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The	Marketplace	of	Ideas	is	
the	Problem,	Not	the	Solution	

	

By:	Justin	Huft	
	

Professor	in	Sociology	

Tolerance	isn’t	an	especially	good	goal.	When	
you	tolerate	something,	you	are	begrudgingly	
allowing	it	to	exist.	Poets	don’t	wish	for	their	
work	to	be	tolerated	as	much	as	praised.	Nor	do	
musicians	hope	for	the	day	their	contributions	
are	merely	tolerated	by	the	masses.	When	you	
tell	your	partner	how	deeply	you	tolerate	them,	
you	likely	are	not	going	to	win	any	romance	
awards.	Yet,	we	continue	to	preach	about	
tolerance	of	people,	ideas,	symbols,	and	beliefs,	
rather	than	acceptance.	In	faculty	meetings	
around	the	country,	we	discuss	how	we	cultivate	
tolerance	in	each	of	our	classes.	Each	of	us	
speaking	with	the	bravado	of	a	benevolent	
classroom	God.	Each	of	us	describing	how	we	
worship	at	the	altar	of	the	marketplace	of	ideas.	
Here’s	the	thing:	this	free-thinking,	meeting-of-
the-minds,	market-of-ideas	classroom	is	
harming	your	students.	

When	you	open	up	the	learning	community	for	
discussion,	you	are	telling	the	team	that	you	are	
interested	in	what	they	say,	and	that	their	ideas	
have	value	in	the	space.	Each	student	is	heard,	
and	you,	as	the	facilitator,	allow	students	to	
respond	to	each	other;	remaining	ever-careful	
not	to	leave	your	position	of	neutrality.	What	
happens	when	a	student	says	something	that’s	
problematic	though?	Perhaps	more	than	
problematic	-	what	happens	when	a	student	says	
something	overtly	hostile?	Do	we	allow	the	
statement	to	hang	in	the	air,	waiting	for				

	

someone	to	address	it?	When	I	talk	to	
colleagues,	they	often	note	that	they	invite	the	
class	to	respond.	My	colleagues	are,	after	all,	
expected	to	be	neutral	(especially	as	adjuncts	
who	have	no	job	security,	and	are	fearful	that	
student	discomfort	can	be	threatening	to	their	
livelihood).	The	professor	abdicates	themselves	
of	the	responsibility	to	address	a	problematic	
comment	for	their	own	protection.	Then,	when	a	
student	makes	a	blatantly	sexist	comment,	they	
explicitly	tell	the	students	that	it’s	their	job	to	
address	it.	For	my	female	colleagues,	having	the	
class	address	sexism	serves	another	purpose	in	
addition	to	protecting	their	job:	It	keeps	them	
from	fulfilling	the	very	stereotype	the	class	is	
invited	to	challenge.	The	same	would	go	for	the	
professors	of	color	who	find	it	difficult	to	
respond	to	racist	comments,	queer	professors	to	
homophobic	comments,	or	any	marginalized	
identity	responding	to	any	number	of	toxic	and	
offensive	statements.	I’m	often	frustrated	and	
disappointed	when	I	talk	to	my	white	male	
colleagues	about	this,	and	they	are	“surprised	
and	shocked”	about	such	issues.	What	is	
happening,	though,	when	we	ask	students	to	
respond	rather	than	do	it	ourselves?	

For	one,	we	may	tell	ourselves	that	we	are	doing	
this	for	the	greater	good;	to	preserve	the	
marketplace	of	ideas!	We	wouldn’t	want	to	steer	
the	direction	of	the	conversation,	after	all.	That	
would	be	terrible!	Instead,	we	will	invite	
oppressed	identities	to	do	emotional	labor	in	
managing	their	emotions.	After	they	are	done,	
we	will	ask	them	to	educate	their	oppressor.	
This	is	all	so	that	everyone’s	voice	can	be	heard,	
and	everyone’s	thoughts	can	be	valued.	It’s	so	
we	can	be	tolerant.	This,	of	course,	is	horrendous	
and	a	hellscape	dumpster	fire	of	an	idea.	



	 	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Volume	XXXI,	Number	2,	Spring	2019				A	Publication	of	the	Academic	Senate,	California	State	University,	Fullerton	

	
	

Page	2	 																																			Senate	Forum,	Spring	2019,	Vol.	XXXI	(2)
	 	 	 																			
	 																											

	

If	we	valued	our	students,	we	wouldn’t	force	
them	to	defend	their	identities	in	a	space	that	is	
supposed	to	empower	them.	We	wouldn’t	force	
them	to	respond	at	all.	It	isn’t	fair	or	appropriate	
to	expect	marginalized	populations	to	have	to	
educate.	Educating	is,	after	all,	literally	our	job	
as	teachers.	We	would	be	brave	enough	to	
identify	something	as	problematic	when	it	rears	
it’s	head	in	class.	Another	way	to	say	that	is	that	
we	would	use	our	power	and	privilege	as	
facilitators	in	the	class	to	clearly	label	and	
identify	what	won’t	be	tolerated	in	a	learning	
community.	This,	of	course,	brings	up	the	
question	of	who	decides	what	is	to	be	tolerated.	

There	is	a	reflexivity	to	tolerance.	The	act	of	
deciding	what	(or	who)	to	tolerate	breeds	more	
(in)tolerance.	For	decades,	theorists	have	talked	
about	the	paradox	of	intolerance.	The	idea,	
popularized	by	Karl	Popper,	notes,	“if	a	society	is	
tolerant	without	limit,	its	ability	to	be	tolerant	
will	eventually	be	seized	or	destroyed	by	the	
intolerant.”	There	isn’t	a	clear	line	about	what	is	
to	be	tolerated	in	class,	but	I	firmly	believe	that	
professors	will	be	able	to	identify	it	when	they	
see	it.	Discussing	what	should	be	tolerated	is	an	
entire	other	essay,	but	I	think	it	can	largely	be	
summed	up	as:	err	on	the	side	of	your	students	
with	the	least	amount	of	power	in	and	out	of	the	
class.	

The	fundamentalists,	the	alt-right,	the	racists,	
the	homophobes,	the	sexists,	the	white	
supremacists	-	they	are	all	conceptual	
imperialists	in	the	learning	community.	All	of	
them	endanger	your	students	and	the	work	you	
are	trying	to	build	with	them.	Rather	than	
working	towards	tolerating	the	intolerant,	we		

	

should	be	exploring	how	we	can	clearly	and	
transparently	communicate	what	is	acceptable	
in	the	sacred	space	of	the	classroom.	

	Bearing	Witness	To	A	Crisis	
in	Shared	Governance:	

Executive	Orders	1110	and	
1100-Revised	

	
By:	Jon	Bruschke	

	

Professor	&	Chair	of	Human	
Communication	Studies	and	Statewide	

Academic	Senator	

The	pages	of	the	Senate	Forum	have	long	been	
concerned	with	shared	governance	and	have	
established,	among	other	things,	both	its	value	
and	vulnerability	(see,	for	instance,	Vol.	23	
Number	2	&	Vol.	21	Number	1).		The	past	two	
years	have	seen	profound	challenges	to	that	
principle,	and	the	purpose	of	this	segment	is	to	
outline	the	major	changes	that	have	taken	place	
so	there	is	a	written	record	of	the	events	offered	
from	a	faculty	perspective.		I	do	have	strong	
opinions	on	this	issue,	but	my	primary	
motivation	here	is	to	lay	out	the	sequence	of	
events	so	that	our	campus	may	better	
understand	the	challenges	presented	to	us	now.	

A	Short	History	of	History	110A	and	
110B	

This	account	begins	in	the	1980s	when	WASC	
questioned	the	coherence	of	our	General		
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Education	(“GE”)	package.		One	campus	
response	was	the	creation	of	a	year-long	
sequence	that	included	History	110A	(“World	
Civilizations	to	the	16th	century”	offered	in	what	
would	become	GE	area	C3)	and	110B	(“World	
Civilizations	since	the	16h	century”	offered	in	
what	would	become	GE	area	D2).	Our	students	
would	take	those	courses,	generally	in	that	
order,	and	the	campus	could	be	assured	that	all	
of	our	graduates	would	have	attained	a	higher-
education	level	of	world	history	knowledge.		By	
1991	WASC	singled	out	these	courses	as	
“exemplary”	and	commented	that	they	provided	
“coherence	to	the	[General	Education]	
program.”[1]		For	roughly	three	decades	this	
framework	was	fine-tuned	but	generally	left	
undisturbed.[2]	

Curricular	Changes	Developed	By	The	
Chancellor	Outside	The	Senate	Task	
Force		

In	September	2016,	the	Academic	Senate	of	the	
California	State	University	(“ASCSU”)	created	a	
task	force	to	study	general	education	with	
resolution	AS-3271-16.		The	rationale	was	that	
“GE	is	under	increasing	interest	by	external	
stakeholders	and	has	undergone	recent	changes	
within	the	Western	Association	of	Schools	and	
Colleges	(WASC)	accreditation	guidelines.	
Because	it	is	solely	the	purview	of	the	faculty,	it	
seems	reasonable	and	healthy	for	the	ASCSU	to	
engage	in	an	examination	of	GE	every	several	
years.”	

Evidently	not	sharing	the	belief	that	curriculum	
was	“solely	the	purview	of	the	faculty,"	the	
Chancellor’s	Office	began	work	to	alter	GE	and,	
in	an	effort	unrelated	to	the	task	force,	sent		

	

letters	to	campus	presidents	requesting	
feedback.		The	March	17	minutes	of	the	ASCSU	
say	this:	“Chair	Miller	also	reported	that,	on	
March	10,	2017,	EVC	Blanchard	sent	a	letter	to	
presidents	asking	campuses	to	provide	feedback	
on	potential	revisions	to	EO	1100	governing	
general	education	in	the	system.	Dr.	Blanchard’s	
letter	and	call	for	feedback	raised	several	
questions	about	how	this	effort	relates	to	the	
charge	of	the	GE	Task	Force.	These	questions	are	
being	engaged	in	discussions	between	ASCSU	
leadership	and	Chancellor’s	Office	leadership.	
More	information	will	be	forthcoming	as	events	
unfold.”				I	can	only	report	my	personal	
recollections	of	conversations	I	heard	on	our	
campus	and	at	Golden	Shore,	but	the	overall	
feeling	was	that	the	changes	were	too	sweeping	
and	the	proposals	too	general	to	be	
implemented	swiftly.		Those	I	asked	imagined	
that	the	hard	work	of	vetting	ideas	and	
smoothing	rough	edges	would	come	up	the	
following	fall,	and	the	proposal	would	ultimately	
be	folded	into	the	work	of	the	task	force.	

The	minutes	from	ASCSU	meeting	two	months	
later	in	May	report	only	on	the	work	of	the	Task	
Force	and	not	EVC	Blanchard’s	independent	
work	with	campus	presidents.	

Changes	Announced	To	Immediate	
and	Widespread	Condemnation		

The	ASCSU	had	adjourned	for	the	year	in	May;	
the	Chancellor’s	Office	received	feedback	from	
campus	presidents	on	June	16.		Some	meetings	
with	the	ASCSU	executive	committee	were	held	
in	July,	although	the	depth	and	content	of	those	
meetings	would	become	contested	later.	
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On	August	23	of	2017,	the	Chancellor’s	Office	
announced	curricular	changes	in	two	executive	
orders.		EO	1110	eliminated	remedial	classes.	EO	
1100	(revised)	made	substantial	changes	to	the	
general	education	requirements.		One	particular	
change	announced	in	an	FAQ	memo	was	that	
Intermediate	Algebra	was	to	be	removed	as	a	
pre-requisite	for	GE	area	B4;	instead,	students	
were	“advised	to	take	a	Subarea	B4	course	that	
is	appropriate	for	their	major.”		The	math	
requirement	was	no	longer	principally	the	
province	of	math	departments	and	Intermediate	
Algebra	was	no	longer	a	requirement.		The	FAQ	
declared	that	a	course	in	personal	finance	would	
be	sufficient.	

The	September	2017	meeting	of	the	ASCSU	was	
the	first	occasion	for	that	body	to	react,	
extensive	discussion	ensued,	and	the	vast	
majority	of	comment	was	strongly	negative.	

Between	September	and	November,	and	with	a	
unanimity	largely	unprecedented	in	the	history	
of	the	system,	the	ASCSU	and	22	of	23	campuses	
passed	resolutions	condemning	both	the	process	
by	which	the	executive	orders	were	created	as	
well	as	much	of	their	specific	content.		Generally,	
four	themes	emerged:	

• Every	resolution	unanimously	
proclaimed	that	the	executive	orders	
violated	the	principle	of	shared	
governance,	with	eight	campuses	citing	
the	Higher	Education	Employee	Relations	
Act	(“HEERA”),	which	enshrined	shared	
governance	as	the	decision-making	
method	of	the	CSU	system.	
	

	

• Twenty-one	of	the	campus	resolutions	
found	the	timelines	for	implementation	
unrealistic	and	inappropriate.	

• A	substantial	majority	felt	the	changes	on	
the	proposed	timelines	would	damage	
programs	(18	campus	resolutions	made	
this	specific	claim)	and	ultimately	harm	
students	(indicated	in	16	campus	
resolutions).	

• Fourteen	resolutions	expressed	a	desire	
to	pursue	the	goals	of	the	orders	but	by	
starting	over	and	basing	any	decisions	on	
sound	data.	

At	least	eight	additional	bodies	issued	
condemnations	of,	or	substantial	reservations	
about,	the	Orders,	including	the	following	
groups	and	organizations:	

• General	Education	Advisory	Committee	
• California	Teachers	Association	State	

Council	(cited	in	a	campus	resolution	at	
East	Bay)	

• 		Quantitative	Reasoning	Task	Force	of	
the	ASCSU	

• 		CSU	English	Council	&	CSU	Math	
Council	(expressing	deep	concerns	about	
the	timeline)	

• 		California	Faulty	Association	
• 		American	Association	of	University	

Professors	
• 		CA	Educators	United	
• 		An	open	letter	written	by	twenty-two	

chairs	of	campus	Academic	Senates	

Beyond	these	larger	bodies,	a	number	of	
individual	departments	and	faculty	members	
shared	their	objections	in	various	ways.		A	more		
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thorough	review	could	produce	a	more	
exhaustive	list,	but	there	is	little	doubt	that	the	
response	to	the	Orders	was	overwhelmingly	
negative.	

The	Chancellor’s	Office	responded	by	releasing	a	
memo	outlining	a	“consultation	timeline”	on	
November	8.		The	memo’s	purpose	was	
evidently	to	show	that	consultation	had	
occurred	and	cited	the	meetings	of	the	prior	
July.		Many	of	those	who	had	purportedly	been	
“consulted”	objected	to	that	
characterization.		The	consultation	timeline	
document	indicated	some	faculty	suggestions	
were	rejected;	there	is	no	account	of	which	
suggestions	were	incorporated.		The	memo	
relied	heavily	on	a	March	15,	2017	letter	that	
declared	all	consultation	would	happen	between	
March	15	and	June	16	and	asserted	that	the	
ASCSU	Executive	Committee	had	agreed	to	that	
timeline	and	the	means	of	consultation	(which	
included	mention	of	a	5-member	group	
receiving	$500	each	to	work	over	the	summer;	it	
is	unclear	whether	this	group	was	intended	to	
represent	all	27,000	faculty	across	23	
campuses).	

An	additional	response	came	in	a	November	15,	
2017	letter	by	Assistant	Vice	Chancellor	Van	
Cleve.		The	5-page	letter	asserted	shared	
governance	had	been	followed,	that	consultation	
had	occurred,	and	that	the	process	had	complied	
with	HEERA.		Evidently	in	response	to	the	call	to	
base	decisions	on	data,	the	Van	Cleve	memo	
produced	information	that	spoke	exclusively	to	
the	changes	the	remediation	courses	in	EO	
1110.		Some	results	were	cited	to	show	that	
current	“developmental	education”	efforts	had	
failed,	and	reference	was	made	to	an	article		

	

about	the	experience	at	CUNY.		Also	included	
was	an	apparently	unpublished	report	about	the	
University	System	of	Georgia.		The	“Georgia	
Report”	(which	also	included	data	about	
Tennessee)	is	difficult	to	evaluate	since	it	
contains	no	text	of	any	sort.		As	such,	it	includes	
no	written	description	of	how	the	data	were	
acquired,	what	factors	were	included,	or	any	
other	detail.		Other	than	these	2	citations	I	can	
find	no	other	public	reference	to	work	
researched	prior	to	the	EOs.	

At	their	November	Plenary	session	the	ASCSU	
directed	“the	Executive	Committee	on	behalf	of	
the	faculty	to	meet	with	CSU	leadership	to	
address	the	current	state	of	
faculty/administration	relations	and	ask	all	of	
them	to	develop	a	mutually	agreed	upon	
definition	of	joint	decision	making	and	
recommend	a	process	by	which	decisions	are	
made.”	

CSUF	Complies	with	The	Orders		

The	CSU,	Fullerton	campus	first	responded	on	
January	25,	2018	with	ASD	18-06.		The	action	
complied	with	the	new	GE	scheme	by	
eliminating	GE	area	D2;	the	History	110B	course	
that	had	occupied	that	category	was	inserted	
into	area	D1	(“Introduction	to	Social	Sciences”)	
where	it	was	one	of	roughly	30	options.		My	
impression	is	that	our	Senate	assumed	that	our	
objections	to	the	process	remained	open	but	the	
question	of	GE	structure	had	been	resolved	with	
compliance.		It	seemed	prudent	to	wait	and	see	
whether	the	ASCSU	Plenary	charge	to	its	
Executive	Committee	resolved	the	process	
concerns.	
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During	the	spring	both	the	Math	and	English	
departments	made	preparations	to	replace	their	
remedial	courses	with	new	course	
offerings.		The	CSUF	English	department	–	one	of	
the	largest	in	the	system	–	had	no	contact	with	
the	Chancellor’s	Office	prior	to	issuance	of	the	
Orders.		Meetings	followed	the	Orders	that	
largely	focused	on	compliance	and	timelines;	at	
those	meetings	the	Chancellor’s	Office	expressed	
no	concern	about	the	quality	of	the	
instruction.		It	is	fair	to	say	the	process	was	
highly	disruptive,	as	predicted	by	all	the	campus	
resolutions	opposing	the	Orders.	

More	Changes	Over	the	Summer	of	
2018		

On	May	22,	2018	a	letter	from	AVC	Blanchard	to	
the	CSUF	Provost	instructed	that	“The	revision	
to	Area	C	[in	EO	1100-Revised]	necessitates	
removing	CSUF’s	Subarea	C3	and	moving	the	
courses	currently	designated	under	Subarea	C3	
to	Subarea	C2.”		After	some	clarification,	the	
memo	asserted	the	change	had	to	be	made	by	
the	Fall	of	2019.	

To	address	this	demand,	the	Senate	Executive	
Committee	formed	a	working	group[3]	so	that	a	
campus	response	could	be	formulated	in	time	
for	consideration	the	following	fall.		After	
extensive	discussion	and	research,	the	group	
reached	consensus	that	involved	the	use	of	
subareas	within	area	C2.		Such	a	scheme	was	in	
place	on	at	least	3	other	campuses	in	the	
system.		The	solution	would	have	complied	with	
the	order	while	providing	a	structure	that	
encouraged	students	toward	WASC’s		

	

“exemplary”	history	offerings.			A	vote	for	the	
solution	was	scheduled	on	August	8;	on	August	7	
a	verbal	communication	from	the	Chancellor’s	
office	informed	the	campus	that	the	solution	
would	not	be	accepted	by	the	Chancellor’s	Office.	

In	the	fall	of	2018	EVC	Blanchard	sent	a	letter	
asking	for	a	campus	response	by	November	
15.		On	November	1,	2018	(ASD	18-140)	the	
CSUF	Academic	Senate	voted	to	remove	area	
C3.		Extensive	prior	discussion	about	an	overlay	
for	the	history	course	did	not	materialize	into	a	
motion	on	the	Senate	floor.		Thus,	History	110A	
found	a	fate	even	more	extreme	than	110B,	and	
after	subsequent	processing	moved	into	a	GE	
area	with	approximately	70	other	courses.	

Late	Fall	of	2018	

Later	that	month,	the	ASCSU	passed	resolution	
AS-3354-18/FA	re-affirming	its	objection	to	the	
Executive	Orders	and	encouraging	campuses	to	
implement	the	Orders	only	insofar	as,	in	the	
judgment	of	the	campus	Senates,	the	changes	
would	benefit	programs	and	
students.		Frustrated	that	the	multiform	calls	for	
data-driven	decisions	had	been	ignored,	and	
noting	the	Van	Cleve	memo	included	only	a	
cursory	review	of	available	data,	this	resolution	
included	an	extensive	review	of	peer-reviewed	
research.		Van	Cleve	cited	2	sources,	one	without	
text;	AS-3354-18/FA	cited	46.	

That	research	pointed	to	many	conclusions	
contrary	to	the	Orders:	
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• course	scarcity	was	not	slowing	time	to	
graduation;	

• many	entities	objected	to	the	“fewer	
categories/more	choices”	model	the	
Orders	characterized	as	“streamlining;”	

• focus	on	time	to	graduation	itself	was	
misguided;	

• a	standardized	general	education	is	
undesirable;	

• the	Georgia	model	was	both	an	
inappropriate	comparison	point	and	
inferior	to	what	the	CSU	had	been	
attaining	prior	to	the	Orders.	

In	a	related	action	the	negotiations	between	the	
ASCSU	Executive	Committee	and	the	
Chancellor’s	Office	produced	a	codified	set	of	
“Tenets	of	Shared	Governance.”		They	aimed	at	
providing	a	clear	definition	of	shared	
governance	so	that	the	vastly	differing	
interpretations	of	the	meetings	of	the	summer,	
2017	could	be	avoided	in	the	future.		They	were	
endorsed	formally	by	the	ASCSU	and	the	CSU	
Chancellor	has	pledged	to	follow	them	(although	
questions	remain	about	whether	they	have	been	
formally	endorsed).	

No	additional	courses	have	been	added	to	CSUF	
area	B4	as	of	this	writing;	however,	it	remains	to	
be	seen	whether	non-Math	courses	will	be	
approved	in	the	area.	

In	February	of	2019	the	ASCSU	Task	Force	
report	(“GETF”)	was	released.		It	suggested	
several	things	contrary	to	the	Executive	Orders,	
such	as	the	elimination	of	“double	counting”	
mandated	in	the	Orders.		Other	
recommendations	included	reducing	the	
number	of	GE	requirements	from	the	Title-V		

	

mandated	48	units	to	42.		The	report,	contra	the	
Orders,	is	a	set	of	recommendations	rather	than	
mandates,	and	contra	the	Orders,	it	goes	to	the	
ASCSU	for	further	action.	

The	Task	Force	Report	includes	the	admonition	
that	“Curriculum	planning,	development	and	
revision	are	led	by	the	faculty;	therefore,	the	
ASCSU	is	the	appropriate	body	to	lead	the	next	
phase	of	GE	reform,	consonant	with	the	
principles	and	practices	of	shared	
governance.”		The	same	paragraph	notes	that	the	
Orders	short-circuited	the	work	of	the	Task	
Force.		What	impact	the	Task	Force	report	has	
on	the	Orders,	and	especially	on	the	question	of	
shared	governance,	remains	open.	

Before	it	was	presented	to	the	ASCSU,	the	
Chancellor’s	Office	released	it	to	campus	
presidents	and	it	appeared	on	the	ASCSU	
website.		The	American	History	Association	and	
the	Stanislaus	campus	condemned	the	GETF	
report;	the	CSUF	Academic	Senate	passed	
resolution	ASD	19-18	insisting	on	full	shared	
governance	before	any	of	the	recommendations	
of	the	report	were	enacted.	

As	reported	by	President	Virjee	at	the	March	7,	
2019	meeting	of	the	Senate	the	Chancellor’s	
Office	has	informed	the	campus	presidents	that	
no	action	will	be	taken	on	the	task	force	report	
without	ASCSU	approval.		On	the	one	hand,	it	is	
heartening	to	hear	that	the	overwhelmingly	
negative	response	to	the	Orders	seems	to	have	
been	heard.		On	the	other	hand,	all	official	
correspondence	from	the	Chancellor’s	Office	still	
maintains	the	Orders	were	properly	constructed	
and	enacted,	and	no	leeway	was	ever	given	on	
the	timelines	(as	recently	as	November	of		
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2018).		Whatever	verbal	responses	have	been	
given,	the	Chancellor’s	Office	still	vigorously	
insists	on	its	unilateral	authority	to	make	
changes	if	it	feels	appropriate	and	on	timelines	it	
unilaterally	dictates.	

It	may	also	be	worth	remembering	that	the	
problem	began	when	the	Chancellor’s	Office	
bypassed	the	campus	senates	and	the	ASCSU	and	
instead	consulted	directly	with	
presidents.		Whether	verbal	assurances	to	the	
presidents	now	should	make	the	ASCSU	and	
campuses	feel	comfortable	about	the	GETF	
might	still	beg	the	question	of	what	the	
Chancellor’s	Office	considers	appropriate	
channels	for	shared	governance.	

Conclusion	

Although	the	FAQs	asserted	that	the	purpose	of	
the	Orders	was	not	to	reduce	curricular	quality,	
the	objective	impact	of	them	on	the	CSUF	
campus	is	that	before	the	orders	students	were	
required	to	take	two	history	courses	from	
historians	and	a	math	class	from	a	math	
professor.		After	the	orders,	those	history	
courses	are	optional	and	college-level	Algebra	
can	(and	in	the	view	of	the	Chancellor’s	Office,	
should)	be	replaced	by	a	personal	finance	
course,	or	any	other	quantitative	class	
“appropriate”	to	a	given	major.	

It	seems	clear	that	the	fate	of	our	history	
sequence	–	and	its	impact	on	the	History	
Department	–	is	the	manifestation	of	the	damage	
to	programs	that	so	many	campus	resolutions	
predicted.		Abrupt	changes	backed	on		

	

insufficient	data	made	on	unreasonable	
timelines	are	simply	destructive	to	departments	
that	have	evolved	their	curricula	over	decades.		I	
join	the	campus	resolutions	predicting	that	our	
students	will	suffer.		Our	lecturers	already	have.	

At	the	present	moment,	the	statewide	GE	Task	
Force	report	has	arrived	in	the	wake	of	the	
Orders.		Our	primary	task	is	to	find	a	way	for	our	
campus	to	navigate	its	way	between	the	
enormously	unpopular	Orders	and	the	as-yet-
un-enacted	Task	Force	recommendations.	

Many	of	the	Task	Force	recommendations	are	
contrary	to	the	Orders.		It	is	unclear	what	would	
happen	if,	say,	our	campus	was	to	revoke	the	
double-counting	requirement	at	the	suggestion	
of	the	Task	Force	Report	when	the	Orders	still	
mandated	them.		The	Task	Force	Report	
squarely	places	the	ASCSU	as	the	“appropriate	
body	to	lead	the	next	phase	of	GE	reform,”	but	
that	body	has	no	power	to	revoke	to	Orders	or	
approve	any	campus	action.		What	is	our	campus	
to	do	in	this	circumstance?	

The	particulars	of	our	response	are	beyond	the	
scope	of	this	missive,	but	I	do	think	that	the	
principle	of	shared	governance	faced	a	real	and	
mortal	threat	from	the	Orders,	and	whatever	
path	we	take	forward	must	seek	to	vigorously	
restore	balance.	

Footnotes	

[1] WASC comments excerpted from 2005 History 
Department Program Performance Review.  Copies 
of WASC accreditation documents prior to 2000 
are not readily available. 
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[2] There were minor changes to the numbering and 
format of the GE package.  Subsequent WASC 
reports presented additional critiques of the CSUF 
GE package but the value of the history offerings 
has remained untouched. 

[3] In the interests of full disclosure it should be 
known that the author chaired this group. 

Centennials/Millennials/GEN	Z:	
Their	Values,	Beliefs,	and	
Higher	Education	Needs	

	
By:	Kristi	Kanel	

	

Professor	&	Chair	of	Human	
Communications	

Like	many	of	you,	I	raised	a	Millennial	who	is	
now	26	and	who	has	been	launched	into	the	
world	after	spending	6	years	in	higher	education	
(mostly	paid	by	scholarships	and	my	
income).		In	addition	to	actually	raising	them,	we	
have	also	been	teaching,	advising,	and	
mentoring	those	students	born	between	1982	
and	20001	for	a	number	of	years	now	here	at	
CSUF.		While	some	things	stay	the	same	for	this	
group	of	students,	some	things	have	definitely	
changed	from	the	era	of	Baby	Boomers	and	Gen	
Xers,	namely,	an	increasing	sophistication	about	
marketing	strategies,	heightened	feelings	of	
entitlement,	and	a	desire	for	fast	paced	action	
and	multitasking.		We	shouldn’t	be	surprised;	
after	all,	we	gave	them	a	mouse	when	they	were	
two	years	old	and	a	computer	in	their	hands	
when	they	were	teenagers.		For	the	
Centennials/Gen	Z	students,	that	computer	in	
their	hands	was	given	to	them	when	they	were		

	

small	children,	usually	in	the	form	of	some	type	
of	IPAD	to	play	games.		While	this	technology	
has	certainly	benefitted	them	(and	parents)	
there	are	some	“trappings”	that	have	gone	along	
with	this	constant	interaction	with	digital	
entities.		It	is	safe	to	declare	that	those	of	us	in	
higher	education	must	acknowledge	that	we	
need	to	make	deliberate	changes	in	our	
pedagogical	methods	with	this	group	of	
learners.		This	wouldn’t	be	a	daunting	task	in	
and	of	itself	if	we	didn’t	also	need	to	include	
returning	students	of	the	Gen	X	and	Baby	
Boomer	generations	in	the	classroom	experience	
(and	especially	in	the	online	experience).	

It	has	been	suggested	that	traditional	
approaches	to	teaching	may	not	address	the	
learning	preferences	of	the	Millennial	
student1.		Our	campus	certainly	emphasizes	
classes	utilizing	High	Impact	Practices	(HIP)		as	
these	students	expect	to	be	engaged	in	their	
learning	rather	than	being	passive	learners.		In	
fact,	these	students	probably	prefer	to	be	
engaged	with	technology	and	perceive	
themselves	being	much	more	comfortable	with	
technology	than	their	teachers2.	Instructors	are	
certainly	familiar	with	cell	phones,	computers	
and	the	Internet	but	probably	need	nudging	to	
incorporate	these	technologies	into	the	learning	
environment	to	engage	their	students,	rather	
than	merely	lecturing.		Millennials	also	prefer	
portable	learning	and	using	laptops,	texting,	and	
instant	messaging	to	communicate	and	to	set	up	
meetings.	Also,	Millennials	often	use	email	to	
clarify	course	information	and	expectations	as	
they	prefer	to	use	the	Internet	to	express	ideas	
that	they	would	not	otherwise	voice	in	class	and	
to	conduct	research.	
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Modern	instructors	might	do	well	to	encourage	
students	to	research	facts	from	a	variety	of	
online	sources	and	draw	their	own	conclusions	
rather	than	just	absorb	facts	presented	in	a	
lecture.		The	use	of	games	and	simulations	can	
help	learners	visualize	complex	systems.		These	
students	grew	up	playing	complex	games	on	
Nintendo	and	other	systems.		Any	approach	to	
learning	in	which	a	video	game	is	replicated	will	
be	engaging.	

Example	1:		I	told	my	class,	“Put	your	pens	and	
papers	down.		Look	at	me.		Don’t	try	to	
memorize	anything.		You	are	good	at	complex	
systems.		Let	the	material	hit	your	imagery	
rather	than	detailed	note	taking.”		I	asked	them	
to	role	play	in	their	minds	and	imagine	being	the	
client	or	the	therapist.		To	imagine	what	is	going	
on	in	each	person’s	mind.		To	strategize	how	to	
learn	this	material.	I	asked	my	students	to	
imagine	the	class	as	a	strategic	video	game	with	
some	role-playing	elements.		Their	job	was	to	try	
to	understand	the	material	through	trial	and	
error,	just	like	in	a	video	game.		Each	error	can	
lead	to	another	level	of	understanding.		They	
were	to	think	of	me	as	the	cheat	pamphlet	that	
tells	the	best	strategy	to	move	up	a	level.	

When	I	said	this,	their	eyes	brightened,	and	they	
gasped.		No	one	was	talking	or	looking	at	their	
phones.		They	were	completely	engaged,	even	
the	proverbial	student	in	the	far	back	corner	was	
looking	up	and	leaning	forward,	waiting	for	my	
instructions.		I	acted	out	Mario,	(a	character	
from	a	video	game),	jumping	up	hitting	the	gold	
coins,	explaining	that	once	in	awhile,	they	should	
look	for	a	chance	to	hit	the	gold	coins	that	would	
move	them	to	the	next	level.	

	

How	did	I,	a	Baby	Boomer	know	about	Mario	
and	gold	coins?		Well,	I	did	raise	a	Millennial,	
and	I	did	play	games	with	him	(mostly	against	
my	will)!	

Example	2:		I	often	demonstrate	counseling	
techniques	in	front	of	the	class.		I	will	give	them	
my	cell	phone	number	and	have	them	text	me	
what	they	think	I	should	say	next	to	the	client	in	
real	time.		I	will	pick	what	I	think	the	best	
response	is	and	say	it	as	soon	as	I	get	the	texts.	

Can	you	see	the	excitement	in	their	faces?		It’s	a	
challenge,	a	game,	using	their	best	friend	the	
smart	phone	(a	statement	I	know	is	a	bit	much,	
but	it	is	also	a	bit	true).	

As	you	proceed	to	create	new	styles	of	teaching,	
you	will	probably	want	to	keep	the	following	
Millennial	student	attributes2	in	mind:	

1. Computers	are	NOT	technology:	they	are	
a	way	of	life	(like	my	TV).	

2. Reality	is	no	longer	real:	original	images	
can	easily	be	changed	using	digital	
technology,	etc.	

3. Doing	is	more	important	than	knowing:	
results	and	actions	are	more	important	
than	accumulation	of	facts.	

4. Learning	more	closely	resembles	
Nintendo	than	logic:	trial	and	error,	
losing	represents	learning	as	this	is	the	
way	to	master	a	game.	

5. Multitasking	is	a	way	of	life:	working	on	
homework	with	music	while	talking	or	
texting	is	typical.	
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6. Zero	tolerance	for	delays:	they	were	
raised	in	a	just	in	time	service-oriented	
culture.	24/7	culture	plug	in.	

7. Consumer	and	creator	are	blurring:	
distinctions	between	creator,	owner,	and	
consumer	of	information	are	fading.		If	
something	is	digital,	it	is	everyone’s	
property.	(Major	implications	for	
plagiarism).	

Keep	in	mind	that	these	students	scrutinize	the	
way	we	teach,	communicate	and	interact	with	
them.		These	are	digital	students,	and	we	made	
them.	

So	far,	I’ve	been	discussing	Millennials.		Let’s	
take	a	look	at	Centennials,	those	born	since	
1997,	who	now	make	up	about	25%	of	the	total	
U.S.	Population.3		For	these	students,	pressure	to	
do	well	is	at	an	all-time	high,	and	they	feel	more	
overwhelmed	than	previous	generations	to	live	
healthfully,	succeed	academically,	and	stand	for	
something	in	society.			This	pressure	drives	them	
to	evade	risk	and	build	a	solid	foundation	for	
their	college	years	and	beyond.		Ninety-one	
percent	of	Centennials	feel	control	over	one’s	life	
is	a	sign	of	success,	and	at	least	50%	think	they	
should	have	a	good	handle	on	their	future	before	
they	leave	high	school.	

These	are	world	changers,	and	they	seek	
opportunities	to	create	something	new	as	they	
grew	up	on	constant	change.		They	have	been	
made	to	believe	that	doing	good	for	the	planet	
outweighs	maintaining	a	strong	economy.		They	
prefer	brands	that	focus	on	social	issues	and	
values.		Universities	should	mirror	the	pressures	
facing	this	generation.		Real	work	experience	
and	transitional	employment	should	be		

	

promoted.		Sensible	economics	should	be	
promoted	rather	than	consumerism.	Centennials	
also	respond	well	to	social	media,	eagerly	
seeking	lessons	on	how	to	empower	themselves	
to	become	content	creators	that	make	a	
difference	in	the	world.	

Not	surprisingly,	90%	of	Centennials	use	
smartphones	and	more	than	three	quarters	say	
they	couldn’t	function	without	them.	(I	guess	I	
have	more	in	common	with	them	than	I	
thought).		Actually,	there	was	a	time	when	I	also	
wanted	to	make	a	difference	in	the	world	and	
had	disdain	for	consumerism	back	when	I	was	a	
student	in	college	in	1976!	

Centennials	prefer	to	receive	content	via	text	
message	and	want	concise,	to-the-point	
messages	that	offer	instant	gratification.	This	
generation	is	savvy	to	sly	tactics.		You	must	be	
authentic	and	not	try	too	hard	to	be	something	
you’re	not.	It	will	do	you	well	to	admit	what	you	
are	selling	and	why	you	are	selling	it.		Cut	to	the	
chase,	and	offer	experiences	that	are	memorable	
and	resonate	with	the	student’s	way	of	life4.	

Studies	are	now	being	published	that	have	
focused	on	the	evolving	brains	of	Centennials,	
often	children	of	Gen	X'ers5.		They	will	soon	
become	the	world’s	largest	generation	
cohort.		Interestingly,	studies	have	shown	that	
the	average	attention	span	has	decreased	from	
12	seconds	in	2000	to	8	seconds	today.		Some	
theories	suggest	that	extensive	exposure	to	the	
web	is	the	cause	for	this	attention	limit.	
Additionally,	some	studies	suggest	that	
Centennials’	minds	are	less	able	to	explore	
complex	topics	and	memorize	large	amounts	of	
data	(things	computers	do	well)	but	are	very		
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adept	at	switching	between	many	different	
topics	and	activities	and	thinking	non-linearly	
(traits	related	to	abstract	thought	with	what	
computers	struggle).	

Another	real	possibility	for	the	Centennials	is	
increased	life	expectancy.		It	is	predicted	that	
some	Centennials	will	live	to	be	150	years	
old.		This	may	mean	working	into	their	100s	to	
afford	retirement.		During	that	time,	new	
technologies,	professions,	and	industries	will	
arise	forcing	Centennials	into	a	constant	state	of	
learning.		This	may	mean	attending	classes	and	
workshops	to	keep	existing	skills	current	or	
going	back	to	school	every	few	decades	to	earn	a	
new	degree.		Higher	education	will	most	
certainly	need	to	invest	in	mature	student	
programs	in	the	future.		There	may	even	be	a	
return	of	the	trades	as	the	world	will	be	in	need	
of	infrastructure	renewal,	climate	change	
adaptation,	green	building	retrofits,	and	next	
generation	energy.		All	of	these	projects	cannot	
be	outsourced	and	will	require	skilled	labor	and	
designers.		Computers	may	generally	replace	
low-skilled	labor.		Service	professions	that	
require	social	skills,	creative	thinking	and	
multidisciplinary	knowledge	will	always	require	
human	workers.		Pure	repetition,	memorization,	
and	calculation	may	become	obsolete	since	
computers	excel	at	those	processes.	Critical	
thinking	and	innovation	are	the	unique	pursuit	
of	humans.	

In	conclusion,	those	of	us	in	higher	education	
have	our	work	cut	out	for	us.		We	will	need	to	be	
more	creative.		We	may	need	to	talk	to	our	own	
kids	and	grandkids	to	guide	us.	We	can	no	longer	
simply	teach	Millennials	and	Centennials	the		

	

way	we	were	taught.		I	was	in	college	for	12	
years.		I	loved	a	good	lecture	and	class	
discussion.	I	learned	to	be	fluent	in	Spanish	by	
memorization	and	repetition	but,	I	also	typed	
my	papers	on	a	manual	typewriter	with	carbon	
paper	and	white	out	while	waiting	for	the	party	
line	to	hang	up	so	I	could	call	my	friends	to	meet	
at	a	park	and	play	Frisbee.		I	was	so	happy	when	
I	got	my	electric	typewriter	so	I	could	backspace	
the	white-out--even	happier	when	I	got	an	
answering	machine	for	my	phone.		Today,	I	must	
confess,	that	I	do	love	my	smartphone	and	
PowerPoint,	but	I	also	still	love	to	play	Frisbee.	
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Tenure	Density:		An	Adjunct’s	
Perspective		

	
By:	Patricia	Lee	

	

Lecturer	of	Computer	Science	

Tenure	density	can	be	defined	as	the	percentage	
of	classes	taught	by	tenure-track	faculty	as	
compared	to	all	faculty	(Biesiada,	2018;	McGloin,	
2017).		The	increasing	decline	of	tenure-track	
faculty	has	been	well-documented	(Kezar,	2010;	
Schuster	&	Finkelstein,	2006).		In	fact,	the	non-
tenure-track	faculty	population	often	surpasses	
tenure-track	faculty	in	sheer	numbers	(CSUF,	
2018).		If	only	because	of	their	sheer	prominent	
in	the	instructional	workforce,	the	fate	of	
lecturers	is	an	important	aspect	of	student	
success	and	must	be	central	in	our	planning	for	
and	analysis.	

Most	directly,	the	increasing	numbers	of	part-
time	and	full-time	non-tenure-track	faculty	have	
negatively	impacted	students.		An	increase	in	
either	part-time	or	full-time	non-tenure-track	
faculty	has	been	shown	to	strongly	correlate	
with	a	decline	in	graduate	rates,	and	“the	
magnitudes	of	these	negative	effects	appear	to		

	

be	larger	at	public	institutions	than	they	are	at	
private	institutions	and	appear	to	be	largest	at	
the	public	masters’	level	(comprehensive	
institutions)”	(Ehrenberg,	2007,	p.	47).		CSUF,	of	
course,	is	such	an	institution.		Also,	available	
results	show	a	correlation	between	part-time	
faculty	(adjunct	and	graduate	assistant	
instructors)	and	a	reduction	in	“subsequent	
interest	[for	students]	in	a	subject	relative	to	
[subject	interest	for	students	when	taking	
classes	from]	full-time	faculty	members”	
(Bettinger	&	Long,	2004,	p.	4).		Still,	“the	effects	
are	small	and	differ	by	discipline.	Adjuncts	and	
graduate	assistants	negatively	affect	students	in	
the	humanities	while	positively	affecting	
students	in	some	of	the	technical	and	
professional	fields”	(Bettinger	&	Long,	2004,	
abstract).	

Currently,	the	non-tenure-track	faculty	route	is	
not	a	professionally	rewarding	career	
option.		Some	potential	problems	associated	
with	non-tenure-track	faculty	are	the	lack	of	
voice,	extremely	remote	career	advancement	
opportunities,	lack	of	job	stability,	poor	job-
security,	low	pay,	lack	of	institutional	support	
resources,	and	absence	of	benefits.		Based	on	
data	from	two	states,	a	2017	report	called	
“Contingent	Workforce:	Size,	Characteristics,	
Compensation	and	Work	Experiences	of	Adjunct	
and	Other	Non-Tenure-Track	Faculty”	from	the	
Government	Accountability	Office	(GAO,	2017)	
“found	that	full-time	and	part-time	non-tenure-
track	professors	at	public	institutions	who	teach	
primarily	are	paid	about	75	percent	and	40	
percent	less	per	course,	respectively,	than	their	
tenure-link	colleagues.	When	comparing	faculty	
earnings	on	and	off	the	tenure-track	based	
considering	teaching	duties	only,	however,	those		
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pay	disparities	decreased	to	about	60	percent	
and	10	percent	less	per	course	for,	respectively,	
according	to	the	office.	State	and	national	data	
show	that	relatively	few	part-timers	received	
health	or	retirement	benefits	from	work”	
(Flaherty,	2017).		“Full-	and	part-time	non-
tenure	track	faculty	are	also	treated	differently	
by	their	institutions	in	many	other	respects,	
beginning	with	hiring	standards	and	processes	
and	carrying	though	to	terms	of	employment,	
compensation,	benefits	and	many	other	aspects	
of	their	professional	lives	and	duties”	(Waltman	
&	August,	2007,	p.6).	

Career	progression	from	non-tenure-track	to	
tenure-track	positions	is	made	difficult	by	the	
increasing	scarcity	of	tenure-track	faculty	
positions.		The	2017	GAO	report	“found	between	
2008	and	2012,	the	number	of	tenure-track	
faculty	positions	across	academe	increased	by	1	
percent,	while	the	number	of	full-time	
contingent	faculty	positions	increased	by	11	
percent.	Part-time	faculty	positions	increased	by	
18	percent	in	that	time	period	alone”	(Flaherty,	
2018).		In	addition,	to	compete	for	increasingly	
scarce	tenure-track	lines	lecturers	must	have	be	
active	researchers	although	they	rarely	receive	
any	support	for	such	activities.	

Often,	part-time	faculty	juggle	duties	associated	
with	instruction	as	well	as	those	outside	of	the	
organization	for	which	they	teach.		This	
adversely	impacts	working	conditions	and	
career	satisfaction	for	non-tenure-track	faculty.	

Still,	many	“campuses	across	the	country	have	
done	little	to	change	their	policies	and	practices	
to	acknowledge	and	professionalize	the	non-	

	

tenure-track	faculty”	(Kezar,	2010).		CSUF	can	
decide	to	join	the	majority	of	institutions	that	
ignore	these	issue	or	it	can	be	a	leader	in	this	
area.	

Tenure	density	and	its	increase	or	decrease	is	a	
multifaceted	issue.	Tenure	density	should	be	
carefully	evaluated	on	many	dimensions,	
including	challenges	related	to	student	
achievement,	success,	and	satisfaction	and	the	
way	those	challenges	relate	to	the	faculty	that	
guide	and	instruct	those	students.	Increased	
awareness	of	how	the	growing	majority	of	non-
tenure-track	faculty	is	impacting	students	will	
help	facilitate	better	policies	with	respect	to	
tenure	density.		A	paradigm	shift	away	from	
viewing	tenure-track	faculty	as	the	primary	type	
of	instructor	and	toward	considering	all	faculty	
roles	and	how	they	impact	students	may	yield	a	
better	grounding	for	necessary	policy	change.	

Finally,	a	better	definition	of	terms	(e.g.,	non-
tenure-track	vs.	tenure-track,	full-time	non-
tenure-track	faculty	[NTTF]	vs.	full-time	tenure-
track	faculty	[TTF],	full-time	vs.	part-time	NTTF)	
will	better	frame	the	problem.		For	example,	
when	distinguishing	“between	full-	and	part-
time	non-tenure	track	employees,”	the	
complexity	of	non-tenure-track	faculty	becomes	
evident.		“[W]hen	the	terms	‘non-tenure	track’	
and	‘part-time’	are	used	interchangeably	to	refer	
to	that	group	of	faculty	employees	who	hold	
positions	not	leading	to	tenure	or	‘permanence	
of	position’”	or	“when	‘full-time’	is	used	as	a	
synonym	for	‘tenure-track’”	becomes	more	
pronounced	and	leads	to	inaccurate	research	
information	and	conclusions	(Waltman	&	
August,	2007,	p.6).		Yet	the	“research	and		
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anecdotal	literature	often	does	not	clearly	
distinguish	between	these	terms”	(Waltman	and	
August,	2007,	p.6).	

Looking	at	the	positive	contributions	of	all	non-
tenure-track	faculty	as	well	as	the	problems	they	
face	will	give	a	more	accurate	and	well-rounded	
picture	of	the	situation	regarding	student	
success,	campus	climate,	and	achievement	
relative	to	tenure	density.	
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