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EBD #11.0 rev.

2005-2006

PROCEDURE FOR ANNOUNCING HONORARY MEMBER CANDIDATES

The Governance Office makes the following recommendations regarding the Honorary Member procedure approved by the ALA Executive Board at the Fall 2005 Executive Board Meeting [2005-2006 CBD#1, Appendix 5].

3.  For each nominee approved by the Executive Board for consideration by Council, a document will be prepared by staff.  This document will summarize the accomplishments and contributions of each nominee. 

Staff will release the names of the Executive Board nominees for ALA Honorary Membership to Council via the Council electronic discussion list two weeks before the start of the ALA Midwinter Meeting.  The document summarizing the nominees’ contributions and accomplishments will be included with the announcement.  Councilors will be directed to send any additional information related to the nomination directly to the Director, Office of ALA Governance.

Should additional information relating to a nomination for Honorary Membership be received which suggests the need for further research, staff will research the matter to the best of their ability in the time available. They will then send the information to the Board via the Board electronic discussion list.  Staff will report any results of their research in Executive Session at the first Board session at the Midwinter Meeting, and the Executive Board will determine at that time whether to reconsider the nomination.

4. Presentation to Council of nominees for Honorary Membership by the Immediate Past President on behalf of the Executive Board will occur at either Council II or Council III at the Midwinter Meeting.

5. Council will be asked to vote on each nominee in turn.  Prior to calling for the vote the presiding officer will offer Council the opportunity to debate each nomination.



ATTACHMENT



American Library Association

Executive Board

Report of the ad hoc Study Group on Honorary Membership Procedures

June 24, 2005

Members:
Carla D. Hayden (until conclusion of 2005 Annual Conference)


Janet Swan Hill


James Rettig

Introduction

The ad hoc Study Group on Honorary Membership Procedures has identified several analogous honors.  Each of these is considered in turn below along with attendant issues and procedural implications for the Executive Board as a whole to consider.  The Study Group offers no strong recommendation but has identified one preferred option.

The Study Group was formed at the spring 2005 Executive Board meeting.  It was created in response to issues that arose during the 2005 Midwinter Meeting in Boston when the Board brought forward to Council an honorary membership nomination and when in closed session it considered a nominee for an IFLA committee.  The Study Group has focused its attention on honorary membership.

Analogy #1:  Job Applications

Exposition:  An individual does not apply for honorary membership, but is nominated by others.  One of the required documents in a nomination packet is “A resume and/or biographical statement.”  (See appendix to this report.)  The packets for several nominations submitted in 2004 included lengthy, detailed resumes as long as 36 pages.  It is reasonable to infer that some—perhaps even all—of these were obtained directly from the nominee and, therefore, that the nominee probably was aware that he/she is being nominated for ALA honorary membership.  Each packet must also include “At least three letters of recommendation.”

In the requirement for a resume (or surrogate) and letters of recommendation the current procedure in certain ways resembles a job search.  The analogy is imperfect.  A “letter of recommendation” implicitly calls for the authors to focus exclusively on positive deeds and attributes of the individual being nominated.  “A letter of reference” in a job search ideally provides an objective assessment of the individual’s preparedness and suitability for a given job. Letters of recommendation are solicited on behalf of an individual; the individual presumably has no agency in selecting those individuals and requesting that they write a letter of recommendation.  In a job search at least some of those who write letters of reference are individuals whom the job applicant has recommended.  A search committee may choose to cast the net wider and solicit references from others.  

Issues:  The issue this analogy raises the issue of how far should ALA cast its net in assessing the worthiness of nominees for honorary membership.

Procedural implications:  If the Executive Board chooses to modify the current procedures to include reference checks from individuals beyond those who submit letters of recommendation, the deadline for submission of nominations will need to be moved earlier.  In concert with management the Board will need to assign responsibility for identifying individuals from whom to request written or telephone references and other procedural matters.

Analogy #2:  Tenure Review in Colleges and Universities

Exposition:  Honorary membership is for life; so is tenure (or until it is surrendered by the individual who holds it).  In a tenure review process there are multiple levels of review and judgment.  The first levels are conducted by individuals who know the individual well and are, in fact, colleagues in the same academic department.  In-depth external assessments are solicited.  These ask for and demand far more of the assessors than do letters of reference for job candidates.  In large institutions the first level judgment may be delegated to a committee of the department’s tenured faculty.  Candidates who receive an affirmative recommendation from their department are then subject to further judgment by one or more school or university-wide committees, a dean, the provost, the president, and the institution’s board.

Issues:  The issues this analogy raises are how deep the ALA Executive Board would like to investigate nominees and what additional documentation would be required.

Procedural implications:  The procedural considerations are similar to those in Analogy #1.  There is an additional procedural issue in deciding whether to create an Executive Board committee to conduct these in-depth investigations.  Implications for new demands on staff would also need to be identified and weighed.

Analogy #3:  Internal Job Promotion

Exposition:  Many, but not all individuals who receive ALA honorary membership are or have been during their active working years ALA personal members.  In a sense, then one can consider conferral of honorary membership an internal “promotion.”  When a worker in an organization seeks a new job within that organization, the reference checking process is often pragmatically limited to fellow employees who are in a good position to assess past and current performance and predict suitability for the new position.

Procedural implications:  In this analogy procedural considerations must be settled before other issues.  In a sense the “co-workers” best situated to provide internal references are ALA staff, especially division executive directors and directors of the offices.  Given that most honorary membership nominees are past their prime working years, current staff serving in positions most directly related to the notable work a nominee did may not know that nominee directly.  Others among the division executive directors and directors of the offices may, however, be able to supply useful information.

This approach would be less fruitful for nominees such as legislators, university presidents, entrepreneurs, philanthropists, first ladies and others.  All of these categories are represented in the roster of those who have been awarded honorary membership.

Issues:  Is this an appropriate role for ALA staff?

Analogy #4:  Honorary Degrees

Exposition:  Colleges and universities that confer honorary degrees typically describe them as the highest honor their institution can bestow on an individual.  So too ALA honorary membership.  Unless an individual being considered for an honorary degree is controversial, little background investigation is carried out.  The individuals tend to be national leaders in their fields of endeavor whose accomplishments are well known.  Nominating procedures generally require a letter of nomination in which the nominator makes the case for conferring an honorary degree on the nominee. Some institutions also require that the nominator submit biographical information on the nominee; this generally consists of photocopy or printouts from standard biographical reference works.  Typically, a faculty committee reviews nominations and forwards its recommendations to the president.  Recommendations can be yea or nay on each nomination submitted to the committee or a short list of those considered worthy.  The institution’s board makes all decisions to confer an honorary degree.  In terms of governance structure and responsibilities, colleges and Universities have no procedure truly comparable to ALA’s procedure of having Council approve the Executive Board’s recommendations that particular individuals be awarded honorary membership.

Issues:  Is this the analogy that best describes ALA’s present approach?

Procedural implications:  If so, is there any tweaking that would improve current procedures?

Analogy #5:  Sunshine Searches

Exposition:  Some states have very strict open government laws.  Under the provision of these laws the names of individuals being considered for certain government positions (e.g., university presidents) are made public.  In some cases the names of their references and even the letters of reference are also a part of the public record.

Issues:  Would following this practice encourage authors of letters of recommendation to provide fuller assessments of nominees?  Or might it reduce the willingness of individuals to nominate others for honorary membership?  This may conflict with ALA's Open Meetings Policy [7.4.4], which states “All meetings of the American Library Association and its units are open to all members and to members of the press. Registration requirements apply. Closed meetings may be held only for the discussion of matters affecting the privacy of individuals or institutions.”  Presumably the Executive Board would discuss the candidates in closed session; but would making names of nominees and nominators conflict with Policy 7.4.4?  This may be a question of the letter of the law vs. the spirit of the law.

Procedural implications:  If the Executive Board chooses to adopt this practice, the call for nominees would have to make this explicit.  Staff would have to make the names of nominees and nominators—and, perhaps, text of letters of recommendation—public on the ALA Web site.  Would this be in the open-to-all or in the members-only area of the Web site?

Analogy #6:  If Anyone Here Knows of Any Reason This Couple Should Not Wed…

Exposition:  Surely this one needs no exposition.  It is a stock part of every television drama wedding, isn’t it?  The judge, justice of the peace, or clergyperson presiding at the wedding asks the congregation if anyone knows of any reason that the couple cannot marry and tells them that this is the time to speak up or forever remain silent.  This is analogous to the moment in Council when the president, on behalf of the Executive Board, puts a name forward for Council to approve or disapprove for honorary membership.  

Issues:  ALA Policy 2.1 states: “The ALA Executive Board has sole authority to nominate honorary members. In making nominations, it shall give consideration to those recommended to it by the boards of divisions. Divisions may confer honorary membership only upon those chosen as honorary members of ALA.”  The ALA Bylaws Article I, Sec. 1, A (7) defines Honorary members as “persons nominated by the Executive Board and elected for life by the Council.”  The respective roles of the Executive Board and the Council are clear and are complimentary.

Procedural implications:  Given that Council can vote to approve or disapprove a nomination, staff and elected leadership should be sure that the president’s prompt book allows for every possible outcome.  (There does not appear to be any provision in Sturgis for approval by acclamation.)

Conclusion

The Study Group does not recommend any one of the above to the Executive Board.  It does, however, prefer Analogy #3 and its procedural changes if the Executive Board chooses to change present practice.  After the Executive Board discussed the first draft of this document at the 2005 Annual Conference, the continuing members of the Study Group developed a set of recommendations that offer a variant on analogy #3.  See the final appendix for these recommendations

Nominations for IFLA Committees and ALA Representatives to Other Bodies

The Study Group did not discuss these in any depth.  At the 2005 Midwinter Meeting in Boston there seemed to be a consensus in the Executive Board that ALA units forwarding such nominations to the Executive Board for its action should supply adequate information about an individual’s qualifications that the Board can make a sound judgment based on that information.  In some instances the Board has received nothing more than an individual’s name, job title, and institutional affiliation.

If this recollection is incorrect, the Executive Board should give this issue additional attention.  If it is correct, has staff identified the units that forward such recommendations?  And have these units been informed that henceforth they should supply fuller information in such recommendations?

Appendix 1:  ALA Honorary Membership

Purpose:

Honorary membership may be conferred on a living citizen of any country whose contribution to librarianship or a closely related field is so outstanding that it is of lasting importance to the advancement of the whole field of library service. It is intended to reflect honor upon the ALA as well as upon the individual.

Criteria for selection:

To be eligible for honorary membership, a person should be so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability.

1. The designation should recognize the contribution of an individual per se, rather than that of an individual representing the accomplishments of many.

2. The person elected to honorary membership should be of such caliber as to reflect honor upon ALA by this designation.

3. Honorary membership should be conferred because of a contribution of more than passing interest and of more than local or regional achievement. The contribution may be to librarianship or to a closely related field.

4. The recipient may be a librarian or a person in a related field.

Criteria were developed by the ALA Executive Board Committee on Honorary Members, Special Nominations and Assignments (Kathleen Molz, Norman Horrocks, and Eric Moon, Chair) and approved by the ALA Executive Board, June, 1979.
Honorary Member Benefits:

· ALA membership dues waived for life

· Complimentary conference registration for all ALA Midwinter Meetings and Annual Conferences for life

· Special invitations to conference events

· Life membership in all ALA divisions (as desired)

· Complimentary copies of all ALA division journals (as desired)

· Listing in the special Honorary Member section of the ALA Handbook of Organization

· Listing on the ALA VIP list to receive complimentary registration and preferential housing assignments at all future ALA Midwinter Meetings and Annual Conferences.

Nominations procedure:

Any ALA member (except current members of the ALA Executive Board) may nominate an individual for Honorary Membership. Nominations must be received by September 1. Late nominations will not be considered.

The nominations packet must contain:

· Nominee name and present position, including title, institution name, address, telephone, fax and e-mail address;

· A statement of why the person is being nominated, including the ways in which the nominee meets the criteria for selection listed above;

· At least three letters of recommendation;

· A resume and/or biographical statement;

· Other documentation as available and appropriate may be submitted.

Posthumous nominations are not eligible for consideration.

Source of this information:

http://www.ala.org/Template.cfm?Section=awards&template=/ContentManagement/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=89957 

Appendix 2—Post-2005 Annual Conference Issues

At the conclusion of the 2005 Annual Conference Carla Hayden’s service on the Executive Board concluded.  This appendix, therefore, is offered by Janet Swan Hill And James Rettig for consideration by the 2005-06 the Executive Board.

When the 2004-05 ALA Executive Board discussed this report, two significant ideas emerged:

1. The first is a desire to do some sort of independent information gathering about honorary membership nominees.  Nomination letters do not, of course, provide a warts-and-all view of the nominated.  The Board is not interested in looking for “dirt” on nominees like a private detective hired to bolster one spouse’s position in a divorce.  However searching for information about nominees in appropriate databases and on the free Internet are not out of order when weighing an individual’s candidacy for ALA honorary membership.  This sort of investigation could be entrusted to the ALA headquarters Librarian/Knowledge Management Specialist who could prepare a confidential report of the information search on each nominee. These reports could accompany the nominating documents when they are distributed to the Executive Board.

2. The second is the benefit offered by an interval between the announcement to Council of the nominees and the Council vote on the nominees.  This would provide Councilors time and opportunity for informal consideration and discussion of the nominees.  Through the informal social network among councils, through the various Council caucuses, and through the come-one-come-all Council Forum Council members would be able to obtain additional information which would help them make well informed decisions on the worthiness of nominees brought forward by the Board.

An interval between the time when the Executive Board receives the nominating papers and when it votes on nominees to forward to Council would also be beneficial.  It would allow EB Members to read the nominating documents thoroughly and formulate questions or identify concerns to explore with the Board when it considers nominations.

Implications for Procedures and Practice

A. In order to give the ALA headquarters Librarian/Knowledge Management Specialist time to conduct the necessary information searches, the deadline for submission of nominations for Honorary membership might need to change to a date earlier than the present September 1 deadline.  Providing an adequate interval for Executive Board members to review nominating documents and reports by the ALA headquarters Librarian/Knowledge Management Specialist might push this even earlier.  The staff who manage the process can advise on the specific timeline implications.

B. The Midwinter Council agenda would need to be restructured.  Instead of presenting at Council II on Tuesday the names of those the Executive Board recommends for honorary membership, this would need to be on the agenda for Council I on Sunday.  Council would have the opportunity to vote at Council II or Council III on those recommended.

It is clear that these measures cannot be implemented before 2006-07.

Appendix 3—“…no question about his/her suitability…”

A Policy Issue for the Executive Board to Resolve

The overarching criterion for honorary membership rises a policy issue that the Executive Board should clarify. The document governing honorary membership procedures states: “To be eligible for honorary membership, a person should be so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability.”   What does this mean for the way in which the Executive Board chooses nominees to recommend to Council for honorary membership?  If one or more Executive Board members opposes are cannot in good conscience vote for a particular nominee, does that mean the nominee is not “so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability?”

We conferred with Norman Horrocks, one of the three authors (along with Eric Moon [chair] and Kathleen Molz) of the 1979 document reproduced above in Appendix 1.  We asked about  the intent of the “so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability” criterion.  In an e-mail message dated August 18, 2005 (and reproduced in full in Appendix 4), Dr. Horrocks wrote:

Eric and I have consulted each other about this request of yours.

Our view was and is that "A person should be so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability." which to us implied that either unanimity or a significant majority of the Board would support the nomination. To the best of our collective memory there was never any thought of making a unanimous vote a requirement for the EB Recommendation nor would we think it necessary now.  We were also of the view at that time that it was not a requirement that the Board should bring nominations forward each year for what is ALA's highest Award.

Current practice is to recommend to Council those nominations approved by simple majority vote of the Executive Board.  Does this practice contravene the spirit of the overarching criterion?  If a vote of the Executive Board on an honorary membership nominee is not unanimous, does that mean the nominee falls short of this criterion and should not be put before Council?  Is there a disconnect between the overarching criterion and current practice?  If so , which should change to become compatible with the other?  If a unanimous vote is not required, is a simple majority (i.e., a 6-5 vote, a 55% majority) sufficient to forward a nominee to Council?  Or should the majority meet some higher level?  Assuming that all twelve members are present and all except the president (serving as presiding officer) vote, possible levels above a simple majority are:


7-4 vote
64% majority


8-3 vote
73% majority


9-2 vote
82% majority


10-1 vote
91% majority

If the Executive Board wishes to set a majority threshold higher than 50.x %, would this require a rules change?  The Standard Code of Parliamentary Procedure, 4th ed. (aka “Sturgis”) includes a lengthy discussion of votes and majority votes.  (See chapter 16, pp. 130-40.)  In prudence we defer to the counsel of our parliamentarian on this issue.  

The Study Group has no recommendation on this policy issue.  It simply identifies the issue so the Executive Board can consider it and clarify its policy to guide future practice.

The Study Group also notes that these questions apply equally to the vote by the Executive Board and the vote by Council on each nominee for honorary membership.

Because the Study Group recommends that the Executive Board discuss this issue at its fall 2005 meeting, the Study Group requests that prior to that meeting staff confer with the ALA parliamentarian and seek his counsel on the following questions:

· If the Executive Board chooses to make “a significant majority” (however defined) necessary for a nominee to be forwarded to Council, what should the measure of that “significant majority” be and why?

· Would such a change in practice require a rules change?  And if so, how can the Executive Board make that change in the simplest way?  

Appendix 4—Rettig-Horrocks Correspondence, August 2005

Transcript of correspondence between James Rettig and Norman Horrocks

From:
Norman Horrocks [nhorrock@dal.ca]
Sent:   Thu 8/18/2005 2:45 PM

To:
Rettig, Jim; hilljs@colorado.edu
CC:
eric moon

Subject:
Criteria for ALA honorary Membership

Jim/Janet,

         Eric and I have consulted each other about this request of yours.

Our view was and is that "A person should be so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability." which to us implied that either unanimity or a significant majority of the Board would support the nomination. To the best of our collective memory there was never any thought of making a unanimous vote a requirement for the EB Recommendation nor would we think it necessary now.  We were also of the view at that time that it was not a requirement that the Board should bring nominations forward each year for what is ALA's highest Award.

On this last point I've looked through the records for the past forty years

(1965-2005) and in eight of these years no Nominations were brought forward.

Here is a tabulation of the number of Nominations made :-

1966- 1975     14 Nominations

1976- 1985     27 Nominations  (9 of these were in the 1976 Centennial year)

1985- 1995     14 Nominations  (one of these was withdrawn by the Board when there was

vociferous objection voiced by Council)

1996-2005      23 Nominations

Cheers, Norman

 ---------- Forwarded message ----------

Date: Tue, 16 Aug 2005 21:44:41 -0400

From: "Rettig, Jim" <jrettig@richmond.edu>

To: nhorrock@dal.ca

Cc: hilljs@colorado.edu

Subject: Criteria for ALA honorary Membership

Norman, an ad hoc committee of the ALA Executive Board has been reviewing procedures and criteria for ALA honorary membership.  Questions have come up about the criterion "A person should be so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability."

Do the "no question about suitability" imply that in order to present a nominee to the Council the Executive Board's vote on a candidate should be unanimous?  It seems to me that this would require adoption of a rule for honorary membership votes distinct from the majority vote prevails practice followed for other issues on which the EB votes.

Elizabeth Dreazen has looked into the records and identified you, Kathleen Molz, and Eric Moon as the Executive Board members who wrote the honorary member policies and procedures that have been in place for 25 years.  She suggested that it might be useful to ask for "the framers' intention" as the current EB examines the issue.

Thank you for your assistance. 

Jim Rettig

Appendix 5—Study Group Recommendations to the EB

The Study Group makes the following recommendations to the Executive Board:

1. After nominations for honorary membership are received in the Executive Director’s office, they will be forwarded to the ALA headquarters Librarian/Knowledge Management Specialist.  The Librarian/Knowledge Management Specialist will user appropriate information sources to gather information substantiating (or not) and complementing the information provided by the nominators.  This information will be summarized in a confidential report on each nominee.

2. Nomination papers and the reports of the Librarian/Knowledge Management Specialist will be distributed to the Executive Board at least three weeks prior to the fall meeting.

3. For each nominee approved by the Executive Board for consideration by Council, a document will be prepared by staff.  This document will summarize the accomplishments and contributions of each nominee.  The document on each nominee will be distributed to Council no later than Council I at the Midwinter Meeting.

4. Presentation  to Council of nominees for honorary membership by the president on behalf of the Executive Board will occur at either Council II or Council III at the Midwinter Meeting.

5. Council will be asked to vote on each nominee one by one.  Prior to calling for the vote the presiding officer will offer Council the opportunity to debate each nomination.

6. In order to implement the recommendations above ALA management should make needed changes in the calendar governing the honorary membership nomination process from the call for nominations for honorary membership to the vote on nominations by the Executive Board.  These changes should take effect for the 2006-07 process.

7. At its fall 2005 meeting the Executive Board should discuss the criterion of  “A person should be so outstanding that there can be no question about his/her suitability.”  Appendices 3 and 4 above provide background information for the discussion.

2005-06 Study Group Members:
Janet Swan Hill

James Rettig

Appendix 6—Dreazen-Mina Correspondence, September 2005

Transcript of correspondence between Elizabeth Dreazen and Eli Mina
>>> "Eli Mina" <eli@elimina.com> 09/14/05 7:51 PM >>>

Hi Liz,

This is an interesting question.  Here is the procedure I propose:

The President will advise Council that, in order to debate the election of Honorary Members, it would be advisable (and consistent with ALA policy) to go into a closed session, since this debate will affect the privacy of the individuals involved.  

A Council member could then make the following motion: "I move that Council go into a closed session to permit debate of the election of Honorary Members, and that all individuals who are not members of Council be directed to vacate the meeting hall for duration of this debate, with the exception of ALA Parliamentarian, the projectionists, and the following ALA staff members: ________."

I don't think a roll call would be necessary, but it could be ordered by the Presiding Officer or Council if it is deemed essential.

I hope this helps.  Please contact me if you have any other questions.

Thank you Liz.

Eli Mina

Meeting Mentor & Registered Parliamentarian

Phone: 604-730-0377

Subscribe to the complimentary on-line newsletter at

www.elimina.com/subscribe 

  ----- Original Message ----- 

  From: Elizabeth Dreazen 

  To: Janet Hill ; Eli Mina ; Jim Rettig 

  Cc: JoAnne Kempf ; Lois Ann Gregory-Wood 

  Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2005 9:11 AM

  Subject: Another question re: Honorary Member proposed procedure

 Eli, 

 The Honorary Member Study Group recommendations include the following: 

"Council will be asked to vote on each nominee one by one.  Prior to calling for the vote the presiding officer will offer Council the opportunity to debate each nomination."

My question is whether ALA's Open Meetings policy would require that Council adjourn to closed session to debate the nominations.  If so, what would be the mechanism for this?   When the Board goes into closed session the captionist and most of the staff clear the room along with all observers.  In a Council session, the captionist would have to remain to provide service for the hearing impaired and staff would have to remain to track the mikes, track any motions and feed info to the overhead screens.  Obviously, everyone else would have to leave.  Would we have to do a roll call to ensure that everyone seated  in the Council chamber was indeed a current Councilor?

ALA's Open Meetings Policy [7.4.4] indicates that "Closed sessions may be held only for the discussion of matters affecting the privacy of individuals or institutions."  Although the policy uses the word "may," ALA's practice has been that such discussions, including awards, nominations, etc.,  are *always*  held in closed session.  The Board's discussion and vote on potential Honorary Members, including all documents pertaining to the candidates, are strictly confidential.

Liz

Elizabeth Dreazen

Director

Office of ALA Governance

50 E. Huron Street

Chicago, IL 60611

1-800-545-2433, ext. 3203

Fax: 312-944-3897

edreazen@ala.org






