Procedure for Labor Section Book Award

· Assembling the committee
· Previous committees have been 7-member committees.  This has seemed to be a good number for several reasons:

· Ability to achieve representation from graduate students, junior, and senior scholars in the field.  For example, the 2007 committee had 2 graduate students, 3 junior scholars, and 2 senior scholars.

· A larger committee reduces the workload.  If you have 50 books to read it will be overwhelming for a small committee.

· It is best to assemble the committee in early September with the goal of beginning to solicit nominations beginning in late September.
· Eligibility.    

· Technical Eligibility. 
· For the first two awards (given every other year), books published in the previous three years were eligible. That is, for the 2007 award, the books had to be published in 2004, 2005, and 2006.

· Beginning with the 2008, the award is going to be given annually and eligible books are those published in the two preceding years.  That is, for the 2008 award, books published in 2006 and 2007 are eligible.

· The 2005 committee decided not to consider edited books that contained previously published articles, but that edited books with articles written for the collection would be considered.  However, this decision has not yet been endorsed by council.  The 2007 committee struggled with this as well since the award announcements didn’t specify this and we received a few edited books – including two readers in the sociology of work, containing only previously published work, aimed at undergraduate audiences.  We accepted these as technically eligible but none of us felt that we could give the award to such a book.
· The 2005 committee also decided that it might be a good idea to limit the number of books that each publisher might nominate, to prevent them nominating books that have only a tangential relationship to the field.  However, this might be unfair to ILR.  No decision was made on this.  The 2007 committee encouraged presses to select the 1 or 2 books from their list that they felt were the strongest but did not prohibit them from nominating more.  A few presses, including ILR, nominated more than this, and we permitted it.
· Describing what books are eligible in the invitation to nominate books.  

· The 2005 committee decided that it was better to cast the net wide and let the committee decide which books should actually be considered.  The 2005 committee did the same.

· Both 2005 and 2007 committees described eligibility in our invitation thusly:  “the best publication in the sociology of work, the labor process, the working class, labor unions, or working class movements.”  In retrospect, the 2007 committee wished it had added language referring to “original research” or something.
· As we review books, we simply eliminate those which do not fit into our sense of this mandate, sometimes after just looking at them,, sometimes after reading part or all of the book.    

· Nominations.  There are two processes for soliciting nominations.  
· Nominations from Section Members.  These are solicited in the Newsletter and by a general email sent by the Section Chair.  The nominations should be sent to the chair of the book award committee and should include author, title and publisher. Nominees are asked to provide a short argument for their nomination.  If one is provided, it should be circulated to the whole committee. 

· The 2005 committee’s letter to section members is attached.  

· The 2007 committee did this by emailing its call for nominations to the section chair in late September.       

· When nominations are received, the chair must write to or email the publisher and ask for a copy of the book to be sent to each member of the committee.

· The attached document  “Publishers - sendbook -templt .doc” is the form the 2005 committee used to send for these nominated books.  The 2007 committee did this by email instead (email adapted from the 2005 letter), with good results.

· The attached document “Publishers - address list.xls” (and EXCEL file) has the current addresses (as of Spring 2007) of all publishers who were involved in the award process.  Addresses and contact persons can be gotten from this list, but keep in mind that names of contact persons and even addresses do change.

· Therefore, one of the first and most important tasks of the committee chair is to update this list.  The 2007 chair contacted each person by telephone in late September of 2006, to verify that they were still the right person.  If contact people had changed, he worked at it until he got the new person on the telephone.  Once he was sure he was talking to the right person for book awards, he verified or updated their contact information and told them that they would soon be receiving in the mail a letter inviting them to nominate books for our award.  This worked well.  

· Note:  Make sure that you append a list of names and addresses of each member of the committee when sending for these books, so the publishers send them directly to the committee!  Otherwise this becomes immediately unmanageable.  

· Note:  It’s also necessary to make sure that requested books are in fact delivered.  The procedures developed by the 2007 committee for dealing with this are detailed below.

· Nominations by Publishers.  We emulated the ASA book award and asked publishers to nominate books from their list.  It took some setting up, but now that it is set-up the procedure is absurdly simple.

· The form letter is attached, file named “publisher's letter_template.doc”  It is set up for a mail merge.

· The list of addresses of publishers is “Publishers - address list.xls” (This is the same Excel file as above)
· By opening the template and following mail merge instructions a file is produced with a letter for each publisher.  Just print it. 

· Labels are produced from the same  Excel file.  Just follow normal procedures.  

· Stuff the envelops, making sure that the labels match the letter inside.  

Publishers love to nominate their books for awards because it is the best advertising they have.  This is why it’s important to ask them to choose carefully and nominate the best one or two books for the award.  This worked well for the 2007 award – publishers generally complied.

· Reviewing Nominated Books.  

2005 procedures
· Two readers per book.  Because we could not all read the entire list of 46 nominated books, we adopted the ASA procedure, which starts with a preliminary review in which each book is assigned to two readers.
· As the books arrive, the chair maintains a list of the nominated books (see attached excel file, “Nominated Books.xls”) 

· As each book is added, two readers are assigned, rotating the names so that everyone gets a turn and that the same pair is not always reading the same book. Notification of who is reading what can be sent, every ten books or so, by email. The existing list of nominated books can be used to establish the rotation, by simply doing a “find and replace” of the old committee members’ names and the new committee members’ names.   

· The reviewers begin reading their assigned books as soon as  the initial assignments are made.

· Any reviewer can read any book that is nominated, whether they are assigned to it or not.  So if a book looks promising, the committee members are not limited to the random assignment. 
· With 46 books nominated, each of our seven committee members had 13 or 14 books to review.  At one per week, this takes about three months.

· Creating the Short List
· Once all the books were reviewed, each committee member then nominated two books for the short list, supported by a short argument for the book’s qualifications (one paragraph to one page). 

· Out of a possible 14 books on the short list, we had 10, because several books were chosen by more than one committee member.     

· Trimming the short list
· Every committee member reads  all of the books on the short list.  Since everyone has already read at least two of the short-listed books (and most have read more), this can be done in about eight weeks. 

· Every committee member then nominates one finalist  Among the seven members, only three books were nominated for the finals.  

· Email discussion.
· One advocate for each book writes in support.  Once these were sent around, we invited all members to voice their opinion.  

· After the discussion is exhausted, a final judgment is made.
· As a back-up, we planned a conference call if we could not agree. The conference call was not needed, but there was some sentiment that it might have yielded a quicker result.  

· Award Certificates
· Certificate Templates.  These can be obtained from Ruth Milkman

· Award Statements.  These are composed by designated committee members, using the various statements and nominations made over the period of deliberations.  
· Timetable:
· We aimed at finishing our deliberations in August, and we did, but this meant we missed the ASA catalogue of major awards, which had a publication deadline in May.  We think the timetable should be pushed back so we can be included in that publication.   Invitations to publishers and members should be sent out in late September or early October (or even earlier).  Reading could then begin as early as November, and certainly by December, even if nominations are not closed until the end of December of even some time in January.  The first round would be completed no later than late February or even earlier (given three months for preliminary reading).  That means the second round would be completed in late April (or even earlier, given two months of reading).  Committee  would then have at least two weeks to negotiate and still make the May deadline for the ASA award list (make sure you know their deadline before finalizing this process). 
· Invitations for nominations – Mid-September. We sent invitations for nominations to members early in the fall, but waited with our  letters to publishers until December.  This was fine for an August finish date, but too late for May.  In order to finish deliberations in May, you need to start reading in October, so the invitations should be mailed by mid-September. 

· Reviewing books- first round –End in January  As books arrive (remember that every member gets every book directly from the publisher), and the assignments are made, people begin reading. It is reasonable to expect members to review about one book per week, because many books are ineligible and don’t have to be read completely; and committee members are have already read other books assigned to them..   We started in mid-February and finished in mid May.  But if the reading starts not later than Mid-October, the first round can be completed no later than mid-February and probably much earlier.    

· Review of Short list – End in Mid- April.    Once the short list is created, committee members need about a week per book for probably eight books (not counting those already read).  If you start on or before February 1, you should be finished by April 1, with slippage by April 15.  

· Deciding the winner— End of April  - With two weeks to decide the winner, there might be a rush, but maybe the ASA deadline is not at the start of May and maybe you won’t have four weeks of slippage, as we did.    

2007 procedures
The 2007 committee followed most of the earlier procedures but made a few modifications that proved useful:
· The chair put the spreadsheet of nominated books on a secure webpage and distributed the password to the committee members.  
· When new book nominations came in, the chair assigned readers to the book, updated the spreadsheet, and contacted the publisher (if necessary) to request copies be sent to the committee.
· Committee members were asked to check the webpage every few weeks to see which books they’d been assigned to read.
· Committee members were also asked to let the chair know if there were any books on the list (including ones they weren’t assigned to read) that they hadn’t gotten within 3 weeks of the book being requested from the publisher.  That way the chair could then follow up with the publisher and make sure everyone got every book.
· We set March 15 as the deadline for nominating two books for the second round (in which everyone reads every book).  Unlike the previous committee, the 2007 chair did not ask for supporting arguments at this stage.
· We set April 30 as the deadline for nominations for the award winner.  We did this because (at least in 2007) the ASA deadline was June 1, so this allowed for 1 month of wrangling if necessary.
· Unlike the 2005 committee, in 2007 committee members were asked in the second round to provide, by April 30, (1) their initial choice for winner, with a very brief justification (a couple of lines); (2) their initial choice for a runner-up if there was to be one, and (3), their initial choice for 3rd-best book.  The chair put these votes into a spreadsheet (with voters’ names so everyone could see how the votes were distributed) and shared this with the committee. 
· This was a popular decision and seemed to work very well.  It yielded more information to consider, in an easily-digestible format, right at the outset of the discussion phase.  We essentially added up the points for each book (3 points for a first-place vote, 2 for a second-place vote, and 1 point for 3rd place) and looked to see which books seemed most highly ranked with the broadest support.   This procedure made selecting a winner (and in our case, a runner up as well) fairly easy.
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