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The role of the Faculty Legislative Rep
Nominated by the Faculty Senate EC;  appointed by the Faculty Senate

Deputy year, followed by solo year, followed by a year with deputy

Relationship to the Administration and to other universities’ FLRs:  CFR

Getting faculty input:  Faculty Senate resolutions, SCLM, Senate Chair’s cabinet, SCPB, AAUP list, other suggestions?

Learning the job

Setting an agenda

Establishing relationships:  before vs. during the session

Testimony – individual university;  CFR
Lobbying (or more accurately in this case, “advocacy”):  sharing info, developing a common message, identifying sponsors and allies, “showing up”
Possible allies, given sufficient communication:  Administration, COP, WSL, UFW, WEA, AFT, League of Education Voters 
Framework:  Exit, Voice, Loyalty

Introduce Hirschman’s ideas – subtitled “Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, and States,” but relevant to any concerns or opinions about organizational decisions or direction

“Exit” entails ending one’s relationship with the seller, organization, or state.  
“Voice” entails any expression of dissatisfaction.  

Economists assume that dissatisfied customers exit.  This makes sense under the atomized markets of perfect competition.  
Political scientists assume that dissatisfied citizens voice their concerns.  This makes sense given the difficulties and opprobrium of emigration.  
In between are the economic contexts of oligopoly and monopolistic competition, and the political contexts of organizations and subnational governments (voting with one’s feet).  In a representative democracy, voice may be expressed via a form of exit – voting against incumbents.

Hirschman does not explicitly define loyalty:  implicitly he defines it as the choice not to exit when one is dissatisfied and has the option of exit.  
He emphasizes that “the likelihood of voice increases with the degree of loyalty” [77].  I would emphasize that the likelihood of loyalty increases with the possibility and likely effectiveness of voice, as he notes:  “a member who wields (or thinks he wields) considerable power in an organization and is therefore convinced that he can get it ‘back on the track’ is likely to develop a strong affection for the organization in which he is powerful” [78].

Loyalty is also enhanced by a recognition that complete exit is impossible – that even if one exits an organization, its well-being will affect one, perhaps because it is a public good.  Hirschman notes the loyalty of some to public schools because of this.

The essential framework that I get from Hirschman is the need to balance the roles of exit and loyalty – more specifically, to encourage congruence between 
· the mode to which the organization responds and
· the mode that effective or valuable members are most likely to take.

Unnumbered table, p. 122

	Decline arouses primarily ►
	Exit
	Voice

	Organization is sensitive primarily to ▼
	
	

	Exit
	Competitive business enterprise
	Organizations where dissent is allowed, but is “institutionalized”

	Voice
	Public enterprise subject to competition from an alternative mode;  lazy oligopolist;  corporation-shareholder relations;  inner cities;  [school districts];   etc.
	Democratically responsive organizations commanding considerable loyalty from members


Hirschman sees the shaded circumstances as problems, in which V-E institutions (lower left) need to encourage voice and gain sensitivity to exit, and E-V(upper right) institutions need to reduce the cost of exit and increase sensitivity to voice.   

Where would I place public versus private higher education, with respect to students?  V-E and E-E, respectively.  

Faculty?  V-E for some elements of a research university;  E-V for some elements of many colleges.  We want to move universities to V-V with respect to faculty.  

Many GOP legislators want to move universities to E-E with regard to student, following a market model:  pay universities for completed degrees, not for costs or for enrollments.

Faculty voice in the Legislature
First question:  To what do legislators respond? 
· Personal ideology


· Party caucus platform and decisions (influence of the Governor on her party)

· Constituents’ voices, expressed through the last election, constituent communications, opinion polls:  organized lobbying matters.  
· Contributors’ voices, expressed through contributions and communications:  organized lobbying matters 

· “Logrolling” (trading votes for key legislation)

· Information, ideas, and argument:  organized lobbying matters;  information campaigns matter
The rank order of these voices depend on:

· the “safety” of the seat reduces the voice of (“minority”) constituents

· the frequency of election increases the voice of constituents

· the expense of campaigning increases the voice of contributors

There’s a substantial research literature on this.  In my own experience, these past four months, I observed (1) ideology, (2) constituents, (3) party, (4) contributors, and (5) information, in that order – but pretty close together on many issues.  
Second question: How do higher education faculty express their concerns?
· Rarely as constituents, at least not with a voice identifiable as faculty.

· Very rarely as contributors

· FLR & CFR present information, ideas, and argument

Do we even tend to vote based on higher education support by legislators, or to make residential location decisions based on the higher education stance of the legislative district?
Third question:  How do legislators form opinions about higher education?

· Party caucus platform and decisions

· Personal ideology


· Information, ideas, and argument:  organized lobbying matters;  information campaigns matter

“We never get e-mails or phone calls from constituents about higher ed.  It’s as if no one thinks we have anything to do with it – or they don’t care.  I’ve never gotten a contribution that was related to higher education – don’t know anyone who has.”

Everyone supports state-funded higher education     but:

· It’s the largest budget category viewed as discretionary:  (1) human services, (2) Medicaid, (3) K-12 education are seen as Constitutional mandates (K-12 explicitly cited as a “paramount duty”) 
· Some (largely Dem) feel that access means low tuition, regardless of costs or state support.

· Some (both sides) feel that CTCs are the most valuable components of the higher-ed system for the largest number of citizens.

· Some (largely GOP) feel that the returns to higher ed are largely individual, so that the cost should be so, as well.
Faculty voice in state higher education policy

Current HECB roles:

· academic program review

· budget prioritization

· student financial aid administration

· accountability and performance targets and assessment

· authorization of out-of-state, international, and private institutions

· GEAR-UP (Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs) and GET (Guaranteed Education Tuition) administration

Composition:

· 9 regular members (non-representational), including the chair, appointed by the Governor

· 1 student member, appointed by the Governor

· executive director, named by the Board  

HEC Board Advisory Council:  representative body, including a CFR rep 
What’s at stake?  Measures of accountability;  performance goals;  new programs;  new universities;  student preparation;  transfer & articulation among institutions (incl. community colleges).
Faculty voice in university governance
As far as Washington state law is concerned, Boards of Regents/Trustees are the universities’ governance.  
We argue otherwise, of course, in 30-second greet-and-grabs with legislators, and in our meetings and testimony.  
· University faculty have a major role in deciding on curricula, admissions requirements, degree requirements, and program assessment, at the university, college/school, and department levels.  
· We are the service providers, and 
· We are a major source of subject expertise on educational policy.  
But the fact remains that the law gives the Legislature authority for forming and funding universities and setting tuition, and gives the Boards authority for running universities.
These boards are “citizen boards” in this and every state, composed explicitly of non-specialists nominated by the Governor and (always) confirmed by the Senate.  The only direct interest group on the Boards are student Regents or Trustees, nominated by the Governor for one-year terms.

This session CFR drafted, and Senator Paull Shin (chair of the Senate HE Committee) sponsored SB 6070, to have a faculty member on each Board of Regents or Trustees.  We knew it wouldn’t pass in this session, but we realized in late January that when we talked to legislators about the need for a faculty voice in HE policy makers, they were looking at us and thinking “What do you want me to do about this?”  The only thing legislators can do is legislate!  So we drafted a bill.

Substantial policy shifts require long gestation and lots of agreement among interested parties.  So what we’re need to do for the next couple of years is see how much agreement we can get from the Governor’s staff, the Council of Presidents, and key legislators. 
Let me end by returning to Hirschman’s framework.  
At the department level, at least in Arts & Sciences at UW, faculty have voice, exercise voice, and the department responds to voice.  We do exercise exit, but that’s primarily for career and pay reasons, not in response to departmental policy.  We are generally very loyal – focusing on voice rather than exit, even when exit is an option.

At the university level, my analysis is less clear, and definitely varies by university and university administration.  Faculty voice is effective in some cases and some universities, therefore in the left column in that table.  
The lower right cell is where we as faculty want to be.  
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