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The Lational deman': Centers Training Project o+ cverywoman's Censoer
-niversity of Massachusafts/Amnerst was besun during the 1975-77 acadeaic
Sear when tne Project received funds from the U.S. Office of Fducition
romen's Educational Equity Act Program (WEEAP).  The funds suzioarted
developmant of 3 training program t0 promote educational equity
for women at the post-seconcary level by increasing the effectiveness
0T campus-based women's centers. The training program was designad
to mezt the needs of campus-based women's centers by providing staff
training in six areas: 1) power and leadership issues in women's grouns;
2} organizational issues: 3) program plarning; 4) budget development;
5) communication sk{lls; and 6) program budget negotiation with campus
administrators.

During the first year of the program, approximately 70 women
(representing a total of 23 centers primarily from the Northeast) attended
or> of the five, week-long training sessions at the University of Massachusetts

at Anherst. The major products produced during the first year of the program

were the model training program itself and two manuals, Developing Women's

Programs and Developing and Megotiating Budgets_for Women's Programs. These

bodklets are available from the WEEA dissemination contactor, The Education

Developiment Center, at cost.1

The second year of the Project was begun during the academic year
1273-79 with another grant from the U.S. Office of Education, Women's
€ducational Equity Act Program. This second year of tfunding provided

for the national dissemination of the training program through the

Education Development Center, 39 Chap21 Street, iHewton, Mass. 02160

[
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2scablishront of training sites in four federal vegicns Aocomlis-
2asad woman's center 0 each region was celactod 1o provics oo
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r2ining o other centers in that area f fro courtry. “are SR

CHAPTZR I also incluaes an cverview of thne wzek of training. Only
srief descrintions of the session ind schedule of the wezk are provided
nere. A comprchensive presentation of the training lectures, discussions
and exarcises along with bibliographies and commentary on the “mpleman-

tatisn of the training is available in To Make A Dirference: A

Trainer's Guide for Working with Campus-Based Women's Centers

, Feminist

and Jther vomen's Jrganizations from the Education Development Center.

Evaluaticn has been an integral part of the training program since
the early planning stages. Pre and post interviews and skills assescments
were used along with end-of-session and end-of-trainign questionnaires to
provide data on the training's effectiveness and to guide the development
process. The second year of funding allowed for a longer range of
follow-up study on the training's impact. The findings from this
evaluation study are discussed in CHAPTER 2, "EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
NATIONAL WOMENM'S CENTERS TRAINING PROJECT."

In the second year of the Project, staff was also able to follow-up
on the needs assessment of campus-based centers that had been conducted
during the first year of operations. In conjunction with the first
survey, the National Needs Survey undertaken in 1978-79 provides data
on patterns and trends in centers over the past three years. Highlights
of the findings from this national assessment are provided in CHAPTER 3,
"RESULTS OF THE SECOND NATIONAL NEEDS SURVEY OF CAMPUS-BASEC VOMEN'S

CENTERS, 1978-7?.” A more detailed analysis, including comparative data

s
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nave in bringing atout educational equity. At the same time, they pointed
<0 the enormous obstacles that centers face; gbstacles that are compoundad
trerds toward curricular and fiscal conservatism in highar
education institutions. The Project also created a forum for the exchange
07 iceas and strategies around the topic of the future of wemen's centers
in higher education. The "Women's Centers and Higher Education Conference"
#as held in Amherst, Massachusetts in July, 1979. A profile of the
participants and agenda and hignlights from the conference sessions are

offered in CHAPTER 4.



CHAPTER ]

L
EGIZHAL TRAINING ACTIVITIES
selection of Rogions for Training Sites
Project funding allowed Tor the training . o iooorented in Toure
regisns.  The first major task was to select -~use four fo ceral regicns.,

[t w35 decided that the training sites should -~ Joca-=d n regions wio
Targe number of campus-based women's centers. .t .. siso fal: that g2ographic
distriouticn, ethnic or racial and socioeconcmic population patterns of
regions should be considered in order to maximize the ocutreach of the
training to cent”~s working with diverse groups.
A review of the national distribution of campus-based wonen's centers

Tndicated that se . of the ten federal regions had reasonable nunbers o

1
wWomen's centers,

Federal Regiuns Number of Women's Centers
Region I (New England) 126
Region IT (N.Y. & N.J.) 80
Region IIT (Mid-Atlantic States) 34
Region IV (South-east) 37
Region V (Mid-west) 89
Region IX {(Far West) 47
Region X (Pacific Northwest) 21

The training had already been conducted in Region I during 1376-77

and one-fifth of the participants in the training were from Region II.

]The distribution figures were basead upon our 1976-77 Needs Survey mailing 1ist.
This had been compiled using "Women's Centers: Where Are They?" by the

Project on the Status and Education of Womer and files of Everywoman's Center.
rle recognized that the figures were far from accurate but found that they

did reflect the proportion of centers among regions.

iy



Nus, Thos2 Two regions were eliminated foom consiseration.  Regions
foove DA and X owere Tinally selected since <hey ovared gesaraphic and

J2r_gronic diversity and balance.

olr2 Seizction (riteria
Primarcy and secondary consideraticns were develeoped to guide the
selaction of :ctual training sites. These criteria are 1isted below.

Primary Considerations:

1

. Multi-faceted prcgramming experience

2. Reasonable and stable funding

3. Steff memders whose knowledge and experience would enable
thzm to be effective trainers

4. Excellent relationships with campus administrators

[GX]

Access to physical resources needed for traini:;

Secondary Considerations:

1. Geographically accessible for other women's centers in region
2. Accessible by public transportation
3. Diversity of staff and clientele served

4. Regional visibility

Site Selection Process

Application packets were sent to the 173 known campus-based women's
centers in Federal Regions IV, V, and IX. (Selection process for
Region X will be considerad later). To assist centers in determining
wnether they wished to be considered as a potential regional site for
tne Project, the application packet contained information on the

background and developmental history of the Project and training program.

wY

ite selection considerations (as listed above), information on
compansation to regional sites and a listing of Project and site

respansibilities were also provided.

Moy
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“@5p0ns2s to the 1276-77 Neads Survey wnere centers indicated thet

would b2 interestad in serving as regional resources for the Proiact

year and indicated that shouyld the program be extendad to other
carts of the country they would be interested in being involved. Centars
thus identifiad were called, invited to apply and asked about other centers
in their regions that could serve as regional sites.

Twelve centers from regions IV, V and IX applied to be training sites.
~11 applications were screened using the stated criteria and directors or
coordinators of the centers whose applications merited serjous consideration
“ere contacted by phone and more detailed interviews were conducted.

The Project Co-Directors then selected the following centers as regional
sites:
REGION 1v Women's Center Director, Marilyn Kent
University of Tennessee
Knoxville, Tennessee

REGION V Women's Services Director, Glenda Belote
Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohio

REGION IX vomen's Center Director, Gajl Ginder
University of California
Santa Barbara, Caiifornia

A different process was used in selecting the training site for Region X.
In this instance the 1976-77 Needs Survey responses were used to identify
centers in the region. Several were called and asked to recommend ths centers

in their region that they thought would meet the primary and secondary criteria.

Prone interviews using the application form were conducted with the most

ReGION X Women's Information Directcr, Judy Hodgson
Center
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

V)
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The Project altivinios nad onwn Tl asr tratning thz resicnal
S0 stafioand precaeing Cow vegiont] Sanous aimiet R Lt Tor Chi
40T An the traininy retorrod o hire ag Do cu-oT-treiness oy TOT
ant 27 the training of somen's conters at tne regional training sites
‘referred to here as tre tra ning of cercar,. ar TOCH.  Tne following
series of activitias were conducte” in each ¢f the four regqions.
Pre-training activities.  Approximately tuo months prior to each

scnndi s Y TOC, the regional sites sent out reqistration brochures
acvertising the training program to alj campus-based women's centers in
their regions. To register, participants had to ccriplete a brief
questionnaire about their center and their position within the center.
Registered participants were then sent pre-training materials, which
consisted of a schedule, a description of the training sessions, and

an introcuctory-level article about budgeting.

Training-of-trainers. One week prior to the first T0C,

Kathryn Girard and Joan Sweeney, the Project'’ Co-Directors, conducted

a week-long training of selected staff at the regional training site.
Prior to this week, the designated site trainers had been sent detailed
materials on the format and content of each session and were asked to
familiarize themselves with this material in preparation for working
with the Project Co-Directors.

During the TOT, all sessions and materials were systematically
reviewed with the site trainers. Site trainers were actively involved
in modifying lectures, case studie- and exercises in order to make them
more regionally appropriate when cuch adaptations were seen as necessary.
In addition, site trainers were included in examining strengths and weaknesses
in their own teaching and facilitating style so that they could plan
ways of working as teams and identify format changes that would better

O
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S.omilition | S s dascribed belaw in the section, "Oescrintian of Tosind
Sess ortt)oeribles trainses to present programs and budgets developed LRS!
tne tratoing to actual university decision-mabers. 4t the Umiversity

07 Massachusatts the Lcting Yice-Chancellor far Student Affairs,

Robert doodbury, the Associate Provost for Special Programs, John Hunt,

the Associate Vice Chancellor for Student Affiars, Fred Preston, and

tne Director 0 o fogmunity Development Center, Sally Freeman participatnad
in the fi- .t vear of -he training und then, again, in the regional
disseminaz on of th2 _rogram. In most cases, two of thesc University of
ilassachusetts uiuinistrators would visit the regional site and meet with
the new administrators who had agreed to work with the Project on

their campuses. A series of formal meetings and inforinal talks between

the twe groups of administrators enabled the Univ: - 5ity of Massachuseets
administrators who had participated in up to ten simulation sessions to
share their experiences, to answer questions and concerns of administrators
at the sites and to establish further the Project's credibility, "tie
training's worth and the importance of administrator participation.

while the Project's Co-Directors were greeted warmly and with interest

by administrators at all the regional sites, the opportunity to discuss

and learn about the training and their role in its implementation from
their peers was essential to maintaining the level of adininistrator

support required by the prcgrem.
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e teain 37 oresresantitives from ofher centers e Tirstoweed of
training oTrored noa rejien was facilitataed in ourt by tine Profoct's
So=Dirociocs, oaes onad devaloped and impoementad the teaining in 1375277
and In part oyotne new Site trainers e site train2rs st often took
full resgonsivility for facilitating two of tpe training sessions; Progea

Jeveiopment, and Budget Tovelorient and NeqottLt hese were the
b J 4

rost ostraighi-Torward in content and farmat and the ones in which now
cneraiiy felt the most confident. Other sessions -ere ©  1he
by the Project’s Co-Directors with as much participation by tne

site truiners as they elected.

A1l sessions were evaluated by trainees and the evaluation duta
forn.d the basis for a critical review and ‘eodback session among al’
trainars. Sujgastions for modifying the contint, exercises, pacing
or style of presentation were exchanged during this session and a final
determination of the viability of the training at the rey.onal site
wWas macde.

Each regional site contracted to offer at least two weeks of
training. The second week was the sole responsibility of the regioral
trainers, though Project staff were available for phone consultation
prior to and during tnis second week of training, if necessary.

Doscripticn of Training Sessions

The vieek was scheduled to run from 9:00 Monday morning unti)
3130 Friday afternoon. Contained within the week were sessions covering
program planning, budget planning and negotiation, communication skills,
O
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Program Cevelopment Skills. Seven and ore halt nours of the training

~2re devoted to this topic which included the identification of neads and

tne selection of objectives and pr ,vam approaches.  Due to time constraints,

program evaiuation was not covered. As part of this program planning
sequence, participants studied a description of an institution and its
wemer's center, identified critical needs, and develped a new program
for that center. This provided the basis for work during the budget

sessions and served as the proposal to be presented to an adninistrator

during the simulation.

Budget Information, Development and lagotiation.

Financial support

for program is, in the end, essential, and several sessions were
devoted to the skills and information important to securing fiscal
support. Sessions focused on examining budget approaches that institutions

use, the kinds of funds different types of institutions have to work with,

.and how that information can be used by a center in determining how much

money to request, from whom, when, and in what format. Budget ploys and
the advantages and disadvantages of various strategies were alsc explored.
Participants then developed a budget request for their women's center

using the program they had planned in the program development session

while working with the case study.

1o
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Coomunication Skills. This session focused on the skills needed to
succassfully negatiate a persuasive interview. Particinants looked at

dz7znsive and supportive communication patterns, observed the effects of

1 s

¢ivferent verbal and non-verbal styles and role played interviews with

(o8]

Ininistrators. Specific techniques to prepare for going into such

[¢¥]

N interview were also shared.

Leacership and Power. Leadership and power are often personally

(]

0rfusing and orgznizatinally problemati- in .momen's groups. In this

session, leadershnip was examined as a .et of behaviors, many of which

can be shared and learned. Leader:zhip behaviors that promote open
communication and effec  ive functioning were contrasted with leadership

styles that can be disfunctional in a collaborative or consensual

group. Different bases of power and influence were explored and expressions
of power were examined ta differentiate among oppressive and rositive aspects.

Organizational Issues. The meaning and the relationship of a women's

tenter to the larger institution, and the function of organizational
structure was examined in this session. Issues arising within any

or?.nizations but which are often especially difficult or confusing
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~ATan1strative Seminar., The administrartors participating in the

simuiation conducted a seminar on the nows and wihys of administrativa
decision-maxing. Topics coverad included power, pelitics, strategies
for obtaining different types of support, administrative doages, and
wemen in leoidership positions, as well as any issues generated by the
simuiation: or raised by participants.

Collabeoration and Coceeration. This session took place cutdoors,

viben weather permitted, or if necessary in a large, open incdoor area.
It provided a non-intellectual experienc- of cooperation, collaboraticn

anu leadership.

fumber of Participants Trained Regionally

Approximats 2! women who represented 4| women's centers viere trained.
Table 1 presents the regional breakdown of this total.
TABLE 1

REGIONAL BREAKDOu!I OF PARTICIPANTS
WHO WERE TRAINED IN 7970

Training lumber of Number of Centers
Region Dates Participants - Represented
I January 15-19 13 5
[V April 2-6 8 5
X May 20-25 i3 10
June 25-29 18 11
v June 14-13 10 5
July 9-13 12 9
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projecio 2t the time of this report.

Characteristics of Participants. As compared to those trained in

Region I during 1375-77, more of the participants were older (ranging

in age frum 30 to 60). Many more represented centers with & clear
hierarchical structure, a larger operating and salary budget and more
continuity. Which is not to say that these budget~ were adeguate or

that continuity was orovided by more than one continuing staff person,
usually the director. There was also a far greater diversity in the in-
stitutions housing the centers trained, and in the actual type of center
or pro_am affiliation. For example, many more community colleges

viere represented at the tr.ining during 1979. This was especially true
in Region X, where the development of women's orograms at campuses in the
State of Washington is most pronounced 1n the community colleges. The
centers from community colleges represented a range from multi-service
women's centers to those focusing on a single issue, such as homemaker
displacement or re-entry. In Region IV, by contrast, more participants
came from private colleges and represented continuing education programs,
sorority/dorm coorfinating councils, and women's studies programs in

addition to more typical multi-service women'- centers.
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£valurtion of tre Current Training Program by Participants

37 the eighty-one [31) women who had participatad in the regicneal
training programs os of October, 1979, sixty-two (62) of them completed
the evaluation fcrm at the end of the week.2 This section will highlight
sime of th2 responses that were collected from the end-of-training

a

s2s5s5men

2
(g

Participants were asxed to rate the training program according to what
they needed to learn and to compare it to other training piograms in which
they had taken part in the past. Based on what thev needed to learn, 617
of the respondents rated the program as "excellent" and 347 rated it as
"very good." When comparing it to other training programs, 757 rated
the program as "excellent” and 25% rated it as "very good." In general,
the participants throught the training met many of their needs.

Participants were a' , asked to indicate the usefulness and
appiicability of the training program to their work in their centers.
vihen asked whether they could use the skills and information presented
in the training progran effect changes in their centers, 76% of the

respondents replied "yes." While this figure may seem low, those that

2. . i . . . .

“This excludes those trained in Region I, since extensive follow-up

evaiuation of the training in Region I has been completed and the interest

here is in the response to and effectiveness of the training in other locations.
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e BS 2TT2Ct changes. Sore areas in which particigants clannod to
tanz o2y licit aCtion wran toey veturned 10 their coenters are presare
calow
- 'het a stati person, secure more o7Tile space and increaso
the budget--wish me Juck."
[ od 1

- 770 taxe : more systematic approach to programming.”

- "THE ¥HOLE STRUCTURE! ALL MY PRCGRAMS!”

- "To prepare the budget in a differert manner."

- "To better ccmmunication between paid <*aff and volunteers."”

- "Te do long-range planning."

- "I would Tike to do more effective pre-program budgeting and
teach other women involved in the center to do the same thing. I
aiso learned some new things about power and politics that will
help strengthen my position in approacning administrators."

In general, participants were highly motivated by the training to
make changes in their centers. The training proqram gave them specific
skills and information that they found valuable and applicable.

As part of the evaluation questionnaire participants were also
asked to indicate whetrer they felt they could use the skills and information
from the training program in other organizations or in their personal
Tives. Almost all (98.) said that they could. Some specific responses
suggesting the range of applications participants could foresece are
presented below:

- "Some of the information was factual kriwledge that could be

applied to any program; but also, the t-aining sessions related

well in dealing with ourselves as we r: ite to other people znd
encouraged professionalism that would ‘-~ desirable in other organizatirns,. "
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SRAEESTANGING COTS AN Groud. Doam in Ce2tont o oS 3 churoh ode
TrnoTendbach 35CuT thne trainina o DGTAr Suidcd by tha rozsondsncs
13 Jenzralily positive. Howevoer, there sere a few aspects oF She training
£ oogran’s Josign that were problematic or had indesiradble effecrs. In
Goner2i, these sroblams arose becauss of the neavy time demand of tho traini
Frodranoas wedl as the density of information. Many carticinants 21t
tie training program could be improved by allcuing more time for Sreaks

to "digest the materials." The weight of the information and u.or.
1cad also gencrated some interpersonal difficulties among membars of
smail Groups. One participated noted "either forget process, or give
mdre time to emphasize feelings and worki: = thrcugh.” In addition,
the work-intensity of the training prohibited pa.-ticipants from interacting
ard sharing with each other casually or to the extent that many
desired; although, on the whole, participants reported that they gaired
2 lot from tneir interaction with other participants.
[n sum, the training program seemed to be very effective in mecting
the needs of women who work in a variety of types of campus-based
women's centers in four very different regions of the country. Participants

f

(¢

ot

It the training program gave them skills and information that was
very applicable to both their centers and their personal 1ives. However,
the training wrek was considered very intensive, and the training program

might better be presented over more time and in a more relaxed,

less information-packed format.
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investizating its impact on the women's centers and on the individuals

< Q75_77
N 1.:‘;0'//.

OF the 23 centers represented during the first year of the training
13 were not affiliated with UMass/Amherst and comprised the sample of
centers that were surveyed.1 Of those 18, 72 centers were eventually
contactad; of the remaining six centers, three were defunct and three
others were unreacnable.

The survey was conducted in a thirty-minute telephone intarview,
during which a questionnaire was administerad. The questionnaire addressed
three major topics: ‘hat was the effect of the training on the center,
£o whatl extent were changes that occured in the center during the last
two years related to the training; and what were the personal benefits
of tne training for the participants?

o]

[N

suits

(D

A total of 15 women were interviewed. Eight of t' se women had

participated in the training and were still working at their centers.

3

e

'ne University of Massachusetts/Amherst campus has five women's centers--
tverywoman's Center, Lesbian Union, Southwest Women's Center, Orchard Hill
viomen's Center and the !ortheast Area Women's Cencer. The latter three are
residential area wemen's centers.

ERIC 2,
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Fviand one diecztor who was tabin
2 o0 dnwomen's pregrans in another city.

Three out of the 12 women interviewad has Seen tr. ned but were
Y owne<ing 2t women's centers.  Tuo of fhese women nad lefs
neicograduate programs ended and they ~cved to take jobs
in otner cities. The tnird woman left her center Secause money for
her cosition (non-student director) was not continued. However, she is
still in contact with the center's staff and = renired as the director

GoTo ing T g ;18ic s rene

The last four of the 15 women interviewad had not been trained
two yeirs ago, but work at centers where other staff had participated
in the training. Two of these women were working at the center when
others vere trained and could comment on the effects of the training
on the participants and the center. One respondent reported that
5he was present when the other staff members were trained, but that the
women who were trained had graduated and left the center soon after
the training. She concluded that, in their case, the center did not
really benefit from the :raining. The last person interviewed
indicated that the center had no organizational memory régarding the
training program: the women currently working at the center did not
know tnat anyone from their center had been trained, and had no records

to indicate such participation.

o 21
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Inforeaticn Snaring. Admost all particinuants (12 out o7 130, nois oan
=720t R snEce tne inTomiatiop or s<ills frocothe training oococmn Wi
Ttnar 32 fF o2t thelr cenlers. ne rescondant nctad that sne did not
sadar2 tne informaticon becluse her wnole statf nad been trained iost
07 tn2 respondents inZicated that they sharec the information intormzliy,
izuaily througn stafi meslings whenever topics coverad by the frainin:
arose.  Some women did conduct mere 7 ..oil worksnops based on the

training and used macter

—

als obtained at the training to do s0. A% the
time of tne training one woman had been in the process of planning

a weman's center for her college. She reported that they adopted

many of the ideas from the training in designing the center.

Nine out o7 the 15 respondents said that they uscd the training
materials in their information sharing with the staff. The materials
covering program development, budgeting, and communication skills were
most frequently used. O(Ornly six of the respondents knew that printed
booklets containing the program development and budgeting components

07 the training program were currently available.

Stated Benefits of the Training. Eleven of the fifteen respondents

reported clear benefits of the training for their centers. The most
frequently stated benefit was that it provided the trainees with a good
perspective on the political dimension of their college or university,
especially on the budget negotiation process. One woman said that

1t helped her "realize the need for political awareness--to become a prart
of tne institutional governing bedy." Others stated that they realizad
the importz 2> of keeping orderly records for budget negotiations.
Another frequently stated benefit was an improved ability to work with

administrators. One respondent stated that the training helped her

ERIC 25
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sloowinn atinistretors as allies rarther than advarsaries.” Sno
-orentes thaloshe had ned an antagonistic and off sive style prior
T2otnhe training.  After cnanging that style, she reported, she waes ablz
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1o et increased funding for an important staff position. A third

P

Traguencly mentiohed effect of the training was that it helped set
directions or goals for the center. One woman reported that before the
training "everyone was floundering around, saying 'What are .= sugposzd
Lo be coing' or ‘'How can we best use our resocurces?'". Another
frequently stated benefit was that it facilitated staff comnunication
and cooperation by focusing on leadership and power jssues often
disregarded or overlooked in their groups.

Of the three centers that reported no benefit from the training,
most indicated that this occurred because the women that were trained left
the center shortly after they returned trom the training session. One
respondent who was not trained explained that, "We realize now that all
that stuff should have been recorded in stone, hecause it's really hard

£0 pass that stuff along."

Changes in Centers as a Result of the Training. Only ten of the

respondents were able to comment on the changes that occurred in
their women's centers aver time. These respondents were asked to identify
the most significant change in the last two years. They were then asked
to indicate if that change occurred as a direct result of the treining,
an indirect result, or whether it was unrelated to the training. Changes
that were reported to be "directly related to the training program vere:
1) getting organizational issues clarified
2) the granting of CETA funds to the center
3) more commitment of the staff to women's issues in a hostile

university atmosphere
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2scorted as "indircctly’ relatel ty the

V) oan increase in tne director's {particinsant's) salf-confidence
2) the examination of the center's Teng terin goals

3) staff confidence that they could handle change as a result

of their positive evaluation of themsalves

the definition of preferred target groups for prograns

5} a review of organizational goals and identity (i.e. what kind

of c2nter did they wish to be)

Eight respondents (seven who were trained and remained at the center
plus one woman who was not trained but who was knowledgeable about changes
in the center) were prepared to discuss changes more specifically. These
women were read a list of 13 types of changes that their center could
have experienced. Respondents were asked if a given change had occurred
in their center in the last two years, and vhether it was a direct
result of the training, an indirect result, or whether the change was
unrelated to the training. Table 1 presents the number of respondents
who felt the improvement in their centers was either a direct or an
indirect result of the training. In addition, some specific com.ents
are included which are indicative of the specific impact the training

had on the center.
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How issues of power and
leadership ar~ handled

ifow to develop proj-:ms

Types of programs

Size of stafy

Paid staff

How staffing problems
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Mumber of Cento
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-centers lcoked more closcly
at Institutiona? corands
-provided cenia uith a
system by dh]Ch to
state gnals

-relped them decide vino
their target porulations
were

-changes were made using
concepts of accountability
-external hierarchical needs
and information sharing

were examined

-helped articulate
these problems

-helped by putting institu-
tional concerns into framework;
center now sets goals first

-does needs assessment more
of ten

-programs based more
on reeds assessment

-more ways to facilitate -
staff's work

-awareness of ways the
center's structure con-
tributes to staff
member's work and
performance

-importance of follow-up
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-rore awareness of this noed
ng ~cormunication is much more
structured
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-budget regotiation nints
heiped a center oitain an
additional $10,000

-center pas now sct up a
specific committee to
handle budget work

-better justification
for budget increases

—
(AP

~dministrative Support 0
13, Zollabcretion witn 4 -heightened awareness
administratars -gave staff ccomunication
skills
-evaluated how to deal
with these tasks
The training was reported to have the most impact on setting center
goals, establishing an organizational structure, program development,

budzat negotiations and collaboration with administrators.

Personal [ffects of the Training on Participants. The eleven resnondents

who were trained reported a total of 18 different personal benefits that

they derived from the training. The 10 most frequently reported benefits,

atong with the number of respnndents who reported them, are presented

in Table 2.
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Table C
PARTICIPANTS' PLRSIAL BELLF[TS
FRUM TRE TRATNING PRGN
Humber of Respordonts
Benefit riho Reportes Tt
1. Affirmaticn of existing sxkills 5
2. Increase in self-esteen 5
3. Provided them with a sense of collective sirugcle 4
<. Application of skills to other programs 3
5. Trainers were helpful as role-meodels 3
6. Enhanced ability to deal with administrators 3
/. Enhanced professional devel .pment 2
3. Gainad respect for being more organized 2
9. Enchanced ability to deal with groups of people 2
1J. Obtained support for their roles in center 2

When asked whether their role in the center changed as a result of
the traini-;, three out of nine participants said that it did. One woman
raported that she was able to expand in certain ways because others took
some responsibility. Another said that her history and exper:ence in
the center, along with the trairing, allowed her to be seen as a person
fo resolve conflicts.

when asked whether they had used the skills from the training program
in other aspects of their life or work, all participants interviewed
reported that they had. A number of women mentioned that it helped them
in developing programs for other organizations in which they were involved,

tners noted that it helped them in writing grant proposals.

e
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o asxad tne participanty 1f the had any adaitional comnenis ragira.

“oe training program. S2low is @ gresentation of some of “hose conaznls.

"I don't knc. where T would hava been without the training.”

- "I would 1ikes to s=e the training available every other year, bacause
of student turn-over."

- "I felt that they (the trainers) gave us *“he feeling that we could do
things; that w2 could change things; that we didn't have to fzel
Timited. It was very encouraging."

- "It was a grea’ program."

- "The training gave me a big perscnal boost."

Summary and Conclusions

Tne training program of the National Women's Centers Training Project
is very effective for women's centers that have a stable (non-student) staff.
Student. and staff turn-over seems to be the major tarrier t. the long-term
effectiveness of the training program for centers. On the other hard,
the program is very effective on a personal basis for all participants
involved. Participants reported enchanced self-esteem and self-confidence.
In addition, they reported that their skills in dealing with groups of
peopl2 and authority figures in a professional setting were sharpened.
These same skills were often used in other aspects of their lives and work,
especially with other groups in which they‘w;re involved. It seems
reasonable to conclude that the training program has long-lasting personal
benefits for all participants involved, which, in turn, benefit the women s

centers as long as the trained women remain on staff.

O
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riZn thz fational women's Centers Training Project becan twa 72105

¢un, cne of the first steps of the Projact was to conduct a lational Yeeds
survey oF camcus-based women's centers in order to identify the need: and
coohlens Inat centers experience.  Toe first survey [0 1) was mailed t%
1toroximatoly 3280 centers din 1976-77; 131 were completed and returncd.
“ne second heeds Survey (NSIT) was mailed to approximately 480 centers in
1373-73, o7 which 99 were completed and returned in time to be inciudad
in the data analysis. Both surveys were very similar and queried Tooar
major ascects of centers:

1) descriptive information regarding their age, budget, types of

programs offered and staffing;
2) their needs; expecially surrounding program planning and

implementation;

W

j internal organizational issues that are problematic;

s

})  the nature of their relationships with campus administrators
This chapter briefly summarizes the results of the second
Hational leeds Survey (NSII) and highlights certain findings of NS [ for

comparison purposes.

Descrintive Characteristics of Centers

rlhat cnaracterizes a "typical" cainpus-based women's center? Table ]
presents the data regarding the descriptive characteristics of centers
coliected from both NSI and NS II. Examing the results from N5 II, the

-

average age of the centers was five years. They had approximately

o/
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our of whom Jure paid. SOWRAY L centars rosorted trat gp ;
2 3%t met oy was paid fuli-tina, Siwny percent (G0) of fhe stafs —arbors
e inaents, who wocked primarily s voluntecrs Only about 25 c¢f zthe
51277 nad worked at a center for more Ui a y2ar, andic:ting a vigh rate
27 STATT tusn-over.

The statfing patterns also reflect the buaget picture =¥ most centers.
The medicn budget for centers from campus sources increased from $3,433 in 1976
t0 33,350 in 1973. As shown in Table 1, 227% of the centers suiveyed for
NSIT reported that they nad budgets of 51,000 or less and over half had
budact.: of less than 37,000. The most frequently reported sources of rthese
furda in 1978 were student government associations (45%) and academic
daar's offices (31%).

The percentage of centers which received funding from non-campus
scurces decreased from 36% in 1976 to 21% in 1978. The median amount
of these budcets in 1978 was aoproximately $10,000. Sources for these
tunds were reportec to be CEIA, corporate, foundation and federal grants.

Despite these small budgets, a typical center offered nine programs
in 1978 and <erved an average of 2,362 women. The most frequently offered
programs were: 1) a library; 2) a drop-in center; 3) medical, legal,
e Jcational and velfare ref . rals; 4) career counseling; and 5) a speakers
service. Comparing the frequencies across the two years, there vas an
increase of 10% in the number of centers offering career anc emplovment
counseliny ard affirmative action advocacy in 1978. 1In addition, fhere
was a decrecse of 5% or more in the percentage of centers which offered
short-term counseling, assertiveness training, and support groups in 1973.
This may sucgest a shift toward advocacy and institutioral change and
away from personal deve1opment and direct service as the primary focus

of center's programs.



1476-77 1973-7
NS 1 R
“aars in exiztence 3 5
“2fF (Total number) * 12
Said full-vime -- i
Paid part-tine {students) -- 2
Paid part-time {non-students) -- i
Yolunteer (students) -- 5
Vol .nteer (non-students) -~ 3
dudget: Campus Sources
$0 135 10,
up to 51,000 17 12
1,000 - 5,000 27 34
5,000 - 10,000 12 10
10,000 - 20,000 6 10
20,000 - 50,000 P4 16
50,000 - 75,000 5 ’ 5
over $75,000 1 4
median $3.483 $3,950
Percentage of centers who -eceive nen-cameus
funds 3€% 214
“i=adian non-campus budget $10,000
Avarage numbar of programs offered -- 9

“ost frequently offered programs (% of centers)

Tibrary 79% 88"
drop-in center 78 81
medical,legal,educational,welfare referrals 71 67
short-term counseling 67 62
assertiveness training 63 56
support groups 60 52
credit or non-credit workshops 59 R
career counseling 57 67
re-entry or support programs for

non-traditional women students 57 56
speakers service 56 67
newsletter 53 60
affirmative action/discrimination ad-

vocacy 30 46
academic courses 25 29
Tong-term counseling 12 13

Average number of women who use center
-- 2,632
each year
*This data was collected in a different form on NSI and is not transferrable
to this report.
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Tlao e wdhen's centers 3taATY organized?  What sort of orJanizat ~na)
tura Q0 caenters navel  Si< major organizational sEructures wero

satzgorizzd. Table 2 vresents trese categorias, as well as the

centars ‘oed tneir organizational structure in trat Way .

TABLE 2

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF CENTERS

Type of Structure Percen-age o7 Centers

1. Center nuas a director and she makes all 9
decisions

2. Center has a director but she consults with an
Advisory Board, faculty advisor or college
administrator before she makes decisions 23%

3. Center has a director, but different grouns
in center have final decision-making authority 21%

»

g

Center has a director in name only, and all

members make all decisions 25%
5. Center has no director; a smail group of

people make all decisions - 2%

o

Center has no director; all members make all

decisions 13%

These data reveal the variety of organizational structures women's .enters
use. Predicatably, factors such as size of budget, number of r.1d staff,

and administrative support tend to correlate with different Ltructures. While

detailed findings are beyond the scope of this chapter, .ney are presentad

in Fram the State of the Art to the State of the Budezt: A Renort on the

Status_and Needs of Campus-Based Women's Centers i+ the U.S.A., also

]
available from the Education Development Ceuter.

Education Development Center, 39 Chapel “treet, Mewton, Massachusetts 02160
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Zonlars round most prodblematic. Tho averwnesming 1ssue, 1n tecs of both

1is universality and scope, is the tendancy o7 starf to overcommit tims
xnd energy ta *nre cer*2r.,  In the nost recent survey, 750 of the centers
identified tni. Ls a prok roossues that ontoes ddentified as
srobiematic also seem related to over-ccwmitment. The tendency to -t
‘burnad-cut" working at the center, and the need for more staff develcomant
seert closely connected. In the face of inadequate budgets, cliant demands
Tor programs and constant staff turnover, staff dissatisfaction is not
surprising. Seven out of the eight most frequently identitied issues concern
the staff. Dissatisfacticns were expressed around issues such as tension
cetvieen the needs of staff, program administration needs and the needs of
participants; differing persornal allegiances among staff; and how pcwer is
clstributed in the center. The other problematic issue concerned whether
women's centers' programs should become integrataed into the mainstream

of institutions.

TABLE 3
CENTERS' MOST PROBLEMATIC ORGANIZATIQNAL ISSUES

Issue Percentage of Centers
Tendency to overcommit time and energy 755
Integration of programs into mainstream of institution 69
Tendency for people to get "burned-out" working at center 65%
Tension between needs of staff, program a istration
needs and needs of participants 597
Staff development 517
Ciffering personal allegiances (of staff) 507
Fow to coordinate and divide work 477
[ERJ}:‘ 10w nower is distributed 0 46"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



r2.ponses were combined o produce an analysis showing the most critiza
nz2ds wnich centars reguire help in m2eting. The nine most critica)l
mend ~atemeraad from tnis analysis are:
SRS o "L programs

2) Information on i.. ..ner centers npera: .
3) Skills in determining needs
4) Strategiss for reaching diverse groups
5) Information on ways to write funding proposals
6) Information on ways to obtain non-campus funding

7) Vays of determining resources needed to implement programs

3) Strategies for deciding about limiting, expanding or terminating
programs

9) Skills in making media contacts

HATURE OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CENTERS AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATCRS

As shown in Table 4, there was a substantial decrease from 1976 to
1378 in the percentage of centers who reported that they received support
from administrators with budgetary influence (from 82 to 58%, respectively).
Of those centers who reported having this kind of support, they reported
receiving it from an average of four administrators. When asked about the
nature of such support, centers most frequently cited recognition of the

worth of their programs: even here, the percentage of centers who reported

«t

nis decreased from 74 to 56% in the last two years. Moreover only 407
of the centers reported that they received budget decisions in their favor

frcoin supportive administrators.
Q
ERIC 37
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an) number oF ad ipistrators who

support center -- 3
f2rcentage o7 centers wnose administrators

provide:

- budget decisions in their favor 437 ag,

- helptul information 3% 515

- advocacy for programs 57% 51

- recngnition of the worth of the programs 747 56
> -ed to obtain administrators'

- strategies for minimizing resistance 67% 74.,

- more collaboration on projects 54% 705

- skills 1in negotiating the budget 50% 55%

- more skills in program development 51% 54

In the most recent survey, we asked centers to indicate what hinders
e“fective interaction with administrators. Sixty-tvo percent reported that
factors influencing the college or university as a whole were at fault
Specifically, 35% reported that budget cuts across the college or university
as a whole impactaed negatively on their centers. Fifty-seven percent of the
centers indicated that the administrators' attit les, styles or politics
underlie decreasing support. For example, one respondent reported that they
had a "conservative administration--Vice Chancellors have been known
to suggest woman don't belong at the university."

rihen as+ed what would help centers obtain the support needed for their
programs, the largest percentage of centers indicated that they could use
assistance with strategies for minimizing resistance. Other approaches

frequently cited as necessary were: 1) more col’iboration on projects with

ERIC 5
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SESEN2AY TR0 TN INAICATIoN $F Centers' status 15 how oy are

Loejowee perceivad by Oothers: yWnat was their center's image oa campuz?
In terms of @ general perception, over nalf (547} of thc centers felt
tnat they were viswed positively, 227 felt that they . ore perceived
negatively, and 33% said they were perceived as radical feminists anc

3. said they were perceived as all lesbians. 0On the other hand, soven
percent reported that the center was perceived as too conservative.

<na more positive note, 54% of the centers felt they were perceived

&5 an important organization on campus, and 363 said they were considere

an integrated part of the co! ge or university programming.

In sum, the nature of centers' relationships to the campus adwinistration
ard the campus as a whole was quite mixed. A majority of centers reported
that they received support from campus administrators; however this support--
bath more and fiscal--seems to have decreased in the last two years.

In attempting to stem this tide, centers are Tooking to increase the amount

G collaboration between themselves and administrators in developing programs.

i

PORTRAIT COF CAMPUS-BASED HOMEN'S CENTERS WITH LARGER BUDGETS

The findings discussed here are based on analyses using the mean
2npus-based budgets in 1978-79 for each group. The overall mean (missing
data excluded) for 1978-79 campus-based budget was $18,182. As a point of
re’z2rence, keep in mind that the median was only $3,950.
Older centers (six years or older) had larger budgets than younger

cantars (four ycars or younger): $26,186 and $15,676, respectively. In



aZ520s were 2ositively correlated with the nu-ter

o7 nald starty, and with The number of staff who worked more than ona year.

e

Moregver, centers with oz lower proporticn of students on staff had larger

Campus budgets than those with a higher proportion of students on staff.

7s that consisted of 307 or fewer students nad avera-e

~ty

Centers wit ta

(93]

oll

Eudgets of

25,750 while those who had over 80 students on staff had

o

average budgets of $10,396.

Though we cannot maxe “ny causal explanations based upon this data,
1t is interesting to speculate on the relationship of the staffing patterns--
particularly the attrition or turn-over--and the size of the budget. It
seems likely that centers with paid staff and fewer students have a
Tower staff turn-over rate and that this is critical to their success.
These centers with more staff continuity, establish lasting relationships
with important campus administrators who have budgetary influence. Centers
more dependent on volunteers and student staff, on the other hand, are
likely to have high turn-over rates and less success in e>tablishing the campus
relationships important to securing adequate budgets. It seems that high
staff turnover may be at once a cause of low budgets and an effect of them.
[t surely is one of the most problematic patterns for centers.’

Following this line of analysi,. 1L scuis 1ikely Lhal centers
having good relationships with campus administrators receive larger budgets

than e¢verage. The average institutional budget for centers who responded

yes” to the question, "Do you get support from administrators with
budgetary influence?" was $31,335. Those that replied, "No--those
administrators are not in those position" had average budqets of $14,300.

And those that replied that they got a1l their funds from -* ~t government had

average budgats of $5,427. Thse data suggest that buildini rels ionships

O
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witn cameys administrators, even though they Ty not have diroct bidoetary
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intluence over the center, leads to higher campus-based budrets. A sezond
analysis supporTs this conciusion. Centers why chtain part of thoir
funding from an academic or student affairs c.in's office tend to have
larger campus budgets than those centers who obtain their funds from

a student government organization. These data suggest that it pays to deveiop

good realationships with campus administrators. 0Of course, cn MoSt camnusas

N

faculty and professional staff are more Tikely to be in a position to create
those good relationships.

Having good relationships with administrators seems to be beneficial
for centers. Is having a good reputation on campus among students,
faculty and the administration also related to higher funding? Centors
that reported a predominantly "good" reputation had average budgets of
527,623, those who had predominantly "poor" reputations had average
budgets of $8,736, and those with "mixed" reputations had average
budgets in between those two figures.

In sum, it seems that centers who are more successful in obtaining
campus funding are those that are older, who have more statle staffs, and
who have developed relations with camﬁus administrators and positive
reputations on the campus at large. However, the data presented here
represent only the first level of analysis. Many more questions need
to be asked and more analyses run in any attempt to identify the factors

that lead to effective campus-based centers.

THe FUTURE OF CAMPUS-BASED WOMEN'S CENTERS

In this chapter, we have examined some changes in women's centers as
evidenced by comparative data from NS I and NS II. The changes provide
mixed signals. On the one hand the data reveal a small increase in

campus-based budgets, an increase in the average age of centers--suggesting
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centers who received non-campus-based funding n 1970 decreased fron
1575; administrators are jenerally less supportive of centers' programs
there was a reduction in the percentage of centers wno nad at least oneo

full-time staff position; and there is an overall increase in parceived

organizational .sues including staff burn-out and subseguent turn-over.

How should centers improve their chances for survival? As a
culminaetion of the National Vomen's Centers Training Project in 1979, a
conference on "Women' Centers and Higher Education" was held in order
to discuss this question. A summary of the proceedings of this

conference is presented in the next chapter.

[
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L1as tne Impact on these centers of some of the current concerns w1hh
irstitutions are faced.
The p ticipants inci.Zed representatives from the Project, it's regional

triining sites and other selzcted women's centers, natjonal associations

RIC

concarned with women and educational equity and the U.S. Office

~cmen's Educationar Zquity Act Program.

Rusty telote

Mary ©11en Brune

¥aren Eichstaedt

Ruth Fessenden

Sally Freeman

Barbara Gaines-L=20vna

Gail Ginder

Kathryn Girard

“ Education
Those in attendance were:

Director, Women's Services
Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohio

Director, Women's Center
Bellevue Community College
Seattle, Washington

Program Coordinator, Everywoman's Center
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts

Program Coordinator, Everywocman's Center
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts

Director, Community Development Center
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts

Director, Women's Center
Brooklyn Coilege
Brooklyn, New York

Director, Women's Center
University of California
Santa Barbara, Californ

Co-Director, National
Training Project
University of Massachusetts

Amherst, Massachusetts
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women's Prageam Staff
U.S. Office of Fducation

cady o =ogs Director, wonon's [+ %amarion
University o7 naspinato
seattle, wWashington
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‘astalls Associat. Direc*sr, Project on the

Status and Eduzation of Yomen
Association of American Colleges
Washington, D.C.

tiaine Reuben Director, National Women's Studies
Association
University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland
Particia Sorce Evaluator, Mational Women's Centers
Training Project
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
Joan Sweeney Co-Director, National Women's Centers
Training Project
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
Joan Thomi.on Acting Director
Women's Program Staff
U.S. Office of Education
It should be noted that conference participants from centers do not
represent "typical" ur the majority of campus-based women's centers on dimensions
such as nunber ¢f paid staff and size of budget. However, they are more
comparable in terms of variety and number of programs or services offered and
above average in terms of number of women who use the center's services on an
annual basis. Centers represented at the conference were reflective of a small
percentage of women's centers which have obtained some significant level of
administrative support, institutional fiscal support and have a diversity in the

comprenensiveness of their programs which enables them to address a wide range

of women's needs. They typified centers that, in a time of shrinking resources

O
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Thersrore, the focus of i o two days wac on looking, :t not cnly the
>atisfaction and pride of what has been accomplished at centars cn campuses

around the country, but also at what these organizations will b
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the foreseeable future. It was felt that rathe. than be put in a reactive
position when hard questions like "Why have a women's center?" and "inhat is
tne justification for your programs in a time of reduced institutional
budgets and increased needs in other areas?" were asked, taking the initiative
in posing thase concerns and examining various responses would provoke more
productive and less defensive responses.

Acknowledging the importance of women's centers asking such questions
tremselves, the conference agenda set out the following tasks for the two
days of work:

1) To share information on the national and regional patterns in

staffing, programming and institutional support of women's centers;

2) To identify the trends, issues and patterns affecting highe;

education and women's programs (especially centers);

3) T suggest interventions that would assist women's programs in

responding constructively to some of those institutional problenms.

The formats chosen in which to address these tasks were a combination
of small and large group discussions and some more formal presentations.

-
|

nis provided those attending with both the direct opportunity to hear
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the inforration which was presented at the confer:
regarding national patterns in staffing, programming and institutional

suppcrt is available in brief form in Chapter III. As that data is

crovided eisewhere in this report it will not be repeated hece. Additionally,

a mora detailed reoorting can be found in the publication From the State of

the Art to the State of the Budget: A Report on the © :tus and Meeds of

Campus-Based ¥Women's Centers in the U.S.A.1

Presentation of the data on prevailing trends regarding w..en's ceinters
natioraliy provided those participating with an overview within wnich they
could place and appreciate their experience and perspectives, as well as a
common framework from which to identify patterns and issues affecting higher

education and women's centers and programs.

[dentified Key Issues Facing Higher Education and Women's Centers/vlomen's

Programs

Throughout toth the generation of possible items for discussion as well
as in the subsequent work to identify key concerns, participants continually
returned to and reiterated the belief that the responsibility for addressing
and struggling with the issues identified is a mutual one. Higher education
institutions cannot expect women's centers to provide direct services to
deal with issues of educational equity and address institutional sexism
without provision of fiscal and administrative supoort commenserate with

the ,cope and range of the tasks undertaken. Correspondingly, centers and

]Ava11ab1e from Education Development Center. 39 Chapel Street, Newton,

Massachusetts 02160.

O
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runoer of issu=s will need to be addressed. The consicarations o:r=32nted
oelow are those on which it was felt higher education ins“ituticns and
women's centers would need to engage in substantive dialogue as well as a

nutual exploration and struggle toward solutions.

1) IMPACT OF THE LO3S OF A PSYCHOLOGICAL SENSE OF COMMUMITY AnD A

CRISIS OF CONFIQENCE WITHIM HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS.

This was seen as exacerbating inclinations toward privatism,
protection of turf and conservatism cr maintenance of the status
quo, as well as increasing tensions and the sense of having to

scramble to justify one's existence.

2) IMPACT ON CENTERS OF STRUGGLING TO DEAL WITH DATED AND OFTEMN

ENTRENCHED INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENTS.

In this regard, lack of institutional flesibility and a resultant
inability or unwillingness to shift patterns of response/
allocation to meet current needs of women students was a
particular concern. Related to this was the issue of how to

get the prevailing institutional decision makers to consider

and fund cost effective programs for women and validate the

work of tne centers.
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‘marginal” organization with the dilemma of updating/ecuc “ing
the new administrato(s) regarding the center in order to
maintain previous sucport vs. 'getting on witnh the work."

A related concern =:pressed was that of "policy vs. practice
changes" by the institution, or that of how to sutficiently

institutionalize commitments and changes/gains made by centers

SO0 each staff doesn't have to "star:t over."

DIFFICULTY OF GENERATING LONG RANGE, COMPREHENSIVE erFORTS

TO ADDRESS NEEDS OF WOMEN GIVEN THE TENUOUSNESS 2F CENTERS'

FISCAL AND PGLITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES AT MANY HIGHER EDUCATIO:

INSTITUTIONS.

Related areas of concern were the ditficulty of even those
more day-to-day efforts given the lack of or failure of
administrative leadership at higher education institutions
regarding women's issues; need for alliances with the few
women who are in top administrative positions (acknow]edging
that they may or may not cirrently identify themselves as

feminist or interested in women's issues).

HOW ARE CENTERS TO GET THE FINANCIAL SUPPORT TO SURVIVE?

This topic surfaced the issues of direct service provision
and/or institutional change/advocacy; the importance of the
sheer presence of a center as a reminder to the institution
that there are needs it is not meeting through other services

it is currently funding on campus; being pressed into competing
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WiLhoor against constituenci2s that may have similar neads
Ang wnat was felt Lo be orassure o creat? or cafine the .own's
cerfar in terms of a Tnigque mission’ £0 Justify its exisiince

WCORPORATING OR BALANCING CLIENTZ'/woMen's

CELTER ST, 7S' AND ADMINISTRATORS' DIVERSE AND OFTEN CUIFLICTING

JIEAS REGARDING WUMEN'S NEEDS, <r770 DUILOSOPHY AND PROGZAM

Recognizing that centers can't be all things to all people, the
key concern here was program autonomy or self definition and the
stress on centers aﬁd their staff of attempting to resoond to
multiple sources and types of demands given inadequate resources.
Staff burnout and high rates of staff turnover were seen as.
related to these conflicting pressures. A corollary ccncern in
regard to this was identifying and responding to the needs of
women who struggle with double and triple discrimination (i.e.,

sex and race, and sex, race and class).

TTRITION AND THE FAILURE OF INSTITUTIONS TO ADDRESS "QUALITY

OF LIFE" ISSUES AS THEY RELATE TOQ RETENTION OF STUDENTS IN

GEMERAL AND }HE NEEDS OF WOMEN IN PARTICULAR.

Helping women to remain in or be able to attend school was seen
as requiring solutions to what many administrators view as "old"
problems (dealing with fundamental survival issues like child-
care, housing, transportation, etc.) that aren't viewed as
"interesting” or seen as something to allocate resources to
address. This dilemma was seen as a stumbling block for both
centers and the institutions themselves in that problems such

as these with which many students are faced often are actually
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acxunwledgament was made of the necd ior ongoing and increased
sophiistication of centers in this regard. However, a concern
and Zhe difTiculty in part was also seen to be tha. in many
caces we'r2 dealing with varied perceptions of what constitutes
a "real need." This then raised the dilemma of who defines

"real ne-ds" at tigher education institutions and determines

which merit "real™ institutional support. larticipants felt
this issue was further complicated by the difficulty of
demonstrating that one's programs/interventions have mace a
difference in the quantifiable way, when much of what centers

are dealing with is both "political" and involved with "quality

of 1ife" issues for women.

Recomnendations to Women's Centers/Programs Regarding Selected Issues

0f th identified considerations and related issues, participants
focussed on the following four concerns as being ones to which centers
could profitably address attention:

1) Shrinking institutional resources

2) MNeed for responsiveness of programs to various client populations

3) Dealing with "quality of Jife" issues in a data-based context

4) Effecting policy and decision-making on campuses.

In regard to each, there were specific suggestions and recommendations
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- Maintain/incresse center's visabilit, in key portions of
institutions,

- Avoid gatting caught in "shrinking institutional rescurces”
arguments, cr t2ginning to think primarily in terms of
"accomodating.”

- Jevelop (or continue) a pro-active {rather than a reactive)
stance regarding center's budget.

- Maintain or acquire direct access to decision makers with
budget authority.

- Push harder for tougher decisions regarding re-allocation of
resources and change of priorities (i.e., stop being defensive
about what we want and the need to ré-a]]ocate resources).

- Pay close attention tu needs of clientele and the needs of the
institution -- re-assess needs and re-prioritize use of your
resources in an ongoing way.

- Take the initiative in regard to redefinition or revision of
program focusses or services that center provides; emphasize
complementary and supplementary nature of center's efforts to
those of other offices or units providing similar services.

- Understand why things do get supported/funded in tight times
(e.g., fulfillment of affirmative action requirements) and
know how to use that to the center's advantage.

- Get clients (or others) to send letters to and "lobby"
institutioral officials when fhey have a positive response to

services or programs the center provides.

In dealing with administrators, recognize shrinking institutional
O
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or high degree of
experienca and expertise in an are.. it needs to and should be

shared.

2) HNEED FCR REISPONSIVENESS TO VARIOUS CLIENT POPULATIONS

- Do more extensive needs assessment, rather than assuming ﬁe
already knocw about or that the current needs of Various
oopulations match our own personal and/or organizitional
(i.e., women's centers) interests and focus.

- Important to femember that those coming to doors are not the
only ones with needs. Recognize, value and respond to needs
which may be different than center staff perceives them and
realize that for any given type or area of need, various
portions of the client population will be at different develop-
mental stages.

- Important to prioritize and periodically review programs to
assure responsiveness to current needs of populations with whom
center is working.

- Representation of populations on center staff -- involve those
wa're working with and for; empowerment through involvement.

- "Contemporary CR" to address current issues/needs of students,
faculty, staff and community women and in so doing create the

demand or sense for these women of their being able to expect

ERIC 52

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tnein pneel Lo de met. Work J41th uumen in a way which encourage

<
=
D
Pl
+
O
[
[@¥]
=
[oV]
ct
=
[s¥)
wy
cr
e
—
wy
4
s
[¥2]
t
—
t
[y
ot
p
(]

noor wnat has nis worza's
WOrk in ccalition with minority women's grouns cr the parallel
concerns of racism and sexisin.

Respond weil to some needs, rather than spreadirg resources too

thinly and diluting effectivaness of response.

DEALING WITA "QUALITY OF LIFE" ISSUES IN A DATA-BASED CONTZAT

Since for many in higher education institutions women's centers/
programs don't exist to the extent that we don't exist in the
literature of varjous fields, importance of making ourselvas/
our work visable in the literature and of becoming part of the
"data base" of the culture, since we do exist as a vital part

of the social reality for women.

Develop and validate "alternative" ways of conducting, using and
valuing research on women.

Recognize spin-off research benefits to what we do at women's
centers; importance of acknowledging and learning how to maximize
the interrelatedness and complementarity of women's centers and
women's studies programs at higher education institutions.

Use technology (e.g., computers) to maximize our use of our own
and institutional resources.

Foster development of our own networks for research and
information dissemination to encourage uyse of what we have and
the generation of more of a data base on perceived needs of
women, examples of effective programmatic responses, trends and
patterns in various areas as well as persons and organizations

who can provide consultation or technical assistance so that we
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Ty use the time, expertise and resources

anich women's centers and programs have and are developing.
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rany of these involved in decision-making and poiicy formation
regarding highe~ education often think that there no longer is
discriminaticn against women.

Ceal with and work to counteract women's centers resistance to
and difficulty with getting involved with power and issues of

policy formation.

Don't let efforts be paralyzed by fears of cooptation and distrust/

disdain for traditional male political activity within institution.

Important to understand and know how to work with formal as
well as informal types and systems of power, as well as how to
effectively use networking to maximize use of currently limited

resources and expand base of informed, powerful women.

up the work c© those two days, as well as a challenge for centers and

others who would use the information prcvided here; "...the present is the

past of the future and we can create the past of those futures now."
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