2020-2021 Annual Affirmative
Action Report to the Faculty

Submitted to the Faculty On:
August 9, 2021



Table of Contents

The FAAOC regrets that it could not discuss this report with you at a Faculty Meeting last year. We will schedule forums

for faculty early in the fall (2021) semester.
Background

Preface

Hiring

Composition of the Faculty
Tenure-Stream Faculty Departures

Glossary of Terms

13
33
41



Background

Since the 1964 passage of Title V11 of the Civil Rights Act, employment discrimination on the basis of race and sex has
been prohibited. Subsequently, the Vietnam Era Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act (VEVRAA) of 1974 and the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 prohibited discrimination on the basis of veteran and disability status.
Since 1974, a number of federal laws, regulations, and executive orders have mandated that federal contractors and
subcontractors! take identifiable steps to recruit, hire, and promote qualified women, members of racial minorities, U.S.
veterans, and persons with disabilities. Before Colgate was legally obligated to follow these Affirmative Action laws and
regulations, it nevertheless decided to commit itself to do so. The faculty adopted a resolution on Affirmative Action on
February 11th, 1974, and Colgate has produced Affirmative Action Reports ever since. When Colgate became a federal
subcontractor in 2015, because of our faculty’s success in securing significant grants, what had been a voluntarily incurred
resolution became a legal obligation. (Our success in meeting that obligation is monitored by the Office of Federal
Contractor Compliance Programs, about which you’ll read more below.)

This history speaks to Colgate as an employer, without specifically addressing Colgate’s identity as an educational
institution. But of course we are, and so we not only select and promote employees—faculty and staff—we also select
and evaluate potential and current students. Since 1978, U.S. courts, including the United States Supreme Court (USSC),
have recognized that diversity is a legitimate goal for universities. Research over decades has found that diverse cohorts
—of faculty, staff, and students—further the educational mission of an institution. In particular, participation in such a
community prepares students to be leaders in an increasingly multicultural society and, in their working lives, to
participate in professions that are increasingly globalized.

However, particular efforts taken by colleges and universities to diversify their student population through race-conscious
or other affirmative action measures have been challenged in the courts. Legal challenges to those particular efforts drew
on Title VI and VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Court
responses to these challenges have placed specific limitations on the ways protected categories like race and gender may
be used in a selection process, and some of those limitations apply even to those selection processes concerning the hiring
of faculty or staff rather than the admission of students.

In this legal landscape, where is Colgate left? It is helpful to distinguish between (1) our obligations as an employer and
our permissible pursuit of diversity as an institutional goal and (2) any particular path we take to fulfill those obligations
or pursue that goal. Since 1978, courts have affirmed the legitimacy of diversity as an institutional goal each time it has
been challenged. The goal of creating diverse educational environments has, in fact, been characterized as directly
serving both the letter and the spirit of the laws covering non-discrimination and equal protection—in university
admissions and employment decisions alike. However, the particular ways institutions attempt to increase or maintain
diversity have been the subject of controversy. Particular methods have been critiqued, at times, by those who oppose
affirmative action in general, and by those who would like to see it more robustly promoted. Opponents argue that
various steps taken in the name of affirmative action unfairly discriminate against men, whites, or Asians, and do so
because of their membership in the protected categories of gender and/or race. Proponents, on the other hand, question
the efficacy of many of the allowed affirmative action steps. What good is it, they ask, if courts say diversity is a
legitimate goal but then prevent university admissions offices, or employers, from doing anything meaningful or
substantial to achieve that goal?

The current regulatory landscape—shaped in part by guidance from the Office of Federal Contractor Compliance
Programs (seated in the Department of Labor)—attempts to ensure that universities are able to meet their obligations in
hiring and promotion and pursue their goal of diversification in ways that will pass legal muster. So, for example, no
identifiable step taken as part of an affirmative action program can include or exclude an individual (as a student or
employee) solely because of that individual’s membership in one of the so-called ‘protected categories’ (race, gender,
disability status, or veteran’s status). Just as Colgate could not deny someone employment solely because she was female,
so Colgate cannot offer someone employment solely because she is female. Were we to do so, we would be illegally
discriminating against her male competitors. The courts have restricted various race- and sex-conscious affirmative action

! The Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (“OFCCP”) in the U.S. Department of Labor, which regulates federal grant expenditures, requires that federal
contractors and federal subcontractors with 50 or more employees who receive $50,000 or more in federal funds have an Affirmative Action Plan (“AAP”) and prepare
an annual report.
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efforts to ensure that men, White people, non-disabled persons, and non-veterans are not being discriminated against.
However, in order to meet our obligations and pursue our goals we are able to consider race, gender, and veteran and
disability status as part of an otherwise holistic evaluation (that includes educational background, professional experience,
references, and other pertinent job-related abilities) of an individual when we make hiring and other employment
decisions. And note, the reach of affirmative action extends beyond hiring decisions and applies to matters of promotion,
training, and other benefits of employment relevant to the retention of employees. This helps ensure that affirmative
action programs are in fact able to support the retention of members of groups historically under-represented in certain
employment contexts (typically, women, members of racial minorities, disabled persons, and veterans).

The importance of diversity and the legal limitations of affirmative action:

Institutions’ interest in diversity has withstood the highest level of scrutiny by the United States Supreme Court. It has
been judged to fall into a category called ‘compelling interest’. Examples of other interests that rise to this level of
importance include eminent domain or the interests in avoiding incitement, libel, or sedition that can result in appropriate
limitations on free speech. Interests of such importance allow our government to enact laws that infringe on fundamental
rights—such as the right to private property or the right to freedom of expression—in the pursuit of those interests. Our
government also allows public and private institutions, and hence Colgate, to pursue relevant interests in this category by
enacting policies and procedures that will affect various rights (of current and prospective students and employees) that
the institution would otherwise be aiming not to affect. However, institutions do not have free rein in choosing the
methods they use in pursuit of these important interests. In the case of affirmative action programs, limitations are placed
on how an institution may legally pursue affirmative action goals. This is true both of affirmative action efforts
undertaken with an eye to increasing the diversity of cohorts of admitted students or of hired employees, and of
affirmative action programs undertaken with an eye to an institution meeting its obligations to the Office of Federal
Contractor Compliance Programs (OFCCP). All such affirmative action efforts (1) have to be tailored to the problem
areas specific to an institution, (2) must be specifically designed to achieve the desired outcomes, and (3) must be
designed in a way that infringes on the fewest rights (of current or prospective students and employees) possible. In many
affirmative action cases heard before the USSC or other courts, whether college admissions or employment cases, courts
have evaluated how well an institution has navigated these three factors in developing and implementing their affirmative
action plans. Generally speaking, affirmative action programs get nullified by the courts when they are overly broad (e.g.
guota systems either in student admissions practices or the employment context), and/or when an institution was using an
individual’s belonging to a protected category as the sole reason for their inclusion in or exclusion from a group of
admitted students, hired employees, or promoted employees. Yet within these limitations, as a federal subcontractor, we
are obligated to make good-faith efforts to reduce underutilization (for further explanation, see the “Permissions and
Obligations” document here). The affirmative action plans that Colgate followed voluntarily from 1974 to 2015, and that
it was obligated to develop and follow after 2015, have been designed to be appropriately focused., Furthermore, while
demographic facts about anyone we evaluate (for admission, hire, or promotion) may be a factor among other factors in
our decisions about whether a person is qualified to be admitted, hired, or promoted, demographic facts are never (and
should never be) the sole factor on the basis of which those evaluations are made.

The ways affirmative action and equal employment opportunity interact:

Two sets of federal laws are especially relevant in guiding any employers’ procedures for recruitment, hiring, evaluation,
and promotion: equal employment opportunity law (EEO) and affirmative action (AA) law. EEO aims to remove barriers
to employment, and affirmative action (AA) aims to expand job opportunities for minorities, women, individuals with
disabilities, and veterans. EEO laws designate legally protected categories (e.g. race or gender) and require organizations
to ban explicit discrimination based on those properties (e.g. a “No women need apply’ clause in a job ad). They also
require organizations to investigate, and potentially change, any policies or selection procedures when they turn out to
have a discriminatory effect: that is, when they disqualify members of a protected category at a substantially higher rate
than others in the workplace.

While EEO laws proscribe discrimination, AA plans prescibe: they list the tailored, institution-specific, proactive
measures organizations take to break down barriers to employment and promotion. Well-designed affirmative action
plans will not require an institution to hire a person who lacks qualifications to perform a job successfully, nor will they
require an institution to hire a less-qualified person in preference to a more-qualified one. They contain practical steps to
address the underemployment of specific demographics or, in some cases, to attempt to remediate past harm. Because
affirmative action programs work to increase representation of particular populations in a workforce, including, when


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Rlkatli0d4uwie7V-m-Smuh1juUgstevn_Egu5cxkpc/edit

appropriate, members of racial minority groups, there is a risk that they could run afoul of Title VI, as that prohibits
employers from considering race when making employment decisions. However, Title VI itself carves out two
exceptions to its prohibition on considering demographic characteristics in hiring. Those exceptions are: (1) government
contractors or subcontractors, who are required to work to ensure their employment patterns reflect the demographic
make-up of available qualified pools; and (2) employers undertaking voluntary programs designed to remediate historical
inequality within their own organization. Employers are permitted to voluntarily implement affirmative action plans to
create a more diverse workforce in an effort to overcome the effects of past or present practices, policies, or other barriers
to equal employment opportunity within the organization. Employers who are government contractors or subcontractors
are required to produce affirmative action reports which analyze the demographic characteristics of their workforce.
Those employers are also obligated to implement affirmative action plans when their analyses reveal what the federal
regulations term “underutilization”. (See glossary.)

When an institution sees patterns of underutilization, in certain job categories, of members of certain demographic groups,
it is obligated to take affirmative actions—identifiable steps—that will make it more likely than it would otherwise be that
qualified members of those groups will be hired and retained. Because Colgate has been a federal subcontractor since
2015, because we were voluntarily engaged in affirmative action efforts before that date, and because we have had and
continue to have underutilization of women and racial minority group members in various job categories, we are
permitted to use, among our affirmative action tools, demographically aware hiring practices. We are permitted, for
example, to have someone responsible for affirmative action oversight inform search committees about the demographic
make-up of their applicant pools and interview lists. We are also permitted to consider, as part of an otherwise holistic
evaluation of applicants, whether a hire has the potential to address patterns of underutilization on campus. While we are
permitted to use those particular tools, and others, we are obligated to use some tools. We are obligated, as a federal
subcontractor, to make good-faith efforts to address patterns of underutilization. If our current tools don’t address the
patterns we see, that means we cannot continue to pursue only those tools. If we do, we can’t certify to the Office of
Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP) that we are making good-faith efforts.



Preface

On February 11, 1974, when Colgate’s faculty adopted its Resolution on Affirmative Action for women and people of
color, it also requested an annual report to the Faculty outlining progress in this area. The 2020-2021 Annual Affirmative
Action Report to the Faculty is the 44th such report. Prior to 2015, these reports helped Colgate pursue long-standing
commitments to equal employment and affirmative action for women and people of color. After our gaining federal
subcontractor status in 2015, this voluntary commitment expanded (to include affirmative action requirements for veterans
and individuals with disabilities), and became an obligation. Federal subcontractor status requires Colgate to hold itself to
the highest standard of equal employment opportunity and requires it to generate an affirmative action plan (the Plan)
annually. The Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP) is entitled to audit the university’s workforce
composition, tenure requirements, and practices of hiring, promotion, termination, and compensation at any time. The
first step in such an audit would be a request to review our Plan. In later phases of an audit, the OFCCP would conduct an
assessment of the current year’s workforce, examine utilization trends (with an eye to persistent patterns of
underrepresention or concentration), look for potential discrimination in hiring and/or promotion (including in the
awarding of tenure), and assess the institution’s progress against prior years. The annual affirmative action reports to the
faculty do not cover everything covered by the annual Plans (for example, certain topics around staff compensation are
left out). But they address the issues of hiring and promotion with which faculty themselves are most closely engaged.
So, like its predecessors, the 2020-2021 Annual Affirmative Action Report to the Faculty fulfills a long-standing
institutional commitment to affirmative action while also helping to serve current federal affirmative action obligations.

In the 2020-2021 Annual Affirmative Action Report to the Faculty you will find analysis of a roster of all faculty as of
September 1, 2020 as well as the prior academic year’s (September 1-August 31) hires, terminations, and promotions.
This analysis offers important diagnostic information necessary for the development of a comprehensive affirmative
action program. It should also guide deeper analysis into policies, practices, and procedures for recruitment, selection,
and advancement within the institution. It should inform our obligation to detail strategies, goals, and timetables for
eliminating underutilization in the next year and beyond.

e The composition of the workforce is presented with analysis of both hires and terminations/departures, because
hiring and retention both impact the university’s progress toward addressing underutilization.

e Multi-year (longitudinal) data illustrate how populations (e.g. departments, tenure-stream faculty, or non-tenure-
stream faculty) contract or expand over time; show persistent patterns of under- or overrepresentation over time;
and indicate how individuals from specific social identities are represented relative to other identities.
Longitudinal reporting demonstrates the presence or absence of progress toward addressing underutilization
over time and should be used to identify problem areas.

e The prohibition against discrimination covers explicit discrimination but also any selection procedure that has a
discriminatory effect by disqualifying members of a protected category at a substantially higher rate than others in
the workplace. When this occurs, we must conduct deeper analysis into policies, practices, and procedures in
recruitment, selection, and advancement practices within the institution. Perhaps the disparate impact was due to
something truly job-related, or due to an appropriately tailored effort to address under-utilization, but perhaps it
was not. The onus is on us to make sure, and to redress any problems we find.

The methodology used to analyze the data in this report reflects a combination of federally prescribed conventions and
choices made by the institution. As prescribed by the federal reporting requirements, each federally mandated affirmative
action plan includes three major areas of analysis: (1) distribution and utilization analysis of the entire university
workforce (all academic and non-academic employees); (1) statistical analysis of all employment actions (hiring,
promotions, terminations, and compensation) for adverse impact; (l11) review of all campus affirmative action and equal
employment activities. In this report, the university chooses to report the distribution and utilization analysis and does not
include the adverse impact analysis. The calculation of underutilization applies a federally prescribed formula (comparing
the demographics of our faculty to the demographics of the cohort of persons in principle possessed of the requirements to
serve on our faculty) in a format selected by the university (breaking the faculty down by department and division).
Throughout the report, the Faculty Affirmative Action Oversight Committee opted to provide different display options for
the same data to provide alternative views of it. Any display option will make it easier to focus on some features of a data
set at the expense of others; that is one reason to opt for a variety of displays.



The 2020-2021 Annual Affirmative Action Report to the Faculty was compiled through the collaborative efforts of a
number of individuals. Pat Kochan, Office of Equity and Diversity, provided data regarding faculty recruitment. The
statistical analysis, narrative, and accompanying tables were prepared by Tamala Flack, Executive Director for Equity and
Inclusion, EEO/AA and Priya Dhawka, Data Analyst. Maura Tumulty, Professor of Philosophy and Associate Provost for

Equity and Diversity, assisted with the narrative. Feedback on drafts was provided by the Faculty Affirmative Action
Oversight Committee.



Hiring

The 2020-2021 Annual Affirmative Action Report to the Faculty analyzes hires from September 1, 2019 - August 31, 2020
and applicants applying to searches conducted during that same period. Affirmative action efforts must be tailored to the
problem areas specific to an institution. This analysis provides important diagnostic information necessary for the
development of a comprehensive and Colgate-specific affirmative action program. Please note:

e Every addition to our classroom faculty serves our educational mission and each hire offers an opportunity to
bring to Colgate individuals with the ability to effectively teach students with a wide range of identities and
backgrounds. As a result, it is important to analyze all academic hiring each year and over time. However, tenure-
stream positions remain a separate and distinct group from non-tenure-stream positions in federal underutilization
calculations. Therefore we must also analyze tenure-stream and non-tenure-stream hiring separately.

e It isimportant to compare the actual number of appointments by gender and race to the pools of applicants for
those positions. If selection rates differ significantly by gender or race, an inquiry should be made to analyze,
identify, and implement any appropriate remedial steps.

e A review of hiring records, including a review of the reasons why individual applicants were or were not selected,
might also assist with analysis and the identification of problem areas.

e Longitudinal analysis is helpful because it can identify areas of potential discriminatory trends. Colgate’s
longitudinal analysis does suggest some problematic trends exist, which means the university must work to
identify the reasons for them, and engage in efforts to address them. As a result, this report includes longitudinal
information.



Faculty Hiring: September 1, 2019-August 31, 2020
Total Faculty Hires: 56
50 academic (represented by Figs. 1-3), 1 library, and 5 athletic faculty hires

Academic Tenure-Stream Hiring:
e There were 10 tenure-stream hires, including 1 target of opportunity hire.
e There were a total of 10 tenure-stream searches during the 2019-2020 academic year. Of those searches, 2 failed,
and 8 resulted in tenure-stream hires; 5 of those hires were departmental first-choice candidates.
0 The gender and racial breakdown of the 10 tenure-stream hires was: Gender: 5 women and 5 men were
hired into the tenure-stream.
0 Race: Atotal of 5 faculty of color and 5 white faculty members were hired.
o International Faculty: A total of 2 international faculty of color were hired.
(See Fig. 1 for a presentation of this information in a table.)
e For context, see the longitudinal information about tenure-stream hiring presented in Fig. 2.

Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty Hired in Academic
Year 2019-2020

Domestic Intl W Of Color

Grand Total Female Male Female M White

11

Total Black White Asian White Asian

Fig 1: Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty Hired in Academic Year 2019-2020



Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty Hired in Academic Years: 2012-13 to 2019-20

Year

2012-13

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

M White Men

11

2013-14

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

White Women

[l Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

11

2014-15

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

10

2015-16

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

2016-17

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

13

2017-18

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

11

2018-19

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

14

White Men
White Women
Men Of Color
Women Of Color
All Hires

10

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

18 20

Fig. 2: Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty Hired in Academic Years:

2012-13 to 2019-20
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Non-Tenure-Stream Academic Hires (including term positions):
e There were 40 total hires for non-tenure-stream positions (e.g. term, visiting assistant professors,
lecturers/instructors, and post-doctoral fellows).
e The gender and racial breakdown for all non-tenure-stream hires are (see Fig. 3 for a presentation of this
information in a table):
0 Gender: 23 women and 17 men were hired into term positions.
0 Race: A total of 10 faculty of color and 30 white faculty members were hired into academic non-tenure-
stream positions.

= 4 Asian
= 4 Black
= 1 Hispanic

= 1 Two Or More
o International Faculty: 8 academic non-tenure-stream hires were international faculty, 3 were
international faculty of color.

Academic Non-Tenure-Stream Hires (including term positions)

2019-2020
M Asian
. M Black
Grand Total Asian Black Hispanic White Tﬁzg Hispanic
B White
M Two Or More
M Grand Total
40

40+

354

30+

254

204

154

104

5 4
3
1 1 1
0] |
Total Female Male Female Female Female Male Male

Fig. 3: Academic Non-Tenure-Stream Hires (including term positions) 2019-2020
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Other Faculty Hires

Library Hires:
e 1 library faculty hire was made in 2019-20.
e The gender and racial breakdown for all library faculty hires are as follows:
o Gender: 1 woman.
0 Race: 1 faculty of color.
o International: 0 international faculty.

Athletic Hires:
e There were 5 total hires for athletic faculty.
e The gender and racial breakdown for all athletic faculty hires are as follows:
0 Gender: 3 women and 2 men.
0 Race: 1 faculty of color.
o International: 0 international faculty.

We have historically offered year-by-year comparisons to see if any stark differences exist.

All Faculty Hiring Compared to Prior Year

Year

2018-2019 2019-20
Athletic Hires 5 5
Library Hires 0 1
Total Academic Hires 62 50
Total Number of Tenure-Stream Hires 12 10
Tenure-Stream Academic Hires (Women) 4 5
Term Academic Hires (Women) 28 23
Tenure-Stream Academic Hires (Of Color) 4 5
Term Academic Hires (Of Color) 11 10

Fig. 4: All Faculty Hiring Compared to Prior Year
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We are required to analyze our applicant pools annually, describe our recruitment and outreach efforts, and provide an
explanation for any statistically significant differences in selection rates if audited. For 2019-2020, we carried out 10
tenure-stream searches. Out of those 10 searches, 2 searches failed and 8 searches were successful. Out of those 8
successful searches, 1 search yielded 2 hires, including 1 target of opportunity hire. In performing this analysis we also
gain insight into potential problem areas and positive efforts (concrete good faith efforts) we might take to make it more
likely than it is at present that we will hire qualified candidates from members of demographic groups that are flagged in
EEO/AA analysis. For example, if applicant pools are not diverse, it stands to reason we will not hire qualified candidates
from those demographic groups. In this case, we can evaluate our advertising and outreach to potential candidates, and
identify ways to broaden these efforts. If the applicant pools are diverse but selection rates differ significantly by gender
or race, we can evaluate hiring records, including a review of the reasons why individual applicants were or were not
selected, to identify potential problem areas (if any). The table “Tenure Stream Applicants 2019-2020” shows the race and
gender of those applying to all tenure stream searches conducted during the 2019-2020 academic year. It does not show
the statistical analysis used to determine whether certain demographic categories are selected at significantly higher rates
than others but it does show the race and gender of those not selected and those hired. In the future more fine grained
analysis will be provided as information from our hiring process (such as the lists of candidates participating in
phone/video conference interviews) becomes more readily accessible for reporting purposes.

Tenure-Stream Applicants 2019-2020

Applicant Status / Gender Race
ppucant Status encer Not Disclosed
. Shortlisted for Campus . . Grand | W Of Color
Race Applied, Not Selected Visit Offered, Declined Hired Total White
600
= 400
Not Disclosed E
]
2004
0 10 27 23 60
600 522
= 400
Of Color E 287
“ 2001 173
2 23 26
0 12 3 3 1 3 1
600
444
= 4004
White 2
3 223
2004 148
0 13 22 33 2 1 1 4
Female Male  Not Female Male  Not Female Male | Female Male Total
Disclosed| Disclosed|

Fig. 5 (new this year): Tenure-stream Applicants 2019-2020
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Composition of the Faculty

The composition of the faculty presented in this report includes a “snapshot” of the makeup of the faculty on September 1,
2020. It also includes longitudinal information collected from every affirmative action report presented to the faculty
since 1974. The composition of the faculty illustrates Colgate’s representation of women and racial/ethnic minorities
within each division or department.? It also depicts demographic trends that signal the existence of barriers to equal
employment opportunity within the institution. Work must be done to identify problem areas in hiring, promotion, and/or
retention and efforts to eliminate barriers must be made.

Terminology used in this report includes ‘tenure-stream’, ‘non-tenure-stream’, ‘tenure-track’, and ‘tenured’. Visiting
professors, term appointments, and lecturers are included in the non-tenure-stream category. Assistant, associate, and full
professors are included in the tenure-stream category. Within the tenure-stream designation, this report also distinguishes
between tenured and tenure-track faculty. Associate and full professors are included in the tenured category, whereas
assistant professors compose the tenure-track category.

This report also uses availability statistics from the Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED). The Survey of Earned
Doctorates (SED) is an annual census conducted since 1957 of all individuals receiving a research doctorate from an
accredited U.S. institution in a given academic year. This report uses data from the 2018 survey. The population for the
2018 SED consists of all individuals receiving a research doctorate from a U.S. academic institution in the 12-month
period beginning July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018. The survey reports the field of each degree earned (N=334
fields). Information from SED has been tailored to reflect the fields taught within our curriculum. For example, while
SED reports on a total of 334 fields, Colgate utilizes only 143 of those fields; demographic comparisons are made only to
that smaller number.

The availability statistics from SED are used in comparison to the composition of the faculty in order to identify where
individuals from historically underrepresented groups (by gender, race, and/or ethnicity) are not represented in proportion
to availability reported in SED. This is underutilization analysis. The comparison between SED and the current
composition of the faculty is only an approximation due to some inherent limitations. First, individuals who participated
in searches from September 1, 2019 to August 30, 2020 may not have earned a research doctorate in 2018. In addition,
SEDS does not include individuals who received research doctorate degrees outside the United States. Second, the 2018
SEDS data is compared against the total population of Colgate’s tenure-stream faculty who, in large part, did not earn
their research doctorates in 2018. While imprecise, this is the analysis adopted by the faculty through the years in an
effort to produce underutilization analysis that truly reflects our university. Third, SED reports availability statistics by
race and ethnicity for U.S. citizens and permanent residents only. It does not include individuals with a Non-Immigrant
(NI) Alien visa status who earned a research doctorate in the U.S. (in 2018 or otherwise). However, individuals with the
NI Alien visa status are present in our applicant pools, hires, and current faculty.

In an effort to make possible a more meaningful comparison between data from SED and data on our faculty the
university created an “international faculty” designation. The university began assigning individuals into this category in
the mid- to late-2000’s. The university did not officially define this term; rather, historically any faculty member holding
the Nonresident Alien (NR) immigration status at the time of hire would be included in this category. This posed a
number of problems. For example, while a faculty member’s immigration status might change over their time at Colgate,
their designation as “international faculty” would not change. Without an official definition of “international faculty”,
coupled with the fact that various people produced AA reports since the mid- to late-2000’s, it is unclear whether we were
consistently applying the category we designed. As a federal subcontractor, if we add a category like “international
faculty” to our affirmative action reports, we must provide justification for the addition of the category, and ensure
individuals are accurately (and consistently) included within the category as we have defined it. The Faculty Affirmative
Action Oversight Committee, in collaboration with other relevant parties, will work to define a more useful understanding
of the “international faculty” category in the future. In the meantime, for the purposes of this report, Colgate has deferred
to the practices of the regulatory agency responsible for the oversight of federally mandated affirmative action plans (the
OFCCP). That agency uses the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (hereafter, “IPEDS”) as the basis for
categorizing various aspects of a subcontractor’s labor force. The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System

2 In the future, as we improve the accuracy of our records of self-reported veterans and individuals with disabilities, both veteran and disability analysis will be included
in this report.
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(IPEDS) is a system of interrelated surveys conducted annually, which gathers information from every college, university,
and technical and vocational institution in the United States and other jurisdictions (such as Puerto Rico) that participate
in federal student financial aid programs. IPEDS requires institutions to report employees’ NR alien visa status at the
time of reporting (not at the time of hire). Since IPEDS will be used by the OFCCP, this year’s annual report uses this
standard. Hence, in the information presented below, “international faculty” covers only those Colgate faculty whose
immigration status was NR at the time of AA reporting (9/1/2020).

Each year we are required to compare our current workforce to the pools of in-principle-available workers—this is called
‘underutilization analysis’. The availability statistics from SED are used to characterize the pool of in-principle-available
workers with respect to race, ethnicity, and sex. We analyze our current workforce to learn our utilization of women,
people of color, veterans, and individuals with disabilities. We then compare utilization to availability for various
demographic categories, following formulas provided by the OFCCP. When considering women and people of color,
when our utilization is less than availability by at least one whole person, this is counted as underutilization. (The ‘whole
person’ test recognizes the difference between utilization and availability must be at least one whole person in order to
warrant a finding of underutilization, because you cannot hire less than a whole person (even though you could hire one
whole person to fill a part-time position, the whole person counts in our utilization numbers).) For veterans and
individuals with disabilities, however, we do not have access to field-specific data (because SED doesn’t track those
categories). We are therefore required to use, the availability percentages prescribed by the OFCCP: veterans make up
5.9% of the available workforce and individuals with disabilities make up 7%. When our utilization is less than 5.9% for
veterans and 7% for individuals with disabilities, underutilization exists. In this report you will find underutilization
findings for women, people of color, veterans, and individuals with disabilities. It is important to remember, a finding of
underutilization in this technical sense does not mean we know why underutilization occurred. In particular, it doesn’t
mean that discrimination is the cause of the underutilization. (For example, it is possible that the availability of veterans
with doctoral degrees is significantly less than 5.9%). But it does mean we face some new obligations.
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Composition of the Faculty: Academic Year 2019-2020

Tenure-Stream Faculty:
e The total number of tenure-track and tenured faculty (including international faculty) for the academic year 2019-
2020 is 2609.
e The gender breakdown of the tenure-track and tenured faculty is:
0 Women constitute 45.33 % (34 women out of 75 for Assistant Professors) of all tenure-track faculty, and
41.24% (80 women out of 194 Associate and Full Professors) of the tenured faculty.
0 The availability statistics in the 2018 Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED) shows that women earned 48%
of the Ph.D.’s in the fields that are comparable to the components of our curriculum.
e The tenure-stream faculty by race is:
o Including International Faculty: Faculty of color (including international faculty of color) constitute
33.33% (25 faculty of color out of 75 Assistant Professors) of all tenure-track faculty. Faculty of color
(including international faculty of color) constitute 23.20% (45 of color out of 194 Associate and Full
Professors) of all tenured faculty.
= The international faculty of color represents 1.86 % (5/269) of the total population of all tenure-
track and tenured faculty of color at Colgate.
o0 Excluding International Faculty: Faculty of color (excluding international faculty of color) constitute
29.41% of all tenure-track (20 of color out of 68 Assistant Professors) faculty members. Faculty of color
constitute (excluding international faculty of color) 23.20% of all tenured faculty (45 of color out of 194
Associate and Full Professors).
= The availability statistics in the 2018 Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED) shows that in 2018
Ph.D.’s earned by U.S. citizens or permanent residents also self-identifying as a person of color
represented 25.2% of all Ph.D.’s earned by U.S. citizens or permanent residents in the fields that
are comparable to the components of our curriculum.
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Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty by Rank (including International
Faculty) 2020-2021

Gender Assistant Associate Full Grand Total | M Of Color
M White
60% [l Total
50%+
42.38%

40%-

Female 20.33%

30%- 29.07% 26.85%

18.60%
9.26%

4 a,
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50%-
40.70%

40% 37.33%
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11.63%
8.33%
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Fig. 6: Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Breakdown by Rank (Including International Faculty) 2020-2021

Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty by Rank (excluding International
Faculty) 2020-2021

Gender Assistant Associate Full Grand Total | Il Of Color
B White
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Fig. 7: Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Breakdown by Rank (excluding International Faculty) 2020-2021



Non Tenure-Stream Faculty - Visiting
Assistant Professors & Instructors
(excluding International Faculty)

2020-2021
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Fig. 8: Non-Tenure-stream Faculty — Visiting Assistant Professors & Instructors (including International Faculty)

2020-2021

18



This year’s annual report includes multi-year (longitudinal) data to illustrate the presence or absence of progress toward

addressing underutilization over time and indicate how individuals from specific social identities are represented relative

to other identities.

Composition of Academic Faculty by number (1974 - 2019)
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** University composition data for 1976 to 1981 is unavailable, hence the missing part in Fig 9a.

Fig. 9a (new this year): Composition of Academic Faculty by number (1974 - 2019)™
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Composition of Academic Faculty by percentage (1974 - 2019)
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Fig. 9b (new this year): Composition of Academic Faculty by percentage (1974 — 2019)™
** University composition data for 1976 to 1981 is unavailable, hence the missing part in Fig 9b.
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Figure 10 gives the distribution of female faculty across the academic divisions. Figure 11 gives the distribution of faculty
of color across the academic divisions, and also identifies the count of domestic and international faculty of color. Figure
12 trends tenure-stream white women and women of color over a seventeen-year period from academic years 2003-2020.
Figure 13 trends tenure-stream white men and men of color over a seventeen-year period from academic years 2003-2020.
Figure 14 trends tenure-stream faculty of color (men and women) over a seventeen-year period from academic years

2003-2020.

Count of Tenure-Stream Faculty by Gender & Academic Division 2020-21
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Fig. 10: Count of Tenure-Stream Faculty by Gender and Academic Division 2020-2021
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Count of Tenure-Stream Faculty Of Color
(including International) By Academic
Division 2020-21
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Fig. 11: Count of Tenure-Stream Faculty of Color (including international) by Academic Division 2020-2021



2003-2021 Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty % White Women & Women Of Color
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Figure 12: Academic years 2003-2021 Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty % White Women and Women of Color
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Percentage of University Total
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Figure 13: Academic years 2003-2020 Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty % White Men and Men of Color
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Percentage of University Total

2003-2021 Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty % All Faculty Of Color
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Figure 14: Academic years 2003-2021 Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty % All Faculty Of Color
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All Full-time Faculty (tenure-stream, academic non-tenure-stream and term, athletic, and library):
The total number of full-time faculty for the academic year 2020/21 is 420.
e The gender and racial breakdown for all full-time faculty are:
0 Gender: 195 females and 225 males. Women constitute 46.43% of all full-time faculty members.
= Women in Humanities: 52.21%
= Women in Natural Sciences & Mathematics: 39.60 %
= Women in Social Sciences: 44.74%
= Women in University Studies: 55.00%
= Women in Athletics: 37.50%
= Women in Library: 66.67%
0 Race: 94 full-time faculty of color. Faculty of color constitutes 22.38% of all full-time faculty members.
= Of color in Humanities: 23.89%
= Of color in Natural Sciences & Math: 16.83%
= Of color in Social Sciences: 26.32%
= Of color in University Studies: 37.50%
= Of color in Athletics: 7.50%
= Ofcolorin Library: 16.67%

e Explanation of Full-Time Faculty Figures that follow:

o Figure 15 illustrates the gender distribution of all full-time faculty members by university division.

o0 Figure 16 illustrates the distribution of faculty of color by university division.

o Figure 17 trends all full-time white women and women of color faculty over an eighteen-year period from
2003-2021.

o0 Figure 18 trends all full-time white men and men of color faculty over an eighteen-year period from
2003-2021.

o Figure 19 trends all full-time faculty of color (men and women) over an eighteen-year period from 2003-
2021.
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Gender Distribution of all Full-time Faculty by

Division 2020-21
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Figure 15: Gender Distribution of all Full-time Faculty by Division 2020-2021
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Race/Ethnicity Distribution of all Full-time Faculty by Division
(including International) 2020-21
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Figure 16: Race/Ethnicity Distribution of all Full-time Faculty by Division (including International) 2020-2021
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2004 - 2021 Full-time Academic, Athletic, Library Faculty
% White Women & Women Of Color
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Figure 17: 2004 - 2021 Full-Time Academic, Athletic, Library Faculty % White Women and Women Of Color
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Figure 18: 2004 - 2021 Full-Time Academic, Athletic, Library Faculty % White Men and Men Of Color



2004 - 2021 Full-Time Academic, Athletic, Library Faculty %
All Faculty Of Color
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Figure 19: 2004 - 2021 Full-Time Academic, Athletic, Library Faculty % Faculty Of Color



As noted above, each year we are required to analyze and compare our current workforce and the pools of in-principle-
available workers. Tables 1, 2, and 3 below report underutilization findings for women and people of color by division
and department.

For veterans and individuals with disabilities our utilization is less than 5.9% and 7% respectively. As a result, we have
underutilization of veterans and individuals with disabilities in all academic faculty categories (tenure-stream and non-
tenure-stream). Our data on the number of veterans and individuals with disabilities in our workforce is incomplete.
Improving the accuracy of our data could have a substantial impact on our utilization analysis for veterans and individuals
with disabilities. Again, it is important to note, a finding of underutilization does not mean we know why underutilization
occurred. In particular, it doesn’t mean that discrimination is the cause of the underutilization.
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Table 1: Gender within the Tenure-Stream

All Tenure-Stream and Tenured Women Faculty by Department: 2020-2021 Actual Number vs. 2018 Projected Availability
Availability (derived
Division/Dept. Actual Number from 2018 SEDS data) Underutilization
Total #
(all % Total | Total %
faculty) | Women (Women| # |Women|Women |Disparity| # to Gain
DIVISION OF NATURAL SCIENCES
& MATHEMATICS 76 26| 36.0%| 21467 9,608 44.8% Y 12
BIOLOGY 16 6| 37.5%| 6,158 3,185| 51.7% Y 2
CHEMISTRY 10 3| 22.2%| 3,489 1,427 40.9% )
COMPUTER SCIENCE 8 1| 14.3%]| 1,882 386 20.5%
GEOLOGY 6 3] 60.0% 847 374 44.2%
MATHEMATICS 13 3| 28.6%| 2,026 548  27.0%
PHYSICS & ASTRONOMY 9 2| 25.0%| 2,340 525 22.4%
PSYCHOLOGY and BRAIN SCIENCES 14 8| 56.3%| 4,725 3,163|  66.9% Y 1
DIVISION OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 91 38| 44.0%| 7439 4129 55.5%
ECONOMICS 21 7| 30.0%| 1,247 397|  31.8%
EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 7 5| 77.8%| 2,514 1,822  72.5%
GEOGRAPHY 10 3] 33.3% 504 268|  53.2% Y
HISTORY 16 4] 31.3% 948 435 45.9% Y 2
POLITICAL SCIENCE 19 7 36.8%| 1,133 490  43.2% Y
SOCIOLOGY & ANTHROPOLOGY 18 12 66.7%)| 1,093 17| 65.6%
DIVISION OF HUMANITIES 83 39| 4062%| 3166| 1,564 49.4%
ART & ART HISTORY 12 10[  76.9% 220 169  76.8%
CLASSICS 5 2| 33.3% 94 46|  48.9%
ENGLISH 16 91 57.9% 772 458|  59.3%
THEATER 5 2| 25.0% 113 76| 67.3% Y 2
GERMAN 3 1| 33.3% 62 33| 53.2%
MUSIC 6 2| 25.0% 359 142 39.6%
EALL, REST 7 2| 44.4% 248 149  60.1% Y 1
PHILOSOPHY 3 2| 27.3% 514 145 28.2%
RELIGION 9 2| 50.0% 477 158  33.1%
ROMANCE LANGUAGES 8 4] 41.7% 307 188 61.2% Y 1
DIVISION OF UNIVERSITY
STUDIES 12 5] 66.7% 421 2571 61.0%
WRITING & RHETORIC 3 2| 50.0% 283 176  62.2%
WMST 1 1 0.0% 48 43| 89.6%
FILM & MEDIA STUDIES 3 2| 75.0% 90 38|  42.2%
PCON 3 1] 333%| N/A| N/A
ENST 3 2| 667%| N/A| N/A
LGBTQ 2 0 0.0%| N/A N/A
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Table 2: Race and Ethnicity (excluding International) Within the Tenure-Stream

Tenure-Stream and Tenured Faculty of Color by Department: 2020-2021 Actual Number vs. 2018 Projected Availability

Division/Dept. Actual Number (excludes | Availability (derived from 2018 | Underutilization
Total # # of % Total # | Total Of % Disparity | #to
DIVISION OF NATURAL SCIENCES 76 14 18.4% 14,174 3,610 25.5% Y 6
BIOLOGY 16 4 25.0% 4,430 1,227 27.7%
CHEMISTRY 10 0 0.0% 2,253 549 24.4% Y 2
COMPUTER SCIENCE 1 12.5% 673 197 29.3% Y 1
GEOLOGY 0 0.0% 546 85 15.6%
MATHEMATICS 13 4 30.8% 996 234 23.5%
PHYSICS & ASTRONOMY 9 2 22.2% 1,300 253 19.5%
PSYCHOLOGY AND BRAIN SCIENCES 14 3 21.4% 3,976 1,065 26.8%
DIVISION OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 91 24 26.4% 5,473 1478 27.0%
ECONOMICS 21 5 23.8% 484 131 27.1%
EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 7 3 42.9% 2,101 585 27.8%
GEOGRAPHY 10 2 20.0% 353 108 30.6% Y 1
HISTORY 16 5 31.3% 800 162 20.3%
POLITICAL SCIENCE 19 4 21.1% 844 227 26.9% Y 1
SOCIOLOGY & ANTHROPOLOGY 18 5 27.8% 891 265 29.7%
DIVISION OF HUMANITIES 83 15 18.1% 2,542, 523 20.6%
ART & ART HISTORY 12 2 16.7% 183 37 20.2%
CLASSICS 5 0 0.0% 80 12 15.0%
ENGLISH 16 2 12.5% 706 121 17.1%
THEATER 5 1 20.0% 91 19 20.9%
GERMAN 3 0 0.0% 43 4 9.3%
MUSIC 6 1 16.7% 273 50 18.3%
EALL 7 2 28.6% 143 47 32.9%
REST 3 0 0.0%
PHILOSOPHY 9 1 11.1% 399 50 12.5%
RELIGION 8 3 37.5% 404 94 23.3%
ROMANCE LANGUAGES 12 3 25.0% 220 89 40.5% Y 1
DIVISION OF UNIVERSITY STUDIES 20 9 45.0% 378 83 22.0%
WRITING & RHETORIC 3 2 66.7% 263 52 19.8%
WMST 1 1{  100.0% 41 11 26.8%
FILM & MEDIA STUDIES 3 1 33.3% 74 20 27.0%
PCON 3 0 0.0%| N/A N/A
ENST 3 2 66.7%| N/A N/A
LGBTQ 2 1 50.0%| N/A N/A

*For racial and ethnic groups, the SED provides the number of doctorates awarded in 2018 to U.S citizens who were members of various racial/ethnic groups. The
current workforce is a “snapshot” of the makeup of the faculty on September 1, 2020. The citizenship status of the faculty reflects citizenship as of 9/1/2020 rather than
at the time the degree was awarded. Consistent with IPEDS reporting, only individuals with a status of "non-immigrant alien" receive an international designation.

33




Table 3: Race and Ethnicity (including International) Within the Tenure-Stream

Tenure-Stream and Tenured Faculty of Color (International*) by Department: 2020-2021 Actual Number vs. 2018 Projected

Division/Dept. Actual Number (includes Availability (derived from 2018 Underutilization
Total # # of % Total # | Total Of % Disparity | # to Gain
DIVISION OF NATURAL 76 14 18.4% 14,174 3,610 25.5% Y 5
BIOLOGY 16 4 25.0% 4,430 1,227 27.7%
CHEMISTRY 10 0 0.0% 2,253 549 24.4% Y 2
COMPUTER SCIENCE 1 12.5% 673 197 29.3% Y 1
GEOLOGY 0 0.0% 546 85 15.6%
MATHEMATICS 13 4 30.8% 996 234 23.5%
PHYSICS & ASTRONOMY 9 2 22.2% 1,300 253 19.5%
PSYCHOLOGY AND BRAIN 14 3 21.4% 3,976 1,065 26.8%
DIVISION OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 91 25 27.5% 5,473 1478 27.0%
ECONOMICS 21 6 28.6% 484 131 27.1%
EDUCATIONAL STUDIES 7 3 42.9% 2,101 585 27.8%
GEOGRAPHY 10 2 20.0% 353 108 30.6% Y 1
HISTORY 16 5 31.3% 800 162 20.3%
POLITICAL SCIENCE 19 4 21.1% 844 227 26.9% Y 1
SOCIOLOGY & ANTHROPOLOGY 18 5 27.8% 891 265 29.7%
DIVISION OF HUMANITIES 83 21 25.3% 2542 523 20.6%
ART & ART HISTORY 12 4 33.3% 183 37 20.2%
CLASSICS 5 0 0.0% 80 12 15.0%
ENGLISH 16 3 18.8% 706 121 17.1%
THEATER 5 1 20.0% 91 19 20.9%
GERMAN 3 0 0.0% 43 4 9.3%
MUSIC 6 1 16.7% 273 50 18.3%
EALL 7 3 42.9% 143 47 32.9%
REST 3 0 0.0%
PHILOSOPHY 9 1 11.1% 399 50 12.5%
RELIGION 8 3 37.5% 404 94 23.3%
ROMANCE LANGUAGES 12 5 41.7% 220 89 40.5%
DIVISION OF UNIVERSITY 20 10 50.0% 378 83 22.0%
WRITING & RHETORIC 3 2 66.7% 263 52 19.8%
WMST 1 1| 100.0% 41 11 26.8%
FILM & MEDIA STUDIES 3 1 33.3% 74 20 27.0%
PCON 3 1 33.3%| N/A N/A
ENST 3 2 66.7%| N/A N/A
LGBTQ 2 1 50.0%| N/A N/A

*For racial and ethnic groups, the SED provides the number of doctorates awarded in 2018 to U.S citizens who were members of various racial/ethnic groups. The
current workforce is a “snapshot” of the makeup of the faculty on September 1, 2020. The citizenship status of the faculty reflects citizenship as of 9/1/2020 rather than
at the time the degree was awarded. Consistent with IPEDS reporting, only individuals with a status of “non-immigrant alien" receive an international designation.
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Tenure-Stream Faculty Departures

The annual affirmative action report includes hire and termination analysis as they both impact the university’s progress
toward addressing underutilization and retention patterns. The pools of available workers eligible for hire into the ranks
of associate and full professor are, for the most part, made up of faculty already at Colgate. Underutilization within these
ranks, therefore, cannot be addressed without evaluating efforts to retain and promote individuals from historically
underrepresented groups. Addressing hiring alone will not count as an effective effort to address disparities within these
ranks. Along with obligations to address underutilization, it is obligatory to develop initiatives to eliminate any identified
disparities in salary and promotion. It is equally important to track the reasons people resign (e.g. better salary, denial at
third-year review, denial of tenure, dual-career concerns, etc.), examine faculty satisfaction, and to investigate the factors
that contribute to departures from the university in order to shape retention efforts. In this report (see below),
“resignations” include departures after a negative decision at third year review or tenure, as well as departures for any
other reason. At present, we cannot differentiate between involuntary departures due to denial of promotion or third year
review from voluntary departures (seeking better salary, dual-career concerns, etc.)

In addition to addressing underutilization, the university must also safeguard against selection procedures that have a
discriminatory effect. That is, it must avoid promotion and retention policies that disqualify members of a protected class
at a substantially higher rate than others in the workplace. In particular, we must be able to certify that bias does not play
an impermissible role in our promotion and tenure process. It is also important to examine policies (e.g. leave policies,
hiring, promotion and tenure), look for potential discriminatory effects, and either make appropriate changes to the policy
or articulate the business necessity for it.

Hires:
e 10 tenure-stream positions.
0 Gender: 5women and 5 men were hired into the tenure-stream.
0 Race: Atotal of 5 faculty of color and 5 white faculty members were hired.

Total Tenure-Stream Departures: 10 (4 resignations, 6 retirements)
e 4 tenure-stream resignations
o Gender: 2 females, 2 males
0 Race: 2 faculty of color
= 1 Hispanic woman
= 1 woman identifying as Two Or More Races
e 6 retirements
0 Gender: 4 males, 2 females
0 Race: 0 faculty of color

Tenured & Tenure-Stream Faculty Of Color Hires vs. Departures

Asian Asian Black Black Hispanic | Hispanic Ailztrli:m Ailztrli:m Two Or T;‘_Iif:l White White Total
Men Women Men Women Men Women . More Men| ., Men Women
Men Women Women
Hires 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 10
Retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6
Resignation 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 4
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fig. 20: Tenured & Tenure-Track Faculty of Color Hires vs. Departures in 2020-2021
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Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Resignation vs.
Retirement in Academic Year 2019-2020

2019-2020 M Total
End of Contract/Resgignation Retirement M Men Of Color
B Women Of Color
6. 6 ¥ White Men
B White Women
5_
4
2 2
0 0 0 0
T &5 585 § ©§ | % 8 585 § B
= — O — u = — O ] o
& 8 58 = ; e 38 58 = ;
P = e =
o g g u @] g g L
5 g =1 E ? =
- = = =

Fig. 21: Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Resignation vs. Retirement in Academic Year 2019-2020

Tenured and Tenure-Track Women and Of Color Faculty Resignation vs. Retirement in Academic Years:

2012-2013 to 2019-2020

Year

W Other - Of Color

12-13
13-14
14-15
15-16
16-17
17-18
18-19
19-20

coococoocoo

Total Departures | Resignations Women |Resignations Of Color | Retirement Women | Retirement Of Color

Other - Women

0 Other - Women

0 [ Resignations - Women

0 M Resignations Of Color

0 ¥ Retirement - Of Color
2 M Retirement - Women

0 M Total

0

0

0 1 2 3

Other -Of Color

Fig. 22: Tenured and Tenure-Track Women and Of Color Faculty Resignation vs. Retirement in Academic Years:
2012-13 to 2019-2020
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Tenure-Stream Faculty Leaving Colgate in Academic Years: 2000-2001 to 2019-2020

White Of Color A\{\Illolgaeczlf;
University of Color
Total

(Tenure: | UnWVersity | white | white | O | OfColor | 9%o0f | ¥ % % of Total

Year Tenured) | Departures Men | Women Men Women Color of Color Women Departures
2000-01 N/A 10 5 5 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%
2001-02 N/A 10 8 0 1 1 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0%
2002-03 215 13 6 5 1 1 15.4% 7.7% 46.2% 53.8%
2003-04 225 8 3 5 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 62.5% 62.5%
2004-05 227 6 2 2 1 1 33.3% 16.7% 50.0% 66.7%
2005-06 225 12 11 0 0 1 8.3% 8.3% 8.3% 8.3%
2006-07 222 16 7 6 3 0 18.8% 0.0% 37.5% 56.3%
2007-08 228 10 6 2 0 2 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 40.0%
2008-09 234 5 4 1 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 20.0%
2009-10 235 7 3 2 1 1 28.6% 14.3% 42.9% 57.1%
2010-11 245 12 4 3 4 1 41.7% 8.3% 33.3% 66.7%
2011-12 258 10 3 3 2 2 40.0% 20.0% 50.0% 70.0%
2012-13 261 8 3 4 1 0 12.5% 0.0% 50.0% 62.5%
2013-14 266 10 3 2 4 1 50.0% 10.0% 30.0% 70.0%
2014-15 256 18 7 9 1 1 11.1% 5.6% 55.6% 61.1%
2015-16 265 12 4 6 2 0 16.7% 0.0% 50.0% 66.7%
2016-17 266 14 3 5 3 3 42.9% 21.4% 57.1% 78.6%
2017-18 270 8 5 1 1 1 25.0% 12.5% 25.0% 37.5%
2018-19 269 11 4 3 3 1 36.4% 9.10% 36.4% 63.6%
2019-20 269 10 6 2 0 2 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 40.0%
Totals 4436 210 97 66 28 19 22% 9% 40.5% 53.8%

Average 246.44 105 4.85 3.3 1.4 0.95

Fig. 23: Tenure-Stream Faculty Leaving Colgate in Academic Years: 2000-01 to 2019-20
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Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty Departures in Academic Years 2000-2001 to
2019-2020

Year M White Men

2000-01 White Men 5 ‘White Women
‘White Women l Of Color Men
Of Color Men 0 Of Color Women
Of Color Women

2001-02  White Men g
‘White Women 0
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women

2002-03  White Men 6
White Women 5
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women

2003-04  White Men
White Women 5
Of Color Men 0
Of Color Women

2004-05  White Men 2
White Women
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women

2005-06 White Men 11
‘White Women
Of Color Men 0
Of Color Women 1

o

2006-07 White Men 7
‘White Women 6
Of Color Men 3
Of Color Women |0

2007-08 White Men 6
White Women 2
Of Color Men 0
Of Color Women

()

2008-09 White Men 4
White Women 1
Of Color Men 0
Of Color Women

2009-10  'White Men 3
White Women
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women

[38)

2010-11  White Men 4
‘White Women 3
Of Color Men 4
Of Color Women 1

2011-12  White Men 3
‘White Women
Of Color Men 2
Of Color Women

2012-13  White Men
‘White Women 4
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women |0

2013-14 White Men 3
White Women 2
Of Color Men 4
Of Color Women 1

2014-15  White Men
White Women 9
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women

2015-16  White Men
White Women 6
Of Color Men
Of Color Women |0

()

2016-17  White Men
‘White Women 5
Of Color Men 3
Of Color Women

2017-18  White Men 5
‘White Women 1
Of Color Men 1
Of Color Women

2018-19 White Men 4
‘White Women 3
Of Color Men 3
Of Color Women 1

2019-20 White Men 6
White Women 2
Of Color Men 0
Of Color Women 2

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1|1
Fig. 24a: Tenure-stream Faculty Leaving Colgate in Academic Years: 2000-2001 to 2019-2020 by number
of departures
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Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty (White Men & Men Of Color)
Departures in Academic Years 2000-2001 to 2019-2020

Year B % White Men
91.7% H % Men Of Color
90.0%
$0.050 80.0% 80.0% ~ White Men
. 07
70.0%|
62.5%
2 ° 60.0%
5 60.0%
g 60.0%
a,
L]
50.0%]
g "50.0%
46.2% o
2 40.0%1 ’ 43.8% 42.9% 375% Op 0 389%
B 37 59 33.3%33.3%
5 30.0% 33.3%
18.8%
20.0% o
o 16.7% o,
{1}
100%] 0% 770 14.3% 12.5%
0.0%
0.0% 00%  00% 00%  0.0%
'—|IF‘1I I?IWI\DI[""‘*IMI IC)Iv—ilt"ll Iwmohmoxo
(=] (] (=] o (=] (-] (=] (=] — — — — — — — — — — (a0 ]
e S S S S S S Y O O
(] = (] = (] (] = (] = = — — — — — — — — — —
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Fig. 24b: Tenure-Stream Faculty (White Men & Men Of Color) Leaving Colgate in Academic Years 2000-2001 to
2019-2020 by percentage of departures
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Full-Time Tenure-Stream Faculty (White Women & Women Of Color)
Departures in Academic Years 2000-2001 to 2019-2020

Year
62.5%
60.0%+
/ ‘White Women
S0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
. 0
g
40.0%-
g7 38.5% 37.5%
iy 35.7%
A 33.3%
[+ ] 0
5 30.0%: 28.6% 30.0% 27.3%
o )
5
2
L7
A 20.0%
20.0% 16.7%
10.0%-+ /- 7.7%,
0.0%-
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
.—|It"l| Iﬁ‘Ill'\ILOII“'HIOOIO\IDIHIF‘IIN‘)IQ‘IV'\ILOII"HIOOIO\ID
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% White Women
M % Women of Color

Fig. 24c: Tenure-stream Faculty (White Women & Women Of Color) Leaving Colgate in Academic Years 2000-

2001 to 2019-2020 by percentage of departures

The Faculty Affirmative Action Oversight Committee identified additional retention concerns not analyzed in this report:
Compensation by Race; Compensation by # of Years in Rank; Compensation by Gender/Rank. The FAAOC intends to

include such analysis in future reports.

Table: Compensation by Race
Table: Compensation by # of Years in Rank
Table: Compensation by Gender/Rank

40



Glossary of Terms

Federal Subcontractor: The Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (“OFCCP”) in the U.S Department of
Labor, which regulates federal grant expenditures, requires that federal contractors and federal subcontractors with 50 or
more employees who receive $50,000 or more in federal funds have an Affirmative Action Plan (“AAP”) and prepare an
annual report.

Historically Underrepresented Groups: refers to groups who have been denied access and/or suffered past institutional
discrimination in the United States.

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): IPEDS is a system of interrelated surveys conducted
annually, which gathers information from every college, university, and technical and vocational institution in the United
States and other jurisdictions (such as Puerto Rico) that participates in federal student financial aid programs. The
regulatory agency responsible for the oversight of federally mandated affirmative action plans will use IPEDS as the basis
for categorizing various aspects of a contractor or subcontractor’s labor force.

Protected Category: various state and federal laws identify certain demographic categories (e.g. race, gender, age,
disability, or sexual orientation) as ‘protected’. Individuals are legally protected from any discrimination or harassment
that occurs on the basis of their membership in one or more protected categories.

Non-Immigrant Alien: A nonresident alien is an alien in the United States in a nonresident classification as defined by
section 101(a)(15) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(15)). Generally, "nonresident aliens" are
tourists, students, business travelers and temporary workers who enter the U.S. for fixed periods of time; they are lawfully
admitted aliens who are not lawful permanent residents. https://www.uscis.gov/tools/glossary?topic_id=n#alpha-listing,
accessed March 2020.

Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED): The Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED) is an annual census conducted since 1957
of all individuals receiving a research doctorate from an accredited U.S. institution in a given academic year. The SED is
sponsored by the National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics (NCSES) within the National Science Foundation
(NSF) and by three other federal agencies: the National Institutes of Health, Department of Education, and National
Endowment for the Humanities. The SED collects information on the doctoral recipient's educational history,
demographic characteristics, and post-graduation plans. Results are used to assess characteristics of the doctoral
population and trends in doctoral education and degrees.

Target of Opportunity (TOO): As defined by the AAUP, “programs designed to create the flexibility to hire individuals
who add particular expertise, experience and diversity to an area of need. Such programs are designed to give the
institution the ability to go after a desirable individual when he or she becomes available for hire, even if no hiring line is
open or planned for in the relevant department. Such programs can give universities and colleges a chance at candidates
who will greatly benefit the institution but who they might otherwise lose because no position happened to be open at the
time the individual became available.”  https://www.aaup.org/issues/diversity-affirmative-action/diversify-faculty,
accessed March 2020.

Underutilization: see permissions and obligations document here.

Calculating Underutilization Using The Whole Person Test: underutilization is declared if the utilization
percentage (actual number) is less than the availability percentage (availability) by at least one whole person.
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https://www.aaup.org/issues/diversity-affirmative-action/diversify-faculty
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ClnHGfcSy5M1C91CMCeVod19ZFNT47YLOVOXw0UqmZ4/edit
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