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Minutes of the MLA Delegate Assembly

First Vice President Simon E. Gikandi presided. The assembly was called to order at

12:53 p.m. The chair made preliminary announcements about the conduct of the
meeting and called for a demonstration of the electronic voting system to be used during
the meeting and for an explanation of the light at the podium that would warn speakers
when their allotted time was about to expire. The chair also explained that, because the
meeting was open to all MLA members and to credentialed members of the press, speak-
ers should have no expectation of confidentiality. He added that tweeting was allowed but
that no photography or voice or video recording was permitted. The chair announced the
quorum for the meeting, which was 84 delegates, because 168 delegates had signed in for
the meeting at the beginning. [Note: Of the 298 delegates, 195 (65.4%) attended all or part
of the meeting (see the list that follows for the names of the delegates in attendance).]

1. On behalf of the Delegate Assembly Organizing Committee (DAOC), Cheryl Na-
rumi Naruse moved the adoption of the agenda that was previously distributed to del-
egates but with the following modification: item 9 (a), Emergency Resolutions, was to
be deleted, since no such resolutions had been submitted. The chair asked if there was
discussion of the agenda. Since there was none, the chair asked if there were objections
to adopting the agenda as modified. There were no objections, so the chair declared
the modified agenda adopted by unanimous consent.

Naruse then offered a motion on behalf of the DAOC that the rules presented to
the assembly be adopted, except for the second sentence in rule 6 of the appendix,
on individual speeches during the open discussion. This sentence was to be struck
because the DAOC’s plan for the open discussion did not include individual speeches.
This motion occasioned no discussion and no objections. The chair therefore declared
the modified rules adopted by unanimous consent.

Again on behalf of the DAOC, Naruse moved that the assembly approve the min-
utes of the January 2018 meeting as printed in the May 2018 issue of PMLA. The chair
asked if there were corrections. Since no corrections were offered, the chair declared
the minutes approved as published.

2. The assembly elected two of its members, Maria Chouza-Calo (Spanish, Central
Michigan Univ.) and Sima N. Godfrey (French, Univ. of British Columbia, Vancouver), to
the DAOC for three-year terms (from 7 Jan. 2019 through the close of the Jan. 2022 con-
vention). Voting from a slate of nominees selected by the current officers of the associa-
tion, the assembly elected Cheng-Chai Chiang (English, Univ. of California, Berkeley),
Jacques Lezra (Spanish, Univ. of California, Riverside), Jacqueline Loss (Spanish, Univ.
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of Connecticut, Storrs), and Ifeoma C. Kiddoe Nwankwo
(English, Vanderbilt Univ.) to the Nominating Committee
for two-year terms (2019-20). Voting from a slate of nomi-
nees selected by the DAOC, the assembly elected the fol-
lowing persons to the Elections Committee for two-year
terms (2019-20): Thomas Oliver Beebee (Penn State Univ.,
University Park), for region 3, Middle Atlantic; Rebecca L.
Walkowitz (Rutgers Univ., New Brunswick), for region 2,
New Jersey and New York; and Andrew Yale (Service Em-
ployees Intl. Union), for region 4, Great Lakes.

The assembly also elected César Aira; Tahar ben Jel-
loun; Samuel R. Delany, Jr.; Gish Jen; Elias Khoury; Clau-
dia Rankine; and J. K. Rowling to honorary fellowship in
the association.

Current Dues Schedule

PMLA

3. The assembly was asked to confirm the automatic
annual increase of 2.5% in the dues amount for every
membership category, rounded to the next dollar, that
the 2017 assembly had approved (see PMLA, vol. 132,
no. 3, May 2017, p. 762). The chair recognized Heather
Willis Allen of the DAOC, who presented the chart below,
showing the effect of the automatic increase on current
dues amounts. She explained that the dues increase was
needed to provide funding for new association projects
aimed at strengthening member services, including pro-
fessional development opportunities, and public out-
reach. She said that the increased dues amounts would
become effective in September 2019 if the assembly con-
firmed the automatic increase.

Dues Schedule
Subject to Confirmation

Dues Class Amount Dues Class Amount
B Employed Less Than Full-  $26 B Employed Less Than Full-  $27
Time Time
1 Up to $30,000 $52 1 Up to $30,000 $53
2 $30,000-$50,000 $82 2 $30,000-$50,000 $84
3 $50,000-$70,000 $123 3 $50,000-$70,000 $126
4 $70,000-$100,000 $164 4 $70,000-$100,000 $168
5$100,000-$140,000 $205 5$100,000-$140,000 $210
6 $140,000-$180,000 $257 6 $140,000-$180,000 $263
7 $180,000-$220,000 $308 7 $180,000-$220,000 $316
8 Over $220,000 $359 8 Over $220,000 $368
L Joint Secondary $52 L Joint Secondary $53
E Student $26 E Student $27

On behalf of the DAOC, Willis Allen moved that the
assembly confirm the scheduled dues increase. The chair
called for discussion of the motion; no one came forward.
The chair therefore asked the assembly to vote on the mo-
tion, which was approved by a vote of 139 yes and 27 no.

4. The assembly received a recommendation from
the DAOC for a change in the fee for paid life membership
that was in keeping with recent changes in the association’s
dues structure pertaining to both granted and paid life
membership. Though the threshold for the unconditional
granting of life membership had been changed from forty
years of membership to fifty and the constitution had been
amended to allow the assembly to align the provision for
paid life membership with this new threshold for granted
life membership, the assembly had never been asked to
change the fee structure for paid life membership to
specify a one-fifth reduction in the fee for each completed
decade of membership instead of a one-fourth reduction.
The one-fifth reduction was needed to align with the new
fifty-year threshold for the granting of life membership.
The chair recognized Maryse Jayasuriya, who presented the
recommendation to the assembly and proposed a motion

that the assembly approve it. The motion occasioned no
discussion, so the chair asked the assembly to vote on it.
The vote to approve the motion was 147 yes and 17 no. The
chair announced that the change in the fee would become
effective when the Executive Council confirmed the change,
presumably at the council’s February 2019 meeting.

5. The chair called on Cheryl Naruse to present the
DAOC’s annual report. Naruse commented briefly on the
DAOC’s October meeting. Since no motions or resolutions
had been submitted by the 1 October deadline, the com-
mittee’s work focused on the report from the Ad Hoc
Committee on Advocacy Policies and Procedures (see next
item) and the topic of the open discussion. Naruse said
that the DAOC endorsed the ad hoc committee’s recom-
mendations on resolutions and emergency motions and
that she would have more to say about the open discus-
sion topic, Power Differentials in Graduate Education,
when the assembly arrived at that point in its agenda (see
item 10, below). The chair asked if there were questions or
comments on the report; no one came forward.

6. The assembly received a revised report from the
Ad Hoc Committee on Advocacy Policies and Procedures
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that took account of the 2018 assembly’s discussion of
the ad hoc committee’s initial report (see PMLA, vol. 133,
no. 3, May 2018, pp. 762—64). The chair recognized Samer
Mahdy Ali, a member of the ad hoc committee and of
the assembly, to present the report. Ali highlighted the
major change in the resolution process that the ad hoc
committee continued to recommend: moving the coun-
cil’s fiduciary review of resolutions from the end of the
process to the beginning, in the interest of streamlining
the process and increasing membership participation.
The ad hoc committee also maintained its recommenda-
tions on changing the submission deadline for resolutions
and motions from 1 October to 1 September, on increas-
ing the word limit on resolutions from one hundred to
two hundred words, and on disallowing amendments to
resolutions on the floor of the Delegate Assembly and
continued to recommend increased attention to the
many other forms of advocacy and collective action that
MLA members can engage in throughout the year. The ad
hoc committee changed several recommendations in re-
sponse to the discussions held during the 2018 assembly
meeting: the membership vote on resolutions would not
be used to determine which resolutions the Delegate As-
sembly would consider but would be used, as it is now,
for the purpose of ratifying the assembly’s approval of
resolutions and would be conducted as soon as possible
after the assembly meeting; supporting signatures would
be collected in two stages, ten signatures by 1 Septem-
ber and one hundred by 1 October, instead of requiring
all one hundred signatures by 1 September, and signers
would be assured that their names would not become
public; and a new category of emergency motions would
replace emergency resolutions, thereby allowing the as-
sembly to address matters that arise after 1 September.
Ali noted that the ad hoc committee’s recommendations
corresponded to constitutional amendments presented in
the report from the Committee on Amendments to the
Constitution (see next item), except for the recommen-
dation on emergency motions. If the assembly’s discus-
sion of the ad hoc committee’s report showed that the
assembly wished to implement the recommendation on
emergency motions, Ali said that the DAOC would ask the
assembly to initiate the necessary constitutional amend-
ment after action was taken on the amendments that the
Committee on Amendments to the Constitution had al-
ready prepared for the assembly’s consideration.

The chair thanked Ali for his presentation and called
for discussion of the ad hoc committee’s report, which
was limited to thirty minutes. A speaker said there were
two problems with the revised report. First, the ad hoc
committee’s recommendations did not correct the fun-
damental inequity created by the requirement that sup-
porting materials for a resolution be submitted only by
the resolution’s proposers, an inequity that can be exacer-
bated when a resolution addresses a political issue about
which MLA members may not be well informed. Second,
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there was no basis for the ad hoc committee’s confidence
in the ability of the members of the Executive Council
and the DAOC to make an objective judgment about a
resolution’s being in the best interest of the association,
especially if any of those members had a hidden political
agenda. Since there was no further discussion, the chair
asked delegates to turn to the next agenda item.

7. The assembly received a report from the Commit-
tee on Amendments to the Constitution that consisted
of the three amendments to the constitution published
on the MLA Web site in early October 2018. The amend-
ments were initiated by the Executive Council (see PMLA,
vol. 134, no. 1, Jan. 2019, p. 206). The first amendment
originated in the council. The second and third amend-
ments were based on recommendations for changes to
the association’s resolution process from the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on Advocacy Policies and Procedures. The chair
recognized Michelle Brazier of the DAOC to present the
report. She said that the amendments would be discussed
and voted on separately and would, if approved by the
assembly, be submitted to the membership in 2019 for
ratification. She added that the amendments would be
considered in an order that was different from the order
used for the committee’s report on the Web site to ensure
that the constitution would still make sense if the assem-
bly adopted some but not all the amendments.

On behalf of the Committee on Amendments to the
Constitution, Brazier moved that the assembly adopt the
first amendment presented in the committee’s report,
which clarified the scope of and distinction between
resolutions and motions; added a provision that motions,
like resolutions, may not contain “erroneous, tortious, or
possibly libelous statements”; and added provisions stat-
ing that resolutions and motions do not place limits on
the conduct of members acting as individuals. This mul-
tipart amendment to article 9, Delegate Assembly—Re-
sponsibilities, read as follows (language subject to change
struck, and new language shown in boldface):

C. The responsibilities of the Delegate Assembly shall
be as follows:

10. In accordance with article 11.C, to formulate and
submit to the membership for ratification resolutions
on matters of public and institutional policy affect-
ing the study and teaching of the humanities and the
status of the language and literature professions rep-
resented by the association. Such matters may include
proposed or enacted legislation, regulations, or other
governmental and institutional policies, conditions of
employment and publication;-et; additional matters
that affect the association, its members in their profes-
sional capacities, or the dignity of members’ work; or
issues of shared concern to the members. It is under-
stood that resolutions are not intended to limit the
conduct of MLA members acting in their individual
capacities but are statements that reflect the views
of the organization, as voted on by the membership.



682

Minutes of the MLA Delegate Assembly

11. To receive and act on motions. ©nty Motions may
be are used to eal-for recommend action by the Ex-
ecutive Council. Such action may include, but not be
limited to, the establishment of committees, the for-
mulation of policies, or the undertaking of activities
that require the expenditure of association funds. No
motion may contain erroneous, tortious, or possibly
libelous statements. It is understood that motions
are not intended to limit the conduct of MLA mem-
bers acting in their individual capacities.

The chair opened the floor for discussion of the amend-
ment. A delegate repeated a question from the previous
day’s open hearing about the proposed addition of the
phrase “or issues of shared concern to the members” at the
end of the second sentence in article 9.C.10—Did the pro-
visions of the first sentence in the article govern the “issues
of shared concern,” or could a resolution address any issue
of shared concern?—and shared the answer given—that a
resolution could address any issue of shared concern—so
that delegates would understand what they were being
asked to vote on. Since there was no further discussion,
the chair asked the assembly to vote on the amendment.
The assembly approved it by a vote of 132 yes and 25 no.
Again on behalf of the Committee on Amendments
to the Constitution, Brazier moved that the assembly
adopt the amendments to article 11.C, subsections 3
and 6, which were presented as part of the third amend-
ment in the committee’s report. The effect of these
amendments would be to change the word limit on
resolutions from one hundred to two hundred words; to
change the submission deadline from 1 October to 1 Sep-
tember; to increase the required number of supporting
signatures from ten to one hundred, to be collected in two
steps; to eliminate emergency resolutions; and to prohibit
amendments to resolutions on the floor of the assembly.
The amendments read as follows (language subject to
change struck, and new language shown in boldface):

11.C. Organizing Committee

3. The committee shall receive resolutions submitted
by the members of the association under the following
conditions:

a. No resolution may exceed ene two hundred
words.

b. All resolutions shall be accompanied by material
that provides evidence in support of the resolutions’
claims.

c. Resolutions submitted to the chair of the commit-
tee by 1 October September shall bear the signatures
of at least ten members. Resolutions must garner the
signatures of one hundred members by 1 October
to be considered by the committee and the Execu-
tive Council.
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6. The Delegate Assembly may not propose new resolu-
tions from the floor or amend resolutions on the floor.

The chair opened the floor for discussion of these amend-
ments. Since there was no discussion, the chair asked the
assembly to vote on the amendments. The assembly ap-
proved them by a vote of 127 yes and 30 no.

Finally, on behalf of the Committee on Amendments
to the Constitution, Brazier moved that the assembly
adopt the amendments to article 7.B.3, presented in the
committee’s report as the second amendment, along with
the amendment to article 11.C.7, which was presented in
the report as part of the third amendment. The effect of
these amendments would be to shift the Executive Coun-
cil’s review of resolutions from the end of the resolution
process to the beginning and allow resolutions approved
by the assembly to be forwarded directly to the member-
ship for ratification. These amendments read as follows
(language subject to change struck, and new language
shown in boldface):

7.B. The responsibilities of the Executive Council shall
be as follows:

3. To conduct a review of the constitutional, legal, and
fiduciary issues posed by the language of each resolu-
tion approved-by the Delegate-Assembly properly sub-
mitted in accordance with article 11.C.3. The After
consulting with the Delegate Assembly Organizing
Committee and the proposer of the resolution, the
council will then--atimely-manner; either forward
to-the-membership the resolution as-approved-orwith
nonstibstantive-modifications to the Delegate Assem-
bly or determine that it is unable to forward the resolu-
tion to the membership Delegate Assembly for one or
more of the following reasons:

a. The resolution impedes the council’s ability to
carry out its fiduciary responsibilities.

b. The resolution contains erroneous, tortious, or
possibly libelous statements.

c. The resolution, by itself or taken with other reso-
lutions, poses a threat to the association’s continuing
operation as a tax-exempt organization.

d. The resolution is not consistent with the provi-
sions of articles 2, and 9.C.10, and 9.C.11.

If the council is unable to forward a resolution to the
membership Delegate Assembly, it will, at the next
meeting of the Delegate Assembly, present the reasons
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for its action. The Delegate Assembly may then consider
reformulating the resolution.

11.C.7. A majority vote of the assembly shall be re-
quired for approval of a resolution. Each resolution so
approved must-bereviewed-by-the-Executive-Cotineil:
with-then-—i imel . ‘
. ki

. . it inei
. ; hiti .
will be forwarded to the membership. All resolu-
tions forwarded to the membership must be ratified by
a majority vote in which the number of those voting
for ratification equals at least ten percent of the asso-
ciation’s membership. When-forwarding-aresotution
to-the-membership,the-cotmeit The committee shall
establish all relevant dates for the ratification process,
including those for the distribution and return of bal-
lots and for the determination of voting eligibility.

The chair opened the floor for discussion of the amend-
ments; no one came forward. The assembly therefore pro-
ceeded to a vote on the amendments and approved them
by a vote of 145 yes and 15 no. The chair noted that, in ac-
cordance with the procedure outlined in the constitution,
all the amendments approved by the assembly would be
forwarded to the Executive Council for fiduciary review.
8. As had been announced during the presentation
of the report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Advocacy
Policies and Procedures (see item 6, above), and follow-
ing the provisions of article 13.A of the MLA constitution,
the DAOC asked the assembly to initiate an amendment
to allow for emergency motions. On behalf of the DAOC,
Michelle Brazier moved that the assembly instruct the
Committee on Amendments to the Constitution to for-
mulate and bring before the 2020 Delegate Assembly an
amendment to the MLA constitution that provides for
emergency motions. The chair called for discussion of
the motion. A speaker asked for clarification of the status
of emergency resolutions. Brazier said that emergency
resolutions had been eliminated and that the proposed
category of emergency motions would allow members to
submit proposals after the 1 September deadline. Another
speaker argued against the motion because it blurred the
distinction between resolutions, which are statements of
sentiment, and motions, which are requests for action on
the part of the Executive Council. Since there was no fur-
ther discussion, the chair asked the assembly to vote on
the motion. The assembly approved it by a vote of 106 yes
and 57 no. The chair announced that the Committee on
Amendments to the Constitution would be so instructed.
9. The assembly received the report of the execu-
tive director, the Finance Committee report, and annual
reports from the following association committees: PMLA
Editorial Board, Publications Committee, Committee on
Scholarly Editions, Advisory Committee on the MLA Inter-
national Bibliography, Committee on Honors and Awards,
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Committee on Academic Freedom and Professional Rights
and Responsibilities, Committee on the Status of Women
in the Profession, Committee on Information Technology,
Committee on Disability Issues in the Profession, Commit-
tee on Community Colleges, Committee on Contingent La-
bor in the Profession, and Committee on K16 Alliances.
The chair recognized Paula Krebs to present the executive
director’s report and the Finance Committee report. Krebs
reviewed a number of items covered in the executive di-
rector’s report: the debut of the full-text version of the
MLA International Bibliography; the expansion of the con-
sultancy services that the association offers to college and
university departments in our fields; the new research
grant and course-development grant programs that are
funded through the Paving the Way campaign; and two
areas of concern—a decline in book sales and a decline
in convention attendance—that are being addressed.
Krebs also announced the recent grant award of $1 mil-
lion from The Mellon Foundation for the establishment of
regional summer institutes focused on the integration of
reading and writing instruction in developmental writing
and first-year composition courses at community colleges
and other access-oriented institutions. In closing, she
noted that the full report would be published in the May
2019 issue of PMLA. The chair invited questions about and
comments on the reports; no one came forward.

The chair then recognized Leah Richards of the
DAOC and the Executive Council to present the reports
from the association’s committees. She encouraged del-
egates to read the reports and to send any questions to
the MLA office. She also thanked committee members
for their work throughout the year. Since there were no
comments on or questions about the reports, the chair
proceeded to the next item of assembly business.

10. The assembly held an open discussion of the fol-
lowing topic: Power Differentials in Graduate Education.
The chair asked Second Vice President Judith Butler to
preside over the open discussion. After taking the chair,
Butler recognized Cheryl Naruse and Michelle Brazier of
the DAOC for an introduction to the topic. Naruse said
that the DAOC began with the broad topic of power dif-
ferentials in academia but narrowed the focus to gradu-
ate education to situate the discussion in an area that
affects all MLA members at multiple points in their ca-
reers. Recognizing the sensitivity of the topic, especially
for colleagues in more vulnerable positions, and the fact
that the assembly floor was not the best place for people
to share their personal experiences with power differ-
entials, the DAOC developed an anonymous survey that
would protect privacy, give voice to the membership, and
provide a basis for the open discussion. Brazier provided
additional background information about the survey and
thanked all those who responded. She noted that the
survey and the open discussion were only the first steps
in a longer inquiry by the MLA into graduate education
that the DAOC hoped would lead to the formulation by
the MLA of guidelines for the profession. Brazier also
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explained that the DAOC’s interest in pursuing a conver-
sation about power differentials in graduate education
led the committee to devise a new format for the open
discussion involving breakout groups that would enable
more interaction among all those in attendance.

Naruse then called on three DAOC members, Maryse
Jayasuriya, Angelika Bammer, and Svetlana Tyutina, to
present a PowerPoint summary of the survey responses
detailing what respondents said would be most useful to
them (e.g., transparency in terms of requirements, expec
tations, and processes; professional workshops for gradu-
ate students on publishing, modes of scholarship, and the
job market; inclusion of graduate students in departmen-
tal governance; focused attention on alternative careers;
serious preparations for teaching assignments; clear and
enforceable rules against various forms of harassment
and discrimination), what respondents said were the main
problems in graduate education (e.g., arbitrary exercise of
power by dissertation directors; lack of clarity about pro-
gram requirements and rules and expectations for gradu-
ate students; inadequate preparation for teaching; lack of
professional development workshops; exclusive focus on
training for jobs in research institutions), and the main
contexts where power differentials manifest themselves
in graduate education (e.g., program requirements, teach-
ing assignments and experiences, dissertation commit-
tees, preparation for the job market). Tyutina concluded
this portion of the introduction to the open discussion by
thanking the assembly members—eEileen Abrahams, An-
astassiya Andrianova, Thomas Beebee, Jennifer Buckley,
Monica Miller, Maria O’Malley, Sushil Oswal, Amanda Rec-
tor, Susanne Rinner, and Akiko Tsushiya—who had helped
the DAOC process and synthesize the survey responses.

Naruse and Brazier concluded their introduction
by asking delegates and observers to gather in groups
of five to eight to address three questions over the hour
of the open discussion. Twenty minutes was allotted for
the small groups to address the first question: What con-
cerns are you bringing to this conversation about power
differentials in graduate education? During the next ten
minutes of the discussion period, the small groups were
asked to write down one or two sentences in response
to the second question: What does your group see as the
most pressing concern about power differentials in gradu-
ate education? After ten minutes, these responses were
collected and read aloud by Jayasuriya and Leah Richards
of the DAOC. Many of the groups identified the dismal
prospects for the type of job that is still most valued as
the source of the most pressing concern. This concern tied
in with others: how to prepare graduate students for a va-
riety of jobs, the need for appropriate mentoring, the lack
of support structures that go beyond the student-adviser
model. Several groups focused on faculty members who
are disconnected from the realities that graduate students
face and who themselves need to learn how to guide and
provide support for their students. Also mentioned were
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faculty members who use their power to further their
own interests and maintain a paternalistic system that
ignores the needs of graduate students. Another area of
concern that a number of breakout groups identified was
the lack of transparency or clarity about expectations and
procedures in many areas, including mentoring and ad-
vising, professional development, setting boundaries in
the adviser-advisee relationship to avoid exploitation or
abuse, and building structures to ensure accountability.

The small groups were then asked to reconvene for
the final ten minutes of the open discussion period to
address the third question, on next steps: What can or
should the MLA do to respond to your concerns? Written
responses were once again collected but were not read
aloud at the meeting. In their responses, which were
compiled after the meeting, the small groups identified
a number of possible next steps, including the creation,
perhaps by an ad hoc committee, of guidelines or a best-
practices document covering relevant issues (e.g., advis-
ing, mentoring, teaching opportunities, preparation for
the job market and a variety of types of employment,
professional development). The MLA was encouraged
to find as many ways as possible—including webinars,
convention workshops, and model courses or prosemi-
nars—to share information about such topics as career
options, résumé building, publishing, and mentoring. It
was also suggested that the MLA develop a tool kit for di-
rectors of graduate study to assess and remedy problems
in their departments and arrange a broader career fair
for a range of academic jobs as well as nonacademic jobs.

Naruse thanked everyone for their participation and
said that the compiled responses to the second and third
questions would be shared with the assembly and the Ex-
ecutive Council, which would decide how to pursue the
issues identified during the discussion.

The open discussion came to a close after fifty-eight
minutes, at which point First Vice President Simon E. Gi-
kandi returned to the chair.

11. The chair called for the announcement of other
items of new business, noting that new proposals could be
discussed but could not be voted on until the next assem-
bly meeting. Paula Krebs responded to a question about
difficulties that the exclusive contract with a single MLA
Bibliography vendor creates for student access to the da-
tabase. The chair once again called for the announcement
of additional items of new business; no one came forward.

12. The chair called for announcements. No one
came forward.

13. The chair declared the 2019 meeting of the Del-
egate Assembly adjourned sine die at 3:28 p.m.

Delegates in attendance:

Forum Delegates: Andrea Adolph, Samer Mahdy
Ali, Michael Allan, Nadia R. Altschul, Amy Anderson, Eric
Aronoff, Lilla Balint, Danny Barreto, Thomas Oliver Bee-
bee, Wendy Laura Belcher, Valerie Billing, Natalia Brizuela,
Lia Brozgal, Johannes Burgers, Vance LaVarr Byrd, Joseph
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Campana, Basak Candar, Heekyoung Cho, Lauren Coats,
Samuel Cohen, Michelle Commander, Eleni Eva Coundou-
riotis, Adrienne Damiani Merritt, Carol DeBoer-Langworthy,
JoEllen DeLucia, Matthew V. Desing, Nicole Guenther Dis-
cenza, Mark Andrew Eaton, Hoda El Shakry, Ruth Evans,
Douglas Eyman, Jonathan Farina, Stephanie A. Fetta, Derek
Furr, Grant Glass, Dara E. Goldman, Carolina Gonzalez,
Philip Gould, Yogita Goyal, Alan J. Gravano, Jie Guo, Taryn
Hakala, Christopher Laing Hill, Patrick Colm Hogan, How-
ard Horwitz, Lynn ltagaki, Jacob Jewusiak, Claire Taylor
Jones, Rajender Kaur, Lee Konstantinou, Carmen Lamas,
Devoney Looser, Christopher M. Lupke, Laurence Mall, Colin
Martin, Katherine S. Maynard, Melanie Micir, Monica Miller,
Gerry Milligan, Alessandra Montalbano, N. Michelle Murray,
Jane Mushabac, Supriya M. Nair, Yi-Ping Ong, Oana Panaite,
Nancy J. Peterson, Christine M. Probes, Susanne Rinner,
Richard T. Rodriguez, Maurice A. Samuels, Kathryn Vomero
Santos, Russell Shriglia, Liana Silva, Ada Smailbegovic, Al-
exandra Socarides, Jennifer Stoever, Jonathan Stone, An-
drea W. Tarnowski, Christa Teston, Akiko Tsuchiya, Felipe
Valencia, Silvia Valisa, Aurelie Vialette, Elizabeth Kowaleski
Wallace, Tana Jean Welch, Courtney Wells, Sarah G. Wenzel,
Adrienne Williams Boyarin, Elizabeth R. Wright, Duncan
McEachern Yoon, Zahi A. Zalloua, Susan Zieger.
Professional-Issues Delegates: Eileen Abrahams,
Kadji Amin, Susan Z. Andrade, Anastassiya Andrianova,
GerShun Avilez, Jennifer Buckley, Arthur Calvano, Chan-
drima Chakraborty, Clarissa Clo, Erin Cowling, Brian
Croxall, lvonne del Valle, Hsiu-Chuang Deppman, Angeles
Donoso Macaya, Julie Passanante Elman, Danielle Evans,
John Paul Fisher, Kimberly Johnson, Elizabeth Johnston,
Anna M. Klobucka, David R. Leight, Anne Garland Mahler,
Maria del Pilar Melgarejo, Adwoa Opoku-Agyemang, Su-
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shil K. Oswal, Cristina Perez Jimenez, Teresa Marie Purvis,
Robert Samuels, Jerome Singerman, Barbara Spackman,
Elena Valdez, Amanda L. Watson.

Regional Delegates: Jennifer Andrews, Sharada
Balachandran Orihuela, Laura J. Beard, Nicola Behrmann,
Russell A. Berman, N. Carolina Bloem, Maggie Broner,
Lena Burgos-Lafuente, Jonathan David Burgoyne, Nicole
Burgoyne, Stephen Matthew Buttes, Donna M. Campbell,
Christine M. Cano, Sarah Carpenter, Richard Scott Carr,
Robert Lawrence Caserio, Hilda Chacon, Maria Chouza-
Calo, Necia N. Chronister, Michael C. Cohen, Susan Cook,
Melinda Cro, Elena Cueto, Lauren Dembowitz, Kit Dob-
son, Jeanne Gillespie, Sima N. Godfrey, Carole Kennedy
Harris, Todd Herzog, Felipe Hugueno, Sharon P. Johnson,
Kasongo Kapanga, Christopher J. Lukasik, Charles Waite
Mahoney, Kathryn Mara, David Martinez, Sara Mattavelli,
Seth Michelson, Leila Neti, Brooke Opel, Haley L. Osborn,
Rosa Perelmuter, Mary L. Poteau-Tralie, Rachel Price, Nas-
rin Qader, Amanda K. Rector, Jennifer Rhee, Gregory E.
Rutledge, Enrique Salas-Durazo, Erica Saldivar Garcia,
Beth Seltzer, Shuang Shen, Sarah J. Townsend, Jiwei Xiao,
Priscilla Solis Ybarra, Brian Yothers.

Delegate Representing a Regional MLA: John David
Schwetman.

Officers and Members of the Executive Council: Ange-
lika Bammer, Judith Butler, Anne Ruggles Gere, Simon E.
Gikandi, Elizabeth Mathews Losh, David Tse-chien Pan,
Leah Richards, Evie Shockley, Vicky Unruh.

Members of the Delegate Assembly Organizing Com-
mittee: Michelle . Brazier, Maryse Jayasuriya, Cheryl Na-
rumi Naruse, Svetlana Tyutina, Heather Willis Allen.

Parliamentarian: Daniel E. Seabold.

Clerk: Paula M. Krebs.



