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University of Wisconsin–Madison

In terms of income and employment opportunities, previous studies have indicated that
African American men fare less well than their White counterparts in the academic
workforce, including a recent study by the author that found the hiring practices in
higher education had a disparate effect on African American men. On the grounds that
human capital and merit-based performance measures have proven to be critical criteria
for decision making within the overall hiring practices in higher education, this study
examined the extent to which these factors influence the observed representation of
African American and White men in the academic workforce. This study found that
both human capital and merit-based performance measures were good employment
predictors for White men and, in contrast, were not good employment predictors for
African American men in the academic workforce.
Keywords: African Americans; disparate representation; men; workforce

B

oth a Supreme Court decision and subsequent federal legislation have shown
great promise for improving the work conditions for the African American community in education: Brown v. Board of Education (1954) and Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. The 1954 U.S. Supreme Court decision in Brown v. Board of
Education is among the most significant judicial turning points in the development
of our country. By declaring that the discriminatory nature of racial segregation violated the 14th amendment to the U.S. Constitution, it initiated a social contract that
vowed to eradicate the injustices in the United States by addressing the inequities in
the educational system between racial groups (Grant, 1995). Although it was generally understood that the decision would influence the educational experiences for
African American students, it was also conceptualized to enhance the workplace
conditions and employment opportunities for African American professionals in
education.
With regard to hiring, workplace conditions (e.g., promotion, compensation, and
job training), or any other matters related to employment, Title VII of the Civil
1004
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Rights Act of 1964 indicates that it is unlawful to discriminate against any individual for employment because of his or her race or color. Such legislation applies not
only to employers with 15 or more employees, including state and local governments, but also to employment agencies and to labor organizations, as well as to the
federal government. Title VII prohibits both intentional and unintentional discriminatory job policies that disproportionately exclude people of color (Kaplin & Lee,
1995). Under the segregation and classification of employees subsection, Title VII is
violated when employees who belong to a protected group are segregated by
physically isolating them from other employees or from customer contact.
More specifically, employers may not assign employees according to race or
color. For example, Title VII prohibits assigning primarily African Americans to predominantly African American establishments or geographic areas. It is also illegal to
exclude members of one group from particular positions, or to group or categorize
employees or jobs, so that members of a protected group generally hold certain jobs.
Coding applications or resumes to designate an applicant’s race, by either an
employer or employment agency, is evidence of discrimination where people of a
certain race or color are excluded from employment or from certain positions
(Kaplin & Lee, 1995).
Although the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v. Board of Education,
coupled with Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, forbid racial segregation and
discrimination in education, there is considerable evidence that they both still occur
for students and professionals. With regard to professionals, for example, in fiscal
year 2004, the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) received
27,696 charges of race discrimination. The EEOC resolved 29,631 race charges in
FY 2004 and recovered $61.1 million in monetary benefits for charging parties and
other aggrieved individuals (not including monetary benefits obtained through litigation; EEOC, 2006). The EEOC has also observed an increasing number of color
discrimination charges. Since the mid-1990s, color bias filings have increased to
125%, from 413 in FY 1994 to 932 in FY 2004.
Results of several recent studies suggest that there is racial segregation and discrimination implicit in the hiring practices in higher education (e.g., Flowers &
Jones, 2003; Jackson, 2002, 2003, 2006; Williams & Williams, 2006). African
Americans, in general, and African American men, in particular, were found to be
disadvantaged in the higher education workforce. The corpus of these studies has
examined demographic shifts in the higher education workforce and has concluded
that African Americans disproportionately hold lower level positions at less prestigious institutions. Within the context of this research, it is quite possible that implicit
discriminatory practices in higher education produce “race segregation.”
While this research is useful for identifying and describing race segregation in
the higher education workforce, the methodological procedures and data treatment
present problems explaining the results or even drawing inference from such data.
Therefore, this study aims to disentangle these results by attempting to identify
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factors that may influence hiring decisions in higher education. To that end, this
study used data from the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (Abraham
et al., 2002) to address the following research questions: (a) Do measures of human
capital and merit-based performance help to explain the observed representation,
by principal activity, of African American men in the academic workforce? and
(b) Do measures of human capital and merit-based performance help to explain
the observed representation, by principal activity, of White men in the academic
workforce?

Conceptualizing Human Capital and Merit-Based Performance
Measures in the Hiring Practices of Higher Education
Educational requirements, institutional prestige, job interviews, letters of recommendation, and prior professional achievements are common criteria used in the hiring practices of higher education (Trix & Psenka, 2003). These criteria often are
used, whether intentional or unintentional, to control access to positions within organizations. In turn, as the societal value and benefit of both the position and organization increase, it is quite likely that the threshold of expectations within these
criteria will alter. Such hiring practices have often been seen as “academic gatekeeping” practices. More specifically, this term represents a process of sorting
through and choosing among a number of individuals and then determining who is
worthy of selection (Erickson & Shultz, 1982).
Because higher social status positions and institutions tend to be less public with
their hiring practices, examining and addressing these practices are particularly difficult (Trix & Psenka, 2003). Data on the hiring and promotion of African
Americans, in general, and African American men, in particular, in the higher education academic workforce call to question hiring practices that yield disproportionate representation for this group (Jackson, 2004b, 2006). With this in mind, Brown
v. Board of Education serves as a demarcation for broader access for educational
opportunities in pre-K–12 education (and has philosophically been applied to higher
education as well) but has resulted in little evidence of increased proportional representation in the academic workforce in higher education (Cole & Jackson, 2005).
Below, human capital and merit-based performance measures are considered as a
window of opportunity to understand hiring practices in higher education.

Human Capital Theory
Institutions of higher education, alongside their pre-K–12 school partners, are
commonly viewed as central contributors to human capital development in the
United States (Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003). For example, the national discourse
related to remaining globally competitive includes major agenda items directed
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toward recommendations and initiatives to expand the training of individuals in
particular fields. Therefore, institutions of higher education are seen as major vehicles of accomplishing these urgent and needed results. Human capital theory also
purports that individuals and society derive economic benefits from investments in
people (Sweetland, 1996). Although various activities (e.g., health care) have been
found to increase human capital, education receives the most research attention
(Langelett, 2002). Myriad studies have examined education in various formats,
including pre-K–12 schooling, higher and postsecondary education, and other informal education and on-the-job training (Cohn & Geske, 1990; Corazzini, 1967;
Mincer, 1989; Schultz, 1961).
According to Langelett (2002), education (e.g., formal and informal) is a form of
human capital, which requires both individual and societal investment. For the most
part, individuals receive a private return, whereas government-funded initiatives
yield a social return. Previous research has found that an investment in education
increases an individual’s income after controlling for important variables (e.g., cost
of schooling, ability, and family background; Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003; Cohn
& Hughes, 1994; Psacharopoulos, 1984). A unique aspect about human capital, as
opposed to other forms of capital, is that it cannot be sold or given away. Dean
(1984) identified eight ways in which education affects an individual’s economic
well-being. First, it increases human capital. Second, there is an inverse relationship
between the average level of education and fertility rates in a cross-section of
counties. Third, education reduces search time in labor markets. Fourth, there is a
correlation between education and the health of the workforce. Fifth, there is a direct
relationship between the education level of children and their parents. Sixth, there
are consumption effects of education. Seventh, education has an effect on crime,
social cohesion, and technology development. Last, there are income distribution
effects that affect average income.
It must be noted that all views of human capital are not affirmative. Theodore Schultz
(1961), in his presidential address for the American Economic Association, stated,
The mere thought of investment in human beings is offensive to some among us. Our
values and beliefs inhibit us from looking upon human beings as capital goods, except
in slavery, and this we abhor. We are not unaffected by the long struggle to rid society
of indentured service and to evolve political and legal institutions to keep men free
from bondage. These are achievements that we prize highly. Hence, to treat human
beings as wealth that can be augmented by investment runs counter to deeply held values. It seems to reduce man once again to a mere material component, to something
akin to property. (pp. 313-314)

Schultz seemed to wrestle psychologically with the notion of connecting the word
capital to people, thus strongly considering the potential effects of this action. In
some respects, the sentiment of the quote raises questions, if we are dehumanizing
each other by using such a concept. Likewise, Langelett (2002) brings our attention
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to another detractor for human capital theory—screening hypothesis. Equally or
more important than the production of human capital is the screening process used
by potential employers to sort individuals throughout the hiring process. From this
perspective, the screener has the power and authority to make evaluative judgments
on what forms and type of human capital are more or less important. Withstanding
these identified drawbacks of human capital theory, the theory continues to resonate
with the American culture, depicting the country as a place where one can actually
pursue social mobility and success, often through the acquisition of education
(Sweetland, 1996).

Merit-Based Performance
With fewer financial resources, the modern American economy insists that organizations and companies work more efficiently to produce greater outcomes (Bok,
2003). Nowhere can this pressure be felt more than at institutions of higher education, in particular, state-funded institutions. A common response to these pressures
is the implementation of a merit-based pay system (Lauer, 1991). In such a system,
individual job performance is linked to salary increases. A merit pay system is best
situated within an organization, when there is a logical flow between organizational
goals and outcomes (Lauer, 1991). Yet, the link between institutional goals and outcomes is unclear at colleges and universities (Perez, 2004). Nonetheless, it is a pay
system under which most faculty are evaluated.
With some exceptions (e.g., 2-year institutions), institutions of higher education
in the United States tend to value teaching, research, or service, awarding more
weight to one of the three according to institutional mission (Altbach, Berdhal, &
Gumport, 1999). These applied weights are signals for faculty roles and rewards
often materializing themselves into “shop talk,” such as “publish or perish,” “up or
out,” and “research versus teaching” (Marchant & Newman, 1994). As such, these
discussions provide a road map for which activities are more important as it pertains
to evaluations. Institutional reward systems show preference among teaching,
research, and service, with a significant portion of institutions focused primarily on
research (Graham & Diamond, 1997). Faculty evaluations are used for various reasons in higher education. For example, they are used for contract renewal for new
faculty, tenure decisions, promotion in rank (i.e., assistant, associate, and full professor), and merit pay (Thelin, 2004). Regardless of the evaluative purpose, a central
concern is, “How will good performance be identified and measured?”
Aligned with this notion, Alger (1998) has noted several problems with measuring merit for faculty of color. First, although the evaluation system may appear neutral, in practice, it can have a disparate effect on faculty of color. For example, using
a narrow definition of merit, emphasizing publication in traditional journals may
ignore emerging areas of scholarship and appropriate venues for faculty of color
research. Second, service commitments are given less weight in the evaluation
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process. This can have a negative effect on faculty of color, in particular if they are
allocated to serve on all the diversity-related committees. Last, using collegiality as
an evaluation criterion for faculty of color is problematic. Alger (1998) also notes
that collegiality is often used as a code word for shared backgrounds, interests, and
personal and social perspectives. Because this measure is ambiguous, it is quite
likely that it could be used against faculty whose ideas and work challenge the status quo of the department.
Lauer (1991) outlines four conditions that need to be met in order to have a successful merit pay system. First, good performance leads to increased pay. The institution needs to guarantee increased pay for good performance, or it will not work.
For example, a raise less than the cost of living increase represents a loss in absolute
dollars. Second, disclosure is needed to verify system credibility. Within a “true”
merit system, the winners are known and top producers are announced and awarded
for their achievements. Third, rewards show organizations’ values. Although money
is an important asset, it may not be the best award available. Fourth, pay increases
need to be significant. An effective system provides at least two times the average
increment. Therefore, an awardee could possibly get twice the amount of merit the
average employee gets. In addition to these four conditions, Andrews and Marzano
(1983) recommend establishing the criteria for good performance, stipulating the
actual reward, and identifying how many faculty members are eligible for merit pay,
prior to the evaluation exercise.
Some institutions have spent a great deal of time addressing the aforementioned
concerns and benefits about merit pay systems. For example, in 1998, Middle East
Technical University developed a system to measure performance for faculty
members (Uctug & Koksal, 2003). It includes separate criteria and measures for
each college within the university. For the most part, these criteria include publications, editorial work, professional and other research-related activities, educational
activities, memberships and awards, and other activities (see Table 1). The institution developed this system for use with faculty recruitment and promotion. The
attempt was made to assign points to almost every possible activity and work of a
faculty member. Seemingly human capital and merit-based performance appraisal
variables show great promise for providing an explanation as to why some occupations are predominately White and male.

Review of Related Research
For approximately 15 years, research literature on the higher education workforce
has documented that Whites are highly represented in upper level positions, whereas
people of color (e.g., African Americans) tend to be concentrated in less prestigious
ones (Konrad & Pfeffer, 1991). Acknowledging this problem, many institutions of
higher education have framed rhetoric around diversifying the higher education
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Table 1
Annual Performance Assessment Scheme
Activity or Work
Journal paper
Full paper published in an A-type national journal
Full paper published in a B-type national journal
Chapter in a book
Chapter in a scientific, professional book, or textbook published by a nationally known publisher
Chapter in a scientific, professional book, or textbook published by another national publisher
Book
Scientific, professional books, or textbooks published by nationally known publishers
Scientific, professional books, or textbooks published by other national publishers
Editor of a book
Editor of a scientific, professional book, or textbook published by a nationally known publisher
Editor of a scientific, professional book, or textbook published by another national publisher
Conference paper
Full paper presented at and published in the proceedings of a refereed, regularly held conference
Abstract of a paper presented at and published in the proceedings of a refereed,
regularly held conference
Conference presentation
Unpublished presentation in a refereed, regularly held conference
Editor of a proceedings or a special issue
Editor of the proceedings of a refereed, regularly held conference or of the
special issue of a journal
Translation of a book
Published translation of a scientific, professional book, or textbook published
by an international publisher
Translation of a paper or chapter
Published translation of a full paper published in a peer-reviewed journal covered
by Science Citation Index, Social Sciences Citation Index, or Arts & Humanities
Citation Index core list, or a book chapter in a scientific, professional book, or textbook
published by an international publisher
Citations
Each citation by other authors

Points

6
2
8
6
20
10
5
3
3
1

1
3

6

1
0.2

Source: Uctug and Koksal (2003).
Note: The following scheme is used for distributing points in common works: single contributor = point given
(p); two contributors = 0.8xp; more than two contributors = 1.8p/n; more than one chapter in a book = (1 + k/c)p;
n = number of contributors; c = total number of chapters in the book; k = number of chapters written by the author.

workforce, yet few initiatives have resulted in significant outcomes. Outside of educating citizens for societal needs, it is believed that one of the important functions of
higher education institutions is the hiring, selection, and training of employees
(Bledstein, 1976; Sveiby, 1997). The following section outlines research in three
knowledge domains to inform this study: (a) hiring and selection process in higher
education; (b) peer review and rater bias; and (c) discrimination in higher education.
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Hiring and Selection in Higher Education
Sagaria (2002) organized the administrator and management selection literature
into two approaches: rational and representational. She conceptualized the rational
approach as a logical and objective evaluation focused on human capital variables
(e.g., years of experience). Within this approach, she highlights research that prescribes the steps of the hiring and selection process (e.g., Kaplowitz, 1996) and
focuses on the symmetry between candidate and job characteristics (e.g., Taylor &
Bergman, 1987), employers’ preferences (e.g., Cox, Schlueter, Moore, & Sullivan,
1989; McLaughlin & Riesman, 1985; Reid & Rogers, 1981; Rynes, Heneman, &
Schwab, 1980), and consideration of gender (e.g., Futoran & Wyer, 1986) and race
(e.g., McIntyre, Moberg, & Posner, 1980). On another note, the representational
approach views the hiring process as symbolic and unpredictable (Sagaria, 2002).
The research supporting this approach has included studies that viewed search committees as symbols manipulated by political dynamics (e.g., Birnbaum, 1988), examined searches as complex decision-making processes (e.g., Olsen, 1976), and
provided insights into the ritualistic nature of selection procedures (e.g., Twombly,
1992), presidential candidates’ experiences (e.g., McLaughlin & Riesman, 1985),
and the experiences for people of color (e.g., de la Luz Reyes & Halcon, 1988;
WoodBrooks, 1991).
A component of the hiring and selection process is the interviewer’s perception
of the candidate (Hitt & Barr, 1989), which unfortunately includes subjective judgment (Cesare, 1996). Wade and Kinicki (1995) note, “The relationship between
objective applicant qualifications and the hiring decision is an indirect one, and that
subjective qualifications mediate this relationship” (p. 151). Likewise, previous
research has documented the influence of nonverbal cues (e.g., gender and race) on
interviewer perceptions of applicants’ qualifications (Parson & Liden, 1984). In fact,
for three decades, research has shown interviewers to be heavily influenced by physical characteristics, behavior, and other nonverbal cues not directly related to the job
(Schmitt, 1976). For example, Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum, and Goldstein (1991) found
that “baby-faced” and female applicants were favored for positions requiring warmth
and submission, whereas “mature-faced” or male applicants were favored for positions requiring shrewdness and leadership. In turn, baby-faced and female applicants
were more likely to be discriminated against with regard to higher status positions.

Peer Review and Rater Bias
A chief concern of any performance evaluation is whether bias enters the process
due to rater or ratee characteristics (e.g., race and gender). Steinpress, Anders, and
Ritzke (1999) note that peer review evaluations have been criticized for poor interrater reliability, lack of objectivity, and nepotism. Over the years, research has indicated that both men and women rate the quality of work by men higher when the
gender is known (O’Leary & Wallston, 1982). More specifically, Wenneras and Wold
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(1997) state, “Our study strongly suggests that peer reviewers cannot judge scientific
merit independent of gender” (p. 341). The majority of the research has focused on
the causes of gender bias but provides guidance to understand bias, based on race
and ethnicity (Bauer & Baltes, 2002; Davison & Burke, 2000; Gunderson, Tinsley,
& Terpstra, 1996). In 1980, Nieva and Gutek found that gender bias occurs when one
gender is rated higher than the other given similar performance. As a consequence,
these results have implications for not only performance evaluations but also hiring
decisions.
Based on the work of social-cognitive theory, researchers have found a link
between stereotypes and perceived behavior or characteristics, based on gender (e.g.,
Del Boca, Ashmore, & McManus, 1986; Swim & Sanna, 1996). Stereotyping is used
to categorize individuals into groups, and in turn, these categorizations influence
group attributes placed on individuals from the group by others (Cleveland,
Stockdale, & Murphy, 2000; Seta & Seta, 1993). It is unfortunate that these stereotypes are likely to influence the rater’s evaluation of a member from specific groups
(Martell, 1991). For instance, Biernat and Manis (1994) found that individuals
use shifting standards based on stereotypes to make judgments. Basically, these
researchers suggest that when an individual judges someone from a different social
group, the individual implicitly uses his or her self-developed conception of group
means or standards, likely based on stereotypes for that particular group. For
example, the standard for what is tall is not the same for men and women. In contrast, racially similar applicants are perceived to be better candidates and are given
higher ratings than racially dissimilar applicants (Prewett-Livingston, Field, Veres,
& Lewis, 1996).

Discrimination in the Higher Education Workforce
Although the identification of insufficient participation for African Americans
and other people of color in the educational pipeline highlights the lack of diversity
within the higher education workforce, it does not depict the whole story (Jackson,
2003). It does not account for the unwelcoming and unaccommodating environment
at institutions of higher education created by discrimination in the workplace
(Trower & Chait, 2002); the otherwise qualified candidates who forego graduate
school or select alternative career options are left out of the educational pipeline
equation. Moreover, Trower and Chait posit that academe, like other professions, has
a strong culture of beliefs associated with accepted methods for doing business,
which is not easily altered or changed. This culture is not challenged until there are
new priorities that need to be considered—like race and ethnicity.
Discrimination in the higher education workforce could go undetected for the
most part because of its covert nature. That is, contemporary forms of prejudice or
racism are less conscious and more subtle (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000; Gaertner &
Dovidio, 1986). Although these forms may be more subtle, indirectly expressed, and
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rationalized, they have equally negative consequences for people of color (Dovidio
& Gaertner, 1998). This new form of racism has been viewed as aversive. In this context, Dovidio and Gaertner (2000) developed the terminology and define it. For
example, they state, “Aversive racism is hypothesized to characterize the racial attitudes of many whites who endorse egalitarian values, who regard themselves as nonprejudiced, but who discriminate in subtle, rationalizable ways” (p. 315). The
explicit and implicit nature of higher education institutions make them prime candidates for this form of racism (Misra, Kennelly, & Karides, 1999).
A large portion of the literature on faculty of color explores their experiences, the
majority of which unearths negative ones (James & Farmer, 1993; Myers & Turner,
1995; Turner & Myers, 2000; Washington & Harvey, 1989). Faculty members in these
studies speak of marginalization, poor working conditions, lack of person–environment
fit, and pressures to work harder than their White counterparts (Bourguignon et al.,
1987; Tack & Patitu, 1992). To provide a deeper understanding of the primary issues of
concern for people of color in the academic workforce, this subsection will highlight
seven themes from the literature used to characterize the faculty of color experience.
Lack of support. Since the 1960s, African American faculty and other faculty of
color have increasingly filled faculty positions at colleges and universities (Turner &
Myers, 2000). Yet, despite the gains made in recent years, there is a great deal of
organizational change that still needs to take place. To be sure, it is unrealistic for an
organizational culture that once excluded racial and ethnic minorities purely on the
basis of appearance to quickly transform into a system completely anchored in
fairness and equal opportunity (Björk & Thompson, 1989; Spann, 1990). Notwithstanding this glaring reality, many African American faculty and other faculty of
color are well aware of the problems in higher education. Thus, they have expressed
a lack of support by their academic departments as an attributing factor to low
retention rates for faculty of color (D. Smith, Wolf, & Busenberg, 1996). The most
commonly cited areas for lack of support include, but are not limited to, (a) not
receiving adequate financial support; (b) being subjected to differential evaluation
mechanisms; (c) qualitative review processes; (d) undue regulation; (e) inappropriate questioning related to nonscholarly matters; and (f) receiving inadequate information. Thus, the need for support, from fellow faculty colleagues of color, is one of
the most influential factors for the promotion and tenure among faculty of color.
Revolving door syndrome. Although the recruitment of African American faculty
and other faculty of color is on the rise, retaining these individuals is still another
struggle that institutions are facing (R. M. Smith, 1994). The “revolving door syndrome” refers to the issue of retaining faculty of color at institutions of higher education. To help close the revolving door, it is clear that it will take some initiative on
the part of academic departments, specifically academic chairpersons (Bensimon,
Ward, & Sanders, 2000). It is imperative that academic chairpersons figure out ways
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to minimize the influence of a formerly racially segregated academic community
and “legislated integration.” Although legislation or policy can reduce blatant discrimination and racism on the nation’s campuses, it cannot create a community of
collegiality among faculty members in a department. To further exacerbate matters,
too many African American faculty mistakenly believe that the revolving door syndrome is a function of their performance (Blackwell, 1996; Spann, 1990; Turner &
Myers, 2000).
Tokenism. Tokenism has negatively affected African American faculty and other
faculty of color (Mitchell, 1982; Padilla & Chávez, 1995; Turner & Myers, 2000).
Many of these faculty feel that they must continually prove themselves to their colleagues (de la Luz Reyes & Halcon, 1988). They are confronted with attitudes from
peers that they were hired as a token without being qualified. The perceptions held
by some non-minority faculty that faculty of color are less qualified or less likely to
make contributions in research are a byproduct of tokenism. Predicating the hire of
one person of color builds into the concept of a “token hire,” because this contributes
further to the isolation by being “the one” in the department. It is common for
tokenism to manifest itself in a myriad of forms (e.g., committee overload, marginality, and professional isolation); therefore, it is crucial that academic departments
develop well-thought-out strategies to identify and eliminate each form (for strategies, see Jackson, 2001, 2004a, 2006).
Typecasting. The typecasting syndrome is the attitude that only African Americans,
Latinos, Native Americans, or Asian Americans can teach ethnic-related courses
(Turner, Myers, & Creswell, 1999). Although some may argue that faculty of color
are better suited to conduct research or teach courses about ethnic minorities, discrimination, racism, and diversity issues, all faculty of color may not want to teach or
conduct research in these areas. However, some faculty of color are pushed or
strongly encouraged to pursue those activities (de la Luz Reyes & Halcon, 1988).
Moreover, some faculty of color believe that these important lines of inquiry are not
valued or viewed as scholarly contributions by colleges and universities (Banks,
1984; de la Luz Reyes & Halcon, 1988). This form of typecasting may adversely
affect faculty members of color who prefer pursuing other areas of research, thus minimizing their academic freedom. Typecasting can be eliminated by merely allowing
faculty of color to determine their research and teaching agenda through traditional
means of scholarship as opposed to mandating or using faculty of color to teach the
“diversity course” (Tack & Patitu, 1992).
One-minority-per-pot. The one-minority-per-pot is the “unwritten quota system”
in which departments hire one minority per department (de la Luz Reyes & Halcon,
1988). In the past, prior to recent civil rights legislation, there was a different system
in place. The quota system was viewed as the “no minorities allowed” rule. This
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condition was easily enforced, usually through violence, and remained in place for
hundreds of years (Washington & Harvey, 1989). As the number of faculty of color
increased on campuses, faculty of color began to notice a different phenomenon.
Today, in too many academic departments, there may be one or two faculty of color
in the department. With this condition in place, it is possible for faculty of color to
be overrepresented in ethnic studies departments; meanwhile, in other departments,
the prevailing practice is one minority per department (Anderson, 1994; Banks,
1984; Blackwell, 1996).
Brown-on-brown taboo. The brown-on-brown research taboo implies that research
interests of many faculty of color focus on their ethnicity and other persons of color
(Turner & Myers, 2000). White colleagues often see research by faculty of color on
people of color as unimportant and not valid. It is ironic that “white-on-white”
research is afforded legitimacy, but “brown-on-brown” research is questionable and
challenged at the same time that many White social scientists are establishing their
professional careers as experts on minority issues (de la Luz Reyes & Halcon, 1988).
Blackwell (1996) found that faculty of color experienced criticism by peers over the
journals in which they published. Peers were not as concerned about the quality of
research as they were about what the research entailed. The quality of research by
faculty of color is also challenged when it is published on diversity issues in ethnicspecific journals. This fact supports the contention that faculty of color have to not
only undergo the rigors of tenure and promotion, but also deal with racism on many
different levels (Tack & Patitu, 1992).

Method
Dataset
The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) designed and conducted
the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99; Abraham et al.,
2002) survey. NSOPF:99 was conducted to address the need for national-level data
on college faculty and instructors, those who directly affect the quality of teaching
and learning at American postsecondary institutions (Abraham et al., 2002).
Therefore, NSOPF is the most comprehensive dataset on the academic workforce.
The data collection occurred during the academic year 1998-1999, which included
960 degree-granting postsecondary institutions and an initial sample of 31,354 faculty and instructional staff. Approximately 28,600 faculty and instructional staff
were sent a questionnaire. Subsequently, a subsample of 19,813 faculty and instructional staff was drawn for additional survey follow-up. Approximately 18,000 faculty and instructional staff questionnaires were completed for a weighted response
rate of 83%. The response rate for the institution survey was 93%. The weighted
responses represent the national estimates for 1999 (957,767; Abraham et al., 2002).
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To correct for the nonsimple random sample design and to minimize the influence
of large sample sizes on standard errors, the effective sample size was altered by
adjusting the relative weight downward as a function of the overall design effect
(Thomas, Heck, & Bauer, 2005). This was achieved by multiplying the relative
weight by the reciprocal of the Design Effect (DEFF) value and then reweighting the
data with the DEFF adjusted relative weight.

Dependent Variables
The dependent variables for the academic workforce were based on individuals’
responses to the principal activity question on the NSOPF:99. The question asked,
“What was your principal activity at this institution during the 1998 Fall term? If you
have equal responsibilities, please select one.” Possible responses were teaching,
research, clinical service, administration, on sabbatical from the institution, and other
activity. These responses were recoded to create three dummy variables for the academic workforce: (a) administration, (b) teaching, and (c) research. Faculty members
contained within the administration category have assumed institutional positions
committed to administrative functions (e.g., department chair, dean, and vice president of academic affairs). Faculty members categorized as teaching tend to represent
the traditional tenured or tenure-track faculty (e.g., assistant, associate, and full professor) profile of a mix between teaching, research, service, and outreach. Last, the
research category (e.g., research professor and research scientist) includes individuals who are, for the most part, in non-tenure-track positions focused on research.

Independent Variables
In selecting independent variables, decisions were guided by research on human
capital theory and merit-based performance measures. Accordingly, the logistic
regression models included 10 variables. The human capital measures included
(a) institutional type of highest degree; (b) field of highest degree; (c) institutional
type of place of employment; (d) institutional control of place of employment; and
(e) years held current position. The merit-based performance measures included
(a) career publications; (b) external funding; (c) total number of grants; (d) teaching
committees; and (e) administrative committees.

Analyses
Due to the dichotomous nature of the dependent variables, logistic regression was
used to examine the extent to which human capital and merit-based performance measures explained the low observed representation for African American men and high
observed representation for White men in the academic workforce (Cabrera, 1994).
Several measures of fit were used when judging the significance of each logistic
regression model: χ2 of the model, pseudo R2, and PCPs. A significant χ2 indicates that
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the independent variable as a group correlates with the dependent variable. At most,
the pseudo R2 represents the proportion of error variance in relation to a null model.
PCP represents the percentage of cases predicted by the model. PCPs higher than
55% signify a good fit for the model (Cabrera, 1994). As a measure of the magnitude of effect, ∆ps were used, which represents the change in the probability in the
dependent variable due to a change in the factor variable under consideration. For
example, a ∆p value of 0.045 indicates that a one-unit change in the predictor is
related to a 4.5 percentage point increase in the likelihood that a faculty member
would become an academic leader.

Limitations of Study
There are several limitations for this study worth noting. First, the analyses for
this study were limited to variables contained in NSOPF:99. The NSOPF:99 is the
most comprehensive survey of the academic workforce and a rich data source; however, human capital and merit-based performance measures were somewhat limited.
Although the 10 variables used for these analyses were applicable, other forms of
human capital and merit-based performance measures were not available. Second,
analyses for this study were limited to cross-sectional data. Therefore, these results
include members of the academic workforce employed during the year of data collection. In turn, implications of this study present one point in time. Third, separate
logistic regression models were run for both African American and White men. In
doing so, direct comparisons between groups are not possible. However, these models were developed separately to understand explanations for observed representation for each group independently.
Fourth, cautions for strict interpretations of the African American male models
are warranted because of the potential challenges associated with the power of the
analysis based on the sample size. For example, the patterns of effects show that, for
the most part, the coefficients in both sets of models are going in the same direction
and that the magnitude for these coefficients is similar. Whereas these limitations are
apparent in this study, the results still provide a window for understanding the differential outcomes for African American and White men in the academic workforce.

Results
Descriptive Results
Table 2 presents the descriptive data for both African American and White men
in the academic workforce. For both groups, the largest percentage received their
highest degree from research institutions. Likewise, the lowest percentage of highest
degrees was earned at liberal arts institutions. Whereas both groups had 15.2% of its
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Table 2
Descriptive Distribution of Human Capital and Merit-Based
Performance Measures by Group: Fall 1998

Variable
Highest degree—institutional type
Research
Doctoral
Comprehensive
Liberal arts
2-year
Highest degree—field
Agriculture and home economics
Business
Education
Engineering
Fine arts
Health services
Humanities
Natural sciences
Social sciences
Other programs
Employment—institutional type
Research
Doctoral
Comprehensive
Liberal arts
2-year
Employment—institutional control
Public
Private
Years held current position
Career publications
External funding
Total number of grants
Teaching committees, served
Admin. committees, served

African American Men
(estimated pop. = 18,601)

White Men
(estimate pop. = 231,599)

Observed Value

Observed Value

48.50%
14.30%
18.40%
3.60%
15.20%

58.70%
11.60%
12.50%
2.00%
15.20%

1.00%
8.60%
14.20%
3.60%
6.60%
7.60%
13.20%
17.80%
10.70%
16.70%

2.20%
7.60%
10.60%
5.50%
6.80%
10.60%
13.10%
18.10%
10.90%
14.60%

16.40%
7.40%
23.30%
14.30%
38.60%

28.20%
9.00%
19.80%
9.20%
33.80%

69.10%
30.90%
9.19
17.00
$12,548.97
.3865
1.80
2.51

69.50%
30.50%
11.54
31.05
$16,038.83
.5846
1.76
2.49

members with highest degrees from 2-year institutions, the percentage distribution
represented the second highest for White men and the third highest for African
American men. Approximately 18.4% of African American men and 11.6% of White
men received their highest degree at comprehensive institutions. Last, the distribution
of African American and White men with highest degrees from doctoral institutions
was 14.3% and 11.6%, respectively.
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As for field of highest degree, the highest percentage of African American men
was in the fields of natural sciences (17.8%), other programs (16.7%), and education
(14.2%), whereas the three fields of study with the most White men were natural
sciences (18.1%), other programs (14.6%), and humanities (13.1%). The fields of
study with the lowest percentage of African American and White men were the
same: (a) agriculture and home economics, (b) engineering, and (c) fine arts.
The institutional type for employment varied for both groups, with one exception.
Both groups had the largest percentage of members employed at 2-year institutions.
For African American men, comprehensive institutions had the second largest percentage, followed by research, liberal arts, and doctoral institutions, respectively.
The second largest percentage of White men was employed at research institutions,
followed by comprehensive, doctoral, and liberal arts institutions. The employment
distribution of African American and White men by institutional control was similar.
For the most part, both groups had the majority of its members employed at public
institutions (69%), whereas the remainder worked at private institutions (31%).
The average distribution of the merit-based performance measures was skewed in
favor of White men with two exceptions: teaching and administrative committee
work. African American men were in their current position on average 9.19 years,
whereas White men had 11.54 years. With regard to career publications, African
American men had 17 and White men had 31. The average yearly external funding
for African American men was $12,548.97, and for White men, it was $16,038.83.
Closely related was the average number of external grants, approximately .3865 for
African American men and .5846 for White men. When considering service on
teaching committees, African American men averaged 1.80 per year, whereas White
men averaged 1.76. Likewise, African American men averaged 2.51 administrative
committees and White men averaged 2.49.

Logistic Regression Results
Table 3 shows the results of three separate logistic regression models for White
men in the academic workforce. Three separate models were specified for traditional
employment categories in the academic workforce: (a) administration, (b) teaching,
and (c) research. Each model reports the beta weights for all variables and ∆p values
for statistically significant variables. The first of the data columns indicates the beta
weights, which represent the relative importance of each variable, controlling for all
others in the model. The second column displays the statistically significant ∆p values, which show the change in the probability of default that each significant variable makes, controlling for all others. Based on the goodness-of-fit indices, these
three models were a good fit.
In the Administration Model, the beta weights and ∆p values indicate that there
was one variable that generates significant increases in the probability of White men’s
observed representation in positions with the principle function of administration:
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Table 3
Logistic Regression Results for White Men in the
Academic Workforce by Principal Activity
Administration
Variable

Beta

Teaching
∆p

Beta

Human capital measures
Highest degree—institutional type
Doctoral
–.154
.168
Comprehensive
.077
–.008
Liberal arts
.202
–.591**
2-year
–.478
–.712**
Highest degree—field
Agriculture and home economics
–1.179**
–.0605
–.194
Business
–.956***
–.0534
.825****
Engineering
–.928***
–.0524
.464**
Fine arts
–1.136***
–.0593
.960****
Health services
–1.012***
–.0554
–.600***
Humanities
–.658***
–.0413
.603***
Natural sciences
–1.056****
–.0568
.346**
Social sciences
–.804***
–.0477
.377**
Other programs
–.432*
–0.0297
.253
Employment—institutional type
Doctoral
.023
.804****
Comprehensive
–.059
1.373****
Liberal arts
.112
1.253****
2-year
–.922****
–.0522
1.608****
Employment—institutional control
Public
–.033
.072
Years held current position
–.006
.017****
Merit-based performance measures
Career publications
.002
–.003***
External funding
.000
.000**
Total number of grants
–.005
–.083****
Teaching committees, served
–.031
.064****
Admin. committees, served
.256****
.0233
–.092****
Constant
–2.189****
–.408**
Adjusted weighted sample
6,910
6,910
Estimated population size
231,599
231,599
po
.0901
.7096
Model χ2, df
219.470, 24****
640.566, 24****
Pseudo R2
.151
.271
PCP
91.2%
78.7%

Research
∆p

Beta

∆p

–0.0394

–0.1346
–0.1644

–.689*
–.920
.264
.135

0.1383
0.0857
0.1549
–0.1368
0.1074
0.0659
0.0712

1.633***
1.450**
1.168**
–.834
.811
.914
1.967****
1.797***
–.171

0.2333
0.1951
0.1422

0.1356
0.1965
0.1857
0.2146

–.898****
–2.761****
–3.385****
–18.663

–0.0473
–0.0771
–0.0798

0.0035

–.059
–.034****

–0.0006
–0.0000
–0.0174
0.0130
–0.0193

0.3094
0.2697

–0.0025

.003**
0.0002
.000**
0.0000
.215****
0.0179
–.004
–.093**
–0.0068
–1.860***
6,910
231,599
.0828
773.478, 24***
.519
93.4%

Note: PCP = percentage of cases predicted by the model. ∆p statistics are shown only for those variables whose coefficients were significant.
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01. ****p < .001.

service on administrative committees. Significant decreases in default probability
are produced by earning a highest degree in the following fields (compared with
education): agriculture and home economics, business, engineering, fine arts, health
services, humanities, natural sciences, social sciences, and other programs. In addition,
employment at 2-year institutions significantly decreases the default probability.
The beta weights and ∆p values for the Teaching Model indicate that there are 12
variables that generate significant increases in the probability of White men’s
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observed representation in positions with the principle function of teaching: highest
degree field (compared with education) in business, engineering, fine arts, humanities, natural sciences, and social sciences. Likewise, employment in the following
institutional types (compared with research institutions)—doctoral, comprehensive,
liberal arts, and 2-year institutions—increase the default probability. Last, increased
years in current position, increased levels of external funding, and increased participation on teaching committee service increase the default probability. Receiving a
highest degree from liberal arts and 2-year institutions compared with research institutions produces significant decreases in default probability. Likewise, receiving a
highest degree in the field of health services compared with education decreases the
default probability. Last, increased career publications, grants, and participation in
administrative committees significantly decrease the default probability.
In the Research Model, the beta weights and ∆p values indicate that there are
eight variables that generate significant increases in the probability of White men’s
observed representation in positions with the principle function of research: receiving highest degrees in the following fields (compared with education): agriculture
and home economics, business, engineering, natural sciences, and social sciences.
Likewise, increased career publications, increased levels of external funding, and
increased number of grants significantly increase the default probability. Earning a
highest degree from doctoral institutions compared with research institutions produces
significant decreases in default probability. In addition, employment at doctoral, comprehensive, and liberal arts institutions (compared with research institutions) decreases
the default probability. Last, increased years in current position and increased participation on administrative committees decrease default probability.
Table 4 shows the results of three separate logistic regression models for African
American men in the academic workforce. Fewer beta weights and ∆p values are
significant for the African American male population. In the Administration Model,
the beta weights and ∆p values indicate that there is one variable that generates significant increases in the probability of African American men’s observed representation in positions with the principle function of administration: service on
administrative committees. In the Teaching Model, the beta weights and ∆p values
indicate that there are three variables that generate significant increases in the probability of African American men’s observed representation in positions with the principle function of teaching: receiving a highest degree in natural sciences (compared
with education), employment at comprehensive institutions (compared with research
institutions), and employment at liberal arts institutions (compared with research
institutions). In the Research Model, the beta weights and ∆p values indicate that
there is one variable that generates significant increases in the probability of African
American men’s observed representation in positions with the principle function of
research: increased number of grants. Based on the goodness-of-fit indices, these
three models were a good fit.
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Table 4
Logistic Regression Results for African American Men in the
Academic Workforce by Principal Activity
Administration
Variable

Beta

Human capital measures
Highest degree—institutional type
Doctoral
Comprehensive
Liberal arts
2-year
Highest degree—field
Agriculture and home economics
Business
Engineering
Fine arts
Health services
Humanities
Natural sciences
Social sciences
Other programs
Employment—institutional type
Doctoral
Comprehensive
Liberal arts
2-year
Employment—institutional control
Public
Years held current position
Merit-based performance measures
Career publications
External funding
Total number of grants
Teaching committees, served
Admin. committees, served
Constant
Adjusted weighted sample
Estimated population size
po
Model χ2, df
Pseudo R2
PCP

Teaching
∆p

Beta

Research
∆p

Beta

–.116
–.215
.976
–.201

–.595
–.912
–.816
.182

.626
–1.079
1.492
–17.059

–.960
–.641
–.871
–2.242
.144
–.828
–1.588
–.404
–1.170

–.641
.654
.825
1.110
–1.452
.637
1.391*
–.077
.511

1.776
.531
–2.563
–16.609
.801
–.118
–.109
1.167
–.151

–.268
–.722
–.187
–.439

1.249
1.369**
1.581*
1.052

.124
–.008

–.017
.026

–.005
.000
–.014
–.016
.311***
–2.296*
555
18,601
.0885
18.313, 24
.241
91.2%

0.0252

.004
.000
–.078
–.015
–.158
.090
555
18,601
.7654
27.774, 24
.251
81.5%

0.1637

0.1623
0.1753

∆p

–.337
–2.289
–2.583
–18.359
1.400
–.036
.005
.000
.350*
.137
–.462
–1.846
555
18,601
.0392
26.416, 24
.562
97.2%

0.0155

Note: PCP = percentage of cases predicted by the model. ∆p statistics are shown only for those variables whose coefficients were significant.
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01.

Discussion
The logistic regression models employed in this study, based on human capital
and merit-based performance measures, were designed to simulate hiring practices
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in higher education. The animating intent was to model, to the degree that is possible, important criteria and variables considered in the hiring process. Statistically
significant results emerged for both sets of models (i.e., African American and White
men); however, overall, the magnitude of these variables was small. Nonetheless, at
least five conclusions may be drawn from this study. First, the logistic regression
models seem to contain appropriate variables to explain the high observed representation of White men in the academic workforce, especially so for the Teaching
Model. This proposition finds support because the teaching category in this study
represents the typical faculty profile that represents the bulk of the target population
of NSOPF:99.
Second, the lack of significant variables in the African American male models, in
turn, helps to explain the observed representation of African American men in the
academic workforce. Put simply, the lack of influence may explain the documented
low observed representation. There are at least two possible reasons for this occurrence: (a) the analytic model excludes or does not adequately measure all of the relevant variables, or (b) hiring practices in higher education disadvantage African
American men in the academic workforce. With regard to the analytic model, the
reader of this study must remain open to the statistical and data limitations as a possible explanation for the results. Likewise, the reader should remain open to the possibility that there are disadvantages for African American men in the academic
workforce.
With regard to the latter, it is important to note that Sagaria (2002), in her work
on the filtering process in administrative searches in higher education, coined the
concept “debasement filter.” More specifically, she found that debasement is a form
of racism that materializes in four ways: (a) the doubt of the seriousness or genuineness of the African American candidate’s interest in the position by the search
chair; (b) the chair’s perception of professional invisibility for African American
candidates; (c) the devaluing of professional experiences and competencies; and (d) the
expectation that African Americans would be responsible for responding to issues
germane to their and other groups of color.
Third, the criteria and variables privileged in the hiring practices in the academic
workforce may be problematic for African American men. For instance, a cursory
review across all logistic regression models for White men shows that 44 variables
were statistically significant. In essence, this suggests that the variables modeled
appear to be good predictors for White men. In contrast, only five variables were statistically significant across all logistic regression models for African American men.
In turn, it seems reasonable to suggest that another set of variables is a better predictor for African American men. Previous research does lend support to the notion
that people of color are judged on different criteria from their White counterparts
(e.g., de la Luz Reyes & Halcon, 1988; Konrad & Pfeffer, 1991; Turner & Myers,
2000). Attempting to contextualize these stereotypical views of African American
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men within American society, Erin Texeira (2006) more recently writes in the
Washington Post,
Every day, African-American men consciously work to offset stereotypes about them—
that they are dangerous, aggressive, angry. Some smile a lot, dress conservatively and
speak with deference: “Yes, sir,” or “No, ma’am.” They are mindful of their bodies,
careful not to dart into closing elevators or stand too close in grocery stores.

Fourth, human capital and merit-based performance measures appear to be
related to the hiring practices in the academic workforce, although they differ in their
degree of explanation for the separate models for African American and White men.
The results suggest that the accrual of valued human capital and increased meritbased performance serves White men well in the academic workforce. As for African
American men, these variables are important as well, but human capital and meritbased performance measures not modeled, and possibly non-job-related variables,
are more important. In short, the accrual of the modeled human capital and meritbased performance measures does not seem to adequately explain increases in the
observed representation of African American men in the academic workforce.
The logistic regression models simulate hiring practices that are well entrenched
concerning personnel decisions in higher education. This study was primarily concerned with how specific groups (i.e., African American and White men) were doing
independently in terms of model outcomes. In general, the results suggest that if
institutions of higher education intend to have diversity as a strategic direction,
major consideration should be given to changing merit criteria and human capital
expectations. For example, the University of Colorado is considering changing the
tenure system for faculty of color (Anas, 2006). More specifically, the institution
may readjust the work profiles for faculty of color to accommodate the increased service duties.
The practical implications of the results reported in this study are important.
Collectively, these results suggest that the hiring practices in the academic workforce
could be restructured to minimize the disparate effects on African American men,
thereby limiting racial bias in personnel decisions and ultimately addressing the
resulting race segregation of the higher education workforce. These practical
responses to empirical research could permit institutions of higher education to more
fully maintain fidelity to the intent and spirit of Brown v. Board of Education and
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. In closing, there are two logical extensions
for this study. First, further inquiries using these or related data should employ a
pooled sample to provide direct comparison between African American and White
men. Second, the use of multinomial logistic regression to examine differences
across the separate logistic regression models (i.e., administration, teaching, and
research) of this study may be quite revealing. Although these endeavors may not
yield findings much different from this study, the potential intellectual contribution
is compelling.
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