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I.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations has a long and rich tradition of contributing to the research, education, and service missions of Western Michigan University. In June 2006, Dr. Deborah Barnes resigned her position as director to accept a position at another university. After a series of conversations regarding the position of director and the future of the institute, Provost Janet Pisaneschi asked that the vice provost for institutional effectiveness convene a working group to address the following charge: 

Given the current mission, vision, goals, and purpose of the Lewis Walker Institute, the working group will set goals for the current academic year and the upcoming academic year, as well as long-term goals for the institute. These said goals will define the direction of the institute for the next five years. Among the items for the working group’s consideration is to determine whether the unit is appropriately designated, given the current WMU definitions of “center” and “institute.” Discussions by the committee will provide analysis, conclusions, and recommendations that will be offered to the provost in a report due on November 20, 2006.
The working group met four times over a seven-week period to address the elements of the charge and produce recommendations. The working group considered the history of the institute, the position of director, and an advisory structure in the context of the research emphasis. During the course of its discussions, the working group reaffirmed the revitalization of the institute and its research mission. 

A. In terms of the nature of the institute, the working group recommends that:
1. The entity continue to be designated an institute. 

2. The provost, in consultation with the working group, appoint an interim director to begin in January 2007 and to serve until a director is appointed.

3. The provost conduct a national search for a director.

4. The director have, or be eligible for, appointment with faculty rank.

5. The full-time office assistant return to the institute as soon as the interim director is named.

6. The (interim) director, in consultation with the advisory board, annually assess the institute’s effectiveness in achieving its goals and meeting its mission.
B. In terms of the reporting relationship of the institute, the working group recommends that: 

1. The director report to the provost. 
2. There be an advisory board composed of campus and community members interested in the research, instructional, programmatic, and operational aspects of the institute, as well as community partnerships.

3. The advisory board conduct an annual performance review of the director.
C. In terms of access to resources, the working group recommends that:
1. The vice president for development name a development officer to support fundraising.

2. The office of the vice president for research continue to assign a designated research and program officer to support grant seeking. 
3. The institute director be the sole authorized requester of the spendable money from the institute’s endowment.
D. In terms of mission and goals, the working group recommends that:
1. The director begin by re-establishing a strong administrative, research, education, and service foundation within the academic community, and then expand to the broader community.
E. In terms of research, the working group recommends that: 
1. The institute re-assert its focus on research that contextualizes the causes and consequences of race and ethnic relations.
2. The institute serve as a collaborative nucleus with other University departments and community groups.

3. The institute undertake an annual survey on 21st century student attitudes regarding racial and ethnic diversity, the results of which the advisory board will consider disseminating in conjunction with an annual national conference hosted by the institute. 

4. There be an annual competitive, merit-based program named the Walker Institute Undergraduate Research/Creative Activity Awards program. 

5. There be an annual competitive, merit-based program named the Walker Institute Faculty Research/Creative Activity Awards program. 

F. In terms of education, the working group recommends that:
1. The interim director create specific resource materials at the institute for use by the campus community. 

2. The annual Martin Luther King, Jr. celebration planning, implementation, and evaluation be assigned to the Lewis Walker Institute along with funding for the activity, thus returning the celebration to its scholarly roots. 

G. In terms of service, the working group recommends that:

1. The interim director review existing community partnerships and begin a series of meetings with the community to re-establish a strong community network. 

In conclusion, the Lewis Walker Institute should continue as a separate and distinct unit. Its original mission continues to be of value to the University and broader community, and given the demographic changes that will transform the United States over the next decade, its value is heightened at this juncture. 

II.

WALKER INSTITUTE WORKING GROUP

A.  CONTEXT FOR FORMULATION OF WORKING GROUP

The Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations (hereafter referred to as the Walker Institute) has a long and rich tradition of contributing to the research, education, and service missions of Western Michigan University. It was originally established in 1989 to promote academic investigation into the resolution of racial and ethnic conflicts. The mission of the institute is composed of research, education, and service; over the years the primary focus of the institute has shifted among these three components. It was charged with ensuring the provision of high-quality research results to meet the needs of scholars, other researchers, advocacy groups and others in the field of race and ethnic relations, as well as providing theoretical and practical support for the faculty and students conducting sponsored research under the auspices of the institute. In addition to establishing and maintaining reliable databases, and conducting theoretical and applied research, the institute was charged with supporting credit and non credit coursework on race and ethnic relations, as well as helping academic departments and colleges with curriculum development in this field. The institute is also responsible for developing and carrying out public activities that contribute to social awareness of racial and ethnic issues among regional and national audiences in collaboration with other organizations. Since it was established, four directors (Dr. Earl Washington, Ms. Beverly Moore, Dr. W.F. Santiago-Valles, Dr. Deborah Barnes) have led the institute. In 1998, President Elson Floyd charged the institute with becoming a rigorous academic enterprise. It was renamed the Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations in 2000. 

In June 2006, Dr. Deborah Barnes resigned her position as director to accept a position at another university. After a series of conversations regarding the position of director and the future of the institute, Provost Janet Pisaneschi asked that, prior to filling the vacant position, the vice provost for institutional effectiveness convene a working group to review the current mission and vision of the institute and offer recommendations regarding its future.

b.  PROVOST’S CHARGE TO WORKING GROUP
On September 29, 2006, Provost Janet I. Pisaneschi issued the following charge to the Lewis Walker Institute Working Group: 

Given the current mission, vision, goals, and purpose of the Lewis Walker Institute, the working group will set goals for the current academic year and the upcoming academic year, as well as long-term goals for the institute. These said goals will define the direction of the institute for the next five years. Among the items for the working group’s consideration is to determine whether the unit is appropriately designated, given the current WMU definitions of “center” and “institute.” Discussions by the committee will provide analysis, conclusions, and recommendations that will be offered to the provost in a report due on November 20, 2006.
c.  MEMBERS OF working group
The members of the working group are as follows:

Dr. Douglas Davidson, associate professor, Sociology

Dr. Eileen B. Evans, working group chair, vice provost, Office of Institutional Effectiveness

Dr. Wendy Ford, associate dean, College of Arts and Sciences

Dr. Mitch Kachun, associate professor, History

Dr. Maureen Mickus, associate professor, Occupational Therapy

Dr. Onaiwu Ogbomo, director, Africana Studies

Dr. Mark Orbe, professor, School of Communication

Dr. Lewis Walker, chair/professor emeritus, Sociology

Dr. Martha Warfield, assistant vice president for student affairs, Division of Multicultural Affairs

D.  INFORMATION GATHERING PROCESS

The working group met four times over a seven-week period to address the elements of the charge and produce recommendations for the Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations. The working group reviewed the history of the institute and consulted with and/or requested information and materials from the associate vice president for finance, and the director of business operations for academic affairs. (Summaries of the meetings are included as Appendix A.)
III.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The working group considered the history of the institute, the position of director, and an advisory structure in the context of the research emphasis. An initial gift was given in February 2000 to support a race and ethnic relations institute; thus maintaining the entity called an institute will also maintain the original spirit of the gift. If there is an effort to align all of the University’s titles of centers and institutes, the institute will reconsider its name at that time. An interim director who will begin in January 2007 and serve until a director is appointed will allow for the institute to regain momentum before the new director takes over. While an advisory board composed of campus and community members will play a significant role in the institute, the director is the driving force.

During the course of its discussions, the working group reaffirmed the revitalization of the institute and its research mission. In terms of defining a niche for the institute, the discussion produced the ideas of education, attitudes of students regarding race, and institutional racism. It was suggested during the discussion that having too narrow a niche or only one niche would exclude people. The group decided that the revitalization of the institute is tied to its research mission. In order to accomplish the research mission’s goals, the group suggested the implementation and report of an annual survey of students’ attitudes regarding diversity. The survey would be ongoing and the institute would compare data across the years. In addition, the group also discussed having a Walker Institute Undergraduate Research/Creative Activity Awards Program. This program would promote research that is consistent with the causes and consequences of race and ethnic relations. Another key element in ensuring that the institute thrives is reinvigorating community partnerships. One means to achieve this is by having community members serve on the advisory board. The group concluded that the institute needs to get on solid ground while at the same time crafting goals to move itself forward.

A. In terms of the nature of the institute, the working group recommends that:


1. The entity continue to be designated an institute. At such time as there is a campuswide initiative to examine all centers and institutes for compliance with the University’s current definitions, the director, in consultation with the advisory board, will re-examine the question of designation. (The current University definitions of “center” and “institute” are included as Appendix B.)
2. The provost, in consultation with the working group, appoint an interim director to begin in January 2007 and to serve until a director is appointed. It is important for the institute to remain visible and contribute to the University and the larger community even at a diminished level of activity during this academic year.

3. The provost conduct a national search for a director. The search advisory committee should be broadly representative of faculty, staff, and students. Further, the group recommends that the director possess strong and purposeful leadership skills and have, or be able to establish, internal and external networks in order to garner support and funding for the work of the institute. The group also recommends that the director be a senior-level administrator with tenure. The director is expected to teach one course per year; however, he/she is not expected to teach during his/her first year of appointment.


4. The director have, or be eligible for, appointment with faculty rank. The academic nature of the institute requires an established scholar with administrative expertise.

5. The full-time office assistant return to the institute as soon as the interim director is named.

6. The (interim) director, in consultation with the advisory board, annually assess the institute’s effectiveness in achieving its goals and meeting its mission.

B. In terms of the reporting relationship of the institute, the working group recommends that:

1. In the absence of a senior-level administrative position being created to centralize, coordinate, and stimulate organizational change in regards to diversity and multiculturalism across the University community, the institute report to the provost. Reporting to the provost is recommended because the heart of the institute is academic—the discovery and dissemination of knowledge—and because the institute’s scope of research and instruction reaches across colleges. Further, if the provost should delegate the responsibility to a vice provost, the group recommends that the institute report to the vice provost for institutional effectiveness, given the external audiences associated with the office and the existing history of sponsored research administration in place.
2. There be an advisory board composed of campus and community members interested in the research, instructional, programmatic, and operational aspects of the institute, as well as community partnerships. The advisory board will have subcommittees, such as an academic committee and a community liaison committee. Members will serve on subcommittees according to their talents and interests. The full advisory board will meet at least once in the fall, spring, and summer, with special meetings scheduled if issues arise. The subcommittees will meet according to the needs of their work. An appropriate subcommittee of the advisory board will conduct the performance review of the director and the institute. This subcommittee may solicit input from advisory board members and others. Members of the initial advisory board will be appointed by the interim director in consultation with the working group. The director, in consultation with the advisory board, will make subsequent appointments. Members of the initial board will be appointed for either two- or three-year terms, with subsequent board members serving staggered three-year terms. 

3. The advisory board conduct an annual performance review of the director.

C. In terms of access to resources, the working group recommends that:

1. The vice president for development name a development officer to support fundraising.


2. The office of the vice president for research continue to assign a designated research and program officer to support grant seeking. 

3. The institute director be the sole authorized requester of the spendable money from the institute’s endowment. Use of earnings from the endowment must follow all University policies and procedures and stipulations of the endowment.


D. In terms of mission and goals, the working group recommends that:


1. The director begin by re-establishing a strong administrative, research, education, and service foundation within the academic community, and then expand to the broader community. (Short-term and long-term goals are included as Appendix C.)
E. In terms of research, the working group recommends that: 


1. The institute re-assert its focus on research that contextualizes the causes and consequences of race and ethnic relations. Specific emphasis may include such topics as the effect of institutional racism, and the effect of the Kalamazoo Promise on instruction.


2. The institute serve as a collaborative nucleus with other University departments and community groups.


3. As part of its research mission, the institute undertake an annual survey on 21st century student attitudes regarding racial and ethnic diversity, the results of which the advisory board will consider disseminating in conjunction with an annual national conference hosted by the institute. 


4. There be an annual competitive, merit-based program named the Walker Institute Undergraduate Research/Creative Activity Awards program that promotes research consistent with the causes and consequences of race and ethnic relations, and that the interim director, in consultation with the campus advisory board, create the request for proposals, define the review mechanism, conduct the first competition, and publicize the awards and resulting research.
5. There be an annual competitive, merit-based program named the Walker Institute Faculty Research/Creative Activity Awards program that promotes research consistent with the causes and consequences of race and ethnic relations, and that the interim director, in consultation with the campus advisory board, create the request for proposals, define the review mechanism, conduct the first competition, and publicize the awards and the resulting research.

F. In terms of education, the working group recommends that:


1. The interim director create specific resource materials at the institute for use by the campus community, including a listing of faculty publications/conference presentations and creative works aligned with the mission of the institute, a listing of course offerings that pertain to the mission of the institute, and a listing of faculty/staff resources regarding presentations, trainings, and seminars on topics related to the mission of the institute.


2. The annual Martin Luther King, Jr. celebration planning, implementation, and evaluation be assigned to the Lewis Walker Institute along with funding for the activity, thus returning the celebration to its scholarly roots. Responsibility for the planning would begin with the 2008 celebration.


G. In terms of service, the working group recommends that:

1. The interim director review existing community partnerships and begin a series of meetings with the community to reestablish a strong community network. Further, the working group recommends that the interim director create a database of the institute’s networks so the director has in place a resource for key people already identified.

IV.

CONCLUSION

The Lewis Walker Institute should continue as a separate and distinct unit. Its original mission continues to be of value to the University and broader community, and given the demographic changes that will transform the United States over the next decade, its value is heightened at this juncture. The institute, with the leadership of an established scholar-administrator and talented and future-oriented advisory groups, can well serve as the nexus of faculty and student research that enhances WMU’s reputation nationally across multiple disciplines. With an interim director in place, the institute can again reach out to a broad community with shared interests in race and ethnic relations.

Appendix A:
  
Summary Notes of WALKER INSTITUTE WORKING GROUP Meetings

Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations Working Group Meeting

Summary Note #1: September 29, 2006

Attending: Douglas Davidson (Sociology), Eileen Evans, chair (Institutional Effectiveness), Wendy Ford (College of Arts and Sciences),  Mitch Kachun (History), Ruthann Lapham (Institutional Effectiveness), Maureen Mickus (Occupational Therapy), Onaiwu Ogbomo (Africana Studies), Mark Orbe (School of Communication), Lewis Walker (Sociology), Martha Warfield (Division of Multicultural Affairs)  Absent: none

Evans called meeting to order at 9: 05a.m.

1. Evans began by welcoming the group and asked everyone to introduce themselves. Evans noted that the discussions by this group will help shape the Institute for the next few years. The people in this group have different roles at WMU, which will enrich conversation. 

2. Evans stated that the group needs to make specific goals for next two years and broader goals for the three years after that. These goals are important because they are setting the direction for the Institute. 

3. Walker presented an overview of the Institute. His talks with Dwayne Roberts saw a need for an institute of this sort on WMU’s campus. MSU became interested in similar institute. These two institutions were to become first two race institutes in state. In the beginning the Institute was supported partially by state funds. Earl Washington became the first part-time director. After that, Beverly Moore became the first full-time director, followed by William Santiago-Valles and Deborah Barnes. 

Evans asked the group to imagine institute as a world-class institute. What’s a typical day in this world-class institute? It was answered that the Institute would be bringing people together while being a beehive of activity, and there would be numerous seminars, conferences, workshops, and student presentations. The Institute would be bringing in money from outside sources. 

The group suggested that the new director should possess strong and purposeful leadership skills. The person should also have contacts on and off campus in order to bring in human and financial support. 

There was discussion about laying a strong foundation for the Institute first, then branching out to the larger global community. Getting support in the local and regional community first is a step toward becoming global.

Clarification was made about the initial funding received by the state and the Institute’s budget since then. Evans clarified that there was a $500,000 gift to the Institute. Orbe also clarified that the initial money in the Institute was for activities administered through the Institute, rather than in direct support of the Institute’s goals. As programs were redirected, the money went with the programs. 

Discussion then turned to finding a niche. Ideas for the niche included education, attitudes of students regarding race, and institutional racism. It was suggested that too narrow a niche or having only one niche would exclude people. It was also stated that the group should leave the niche open, so that the new director can help define it. 

Evans asked if the advisory board was effective in the past. The response was yes, and the direction of the Institute should not just be on one person. 

Evans summarized by saying that the Institute needs to get on solid ground and at the same time craft goals to move itself forward. 


4. Next Meeting: Monday, October 9, 9:00 A.M. to 10:30 A.M. in the SAIR in Henry Hall. The committee will begin to articulate goals. Before next meeting draft goals for the next two years and long term, and email them to Ruthann at: OIE-Student1@groupwise.wmich.edu
Evans adjourned the meeting at 10:32 A.m.

Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations Working Group Meeting

Summary Note #2: October 9, 2006
Attending: Douglas Davidson (Sociology), Eileen Evans, chair (Institutional Effectiveness), Wendy Ford (College of Arts and Sciences),  Mitch Kachun (History), Ruthann Lapham (Institutional Effectiveness), Mark Orbe (School of Communication), Lewis Walker (Sociology) Absent: Maureen Mickus (Occupational Therapy), Onaiwu Ogbomo (Africana Studies), Martha Warfield (Division of Multicultural Affairs) 

Evans called meeting to order at 9:07 AM
1. The group reviewed Summary Note #1 (9.29.06). Note was approved as written.

2.  The group discussed the possibility of creating, implementing, and reporting on an annual survey of students’ attitudes regarding diversity. The survey would be ongoing and the institute would compare data across the years. If there were to be an annual fall conference at the institute, the survey results could be either tied into, or released during, the conference. 

There was talk of creating incentives for faculty research with the institute. It was proposed to have something similar to the current $500 Undergraduate Research Awards to motivate faculty to involve students in research. Another incentive could be similar to the Faculty Fellows program which is a summer research project that provides funding to faculty for research.

The group proposed the idea of having two separate advisory boards to the institute. One would be a board with campus members that would be concerned with the internal aspects of the institute, and one would be a board of community members that would be concerned with external aspects of the institute, including connecting with the community and fundraising. The internal board would be concerned with more than just the policies of the Institution; it would be an involved and working board. However the director will still be the driving force of the Institution. 

The group discussed the campus’ Martin Luther King, Jr. celebration week. Consensus was that the academic focus of the celebration should be restored and that the institute be charged with planning and conducting the celebration, thus returning the celebration to its scholarly roots. 

It was summed up that the continuing theme of today’s meeting is that the revitalization of the institute is tied to its research. Community partnerships also need to be reinvigorated in order for the institute to thrive. This year’s goal is to make sure that the infrastructure is in place to support the institute. 


3. Next Meeting: October 23, 2006, 9am-10:30am in the SAIR Conference Room in Henry Hall. The committee will look at the make-up of the advisory boards, the position description of the director, as well as reviewing the second draft of the goals and objectives. There will be conversations about calling the establishment a center vs. an institute, and identifying an interim director for the institute. 

Evans adjourned the meeting at 10:31 A.M.

Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations Working Group Meeting

Summary Note #3: October 23, 2006
Attending: Douglas Davidson (Sociology), Eileen Evans, chair (Institutional Effectiveness), Mitch Kachun (History), Ruthann Lapham (Institutional Effectiveness), Maureen Mickus (Occupational Therapy), Onaiwu Ogbomo (Africana Studies), Mark Orbe (School of Communication), Lewis Walker (Sociology) Absent: Wendy Ford (College of Arts and Sciences), Martha Warfield (Division of Multicultural Affairs)

Evans called the meeting to order at: 9:10 AM

1. The group reviewed Summary Note #2 (10.09.06). Note was approved as written. 


2. The group discussed calling the entity a center versus an institute. The group recommended that the entity remain an institute since the gift was initially given to create race and ethnic relations institute; thus the name will keep the original spirit of the gift. If there is an effort to align all of the University’s titles of centers and institutes, the institute would reconsider its name at that time.


3. Dr. Orbe distributed a copy of a chart showing responses to a Student Climate Survey. 


The group decided to set realistic goals and objectives for the interim director to accomplish. These goals and objectives would cover all three aspects of the institute’s mission. 

In regard to the research mission, the group recommended that the interim director create and conduct the first competition for a program to be called the Walker Institute Undergraduate Research/Creative Activity Awards Program.

In regard to the education mission, the group recommended that the interim director create specific resource materials including a listing of faculty publications/conference presentations and creative works aligned with the mission of the institute, a listing of course offerings that pertain to the mission of the institute, and a listing of faculty/staff resources regarding presentations, trainings, and seminars on topics related to the mission of the institute.

In regard to the service mission, the group recommended that the interim director review existing community partnerships and begin a series of meetings with the community to reestablish a strong community network. Further the interim director would create a database on the institute’s networks so the new director has key people already identified when he/she is hired. 

4. The group recommended that the provost appoint an interim director as soon as possible. It was further recommended that when the interim director is named, the full-time office assistant return to the institute. 

The group also recommended that a national search take place for the director. 

The group spoke about accountability of the institute and decided that an organizational chart would show accountability. The staff, community liaison committee, and the development committee would report to the director. The community liaison committee would advise the director on local issues, and would act as a facilitator for groups that want to work with the institute. The development committee is a resource to the advisory board as the board considers various funding opportunities. The director would report to the advisory board, which would conduct the performance review of the director. The advisory board would report to the provost, who reports to the president, and the president ultimately reports to the board of trustees. 

The group discussed having a line from the director to an academic department in order to represent the director’s faculty appointment.

In the absence of a senior level administrative position created to centralize, coordinate, and stimulate organizational change in regards to diversity and multiculturism across the university community, the group recommended that the institute report to the provost because academics is the focus of the institute. Further, if the provost must delegate the task to a vice provost, the group recommends that the institute should report to the vice provost for institutional effectiveness because a part of institutional effectiveness is directed toward communicating with external audiences. 


The group discussed the terms of the endowment for the institute. The group recommended that the director be the sole authorized requester of the gift’s spendable funds. Further the group recommended that the institute draw upon these funds to support the Walker Institute Undergraduate Research/Creative Activity Awards Program. The group recommended that the interim director work with the advisory board to create the guidelines and rules for the undergraduate research awards. 

5. Next Meeting is November 13, 2006, 9am-10:30am in the SAIR Conference Room in Henry Hall.

Evans adjourned the meeting at: 10:35 AM

Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations Working Group Meeting

Summary Note #4: November 13, 2006
Attending: Douglas Davidson (Sociology), Eileen Evans, chair (Institutional Effectiveness), Mitch Kachun (History), Ruthann Lapham (Institutional Effectiveness), Maureen Mickus (Occupational Therapy), Onaiwu Ogbomo (Africana Studies), Mark Orbe (School of Communication), Lewis Walker (Sociology) Absent: Wendy Ford (College of Arts and Sciences), Martha Warfield (Division of Multicultural Affairs)

Evans called the meeting to order at: 9AM
1. The group reviewed Summary Note #3 (10.23.06). Note was approved as written.


2. The group reviewed the Walker Institute Working Group Report. Ford, who could not be at the meeting, sent her recommendations. The group decided not to include the suggestion regarding the location and space assignment of the institute, but to include Ford’s recommendations regarding consultation with the advisory board in the draft’s recommendation section A, numbers 1 and 6, as well as regarding the research officer, which became section C, number 2.  

The group discussed having one board as opposed to two, and recommended having one board with at least two subcommittees, such as an academic committee and a community liaison committee. The group also recommended that members serve on subcommittees according to their expertise and experience. In addition, the group decided that the full advisory board should meet once in the fall, spring, and summer; the subcommittees would meet according to the needs of their work. Further, the group decided that an appropriate subcommittee will conduct the performance review of the director and assess the effectiveness of the institute; this subcommittee is expected to solicit input from others. 

The group then discussed the teaching expectation of the director. The group expects that the director will be a senior-level administrator with tenure. Further, the group recommends that the director teach one course per year; however, he/she is not expected to teach during his/her first year of appointment.   

The group decided that the director, in consultation with the advisory board, will make subsequent advisory board appointments. In addition, the initial board will be formed by the interim director in consultation with the working group. The group recommended that the advisory board be in place this year. Further, it was recommended that members of the initial board be appointed for either two- or three-year terms, with subsequent board members serving staggered three-year terms. The group also decided that the provost, in consultation with working group, will appoint interim director. 

The group discussed funding for the institute’s annual survey on 21st century student attitudes

regarding racial and ethnic diversity. This is a new initiative and will require funding in supporting it.

Funding sources will be discussed if the provost accepts the group’s recommendations. 

3. The group’s next meeting will occur via email. After members of the group review the third draft of the final report, each person will email a response indicating approval/not approve. The third draft will be delivered to the group by November, 20. The final report will be submitted to the provost before Thanksgiving recess. 


4. On behalf of the working group, Evans will request a meeting with the provost, to provide an opportunity for the group to discuss its recommendations with her. 

Evans adjourned the meeting at: 10:28AM 
Appendix B:
  
Official wmu definitions of “center” and “institute” 

Official WMU Definitions of “Center” and “Institute”
Center: A unit formed for purposes of linkage and visibility, focused on a theme, issue, or set of skills. A center will frequently be interdisciplinary in nature. A center does not offer degree programs but may, on rare occasions, offer a course or courses.

Institute: A unit similar in nature to a center, as defined above, but which is degree-granting. Typically, an institute will be interdisciplinary. Course work for a degree offered through an institute may include some offered by the institute itself but will be primarily comprised of courses in various disciplines/departments already in existence.

http://www.wmich.edu/wmu/news/1998/9809/9899-044.html
http://www.wmich.edu/facultysenate/definitions.pdf
appendix C:
  
GOALS FOR THE LEWIS WALKER INSTITUE FOR THE STUDY OF RACE AND ETHNIC RELATIONS
Goals for the Lewis Walker Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnic Relations

2006-07

· Working group reviews mission statement, goals, vision for institute

· Working group creates recommendations for future of institute, including personnel/staff, funding, focus, etc.

· Working group creates recommendations for the composition of advisory board 

· Provost, in consultation with the working group, appoints an interim director

· Interim director reviews existing community partnerships and begins a series of meetings with the community to reestablish a strong community network

· Interim director establishes a network that involves academic scholars on campus: faculty, graduate and undergraduate students

· Interim director creates a database on institute’s networks so the new director has key people already identified when they are hired

· Interim director creates the following resource materials:

· Listing of faculty publications/conference presentations and creative works aligned with the mission of the institute (over time, noting those that were facilitated/supported through the institute)

· Listing of course offerings—undergraduate and graduate—that pertain to the mission of the institute

· Listing of faculty/staff resources regarding presentations, trainings, and seminars on topics related to the mission of the institute

· Interim director creates and conducts the Walker Institute Undergraduate Research/Creative Activity Awards program 

· Provost completes successful search for new director

· Interim director, in consultation with the working group, appoints initial advisory board

· Advisory board begins work


2007-08

· New director begins work in the fall

· New director establishes the budget, human resources, and leadership for the institute

· New director hires support staff, which includes graduate assistants and work-study students

· Director and advisory board establish research agenda

· Director and staff implement service initiatives

· Director and advisory board revisit the teaching and service mission of the institute

· Director and staff conduct informal survey of the community regarding attitudes about diversity

· Director begins the foundation for an Annual Survey on 21st Century Student Attitudes Regarding Racial and Ethnic Diversity
· New director announces Faculty Fellows program (selection of faculty members to participate in interdisciplinary research teams with additional release time/buy-out)

· Director and staff plan, implement, and evaluate the Martin Luther King, Jr. Celebration

· Director revisits research scholars associated with the institute and their previous initiatives

· Director and staff coordinate the institute’s research with ongoing initiatives, especially those activities involving the Kalamazoo Promise

· Director and staff initiate/implement a demonstration project and related research in collaboration with pertinent parties

· Director and staff plan and initiate pertinent conferences and meetings

· Faculty, agencies, and organizations submit research proposals for funding 

· Director and staff disseminate pertinent literature and information regarding research findings, demonstration projects, and other materials

· Director, staff, and advisory board evaluate performance of the institute and establish goals and objectives for the next year

2008-09

· Director and staff successfully complete the Annual Survey on 21st Century Student Attitudes Regarding Racial and Ethnic Diversity 
· First recipients of Faculty Fellows program engage in interdisciplinary projects

· First recipients of Walker Institute Undergraduate Awards engage in interdisciplinary projects

· Director and staff host and plan pertinent conferences and meetings

· Director and staff plan and implement ongoing projects that engage WMU and the community in research, education, and service

· Director and advisory board establish a research agenda that has global implications

· Director and advisory board establish global connections

· Director and advisory board solicit the participation of pertinent scholars both locally and internationally

· Director and staff plan, implement, and evaluate the institute’s 20th anniversary celebration

· Director and advisory board revisit the teaching and service mission of the institute

· Director, staff, and advisory board evaluate performance of the institute and establish goals and objectives for the next year

Next years:

· Director and staff widely disseminate Annual Survey each fall

· Director and staff continue the exploration of faculty/staff/student interests, research partnerships across community, and potential grant project

· Director and advisory board review, update, and revise the research agenda based on the performance of the last two years

· Director and advisory board revisit the teaching and service missions of the institute

· Director and staff plan pertinent conferences and meetings

· Director, staff, and advisory board evaluate performance of the institute and establish goals and objectives for the next year

� Ingle, G. (2005). Will your campus diversity initiative work? Academe, September-October, pp. 13-16.
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