
Annual Report of the AAA Nominations Committee, 2010 
 
Activities related to the charge of the Nominations Committee: 
The Nominations Committee met on Tuesday November 16, 2010, from 9:00am to 5:00pm to 
provide a slate of candidates for all of the open AAA positions, with the exception of the open 
positions on the Nominations Committee.  This slate of candidates is advisory to the EB.  
This year, one member could not make the meeting, but he provided the committee with his 
ideas for possible slates.  Another committee member arrived mid-day due to flight 
cancellations.  Kim Baker (the Committee staff liaison) and Bill Davis (Executive Director) were 
also in attendance.   
 
The committee had a pool of 66 candidates for 27 open AAA offices (including the 3 
nominations committee spots), resulting in 54 slots being used.  This pool of candidates was 
larger than last year but there were also many more offices with open positions.  The most 
important office, President Elect, was made somewhat easy this year because of a relatively large 
number of highly qualified candidates (6).   
 
Acting on suggestions from the President and EB from last year, the online nominations process 
was modified to build on suggestions from the Executive Board at the May meeting.  The five 
changes that were implemented make the self nomination process more transparent, fair, and 
user-friendly.  They also made the work of the nominations committee much more efficient and 
productive.  Changes included: 
 
1.  Eliminating the “use me anywhere” option.  For some time, in an effort to give the 
nominations committee more candidates to work with to fill the various slates, there had been an 
option for individuals to suggest the committees they are most interested in, as well as to check 
an optional box that permitted the nominations committee to use the candidate for any position.  
This year, individuals were prompted only to make a case for their particular qualifications for 
specific committees.  
 
2.  Eliminating the option to be nominated by others. We are building a “culture” of self-
nomination for leadership positions because the nominations committee had no way of knowing 
who was nominated by whom, and it was confusing to some about the appropriateness of 
nominating oneself. This year it was made clear that everyone nominated themselves and then 
requests two letters of support.  
 
3.  Making a “2 supportive letters” rule.  The instructions in the past were somewhat vague in 
about how many support letters should be solicited.  Consequently, the nomination committee 
had 3 or more letters of support for some candidates, and only 1 (or none) for others.  In an effort 
to provide the nominations committee with a more level playing field, the nomination website 
now makes clear that the committee wants only two letters.  
 
4.  Nominees tailored their short statement to the position(s) they wished to run for.  The 
website prompted nominees to write a short statement about their particular skills and 
background for the committee that they are running for.  And, the website made clear that for 
each position they would like to be considered, there should be a tailor-made statement about 



that particular committee and what the nominee could bring to that position.  This change 
worked well both for the nominations committee (who did not have to read a generic statement 
from potential candidates) and for the nominee (who was forced to think about what in their 
background and skill set prepares them for committee work).  
 
5. Eliminating the “rolling over” of nominees from one year to the next. The older system 
permitted nominees who were not used in one year, to stay in the running for the next year.  This 
option made it sometimes difficult for the nominations committee to weigh the rolled-over 
nominee from last year who may or may not have updated their materials, and it was also 
confusing for the nominee who may or may not have been particularly suited for the new 
openings on various committees.  
 
A blog was set up for the AAA membership to weigh in on the online nomination process and 
there were no complaints.  Neither Kim Baker, nor myself, received any negative comments in 
personal emails regarding the on line nomination system.  To the best of our knowledge, there 
have only been positive outcomes and as we build the expectation for self-nomination and 
reflective and thoughtful narrative statements, this should set a high standard for a transparent 
and democratic nomination process.  
 
According to Bill Davis, among scientific and scholarly association, the AAA is unusual in 
having such an extensive system of elected committees and offices.  For this degree of 
participatory self-governance to work requires that AAA members be willing to stand as 
candidates.  As such, the online system works to promote this by encouraging individuals to self 
nominate and to provide a thoughtful account of what they would bring to the position.   
 
On the recommendations of last year’s Secretary’s Report, the nominations committee used a 2-
step process for building the slates, whereby the committee first put together a preliminary set of 
slates and once this draft slate was formulated, the committee did a detailed analysis of the 
pairings and individuals across the slates to make sure that there was good representation of our 
diverse membership. This year, we did this assessment as we built the slates, and then once the 
draft slates were constructed, we did a tally of various factors to make sure that there was good 
representation.   
 

⋅ Professional background (academic, practicing, other) 
⋅ Disciplinary background (4 fields plus applied) 
⋅ Self identified ethnicity/ancestry (members of racialized or minoritized groups) 
⋅ Professional level (junior, mid, senior) 
⋅ Type of institution (community college, state university, private, public, Ivy, undergrad, 

grad) 
⋅ Self identified gender (male, female, transgender, gay, lesbian, bisexual) 
⋅ Do they have a history of (commitment to) regularly attending AAAs?  
⋅ Do they bring particular/unique/advanced skills to the committee or position? 
⋅ Have they served on committees before?   
⋅ Do they come with their section’s endorsement? (Not necessary but worth noting) 
⋅ Do you know of any potential conflicts between any two candidates running for the same  



position (i.e., are they colleagues or otherwise related, X-spouses, arch enemies)? 

  
There were no breaches of the confidentiality of the slate after it was forwarded to the EB that I 
am aware of. 
 
The Nomination Committee opted this year to go completely “green” and each member was 
provided with all of the materials for each candidate on a jump drive 3 weeks prior to the 
meeting.  There were no large binders, no paper files, and no unnecessary copies of confidential 
materials floating around.   
 
The Nomination Committee as a whole came extremely well prepared, many members having 
very thorough notes and ideas about candidate pairings.  Everyone was thoughtful and attentive 
to different opinions, and the work went smoothly.  There was time at the end to reflect on the 
process and to think about ways to encourage better information from the candidates. 
 
Activities and goals for 2011: 
 The Nominations Committee spent time at the end of the day to think about ways to build on the 
changes to online self-nominations, and make the process even better.  (1) Although we ask 
people for a narrative statement about what skills they bring to the position they seek to run for, 
often they simply write a few generic sentences.  The committee suggested that we specifically 
request a philosophy and reasoned statement about the committee work that they see themselves 
being part of. (2) Continue to promote a culture of self-promotion in the web and email 
announcements about leadership positions. (3) Cultivate the candidates not used this year by 
crafting a very personal, tailored letter to them that both thanks them as well as urges them to 
consider being a candidate next year.  
 
(4) Lastly, the Nomination Committee discussed what the role of members should be throughout 
the year.  There were mixed understandings of their roles, ranging from “hands off the process” 
to “encourage colleagues to run.”  After much thoughtful discussion, we decided as a group that 
it was the job of the Nomination Committee to encourage as many individuals to consider 
running as possible, but to do so in a way that does not suggest lobbying, favoritism or special 
treatment.  As a whole, the committee liked the idea that they see themselves as ambassadors for 
AAA leadership positions, encouraging all that they come in contact with who they know have 
the qualifications, to consider self-nominating in the coming year. This was relayed to the EB, 
who also felt that it reflected the right attitude -- and each EB member pledged to get at least 2 
people to self-nominate in the coming year. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Debra L. Martin 
Secretary, American Anthropological Association 
 


