Selection of Chair-Elect for the Department of Youth Development’s
Standards, Rank and Promotions Committee

At the request of a member of the Department of Youth Development, the chair of the Department conducted an investigation into the process used to elect the 2007-2008 chair-elect for the Department of Youth Development’s Standards, Rank and Promotions Committee.  The purpose of the investigation was to determine if there were improprieties in the selection of the chair-elect.  The investigation involved interviews with members of the SRP committee and other colleagues, and a review of Department documents to assess policies and past practices related to the issue.  Summary findings will be made available to members of the Department of Youth Development on an as needed basis as it relates to policies needed to ensure inclusion and further our efforts to become a more diverse department.
POLICIES AND PAST PRACTICES RELATED TO THE SELECTION OF THE SRP COMMITTEE CHAIR-ELECT

A review of the Department Handbook provides no guidance as to the process for selecting the chair-elect of the Standards, Rank and Promotion (SRP) committee and only refers to the need to annually elect the Chair of the Committee of Professors.  Section III. A. 4. details the process for selecting the Chair of the Department of Youth Development which includes a nomination and a confidential ballot process for electing the chair of the Department.  According to Section III. B., each administrative unit is to elect a Vice-Chair and that an election for a replacement Vice-Chair shall be held in the event of a vacancy.  The handbook also spells out a rotation for electing members to serve on Departmental Committees.  While often the positions of Chair, Vice-Chairs and administrative unit representation on committees have only one candidate, annual election is held to elect department members to these positions.

A review of this year’s approach and the past practices for the selecting the chair of SRP committee over the previous five years vary.  The following chronicles recent selection processes as determined by thoroughly reviewing committee minutes and agendas available on the Department of Youth Development web site.

2007 – Chair-elect was on the July 12 agenda - the minutes of the meeting state “our chair-elect will be selected at the next meeting when we have a full committee”.  Draft minutes of the September 26 meeting state “Chair Ivey indicated both Johnnie Johnson and Jean Berger are willing to serve as chair elect of the committee.  A ballot was cast and Jean Berger was elected chair elect.  Johnnie Johnson requested the record show she had volunteered to serve as chair of the committee by e-mail after the July meeting and felt it not fair that her offer to voluntarily serve was not accepted.”

2006 – Chair-elect was on the August 16 agenda – the minutes reflect that the issue was postponed until the October 6 agenda when a “motion by Miller and second by Sipple to elect Ivey as the chair for the 2007-2008 carried.”

2005 – Chair-elect was on the August 29 agenda - the minutes indicate that the chair-elect would be determined at the next meeting, (October 6).  The October 6 minutes state that “Prissel volunteered to serve as chair-elect”, no vote was taken.

2004 – Chair-elect was on the August 25 agenda.  According to the minutes of that meeting “Creighton/Thiry-Krause moved to elect Hobson” for the role.  The motion carried.

2003 – While Chair-elect did not appear on the September 8 agenda, the minutes from that meeting reflect that “Reaman and Fauerbach are considering” the role.  Chair-elect did not appear on the October 6 agenda either, but minutes from the meeting state “discussion about chair-elect position occurred.  Fauerbach volunteered to be chair-elect.”
2002 – Committee Co-chair was on the August 13 agenda. According to the minutes “Vos agreed to serve as co-chair with Barker for 2002-03.”
The review of the 2002-2007 documents indicate that the chair-elect position was filled by official motion or election three of the past six years, 2007, 2006 and 2004 and that in the other three years a volunteer was accepted for the position.   The review also shows that having the issue on the agenda for more than one meeting happened four out the last six years.   What the minutes don’t reveal is the discussions that occurred to recruit, prod or otherwise convince colleagues to either volunteer or submit their names for consideration as Chair-elect.

Additionally, SRP minutes and agendas dating back to 1992 were sought.  The records, maintained in the Madison archives were incomplete, yet the existing records reveal inconsistencies in the selection of Chair-elect.  Specifically the minutes and agendas reveal the following:

September 25, 1992 – Minutes of this meeting state that a Chair-elect will be done at the next meeting.

January 6, 1993 – “Elect a Chair-elect for 92-93” was an agenda item for this meeting, but minutes of this meeting were not in the archives at Madison.
February 2, 1995 – The selection of Committee Chairman for 1995 – 1996 was on the agenda for this meeting.  Minutes from the meeting state that “Bob Matysik was selected as Committee Chairman for July 1, 1995 – June 30 1996.”

January 30, 1996 – The selection of Committee Chairman for 1996-1997 was an agenda item for the meeting.  The minutes of the meeting state “the committee undertook a discussion of who would serve as Committee Chair for the following year.  Denise Retzleff was unanimously selected as a Committee Chair for July 1, 1996 – June 30, 1997.”

December 3, 1997 – The minutes of this meeting indicate that the role of Committee Chair was discussed and that “volunteers or nominations” were to be taken at the next meeting.  The minutes of that meeting were not in the archives.

April 16, 1999 - The minutes of this meeting reflect that Donna Duerst and Wally Hitt were elected as Co-Chairs for 1999-2000.  The minutes also thank Linda Kustka and Chuck Prissel for their leadership the previous year.
Conclusions
Clearly a definitive process is needed to elect the Chair.  The review found no one method of selecting Chair-elect and little consistency year-to-year. That said, the process used in 2006 and 2007 show the most consistency from year-to-year.  The current Chair joined the committee in July of 2006.  Her first meeting was August 16 when the item appeared on the agenda and she was elected as Chair-elect on October 6 of 2006.  The current Chair put the item on the July 12th agenda and held an election on September 26.
INTERVIEWS WITH DEPARTMENT MEMBERS
Seven phone interviews with members of the Department of Youth Development were conducted October 16 and 17, 2007.  The interviews were conducted by the Chair of the Department of Youth Development using a standard set of questions developed by the Chair, the 4-H Youth Development Program Director and the Office of Workforce Equity & Diversity.  Notes were taken using reflective listening and copies of these notes will be shared with the office of Office of Workforce Equity & Diversity and University of Wisconsin-Extension Administration Officials.  Confidentiality was provided to all participants, names were not attached to interview notes or to any reports resulting from the investigation.
The interviews reveal that the process appeared to be conducted in good faith, that the motivations in recruiting and selecting a Chair-elect were rooted in finding the best person to represent the Department and its members in the process of granting tenure.  There does not appear to be a concerted effort to exclude anyone based on race.  The interviews also reveal that mistakes were made in the process and hindsight illuminates that the process could have been more inclusive.  
Specifically, the interviews reveal that appropriate discussions as to who would best serve the Department as SRP Committee Chair were held among committee members between the July 12, 2007 meeting when the issue first appeared on the agenda and the September 26, 2007 meeting when the election of Chair-elect was held.  Also the interviews reveal the need to include all members of the committee as well as the Department Chair on every e-mail related to the selection of Chair-elect.  Finally, as Department Chair, I should have reached out to Faculty Member A when she communicated her desire to be Chair-elect via e-mail.  I should have taken a more active role in the process to ensure the process was as inclusive as it could be.   
Key Events Leading to the Selection of Chair-Elect

The following are key events which illuminate the selection of Chair-elect for the SRP committee:
· At the July 12, 2007 SRP committee meeting, Faculty Member A volunteered to serve as Chair-elect.  At least one member cautioned Faculty Member A that the task could be overwhelming; Faculty Member A responded she was up to the challenge.  While no one else stepped forward at the time, a decision was reached to wait until the next meeting hoping that the entire committee would be present and to give others time to think about whether they wanted to be considered for Chair-elect.

· Following the meeting, all members of the committee were invited to go to lunch together.  Faculty Member A had declined the offer as her daughter was sick and she wanted to get back to her, Faculty Member B, Faculty Member C, Faculty Member D, Faculty Member E and Faculty Member F had lunch together.  At lunch there was some discussion around the issue of Chair-elect as it related to who could do it, who could best represent the department and who had what commitments for the upcoming year.  At least two members of the committee were considering running for Chair-elect.
· Between the two meetings some members of the committee had conversations regarding the possibility of serving as Chair-elect.  These conversations were part of larger conversation around other program issues.
· Faculty Member A e-mailed Faculty Member B to reiterate her desire to serve as Chair-elect and to ask about what training was available.  The e-mail was copied to members of the SRP committee, the Department Chair and others.  Faculty Member B responded to the e-mail saying that there was no formal training and the best way to learn was to listen and to pay attention.
· As Department Chair, I did not respond to the e-mail because as Chair, I am copied on many Department e-mails which I simply file. Eventually I spoke with Faculty Member B about the issue of Chair-elect Faculty Member B indicated that other candidates might be interested and suggested that an election made sense.

· Faculty Member B e-mailed Faculty Member F, Faculty Member C and Faculty Member E to see if they were interested in serving as Chair-elect as they were the only eligible members who hadn’t declared whether they were interested in running.  Faculty Member F and Faculty Member C declined, Faculty Member E indicated her desire to seek the position of Chair-elect.

· At the September 26, 2007 the committee was informed that Faculty Member A and Faculty Member E both were candidates for Chair-elect.  The committee voted by ballot and Faculty Member B announced that Faculty Member E had won.  Faculty Member A expressed her disappointment with her colleagues.  She said that she had volunteered for Chair-elect and her offer had been rejected.  Faculty Member A also said that this was an example of exclusion and discrimination and that she would be contacting the Department Chair and the Program Leader.  She also asked that the minutes reflect her concerns.  
Factors That Went Into Committee Members Votes for Chair-elect
Committee members were asked to reflect on what factors went into their vote for Chair-elect.  The following are their actual responses to the question:

· I had volunteered already

· I wanted to be in a leadership role to learn how the Department grants tenure.
· I thought I would be in a good person for this job.
· Looked at the candidate’s role in the department, their knowledge of the process based on what I had seen them do.

· Knowing the challenges and timelines and responsibilities of chair, I picked the candidate that I thought was best.

· Faculty Member A has not always been actively engaged in the department.
· I wanted a chair with a broad understanding of the department and the process, someone who has been involved with the department.  In my estimation Faculty Member A doesn’t participate fully.

· I felt at this time the candidate I voted for had more experience.

· It wasn’t a vote against Faculty Member A.  The candidate I voted for has been a mentor and been to SRP meetings with her mentees.  She has experienced documents that passed and documents that failed.

· I was looking for someone with an understanding of the process.

· The candidate I voted for had been at Department meetings and served in several roles including a senator, vice-chair, appeals committee and SEC.

· As a senator, I worked on the documents related to tenure.
· Role of Chair and SRP extremely important

· I was looking for knowledge and involvement in the Department and/or faculty governance.  One way to judge this is regular attendance at meetings.

· Another factor was the orientation for SRP mentors in the spring.  All members of the SRP committee were there, I don’t recall Faculty Member A being there.

· The chair must follow deadlines and be very aware of where colleagues are on the tenure timeline

· The person I voted for had demonstrated they were ready.  She is active in the Department, served in Faculty Senate and articulates issues related to scholarship very well.

· I did not see a demonstration that Faculty Member A was ready to serve in this role.  The learning curve is too high to start this year.
· Having been on SRP a couple of times I know the person has to be on top of deadlines, understand the procedure, be good at dealing with people and understand rank and tenure.

· Also having chaired SRP this reinforces my criteria.
· Department Experience

· In 8 years of attending Department meetings Faculty Member E had been at all the meetings, Faculty Member A had rarely been there.

· When I was chair of Research and Publications, Faculty Member A had only attended two meetings as the Southeast district representative.  I have no idea why she stopped coming.

· That day the primary reader for the Jens portfolio was in the hospital.  Faculty Member A was the secondary reader. I talked with Faculty Member A, told her of the situation and that she needed to step up and be the primary, she said she was not ready to be the primary.  This happened before the vote for Chair-elect.
Suggestions for Improving the Process of Selecting Chair-Elect For SRP and Other Department Committees
While one of those interviewed expressed confidence in the process, others offered the following suggestions for improvement:

· Vote by ballot
· Have written policies

· If asked who wants to volunteer and only one person volunteers, that person should be elected.

· If it is an agenda item, that item should be addressed and concluded

· Open process that allows all people who are qualified to apply and share their qualifications

· All qualified candidates should receive an announcement or invitation about the position

· Clear guidelines with expectations of the position and the process for selection

· The proceedings should be available to everyone

· Timeline to follow

· Have a discussion of the responsibilities at one meeting and vote at the next.

· Specific job descriptions

· We should always look for two candidates if possible

· It is faculty governance, we should have a vote

· With SRP, the chair must be able to articulate our position in defense of a candidate

· Always vote by ballot, the association is the place to volunteer

· First meeting to discuss the role, second meeting to recruit candidates and third meeting to vote

· Prior to the vote, have the candidates speak to why they want to be chair-elect.

Examples of Cronyism, Exclusion and/or Discrimination within the Department
The interviews asked about examples of interactions that could be perceived as cronyism, exclusionary and/or discrimination.  The following were responses related directly to the Department of Youth Development and its operations.  Other examples were offered, but they were not specific to the workings of the Department:
· Chances are when all is equal, we vote for our friends.  Is that Cronyism?

· As to cronyism, I think the Professors displayed this when they wanted to be the only ones that approved the guidelines for Professor Promotions.

· Not considered for leadership roles that you put in front of white colleagues.

Ways Colleagues of Color Might Conclude Opportunities Are Limited
Those interviewed were asked “in what ways might colleagues of color conclude that opportunities for gaining knowledge and experience in how the Department operates are limited for them?”  The following responses were offered:

· They would have to be involved to know what is available.  I haven’t seen that from colleagues of color in our department.
· Wouldn’t think they would

· We have a limited number of people of color, we can’t fill all the positions of leadership with people of color as there isn’t enough people of color to fill them all.
· Who are in leadership roles in the department or who is assigned leadership roles? There are only two experienced colleagues of color and we are not asked to take on these roles.  All of the leaders are white.

· Opportunities for leadership, administration tend to go to friends.  It has to do with whether you are part of a click, how you live your life and I am talking about gender and color.
· Don’t think it is limited

· We choose to be involved at the level we want

· When we put our name on the ballot and win we have the opportunity to learn from the position.
· Previously information was not as readily available including resources for professional development.  Part of the change comes from my experience and part is related to more sharing.  I used to receive information after the fact or not at all.

· This issue might not be related to color, I have no way of knowing.
· All of our colleagues of color are in the Quad.  Given that most department committees require one person from each district we rarely see more than one colleague of color serving on the same committee.  Could be something to consider.
· We gain knowledge and experience by being involved day to day.

· I don’t think that you just step in as leader

· If you wanted to step in and be a leader without doing the groundwork then it might feel this way

· I don’t see it limited for colleagues of color anymore than anyone else.
SUMMARY/IMPRESSION

Beyond the question of whether the selection of committee chair was handled properly, are the deeper questions related to how the Department of Youth Development moves forward to develop an environment that is more welcoming to colleagues of color and to individual differences.  Several comments demonstrate the need for additional education around difference and a greater understanding of the operations of the department. 
For example, the comments about voting for our friends when all else is equal is an example of cronyism as Webster defines cronyism as “favoritism toward friends in business and government”.  Additionally, I did not see the debate about which group ultimately approves the guidelines for promotion to Professor as an example of cronyism.  Rather, there was an honest debate about whether the guidelines developed by the Committee of Professors had to be approved by the entire Department of Youth Development, a debate where those serving on the Committee of Professors held differing opinions. 

The need for additional knowledge is also demonstrated in the responses to the question about how colleagues of color might conclude opportunities for leadership are limited.  While involvement in the Department is a necessary precondition for leadership, none of us can know from personal observations the extent that any colleague is involved in Department functions as not even the Department Chair is at every committee and sub-committee meeting.  We do have a limited number of colleagues of color within the Department of Youth Development, but that doesn’t explain why none of the committee chairs within the department are held by our colleagues of color.  Additionally, the comment about white colleagues being appointed to leadership roles shows a lack of understanding as to how committee chairs are selected.  Finally, the comment regarding the need to be in a click to ascend to leadership positions shows the need for education around the processes to recruit candidates and select candidates for leadership.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION STEPS
Based on the investigation, the Chair recommends the following action steps:

1. The Department Chair and the Director of the Office of Workforce Equity and Diversity need to meet with the Standards, Rank and Promotions Committee to review the findings and to further the process of educating our workforce in our efforts to become a more inclusive organization.  Education around issues of intent versus impact of our actions, non-target and target populations, as well as the internalized behaviors that result from target status is needed.  The result of this education should be to create a culture that utilizes alternative behaviors that are inclusive and lead to a pluralistic culture within the department of Youth Development.
2. Leadership within the Department of Youth Development should reach out to Department members to individually discuss leadership roles.  Discussions with these members should be held to help members identify their needs and to help them determine how they can become better prepared to take on leadership roles within the Department.

3. Appoint Faculty Member A to chair a work group whose charge is to develop draft guidelines for electing SRP Committee Chair-elects in future years and developing position descriptions for SRP Chair, Chair-elect and Committee members.  The committee will present its recommendations to the SRP committee and to the Department of Youth Development for final adoption.  Specific guidelines for the group are as follows:

a. Faculty Member A will chair the work group.  Schmitz will also serve on the group.  Faculty Member A will recruit two additional members for the group, one member from the current SRP committee and one from the Department membership at large.

b. The guidelines will provide for an open and fair election process to ensure faculty rights and responsibilities.

c. The position descriptions will outline expectations and qualifications for each position.

d. The final recommendations of the committee will serve as a model for electing leadership for other departmental committees. 
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