increasing the
number of Black individuals applying for employ-

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

ment vacancies on that campus. In Fall 1990, the
Santa Cruz campus implemented a Target Opportu-
nity Program for Staff. The program, modeled after
the successful Target Opportunity Program for Fac-
ulty, is designed to increase the number of under-
represented groups in the applicant pool for senior
administrative vacancies.

Assessment activities

At the systemwide level, the Office of Business and
Employment Affirmative Action produces data reg-
ularly to assess the extent to which the University
has progressed in retaining and promoting women
and individuals who are Asian, Black, Hispanic, or
Native American. Nearly every campus has insti-
tuted an affirmative action tracking system to as-
sess the progress that campus departments and
units are making in meeting their affirm.tive ac-
tion goals. Many of the campuses have goie so far
as to include in the evaluation of department and
unit administrators the progress that they have
made in meeting their affirmative action goals. The
San Diego campus has taken a different approach
and publicly recognizes at its Annual Diversity
Awards Event individuals and departments thct
have made significant progress in meeting their af-
firmative action goals. In addition, the Irvine cam-
pus is in the process of developing a Policy, Proce-
dure, and Program Referral Inventory System for
Management (PRISM) that, when implemented, will
provide the campus with a comprehensive human
resource information, planning, and referral system
to strengthen its affirmative action recruitment ac-
tivities at the management level.

Staff development activities

All nine campuses of the University offer the Man-
agement Fellowship Program. Under the program,
promising staff are selected to receive mentoring
from a senior management person, with the expec-
tation that this experience will lead to the develop-
ment of skills critical for promotional opportunities.
At the campus ievel, many training and develop-
ment opportunities are provided to staff. These op-
portunities include career development workshops,
educational scholarships, technical skills programs,
internships, and assessment activities. Some of the



staff development activities occurring on each of the
University's campuses include:

The Berkeley campus has recently instituted the
Staff Interaship Program designed to enable em-
ployees in the Staff Personnel category to cbtain the
development opportunities necessary for them to
progress into MAP and A&PS positions. During the
past year, 18 employees participated in the program
and the Personnel Office has applied to the United
States Department of Labor for a grant that would
enable the campus to expand the program to include
10 to 15 more employees.

Under a pilot afffrmative action program being test-
ed at the Davis campus, competitively selected
women and employees from groups historically
underrepresented on postsecondary educational
staffs receive training and internships. As a result
of the program, eight participants have been placed
in higher-level positions and the program'’s success
has resulted in the campus develoring a similar
program specifically for nursing positions.

To provide career advancement opportunities to
women and individuals from groups historically un-
derrepresented at the postsecondary staff level, the
Irvine camnus has established the Chancellor’s
Management Feliows Program. The Vellow select-
ed this year will be responsible for developing re-
cruitment strategies to further diversify the cam-
pus’ applicant pool for employment vacancies.

The Medical Center at the Los Angeles campus con-
tinues to sponsor a fellowship that provides candi-
dates from Asian, Black, Hispanic or Native Ameri-
can groups with the opportunity to develop the
skills necessary to progress into middle and senior
management positions.

The Riverside campus offers a Management Ser-
vices Officer (MSO) Internship Program that enables
the intern to work with a MSO to gain an insight
into the skills required of this middle management
position. The program has a relatively high partici-
pation rate of individuals from Asian, Black, His-
panic, and Native American groups. In addition,
the campus’ Committee on the Status of Women is
initiating a mentorship program to assist women
employees with job development and preparation
for increased promotional opportunities.

In 1988, the San Diego campus introduced the Pro-
motion Project -- a specialized training program de-

signed to promote women and individuals from
historically underrepresented groups into employ-
ment classifications in which they are underrep-
resented. The program has been particularly suc-
cessful in increasing the number of women and indi-
viduals from Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Native
American groups in A&PS positions.

The San Francisco campus continues to provide af-
firmative action scholarships and tuition reim-
bursement programs as well as the MAP Fellowship
Program designed to provide staff with an opportu-
nity to work with a management person at the MAP
level.

Since inception of the Management Fellowship Pro-
gram at the Santa Barbara campus, 13 fellowships
have been awarded to women and individuals from
groups historically underrepresented on postsec-
ondary staffs. Of the 13 Fellows, five have been
Hispanic and as a result of the program all five have
been gromoted to Executive and MAP-level posi-
tions. The Santa Barbara campus has also recently
introduced the Affirmative Action Staff Develop-
ment Scholarship Program which allows managers
and supervisors to award scholarships to promising
employees. To date, 16 staff employees have re-
ceived scholarships under this program.

Like the Management Fellowship Program at the
other University campuses, the Santa Cruz campus
is working to expand the number of Fellows selected
each year, thus providing women and individuals
from Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Native American
groups with increased promotional opportunities.

Activities to improve the campus climate

Each of the University’s nine campuses have begun
to develop programs aimed at improving what has
become known as the campus climate. Through
these programs, the University hopes that all em-
ployees feel the ability to present their thoughts,
opinions, and ideas without fearing hostility and
contempt from others. The hope is that as a result
of these programs, employees will have the opportu-
nity to work to their fullest potential. A sampling of
three of the activities, in addition to educational
training and awareness programs, aimed at improv-
ing the climate includes:

e The development of drop-in counseling services
at the Berkeley campus to provide employees
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with an opportunity to share their concerns in an
open non-threatening environment.

The revision of job descriptions of all manage-
ment-level positions at the Irvine campus to in-
clude a statement that outlines the campus’ com-
mitment to a diverse workforee and a supportive
work climate. In addition, Irvine’s Human Re-
sources Office has published a “Principles of
Community” statement reaffirming the campus’

commitment to diversity and nondiscrimination.

The development of a Council on Diversity to pro-
vide leadership for advancing diversity on the
Los Angeles campus. In conjunction with the
UCLA Higher Education Research Institute, the
Council is conducting a campus-wide survey on
diversity that will be used as the basis for
strengthening the campus’ diversity policies.
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Conclusions and Commitments

Conclusions

Based on the data presented in this report, the Com-
mission concludes that:

1. California’s three segments of public higher edu-
cation have made progress in diversifying their
staff workforces, particularly with regard to
women and individuals from Asian and Hispanic
backgrounds. However, their progress has been
slow, and work remains to be done so that the
educational equity goals specified by the Com-
mission are achieved.

2. All three of California’s publie higher education
segments have demonstrated numerical and pro-
portional growth in their staff over the past 12
years. During this period of growth, each has
also increased the diversity of its staff workforce.
Given the current budget climate, the opportuni-
ties to hire additional staff may be limited in the
future. As a result, the Commission is concerned
about the impact that this potential lack of
growth will have on further diversification ef-
forts.

Commitments

Although this report represents the last in the se-
ries mandated by Education Code Section 66903.1,
the issue of diversifying the stafl of California’s
three public segments of higher education remains
a priority concern of the Commission. As a result, it
makes the following four commitments regarding
future activities related to staff development and di-
versity:

1. It is paramount that the State’s limited fis-
cal resources be used in cost-effective, pro-
ductive, and successful endeavors. In or-
der for the Commission to influence future
State policy decisions regarding the need
and level of funding for staff development

4

program; whose primary goal is diversify-
ing the staff workforce, it is essential that
the Commission develop a more compre-
hensive understanding of them and their ef-
fectiveness. As a result, the Commission, in
cooperation with California’s public seg-
ments of higher education segments, shall
collect and analyze infermation regarding
existing and proposed staff development
programs to enhance diversification of
their staff workforce. Among the data to be
collected are the numbe~ of participants,
sources and level of funding, and program
results.

2. In order for the Commission to develop rec-
ommendations for the State to address long-
term solutions leading to greater diversity
among the leadershi}. of its public higher
education institutions, the Commission, in
cooperation with each of the public seg-
ments, shall explore the extent to which ca-
reer tracks are used within each segment to
promote qualified and talented staff to
higher-level positions. This exploratory en-
deavor shall focus not only on existing pro-
motional paths but also on the skills neces-
sary for appointment to higher-level posi-
tions and ways in which those skills can be
obtained so that alternative promotional
paths may be developed for consideration.
As part of this exploration, the Commission
shall examine exemplary staff development
programs in fields other than education, in-
cluding government and the private sector.

3. In conjunction with the three segments, the
Commission shall explore the possibility
and potential efficacy of developing inter-
segmental approaches to enhance staff di-
versity. Among those approaches to be ex-
plored is the establishment of an interseg-
mental staff development program that
would provide opportunities for staff in one
system to participate in a program in which

(W
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they work in a developmental capacity in
another system for the purpose of enphanc-
ing their knowledge and experiences across
system boundaries.

4. In light of Conclusion 2 above, the Commis-

sion shall continue to encourage the seg-
ments to intensify their diversification ef-
forts and develop creative processes in order

to continue the progress evidenced in this
aresa.
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Appendix A Education Code Section 66903.1

‘The commission shall report to the Legislature and the Governor on March 1, 1986, and -

every two years thereafter until, and including, 1990, on the representation and utiliza-
tion of ethnic minorities and women among academic, administrative, and other em-
ployees at the California State University, the University of California. and the public
community colleges. To prepare this report, the commission shall cal'zct data from each
of these segments of public postsecondary education. The format for this data shall be the
higher education staff information form required biennially from all institutions of
higher education by the Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the col-
lection of which is coordinated by the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

(a)

(b)

(¢)

The higher education staff information form includes all the following types of data:

(1) The number of full-time employees by job categories, ethnicity, sex, and salary
ranges.

(2) The number of full-time faculty by ethnicity, sex, rank, and tenure.

(3) The number of part-time employees by job categories (including tenured, non-

tenured or tenure track, and other nontenured academic employees), ethnicity,
and sex.

(4) The number of full-time new hires by job categories (including tenured, non-
tenured or tenure track and other nontenured academic employees), ethnicity,
and sex.

In addition to the above, the segments shall submit to the commission all the follow-

ing:

(1) Promotion and separation data for faculty and staff employees by ethnicity and
s for each of the two-year time periods beginning with 1977 to 1979.

(2) Narrative evaluation examining patterns of underutilization of women and mi-
nority employees among different job categories compared wsith the availability
of qualified women and minorities for different job categories.

(3) Narrative evaluation examining specific results of affirmative action programs
in reducing underutilization of women and minorities.

(4) Narrative evaluation of both strengths and inadequacies of current affirmative
action programs, including inadequacies resulting from budgetary constraints.

For purposes of this section, minorities and ethnic minorities shall include those per-
sons defined as such by rules and regulations of the Federal Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission.

This section shall remain in effect until January 1, 1991, and as of that date is repealed.
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Appendix B Higher Education Staff Information
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FULL-TIME FACULTY BY RANK AND TENURE
(Only include smployses reported in “FACULTY” sections of report - PART 11 A/
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8. PRIMARY OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY

o Exseutive, Administrutive asd Mansgerial
Include sll persons whoae assignments require primary

subdivision, etc. It is assumed that assignments in this
category customsrily and regulsdy require the incumbent
to exercise discretion and independent judgment, and to
direst the work of others. Report in this cstegory all
officers holding such tities as President, Vics President,
Dean, Director, or the eguivaicnt, as weil as officers
subordinats to any of these adijoistrators with such titles
a8 Associste Dean, Assistant Dean, Executive Officer
of scademic departiments (department bsads, or the

employwes (technical, clerical, craft, and sesvice/
maintenance) are to be reportad within the specific
catagonies of the personnal they supervise.

b Facalty (Instruction/Resesrch)

Includs all persons whose specific assiguments custon-
arily are made for the purpose of conducting instruction,
resesrch, or public service a3 s principal activity (or
activities), and who hold acadestic-rank tithes of profiessor,
associste professor, assistat professor, instructor,
lecturer, or the equivalant of any of thass scademic ranks.
Report in this category Desns, Directors, or the
oequivalents, as wrll a3 Associate Deans, Assistant
Desns, and executive officers of academic departmests
(chairpersons, heads, or the equivalent) if their principal
activity is instructional. Do sot incinde student teaching
or rezaarch sssistants

¢. Prolessions] Noa-Faculty

sssignments would require either collegs graduation or
experisnce of such kind sod smount as to provide s
ocomparsble background. Include employees such a
Hbrasians, sccountarts, perscnnsl, counssiors, systams
analysts, coaches, lawyers, and pharmacists, for cxample.

d Clsrical and Secretarial

Inciude all persons whose assignments typically are
sssocisted with cisrical activities or are specifically of a

retrieval of data (other than computer programmners)
and/or informatica and ather papsr work required in an
office, such ss bockkespers, stenographers, clerk typists,
office-machine cpsrators, statistical clerks, payroll clerks,
otc. Include also sales clarks such as thoss smploysed full
tims in the bookstore, and Lbrary clerks who are not
recognized ss lbrarians,

¢. Teshaniea!l snd Paraprofissional

Incinde all parsons whoss assignmenits require specistised
knowiedge oc skills which may be acquired through
experiencs ov academic work such as is offered in many
2-year techaical fnstitutss, jusior colleges or through

techyicians (medical, dental, electronic, physical sciznces),
snd similar occupstional-activity estegoriss but which
are institutionally defined ss technical assignments.
Inciude persons who perform some of the duties of s
professional or technicisn in 8 supportive rols, which

positions may fall within sn identified pattern of staff

"development and promotion under s “New Carcers”

concept.
f. Skilled Craft

Inciude all persons whose sssignments typicaily

Inclode persons whose assignments require limited
degress of previously scquired skills and knowladge and
in which workers perfform duties which result in or
contribute to the comfort, convenience and hygiene of
parsonne! and the student body or which contributs to the
uphwep and care of buildings, facilities or grounds of the
institutional property. Include chauffeurs, laundry and
dry cleaning operatives, cafeteris and restaurant workers,
trock drivers, bus drivers, garage laborers, custodial
persoanc], gardeners and groundskeepers, refuse col-
lectors, constructon laborers, security personnel.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Source: £20C Form 221, Higher Education Staff Information (§80-8) Instruction Booklet. Washingyon, D.C.: Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, nd., p.7.
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DRAFT REPORT -- ADMINISTRATIVE UPWARD MOBILITY DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY COLLEGES

As with many operational functions in the California
Cummunity Colleges, the development of staff for upward
mobility is a local function defined and determined within

the authority of district governing boards.

In turn, the districts have based development strategies on
local needs, custom, collective bargaining, and available
funds. Formal structures usually are based on sabbatical
and education2]l leave policies, with self-selection for such
opportunities the norm. Informal struc cures often are based
in mentoring, access to spot jobs, and quasi-administrative
work. Examples of spot jobs would be an assignment to
coordinate the writing of an accreditation institutional
self-study or chairing an important task force to revamp
curricula. Quasi-administrative work might include holding
leadership in academic senate or collective bargaining

organizations.

Formal structures often are oriented to theoretical academic
pursuits, while the informal are oriented to experiential
training. A mix of the two is more desirable, but difficult

to achieve.

To provide funds for general staff development purposes,

Assembly Bill 1725 (Chapter 973, Statutes of 1988) added
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Sections 87150-4 to the California Education Code. These

sections created a Community College Faculty and Staff
Development Fund to provide monies to districts for a number
of development purposes, two of which are "retraining to
meet institutional needs®™ and ". . .(for) training
implementing affirmative action and upward mobility

programs."®

A requirement of the Code is that each district maintain 2
faculty and staff committee to advise in the administration
of the funds allocated to the district. The implemention of
this requirement is resulting in better planning for
development activities, including those that work towards

the goal of upward mobility.

For 1990-91, $4.9 million has been allocated to the
districts. While the Chancellor's Office collects data to
measure district accountability in the use of these funds.
it also provides the linkages necessary for districts to
interact, while, at the same time. not dictating program
content. Content is the province of each of the 71

districts.

Aside from individual district efforts, the system has
depended upon professional associations and consortia to

provide major development functions. Examples are:



The League of Innovation in the Community College:
@ limited-member international consortium, in
association with the University of Texas at Austin
and the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, has held two
conferences that bring community college
practitioners and emerging faculty and staff

leaders into close contact.

The American Association of Women in Community and
Junior Colleges is & primary co-sponsor of a
program of the National Institute for Leadership
Development to develop the administrative
potential of wo,en in the community college

community.

The Association of Califorris Community College
Administrators sponsors a mentoring program for
women and minorities that provides development
training and a mentor system that has guided a
significant number of individuals who have entered
cabinet level positions, including chief executive
.officer, with colleges and districts.

The Academic Senate and the Chief Instructional
Officers of the California Community Colleges have
joined to provide a series of Educational

Leadership Colloquis.
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Direct training from the Chancellor's Office tends to focus
on the needs of the practitioner in a specific activity --
EOPS, Faculty and Staff Diversity, etc. Although this
training provides a knowledge base that can become a
stepping stone to advancement, that is not its primary
intent. Some short-term exchanges with districts to allow
college personnel to work within the Chancellor's Office are
of benefit to those seeking advancement at the district

level.

However, the structural organization and financial
limitations placed on the Chancellor's Office as a State
agency, along with the autonomous nature of the districts,
do not lend themselves to the development of the focused
upward mobility programs that the other segments of higher

education are free to pursue.



CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
PERCENTAGE COMPOSITION OF ADMINISTRATIVE STAFFS
BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

, FALL 1989

. Category Certificated Classified Total
Number 1,692 815 2,507
Men 66.6% 58.2% 63.9%
Women 33.4 1.8 36.1

American Indian/

Alaskan Native 1.4 0.7 1.2
Asian/Pacific Is. 3.3 3.6 3.4
Black 10.9 7.2 9.7
Hispanic 10.2 8.0 9.5
White 74.3 80.5 76.3

Source: Staff Data File, Chancellor's Office Management
Information System

Note: The terms "certificated™ and "classified" are losing
their meaning because of the Community College Reform Act
(1988). Although new nomenclature is being developed, the
old forms are used. "Certificated" includes positions that
required a California Community College Credential of some
form: Superintendent, President, Dean, etc. ™Classified”
includes those positions not requiring credentials:
Business Manager, Facilitys Manager., etc.
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REPORT TO THE CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION
ETHNIC MINORITIES AND WOMEN STAFF EMPLOYEES
IN THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, 1987-1989

Total Staff Employees

Seven of every ten California State University full-time staff employees are
ethnic minorities or women. Over 33% of the staff employees are ethnic
minorities and over 57% of the employees are women. The category of staff
employees 1include executives, administrators, non-faculty professionals,
technician, clericals, skilled crafts employees and maintenance workers, that
fs, all employees except faculty. Table 1 presents a summary of the CSU staff
employees by sex and ethnicity. As of October 31, 1989, there were 16,149
full-time staff employees in the CSU, an increase of 4% (617) since 1987.
During the same period, ethnic minorities increased by 9% and women increased
by 5%. Table 1 shows that all ethnic minority groups had increases greater
than the growth rate of 4%.

Staff Employees by EEQ-6 Categories

CSU work force data are reported to the federal government by EEO-6
categories. Staff employees are placed in six categories. These categories
permit an analysis of representation of ethnic minorities and women as a
function of the types of Jjobs performed 1in higher education. Ethnic
minorities and women by EEO-6 categcry in the CSU are presented below.

Executives. Administrators and Managers. This category includes executives,
administrators, managers and supervisors. There are 2363 employees in this
category, a growth of 1% over the 1987 value. Table 2 presents the breakdown
by sex and ethnicity. Ethnic minorities are now over 21% of this category,
increasing by 7% since 1987. The largest increase occurred for Hispanics;
they increased by 15%. MWomen also increased from 1987 to 1989. Women are
over 35% of this category, showing a 4% increase over the two years.

Pri - . A1l professional employees who are not managers or
supervisors and are not faculty members are included in this category.
Student affairs personnel, accountants and safety officers are 1in this
category. Table 3 presents a summary of professional non-faculty employees in
the CSU. The category increased by 8% since 1987, f{ncreasing by 297
employees. Ethnic minorities increased by 14%, to 28%, and women increased by
10%, to 57% of the job category.

Secretarial/Clerical. This job category includes all levels of
clerical/secretarial employees who are not supervisors. A summary of the data
by sex and ethnicity appears in Table 4. The number of employees 1in this
category increased 3%, by 147, from 1987 to 1989. Ethnic minorities increased
by 11%, becoming 35% of the employees of this category. Women continue to
dominate this job category, being 93% of the employees.

.
I).}
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P nal. Table 5 summarizes the sex and ethnicity of the
technical/paraprofessional job category. This category includes employees
with job titles such as graphic specialist, purchasing agent, and library
assistant. This Job category grew by 5% from 1987 to 1989. The 3,040
employees finclude 28% ethnic minorities and 55% women. Both groups had
percentage increases greater than the growth rate.

Skilled Crafts. This category includes electricians, operating engineers and
carpenters. This Job category had 856 employees in 1989, an increase of 45
employees in two years, a 5% increase. Table 6 presents the sex and ethnicity
breakdown of the job category. Table 6 shows that ethnic minorities are 34%
of the category, but women are only 1.4%.

Service/Maintenance. The service/maintenance job category includes gardeners,
custodians and warehouse workers. This category decreased by 53 employees
frcm 1987 to 1989, a 3% decrease. As shown in Table 7, ethnic minorities are
59% of this category, with women being 27%.

Summary. Except for the service/maintenance category, which declined in the
number of employees from 1987 to 1989; all other Job categories showed a
modest increase. Accompanying the growth, however, was even greater growth in
the number of ethnic minority and women staff in the CSU. Thus, the CSU now
has a work force of staff employees in which one of three employees are ethnic
minorities and nearly three of five employees are %“.omen.

Systemwide Staff Development Progqrams

Staff development programs are implemented at the campus level so the specific
needs of the individual campus are met. Campus based programs include
training to assist employees in completing high school graduation equivalency,
job skills training, and career development skills. A1l campuses have career
development programs which incorporate fee waivers to enroll in CSU courses to
attain bachelor's or master's degrees. The Administrative Fellows Program 1is
the only staff development program which is administered on a systemwide
basis. This program is open to faculty and staff. The program provides the
opportunity for ethnic minorities and women to learn and experience university
administration through a mentorship relation with a senior CSU administrator.
This academic year program permits the fellow to have “hands-on®
administrative experience in preparation to seek promotional opportunities.
In the 12 years of its existence, the program has served over 150 employees,
with over 40% being staff employees. Over 60% of the participants have
achieved promotion to higher level administrative positions.



TABLE 1

TOTAL C8L 8TAFF, 1287-1989
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

1987 1389
TOTAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL FEMALES MALES
(- F--F--7 J--F -1 ¥ _J L~ F -3 1 -F-F-} ) SRS E3EE CE 5o oo EOSISREIS TSNS EEONOoNOCE (13 J—-F—F ¥ J-]
WHITE NUMBER 10644 6067 4577 10803 6230 4573
FERCENT 68.53 39. 06 £9.47 66. 90 38.58 28. 32
BLACK NUMBER 1628 883 745 1730 386 744
PERCENT 10. 48 5. 69 4. 80 10,71 6.11 4.614
HISFANICS NUMBER 1902 1030 872 2134 1185 949
PERCENT 12,25 6.63 5. 61 13, &1 7.34 5. 88
ASIANS NUMBER 1228 693 535 1343 756 587
FERCENT 7.91 A, A6 3.44 8. 32 4.68 3.63
AM. IND. NUMBER 130 70 60 139 72 67
. PERCENT 0. 84 0. 45 0. 39 G. 86 0. 45 0. 41
TOT.MIN.  NUMBER 4888 2676 2212 5346 2399 2347
FERCENT 31.47 17. &3 14, 24 33.10 168,57 14.53
TOTAL NUMBER 1 5532 8743 6789 161473 Iza 6920
rERCENT 100, 00 56. 29 43.714 100, OO S57.15 4%, 85
(9))
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~ -
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TABLE &

EXECUTIVES, ROMINISTRATORS & MANAGERS, 1987-19873
BY 8EX AND ETHNICITY

1987 1389

TOTAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL FEMALES MALES
NSSREBERNSE HSOCIISaE IS S S S [=E--F=F ~FCF--F—F B -FSFI-F-Y—F—F--F NN - F-F-F-F--F--T ¥-~]
WHITE NUMEBER 1852 630 1ee2 1845 655 1130
PERCENT 79. 38 £7.00 Sz. 38 78. 08 7. 72 S0, 36
BLACK NUMBER 210 73 137 219 74 145
FERCENT 9. 00 3.13 . 87 9. &7 3.13 6.14
HISPANICS NUMBER 147 43 104 173 S56 137
FERCENT 6. 30 1. 845 H.46 7.3 &. 37 5.9%5
ASIANS NUMBER 110 51 59 113 49 64
FERCENT 4.71 2. 19 Z.53 4,78 .07 &. 71
AM. IND. NUMEBER 14 9 > 13 a o
FERCENT Q.60 G. 39 O.21 Q. S5 . 34 0. &1
TOT.MIN. NUMBER 481 176 305 518 187 331
FERCENT 20. 6& 7. 54 13.07 Z1. 92 7.91 14,01
TOTAL NUMEER =333 806 1527 2363 848 15&1
FERCENT 100, 00O 34,55 65. AT 100, OO 35.63 - 64. 37
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WHITE

HLACK

HISFANICS

ASIANS

AM. TND.

TOT. MIN.

TOTAL

NUMBER
PERCEMT

NUMBER
PERCENT

NUMEER
PERCENT

NUMBER
FERCENT

NUMBER
PERCENT

NUMEER
FERCENT

NUMEER
PERCENT

TABLE 3

PROFESSIONAL, NON-FACULTY BTAFF,
BY S8EX AND ETHNICITY

1987

TOTAL FEMALES MALES
2 F P F P P e v -F F b B JF ' | A S S u a0 . 6
2397 1345 105
73.26 41,11 32,15
269 138 131
8. 22 4,22 4,00
3Q0 158 142
9.17 4.83 3, 34
=280 169 111
8. 56 5.17 3. 33
£6 14 1z
0.79 0. 43 0. 37
875 479 396
&26. 74 14. 64 12,10
3z72 $18EH 1548
100. 00 895.75 A4, 5

b

1987-1989

D T S R ety S, T S G Y .ty e Sy S G T S S S SR S S S

FEMALES MALES

TOTAL

2554
71.56

33&
3. 30

30
.84

1015
28, 54

3569
100, 00

1453
240,71

186
S. &1

183
5. 13

196
G.49

1104
30. 85

146
4.09

154
4. 31

120
3. 35

13
0. 36

A33
12.13

15349
42.98



o0
N

TABLE 4

SECRETARIAL/CLERICAL 8TAFF, 1987-1389
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

1387 1989

TOTAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL FEMALES MALES
NI E IR EIANE e en s AN &l T 6O i SEODQNRE OOOSEISSE acoex e S o
WHITE NUMBER £897 2744 153 =877 2731 146
FPERCENT 67. 45 63.89 3.56 64.77 61. 48 3. &9
BLLACK NUMBER 425 382 42 484 439 49
PERCENT 9. 87 8.89 0. 98 10,90 3.79 1.10
HISFANICS NUMBER 615 S76 39 685 636 A9
PERCENT 14, 32 13.41 0, 91 15. 42 i4, 32 1. 10
ASIANS NUMBER 327 295 32 363 313 44
PERCENT 7.61 6.87 0. 75 8.17 7.18 0.99
AM. IND. NUMBER 32 29 3 33 30 3
FPERCENT .75 0. 68 Q. 7 . 74 ¢. 68 Q. Q7
TOT.MIN, NUMBER 1398 1288 116 13565 1420 145
FERCENT 32. 85 =9. 85 2. 70 35. 23 31.97 3.26
TOTAL NUMBER 4295 4026 269 4442 4131 231
PERCENT 100, 00 93. 74 6. 26 100, 00 93.495 6. 55
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TABLE &

TECHNICAL /PARAPROFESBBIONAL STAFF, 1987-~1989
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

S s G ket e e L D (s ST Y A S U S S Sl S e S S— N} gy gt ev

TOTAL

D D s P S e et A S e s, G " GV i) D gt St FE U bty S et

FEMALES MALES TOTAL FEMALES MALES

L Lo F Y T 1T Y 177 I (L 7 [ f 1 T ¥} BN DR O AR e - OR o &I aS

WHITE NUMBER a127 1182 1005 £18%5 1191 994
FPERCENT 73.62 38. 84 34.79 71.88 39.18 32,70

BLACK NUMBER &20 137 83 =38 149 a3
FPERCENT 7.628 4.7% .87 7.83 4.130 2.393

HISPANICS NUMBER =59 152 107 306 180 126
PERCENT 8.97 S.26 3.70 10, 07 S. 92 4. 14

RSTANS NUMBER =57 138 119 287 152 135
FERCENT 8. 30 4.78 4,12 9. 94 5. 00 4. 44

AM. TND. NUMEER 26 16 10 24 14 10
PERCENT 0. 90 0. 55 0. 35 0.79 0. 46 Q, 33

TOT.MIN. NUMEBER 76& H43 319 855 495 360
FERCENT 26. 38 15. 33 11.04 8. 13 16. 28 11.84

TOTAL NUMEER 2889 1565 1324 3040 1686 1354
FERCENT 100, 00 54.17 45.83 100. 00 95. 46 A4.54
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TABLE 6

SKILLED CRAFTS EMPLOYEES, 1987-1989
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

13989

TOTAL FEMALES PMALES TOTAL FEMALES MALES
REENMIESE WAL IEGIAE a0 DS S S8 5 £33 5 DoOSAEAIES mAaMIIOEISE IS cson oy s
HHITE NUMBER 544 9 S35 564 11 853
PERCENT 67.08 1.11 65. 97 65. 89 1.29 64.60
BLACK NUMBER 77 1 76 80 ) a0
FERCENT 9. 49 0. 12 9. 37 9.35 G. 00 9. 3%
HISPFANICS NUMBER 126 1 185 151 1 140
PERCENT 1%.55 .t 15. 41 16.47 . 1Z 16, 36
ASIANS NUMBER 53 O S53 S59 o 59
FERCENT 6. 54 O, Q0 6. 54 6.89 O. 00 6.89
AM. IND. NUMBER 11 0 11 1& 0 1&
PERCENT 1. 36 €. OO0 1.36 1.480 0. G0 1.40
TOT.MIN. NUMBER 267 2 265 29 1 291
FERCENT 32.9& Q.25 3. 68 349. 11 0. 1& 34,00
TOTAL NUMBER 811 11 800 as6 1= 844
FERCENT 100, O 1.36 98. 645 100G, OO0 1. 40 98. 60




WHITE

BLACK

HISFANICS

ASIANS

AM. IND.

TOT. MIN.

TOTAL

NUMBER
PERCENT

NUMBER
PERCENT

NUMBER
FPERCENT

NUMBER
PERCENT

NUMBER
HERCENT

NUMBER
FERCENT

NUMBER
PERCENT

SERVICE MAINTENANCE STAFF,

TABLE 7

1987-1989

BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

S D e P TS P U D S S B G Gt S S s P PO s D S Gt WD St I gy

TOTAL

FEMALES MALES

as7
42.81

428
22. 19

ASS
23.55

201
10. 40

21
1.09

1105
97.19

13932
100.00

&17
11.23

158
7.87

100
5. 18

40
2. 07

2
0.10

294

15. 22

o
26. 45

61C
31.57

276
14. 89

355
18. 37

161
8.33

19
0, 98

a1l
41.98

1921
73.53

Y e S — —— — A G —— A —— G $ St Y o S — P T vrel

FEMALES MALES

E=3=1—F-F-F-F } -] (=2 T-R—3--3 - F ] £ S3ES 63 &l 53 o3 65t

TOTAL

778
41.41

377
20. 06

49z
26. 18

S0O5
10, 9%

27
1. 44

11014
S8. 53

1879
100, 00

189
10. 06

142
7. 56

129
6.87

.13

314
16.71

S03
6. 77

589
31.35

235

12. 61

363
19. 32

165
a8.78

=4
1.28

787
41.88

1376
73.23
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INTRODUCTION

Under State Education Code Section 66903.1 (Assembly Bill No. 605), the University of California
is required to present, on 2 biennial basis, a narrative evaluation of progress in the employment
of minorities and women in University staff and management. This report is submitted to the
California Postsecondary Fducation Commission pursuant to those requirements.

In past reports, the University presented its data and narrative by EEO-6 categories (i.e.,
Executive/Administrative/Managerial; Professional Non-Faculty, Secretarial/Clerical; Technical/
Paraprofessional; Skilled Craft; and Service/Maintenance). More pertinent to the University's
assessment of affirmative action progress is an evaluation of the representation of minorities and
women within its four-tier personnel system. Because this information has not been provided
previously, the University is presenting its data and narrative from 1988 (when the four-tier
personnel system was fully implemented) to 1990.

The report is presented in two parts. Part I, Representation of Minorities apd Women in
University Staff and Management, provides statistical information on the changing demographic
compasition of racial and ethnic minorities and women in the University’s staff and management
workforce. The report summarizes affirmative action data from 1988 to 1990 by the University's
four-tier personnel system for staff and management employees.

Part II of the report highlights Programmatic Activities undertaken by the University in the Office
of the President and at the campuses during the past two years to improve and strengthen
affirmative action programs for staff and management.

O
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L REPRESENTATION OF MINORITIES AND WOMEN IN UNIVERSITY STAFF
AND MANAGEMENT

The University of California instituted a four-tier personnel system for staff and management
employees at all campuses in July 1988. The four tiers are:

« Executive Program

» Management and Professional (MAP) Program
 Administrative and Professional Staff (A&PS) Program
« Staff Personnel Program

This report provides an opportunity to examine the demographic composition of racial and ethnic
minorities and women in each tier of the University’s personne! system. Each section of this part
of the report contains an analysis of the change in demographic composition for each personnel
program from 1988 to 1990, along with the net change in representation by number and percentage
points. (Aan overview of Universitywide staff and management personnel program totals for April
1990 is included as Appendix A.)

Executive Program

The Executive Program includes positions which provide campus or Universitywide leadership and
which are responsible for setting policy and program direction. Such positions include Officers of
the University and senior-level administrators. Currently there are 343 filled Executive Program
positions at the nine campuses and in the Office of the President and the Offices of the Principal
Officers of The Regents.

Table 1 illustrates the representation of minorities and women in the Executive Program in 1988
and 1990, together with chang=s over the two-vear period. Both numerical and percentage
representations of minorities have increased overall, and for each minority group in the Executive
Program. Minority executives currently number 42, or 12.2% of the total, an increase from 29
(8.8%) in 1988. The increase of 13 members is equal to the net overall change in the nuaber of
Executive Program members duriag the same time period. Of minority groups, Blacks represent
the largest number of Executive Program members with 21 (6.1%), followed by Hispanics with 11
(3.2%), and Azians 8 (23%). Two Executive Program members are American Indian.

Women now number 77, or 22.4% of the total Executive Program, an increase of 17 women over
the previous two years. Both minority and White women experienced gains in representation. The
number of minority women holding executive positions increased from 6 to 14, while the number
of White female executives increased from 54 to 63, White women now represent 18.4%, and
minority women 4.1% of the Executive Program.

There have been limited opportunities to affect representation in the Executive Program over the
past two years. From 1988 to 1990, the net change in growth in the Executive Program was only
13 positions, or less than 4.0%. Moreover, much of the turnover that does occur at this level is
in the area of academic administration (e.g., Deans), in which minority availability is low. Academic
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administrators represent 31.0% of the Executive Program appointments. (See Appendix B.)
However, despite these limiting factors, over one-half of the Executive appointments made in the
past year were women or minorities.




TABLE 1

EXECUTIVE PROGRAM
Changes In Demographic Composition
Of Minorities And Women

1988-1990
1988 1990 Change
AESEIRSEUE TR IS SEEEEIE - - - -
Total Executives Number: 330 343 + 13
L Percent: __100.0% 100.0% _
Total Minorities Number: 29 42 + 18
Percent: 8.8% 12.2% + 34
Black Number: 13 -21 + 8
Percent: 3.9% 6.1% + 22
Hispanic Number: 9 11 + 2
Percent: 2.7% 3.2% + 05
Asian Number: 3] 8 + 2
Percent: 1.8% 2.3% + 05
American Number: 1 2 + 1
indian Percent: 0.2% 0.6% + 03
Total Women Number: 60 77 + 17
Percent: 18.2% 22.4% + 4.2
Minority Number: 6 14 + 8
Women Percent: 1.8% 4.1% + 23
White Number: 54 63 + 9
Women Percent: 16.4% 18.4% +« 20

Source: U.C. Corporate Personnel System, ER 2 Report,
April 1988 and April 1990.
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The demographic composition of minorities and women in the Management and Professional
Program is displayed in Table 2. Currently, the MAP Program comprises 2,595 members, an
increase of 253 from 1988. The MAP Program includes management positions below the Executive
level together with senior-level professional positions.

As shown in Table 2, minorities now hold 411, or 15.8%, of all MAP positions, and their number
has increased both overall and for each minority group during the past two years. Asian
representation in MAP increased from 6.5% (153) to 7.6% (196) over that period. Among
minorities, Asians currently represent the largest proportion of MAP members. Blacks represent
4.4% of total MAP membership, followed by Hispanics with 85, or 3.3%, and American Indians
with 16, or 0.6%.

The number of women holding MAP positions has increased over the past two years, from 876 to
1,012, and in 1990, women represent 39.0% of the total MAP Program. White women increased
from 740 to 846, and now represent 32.6% of all MAP members. Minority women increased from
136 to 166, and now represent 6.4% of all MAP members.
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TABLE 2

MANAGEMENT AND PROFESSIONAL PROGRAM

Changes In Demographic Composition
Of Minorities And Women

1988-1990
1988 1990 Change
MRSt IO N
Total MAP Number: 2,342 2,595 + 253
Percent: 100.0% 100.0%
Total Minorities Number: 342 411 89
Percent: 14.6% 15.8% 1.2
Black Number: 104 114 10
Percent: 4.4% 4.4% 0
Hispanic Number: 77 85 8
Parcent: 3.3% 3.3% 0
Asian Number: 183 196 43
Percent: 6.5% 7.6% 1.1
American Number: 8 16 8
Indian Percent: 0.3% 0.6% 0.3
Total Women Number: 876 1,012 136
Percent: 37.4% 39.0% 1.6
Minorities Number: 136 166 80
Women Percent: 5.8% 6.4% 0.6
white Number: 740 846 106
Women Percent: 31.6% 32.6% 1.0

Source: U.C. Corporate Personnel System, ER 2 Report,
April 1988 and April 1990.
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dmin d al Staff

The Administrative and Professional Staff Program includes positions which provide high-level
administrative and professional support for University departments, programs, and fields of study.
The total A&PS workforce at the University’s nine campuses and in the Office of the President
and the Offices of the Principal Officers of The Regents now numbers 14,984,

Table 3 shows the current demographic composition of minorities and women in the A&PS
Program and the changes in the representation of specific demographic groups from 1988 to 1990.
As Table 3 indicates, the number of minority employees holding A&PS positions has increased both
overall and for each individual minority group during those years. Asians increased by 303, from
1,681 to 1,984, Hispanics increased by 179, from 755 to 934, Blacks increased by 168, from 797 to
965, and American Indians increased by 12, from 62 to 74. Minorities now represent 26.4% of the
A&PS workforce.

The number of women holding A&PS positions grew by 1,192 over the past two years, and
currently women represent 62.0% of the total A&PS workforce. Minority women experienced
increases in both numerical and proportional representation. The number of minority women
holding A&PS positions increased by 411 between 1988 and 1990, as their proportion grew from
15.4% to 16.3% of the A&PS Program. Although the proportion of White women in the A&PS
Program decreased by 0.4 of a percentage point becausz of the increase in the total nuaber of
A&PS personnel, their actual number increased by 781.



TABLE 38

ADMINISTRATIVE AND PROFESSIONAL STAFF PROGRAM
Changes In Demographic Composition
Of Minorities And Women

1988-1990
1988 1980 Change
SeEISImIRs IR TN
Total A&PS Number: 18,185 14,984 + 1,829
Percent: 100.0% 100.0%
Tota! Minorities Number: 3.295 3,957 + 662
Percent: 25.0% 26.4% + 14
Black Number: 797 965 + 168
Percent: 6.1% 6.4% + 03
Hispanic Number: 7585 934 + 179
Percent: 5.7% 6.2% + 05
Asian Number: 1,681 1,984 + 303
Percent: 12.8% 13.2% + 04
American Number: 62 74 + 12
indian Percent: 0.5% 0.5%
Total Women Number: 8,103 9,295 + 1,192
Ferrent: 61.6% 62.0% + 04
Minority Number: 2,027 2,438 + 411
wWomen Percent: 15.4% 16.3% + 09
White Number: 6,076 6,857 + 781
wWomen Percent: 46.2% 45.3% - 04

Source: 14.C. Corporate Personnel System, ER 2 Report,
April 1988 and April 1990.
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Staff Personnel

The Staff Personnel Program represents the largest of the four staff and management personnel
categories. It currently numbers 72,977 employees, an increase of 6,272 from 1988 to 1990. The
Program includes employees in a wide variety of occupational areas including secretarial and clerical,
service and maintenance, and techuical and paraprofessional job classifications.

Minority representation among Staff Personnel is substantial and continues to grow. As shown in
Table 4, total minorities increasced by 4,758 employees over the past two years and now represent
42.5% of all Staff Personnel With regard to individual minority groups, each group demonstrated
a significant numerical gain. Currently, Asians represent 16.3%, Hispanics 13.6%, Blacks 11.8%,
and American Indians 0.7% of all Staff Personnel

Women represent a large proportion of Staff Personnel: 63.5% of the total category are women,
an increase of 3,749 over the past two years. This increase resulted in large part from the increase
that occurred among minority women, whose numbers grew by 2,901 from 1988 to 1990. Minority
women now represent over one-quarter, 26.1%, of the total Staff Personnel category. At the same
time, the number of White women in this category increased by 848, but decreased in percentage
representation from 39.6% to 37.4%.

!*y‘
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TABLE 4

. STAFF PERSONNEL PROGRAM
Changes In Demographic Composition
Of Minorities And Women

1988-1990
1988 1990 Change
SOSmEses SIEEIRIOITE
Total Staff Number: 66,705 72,977 + 6,272
Parcent: 100.0% 100.0%
Total Minorities Number: 26,254 31,012 + 4,758
Percent: 39.4% 42.5% + 31
Black Number: 7,778 8,621 + 843
Percent: 11.7% 11.8% + 0.1
Hispanic Number: 7.8947 9,940 + 1,993
Percent: 11.9% 13.6% + 1.7
Asian Number: 10,070 11,898 + 1,828
Percent: 15.1% 16.3% + 1.2
Amaerican Number: 459 533 + 74
indian Percent: 0.7% 0.7% 0
Total Women Number: 42,582 46,331 + 3,749
Percent: 63.8% 63.5% - 0.3
Minority Number: 16,145 19,046 + 2,901
Women Percent: 24.2% 23.1% + 1.9
White Number: 26,437 27,285 + B48
Women Percent: 39.6% 37.4% - Z..

Source: U.C. Corporate Personnel Systim, ER 2 Report,
Aprif 1988 and April 1990.
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IL PPOGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

This section includes projects implemented by the Office uf the President to advance affirmative
action Universitywide, Unwessitywide programs implemented at the various campuses, and
programmatic activities reported by the campuses for 1988 and 1989 which continue their
affirmative sction efforts. Although the focus of this section is on new programmatic activities, it
is important to note that extensive affirmative action programs are already in place at all campuses,
including formal affirmative action plans for increasing the representation of minorities and women
within staff and management positions where they are not fully represented. Employment
opportunitics are advertised widely in appropriate media, and campuses employ outreach recruiters
to identify affirmative action candidates for campus vacancies. In addition, a variety of career
development activities, such as Management Fellowships and Internships, are available to minority
and women employess. ]

On September 26, 1988, at the outset of the 1988-89 academic year, President Gardner wrote to
the Chancellors reaffirming the University’s commitment to the achievement of diversity throughout
all areas of the institution. The President also requested and received reports from the Chancellors
on specific steps needed to improve and strengthen affirmaiive action efforts at each campus.
Within the Office of the President, the President direcied Sepior Vice Presidents Brady and Frazer
to appoint advisory committees, broadly representative of the University community, to review
reports and recommendations for their respective areas of responsibility on matters of affirmative
action, and to advise on new initiatives in each area.

Office of the President

In 1989, responsibilities for staff and management affirmative action were combined with business
affirmative action under a Director position, reporting directly to Senior Vice President brady. As
a result of the reorganization of affirmative action responsibilities in the Office of the Senior Vice
President--Administration, the focus of affirmative action now exiends beyond monitoring and
compliance to the development of programs with Universitywide impact. The following are
examples of some of the many efforts introduced or implemented by the Office of the President.

ati tion Advisory Committee--Administrati

In March 1989, Senior Vice President Brady established an Affirmative Action Advisory Committee-
Administration charged with providing advice and recommendations io improve and strengthen
affirmative action programs for staff and management personnel and in University business
contracting. The Committee includes representatives from throughout the University community
in the affirmative action, personnel, and business areas. The Affirmative Action Advisory
Committee--Administration submitted its first report in June 1990. In that report, the Committee
provided recommendations o improve existing programs and presented proposals for implementing
nr~ programs for the recruitment, development, and promotion of groups which are
vt - represented in the University workforce, particularly a: the executive and management levels.

85
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The National Advertising Campaign was launched in March 1990. This media campaign was
initiated to ‘mprove the University's national visibility as a major employer, and it targets
publications .or minorities, women, snd the disabled. Threeadvertxsementswemdes:pei

emphasizing a global image for the University and encouraging women and minorities to apply for
management positions.

Thus far, the advertisements have appeared in the following publications: Hispanic Business,
Affirmative Action Register, Vista Magazine, Working Woman, Black Enterprise, Asian Weekly, Nuestro
Tiempo, and Urban League News. During the next six months, the advertisements are scheduled
to appear in Spectorum, Winds of Change, NSBE (National Society of Black Engineers), Intercambios
Magazine, and Black Issues in Higher Education. The next phase of the campaign also will include
targeting publications for the disabled, Vietnam era veterans, and special disabled veterans
Advertisements will be published in Accent on Living, Mainstream, Veterans' Outlook, Sports 'n

Spokes, and Paraplegia News.

In addition to the advertisements, a Universitywide employment brochure has been designed and
printed. The brochure provides information about the University of California system for use in
outreach recruitment activities for management-level applicants.

HispanData

Another new project undertaken in 1990 is membership by the Office of the President in
HispanData, a national Hispanic resume database. Membership in HispanData provides unlimited
use of the resume database service by all University campus and Laboratory employment offices.
The database consists of several thousand resumes of Hispanic professionals and managers with
experience in career fields such as engineering, computer science, finance, accounting, and
management. The University will provide HispanData with professional and management-level job
vacancy listings and HispanData will search its database for matching qualified resumes.

Analysis of New Hires, Promotions, and Separations

The Office of Business and Employment Affirmative Action is coordinating with the Information
Systems and Administrative Services Department to produce data on new hires, promotions, and
scparations by gender and ethnicity for University staff and management employees by the four
personnel programs. This information will be utilized to analyze and report on trends in the
promotion and retention of minorities and women at the University.

Berkeley

Recent affirmative action efforts at the Berkeley campus have focused on increasing female and
minority representation in the MAP and A&PS programs. Major emphasis was placed on providing
career development opportunities for employees in Staff Personnel categories. Through one
program, eighteen staff members were placed in the newly instituted ‘Staff Internship Program. In

7:)
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conjunction with the School of Business, the Personnel Office has applied for a U.S. Department
of Labor grant to fund an additional 10-15 interns and management fellows.

Caree+ counseling services continue to assist employees from underrepresented groups. In addition
to - -nal career planning workshops, a support group has been established to provide drop-in
counseling services and to provide an environment in which employees share their concerns.

Additional initiatives include an affirmative action tracking system, which allows administrators and
directors to audit the employee selection process for adherence to affirmative action goals, and the
expansion of programs to address employee needs for child care and eld~r care.

Davis

At the Davis campus, annual management and organizational reports and administrative personnel
evaluations now include information regarding affirmative action efforts and progress. As an
example of this, a special program was initiated in 1988 to conduct a review of the Davis Medical
Center affirmative action program by using an external community review board.

Leadership at the Davis campus has been enhanced by the creation of the position of Assistant
Vice Chancellor for Campus Diversity. A management fellow, selected specifically to develop
educational programs for diversity, will assist the Assistant Vice Chanc=llor.

A pilot affirmative action program has been developed to further the advascement of minority and
women employees at the Davis campus. The program provides educationsd training and internships
for competitively selected candidates. To date, eight participants have Leen placed in higher-level
positions. A similar program is being developed specifically for nursing positions. Other training
programs held this year included one for mid-level managers, called "Managing Diversity in the
90's." The program consisted of a series of six seminars covering such topics as sexual harassment
and affirmative action.

Irvine

A number of new initiatives and programs were recently devetoped at the Irvine campus, the result
of ongoing campus activities, and of recommendations made by the Chancellor’s Think Tank on
Diversity, establisbed in 1988.

The Chancellor’s Management Fellows Program was established to offer career advancement
opportunities to women and minorities. This year’s Fellow will be recruited to work in the Human
Resources Office and will be responsible for coordinating recruitment stiategies to diversify the
Irvine campus’s internal and external staff and management applicant pools.

Affirmative action progress has been made in appointments to senior management positions. Four
of the last seven Executive Program appointments are from underrepresented groups. Such efforts
have been aided by the Chancellor’s request to Vice Chancellors, Deans, and Directors concerning
the update of all management-level job descriptions to include a statement which outlines a
commitment to a diverse workforce and supportive work climate.
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The Human Resources Office is studying various organizational approaches for improving the
retention of minority staff members. The Office also includes a "Principles of Community”
statement, which reaffirms the Irvine campus’s commitment to diversity and nondiscrimination, as
a part of new-employee orientation

PRISM (Policy, Procedure and Program Referral Inventory System for Management), a program
intended to increase diversity in the macsgement ranks, is being developed jointly by the campus
Affirmative Action and Personnel Offices as part of the campus’ Five-year Affirmative Action Plan.
The system will provide a comprehensive human-resource information, planning, and referral system
to strengthen affirmative action recruitment activities.

Los Angeles

The Chancellor has established a Council on Diversity to provide campus leadership for the
advancement of student, faculty, and staff diversity at the Los Angeles campus. The Council’s
primary objective was to develop recommendations for increasing the representation of minorities
and women within the Executive and MAP Programs. The Council’s most recent focus, in
conjunction with the UCLA Higher Education Research Institute, is to conduct a campuswide study
of diversity, expected to be completed by Winter Quarter 1991. The study will incorporate three
surveys distributed to 8,000 siudents, 1,800 faculty members, and 1,500 staff. Segments of the
campus community will analyze the survey, and their findings will be used as the basis for actions
and policies to strengthen campus diversity.

The Staff Affirmative Action Office is dcveloping diversity education programs designed to provide
skills development for managers and supervisors in the area of intercultural communication, and to
assist managers ia developing organization-spec’’.c training programs. The education programs
include large-group workshops, small-group discussions, films on diversity issues, and participation
in cultural programming at campus museums, galleries, and theaters.

The Staff Personnel Office is in the process of hiring a two-year Management Fellow to serve as
Diversity Coordinator. The incumbent, under a joint mentorship with the Administrative Vice
Chancellor, will have responsibility for supervising outreach staff, creating a forecasting and
succession planning model for E cecutive Program and MAP openings, developing innovative
recruitment strategies, and further developing the campus resume bank. The Diversity Coordinator
also will coordinate the development of diversity plans with campus departments.

As part of the expansion of its outreach activities, the Los Angeles campus has hired an Hispanic
Outreach Recruiter and has implemented a Black Outreach Program. Also under consideration
for expansion are the Management Skills Assessment Program and the Target of Opportunity

Program.

The UCLA Medical Center Humar Resources Department has developed various programs which
address diversity issues. Training seminars have been conducted for management on awareness of,
and sensitivity to, diversity. A task force was created to promote and foster knowledge of health
carc 3 among studens at the junior high, high school, and community college levels. The Medical
Centc * continues to sponsor a fellowship to develop minority candidates for middle and senior
management positions.
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Riverside

Several new committees, in addition to the Chancellor’s Affirmative Action Advisory Committee,
have been established which have affirmative action responsibilities at the Riverside campus: the
Chancellor’s Native American Advisory Committee, the Chancellor’s Asian/Pacific Advisory
Committee, the Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on the Status of Lesbians and Gays, and the
Chancellor’s Chiid Care Task Force, Two other committees, the Chancellor’s Committee on the
Prevention of Sexual Harassment and the Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on Disabilities, continue
from 1989. The various committees are addressing such issues as the development of cultural
awareness programs for managers and employees, reasonable accommodations for the handicapped,
and the development of programs for reducing cultural and sexual stereotypes.

An additional group, the Committee on the Status of Women, is initiating a mentorship program
to assist women employees with job development and preparation for promotional opportunities.
A Management Services Officer Internship Program, another development program, continues to
operate with a high minority participation rate.

San Diego

In 1988, the San Diego campus developed the Promotion Project, a specialized training program
instituted to upgrade minorities aud women into job classifications where they are underrepresented.
This program funds the first three months’ salary for a position in instances where a promotion
assists in meeting a campus affirmative action goal, thereby providing the hiring department with
an incentive for participation in the program. The Promotion Project has been successful, and
minorities and women are being placed in job groups in which they are underrepresented,
particularly in the A&PS Programn.

Another program instituted at the San Diego campus is the Annual Diversity Awards Event
sponsored by the Chancellor. This event provides recognition to individuals and departments that
have mad¢ a significant contribution to diversifying the workforce.

The Chancellor’s Affirmative Action Advisory Committee, composed of faculty, staff, and student
subcommittees, provides recommendations and advice on campus affirmative action issues. The staff
subcommittee, in particular, is addressing such issues as the status of women, the development of
more effective data dissemination procedures, and a racial harassment policy.

In October 1989, the campus established the Qutreach Recruitment Program to develop and
maintain an aggressive affirmative action iecruitment program. The focus of the program is to
recruit members of underrepresented groups at the MAP and A&PS levels. Specific activities
include special advertising, targeted mailings, maintenance of a resume bank, placement assistance,
and consultation services provided to personnel analysts and department representatives.

Finally, new initiatives include a monitoring program to evaluate Vice Chancellors and Directors
on their progress in achieving diversity in referral pools and in competitive and non-competitive
placements. Additionally, each organizational unit has developed plans for meeting diversification
targets. Funds have been allocated for diversity training for managers, and to the Staff Affirmative
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Action Training Program Committee for the development of diversity programs. The San Diego
campus also will host two conferences in 1990, the Conference on Ethnic and Gender Diversity
and the UC Chicano/Latino Consortium.

Ssn Francisco

In May 1988, the Chancellor appointed a campus Task Force on Cultural/Ethnic Diversity. Many
of the programs recommended by the Chancellor’s Task Force on Cultural/Ethnic Diversity continue
from last year. These programs include affirmative action scholarships and tuition reimbursement
programs, the MAP Fellowship Program, training seminars on nondiscrimination and valuing
diversity, and support for special events. Individual departmental plans are progressing, and each
school, the Medical Center, and major administrative units work with the Affirmative Action/Equal
Opportunity Department to set goals and to modify their respective plans.

A new committee has been appointed to assist the Chancellor in evaluating progress toward
affirmative action goals. In addition, the Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Department is
tracking and recognizing good-faith efforts made by departments, schools, and the Medical Center
in achieving diversity goals. The Department also works with specific groups to improve the
diversity of particular applicant pools.

Finally, a discussion of a special endowment fund for inclusion within the campuswide fund-raising
campaign is on the Chancellor’s Fall Quarter agenda.

Santa Barbara

As part of its commitment to diversity, the Santa Barbara campus provides opportunities for
minority and women administrators to obtain advanced degrees through regularly-established campus
programs and to attend external management institutes at Stanford and Bryn Mawr. In addition,
the campus has achieved positive results with its Management Fellowship Program. Since the
inception of the program, the Santa Barbara campus has awarded thirteen fellowships to minorities
and women under the mentorship of senior campus officials. Five of the fellowships were awarded
to Hispanics, all of whom were subsequently promoted to Executive or MAP-level positions.

Santa Barbara has introduced a new staff employee development program, the Affirmative Action
Staff Employee Development Scholarshnp Program. This program enables managers and supervisors
to be more directly involved in the career and skills development of minority and women
employees. To date, scholarships have been awarded to 16 staff employees.

The Santa Barbara campus has also hosted a symposium for campus administrators and managers
on "Moving Toward a Multi-Cultural University: Issues of Accountability.” From the ideas
presented at that symposium, a campus training and development program was implemented which
addresses cultural awareness, sensitivity, and appreciation in an effort to improve personal and
professional interaction among employees. A new Supervisory Certificate Program was developed
which provides training in recruiting, communicating, and managing within a multi-cultural
environment.
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Finally, various diversity advisory committees and work groups drawn from Academic Affairs,
Student Affairs, Administrative Services, and Institutional Advancement recommend new policies
concerning departmental affirmative action recruitment, the development of unit diversity plans, and
preparation of a campus statement regarding the campus’s commitment to diversity.

Santa Cruz

Two recruitr. .nt initiatives were developed in 1988, the Target of Opportunity Program for senior
administrative appointments and the proactive outreach recruitment effort. Each program is now
at a different level of implementation at the Santa Cruz campus. The Target of Opportunity
Program for Staff (TOPS), modeled after the successful faculty Target of Opportunity Program, is
expected to be implemented in the Fall Quarter 1990. ‘

With respect to its outreach recruitment program, Santa Cruz is in the final stages of interviewing
for an outreach recruiter. The position will assist in increasing the number of affirmative action
candidates in spplicant pools and will work closely with the recently hired Training and Recruitment
Analyst in the Affirmative Action Office.

The Affirmative Action Office was expanded and staffed with a8 Director, hired in August 1989,
The Office is undertaking the following activities: expanding the Management Fellowship Program;
developing a recruitment data bank which will contain resumes of external candidates, employees,
and applicants who were interviewed but not hired; and initiating a procedure to assist departments
in reaching their affirmative action goals. In addition, the Office is meeting with constituent groups
to discuss issues of i1:1tual concern, and will begin an extensive community education program on
nondiscrimination.

54
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

_

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts
of California’s colleges and universities and to pro-
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and
recommendations to the Governor and Legislaturs.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly.

The other six represent the major segments of post-
secondary education in California.

As of March 1991, the Commissioners representing
the general public were:

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero; Chair;
Henry Der, San Francisco; Vice Chair;
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles;

C. Thomas, Dean, Long Beach;
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles;
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach;
Mari-Luci Jaramillo, Emeryville;
Dale F. Shimasaki, San Francisco
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto.

Representatives of the segments were:

Joseph D. Carrabino, Orange; appointed by the
California State Board of Education;

Janses B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by
the Covernor from nominees proposed by Califor-
nia’s independent colleges and universities

Meredith J. Khachigian, San Clemente; appointed
by the Regents of the University of California;

John F. Parkhurst, Folsom; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges;

Theodore J. Saenger, San Francisco; appointed by
the Trustees of the California State University; and

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the
Counci] for Private Postsecondary and Vocational
Education.

Funections of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness
to student and societal needs.”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondacy education in California, including
community colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning erd coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any in-
stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or aceredit
any of them. I[nstead, it cooperates with other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that per-
form these functions, while operating as an indepen-
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du-
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla-
tion affecting education beyond the high school in
California. By law, its meetings are open to the
public. Requests to speak at a meeting may be made
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit-
ting a request before the start of the meeting.

The Commission’'s day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, uncder the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap-
pointed by the Commission.

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob-
tained from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985:
telephone (916) 445-7933.




COMPOSITION OF THE STAFF IN CALIFORNIA’S PUBLIC COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES FROM 1977 TO 1989

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 91-4

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sian as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985.

Rece.i reports of the Commission include:

90-22 Second Progress Report on the Effectiveness
of Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs:
The Second of Three Reports to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to [tem 6420-0011-00) »f the 1988-89 Budget
Act (October 1990)

90-23 Student Profiles, 1990: The First in a Series
of Annual Factbooks About Student Participation in
California Higher Education (October 1990)

90-24 Fiscal Profiles, 1990: The First in a Series of
Factbooks About the Financing of California Higher
Education (October 1990)

90-25 Public Testimony Regarding Preliminary
Draft Regulations to Implement the Private Postsec-
ondaryand Vocational Education Reform Act of 1989
A Report in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter
1324, Statutes of 1989) (October 1990)

90-2¢ Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur-
ing the Second Year of the 1989-90 Session: A Staff
Report of the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (October 1990)

90-27 Legislative Priorities of the Commission,
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (December 1990

9(0-28 State Budget Priorities of the Commission,
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (December 1990}

90-29 Shortening Time to the Doctoral Degree: A
Report to the Legislature and the University of Cali-
fornia in R2spo.ise to Senate Concurrent Resolution
86 (Resolution Chapter 174, Statutes of 1989) (De-
cember 1990)

90-30 Transfer and Articulation in the 1990s: Cali-
fornia in the Larger Picture (December 1990}

90-31 Preliminary Draft Regulations for Chapter 3
of Part 59 of the Education Code, Prepared by the
California Postseconcary Education Commission for
Consideration by the Council for Private Postsecon-
dary and Vocational Education. (December 1990

Q

90-32 Statement of Reasons for Preliminary Draft
Regulations for Chapter 3 of Part 59 of the Education
Code, Prepared by the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission for the Council for Private Postse-
condary and Vocational Education. (December 1980)

91-1 Library Space Standards at the California
State University: A Report to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to Supplemental Language to the 1990-91
State Budget (January 1991)

91-2 Progress on the Commission’s Study of the
California State University’s Administration: A Re-
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget
Act (January 1991)

91-3 Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor’s Budget: A
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (March 1991)

91-4 Composition of the Staff in California’s Public
Colleges and Universities from 1977 to 1989: The
Sixth in the Commission’s Series of Biennial Reports
on Equal Employment Opportunity in California’s
Public Colleges and Universities (April 1991)

91-5 Status Report on Human Corps Activities,
1991: The Fourth in a Series of Five Annual Reports
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1829
(Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (April 1991)

91-8 The State's Reliunce on Non-Governmental
Accreditation, Part Two: A Report to the Legislature
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