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To Members of the Fortieth Senate 
 
At the Senate meeting on January 24th two proposed resolutions regarding 
StanfordÕs appointment process were brought for Senate approval.  Resolution 
#1 was defeated by a substantial majority.  With no time remaining, Resolution 
#2 was carried over to the February 7th Senate meeting.  An excerpt of the 
February 7th Senate minutes is attached. 
 
Resolution #2 

The Committee on the Professoriate will examine consistency in appointment processes at 
Stanford-affiliated institutes such as Hoover, Freeman Spongli Institute and the new Arts 
Institute and report back to the Faculty Senate.



Excer pt: Senate 1/ 24/ 08 

 

A. Proposed resolution of StanfordÕs appointment process (SenD#6041) 
Chair Callan: We now come to two resolutions regarding appointments, which a 
group of senators have put forward. 
 

1. The honorific term Distinguished will be dropped from all non-
Academic Council appointments at Stanford University. 
 

2. The Committee on the Professoriate will examine consistency in 
appointment processes at Stanford-affiliated institutes such as Hoover, 
Freeman Spongli Institute and the new Arts Institute and report back to 
the Faculty Senate. 

 
ÒThe two Épr oposals are freestanding, so I think it makes sense to treat each of 
them separatelyÉI t's obvious at this late hour that we will not be able to address 
both proposals at this meetingÉ .If the senators who have brought these 
proposals forward would wish to defer the discussion until the next meeting, 
that's certainly something I would be ready to entertain.  However, we do have 
15 minutes left.  If you feel that within 15 minutes we can adequately discuss 
the first of your proposals, I'll certainly be happy to accede to your wishes. 
 
Professor David Spiegel replied, ÒThank you, I would be inclined to proceed 
with the first one.Ó  At Chair CallanÕs invitation, Professor Spiegel continued, ÒI 
am a member of a group of faculty senator members, including Professor 
Jonathan Bendor who is here, and Professor Debra Satz, the Marta Sutton 
Weeks Professor of Ethics in Society, and Professor Deborah Gordon, Professor 
of Biological Sciences, who are not, and I fear I may have left out a couple 
others.  We would like to propose to the Senate that the honorific term, 
ÔDistinguishedÕ, will be dropped from all non-Academic Council appointments 
at Stanford University.  We raised this issue before to the Senate, obviously 
based on the discussion we have had with John Raisian, Director of the Hoover 
Institution [about the appointment] of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld as 
a Distinguished Fellow. 
 
ÒWe would like to add more rules of requirement [to use the title, 
ÔDistinguishedÕ].  I know the Provost is concerned about having additional 
rulesÉ to review.  But the reason we felt it was important to place this before 
the Senate is that unlike many other major universities, Stanford University does 
not give honorary degrees.  SoÉt he issue about Secretary Rumsfeld's 
appointment is the term, ÔDistinguishedÕ, not that he is an honorary fellow.  It's 
allowing a small group of people with very little vetting throughout the 
University as a whole to confer a University distinction on someone, which 
would be analogous to giving an honorary degree at a comparable institution. 
 



ÒThe issue of vetting was raised when John Raisian Éw as kind enough to come 
on November 8th to speak to the Senate.  [During his presentation] he saidÉ" I 
really blew it."  [By that he meant that] he regretted he had not informed the 
President and Provost [beforehand] about [Secretary RumsfeldÕs] appointment.  
Academic Council appointments are very carefully vetted.  [Candidates] go 
through a very complex process which means the institution is behind it. 
 
ÒThere is a good reason to have nonacademic Council appointments that are 
more informal and do not require as much review, but we think that's a different 
issue from the ability to confer a university distinction upon an individualÉF or 
these reasons we ask the Senate to consider the proposal that the honorific term 
ÔDistinguishedÕ be dropped from all non-Academic Council appointments.Ó 
 
Chair Callan thanked Professor Spiegel and recognized Professor Andrew Fire 
who commented, ÒI asked the online thesaurus to come up with other terms if 
we don't use, ÔDistinguishedÕ, and the top term that came up was Ôtop dogÕ. 
[Laughter] 
 
Professor Fire continued, ÒÔNot undistinguishedÕ would be another way to put 
it.Ó 
[Laughter] 
 
Professor Fire asked about a ÒÔDistinguishedÕ lectureshipÓ: ÒDo we contact the 
speaker and tell him or her we have to change the name of the lectureship?  It 
doesn't seem that changing the semantics is really going to address anything.  
I'm not sure of the value.Ó 
 
Chair Callan recognized Professor Simoni. 
 
Professor Robert Simoni commented, ÒFirst of all, the language [of the 
resolution] has evolved over time and I think it's pretty much relieved my 
objection.  But I still have one--and that is that I don't know where 
ÒDistinguishedÓ is used.  I can't vote for this resolution until I find out that it's 
not going to constrain somebody in a way that I think would not be particularly 
useful.  So I will vote against it.  I think Andy's [Professor Fire] reasons are 
actually more compelling than mine.  But I offer a solution: in order to find out 
if [ÔDistinguishedÕ] is used, where it's used, and whether it's appropriate or not, I 
think [Resolution Number 1] ought to be merged with Resolution Number 2 and 
ask the Committee on the Professoriate not only to look at the kinds of 
appointments [employing ÔDistinguishedÕ] and their consistency but the types of 
titles for such appointments.  The committee would report to usÉT hen I can 
make a judgment about whether it's something that we should do without or 
maintain. 
 
ÒI'm not sure how to offer an amendment given that you have decided to do this 
in two parts, so my recommendation is that everyone vote ÔnoÕ on Number 1 and 



then we can amend Number 2 in some simple way to capture the intent of 
Number 1.Ó 
 
Chair Callan commented that ProfessorÕs SimoniÕs suggestion was certainly 
possible.  If Resolution Number 1 were voted down, then Professor Spiegel and 
his colleagues could entertain the suggestion as a friendly amendment to 
Number 2. 
 
Professor Spiegel, in a cooperative vein, responded, ÒI would also accept as a 
friendly amendment adding Ôtop dogÕ, as well.Ó 
[Laughter] 
 
Professor Simoni: ÒThen I remove my objection.Ó 
[Laughter] 
 
Chair Callan recognized Professor Berman. 
 
Professor Russell Berman, finding himself in the odd situation of agreeing with 
Professor Simoni, commented, ÒThere is one controversial case we have been 
discussing and spent two long Senate meetings on already.  Now we are 
entering a third and perhaps a fourth discussion of this intriguing matterÉI  don't 
think it's a good idea to legislate on the basis of one exceptional case.  So if we 
are going to pursue this I would want to know where ÔDistinguishedÕ and 
perhaps other ad-jectives are used in honorifics.  Is the objection to honorifics as 
such, in which case I suppose we can begin to address each other as ÔcitizenÕ or 
something like that.Ó 
[Laughter] 
 
Chair Callan recognized Professor Fernald who called the question. 
 
Chair Callan asked, ÒIs there anyone who desperately wishes to speak before I 
call the question?Ó 
 
President Hennessy did:  ÒThe one thing I want to point out is I'm sure the word 
ÔDistinguishedÕ is encoded in legal documents from donors to the university--from 
distinguished fellows or distinguished visitors, for example--which will require us to 
go back to all those donors and try to renegotiate that.  I think we have to be a little 
concerned about how much bureaucracy we create by making this change.  That's my 
only concern.Ó 
 
Chair Callan recognized Professor Bendor. 
 
Professor Bendor said, ÒFirst of all, I think empirically it's pretty obvious that 
the word, ÔDistinguishedÕ, did cause the problem with respect to [Secretary] 
Rumsfeld, and I think for the reasons that Professor Spiegel mentioned, [the use 



of the term is] confers an honorific.  In these kinds of matters, related to the 
president's point, there  
are always Ôtype oneÕ and Ôtype twoÕ errors.  We can confer an honor and in 
retrospect it turns out--no, that was a mistake and we wished that unit hadn't done 
it.  Or we do not confer it and turns out we made that mistakeÑ [we wished we had 
done it]. 
 
ÒRight now the present system is pressing toward Ôtype oneÕ.  If they can do it, 
they can do it, [because] it's not vetted.  I guess we have information about only 
one particular case but there may well be others [that may have been 
inappropriate but we donÕt know], simply because they haven't surfaced.  With 
permanent appointments we have a procedure--all institutions have--to suppress 
both type one and type two errors by a careful system of vetting. 
 
ÒÉI n a case law process, we react to the most recent case and say Ôwow, that 
was a type one errorÕ and we wish we hadn't done that and hence the movement.  
But I think some consideration of the balance [between] type one and type two 
errors is important in this case.  We don't want to strip units of their ability to 
comply with donors' wishes, i.e., we don't want to make type two errors all over 
the place.  But this recent case of Rumsfeld has raised the attention of a lot of 
people regarding a type one error that I think is quite a serious issue and 
certainly is something the committee could take up. 
 
ÒIn any case, I agree with the President that we don't want to make it impossible 
to grant the requests of donors regarding titles.Ó 
 
Chair Callan recognized Michael Keller, University Librarian. 
 
Librarian Keller said, ÒI understand the motion.  If I could vote, I would vote 
against it.  I offer a question.  If a fellow is described as ÔDistinguishedÕ with a 
capital ÔDÕ, that's a title.  Would you object as well to a press release in which 
the adjective, ÔdistinguishedÕ, was used for a fellow?  And how would you 
legislate against that? 
 
Professor Spiegel responded:  ÒIn that particular case, I personally would object 
to [legislating against it]ÉW e're not here to censor people's ability to make any 
comment they want to about someone who is appointed to Stanford.  I think the 
problem in this particular case and potentially in others is that it's an official 
honorary appointment, not simply a description about someone who is given an 
appointment at Stanford.  I wouldn't have minded if somebody said that 
Secretary Rumsfeld was named a visiting fellow at Hoover Institution and 
somebody thought he was distinguished.  It's when it appears to have the 
institution conferring an official title that it's trouble.Ó 
 



Vice Provost John Bravman raised a Point of Order.  The Question had been 
called and the Rules of Order required the Senate vote without further 
discussion. 
 
Chair Callan thanked Vice Provost 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 hands on Resolution 
Number 1, 
 

The honorific term Distinguished will be dropped from all non-Academic 
Council appointments at Stanford University. 

 
The motion was defeated by a substantial majority. 
 
Chair Callan declared the motion defeated and stated that the second resolution 
would be taken up at the next Senate meeting, February 7, 2008. 
 
Provost Etchemendy pointed out that there is no ÔCommittee on the 
ProfessoriateÕ.  It is an ad hoc committee called into existence about once every 
decade. The university has had only three Committees on the Professoriate in its 
history and that was to determine Academic Council appointment lines. He 
suggested to Professor Spiegel that in consultation with the Chair, that there 
might be that there is a better committee for this task. 
 
Chair Callan thanked the provost. 

I . Unfinished Business 
There was no new business. 

I I . Adjournment 
The motion to adjourn was moved, seconded and approved. The Senate adjourned at 5 
PM. 

 


