
Senate resolution, October 11, 2007 
 
 
 
 
"The Faculty Senate shall hold a part of a regular meeting to discuss 
criteria used by the Hoover Institution for its various types of 
appointments.  At that meeting we will ask John Raisian to answer 
questions about the criteria used for Hoover appointments in general and 
the specific criteria used in the appointment of Donald Rumsfeld to a 
"Distinguished Visit ing Fellowship"" 
 



Background: excerpt: Senate Minutes 3/6/03 SenD#6025 
 
Report from the Hoover Institution, John Raisian, Director 
Professor Greely introduced this one. “This has been on my preliminary agenda for the 
Senate since the summer when I was first thinking about the Senate’s agenda for this 
year. It has been many years since the director of Hoover has reported to the Senate. I 
confess that although I have been here for many years, I have never completely 
understood the relationship of Hoover to the University. What does actually happen over 
there in the tall tower and the little buildings next to it.?” 
 
Director Raisian apologized for keeping everyone inside when the weather was so 
beautiful, but recognized that “Indeed, it has been about 13 years since I appeared before 
the Senate. When I last was here, times were much more turbulent. My predecessor, 
Glenn Campbell, did not have a particularly pleasant relationship with the Stanford 
community, and so I was delighted to come to make a pledge that I felt Hoover could be 
an asset to this University, and I embarked upon improving this relationship. I feel very 
strongly that we have enhanced our relationships within the Stanford community.” 
Raisian recalled that during his first report he wore a French World War I army helmet 
and that he brought it along with him today, just in case he might need it. 
 
He continued, “First off, I want to stress that we are not some independent agency that is 
renting buildings on your campus. The Hoover Institution is part of Stanford University. 
The director of the Hoover Institution reports to the president of Stanford University. He 
is my supervisor.” 
 
After making a delicious Freudian slip by saying, “Herbert Hoover founded the 
University…sorry…” he got back on track. “Herbert Hoover founded the Hoover 
Institution in 1919. Hoover was in Stanford's first graduating class and was an important 
figure for Stanford University throughout his time on this earth. During the time after 
World War I he had been charged with developing and implementing relief efforts, and in 
that role he gathered quite a lot of ephemera related to World War I. His vision was that 
the study of this documentation that he was gathering while distributing war relief 
material could serve to promote peace in future times. He began shipping materials back 
to Stanford University. The Hoover War Library was founded and in 1919 became 
known as the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace. 
 
“In the late 1940s, as the result of the wealth of materials that were being gathered in the 
library, the institution began appointing Fellows to study some of the records that were 
here and, more broadly, to think about international issues in the world. In the early 
1970s, a domestic studies program was formed so that we are about evenly balanced 
between domestic studies and international studies in our research environment. 
 
“We have a mission statement. The mission statement is driven by the words of Herbert 
Hoover in 1959. In a statement that he made to the Stanford Board of Trustees (the 
Chairman of the Board at that time was David Packard). Hoover said, 
 



The overall mission of this Institute is, 
from its records to recall the voice 

of experience against the making of war. 
 
“That statement has served as a mission statement for some years now. Our goals are to 
emphasize the principles of individual, economic, and political freedom, private 
enterprise, and representative government. By collecting knowledge, generating ideas, 
and disseminating both, the Institution seeks to secure and safeguard peace, improve the 
human condition, and limit government intrusion into the lives of individuals. 
 
“We want to collect the requisite sources of knowledge pertaining to economic, political, 
and social changes in societies at home and abroad, as well as to understand their causes 
and consequences. We analyze the effects of government actions relating to public 
policy. We generate, publish, and disseminate ideas that encourage positive policy 
formation, using reasoned arguments and intellectual rigor, converting conceptual 
insights into practical initiatives judged to be beneficial to society. One of our goals is to 
convey to the public, the media, lawmakers, and others an understanding of important 
public policy issues and to promote a vigorous dialogue about them. 
 
“In the library and archives there is a vast wealth of information available to the Stanford 
community. We have about 60 million documents in the archives, including one million 
published volumes that sit on 25 miles of shelving. And right now, our current 
library/archive budget is just over $5 million, of which general funds from the University 
contribute just over a million dollars.” 
 
Raisian pointed out that more than 30 percent of the use of the library and archives is 
from Stanford faculty, students and staff. Other registered users come from 41 states and 
39 foreign countries. Continuing, Director Raisian described the research activities. 
“We're interested in politics and economics and the interaction of the two, or political 
economy. We study American institutions and economic performance, which is 
essentially political economy in the domestic setting. We also focus on democracy in free 
markets, or political economy abroad. Finally, international rivalries and global 
cooperation is an area of interest, and this relates to the study of politics and economics 
internationally. The associated or initiatives underneath this tautological structure, 
include American public education, property rights, the rule of law and economic 
performance, historical documentation on the end of communism, the National Security 
Forum, the study of transition to democratic capitalism, accountability of government to 
society, capital formation, tax policy, and economic growth, and, finally, a restatement of 
international rivalries and global cooperation. 
 
“The Hoover Institute is very proud of the increase in numbers of joint appointments of 
Hoover Fellows in University departments (rising from seven in 1991 to twenty in 2003) 
and that the number of Fellows in University departments has risen from five to thirteen 
during the same interval. 
 



“Our senior fellows at the Hoover Institution, in my view, are top -- are at the very top of 
their fields, academically.” Director Raisian reviewed an impressive list of Nobel 
laureates and major association members that are Fellows. 
 
Recruitment processes at the Hoover Institution 
“I'm often asked,” he stated, “what is the appointment process at the Hoover Institution? 
In good humor, I would say we just roll the dice and hope for the best, but that is in jest. 
Our appointment procedures actually mimic that of any department within the University. 
We have two tracks for appointments. One is “targets of opportunity,” the other is 
recruitment in a particular field or specialty. I tend to be a best-of-athlete type of person 
in terms of recruitment. Because we do not have a teaching function, per se, we can 
recruit on a target of opportunity basis. 
 
“In preparing to cast our recruitment nets, I have a discussion with the full body of Senior 
Fellows. We discuss whether or not to launch an ad hoc search committee to evaluate the 
credentials of candidates. We interview the candidates, and then the ad hoc committee 
gives me a report. The Fellows and I review the report and decide whether or not to 
proceed forward. If the preferences of the Fellows is positive, I make a final decision and 
deliver the recommendation to the President of the University, who delegates further 
review to the Provost. The Provost asks the opinions of some members of the Advisory 
Board as well as of other members of the professoriate whose field may be in the area of 
study that our candidate is in. I'm happy to say that the President has always approved 
Senior Fellow appointments. We have not been rejected. 
 
To facilitate the integration of Hoover with the University, we have a National Fellows 
program for non-tenured faculty to spend one year with us in the Institution. Of the 
twelve that we take each year, two to six have been Stanford faculty, and one to three 
others have been Stanford graduates. Fifty-one Hoover fellows participated in the 
teaching function of the University during fiscal 2001. Relative to ten years ago, this is a 
marked increase in activity. 
 
“Finally, Hoover also employs about 100 students a year, ranging from staff help up to 
graduate research assistants, who receive full tuition benefits. We are very, very proud to 
be part of Stanford. We're competitive and want to be productive on behalf of the family 
at Stanford University.” 
 
Questions and answers for Director Raisian 
Professor Satz began the question period. “You don't need to get out your helmet yet! 
But I wanted to push you a little bit more on your statement that the hiring procedures 
mimic departmental procedures. Let me frame the question in the context of the 
Philosophy department in which I run an ethics program. We do not demand that a 
faculty candidate be a Rationalist as opposed to a Purist, or to have a Kantian base as 
opposed to being a Consequentialist. In our ethics program, we have libertarians, 
egalitarians, and people who believe in natural rights. There's no restriction on the scope. 
 



“I noted a few things about the list of names that you mentioned. One of which was there 
were no radical egalitarian names on the list. There were also no women. If you say you 
are really mimicking University procedures in vetting recruitments, can you really be 
mimicking departments if positions are not open to everybody across the political 
spectrum?” 
 
Director Raisian answered this by stating that their Fellows are interested in scholarship 
as it relates to public policy issues. He said, “For example, consider Morris Fiorina. He is 
an eminent political scientist. He came here first as a Fellow in the Institute, and later we 
worked out a joint appointment with the department. In no way did our mission statement 
impact the hiring of an excellent person. Do we go out and look for radicals that have a 
different idea in terms of political issues? No. A Marxist would not do well at the 
Institute.” 
 
Professor Satz had no problem with the quality of the Fellows, but she was concerned 
that Fellows were not chosen from those with a broad range of diverse opinions. “I'd like 
to think, in Philosophy, we take the best philosophers, whatever their particular positions 
on things turn out to be. And that's the part where I feel a tension between the missions of 
the University and the Institution. I want policy think tanks to draw on a larger range of 
ideas and perspectives.” 
 
Director Raisian defended the Hoover. “We have a large diversity of thinking at the 
institution. Now, is it as wide as it possibly could be? Probably not. But we have a lot of 
diversity of thinking, a lot of argumentation within the place.” 
 
Professor Hensler asked about the sources of funding for the “roughly $4 million in your 
library/archives budget that is not coming from general funds of the University. Are there 
government contracts? Are there foundation grants? And if there are foundation grants of 
any substantial size, could you say something about on what the foundations bases the 
funds awarded? 
 
Raisian said, “We take very, very little government money. In fact, the only government 
money I can think of relates to monies that would go to collections for the library and 
archives. So there's no government money that's being raised for research.. The majority 
of our funding is from private individuals, with a small amount from foundations and 
corporate sources. We have an endowment that used to give us half of our budget. Last 
year, we raised nearly $15 million in expendable funds. And that number has grown five-
fold over the last ten years.” 
 
Getting back to a point noted by Debra Satz, Professor Hensler asked “Could you tell us 
how many of the Fellows, or what fraction of the Fellows, are women?” The answer was 
15 to 20 percent. 
 
Professor Palumbo-Liu asked about involvement of the University Advisory Board in 
Hoover Fellow appointments. President Hennessy jumped in to explain that, “It's a 
slightly more complicated appointment process, because there's a distinction between 



Senior Fellows and Fellows. Joint appointments go through the normal faculty 
appointment process. Senior fellows are reviewed by an ad hoc committee normally 
consisting of the Provost, one or more Advisory Board members, and a collection of 
faculty relevant to the area in which the senior fellow sits. I can't recall an appointment 
turned down. But the number of Senior Fellow appointments is very small, on the order 
of one to two a year.” 
 
Professor Joanne Martin, in tacking back to the “conservative – liberal” debate, said, 
“Let's use political party as a proxy for a uni-dimensional take on political ideology; what 
is the ratio of Republicans to Democrats at the Hoover now and what do you want it to 
be?” Raisin allowed as how it is probably 60% Republican and 40% Independent or 
Democrat. 
 
The political party issue continued for a bit before President Hennessy mercifully 
intervened, 
He said, “Considerations of political party affiliation are explicitly prohibited from any 
appointment matter in the University by the Founding Charter, by the words of Jane 
Stanford. So, I question whether anybody should be asking that question about any 
department in the University, and no one should ask that question during the appointment 
process!” That was that. 
 
Professor Haber has a joint appointment in Political Science and the Hoover, where he is 
a Senior Fellow. After detailing several other credentials that helped him avoid being 
pigeon-holed into one ideology or the other, he said, “In my experience at Hoover, 
discussion focuses on questions about public policy, not answers to public policy 
questions. For example, consider democracy and markets. An interesting academic 
question is why it is that financially well-off societies tend to be democratic, but that 
there are no authoritarian countries with very high per capita GDPs. This is a research 
question. The way that one can understand the Hoover mission statement is to think of it 
as a series of questions. 
 
“At Hoover, Fellows, both young and old, pursue questions using a broad range of 
methodological approaches, and the result is that the notion that there is some sort of an 
ideological litmus test is simply false. “As an example,” Haber mentioned, “a National 
Fellow from the Classics Department was interested in the property rights system 
designed by Ptolemy in Egypt. This is a public policy question, to understand how 
property rights systems develop. It's an interesting scholarly question. The results, the 
substance of the research, had no ideological argument. That is the spirit in which most of 
the people at Hoover think about what Hoover does, and what we're there to do.” 
 
Professor Rickford moved back to the statement by Hoover about the mission. “I was 
particularly struck by Hoover's mission statement about using the study of memorabilia 
to recall the voice of experience against the waging of war. To what extent has pursuit of 
this part of the mission statement been part of the activity of the Hoover Institution over 
the years, both in terms of previous conflicts such as the Second World War, Vietnam 
War, and the current pending conflict. To what extent have Fellows focused on that as a 



central concern, and to what extent do you think they might have succeeded in what 
seemed to be a feeling at Hoover that this was something worth doing, namely, 
preventing war?” 
 
Director Raisian said that many Fellows were studying the records of war and revolution, 
but appropriately noted that the research of scholars has never stopped wars or 
revolutions. 
 
Professor Bratman asked a long question about the recruitment procedures, pointing out 
that insofar as appointment procedures define a university, can we be assured that the 
selection process at Hoover is objective and un-biased? Director Raisian was satisfied 
that the Institution, “sets the bar every bit as high as the bar for full professors at 
Stanford.” The Provost agreed that 
Hoover Fellow candidates “tend to be very, very high-quality appointments….and the 
issue of quality is not something that I personally am worried about at the Hoover 
Institution”. 
 
Professor Thomas MaCurdy, who also has a joint appointment at Hoover, opined that the 
appointment vetting processes at the Institution and the University were precisely the 
same, except that in his department dealing with political scientists was always a 
problem! 
 
Dean Deborah Stipek (Education) wondered whether the large amount of money spent by 
Hoover on dissemination of information is a valid program for a University program, 
particularly since the great majority of the material is not peer-reviewed before 
dissemination. 
 
Director Raisian defended his policies by noting that the idea behind dissemination of 
ideas and writings from the Institution is to generate a national discussion on ideas, and 
that their efforts are not lobbying (in contrast to the Heritage Foundation, for example). 
“We see ourselves in the world of ‘think tanks’ as a kind of manufacturer of ideas. And 
many organizations depend on the kinds of ideas that come from our fellows and use 
them as a basis for argumentation for whatever their topics may be…. One of the things 
that a few of our Fellows at Hoover have been pushing is the concept of a flat tax. A flat 
tax is basically a proportional tax that is fair and simple…. Although it hasn't really 
gotten much traction in the United States the flat tax is being implemented these days in 
Russia and in China.” 
 
Professor Callan had been sitting there developing an argument for Raisian when he is 
challenged about having a limited spectrum of ideology. “ It would say, ‘yes, you look at 
the mission of the Hoover Institution, there is a certain political partisanship that is 
infused in the mission statement. It's palpable, it's there for all to see,’ and there is no 
need to apologize for being partisan, just as the faculty at the Yale University Divinity 
School need not feel apologetic, at the end of the day, for being Christians.” 
 



In response to a question from Monica Henestroza (ASSU president) about the Hoover 
Institution’s commitment to diversity and affirmative action, Raisian defended his group 
and added the argument that “We have an extensive amount of diversity within the 
Hoover Institution, and I think we contribute to the diversity of Stanford University. I 
don't think every unit has to be equally diverse. But the overall University should be 
extremely diverse. And so that gives you, as a student, more choices.” 
 
In wrapping up this lengthy discussion, Professor Naimark (Senior Fellow, by courtesy, 
and full time in the History Department) reminisced that he had “worked in the archives 
and the libraries since I was an undergraduate at Stanford in the '60s. And I really 
remember the ‘bad old days’, and I remember them well. I just wanted to say that we are 
blessed by wonderful leadership at Stanford, by John and John, and also by the John at 
Hoover. I feel very grateful as a faculty member and as a person who uses those archives 
and libraries regularly and consistently for the kind of leadership that he's shown and for 
his accomplishments. I think we can be grateful for some really terrific leadership from 
John Raisian.” 
 
That seemed to be a good place to end this discussion, and there was applause for 
Director Raisian. 
 
 


