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Editor’s Note 
 

The first edition of the Senate Forum was 
published in September of 1986.  Its editors 
noted that the Senate was crucial but that most 
faculty had never served on it and as a result 
many didn’t truly know what it did.  They 
therefore identified the purpose of the Forum 
as presenting an opportunity “to let you, the 
faculty, know what the choices are which 
confront the university…we hope this 
publication may have a role to play in 
sustaining and increasing faculty involvement 
at C.S.U.F.” 
 

That sentence was written at a time when the 
Academic Senate was in its first incantation, 
having immediately prior been a “Faculty 
Council.”  The campus had transformed from a 
time when “the faculty was small enough that a 
high proportion of them were directly involved 
in the governance of the campus” to one of 
greater fragmentation.  They feared that 
participation was declining and so too was 
interest in the body.  In particular, they saw 
that shared governance was tightly linked to 
quality, and losing the former would damage 
the latter: “A reliable generalization is that 
faculty have less authority in third-rate places 
than they do in first-rate ones.” 
 

Over the years the Forum has evolved in both 
format and substance.  However, the growing 
campus of 1986 is even larger now, and the 
trends over the intervening years have made 
the original mission of the Forum even more 
urgent.  It is our hope that the following 
contributions will serve the purpose this 
journal’s founders laid out and help spark 
discussions of key issues, lay out the challenges  
 

 

honestly and openly, and improve the quality of 
the campus and the Senate by increasing the 
involvement of the faculty. 
 

Tenure Density and Student 
Success 

 

By: Kristi Kanel 
 

Ph.D, Professor, Human Services 
 

Student success at California State University 
Fullerton (CSUF) and throughout the CSU 
system is an important and well-publicized 
topic.  Some have attempted to define student 
success to mean certain graduation rates must 
be met—e.g. graduating in four years for those 
entering CSUF as freshmen and in two years for 
those transferring from a community college.  
This definition has been the subject of much 
debate among those in academia, student 
affairs, faculty departments, and 
administration.  Measuring graduation rates is 
an easy way to make concepts quantifiable and 
digestible; however, student success is more 
than “just a number.”  Student success must 
also include a qualitative aspect that 
encompasses more than a time-to-graduation 
number.  Depending on one’s definition of 
“success,” many former CSUF students are 
successful after taking five or even six years to 
graduate, and many other students have had 
significant life struggles after graduating in four 
years.  Because of this, the definition for 
student success should include the many facets 
of what may dictate “success”—such as 
graduation rates, employment after graduation, 
learning, becoming good citizens, contributing 
to society, having a positive sense of self-worth, 
and having an overall sense of self-efficacy and  
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perceived competence to navigate life.  If this  
expanded definition of student success is  
accepted, a better understanding of what leads 
to student success can be established within  
the academic community.1 
 

Research has shown that academic 
achievement can be driven by perceived 
parental involvement which in turn leads to 
self-efficacy and motivation (Connell, Spencer 
& Aber, 1994).  Studies have shown that 
students 
perform better 
in school when 
the home 
environment 
simulates the 
school 
environment.  
Common sense 
would conclude 
that increasing 
academic 
achievement 
would lead to 
student success.  
However, 
because many 
students in a 
public system 
such as that of 
CSU are not 
part of families 
with strong 
parental involvement in their education.  
Consequently, faculty (many of whom seek  

                                                      
1 Editor’s note: A very similar definition has been offered 
by the Academic Affairs Committee of the California State 
University in its “White Paper on Student Success.” 

 

careers at teaching institutions such as CSUF 
because of a high motivation to work with 
students) may serve as a substitute for this 
missing parental mentoring role in the lives of 
these students.  This faculty provide guidance 
and spend focused time with students to 
support student academic pursuits.  Herein lies 
the challenge:  how might faculty serve this role 
when they are inundated with increasing 
workloads of University service, increased 
paperwork, and more accountability projects, 
not to mention teaching loads that are normally 
four courses per semester here at CSUF? 

At first glance, one might suggest that hiring 
part-time instructors will provide the 
University with more than enough faculty to 
mentor and guide students.  Although many 
part-time instructors do fill this university 
need, many must supplement their incomes by 
teaching at multitudes of colleges or hold other 
outside employment.  It is not necessarily true 
that lecturers lack the commitment toward 
students equal to that of tenure-line faculty, but 
it is the case that they don’t have as much time 
to engage students in the way that full time 
tenure-line faculty are able.  Talcott (2017), the 
CFA Associate Vic President – South, suggests 
that the foundation of student success is in fully 
funding institutions to allow them the ability to 
hire stable, tenure-line faculty to mentor, guide, 
write letters, and go “the extra mile” for 
students.  This is especially beneficial for Black 
and Latinx, first generation students who tend 
to especially benefit from more involved 
relationships with faculty.  She argues that 
part-time teachers are often spread too thin 
and don’t have time for intensive relationships 
with students.  In fact, she describes how the 
passage of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 73  
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called on CSU Trustees to develop a plan to 
raise the percentage of tenure-line faculty to 
75%, and to ensure that qualified lecturers 
were in line for those positions.  However, over 
the past five years, the CSU has gone from 45% 
to 40% tenure density, suggesting that this plan 
did not achieve its goals.  Nonetheless, this act 
of the California 
Legislature codified a 
general agreement 
that tenure-line 
faculty are able to 
devote more time to 
students.   

This idea of tenure-
line faculty leading to 
student success is 
related to the 
existence of tenure in 
the first place.  Many 
have discussed how 
tenure leads to the free exchange of ideas, 
allowing professor to speak their minds on any 

topic without fear of losing their job (Kadish, 
2017).  Ceci, et al. (2006) conducted a very 
large study looking at the justification for 
tenure.  They found that tenured faculty were 
more likely to stand up for their rights and 
speak up when ethical violations were 
observed than part time instructors and non-
tenured faculty.  They also found having 
tenured faculty enhances innovative teaching, 
scholarship, graduation rates, and leads to 
other social goods.  It would be difficult to 
argue against the idea that those results do not 
lead to student success. 

Perhaps many of the tenure-line faculty are 
hesitant to spout the benefits of increasing 
tenure density because it appears self-serving.   

 

It may come across as elitist, and some may 
infer that part-time instructors aren’t 
appreciated.  This is typically far from the truth.  
Part-time faculty bring real value into the 
classrooms.  Their work allows tenure-line  
faculty to conduct research and serve the 
university in leadership roles.  However, it is a 
question of balance, and currently we seem too 
heavily tilted toward a reliance on lecturers.  
Restoring balance and increasing tenure 
density in universities will strengthen student 
success. 
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Tenure Density – An Overview and 
Recent Developments 

 

By: Jon Bruschke  
 

Department Chair, Human 
Communication Studies 

 

The CSU faces a number of challenges but few 
greater than this: “Over the past years the 
number of undergraduates enrolled in 
universities has increased, while the percent of  
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tenure/tenure-track faculty teaching them has 
declined.”2  Put slightly differently, we are 
adding students faster than we are adding 
faculty (and especially tenure-track faculty).  As  
a point of pride, we can say our campus has not 
side-stepped the issue and many of the 
predecessor Forum contributors have addressed 
it over the years.  Where do we stand now, and 
what should we do? 

 

My approach here is threefold.  First, I’d like to 
review the value of tenure.  Second, I’d like to 
explore the flip side of the question and discuss 
the vices involved in our treatment of lecturers.  
Finally, I’d like to review the history of the issue, 
take stock of where we are at now, and close 
with some thoughts about our immediate next 
steps. 
 

The Value of Tenure: Broad and 
Foundational Thoughts About The 

University 
 

To care about tenure density is to care about 
tenure, and the value of tenure traces to the 
value of the university.  It is primarily a place of 
inquiry.  Philosopher Charles Pierce, who has  
posthumously claimed a spot as a giant of 
American thinking, staunchly defended inquiry 
as the sine qua non of our endeavor: “Charles  
Pierce wrote the definition of University in the 
Century Dictionary.  He called it an institution 
for purposes of study.  They wrote to him that 
their notion had been that a university was an 
institution of instruction.  He wrote back that if 
they had any such notion they were grievously  

                                                      
2 Report of the Task Force on Tenure Density in the 
California State University, Jan 19, 2018, CSU Office of the 
Chancellor, p. 2. 

 

mistaken, that a university had not and never 
had had anything to do with instruction and that 
until we got over this idea we should not have  
any university in this country.”3  This may seem 
ill-fitting (or even blasphemous) to an  
institution such as ours that values learning as 
pre-eminent and is rightly proud of its high-
quality transmission of learning.   
 

But it is worth remembering the value of a 
university in the first place; we generate 
knowledge.  An institution of higher education 
either engages open questions, thinks new 
thoughts, and experiments with new ideas, or it 
is simply a 4-year high school for older people.  
Without inquiry we can transmit the ideas that 
others have generated, and maybe form our own 
opinions about them, but we will not be on the 
forefront of knowledge creation and we will 
therefore not have reached as high as we can. I 
am not drawing a sharp line between research 
and teaching (quite the opposite), I only wish to 
make the point that if we are not doing research 
our teaching will suffer, and that the more our 
mission becomes teaching (instruction) rather 
than researching (inquiry) we’ll never be as 
good at teaching as we can be.   

 

And although I think I am in a safe majority 
when I stand with the teacher/scholar model, it 
is disheartening to notice that our institutional 
structures increasingly draw a sharp line 
between faculty engaged in inquiry and those 
engaged in instruction.  Tenured faculty are 
almost exclusively in charge of inquiry (with 
nonetheless challenging instructional duties), 
and lecturers are almost exclusively tasked with  

                                                      
3 Peirce, Charles S. The Essential Pierce, Vol. 1. 
Bloomington, IN: Indiana Univ. Press, 1992, p. xxi-xxii. 
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instruction (with rare and heroic efforts to 
engage in research). 
 

To my way of thinking, the tenure density 
question thus cuts to the heart of our very 
purpose here at the university.  Our lecturers 
now make up 61.7% of the faculty and bear an 
even larger portion of the teaching load.4  Yet 
they receive virtually no research support and 
are not even eligible for most grants (some full-
time lecturers are eligible for some grants, but 
the part-time lecturers out-number 
full-time lecturers by more than a 
five-to-one margin). If we accept the 
premise that research enriches 
instruction, why do we make it so 
difficult for the majority of our 
faculty to participate in research? 

 

I think it is fair to ask whether our 
institutional structures frustrate the 
decisions and processes that our best 
research and theorizing shows to be 
the preferable direction.  I posit that 
institutionally drawing a sharp line 
between tenure-track and lecturing 
faculty harms our central mission. 
 

In sum, lowering tenure density 
broadens the gap between inquiry and 
instruction and in doing so damages our 
institution as a whole.  Making learning 
preeminent means improving tenure density 
and supporting our lecturers better than we do  
 
 

                                                      
4 From the Assessment and Institutional Effectiveness 
website, Fall 2017: 
http://www.fullerton.edu/data/institutionalresearch/fac
ulty/tenure.php 
 

 

so they can better bring research into the 
classroom. 
 

Social Justice Issues 

 

We are an institution committed to diversity, 
and we can be one because the bravest and 
wisest of our predecessors took a stand for the 
admission of women and people who we now 
describe as having under-represented 
ethnicities (henceforth “URM”) when the choice 
was not obvious and it was incredibly difficult to 

do so.  This circumstance raises for 
us at least two sets of questions.  
First, do we now face decisions 
similar to those that were faced by 
those before us -- difficult decisions 
that seem to strain against the 
weight of popular opinion, are 
difficult to identify and defend, and 
that can be won only at the cost of 
great courage?  Secondly, have those 
progressive decisions of our 
forebearers that led us to our 
commitment for diversity settled the 
issue, or is there more to do in regard 
to (at least) racial and gender 
diversity?   
 

The universities of a hundred years ago were 
not isolated from the society that supported 
them and the issues at large.  Should women be 
admitted as students?  Could women hold 
faculty jobs?  Should they be paid the same as 
men?  The same questions were faced about 
those with URM identities.  What is the issue for 
our time? 

 

Evidence is growing that the issue that will 
define our time is income inequality.  Wage  
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growth for workers has remained stagnant but 
soared for managers, contributing to an overall  
income inequality.5  The extraordinarily rich are 
gaining an increasing share of total wealth at the 
expense of everyone else.6  And lest this be 
mistaken as a non-ideological question, keeping 
CEO-to-worker pay gaps secret is a top priority 
of the most conservative elements 
on Wall Street.7   
 

Not only are we not immune from 
these trends, we might be ground 
zero for them.  In the CSU and on 
our campus, the issue plays out in 
the positions of lecturers.  Some 
openly ask whether adjunct 
professors are the new fast-food 
workers,8 others point out 
lecturers make less than fry 
cooks.9 The situation has been 
well-chronicled by the CFA,10 but 
some of the poignant points are worth 
reviewing: “More than half of CSU faculty make 
less than $38,000 in gross earnings…the average  
 
 
 

                                                      
5 http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-
tank/2018/08/07/for-most-us-workers-real-wages-have-
barely-budged-for-decades/ 
6https://www.theguardian.com/inequality/2017/nov/14
/worlds-richest-wealth-credit-suisse 
7 http://fortune.com/2015/08/07/ceo-pay-ratio-sec-
income-inequality/ 
8 https://psmag.com/education/are-adjunct-professors-
the-new-fast-food-workers; 
https://www.salon.com/2015/05/02/they_turned_colleg
e_into_mcdonalds_adjunct_professors_fast_food_wages_an
d_how_colleges_screw_more_than_just_students/ 
9https://www.chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/2013/1
0/21/who-earns-more-professor-or-fry-cook/ 
10 https://www.calfac.org/race-to-the-bottom 

 

faculty salary at each campus lost purchasing 
power over the last decade when adjusted for 
inflation…95% of  lecturers make less than 
$4,000 per month and 43% of them take home 
less than $2,000 a month... About 60% of faculty 
reported being unable to afford to live in their 
campus community.”11  Lecturer faculty have 

fewer rights, less job security, fewer 
protections, and lower compensation 
than their tenured colleagues.  While 
there are certainly some lecturers who 
are truly teaching a course or two in 
retirement, or as a side interest from a 
full-time job, the overwhelming 
majority of lecturers would rather 
have full-time academic 
employment.12   
 

And, I should note, this brief 
summation barely scratches the 
surface of the vast and disturbing 

literature on the treatment of lecturers. 
 

Moreover, this issue of the time threatens to 
frustrate progress on other diversity issues.  As 
of the fall of 2017, roughly 47% of the tenure-
track faculty were female compared to roughly 
53% of lecturers.13  URM faculty compose about 
12% of tenure-track faculty but about 26% of 
lecturers.  There are many possible reasons for  
 
 

                                                      
11 http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-
calstate-faculty-20150407-story.html 
12 https://www.calfac.org/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/race_to_the_bottom_-
_losing_ground_and_losing_faith_final.pdf, see especially 
footnote 8 
13 
http://www.fullerton.edu/data/institutionalresearch/fac
ulty/tenure.php 
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this, but here is one that is difficult to overlook: 
“institutions of higher education now employ far  
more non-tenured faculty than tenured…in this 
environment it's also easy for discrimination to 
thrive.”14  As a point of fact, lecturer jobs are 
worse than tenure-track jobs, and they are more  
likely to be held by women and those with URM 
identities. 
 

The tenure density question is fundamentally a 
question of the income inequality since the 
lower tenure-density means a higher percentage 
of those at the lowest end of the wage scale.  And 
really lowest: while lecturers average $38,000 a 
year and have as the minimum qualification a 
Master’s degree, CSUF recently advertised an 
advising job (student services professional II) 
that offered a salary between about $50,000 and 
$70,000 a year with the qualification “bachelor’s 
degree or equivalent.”15  I’m not denigrating the 
work of advisors, but I do think it says 
something about our values to note that 
advisors are paid twice as much as better-
credentialed instructional faculty. 
 

Campus and Forum History 

 

Ever looming are budget concerns.  Can these 
social justice issues be dismissed as the 
unfortunate but inevitable outcomes of budget 
shortages largely beyond campus control?  I 
won’t dismiss budget concerns entirely, but I 
will vigorously argue that this conclusion is far 
too simplistic, and most of the hope comes from 
our proud tradition of shared governance. 
 

                                                      
14 
http://davidbaconrealitycheck.blogspot.com/2015/02/lel
eua-loupes-journey-as-freeway-flyer.html 
15 https://chroniclevitae.com/jobs/0000454338-
01?cid=VTEVPMSJOB1 

 

As a quick step backwards, it should be noted 
that at virtually every point of social progress –  
from the elimination of sweatshops to the 
adoption of catalytic converter standards on 
cars to the elimination of slavery – “we can’t 
afford it” has been the rallying cry of those who 
would deny a push for progress.  History has 
generally shown that with enough resolve we  
can almost always accomplish both economic 
progress and social justice, and most of us 
believe that justice tends to produce a more just 
and thriving economy.  Additionally, and without  
belaboring the collective bargaining issues, one 
review has found that “there is simply no causal 
relationship between the CSU’s net operating 
budget and expenditures on faculty salaries.”16  
Even if one does not accept the full veracity of 
that conclusion (I have no reason to doubt it), 
there does appear to be more than enough room 
for improvement if we work together and 
strategically.  And much of that hope is found in 
our own campus history. 
 

A useful starting point is fifteen years ago at a 
time when system-wide tenure density had 
dropped from over 80% in 1991 to just over 
60%.  In 2002 the Senate Forum volume 18 
included two articles exploring the issue as it 
related to our campus.  One, by tenure-density 
stalwart (and heroine) Diana Guerin, traced 
system-wide trends following a period known as 
“Tidal Wave II” where enrollments soared, 
budgets dropped, and the commitment to 
instruction took a hit.  Guerin traced the trends 
to lower quality and noted that while tenure- 
 
 

                                                      
16 https://www.calfac.org/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/race_to_the_bottom--csus_10-
year_failure_to_fund_its_core_mission_final.pdf 
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track hires had declined the number of 
managerial hires increased, a trend unsurprising  
to those who have researched the income 
equality gap.17 

 

In that same issue Barry Pasternack traced the 
journey of ACR 73, a California State Concurrent  
Resolution that set a tenure-track target of 75%. 
The basic plan was to add tenure-track lines as 
student enrollment increased, and the idea was 
to hit the 75% target in roughly eight years.  One 
year later in volume 19 Pasternack published an  
article with this title: “Progress Report on 
Implementation of ACR 73: No Progress.”  The 
state mandate was unfunded by the state.  In 
that same 19th volume Kath Brzovic wrote an 
article that documented and discussed the (often 
unreasonable) demands placed on lecturers. 
 

The Fall of 2004 Volume 20 included an article 
by Ellen Junn reporting on the recommendations 
of an ad hoc Committed to Support Untenured 
Faculty and Diversity commissioned by 
President Gordon.  Peggy Atwell published a 
piece on exploring retention and examining why 
faculty leave. 
 

In 2006 Diana Guerin again took the point and 
reported on a very concrete effort: Working with 
the Senate and others, President Gordon made a  
commitment to hire 100 new faculty a year for 
five years in a Faculty Hiring Initiative.  An 
article by Nanjundappa and Hassan reported on 
a quality of life and morale survey and compared 
lecturers to tenure-track faculty; the entire 
second issue of the 22nd volume was dedicated  
 
                                                      
17 CFA (California Faculty Association) website 

https://www.calfac.org/race-to-the-bottom Paper 2, 

Salary Staffing and the CSU's 1% shows trends and data  

 

to a consideration of the work conditions and 
careers of lecturers. 
 

The 23rd volume in 2007 published an “Update 
on Five-Year Faculty Hiring Initiative” by 
Dolores Vura.  The analysis concluded that “In 
summary, the hiring initiative is working” and in 
fact Vura anticipated “a substantially better 
result that we could have expected when we 
made projections back in August of 2005.”  
 

The 26th volume in 2010 marked the eighth year 
since ACR 73 was enacted, and while the state-
wide effort appeared to have been a complete 
bust the CSUF Faculty Hiring Initiative was 
working.  President Gordon extended the 
program into a 6th year.  Targets were set and 
Graboyes, Guerin and Sullivan carefully tracked 
progress in a data-rich article that concluded: 
“The Faculty Hiring Initiative has allowed the 
university to increase the ranks of 
tenured/tenure-track faculty consistently.”  In 
total the volume included four articles on faculty 
recruitment, retention, and success. 
 

That same year an Academic Affairs/Academic 
Senate retreat on faculty retention and success  
produced a working group, whose 
recommendations were ultimately endorsed by 
the Academic Senate in a “Resolution Endorsing 
The Recommendations of the Academic 
Affairs/Academic Senate Joint Task Force on 
Faculty Retention and Success.”18 
  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
18 ASD 10-137 
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At this point, Cal. State Fullerton had rolled up 
its sleeves and made real progress.  Tenure 
density was acknowledged as a system-wide 
problem but state-level solutions seemed 
ephemeral and tepid.  Our own process of 
shared governance produced a vigorous 
discussion in 2005, a concrete plan that 
followed, and a closing of the loop by discussing 
and evaluating efforts.  The 
process was clearly a shared 
effort that included 
departments, Deans, the 
Senate, and the Office of the 
President.  And this was all 
accomplished during the 
housing recession period of 
2007-2009. 
 

But in the following years the 
Forum, and perhaps the 
campus, had gone dark on the 
issue.  The campus presidency 
changed in 2012 and 
completion rates and time-to-
degree became  
points of emphasis.  The faculty 
morale and job satisfaction 
surveys that Nanjundappa and 
Hassan championed, and the 
COACHE data Guerin reported 
on, had been replaced with 
campus climate surveys that seem to be more 
centrally directed at harassment and liability 
reduction than career trajectories or job  
satisfaction.  The recommendations of ASD 10-
137 did result in some efforts in some areas (3- 
course teaching loads are increasingly a reality) 
but not campus-wide and sustained initiatives.  
Little progress or attention was evident between 
2010 and 2016. 

 

The Chancellor’s Task Force, Student 
Success, and Fullerton’s Immediate 

Future 

 

In August of 2016 the Chancellor’s Office created 
a “Task Force on Tenure Density in the 
California State University” that completed its 
work with a report issued in January of 2018 (it 

is no surprise that Diana 
Guerin served on this body).  
The trend was identified and 
disturbing; tenure density has 
dropped system-wide from 
roughly 80% in 1991 to 56% in 
2016.  The treatment of 
lecturers was acknowledged: 
“It should be noted that some 
lecturer faculty go above and 
beyond their contractual 
obligations, regardless of 
whether this is supported or 
not by their assignment.  The 
task force does not believe this 
is a fair or sustainable model.”  
Research was cited to 
demonstrate that tenure 
density improves graduation 
rates.  But the overall budget 
situation was described as 
bleak; enormous amounts of 
money would be needed to 

make modest improvements.  Statewide budget 
processes and timelines put downward pressure 
on tenure density (encouraging lecturer hiring 
in bad budget times and making it harder to 
increase the number of tenure lines in good 
budget times).  Nonetheless, three 
recommendations came out that strike me as 
especially crucial: 
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• “Develop a new metric for the number of 
students (FTES) to tenure-track faculty 
(FTEF) ratio, to better gauge the capacity  
of campuses with regard to tenure-track 
density.”19 

• “Consider qualified lecturer faculty for 
tenure-track faculty positions, as 
appropriate”20 with the admonition that 
“[e]ffective strategies include hiring 
qualified lecturer faculty as tenure-track 
faculty as appropriate.”21 

• “Develop a campus-specific tenure 
density plan (that should include targets) 
based on the needs and resources of the 
campus.”22 

As that Task Force was completing its 
work, the Academic Affairs Committee 
of the Academic Senate of the CSU was 
completing its own “White Paper on 
Student Success.”  The main thrust of 
the work was a much-needed re-
definition of student success that 
rejected the narrow and taken-for-
granted belief that equated success with time to 
graduation, and suggested instead a non-
measurable but superior concept of “joy of 
learning and growth mindset.”23  It noted that a 
key factor was “’invisible labor,’ the kind of work 
done by faculty that has everything to do with 
the learning experience and nothing to do with  
resources provided for ‘student success.’”24  
Crucially, it included two tables of data  
 

                                                      
19 Page 15 
20 Page 16 
21 Page 14 
22 Page 15 
23 Page 2 
24 Pages 2-3 

 

describing CSU campuses, one that showed that 
lower class sizes explain 28% of the 4-year 
graduation rate, and one that showed that  
tenure density could explain 25% of the same 
outcome. 
 

Our campus now stands at a transition point.  
The Academic Affairs White Paper demonstrates  
that tenure density is the key to providing true 
student success that moves beyond the bean-
counting tendency of graduation rates.  The Task 
Force report has charged us with creating a 
campus-specific tenure density plan with an 
emphasis on setting targets and incorporating 
lecturers in the solutions.  We have completed 

our most recent Strategic Plan and 
President Virjee has pointed out that 
the real work now begins and we must 
implement our plan with specific 
programs and figures.  The Strategic 
Plan implementation affords us the 
opportunity to implement both charges 
at once. 
 

And fortunately, we already have a 
model and no shortage of ideas.  Our Faculty 
Hiring Initiative was a rousing success25 and was  
 

                                                      
25 The Tenure Density Task Force report notes that 
between 2007 and 2016 that 21 of 23 campuses have 
improved tenure density rates; Fullerton is one of the two 
campuses that gained.  These gains are more fleeting than 
real, however.  The overall gain was a modest 1.2% 
(53.6% to 54.8%), and undoubtedly a product of the years 
selected.  Had the end point been 2014 we would have 
lost, and had 2008 been the starting point we would have 
lost in every year since 2012.  The most straightforward 
conclusions is that we slightly below the system average 
(56%), we seem to be holding at roughly that level, and 
our successes are largely explained by the campus 
commitment to the Faculty Hiring Initiative. 

“Our campus 
now stands 

at a 
transition 

point” 
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accomplished even during the most disastrous 
budget period in recent memory.  The CFA 
publications demonstrate that budget cannot be 
an excuse for failing to move forward. 
 

Two final points bear emphasis. 
 

First, the admonition of creating tenure-track 
opportunities for qualified lecturers, as  
recommended by the Task Force, is a bold idea 
that has the possibility of uniting the two  
concerns that opened this essay.  If we attain 
tenure density at the expense of our hard-
working and long-suffering lecturers by 
replacing them with new tenure hires we will be 
exacerbating the social justice trends that 
disadvantaged them in the first place.  If we 
improve tenure density by converting their 
positions to tenure lines it will be the most cost-
effective and socially just way of providing our 
students with the benefits of tenure density. 
 

Second, and finally, we must be vigilant in our 
dealings with the Chancellor’s Office.  The most 
recent allocation of GI2025 funds included $25 
million ear-marked for tenure-track hiring.  No 
transparent accounting of the use of those funds 
exists, and those who lobbied with the 
Chancellor for that funding (including the CFA 
and ASCSU) are expressing dismay.  If pursuing 
student success (including but not limited to 
graduate rates) is truly the shared goal, it would 
seem that the $25 million was a minimum rather 
than a maximum investment.  But at present it is 
difficult even to discover how those funds are 
being spent and how they might impact tenure 
density.  I suspect that the cautionary review of 
costs in the Task Force Report is being taken far 
more seriously than the data in the Academic 
Affairs White Paper.  No small part of our effort  
 

 

must be to hold statewide office holders 
accountable for joining us in our efforts. 
 

The immediate challenge before us requires 
courage and vision.  Those who held our posts 
forty years ago can look back on their decisions  
and, I believe, take pride in knowing they made 
difficult calls that spurred progress (although 
our diversity challenges are far from resolved).   
It is my most sincere hope that forty years from 
now we can look back at this moment and mark 
it as the time we took up the social justice fight  
for our lecturers and maintained a professional 
faculty.  The alternative, I fear, is looking back at 
a time where we could have done something and 
instead shirked the challenge, and in so doing 
created an institution with an increasingly tiny 
sliver of tenured faculty housed in a transitory 
campus that lost its identity as a place of inquiry. 
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