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Promoting Equity for Women Administrators of Color

Presenters:
Ronald D. Opp
Penny Poplin Gosetti
The University of Toledo
Women’s under representation in higher education leadership has been a focus of study

since Title [X brought the issue of gender to the forefront of higher education in 1972. During
the nearly three decades following the enactment of this ground-breaking legislation, the number
of male administrators in higher education increased by 10%, while the number of women

administrators increased by 147% (National Education Association, 1998). Although the gap

between the number of male and female administrators in higher education has narrowed

“considerably, a 19.4% percentage point gap remained between women and men administrators in

1995 (Roey, Rak, Fernandez, & Barbett, 1998).

Women administrators from all racial/ethnic groups' have experienced growth in their
numbers. For example, the number of Hispanic women administratqrs in public institutions
increased over 100% between 1983 and 1991 (Rai & Critzer, 2000). However, while the number
of Black, American Indian, Asian American, and Hispanic women administrators more than
doubled from 1981 to 1991, their proportional representation only increased from 4% to 6%
(Ottinger & Sikula, 1993). Hispanic women administrators represented only 1.1% of all
administrators in public institutions in 1991 (Rai & Critzer, 2000).

The existing disparities raise interesting questions about the status of women administrators
in higher education. What changes have occurred in the proportional representation of women
administrators by race/ethnicity and, specifically, have those changes occurred differentially
among institutional types? Has the “chilly campus climate,” a conceptual backbone of the
gender equity literature, thawed for women administrafors of all races and ethnicities? Have
women, as they have achieved gatekeeper roles as college chief executive officers (CEOs),

succeeded in removing barriers to the administrative ranks for women of all races and

I The National Center for Education Statistics classifies its racial/ethnic groups as: White, non-Hispanic;
Black, non-Hispanic; Asian or Pacific Islander; Hispanic, and American Indian or Alaskan Native. For
ease and consistency in reporting, we use the following shortened versions of these classifications:
American Indian, Asian American, Black, Hispanic, and White.
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ethnicities? Can we predict which institutional types, if any, are influential in increasing the
representation of women administrators of color and use those predictions to guide future policy
and practice?

The concepts represented in the questions above guided the development of this study of
national trends in the proportional representation of women administrators by race/ethnicity in
postsecondary institutions by institutional types and the impact of selected institutional
characteristics on the change in that proportional representafion. Learning about the
representational differences among racial/ethnic groups between types of institutions and the
predictive influence of selected institutional characteristics may help in the identification of
factors that can lead to increases in the number of women administrators of all races and
ethnicities. Setting the findings within the framework of women’s gatekeeping status in senior-
level positions and supportive campus climates may help determine where institutions of higher

education need to focus their efforts in the continued promotion of gender equity.

The Status of Women Administrators in Higher Education

Our understanding of women’s status in higher education administration comes from several
_ sources such as national databases, information on select populations of women administrators,
and national and single institution surveys. The data available from all of these sources indicate
that the gap between the number of male and female administrators in higher education is
narrowing. Published data from the 1995 Fall Staff Survey conducted by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) showed that women held nearly 44% of full-time higher education
executive, administrative, and managerial positions. Women’s proportional representation
within this administrative category was up over 3 percentage points from 1991, and almost 18
percentage points from their 1976 proportional representation of 26% (Roey et al., 1998). The
change in the proportional representation of specific racial/ethnic groups is not available,
however, because prior to the 1993 Fall Staff Survey, race/ethnicity information on
administrators was not gathered by the NCES.

 The literature on the status of women in higher education administration frequently
references the American Council on Education’s Office of Women in Higher Education (OWHE)

reports on women presidents as a barometer for gauging gender equity among administrators in



Promoting Equity  p. 4

postsecondary institutions. Begun in 1975, the OWHE has compiled data on the number of
women chief executive officers, as well as information about their career paths, educational and
professional backgrounds, perceptions on women’s and minorities’ issues, and personal
demographics. A 1993 report from OWHE (Touchton, Shavlik, & Davis) indicated that between
1975 and 1984, the number of women CEOs at accredited colleges and universities nearly
doubled, jumping from 148 to 286. In 1995, the OWHE (Touchton & Ingram) reported that
women CEOQs led 453 postsecondary institutions (16%). The racial/ethnic composition of these
women was comprised of 7 American Indians (2%), 2 Asian Americans (less than 1%), 39
Blacks (9%), 24 Hispanics (5%), and 381 Whites (84%). A closer look at these women
presidents is provided in a 1995 survey of American college presidents conducted for ACE by
Ross and Green (1998). Their findings showed that 25% of Black presidents were women, and
that 84% of these women led public institutions. Only 14% of Black presidents at historically
Black colleges and universities (HBCUs) were women. The study also showed that nearly all
Hispanic women presidents led public 2-year colleges, of which half were Hispanic-Serving
Institutions (HSIs).

Other sources provided information about the status of women administrators through
studies of specific administrative positions or in specific institutional contexts. Doyle Walton
(1998), for instance, found that of 1,711 responding Chief Academic Officers (CAOs) at
regionally-accredited colleges and universities in 1991, 16% were women, only slightly more
than the number of women presidents reported in 1992 by the OWHE. She did not provide data
on the racial/ethnic composition of these women. Similar data are available on Chief Student
Affairs Officers (CSAOs) through the College and University Personnel Association’s annual
Administrative Compensation Survey. The 1992-93 survey results showed that 28% of the
sampled CSAOs were women, a proportional representation that historically has been greater
than that of other senior-level administrative positions such as president or CAO (Creal & Beyer,
1993). A survey of women CSAOs in 1992 showed that 88.8% were White; 5.6% were Black,
2.5% were Hispanic, and 1.9% were Asian American (Randall, Daugherty, & Globetti, 1995).
These representations were similar to those of white women presidents, less thaﬁ Black women
presidents, and greater than Hispanic and Asian American women presidents reported by the

OWHE in 1992.
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The Climate for Women Administrators in Higher Education

The narrowing of the gender gap may be due, in part, to the attenfi/on that was drawn to the
barriers women faced in attaining a position or advancing in higher education administration.
Much of the early literature in this area suggested that the low representation of women in
administration was due to personal factors such as low self-confidence, geographical limitations,
and inadequate credentials (Mann & Smith, 1990). Several publications, beginning in the 1980s,
challenged those perspectives on access and representation, providing us instead with an
understanding of organizational and cultural factors that created a “chilly campus climate™ for
women. Bernice Sandler and Roberta Hall, through the Association of American Colleges’
Project on the Status of Education of Women, co-authored a series of papers on the chilly
campus climate for women (see, for example, Hall & Sandler, 1982; Hall & Sandler, 1984;
Sandler & Hall, 1986; Sandler, Silverberg, & Hall, 1996).

In 1988, Shavlik, Touchton, and Pearson, through the ACE Commission on Women in
Higher Education and the Office of Women, published a special report entitled the New Agenda

of Women for Higher Education that addressed the need to correct hiring inequities and provide

supportive campus environments for women. Shavlik and Touchton revisited the Agenda in
1992, pointing out that the goals had not changed, but that more progress was needed. They
noted that 53% of all students were women, yet only 12% of all CEOs of the institutions in
which these students studied were women. Defining campus climate as “those aspects of
institutional atmosphere and environment that foster or impede women’s personal, academic, and
professional development” (p. 49), they suggested that the issues raised by Sandler and Hall in
1986 regarding behaviors, attitudes, policies, and practices, had yet to be adequately addressed.
As a result, women administrators continued to be treated differently because of gender.

The 1990s saw a continuation of the literature on campus climate and institutional context
(see, for example, Chliwniak, 1997; Svoboda & Crockett, 1996) and a focus on issues of
diversity. While gender continues to be a major focus on diversity studies, attention is shifting to
understanding gender in the context of specific racial/ethnic groups (see, for example, Gorena,
1996; Warner, 1995) and specific institutional characteristics.

Some institutional environments historically have been more welcoming of women

administrators than others. Two-year institutions consistently have shown the largest
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proportional representation of women CEOs over the past 25 years (Touchton & Ingram, 1995).
These institutions, along with women’s colleges and minority-serving institutions such as
historically Black colleges and universities (HBCUs), share a commitment to providing access
and successful educational experiences to students who may otherwise not be served (DiCroce,
1995; Harwarth, Maline, & DeBra, 1997, Harvey & Williams, 1996). Institutions committed to
inclusivity may tend to create norms, policies, and practice that respect and support a climate
affirming of diversity not only for students, but for faculty and administrators as well.

The literature on the status of women administrators and on campus climate has been
inconsistent in its reporting of data on women of color and on integrating gender and
race/ethnicity in the discussion of equity. Felicinne Ramey (1995) for example, lamented the
lack of research on Black women administrators noting that it may be due to the small number of
these women holding leadership positions in higher education administration. In addition,
attention to specific racial ethnic groups and specific institutional characteristics has not found its
way consistently into the analyses of national data sets. The lack of comprehensive research or
complete databases on women administrators of color in higher education is disturbing, and
limits our ability to understand fully the status of all women administrators in higher education.

The CEOs of institutions play a central role in shaping the norms, policies, and practices that
help create or ameliorate the chilly climate for women administrators (Chliwniak, 1997). Some
argue that when women enter these gatekeeper positions, they influence the structures and norms
that create barriers to the achievement of women in administration (Chliwniak, 1997), opening
doors to the hiring of more women administrators. A recent study of IPEDS data showed that
institutions with women CEOs have experienced significant increases in their proportional
representation of women administrators (Poplin Gosetti & Opp, 2000). However, “a significant
body of literature tends to support the idea that problems related to the inclusion of women in
upper-level administrative work is more than simply a matter of hiring additional women’
(Tedrow & Rhoads, 1998, p. 5).

The positive effect that hiring a critical mass of women would have on the development of a
climate supportive of continued growth in the numbers of women administrators, was addressed
by Rosabeth Moss Kanter in 1977. According to Kanter, once an organization achieved a critical

mass of women at entry and mid-level positions, the climate regarding the hiring and promotion
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of women to senior-level positions would become more equitable. Research by Robin Ely
(1994), however, refuted Kanter’s notion of a critical mass, noting that to change women’s token
status, a critical mass of women must exist at the senior administrative level. These conflicting
viewpoints may be addressed by examining the connections between the presence of women in
climate-changing, administrative roles and the representation of women administrators in post-'
secondary institutions. The conflict also may be addressed'by examining the critical mass of
women faculty, a professional group not found in the organizational worlds of management
studied by Kanter and Ely. If women in senior leadership positions are successfully creating
more welcoming campus climates, we might expect to see more women administrators in
institutions that are led by women CEOs or where women faculty are found in the greatest
numbers. We also might expect to see the presence of these women as a predictor of positive

change in the proportional representation of women administrators.

Purpose of the Study

Despite the impressive increase in the number and percentage of women administrators
reported by the National Education Association (NEA) and the NCES, our understanding of this
progress may be incomplete. First, government-reporting agencies minimally disaggregate their
data. Although they disaggregate the data by the institutional characteristics of level and control,
a further disaggregation by the characteristics of size, locale, sex, and race, might provide a
greater understanding of group complexities that cannot be understood without such
disaggregation (Clark, 1987). Second, government-reporting agencies provide descriptive data.
only (e.g., numbers, percentages, and changes in percentages). Descriptive data do not show the
relative impact that different institutional characteristics have on changes in the number and
percentage of women administrators. '

The purpose of this study, therefore, was to conduct trend and predictive analyses using both
NCES Fall Staff Survey, and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) data to
examine changes in the proportional representation of women by race/ethnicity among higher
education administrators from 1991 to 1997. Specifically, we sought to explore the progress of
gender equity for women administrators in higher education by examining whether the increases

for women by race/ethnicity have been comparable across various institutional characteristics
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and to determine the relative impact of these characteristics on the change in the proportional
representation of these women. The following research questions guided this study:

1. What is the trend in the proportional representation of women by race/ethnicity among
higher education administrators from 1991-1997?

2. What is the trend in the proportional representation of women administrators by
race/ethnicity, by'selected institutional characteristics (e.g. level, control, size, locale, race, and
sex)?

3. What is the impact of selected institutional characteristics (e.g., level, control, size,
locale, race, sex, women presidents, and percentage of women faculty of color) on the change in
the proportional representation of women administrators of color?

Methodology
The Data Set

The data used for the analyses were obtained from data files available on the NCES
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) web site
(http://www.nces.ed.gov/Ipeds/data.html). These data included the Fall Staff Survey conducted
by the NCES in 1997, and the EEO-6 Survey conducted by the EEOC in 1991. The 1991 NCES
Fall Staff Survey gathered data from all postsecondary institutions with less than 15 staff
members but did not inciude any staff information broken down by race/ethnicity. Therefore, we
used the 1991 EEO-6 Survey, which gathered data from institutions with 15 or more full-time
staff members, broken down by race/ethnicity. The NCES Fall Staff Survey is one of the surveys
that comprise the IPEDS, a collection of eight different surveys conducted on a regular basis to
gather comprehensive institutional-level information on the system of postsecondary education
providers. The Fall Staff Surveys, with institutional response rates in the 1990s consistently at
85% or above, are the most comprehensive source of information on trends in the numbers of
administrators in postsecondary institutions. Data for those institutions that do not respond in

any given survey year are imputed using procedures developed by researchers at the NCES.

The Sample



Promoting Equity  p. 9

The universe of institutions for which the NCES collects Fall Staff Survey data includes all
4-year, 2-year, and less-than-2-year postsecondary institutions. Our sample was limited to 2- and
4-year institutions categorized by the 1994 Carnegie Classification of Higher Education
Institutions (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching)®. This classification system
categorizes all regionally accredited, degree-granting colleges and universities in the United
States. By eliminating institutions not categorized by the Carnegie classification system, the
TPEDS universe was reduced to 2,813 institutions.

Analysis of administrator data in the aggregate, rather than analysis of administrator data by
institution, can lead to underestimation of gender segregation (Kulis, 1997). In order to portray
most accurately the status of women administrators in higher education, our sample was limited
further to those Carnegie institutions that reported Fall Staff Survey or EEO-6 data by
race/ethnicity in both survey years. This left a sample of 2,292 matched institutions for which
we had data, climinating 18.3% of the Camnegie-classified institutions.

Institutional types represen.ted least well in our sample of matched institutions were small-
size institutions (24.9% missing), 2-year colleges (27.0% missing), private institutions (27.3%
missing), HBCUs (20.0% missing), and tribal colleges (66.7% missing) (see Table 1). The under
representation of these types of institutions in the sample may have biased the trends in their
proportional representation of women administrators. Therefore, one needs to exercise caution in
describing changes in the proportional representation of women administrators at these particular

types of institutions.

Dependent Variable

The 1997°NCES Fall Staff Survey report (NCES, 2000) presents percent change for women
administrative staff. Percent change for women administrators, however, does not address the
issue of the gender gap--how the change in the number of women administrators affects their
representation as compared to the number of men administrators. To present a picture of change

in representation more comprehensively than the one presented by percent change, we examined

2 The Carnegie Foundation released a new classification system in 2000. However, the 1997 NCES
Institutional Characteristics Survey from which we obtained institutional characteristics used the 1994
Carnegie Classification system.
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changes in the proportional representation of women administrators among all administrators.
The change in proportional representation was calculated by subtracting the mean proportional
representation of women administrators by race/ethnicity among total administrators in 1991
from the mean proportional representation of women administrators by race/ethnicity among
total administrators in 1997. The change in the mean proportional representation of women
administrators became the dependent variable for the trend analysis. For the predictive analysis,
we combined the changes in the proportional representation for American Indian, Asian
American, Black, and Hispanic women to create the dependent variable of change for women
administrators of color.

The category of women administrators examined in this study consisted of full-time
executive, administrative, and managerial staff, and excluded all other categories of staff: other
professionals, technical and paraprofessional, clerical and secretarial, skilled crafts,
service/maintenance, and part-time employees. Accordiﬁg to the NCES criteria (Roey et al.,
1998), the executive, administrative, and managerial staff category included positions where
individuals exercised discretion, independent judgment, and directed the work of others. This
category comprised senior-level positions such as presidents, vice presidents, and deans, as well
as junior-level positions such as directors and associate and assistant deans and directors.
Currently, the NCES data does not allow disaggregatioh into discrete categories of senior-level

and junior-level administrative positions.

Independent V.ariables

We used six institutional characteristics (level, control, size, locale, race, and sex) to
examine trends in the change in the proportional representation of women administrators by
racg/ethnicity from 1991 to 1997 (i.e., the dependent variable). In conducting the predictive
analysis, we added two 1991 institutional characteristics (woman CEO and percentage of women
faculty of color). The institutional characteristics were derived from the following sources.

1. Level (2-year, 4-year) - The 1996-97 NCES Institutional Characteristics data (NCES,
1999b)

2. Control (public, private) - The 1996-97 NCES Institutional Characteristics data (NCES,
1999b)

11
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3. Size (small-size, 3,000 or less students; medium-size, 3,001 to 10,000 students; large-
size, more than 10,000 students) - The 1991-92 NCES Fall Enrollment data (NCES, 1999a)

4. Locale (urban, suburban, rural) - The 1996-97 NCES Institutional Characteristics data
(NCES, 1999b)

5. Race (HBCU, Hispanic-serving, predominantly white) — White House Initiative on
Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans (1999) and the 1996-97 Institutional
Characteristics data (NCES, 1999b).

6. Sex (women’s, coeducational) - A report from the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement on Women’s Colleges (Harwarth, Maline, & DeBra, 1997).

7. Women faculty of color - The 1991 EEO-6 Survey (EEOC, 1991).

8. Woman CEO - We examined the names of CEOs in the 1991 Higher Education

Directory (Healey Torregrosa, 1990) to determine the CEO’s sex. The names of CEOs that were
not clearly identifiable as either male or female were categorized after contacting the Institution

by Website, email, or phone.

Statistical Analyses

Frequencies were run to calculate the number, the mean proportional representation, and the
change in mean proportional representation of women administrators by race/ethnicity.
Frequencies were also run for each race/ethnicity by the institutional characteristics of level,
control, size, locale, sex, and race. A blocked form of stepwise regression was then conducted to
determine the relative impact of input and institutional characteristics on the outcome or
dependent variable. The variables included in each block were designed following Astin’s Input-
Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) conceptual model (Astin, 1985, 1993). This conceptual model
enters input variables in the first block to control for their potentially biasing influences on the
dependent variable. In this study, the input variable was the mean proportional representation of
women administrators of color in 1991. Entering this variable in the first block allowed us to
statistically “equate” differences between institutions in their 1991 proportional representation of
women administrators of color. Environmental variables, or institutional characteristics, were
then entered in subsequent blocks to determine their relative influence, if any, on the dependent

variable. The institutional characteristics entered in the second block included level, control,
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size, locale, sex, and race. After controlling for the influence of these variables, the institutional
characteristics of woman CEO and the percentage of women faculty of color--those variables that
measure the elements of gatekeeping and critical mass addressed in the literature review--were
entered into a final block.

The data used to create the variables entered into the final block, woman CEO and
percentage of women faculty of color, were gathered from sources collected in the baseline year
of 1991. The review of the literature on women administrators suggested that women CEOs,
along with a critical mass of women faculty, may promote the cause of gender equity for women
administrators. Using the logic of the [-E-O model and the conceptual framework of gatekeeping
and critical mass, we hypothesized that the presence of a woman chief”executive officer in 1991,
and/or a high percentage of women faculty of color in 1991, would influence the change in an

institution’s proportional representation of women administrators of color from 1991 to 1997.

Results

The examination of the change in the proportional representation of women administrators
of color was conducted by means of a trend analysis followed by a predictive analysis. The

results of those analyses follow.

Trend Analyses

Previous research has shown that the mean proportional representation of women
administrators overall increased 5.5 percentage points from 1991 to 1997, showing a clear
narrowing of the gap between female and male administrators (Poplin Gosetti & Opp, 2000).
However, the present analysis of women administrators by race/éthnicity shows that the increase
was not uniform across all racial/ethnic groups. Although women administrators from all
racial/ethnic groups experienced an increase in proportional representation, white women
administrators by far had the largest increase (4.76 percentage points) (see Table 2). The four
other racial/ethnic groups experienced increases well below 1 percentage point (American Indian
0.05 percentage points, Asian American 0.15 percentage points, Black 0.79 percentage points,

and Hispanic 0.40 percentage points). Below, we present findings on the overall trends in the

13
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proportional representation of women by race/ethnicity among higher education administrators,

and those trends broken down by selected institutional characteristics.

Women Administrators by Race/Ethnicity Within Institutional Characteristics

A recent study of the change in the proportional representation of women administrators
overall revealed that increases varied by institutional type (Poplin Gosetti & Opp, 2000).
Variations by institutional type also emerged in 'the current study when an analysis was
conducted for women administrators by race/ethnicity.

American Indian women administrators. Growth occurred in the proportional representation

of American Indian women administrators overall (0.05 percentage points), and at most
institutions except HSIs, large-size institutions, and rural institutions, where decreases occurred
(-0.11, -0.03, and -0.78 percentage points respectively) (see Table 3). The apparent decrease in
proportional representation at rural institutions may be explained in part by the
underrepresentation of small tribal colleges in the sample.

Asian American women administrators. Growth occurred in the proportional representation

of Asian American women administrators overall (0.15 percentage points), and at all types of
institutions except HBCUs, where a 0.02 decrease occurred and at rural institutions, where the
proportional representation did not change (see Table 4).

Black women administrators. Growth occurred in the proportional representation of Black

women administrators overall (0.79 percentage points), and at all types of institutions (see Table
5). An examination of all of the institutional characteristics variables showed that Black women
administrators experienced their greatest increase in proportional representation at HBCUs (4.96
percentage points).

Hispanic women administrators. Growth occurred in the proportional representation of

Hispanic women administrators overall (0.40 percentage points) except at HBCUs, which
experienced a 0.02 percentage point decrease (see Table 6). Hispanic-women administrators
experienced their greatest increase in proportional representation at HSIs (3.26 percentage
points).

White women administrators. Growth occurred in the proportional representation of white

women administrators overall (4.76 percentage points), and at all types of institutions (see Table

14
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7). White women administrators experienced an increase in proportional representation of over 5
percentage points at suburban institutions (6.61 percentage points), public institutions (5.83
percentage points), 2-year institutions (5.73 percentage points), and PWIs (5.05 percentage

points).

Predictive Analysis

The results of the regression analysis predicting the change in the mean proportional
representation of women administrators from 1991 to 1997 are presented in the order of the
blocks in which they were entered: input, institutional characteristics, and climate variables

related to gatekeeping and critical mass.

Input Variable

The proportional representation of women administrators of color in 1991 was entered in the
first block of the regression model to statistically “equate” or control for beginning differences
between institutions. This “pretest” variable was included to control for its influence, allowing
for a less-biased estimate of the comparative influence of different institutional characteristics on
the dependent variable. As expected, this “pretest” variable entered as a significant negative
predictor of the change in proportional representation of women administrators of color
(p<.0001) (see Table 8).

Institutional Characteristics

After controlling for the “pretest” variable, the institutional characteristics of level, control,
size, locale, sex, and race were entered in the second block of the regression model. Four of
these institutional characteristics variables entered as significant positive predictors of the change
in the proportional representation of women administrators of color: HBCUs, HSIs, and urban
institutions (p<.0001) as well as 2-year institutions (p<.05) (see Table 8). These types of
institutions had significant increases in their proportional representation of women administrators
of color.

Campus Climate Variables

Woman chief executive officer and percentage of women faculty of color variables were

entered in the third block to test the importance of the climate variables of gatekeeping and
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critical mass in predicting the change in the proportional representation of women administrators
of color. The percentage of women faculty of color entered as significant positive predictor in
the model (p<.0001) (see Table 8). Institutions with a high percentage of women faculty of color

had significant increases in their proportional representation of women administrators of color.

Discussion

The proportional representation of women administrators in all five of the racial/ethnic
groups increased between 1991 and 1997. White women administrators experienced by far the
largest increase in proportional representation, followed by considerably smaller increases for
Black, Hispanic, Asian American, and American Indian women administrators respectively. In
addition, the change in the proportional representéttion of women administrators by race/ethnicity
varied by institutional type, with some types showing much greater increases than others, and
other types showing decreases. The fact that all groups of women administrators, regardless of
race or ethnicity, experienced increases over this time period is an encouraging trend. However,
white women clearly have experienced the greatest increases overall and at almost every
institutional type except minority-serving institutions. Women administrators of color continue
to be disproportionately underrepresented at most every institutional type except minority-
serving institutions. Specifically, the trend analyses suggest that increases for Black and
Hispanic women administrators have occurred primarily at institutions that serve their respective
underrepresented group.

An analysis of the changes in proportional representation through purely descriptive means,
while it illuminates specific racial/ethnic groups and institutional types that are experiencing
more success than others, does not address the complex interrelationships between the
institutional characteristics and their relative impact on those changes. The predictive analysis of
the impact of institutional characteristics on the propbrtional representation of women
administrators of color supports the contention that increases in the representation of these
administrators may be explained by several institutional characteristics, including one related to
campus climate. The discussion that follows focuses on the institutional characteristics that

significantly influenced the change in proportional representation of women administrators.
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The strongest influence on the change in proportional representation of women
administrators was displayed by the variable percentage of women faculty of color (see Table 8).
The literature and previous research suggested that campus climate variables, such as this critical
mass variable, may positively influence such change. A study by Poplin Gosetti and Opp (2000)
found that the gatekeeping variable of woman CEO and the critical mass variable of percentage
of women faculty were positive predictors of the change in the proportional representation of
women administrators overall. While there is a significant correlation between the gatekeeping
and critical mass Qariables (r=.048, p<.05) in this study of women administrators of color, only
critical mass had a significant influence on the positive change in their proportional
representation. The literature suggests that a critical mass of women administrators may lead to
positive growth in the number of women administrators (Ely, 1994; Kanter 1977). The findings
from this study and a previous study of women administrators overall suggest that a critical mass
of women faculty members influences positive change in the proportional representation of
women administrators overall, while a critical mass of women faculty members of color
influences positive change in the proportional representation of women administrators of color.
While these findings support the connection between the presence of women in climate-
changing, critical mass roles and positive change in the proportional representation of women
administrators, the findings do not address the composition of that critical mass. Can the critical
mass of women faulty consist primarily of assistant/associate professors (i.e., Kanter’s notion of
entry- or mid-level critical mass) or must it consist primarily of full professors (i.e., Ely’s notion
of a senior-level critical mass)?

The variables relating to minority-serving institutions (HBCUs and HSIs) were the second
and third most powerful predictors of change in proportional representation of women
administrators of color (see Table 8). One explanation for the significance of these variables
could be their strong relationship to the women faculty of color variable, the most significant
predictor of positive change. In our sample, a significant correlation exists between the
percentage of women faculty of color and both HBCUs (r= .66, p<.0001) and HSIs (r=.18,
p<.0001). However, even after controlling for the effect of the percentage of women faculty of
color, the two minority-serving institutions remain as powerful predictors of positive change in

the proportional representation of women administrators of color. Perceptions of campus climate
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at these institutional types may provide one explanation for this predictive influence. Minority-
serving institutions have been characterized as “a participatory ethos, an inclusive environment,
an expectation of success, nonpunitive remediation, positive role models, and a sense of
historical affirmation” such as that found at an HBCU (Harvey & Williams, 1996, p. 236). This
climate ofparticipation'and inclusivity may be reflected in hiring and promotion policies and
practices that are supportive for women administrators and may ameliorate many of the barriers
that are characteristic of a “chilly climate” for administrators of color at PWIs. Black and
Hispanic women, therefore, may be more likely to apply for administrative positions at these
minority-serving institutions because they perceive the campus gender and racial climate to be
supportive, therefore leading to increases in their proportional representation at those institutions.

The fourth most powerful predictor of change in the proportional representation of women
administrators of color was the variable urban institution (see Table 8). The variable of urban
institution not only showed the greatest increase in the proportional representation of Asian
American, Black, and Hispanic women administrators among all three locales, it also had a
significant positive impact on the change in the proportional representation of women
administrators of color overall. While literature exists on the relationship between urban
institutions and minority representation, our knowledge of the relationship between urban
institutions and the representation of women is limited. The literature on minority representation
suggests that urban institutions, particularly 2-year institutions, are not only committed to access,
affordability, and opportunity but also to reflecting “in their faculty and administrations the
demographic diversity of their student constituencies” (Muller, 1994, p. 57). It is possible that
urban colleges and universities have a greater commitment to promoting the cause of racial and
gender equity, than do their suburban or rural counterparts.

The final predictor of the change in the proportional representation of women administrators
of color was the 2-year institution variable (see Table 8). All racial/ethnic groups experienced an
increase in their proportional representation at 2-year institutions. Among all institutional
characteristics, some of the greatest increases for American Indian (0.11), Asian American
(0.21), and Hispanic (0.52) women administrators occurred at 2-year institutions. While some
would argue that 2-year institutions have not hired “women and minorities into top leadership

positions in proportion to their representation as faculty and students” (Twombly, 1995, p. 68),
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these institutions still emerged as a ﬁredictor of positive change. One possible explanation is that
2-year institutions, due to their open access nature, have developed a campus climate that
supports diversity and inclusivity (Tedrow & Rhoads, 1998). Such a campus climate could lead
to hiring practices that promote equity and/or could be seen as attractive to women of color
seeking administrative positions. Another explanation may be that women are hired more
frequently for leadership positions in low-status rather than high-status institutions. Some in
academe would argue that 2-year institutions are perceived as low-status institutions and,
therefore, presidencies and other administrative positions may be more available to women at 2-

year than at 4-year institutions (see, for example, DiCroce, 1995).

Policy Implications

The results of this study indicate that the proportional representation of women administrators of
color has increased in the American system of higher education. However, the increase has not
been uniform across all types of institutions. Minority-serving institutions, in particular,
outpaced the change in the pfoportional representation for Hispanic and Black women that was
experienced at most other institutional types. This finding suggests that policymakers need to
consider types, other than just level and control when examining trends in the proportional
representation of women administrators of color. To better inform policy making at both the
state and institutional level, trend data must be reported not only for the institutional
characteristics of level and control, but also for characteristics such as institutional locale and
race.

The relationship between the percentage of women faculty of color and its positive impact
on the change in proportional representation of women administrators of color suggests that
institutions of higher education need to make a continuing effort to increase the critical mass of
women faculty of color. The number of faculty vacancies that appear each year in publications

such as The Chronicle of Higher Education and Black Issues in Higher Education suggest that

this effort could produce a demonstrable increase. The graying of America’s faculty has lead
experts to predict a surge of retirements in this decade (Magner, 2000), a phenomenon that will
clearly provide many institutions with the opportunity to diversify their faculty ranks. Senior

academic administrators and institutional governing boards play a pivotal role in the
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development of strategic plans and in the creation of hiring policies and practices that guide the
selection of faculty members. Organizations such as the American Council on Education and the
Association of Governing Boards can take an active role in the education of presidents, other
senior academic administrators, and board members through workshops and publications that
address the significant role that a diverse faculty can play in the development of gender equitable
environments.

While the NCES data help identify factors that contribute to some institutional types
experiencing greater success than others at increasing their proportional representation of
women, information about specific institutional contexts is needed. Policy makers must seek out
data that provide information specifically on institutional practices that are purposefully and
successfully thawing the chilly climate for women administrators of color. For example, case
studies can be conducted with minority-serving institutions, 2-year institutions, and urban
institutions to examine why and how they have a positive influence on the change in the
proportional representation of women administrators of color. Similar case studies can be
conducted at institutions with high percentages of women faculty of color. These studies would
provide information on the specific steps other institutions might take to develop policies and

practices that help create more supportive campus climates for all women.

Suggestions for Further Research

This study sought to move the analysis of the status of women administrators in higher
education beyond the frequently reported institutional characteristics of level and control. The
disaggregation of national data sets by additional institutional characteristics and by
race/ethnicity can provide a more comprehensive picture of the changing and complex patterns in
the proportional representation of women administrators of color. However, while many
interesting trends emerged through this disaggregation, the findings raised several questions that
can only be answered through further research.

Our study suggests that campus climate factors such as the critical mass of women faculty of
color influence the trends in the proportional representation of women administrators of color.
Other factors, however, may contribute to changes in these trends. For instance, research on

women administrators overall shows that the proportional representation of women in
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administration varies by position and level (i.e., women are found more frequently in CSAO than
in CAO positions). The category of executive, administrative, and managerial staff on the NCES |
Fall Staff Survey does not differentiate by position or level. Within this diverse administrative
category, trends among senior-level administrators such as presidents, vice-presidents, and deans,
cannot be disaggregated from trends among junior-level administrators such as directors or
assistant deans. Given that women are often over represented in low-level administrative
positions, particularly women of color (Rai & Critzer, 2000), we suspect that the increase in
'proportional representation of women administrators of color may be greater for junior- than for
senior-level administrators. The data, however, cannot be disaggregated to document this
empirically.

Another factor that may influence the change in the proportional representation of women
administrators of color is the gender composition of institutions’ governing boards. The
literature suggests that diversity on governing boards can be reflected in institutional policies and
hiring practices (Phelps & Taber, 1994). We suspect that the gender and racial composition of
governing boards has an influence on the change in the proportional representation of women
administrators of color. Although characteristics of board members are available in the
aggregate, institutional level data on board members categorized by sex and race are not readily

available to the research community. -

Conclusions

This study sheds new light on the status of women administrators of color in highef
education. The findings of this study suggest that in order to develop policies and practices that
promote the cause of gender and racial equity in all institutions of higher education, we must
move beyond the use of the frequently-used categories of level and control, to the use of
categories more closely connected to campus climates and cultures such as gender composition,
racial/ethnic composition, and urbanicity. We must also move beyond the simple descriptive
analyses of data typically used with national data sets to inferential analyses that allow causal
inferences upon which to base informed policy decisions and practice. Recognizing that the
increases in the representation of women administrators of color may be due, in part, to the

presence of a critical mass of women faculty of color, opens the door not only to new ways of
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informing policy development and practice, but also to future research that can uncover new

understandings of gender and race equitable practices.
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Table 1

Representation of Institutional Types within the Sample

Institutional Characteristics IPEDS Sample % of Population
Population
Overall 2,813 2,292 81.5
Level
2-year 1,411 1,030 73.0
4-year 1,402 1,262 90.0
Control
Public 1,481 1,324 89.4
Private 1,332 968 72.7
Size
Small 1,629 1,223 75.1
Medium 754 697 92.4
Large 392 370 94 .4
Locale
Urban 1,936 1,574 81.3
Suburban 631 559 - 88.6
Rural 180 153 85.0

Single-sex/Coeducational
Women’s 75 66 88.0
Coeducational 2,725 2,226 81.7

Minority-serving

HBCUs 95 76 80.0
Hispanic-serving 115 106 92.2
Tribal 27 9 333
PWIs 2,576 ' 2,101 81.6
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Table 2

Promoting Equity

Mean Proportional Representation of Women Administrators by Race Among All

Administrators in Higher Education, 1991 and 1997

1991 1997 1991-1997
Change in
N Mean N Mean Mean
Prop. Rep. Prop. Rep. Proportional
Representation
American

Indian 195 030 240 0.35 0.05
Asian 713 0.37 878 0.52 0.15
Black 5,043 3.63 5,534 4.42 0.79
Hispanic 1,077 0.78 1,605 1.18 0.40
White 37,557 30.53 43,936 35.29 4.76
Total 44,585 35.61 52,193 41.76 6.15
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Table 3

Number and Mean Proportional Representation of American Indian Women Administrators in
Higher Education, 1991 and 1997.

Institutional 1991 1997 1991 to 1997
Characteristics
N Mean Prop. N Mean Prop. Mean
' Rep. Rep. Difference

Level '
2-year 55 0.45 87 0.56 0.11
4-year 140 0.17 153 0.17 0.00
Control

Public 156 0.42 190 0.45 0.03
Private 39 0.13 50 0.21 0.08
Size :

Small 48 0.37 61 0.39 0.02
Medium 48 0.18 74 0.32 0.14
Large 99 0.29 105 0.26 -0.03
Locale

Rural 24 2.15 22 1.37 -0.78

Urban 147 0.19 173 0.26 0.07

Suburban 24 0.10 45 0.30 0.20
Sex

Women's 2 0.05 2 0.09 - 0.04

Coeducational 193 0.30 238 0.35 0.05 .
Race

HBCU 1 0.02 2 0.06 0.04

HSI 14 0.34 10 0.23 -0.11

PWI 158 0.15 207 0.25 0.10
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Table 4

Number and Mean Proportional Representation of Asian American Women Administrators in
Higher Education, 1991 and 1997.

Institutional 1991 1997 1991 to 1997
Characteristics
N Mean Prop. N Mean Prop. Mean
Rep. Rep. Difference

Level .

2-year 105 0.39 143 0.60 0.21

4-year 608 0.36 735 0.45 0.09
Control

Public 406 0.38 483 0.54 0.16

Private 307 0.37 395 0.48 0.11
Size

Small 81 0.25 127 0.30 0.05

Medium _ 208 0.42 277 0.71 0.29

Large 424 0.70 474 ©0.87 0.17
Locale :

Rural 3 0.10 4 0.10 0.00

Urban 681 0.50 827 0.69 0.19

Suburban 27 0.09 47 0.16 0.07
Sex

Women's © 17 0.59 19 0.60 0.01

Coeducational 695 0.37 859 0.52 0.15
Race

HBCU 12 0.09 7 0.07 -0.02

HSI 67 0.74 44 0.92 0.18

PWI 633 0.35 826 0.51 0.16
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Table 5

Number and Mean Proportional Representation of Black Women Administrators in Higher
Education, 1991 and 1997.

Institutional 1991 1997 1991 to 1997
Characteristics
N Mean Prop. N Mean Prop. Mean
Rep. Rep. Difference

Level _

2-year 804 3.43 1,034 4.23 0.80

4-year 4,239 3.79 4,500 4.58 0.79
Control

Public 2,678 3.97 3,387 4.89 0.92

Private 2,365 3.17 2,147 3.78 0.61
Size

Small 879 3.09 1,196 - 3.81 0.72

Medium 2,136 4.33 2,047 5.50 1.17

Large 2,027 4.06 2,291 4.47 0.41
Locale

Rural 105 2.17 137 2.67 0.50

Urban 4,599 4.33 5,006 5.24 0.91

Suburban 333 2.09 385 2.64 0.55
Sex

Women's 137 6.43 1,411 7.31 0.88

Coeducational 4,887 3.56 5,393 4.35 0.79
Race

HBCU 1,458 353 1,271 40.26 4.96

HSI 224 4.60 287 6.17 1.57

PWI 3,361 2.45 3,976 3.06 0.61
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Table 6

Number and Mean Proportional Representation of Hispanic Women Administrators in Higher
Education, 1991 and 1997.

Institutional 1991 1997 1991 to
Characteristics : 1997
N Mean Prop. N Mean Prop. Mean
Rep. Rep. Difference

Level

2-year 277 1.08 406 1.60 0.52

4-year 800 0.53 1,199 0.84 0.31
Control

Public 671 1.04 977 1.49 0.45

Private 406 0.41 628 0.75 0.34
Size

Small 125 0.44 244 0.80 0.36

Medium 273 1.02 402 1.39 0.37

Large 679 1.43 959 2.05 0.62
Locale

Rural 9 0.20 16 0.36 0.16

Urban 1,014 0.98 1,507 1.47 0.49

Suburban 54 0.37 : 81 0.59 0.22
Sex _

Women's 14 0.52 21 1.07 0.55

Coeducational 1,058 0.78 1,584 1.18 0.40
Race

HBCU 6 0.10 3 0.08 -0.02

HSI 378 6.20 627 9.46 3.26

PWI 693 0.53 974 0.80 0.27
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Table 7

Number and Mean Proportional Representation of White Women Administrators in Higher
Education, 1991 and 1997.

Institutional 1991 1997 1991 to 1997

Characteristics
N Mean Prop. N Mean Prop. Mean
Rep. Rep. Difference

Level

2-year 5,978 30.14 7,828 35.87 5.73
4-year 31,579 30.85 36,108 34.82 3.97
Control

Public 20,094 26.96 23,979 32.79 5.83
Private 17,463 35.42 19,957 38.71 3.29
Size

Small 8,167 31.89 10,229 36.66 4.77

Medium 11,565 29.39 13,311 34.19 4.80

Large 17,816 28.19 20,395 32.92° 4.73
Locale

Rural 910 26.47 1,160 31.41 4.94
Urban 31,990 32.42 37,126 36.50 4.08

Suburban 4,565 26.28 5,525 32.89 6.61
Sex

Women's 935 65.48 1,039 66.88 1.40

Coeducational 36,362 29.69 42,897 34.53 4.84
Race

HBCU 91 2.93 80 4.02 1.09
HSI 1,328 24.64 1,374 26.44 1.80
PWI 36,132 31.93 42,475 36.98 5.05
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Table 8

Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the Change in the Proportional
Representation of Women Administrators of Color

Final Step
Step
Variable Zeror Beta
, Beta  FRatio

Step 1 Percent women administrators of color, 1991 -.18 - 18 -.53%* 79.4
Step2  Historically black colleges and universities .09 .30 25%*  117.8
Step3  Hispanic serving institutions 11 19 A5** 0 110.0
Step4  Urban institutions : .06 .10 .09** 89.6
Step5  2-year institutions .04 .08 .05* 75.1
Step 6 Percent women faculty of color, 1991 14 27 27%* 82.5

Note. R=.14 (N=2,291, p<.01).

* p<.05. **p<.0001.

30




Promoting Equity  p. 30

References

Astin, A. W. (1985). Achieving educational excellence. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W. (1993). Assessment for excellence. Phoenix: American Council on Education,
Oryx Press.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (1994). The classification of
institutions of higher education. Princeton, NJ: Author.

Chliwniak, L. (1997). Higher education leadership: Analyzing the gender gap. (ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Report No. 4). Washington, DC: George Washington University.

Clark, B. R. (1987). The academic life: Small worlds, different worlds. Princeton, NJ: The
Camnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.

Creal, R. C., & Beyer, K. D. (1993). 1992-93 Administrative Compensation Survey.
Washington, DC: College and University Personnel Association.

DiCroce, D. M. (1995). Women and the community college presidency: Challenges and
possibilities. In B. K. Townsend (Ed.), New Directions for Community Colleges: No. 89 Gender
and Power in the Community College (pp. 79-88). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Doyle Walton, K. (1998). Against the tide: The career paths of women chief academic
officers of American colleges and universities. In M. David & D. Woodward (Eds.), Negotiating
the glass ceiling: Careers of senior women in the academic world (pp. 48-59). Washington, DC:
Falmer Press.

Ely, R. J. (1994). The effects of organizational demographics and social identity on
relationships among professional women. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39(2), 203-238.

Gorena, M. (1996, April). Hispanic women in higher education administration: Factors that
positively influence or hinder advancement to leadership positions. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New York.

Hall, R. M., & Sandler, B. R. (1982). The classroom climate: A chilly one for women?
Washington, DC: Project on the Status and Education of Women, Association of American
Colleges. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 215 628)

Hall, R. M., & Sandler, B. R. (1984). Out of the classroom: A chilly campus climate for
women? Washington, DC: Association of American Colleges, Project on the Status and
Education of Women. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 254 125)

31



Promoting Equity  p. 31

~ Harvey, W. B., & Williams, L. E. (1996). Historically Black colleges: Models for increasing
minority representation. In C. Turner, M. Garcia, A. Nora, and L. I. Rendon (Eds.), Racial and
ethnic diversity in higher education (pp. 233-240). Needham Heights, MA: Simon & Schuster.

Harwarth, L., Maline, M., & DeBra, E. (1997). Women’s colleges in the United States:
History, issues, and challenges (Publication No. PLLI 97-8002). Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Institute
on Postsecondary Education, Libraries, and Lifelong Learning.

Healey Torregrosa, C. (1990). 1991 Higher education directory. Falls Church, VA: Higher
Education Publications.

Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities. (1999). Hispanic-serving institution
membership list. Retrieved May 3, 1999 from the World Wide Web:
http://www.hacu2000.org/hacumem.htm

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation. New York: Basic Books.

Kaplan, S., & Tinsley, A. (1989). The unfinished agenda: Women in higher education
administration. Academe, 75(1), 18-22.

Kulis, S. (1997). Gender segregation among college and university employees. Sociology of
Education, 70(2), 151-173.

Magner, D. K. (2000, March 17). The imminent surge in retirements. Chronicle of Higher
Education, p. Al18.

Mann, J., & Smith, C. (1990). Prewiring for academic failure: Barriers to advancement to
administrative positions in higher education. CUPA Journal, 41(1), 25-30.

Muller, G. H. (1994). Gateways to success: Urban community colleges and administrative
diversity. In R. C. Bowen & G. H. Muller (Eds.), New Directions for Community Colleges: No.
94 Achieving Administrative Diversity (pp. 57-67). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

National Education Association. (1998). Non-instructional staff in higher education. NEA
Update, 4(3), 1-8. Retrieved May 15, 1999 from the World Wide Web:
http://www.nea.org/he/heupdate

National Center for Education Statistics. (1999a). IPEDS 1991-92 fall enrollment data.
Retrieved April 3, 1999 from the World Wide Web:
http://nces.ed.gov/data/postsec/ipeds/fallenroll/ef9192 zip

National Center for Education Statistics. (1999b). IPEDS institutional characteristics 1996-
97. Retrieved April 3, 1999 from the World Wide Web: http://nces.ed.gov/Ipeds/ic.html

32



Promoting Equity  p. 32

National Center for Education Statistics. (2000). Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System fall staff data file, fall 1997. Retrieved April 4, 2000 from the World Wide Web:
http//nces.ed.gov/Ipeds/s9798/

Ottinger, C., & Sikula, R. (1993). The new agenda for women revisited. Educational Record,
73(4), 47-55.

Phelps, D. G., & Taber, L. S. (1994). Affirmative action as an equal opportunity. In R. C.
Bowen & G. H. Muller (Eds.), New Directions for Community Colleges: No. 94 Achieving
Administrative Diversity (pp. 67-80). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. ‘

- Poplin Gosetti, P., & Opp, R. D. (2000, April). Women administrators in higher education: A
trend analysis of IPEDS data by institutional characteristics. Paper presented at the annual
conference of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

Rai, K. B., & Critzer, J. W. (2000). Affirmative action and the university: Race, ethnicity,
and gender in higher education employment. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Ramey, F. H. (1995). Obstacles faced by African American women administrators in higher
education: How they cope. The Western Journal of Black Studies, 19(2), 113-119.

Randall, K. P., Daugherty, P., & Globetti, E. (1995). Women in higher education:
Characteristics of the female senior student affairs officer. College Student Affairs Journal,
14(2), 17-23.

Roey, S., Rak, R., Fernandez, R., & Barbett, S. (1998). Fall staff in postsecondary
institutions, 1995 (NCES Publication No. 98-228). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education
Statistics.

Ross, M., & Green, M. F. (1998). The American college president. Washington, DC:
American Council on Education.

Sandler, B. R., & Hall, R. M. (1986). The campus climate revisited: Chilly for women
faculty, administrators, and graduate students. Washington, DC: Project on the Status and
Education of Women, Association of American Colleges. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 282 462)

Sandler, B. R., Silverberg, L. A., & Hall, R. M. (1996). The chilly classroom climate: A
guide to improve the education of women. Washington, DC: National Association for Women n
Education.

Shavlik, D. L., & Touchton, J. G. (1992). The new agenda for women revisited. Educational
Record, 73(4), 47-55.

33



Promoting Equity  p. 33

Shavlik, D. L., Touchton, J. G., & Pearson, C. S. (1988). The new agenda of women for
higher education: A report of the ACE commission on women in higher education. Washington,
DC: American Council on Education.

Svoboda, J. M., & Crockett, R. W. (1996). Subculture roleover: The anatomy of a hostile
environment. Initiatives, 57(2), 37-48.

Tedrow, B., & Rhoads, R. A. (1998, November). Senior women community college
administrators: Life in higher education’s inner circle. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Miami, FL.

Touchton, J. G., & Ingram, D. (1995). Women presidents in U.S. colleges and universities: A
1995 higher education update. Washington DC: American Council on Education, Office of
Women in Higher Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 393 325)

Touchton, J. G., Shavlik, D., & Davis, L. (1993). Women in presidencies: A descriptive
study of women college and university presidents. Washington, DC: American Council on
Education, Office of Women in Higher Education.

Twombly, S. B. (1995). Gendered images of community college leadership: What messages
they send. In B. K. Townsend (Ed.), New Directions for Community Colleges: No. 89 Gender
and Power in the Community College (pp. 67-78). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Warner, L. S. (1995). A study of American Indian females in higher educational
administration. Initiatives, 56(4), 11-17.

White House Initiative on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans. (1999). HSI
profiles [MS Access database]. Washington, DC: White House Initiative Office. Retrieved April
15, 2000 from the World Wide Web:
http://www.faa.gov/ahr/hsi/open_msaccess.cfm/DBforweb.mdb?filename=hsi/dbforweb.mdb

34



FROM :

FEB. 4.2081 5:19PM

419 538 4912 PHONE NO. 419 538 4912

wEDZBTo=
G
U.S. Department of Education

Cffice of Educational Research and Iimprovement (OERI) E n Ic ]

National Library of Educaltion {NLE) t i
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) ;

REPRODUC TION RELEASE

{Specific Document)

»

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

P2

| i

" V. T, Qi L\Lmu.}rt CC/

Author(s): \ v C.})D <« \)A«_\ Vf) — i\na L:

2.

Corporate Source: 0 Publication Date:
£ 0 T" Lo

Aoy Ve L

T\C:)c;«xbei' \77 \‘QCDO

. REPRODUCTION QLEASE i

In order to dizseminale as widely as paasidle timely and s{gmneant materiela of interast to the educational community documenls announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Educalion (RIE), are ususlly made avallable to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and alectronie media, and sold through tha ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given 1o the source of each docyment, and, if
rapraduction releass Is granted. one of the following notices s affixed to the documaent, '

If permissian is granhed lo repraduce and disseminate the identifiled document, please CHECK ONE of the follawing three apﬁons and sign at the kottom
of the page.

Tha sampéo pYcker shown bolow will b6

Thn sampla stickor ahown betow wi be
afflxad to Bl L.ovol 28 documents

affixed ko all Level 2A dooaTRnts
PERMIGSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMIMATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHF AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

\4
99‘0

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES
INFORMATION GENTER (ERIC)

The zarmple slickor ahown hetow will be
affixed to o Levol 1 documents

PERMISSIQN O REFRODUCE AND
OISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN -
MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED #'f

PERMISSION TO REPROVUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED 8Y

@\Q

T0 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURC ES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) |

@‘(\Q a—— -

B

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMETION CERTER (ERIC)

2A 28

Leval 1 Loval 24 lavaol 2B
|
1 : 1 ST

/

v

Chotk hore fer Lovel 2A roloee, pommlilng repreduction
8nd dlasaminglion in microfiche and In slacronie mada
far ERIC erchival collociion sudscrdern anly

CThock horo for Lavel 1 rainasd, parmiting roproduction
and disraminasion in microfiche ar other ERIC erchivel
mailia (a.g., slewronic) ond papor copy.

Check harpd for Lqval 20 calsane, permlm
-reproduction and G!Jvummm in microfiche andy

!

: )

Qooiments will be procassod a3 Indlced provided mpraducUon quanty pemnits. ’
H gormiaaton (o reproduce Is granted, but no box is chacked, doc wili b pe ) stlevel 1.

| haraby grant to the Educationel Resources Informalion Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission fo reprodice and disseminate this document
as Indicated above. Reproduction froms the ERIC microfiche or eleclronic media by persons ather than ERIC emgloyees and ils system!
conbractors requires permission from the copynghit hotdsr. Excapiion Is mads for non-profit reproduction by Mdranes and other service egancies
lo satisfy information nesds of sducalors in responss to discrele inquines.

e ms o<

}sligf:,-i SIWM‘{N;./‘ - O ﬁ/ .ng § mm@ QD | A—; 288 ;Eo' .vﬁs \
p lease Orpanizaticn/aXdress; . N —P 8 ) T_( m "530-2&‘[5\\ &li\
o LL\;QQ‘?\ “ ) pcta (ﬁ“ﬁn*ﬁ* &(4:( ecla “(—0
ERIC ) tov

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



