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The City University of New York  

Affirmative Action Staff Utilization Analysis  
for Italian American Faculty and Staff 

 
 

 
This report describes The City University of New York’s (CUNY) affirmative action staff 
utilization analysis for Italian American faculty and staff at the University. The report reviews 
the legal history of Italian American affirmative action policy at CUNY. It summarizes CUNY’s 
affirmative action program for federally protected groups and the lack of Italian American 
inclusion as required by Federal court. The report describes the historical development and status 
of the Italian American utilization analysis. The work force analysis is presented for the Italian 
American instructional staff and Classified (Civil Service) Staff from 1978 to 2004 and from 
1993 to 2004. The report reviews CUNY’s recent Italian American utilization analysis report and 
its applicability for CUNY’s affirmative action program. A major contention of the staff 
utilization analysis for Italian American faculty and staff is the development of a nationwide Post 
Secondary Availability Data of Italian American Faculty and Staff by departmental units of 
qualified candidates for CUNY openings.  The CUNY affirmative action utilization analysis 
worksheets are modified to include Italian American data with the other federally protected 
workforce data for the respective calculations of the Italian American utilization within the 
affirmative action unit. The report demonstrates how the Italian American utilization analysis 
can be conducted for the over 1,000 affirmative action units that makes up CUNY’s affirmative 
action program. 
 
 
City University of New York 
 
The City University of New York consists of twenty College campuses including CUNY’s 
Central Office. The twenty campuses include 13 Senior/Postgraduate Colleges and 6 Community 
Colleges.  The colleges’ total 2004 workforce distribution is shown in Table 1 including Italian 
American percentage representation.  The workforce consists of teaching and non-teaching 
Instructional Staff (faculty and administration) and Classified (Civil Service) Staff (secretarial, 
clerical, custodial, maintenance, security, etc). In 2004, out of CUNY’s 5,696 Faculty, 344 are 
Italian American (6.04%). There are 277 Italian American Higher Education Officers (9.8%) out 
of CUNY’s 2,307 total Higher Education Officers. The Italian American staff (1,230) represents 
5.7% of the Total Instructional staff (faculty and administrators) out of 21,611 full time and part-
time positions.  These are 442 Italian American Classified Staff (3.7%) from 11,849 Total 
Classified Staff positions at CUNY.  Overall, Italian American staff is 4.98% of all positions at 
The City University of New York. 
 
The Chief Executive Officer at the University is the Chancellor assisted by Vice Chancellors 
responsible for specific program areas. The CUNY Board of Trustees establishes overall 
university policy and consists of 17 members and 2 ex officio members.  The Vice Chancellor 
for Faculty and Staff Relations oversees the Office of Institutional Research, which collects and 
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produces summaries of CUNY faculty and staff data and the City University Personnel System 
(CUPS) that maintains all personnel data for CUNY employees. The Vice Chancellor for Faculty 
and Staff Relations also oversees the University Affirmative Action Office and is responsible for 
the implementation of affirmative action programs through out CUNY campuses. 
 
The College President is the CUNY College Chief Executive Officer responsible for the 
supervision of the college workforce and the implementation and monitoring of the CUNY 
affirmative action program within the campus. The logistical daily functions of implementing 
and monitoring the Affirmative Action workforce are delegated to the Director of Affirmative 
Action. 
 
The John D. Calandra Italian American Institute is a university-wide institute under the aegis of 
Queens College. Its origins can be traced back to the 1978 Calandra Report by the New York 
State Italian American State legislators Caucus entitled “A History of Italian American 
Discrimination at CUNY” (Ref. 1).  The Calandra Institute conducts research on the Italian 
American experience, and related social demographical changes. The Institute also provides 
community services for student and mid career professionals. The Calandra Institute has been the 
cornerstone for CUNY’s continual focus of the Italian American affirmative action activities at 
CUNY. The Calandra Institute has filled in the missing resources in the CUNY Italian American 
affirmative action policy by:  
 

• Compiling and maintaining CUNY’s Affirmative Action data on Italian Americans 
 

•  Maintaining a database of Italian American scholars and professionals in universities and 
colleges in the United States 

 
• Identifying CUNY position openings and targeting Italian American organizations for 

identifying viable candidates 
 

•  Promoting Italian American participation on search committees 
 

• Directing personnel complaints concerning Italian American employment discrimination 
to the Office of Affirmative Action, Italian American Faculty and Staff Advisory 
Council, Italian American Legal Defense & Higher Education Fund, and others  

 
• Conducting workforce analysis of CUNY’s Italian American institutional data on faculty, 

staff and students 
 

• Coordinating Italian American Student Scholarships. 
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Legal History of CUNY’s Italian American Affirmative Action Policy 
 
 
The following summary of the legal history of the Italian American affirmative action policy at 
CUNY was adapted from Mr. Joseph Seminara, Esq. legal counsel to the Italian American Legal 
Defense and Higher Education Fund. 
 
On December 9, 1976, Robert J. Kibbee, then Chancellor of the City University of New York 
(“CUNY”), issued a directive that stated, in part, as follows: 
 

   It is my belief that the present situation requires the 
University to take positive action to assure that qualified persons of 
Italian-American ancestry are identified so that they can be 
considered fairly along with other candidates for positions that 
might become available at the University.  I am equally concerned 
that the processes of the University are such that Italian-Americans 
receive fair consideration in the processes that lead to promotion 
and tenure within the University. 

 
   To this end I am designating Italian-Americans as an 

affirmative action category for this University in addition to those 
so categorized under existing Federal statutes and regulations.  I 
also have instructed the Affirmative Action Office to include Italian-
Americans in the data collected for affirmative action purposes. 
(Ref 2) 

Ten (10) years later in December 9, 1986, Chancellor Joseph S. Murphy reaffirmed the 
designation of “Italian Americans as an affirmative action category for this University” by 
stating, in part: 

 
                   In December 1976, Chancellor Robert J. Kibbee 
established Italian-American as an Affirmative Action Category within 
the City University of New York, a decision I now reaffirm.  The 1976 
action represented a formal extension of the federally defined 
protected classes for purposes of The University’s Affirmative Action 
Program to include an additional group as a protected class.  It also 
served to underscore the commitment of the University to broad ethnic 
diversity.  The City University of New York will continue to recruit 
actively for Italian-Americans for available faculty and staff positions.  
(Ref 3) 

 
 
The chronicle of events continues by quoting from the Findings of Facts of the U.S. District 
Court, Southern District of New York in full title Scelsa v. The City University of New York, et 
al. al., 806 F. Supp. 1126 (1992) (Motley, D.J.) (Ref 5): 
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• In 1990, a Committee on Urban Public Higher Education 

(known as the Massaro Commission, after its Chair, State Supreme 
Court Justice Massaro) was formed by Italian-American officials 
and community activists to investigate and redress perceived 
discrimination against Italian-Americans at CUNY. (Ref 4) 

 
 

• On July 27, 1990 numerous Italian-American Complainants 
filed a class action complaint with the Department of Labor 
regarding this alleged pattern and practice.  This complaint was 
signed by Dr. Castiglione, a CUNY faculty member at Queens 
College, and the contact person for the Italian-American Legal 
Defense and higher Education Fund, the entity representing the 
plaintiffs in that complaint.  Plaintiff Scelsa and the Institute played 
a major role in the department of Labor complaint, assisting in its 
investigation and compilation.  Dr. Scelsa and Dr. Castiglione 
arranged meetings with the listed complainants at the office of the 
Institute.  Maria Fosco, Dr. Scelsa’s secretary, also assisted in the 
filing of the complaint and offered secretarial support services. 

 
 
On September 9, 1992, Dr. Scelsa, individually, and as Director of Calandra Institute, 
commenced an action in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, alleging a 
widespread pattern of discrimination against Italian-Americans and seeking inter alia to enjoin 
CUNY from transferring the Institute and removing Dr. Scelsa as a Director.  The federal action, 
brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1981, 1983 and Titles VI and VII of the Civil Rights Action of 
1964, as amended, named CUNY and the then Chancellor Ann Reynolds as Directors. 

 
The Plaintiff in the Federal court action moved to enjoin preliminarily the removal of the 
Calandra Institute from 43rd Street in Manhattan to the College of Staten Island.  Plaintiff’s 
complaint alleged, “in essence that Italian-Americans have been discriminated against 
employment because of their national origin particularly with respect to recruitment and 
promotion of faculty” by defendants CUNY and its then Chancellor.  After approximately ten 
days of hearing, and having considered the extensive testimony of some twenty witnesses, 
including Chancellor Reynolds, Judge Motley (Ref 5) found, in part: 

 
• Plaintiff’s testimony shows numerous examples of individual 

Italian-Americans who suffered adverse employment decision, 
without any satisfactory explanations by Defendants.... (806 F. 
Supp. At 1131) 

 
• Defendants have failed to articulate a legitimate 

nondiscriminatory reason for the CUNY employment regime 
under which the percentage of Italian-Americans have 
remained constant even though in 1976 the University 
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identified Italian-Americans as a protected class and vowed 
affirmative action to increase the representation of Italian-
Americans.  (806 F. Supp. At 1134 

 
• …it is clear that CUNY’s employment of Italian-Americans is not 

only significantly less than what it should be…it also is 
unconscionable given the existence of an affirmative action 
commitment on the part of CUNY.  (806 F. Supp. At 1133) 

 
• It is clear from all the evidence and argument presented by all 

parties that the questions of discrimination involved herein not only 
relate to Dr. Scelsa but to Italian-Americans as a group.  Thus, this 
Court, in accordance with the postures of both sides, will treat this 
action as such.  (806 F. Supp. 1135)* 

 
After the Respondents filed a Notice of Appeal, but before the appeal could be heard, 
Respondents asked the Second Circuit to remand the case to Judge Motley to consider new 
evidence.  Judge Motley, in a decision dated June 17, 1993 noted that “[t]he evidence and 
testimony indicated that where the Institute is involved, CUNY did not act fairly and forthrightly.  
The preliminary injunction was also granted to guard against the probability that once the 
temporary restraining order was lifted, defendants would continue to retaliate against plaintiffs 
and ignore the Kibbee and Murphy letters.” 

 
Judge Motley further noted “‘[t]his court lacks the confidence that, pending trial, CUNY will 
address these problems without Dr. Scelsa at his present position,’ …or that CUNY will move 
promptly toward a final resolution of his controversy without a preliminary injunction.” 

 
Following the issuance of the temporary injunction, the parties engaged in protracted settlement 
negotiations.  On January 7, 1994, a Settlement Agreement (the “Agreement”) was entered into 
and the Agreement provided for CUNY to adhere to its prior declaration of Italian-Americans as 
an affirmative action category and to take certain affirmative steps in connection therewith.  It 
also shifted the forum for the U.S. Department of Labor (“DOL”) complaints to the American 
Arbitration Association (“AAA”). (Ref 6) 

 
On or about December 6, 1996 an action was commenced in the New York State Supreme Court, 
County of New York, titled Joseph V. Scelsa, Individually and as Director of The John D. 
Calandra Italian American Institute of the City University of New York and The Italian American 
Legal Defense and Higher Education Fund, Inc. v. The City University of New York and W. Ann 
Reynolds, Individually and as Chancellor of the City University of New York, Index No. 
114868/96.  Defendants moved for Summary Judgment dismissing the complaint.  The motion 
was denied with respect to the second cause of action, which alleged Defendant’s failure to 
comply with their obligations under the Settlement Agreement of January 7, 1994. 

 
On or about December 9, 1999, the parties entered into an agreement settling the disputes that 
gave right to the State Court action.  Chancellor Matthew Goldstein signed the 1999 Agreement 
on behalf of CUNY. Paragraph 11 of the Settlement Agreement provides as follows: 
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11. The parties agree to establish a panel of three independent 
experts from a pool of individuals who have experience with 
utilization analysis and expertise as labor economists, attorneys 
specializing in employment issues, and/or academic recruitment 
specialists (the “Panel”) to perform the functions assigned to the 
Panel in paragraphs 12 and 13 of the Settlement Agreement dated 
January 7, 1994 (the “January 1994 Settlement Agreement”). 

 
The December 9, 1999 Agreement which settled Plaintiffs’ 1996 New York State Supreme Court 
action reaffirmed Plaintiffs’ right to the appointment of an impartial panel whose creation was 
agreed upon (5) years before and whose “initial report” was due on or before May 1, 1995. 
 
Paragraph 13 of the January 1994 Agreement further provided that by May 1, 2000 the panel 
would provide a “five-year report” and by May 1, 2005 a “ten-year report” of CUNY-wide 
utilization. 
 
Pursuant to the forms of the December 9, 1999 agreement, it was its express and agreed upon 
purpose of the panel to, inter alia, review and report on: (a) CUNY’s methodology for evaluating 
availability and utilization of Italian-American faculty and administrative staff, (b) whether 
CUNY-wide Italian-American faculty and staff utilization was adequate using then available 
census data, and (c) to provide the John Calandra Institute and its Director the opportunity to 
make comments and recommendations to the panel (Ref. 7) 
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CUNY Affirmative Action Program 
 

All CUNY colleges have instituted an affirmative action program and report its accomplishments 
in a written annual affirmative action plan. The affirmative action plan reaffirms the College’s 
policy on equal employment and designates responsibility from the President to the college staff. 
It describes the responsibility for implementation and dissemination of policy.  It reviews and 
proposes personnel practices for the recruitment and selection of staff, its retention, promotion, 
and tenure, complaint procedures and the monitoring and evaluation of the College’s affirmative 
action program. The affirmative action plan also sets goals and timetables for eliminating and/or 
correcting underutilization and under representation. It proposes action-oriented programs for 
encouraging faculty, staff and student diversity. A cornerstone for the affirmative action plan is 
the statistical analysis that includes  
 

o Work Force Analysis 
o Utilization Analysis and  
o Personnel Activity Analysis. 

 
The following summary of The City University’s Affirmative Action Program is adopted from 
the Baruch College Affirmative Action Plan (see Reference 8). The summary focuses on the 
socio-demographic Federal protected groups and does not describe affirmative action protection 
for veterans and disabled persons.  
 
 
 
Affirmative Action Legislation 
 
Federal, state and local legislation, Presidential Executive Orders and definitive court decisions 
require the establishment of affirmative action programs in institutions that receive government 
funds and contracts.  This legislation includes, but is not limited to, the following: 
 

Federal Laws, Executive Orders and Regulations  
 

1. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI.  Prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, 
color, or national origin in any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. 

 
2. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VII.  Prohibits discrimination in employment on the 

basis of sex, race, color, religion, and national origin.  The provisions of Title VII were 
extended by the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, thereby bringing 
educational institutions under coverage.  Title VII prohibits employment practices which 
1) operate or otherwise discriminate against employees or prospective employees on 
grounds of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, and 2) are unrelated to job 
performance The legislation is administered by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. 
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3. Executive Order 11246 (1965), as amended by Executive Order 11375 (1967).  
Executive Order 11246 prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, or 
national origin.  Executive Order 11375 added nondiscrimination on the basis of sex.  
Taken together, the orders parallel Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 but apply to 
federal contractors only.  The Executive Orders have been the major focus of affirmative 
action initiatives, as they require the development of affirmative action plans.  Under 
Revised Order No. 4, all institutions employing 50 or more persons and receiving 
$50,000 or more in federal contracts must have affirmative action plans.  The Executive 
Orders are administered by the Department of Labor but the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) 
in the Department of Education enforces their application to colleges and universities. 

 
4. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972.  Prohibits discrimination on the basis 

of sex by public and private educational institutions receiving federal funds.  
Responsibility for enforcement rests with the Office of Civil Rights. 

 
5. Equal Pay Act (1963).  Prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex in the context of 

wage rates.  Employers are required to provide equal pay for men and women performing 
substantially equal work. 

 
6. The Rehabilitation Act, Section 503 (1973), as amended (1974).  Requires institutions 

to take affirmative action to employ and advance in employment qualified disabled 
individuals.  Section 504 prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in educational 
and employment programs. 

 
7. The Vietnam-Era Veterans Re-adjustment Assistance Act, Section 402 (1974).  

Requires institutions to take affirmative action to employ and advance in employment 
qualified disabled veterans of the Vietnam era. 

 
8. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (enacted July 26, 1990).  Prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of disability in employment, public services and 
transportation, public accommodations and telecommunications, and protects a qualified 
disabled individual (one who can perform the essential functions of the job with or 
without reasonable accommodation) from employment discrimination.   The Act is 
closely based on Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 which “prohibits such 
discrimination by recipients of Federal financial assistance.  Title II of the ADA in effect 
extends the prohibition to all State and local government entities including those that do 
not receive Federal financial assistance.  Title I of the ADA requires the provision of 
equal employment opportunities for individuals with disabilities, and the EEOC has 
issued regulations establishing standards for the section.  The provisions [became] 
effective on July 26, 1992, for private and public employers of 25 or more employees and 
[became effective] on July 26, 1994 for employers who employ 15-24 people.  However, 
Title II of the ADA regarding State and local governments clearly applies as of January 
26, 1992 to all public entities regardless of size 

 
9. The following state and local laws, and regulations reiterate the prohibitions against 

discrimination that appear in Federal laws: 
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1. New York State Human Rights Law 
2. New York State Gubernatorial Executive order No. 45 
3. New York City Human Rights Law 
4. New York City Mayoral Executive Order No. 14 
5. New York City Administrative Code, Section 1, Title B 

 
Federal, state and local laws include religion, marital status, and sexual orientation as categories 
for which discrimination is prohibited. CUNY Colleges adhere to the above Federal, state, and 
local laws and regulations. 
 
CUNY Colleges must also adhere to the decision rendered in the Melani Consent Decree 
(September 10, 1984).  The Melani consent Decree which expired in 1987, thereby prohibiting 
the filing of new grievances under this decree, prohibits the City University of New York and 
each of its units from discriminating against women with respect to the terms and conditions of 
employment including recruitment, hiring, assignment to rank, promotion, salary, reappointment, 
the granting of tenure, retrenchment, fringe benefits, and working conditions.  According to the 
Melani Consent Decree, “The University reaffirms its commitment to attaining an instructional 
staff based on the full utilization of qualified women, while at the same continuing to hire and 
promote the best qualified candidates.” 
 
College Affirmative Action Plans  
 
CUNY Colleges are to be committed to the hiring, tenuring, and promoting members of the 
protected classes and to foster pluralism and diversity in compliance with statute and subsequent 
judgments.  Each year, the Colleges’ Affirmative Action Offices prepare an internal statistical 
report, which analyze patterns in the hiring, promotion, tenuring, and separation (resignations, 
terminations, retirements, and deaths) of full- time employees.  The representation of the 
protected classes has been documented since 1971 by these statistical reports, and additionally 
since 1979 by an annual utilization analysis. 
 
The affirmative action plan sets forth the Colleges’ efforts to promote pluralism and diversity on 
campus, and describes in detail the policies and procedures used to implement the Affirmative 
Action Program.  Prepared by the Affirmative Action Officer, who reports directly to the 
President, the Affirmative Action Plan is distributed for use by members of the College 
community.   
 
Responsibility for Implementation 
 
Responsibility for implementing affirmative action policies and procedures is shared on a broad 
basis throughout the Colleges’ organizational structure.  The President appoints an Affirmative 
Action Officer and an Affirmative Action Committee to advise the President on actions, 
programs, and recommendations.  The President has the responsibility for the overall 
effectiveness and implementation of the Affirmative Action Program and ensures that equal 
employment opportunity and affirmative action policies and practices are formulated so as to 
achieve the objectives of the program. 
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The Affirmative Action Officer is a full-time member of the instructional staff and reports 
directly to the President.  The Affirmative Action Officer directs the development, 
implementation and monitoring of the Affirmative Action Program, and advises the President 
and other College officials on the status and progress towards achieving the College’s 
affirmative action goals. 
 
Some of the specific duties of the Affirmative Action Officer with respect to the Affirmative 
Action Program include the following: 
 

--Oversees the collection and analysis of relevant data and information the preparation of  
   affirmative action reports; 

 
 --Reviews and revises the College’s annual Affirmative Action Plan and all supporting  
               reports including the Utilization Analysis, the Adverse Impact Ratio Analysis,  
               Personnel Activity Tables, and the Veterans 100 Report; 
 
 --Conducts data analyses and personnel actions including new hires, promotions, tenure,  

   transfers, and separations, and reviews findings of analyses with deans, directors, and  
   chairs and to discuss strategies to reduce and/or eliminate underutilization or under- 
   representation of women and minorities; 

 
 --Provides counseling and information on affirmative action issues to the College  

   community and serves as liaison between the College and campus interest groups; 
 
 --Oversees all faculty and professional staff recruitment activities; serving as liaison to  

   deans, directors, and department chairs to discuss recruitment strategies to increase and  
   diversify applicant pools; 

 
 --Serves as a resource person to deans, search committees, department chairs, college  

   officials, and personnel action committees to review affirmative action guidelines and  
   personnel policies and procedures; 

 
 --monitors all vacancy postings, advertisements, and recruitment documentation; 
 
 --monitors the internal and external dissemination of affirmative action and equal  

   employment opportunity policies and disseminates information to college and  
   university officials and to the college community. 

 
The Affirmative Action Officer submits written reports to the President, to other college 
officials, to the College Affirmative Action Committee, to the general faculty of College, to the 
University Affirmative Action Committee, and to the University Dean and Deputy to the Vice 
Chancellor for Faculty and Staff Relations.  The Affirmative Action Officer advises the 
President, the Provost, and other college officials of the College’s progress in meeting 
affirmative action goals and objectives, and also keeps abreast of personnel practices to chart 
trends which may have adverse impact on women and minorities and other groups. 
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When requested, the Affirmative Action Officer provides statistical information to the Labor 
Designee and to other college officials, and when necessary, investigates initial employee and 
student complaints of discrimination and sexual harassment; and advises students and employees 
of internal and external complaint forums. 
 
The Affirmative Action Officer also chairs the College Affirmative Action Committee, and is 
responsible for the Committee’s programmatic activities which are designed to educate the 
campus community about affirmative action issues, and for the operational activities which 
include scheduling meetings, preparing agenda, keeping the Committee abreast of affirmative 
action issues, reviewing reports with the Committee, advising the Committee on the status of 
searches, and reporting to the President the Committee’s concerns and progress relating to 
affirmative action. 
 
In addition to the above, all members of the College community who hire, supervise or evaluate 
staff are responsible for following affirmative action guidelines and search procedures.  These 
include senior administrators, department chairs, personnel and budget committees, managers 
and supervisors.  They are responsible for ensuring compliance with equal employment 
opportunity and affirmative action laws and university and college policies; they are responsible 
for ensuring that job requirements are objective, and that the activities cited on a recruitment plan 
promote affirmative action initiatives.  Finally, all are responsible for reviewing the 
qualifications of each employee under his/her supervision to ensure that minorities and women 
are provided full opportunity to transfer, training and promotion; preventing any harassment of 
employees; and reviewing periodically position descriptions to ensure they accurately reflect the 
job being performed. 
 
The City University of New York requires that all department/unit heads maintain a record of 
search including screening and selection criteria, interview notes, candidates’ vitae, and a 
Recruitment Documentation form.  Documentation for each search must remain in the recruiting 
departments’ files for a minimum of three years.  Department/Unit heads must submit complete 
and accurate records whenever they are required or requested by the President, the Provost, the 
College Affirmative Action Committee, the Office of Human Resources, or other authorized 
officers of the College.  They must also review the findings of the Utilization Analysis Summary 
with their staff, establish short-term goals to address under-representation of the protected 
classes, and develop strategies to correct underutilization. 
 
 
Development and Execution of the Affirmative Action Program 
 
Each College Affirmative Action Program consists of four main components: 
 

1. Recruitment and selection of personnel; 
2. Faculty and staff retention, promotion, and tenure; 
3. Complaint procedures; 
4. Monitoring and evaluation of the Affirmative Action Program. 

 



 16

 
Recruitment and Selection of Personnel 
  
Departmental search committees and HEO series search committees are responsible for 
conducting a thorough search in accordance with affirmative action procedures for all vacant 
positions.  While the composition of a search committee is left to the discretion of the 
department/unit head, a member of the College Affirmative Action Committee and a 
representative from the Office of Human Resources must serve on all HEO series search 
committees.  The search guidelines are provided to all departments and administrative units 
undertaking recruitment.  
 
In order to fill full-time instructional staff positions (except substitute and visiting positions), all 
department/unit heads must conduct a search, which complies with affirmative action 
regulations.  The City University of New York’s Statement on Academic Personnel Practices, 
issued by the Board of Trustees, recommends, “the recruitment for any full-time faculty 
appointment should normally be of at least one year’s duration, … and on a national scale.”  A 
one-year recruitment period allows for all interested applicants to apply; it also allows the search 
committee sufficient time to review thoroughly the applications, interview candidates, and 
identify the most qualified candidate. 
 
An affirmative action search consists of three parts: 1. widespread notification or advertisement 
for the vacant position to achieve a diverse applicant pool; 2. careful screening of all applications 
and interviewing those most qualified for the position; and 3. thorough documentation of the 
search. 
 
When a department receives authorization to recruit, the department/unit head must submit a 
written recruitment plan to the Affirmative Action Officer and consult with the Officer to discuss 
recruiting strategies before beginning a search.  There are a number of useful strategies for 
diversifying the applicant pool.  Letters of solicitation, for example, may be sent to colleges and 
universities requesting nominations of candidates and cooperation in posting vacancy notices in 
their graduate and professional schools.  Copies of position announcements/vacancy notices also 
may be included for posting.  All letters of solicitation must include the tag line “College is an 
Affirmative Action/Equal Employment Opportunity/IRCA/ADA Employer.”  Professional 
conferences and conferences sponsored by minorities’ and women’s professional associations 
and organizations are another vehicle for recruiting women and other members of the protected 
classes.  To ensure an adequate period of time to for receipt of applications, the City University 
of New York has established specific time frames for advertising positions and posting personnel 
vacancy notices as follows: 
 

a) For faculty: there must be a minimum of two months between the publication 
date and application deadline; for substitute positions the minimum is one month; 

 
b) For non-teaching instructional staff: the minimum must be one month between 

the publication and application deadline; 
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c) For adjuncts: the annual or semi-annual solicitation to establish the adjunct pool 
must have a deadline of six months; 

 
d) For classified staff--provisional: provisional vacancies at the entry level should 

be widely advertised (internally and externally).  The minimum time between 
publication and application deadline must be one month.  When a vacancy occurs 
at a higher level, staffs that are eligible may apply. 

 
Affirmative action regulations require that interviews be conducted in a like manner for each 
candidate.  That is, the same interview procedures must be followed, and each candidate must be 
given the opportunity to respond to the same or similar questions.   

 
It is the responsibility of search committees to ensure that candidates interviewed and selected 
meet the minimum requirements established for a position.  An earned doctorate is required for 
appointment to professorial titles.  Exceptions to the earned doctorate are limited to specific 
departments/disciplines (e.g. Library, fine and performing arts, journalism) and require an 
appropriate terminal degree.  These exceptions are delineated in the University Bylaws.  
Instructors must have an appropriate master’s degree, or must be making active progress toward 
a doctorate to qualify for appointment.  Appointment to non-teaching staff positions, usually 
Higher Education Officer Series positions, requires a Bachelor’s degree and varying years of 
expertise depending upon the level of the position.  Classified/Civil Service titles are filled using 
appropriate Civil Service procedures and include examinations, hiring pools and interview lists.  
Classified Staff/Civil Service procedures must conform to affirmative action regulations. 

 
If circumstances occur which call for an immediate appointment but preclude a thorough search 
because of insufficient time, a substitute appointment may be made.  The person appointed must 
be notified that a search will be conducted, and he/she may be considered in the applicant pool.  
Substitute appointments may be renewable every six months.  A person may not serve in any 
substitute capacity for more than two years. 

 
 
Retention, Promotion and Tenure  

 
 Dissemination of information regarding reappointment, promotion, and tenure is of great 

importance to ensure the positive, long-term efficacy of affirmative action recruitment practices, 
the success of which is measured ultimately through the reappointment, promotion and tenure is 
one of the most critical areas of responsibility at the College.  A faculty member must meet 
standards of excellence in scholarship, teaching and service in order to receive tenure.  Similar 
standards are required for promotion.  Standards and criteria for reappointment, promotion and 
tenure for members of the faculty are specified in the City University of New York’s Statement 
on Academic Personnel Practices.  Evaluation procedures are specified in the collective 
bargaining agreement between the City University of New York and the Professional Staff 
Congress. 

 
 Department heads evaluate faculty with regard to teaching effectiveness, scholarly publication 

and research, and service to the College; they are responsible for sharing information about 
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promotion and tenure requirements with members of their departments.  Department heads also 
have the responsibility to encourage and publicize staff development opportunities throughout 
the College, and to make a conscious effort to include women and other protected class members 
in those activities of departmental, school, and college life which enhance the opportunities for 
promotion and tenure.  Such activities include serving on committees for research grants and 
assignments, and attending professional conferences. 

 
 It is the responsibility of departmental executive committees, tenure and promotion committees, 

and the School and College P & B Committees to ensure the equitable application of evaluative 
criteria in decisions affecting faculty; it is the responsibility of the Professional Staff Screening 
Committee (PSSC) to ensure the equitable application of evaluative criteria in decisions affecting 
HEO series personnel. 

 
 
Monitoring and Evaluating the Affirmative Action Program 

 Each year, the Affirmative Action Office collects and analyzes data that documents the progress 
of the College in meeting its affirmative action objectives.  Reports cover the following areas: 
hiring, promotions and transfers, tenure, and separations (which include retirement, resignation, 
termination and death).  A utilization analysis compares the College’s current full- time work-
force composition with objective availability data.  The analysis is carried out annually.  The 
Utilization Analysis Summary and other key reports including the Adverse Impact Ratio 
Analysis are submitted to the President for review and approval and to the University Dean and 
Deputy to the Vice Chancellor for Faculty and Staff Relations. 

The Affirmative Action Officer and members of the College Affirmative Action Committee use 
the findings of the reports as the basis for consultation with department/unit heads to review 
underutilization in their respective departments/units, and to discuss recruiting strategies for 
addressing under-representation and correcting underutilization. 

The summary review of CUNY’s Affirmative Action Program shows  if Italian Americans 
are not included in the College’s Affirmative Action Plan then they will not be included in 
the discussions and goals needed to target qualified Italian American applicants and 
eventually change the CUNY Italian American workforce trends.
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CUNY Utilization Analysis Summary 

  
The utilization analysis is the statistical analysis by which a college’s full-time workforce is 

compared to the pool of people from which the college would normally recruit.  This analysis is 

required by Federal regulations and it is conducted for the “protected classes,” namely, women 

and minorities. However the utilization analysis has never been conducted for the Italian 

Americans at CUNY in spite of the fact that Italians have been a federal protected group at 

CUNY since 1976.  

 

The Utilization Analysis Worksheet enables the transcription of the availability data in 

comparison to CUNY’s present hiring practices for determining underutilization of protected 

faculty and staff within affirmative action units (set of related departments) or department units.  

The following terminology is useful in understanding the utilization analysis work sheets: 

Affirmative Action Unit (AAU):  A group of departments of similar or related disciplines. 
 
Availability data:  The information that describes the representation of the “protected 
classes” in the Availability Data from which a college might recruit. 
 
Department:  A division of a college or school giving instruction in a particular subject. 
 
Discrimination:  The unequal treatment of others based on race, sex, religion, national 
origin, marital status, veteran status, or disability, and the disparate impact (disproportionate 
exclusion or denial of opportunities for a particular class or classes by past or present 
policies and practices) on members of the protected classes.  Discrimination may be either 
intentional or unintentional. 
 
Overall availability:  The sum of the weighted percentages for each category of the 
protected classes. 
 
Protected classes:  As mandated by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs of 
the Department of Labor, members of the following groups: 
 
 -- Women 
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-- Blacks, not of Hispanic origin – persons having origins of any black racial group of    

         Africa. 
 
 -- Asians/Pacific Islanders – persons having origins in any of the original peoples of the  

    Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian Subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands.  (This  
category includes, for example, China, India, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands 
and Samoa.) 

 
 -- American Indians/Alaskan Natives – persons having origins in any of the original  

    peoples of North America, and who maintain cultural identification through tribal  
    affiliation or community recognition. 

 
 

-- The City University of New York includes Italian-Americans as a Federal 
affirmative action category but has never included Italian Americans in the college’s 
utilization analysis worksheets. CUNY identifies workforce race and ethnicity from the 
City of New York EEO Self-Identification Form as shown in Appendix 1. 

 
 
Total Minority:  A category of the Utilization Analysis, which includes all minorities, both 
men and women.  Since Italian Americans are a protected Federal affirmative action group 
they should be included in calculations for Total Minority 
 
Underutilization:  The difference between Current Utilization and Overall Availability 
when the Overall Availability is greater than the Current Utilization. 
 
Utilization Analysis:  The statistical analysis by which a college’s full-time work force is 
compared to the pool of people from which the college would normally recruit. 
 
Weight:  A numerical coefficient assigned to an item to express its relative importance in a 
frequency distribution; weighted:  compiled or calculated from weighted data. 
 
Work force inventory:  A listing of the total work force by a number of variables such as 
sex, race, ethnicity, age, salary, and title.  Used to perform various analyses. 
 

 

The information that describes the representation of presence/availability of members of the  

“protected classes” from which a college might recruit is called “availability data.”  The 

regulations require that eight (8) factors be considered when establishing the availability 

database to be used for the comparison.  The following are the eight (8) factors: 
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1. Percent of population in labor area (for minorities only); 

 
2. Percent of unemployment of women or minorities in the labor area; 

 
3. Percent of minorities of women in the total workforce in the labor area; 

 
*4. Percent availability of minorities and women with requisite skills in immediate labor 
  area; 

 
*5.  Percent of minorities of females with requisite skills in the labor area in which the 

 contractor can reasonably recruit; (5a. Percent availability of women seeking 
 employment in the labor area (for women only) 

 
*6.  Percent of women or minorities promotable or transferable; 
 
7. Estimate of existence of training institutions for the requisite skills for minorities or 

females. 
 

*8.  Training efforts the contractor is reasonably able to undertake. 
 

* Only these four factors were addressed in the CUNY analyses 
 
 

In regard to colleges and universities, and CUNY in particular, four of the eight factors are 

typically addressed.  In any given job group, two (2) factors are entered and weighted.  CUNY 

present ly uses the two-factor variation of the analysis recommended by the Office of Federal 

Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP) of the Department of Labor (DOL).   

 

This form also has an attached recommended Data Weighting Form, in order to weight the 

various factors in the analysis.  Once all of the pertinent information is entered, this form enables 

the affirmative action officer to calculate underutilization and indicate concomitant goals and 

timetables for a given affirmative action unit. 
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The establishment of goals and timetables is related to where and how a college allocates its 

resources based on its program needs.  There may be underutilization in an area where a college 

may not be hiring, and, therefore, a goal or timetable cannot be established.  This does not negate 

the underutilization, but for a particular year a goal or timetable need not be set for the particular 

job group. 

 
How to Calculate the Utilization Analysis  
 

The utilization analysis worksheets in Exhibits 1 through 9 are the actual 2004 examples from 

selected colleges including Baruch, Brooklyn, City, John Jay, and La Guardia Community 

College.  The following terminology will be useful in understanding the worksheets. 

1. Affirmative Action Units - (AAU) are determined by the size of a department or groups 
of departments having similar or related disciplines.  For example: 

 
Physical Sciences AAU – aggregated departments 

      Physics and Astronomy 
      Chemistry 
      Geology 
 

This format was recommended by the August 1975 Memorandum from the Office for 

Civil Rights (OCR) of DHEW and the Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs 

(OFCCP) of the DOL.  The AAUs used by each college were determined in 1977, by 

each college, in consultation with the University Affirmative Action Office.  (See 

Appendix 2 for List of Affirmative Action Units.) 

 
2. EEO Category - Is the categories defined by the EEOC for the EEO-6 Report. 
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3. Job Groups - Are sub-categories within the AAU where there is similarity of function, 
qualifications, and compensation.  For the faculty, there is typically two job groups: 
Professional and Non-Professional.  There may be some variance, however, based on the 
numbers of people in the faculty titles of a given AAU. 

Faculty Job Group      Titles 
 
Professorial…………………………  Full, Associate, and Assistant Professors 

Non- Professorial …………………… Instructors and Lecturers 
         (Full- time) 

 Senior Professional……………………… Full and Associate Professors 

Assistant Professors……………………...….. Assistant Professors 

Faculty………………………………………...All faculty titles 
 

 The non-teaching instructional staff is included in the Administration AAU with five (5)  
job groups. 

 
4. Job Title - Lists those titles, which make up the Job Group. 

 
5. Protected Classes - The OFCCP recommended the categories shown on the attached 

form: Female, total Minority, Black, and Hispanic.  Total Minority includes Black, 
Hispanic, Asian, American, and American Indian. Italian Americans are recognized by 
Federal court as a Federal protected class at CUNY and should also be inc luded in the 
calculation of Total Minority. 

 
6. Group Total - Presents numerically those people in the AAU and the Job Group. 

 
7. Current Utilization - Translates the numbers in the Group Total to a percentage. 

 
8. Overall Availability - Is the sum of the weighted percentage listed in the two-factor 

section of the analysis sheet, and is shown as a percentage. 
 

9. Underutilization - Is the difference between Current Utilization and Overall Availability 
when the Overall Availability is greater than the Current Utilization.  Underutilization is 
shown by number of people and by percentage.  When there are fractions of people 
calculated, the regulations state that 0.5 or greater become a whole person. 
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Conducting the Utilization Analysis 
 
 
 
Faculty  
 
Within an AAU, the faculty unit is listed by title and the number of people that constitute a job 

group.  The OFCCP has recommended that 5 to 6 people are a minimum for establishing a job 

group.   

 

Factors 1 and 2 are typically used, and the data are derived from data bases compiling Earned 

Degree Conferred, provided by, among others, The National Research Council of the National 

Academy of Science and the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) of the Department of Education 

(formerly DHEW) and the United States Census Bureau.  The data is stratified by Factor 1, the 

Tri-State area (NY, NJ, & CT), and Factor 2 the National (US non-Tri-State). 

 

Included with the two-factor availability work sheets are data weighting work sheets.  There is a 

work sheet for each of the following: Females, Total Minority, Black, and Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific Islander. However at present there is no utilization analysis work sheet for 

Italian American faculty and staff. 

 

 
Availability Data 
 
 
Availability data for teaching faculty show the percentage of doctorate degrees conferred in any 

given year in specific disciplines from the “immediate recruitment area” (Tri-State) and the 

“reasonable recruitment area” (U.S. non-Tri-State).  These percentages are weighed according to 



 25

the distribution of hiring within the  existing teaching faculty. Although it has never been 

confirmed, CUNY uses regional weights of 20% Tri-State and 80% US non-Tri-State for faculty 

positions, and 50% regional weights for Administration titles.  Since larger proportions of 

minorities including Italian Americans are located in the northeast Tri State area the 

regional weights for faculty recruitment reduces the Federal protected groups overall 

availability for CUNY faculty positions.  CUNY uses availability data (1999-2000) from the 

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Civil Rights to calculate underutilization in faculty, and 

administrative titles. However CUNY source sheets also use year 2000 United States Census 

data for some administrative positions and all Classified (Civil Service) Staff titles. Federal 

Court stated the US Census data can best represent the Italian American community and 

that it may be used to estimate the availability of Italian American faculty and 

administrators. 

 
 
Faculty Utilization Analysis Worksheet 
 
 
Senior Professorial 
 
 
Attached is an example (Exhibit 1A) of a utilization analysis worksheet from Brooklyn College 

for fall 2004 (Ref. 9). The affirmative action unit is Mathematics and Computer Information 

science. The constituent departments in this affirmative action unit are Mathematics and 

Computer Information Science. The equal employment opportunity category is Faculty. The job 

group is senior professorial with job titles of Distinguished Professor, Professor, and Associate 

Professor. Each utilization analysis worksheet is accompanied by Data Weighting Form (Exhibit 

1B) to calculate factor weights between the percentage availability of minorities/females with 
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requisite skills in the immediate labor areas and the percentage of minorities/females that are 

promotable, transferable or trainable. The percentage of minority/females that are promotable, 

transferable or trainable is determined form the workforce table (Factor/Source Sheet) in Exhibit 

1C. Nine Assistant Professors out of 47 total faculty members represent 19.1 % of the available 

recruitment pool. The other proportion of 81% of the recruitment pool will come from the 

immediate labor areas (Tri-State and US non-Tri-State). 

 

Recruitment factor 1 is determined by the availability data from the Office of Civil Rights for 

PhDs within academic year 2000 - 2001. The availability data is weighted by Tri-State and US 

non Tri-State according to the distribution of CUNY’s recruitment history for this position. The 

weighted availability is show as Factor 1 in Exhibit 1B. Factor 1, availability, and Factor 2, 

promotablility, are combined for each protected group and calculated according to the 

availability data recruitment weights to produce and overall availability for the protected 

affirmative action group. The overall availability for each group is compared to the current 

utilization in Utilization Analysis Worksheet in Exhibit 1A. The current utilization is the number 

of faculty presently in the senior professorial level converted to its percentage of the groups’ 

representation. Underutilization is the difference between the overall availability from the current 

percentage of utilization of the protected group. In this example females are under utilized by 

11.9 %; Total Minority, 13.2%, Blacks 2.0%, Hispanics 2.7%, and Asian/Pacific Islander 8.3%.  

The percentage underutilized by each affirmative action group is multiplied by the group total of 

38 to get the number of underutilized units rounded off to nearest integer. In this example there 

are 5 underutilized Females, 5 underutilized Total Minorities; 1 underutilized Black, and one 

underutilized Asia/Pacific Islander. The affirmative action unit annual goal is one vacancy. 
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Administration I 
 
 

Exhibit 4A is the John Jay College of Criminal Justice utilization analysis worksheet for the 

Administration affirmative action unit (Ref. 12). The EEO category is Executive/Administrative/ 

Managerial. The Job Group is Administration I that includes job titles of President, Senior Vice 

President/Vice President, Dean, and Associate Deans and Administrators. (Note that the 

Affirmative Action Officer did not have a worksheet placement for the number of Italian 

Americans in the affirmative action unit and it appears to have placed the count of three Italian 

American Administrators in the Job Title box.) This job group has a total of 15 people with 4 

being female. The Factor weights for recruitment are 60% availability of minorities/Females 

with requisite skills in the labor areas and 40% from minorities/females that are promotable, 

transferable, or trainable.  

 

The availability calculations are presented in Exhibit 4C.  Factor 1 is a combination of PhDs, 

Master, and Bachelor earned degrees weighted between New York Tri-State region and the 

remaining US non-Tri-State region.  A Reference source for the availability data is not given.  In 

addition the earned degrees are weighted according to 31% PhD, 32.1% Master, and 12.8% 

Bachelor. This only accounts for 75% of the national labor pool since 25% of CUNY hires are 

not included due to CUNY Board of Trustees’ bylaw waivers. The end result of applying the 

regional and earned degree weights is an availability pool of 35.3% Females, 9.5% Total 

Minority, 3.8% Black, 2.3% Hispanic and 3.2% Asian American/Pacific Islander. The protected 

groups’ availability is then multiplied by the recruitment weight of  .6 for calculating the overall 

availability. 
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Factor 2 is for promotable recruitment based on the lower ranks qualified for these positions.  

The lower ranks of Administration II positions include Assistant Dean ‘A’, Assistant Dean ‘B’, 

Assistant Administrator ‘A’, Assistant Administrator ‘B’, Higher Education Officer, out of a 

total 4,396 positions 38.3% are Female, 20.8% Total Minority, 10.4% Black, 5.5% Hispanic and 

4.7% Asian/Pacific Islander. This CUNY workforce is multiplied by the .4 promotable weight 

for the proportional availability of internal recruitment. 

 

The overall availability is calculated in the Data Weighting Form (Exhibit 4B). The overall 

availability (Factor 1 + Factor 2) is entered in the utilization analysis worksheet (Exhibit 4A) 

with 36.5% Female, 14% Total Minority, 6.5% Blacks, 3.6% Hispanics and 3.8% Asian/pacific 

Islander. This current affirmative action unit utilization of 4 Females (28.7%), 4 Total Minority 

(26.7), 3 Blacks (20.0%), 1 Hispanic (6.7%) and no Asian/Pacific Islander (0%), is subtracted 

from the overall availability. When the difference is positive it represents the percentage under 

utilization of that population. In this example Females and Asians/Pacific Islanders are 

underutilized by 9.8% and 3.8% respectively. The percentage of underutilization is multiplied by 

the existing affirmative action group total to estimate underutilized affirmative action units 

(personnel: The decimal numbers are rounded off to the nearest integer). In this example two 

Female and one Asian/Pacific Islander would be targeted in the future position recruitment. 
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each technical area is calculated.  The average group representation is multiplied by 90% for 

estimating the percentage minorities/females with requisite skills in the immediate labor area.  

 
Factor 2 is the promotable recruitment factor that is based on the CUNY Student degrees in 

Health, Science, Computers, Broadcasting, and Business.  The weighted Factor 1 and Factor 2 

availability data is added together in the data weighting form for the over all availability of each 

technical area. The current utilization of the total 39 CLT positions includes 25% Health, 25% 

Science, 25% Computers, 10% Broadcasting/Comm. and 15% Business and Management 

technicians. The overall availability for each technical area is weighed by the percentage of 

positions in that subject area. The group product availability is presented in Exhibit 7B. The 

occupation group product availability is transcribed to the utilization analysis worksheet (Exhibit 

6A) for overall availability of 44.7% Female, 29.7% Total Minority, 10.7% Black, 7.6% 

Hispanic, and 10.6 % Asian/Pacific Islander. 

 

The current utilization of Administration IV personnel is 14 Female (35.9%), 29 Total Minority 

(74.4%), 5 Black (12.8%), 21 Hispanic (53.8%), and 3 Asian/Pacific Islander (7.7%). The 

underutilization is the current utilization of Administration IV positions subtracted from the 

overall availability for Administration IV recruits. If a negative value then there is no 

underutilization (NONE). However if difference is a positive value then the difference is the 

percent underutilized. The percentage of underutilization is multiplied by the existing affirmative 

action group total (39) to estimate underutilized affirmative action units (personnel). In this 

example there are 3 Females (8.8 %), and 1 Asian/ Pacific Islander (2.9%) persons underutilized.  
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Americans from 2003 (9.97%). The 268 University and College Executive Officers, Chancellors, 

Presidents and Deans are 7.46 % (20) are Italian-American 

 

Faculty 

 

Figure 2 shows the historical trend of the Italian American, Affirmative Action Group, and 

White (non-Italian American) representation within the Full-Time Faculty of CUNY from 1978-

2004. In this 26 year time period the Italian American faculty representation increased one 

percentage point from 5% to 6%.  The Italian American percentage of Full-Time Faculty at 

CUNY has been decreasing annually over the last few years.  However, the full time 

representation of affirmative action protected groups at CUNY has increased over 11 percentage 

points since 1978 from 17.5% to 28.7% in 2004. While the percentage of Italian American 

faculty at CUNY has decreased in the last ten years, the percentage of other affirmative action 

faculty at CUNY has been increasing.  

 

 

Higher Education Officers: 

 

Figure 3 shows the historical trend of the percentage of Italian American, Affirmative Action 

Group and White (non-Italian American) Higher Education Officers in CUNY from 1978 –2004.  

Since 1978 the Higher Education Officers of Italian ancestry have increased 4 percentage points 

from 6% to 10%.   However, the percentage of Italian American higher education officers has 

declined since 2003 and has been declining over the last few years.  In this 26-year period, the 

other Federal affirmative action groups in CUNY have approximately doubled their 

representation from approximately 26% to 50% of the Higher Education Officers in CUNY. 
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Executives and Deans : 

 

Figure 4 shows the historical trends of CUNY Executives and Deans from 1978–2004 for Italian 

Americans and the other Federal affirmative action groups, and the remaining White (non-Italian 

American).  Italian American representation among the University Executives and Deans is 2 

percentage points more in 2004 compared to 1978.  However, the representation of 

University/College Executives and Deans in 2004 is actually 2 percentage points less than the 

Italian American percentage representation in 1979. In this same time period, the percentage 

representation University/College Executives and Deans of the other Federal affirmative action 

groups has more than doubled, from 17% to 38%.  There has been no change in the Italian 

American representation of the University/College Executives and Deans in the last few years. 

 

Summary of Italian American Statistical Employment Trend  
Since Federal Court Opinion 

 

Tables 2 through 5 summarize the change in Italian American faculty and staff among CUNY’s 

20 colleges for 1993, 2003 and 2004 demonstrating the affirmative action progress of Italian 

Americans at The City University of New York. The difference between 1993 and 2004 shows 

the Italian American affirmative action progress since the Federal Court Opinion. The difference 

between 2003 and 2004 show the continuing trend of Italian American employment. 
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Total Instructional Staff 

 

Table 2 shows the Total Instructional Italian American staff at The City University of New York 

by College for 1993, 2003 and 2004.  Since 1993, 16 out of 20 colleges, (80%) have lost 

percentage representation of Italian Americans in the Total Instructional staff including overall 

within the Senior and Community Colleges.  From 2003 to 2004, 11 out of 20 colleges, (55%) 

have decreased percentage representation of Italian Americans within the Total Instructional 

staff with no change in Senior and Community Colleges.  

 

 

 

Full-Time Faculty 

 
Since 1993 to 2004, 14 out of 20 of CUNY colleges, (70%) have continued to show decreases in 

the percentage representation of Italian American Full-Time Faculty (see Table 3). There is a 

percentage loss of Italian American faculty at the Senior and Community Colleges. Among the 

Full-Time Faculty of The City University of New York from 2003 to 2004, Italian American 

faculty have decreased in percentage points among 12 out of 20 colleges (60%). There is also a 

percentage decrease of Italian American faculty overall at the Senior and Community Colleges.  

 

 



1993 2003 2004 Difference 2004-1993 Difference 2004-2003

COLLEGES

of 
Italian-
American

Italian- 
American
s

of 
Italian-
American

Percent of 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Italian- 
American
s

of 
Italian-
American

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Baruch 81 6.98% 63 4.88% 72 5.46% -9 -1.52% 9 0.58%

Brooklyn 92 7.69% 88 6.63% 87 6.03% -5 -1.66% -1 -0.59%

City College 71 3.77% 54 3.83% 55 3.77% -16 0.00% 1 -0.06%

Central Office 64 15.69% 36 10.68% 42 10.99% -22 -4.70% 6 0.31%

Medgar Evers 3 0.66% 2 0.35% 2 0.38% -1 -0.28% 0 0.03%

Graduate School 16 3.73% 20 2.87% 28 3.75% 12 0.02% 8 0.88%

Hunter 82 4.63% 67 3.29% 66 3.23% -16 -1.40% -1 -0.06%

John Jay 48 6.75% 64 5.48% 60 4.73% 12 -2.02% -4 -0.76%

Lehman 67 8.69% 86 8.29% 93 8.52% 26 -0.17% 7 0.23%

NYC College of Tech. 91 8.58% 77 6.21% 74 5.83% -17 -2.75% -3 -0.39%

Queens 95 6.46% 109 6.63% 113 6.47% 18 0.01% 4 -0.16%

Law School* 4 4.82% 5 4.55% 4 3.74% 0 -1.08% -1 -0.81%

Staten Island 109 11.49% 105 9.34% 102 8.95% -7 -2.54% -3 -0.39%

York 29 5.44% 28 4.06% 31 3.83% 2 -1.61% 3 -0.23%

Borough of Manhattan CC 25 5.94% 51 3.93% 52 3.93% 27 -2.01% 1 0.01%

Bronx CC 43 5.44% 34 4.25% 34 4.16% -9 -1.28% 0 -0.09%

Hostos CC 9 1.88% 4 0.88% 9 1.79% 0 -0.09% 5 0.91%

Kingsborough CC 100 9.04% 159 11.76% 163 11.84% 63 2.80% 4 0.08%

LaGuardia CC 53 5.80% 64 5.90% 79 6.26% 26 0.46% 15 0.37%

Queensborough CC 113 11.36% 64 17.07% 64 6.53% -49 -4.83% 0 -10.54%

Senior Colleges 854 7.10% 804 5.48% 829 5.40% -25 -1.70% 25 -0.08%

Community Colleges 396 6.57% 376 6.31% 401 6.41% 5 -0.16% 25 0.10%

CUNY 1250 6.92% 1180 5.72% 1230 5.69% -20 -1.23% 50 -0.03%

*Data available as of 1995
Reference: University Affirmative Action Office: City University of New York 1998, 2003 and 2004

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY AND STAFF
City University of New York by College

Table 2

Prepared by The John D. Calandra Italian American Institute.



1993 2003 2004 Difference 2004-1993 Difference 2004-2003

COLLEGES

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Italian- 
American
s

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Percent of 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Percent of 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Baruch 28 6.10% 21 4.88% 22 4.99% -6 -1.11% 1 0.10%

Brooklyn 42 7.32% 31 6.87% 30 6.52% -12 -0.80% -1 -0.35%

City College 36 6.01% 27 5.39% 26 5.05% -10 -0.96% -1 -0.34%

Central Office 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Medgar Evers 20 0.92% 1 0.64% 1 0.73% -19 -0.19% 0 0.09%

Graduate School 1 0.87% 2 1.60% 2 1.53% 1 0.66% 0 -0.07%

Hunter 33 5.50% 24 4.28% 25 4.39% -8 -1.11% 1 0.11%

John Jay 16 6.81% 15 5.84% 15 5.30% -1 -1.51% 0 -0.54%

Lehman 32 7.65% 24 8.22% 28 9.21% -4 1.56% 4 0.99%

NYC College of Tech. 32 9.97% 27 9.54% 26 9.15% -6 -0.82% -1 -0.39%

Queens 27 4.19% 18 3.54% 17 3.15% -10 -1.04% -1 -0.39%

Law School* 0 0.00% 3 8.82% 3 7.69% 3 7.69% 0 -1.13%

Staten Island 33 10.89% 28 9.09% 28 8.97% -5 -1.92% 0 -0.12%

York 9 6.21% 11 7.01% 12 7.32% 3 1.11% 1 0.31%

Borough of Manhattan CC 20 7.27% 20 6.73% 23 6.61% 3 -0.66% 3 -0.12%

Bronx CC 16 7.62% 11 5.45% 15 6.61% -1 -1.01% 4 1.16%

Hostos CC 4 2.53% 2 1.49% 4 2.56% 0 0.03% 2 1.07%

Kingsborough CC 31 12.06% 27 11.89% 29 11.42% -2 -0.64% 2 -0.48%

LaGuardia CC 18 7.47% 14 6.14% 15 5.70% -3 -1.77% 1 -0.44%

Queensborough CC 32 9.06% 23 9.96% 23 8.58% -9 -0.48% 0 -1.37%

Senior Colleges 289 6.67% 232 5.71% 235 5.62% -54 -1.05% 3 -0.09%

Community Colleges 133 8.63% 97 7.35% 109 7.19% -24 -1.44% 12 -0.16%

CUNY 422 7.17% 329 6.11% 344 6.04% -78 -1.13% 15 -0.07%

*Data available as of 1995
Reference: University Affirmative Action Office: City University of New York 1998, 2003 and 2004

FULL TIME FACULTY
City University of New York by College

Table 3

Prepared by The John D. Calandra Italian American Institute.
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Higher Education Officers  
 
 

Table 4 shows the percentage of Italian Americans Higher Education Officers in CUNY’s 20 

colleges in 1993, 2003, and 2004.  Since 1993 to 2004, 12 out of 20 colleges (60%) of The City 

University of New York have decreased percentage representation of Higher Education Officers 

of Italian ancestry.  The Italian American Higher Education Officers between 2003 and 2004 

continued to have decreased representation in 12 out of 20 colleges (60%). There is a lost of 

Italian American percentage representation of Higher Education Officers overall at the Senior 

Colleges and Community Colleges.  

 

 

 

University/Colleges Executive and Deans  

 

Table 5 shows a listing by CUNY College of Italian American percentage representation of 

University/College Executives and Deans for 1993, 2003 and 2004. Since 1993 to 2004 the 

percentages of Italian Americans University/Colleges Executive and Deans at The City 

University of New York Colleges have decreased.  Since the Federal Court Opinion, 10 out of 20 

colleges (50%) have decreased Italian American representation among CUNY’s Executive and 

Deans or do not have Italian American University/College Executive and Deans.  Similarly 

between 2003 and 2004 the percentage of Italian Americans decreased or had no Italian 

American University/College Executives and Deans.  Among the Executive and Deans at The 



1993 2003 2004 Difference 2004-1993 Difference 2004-2003

COLLEGES

Number of 
Ital-
Americans

Ital- 
American
s

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Percent of 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Percent of 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Baruch 15 10.79% 9 5.66% 10 6.13% -5 -4.66% 1 0.47%

Brooklyn 13 13.40% 22 17.32% 22 17.05% 9 3.65% 0 -0.27%

City College 7 4.70% 5 3.45% 6 3.70% -1 -1.00% 1 0.26%

Central Office 49 18.01% 24 11.01% 27 10.98% -22 -7.03% 3 -0.03%

Medgar Evers 1 1.92% 1 1.15% 1 1.14% 0 -0.78% 0 -0.01%

Graduate School 8 6.96% 5 4.27% 7 5.69% -1 -1.27% 2 1.42%

Hunter 25 11.74% 16 8.25% 16 8.99% -9 -2.75% 0 0.74%

John Jay 12 14.29% 12 11.21% 12 10.81% 0 -3.48% 0 -0.40%

Lehman 14 15.05% 20 18.35% 20 16.39% 6 1.34% 0 -1.96%

NYC College of Tech. 12 14.46% 10 10.53% 9 9.38% -3 -5.09% -1 -1.15%

Queens 20 14.60% 31 20.67% 32 20.51% 12 5.91% 1 -0.15%

Law School* 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Staten Island 20 25.00% 18 19.15% 17 17.71% -3 -7.29% -1 -1.44%

York 1 2.00% 2 3.28% 2 3.23% 1 1.23% 0 -0.05%

Borough of Manhattan CC 8 8.89% 5 5.68% 6 5.50% -2 -3.39% 1 -0.18%

Bronx CC 6 11.32% 6 9.52% 7 9.09% 1 -2.23% 1 -0.43%

Hostos CC 1 1.72% 2 3.70% 3 4.11% 2 2.39% 1 0.41%

Kingsborough CC 4 5.71% 7 9.46% 9 10.47% 5 4.76% 2 1.01%

LaGuardia CC 7 5.93% 12 10.62% 14 10.69% 7 4.76% 2 0.07%

Queensborough CC 8 17.02% 6 9.52% 7 8.75% -1 -8.27% 1 -0.77%

Senior Colleges 196 12.96% 175 10.41% 181 10.34% -15 -2.62% 6 -0.07%

Community Colleges 37 7.58% 38 8.35% 46 8.27% 9 0.69% 8 -0.08%

CUNY 233 11.65% 213 9.97% 227 9.84% -6 -1.81% 14 -0.13%

*Data available as of 1995
Reference: University Affirmative Action Office: City University of New York 1998, 2003 and 2004

HIGHER EDUCATION OFFICERS
City University of New York by College

Table 4

Prepared by The John D. Calandra Italian American Institute.



1993 2003 2004 Difference 2004-1993 Difference 2004-2003

COLLEGES

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Italian- 
American
s

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Italian- 
American
s

of 
Italian-
American

Percent of 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Number of 
Italian-
Americans

Points 
Italian- 
Americans

Baruch 1 6.67% 0 0.00% 1 5.26% 0 -1.41% 1 5.26%

Brooklyn 1 8.33% 1 6.67% 1 6.25% 0 -2.08% 0 -0.42%

City College 0 0.00% 1 3.85% 1 4.00% 1 4.00% 0 0.15%

Central Office 3 15.00% 2 9.09% 2 10.00% -1 -5.00% 0 0.91%

Medgar Evers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Graduate School 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 9.09% 1 9.09% 1 9.09%

Hunter 0 0.00% 1 7.69% 2 14.29% 2 14.29% 1 6.59%

John Jay 2 13.33% 2 16.67% 2 16.67% 0 3.34% 0 0.00%

Lehman 1 8.33% 3 27.27% 2 15.38% 1 7.05% -1 -11.89%

NYC College of Tech. 2 15.38% 2 20.00% 1 9.09% -1 -6.29% -1 -10.91%

Queens 0 0.00% 1 6.25% 1 6.25% 1 6.25% 0 0.00%

Law School* 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Staten Island 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

York 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 10.00% 1 10.00% 1 10.00%

Borough of Manhattan CC 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Bronx CC 1 12.50% 1 7.14% 0 0.00% -1 -12.50% -1 -7.14%

Hostos CC 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Kingsborough CC 1 6.25% 2 18.18% 3 25.00% 2 18.75% 1 6.82%

LaGuardia CC 0 0.00% 1 8.33% 1 7.14% 1 7.14% 0 -1.19%

Queensborough CC 1 12.50% 2 22.22% 1 12.50% 0 0.00% -1 -9.72%

Senior Colleges 18 10.34% 13 6.77% 15 7.58% -3 -2.76% 2 0.80%

Community Colleges 3 4.11% 6 8.82% 5 7.14% 2 3.03% -1 -1.68%

CUNY 21 8.50% 19 7.31% 20 7.46% -1 -1.04% 1 0.15%

*Data available as of 1995
Reference: University Affirmative Action Office: City University of New York 1998, 2003 and 2004

UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE EXECUTIVES AND DEANS
City University of New York by College

Table 5

Prepared by The John D. Calandra Italian American Institute.
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City University of New York between 2003 and 2004, there are negligible changes in the 

percentage of Italian Americans within the Senior Colleges and Community Colleges.  

 

 

 

Classified Staff 

 

Figure 5 shows the historical trend of the percentage of Italian Americans in the CUNY’s 

Classified (Civil Service) Staff from 1978 to 2004. In 2004 there are 442 Italian American 

Classified Staff (3.7%) from 11,849 Total Classified Staff positions at CUNY. The percent of 

Italian Americans in the total Classified Staff positions at CUNY have decreased from 8.1% in 

1978 to 3.7 % in 2004.  Since 1993 the percentage Italian American Classified Staff has 

continued to decline and the present percentage is nearly half of what it was ten years ago. 

 

 

 

Summary of the Italian American Workforce at CUNY 

 

The above statistical summary trend in the employment of Italian American faculty and staff at 

the City University show major percentage decreases of Italian American faculty and staff at the 

20 CUNY colleges in the 26 year period since 1978.  The percentage decline of Italian 

Americans at CUNY has continued since 1978 and in the past 10 years since the Federal Court 

Opinion that instructed the University to implement and assess affirmative action procedures for 

faculty and staff of Italian heritage.  
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Reference: University Affirmative Action Office: City University of New York 1978 to 2004
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The comparison of the historical trend of the Italian American percentage representation 

at CUNY with the other federal affirmative action groups shows the lack of incorporating 

Italian American staff utilization analysis into each College’s affirmative action plan has 

hindered the targeting of Italian American faculty and staff for increasing workforce 

representation.  The lack of Italian American staff utilization analysis within the College 

Affirmative Action Plan does not provide for the equal inclusion of Italian American faculty and 

staff into the Colleges’ recruitment plans. Ten years after the U.S. Federal Court affirmed the 

protected class status of Italian Americans at CUNY, the Italian American faculty and staff 

presence within the University has diminished. The continuing reduction of the Italian American 

workforce at CUNY is demonstrated by the continuing losses of the percentage of Italian 

American faculty and staff between 2003 and 2004. 

 

The objective of developing an Italian American staff utilization analysis that is 

incorporated into the Colleges’ Affirmative Action Plans is to change the downward trend 

of the Italian American workforce representation within the City University of New York.  

The differences in the historical trends of the decreasing Italian American representation at 

CUNY and the other affirmative action groups increased representation at CUNY is due to their 

inclusion in the Colleges’ affirmative action plan. 
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action unit categories using the utilization analysis worksheets with Italian American availability 

data  

 
 
 
 
 
Calculating Faculty Utilization Analysis Worksheets  
With Italian American Data 

 

Senior Professorial 

 

The Italian American availability data is included in the previous example of the Utilization 

Analysis Worksheet for Brooklyn College in the Exhibits 1A, 1B, and 1C and shown in Exhibits 

10A, 10B, and 10C. 

 

The Italian American Post Secondary Faculty and Staff Availability Data in Appendix 5 are used 

to determine the recruitment Factor 1 for Italian Americans. The Tri State availability data is 

listed in Appendix 5, and Table A shows that within Mathematics and Computer Information 

Science, 5.3% of all PhDs in Professor levels are of Italian Americans ancestry.    

 

The US non Tri-State availability data is also listed in Appendix 5, and shows that Italian 

Americans are 1.3% of PhDs in Mathematics and Computer Science. Since the regional and 

national weight distribution are not given, the stated weights for CUNY of 80% National and 

20% Tri-State is used to get a combined Italian American availability of PhDs of 2.7%. The 
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Italian American availability of Assistant Professors in Mathematics and Computer Science is 

added to the Factor/Source Sheet in Exhibit 10C.  

 

Since Italian Americans are a recognized Federal Minority in CUNY the Italian American 

availability is added to the Total Minority availability as follows: 

 
% Total Minority = 18.2% Minority  + 2.7% the Italian American  = 21.06%. 

 

Factor 2 for determining the percent minorities/females promotable, transferable, or trainable 

shows that within the total of 9 assistant professors in the affirmative action unit that qualify, 3 

are Female, 3 Total Minority and 3 are Asian/Pacific Islander. It appears from the total number 

of Assistant Professors that there are no Italian American Assistant Professors in Mathematics 

and Computer Information Sciences in the affirmative action unit unless one or more of the 

female assistant professors is of Italian heritage. It is unfortunate that CUNY has not provided all 

the underlying data by affirmative action unit so that the speculation in the calculations wouldn’t 

be necessary. Since there is no Italian American Assistant Professor the percent of Italian 

American Assistant Professors that are promotable is 0.0%.  This promotion assumption reduces 

the allover availability pool for Italian Americans since no Italian Americans are presently 

employed in the department for promotion. The Total Minority workforce promotable is  

   
Total Minority = 3 Minority + 0 Italian American = 3. 

 
     
Factor 1 and Factor 2 availability in the Data Weighting Form are multiplied by the external 

recruitment weight of .81 and internal promotion weight of .19 and then added together for the 
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This example assumes that there is no current utilization of Italian American Lecturers at City 

College. However, the Italian American current utilization of Lecturers is available to the 

affirmative officers to enter. Underutilization is the difference between the overall availability 

from the current percentage of utilization of the protected group. The Italian Americans 

underutilization is 9% of the department group total of 16 Lecturers. This calculates to 1.4 units 

or rounded off to the nearest 1 Italian American Lecturer. 

 

 

Calculating Administration Utilization Analysis Worksheets with Italian 
American Data 

 

The administrative staff availability data for Italian Americans is by earned degrees for PhDs, 

Professional, Master, and Bachelor and listed in Appendices 5 and 6. 

 

Administration I  

 

Exhibits 13A, 13B, and 13C are adapted from the John Jay College of Criminal Justice 

utilization analysis  worksheets (Exhibits 4A, 4B, and 4C) for the Administration I affirmative 

action unit and include calculations of Italian American availability and underutilization   

 

The Factor 1 availability calculations are presented in the Factor/Source Sheet (Exhibit 13C). 

Factor 1 is a combination of PhDs, Master and Bachelor earn degrees weighted 50% respectively 
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between New York Tri-State region and the US non Tri-State. The Italian American Post 

secondary Availability Data for faculty and staff in Appendices 5 and 6 show that 

 

     

% IA Tri State     % IA US Non-Tri-State    % Availability 

 PhD    8.5   4.2   6.35 

 Master   14.1   5.0   9.55  

 Bachelor   15.9   5.3   10.6 

 

The earned degrees are weighted according to 31% for PhD, 32.1 % for Master, and 12.8% for 

Bachelor. This only accounts for 75% of the labor pool since 25% are not included due to the 

CUNY bylaw waivers. The end result of calculating the regional and earned degree weights is 

the Administration I availability pool with 6.5% Italian American representation.  The Italian 

American availability is added to the minority availability as follows 

 

% Total Minority = 9.5% Minority + 6.5 % Italian American = 16% 

 

The Italian American availability is then multiplied by the recruitment weight of 0.6 for 

obtaining the overall availability for Factor 1 in the Data Weighting Form in Exhibit 13B. 

 

Factor 2 is the promotable recruitment is based on the lower ranks qualified for these positions.  

The lower ranks of Administration II positions include Assistant Dean ‘A’, Assistant Dean ‘B’, 

Assistant Administrator ‘A’, Assistant Administrator ‘B’, Higher Education Officer.  Out of a 
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Administration IV 

The utilization analysis sheet for Administration IV unit is more involved since it includes 

technical and paraprofessional job titles for various academic departments that include health, 

science, computers, broadcasting and business. The modified utilization analysis worksheets are 

show in Exhibits 16A, 16B and 16C and are based on the example for Administration IV 

utilization analysis worksheets for La Guardia Community College (Exhibits 7A, 7B and 7C). 

The Italian American post secondary availability data for faculty and staff in Appendix 6 

contains all the necessary listing by subject area. CUNY already uses the US census 2000 data 

for New York City and Tri State area of earned Bachelor degree conferred for the other federally 

protected groups: Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and Women. The same census database can be used 

for Italian Americans. The percentage of Italian Americans with earned Bachelor degrees in 

these subjects are shown below: 

  
        % IA Tri-State       % IA NYC         Average 
 Health Technologists and technicians  
  Health Professions & related sci   13.8  6.7  10.25  
  Misc Health Technologist & Tech (353)  13.2  0  6.6 
  Other Health Technologist & tech occup (354) 19.0  7.6  13.3 
 Engineering & Related Technologist & technician 
  Engineering related Technologies   14.7  8.6  11.65 
  Engineering technologies except drafters (155) 11.8  9.9  10.85 
 Science Technicians 
  Physical Science     19  9.1  14.05 
  Biological/Life Science    14  6.9  10.45 
  Biological technicians (191)   17.4  25  21.2 
  Chemical Technicians (192)   20.1  27.7  23.9 
  Geological &Petroleum Tech   19  9.1  14.05 
  Misc Life/physical/soc sci tech, etc (196)  16.5  11.9  14.2 
 Computer Technicians 
  Computer and Info sci    14.5  9.6  12.05 
  Computer support specialist (104)   15.5  13.3  14.4 
  Computer software engineers (102)   13  10.1  11.55 
  Computer hardware engineers (140)  10.3  10.2  10.25 
 Technician – broadcasting equipment/communications 
  Communication Tech    16.7  12.  14.35 
  Communications     16.7  13.3  14.35 
  Misc Media & Communications Worker (286) 7.3  5.2  6.25 
  Broadcasting /sound eng, etc (290)   14.7  15.4  15.05 




