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REPORT OF THE CIES AD HOC COMMITTEE ON SIGS 
To:

Board of Directors, Comparative and International Education Society (CIES)

From:

Committee on SIGs (Special Interest Groups)
Date:

May 24, 2008

Re:

Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on SIGs
_____________________________________________________________________________

The committee was constituted in Fall 2008 by CIES President Steven Klees, in response to concerns on the part of the Board of Directors about the rapid growth of SIGs in CIES and the adequacy of current procedures for managing SIGs and the rules and regulations governing them within the Society.  The committee was asked to: “examine current rules and regulations, seek information from other organizations that have SIGs, consult with relevant CIES members, and produce a list of options and/or recommendations for the Board to consider.” The full charge is provided in Appendix  A.  Appendix B provides the current relevant By-Laws.  
The committee communicated extensively by email over Fall, into the period leading up to the annual meeting, and in preparing this report.  Committee members reflected on their own experience— SIGs, on the CIES Board and as CIES President, and in other professional societies.  Prior to the annual meeting, a survey was developed and sent to SIG Chairs with the suggestion that they elaborate and discuss any issues to be brought to this committee at their business meetings (see Appendix C).  Opportunity was then provided to the SIG Chairs to bring additional feedback to the committee by mid April.  All but one SIG responded.  The ad hoc committee met at the annual conference in New York City, and prepared this report afterwards. In compiling this report, the committee also drew on the SIG Handbook developed by AERA for its members (http://www.aera.net/uploadedFiles/SIGs/2006-2007%20SIG%20Handbook.pdf, accessed 4/23/08).  
The report was distilled from the various conversations and reviewed by the entire committee.  When a consensus was reached, the issues are presented as such.  When opinions differed, they are presented as well.  

The report is organized as follows:  
1. Background and Status of SIGs within CIES

2. Issues Uncovered by the Committee (recommendations where there is broad consensus, differing opinions where perspectives vary)
3. Recommendations

Appendix A.   Charge to the Committee

Appendix B.   Relevant By-Laws

Appendix C.   Survey (sent to SIG Chairs)

Appendix D.
Compiled Survey Responses 
Appendix E.   SIGs at a Glance 


BACKGROUND AND. STATUS OF SIGS WITHIN CIES (1.0)
Individual CIES members have discussed the matter of forming special interest groups (SIGs) for a number of years.  The reasons have varied, but the common themes are to provide smaller fora for discussion of issues of particular interest to sub-groups within the larger society and to build stronger networks among individuals with shared interests.  Some of the leadership has seen SIGs as a means to enhancing the Society’s revenue.  The bylaws state that SIGs “promote educational research and mentor educational researchers.” As CIES and its annual meetings have grown, there has been a corresponding need, in the views of many members, for structured opportunities for more intimate groups to discuss matters of common interest and to foster collegiality among those sharing such interests.  The Board recommended approval of SIGs, and the Society voted to amend the by-laws at the 2005 annual meeting in Stanford.  (1.1)
Since that time, SIGs have grown in number and membership.  There are now twelve approved SIGs, with four more in process (see Appendix E).  CIES’s SIGs now have an estimated total membership of 275-365, though it is difficult to assess numbers very accurately as a number of CIES members have joined multiple SIGs.  At the same time, several SIGs report having brought in new CIES members.  As SIGs have grown in number and membership, several issues have arisen, issues which are not fully addressed by the by-laws as currently written.  This report summarizes our understanding of those issues and our recommendations to the Board on how to address them.  (1.2)
ISSUES UNCOVERED BY THE COMMITTEE (2.0)
In reviewing the materials, the committee identified seven broad sets of issues (2.1): 

· Issue #1. Purpose and scope of SIGs in CIES; 

· Issue #2. Systematizing membership processes; 
· Issue #3. Handling of and accounting for SIG membership dues; 
· Issue #4. Leadership and governance of CIES SIGs; 
· Issue #5. SIG webpages

· Issue #6. Oversight by the Board; and
· Issue #7. Role of SIGs in the annual conference 
Issue #1.  Purpose and Scope of SIGs in CIES (2.2)
Current Situation.  The by-laws currently discuss the purpose and establishment of SIGs as follows (2.3): 

Section 1. Special Interest Groups (SIGS) promote new research and mentor educational researchers.

Section 2. Any group of 15 or more active CIES members may petition to establish a SIG.

Section 3. Petitions are accepted or rejected by the CIES Board of Directors and must be received by July 1.

The by-laws, by their silence, leave the definition and delineation of the focus of a proposed SIG to the member-petitioners. SIGs are currently organized by theme (e.g., Language Issues), by geographic region (e.g., Africa), and in one case by country (Japan).  (see Appendix E) (2.4)
Questions and Concerns.  Questions have arisen as to whether CIES should limit itself to themes and regions and not single countries.  More broadly, should (and how should) the Society parse countries and regions?  The question of identity politics was raised, and more broadly, whether SIGs were growing at the expense of comparative study and thought.  Should the Society permit groups to identify themselves?  At what point should CIES intervene in a SIG’s definition?  The question was also raised about the relationship between SIGs and the UREAG and Gender committees.  (2.5)
Questions have also been raised, outside the committee, of whether the purpose and functions of SIGs should be more precisely specified in the by-laws.  Should each SIG, for example, be required to be clearer in its by-laws about the contribution it will make to comparative scholarship? Should SIGs be required to identify a larger, more concrete outcome such as a book or journal article?  Should SIGs be required to specify the process by which they will provide mentoring in their field?  To what extent (and how) should SIG panels be required to be more thematically coherent than a group of presentations organized around the broad theme of the SIG?  (2.6)
Committee Deliberations and Recommendations. Along these lines, there is broad consensus in the committee that the growth in the number and membership of SIGs has demonstrated that they fulfill significant purpose among the Society’s membership.  One SIG Chair summed up the pro-SIG view, “We have found that the SIG has been an effective (and needed) means of encouraging communication among scholars interested in our area.  Previously, these people have operated largely in isolation. SIG sponsorship of several panels also seems to have encouraged people to submit papers and attend the conference that might not otherwise have done so.”  Largely pro-SIG, the committee members raised problems with the implementation but not the principle of SIGs.  One member had opposed them, but reported having seen the light.  (2.7) 

Recommendation: A broad consensus of the committee holds that interested members should be able to identify their interests in naming the SIG, defining and developing its goals.  If problems later develop, the Board could intervene, either at the formation stage in approving the SIG or later through oversight – see discussion below.  (2.8)
Recommendation: SIGs should be required to prepare a mission statement along with by-laws so as to clarify the purpose and nature of the SIG and its contribution to the scholarly work of the Society.  (2.9)
Recommendation:  In valuing the diversity of scholarly interests and expressions in the Society, and the somewhat nascent stage of SIG development within CIES, there was general agreement within the Committee that SIGs be allowed considerable autonomy in defining their focus, goals, and the best means to achieve those goals, within the broad parameters of the field of comparative and international education. (2.10)

Recommendation: The Committee proposes that a SIG be closed after two years of inactivity or non payment of dues. (2.11)
Issue #2.  Systematizing Membership Processes (3.0)
Current Situation.  The by-laws currently require that each SIG present an annual report to the board of the minimum 15 members certified as CIES members.  According to the survey, current active membership ranges from 10 to 42, although subsequent communications from several SIG chairs suggests that membership has grown beyond figures given in the survey.  All but one SIG report active membership of 15 or more (for details, see Appendix D).  All but three SIGs reported that the SIG had brought new members to CIES, though precise numbers vary or are unknown. (3.1)
Processes for recording, tracking, and verifying membership vary across SIGs.  All but one rely on the chair (the one exception relies on the Secretariat).  All SIGs maintain listserves, generally with more members than the number of active (dues-paying) members.  Several SIGs maintain websites, most of which have links to the Society’s website.  (3.2)
Questions and Concerns.  There is currently no specification of who is responsible for maintaining the list of SIG members or how the list is verified.  “Active membership” is not formally defined, nor is the process by which a member becomes inactive detailed.  No process is specified for updating membership rolls—adding new members and dropping inactive members.  In some cases, the distinctions among listserve member, active SIG member, and interested in the SIG were fuzzy.  In several cases, it was difficult to get precise membership numbers for this report, and there was no systematic method to verify figures.  (3.3)
In addition, questions have also been raised about the number of SIGs an individual should be permitted to join.  Some have proposed members be permitted to join no more than two SIGs.  Others have suggested leaving the number up to the individual.  (3.4)
The committee did feel that the Secretariat should retain responsibility for maintaining the CIES membership database including information on SIGs, even with dues collected by the University of Chicago Press. (3.5)
Recommendations.  The committee recommends that the Secretariat maintain the membership database, based on information on CIES and SIG membership provided by the University of Chicago Press, who would collect SIG dues and forward to the CIES Treasurer (see related Issue #3 below.)  (President Emeritus Klees and CER Editor David Post have said that the Press has indicated willingness to do this.)  (3.6)
Recommendation: The SIG Chair (or other individuals designated by the by-laws of the SIG) should maintain responsibility for maintaining the SIG listserve and for other communication.  (3.7)
Recommendation: Though the committee did not reach consensus on the issue of number of SIG memberships a CIES member could hold, the majority view was that SIG membership would be self-limiting and that CIES did not need to involve itself in this level of detail. AERA, for example, does not appear to limit membership. (3.8)
Issue #3.  Handling of and Accounting for SIG Membership Dues (4.0)
Current Situation.  The by-laws currently specify that SIGs collect dues of $10 per person per year and that “at least” $150 be submitted to the CIES Board annually together with their annual reports. (4.1)
Dues are currently collected and handled in several different ways: In some cases, SIG Chairs collect dues at the annual meeting, both in cash and check. In other cases, SIG members send checks to the CIES Secretariat.  One SIG has a paypal option. The Secretariat maintains separate accounts and records for each SIG which sends in money.  However, in some cases SIG Chairs or other officers hold the dues.  (4.2)
SIGs use (or plan to use) their revenues in several ways: to hold a reception or network lunch at the annual conference, to provide small funding grants to new scholars to attend the conference, to provide lunch at the business meeting, to purchase certificates of appreciation for panelists and reception sponsors, to fund an essay prize. (4.3)
Questions and Concerns.  The practical and legal problems associated with these disparate and unsystematic approaches to collection of dues are clear.  In addition to lack of transparency, SIG Chairs are likely to be liable for taxes on funds to which they have personal access.  The Secretariat is also unlikely to be the ideal administrator of these funds, given the substantial work it has already assumed in helping run the Society.  Dues are complicated by the fact of CIES’s international membership.  Some members do not have checking accounts in the US.  In some cases, high fees are associated with each check.  In such cases, a single annual payment to the Society would be simpler and cheaper.  In addition, not every SIG member attends the annual meeting every year, further complicating the collection of dues by the chair at the annual conference.  Every SIG reported difficulties with the collection and handling of membership dues. (4.4)
A strong majority of  the committee felt that  the University of Chicago Press (UCP) should be asked to collect of dues, and to do so at the time of membership or renewal.  One member, however, felt that the Secretariat should collect dues and maintain all membership data.  (4.5)

This point was raised in connection with the larger question of the role of the Secretariat in a growing CIES.  Should the Secretariat not be strengthened to manage both membership and collection of fees as well as other tasks in support of the Society, particularly planning of the annual conference?   (4.6)
One complexity is that most SIG members paid dues in March 2008 at the annual meeting in NYC.  Should members whose membership expires later in 2008, for example, be assessed the full membership dues?  Should the dues be prorated?  Perhaps the simplest approach would be to begin assessing fees with membership and renewal from January 1, 2009.  It is true that those members whose memberships expire before mid March, would pay double for the three months.  However, the amounts are small.  Another approach would be to assume current SIG members are paid up until the 2009 annual meeting and for UCP to begin collecting dues with membership at that point.  (4.7)
Overall Recommendation.  The Committee recommends the University of Chicago Press (UCP) be asked to assume responsibility for collecting SIG membership dues at the time of CIES membership renewal.  (4.8)

UCP will periodically forward funds to the CIES Treasurer and along with the names of SIGs and paid up members. (4.9)
 Other Questions and Committee Recommendations.  Should SIGs should be permitted to charge more than $10 for membership? Should there be differential rates for students and international members? (4.10)
Recommendation: The committee feels that membership dues should be consistent across SIGs within the Society, and that $10 is a reasonable fee for any member.  A SIG might vote to establish with its surplus funds a scholarship fund for needy members.  (4.11)
What restrictions if any should be placed on the use of surplus SIG funds (beyond the minimum $150 due CIES)?  Should unspent funds be carried over to the following year? (4.12)
Recommendation: The committee recommends that funds beyond the $150 minimum should be left to the SIG to use to promote activities to promote the SIG and the common interests of its member.  Unspent funds should be carried over to the following year.  (4.13)
Recommendation:  We recommend maintaining the provision that SIGs must provide an annual financial report to the Board, and would further stipulate that the Chair provide in the annual report a statement of how surplus funds are expected to be utilized in supporting the work of the SIG. (4.14)
How can the SIG Chair gain access to those funds?  (4.15)
Recommendation: The SIG Chair will contact the CIES Treasurer to gain access to SIG funds. (4.16) 
Issue #4.  Leadership and Governance of CIES SIGs (5.0)
Current Situation.  The by-laws currently stipulate that each SIG must include a list of officers in its annual report to the Board.  In addition, the by-laws state—somewhat ambiguously—that each SIG must “follow the policies and procedures of the SIGS.” (5.1)
Most of CIES’s SIGs hold elections annually at the business meeting at the annual conference.  One SIG holds elections every two years.  Candidates are nominated or may volunteer. Several SIGs are governed by their founders.  One SIG noted the search for a replacement.  One SIG reported officer positions of chair, program chair, treasurer, secretary.  The others did not specify officer positions beyond the position of chair.  (5.2)
Questions and Concerns.  Questions have been raised about how leadership is determined within a SIG, and in general, what rules a SIG ought to follow.  No problems were raised by the committee members, but the broader question was raised of how consistently SIGs need to operate.  Lack of SIG governance policies could prove problematic if problems are encountered.  (5.3)
Recommendations.  The committee recommends that each SIG be required to develop appropriate by-laws for its governance, to include at least: listing of officers (minimum of chair, secretary, treasurer, web contact), officers’ duties, method of election, provision for a business meeting.  Current SIGs would be asked to submit by-laws within two weeks of the next annual meeting.  New SIGs would be required to submit by-laws as part of the petition for Board recognition.
  (5.4)
The committee recommends that for consistency’s sake, SIGs hold annual elections of officers. (5.5) 
Issue #5.  SIG Webpages (6.0)

Current Situation.   Individual SIGs are responsible for development and maintenance of their individual webpages, though the Secretariat provides assistance, in some cases building the website for the SIG.  The Secretariat uploads SIG pages to the main CIES website and uses CIES webspace .

Questions and Concerns.  Concerns have been raised about the accuracy and maintenance of SIG webpages and the consistency of information on them. (6.1)
Recommendation.  The committee recommends that each SIG appoint a web contact person who can make sure the web is maintained and is accurate. (6.2)
Recommendation.  The committee recommends that the Secretariat contact SIGs at regular points throughout the year to remind them of updates–when the Call for Papers is issued, when proposals are not longer being accepted, and in January prior to the annual conference.   At those points, the Secretariat will make certain that the links to the main CIES webpage are working. (6.3)
Recommendation. The committee recommends that SIG websites contain, at a minimum, the name of the SIG, the mission, by-laws, current officers and their contact information. (6.4)
Issue #6.  Oversight by the Board (7.0)
Current Situation.  As discussed, the by-laws currently require that each SIG submit an annual report, including (1) a listing of the minimum of 15 required members who are certified as current CIES members, (2) a list of officers, (3) activities for the current year, (4) a financial report, as well as annual membership dues of at least $150. (7.1)
Questions and Concerns.  Given the rapid growth of SIGs, concerns have been expressed that SIGs may “get out of hand” or proliferate excessively.  It is not clear what exactly would constitute excessive, but there are concerns in the Society that SIGs may detract from the broad comparative perspective that is unique to CIES and splinter interests into small interest groups primarily concerned with internal issues.  A related concern is whether SIGs are too easy to start. An additional question is the process by which a SIG would be declared defunct.  Finally, more general questions have been posed about how the Society can best foster the success of SIGs and their contribution to CIES, and how new groups can best be nurtured and sustained.  In this regard, the question has been posed as to what the responsibilities of the Society and the Secretariat are to SIGs. (7.2) 
This committee has not gotten the sense that any of these issues have become problematic.  Still, there are concerns about the proliferation of SIGs and a sense that closer oversight than is possible by the Board is needed.  This is particularly so as the Society works to develop policies and procedures for its SIGs, as the role of SIGs in the annual conference is clarified (see Issue #6), and as the relationships between SIGs and the UREAG and Gender Committees is clarified.  (7.3)
Recommendations.  The committee recommends that an ad hoc committee be established for an additional year to follow up on the issues raised here.  A primary task for that committee would be to develop detailed guidelines/handbook (see recommendation below), to detail and try out the recommendations suggested to guide SIG participation in the annual conference (Issue #6).  The ad hoc committee could also to assess the need for a standing committee to oversee SIGs under the Board.  The standing committee could review SIGs on an annual basis, review new applications, and recommend withdrawal of a SIG’s charter, for example, if it became inactive or failed to follow the policies of the Society.  (7.4)
Recommendation.  In addition, the committee recommends development of a Manual for SIGs, to include details on the policies and procedures which are noted here but inappropriate for inclusion in the Society’s by-laws.  (7.5)

Recommendation. The Board should make SIGs a permanent agenda item at the annual meeting.  At that time, the permanent committee (if established) would present its report.  (7.6)

Recommendation.  Individual SIGs’ annual reports should include: mission (or changes to the SIG’s mission), SIG by-laws (or any modifications to them), planned activities and use of funds for the upcoming year.  This report should be submitted to the Secretariat by January 31, so as allow time for review and deliberation by the permanent committee. (7.7)
Recommendation.  The committee recommends that the role of the Secretariat vis a vis SIGs be confirmed to include provision of information about the formation and running of SIGs to interested parties; receipt of applications for new SIGs; maintenance of a list of SIGs and active members based on information supplied by UCP (see #3 above); charging of SIGs’ annual dues to CIES; maintenance of SIGs’ bank accounts; facilitation of communication as necessary between SIGs and the Board; and regular maintenance of SIG webpages.  The Board may of course add to these duties. (7.8)
Issue #7.  Role of SIGs in the Annual Conference (8.0)
Current Situation.  The by-laws currently state: “Section 5. Each SIG is allocated at least one business meeting time slot and one regular substantive session at the Annual Meeting. Additional sessions are allocated on the basis of the number of CIES members active in the SIG.”  (8.1)
The survey of SIG chairs identified a diversity of approaches to selection and organization of sponsored panels: Several SIGs issue open invitations through their listserves.  One SIG prepared a more formal call for proposals which it then reviewed and selected, according to the number of available slots. One SIG divided proposals into practice and research.  In some cases, the chair reviews proposals and organizes panels.  In at least one case, the chair works with the program chair to do this.  Another SIG used a committee of three members to rank papers.  SIGs may use a mix of invited panelists and SIG members.  In one case, panelists were reported as self selecting.  Individuals whose proposals were not accepted for SIG panels were encouraged, in some cases at least, to resubmit to the general conference pool. (8.2)
Questions/Concerns and Recommendations.  As the size and complexity of the annual meeting have grown, so has the complexity of planning.  Independently of their value to the Society, SIGs complicate that process.  Numerous questions have arisen:  (8.3)
Number of conference sessions per SIG.  If, as seems sensible, the number of sessions is based on the size of active membership, what formula should be used to allocate number of sessions?  This relates to the larger question of how large a proportion of the overall program should be allocated to SIGs, how large SIGs could be accommodated, and how much discretion should be left with the Conference Chair.  Committee members felt that an appropriate ratio was 1 panel per 15 members exclusive of the business meeting, but with a maximum of two.  One committee member felt that large SIGs would be unduly limited by a maximum of two panels.  However, most committee members felt that -- given the complexities of conference planning, the costs (as well as the all-day Gender and Young Scholars’ Workshops)--a maximum number of two panels per SIG be specified in the by-laws, given the complexities of conference planning with additional panels for large SIGs scheduled at the discretion of the Conference Chair. (8.4)
Recommendation: The committee recommends that sessions be allocated on the basis of active membership as of the October 1.  We suggest a ratio of 1 session/panel per 15 active members, to a maximum of two sessions per SIG, exclusive of the business meeting. Additional slots would be at the discretion of the Conference Chair.   (8.5)
Number of proposals per member. How many SIG proposals may an individual make?  Should presentations assigned to SIGs count toward an individual’s overall quota, if applicable?  May an individual propose a presentation to both a SIG and the general pool? (8.6)
Recommendation: The committee recommends that a particular proposal may be submitted to either one SIG or the general conference.  The total number of proposals permitted one individual would be at the discretion of the Conference Chair.   (8.7)
Recommendation: Submissions policies and the total number of submissions permitted for each individual member should be specified in the general Call for Papers and that any calls put out by the SIGs be consistent with the general conference guideline. (8.8)
Timing of submission, notification, and review process.  What should the time frames for SIGs be, and should they vary from the general conference submission process, in terms of submission of proposals, review, and notification?  (8.9)
Recommendation: The committee recommends the Conference Chair set the deadlines for submission of proposals and the date for notification of acceptance or rejection, and that SIG chairs organize their review and notification processes accordingly, in close consultation.  (8.10)
Review process.  Should each SIG be allowed to decide its own procedures for proposal review? Or instead, should there be a uniform process across SIGs?  Should there be a two-stage review process, within the SIG and then by a broader group?  May a SIG solicit proposals? (8.11)
What guidelines should be developed to guide the selection process?  Is it ok to include both active and potential members for presentation? (8.12)
Recommendation: We recommend that each SIG be responsible for designing its own review process and criteria, and that such criteria be specified in the call for papers and on the SIG’s web page.  SIGs would be encouraged to issue their own calls for papers, but deadlines must be consistent with those of the general conference and a particular proposal may be submitted only once to either one SIG or the general conference. (8.13)
Recommendation: CIES is of a size that an automated proposal submission system is needed.  The system used by the Social Science History Associated was recommended by one SIG chair. We understand that possibilities of an automated system are being explored. The committee recommends that such a system be adopted if feasible .  Once the details are known, a decision will need to be made as to how to involve SIG program chairs. (8.14)
Scheduling SIG business meetings.  Should SIG business meetings be scheduled simultaneously? (This greatly simplifies scheduling, but makes it impossible for an individual to attend more than one.)  Should SIG business meetings be scheduled at a different time from the Board meeting, to permit Board members to take part in SIG activities? (8.15)
Recommendation: The Conference Chair may schedule SIG business meetings simultaneously.  However, they should not be scheduled at the same time as the Board.  Of course, SIGs may convene their own unofficial meetings separate from those in the conference program organized by the Conference Chair. (8.16)
Scheduling SIG presentations.  Should a SIG’s presentations be scheduled on the same day? (Doing so permits individuals interested in a particular issue to focus on a particular day.  Of course a SIG’s sessions should not be scheduled at the same time.)  Should all SIGs be scheduled at the same time? (This would complicate scheduling if an individual had presentations accepted by different SIGs.) (8.17)
Recommendation: A particular SIG’s presentations may be scheduled on the same day, at the discretion of the Conference Chair, but should not be scheduled for the same time slot. (8.18)
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APPENDIX A.  CHARGE TO THE COMMITTEE
Committee on SIGs
 Background:  It has only been a few years since CIES added SIGs to its options.  As of now we have 11 SIGs and more are in the process of forming.  The Board is concerned that SIGs may start to grow very rapidly and that the Society's present rules and regulations for dealing with them may not be adequate (below is the relevant section of the Bylaws).  

 Charge:  The Committee on SIGs will examine current rules and regulations, seek information from other organizations that have SIGs, consult with relevant CIES members, and produce a list of options and/or recommendations for the Board to consider.  The following questions should be addressed by the committee.  Other issues may be examined at the discretion of the committee.

 -- What is the purpose of SIGs in CIES?

-- How might current Bylaws on SIGS be revised?

-- Is it too easy to start a SIG?  Might more members and a greater fee be needed?

-- How should fees be collected? (Currently SIG chairs collect fees but it has been suggested that Chicago Press do it (at one point they said they were willing) or at conference registration time.)

-- What should be done with SIG money?  At present, there is some, but not complete, agreement that the first $150 collected goes to CIES and that additional money can be used for SIG events (e.g., a reception).

-- What should be the role of SIGs in the Annual Conference?  How many panels should SIGs be entitled to at the annual meeting?  Does the SIG review process of proposals need attention?

-- Should we maintain, allow, promote, expand SIGs based upon areas and area studies?  If so, how should we parse areas since there are different definitions of country inclusion by region as well as individual country SIGs?  Do area SIG's make sense, or do they undermine the commonality of issues that affect many regions and countries?  Also, should we support single country SIGs?

 The committee will have until May 30, 2008  to present its report on options and/or recommendations to the CIES Board (via Hank Levin who will be CIES President at that time).  If possible, preliminary findings can be presented to the Board at the annual meeting in March 2008 at a date and time to be arranged.

Membership:

Jim Williams, George Washington University (Chair)

Ben Baez, Florida International University

Monisha Bajaj, Columbia University

Victor Kobayashi, University of Hawaii

Diane Napier, University of Georgia

Joan Oviawe , Washington State University
APPENDIX B.  CURRENT BY-LAWS
ARTICLE V. SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS
 Section 1. Special Interest Groups (SIGS) promote new research and mentor educational researchers.

 Section 2. Any group of 15 or more active CIES members may petition to establish a SIG.

 Section 3. Petitions are accepted or rejected by the CIES Board of Directors and must be received by July 1.

 Section 4. Each SIG must:

a.     Assess dues of $10 per member

b.     Present an annual report to the Board, which shall include:

(1) a listing of the minimum of 15 required members who are certified as current CIES members,

(2) a list of officers,

(3) activities for the current year,

(4) a financial report.

c.     Present annual membership dues of at least  

        $150 to the Board.

d.     Follow the policies and procedures of the SIGS.

Section 5. Each SIG is allocated at least one business meeting time slot and one regular substantive session at the Annual Meeting. Additional sessions are allocated on the basis of the number of CIES members active in the SIG.
APPENDIX C. CIES SIG QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear SIG Chairs,

The CIES Board has formed a committee to review the role and function of SIGs in our Society.  We ask that SIG Chairs kindly review and provide preliminary responses to this questionnaire by March 10, 2008.  The questions can also be discussed by SIGs at their business meetings at CIES with any additional comments being sent to this committee by April 10, 2008.  Completed questionnaires can be sent to Monisha Bajaj (bajaj@tc.edu).  

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.

-CIES Committee on SIGs 

Benjamin Baez 

Monisha Bajaj

Steve Klees

Victor N Kobayashi
Dianne Napier 

Joan Oviawe

James Williams 

SIG Name: 
In what year was your SIG formed? 
How many dues-paying members did your SIG have in its 

First year?  _________   Second year?  ____________  

Third year? ________________  Current?  ______________

Does your SIG maintain an email list?    _______   If so, how many members are on that list?  ______________

How does your SIG collect dues?

How does your SIG maintain accurate lists of members?

Has your SIG brought in new members to CIES? _______   If yes, approximately how many?  ________________

How does your SIG select leadership?  

How does your SIG select panelists for its sponsored panels? 

Aside from panels, what other activities does your SIG carry out?
Aside from the yearly $150 paid to CIES, how does your SIG use its revenue?   
Please discuss any other issues that you would like to share with the committee and with CIES in their review of SIGs.

APPENDIX D.  COMPILED SURVEY RESPONSES

Responses to the Questionnaire (answers by question) 

SIG Responses* (by year founded**)


2004



Cultural Context of Education and Human Potential (CCEHP)


2005



Globalization and Education 

Language Issues 



Peace Education 



Africa


Citizenship and Democracy Education (preparation at Stanford 


     Conference; officially recognized at following meeting)


2006



Indigenous Knowledge and the Academy 


2007

Japan 

ICT4 (Information and Communication Knowledge for 

     Development) 



Early Childhood Development 


2008



Higher Education
 

* The Chair of the Middle East SIG did not respond to several requests to answer the survey.

** This is somewhat complex.  Interested members of some current SIGs began meeting informally as early as 2001, and perhaps before.  SIGs were formally recognized in CIES in 2005.  But of course a SIG is organized before it is officially recognized by the CIES Board of Directors.  These are the dates given by the SIG Chair. 

1. How many dues-paying members did your SIG have in its 

First year?  Second year?  Third year? Current?  (Number of members on mailing list) [number of new members brought into CIES]

· 39-39 



(39)

· 15-15-15 


(91) 


[15]

· 15-15 



(25/30) 

[to be determined] 

· 24-24 



(62)  


[4/5]

· 17-20-15/20-15/20 

(91) 


[10/15]

· 20-20-42 


(95) 


[10/15]

· 15-23-30-30 


(182) 


[?]

· 20-20-20 


(more than 70) 
[at least a dozen, 









maybe closer to 20] 

· 15-25-32 


(35) 


[5] 

· 10-10-10-10


(15)


[0] 

2. Does your SIG maintain an email list?

· All reporting SIGs indicated yes.

3. If so, how many members are on that list?  -- see above 

4. How does your SIG collect dues?

· We are in the process of working that out.  It looks like we will offer members the option of either mailing them to our Treasurer, or paying at the conference

· We collect dues at the Annual Meeting.

· Yes 

· Check sent directly to Hilary Landorf or during CIES meetings

· We try to collect them each year during our business meeting, but we find that this is very problematic. All our members do not always attend and those not residing in the US are unable to pay by check. It would be much more efficient if the dues could be paid when CIES membership is renewed. For instance, although I am currently the SIG Chair I owe my dues from last year as I was unable to attend the conference in Baltimore and since I live in Norway I could not send a check as we do not operate with checks in Norway. This is just one example of the problems encountered with collecting dues.

· In the past, we’ve collected only by check. This year, we collected by check, paypal, and in person at the conference. 

· It’s based on the list of people who paid their dues- usually; the list from the conference is the most up to date. 

· This has been complex and challenging.  Generally, we have done it in person.  Getting busy people to write a separate small check to send to a treasurer has not been successful, particularly when many members do not have checking accounts that draw on American dollars.  We collect it in person at conferences—which only gets us exposure to those who attend, and even then mainly those who go to the business meeting, since we don’t want to spend all of our time passing that hat at panels. 

· IT IS VERY DIFFICULT. 

· Through CIES.

5. How does your SIG maintain accurate lists of members?

· One member of the group maintains and updates a list of members.

· The SIG Chair keeps records of this.

· The chairs maintain this list.

· SIG program chair coordinates 

· We have an extensive mailing list that is sent out not only to our paid members, but also those that are interested in the SIG issues. Our member list is kept up by our SIG Secretary, which has recently changed and caused us some confusion. It is also difficult to keep track of the paid members. 

· The SIG chair keeps a list of members’ names, addresses, payment information etc…  

· We’ve reached out broadly to interested parties within and outside of the society.  This has brought many first time participants to CIES.  So we maintain a master list of all who have participated in one year or other, and those who have expressed interest.  On top of that, we have a spreadsheet to indicate who paid the dues and in what years.

· We rely on the Secretariat. 

· Not very well. 

6. Has your SIG brought in new members to CIES? 

· Yes – All but three responding SIGs indicated yes.  Other comments: 

· Not yet, but we anticipate adding several new members at this year’s conference.

· Unknown

· The SIG attracted new members through the organization of panels at the CIES conference 2008

· 10-15 people who had never belonged to CIES before, but joined through hearing about the SIG.

· Yes, but not sure how many. We have received a few requests from people who wanted to join our SIG- but were not members of CIES.

7. If yes, approximately how many?  See above

8. How does your SIG select leadership?  

· Election at the annual meeting.

· We hold elections annually at our business meeting.  Our leadership structure consists of a SIG Chair (or Co-Chairs) and a SIG Program Committee for which members volunteer  at the Annual Conference. 

· Nominations and elections occur at the annual CIES meeting

· Volunteer basis for SIG program chair and voting for chairperson

· Our leadership is voted in each year by our members in attendance at our business meeting, which is held during the annual CIES conference. We ask for nominations and then have a vote by majority for each of the positions on our board (Chair, program chair, treasure and secretary). Our Program Chair has in the past taken over the position of the Chair and our positions are generally elected for a period of 2 years to provide continuity. 

· The SIG’s founder was the first chair for 2 years.   In 2007, at the business meeting at CIES, a vote was held (bios were circulated in advance) and a new chair was elected.   The chair rotates every 2 years.  The SIG chair generally selects individuals to serve as program chairs to assist with the planning of panels, collection of dues, etc…

· As the founder, this is my final year as Chair. We’ve only had one election- (during our business meeting in Hawaii, to select the Chair and Program-Chair).  The bylaw stipulates online voting by current members every two years.

· As the founder, I was selected to be the first chair.  I was reelected once, and tried to hand it off last year.  Technically, this was only my second full year, since the tenure only officially began once the SIG was officially recognized (despite a year of organizing before this.)  The SIG said they liked the job I was doing and asked me to stay on for a final year, and I agreed.  I’ve been working hard to recruit a motivated replacement so that the SIG does not fade out with its leadership.

· We have not had a chance to conduct elections but will do so this year in NY.

· We are the same founding leaders.

9. How does your SIG select panelists for its sponsored panels? 

· Open invitation.  We solicited proposals and papers through the e-mail list-serve and placed all of those submissions on panels.

· A Program Committee prepares a Call for Proposals in late summer, disseminates it and then reviews the proposals received.  In Fall 2007 we received 30 individual paper proposals and 2 panel proposals; of these we accepted 6 paper proposals.

· Panelists are chosen by open invitation. Papers in panels are divided into two categories: Practice and Research

· Chairperson reviews papers submitted and organizes the panels

· This process has generally been carried out by review and involves the Chair and Program Chair of the SIG. However, given the record number of submissions for CIES 2008 we found that there is a need to draft a clear set of guidelines for this selection process. This issue will be taken up during the annual business meeting in New York in March 2008. Our SIG would like to support and encourage our current paid members, but at the same time do the same for non-members that may eventually become members. 

· I am not sure how this was carried out in the past, but this year a committee of 3 individuals read through the approximately 30 paper submissions and ranked the papers.   Together, we made 3 official panels and encouraged the other presenters not accepted to re-submit to the larger conference where almost of all them are presenting.  

· So far it has been a mix of invited panelists and SIG members. 

· We have selected experts to review the proposals that are submitted for inclusion.  These have changes each year.  I have exempted myself from being included in the official SIG panel.  In addition, though, we have sorted the remaining papers into thematic or regional panels that have been quite successful, so these were SIG-organized rather than official SIG panels.  I think this was a useful service we can provide to the organizers, who have quite a load of work to do anyways.

· Panelists usually self-select and submit papers which are reviewed.

· Panelists apply to us.

10. Aside from panels, what other activities does your SIG carry out? 

· We are in the process of setting an agenda.  The ideas discussed informally include: develop an annotated bibliography of recent scholarship in our area, sponsor an edited volume of research, and holding smaller conferences independent of the CIES annual meeting.

· We run a listserv.  At the moment that is about it.

· None at the moment 

· Creation of a knowledge sharing tool (SIG website linked to the CIES website) where members share information, new research, publications etc.

·   We have supported our members in various ways such as: reviewing of draft articles between various members in the SIG; development of an annual newsletter that is sent out to those on our mailing list (currently 91 members, not all paying members given the dues collection problem); promotion and dissemination of work by our members (e.g. books, articles, etc.); networking between out members; mentoring of young scholars by more established members; recent development of a Language Issues SIG website to be hosted on the CIES main site; general support of our members in their activities (e.g. support and encouragement of our members running for a place on the CIES board, referees for grant applications, etc.); encouragement of collaborative research activities between SIG members; initiating and collaborating on language in education projects; supporting publications on language issues in educational journals; identifying and promoting language issues for the CIES conferences and publications. 

· Our SIG has had social events at CIES for members to meet informally, has co-sponsored an event at the UN, runs a list-serve where information on research and practice is disseminated, and 2 SIG members just assumed editorship of a book series that members are encouraged to participate in.   This year, the SIG will hold a luncheon and an informal outing for members and their families. 

· We organize an annual SIG reception and solicit sponsorship from various entities:  IRE, ADEA and UNICEF. We have a website and successfully guest-edited a special issue of the International Review of Education. We are also developing a collaborative relationship with UNICEF.

· This has been a challenge.  WE have created a graduate student essay award in honor of Judith Torney-Purta, and attach a $50 award to it.  We started a newsletter to keep us informed about panels and about our own events, but our calls for contributions did not get off the ground.  We will likely do this annually, right before the conference, unless people are willing to invest more energy.  Finally, I am hopeful that the next president can develop a website that can further engage members. 

· We are getting organized.

· N/A

11. Aside from the yearly $150 paid to CIES, how does your SIG use its revenue?   

· We plan to hold a reception at this year’s meeting.

· Until now we have not made dues-paying membership numbers a priority and so have never garnered more than $150 in revenue.

·  We have not gained any revenue beyond membership to CIES. We will however use future revenue to promote the SIG. 

· Additional funds gets carried over to next year’s membership

· We have only managed to collect our yearly revenue given the difficulties in collecting member dues. If this problem is solved we would like to be able to sponsor network lunches at CIES conferences, provide small funding grants to new scholars in the area of language and education to allow them to attend annual conferences as well as other activities that fit with our mission statement. 

· The money generated is used for dues and this year, for providing lunch at the business meeting. 

· We use our funds to purchase certificates of appreciation for our panelists and reception sponsors. 

· So far, we have not used it, except to fund the $50 essay prize, which will be awarded for the first time this year.  

· Collecting dues has been very problematic. We do not have a balance in our account.

· N/A

12. Please discuss any other issues that you would like to share with the committee and with CIES in their review of SIGs.

· We have found that the SIG has been an effective (an needed) means of encouraging communication among scholars interested in our area.  Previously, these people have operated largely in isolation.  SIG sponsorship of several panels also seems to have encouraged people to submit papers and attend the conference that might not otherwise have done so.

· I think that the panel allocations should be greater; with 2 panels allocated for15 members; perhaps 3 for 25; 4 for 35.  A maximum of 4 panels per SIG would be fine with me.I also think that CIES should move to an automated submission process (as, for example, AERA does); if this included an option for people to submit proposals to SIGs and for SIGs to referee the proposals submitted to them (turning proposals not accepted over to the "main pool"), it could streamline the process.  The Social Science History Association (SSHA) uses a very simple and elegant proposal management software that was developed for them by the Minnesota Population Center (MPC) at the University of Minnesota.  The tech contact person there is evidently named Peter Clark (pclark@umn.edu).

· None listed 

· I think if we want to have more SIGs within CIES then a clear set of guidelines for the SIGs need to be developed. Also the issue of collecting SIG dues needs the support of CIES, as not all SIGs are able to collect their dues during the annual conferences and not all members are able to send checks to the treasure of the SIG. This I think is one of the major issues that need to be dealt with. Furthermore, the issue of how panelists are selected for the SIG sponsored panels needs a clear set of guidelines from CIES. Finally, this year CIES 2008 encouraged all submissions that were related to a SIG to directly send their abstract to the SIG. This is encouraging for the SIG in recruiting new members, but it also meant that our SIG, for example, had a record number of submissions from both SIG members and non-members and this made the selection process very difficult. Is it the SIG responsibility to encourage new membership or to only support current paid members? This can pose a problem for a number of new as well as more established SIGs. We requested more SIG panels due to the record number of submissions, but still were not able to fit all the submissions into the allotted number of panels. 

· Being both on the 2008 conference planning committee and a SIG chair has brought some issues to light.  One is the issue of financial management of dues.  It seems highly unprofessional to have individuals, rather than the secretariat, handling money and having no accountability for how and where this money is spent (beyond the $150 in dues).  Secondly, the SIG call for papers is often unclear in terms of how it’s related to the larger conference. If there were some way to collect all the papers in one place, then, if indicated by the person that they’d like to be considered for a SIG panel, those papers could be forwarded to the SIG chair.   I spent many hours and emails trying to explain how the SIG relates to the larger CIES and that might be avoided if the administration of SIGs were centralized.  

· Members should be able to pay their SIG dues while renewing their CIES membership.  Scheduling SIG sessions on the first day of the conference is not ideal. Invited SIG panelists should be exempted from registering for CIES membership- especially when they are not interested in CIES membership.  SIGS should have an official …@cies.us email address in recognition of their institutional affiliation. 

· The most important issue is to centralize revenue collection with the annual subscription process.  I try to create opportunities for graduate students to gain some leadership experience through the SIG.  I would recommend allowing graduate students to join one sig each for free, or for a few dollars.  I think one potential we have is to become a hub for mentoring graduate students.  I need to think more about this.  

· We think SIG dues should be collected at the same time with the CIES dues.

· SIGs were established under my presidency, and I hope to do much better with our SIG.  We have finally established a website, and this year, we will begin focusing on building our membership.
OTHER RELEVANT INFO

From Language Issues SIG: 

We started the Language Issues SIG informally in 2001 as a networking platform and to coordinate our efforts at conferences to avoid time conflicts and organize coherent panels related to language issues in education.  During the CIES conference held at Stanford University in 2005 participants interested in language issues in education convened at a meeting to explore the possibility of starting an official SIG within CIES focused on language in education issues. The meeting was facilitated by 2 of our SIG members and long time supporters of the SIG issues. At the meeting participants agreed to start a language issues SIG and seventeen members signed up during the meeting. 
APPENDIX E.  SIGS AT A GLANCE 

(see separate attachment) 
� The AERA SIG Handbook provides a good model for internal SIG governance as well as other aspects of the running and oversight of SIGs.  






