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reach a compromise with the provost on how best to form a review committee and to address the
relevant issues. Apparently, the provost abandoned these discussions following a September 8
board resolution reaffirming its commitment to the provost’s July 27 recommendations. The
provost then sent a September 10 e-mail message to the entire tenured faculty at RPI, in which he
characterized the Faculty Senate as a kind of maverick body that was not effectively serving
broader faculty interests. The message concluded as follows:

I recognize the enormous peer pressure being exerted on Rensselaer faculty by
members of the Faculty Senate, which continues in its attempts to operate as a
body that represents the voice of the faculty during the faculty governance review
process. Please understand that the Faculty Senate has no official role in faculty
governance or the faculty governance review process during the transition
governance period. Any formal actions or communications by the remnants of this
group bear no weight on the administration or the Board of Trustees as long as the
Faculty Senate remains in a state of suspension as approved by the Board of
Trustees.

I ask that faculty not yield to misguided peer pressure now being applied under
the semblance of an operational Faculty Senate. This group of faculty has no
standing in governance decisions beyond their personal roles as individual faculty
that we all share. Unless reinstated as a result of a vote of the tenured and tenure-
track faculty following proposals and guidelines presented by the Faculty
Governance Review Committee, followed by review and transmission to the
Board by the President, and finally approval by the Board of Trustees, there is no
formal role for the Faculty Senate in university affairs.

We appreciate that the administration and the board have taken the position that their
actions, from the directive to reconstitute the body of voting faculty to the suspension of the
Faculty Senate’s role in governance, have been aimed at strengthening faculty governance at
RPI. We question this position, however, in light of what appears to be the administration and
board’s view that they must oversee faculty governance and take steps to impose their will when
faculty decisions do not comply with administrative desires. We are not aware that the institute
or any part of it faces problems so grave as to warrant the highly unusual actions that the board
and administration have taken. We presume that the current language in the constitution defining
voting faculty has not prevented RPI from attracting and maintaining a faculty of quality over the
course of many years. We find it troubling that the administration appears to believe that the
faculty cannot be trusted to govern itself or to maintain the best interests of the entire institution
in making decisions in those areas designated as coming within the faculty’s purview under
principles of shared governance. In our view, the Faculty Senate put forth a reasonable plan to
examine the governance issues in its task-force recommendation of early last spring, a
recommendation that seems to have been objectionable to the administration mainly because it
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did not entail immediate steps to change the senate constitution . This cannot help but raise
concern that the administration’s Faculty Governance Review Committee, carried out under the
guidance of the provost, is intended primarily to be a vehicle to speed the adoption of board
directives.

The RPI administration has stated on its Web pages, and the provost reportedly has stated
in recent meetings with the faculty, that the current governance review process is substantially in
line with AAUP-recommended guidelines. We disagree. We do not see how the administration’s
actions to suspend the Faculty Senate and arrogate its key responsibilities to the administration
can be reconciled with the principles of shared governance. We recommend that the “state of
transitional faculty governance” at RPI be lifted and that the Faculty Senate, as constituted under
the spring 2007 election, be reinstated to its traditional duties and functions. Furthermore, we
recommend that the current review of faculty governance proceed under the direction of the
Faculty Senate, as part of its duties, in the words of the RPI Faculty Handbook, as “the
representative body of the Rensselaer Faculty.” We also urge the administration to discuss the
matter of the definition of the voting faculty with representatives of the senate, recognizing that
the faculty should play the primary role in determining faculty status and how it will carry out its
governance responsibilities.

We recognize that the information in our possession on these matters has come to us
primarily from faculty sources at RPI, and that you may have additional information that would
contribute to our understanding of the issues involved. We would accordingly welcome your
comments. Assuming the essential accuracy of what we have related here, we hope and expect
that the administration and board will take the necessary steps to reaffirm and uphold the
principles of shared governance we have commended to your attention. If our Association can be
of any assistance in facilitating a resolution of the current situation, we are pleased to offer our
good offices. In any event, we shall welcome learning of positive developments at the institute.

Sincerely,
Eric Combest
Associate Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Provost Robert E. Palazzo
Professor Larry Kagan, Chair, RPI Faculty Senate





