








UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

CENTRAL STATES REGIONAL OFFICE
Old Faderal Office Building

911 Walnut Street, Room 3103

Kansas City, Missouri 64106

Telephone: (816} 374-5253

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Melvin L. Jenkins, ‘Esq.
Regional Director

Central States Regional Office
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
8911 Walnut, Room 3100

Kansas City, Missouri 614106

(816) 374-5253

FOR RELEASE AT 2:00 p.m. (C.S.T.), APRTL 6, 1983

ST. LOUIS....While local governments in Missouri
generally had good records on their actual utilization of
minorities and women, Joanne M. Collins, chairperson of the
?ﬁissouri Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, noted that some of the data indicated patterns of

past discrimination for which affirmative action would be

gn avorovriate remedy. But local governments' affirmative
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action efforts were often deficient. The Advisory Committee

reviewed the affirmative action efforts of Boone, Jackson
and St. Louis Counties; the cities of Columbia, Kansas City,
St. Louls and University City; and the St. Louis and

Xansas City municipal police departments in a report released

today.
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Ms. Collins stated that the Advisory Committee made no
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Tindings and recommendations becausé they would be



substantially similar to those already made to Missourli State
government in a 1982 report. At that time the Advisory
Committee urged substantial revisions in affirmative actlon
programs to make them efficient and effective. Ms. Collins
concluded that "It is clear that affirmative action means nore
than simply reaching numeric goals that are easily reached.

It is a matter of ensuring that the entlire personnel process
provides opportunity for minorities and women without
discrimination. This goal remains unmet.”

The report, Local Government Aifirmative Action Effortsv—

Missouri, 1is available to the public without charge by
contacting:

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
911 Walnut, Room 3100

Kansas City, Missouri 64106
(816) 374-5253

i

The Missouril Advisory Committee is one of 51 such
Committees appointed by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights

to assist it in determining the current status of civil rights

J

in the nation. The Chalrperson of the Hissourl Advisory
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Committee is Joanne M. Collins, of Xansas City. Other members

of the Advisory Committee are: Anita Bond, John Buechner,

Harold L. Dielmann, John B. Ervin, Henry Givens, William S.
McEwen, Elsie A. Hall and Joseph H. Vatterott of St. Louls;
a1l Achtenberg, Lu Arredondo Bowersox, Harrison Cornelius,
Meyer L. Goldman, Stanley D. Rostov and Ashéon Stovall of

Kansas City; and, David R. Humgs of Hayti Heights. Members

of Advisory Committees to the Commission serve without

compensation.
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Thne U.S. Commission on Civil Rights is an independent,

Dipartisan, factfinding agency of the Federal Government
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yith the rights of minorities, women, the handi-
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nd aged. Clarence M. Pendleton, Jr., is Chairman
and Mary Louise Smith is Vice-Chairman. Other Commissioners
ars Mary ¥. Berry, Murray Saltzman, Jill S. Ruckelshaus and

Blandina C. Ramirez. John Hope IIT is Acting Staff Director.
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STATEMENT
OF
JOANNE M. COLLINS, CHAIRPERSON
OF THE
MISSOURI ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TO THE
U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

APRIL 6, 1983

e

MY NAME IS JOANNE M. COLLINS. WITH ME ARE SOME OF THE

OTHER MEMBERS OF THE MISSOURI ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE U.S.

Q
Q

MMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS AND MEMBERS OF OUR STAFF. I AND
THE OTHEER MEMBERS OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE SERVE WITHOUT
SATION AS THE EYES AND EARS OF THE COMMISSION IN

MISSOURI. WE ARE MANDATED BY THE 1957 CIVIL RIGHTS ACT, AS
AMENDED, TO REPORT TO THE COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS
DEVELOPMENTS IN THE STATE. THE COMMISSION CONSIDERS OUR
AND RECOMMENDATIONS IN ITS PROGRAM PLANNING
ACTIVITIES AND IN FRAMING ITS OWN REPORTS ON CIVIL RIGHTS
DEVELOPMENTS TO THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS.

WE ARE HERE TODAY TO ANNOUNCE THAT THE COMMITTEE HAS
TRANSMITTED TO THE COMMISSIONERS ITS REPORT ON LOCAL

COVERNMENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EFFORTS - MISSOURI. 1IN

THLS REPORT WE REVIEW THE EFFORTS OF BOONE, JACKSON AND
ST. LOUIS COUNTIES; THE CITIES OF COLUMBIA, KANSAS CITY,

ST. LOULS AND UNIVERSITY CITY; AND, THE METROPOLITAN POLICE

/

DEPARTMENTS IN KANSAS CITY AND ST. LOUIS. WE CONDUCTED A
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
Missouri Advisory Committee to tne

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
April 1983

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

Clarence M. Pendleton, Jr., Cnairman
Mary Louise Smith, Vice Chairman
Mary F. Berry - '
Blandina Cardenas Ramirez

Jill S. Ruckelshaus

Murray Saltzman

John Hope III, Acting Staff Director

Dear Commissioners:

Toe Missouri Advisory Committee submits this report on its study of the
affirmative action efforts of local governments in Missouri. The Advisory
Committee optained data for this study from tbe cities of Columbia, Kansas
City, St. Louis and University City and the counties of Boone, Jackson, and
St. Louis. Separate reauests for data about the Kansas City and St. Louis
police were made to their police boards because those are State agencies. The
goverameunts and police departments were given an opportunity to comment on a

draft of this report and their comments and corrections have been incorporated.

Tne affirmative action plans of most of the jurisdictions reviewed in this
report were deficient. DPerhaps the best were Columbia's and, allowing for
size, University City's. Only tne Kansas City police department was able to
assert that its affirmative action efforts comply with the guidelines proposed

by tne Commission for tne Accreditation of Law Enforcement Agencies. St.
Louis County's plan showed promise of being able to comply and University

City's plan, allowing for tne small size of the department, also appeared
adequate. Generally, the Advisory Committee found significant gaps in the
efforts being made to assure that there was no discriminatiom in local
government employment.

However,, the local governments' utilization statistics suggest far fewer
deficiencies than do the plan evaluations. This paradox suggests that numeric
based evaluations are no substitute for careful gqualitative evaluations of
each stage of the recruitment, selection and employment processes.

Tne Advisory Committee make no specific fiandings or recommendations but
incorporated by reference recommendations already made by the Missouri
Advisory Committee in its studies of State affirmative action effort and by
tgg U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in its assessments of affirmative action
efforts.

We urge you to consider our report in your program planning activities and
assist the Committee in its follow-up activities.

Respectfully,

JOANNE M. COLLINS, Chairperson
Missouri Advisory Committee
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I. INTRODUCTION

Tne Missouri Advisory Committee to tne U.S. Commission on Civil Rignts nas
reviewed the State's affirmative action efforts in its 1982 study, State
Government Affirmative Action in Mid-America: Ao Update. Tne Jowa, Kansas and
Nebraska Advisory Committees which participated 1n the review of State
government efforts also nave reviewed tne efforts of local governments in
toeir jurisdiction.l The Missouri Advisory Committee decided it shouid
conduct a similar review. To do so it focused on three metropolitan areas and
requested data about tne affirmative action efforts of Kansas City, St. lLouis
City, Columbia, University City, Boone County, Jackson County and St. Louis
County. Separate reguests were sent for information about trme St. Lonis City
and Kansas City police departments to their respective boards of police .
commissioners since while tney are funded by their municipal goveroments they
are State agencies. The Advisory Committee acknowledges with gratitude the
assistance of tne local governments and police hoards in providing data needed
for this study. All have been provided an opportunity to comment on a
preliminary draft of tnis report and their comments have peen incorporated or
otherwise noted.

In Chapter IT of this report, the Commnittee outlines some methodological
considerations in the examinations of numeric data relating to employment
efforts and objectives. TIn Chapters III-IX tne Committee reviews the
affirmative action efforts of the local governments. In Chapter X the
Committee reviews the efforts of each local government's police department.
The Advisory Committee's conclusions are contained in Chapter XI.
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II. APPROPRIATE STANDARDS FOR UTILIZATION COMPARISONS

Tne bardest part of any analysis of tne efforts of local governments to
employ minorities, women and other disadvantaged persons is to set a standard
by which to compare the actual utilization of workers in the local government
workforces witn potential availability in the laborforce. Two separate issues
must oe resolved. First, what is the appropriate geographic area for
comparison. Second, which of the many laborforce estimates available should
be utilized and now. '

The question of geograpnic scope is relatively free of controversy,
although there are still some complexities. Generally speaking, it seems
appropriate that all lower level employees (roughly from technician on down)
sbould be found within the immediate labor market area. In this study that
means the St. Louis, Kansas City and Columpia Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas. It also seems appropriate to judge overall utilization
based on the local area. However, tnere is some question about the
appropriate geographical area for administrative and professional jobs. The
reason for this 1s that while many local governments do obtain most of their
administrators or professionals within their immediate labor market area, some
are obtained by national recruitment (and indeed some could not be obtained
locally). Therefore, by and large, analysts have chosen to use national
laborforce estimates wnen assessing utilization of administrators or
professionals. The Federal government has been inconsistent on this selection
when evaluating its own workforce, but has generally taken a similar line. In
order to use tbe most conservative estimate, nowever, the Advisory Committee
has used the local labor market area.

The choice of laborforce estimates and how to use them 1s both complex and
controversial. The traditional choices have been census data, Bureau of lLabor
Statistics data or U.S. Baual Bmployment Opportunity Commission's (EEOC)
reports of private sector utilization.

Using 1970 census data was practical for the first few vears of the last
decade. But the data became increasingly out-of-date. It also was
inconvenient to use because published versions failed to provide information
in job categories that paralleled that needed to analyze particular
employers. As the decade progressed, private sector employers who needed good
data for affirmative action planning relied on statistical services that
started with census statistical data tapes and then used a variety of
computations to update the data and provide it in appropriate job categories.
Such services were relatively inexpensive, but still beyond the means of the
Missouri Advisory Committee. Nor were they utilized by public sector
employers in the State. Tne 1980 census data tapes are available and are
current. But the data has yet to be published in print or microfiche. Thus,
use of census data was effectively debarred as an option.

Bureau of Labor Statistics published data are the most current. They are
available for calendar year 198L.1 This data can be used to measure
availability by State. The data are presented for useful occupational groups
in race pv category format. That is, it is possible to determine tne
proportion of persons in etbnic group who are in particular job categories.

It 1s not possible to determine tne proportion of persons in eacn joo category
wno are in particular ethnic groups. Moreover, because the data are
sample-based, data on particular etnnic groups are limited. Tne data
available for Missouri is limited to proportions of whites, blacks, all men
and all women in particular job categories. There are no availaple data on
Hispanics or other groups nor is there data for SMSAs. In short, while for
limited purposes tne Bureau of Labor Statistics data are helpful, they are
incomplete. c

The Missouri Department of Labor and Industrial Relations produces a
series, Manpower Information for Affirmative Action Programs. This is based
on 1970 census proportions for utilization of minorities and women and
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the most recent available Bureau of labor Statistics report on total
employment. The data tnus have the deficiencies of noth the other data sets.
Tne department nopes to produce a better data set in 1983.2

Finally, the U.S. Baual Employment Opportunity Commission has published
data on the employment of persons py industry, job category and race/sex group
by private sector employers of more than 100 persons. Althougn published in
1982, tne data covers employment patterns in 1980. Clearly tris is not a full
profile of the available labor force, or even of all workers in the private
sector. But it does provide an interesting point of comparison by wnich to
judge tbe success of larger employers (and all the governments reviewed in
this study fall i1oto that category). Tne advantage of using tnis data 1s that
it provides the necessary points of comparison of job category by race/sex and
race/sex by category. It uses some categorles comparable to those used 1n
county and city goveroment. This data is available for the nation, for each
State and for each SMSA. Tnus, we pave national data, Missouri data and data
for the three SMSAs that are the locus of this study, Kansas City, St. Louis
and Coiumhia

The problem of now to use the available data 1s controversial. Tne U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, in its studies of employment patterns, nas usually
made comparisons on a race by category basis and sinowed disparities 1n tne
relative utilization of tne various ethnic/sex groups.3 Some writers nave
complained that this approach ignores disparities in education and background
between ethnic/sex groups tnat affect the availapility of persons from
particular etbnic/sex groups for bighly technical jobs. While to some extent
tnat is a factor, by using as a point of comparison tne proportions acnieved
by private sector employers, there is every reason to suppose that any
employer could acnieve similar results. Io tne past, public sector employers
have protested that they were unable to match the private sector because of
snarply lower payscales. In the present economic setting, tnis explanation
for differences between public and private sector patterns can be discounted.

Analysis of total employment and analysis of utilizatiom in distionct job
categories is, by nature, not susceptible to use of race by job category
data. For tnis analysis 1t is necessary to use job category by race formats.
Nobody has ever suggested that these should be judged by tne test of strict
equality (that is, for example, there should be equal numbers of persoas from
each race/sex group in a category) when, except for total male/total female
comparisons, tne proportions available are cleariy uneaual  But what can be
expected is that patterns in a larger workforce should reflect patterns in the
available iaborforce. We nave no ready measure of "availability,' all persons
qualified and willing to take a particular job. What we do have are the
actual utilization patterns acnieved 1n the private sector py larger
employers. It seems reasonable that public sector achievements sbould be
comparable.

Analysis of public sector employers raises some 1ssues that can be 1ignored
in comparable private sector studies. In this country the notion of
"representation'’ at least suggests tre need for a representative opureaucracy
as well as a representative legislature. Some local governments have, in
fact, used comparison to tneir populations in analyziog tneir workforces.4
Tous, witbout placing undo empbasis on it, the Advisory Committees note
comparisons between population and workforce.

The question as to the point at which a disparity becomes significant is
largely aroitrary, altnough tnere are statistical rules wnicn could be
applied. To simplify matters, while the Advisory Committee notes disparities
at all levels, it classifies as "'significant'' disparities of 20 percent above
or below the laborforce estimate.

To calculate a recognizable measure, tne Advisory Commitee estimated tne
number of workers who would have to be added to the government workforce
(assuming the total remained constant and only white males left) to produce
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parity with tne private sector To do tnis it divided tne difterence 1o tne
percentages in the government and SMSA private sector data by the percentage
eaqual to one workers or (.1, wnichever is larger. Tous, the usual concerns
about fractions of workers needed for parity were avoided.

To help understand utilization, we have used EE0O-4 data to calculate
median salary. FEEOC data is grouped into salary ranges. We report their
range ratner than attempt greater precision.

The reader will bave noted tbere has been no discussion of comparisons to
data on the handicapped or older persons. While eventnally census data will
be available on older workers, there is little data on the handicapped. Thus,
tne Advisory Committee reports witnout comment the utilization by local
government of bandicapped or older workers. Similarly, local governments bhave
not collected data on "Furoethnics' nor nave any of tre sources of lahorforce
estimates. Thus, consideration of these was impossible.
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