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The information in this Statistical Highlights report is an interim sep in alarger project
exploring the structure and operations of women's commissons around the country and their
filiated “Friends’ organizations. The project was initidly begun as ajoint effort of The Center
Foundation and Friends of the Delaware County Women's Commission, of which | was then
President. Informetion was solicited from al the commissions listed in 1996 on the rolls of the
Nationa Association of Commissionsfor Women (NACW) to begin aprocess of inventorying and
connecting these supporting organizations in order to assst them to learn from each others
successes and challenges to better assist their commissions.



After the receipt of the mailed survey responses, The Center Foundation, which had
assumed full respongibility for the project, consulted with and retained Dr. Janet Rosenberg,
formerly of Widener University, to prepare a quantitative and datistica andysis of the data. In
addition we have consulted with Dr. Barbara Ryan, chair of the Women's Studies Program at
Widener with regard to congtructing the in-depth interviewing protocolsfor conducting the ont-site
research of asdect sample necessary to completethe study. This second stage quaitativework will
provideafuller picture of the structura and programmatic characteristics of successful commissions
and their complex interrdations with affiliated Friends groups.

The highlightsof Dr. Rosenberg sstatistical report, which wasreceived by methisweek, |
have condensed and summarized below. | have aso added commentary where needed for ease of
understanding. After | havefully reviewed her andyssin conjunction with the supporting materids
received from commissions, | will produce areport which will set out in more detail the profiles of
women's commissons and ther activities as wdl as any recommendations learned from the
research thus far. In addition, we plan to contact those commissions who evinced an interest in
participating in the next stage of this sudy. In the meantime, | wish to thank the NACW for its
support of this project and the commissioners and staff who gave so generoudy of their over-
extended time to answer our questionnaire and share information about their Women's
Commissions with the thought of helping others.

Susan K. Garrison, Esquire
Director
The Center Foundation
Jduly 2, 1998
339 West State Street, Media, PA 19063
(610)565-6171 fax (610)565-6170 Center@libertynet.org




Introduction and Methods

The data anadlyzed in this report are responses to a questionnaire sent to WWomen's
Commissions in dl regions of the United States. The study was initiated in 1996 by the Center
Foundation in Media, Pennsylvania, and data collection was completed by summer, 1997. The
purpose of the study was to profile the characteristics of both Women's Commissions (WCs)
currently in operation and those of affiliated support groups, Friends of the Commission (FWCs).

Descriptive gatistics, primarily frequency distributions, were used to congtruct the profiles of
both Women's Commissions and Friends groups. In addition the relationships of selected variables
were andyzed to determinewhich variables may berdaedtotheleve of servicesdelivered. These
included severd variables not provided for in the questionnaire namely Region (nine regions
designated by the Bureau of the Census), and Location (Sate, metropolitan, and non-metropolitan
areasincluding citiesand counties). Further, summary measureswere cregted for certain structura
variables : Breadth (specificity) of Misson, Services Ddlivered, Levels of Support, and Levels of
Impediment (redtrictions). These variables were used to test the possibility that sgnificant
relationships exist between sdected environmental and structurd characteristics of WCs (such as
Location, Staffing, Date of Establishment, efc.) and their performance (Services Delivered).

The results of the analysis are described in three sections of the report. The first includes
the profile of the Women's Commissions and the tests of relationships described above. The
second profiles the Friends of Commissions and their relationships with the commissons with
which they are filiated. Thefind section isabrief commentary on the results of the research
and some suggestions for the second stage of the study.

Section I: Women's Commissions:
Demographics, Profile and Analysis

Sample and Demographics. The Center Foundation designed and distributed 242
questionnaires to al Women's Commissions in the nine regions (U.S. Bureau of the Census) that
were listed with the National Association of Women's Commissionsin 1996. (See Appendix | for
Census Bureau Region State Listing) After receiving aninitial response rate of approximately 56%
of the origind mailing (n=136), dightly above the average response rate for mailed questionnaires,
the questionnaires were eva uated and twenty were excluded from thefinal sample. Thecriteriafor
excluson included duplication (responses were received from more than one member of a
commission), non- responseto critical questions, or the respondent organization wasaregiond office
of agtatewide system, had been folded into another government office, or smply an advisory or nornt
governmenta group. Also information wasrecelved to exclude 10 commissonsfrom the mailing list
that were no longer active thus increasing the actud find return to 50%. Thefina sampleincludes
responsesfrom 116 commissions (47.7% of theorigind list); an averagerate of incluson for mailed
questionnaires. Thirty out of forty active state level commissions responded for aresponse rate of
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75% of active state commissons. (See Appendix Il for Responding Commissions.)

Despite the self- selection of responding commissions and an uneven pattern of exclusions,
the origind and the final sample have smilar regiond digtributions. Both are heavily weighted by
commissions in the South Atlantic, Mid-Atlantic, and to alesser extent, in the Pacific region. The
geographicd didtribution of commissons in the sample is goproximate to the distribution of
commissonsin the nine regions.

Location: Sate, Metropolitan and Non Metropolitan. State commissions account for
24.1% (n=28) of the sample and non-metropolitan commissons for 22.4% (n=26); the largest
number of WCsarelocated in metropolitan areas (n=62, 57.8%). Alsoit canbeseeninthissample
that the number of commissions increases with the Sze of the population in a particular area.
Consequently, though there are fewer large metropolitan than smaler metropolitan didtricts in the
country, there are many more WCsinthe larger metropolitan areasthaninthesmadler. Thesmalest
metropolitan areas with 500,000 or lessresidents have only five commissions (8.1%), those with up
to 1,000,000, have eeven (17.7%), with up to 3,000,000, seventeen (14.7%) and those districts
with 3,000,000 or more have twenty-nine (40.3%).

Date Established. Asshown in Table 1, the mgority of the Women' s Commission were
established by 1979. After Presdent Kennedy's executive order established the President's
Commission on the Status of Women (1961), governments at dl levels responded to the urgings of
the Women's Bureau of the Department of Labor to establish state and

Table 1: Date Commissions Established by Location

Date Location: State Metropolitan Non-Metropolitan
No Response 3.6% 6.6% 0.0%
To0 1979 71.4% 50.8% 59.3%
1980-89 7.1% 32.8% 37.0%
1990-1997 17.9% 9.8% 3.7%
Total | 100% 100% 100%

local commissions. Consequently, by 1980, sixty-seven (57.8%) of the WCsin the samplewerein
place. However, the pace of organization then dowed markedly. During the 1980s thirty-two
(27.6%) were chartered, but only twelve (10.3%) between 1990 and 1997. The pattern of
distribution established during the 1960s and 1970s has continued. Of the Commissions chartered
during the 1980s, sixty-two percent werein metropolitan locations. During the period 1990-1997,
of the twelve commissions organized, five were created by States, Six by locd government in
metropolitan didricts, and only one in a non-metropolitan location.

In summary, wefind WCsare more likely to be established by jurisdictionsin metropolitan
locations, primarily inthelargest popul ation centers. They cluster dong both the Atlantic and Pacific
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Coadts and were established early in the contemporary movement to secure women'srights. It also
gppears that whatever socid and politica forcesinfluenced state and metropolitan governmentsto
create more WCsin the past continueto operate. Consequently, during the past twenty yearsthere
has been an increasing concentration in metropolitan digricts, primarily inthelargest jurisdictionsthat
dready have rdatively large numbers of WCs

Profile: Structure of Commissions. Thereisasmilarity of origin among the commissions;
88.8% of those responding were established by government mandate; that is by statute, legidation,
executive order or resolution, 3.4% by voluntary action. A tota of 93% arein the executive branch,
62.9% as free ganding commissions, and 30.2% housed in departments. Virtudly al (93.1%) are
gppointed by government officids, either the executive (governor, mayor or county commission
(75.9%) and/or by alegidative body and an executive each with rights to gppoint a proportion of
commissioners (14.7%). The commissons vary in Sze;, 53% of dl commissons have fewer than
seventeen members, while 44% have a consderably larger number, 15.5% over 23 members.

The average term of serviceistwo to three years (61.2%) dthough the patterns of length of
term vary somewhat among state, metropolitan, and non- metropolitan locations (Table 2). States
have the largest percent of commissionerswith four-year termsin comparisonto local commissions
in which the term is more likely to be two to three years.

Table 2. Average Term of Service of Commissioners by Location

Term of Service Location: State Metropolitan Non-Metropolitan
1 year 3.6% 0.0% 7.4%
2-3years 42.9% 70.5% 59.3%
4 or more 42.9% 21.3% 29.6%

Profile: Autonomy and Control. Commissionsappear to berdatively freeto managetheir
internd affars. Government officids serve as commisson members on only eeven commissons
(9.5%) and in only 7% have a say in gppointments to the commissons committees. This might
suggest the absence of direct government intervention in their decison-making process, but that is
not the case. The autonomy of WCs is serioudy limited by other critical factors in their political
environments, primarily the powers of gppointment and of the purse.

Officids can gppoint, regppoint, and make decisions about whether or not to maintain afull
roster of commissioners thereby controlling whom and for how long many commissioners serve.
Some respondents commented that afailureto fill commission seets was a serious problem that | eft
them with too few members to operate effectively. Further, during sunset hearings, officids could
abolish commissions and permanently put an end to their activities.

One-third of WCs operate without an independent budget. Further, 53% are fully
dependent on government for funds and another 25.8% depend primarily on government, but may
a0 rase rdatively smdl amounts of money from grants, contributions, and revenues. A smdler
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number (9.5%) reported outside revenue support only and 6% indicated a current lack of any
funding.

There wastoo little information given on the actud amounts of the budgetsto generdizeto
the entire sample since only forty-sx (39.6%) provided budget amounts. Nevertheless, it isof some
interest to note that 28% of those responding had budgets ranging from afew hundred dollarsup to
$5,000; 11% up to $10,000; and 8.7% from $10,000 to $25,000. Only one commission had
$25,000 to $50,000, but 38.4% had budgets of $50,000 or more. These figures have to be
interpreted with extreme caution, first because there is atendency in surveys for more successtul
respondents to reply to senditive questions. In addition, it is not at al clear that dl the WCs are
reporting discretionary funds or the budgets of government departments such as Socia Servicesor
Civil Rightsin which they are housed. Findly some figures may reflect direct services such asfor
domedtic violence victims, displaced homemakers, eic. Seven of the ten commissons reporting
budgets of $100,000 or more arein executive branch departments of stategovernment and may be
reporting departmental budgets with only a proportion used to support WCs operations.

Profile: Staffing of Commissions. Thirty-five (30.2%) commissonsin thissample operate
within an executive department. Consequently, theinformation with respect to paid Saff issubject to
the same caution exercise with respect to amount of budget. Fifty percent of commissions have
ether no paid gaff or only one part-time employee and are therefore very dependent on voluntary
help. Others are better staffed with 18% having between one and 1 2 staff, and 31.9% with two or
more full-time employees. Further, of the saventy-one (60.2%) commissonsreporting thetitles of
paid staff, 10.3% operated with only afull or part-time adminidrator with no staff, and 14.7% by
part or full-time gtaff person but no adminigtrator. Only 32.8% of commissions reported having an
adminigtrator asssted by staff.

Profile: Mission, Services and Outstanding Achievements. Most of the organizations
surveyed described their missons in abgtractions aspiring to future ided states without clearly
aticulating practical means of reaching them; forty-six (39.7%) of respondents wrote analogous
descriptions. Asan example, one spokesperson wrote, " To assure that women and men haveequd
opportunity to function fully and optimaly as citizensin the City, as participants in the economy, in
politics and government, education, socia development, the system of justiceand in dl other facets
of life” Another Smilar satement of purposewas, “To encouragetheincreasein participationin the
socid, political and economic progress of their communities [and] to enhance the qudlity of life for
women and families; [to provide] advocacy for women and families, education, information and
referrd servicesfor women and families” Comparing thetwo, both statements expressthe hopethat
their work will contributeto anided future when the rightsand interests of women will bereflectedin
the operations of dl socid, poalitica and economicingitutions. However, whereasthefirg declaration
provides few guidelines for arriving at that state, the second does. It suggests that advocacy,
education, and provison of forma ways to link women to services dready available in ther
communitiesmay bethebest srategy. Indirectly the slatement suggests an agenda; arationa means
of discussing priorities, and a guide for distributing resources efficiently.



Comparing Mission Statements, Services and Outstanding Achievements Inorder to
describe and compare the contents of misson statements with actud delivery of services and
subsequently to the ranking of significant achievements, a content andysis was done of the open
ended questions on mission and significant successes and chalenges overcome. Inaddition, alist of
services was provided and respondents were asked to check the categories that matched
commission activities. Table 3 is composed of the data related to these factors.

In examining the misson saements, it was found that the mgority of the respondents
included an abstract statement, but most specificaly described at least oneintended project aswell.
In the first column are the ranks (by frequency) of concrete meansto their aostract ends. Advising
was mogt frequently mentioned, followed in rank order by education, advocacy, research,
networking/outreach, and findly, direct services. The rank ordering of the frequency of services
delivered is somewhat different. Education isthe most often delivered service, followed closdly by
advisng and networkingin atiefor second place, then research, advocacy, and direct serviceslastin
descending order.

Table 3: Percent Reporting on Mission, Services and Outstanding
Achievements

Mission Services Delivered Outgtanding
Achievements
1. Advice 56.9% 1. Education 87.1% 1. Education 24.1%
2. Education 28.4% 2. Advice 80.2% 2. Direct Service  19%
3. Advocacy 27.9% 2. Network/out 80.2% 3. Advocacy 10.3%
4. Research 19.8% 3. Research 55.2% 4, Research 9.5%
5. Network/Out. 18.1% 4. Advocacy 37.1% 5. Network/Out 6.0%
6. Direct Service 6.9% 5. Direct Service 23.3% 6. Advice 3.4%
Other (14) 12.1%  Other (32) 27.5% Other (25) 21.6%

It isclear when one compares services ddivered to outstanding achievements, that the most
frequently provided services were not necessarily those judged as the most outstanding
achievements. Thereisamatch on education, asit isprovided by 101 commissions(87.1%) andis
ranked first on the ligt of outstanding achievements. In contrast, though 95 commissions (80%)
report advisng officids, it isnamed as an outstanding success or significant achievement by only four
(3.4%) of commissionsandislast onthelist. On the other hand, direct services, rardy specificaly
mentioned as a component of misson and rarely provided by WCs, ranks second on the list of
ggnificant achievements. Virtualy every commisson that hasadirect service program noted it asan
outstanding success, whether it was established independently or in collaboration with hedth, legd,
Or service agencies.

Without further detailed information we cannot determinethe causes of shifts between what
commissions do and the activities by which they measure their own success. It may be that the
delivery of conventiond services are less likely to generate fedlings of satisfaction than those that
require somerisk, or are accomplished at extraordinary costs of time, money, and energy.






The accounts of the twenty-five representatives whose responses did not negtly fit into the
usua categoriespoint in that direction. Of the twenty-five classed as“other”, eleven gave accounts
of overcoming palitica chalengesand internd problemsthat threatened their surviva. Inthefaceof
one such threst, the Situation was described in near heroic terms; the commission had Arisen asa
phoenix from the ashes@ and was active again. Three commissions described the successful
edtablishment of working groups and forumsto explore rel ations between women of color and white
women in the hope of increasng mutud understanding and diversifying their condtituencies. Most
accounts described overcoming serious threats, of groundbresking innovation or unexpected
legidative success. This does not mean that commissons place no vaue on the services they
customarily provide. Note educationa services, most often delivered and most often cited as an
outstanding success. However, it does suggest that the battles won, development of ground-
breaking ways of serving women, and unexpected successin theface of opposition are credited with
Specid ggnificance.

Supports, Impediments, and the Most Serious Challenge. Thedata for thissection was
reported in both closed and open questions. Respondents were asked to describe their current
politica and organizationd environment and identify any specific advantages or supports and any
impediments to or redrictions as well as their most sgnificant successes and chalenges or
frudrations. Table4 summarizesthe components of support, obstacles, and most seriouschdlenge-
showing each by rank and frequency. At thetop of thetableisthe percent of commissionsreporting
whether or not they have any particular supportsor advantages, identifying impediments, or naming a
sngular chdlenge or frudtration.

Overdl, WCshave reported having more problemsthan they have supports and advantages.
Whereas 46.4% noted some supports, alarger group (74.1%) face many obstacles; 64% cited at
least one mgjor chdlenge. After examining the sources of advantages and supports, we see that
government is the most frequently cited source, but by less than one-third of the respondents.
Communities and departments, organizations, and Friends groups follow government. Funding is
cited lagt in theranks of supports, by only eight (6.9%) of the respondents, suggesting thet regardiess
of the sze of their budgets, commissions believe tha they are underfunded as to their costs of
operation and services.

Table 4: Supports, Impediments, and Serious Challenges

Supports I mpediments Most Serious Challenge
None 53.4% None 259%  None 36.0%
Yes 46.4%  Yes 741%  Yes 64.0%
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Ranks

1. Politica 30.2%  Lack Funds 53.4%  Lack Funds 31.3%
2. Comm./Dept. 18.1% Politics 39.7%  Politics 21.8%
3. Organizations 12.9% Internal Problems 16.4% Internal Problems 9.50
4. Friends Group 11.2%  Staff:nosupport 15.8%  Comm./Dept. 5.2%
5. Funding 6.9% Comm./Dept. 10.3%  Saf 9%

As to impediments, predictably lack of funds is ranked first (74%), followed by politica
problems including significant oppogtion to their programs, shifts in power, and the rise of
consarvativeinterest groups. Funding and paliticsarefollowed by internd difficultieswith respondents
describing alack of leadership, factionalism, and ashortage of time and commitment related to thelr
dependence on volunteer workers. One respondent explained the Stuation by pointing out that
typicaly professona women are gppointed to commissons, women with littletimeto participate fully
in their affairs, women whose energies are dready dretched by career and family and other
community responsibilities Findly, the ranking of serious frudrations closdy matches the list of
redtrictions. Once again a shortage of funds ranks firgt, politicsand interna problemsfollow; witha
smdl minority citing communities or departmenta obstacles.

The profile of Women's Commissions could seem to describe organizations that are
exceedingly fragile. Operating at the pleasure of officids, necessarily cautiousin their planning, and
short on resources and supports, they must cope with many problems while trying to serve ther
communities. None the less, some are very successful; providing direct services, networking
natiiondly and internationdly, educating on a variety of fronts, sending out newdetters, tracking
legidation, determined to continue their services regardless of the obstacles that stand in their way.
What makes it possible for some, but not others to maintain good records of service? Arethere
identifiable festures of the structure of commissons or in their environmentsthat can help explainthe
varigionsin the levels of performance?

Satistical Analysisof the Relationship of Sructural and Demographic Characteristics
to the Performance of Women's Commissions. Firg we examined specific variables that may
logicaly affect the performance of commissons. To facilitate these tests four summary measures
were congtructed; one for the sum of services delivered, and others for breadth (pecificity) of
misson statements, supportsand for impediments. Those commissionsthat checked few categories
of services were scored as low providers of services. To be categorized as providing moderate
levels of service the respondent had to give at least one example of aservice performed, and to be
categorized as a high or very high provider had to give examplesin severd categories of service.
The summary measures of both supportsand impediments are based on the presumed importance of
their sources. Those indicating adequate funding, political support or both are rated at the highest
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level. The measure of impediments uses a Smilar criterion with those naming both funding and
politica obstacles characterized as having the most serious problems.

Secondly, the effects of sdlected variables were examined as to the performance of
commissions as measured by the summary of services they deliver. Tests were done for the
datisticd sgnificance of the relationship between performance and the following; date the
commissionwas established, term of service of commissioners, the number of paid employeesonthe
daff of a commisson, source of funding, the substance of their misson statements, the summary
measure of breadth of support, and finaly the summary measure of impediments they encounter.
Each of these is hypotheticaly related to the ability of al organizations to operate effectively.

As expected, a number of these variables are related to the breadth of service that a
commisson isableto deliver. Therange of activity is postively related to the number of paid staff
and thelevels of support from officids, community, and other organizations. Of particular interest is
that the services ddlivered are associ ated with the pecificity and breadth of objectivesexpressedin
the commissons misson statements. Abdract satements  lack of clarity in their objectives or
means at arriving at them are associated with low service while those expressing particular goals as
well as programmatic guiddines are related to higher levels.

Surprisingly, the number and source of impediments was unreated to services provided.
Regardiess of the level of support reported, or the levels of services ddivered the vast mgority of
respondents (n=80; 69%) report that they encounter serious obstaclesintheir effortsto establish and
sugtain their programs.

The sum of services ddivered is dso related to location, that iswhether acommissionisa
part of the state government or gppointed by governmentsin metropolitan or norn- metropolitan cities
and counties. A broad to very broadest range of services is delivered by state commissions
(56.3%), followed by thosein metropolitan areas (31.3%), and the fewest in the citiesand counties
in nor metropolitan locations (12.5%).

Onceit was established that | ocation and serviceswere sgnificantly related, other testswere
doneto examinethe rdationship of location to some of the same variablestested againgt summary of
sarvices. Thetestsindicate that location isnot only related to level of service, but positively to the
number of paid aff, specificity of misson statement and thelevel of support. Furthermore, insmadl
metropolitan areas, broad and very broad services are delivered by only 6.3% of commissonsas
compared to 32.6% in larger didricts. State commissons provide the highest level of service
(53.5%) and unexpectedly non-metropolitan commissions provide more than small metropolitan
districts (19.2%). It isunclear what the reasons arefor this unexpected distribution of support. This
isan issue that could benefit from further research during the second stage of this research.

It appearsthat governments serving the largest populations, and consequently having more
€conomic resources, are motivated to establish and support women'scommissions. Whether they do
so out of commitment to theidedlsthey share or becauseit is politically expedient that they avoid the
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risk of aienating an important condtituency isimpossbleto tell. Regardless of motive, more support
Is associated with the provison of services and, consequently, with a commisson s overdl
performance. As was discussed above, even in non-metropolitan and smal metropolitan aress,
commissons operde effectively if the government invests sufficient funds, if there are pad
employees, and the work of the WCsis publicly endorsed.

SECT'ON ” Friends of Commissions: Structure, Services and
Relationships

The second purpose of the study was to construct a profile describing the structure of

Friends organizations and their relaionswith Women's Commissions. Inthissection, wedo that by
using decriptive Satigtics. In reviewing the data, it is important to keep in mind that only twenty-
three commissions (19.8% of the sample) reported having Friends groups that were operative,

athough another 6% werein the process of forming such groups. In addition to the small number of
respondents, many did not answer dl of the questions concerning their affiliates, perhaps because
they were unfamiliar with the details of their day-to-day operations. Nevertheless, describing the
data on hand may provide a tentetive profile of the groups, expecting that further research will

provide more information.

Profile: Demographics. The WCswith Friends are concentrated, asarethe Commissons,
with sx (26%) in the Mid-Atlantic, five (22%) in the South Atlantic, and three (13%) in the Pacific
Region. One interesting region isthe West North Centrd, where there are only three commissions
and dl reported having a Friends group. Like the digtribution of WCs, Friends groups tend to
cluster in metropolitan digtricts, but to a greater extent than do the Commissons. We see this
clustering mostly in large metropolitan areas with 1,000,000 or more populations. Forty percent of
al commissions, but 52% of the Friends groups are located in these didtricts. Like the WCs with
which they are efiliated, there is a concentration in those areaswith three million or moreresidents.

Profile: Sructure. Themgority (56%) of Friends of Women' sCommissons(FWCs) are
organized as nonprofit corporations, athough some areloosdy associated voluntary groups. Their
boards are typicaly appointed or eected by sitting board members, al members, or both (48%).
Virtualy no groups have funding sources other than solicited contributions and dues.

Profile: Friends and Women's Commissions. Coordination. Virtualy dl organizations
coordinate ther activities, formaly, that is by establishing organizationa proceduresfor that purpose
and by informa consulting, information exchange, and socid arrangements. Each is essentid to
effective integration. Typicaly, forma links between organizations and their afiliates congst of
interlocked boards, appointment processes, specified reporting procedures, or by other means. As
seen on the table below, Friendsand commissionsrely heavily oninformd relationship to coordinate
their
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Table 5: Coordinating Relationships, Women's Commissions and Friends

Type of Relationship Number Percent
No Response n=2 8.7
Informa relationships n=14 60.9
WCs appoints to FWCs boards n=9 39.1
Other Forma Rdationships n=8 34.8
Interlocked Boards n=4 174
FWCs report to WCs n=4 174

More structured relationships exist among others, most often with boards of commissions gppointing a
proportion of membersof Friendsboards. Among theformal relations categorized as“other” onthelig,
three commissions exercise fiscd controls on their Friends group, another has joint ad hoc planning

sessions, and one shares Staff.

The*“dendty” of relaionshipsdoesnot refer to their effectiveness, but to the number of waysthat
W(Cs and FWCs coordinate their activities. Five (21%) Friends groups depend soldly on informal
relations in comparison to 65% that coordinate their work through both forma and informa
arrangements. Only four commissons are closdy linked to their Friendsin highly formaized ways that
evidently give them a voice in the fiscd and policy matters of ther affilisie. A congderably larger
number, eleven (47.8%) havefewer forma procedureslinking themto one another. However, thisisnot
necessarily adisadvantagefor ether organization Snceit may assurethe autonomy that voluntary groups
expect in exchange for their support. In Stuations where officidly chartered groups are afiliated with
voluntary organizations, a baance heavily tilted toward informa reaionships rather than forma
procedures may be the most productive, encouraging continued cooperation and support.

Mission, Services Delivered and Most Helpful Services. Examining thetable below we can
compare the misson of Friends, the services they provide to the respective commissions, and those
judged most or least hepful, dl from the point of view of representatives of Commissons. From that
perspective we see that services ddivered match the needs of the commission. Before we describethe
tablebelow, it should be noted that the breadth of servicesgenerdly ddlivered to commissonsisnarrow,
with 21.7% reported as not giving service and 39% providing only onetype of service. Nevertheess,
the ranks on the three dimensions are quite consstent. Funding is ranked first on misson, service
ddivered, and most helpful service, while the last on dl the dimensions is research. There is some
rearranging of ranks between these extremes, but nothing remarkable.
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Table 6: Friends' Mission, Services Provided, and Most Helpful Service by

Ranks
Mission

1. Funding 52.2%
2.Volunteers 26.1%
3. Education. 21.7%

Networking 21.7%

4. Advoc./Adv. 17.4%

5. Research 13.0%

Therankings are aswould be anticipated given organizationsthat arein chronic need of assstance with their
projects and with money to finance them. Although the range of services provided is narrow, the mgority of
FWCs address the WCs most serious problem, underfunding and its effect on service. In addition not all
FWCs have had much time to impact directly as they are more newly established than WCs; of the 48%
reporting a date of formation, 36% were formed in the 1980's and 24% after 1990.

In summary, we seethat Friends of Commissions aretypicaly organized as non-profit corporations.
Mog are coordinated with their afiliates by a baance of informd and formd relations. The density of
coordinating relationships linking WCs and FWCs is low to moderate, dlowing each to maintain its
independence from the other. Friends gppear to be primarily fund raising auxiliarieswhose servicesare well
meatched to the needs of the WCs. Beyond raising funds many groups help by providing volunteers and

lobbying.

Services Delivered

Funding
Advoc./Adv.
Education

Networking

Research

65.2%

30.4%

26.1%

26.1%

17.4%

Most Helpful Service

Funding
Volunteers

Advoc./Adv.

Education

Research

56.5%

21.7%

13.0%

8.7%

0%
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SECTION lll; Discussion and Recommendations

Women's Commissions, like others organized by government, are often caught in the crosshairs of
competing ideologica and political interests. They are vulnerable to conflicting pressures from groups and
officiaswith varying degrees of power to support or subvert their work, whether it involvestaxes, and trade,
civil rights or zoning and playgrounds. This no doubt affects the decisions they make.

Commissions that do their work over long periods of time, who depend on fluctuating budget
dlocations, and whose recommendations and policies may be controversd, must often bow to the
whims of the more powerful groupsin ther political and socid environments. They tread anarrow path
intheir attempt to balance what is possblewith effective sarvice. Aswdl asderiving from thelimitations
of their statutory or other creating authority, this precarious Stuation may be reflected in the servicesthat
most provide. Education and advice areimportant and safer than active lobbying or advocacy onissues
that might divide acommunity. This need for caution aswell asalack of trust may account, in part, for
the fact that some respondents seemed to avoid reporting details of their problems. In response to an
open-ended question asking for adescription of challenges one cautious representative of avery troubled
group wrote in bold lettering, “Not here, not now!”

The pats of the sysem within which Women's Commissons operate are, of course,
interdependent. In Stuations where they are well supported and reasonably funded they tend to have
sufficient resourcesto deliver an array of services. Where these services meet communal expectations
and are celebrated by potentid condtituencies they gather support, and may become marginadly more
powerful in dedling with their respective governments. Under these circumstances eected officids may
want to avoid the risks of losng important condtituencies by publicly moving to defund or otherwise
threaten the commissons. Thosetha areapart of thisuphill ride may develop moreinnovative programs,
and risk lobbying aggressively on more controversa issues such asthe passage of adate law involving
pay equity, which one successful group clams as its most outstanding achievement.

Basad on the datain this study, many commissions in the sample are not so fortunate. Rather
they are seem to be caught in a system of accumulating disadvantage that push them in an opposte
direction. Undergtaffed, lacking funds, limited in their activities, they in turn may become less credible,
lessvisble and less ableto attract the support they need to secure afirm foundation for their work. Itis
goparent inthese data, asit isin the histories of other organizations, that having sgnificant advantages can
lead to the accumul ation of others, while serious disadvantages can take them down adippery dope. A
number of respondents complained of invisbility and loss of support and the suspension of servicesas
their funding wasreduced or withdrawn, threatening not only the quaity of their servicesbut the health of
thecommission. Unrewarded effort often turnsinto fatigue, and the decline of commitment; theseinturn
may sgnd exit from the arena. The surveys suggest that commissions that are less successful are
vulnerabletothiscourse. But it isperhaps moreinteresting that othersin the same position report, asyou
will recdl, that they were “rising as a phoenix from the ashes’ &fter resolving extremely destructive
internd problems.
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Animportant question that cannot be answered from the survey dataiswhy some commissions
are successful, even under the worst conditions, and others are unsuccessful under the best. 1t may be
due to externd factorsnot explored in the survey, or it may haveto do with structurd relationsthat have
their rootsin the origina charter of an organization. A mgor factor in the dynamics and performance of
al organizationsisleadership, atopic that could not be explored in survey format. Severa respondents
explained that there was continua conflict among members of the commission. In one case the mayor
and each member of the eected city council had the right to gppoint a proportion of members. Once
segted they rarely reached stable consensus on any issue, each addressing it from a partisan point of
view, gdling programs and creeting persona conflict. A smilar Stuation resulted in astate commisson
with gppointment rights assigned to the legidative leadership and the governor. When acommission's
board becomes a vehicle for promoting a political agenda, its legitimacy is caled into question and its
support likely to decline as programs are deferred and its origind objectives possibly lost in the battle.

The gructure of Friends groups and their relationships with Women's Commissions was
examined above. Recdling that the origind objective of these auxiliary organizations was to support
WCs, they effectively fulfill that god, primarily by funding, volunteer and lobbying efforts. Thefunction
and impact of Friends should aso be studied from the perspectives of both groups as cooperating
organizations. Detailed accounts of their operations, environmenta conditionsand relationships canonly
be acquired through using in-depth interviewing techniques. Although no direct effects on the levels of
service provided to ther affiliated commissions were able to be datidicaly shown from the sample
population, there may be important interactive effects that enhance the performance of women's
commissions which should be explored in further study of these complex support systems.
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Conclusion

It is too early to make recommendations as to the optimum structures and operations of
Women' s Commissions and Friends based on the preiminary review of the data avalable.
Neverthdess, it is clear that this sudy will be able to make suggestions to NACW and its member
commissions of what criteria tend to make them successful and what criteria tend to make them less
successtul. In our fina report after further in-depth interviews we expect to be able to provide
information for WCs to see from the tested and documented experience of other commissions and

Friends the kinds of factors that make some smply more effective in working together to achieve red
gans for women!
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Regions of the United States,
United States Bureau of the Census

Northeast: Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
and Connecticut

Middle Atlantic: New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Puerto Rico

South Atlantic: Delaware, Maryland, Washington, D.C., West Virginia, Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida

East North Central: Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Wisconsin, and lllinois

West North Central: Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, and Kansas

East South Central: Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, and Alabama

West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas

Mountain: Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Idaho, Utah, Arizona,
and Nevada

Pacific: Washington, Oregon, California, Alaska, and Hawaii
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List of Women’ s Commission Survey Responses

Commission Name County
*In the case of state commissions, this
column lists the CITY of the office

address
Alaska
Anchorage Women’ s Council
Arizona
Phoenix Women’ s Commission
Pima County/Tucson Women' s Commission Pima County

California

California Commission on the Status of Women (Sacramento, CA)
Contra Costa County Women’ s Advisory Committee Contra Costa County
Fresno City/County Commission on the Status of Fresno County
Women

Humboldt County Commission on the Status of Women | Humbolt County

Los Angeles Commission on the Status of Women Los Angeles County
Los Angeles County Commission for Women Los Angeles County
Merced County Commission for Women Merced County

Monterey County Commission on the Status of Women | Monterey County

City of Pasadena Commission on the Status of
Women

Riverside County Commission for Women Riverside County

San Francisco Commission on the Status of Women

San Joaquin County on the Status of Women San Juaquin County
Commission on the Status of Women in San Mateo San Mateo County
County

Santa Barbara County Commission for Women Santa Barbara County
Santa Cruz County Women’ s Commission Santa Cruz County

Santa Monica Commission on the Status of Women

Colorado

Denver Women’ s Commission

City of Fort Collins Commission on the Status of
Women

Connecticut
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Connecticut Permanent Commission on the Status of
Women

(Hartford, CT)

Delaware

Delaware Commission for Women

(Wilmington, DE)

District of Columbia

District of Columbia Commission for Women

Florida

Brevard County Commission on the Status of Women

Brevard County

Broward County Commission on the Status of Women

Broward County

Florida Commission on the Status of Women

(Tallahasee, FL)

Dade County Commission on the Status of Women

Dade County

Mayor’ s Commission on the Status of Women

(Jacksonville, FL)

City of North Miami Beach Commission on the
Status of Women

Sarasota County Advisory Commission on the Status
of Women

Sarasota County

Georgia

Georgia Commission on Women

(Atlanta, GA)

Hawaii

Hawaii State Commission on the Status of Women

(Honolulu, HI)

Hawaii County Commission on the Status of Women

Hawaii County

Honolulu County Committee on the Status of Women

Honolulu County

Idaho

Idaho Commission on Women’ s Programs

(Boise, ID)

lowa

lowa Commission on the Status of Women

(Des Moines, IA)

I1linois
Chicago Advisory Council on Women
Cook County Commission on Women' s lIssues Cook County
Indiana

Commission on the Status of Women, Bloomington IN

Mishawaka City Commission on the Status of Women

Indiana Commission for Women

(Indianapolis, IN)
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Kansas

Topeka Mayors Commission on the Status of Women

Wichita Commission on the Status of Women

Kentucky

Jefferson County Office for Women

Jefferson County

Kentucky Commission for Women

(Frankfort, KY)

Louisiana
Commission for Women of Bossier City, LA
Lafayette Mayor’ s Commission on the Needs of
Women
Louisiana Office of Women's Services
Maryland

Maryland Commission for Women

(Baltimore, MD)

Anne Arundel County Commission for Women

Anne Arundel County

Baltimore City Commission for Women

Baltimore County

Baltimore County Commission for Women

Baltimore County

Calvert County Commission for Women

Calvert County

Garrett County Commission for Women

Garrett County

Harford County Commission for Women

Harford County

Howard County Commission for Women

Howard County

Montgomery County Commission for Women

Montgomery County

Saint Mary’ s County Commission for Women

Saint Mary’ s County

Washington County Commission for Women

Washington County

Wicomico County Commission for Women

Wicomico County

Massachusetts

Somerville Commission for Women

Massachusetts Governor’ s Advisory Committee on
Women’ s Issues

(Boston, MA)

City of Boston Women' s Commission

Cambridge Commission on the Status of Women

Mich

igan

Michigan Women’' s Commission

(Lansing, MI)
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Minnesota

Minnesota Commission on the Economic Status of
Women

(St. Paul, HN)

Missouri

Missouri Women' s Council

(Jefferson City, MO)

Nebraska

Lincoln/Lancaster Commission on the Status of
Women

Nebraska Commission on the Status of Women

New Hampshire

New Hampshire Commission on the Status of Women

(Concord, NH)

New J

ersey

New Jersey Advisory Commission on the Status of
Women

(Trenton, NJ)

Atlantic County Advisory Commission on Women

Atlantic County

Bergen County Commission on Women

Bergen County

Essex County Advisory Board on the Status of
Women

Essex County

Gloucester County

Gloucester County

Hudson County Commission on Women

Hudson County

Mercer County Advisory Commission on the Status
of Women

Mercer County

Ocean County Advisory Commission on the Status of
Women

Ocean County

Salem County Commission on Women

Salem County

Union County Advisory Committee on the Status of
Women

Union County

Warren County Commission for Women

Warren County

New Mexico

New Mexico Commission on the Status of Women

(Albuquerque, NM)

New

York

New York State Division for Women

(New York, NY)

Erie County Commission on the Status of Women

Erie County

Nassau County Office of Women' s Services

Nassau County

New York City Commission on the Status of Women

Syracuse Commission for Women
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Westchester County Office for Women

| Westchester County

North Carolina

Charlotte Regional Council for Women

Buncombe County Women’ s Involvement Council

Buncombe County

Craven County Council on Women

Craven County

Gaston County Council on the Status of Women

Gaston County

Mecklenburg County Women’ s Commission

Mecklenburg County

Greensboro Commission on the Status of Women

Orange County Commission for Women

Orange County

North Carolina Council for Women

(Raleigh, NC)

Oh

io

Ohio Women’ s Policy and Research Commission

(Columbus, OH)

Oklahoma

Lawton Mayor’ s Commission on the Status of Women

Oregon

Oregon Commission for Women

(Portland, OR)

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania Commission for Women

(Harrisburg, PA)

Berks County Commission for Women

Berks County

Bucks County Commissioners’ Advisory Council for
Women

Bucks County

Delaware County Women' s Commission

Delaware County

Lackawana County Commission for Women

Lackawana County

Luzerne County Commission for Women

Luzerne County

Mercer County Commission for Women

Mercer County

Montgomery County Commission for Women and
Families

Montgomery County

The Greater Pittsburgh Commission for Women

Chester County Women' s Commission

Chester County

Women’ s Alliance of Lancaster County

Lancaster County

Penn State Women' s Commission

Schuylkill County Commission for Women

Schuylkill County

Puerto Rico
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Puerto Rico Commission for Women' s Affairs

(San Juan, PR)

Rhode

Island

Rhode Island Commission for Women

(Providence, RI)

South Carolina

South Carolina Governor’ s Office Commission on
Women

(Columbia, SC)

Texas

Texas Governor’ s Commission for Women

(Austin, TX)

Commission on Human Needs, Wichita Falls

Utah

Utah Governor’ s Commission for Women and Families

(Salt Lake City, UT)

Vermont

Burlington Council on Women

Vermont Governor’ s Commission on Women

(Montpelier, VT)

Virginia
Alexandria Commission for Women
City of Fairfax Commission for Women
Fairfax County Commission for Women Fairfax County
Falls Church City Commission for Women
Loudoun County Commission for Women Loudoun County
Prince William County Commission for Women Prince William County
Washington

Seattle Women' s Commission

West Virginia

West Virginia Women’ s Council

(Charleston, W)

Wisconsin

Wisconsin Women' s Council

(Madison, WV)
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