



























































torically, citizens have carried out all
manner of governmental functions in-
cluding serving on local draft, school
and police review boards. Resistance
to the notion develops when it is advo-
cated for traditionally excluded groups.

Mandated patrticipation must preor-
dain who receives the power, how much
and on what issues. Should welfare re-
cipients determine, consent, advise or
comment on the amount of public assist-
ance grants? or the factors that deter-
mine eligibility? or the application
process for assistance? or the date
checks are mailed?

Amstein’s frequently cited ladder of
citizen participation (American Institute
of Planners Journal, 1969) classifies
federal participation programs by de-
gree of citizen power. The ladder’s eight
rungs, beginning with the least amount
of power, are: manipulation, therapy,
informing, consultation, placation, part-
nership, delegated power, and citizen
control. Manipulation is evidenced
through citizen boards that lack the time
or resources to do more than rubber
stamp government proposals. Amstein
categorizes this engineering of con-
sent—and other therapeutic strategies
devised to cure a diseased body politic
of apathy or alienation—as non-partici-
pation.

Informing, consultation and placation
represent degrees of tokenism. Holding
public meetings and hearings, estab-
lishing advisory boards, and conducting
surveys can all be employed for these
limited purposes. Partnership, dele-
gated power and citizen control may be
realized where authority is provided in
conjunction with the means to exercise
it. Models include the empowerment of
consumers, neighborhoods, and citizen
organizations.

From a more static perspective, grant-
ing power means redistributing it. Citi-
zens deciding what programs should be
funded take power from legislators. Citi-
zens deciding how programs should be
implemented take power from man-
agers. Including those at the lower end
of the socio-economic spectrum makes
elites less powerful.

Such a redistribution of power would
seem to lead to fundamental changes
in our society. The war on poverty be-
came a battlefield in the struggle for
power. Pluralistic participation did not
emerge. Instead, buffers—in the form
of citizen advisory groups— separated

the poor from the affluent and public
servant from served public.

Purpose

QOur society values citizen participa-
tion. Verba and Nie place participation
“at the heart of democratic theory and
at the heart of the democratic political
formula in the United States.”

Besides being an historically articu-
lated value in our society, citizen par-
ticipation is functionally important.
Sociologists Lassey and Fernandez
identify six areas in which citizen par-
ticipation enhances community policy
and program development: problem
identification and refinement; planning
and problem-solving; decision-making;
location and acquisition of resources;
program management; and action or
implementation processes.

Those who view participation as pow-
er tend to focus on non-program func-
tions. Mogulof has synthesized lists of
purposes developed for OEO: decen-
tralization of governmental authority;
engineering the consent of the gov-
erned; insuring equal protection to indi-
viduals and groups through a watchdog
citizenry; a form of therapy to cure
alienation and other social maladies;
employing residents to humanize serv-
ices; creating cadres of antirioters;
building a program constituency; and
redistributing power and resources.
Citizen participation here is being used
as code for involvement by the poor and
minorities, although some of the func-
tions are manipulative.

These lists do not exhaust program
and non-program goals, but they do
show patrticipation as a means to other
ends. John Strange accounts for both
broad views: “Participation can only be
an end, not the end.”

Program

John Dewey, a classifier of human
thought, contends that despite the lim-
ited knowledge a person may possess
“there is one thing that he knows better
than anybody else and that is where the
shoes pinch his own feet. . . .” Central
to his idea of democracy is the indi-
vidual's active participation in deter-
mining social policy. What instruments
can the individual use to have an impact
on policy?

Involvement in the elective process
through voting and campaigning pro-
vides the most obvious means. Cer-
tainly, those who participate are more
likely to see the government move in a
direction that satisfies them than those
who abstain. However, except when one
successfully seeks public office, the
result is the selection of a representative
and the delegation of governing author-
ity. Some public servants regard this
involvement as sufficient. Spiro Agnew
articulated that position in 1968: “Give
us your symptoms, and we will make the
diagnosis, and we, the Establishment,
for which | make no apologies, will im-
plement the cure.”

Clearly, this view constricts govern-
ment by the people to a few. Those most
committed to voting have acknowledged
its inadequacy. Elena C. Van Meter of
the League of Women Voters answers
“no” to the question, “Isn't voting
enough?” Advocating citizen partici-
pation in the policy management proc-
ess she finds that, “Voters have very
little idea of the specific actions which
have been taken by their elected repre-
sentatives and, in any case, have no
mechanism to demonstrate approval or
disapproval of the specific decisions
made in the many functional areas for
which the general purpose govemn-
ments have responsibility.”

Post-election participation, through
legislative mandates, offers a greater
opportunity for involvement. Numerous
programs spanning our federal social
service sector require citizen participa-
tion for the use of federal funds. For ex-
ample, an HEW nutrition program for the
elderly requires a project council whose
membership majority is elected by pro-
gram participants at meal sites. The
council is responsible for approval of
all policy decisions and overseeing
grants and contracts.

Other methods of structuring citizen
participation include citizen surveys,
citizen representation on policy-making
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of users and nonusers, and reasons for
use or nonuse. A few local govemments
have undertaken such studies, but cost
has been a barrier to wider use. Citizens
acting to include themselves can make
such surveys economically practical.

In a study of community needs assess-
ment programs, a recent NCVA publica-
tion (Community Resources and Needs
Assessment Guidebook) cites the im-
portance of developing citizen commit-
ment through participation in each facet
of the effort. A government funded and
administered survey would place the cit-
izen on the outside. On the other hand, a
credible citizen organization using
trained volunteers to administer surveys,
isolate goals and prepare plans withina
structure developed by broadly based
citizen committees can create a constit-
uency for the final report that gives it
force. Citizen committees tomeasure the
realization of goals can sustain the reg-
uisite level of interest. The survey—tra-
ditionally a citizen feedback mechanism
—can lead in this way to active involve-
ment in design decisions.

Designing Participation

Citizens can include themselves when
they have been omitted. The Center for
Community Change has published a se-
ries of citizen action guides that identify
intervention points and action strategies
and offer examples where citizens have
succeeded. An illustration from General
Revenue Sharing: Influencing Local
Budgets, shows citizens can be effec-
tive even when legislation and adminis-
tration assigns no formal role:

The Mississippi Freedom of Informa-
tion Alliance formed a coalition of
whites and blacks in Greenville, Mis-
sissippi, to defeat a City Hall proposal
to spend $5 million in GRS [general
revenue sharing] funds for a civic cen-
ter. By menitoring and publicizing the
development of this proposal, the Al-
liance developed wide opposition to
the plan. It successfully pressured the
city to subject the plan to a referen-
dum. It then worked to bring about the
defeat of the plan in the referendum by
a large majority of Greenville voters.

The Alliance succeeded in securing
funding for an altemative set of pro-
grams. This kind of success has been
repeated in Seattle, Cleveland, Denver,
Los Angeles and elsewhere.

On the other hand, govemment can
and has included citizens in the design

of programs. A number of methods were
reviewed earlier. The citizen advisory
board is the most frequent mechanism.
Board composition and delegated au-
thority may not be the most critical con-
siderations. Pablo Eisenberg, director of
the Center for Community Change, has
voiced the opinion that "advisory groups
need their own staff and budget” and
that with these “even without authority
they can be successful as an advocate.”
Much of the literature supports this view.

Secretary Mathews has committed
HEW to direct consultation with the pub-
lic prior to the development of regula-
tions. His July 25, 1976 statement ac-
knowledged that “for far too long HEW
has gone to the public in these situa-
tions only to tell them what it intends to
do. From now on our first step will be to
ask the people of this country what they
think we should do.” This action under-
scores the untapped potential for citizen
participation.

Certainly, block and consolidated
grants and revenue sharing legislation
should include comprehensive citizen
participaticn components.

Operating Programs

Structurally, citizen participation in
government may be subsumed in the
govemment (staff supplement, survey
respondent), function as an adjunct
(citizen advisory board with staff) or
autonomously (community organization).
The government can choose to include
individuals and/or organizations in its
decision-making.

Yin found service-linked citizen orga-
nizations operating in conjunction with
specific federal programs the best
model for increasing client control over
services. Howard Hallman in “Federally
Financed Citizen Participation” sug-
gests the funding of established volun-
tary agencies to promote citizen partici-
tion. He concludes that “federal funds

can appropriately go to a local organi-
zation that has as its purpose the devel-
opment of citizen self-help capacity
through resident-controlled neighbor-
hood institutions.”

Implementation followed this essen-
tially private, nonprofit, nongovernmen-
tal mode in OEO. John Strange found
that the bypassing of local governmen-
tal machinery characterized “approxi-
mately 95 per cent of all Community
Action Agencies in the country.” A num-
ber of programs are attempting to de-
velop the necessary local self-help
capacities.

The establishment of neighborhood
govemments offers another approach 10
facilitating citizen participation. Spiegel,
in Citizen Participation in Federal Pro-
grams: A Review, draws from Lindsay’s
efforts in New York City, “a mixed model,
somewhere between community control
and enlightened neighborhood-oriented
administration of centrally-controlled
program. . .."” The passage of power from
local govemment to citizens has not
been easily accomplished or widely un-
dertaken. Van Meter reported in 1975
that the National Revenue-Sharing Mon-
itoring Project had revealed “only one
(possibly two) city and one county have
what appears to be an active, self-gen-
erated, and genuine official effort to in-
volve local citizens in revenue sharing
decision making.”

The govermment has developed awide
variety of operating models and citizens
have functioned within and outside of
them to influence decisions. An overall
assessment, however, places the citizen
outside the goveming process.

A leader of one national citizen in-
volvement effort has speculated that a
coming period of economic shortage
will force the meaningful inclusion of
citizens in the decision-making process.
Public officials, he argues, will be
caught between unmet demands for
services and scarce resources. By
bringing the citizens into the process
an acceptable balance can be struck.

Alvin Toffler concludes Future Shock
with yet another scenario for the devel-
opment of citizen participation. He en-
visions compulsory service by all citi-
zens in social future assemblies. These
assemblies are charged with charting
the course for America.

Ultimately, citizens will determine—
through their action or inaction—the
real meaning of “consent of the gov-
erned.”
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al Center for
irv Actio Cosmetiques Corporatlon

. : Germalne Montell Cosmetiques Corporation Wthh has sponsored the Beautlful Ac-
S :»;-'j;'tlwst Awards since 1970, combined their program with that of NCVA in 1975 to formthe Na-
= tlonal :olunteer Actrvrst Awards. L

‘ Nomlnatrons are submltted for groups or mdlvnduals who have worked in orlgmal ways
P jto ‘solve: commumty problems through voluntary action. From these nominations, citation
. w-winners are chosen and sent a citation. A panel of distinguished judges selects approx- -
L .‘"-’lmately ten natlonal winners, either groups or individuals, from the citationists. i

Natlonal wmners wrll be announced during National Volunteer Week, April 24-30 A
L 1977 and wrll be invited to Washlngton D.C.-and New York City for a series of events
 scheduled in their honor. In 1976, President Gerald Ford recelved the winners in the White
a House Rose Garden.

g The co-sponsorshlp of the program by NCVA and Germaine Monteil recogmzes the - ,'_".'
support givento private voluntary effort by business and mdustry By recognizing the valua-
ble contrlbutrons made by volunteers throughout the nation, NCVA and Germaine Monteil
‘hope- to encourage more citizens to become involved in volunteer programs in thelr
| gcommunltles : |




RULES FOR NOMINATIONS FOR
THE NATIONAL VOLUNTEER ACTIVIST AWARDS
FOR 1976

‘ Any individual or organlzatlon engaged in volun-

tary and unpaid activities that benefit the com-

- munity, state or nation may be nominated.

Individuals or groups who are paid for activities
for WhICh they are nominated do not quallfy Pro-
grams under the auspices of organlzatlons with
 paid staff may be nominated, but the extent of

salaried activities must be clearly lndlcated inthe -

nommatlon statement

Volunteer activities must be performed within the

* United States and/or U.S. possessions. -

~e No employees or immediate relatives of em-
ployees or persons otherwise closely affiliated
- with the National Center for Voluntary Action,
Germaine Monteil or with the screening organiza-
- tion may submit entries. :

. AII rentries and manuscripts become the property

of the National Center for Voluntary Action and -
will not be returned. All entries must be mailed
with sufficient postage. Be sure to give the
three references requested on the nomma- ‘

tron form

. Pertinent: supplementary materlal may be submit-
‘ted but not more than 20 pages. Any material

submitted may be used for publication by the Na-
tional Center for Voluntary Action. Do not submit
scrap books, films, tapes, cassettes—only
written materials (pamphlets, clippings, etc.)
on paper no larger than 81" x 13",

‘, e An individual or group may submlt as many sepa-

rate entrles as desired.

. The National Volunteer Activist Awards screen-

ing organlzatlon may request additional mforma—
- tion from appllcant for the judges consnderatlon

e Decisions of the judges are final. All entries for .

the 1976 National Volunteer Activist Awards b

_~ must be recelved by the National Center for
' ;Voluntary Action before mldmght December

‘15 1976.

o All nommatlons must be complete |n one ;' '
package when submitted to NCVA. Separate
letters and other documents received later
will not be processed

= Import'ant: Tne nominating ‘statement should

describe ‘cle‘arly the volunteer activity for which
the individual or group is nominated. Please in-
clude, if applicable, the needs met by the volun-
teer service, any unusual obstacles overcome,
and the size of the program..The nomination
fshould focus in detail on a sustalned activity or
program in one area of volunteer service in
preference to outlming dlverse act|V|t|es

. (For further in.formatiOn, write to: Ms. Maureen Aspin,

Awards Program, National Center for Voluntary Ac-
tion, 1785 Masschusetts Avenue N.W., Washington,
D. C 20036) '



‘Activist Awards.

NOMINATION FOR NATIONAL VOLUNTEER ACTIVIST AWARDS, 1976
DEADLINE FOR ENTRIES DECEMBER 15, 1976

PLEASE PRINT _
l NOMINEE Please specify if you are nommatlng an mdrvnduaI ora group
INDIVIDUAL 0O - GROUP O (Check one)

Name: R Area Code & Telephone:
(f indmdual Mr., MISS, Mrs., Ms.; if group, name and title of director)

Name. . Area Code & Telephone:
(If group, name of organization)

Street address : ‘ .. City ~ State Zip Code
Il. NOMINATOR:
Name: ' Area Code & Telephone:

(Title, if appropriate)

Street Address City . State . Zip Code

L 'REFERENCES: List the names and addresses of three persor\s or organizations familiar with the accomplishments of the

nominee, not including the candidate, members of his/her organization, or relatives. These references may be contacted
to venfy the scope and extent of the nominee's activities.

”

1.

Name Address - Area Code Telephone

& - Name Address ] Area Code Telephone
3. |
Name ' Address - Area Code Telephone
IV. NOMINATION:
| hereby. nominate - : ' : __for the 1976 National Volunteer

(Name of nominee)

Date ‘ Signature of Nominator

A STATEMENT OF NOT MORE THAN 400 WORDS DESCRIBING THE NOMINEE'S ACTIVITIES AND THEIR IMPACT
ON THE COMMUNITY AND THOSE BEING SERVED MUST ACCOMPANY THIS NOMINATION FORM. A BLANK
SHEET IS ATTACHED FOR THAT PURPOSE. THIS STATEMENT IS THE BASIS FOR JUDGING AND SHOULD IN-
CLUDE REFERENCES TO THE NOMINEE'S VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES, NOT LETTERS OF PERSONAL REFERENCE.

k PLEASE CHECK TO BE SURE ALL: INFORMATION IS COMPLETE AND LEGIBLE AND THAT NOMINATION STATEMENT

IS ATTACHED SEE NEXT PAGE FOR RULES AND INSTRUCTIONS. MAIL THIS FORM WITH NOMINATION STATEMENT
TO:

Awards Program

National Center for Voluntary Action
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
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not the same as they were ten years ago.
They participated fully, were serious
minded and intensely knowledgeable.”

Campbell,who is the past president of
the Foundation for Cooperative Housing,
explained the UN procedure allowing
for NGO access to the official confab in
Vancouver: There are three basic cate-
gories of NGO’s as recognized by the
UN. The first group contains 25 intema-
tional organizations, such as the Inter-
national Council of Voluntary Agencies
and the League of Red Cross Societies,
picked by the UN's Economic and Social
Council (ECOSQOC) to have consultative
status. From these, seven representa-
tives were chosen to speak to the plenary
session of the official conference, there-
by giving them the status of nations.
(Wallace Campbell was able to address
the plenary session by virtue of his con-
sultant status with the International Co-
operative Alliance, the oldest and largest
(320 million members) of the NGO's hav-
ing consultative status with ECOSOC.)

Group two includes 300 other organi-
zations who are UN-accredited. These
are single purpose groups of general
organizations with a single national
base, such as the Boy Scouts World Bu-
reau and the All-India Women's Confer-
ence. The third group includes everyone
else with an interest in the subject. At
Habitat, this third group included stu-
dents and environmental groups as well
as real estate boards and the National
Association of Home Builders.

While the UN didn't scrimp on the red
tape, NGO representatives were gen-
erally better off than they were at the
Stockholm environmental conference or
the women’s conference in Mexico City.
In Vancouver, they were welcome and
expected guests; at previous UN confer-
ences, they were a fifth wheel.

According to Sally Shelley, director of
the UN's NGO Office, “UN interest in the
alternative forumwas intensified for Hab-
itat.”” One reason might be Habitat's em-
phasis on treatment rather than defini-
tion of problems, thus encouraging coun-
tries to listen and learn from each other.
An example is the cooperation of Habitat
Secretary General Enrique Penalosa re-
garding Barbara Ward's counter presen-
tations: Ward gave the only NGO press
conference at the official Habitat media
center and was the only private citizen
to address the official plenary session.

But the question remains: if the UN
made an effort to encourage citizen par-
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ticipation, why did it have two separate
conferences?

Hugh Allen, a HUD employee and pro-
gram manager for Horizons on Display,
the U. S.’s official demonstration project
for Habitat (200 programs that signifi-
cantly improve the quality of life at the
community level), explained that physi-
cal space limitations and protocol de-
manded that there be two separate con-
ferences. He conceded, however, that
the elaborate rules did work to the dis-
advantage of the individual.

Bob Stein, director of the North Ameri-
can office of the International Institute for
Environment and Development (Barbara
Ward's research am) and an observer
to the official conference, noted that it
would have been impossible for all
Forum participants to speak because of
the number of persons and the time lim-
its. He did admit that many international
groups were not recognized due to the
strict interpretation of the rules by the
Secretary-General. “That procedure was
necessary but it was not handled that
well,” he said.

Campbell and Allen both claimed that
there was relatively little politics at the
conference. Stein disagreed in part. “The
Forum got bogged down in politics and
tried to act like a govemment by at-
tempting to reach a definitive statement
or compromise.” He would have pre-
ferred that individuals state their own
opinions, since they were there to pro-
vide expertise.

How much was actually accomplished
by the Forum’s citizen participants? In
just 11 short days, they took the initiative
in many proposals, such as a ban on nu-
clear power plants, resolutions on land
speculation and self-help housing. The
officials shied away from the nuclear
power plant idea, but they did adopt one
aimed at clean water for all by 1990.
Passage of the resolution was organized
by Ward'’s research group and pushed
by the efforts of the Vancouver Sympo-
sium. To this end, the UN will hold a con-
ference on water in Argentina in March
1977.

In the United States, the official Habi-
tat Office (a part of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development) will
continue with meetings and education
programs. Secretary Hills visited Jericho
Beach twice, listening to American citi-
zens as well as individuals from other
countries. Spurred by their input, she'
promised to get appropriate government

agencies to compare their regulations
with Habitat's proposals and will make
recommendations to the Administration.

Putting the Forum in the perspective of
previous UN conferences, NGO partici-
pants expressed optimism at the out-
come. Wallace Campbell feels that “the
progress in four years (since the environ-
mental conference) has been amazing,
and if you stop and look ahead from
here, you will see all that needs to be
done.” Hugh Allen echoes his senti-
ments: “The very fact that Habitat did
happen and did involve so many nations
is a sign of hope.”

Sharing his optimism for the Forum’s
potential, the Washington, D.C.-based
Population institute wrote in its Habitat
Resource Bulletin: “The combined
strength of thousands of organized con-
stituents can have a major impact on
official government policies and ap-
proaches.”

Perhaps this is the real key to Habitat
—the expertise and directness of the
citizen participants. They were the ones
who provided the human element amid
the official plenary sessions and pro-
nouncements. While the United Nations
can be given a left-handed compliment
for its support of the NGO’s, at Habitat
the parent was overshadowed by its own
brainchild.

CORRECTIONS

* The photo on page 17, Spring/
Summer 1976 VAL, should have been
credited to Frank Jessic, assistant di-
rector of the Madison, Wisc. Voluntary
Action Center.
* The NICOQV list of educational op-
portunities for volunteer leaders
(Spring/Summer VAL) incorrectly lists
the availability of a Ph.D. program in
volunteer leadership through a Uni-
versity Without Walls program at
Antioch College/Philadelphia. David
Allen Frisby, director, reports that
there is no such program at Antioch;
however, he notes the Philadelphia
college does offer an undergraduate
program in Human Services which
would be suitable for leaders in vol-
untary organization. A catalogue is
available from Antioch College, 401
N. Broad St., Philadelphia, PA 19108.
In addition, there is no certificate
program for volunteer leaders at the
University of California, La Jolla,
listed at the top of page 18.


































come at times when staff is available for consultation. He
or she could suggest adjusting staff time to the cultural
patterns of an area.

Perhaps the most telling aspect of volunteer advocacy
comes at the social action level. Defined as ‘“class advo-
cacy,” these volunteer activities can impact community
priorities and mobilize constituencies in support of special
needs. This may mean expressing needs of persons in such
a way as to persuade service professionals to make them-
selves available and tailor their service to those needs.
This may mean persuading budget makers and decision
makers at local, state and even national levels that serv-
ices are needed and deserve budgetary support.

We on staff have a tendency to present our best side
when interpreting our services to the public. If we really
want to enlist volunteers as advocates, it is essential that
we also share our problems and our aspirations with citi-
zens so that they understand what our needs and frustra-
tions are as well as our tangible accomplishments. Volun-
teer advocates can often be more direct than paid staff.
They frequently cut through protocol, red tape, limitations
of position on a structure chart, right to the people who
can effect real change in a community or who control sup-
port for the provision of services.

The volunteer represents a source of strength in gaining
public support for services, in insuring that services are
designed realistically and relevantly for needs, and in per-
suading the target group to use those services. Training for
staff in enlisting volunteer advocacy is crucial to enjoy-
ing this fringe benefit of volunteer services.

Advocacy
Vs.
Service Volunteering

By Ivan Scheier, Ph.D.

The following is a summary of an address delivered to the
Jubilee Convention of the Association of Volunteer
Bureaus, May 4, 1976.

Free associate the word “advocate” and there are sure to
be connotations of a certain excitement, both loaded and
clouded emotionally. To clarify, check the dictionary and
you find “plead a cause,” often but not always “on behalf
of another.” Take some liberties with Webster, and a gen-
eral definition emerges: to take a position on an issue or
problem in such a way as to influence others.

According to this definition, all of us are advocates in
some way, and the broadness of the definition permits
advocacy to be indirect as well as direct. It even allows
“unconscious advocacy”: standing for something in such
a way as to influence others, without really being aware
you are doing so.

Dr. Scheier is the new president of the National Informa-
tion Center on Volunteerism. He served as its executive
director for ten years.

The issue for us is: do we want to include the volunteer
as advocate in our domain of endeavor, as part of a total
package of caring and helping? Or do we want to remain
safe, comfortable, tight and controlled, with our current
narrower vision of formal, structured volunteer service
programs? The issue is part of a running battle these past
five years between “inclusionists” and “exclusionists” in
the volunteer world. Earlier incidents in that dialogue in-
cluded such questions as:

—If a person receives subsistence or enabling funds, is he
or she a “pure” volunteer?

— Are students receiving credit for volunteering?

—Do we accept the challenge of self-help and of informal
voluntary action as within our purview?

I believe the inclusionists or expansionists are steadily
winning, and 1 hope they win on the issue of volunteer
advocacy. The advocate must first address some stereo-
types, largely but not entirely the legacy of the 1860’s. My
main point is that much if not most of advocacy is unpaid,
unshocking, and inseparable from service.

True, there are anumber of paid advocacy-type positions
in our society; for example, lawyer, labor leader, lobbyist,
public relations and advertising persons. There are volun-
teer activities paralleling these with even these people
sometimes contributing as volunteers. But, as always,

- volunteerism is more than a shadow equivalent of the paid

world. More than an aid to the paid, it is far more varied
and pervasive.

How much were you paid last time you voted or parti-
cipated in an issue-oriented group—Ilocal or naticnal,
formal or informal? What fee did you receive last time you
signed a petition, wrote a letter to the editor, or argued
your position on a policy board? Interestingly enough, the
volunteer sometimes pays for the privilege of joining an
issue group, a kind of super-volunteering. Indeed, even
sincere affiliation with a church or synogogue tells others
where you stand on a set of values. It is a voluntary advo-
cacy, a pervasive part of all our lives. It is not ordinarily
exotic, dangerous or dramatic. It is not only acceptable; it
is a positive evolutionary contribution to the well-being
of community and society.

Service volunteering has no monopoly on respectabil-
ity. The acceptable-unacceptable dimension runs through
both service and advocacy volunteering. The decision as
to when the activity is acceptable enough for us to work
with is essentially the same for both. That does not mean
it is always easy. True, service volunteering does tend to
have a more generally acceptable image today. But even
here, there are ways in which service volunteering is or
can be engaged as advocacy.

In the first place, no one has demonstrated to 1uy satis-
faction that service and advocacy volunteers are ineluc-
tably different types of people. I'd be surprised if many
service volunteers weren’t turned on to issues in their
service area by virtue of their direct experience. More
directly, the volunteer in service to a client may act as a
model simply by being herself/himself. This can be in-
direct and perhaps unconscious advocacy of a life-style or
set of values, but no less powerful because it is indirect.

To the extent that volunteers serve in policy develop-
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Where The Money Is. Catalyst Associ-
ates, Suite 1854, Pierre Laclede Center,
7733 Forsyth, St. Louis, MO 63105.
1976. 16 pp. $3.00

This publication/directory represents
an example of volunteers working at
the executive level to bring about better
services for youth. Catalyst Associates,
an informal coalition of volunteers,
sees their activities as a model of the
type of study other volunteer groups
could use to find public money in their
cities that is available for specific con-
cerns besides youth.

Foundation Annual Reports. The
Foundation Center, 888 Seventh Av-
enue, New York, NY 10018. 47 pp. $2
prepaid.

Explains the nature of the information
to be found in annual reports and how
to use this information in seeking foun-
dation grants. Includes a cumulative
listing of all U.S. foundation annual
reports on microfiche since 1970.

So You Want To Help Me—A Hand-
book for Volunteers. Stephen R. Hen-
derson, Counseling Services Associ-
ates, 215 Kalorama Street, Staunton, VA
24401. 1976. 5 pp. 80 cents each, mul-
tiple copy prices available.

A general overview of counseling tech-
niques presented from the point of
view of the person on the receiving end
of assistance. '

New Challenges to Social Agency
Leadership. Groupwork Today, Box
258, South Plainfield, NJ 07080. 1976.
81 pp. $3.95.

A guide for persons concerned about
the future of recreation, social work
and other helping professions.

Letter to Jeannie. Family Service Asso-
ciation of America, 44 East 23rd Street,
New York, NY 10010. 1976. 74 pp.
$3.00.

An interesting chronicle of Clare M.
Tousley’s sixty years’ involvement with
social work professionals and volun-
teers.

Aging: Prospects and Issues. Andrus
Gerontology Center, University of
Southern California, Los Angeles, CA
90007. 1976. 211 pp. $4.00.

Includes clinical experience in working
with older persons and explores the
different patterns of aging and percep-
tions of being old in various cultures,
as well as a general overview of geron-
tology.

Standards and Costs of Day Care. Day
Care and Child Development Council
of America, Inc., 1012—14th Street,
N.W., Washington, BC 20005. 1971. 13
pp. 75 cents.

An analysis of day care program costs,
varying for the ages of children served
and quality of programs. Useful for
those who need guidelines in develop-
ment of budgets for their programs.

Day Care Aides: A Guide for In-Serv-
tce Training. Day Care and Child Devel-
opment Council of America, Inc., 1012
—14th Street, N.W., Washington, DC
20005. 135 pp. $2.50.

Outlines nine training sessions for
training uncredentialed day care work-
ers and includes specific suggestions
for training.

Administration. Day Care and Child
Development Council of America, Inc.,
1012 —14th Street, N.W., Washington,
DC 20005. 1970. 167 pp. $3.00

This guide deals with the administra-
tion aspect of organizing day care serv-
ices, business management, and day-to-
day operations of a program.

Tutor-Trainers’ Resource Handbook.
Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, D. C. 20402.1974. 118 pp. $1.90.

Provides guidelines for tutor-trainers
and/or reading directors for training
tutors at the local level.

Tutoring Resource Handbook for
Teachers. Superintendent of Docu-
ments, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D. C. 20402. 19 pp.
75 cents.

A guide to aid teachers who may be
interested in organizing volunteers in
tutor training programs at the local
level.

Working for Women and Children First.
The Children’s Foundation, 1028 Con-
necticut Avenue, N.W., Washington,
D. C. 20036. 1975. 73 pp. $1.50.

This is the organizing guide of the Spe-
cial Supplemental Food Program for
Women, Infants, and Children. Includes
chapters on organizing a WIC coalition,
selecting target sponsors, gathering
facts, getting endorsements, and how to
improve existing programs.

From the Ground Up: Building a Grass
Roots Feod Policy. Center for Science
in the Public Interest, 1755 S Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20009. 1976.
137 pp. $2.50.

Focuses on building better state and
local food policies. Covers nutrition
education, an outline of successful
strategies for change and a resource list
of experienced groups and individuals
who can offer technical and tactical
advice.

Food: Where Nutrition, Politics, and
Culture Meet. Center for Science in the
Public Interest, 1755 S Street, N.-W.,
Washington, D. C. 20009. 1976. 214 pp.
$4.50.

Provides a comprehensive and con-
temporary view of food and nutrition
as well as suggesting activities designed
to encourage creative investigation of
forces which control food availability
and food habits.



As | See It

(Continued from p. 2)

Our sense of duty, of service, of participation grows from
those institutions that have traditionally been at the heart
of our society: our family, our church, our school. But in-
creasingly in the past decade we have turned away from
those institutions, demanding relevance, attempting to
make what we’ve been taught conform to the contradic-
tions of what we've seen and experienced. We’ve ques-
tioned, analyzed, rejected and re-accepted many of the
values that provide the undergirding for those institutions.

It is no wonder that we are in the midst of a moral di-
lemma. We do things legally today that many people
wouldn't have whispered about two generations ago. The
black and white of right and wrong have passed through a
prism and emerged as a tangled complex of grays.

But, paradoxically, we also live in what has rightly been
termed the golden age of the volunteer. More people are
involved today than ever before. No longer does volunteer
equate with only the privileged or with only women or
with only those who do not have to work. To paraphrase
the lamented late sage Walt Kelly, we have seen the volun-
teer and he is us. He is us in the broadest, most positive
sense.

We know from the census study that there may be at least
37 million volunteers. But we also know that sufficient
good questions have been raised about that study to make
its results debatable. Thirty seven million is a nice num-
ber, often quoted. But it may also be wildly inaccurate. In
order to count volunteers, one must be able to define
volunteers, and we’ve not yet been able to do that with any
acceptable precision.

If we define volunteer broadly—a person who enters or
offers to enter into any service of his own free will—then
it is safe to say that virtually every citizen, at one time or
another, is a volunteer.

Therein lies the paradox. Why, during a time ‘when we
are challenging the traditional values and turning away
from our institutions, is the voluntary participation of
citizens on the increase?

Perhaps the answer is reflected in our friend Mr. Mc-
Murphy. Volunteerism was the means through which Mac
was able to express his humanness. He unleashed his crea-
tive energy and, as he helped others to help themselves, he
helped himself.

At the heart of our rebellion against institutions and
values is the vague sense that they have betrayed us, im-
prisoned us in a structure of rules and expectations that
stifle our spirits. Like R. P. McMurphy, we seek the free-
dom that volunteerism offers.

Our leisure time is increasing. We are working less
hours; and, when we do work, we find that much of the
work fails to stimulate us. We live in new communities, in
boxes piled on boxes, and we feel cut off from those
around us.

We have a new recognition of the complexity of the
problems with which we are confronted and an increasing
distrust of the ability of government and institutions to
solve those problems.
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New philosophies abound, urging us to recognize the
value of ourselves and the potential of our self-sufficiency.

Increasingly, we are turning to activities—volunteer
activities—that constructively fill our leisure time, that
bring us in direct, caring contact with others, that contrib-
ute to the solution of problems and improve the quality of
our lives.

R. P. McMurphy, Volunteer, required no organization,
no structure. He was unrecruited, unscheduled, unevalu-
ated. He had no volunteer coordinator, no trainer, no
supervisor. He simply did what came naturally.

The volunteers counted in the census survey are only
the tip of the iceberg. Millions of Americans are just like
R. P. McMurphy. They are engaged in voluntary helping
activities in their communities and neighborhoods. They
are a part of no organization. They are subject to no struc-
ture. They are doing what comes naturally and they are no
less volunteers than the ones who are formally recruited,
processed and fed into the system.

This is the strength of volunteerism — freedom, diversity,
breadth. The philosophy of volunteerism is a philosophy
of people, a belief in the value and potential of people, not
a philosophy of structures.

ET THE VOLUNTEERISM WE ALL KNOW, THAT

which we write about, hold conferences about, plan

careers in, is in danger of becoming a victim
of its own success.

We face the problem of over-organization. We have local
structures, state structures, national structures. Our struc-
tures have structures and we form new structures so that
we can interrelate, liaison, cooperate. With every structure,
with every new organization, we run the risk of moving
further and further away from the people who volunteer
and the people they are volunteering to serve.

We have organizations of volunteer administrators and
leaders. We have organizations of volunteer organizations.
We have associations, assemblies, alliances. Yet how often
do we stop and ask whether or not all these organizations
are really doing anything that impacts beneficially on vol-
unteers, on clients, on us? Or do we continue to drain the
energies of our most enthusiastic and creative leaders, vic-
tims of our belief in the inherent value of voluntary organi-
zation and participation?

We focus on the mechanics of volunteerism, on organi-
zational maintenance, on management practices. Things
must be done “by the book” and every year there are new
books to be written and to be read. We establish guidelines
and standards, create training programs, ask that our lead-
ers be certified, pasteurized, standardized. Yet how often
do we ask whether it's all really needed? How often do we
identify the needs for training in terms of the needs of
volunteers for meaningful involvement? Or are we too
caught up in the thrill of the movement, a part of some-
thing that is bigger than all of us, to think clearly about
why we are doing what we are doing?

Are we in danger of creating a volunteer elite, a cadre of
the super-involved, self-satisfied and self-congratulating,
no longer willing or able to question themselves and those
around them?

We talk quite a lot to each other, but spend too little time
and effort articulating volunteerism to the rest of the soci-











