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ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND 

MODIFICATION UNDER THE HIGHER EDUCATION EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE 

RELATIONS ACT (HEERA) 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of the California State University (ASCSU) reassert 
its objection to the severely time-constrained and flawed shared governance 
process and consultation surrounding Executive Order (EO) 1100 (revised) 
and EO 1110 and insist that the practice of joint decision-making mandated 
in HEERA be respected and adhered to; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the ASCSU express its regret that campus-based solutions and the 
atmosphere of experimentation and adoption of best practices was stifled by 
EO 1100 (revised) and EO 1110; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the ASCSU encourage campus senates to engage in the full exercise of 
their shared governance practices under HEERA and implement changes 
recommended in EO 1100 (revised) and EO 1110 only insofar as the campus 
senates find that the changes are consistent with best practices, are 
appropriate to their campuses, can be implemented in reasonable timelines, 
will likely attain their stated goals, and on balance will likely improve 
programs and help students; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That the ASCSU request that, before any future implementation, the 
Chancellor’s Office engage in data-driven and genuine consultation with the 
appropriate body of the ASCSU, with the goals of refining both EO 1100 
(revised) and EO 1110 to implement them on a timeline mutually acceptable 
to the Chancellor’s Office and the ASCSU; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the ASCSU distribute this resolution to CSU Board of Trustees, CSU 
Chancellor, CSU campus Presidents, CSU campus Senate Chairs, California 
Faculty Association (CFA), California State Student Association (CSSA), 
Emeritus and Retired Faculty and Staff Association (ERFSA), California 
Council of the American Association of University Professors, Academic 
Senate for the California Community Colleges, and the Academic Senate of 
the University of California. 

RATIONALE: CSU faculty and campus constituents have repeatedly expressed serious 
concerns about the adequacy of the consultation, the content, and the timeline of revised 
Executive Order 1100 and newly released Executive Order 1110. The two required vast 
curricular changes in a hasty manner. The insistence by the Chancellor’s Office that the 
CSU needed to move forward at such a pace suggests that the administration is more 
attuned to the pressures of outside forces to address a manufactured crisis in higher 
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education than to meet the needs of its students and assist continuing faculty efforts to meet 
those needs. 

EO 1100 (revised) and EO 1110 did not arise from the fulsome shared governance 
process needed to reflect faculty expertise, and therefore the Senate and the faculty it 
represents are compelled to reject changes in curricula that do not originate through such a 
fulsome process. Changes to basic curriculum policy need thoughtful consideration informed 
by a nuanced understanding of the rationale and impacts of proposed changes on the quality 
of education that CSU campuses provide and that our students deserve. Furthermore, 
curriculum changes should reflect the best evidence about student success and the outcomes of 
the educational process as found in rigorous research projects and best practices literature.  

Despite multiple resolutions across the CSU, and despite a year-long series of discussion 
with the ASCSU Executive Committee on Tenets of Shared Governance, as of this 
writing, the Chancellor’s Office continues to act unilaterally to impose new GE curricula on 
campuses. The centralized effort to impose a singular GE curriculum across the 23 
campuses continues in the tradition of ignoring the primacy of faculty in the area of 
curriculum and other academic matters. 
Further, unintended consequences of top-down curriculum revision that is rushed and poorly 
designed have been noted on multiple occasions (e.g., damage to Ethnic Studies and other 
campus foci). Effective curriculum that leads to student success takes time and resources to 
determine how best to proceed. It also takes faculty deliberation. Indeed, faculty are the 
central resource upon which student success depends, yet recent externally inspired efforts 
place emphasis on student affairs and ways non-faculty will be the drivers of student success.  

In terminology used, faculty and the Chancellor’s office agree that valid educational research 
and best practices should guide curriculum design. However, we almost completely disagree 
over how to define these terms. While AS-3304-17 requested a robust discussion centered 
around data, such activity has not yet occurred.  What follows is not a comprehensive 
review, but does show that at least a considerable body of valid evidence calls into question 
the value of the Executive Orders and other pending changes.   

Key research includes these conclusions:  

Course scarcity does not slow time to graduation.  "Results suggest that course scarcity does 
not delay students' graduation" (Kurlander et al., 2014).  Serious attempts to review 
research and identify factors that delay graduation do not include curricular requirements 
(Sternberg, 2013 – lists 13 factors that research has linked to low graduation probability, 
and none include curricular confusion or course scarcity). 

Aritculation agreements do not result in student success.  "The current state of knowledge 
and data collection efforts make it impossible to provide definitive answers regarding the 
effectiveness of articulation policies in higher education" (Roska, 2009).  Tenure density 
does speed time to graduation, but articulation policies do not (Gross & Boldhaber, 2009).  
“Through several studies exploring this issue, Roska found no evidence that articulation 
policies improve bachelor’s degree attainment” (Mayhew et al., 2016, p. 377).  “State 
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articulation policies that attempt to streamline coursework transfer from two-year to four-
year public institutions appear to have no effect on bachelor’s degree attainment” (Mayhew 
et al., 2016, p. 581). A recommendation is “reconsidering articulation agreements between 
two- and four-year institutions as the evidence shows they are ineffective in promoting 
educational attainment” (Mayhew et al., 2016, p. 583).  Baker (2016) shows that in two 
of three years articulation agreements failed to encourage transfers, and the improvements in 
the third year were explained by a self-selection of high-achieving students. 

The Orders seek to “streamline” by offering fewer GE categories with a large selection of 
courses; this approach has been roundly rejected by the American Council of Trustees and 
Alumni, who have argued for fewer and more rigorous course offerings in every annual 
report since 2009.  In short, the ACTA maintains that the “fewer categories-more 
options” framework ipso facto reduces quality. 

Focus on time to graduation is misguided: “the quality shortfall is just as urgent as the 
attainment shortfall…Instead of reinventing their general education programs to make them 
more integrated and inclusive of real-world and applied learning, institutions are seeking to 
increase graduation rates by ‘outsourcing’ general education to high schools or are 
encouraging their students to ‘get general education out of the way’ by picking up a course 
here or there on the Internet“ (Humphreys, 2012). 

This is especially true of history: “Virtually all institutions offer comprehensive courses on 
America’s past, but the overwhelming majority do not take the vitally important next step 
of ensuring that all graduating majors have taken one of these courses.  The only-if-you-
want-to approach will undoubtedly lead to scores of history majors to graduate without ever 
taking a course on United States history beyond the high-school level” (ACTA, 2017-18, 
p. 5). 

A standardized general education is not desirable.  “A program for reforming general 
education should be designed around each institution’s character, the strengths and interests 
of its faculty, and the needs of its students” (Hanstedt, 2012; citing Jerry Gaff).   

Basing policy on graduation rates is unfounded and dangerous.  Graduation rates are poor 
indicators and should not be used for policy decisions (deVise, 2012).  Published 
graduation rates systematically understate actual success rates and are no cause for alarm 
(Carey, 2017). 

Total expenditures are key; “four-year institutions’ total expenditures are often positively 
related to graduation when compared to various other predictors” (Mayhew et al., 2016, p. 
371). 

The scant support for the Executive Orders is based on a program at Georgia State 
University.  Georgia State University, via a variety of methods and experiences have indeed 
seen an improved graduation rate. However, the improvement brought GSU up to the 
national average, and it may represent transformation of a failing university, not 
improvement at a typical campus.  
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Drawing the conclusion that the efforts identified by Renick and touted by CCA as a 
successful demonstration on how to improve higher education may be an error in judgement.  
Reasons to doubt the narrative about GSU, and resist mindlessly following a new recipe in 
the CSU include:   

1. The current 6-year graduation rate at GSU is an all-time high 55%,(University 
System of Georgia, 2018), but the overall CSU rate is 61%, and is dramatically 
higher at some campuses (The California State University, 2019).    

2. Trends over the last couple of decades show 6-year graduation rates (including 
overall URM) at public universities in the US—including the CSU ( The 
California State University, 2019)—have been rising (The Education Trust, 
2015; NCES, 2017). This trend makes GSU’s experience look less 
outstanding, and it calls into question forces being credited by GSU and CCA for 
improved rates.   

3. Deviating from standard practice, GSU’s URM category includes all “Asian 
students,” (Complete College Georgia, 2015) a group with reliably higher overall 
graduation rates (NCES, 2017; At GSU, URM means “not white.”  

4. While URM 6-year graduation rates are problematic at some campuses in the 
CSU, other campuses best the GSU URM rate (The California State University, 
2019). 

5. White students at GSU underperform the average 6-year graduation rate 
(50.3%). If they were to graduate at the same rate as CSU white students (68%), 
the GSU URM gap would be approximately 10% (University System of 
Georgia, 2018; The California State University, 2019). 

6. Since 2003, GSU has been instituting a broad range of high impact practices 
(HIP; leadership/mentoring, first-year programs, supplemental instruction across 
many divisions) and financial aid enhancement (increased scholarships—dollar 
amount and number given—and grant aid at crisis moments) as part of its strategy 
to improve (University System of Georgia, 2018). Many of these were best 
practices and proven strategies, but they are not credited by the CCA narrative, 
and cost of implementation is absent. 

7. Most CCA plans advocated for use in the CSU were not implemented prior to the 
profound changes at GSU (University System of Georgia, 2018). Crediting recent 
changes in practices (such as 15 to finish, EAB, chatbots, curriculum pathways, 
reduction in units to degree) for years long improvement is illogical.   

8. Assuming some but not other initiatives in place during a period of change were 
responsible for the change, without analysis, is also presumptuous. A comprehensive 
evaluation of GSU’s improvements over time has not been completed; neither has 
an evaluation of effects of CCA initiatives (e.g., 15 to finish, intrusive and web-
based advising, EAB, chatbots, K-12 partnerships, curriculum pathways, 
reduction in units to degree, and so on).   
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9. The growth in the overall number of degrees awarded to URM students at GSU is 
substantially a product of student enrolment growth, not improved graduation rates. 
(University System of Georgia, 2018). 

10. Although the Pell-proxy is an unreliable measure of low income student 
enrolment,*6 the share of Pell-eligible students enrolled at GSU over time 
increased, and a gap was closed as Pell-eligible students are now graduating at the 
same rate as non-Pell at GSU. These changes, however, make GSU a typical 
university on those dimensions—they are not a unique phenomena (Delisle, 2017; 
The Education Trust, 2015). Noting limitations to using the Pell-gap measure, 
many CSU campuses also show no or very low Pell gaps (The California State 
University, 2019). 

Competing versions of graduation rates exist, and false contrasts appear, when a different 
metric is used (e.g., completion at any university) within a narrative principally relying upon 
another (e.g., traditional same-campus completion). All claims should reference the metric 
being used and how others compare on the metric. 

Beyond the doubts about using GSU’s graduation rates to justify changes in the CSU, 
another metric of student success shows CSU campuses are doing an outstanding job of 
transforming students’ lives, and performing much better than most universities, including 
GSU. One such metric is the recently developed Social Mobility Index (SMI) (CollegeNet 
2018), which measures students’ economic mobility. 
Six CSU campuses are in the top 10 on the SMI rankings, with 5 more, 11 total, in the 
top 20, and 4 more, 15 total of the top 30 (50% of the top 30 on the SMI). GSU ranks 
54th on the SMI, ranking lower than 19 of the 23 CSU campuses. All CSU campuses 
are in the top 1/3 of all Universities.  

The SMI rankings indicate that the CSU does not need an intervention led by venture 
philanthropists to improve student success. What it needs is a reform in its marketing 
department to tell the CSU story to those who would use critical narratives and 
manufactured crises to lead us in a different direction.  
The CSU needs a return to basics where dedicated faculty lead academic decision 
making—they’ve done an excellent job so far—and where campuses have autonomy to 
innovate and share successful tactics with other campuses. The sense of “mission” among 
CSU faculty is thriving, but endangered by recent events. Oppressive academic rulemaking 
from the central command at the Chancellor’s Office has been disruptive, and it now 
threatens student success in the CSU.  
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