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Chapter 1 
DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM

Affirmative action is a policy or a program that seeks to redress past discrimination through active measures to ensure equal opportunity, as in education and employment.  

Affirmative action has created much discussion concerning employment in the workplace.  The hiring practices of some organizations have been under scrutiny thus creating a need for an affirmative action plan that determines if minorities and females are being underutilized and underrepresented in organizations.  The controversy surrounding the merits and fairness of affirmative action programs continues to be debated by boardroom executives and others.  Discrimination in employment is prevalent no matter how subtle or direct when hiring and promoting minorities and females.  The employment process continues to lack fair play when non-minorities are the ones recruiting, selecting and hiring candidates.  In fact, if one observed an organization’s employee profile, it would probably be more than evident than not, that non-minorities dictate the climate of most organizations when hiring minorities and females for employment.  Minorities and females must constantly fight the battle of inequality, discrimination and fairness. It becomes apparent that there is a desperate need for affirmative action.  

The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a direct relationship between affirmative action and any inequality that impact minorities and females in employment, specifically in selection and hiring process.  Minorities and females must constantly overcome the adversity of employment discrimination when being selected and hired for employment.  Widespread discrimination, and exclusion and their ripple effects continue to exist.


Blatant discrimination is a continuing problem in the labor market.  Perhaps the most convincing evidence comes from “audit studies in which white and minority (male or female) job seekers are given similar resumes and sent to the same set of firms to apply for a job.  Studies indicated that employers are less likely to interview or offer a job to a minority or female applicant.  According to a study conducted by the Affirmative Action Review regarding examples of disparities:


An African-American female tester applied for employment at a major hotel chain in Virginia where she was told that she would be called if they wished to pursue her application.  Although she never received a call, her equally qualified white counterpart appeared a few minutes later, and was told about a vacancy for a front desk clerk, later interviewed and offered the job ( Neumark; Blank; VanNort 1995).

Adversity arises when affirmative action programs are in place and negative connotations are associated with minorities and females.  Preferential treatment becomes the key element of conversation in the hiring and selection process.  Stereotypical attitudes target minorities and females as unqualified, lack of experience and low producers.  (Leck, 1996) indicated that affirmative action programs are frequently criticized because they are perceived to give preference to less qualified candidates in favor of their status.  Affirmative action programs that are perceived to set quotas and hire traditionally disadvantaged groups based on their status and not on their level of competence violate the perceptions of fair selection practices (Gilliland, 1993).  Violations of fairness can result in legal battles, more negative attitudes towards the organization, decreased performance, decreased job satisfaction and lower probability that they will succeed.   In order to, protect employee’s rights affirmative action focuses on policies and actions that might encourage anything other than race or sex-blinded behavior in the labor market.

Laws that bar race or sex conscious behavior in hiring or promotions etc., are likely to undermine not only explicit forms of affirmative action, but also any prohibitions of discrimination that rely on disparate impact analysis for their organization.  For example, the assumption that the organization’s workforce that reflect utilization of women and minorities.  The Code of Regulations at 41 CFR 60-2.11 (b) define under-utilization as having fewer minorities or women in a particular job group than would reasonably be expected by their availability. When determining availability of women and minorities, organizations consider, among other factors, the presence of minorities and women having requisite skills in an area in which the organization can reasonable recruit.  The organization establishes goals to reduce or overcome the under-utilization and that the actual selection decision is made on a non-discriminatory basis.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

Can an affirmative action programs be successful in employment when enforcing and protecting the rights of minorities and females?

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Affirmative Action: A Historical Overview

The landmark non-discrimination legislation came in the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title VII governed employment matters (Lee, 1999).  Title VII of the Civil Rights Act prohibits discrimination.  It states that race, religion, gender and national origin are not to be used as the basis for hiring and firing.  It also encourages hiring based on ones ability and qualifications.
Affirmative action originated in the United States in the mid 1960’s to early 1970’s as a response to deeply entrenched patterns of racial discrimination in institutions of employment and education, and the resulting exclusion, segregation and disadvantage of Blacks.    

During the civil rights movement, affirmative action calls for certain minorities and women to be given special consideration in employment, education and contracting decisions.  As originally conceived, affirmative action was a well meaning reach-out program intended to encourage, not force, employers who contracted with the federal government to hire minorities and women.  This was not good enough for the bureaucrats and politicians in Washington, D.C., however.  They pushed for hiring goals that eventually became mandatory quotas.  Even companies who could not find qualified minority and women job candidates were expected to reach out across the country, and recruit individuals from one of the five federally protected categories.  The categories have been African-Americans, Hispanic, Asians, Native Americans, and women.

During 1941, several Presidential Executive Orders were issued, with varying degrees of success, to expand employment opportunities for blacks, particularly in business organizations having contracts with the federal government.  The following executive orders were intended to create a platform for protected classes.
Executive Order 10952

Especially significant in this regard was Executive Order 10925, issued by President John F. Kennedy in 1961, which called on federal government contractors to "take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated fairly during employment, without regard to their race, creed, color, or national origin.”  This was the first use of the term affirmative action in the context of racial discrimination in employment (Custred, Janell, and Raza 1999).  
Executive Order 10925 was also the first to require federal contractors to take affirmative action, and the first to establish specific sanctions, including termination of contract and debarment. Although various presidential Fair Employment Practice Committees had been preaching nondiscrimination since the 1940s, they were voluntary and without teeth.  Norgren and Hill summed up their impact in 1964 (p. 169, p. 171): "One can only conclude that the twenty years of intermittent activity by presidential committees has had little effect on traditional patterns of African-American employment. It is evident that the non-discrimination clause in government contracts was virtually unenforced by the contracting agencies during the years preceding 1961." 

Coming on the heels of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Johnson's Executive Order 11246 was the first to be enforced stringently enough to provoke serious conflict and debate.   (Leonard, 1990, p. 48) 

  Executive Order 11246
Lyndon Johnson’s Executive Order 11246 is the most established affirmative action program since 1965.  The contractor will take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated fairly during employment, without regard to their race, color religion, sex, or national origin.  Such action shall include, but not be limited to the following: employment, upgrading, demotion, or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation and selection for training, including apprenticeship.
Specifically, Executive Order 11246 mandated that any organization receiving a federal contract in excess of a certain figure  (currently $50,000) with more than a certain number of employees (currently 50) should have a written plan that documents how closely the utilization of people in certain categories that is defined under the Civil Rights Act 1964 Title VII. (Crosby; VanDeveer 2000)

There are three types of affirmative action policies:

· Admissions

· Government Contracts 

· Employment

Out of these three, the Portland State University Affirmative Action Office works with employment affirmative action policies.  The purpose of employment affirmative action is to establish fair access to employment opportunities to create a work community that is an accurate reflection of the demographics of the qualified available workforce.


According to the Code of Federal Regulations(CFR) 29 1608.1, affirmative action is to improve opportunities for minorities and women that must be encouraged and protected in order to carry out the Congressional intent embodied in title VII.  Affirmative action often improves opportunities for all members of the workforce, as where affirmative action includes the posting of notices of job vacancies. Similarly, the integration of previously segregated jobs means that all workers will be provided opportunities to enter jobs previously restricted (p. 227).

Because there is a need to interpret Title VII, guidelines have been implemented that interpret title VII and authorize use of section 713(b) (1). These Guidelines describe the circumstances in which persons subject to title VII may take or agree upon action to improve employment opportunities of minorities and women, and describe the kinds of actions they may take which are consistent with title VII. These Guidelines constitute the Commission's interpretation of title VII and will be applied in the processing of claims of discrimination, which involve voluntary affirmative action plans and programs. 


In addition, these Guidelines state the circumstances under, which the Commission will recognize that a person subject to title VII is entitled to assert that actions were taken ``in good faith, in conformity with, and in reliance upon a written interpretation or opinion of the Commission.  This includes the reliance upon the interpretation and opinions contained in these Guidelines, and thereby invoke the protection of section 713(b) (1) of title VII.
Review of existing plans recommended. 

Only affirmative action plans or programs adopted in good faith, in conformity with, and in reliance upon these guidelines can receive the full protection of these guidelines, including the section 713(b) (1) defense. (See Sec. 1608.10).  Therefore, persons subject to title VII who have existing affirmative action plans, programs, or agreements are encouraged to review them in light of these guidelines, to modify them to the extent necessary to comply with these guidelines, and to readopt or reaffirm them.

Who is required to follow affirmative action employment policies?


Any organization or business with $10,000 or more in federal contracts is required to take affirmative action in employment.  Organizations receiving $50,000 or more per year in federal funds and have 50 or more employees must also have an affirmative action plan.  Portland State University falls under this requirement, often referred to as the 50/50 rule.  This rule is enforced by the U.S. Department of Labor’s Office, of Federal Contract Compliance Program (OFCCP).  The OFCCP audits affirmative action employers to ensure they have a legitimate affirmative action plan and follow employment affirmative action policies.

Under federal regulation, employers who received contracts, grants and other benefits from the United States government were required to collect and report data on the composition of their workforce and to set goals and timetables for hiring in order to improve the representation of disadvantaged groups that were underrepresented relative to relevant labor markets.  These groups included women, Blacks, Hispanic, Asians, American Indians, and persons with disabilities.  The compliance with affirmative action hiring requirements was enforced in the 1970s when support for goals or quotas materialized.  Federal agencies and contractors were required to develop "affirmative action plans" to show intent to expand opportunities for minorities.  Affirmative action takes one-step further by requiring certain organizations to actively promote equal opportunity and eliminate discrimination.  This has been described as leveling “the playing field for groups of people who have been and are discriminated against” (Hutchings, Martinez, Stein, and Tashiro, 1995).

Civil rights complaints, litigation, and costly settlements of discrimination cases also impressed upon employers the need to prevent discrimination and to implement affirmative action.  In applying the principles of affirmative action to the federal work force, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights issued an analysis, which recommended that: 

"The Civil Service Commission...should clarify its current policy, emphasizing specific goals in the federal equal employment opportunity effort and develop a government-wide plan designed to achieve equitable minority group representation at all wage and grade levels within each department and agency. This plan should include minimum numerical and percentage goals, coupled with specific dates for their attainment, and should be developed jointly by CSC and each department or agency "(U.S. Commission of Civil Rights, 1970).

Civil rights complaints, litigation, and costly settlements of discrimination cases also impressed upon employers the need to prevent discrimination and to implement affirmative action.  

New Jersey Department of Labor Affirmative Action Plan


The New Jersey Department of Labor employs nearly 4,000 employees.  They are mandated by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to report an Affirmative Action Plan and to met the legal and statutory requirements for an annual Affirmative Action Plan (NJAC 4A:7-3.1).  As illustrated in the Department of Labor’s workforce profile a decreased from 3,665 employees in calendar year 1999 to 3, 610 employees in calendar year 2000.  The representation of minorities in the Department is 34.9% and females represented 63.8% (Table 1).  In general, the Department is at or near the availability estimates for all EEO job categories in which large numbers of employees were concentrated: Professionals, Office-Clericals and Paraprofessionals.  Significant efforts are still required to address representation of minorities and females in the Officials/Administrators category, and minorities in higher-level titles in the Professional category. 


In the calendar year 2000, there were 140 new hires.  Minorities represented 40.7% and females 56.4% of the new hires.  Recruitment of minority males remains a challenge for the Department of Labor in certain job categories.  In the Officials/Administrator category, there were no minorities or females hired.  Of the 90 new hires in the Professional category, the hiring rate was 42.3% for minorities and 44.4% for females.  In general, hires for this period did not result in representation improvements for minorities and females in underrepresented job categories.  The Department of Labor’s Affirmative Action Plan outlines specific EEO categories that the DOL must emphasis and target to protect the rights of minorities and females. (Table 2)
An Affirmative Action Plan may take one of many different forms, from the specification of general goals such as the elimination of discrimination and increasing the diversity of the organization to specific plans of targeted recruitment, special training opportunities for minorities, and even weak preferential treatment.  For example a  minority candidate may be given preference over an equally qualified Caucasian candidate (e.g., Kravitz and 1995; Kravitz et al., 1997)  Available evidence suggest that on the whole, Affirmative Action  Plans have been relatively effective in the promotions of equal opportunity.  Human Resources management policies that took on demographic status into account were positively associated with the percentage of minorities in the firm’s management (Konrad and Linnehan 1995).

Dismantling of Racial and Gender Barriers


The utilization of an affirmative action plan could address problematic areas of inequity in the workplace that can be effective with the employment process. There is no secret that affirmative action in any form, or for any purpose, is perceived as unfair treatment (Hillman, M.E., 1994).  The totality of this research, demonstrating that the demise of an affirmative action program is based on an individual’s belief system, that can create a negative effect on affirmative action by excluding minorities and females in employment.  An affirmative action program could be positive by eliminating and exposing negative barriers and perceptions that create inequities between minorities and females in the selection and hiring process (Pratkanis, 1996). 


Affirmative action is more likely to be perceived as self-supportive if the process carries a positive message, highlighting the candidate’s unique qualifications and by not implying inferiority or that, the candidate is in need of help.  At times affirmative action implies that the candidate lacks the requisite qualifications and is inferior, and he or she could not have obtained this job or position without assistance from affirmative action.   This stigma is held over from stereotypes and prejudices referring to women and minorities who do not have what it take to compete in the workplace.  
Inasmuch, it is discovered that when minorities are selected for particular professional positions, such as lawyers, doctors, or investment bankers there is always the perception  that they are non-intelligent and under qualified.  The perception becomes bleak regarding minorities and females not being the best candidate selected for professional positions.  For professionals who have worked hard and succeeded in their profession the result is a negative and unflattering overtone because merit is not recognized.  Although they are the best and no qualifiers are needed minorities become subjected to the stigmatization of affirmative action and quotas.  In addition, Caucasians believe that if a minority is doing well compared to themselves, they must be exceptionally bright.  This is in it racialist assumption of inferiority and every bit insulting.  The astonishment is that when our achievements are intellectual, the expectation of non-minorities is that the achievement of a minority would be fewer.  In the era of affirmative action there always seems to be the need to prove one is professional worth repeatedly and has not receded.  It is a small wonder that every black professional is assumed to have earned his or her position not by being among the best available, but by being among the best available minority. (Carter, 1991, p.52)

There is a distinction here; however, that even the harshest critics of affirmative action should be willing to concede. Hiring to fill a slot that must be filled a slot meant for a minority is not the same as using race to sort among a number of equally qualified candidates. Put otherwise, yes, it is true that the result of racial preferences is sometimes the hiring of black people not as well qualified as white people who are turned away, and preferences of that kind do much that is harmful and little that is good.  Nevertheless, preferences can also be a means of selecting highly qualified black people from a pool of people who are all excellent. True, employers will always claim to be doing the second even when they are really doing the first; but that does not mean the second is impossible to do. In addition, if an employer undertakes the second method, a sorting among the excellent, then although there might be legitimate grounds for concern, a criticism on the ground of lack of qualification of the person hired cannot be among them. 


Consider the so-called glass ceiling, the asserted reluctance of corporations to promote people of color to top management positions. If indeed the glass ceiling exists, it is very likely a function of the elite system. If people of color tend to have trouble getting in good, as the saying goes, with their professors, they are likely to have as much or more trouble getting in good with their employers.  Moreover, if, once hired, people who are not white face difficulties in finding mentors, powerful institutional figures to smooth their paths, then they will naturally advance more slowly. Oh, there will always be some black participants in the elite system, not as tokens but as people who have, taken to heart the adage that they must be twice as good. (One need but think of Colin Powell or William Coleman).  Still, plenty of people of color who are merely as good as or slightly better than white people who are inside the elite system will find themselves outside.
According to Carter, people of color do not need special treatment in order to advance in the professional world; we do not need to be considered the best blacks, competing only with one another for the black vacancies. On the contrary, our goal ought to be to prove that we can compete with anybody, to demonstrate that the so-called pool problem, the alleged dearth of qualified entry-level candidates who are not white, is at least partly a myth.  Therefore, if we can gain for ourselves a fair and equal chance to show what we can do -- what the affirmative action literature likes to call a level playing field -- then it is something of an insult to our intellectual capacities to insist on more.
Affirmative Action’s Impact on Equality

Diversifying the workforces is an important organizational goal as governments continues to mandate equity in the workplace.  Organizations are increasingly under legislative pressure to overcome past discrimination in the workplace by providing more employment opportunities for traditionally disadvantaged groups, such as minorities and women.  


The purpose of an affirmative action program is to create an internal labor market that reflects the organizations external labor market, to increase opportunities for minorities and women, and to accommodate diversity in the workplace (Agrocs, Burr & Somerset, 1996).  
Affirmative action programs increase the number of women and minorities in the workplace by extending recruiting efforts, providing special or additional training, increasing public awareness that job openings are available and including certain demographic characteristics such as race and sex as selection criteria (Kravitz & Platania, 1993; Holzer & Neumark, 2000).  Jennifer Labs (1991) stated that when the landmark Workforce 2000 study became available, it established that only 15% of the new entrants into the labor force in the next 10 years would be native-born white males.  Today is is at 47%.  Nearly two thirds of those entering the workforce in the year 2000 were women and more women are entering higher paying professional and technical jobs.  Twenty nine percent of new workers are non-whites, twice the current number, while immigrants represent the largest single increase at 23%.  With these numbers on the raise, it is important that protected groups that enter the workforce through the recruitment and selection process be given fair and equal treatment in the employment process. 
Affirmative action has its place by ensuring that public sector applicants and employees are given an equal opportunity.  The most efficient way to detect problems in one’s procedures is to look at the results.  When people in specific categories are excluded from employment or from advancement, a problem exists.  Monitoring the extent to which people in different categories are included in organizations is the traditional mode of operation for any classical affirmative action policy.  To monitor, one must be able to measure.  Measuring means counting, and without categories, one cannot count.  These observations demonstrate the difference between a classical affirmative action policy and the policy of equal opportunity (Crosby, 1996).  While equal opportunity does not call for classification according to gender, ethnic grouping, or physical abilities group, affirmative action does.  While recognizing how problematic it can be in some situations to call attention to gender and ethnicity, proponents of affirmative action policy contend that race and gender blindness are not always in line with race and gender fairness (Clayton & Tangri 1989).  Affirmative action strives to reward individual merit, and conceives a reward of merit as fair.
Generally, the effectiveness, is defined by the proportion of minorities and women that are hired, the more effective the affirmative action plan.  


The perceived fairness of personnel practices can be an important indicator of effectiveness (Folger & Greenberg, 1985; Gilliland, 1993).  According to Pratkanis and Turner, an effective affirmative action and removing the preferential selection stigma can be obtained by the following:

· Change the norms and institutions that perpetuate prejudice and discrimination.

· Establish unambiguous, explicit and focused qualifications criteria to be used in selection and promotion decisions.  Negative consequences of preferential selection and promotion do not occur when qualifications are included in the qualifications.

· Reinforce the fact that affirmative action is not preferential selection.  Affirmative action is not preferential selection; quotas are illegal unless mandated by court order.  The dominant form of affirmative action is setting employment targets based on the proportion of qualified applications who are female or minorities.  However, there seems to be pervasive misbelief that affirmative action is biased preferential hiring.  This misbelieve can be self-threatening to the affirmative action recipient and can serve to erode support for affirmative action programs.

· Affirmative action programs are part of the larger workplace context; this context can affect the success of the program.  First, diffuse the program throughout the organization.  Second, create meaningful reward systems to reinforce the attainment of program goals.

· Develop socialization strategies that deter attributions fostering helplessness-like behavior.  The goals of these strategies should be to preclude new organizational members from making attributions that they are dependent on the good graces of their organization for their jobs, status and future advancement.  
(Steele, C.M., 1995) terms such programs as wise-organizations that see the value and promise in a previously excluded group and thus the self-threat of stereotypes and the affirmative action stigma.  When practices are perceived to be unfair, undesired behaviors such as a decrease in job performance may result (Greenberg, 1988). 


Stereotypes and discriminatory barriers existed before affirmative action and will continue to exist if affirmative action is discontinued.  For example, in a recent survey of White New Englanders, the majority of respondents endorsed at least one stereotypic belief that African-Americans are born inferior.  Many non-minorities continue to express subtle prejudices directed toward minorities (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986).  African-Americans, on average, make about half as much income as non- minorities and experience higher unemployment rates (Cancio & Maume, 1996; Pettigrew, 1985).  Minorities are likely to face employment barriers such as segregated recruitment networks, biased perceptions of performance and placement in jobs with low potential for promotions (Braddock & McPartland, 1987).  Women are still paid less than men for comparable work are and continue to face a series of double binds because of sexist beliefs and institutions.  A glass ceiling prevents women and minorities from reaching top  Non-minority males occupy 95% to 97% of the positions (Morrison & Von Glinow,1990).  


In conclusion, the pragmatic use of affirmative action to promote equal opportunity in employment by government contractors has been and continues to be valuable, effective, and fair. The leadership provided by the federal government and its contractors has been a critical factor in causing private and public organizations to challenge and change their own personnel practices, using affirmative action as one tool to open up opportunity to qualified minorities and women who might otherwise have been left outside.

If affirmative action intended to improve employment or educational opportunities for members of minority groups and women living in the United States, so after its many years, where is the guaranteed improvement for what affirmative action is meant to do?  Although affirmative action is, a voluntary program minorities and women continue to struggle to rise above the stigma to forge ahead for better opportunities.  “The policy was implemented by federal agencies enforcing the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and two executive orders, which provided that government contractors and educational institutions receiving federal funds such programs.  The Equal Employment Opportunities Act (1972) set up a commission to enforce such plans.  The establishment of racial quotas in the name of affirmative action brought charges of so-called reverse discrimination in the late 1970s.  Although the U.S. Supreme Court accepted such an argument in Regents of the University of California v. Bakke (1978), it let existing programs stand and approved the use of quotas in 1979 in a case involving voluntary affirmative-action programs in unions and private businesses.  In the 1980s, the federal government’s role in affirmative action was considerable diluted.  In three cases in 1989, the Supreme Court undercut court approved affirmative action plans by giving greater standing to claims of reverse discrimination, voiding the use of minority set-asides where past discrimination against minority contractors was unproven, and restricting the use of statistics to prove discrimination, since statistics did not prove intent.  The Civil Rights Act of 1991 reaffirmed a federal government’s commitment to affirmative action, but a 1995 Supreme Court decision placed limits on the use of race in awarding government contracts; the affected government programs were revamped in the late 1990s to encompass any person who was “socially disadvantaged.”  In the late 1990s, in a public backlash against perceived reversed discrimination, California and other states banned the use of race and sex based preferences in state and local programs. http: 

Thirty years of affirmative action policies have not led to widespread problems of reverse discrimination.  A recent Labor Department report showed that out of the 300 discrimination cases filed in Federal court between 1990 and 1994, less than three percent allege reverse discrimination and only six of these were upheld as meritorious (Hearings of Affirmative Action in Employment, 1995).
Arguments Against Affirmative Action

· Affirmative Action is all about racial preference, which is discriminatory.  Why won’t the proponents of affirmative action agree to a complete ban on racial preferences and make a case for race-neutral programs to help the poor of all races as criterion for college admissions and hiring practices.

· Affirmative Action leads to admitting lesser-qualified people into colleges and jobs.  Minimally qualified is a far cry from equally or best qualified.  This begs the question of whether it is right to admit a student to a college who is minimally qualified, and thus, least likely to succeed.  Would you want a minimally qualified surgeon, dentist, or pilot?

· Affirmative Action leads directly to lower or even no standards of excellence.  The only standard of excellence that has value under affirmative action is skin color, gender and ethnicity.  Consequently, the standards are not average.

· Affirmative Action is all about quotas.  Liberals love to claim, “Minorities are under-represented” in colleges, universities, and in certain career fields.  Based on this under-representation, the playing field should be leveled using racial or gender based quotas.  No other criterion-test scores, grades, or work experience are acceptable if they do not result in diversity.  Quotas have been found to be unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court.
· Affirmative Action is reverse discrimination.  Some claim that only Caucasians can be racist since only they have power.  They say that it is impossible to discriminate against Caucasians, even if a program excludes whites, or causes them to be under-represented.  This certainly sounds like discrimination.
· Discrimination against innocent Caucasians does nothing to eliminate discrimination against minorities.  It only creates one more form of discrimination.  Affirmative action is nothing more than discrimination sanctioned by law.

· Proponents of affirmative action would like you to believe that job or college selection without regard to race or gender amounts to unfair discrimination against oppressed people.  By this logic then, subjecting innocent Caucasian against oppressed people.  By this logic then, subjecting innocent Caucasians to unequal treatment is not unfair or discriminatory.
Affirmative action is rarely a matter of choosing among equal candidates, and cannot be discussed as if it were.  So how do we propose minorities will ever become truly competitive if they are never given conditions in which true competition is necessary?   
Affirmative action is very different from antidiscrimination laws, which protect individuals who have been discriminated against, and can prove it in court.  Affirmative action tries to extend protection to whole categories of people, assuming everyone has suffered discrimination.  That means even rich minorities can take advantage of the affirmative action laws.  Here is a case in point: 

In one famous case, the mayor of Charlotte, N.C., Harvey Gantt, who is an African-American, and his partners made a $3 million profit by obtaining a license for a TV station under the minority-preference bidding process and then selling it four months later to Caucasians.  The biggest boons for minority and female-owned businesses, however, are the various set-asides programs for government contracts and sub-contractors.  Federal regulations mention that literally dozens of specific requirements must follow. 
“Government at other levels has been free to decide what categories to include in affirmative action programs (Nelson, Palonsky, and Carlson, 2000).”  This means that virtually any group can be added to the affirmative action bandwagon; for example, the over weight, the elderly, the short, gays, lesbians, the disabled, and veterans (Cage, 1994).  Everyone could eventually belong to an affirmative action category.  Then were would we be?
Proposition 209 (California Civil Rights Initiative) Passed by the voters by a 54-46% vote on November 5, 1996:  “The state shall not discriminate against, or grant preferential treatment to, any individual or group on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin in the operation of public employment, public education or public contracting.” (CADAP Homepage; http://cadap.org/)
Washington State I-2000: I-2000, was modeled after California’s Proposition 209, it was designed to eliminate “preference” in state and municipal hiring and recruitment to the state university system.  It passed in 1998 with 58% of the vote.  But, two wrongs don’t make a right; if it was wrong to treat blacks unfairly, it is wrong to give blacks preference and thereby treat whites unfairly.””  This objection is just another version f the forgetting and rewriting of history.  The work done by the adverb “unfairly,” this suggests two or more or less equal parties, one of whom has been unjustly penalized by an incompetent umpire.  However, blacks have not simply been treated unfairly; they have been subjected first to decades of slavery, and then to decades of second-class citizenship, wide spread legalized discrimination, economic persecution, educational deprivation, and cultural stigmatization.  The word “unfair” is hardy and adequate description of their experience, and the belated gift of “fairness” in the form of a resolution no longer to discriminate against them legally is hardly an adequate remedy for the deep disadvantages that the prior discrimination has produced.  When the deck is stacked against you in more ways than you can even count, it is small consolation to hear that you are now free to enter the game and take your chances” (Fish, Stanley, 24-250).
According to a study by the Glass Ceiling Commission states that White males continue to hold 97 percent of senior management positions in the private sector. Only 0.6 percent of senior management are African-American 0.3 percent are Asians and 0.4 percent are Hispannic.
African-Americans hold only 2.5 percent of top jobs in the private sector and that women hold 3 to 5 percent of senior level management positions.   Reportedly, the fears and prejudices of lower-rung white male executives were listed as a principal barrier to the advancement of women and minorities.  The report also found that, across the board white men advance more rapidly then women.
Chapter III
METHODOLOGY

Data Collection

The following information for this research will be secondary data: 
· The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Reports
· Poll information from the Roper Opinion Research Center based on attitudes of affirmative action. 
· Bureau of Labor Statistics 

· NJ Department of Labor Affirmative Action Plan
Chapter IV  
DATA ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS

An analysis of an affirmative action plan that demonstrates availability and under-representation of minorities and females in the workplace.  By using secondary data, the Likert scale method is the best attempt to demonstrate the attitudes of city managers throughout the United States and their support for the use of affirmative action in the recruitment of women.  Women are the dependent variable in this report.  Descriptive statistical analysis is used to analyze data.  In addition comparing the growth of minorities and females over the years in employment.
Availability estimates are the percentages used by ethnic and gender groups for each Equal Employment Opportunity Category. The estimates represent the State of New Jersey’s internal and external workforce that had prior work experience.

Tables 1.1-1.3, is used to compare and analyze the effectiveness of hiring decisions and promotional opportunities for the New Jersey Department of Labor employees.

When comparing Caucasians with specific ethnic groups such as African-Americans, Hispanic, Asian and American Indians in the hiring and promotional process, various EEOC categories percentages vary depending on the hiring needs, and job vacancies required throughout the calendar year 2000.  By viewing the availability estimates, one can determine the areas that NJDOL will need to improve upon for the necessary advancement of minorities and females.  The organization must also determine the role that Affirmative Action will partake to meet the required standards of the availability estimates without initiating goals.  

In essence, Officials and Administrators by ethnic groups based on the EEO categories remain at a low specifically, black males compared to Caucasians.  Females favor high in all categories, but there are areas that can be improved. (Table 1.1)
Historical and contemporary patterns of recruiting women into the management of the local public sector generally parallel the patterns of blacks and members of other minority groups (Slack J.D. 1987).  

Attitudes are an important in the growth of females in the decision-making circles.   James Slack, studies and examines the attitudes of managers that support the use of affirmative action practices in the recruitment of women into managerial positions.  
Table 3 illustrates the frequency distribution by use of the Lickert scale.  City manager support for affirmative action toward women appears to follow two distinctive patterns.  First, the respondents demonstrate a substantial level of support for the principle of affirmative action.  Over 55 % believe that government should intervene on behalf of women, 60 percent agree that, when all factors are equal, hiring preference should be given to the female applicant to accomplish affirmative action.  In addition, 80 percent of the city managers oppose expressions of sexism, such as off colored jokes.  Supportive attitudes toward the principle of affirmative action; however, are not universally shared.  Approximately, 40 percent of the city managers the either oppose, or are neutral toward, the use of affirmative action in support of women.  There is also a second pattern indicated in the table that displays the attitudes of city managers.  The level of support is substantially less for some specific mechanisms designed to implement the principle of affirmative action.  Less than half of the respondents believe that their respective city governments should make special recruitment efforts on behalf of women.  While 65 percent, believe that external groups and individuals from the community should not be involved in the local government hiring process.  Moreover, approximately 60 percent of the city managers oppose the use of hiring targets and timetables. While 20 percent are supportive, the majority of the respondents are opposed to the idea of hiring a female applicant when a more competent male applicant is available.
The approval rate tends to be lower when minorities are asked about their attitudes of Affirmative Action.  According to Pamela Paul, most African-Americans continue to believe that affirmative action policies are needed in schools and the workplace.  In 2001, the National Urban League polled 800 African-Americans adults.  87 percent of the respondents said that affirmative action in employment was still necessary; this was up from 83 percent in 2000.  This result is not surprising, considering 68 percent of those polled said that affirmative action played a very or somewhat important role in their own employment.  In this poll, the term affirmative action was not explained, and the word quota was not mentioned.(Figure 1)
Reliability and Validity

The results of the various research will depend on the method, such as surveys, questionnaires, tables, government statistics and models of effectiveness that include the perception of affirmative action.  A considerable amount of information will be preexisting information from other studies that have used surveys, questionnaires, tables and models from random samples of groups over a period.  This pre and posttest experimentation is usually high on reliability, but low on validity.  In addition, statistical data will be historical data from government documents and will be interpreted with caution.  The validity of the government document patterns of data may have some bias undercurrents that will need reviewing.  The information may not be indicative of current policies or practices nor of past practices because of the constant change.  Subsequently, the validity of the government data is constantly used throughout various research methods, when comparing data, an assumption can be made that it is high in reliability.  
Limitation of the Study

Limitations during this study may be obvious with the studies concerning affirmative action, and the impact that it has on minorities and females in upper level management positions.  Most of the survey and questionnaire data maybe outdated in reference to the attitudes of minorities, females and non-minorities toward affirmative action.  The attitudes toward affirmative action’s effectiveness continue to be a controversial issue, whereas the surveys and questionnaires may reflect some biases when evaluating information.

CHAPTER V-

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, most of the literature review makes us understand that the controversy of affirmative action is still strong.  For some it affirmative action creates more negative stigmatization, and for others minorities and females will still repeat the test of time during the 1960’s, by the preferential and discriminatory practices of minorities and females.  It is my belief that affirmative action is still needed and that without some type of policy to reinforce the effort for employers to continue to use fair practices when hiring minorities and females.  Affirmative action is intended to improve employment or educational opportunities for member of minority groups and women. By implementing various statutes and executive orders that employers must follow with regards to employment discrimination.


Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 operates as the “centerpiece” of employment discrimination law, prohibiting discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex and national origin.  According to (Player, 1992) Executive Order 11246 marks the beginnings of “affirmative action,” which requires contractors doing business with the federal government to take additional obligations to determine the underutilization in their workplace and to develop a plan to remedy it, marking the beginnings of “affirmative action.”  Employers determine underutilization by comparing the general availability of qualified women and minority applicants in the relevant job market with current employer demographics.  Employers are then obliged to make a good faith effort in targeting underrepresented groups in their outreach, as well as ensure that job selection criteria do not have an “adverse impact” on underrepresented groups.


Affirmative action, some people believe that if we eliminate affirmative action, women and minorities would no longer be perceived as being less qualified.  However, others believe that stereotypes and stigmas are so ingrained in our culture, that even if we eliminated affirmative action, these stereotypes and stigmas would continue to exist.   The Federal Glass Ceiling Commission (1995), some how it can be concluded that the pragmatic use of affirmative action to promote equal opportunity in employment by government contractors has been and continues to be valuable, effective, and fair.  The leadership provided by the federal government and its contractors has been a critical factor in causing private and public organizations to challenge and change their own personnel practices, using affirmative action as one tool to open up opportunity to qualified minorities and women who might otherwise have been left outside.


On the other hand, it can also be said that affirmative action is not a gift, nor a way to redress past wrongs.  It is a way to create not only a level, but also a playing field.  Affirmative action implies making sure that opportunities are available to talented and qualified individuals.  In addition, the playing field is not yet leveled, and opportunities are not always offered to the best people. (Web, mit.edu)


Employment affirmative action policies are designed to make the hiring process as objective as possible to hire the most qualified candidate.  In doing so, it is highly unlikely that a less qualified candidate would be selected for a position.  To assume underrepresented candidates were hired only because of their sex and, or racial/ethnic background is more likely a prejudicial assumption that they are inferior.  (Player, M.A. 1992).  In the end, as described in aforementioned problem statement purpose meant to determine if there is a direct relationship between affirmative action and any inequality that impacts minorities and females in employment specifically in selection and hiring process.  Here in the light of the literature review, we may easily conclude “yes” there is a direct relationship between affirmative action and any inequality that affects minorities and females in employment.  Until new solutions and policies are created to protect the right of minorities and females in employment, the affirmative action policy must be viewed as a tool to maintain fairness in the employment process.  

The Equal Employment Opportunity was established by act of Congress in 1972, and charged with responsibility for developing and implementing agreements and policies.  As well as to  designed and eliminate conflict and inconsistency among the agencies of the Federal Government responsible for administering Federal law prohibiting discrimination on grounds of race, color, sex, religion, and national origin. 

It is important that policies are in place to protect the rights of minorities and females.  According to the Federal Contract Regulations, clarification was needed for State and local officials to the Government's policies concerning the role of affirmative action in the overall equal employment opportunity program.  Principles were created to serve as policy guidance for other Federal agencies as well.  Thus, the following recommendations were initiated: 


Equal employment opportunity is the law of the land. In the public sector of our society, this means that all persons, regardless of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin shall have equal access to positions in the public service limited only by their ability to do the job. There is ample evidence in all sectors of our society that such equal access frequently has been denied to members of certain groups because of their sex, racial, or ethnic characteristics. The remedy for such past and present discrimination is twofold.  On the one hand, vigorous enforcement of the laws against discrimination is essential. But equally, and perhaps even more important are affirmative, voluntary efforts on the part of public employers to assure that positions in the public service are genuinely and equally accessible to qualified persons, without regard to their sex, racial, or ethnic characteristics. Without such efforts, equal employment opportunity is no more than a wish. The importance of voluntary affirmative action on the part of employers is underscored by title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Executive Order 11246, and related laws and regulations--all of which emphasize voluntary action to achieve equal employment opportunity.   


As with most management objectives, a systematic plan based on sound organizational analysis and problem identification is crucial to the accomplishment of affirmative action objectives. For this reason, it is salient that all State and local governments develop and implement results oriented affirmative action plans, which, deal with the problems so identified.   


The following are recommendations that are intended to assist State and local governments by illustrating the kinds of analyses and activities, which may be appropriate for a public employer’s voluntary affirmative action, plan. 

This statement does not address remedies imposed after a finding of unlawful discrimination. 


Voluntary affirmative action to assure equal employment opportunity is construction of any affirmative action plan should be an analysis of the employer's work force to determine whether percentages of sex, race, or ethnic groups in individual job classifications are substantially similar to the percentages of those groups available in the relevant job market who possess the basic job-related qualifications.  When substantial disparities are found through such analyses, each element of the overall selection process should be examined to determine which elements operate to exclude persons based on sex, race, or ethnic group. Such elements include, but are not limited to, recruitment, testing, ranking certification, interview, recommendations for selection, hiring, promotion, etc. The examination of each element of the selection process should include at a minimum a determination of its validity in predicting job performance. 


(3) When an employer has reason to believe that its selection procedures have the exclusionary effect described in paragraph 2 of this section, it should initiate affirmative steps to remedy the situation. Such steps, which in design and execution may be race, color, sex, or ethnic ``conscious,'' include, but are not limited to, the following:
(a)  The establishment of a long-term goal, and short-range, interim goals and timetables for the specific job classifications, all of which should take into account the availability of basically qualified persons in the relevant job market
(b)  A recruitment program designed to attract qualified members of the group in question
(c)  A systematic effort to organize work, and redesign jobs in ways that provide opportunities for persons lacking ``journeyman'' level knowledge, or skills to enter and, with appropriate training, to progress in a career field.

(d)  Revamping selection instruments or procedures, which have not yet been validated in order to reduce or eliminate exclusionary effects on particular groups in particular job classifications.

(e) The initiation of measures designed to assure that members of the affected group who are qualified to perform the job are included within the pool of persons from which the selecting official makes the selection.

(f) A systematic effort to provide career advancement training, both classroom and on-the-job, to employees locked into dead end jobs.

(g) The establishment of a system for regularly monitoring the effectiveness of the particular affirmative action program, and procedures for making timely adjustments in this program where effectiveness is not demonstrated. 

The goal of any affirmative action plan should be achievement of genuine equal employment opportunity for all qualified persons. Selection under such plans should be based upon the ability of the applicant(s) to do the work. Such plans should not require the selection of the unqualified, or the unneeded, nor should they require the selection of persons based on race, color, sex, religion, or national origin. Moreover, this statement should serve to assist State and local employers, as well as Federal agencies, it recognizes that affirmative action cannot be viewed as a standardized program, which must be accomplished in the same way at all, times in all places.  
Accordingly, there is no attempt to set forth the minimum or the maximum voluntary steps that employers may take to deal with their respective situations. Rather, that under applicable authorities, State and local employers have flexibility to formulate affirmative action plans that are best suited to their particular situations. In this manner, affirmative action programs will best serve the goal of equal employment opportunity. (Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs 41 CFR Part 60-3).

APPENDICES
TABLE 1
NJ Department of Labor Changes in Ethnic/Gender Profile
Calendar Year 2000
Department Total

	 
	 
	 
	Availability


	Actual 12/1999
	  Actual 12/2000
	Difference
	 

	EEO CATERGORY
	 
	Estimates
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DEPARTMENT TOTAL
	 
	 
	3665
	 
	3610
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	46.3
	1025
	28.0%
	1005
	27.8%
	-20
	-0.1%

	Black Males
	
	17.9
	198
	5.4%
	189
	5.2%
	-9
	-0.2%

	Hispanic Males
	
	7
	71
	1.9%
	68
	1.9%
	-3
	-0.1%

	Asian Males
	
	0.6
	42
	1.1%
	42
	1.2%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0.1
	2
	0.1%
	2
	0.1%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	72
	1338
	36.5%
	1306
	36.2%
	-32
	-0.3%

	White Females
	
	13.2
	1378
	37.6%
	1345
	37.3%
	-33
	-0.3%

	Black Females
	
	10.4
	688
	18.8%
	689
	19.1%
	1
	0.3%

	Hispanic Females
	
	3.8
	213
	5.8%
	225
	6.2%
	12
	0.4%

	Asian Females
	
	0.5
	45
	1.2%
	42
	1.2%
	-3
	-0.1%

	American Indian Females
	0.2
	3
	0.1%
	3
	0.1%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Females
	
	28
	2327
	63.5%
	2304
	63.8%
	-23
	0.3%

	Minority Males
	
	25.6
	313
	8.5%
	301
	8.3%
	-12
	-0.2%

	Minority Females
	
	14.8
	949
	25.9%
	959
	26.6%
	10
	0.7%

	Total Minority
	
	40.4
	1262
	34.4%
	1260
	34.9%
	-2
	0.5%


TABLE 1.1
NJ Department of Labor Changes in Ethnic/Gender Profile

Calendar Year 2000
	 
	 
	 
	Availability


	Actual 12/1999
	  Actual 12/2000
	Difference
	 

	EEO CATERGORY
	 
	Estimates
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	OFFICALS/ADMINISTRATORS
	 
	305
	 
	292
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	40.5
	190
	62.3
	183
	62.7
	-7
	0.4

	Black Males
	
	5.2
	9
	3
	7
	2.4
	-2
	-0.6

	Hispanic Males
	
	1.8
	4
	1.3
	5
	1.7
	1
	0.4

	Asian Males
	
	2.2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	American Indian Males
	0.1
	1
	0.3
	0
	0
	-1
	-0.3

	Total Males
	
	49.7
	204
	66.9
	195
	66.8
	-9
	-0.1

	White Females
	
	35
	87
	28.5
	84
	28.8
	-3
	0.2

	Black Females
	
	10.7
	12
	3.9
	11
	3.8
	-1
	-0.2

	Hispanic Females
	
	2.6
	1
	0.3
	1
	0.3
	0
	0

	Asian Females
	
	2
	1
	0.3
	1
	0.3
	0
	0

	American Indian Females
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total Females
	
	50.3
	101
	33.1
	97
	33.2
	-4
	0.1

	Minority Males
	
	9.2
	14
	4.6
	12
	4.1
	-2
	-0.5

	Minority Females
	
	15.3
	14
	4.6
	13
	4.5
	-1
	-0.1

	Total Minority
	
	24.5
	28
	9.2
	25
	8.6
	-3
	-0.6

	PROFESSIONALS
	 
	 
	2100
	 
	2090
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	33
	743
	35.4%
	733
	35.1%
	-10
	-0.3%

	Black Males
	
	6.6
	140
	6.7%
	136
	6.5%
	-4
	-0.2%

	Hispanic Males
	
	1.9
	57
	2.7%
	55
	2.6%
	-2
	-0.1%

	Asian Males
	
	2
	39
	1.9%
	38
	1.8%
	-1
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0.1
	1
	0.0%
	2
	0.1%
	1
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	43.7
	980
	46.7%
	964
	46.1%
	-16
	-0.5%

	White Females
	
	33.5
	720
	34.3%
	712
	34.1%
	-8
	-0.2%

	Black Females
	
	17.4
	263
	12.5%
	269
	12.9%
	6
	0.3%

	Hispanic Females
	
	3.3
	102
	4.9%
	111
	17.2%
	9
	12.4%

	Asian Females
	
	1.9
	34
	1.6%
	33
	1.6%
	-1
	0.0%

	American Indian Females
	0.1
	1
	0.0%
	1
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Females
	
	56.3
	1120
	53.3%
	1126
	53.9%
	6
	0.5%

	Minority Males
	
	10.7
	237
	11.3%
	231
	11.1%
	-6
	-0.2%

	Minority Females
	
	22.8
	400
	19.0%
	414
	19.8%
	14
	0.8%

	Total Minority
	
	33.5
	637
	30.3%
	645
	30.9%
	8
	0.5%

	TECHNICIANS
	 
	 
	25
	 
	24
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	34.1
	5
	20.0%
	6
	25.0%
	1
	5.0%

	Black Males
	
	14.4
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Hispanic Males
	
	3.3
	1
	4.0%
	1
	4.2%
	0
	0.2%

	Asian Males
	
	0.7
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0.2
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	52.7
	6
	24.0%
	7
	29.2%
	1
	5.2%

	White Females
	
	19.8
	7
	28.0%
	3
	12.5%
	-4
	-15.5%

	Black Females
	
	23.4
	11
	44.0%
	11
	45.8%
	0
	1.8%

	Hispanic Females
	
	3.2
	1
	4.0%
	2
	8.3%
	1
	4.3%

	Asian Females
	
	0.8
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Females
	0
	0
	0.0%
	1
	4.2%
	1
	4.2%

	Total Females
	
	47.3
	19
	76.0%
	17
	70.8%
	-2
	-5.2%

	Minority Males
	
	18.7
	1
	4.0%
	1
	4.2%
	0
	0.2%

	Minority Females
	
	27.5
	12
	48.0%
	14
	58.3%
	2
	10.3%

	Total Minority
	
	46.2
	13
	52.0%
	15
	62.5%
	2
	10.5%


TABLE 1.2
NJ Department of Labor Changes in Ethnic/Gender Profile

Calendar Year 2000
	 
	 
	 
	Availability


	Actual 12/1999
	  Actual 12/2000
	Difference
	 

	EEO CATERGORY
	 
	Estimates
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	PROTECTIVE SERVICE
	 
	1
	 
	1
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	White Males
	
	56.7
	1
	100.0%
	1
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Black Males
	
	21.2
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Hispanic Males
	
	2.9
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Asian Males
	
	0.6
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0.3
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	86.7
	0
	#REF!
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	White Females
	
	5.4
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Black Females
	
	7.1
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Hispanic Females
	
	0.8
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Asian Females
	
	0.1
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Females
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Females
	
	13.3
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Minority Males
	
	27.9
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Minority Females
	
	7.9
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Minority
	
	35.8
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	PARAPROFESSIONALS
	 
	545
	 
	540
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	8.2
	24
	4.4%
	27
	5.0%
	-3
	-0.6%

	Black Males
	
	6.3
	26
	4.8%
	26
	4.8%
	0
	0.0%

	Hispanic Males
	
	1.2
	4
	0.7%
	2
	0.4%
	2
	0.4%

	Asian Males
	
	0.5
	3
	0.6%
	3
	0.6%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	16.3
	57
	10.5%
	58
	10.7%
	-1
	-0.3%

	White Females
	
	45.2
	223
	40.9%
	214
	39.6%
	9
	1.3%

	Black Females
	
	31
	200
	36.7%
	204
	37.8%
	-4
	-1.1%

	Hispanic Females
	
	6.1
	62
	11.4%
	62
	11.5%
	0
	-0.1%

	Asian Females
	
	1.2
	3
	0.6%
	2
	0.4%
	1
	0.2%

	American Indian Females
	0.1
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Females
	
	83.7
	488
	89.5%
	482
	89.3%
	6
	0.3%

	Minority Males
	
	8.1
	33
	6.1%
	31
	5.7%
	2
	0.3%

	Minority Females
	
	38.5
	265
	48.6%
	268
	49.6%
	-3
	-1.0%

	Total Minority
	
	46.6
	298
	54.7%
	299
	55.4%
	-1
	-0.7%

	OFFICE CLERICAL
	 
	 
	651
	 
	626
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	7.2
	35
	5.4%
	29
	4.6%
	-6
	-0.7%

	Black Males
	
	2.6
	17
	2.6%
	14
	2.2%
	-3
	-0.4%

	Hispanic Males
	
	0.8
	4
	0.6%
	4
	0.6%
	0
	0.0%

	Asian Males
	
	0.4
	0
	0.0%
	1
	0.2%
	1
	0.2%

	American Indian Males
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	11
	56
	8.6%
	48
	7.7%
	-8
	-0.9%

	White Females
	
	56.3
	339
	52.1%
	330
	52.7%
	-9
	0.6%

	Black Females
	
	24.9
	200
	30.7%
	192
	30.7%
	-8
	-0.1%

	Hispanic Females
	
	6.4
	47
	7.2%
	49
	7.8%
	2
	0.6%

	Asian Females
	
	1.3
	7
	1.1%
	6
	1.0%
	-1
	-0.1%

	American Indian Females
	0.1
	2
	0.3%
	1
	0.2%
	-1
	-0.1%

	Total Females
	
	89
	595
	91.4%
	578
	92.3%
	-17
	0.9%

	Minority Males
	
	3.8
	21
	3.2%
	19
	3.0%
	-2
	-0.2%

	Minority Females
	
	32.6
	256
	39.3%
	248
	39.6%
	-8
	0.3%

	Total Minority
	
	36.4
	277
	42.5%
	267
	42.7%
	-10
	0.1%


TABLE 1.3
NJ Department of Labor Changes in Ethnic/Gender Profile

Calendar Year 2000
	 
	 
	 
	Availability


	Actual 12/1999
	  Actual 12/2000
	Difference
	 

	EEO CATERGORY
	 
	Estimates
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	SKILLED CRAFTS
	 
	 
	21
	 
	22
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	53.6
	17
	81.0%
	18
	81.8%
	1
	0.9%

	Black Males
	
	16.3
	3
	14.3%
	3
	13.6%
	0
	-0.6%

	Hispanic Males
	
	5.5
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Asian Males
	
	0.8
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0.1
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	76.3
	20
	95.2%
	21
	95.5%
	1
	0.2%

	White Females
	
	10
	1
	4.8%
	1
	4.5%
	0
	-0.2%

	Black Females
	
	10
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Hispanic Females
	
	2.7
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Asian Females
	
	0.8
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Females
	0.1
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Females
	
	23.7
	1
	4.8%
	1
	4.5%
	0
	-0.2%

	Minority Males
	
	22.7
	3
	14.3%
	3
	13.6%
	0
	-0.6%

	Minority Females
	
	13.6
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Minority
	
	36.3
	3
	14.3%
	3
	13.6%
	0
	-0.6%

	SERVICE MAINTENANCE
	 
	17
	 
	15
	 
	 
	 

	White Males
	
	46.3
	10
	58.8%
	8
	53.3%
	-2
	-5.5%

	Black Males
	
	17.9
	3
	17.6%
	3
	20.0%
	0
	2.4%

	Hispanic Males
	
	7
	1
	5.9%
	1
	6.7%
	0
	0.8%

	Asian Males
	
	0.6
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Males
	0.1
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Males
	
	72
	14
	82.4%
	12
	80.0%
	-2
	-2.4%

	White Females
	
	13.2
	1
	5.9%
	1
	6.7%
	0
	0.8%

	Black Females
	
	10.4
	2
	11.8%
	2
	13.3%
	0
	1.6%

	Hispanic Females
	
	3.8
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Asian Females
	
	0.5
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	American Indian Females
	0.2
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total Females
	
	28
	3
	17.6%
	3
	20.0%
	0
	2.4%

	Minority Males
	
	25.6
	4
	23.5%
	4
	26.7%
	0
	3.1%

	Minority Females
	
	14.8
	2
	11.8%
	2
	13.3%
	0
	1.6%

	Total Minority
	
	40.4
	6
	35.3%
	6
	40.0%
	0
	4.7%


TABLE 2
EEO Analysis of Calendar Year 2000 Personnel Transactions
HIRES
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Number
	Percent

	New Hires
	 
	 
	140
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Minorities
	 
	 
	 
	57
	40.7

	Females
	 
	 
	 
	79
	56.4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Officials/Administrators
	 
	4
	 

	Minorities
	 
	 
	 
	0
	0.0

	Females
	 
	 
	 
	0
	0.0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Professionals
	 
	 
	90
	 

	Minorities
	 
	 
	 
	14
	15.5

	Females
	 
	 
	 
	24
	26.6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ParaProfessionals
	 
	 
	6
	 

	Minorities
	 
	 
	 
	0
	0.00

	Females
	 
	 
	 
	2
	33.3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Office Clerical
	 
	 
	38
	 

	Minorities
	 
	 
	 
	19
	97.4

	Females
	 
	 
	 
	37
	50

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Skilled Craft
	 
	 
	2
	 

	Minorities
	 
	 
	 
	0
	0.00

	Females
	 
	 
	 
	0
	0.00


TABLE 3
Support for Affirmative Action for Women by City Managers

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Supportive of 
	Opposed AA
	  Neutral

	 
	Questionnaire Item
	 
	 
	   AA (%)
	 
	      (%)
	 
	   (%)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.)
	If women are not getting fair treatment in jobs,  
	56.8
	
	23.6
	
	19.6

	
	Government should see to it that they do. (n=271)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.)
	Where female and male applicants are
	
	
	
	
	

	
	of equal ability and women are underrepresented
	63.1
	
	19.7
	
	17.2

	
	on the city's workforce, the city's department
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Should give preference to female applicants. (n=274)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.)
	As long as they are told "privately" and in fun,"
	
	
	
	
	

	
	it is all right for members of my department to tell
	79.3
	
	6.7
	
	14

	
	Jokes at work about sex and women. (n=285)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.)
	The city should make a special effort to recruit
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Women for positions in management and administration. 
	46.6
	
	33
	
	20.4

	
	(n=279)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.)
	Public agencies should set up committees of women civic
	13.3
	
	67.8
	
	18.8

	
	leaders to make recommendations for improving
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Hiring/promotion of women. (n=271)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.)
	The city should establish hiring targets for women.
	23.9
	
	60.1
	
	16.1

	
	(n=273)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.)
	The city should establish timetables for reaching
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The hiring targets for women. (n=272)
	23.9
	
	57
	
	19.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.)
	The city's departments should not hire a female
	
	
	
	
	

	
	applicant if there is a more competent male applicant
	30.3
	
	54.3
	
	15.5

	
	Who wants the job. (n=284)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Figure 1
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Question:
Do you think there is still a need for affirmative action programs in employment?
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