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Template for Describing an Intervention (Program, Practice, or Resource) for Increasing Women’s Participation in IT 

This template is for describing and documenting formal and informal interventions that attract, retain, and advance women and girls in information technology programs of study and careers.  The information you provide in the fields below is critical for achieving two important goals – discovering what works and under what circumstances, and sharing that information so that successful practices can be broadly adopted. With your help, the NCWIT will evaluate the practices you describe and share them through its Digital Library.

Instructions: 

· Please use one form per practice or collection of practices that define a single program, course, resource, or other type of intervention. (Practice, program, resource, and intervention will be used interchangeably in this document.)
· It is not required to fill in all of the fields. However, the more fields you fill in, the more searchable will be the online repository and the better analysis we will have about programs that work.  

Submitted by: 

Your name: 


Bettina Bair & Gloria Childress Townsend  (We will type common information in black.  Gloria's information will be in red.  Her small, regional conference was held last year; Bettina's is the second instantiation, which will be held in two weeks.)
Your affiliation: 

Ohio State University & DePauw University
Your email address: 

bbair@cse.ohio-state.edu  & gct@depauw.edu
Your telephone number 
614-292-2565 & 765-658-4726
Organizers, Participants

Intervention Name. 
A. What is the intervention called? Small, Regional Celebrations of Women in Computing
Hereafter referred to as SRCs.  CICWIC (Central Indiana Celebration of Women in Computing) served as the first SRC:  The conference brought together computer science students and faculty members from Butler University, DePauw University, Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology, Indiana University, and Purdue University, along with industry leaders for a regional gathering that would focus on issues of women in computing
B. Type of Intervention (Please check all that apply. Many programs include more than one practice and may address both individual and systemic issues.) 

⁯ After-school computing program

[x] Mentoring or encouragement program

⁯ Affinity, support, or other peer group

⁯ Collaborative work or learning environment such as pair programming

[x] Professional development workshops (e.g. on how to encourage employees or students, classroom climate, etc.) (Please describe) 

Targeted at young women in computing who do not have funding to attend major conferences; these small celebrations replicate the nationally-known Grace Hopper Conference on an intimate, regional scale.  They bring the research and career interests of women in computing to the forefront.  The programs include research posters, technical paper presentations and career panelists from industry and academia.

⁯ Resource (e.g. gender neutral assignments, recruitment videos, etc.) (Please describe.) _____________________________________________________________________
⁯ Other (Please describe) _____________________________________________________.

Organizer and Contact Information.  
Association for Computing Machinery's  "Committee on Women in Computing" Same as submitter (It is not necessary to repeat the name and contact information.)_

C. Name of person who led the program ____________________________________________

D. Position or title of person who led the program _____________________________________

E. Email of program head ________________________________________________________

Sponsor. 
F. Name of organization that sponsors the intervention: Association for Computing Machinery - Committee on Women, ACM-W
G. Intervention URL http://www.acm.org/women
Type of Intervention Site.

H. In what type of site was the intervention implemented?

1 [x] Neighborhood – Gloria's SRC was held at a state park centrally located among 5 schools
2 [x] Educational institution  - Several educational institutions working collaboratively
3 Government

4 Non-profit organization

5 High Tech company

6 Company in a non-Information and Communication Technology industry

Organizational Support.  
I. How much annual financial support for the program comes from the sponsoring organization?  $60 per student attendee, approximately
J. How much annual financial support for the program comes from the host institution/company (if different from the sponsoring organization? up to $55 per student attendee may be contributed by industry sponsors.
K. Please indicate the degree and manner of support the program received from the organization in which the program is carried out. 
	
	Degree of Support 
(Please circle one per row)
	Manner of Support
(Please specify)

	Upper-level support (e.g. recognition or funding from management, school,  or university administration
	None
	Almost none
	Slight
	Moderate
	Strong
	Universities and colleges subsidized the registration fees of their students who attend. 

	Breadth of support (e.g. many teachers, faculty members, or managers take part in the program)
	None
	Almost none
	Slight
	Moderate
	Strong
	The objective of the small, regional conference is to expose the participants to as many other women in computing as possible.


Staffing. 
L. How many permanent paid employees have running this intervention as their primary function? ___0___
M. How many part-time employees have running this intervention as their primary function? ______1 each conference, for a few months, 5-10 hrs/ week________

N. How many volunteers help run the intervention? ____4-5_______

Other Resources. 
O. What other tools, equipment, contacts, etc. are required for implementing this intervention? Typical materials and resources for any conference: venue, speakers, printed material, etc.
Time Span. 

P. How many years has the intervention been in place? ________2___________ years

Q. In total, how many contact hours does a participant have? ____24__________ hours

R. Over how many sessions are a participant’s contact hours spread? 1 session continuously over two days
Target Population.  
S. Please circle the target population and write in any particular subgroups you target.
	Population
	particular subgroup you target, e.g. those with demonstrated aptitude in math or science, leadership potential, etc.

	1 Pre-K through 2nd grade girls
	

	2 Senior management
	women in computing professions as speakers, role models

	3 Undergraduate students
	women in computing majors

	4 Women in particular tech careers
	women in academic or industry computing professions as speakers, role models

	5 All women
	

	6 Other: (Please specify)
	

	
	


Participants

T. On average, how many people participate in a single intervention? ______100__________
U. What trend have you seen in participation over the past five years? (Circle one.)
1 No trend (flat)

2 Varying number of participants from year to year

3 Rise in number of participants

4 Fall in number of participants
Breadth of Impact.  
V. What does the intervention focus on changing? 

[x] Individuals

⁯ Departments or work groups

⁯ Institutions, corporations, or organizations

[x] Computing profession or discipline

⁯ Other (Please specify) __________________________________________________
W. Please write any comments you care to make about the organizers or participants here.  
The CICWIC SRC grew from an existing alliance among three of the sponsoring schools (DePauw University, Butler University and Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology), in which they formed a regional-model ACM-W Student Chapter, in order to plan joint events and link together small pockets of isolated women in computing into a networked social organization.  We've discovered that, after the organizers began their SRC association, they found several other gender-related projects for collaboration:  For example, we shuttled two producers of the film, "To Dream Tomorrow" among our campuses to show the film and lead a discussion.   After CICWIC, Indiana University joined the Central Indiana Regional Chapter of ACM-W.
Goals and Processes

Goals.  
X. What goals or aims does the intervention intend to accomplish?  
By assembling young women in computing majors in one location, a critical mass of social support is created.  Celebration attendees create networks for future career choices in academia or industry that might not have otherwise been possible.  Additionally, we address two major reasons for underrepresentation:  Lack of role models and unrealistic expectations for career choices.  We wish to demonstrate to women who are accustomed to sharing classes with large majorities of men that there are many women in close proximity with whom they can network and gain mutual support.
Time Frame for Outcomes.  
Y. When do you expect to see results from the intervention? (Circle one.)
1 Within one year of implementation or participation
2 Within 2-3 years of implementation or participation
3 Within 4 years of implementation or participation
4 Five or more years of implementation or participation

5 Other (e.g. when participants choose their college major, as new hires are made by participating managers, etc.) ____________________________________________________________________
Means of Reaching Goals. 
Z. What activities, processes, or strategies were employed for reaching the goals of the intervention?  1)  We showcased 15 women in four different panels (research careers, business/industry/education careers, opportunities for extending the spirit of the conference at each institution, success stories from four different undergraduates.  2)  We allowed time for women to talk informally at the poster session, during meals, etc.  3)  Our speakers gave attendees business cards.   We know that some women did make contacts after the conference.  4)  Women brought posters for a poster session (sponsored by Hewlett-Packard), allowing undergraduates to participate with graduates, increasing their confidence  5)  Microsoft paid for our CRA-W keynote speaker, Leah Jamieson, who provided a well-appreciated talk (also sponsored by Microsoft) titled "Engineering, Community, Passion, and Balance". http://epics.ecn.purdue.edu/ 6)  We filled registration packets with advertisements for the next Grace Hopper Celebration of Women in Computing to promote women's attendance at the conference.  7)  CREW (Indianapolis) provided T-shirts for the women, so that everyone "looked alike" (which we feel builds collegiality at the site and maintains it at the home school).  Our women wore their T-shirts to the subsequent ACM-W and described the conference to non-attendees.  Pictures taken of the entire group or of the 5 subgroups provide lasting reminders. 8.  We projected the lovely film, "To Dream Tomorrow" about Ada Lovelace (gender issues research – see Denise Gurer's work – indicates that women from history make excellent role models) and created a "slumber party atmosphere" by providing popcorn and soft drinks (sponsored by Indiana University.
AA. What rewards are offered to volunteers?  GCT gave free registration to women who provided transportation to others or who provided clerical help during preparation for the conference.
AB. What type of individualized attention do participants get? (Check all that apply.)
[x] Peer mentoring

[x] Tier mentoring (mentoring by members of slightly senior cohorts)

⁯ Online mentoring
[x] Emotional support

⁯ One-on-one instruction
⁯ Other (Please specify.) ____________________________________________________________________

Recruiting and Selection/Participation Mechanisms.  
AC. How were participants attracted to your program? (Check all that apply.)
[x] Word of mouth

⁯ Organizational policies required participation

[x] Advertising (Specify media and messages) Website, distributed brochures and listserv postings
⁯ Other (Please specify.) _____________________________________________________________________

AD. How were participants selected or admitted? (Check all that apply.)
[x] Self-selection/open enrollment

⁯ Application and selection according to specified criteria

⁯ All members of particular groups were required to participate
⁯ Random selection from the target population

⁯ Other (Please specify.) _____________________________________________________________________

AE. Please write any comments you care to make about the goals or processes here.  

Having attended the Grace Hopper Celebration many times, having taken a student to the conference and having written the last successful NSF grant proposal to secure $64, 000 for scholarships … my knowledge/experience (from student and professor levels) with Grace Hopper is fairly well developed.  I believe that the goals of GHC and SRC are nearly identical.  The size of our SRC groups (100) is a fraction of the GHC size; however, the necessary funding is trivial – as are travel costs.  Accordingly, women may self-select to attend.  The close proximity of the schools promotes lasting relationships.  The amount of planning and preparation is much, much smaller than that required by GHC.   Certainly, the GHC program contains many more high-recognition speakers.  We were pleased to have MicroSoft pay for Leah Jamieson's honorarium and travel, allowing us one GHC-quality (and CRA-W) speaker.  Furthermore, the gender issues literature indicates that less-outstanding older women with whom younger women can identify provide better role-modeling opportunities.
Evaluation

Evaluation Data Collection/Analysis. 
AF. What information was gathered for evaluating the intervention? 
⁯ None

[x] Focus group data

[x] Attitude survey

⁯ Pre-test/post-test of concepts

[x] Notes from direct observation

⁯ Other (Please specify) ______________________________________________________

AG. How were the data analyzed?

⁯ No analyses were done

⁯ Correlations and tests of statistical significance

⁯ Multivariate statistical analyses

[x] Coding of open-ended data or observation notes  Will provide, if desired.
[x] Other (Please specify) Simple mean calculation for one Likert-scale item and one tally, as follows:  Overall the women said that they enjoyed the conference, giving an average rating of 4.22 (1-5 scale, 5 being the best) in response to the comment, “I feel my time at CICWIC was well spent.”  95.4% of the attendants said they would return to a conference like this as well as recommend it to a friend.  This proves how worthwhile and enjoyable the conference was to those who attended and holds hope for an increased amount of attendance in years to come.  
Evidence of Goal Achievement.  
AH. What before and after changes were documented?  
1)  We found that once we formed and set our collegial planning/production team in motion that we discovered many ways that we could synergistically join forces for new, gender-related events.  e.g. The "To Dream Tomorrow (Ada Lovelace)" film festival.  The organizers recently met for brunch to discuss the second CICWIC for February 2006.  2)  An Indiana University woman (who was then a graduate student) and an instructor at DePauw University have met and plan to conduct joint research.  3)  The same IU woman drove to DePauw to present a talk about her research; the talk was sponsored by our Women in Science organization, so approximately 75 women attended the well-received presentation.  4)  Bettina met Gloria at CICWIC for the first time, so that Bettina could observe CICWIC and plan her own OCWIC.  Bettina and Gloria have collaborated subsequently with programs to disseminate the SRC practice.  5)  It is difficult to document the changes in students that we wish to cause.  The written and verbal comments attest to satisfaction, certainly.  Gloria (as GHC04 Scholarship Committee co-chair) has read all of the written evaluation comments from scholarship winners who represent the same population as that of SRCs.  The evaluations are quite similar to those of SRC, CICWIC.  
AI. What evidence is there that the intervention led to the documented changes?

The SRC evaluation comments (just as the GHC comments) describe changed attitudes **based upon conference experience**.  i.e.  “[I enjoyed] meeting all the students who seem so confident.  Meeting people who seem to have found the time to balance between a personal life & professional life gives me hope!” 

Evidence of Generalizability. 
AJ. How do you know whether your participants accurately represent your intended population? 
When we formed our alliance, we purposely looked to the Carnegie model:  choosing two large research institutions (with graduate students), one regional school, one national liberal arts university, and an undergraduate engineering school.  We wished to "include everyone" and determine if the mixture would satisfy all constituencies.  In CICWIC2, we intend to invite community college women and high school girls.  The latter linkage could provide an alliance with the newly-chartered, CSTA (Computer Science Teachers' Association) for high school teachers of computer science.
AK. Has this intervention been reproduced at more than one site and/or with more than one leader?

Yes:  Bettina organized the second SRC that will be held in two weeks.  Also Cinda Hereen at University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign called Gloria to request materials to organize a UIUC SRC that was held earlier this month.  The SRC was not sponsored by ACM-W, yet we know that our model was the impetus for the conference.  We have a promise that Towson University will hold an SRC soon; we also heard (and have yet to investigate that a California SRC was recently held).  Gloria constructed a poster with CICWIC pictures, so that Bettina and she could talk with SIGCSE attendees about organizing their own conferences.  We listened to several people who were interested in future SRCs.  As we will describe in another part of this document, we had extensive dissemination of the SRC model, so these new SRC occurrences and projected possibilities are not surprising.
2 No

AL. Please tell us how to locate a copy of any report, article, web site, etc. that describes the methods used for evaluating this intervention. 

Gloria can supply:

Her evaluation form

A spreadsheet that summarizes the evaluation forms by classification (school, degree sought, etc.

A summary of open-ended responses

A student-perspective post-mortem document

A professor-perspective post-mortem document

A balance sheet that details budget and expenditures
AM. Please write any comments you care to make about evaluation here.
We will conduct pre-test/post-test evaluations in CICWIC06
Replication

Scaling Costs.

AN. What does the program cost in dollars per participant on an annual basis? $15.00_____
AO. What effect does program size have on the cost per participant?
1 No effect

2 Cost per participant increases

3 Cost per participant decreases 
4 Unknown

AP. What benefits to the bottom line result from the intervention?
We have secured permission from the ACM group "Consortium for Computing Sciences in Colleges:  Midwest" to scale up to what we call a Medium Regional Conference (MRC), during the fall of 2006 at DePauw University.  The Midwest region draws faculty members from mainly Wisconsin, Michigan, Illinois, Ohio, Indiana and Kentucky.  We project that students could travel in cars with faculty members at no cost.  We also project that schools will pay room costs for two to three women to share a room * (times) a few rooms, so that school costs will be minimal.  We will use the registration and housing mechanisms of the conference to incur no MRC over-sight time/energy for what were our most difficult SRC tasks.  The young women will attend some of the CCSC:  MW events and also separate, dedicated events similar to those included in SRCs and GHCs.    We will be able to serve more young women than we do with SRCs; we are eager to determine how the scale change will effect the experiment's population.
Sustainability.  
AQ. Please note any differences between long-term requirements for sustaining the program and start-up requirements. 
We believe there is little difference.  We did think that we can trim costs for CICWIC2, from lessons learned in CICWIC1, however.  The main expenses are simply room and board per capita. 
AR. What is needed for scaling the program to other settings, to more settings? 
We have described in previous sections of the document how we are easily replicating SRCs and how we will prototype our first MRC in 2006.  We feel that we need have further dissemination and further evaluation (both of which we have initiated) for both SRCs and the planned MRCs.  
Advice for Others:

AS. What should someone who wants to replicate your intervention be sure to do?  

1)  Market the event well.  The more people who know, the more will register, and the more sponsors maybe found.  

2)  Have good food.  *No* student evaluators complained about the high-caloric, buffet-style good served at CICWIC1.
3)  Automate registration as much as possible.
4)  Involve lots of people in the planning.  Create an emotional stake in the event’s success.  
5)  The choice of state park inn allowed us to minimize room costs and to "control" our participants to an extent.  Were we to relocate in a metro area with more entertainment, we would lose the intimacy of the inn and probably increase costs.  Additionally, our participants could easily be enticed to skip sessions, in favor of shopping, etc.  Working toward a compromise by providing more "entertaining" night-time activities is desirable.  As the conference extends less than twenty-four hours, the inn atmosphere should not be objectionable.  In fact, our evaluations listed essentially no complaints about the facility.  
6.  We purchased inexpensive folders and attached a name, place and date-information rectangle to the front.  We filled the folder with gifts from our universities, a program, and an advertisement for Grace Hopper 2004.  We handed out the folder, a nametag, room keys, and a favor – in the form of a pen with a cardboard laptop attachment that displayed our conference's Web site, when opened.  The pens cost approximately $200 for 100 pens.  

AT. 
What should they be sure not to do? 
1)  Plan outdoor activities during cold and rainy seasons.
2)  Lose control of the budget.  Don’t spend or commit to spending funds that are pledged, but not yet in hand.
3 )  We believe that money management is the most difficult part of SRCs.  We debated at length, regarding how much to charge our participants.  In the end, we were quite successful in our estimate.  Each school set up an account to accommodate payments from our students and to pay accounts due.  Settling the accounts required university intervention (requisitions, accounting department protocol, etc.).  One person settled the hotel bill ($6000+) with her credit card.  Beginning the process of reimbursement must begin immediately after the conference concludes, as the entire process (of having each school pay the school of the credit card holder and having that school pay her) consumed more than a month.  We recommend investigating the hiring/acquiring of a campus person to manage the financial accounting.  Accordingly, consider direct payment to the hotel by the participants.  (We will prototype this payment method in the 2006 MRC.  Some schools may wish to adjust the day-long conference to exclude an overnight stay, though the evaluations indicated that the overnight was desirable.
AU. What obstacles should be anticipated? 
1)  Estimation of how much to charge each attendee.  We charged each woman $15 to attend.  Each school paid $60 for each woman to attend.  We charged late registration fee of $25.  Women who were not sponsored by their schools paid $67 for double occupancy and $104 for single.  Our room costs varied, with $60 per room as average cost.  Dinner:  $12.86.  Lunch:  $8.18.  Breakfast:  $7.71.

Determining costs was one of the two largest problems.  We postponed paying our own costs, as faculty sponsors, waiting to see if we'd need to make up any losses.  To our surprise, the existing funding covered all of our bills (without faculty sponsored needing to contribute), plus it allowed us to give honoraria to six panelists.  Microsoft paid for our speaker and our dinner.  CREW paid for Tshirts.  Hewlett-Packard paid for poster supplies.  ACM-W provided funds for small favors, the brochures and the folders.  
2)  Our Web site allowed on-line registration with auto reply to the appropriate school sponsor.  We worried that women from other campuses would register.  A handful did just this.  Rethink decision to allow off-campus registration.   (Of course, we want to benefit as many women as possible, but we also focus our conference on community building among adjacent schools and the climates of these particular institutions.  For example, one mature woman from another campus attended, apparently without carefully reading the stated goals of the conference.  Her presence detracted from our themes, and we really didn't meet her expressed needs for mid-career counseling.)
3)  Advertising costs:  We prepared a tri-fold brochure to hand out to our students.  The cost of $250 and the required design and publication time may not have increased our attendance by very much.  Consider Web publication alone.  The Web pages may be printed, if handouts are desired.

4)  Leisure activities for the time period after the last first-night panel:  We planned a night-time hike, yet the particularly-icy winter prohibited the hike.  Our alternative movie regarding Lady Lovelace probably gave the women little relief from gender issues in computing.  Consider simple BOFs as activities.

5)  We began the conference at 4:00 pm on a Friday afternoon.  We allowed one and a half hours for registration and overlapped the time with a poster session, using two different locations on two different floors.  We reasoned that the registration area should be adjacent to the opening doors of the lobby. In retrospect, the separation diminished poster session attendance.  It would be simple to include signage to direct women to the poster session area and/or leave directions at the lobby desk and/or assign a person to direct traffic.  Registration area and poster area should coincide.

6)  We failed to realize that snacks for hungry women (in the pre-dinner hour) should be provided.  Placing a different snack/beverage at each poster station would encourage traffic flow and poster attention.  The food itself could enhance conversation among poster presenter and visitors.

7)  Ice-breaker activities should also be included in the pre-dinner period.
8)  Last minute registrations and cancellations.

AV. How can these obstacles be overcome? 
Offer early and late registration processes.  Late registrants and cancellations should be charged a penalty.
AW. Please write any comments you care to make about replication here.  
We note two principles that we believe will help with replication (besides association with NCWIT):
1)  There is a reciprocal stepping-stone model for replication:  SRC attendees are more likely to become MRC and GHC attendees; MRC attendees are more likely to become SRC and GHC attendees; GHC attendees are more likely to become SRC or GHC attendees.

2)  Linkage:  The program described in this document could easily link with CRA-W's programs where SRCs and MRCs have graduate school attendees.  Likewise, as CICWIC1 found connections to and inspiration from the associated ACM-W Regional Chapter in Central Indiana, there is a strong linkage with ACM-W chapters.
Cataloging Data

· References to publications associated with the program: 
1)  CICWIC and SRCs are noted in the MicroSoft/SIGCSE/ACM-W Publication:  "One Hundred One Best Ideas for Women in Computing Groups":  500 of these books distributed at SIGCSE05

2)  BOF at GHC04

3)  BOF at SIGCSE04

4)  BOF at SIGCSE05

5)  (In review)  Tapia05 panel presentation
6)  Two MentorNet articles—CICWIC and OCWIC

7)  http://www.cs.indiana.edu/cicwic/index.html
8)  http://www.cs.indiana.edu/cicwic/index.html

· Publication date (this might be the latest date of the website or it might be publication date for a paper, depending on the resource)
7) & 8)  above April 9, 2005

· Keywords:  Small regional conference, alliances, networking, role-modeling, mentoring, support groups
· Platform for resources for SRCs:   www, book/pamphlet, video tape, written documents
· Cost of resource:    free for www and written documents and digital version of video and book; pamphlet available as long as supply lasts
· Copyright use and restrictions:  none
AX. Permission to link:   yes
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