


to the president or the board their opinions, both positive and negative, about the
nstitution’s academic mission including its chief academic officer.

The AGB Statement

On January 22, 2010, the AGB approved a “Statement on Board Responsibility for
Institutional Governance” (AGB). As the title implies, the AGB Statement is board-centric
and seeks to provide guidance on governance from the perspective of governing boards.
While acknowledging the important role that shared governance has within a university,
Principle # 1 in the AGB Statement recommends that the ambiguous roles of shared
governance participants should be better defined, and universities should strive to delegate
authority more clearly (AGB 2010, 3). In addition, boards are explicitly encouraged to retain
the ultimate authority for a// recommendations and decisions whether academic in nature or
not (AGB 2010, 3). The AGB Statement attempts to provide clarity in the decision-making
process in light of the difficult economic challenges facing many institutions, and it affixes to
boards a type of “the buck stops here” label. Proponents may support this approach
because it requires boards and presidents to take responsibility for difficult decisions, while
critics may argue that it diminishes the role faculty play in the shared governance of the
institution.

Given that the AGB Statement does acknowledge the importance of faculty mnput, 1t
is reasonable to expect that faculty should make concerns known to governing boards and
presidents whether through committee participation, discussions at meetings, or by
submission of vote results. The AGB Statement differs from the AAUP Statement in that
the former places more emphasis on the autonomy and decision-making authority of the
governing board. Based on the Statements discussed above, it can be argued that a vote is a
legitimate method by which faculty members participate in shared governance, and the
results should be evaluated by the president and the governing board.

Examples
As discussed in the following examples, votes are generally called - by faculty more

than other groups - because of extreme dissatisfaction with the administration’s academic
direction, its allocation resources, and/or its management style.

Idaho State University — The faculty voted in April 2010 295 to 95 with 41
abstentions in support of a statement that they have no confidence in Provost Gary Olson
due to several factors including his management style and recent decisions to reorganize
several departments on campus. Olson has been at ISU for less than eighteen months.
President Vailas acknowledged the vote as a serious matter and pledged to meet with
departments on campus as well as the faculty senate to discuss the vote (ISU Bengal).

Indiana University of Pennsylvania ~ The faculty voted by a margin of 568 to 64 to

express no confidence in President Tony Atwater due to allegations that he has a record of
poor decisions, mismanagement of resources, and a leadership style that alienated members
of campus. The vote results were read aloud at a regular IUP board meeting, and President
Atwater, through a pursed smile, expressed his appreciation for shared governance

(Pittsburgh Post-Gazette). He remains president as of April 30, 2010.



New School University - President Bob Kerrey received a vote of no confidence
from 74 of 77 senior professors in December 2008 based on fiscal issues and his desire to
move the university in a new academic direction. President Kerrey remarked that he would
not step down and noted that only a small fraction of the faculty actually voted. Six months
later he announced that he would step down at the end of his contract in 2011. The board
of trustees unanimously affirmed their support of and commitment to President Kerrey after

his announcement (New York Times).

Radford University - In this case, the faculty senate approved a no confidence motion
in Provost Wil Stanton by a margin of 29-16 in October 2009. The faculty criticized the
administration’s “top-down” approach to governing and the failure to include faculty in
important decisions regarding academic changes (Roanoke Times).

Rhode Island School of Design — At the conclusion of a lengthy faculty contract
negotiation in 2006, fifteen of twenty-two department heads voted no confidence in
President Roger Mandle citing a lack of transparency regarding financial issues at the school.
The problem stemmed in part from arguments about how to allocate funds from a very

successful $110 million capital campaign (The Chronicle of Higher Education).

Conclusion

Votes of no confidence are more likely to occur when faculty members perceive that
admunistrators are utilizing a top-down, autocratic approach to campus governance. A
preferred outcome when disputes arise is for the faculty, administration, and the governing
board to engage in a dialogue designed to openly and legitimately address the source(s) of
conflict before one or more parties becomes rigid in their position or draws lines in the sand.
Faculty who participate in votes of no confidence generally believe that they are engaging in
a form of shared governance, and the legitimacy of such a measure is increased when it
occurs after all other available remedies and avenues have been exhausted. These votes do
take a professional and emotional toll on those involved and all parties should work together
to avoid them.
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