
 
 

RESOLUTION 
IN FAVOR OF FREE FACULTY CHOICE IN ASSIGNING COURSE MATERIALS, 

INCLUDING FORMAT, AND 
OPPOSING THE ‘EQUITABLE’ TEXTBOOK ACCESS PROGRAM (ETAP) 

 
30 November 2023 

 
WHEREAS 
1. The primary rationale for the selection of course materials should be effectiveness for 

student learning; 
2. Academic Senate Policy 22-05, “Accessibility and Faculty Responsibility for the Selection 

of Instructional Materials,” clearly states, “Faculty are responsible for choosing their 
instructional materials”; 

3. There is significant peer-reviewed research that demonstrates that generally students 
learn better from print course materials (see Select Bibliography), and even research to 
the contrary confirms that there is a difference between print and digital course 
materials; 

4. The choice to use print vs. digital course materials (or both) should be made by the 
subject matter expert, i.e., faculty, based on their assessment of which will contribute 
best to student learning; 

5. Ensuring course materials meet accessibility needs is the purview of our excellent Bob 
Murphy Access Center; 

6. The affordability of course materials plays an important, but secondary role in their 
selection; 

7. It is common knowledge, and perfectly understandable, that students acquire course 
materials through a variety of avenues, or sometimes do not acquire them at all, 
depending on their life circumstances—and that it is better that students engage 
imperfectly than not at all; 

8. Under the ETAP (in its current form), any textbook that is available in digital format will 
only be provided to students in digital format, thus taking away faculty choice in 
assigning print vs. digital course materials; 

9. The ETAP incorrectly assumes that instructional materials are the same whether they 
are in digital or print format; 

10. The ETAP is based on the faulty assumption that it makes no difference to student 
learning whether students have course materials digitally or in print; 

11. The ETAP therefore infringes on academic freedom; 



12. The ETAP was originally developed without substantial faculty or student input and then 
presented as a fait accompli to the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate (but 
not yet to the Academic Senate as a whole); 

13. The ETAP makes no allowance for differences between colleges, departments, 
programs, disciplines, and courses; 

14. Beach Shops have (so far) not presented data on the current cost of course materials for 
CSULB students in general or disaggregated by college, department, program, discipline, 
or course and have not offered information on how much students actually spend on 
course material (i.e., when they buy second-hand, rent, share, borrow from the library, 
etc.); 

15. This raises the question of whether in the ETAP disciplines with lower-cost or no-cost 
course materials would be cross-subsidizing disciplines with more expensive course 
materials; 

16. The ETAP may have the unintended consequence of encouraging faculty to assign more 
expensive course materials—or of encouraging faculty to find course materials that are 
not available in digital format; 

17. The Beach Shops rejected an Opt-In option for the ETAP on the grounds that publishers 
would in that case not give sufficient discounts; 

18. The Opt-Out option in the ETAP will be underutilized by students, especially first-time 
first-year and transfer students who are not yet familiar with practices at the University; 

19. When students exercise the Opt-Out option in the ETAP, the book shop will provide 
printed course materials individually and only on demand, with a time frame of about 
two or three weeks; 

20. The ETAP uses the word ‘equitable’ in a way that does not accord with any standard 
definition of that term (rather than ‘equal’ or ‘flat fee’); and 

21. The information, arguments, and assessments presented to the ASI Senate before they 
passed their resolution in support of ETAP unfortunately only came from the 
perspective of the Beach Shops; 

 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT 
THE ACADEMIC SENATE OF CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, LONG BEACH 
I. concludes that the ETAP could be harmful to student learning and therefore the 

academic mission of the University; 
II. demands that faculty retain free choice in assigning course materials, including in what 

format; 
III. opposes the ETAP in its current form; 
IV. requests that the term ‘equitable’ only be used at CSULB when it is accurate and 

appropriate; and 
V. shall distribute this resolution to the President of CSULB; the Provost of CSULB; the 

Provost’s Chief of Operations, Senior Communications Strategist, and Executive 
Assistant; the Vice President for Student Affairs; the Deans and Associate Deans of 
CSULB; the Vice Provosts and Associate Vice Presidents in the Division of Academic 
Affairs at CSULB; the Beach Shops Board of Directors; the ASI President and Senate at 
CSULB; and the leadership of the CSULB chapter of CFA. 
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