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At the Senate meeting on January 24" two proposd resolutionsregarding
Stanford(@ appointment process were broughtfor Senae approva. Resolution
#1 was defeated by a subgantial majority. With no time remaining, Resolution
#2 was carried over to the February 7" Senae meeting. An excerpt of the
February 7th Senate minutesis attached.
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Excerpt: Senate 1/ 24/ 08

A. Proposed resolution of Stanford® appointment process (SenD#6041)
Chair Callan: We now come to two resolutionsregarding appointments, which a
group of senaors have putforward.

1. Thehonoific term Distinguished will be dropped fromall non
Acadamic Coundl appontments at Stanford University.

2. The Committee onthe Professoriate will examne consstency in
appontment processes at Stanford-affiliated ingitutes such asHoower,
Freeman Spongl Ingitute andthe new Arts Inditute andreport badk to
the Faculty Senate.

Orhetwo Epr oposis are freestanding, so | think it makes sense to treat each of
them separatelyEl t's obviousat this late hourtha we will notbeable to address
both proposils at this meetingE .If the senators who have broughtthese
proposls forward would wish to defer thediscussion until the next meeting,
tha's certainly something | would beready to entertain. However, we do have
15 minutesleft. If youfed tha within 15 minutes we can adequéaely discuss
thefirst of your proposls, I'll certainly be hgppy to accedeto your wishes.

Professor David Spiegd replied, Orhank you, | would beindined to proceed
with thefirst oneO At Char Callan@invitation, Professor Spiegd continued, Q
am amember of agroupof faculty senaor members, induding Professor
Jonahan Bendorwhois here, and Professor Debra Satz, the Marta Sutton
Weeks Professor of Ethicsin Sodety, and Professor Deborah Gordon, Professor
of Biologica Sciences, whoare not, and| fear | may have left outa couple
others. We would liketo propo to the Senae tha the honoific term,
@istinguished®will be dropped fromall non-Academic Coundl appointments
at Stanford University. We raised thisissue before to the Senae, obvioudy
based on thediscussion we have had with John Raisian, Director of theHoove
Inditution [aboutthe appointment] of Secretary of Defense Dondd Rumsfeld as
aDistinguished Fellow.

QVe would like to add more rules of requirement [to use thetitle,
@istinguished®. | know the Provod is concerned abouthaving additiond
rulesE to review. Butthereason we felt it was important to place this before
the Sende is tha unlike many other major universities, Stanford University does
not give honoiry degrees. SoEt heissueabout Secretary Rumsfeld's
appointment is theterm, MistinguishedQnotthat heis an honory fellow. It's
allowing asmall groupof people with very little vetting throughoutthe
University as awhole to confer a University distinction on someoneg which
would beandogousto giving an honaary degree at a comparable ingitution.



Orheissue of vetting was raised when JohnRaisian Ew as kind enoughto come
on November 8" to speak to the Senae. [During his presentation] he saidE" |
really blew it." [By tha hemeant tha] heregretted he had notinformed the
President and Provog [beforehand] about[Secretary Rumsfeld@] appointment.
Academic Coundl appointments are very carefully vetted. [Candidates] go
througha very complex process which meanstheingitutionis behindit.

Orhereis agoodreason to have nonacademic Coundl appointments that are
more informal and do notrequire as much review, butwe think tha's a different
issuefrom the ability to confer a university distinction uponan individud EF or
these reasonswe ask the Senae to consder the proposal tha the honoific term
@istinguishedCbe droppel from all non-Academic Coundl appointments.O

Chair Callan thanked Professor Spiegd and recognized Professor Andrew Fire
who commented, Q asked the onlinethesaurusto come up with other terms if
we don'tuse, @istinguished® and thetop term tha came up was @op dogd
[Laughter]

Professor Fire continued, GNot undistinguishedGwould be another way to put
it.O
[Laughter]

Professor Fire asked abouta GistinguishedQ ectureship® Do we contact the
speaker and tell him or her we have to changethename of thelectureship? It
doesn't seem tha changing the semanticsis really going to address anything.
I'm not sure of thevalue O

Char Callan recognized Professor Simoni.

Professor Robat Simoni commented, QFirst of al, thelanguaye [of the
resolution] has evolved over time and | think it's pretty much relieved my
objection. Butl still have one-andtha istha | don't know where
MistinguishedOisused. | can't vote for thisresolution until | find outthat it's
not going to condrain somebodyin away tha | think would notbe paticularly
useful. So | will vote agang it. | think Andy's[Professor Fire] reasonsare
actudly more compdlingthan mine But | offer asolution: in order to find out
if [@istinguished(is used, whereit's used, and whether it's appropriate or not, |
think [Resolution Number 1] ough to be merged with Resolution Number 2 and
ask the Committee on the Professoriate notonly to look at the kindsof
appointments [employing @istinguished® and ther congstency but the types of
titles for such appointments. The committee would report to usET hen | can
make ajudgmnent aboutwhether it's something that we should do withoutor
maintain.

Q'm not sure how to offer an amendment given tha you have decided to dothis
in two parts, so my recommendaionistha everyone vote @on Number 1 and



then we can amend Number 2 in some simple way to capture theintent of
Number 1.0

Chair Callan commented that Professor@ Simoni® suggestion was certainly
possible. If Resolution Number 1 were voted down, then Professor Spiegd and
his colleagues could entertain the suggestion as a friendly amendment to
Number 2.

Professor Spiegd, in acoopeative vein, responde, O would also accept as a
friendly amendment adding @op dogQas well.O
[Laughter]

Professor Simoni: Orhen | remove my objection.O
[Laughter]

Char Callan recognized Professor Berman.

Professor Russell Berman, finding himself in the odd situaion of agreeing with
Professor Simoni, commented, OThereis onecontroversial case we have been
discussing and spent two long Senae meetingson already. Now we are

entering a third and perhapsa fourth discussion of this intriguing matterEl don't
think it'sagoodideato legidate on thebasis of one exceptiond case. Soif we
are going to pursuethis| would want to know where MistinguishedGand
perhapsother ad-jectives are used in honoiifics. Istheobjectionto honoifics as
such, in which case | suppo® we can begin to address each other as @itizenCor
something like that.O

[Laughter]

Chair Callan recognized Professor Ferndd who called the question.

Char Callan asked, Os there anyonewho desperately wishes to speak before |
call thequestionO

President Hennessy did: Orheonething| want to point outis|'m sure theword
@istinguished@'s encoded in legd doauments from donois to the university--from
distinguished fellows or distinguished visitors, for example--which will require usto
go back to all thoe donos andtry to renegotiate tha. | think we have to bealittle
concerned abouthow much bureaucracy we create by making this change Tha's my
only concern.O

Char Callan recognized Professor Bendor.
Professor Bendorsaid, GFirst of al, | think empiricaly it's pretty obvioustha

theword, @istinguishedQdid cause the problem with respect to [Secretary]
Rumsfeld, and | think for thereasonstha Professor Spiegd mentiondl, [theuse



of theterm ig] confers an honaific. Inthese kindsof matters, related to the
president's point, there

are always Qype oneland GypetwoCerrors. We can confer an hona andin
retrogoect it turnsout-no, that was a mistake and we wished tha unit hadn'tdone
it. Or we do notconfer it and turnsoutwe madetha mistakeN [we wished we had
doneit].

(Right now the present system is pressing toward Gype oned If they can doit,
they can doit, [becausg] it's not vetted. | guess we have information aboutonly
onepaticular case butthere may well be others [that may have been
ingppropriate butwe don®know], smply because they haven't surfaced. With
permanent appointments we have a procedure--all ingitutionshave--to suppress
both type oneand typetwo errors by a careful system of vetting.

CEl nacaselaw process, we react to themost recent case and say Gvow, that
was a type oneerrorCand we wish we hadn'tdonetha and hence the movement.
But | think some congderation of the bdance [between] type oneand typetwo
errorsisimportant in this case. We don'twant to strip units of thar ability to
comply with donas wishes, i.e., we don'twant to make typetwo errors all over
theplace. But thisrecent case of Rumsfeld has raised the attention of a lot of
people regarding atypeoneerror tha | think is quite a seriousissue and
certainly is something the committee could take up.

On any case, | agree with the President tha we,don't want to make it impossible
to grant therequests of donasregardingtitles.O

Chair Callan recognized Michael Keller, University Librarian.

Librarian Keller said, O undestandthe motion. If | could vote, | would vote
againg it. | offer aquestion. If afellowis described as MistinguishedQwith a
capital MQtha's atitle. Would you object aswell to a press release in which
the adjective, @listinguishedQwas used for afellow? Andhowwould you
legidate agang tha?

Professor Spiegd respondel: On that particular case, | persondly would object
to [legidating agang it EW €'re nothere to censor people's ability to make any
comment they want to aboutsomeonewhois appointed to Stanford. | think the
problem in this particular case and potentialy in othersistha it'san official
honomry appointment, notssmply a description about someonewho is given an
appointment at Stanford. | wouldn'thave minded if somebody said tha
Secretary Rumsfeld was named avisiting fellow at Hoove Inditution and
somebodythoughthewas distinguished. It'swhen it appearsto have the
inditution conferring an official title tha it'stroude.O



Vice Provog JohnBravman raised a Point of Order. The Question had been
called and the Rules of Order required the Senate vote withoutfurther
discussion.

Char Callan thanked Vice Provod Bravman and called for a vote to Call the
Question.

By voice vote, with no dissentions the motion was passed.

Chair Callan proceeded to ask the Senate to vote by raising handson Resolution
Number 1,

The honoific term Distinguished will be dropped fromall non-Acadamic
Counal appontments at Stanford University.

Themotionwas defeated by a subdantial majority.

Char Calan declared the motion defeated and stated tha the second resolution
would betaken up at the next Senae meeting, February 7, 2008

Provog Etchemendy pointed outtha there is no @ommittee on the
ProfessoriateQ It is an ad hoc committee called into existence aboutonce every
decade Theuniversity has had only three Committees on the Professoriate in its
history and tha was to determine Academic Coundl appointment lines. He
suggested to Professor Spiegd tha in conaultation with the Chair, tha there
might betha thereis abeter committee for this task.

Char Callan thanked the provog.

Unfinished Business
There was no new busness.

Adjournment
Themotionto adjourn was moved, seconded and approved. The Senate adjoumed at 5
PM.



