
Faculty Responses to Resolutions of No Confidence  
 
Email 1: 
My thoughts about this whole issue. 
  
Before EO 1100, students had to take any 9 units of upper division GE’s from sections A-F. 
  
Option square and plus sign (???) pretty much allow for students to continue to choose from multiple 
sections. (my choices) 
  
The other options seem to allow for Section F to receive a disproportionate number of ‘mandatory’ units. 
(unfair to other majors when section F majors get ‘mandatory’ units which would double count for their 
majors) 
  
I also think it is unreasonable on the other faculty member’s parts to assume that only those majors in 
Ethnic Studies, Women and Gender Studies, etc. teach about comparative cultures and diversity. I 
guarantee other majors such as ours teach about similar topics in our programs. 
  
I feel that at this point some faculty state they want to be heard but really, they want their way. I think 
options square and plus sign are the best way to spread the wealth of upper division GE while still being 
inclusive of all departments and giving students the most freedom in their choices for their own academic 
paths. 
  
I do NOT support a vote of no confidence for President Harrison and I do NOT support a vote of no 
confidence for Chancellor White. These memos seem to be very faculty focused and not necessarily 
reflective of the faculty being upset that the students wouldn’t get what *they* need but rather that the 
faculty wouldn’t get what *they* wanted. 
  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Email 2: 
Inspired by our Faculty meeting yesterday afternoon, may I accept the invitation to share my thoughts 
with you all about the three issues coming to 
the Faculty Senate  for consideration? 
  
Regarding the EO 1100 (and related orders) I am still unclear about what student's win or lose with the 
orders.  [Many of the arguments I have heard from other university faculty seem self serving to 
protecting their job assignments and department numbers.]   
I would urge continued dialogue with the Chancellor's office on these orders, with a sharper focus on how 
to better manage the many students who are not college ready, (which was behind the creation 
of student remedial course work.)  The "No Child Left Behind" philosophy has bit us in the behind and I 
worry the part of our Student Success initiatives may be more of the same, where we push students thru at 
any cost and let the market place figure out what to do with them later. 
  
The two documents proposing a vote of "no confidence" seem emotionally charged and one sided.  My 
limited experience with Chancellor White and President Harrison paints a much different picture of the 
two people (as human beings and educational professionals.)  Something is missing and I believe that we 
need the whole story to know if in fact there is negligence on either part.  In the documents 
presented, I do not believe we have that important information.  



  
As I expressed in yesterday's meeting,  I am most worried about the integrity for how our community is 
navigating this contention and the example we are setting to students and new faculty.  The integrity of 
the democratic process we work with is being challenged.  Like it or not, we are the bastions of the higher 
values of our society.  Like it or not, we are teaching lessons right now in how to the live with diversity, 
how to navigate the waters of difference and not kill each other.  History notes that democracy is more of 
an experiment than fact and has not lasted long in the past for reasons we ought to pay attention to. 
  
So, for what it is worth I support voting down the "no confidence" charges and as for the EO 
stuff, request more information specific to what our students win or lose in the EO initiatives, looking 
for more conversations to this effect. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 3: 
I would support both no confidence votes.  
 
Also I don't believe the CSU campuses need to be a one size fits all. We should fight to preserve the 
different foci that all of our different campuses provide.  
 
Thank you for representing us.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 4: 
Here are my preferences: 
 
Yes on both no-confidence votes, president and chancellor. 
 
As far as the executive order, here is my ranking: 
 
1. None of the choices. Keep F as is. 
2. Substitute Upper Division Section F Courses for Section B 
3. Taskforce recommendation 
4. Mandate 3 Upper Division Units in Section B, Mandate 3 Upper Division 
Units in Section F, and Allow the Remaining 3 Upper Division Units to be 
Taken in Sections C, D, or F 
5. Mandate 3 Upper Division Units in Section B, Mandate 3 Upper Division 
Units in Either Sections C or D, and Mandate 3 Upper Division Units in 
Section F 
6. Mandate 3 Upper Division Units in Section B with Remaining 6 Upper 
Division Units to be Taken in C, D, and F with no more than 3 Units in 
Section C or 3 units in Section D 
7. Mandate 3 Upper Division Units in Section B with the Remaining 6 
Upper Division Units to be Taken in Two Different Sections (Sections C, 
D, or F) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 



 
Email 5: 
Thanks for the message, 
 
Is there a way that one can elect not to receive such emails? 
 
Regards, 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 6: 
Can you help me break this down. 
  
Before EO 1100, students had to take any 9 units of upper division GE’s from sections A-F. 
  
Option square and plus sign (???) pretty much allow for students to continue to choose from multiple 
sections. 
  
The other options seem to allow for Section F to receive a disproportionate number of ‘mandatory’ units. 
  
What are we fighting about? *sigh* 
  
No need to reply, really. Just wanted you to know that DEPT is over here paying attention. 
  
Thanks for your leadership. You are doing a great job. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 7: 
I’m writing to you in your capacity as an at-large senator for Faculty Senate. I do not agree with the no-
confidence resolutions that are being circulated regarding the president and chancellor. I hope you will 
vote against them. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
Email 8: 
Hi All, 
I won’t be able to make your “office hours” today, but thanks for setting them up. I shared detailed 
thoughts about the draft resolutions with the Senators in xxx; I’d like to give you all a brief summary of 
those thoughts here: 
1. I think these resolutions are too vague and too general to be voted on in any meaningful, objective way. 
Without specific examples and supporting documentation, I, personally, would find it hard to vote either 
way on this. Maybe you all are privy to information not shared with the entire faculty, but to say, for 
example, that President Harrison has a “pattern of non-inclusive, non-transparent, and non-collaborative 
practices” or has “not held people accountable” or “has and has allowed for the denigration of students 
and faculty of color” are serious allegations worthy of a vote of no-confidence. To send such a resolution 



to the Board of Trustees without supporting documentation could be problematic if the Board of Trustees 
came back and said, “OK, give us proof.”  
2. In several instances, the resolution is speaking for students. Is this all students? Some students? The 
majority of students? If the faculty senate is the voice of the faculty, then the associated students 
governance is the voice of the students. I would encourage you all to support any resolutions that come 
out of the AS Senate that you deem worthy, but do not feel it right to speak on behalf of all students 
without knowing how they feel on the matter. Again, maybe you are privy to information that I am 
unaware of. 
3. In a few instances, the resolution is speaking for the CSU as a system. If the Academic Senate of the 
CSU doesn’t feel strongly about opposing the new GE changes, then is it the place of these resolutions to 
speak for the whole CSU? I think the focus should be on CSUN. Again, it would look bad if the Board of 
Trustees went to the ASCSU and they said they didn’t feel that way. 
I wish to reiterate that I, personally, am not saying either way how I feel about a vote of no confidence for 
the president or chancellor. I’m stating that without specific examples and data, I don’t know how the 
Senate could vote one way or other. Maybe that data is privy to the Senate? If so, is there a reason why it 
wasn’t made available to the faculty like the resolutions were? And if it is available, I would encourage 
the Senate to forward it with any passed resolutions to the ASCSU and Board of Trustees. Resolutions 
this serious need to be air-tight; otherwise, it could make the Senate look bad. 
I read all of the stuff Mary-Pat put on line, and it’s clear that this process was bungled. But there is also 
little in the way outside of the executive orders. The resolution refers to patterns and systemic abuses, but 
where are they?  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 9: 
I though I should also let you know about  preliminary results from talking to some faculty: 

No support for the No Confidence vote for both Chancellor and President. 

Selected option #6 : Mandate  3 Upper Division Units in Section B. with remaining 6 Upper Division 
Units to be taken in C,D, and F, with no more than 3 units in Section C or 3 units in section D. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 10: 
Subject: Re: Student Produced Film - EO 1100R 
In my experience, students from underrepresented / underserved / disadvantaged backgrounds can excel 
in science courses. It seems odd that the students who are speaking for this group seem to suggest 
otherwise in this video.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 11: 
Subject: Re: Student Produced Film - EO 1100R 

It seems apparent to me the focus of this film is more about the importance of maintaining diverse cultural 
narratives within the curriculum. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 



 
Email 12: 
I vote: 

• no confidence in Chancellor White 
• no confidence in President Harrison 
• do not do anything (the first option) 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 13: 
I’ve not had a chance to study the options sufficiently to make a recommendation. If I do have a chance 
later today, I’ll let you know. If not, then I would abstain and defer to the wisdom of the collective. 
On the “no confidence” items, I personally would support a “no confidence” vote for the President (for 
some of the reasons outlined in the resolution, along with other “personal” reasons).  
As for the Chancellor, I don’t see enough evidence to support a “no confidence” vote. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 14: 
For the EO1100R it does not matter for us as long as it is not the first one. As for the vote of no 
confidences on President Harrison and Chancellor White please vote No.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 15: 

Vote preference and a bit of rationale: 

First of all – thanks for reaching out to faculty and attempting to consult and represent your peers in 
contrast to the political view of senators just voting their preference alone.  

I would vote NOT to adopt the no confidence resolutions against the Chancellor and the President.  

I strongly disagree with the recurring overreach of the Chancellor’s Office on many matters and think 
Long Beach needs to allow greater campus autonomy and adopt a more collaborative approach for most 
of what they do.  Our department’s grad program through Tseng is a nightmare story of CO power 
nonsense.  However, these are systemic issues that have been going on for years and it seems to be getting 
worse.  But removing the Chancellor is not the answer – the hard work of compromise and negotiation 
directed toward organizational change is the way to go.  

The second reason for NOT supporting the no confidence resolutions is that the writers could not resist 
what I consider to be the ‘haters’ approach to conflict that is modeled in national and state politics and 
obviously infected some faculty at CSUN.  “The President’s attitude toward faculty and students is 
dismissive, demeaning, and disrespectful. As the President takes credit for the diversity at CSUN, she 
denigrates and allows for the denigration of students and faculty of color, refuses to engage in meaningful 
communication with students and faculty of color, and . . .”  I can’t support a policy that makes personal 
racist characterizations and accusations against people with whom we disagree.    



As to the resolutions of the GE wars:  it is difficult to understand all the alternatives presented so voting is 
a challenge. 

My GE option preference is the GE Task Force recommendation as No. 1 option (the Diamond 
icon).  This looks like it gives greatest amount of flexibility to student choice and seems to allow for 
many departments to offer UDGE in an open market place style.   

But since my first choice appears as a ‘rejected option’ by the administration I’m not sure if that is a 
throw away vote.  My second choice is the hospital cross icon option – the last one in the list.  So if the 
first option loses in early rounds that is where I hope folks will shift their vote.  

I've attached my copy of the options ballot if that's helpful in terms of assessing all the opinions that will 
come in.   

Because I have not been engaged in this discussion to know all the nuances and arguments; I hesitate to 
suggest a strategy that is not on the table but here it is anyway.  Although the symbolism of Section F is 
very important, the ‘coin of the realm’ as Harry used to say is FTE.  And the FTE game for the Ethnic 
studies et al departments could be won by just reclassifying all those courses to the appropriate Sections B, 
C & D and if the courses are good the students would register for them.  We play the competition game 
already as part of our system so why not just work with a slightly modified format.  The fears of 
annihilation among those departments may be overstated.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 16: 

My thoughts about this whole issue.  
Before EO 1100, students had to take any 9 units of upper division GE’s from sections A-F. 
Option square and plus sign (???) pretty much allow for students to continue to choose from multiple 
sections. (my choices) 
The other options seem to allow for Section F to receive a disproportionate number of ‘mandatory’ units. 
(unfair to other majors when section F majors get ‘mandatory’ units which would double count for their 
majors) 
I also think it is unreasonable on the other faculty member’s parts to assume that only those majors in 
Ethnic Studies, Women and Gender Studies, etc. teach about comparative cultures and diversity. I 
guarantee other majors such as ours teach about similar topics in our programs.  
I feel that at this point some faculty state they want to be heard but really, they want their way. I think 
options square and plus sign are the best way to spread the wealth of upper division GE while still being 
inclusive of all departments and giving students the most freedom in their choices for their own academic 
paths.  
I do NOT support a vote of no confidence for President Harrison and I do NOT support a vote of no 
confidence for Chancellor White. These memos seem to be very faculty focused and not necessarily 
reflective of the faculty being upset that the students wouldn’t get what *they* need but rather that the 
faculty wouldn’t get what *they* wanted.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
 



 
Email 17: 

In case we are "tabulating", I wish to express that I do NOT agree with (either of) the Resolutions. 

I vote: 
• no confidence in Chancellor White 
• no confidence in President Harrison 
• do not do anything (the first option) 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 18: 
For the EO1100R it does not matter for us as long as it is not the first one. As for the vote of no 
confidences on President Harrison  and Chacellor White please vote No. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 19: 
In my experience, students from underrepresented / underserved / disadvantaged backgrounds can excel 
in science courses. It seems odd that the students who are speaking for this group seem to suggest 
otherwise in this video.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 20: 
I though I should also let you know about  preliminary results from talking to some faculty: 
  
No support for the No Confidence vote for both Chancellor and President. 
  
Selected option #6 : Mandate  3 Upper Division Units in Section B. with remaining 6 Upper Division 
Units to be taken in C,D, and F, with no more than 3 units in Section C or 3 units in section D. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Email 21: 
1. I think these resolutions are too vague and too general to be voted on in any meaningful, objective way. 
Without specific examples and supporting documentation, I, personally, would find it hard to vote either 
way on this. Maybe you all are privy to information not shared with the entire faculty, but to say, for 
example, that President Harrison has a “pattern of non-inclusive, non-transparent, and non-collaborative 
practices” or has “not held people accountable” or “has and has allowed for the denigration of students 
and faculty of color” are serious allegations worthy of a vote of no-confidence. To send such a resolution 
to the Board of Trustees without supporting documentation could be problematic if the Board of Trustees 
came back and said, “OK, give us proof.” 
  
2. In several instances, the resolution is speaking for students. Is this all students? Some students? The 
majority of students? If the faculty senate is the voice of the faculty, then the associated students 
governance is the voice of the students. I would encourage you all to support any resolutions that come 



out of the AS Senate that you deem worthy, but do not feel it right to speak on behalf of all students 
without knowing how they feel on the matter. Again, maybe you are privy to information that I am 
unaware of. 
  
3. In a few instances, the resolution is speaking for the CSU as a system. If the Academic Senate of the 
CSU doesn’t feel strongly about opposing the new GE changes, then is it the place of these resolutions to 
speak for the whole CSU? I think the focus should be on CSUN. Again, it would look bad if the Board of 
Trustees went to the ASCSU and they said they didn’t feel that way. 
  
I wish to reiterate that I, personally, am not saying either way how I feel about a vote of no confidence for 
the president or chancellor. I’m stating that without specific examples and data, I don’t know how the 
Senate could vote one way or other. Maybe that data is privy to the Senate? If so, is there a reason why it 
wasn’t made available to the faculty like the resolutions were? And if it is available, I would encourage 
the Senate to forward it with any passed resolutions to the ASCSU and Board of Trustees. Resolutions 
this serious need to be air-tight; otherwise, it could make the Senate look bad. 
  
I read all of the stuff Mary-Pat put on line, and it’s clear that this process was bungled. But there is also 
little in the way outside of the executive orders. The resolution refers to patterns and systemic abuses, but 
where are they? 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

EMAIL: 

Vote NO on the Vote of No Confidence 

I am especially concerned over the accusations and attitude of the Coalition towards CSU authorities. 
They do not speak for the vast majority of faculty that knows how to disagree over decisions and work 
towards solving them civilly. 

I think that serving our students means also to listen to them, and they wanted the GE cluster to be 
streamlined and simplified. I have known this myself from listening to the plight of transfer students or 
those trying to graduate in less than 6 years. This is not about a war from above (the CSU authorities) on 
anybody (being that the faculty that teaches these important classes or specific groups across campus). 
Thus making it a war against CSUN President Harrison or our Chancellor is not reflective of most of 
CSUN faculty. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

EMAIL: 

Vote NO on no confidence 

I'm no fan of Pres. Harrison (she's unimaginative and not particularly interested in what we do....), 
however, I think that this resolution is excessive and intolerant. So, I recommend voting against it. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

EMAIL: 



I’m no big fan of Harrison, but I am deeply troubled by these lists of accusations that lack any 
substantiating evidence. If all of these things were true about the president and chancellor, why wouldn't 
they simply cite the data (specific events supporting their laundry list of grievances)? Instead, this reads 
like a rant from an angry mob. They may have reason to be angry, but to expect the rest of us to stand 
behind them without substantiating their claims shows they aren’t wiling to hold themselves to the same 
standard of evidenced-based decision making as they expect of the president and provost. 

Although these resolutions are largely symbolic insofar as they are not going to accomplish their stated 
goal, I hope you will vote no on both as this coalition does not speak for the majority of CSUN faculty 
with which I have discussed these issues. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

EMAIL: 
I do agree with the argument that there are serious problems with leadership at CSUN. In fact, I think that some of 
the most serious challenges that we have recently faced in our department can be directly or indirectly linked to 
misdirected efforts and decisions from the Administration. While some of the language in the proposed Resolution 
of No Confidence may not explicitly reflect these perceived misalignments, I do agree that they bring light to the 
fact that something is not working well at the highest levels of administration. 
 
However, I also profoundly disagree with the accusations of malicious intent. President Harrison may have failed 
us as a leader, and a more careful look into how her Administration clashes with CSUN's present reality and 
mission may be well warranted. On the other hand, proposing that President Harrison intently created 
discord, division and outright discrimination at CSUN is, in my opinion, a far stretch. 
 
For this reason, I would ask you that you vote against the Resolution of No Confidence in its present form. 
 
However, I am also afraid that we may have been blinded by the combative rhetoric that the fight over EO1100 has 
spurred, and that we have somewhat been forced to pick between the lesser of two evils. Therefore, I am 
afraid that we may miss a unique opportunity to have a much closer, yet objective and civil look at the ability of 
President Harrison to effectively steer CSUN towards its educational mission. In other words, and paraphrasing a 
sentence in the document explaining the consequences of a Resolution of No Confidence that you shared with us 
previously, I do think that we owe ourselves an opportunity to an "... open debate, discussion and deliberation" 
about Pres. Harrison's ability to lead CSUN. 
 
For this reason, if following discussion in the Senate, an amended Resolution of No Confidence were 
to fully exclude any language accusing Pres. Harrison and her Administration of malicious intent, then I would ask 
you that you vote in favor. For your convenience, I have attached the current RNC with all of the paragraphs that 
would need to be fully removed before it could count with my support. 

 



 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Thanks Mary-Pat for providing links to the complete set of documents concerning the GE issues, 
etc. I was totally unaware of what is going on. I especially liked Harry Hellenbrand's essay.  I 
miss these insightful pieces from a true academic giant. Thanks Mary-Pat for giving all of us a 
chance to see everything. 
Sincerely, 



 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Thank you for 
this informative, but simple to read, email describing the issue for those of us who were 
unaware of the origins. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Thank you, Dr. Stein. I am not sure if – as part-time lecturer – I am eligible to influence the vote. I am also not sure 
who my representative is (the link below goes to a long list). I am cc’ing this message to Senators from XXX. 
  
I find that the premise of these resolutions (that CSU EOs are permitting institutional racism to prevail at CSUN and 
that our administration is complicit in this racism) is insulting to both faculty and students and will further decrease 
academic excellence of the graduates. 
  
Therefore, to the extent that my opinion matters, I request that the Senators vote against these resolutions of no-
confidence. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
NI have been following your emails and feel that the statement of  “institutional racism  prevails at CSUN and that 
our administration is complicit in this racism”, is extreme  and almost bullying to get your own way. 
I have sat quietly and not emailed but the words that you use are  why we have such issues today, and a lack of 
understanding and respect for establishment. 
I am sorry that I cannot agree with your words. But, I am not on faculty so my voice has no meaning other than as a 
fair minded person who is sad at the way things develop today. 
Sincerely 
 
 
 


