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FOREWORD

by Ernest L. Boyer

HILE PREPARING THIS report on campus life, I've reflected

[ frequently on the nearly four decades of higher education

history I've observed firsthand. The longer I thought about
it, the more I was struck by the fact that typical college-age students
certainly learn outside the classroom as well as within it, at«d that each
decade, from the fifties to the eighties, seemed to have its own
distinctive flavor in relation to student life. We human beings like to
slice up our lives into little segments, often defining epochs where
they don’t exist. But in this case the categories see.n to hold.

Consider the 1950s. I was in California during this exhilarating
era, and the mood was optimism unrestrained. The emphasis was on
buildings, on faculty recruitment, and on the much-applauded master
plan for higher education. As for students, they came in ever larger
rumbers, but the preoccupation at tine time was focused on expansion,
not the quality of campus life. Those who cnrolled—even the
G.I’s—were expected ‘o behave themselves and five by the rules.
And campus regulations, though somewhat outdated, were rarely
challenged.

Then came the 1960s and, almost overnight, the mood shifted from
optimism to survival. The academy hunkered down as angry students
folded, spindled, and mutilated computer cards, chalienging the huge,
impersonal enterprise higher education had become. “‘I'm not a
number,’” students shouted, ‘‘I’ii a person.”” ‘‘By what authority,”’
they asked, ‘‘can the university arbitrarily regulate our lives?”’

I recall those days with mixed emotions. There were times of
anger, fear, and sadness. But I also remember those fleeting moments
when the intense, yet honest, discourse with caring students revealed
what a true coramunity of learning is all about. For example, the
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““teach-ins,’’ at their best, brought facuity and students out of little
boxes into forums where larger, more consequential issues were
considered.

Stili, the 1960s will always be remembered more for the Kent State
killings than for the dialogue about student life or the efforts at
educational reform. Indeed, while old rules ware abolished, changes
were made more out of compromise than conviction, and few colleges
had the imagination or the courage to replace abandoned rules with
more creative views of campus life. ,

Perhaps the 1970s are best left unremembered. What, in fact, did
happen during this uninspired decade? The good ncws was that higher
education had survived and that serious effort was being made to open
college doors to traditionally bypassed students. But in the public
mind, the academy had lost its innocence, and while recovering from
the onslaughts of the sixties, higher education experienced new
pressures imposed by an economic downturn. Further, the baby boom
was over, and college leaders heard alarming predictions that enroll-
ments would decline and that hundreds of colleges would close.

In the 1970s, the role of students was ambiguous, at best. Faculty
moved quickly to regain control over academic life, tightening general
education requirements that had been reluctantly relaxed. In social
matters, however, there was no comparable effort to either reestablish
rules or to think about a new model of community that could replace
the old. Further, the sense of urgency aad altruism faded, and con-
fronted by the harsh realities of the economic downturn, students be-
came more concerned about credentials than confrontation.

The 1980s brought another mood to campus. The euphoria of the
1950s did not return, but neither did the anger of the 1960s, nor the
depression of the 1970s. The new climate experienced by higher
education was a mix of confidence and caution. Finances moderately
improved, enrollments did not precipitously decline as had been
predicted, faculty saw an upturn in their fortunes, and the second half
of the 1980s emerged as a period of renewal.

I'm impressed that colleges and universities are focusing once
again on undergraduates and cn the quality of collegiate education,
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and today I hear more talk abcut the curricul.m, about teaching, and
about the quality of campus life than I’ve heavd “or years.

This focus on renewal is motivated, at leasc in part, by concemns
about the darker side of student life. Confusion sbout governancs and
incidents of excessive drunkenness, incivility, and sexual and racial
harassment could no longer be ignored, but more inspired motives also
are involved. Everywiere, campus leaders have been asking how to
make their institution a more intellectually and socially vital place.
They understand that, in today’s climate, .ew ways of imagining and
creating community must be found.

The start of the new decade now presents, at least from my
perspective, perhaps the most challenging moment in higher education
in forty years. It affords us an unusual opportunity for American
colleges and universities to return to their roots and to consider not
more regulations, but the enduring values of a true learning com-
munity.

And I'm convinced that the challenge of building cemmunity
reaches far beyond the campus, as well. Higher education has an
important obligation not only to celebrate diversity but also *~ define
larger, more inspired goals, and in so doing serve as a model for the
nation and the world.
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PROLOGUE

Search for Renewal

MERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION is, by almost any measure, a re-

markable success. In recent decades, new campuses have

been built, enroliments have exploded, and today, many of
our research centers are ranked world class. Still, with all of our
achievements, there are tensions just below the surface and nowhere
are the strainis of change more apparent than in campus life.

College officials know they are no longer *‘parents,’”’ but they
also know that their responsibilities, both lezal and moral, extend far
beyond the classroom, and many are now asking how to balance the
claims of freedom and responsibility on the campus. At a recent
meeting of college and university presidents, one participant explained
his frustration this way: ‘‘We have growing racial tensions at our
place. There’s more crime, and I'm really frustrated about how the
university should respond.’” Another president noted that white,
black, and Asian students at his university have organized themselves
into *‘separate worlds.’” *“The 1990s,’’ he said, “‘will be a time of con-
frontation.”’

The president of a large public university confessed: *‘I’ve been
around a long time and frankly I'm more worried today than in the
1960s. Back then, you could meet with critics and confront problems
head on. Today, there seems to be a lot of unspoken frustration w} ‘ch
could explode anytime.’” And at the heart of these concerns was what
yet another president called *‘the loss of community,”” a feeling that
colleges are administratively and socially so -"ivided that common
purposes are blurred, or lost altogether.

These worries did not appear to be sentimental yearnings for a
return to the days when colleges were isolated islands, tightly
managed, serving the sons, and occasionally the daughters, of the
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privileged. Today’s college and university leaders understand and
celebrate the dramatic transformations that have reshaped Americ 1
higher education. Rater, these presidents with whom we spoke were
reflecting the deep ambivalence many college leaders feel about how
the campus should be governed. Every institution has clearly defined
academic rules, but what about the social and civic dimensions of
collegiate life? In these areas, where does the college responsibility
begin and end?

It was in this context, then, that The Camegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, in cooperation with the American Council
on Education, launched a study to consider social conditions on the
campus. We found, first, a deep concern at most institutions about
student conduct. College officials consider alcohol and drug abuse a
very serious wmatter, one that poses both administrative and legal
problems.

There is also a growing worry about crime. And while robberies
and assaults have not reached the epidemic proportions recent
headlines would suggest, many institutions are increasingly troubled
about the safety of their students.

Especially disturbing is the breakdown of civility on campus. We
were told that incidents of abusive language are occurring more
frequently these days, and while efforts are being made to regulate
offensive speech, such moves frequently compromise the university’s
commitment to free expression.

We also found that deeply rooted prejudices not only persist, but
appear to be increasing. Students are separating themselves in
unhealthy ways. Racial tensions have become a crisis on some
campuses, and, sadly, we gained the unmistakable impression that the
push for social justice that so shaped the priorities of higher education
during the 1960s has dramaiically diminished.

Further, even though bias against women is no longer insti-
tutionalized, sex discrimination in higher education persists in subtle
and not-so-subile forms. It shows up informally, we were told, in the
classroom and occasionally in tenure and promotion decisions, too.

Finally, very early in our study, we observed an unhealthy
separation between in-class and out-of-class activities. Many stu-
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dents, we discovered, are spending little time pursuing intellectual
interests beyond the classroom. The goal of many is getting a
credential, and while undergraduates worry about good grades, their
commitment to the academic life is often shallow. Thus, it became
increasir ;ly apparent during our study that the quality of campus life
has been declining, at least in part, because the commitment to
teaching and learning is diminished.

Putting it all together, we conclude that the idyllic vision so
routinely portrayed in college promotional materiais often masks
disturbing realities of student life. On most campuses expectations
regarding the personal conduct of students are ambiguous, at best. The
deep social divisions that all too often divide campuses racially and
ethnically undermine the integrity of higher education. Sexism
continues to restrict women. The lack of commitment to serious
learning among students often saps the vitality of the undergraduate
experience, and we ask: If students and faculty cannot join together in
common cause, if the university cannot come together in a shared
vision of iis central mission, how can we hope to sustain community in
society at large?

These concerns about campus life are not new, but surely they
reveal themselves in strikingly new ways. Consider the students.
Today’s undergraduates are, by every measure, more mature than the
teenagers who enrciied a century or two ago. They bring sophisti-
cation and 2 determined independence to the campus. But we also
were told that, increasingly, many students come to college with
personal problems that can work against their full participation in
college life. And administrators are now asking: Is it possible for
colleges to intervene coustructively in the lives of students whose
special needs and personal lifestyles are already well-established?

Further, lois of older people now populate the campus. These
nontraditic 1 studerts return to college to update job-related skills or
to find a ... direction for their lives. Often they enroll part-time,
only attend a class or two each week, and because of complicated
schedules, they are unable to participate fully in campus life. Given
these profound changes in the composition of today’s _tudent body,
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administrators are now asking: Is it realistic even to talk about
community in higher education when students have changed so much
and when their commitments are so divi-ied?

Diversity has also dramaticaily changed the culture of American
higher education. America’s first colleges were guided by a vision of
coherence, and for the first two hundred years, college students
appeared socially and economically to be very much alike. Campuses
were populated mostly by men, drawn primarily from the privileged
class. Virtually no black or ethnic minority students were enrolled and,
at most of these colleges, a female student was ‘‘as welcome as an
uninvited guest.”!

Today, men and women students come from almost every racial
and ethnic group in the country and from every other nation in the
world. While colleges and universities celebrate this pluralism, the
harsh truth is that, thus far, many campuses have not been particularly
successful in building larger loyalties within a diverse student body,
and there is disturbing evidence that deeply ingrained prejudices
persist. Faculty, administrators, and students are now asking whether
community can be achieved.

Consider also how the organization of higher education has been
transformed. At first, the nation’s colleges were small, face-to-face
communities, places where the president, a few instructors, and the
students all knew each other well—too well perhaps. As late as 1870,
the typical American campus had, on average, only ten faculty and
ninety students.2 The president and instructors were responsible for
everything involving the students.

With nineteenth century expansion, librarians were hired, then
registrars. Deans became common in the 1890s and, at about the same
time, vice presidents were appointed. Still, an intimate, informal
atmosphere prevailed.

Colleges and universities today have become administratively
complex. They are often organized into bureaucratic fiefdoms.

specially disturbing, the academic and nonacademic functions are
now divided into almus. wholly separate worlds, and student life
concerns have become the province of a separate staff, with a dizzying
array of ‘‘sarvices’ provided. The question is: How can the overall

4




A

R Y e

LY

PE PR R v Ty

TROHL R AL e FTAY

Erfioryaveny

EEITy

I ey S

Tt e

VDT

AT A -

interests of students be well served in the face of such administrative
fragmentation?

Most significant, perhaps, is the way campus governance has
changed. Colonial ¢ deges were, in the beginning, tightly regulated
places, and the first college leaders did not doubt their responsibility to
educate the whole person—bedy, mind, and spirit. One historian
describes the climate this way: ‘‘Most members of these communities
had been expected to gather permanently withia their walls and to
remain isolated from adult society for long periods; they were to dine
together and sharc common lodgings in buildings sufficiently compact
and secluded to permit officials to exercise a constant surveillance in
loco parentis.”’3

By the late nineteenth century priorities had changed. Inspired by
the European university model, faculty increasingly were rewarded for
research, not teaching, and professional loyalty gradually shifted from
the campus to the guild. Still, college leaders did not fully free
themselves from concern for the ‘‘whole person,” and presidents and
faculty could not escape the feeling that their responsibility went
beyond the classroom. Well into the twentieth century, many colleges,
both public and private, continued to require daily chapel of all
students. Residence halls were still closely monitored, and women, in
particular, were strictly regulated. Even when the G.Is came to
campus, colleges kept student life affairs tightly reined.

The 1960s brought historic changes. During that decade, in loco
parentis all but disappeared. Undergraduates enjoyed almost un-
limited freedom in personal and social matters, and responsibility for
residence hall living was delegated far down the administrative ladder,
with resident assistants on the front lines of supervision. Top admin-
istrators were often out of touch with day-to-day conditions on the
campus.

The problem was, however, that while colleges were no longer
parents, no new theory of campus governance emerged to replace the
old assumptions. Regulations could not be arbitrarily imposed—on
that everyone agreed—but what was left in doubt was whether codes
of conduct should be established and, if so, who should take the lead.
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Unclear about what standards to maintain, many administrators sought
to sidestep rather than confront the issue.

To complicate matters further, while college and university
officials understood that their authority had forever changed, this shift
toward a freer climate was not understood or accepted by either
parents or the public. The assumption persists today that when an
undergraduate ‘‘goes off to college,’”” he or she will, in some general
manner, be “‘cared for’” by the institution. And it’s understandable
that parents feel the institution has betrayed them if a son or daughter
is physically or emotionally harmed while attending college.

Even state legislators and the courts are not willing to take
colleges off the hook. Wlien a crime hits the campus, as in the widely
publicized drug overdose Len Bias case several years ago, the
university is held responsible, at least in the court of public opinion.
And many administrators now confront these urgent questions: Where
does the responsibility of the college begin and end? What standards
should be used to judge conduct, especially if behavior is personally
and socially destructive? How can an appropriate balance be struck
between the personal rights and responsibilities of students and
institutional concerns?

We do not wish to suggest ihat colleges and universities have
been unresponsive to the new realities of campus life. Indeed, our
study of campus life convinced us that quite the opposite is true. We
found that almost all institutions have, in recent years, expanded
dramatically their student services and recruited more professional
staff—counselors, financial aid officers, residence hall supervisors,
and the like. Further, colleges and universities have slowly shaped
new codes of conduct, often in consultation with students. Many
institutions also have created imaginative new orientation programs,
and have introduced workshops on social issues and all-college forums
throughout the year. Student personnel administrators especially
deserve high praise for their sensitiv> and creative work, often making
decisions under difficult conditions.

Still, hardly anyone is fully satisfied with the current situation.
Good work is being done to improve the quality of campus life, but
student personnel professionals, who carry most of the responsibility

6
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for student conduct, are expected to ‘‘keep the lid on’’ with no overall
strategy to guide them. No one expects the campus to be probiem
free, and surely it’s unrealistic to view the modem college as an island
divorced from the ouiside world. But neither can colieges and uni-
versities live comfortably with a climate of endless ambiguity about
how campus life decisions should he made.

How then should wz proceed?

What is needed, we believe, is a larger, more integrative vision of
community in higher educatior, one that focuses not on the lergth of
time students spend on campus. but on the quality of the enccunter,
and relates not only to social activities, but to the classroom, too. The
goal as we see it is to clarify both academic and civic standards, and
above all, tc define with some precision the enduring vaiues that
undergird a community of leaming.

In response to this challenge, we propose six principles that
provide an effective formula for day-to-day decision making on the
campus and, taken together, define the kind of community every
college and university should strive to be.

First, a college or university is an educationally
purposeful community, a place where faculty and
students share academic goals and work together to
strengthen teaching and learning on the campus.

Second, a college or university is an open community, a
place where freedom of expression is uncompromisin<-
ly protected and where civility is powerfully affirmed.

Third, a college or university is a just community, a
place where the sacredness of the person is honored and
where diversity is aggressively pursued.

Fourth, a college or university is a disciplined commu-
nity, a place where individuals accept their obligations
to the group and where well-defined governance proce-
dures guide behavior for the common gnod.
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Fifth, a college or university is a caring community, a
place where the well-being of each member is sensi-
tively supported and where service to others is en-
couraged.

Sixth, a college or university is a celebrative commu-
nity, one in which the heritage of the institution is
remembered and where rituals affirming both tradition
and change are widely shared.

We recognize that these principles have to some degree
informed decision making in higher education throughout the years.
Our purpose in this report is to urge that they be adopted more
formally as a campus compact, and be used more consistently as the
basis for day-to-day decision making on the campus. With this in
mind, we discuss in the following chapters just how the principles of
community might be defined and how they might provide a new post-
in loco parentis framework for governance in higher education, a
framework that not only could strengthen the spirit of community on
campus, but also provide, perhaps, a model for the nation.
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CHAPTER 1

A Purposeful Community

community, a place where faculty and students share academic
goals and work together to strengthen teaching and learning on
the campus.

FIRST, a college or university is an educationally purposeful

We list the principle of educational purposefulness first because it
is fundamental to all others. When we began this study, our primary
aim was to focus on what one president called ‘‘the social pathologies
on campus,’’ issues that had little to do, it seemed, with the academic
mission. However, as we visited campuses, it soon became clear that
the academic and nonacademic could not be divided. At a college or
university, teaching and learning are the central functions, and if
faculty and students do not join in a common intellectual quest, if they
do not take the educational mission of the institution seriously, then all
talk about strengthening community is simply a diversion.

It may seem unrecessary tc make this point. After all, an
institution of higher education is, by definition, a place for learning.
But it is precisely this priority that was, we found, toc often
undermined. Consider the matter of how students spend their time. A
recent study revealed that about half of today’s full-time students »re
employed and that they work, on average, twenty hours every week;
for part-timers, it’s thirty-six hours.! Even more revealing, only 23
percent of today’s students spend sixteen or more hours each week in
out-of-class study.2 And during campus visits, when we asked under-
graduates what engaged them after class, many spoke about social life
and jobs, not the academic.

e ae lia Pres entFe
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TABLE 1

Percentage of Students Who Study Outside of Class
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Per Week 1985 1988
6 or more hours 81% T70% :
16 or more hours 33 23

SOURCE: Alexander W. Astin, Follow-up Trends for 1985-1988, Four Years After Entry.
Unpublished data provided to The Camegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching.
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In an earlier Camegie Foundation study of undergraduates, we
found that about one out of every four students at four-year institutions
: say they spend 7o time i the library during a normal week; 65 percent
£ use the library four hours or less.3 Further, in a more recent survey of
faculty, about two-thirds said they are teaching undergraduates basic
skills they should have learned in school. Fifty-five percent ?elieve
undergraduates are ‘‘doing just enough to get by’’ and ~ver half the
faculty feel today’s students are less willing to work hard in their
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Several faculty :nembers we talked with described a d C1acy in :
the preparedness of students, especiallv in language skills and i
mathematics. One business professor told us, I have noticed a 3

serious declipe in the ability of students to perform simple math or

even arithmetic. They also seem less able to do creative thinking. In
turn, the university has adjusted standards downward to accommodate ‘
these students.”’

1 A professor at a liberal arts institution said, ‘I do feel sorry for
these young students in the 1980s, as I feel that the majority of them
are grossly underprepared for coping with college-level academic i
; study. In general, their powers of concentration are noor, their cultural
: literacy i poor, their scientific and technological literacy is poor, and :
their capacity for logical thinking, analysis, and synthesis has not been
i properly developed.’’
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TABLE 2

Faculty Attitudes Toward Urderyraduate
Preparedness and Diligenc:
(Percentage 2 greeing)

ek oG P vl ane E,

All Doctoratc  Compre- Liberal Two-
Institutions Research Granting  hensive  Ans  Year

This institution
spends oo much
time and money
teaching students
what they should
have learned in
high school 68% 60% 64% 73% 56% 73%

Most under-

graduates at

only b enough

on

togetby B 55 47 49 57 46 63

On the whole,
undergraduates
are now more
willing to work
hard in their
studies 24 30 23 26 23 21

SOURCE: The Camegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, The Condit:m of the
Professoriate, Attitudes and Trends, 1989 (Princeton, INJ: Camegie Fou'.dation for
the Advancement of Teaching, 1989), Pp. 20-22.

In addition to complaints about student preparation, faculty say
that students are not always willing to work hard in college. One
professor at a doctor=te-granting institution said, “‘A large percentage
of students today seem 0 want to succeed (in school, in life) witiiout
making a substantial effort to really comprehend. As unlikely as it
may seem, students frequently say that some subordinate will do their
detail/analysis work for them, therefore, they do not have to under-
stand.”’

These generalizations don’t apply, of course, to all institutions.
Many are successful academically and others are brilliantly suc-
ceeding. Further, no one expects undergraduates to be round-the-clock
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academic grinds. Students need open spaces, moments alone,
occasions to relax with friends. Still, as the first priority, a college
should be committed to excellence in education, and college, at its
best, is a place where students, through creative teaching, are intellec-
tually engaged.

But there is another side to the equation. Faculty, because of the
reward system, are often not able to spend time with students,
especially undergraduates. We found that, on too many campuses,
teaching frequently is not well rewarded, and especially for young
professors seeking tenure, it’s much safer to present a paper at a
national convention than it is to spend time with undergraduatec back
home.

And yet at a college or university of quality, the classroom should
be the place where community begins. Educator Parker Palmer strikes
precisely the right note when he says, ‘‘Knowing and learning are
communal acts.”’S If we view student life from this perspective, then
strengthening community rests not just with counselors, chaplains,
residence hall supervisors, or the deans, bui also with faculty who care
about students and engage them in active learning.

With this vision, the great teach:rs not only transmit information,
but also create the common ground of intellectual commitment. They
stimulate active, not passive, learning in the classroom, encourage
students to be creative, not conforming, and inspire them to go on
learning long after college days are over. We urge, therefore, that
colleges and universities reward not only research and publication, but
great teaching, too.

Faculty may sometimes find the lecture format appropriate, but
small seminars are also needed so that undergraduates can have more
direct access to professors in a setting where dialogues thrive and
relationships grow, not just between teachers and students, but among
the students themselves. In the classroom, students should leamn to
cooperate, not just compete, and we recommend, therefore, that all
lower-division students have at least orie course each semester with an
enrollment of no more than thirty students each. Further, we urge that
all students work together occasionally on group assignments, within
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large lecture sections, to underscore the point that cooperation in the
classroom is as essential as competition.

Peyond the classroom, community can be strengthened by
academic departments that bring students and faculty together. The
department is, perhaps, the most familiar, most widely accepted
organizational unit on campus. As students select a major, they join
with faculty to pursue common academic interesis and often forge
social loyalties, too. In addition to their advising role, departments can
become a creative intellectual and social unit on the campus through
special seminars, lectures, and social events for students and facuity.
Many academic departments already do these things, and we urge that
the commitment to make the department a powerful unit of community
be broadened.

All college events—those that cut across dspartmental inter-
ests—can be especially valuable in stirring a common intellectual
purpose on the campus. Ohio Wesleyan University, for example,
selects a theme each year to be studied oy everyone on campus for an
entire term. In the fall of 1989, the theme was ‘“The Impact of
Technology on Culture.”” Every Wednesday at noon, visiting speakers
addressed such topics as ‘‘Technology’s Impact on the Amish’’ and
““Weaponry over the Years.”” Also there were days when everyone
came together in all-college seminars and forums. The entire campus
became a classroom.

The Red Bam, located on the edge of the University of Louisville,
has, for twenty years, sponsored arts and educational programs that
bring together students, faculty, staff, and Louisville residents of i
ages. On the campus of the University of California, Berkeley,
students hold forth almost daily from the steps of Sproul Hall. At
Harlham College in Indiana, tables in the dining hall often are covered
with hand-outs of social issues, and the Opinion Board in the Earlham
Student Union is another forum for vigorous exchange. Weber State
College in Utah, a campus where most students commute, has set aside
one morning every week for a wide range of student activities, and for
a campuswide convocation.

Residence halls can be classrooms, too. At the University of
Vermont, a Living-Learning Center—a kind of college-within-a-
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college—houses more than five hundred students who work together.
The Center has taculty apartments, classrooms, and its own dining
room; students go on field trips and attend special seminars in addition
; to their regular academic work. Indiana University has sections set
aside in some residence halls where faculty meet with students.
Several years ago the University of Miami renovated residence halls
so senior faculty and administration could ‘‘live in.”’ Examples such
as these can be found on campuses from coast to coast.

Ideally, a commitment to learning—a shared sense of intellectual
excitement—pervadzs the entire campus. Lectur:.s, informal debates,
singing groups, orchestras and bands, theater productions, dance
concerts, the student radio and newspaper, literary journals, film
'— societies, debate clubs—all richly promote a community of leaming

through an “‘out-of-class cugriculum’’ where the intellectual, aesthetic,
and social dimensions of campus life thrive. In such a climate the
purposefulness of the college or university is apparent everywhere.

Finally, a discussion of the intellectual life of a community of
learning must focus on the curriculum itself. The course of study a p
college offers provides students an academic ~oad map, and a shared
intellectual discourse can be achieved most successfully, perhaps, $
through a well-planned general education sequeice, a core curriculum
with coherence.

The sad truth is, however, that at far too many institutions the
“‘distribution requirements’’ of general education are unfocused.
They encourage randomness, not coherence, and create the strong
impression that the coliege has no larger sense of purpose. At one
institution in our study, students and faculty compared the curriculum
to a fast food restaurant. ‘‘We’re kind of like a McUniversity,”’ one
student told us. *‘A smorgasbord of fast food.”

We conclude that if the spirit of community is to be renewed—if
the intellectual life is to be central—the curricvlum must illuminate
larger, more integrative ends. A ccherent general education sequence

- should introduce all students, not only to the essential fields of
knowledge, but also to connections across the disciplines, and help ;
them apply knowledge to their own lives. ~ -4
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We are encouraged that, in recent years, colleges and universities
all across the country are, in fact, redesigning general education to
achieve these essential aims. At Brooklyn College, the core
curriculum consists of ten areas that every st. .cnt, regardless of
major, raust study. These include: mathematical reasoning; sciences;
art 2nd music; philosophy; western culture; the study of power and
social organization in America; European and American history;
landmarks of literature; third world cultures; and a foreign language.
This cluster provides a solid grounding in academic inquiry and also
becomes a base of common learning for all students.

Bethany College in West Virginia has a perspectives program that
organizes general education into eight categories: aesthetic judgment,
experimental science, glo’.al awareness, historical foundations, human
personality and behavior, Judaeo-Christian tradition, quantitative
reasoning, and social institutions. This core curriculum also intro-
duces students to the disciplines, while relating liberal arts education
to the working world and to consequential issues in students’ lives.

Saint Anselm College in Indiana has a cluster of courses built on
the theme ‘‘Portraits of Human Greatness.”” Two freshmen core
courses cover the many ways ‘‘human greatness’’ has been described
from ancient to modern times. One recent unit included a study of the
warrior, the prophet, the philosopher, the lawgiver, the disciple, the
knight, tiile townsman, and the medieval scholar. Another unit used
Dante’s Divine Comedy to inquire about God and humanity. Two
other courses focused on the lives of noteworthy individ-
uals—Michelangelo, Martin Luther, Queen Elizaveth I, Cervantes,
Pascal, Thomas Jefferson, Beethoven, Darwin, Lenin, Gandhi, Sartre,
and Pope John XXTII.

Recently, the State University .. New York at Buffalo proposed a
new general education curriculum for arts and science students. The
pler begins with a foundation course in language and writing skills.
There are ‘‘cummon experience” courses in world civilization,
American pluralism and the search for equality, scientific inquiry,
great discoveries in science, mathematical science, physical or
biological science, literature and the arts, and social and behavioral
sciences. All students in their fourth year also would complete an
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““integrative course,” thus running general education vertically from
the freshman to the senior year. These are only a few examples of
curricular changes in a national push to revitalize the core of common
learning.

We conclude that the quality of a college or university must be
measured first by the commitment of its members to the educational
mission of the institution. It is in the classroom where community
begins, but learning also reaches out to departments, to residential
halls, to the campus commons. The curriculum, too, if properly
designed, should intellectually integrate the campus. In a purposeful
community, learning is pervasive.
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CHAPTER 2

An Open Community

ECOND, a college or university is an open community, a place
where freedom of expression is uncompromisingly protected and
where civility is powerfully affirmed.

The educational mission of higher learning is carried on through
reasoned discourse. The free expression of ideas in a community of
learning is essential, and integrity in the use of symbols, both written
and oral, must be continuously affirmed if both s~holarship and
civility are to flourish. The quality of a college, therefore, must be
measured by the quality of communication on campus.

Proficiency in langua;+ means, first, the ability to read with
comprehension, write with clarity, and effectively speak and listen.
This is the minimum. But if a higher learning institution is to fulfill a
larger function—if it is to sustain a climate of reasoned discourse—the
quality of communication on campus must be measured not just by
clarity of expression, but by civility as well.

That’s the goal, to be assured that students speak and listen
carefully o each other. But during our study, we were troubled to
discover that, on too many campuses, incivility is a problem and, all
too frequently, words are used, not as the key to understanding, but as
weapons of ussault. Especially disturbing is the fact that abusive
language is revealed most strikingly in racial, ethnic, and sexual slurs.

Offensive language can crop up almost anywhere, but the problem
appears to be most acute at large research and doctorate institutions,
where more than 60 percent of the presidents we surveyed said
““sexual harassment’’ is a problem, and where half also listed *‘racial
intimidation and harassment.”” Further, when presidents were asked
how they would improve campus life, 86 percent of those at large

17

LN o A v 2o

sk al ok

YR IRE R

<}

o “
o, o
Ve Bt 6

s .

s aita e T 4as

s e

IR e




i

.
%)

FreR s SO

¥ Y,

- PRIEAA WY e AT

universities said there shuild hbe “‘new and revised statements on
civility and respect for others.”’!

TABLE 3

Percentage of Presidents Who Say Harassment
Is a ““Moderate”’ to ‘‘Major’’ Problem on Their Campus

P T AN e 92

T i et Ny

Research &
All Doctorate- Compre- Liberal Two-
Institutions Granting  hensive  Arts  Year

Sexual harassment 28% 62% 32% 30% 20%
Racial intimidation/harassment 16 48 18 15 13

SOURCE: The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the American
Council on Education, National Survey of College and University Presidents, 1989.

Outside speakers often pose a special problem. At a large state
university, the black student union invited Louis Farrakhan to speak.
Some students ard state legisiators opposed the use of student fees to
pay a speaker they considered a *‘black racist,”” and objected to using
state money to provide security. The university defended the students’
right to invite any speaker, regardless of his views, and also declared
that the threat of disruption should not abridge free speech. The event
occurred without serious incident.

At another place the drama department invited 2 black actress to
perform a one-woman show called ‘‘Nigger Cafe.”” The dean who
approved the performance felt it would help students better understand
racial issues. The invitation was opposed, however, by a senior black
faculty member and members of the black student union, who found
the title offensive. Pressure against the performance became so great
that the dean withdrew the invitation.

Elsewhere, students erected a shantytown to express their
displeasure with the trustees’ stand on South African investment. The
shanties, standing at the very heart of the campus, made a powerful
visual statement, dividing the college down the middle. Opgosing
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students tore the buildings down. The president said this abridged free
expression and the next moring helped rebuild the shanties.

No one wants to be cast in tlie role of censor. Still, civility and
courtesy lie at the very heart of academic life, and many college and
university presidents are urgently looking for ways to define the
boundaries of acceptable speech. Academic leaders have both an
educational and moral obligation to be concerned about abusive
language, and GO percent of the chief student affairs officers we
surveyed report that their campus now has a written pelicy on bigotry,
racial harassment or intimidation. Another 11 percent say they are
working on one.2

But colleges are finding it difficult to balance free speech with
constraint. Several years ago, Tufts University sought to prohibit
verbal and written expression that could be viewed as harassment.
This move was sparked by the appearance on campus of a T-shirt
imprinted with a message judged by many to be demeaning to women.
Under the new rule, a student could not wear the offensive shirt in a
public space. Students, in demonstrating against the rule, divided the
campus with chalk lines—into restricted and free speech zones. The
policy was withdrawn.

Several years ago, the University of Michigan adopted guidelines
that defined appropriate speech standards in various campus
settings—public, educational, and residential. The policy seemed
carefully crafied, but subsequent cases reveal, once again, just how
hard it is to establish boundaries.

* In a classroom, a student stated his belief that
homosexuality is a disease, and said he intended to
develop a counseling plan for helping gays become
straight. A classmate filed a charge of sexual harassment.
A hearing panel unanimously found that the student had,
indeed, violated the university’s policy—but he was not
convicted. A court later foun that the student should not
have had to endure the process . the first place, since his
remark was a part of a legitimate classroom discussion.
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« A white student in a pre-dentistry course stated that he had
heard that minorities had a difficult time in the course and
were not treated fairly. The minority professor who taught
the class filed a complaint, believing the comment was
unfair and hurt her chances for tenure. The student was
then counseled about the policy and wrote a letter
apologizing for his comments.

The Court, in reviewing these incidents, ruled that the university
policy violated the First Amendment rights of free speech. Speci-
fically, the judge wrote: “‘It is cleai that the policy was overbroad
both on its face and as applied. . . .”” He concluded that ‘‘it is an
unfortunate fact of our constitutional system that the ideals of freedom
and equality are often in conflict. The difficult and sometimes painfirl
task of our political and legal institutions is to mediate the appropriate
balance between these two competing values.”’3

Given conflicting signals, how should colleges proceed? Is it
possible to protsct freedom of speech and also keep abusive language
from poisoning the campus? Since the 1960s, it has been widely
accepted law and practice that campuses can regulate the time, place,
and manner of speech. They cannot, however, regulate content
without violating the spirit of inquiry upon which both scholarship and
a free society depend. Indeed, the necessity of assuring free
expression on campus derives noi only from values rooted in the
United States Constitution, but also from the very nature of the
university itself.

We conclude that restrictive codes, for practical as well as legal
reasons, do not provide a satisfactory response to offensive language.
Such codes may be expedient, even grounded in conviction, but the
university cannot submit the two cherished ideals of freedom and
equality to the legal system and expect both to be returned intact.
What the university can and should do, we btelieve, is define high
standards of civility and condemn, in the strongest possible terms, any
violation of such standards.

Perhaps the most enduring policy statement on freedom of
expression has been the 1975 report of a Yale University committee,
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chaired by Professor C. Vann Woodward, and incorporated into the
Yale Undergraduate Regulations. The committee wrote:

ahL
I3

e

No member of the community with a decent respect for
others should use, or encourage otners to use, slurs and
epithets intended to discredit another’s race, ethnic
group, religion, or sex. It may sometimes be necessary
in a university for civility and mutual respect to be
superseded by the need to guarantee free expression.
The values superseded are nevertheless important and
every member of the university community should
consider them in exercising the fundamental right to
free expression. . .. The conclusions we draw, then, are
these: even when some members of the university
community fail tc meet their social and ethical
responsibilities, the paramount obligation of the
university is to protect their right to free expression. . ..
If the university’s overriding commitment to free
expression is to be sustained, secondary social and
ethical responsibilities must be left to the informal
processes of suasion, example, and argument.4
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Above all, campus leaders must not only protect freedom of
expression, but also affirm civility by the force of their own example.
Stephen B. Sample, president of the State University of New York at
Buffalo, made the point powerfully in a call he made to \he entire
university community to speak cut against intolerance. President
Sample put it this way:
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As long as we let those small moments pass without
calling attention to the injustice they represent, the
threat to justice everywhere will continue. Thus, I call
upon all of us to remcmber our responsibilities to
ourselves and each other by speaking out against
bigotry and intolerance whenever and wherever they
occur. Only by this vigilance in our daily lives can we,
help make justice everywhere possible.5
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Derek Bok, president of Harvard University, in response to a
grossly demeaning letter about women circulated by a student club,
argued that such communication, while offensive, should not be
suppressed:

Although such statements are deplorable, they are
presumed to be protected under the Constitution and
should be equally so on the campus as well. Why? The
critical question is: Whom will we trust to censor
communications and decide which ones are ‘‘too
offensive’” or ‘‘too inflammatory”’ or too devoid of
intellectual content? . .. As a former president of the
University of California once said: ‘‘The University is
not engaged in making ideas safe for students. It is
engaged in making students safe for ideas.’’6
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President Bok then issued a strong and public denunciation of the
letter and its authors:

The wording of the letter was so extreme and
derogatory to women that I wanted to communicate my
disapproval publicly, if only to make sure that no one
could gain the false impression that the Harvard
administration harbored any sympathy or complacency
toward the tone and substance of the letter. Such action
does not infringe on free speech. Indeed, statements of
disagreement are part and parcel of the open debate thai
freedom of speech is meant to encourage; the right to
condemn a point of view is as protected as the right to
express it.’
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We cannot leave our inquiry into the uses of language without
pointing to a higher standard. During campus visits we were troubled
that debates about the limits of expression were often argued in
administrative, even legalistic terms. Rarely was attention given to the
fact that careless words can be deeply wounding. Words were being
analyzed with insufficient care being given to the painful feelings they
evoked.

22

P . . R , 3 o, .
e S B O T P A A

35




R
PPNy

. P
ot s s bt e T

We believe that standards of communication, especially on a
college campus, must go far beyond correct grammar or syntax; they
ever. must extend beyond the “civility’’ of the message being sent. A
higher standard is to view communication as a sacred trust. The goal
of human discourse must be to both speak and listen with great care
and seek understanding at the deepest level, and this expectation takes
on special significance as the nation’s campuses become increasingly
diverse.

Many students, because of their own cultural isolation, bring
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= prejudices to campus that serve to filter out the feelings of people from A
L racial, ethnic, and religious backgrounds different than their ovn. But :
g if communication does not go beyond the formality of the words and
i yield a deeper understanding of who people really are, prejudice

"

persists. Wayne Booth of the University of Chicago captured this high
standard when he wrote: ““All too often our efforts to speak and listen
seem to be a vicious spiral moving downward. But we have all
experienced moments when the spiral moved upward, when one
party’s efforts to listen and speak just a little bit better, produced a
similar response, making it possible to move on up the spiral to
moments of genuine understanding.’’8

In an open community, freedom of expression must be uncom-
promisingly defended. Offensive language must be vigorously
denounced. But in the end, good communication means listening
carefully, as well, and achieving moments of genuine understanding.
"No law can mandate that everyone adore everyone else,” as
President Sample notes, ‘‘but especially in the university community
we can expect everyonc to respect the rights and dignity of everyone
else. Indeed, we must demand it.””9

e
B
R

s
< < g et Wl R
5L £t e s o, St s b b a6

23

. i L Ay ’
. Do wabas 4 g, w23
o it o Lsaom B S o L By S F

Rt T TR

# sl 2R

PO T T LT o P

23

30 §

Fon 7 o "4
R TP RRN T 4

]

vl
< et




5 ahep v ) T T—— - e ox S% At oarenizaacnsoguoo
Do RN T 5 2
TN N et

CHAPTER 3

A Jusi Community
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HIRD, a college or university is a just community, a place
where the sacredness of each person is honored and where
diversity is aggressively pursued,
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Higher learning builds community out of the rich resources of its
members. It rejects prejudicial judgments, celebrates diversity, and
seeks to serve the full range of citizens in our society effectively. In
strengthening campus life, colleges and universities must commit
themselves to building a just community, one that is both equitable
and fair.

For almost two centuries colleges were, with few exceptions, a
haven for the privileged. They catered to the most advantaged,
enrolling young men who, upcn graduation, were often placed in still
higher positions of privilege and power. Slowly the admission doors
swung wider and more women and minority students came to campus,
and during the 1960s, the nation’s colleges and universities, in
response to the eloquent call for simple justice, pushed aggressively to
broaden opportunities for historically by-passed students.

Sadly, this sense of urgency has, in recent years, diminished and
the nation’s colleges and universities have largely failed to provide
sustained leadership in the drive for equality of opportunity in the
nation. Rather than push vigorously their own affirmative action
prcgrams, aggressively recruiting minority students into higher
education, they turned to other matters, and a historically impoitant
opportunity to advance the course of human justice was forever lost.
America and the nation’s campuses are, once again, afflicted by a
deepening polarization along racial and ethnic lines as young blacks
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and Hispanics remain socially isolated and economically deprived.
Recently the American Council on Education reported that the number
of low-income, black high school graduates going on to college
actually dropped from 40 percent in 1976, to 30 percent in 1988; for
low-income MHispanics, the college partticipation rate fell from 50
percent in 1976, to 35 percent in 1988.1 This represents an educa-
tional failure of intolerable proportions.

We strongly recommend that, during the decade of the nineties,
every college and university reaffirm its commitment to equality of
opportunity, establish goals for minority enrollment, and select precise
timetables, too. This means working closely with the schools, and we
propose that colleges begin recruiting black and Hispanic students
wien they’re still in junior high.

But the issue i3 more than access; it has to do with the lack of
support minority students feel once they have enrolled, and there are
alarming signals that racial and ethnic divisions are deepening on the
nation’s campuses. Coliege and university presidents told us that
suspicions are intense, and the black student body president at the
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, expressed herself this way: “‘I
think within the next decade we will see an increase in racial alter-
cations, not just white on black, but black on white.’*2

In our administrative survey, one in four of all college ard
university presidents reported that racial tensions are a problem on
campus. And the issue is especially troublesome at large universities,
where more than two-thirds of the presidents at research and doctorate
institutions said *‘racial tensions and hostilities’ are a problem. When
asked their views for improving campus life, presidents at these
institutions said ‘‘greater racial understanding” was a priority.3

Many administrators and faculty can recall the 1950s when Rosa
Parks boarded a bus and made history with her decision to take a seat
up front. They remember the sixties when black students sat at a lunch
counter and defied centuries of prejudice with a simple request for
service. They recall the decade when United States Marshals had to
escort James Meredith onto the campus of ‘“Ole Miss.”” This was the
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TABLE 4

Wl PO,
R T

Percentage of Presidents Who Say Racial Tensions
and Hostilities Are a *‘Moderate’” to *“Major”’
Problem on Their Campus

M . . Fl
D PN e X

Research & :
All Doctorate-
Institutions Granting Comprehensive Liberal Arts Two-Year 3

24% 68% 20% 28% 15%

SOURCE: The Camnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the American

Council on Education, National Survey of Coliege and University Presidents,
1989.

decade when Martin Luther King, Jr. led a great crusade to affirm the
dignity of all.

College leaders may recall these historic times, but many students
do not, and today some reject, even resent, the idea of inclusion. ‘“We
carry a stigma,” said one Chicano student. *. .. When I first came
here as a freshman, a white undergraduate said to me, ‘You’re here but
my friend, who is better qualified, is not.””*4 At a research university
in the Southwest, an assistant dean of students commented: *‘Most
white students don’t understand why white applicants are being left
ount. Black students are asked, ‘Did you get in here because you are
black?’*’

Prejudice was reported elsewhere. Duiing one of our campus
visits, the blacx homecoming queen said there was graffiti in the
women’s restroom attacking her. At another place, a black candidate
for a student government position said a white student he had asked to
vote for him responded: *‘Is the other :andidate on your ticket a
nigger t00?”’ A Mexican-/American student at a southern university
was quoted in Change magazine as saying: “People will joke
around—at least I hope they are joking—and say, ‘Oh, he’s Mexican,
hide your wallet.” Or, ‘Do you have a switchblade?’**S

At Stanford University several years ago, two white freshmen and
a black sophomore had a debate about the influence of blacks on
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music. As part of the conversation, the black student said that
Beethoven was a mulatto. The white students were skeptical and later,
after a drinking bout, put a poster outside the black student’s room
depicting Beethoven as a stereotyped black. Although the white
students described their intent as parody, the black student and his
friends interpreted the act as racist, leading to a major confrortation.6

Virulent forms of anti-Semitism are flairing up as weli. A recent
front-page article in The Chronicle of Higher Education said that
Jewish students and faculty members are reporting more anti-Semitic
acts on their campuses than at any other time in the past ten years.
Among the offensive acts described were the appearance of catalogs
promoting neo-Nazi literature, the painting of swastikas on a Hillel
building, and the mocking of Jews as the theme of a fratemnity party.”

Incidents such as these speak volumes about the hostile climate
many minorities feel on campus. Professor Patricia Williams, the first
black woman to teach at Stanford’s school of law, described in moving
language the deep, personal hurt, as well as insult, such encounters can
elicit: )

The most deeply offending part of the injury of the
Beethoven defacement is its message that if I ever
manage to create something as significant, as monu-
mental, and as important as Beethoven’s music, or the
literature of the mulatto Alexardre Dumas or the mulat-
to Aleksandr Pushkin’s literature—if I am that great in
genius, and perfect in ability—then the best reward t~
which I can aspire, and the most cherishing gesture
with which my recognition will be preserved, is that I
will be remembered as white . . . The issue is about the
ability of black and brown and red and yellow people to
name their rightful contributions to the universe of
music or any other field. It is the right to claim that we
are, after all, part of Western Civilization. It is the right
to claim our existence.8
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Throughout higher education we found that Hispanic, Jewish,
Polish, Italian, Muslim, Arab, Vietnamese, and Haitian student associ-
ations have organized themselves in their own separate groups—and
on at least cne campus a white student union has beeu formed. ;
Organizations that celebrate diversity have an important role to play,
but exc’ 'sive groups can generate conflict.

Black student organizations seem to stir the most misunder-
standings, even heated controversy, on campuses. And yet those
criticizing blacks for being ‘‘separatist’” were themiselves often
grouped together, in less obvious ways, so that black students were 't
effectively beiiig held to a deuble standard. At a small liberal arts
college in the East, a white student suggested that the mere existence
of a black student union *‘polarized the students.”” A black student at 3
an elite private university agreed with this position. He told one of our
researchers: “‘I get a lot of flack because I don’t belong to the black
student union. I think it’s stupid to have a Drama Association and a :
Black Drama Association’’ on this campus. :

On the other hand, an officer of the student union responded i
aggressively to the charge that blacks were ‘‘separatists.” “‘If black
students were inclined toward separation,” he insisted, ‘‘they never
would have come to this predominantly white institution in the first
place. The problem is that blacks, once they come to this campus,
discover that they need support from fellow blacks to emotionally
survive.”’

This student then told us his experience. ‘‘Soon after I got here I
found out that I was one of only twelve black people in the freshman
class. I did not expect that to be a problem. I was wrong. As the
semester progressed, I realized that many whites on campus were not
making the same effort to continue relationships that I was. I then
realized that the ‘black _paratists’ were the only people who took me
at face value and at the same time were themselves with me. I still
have ‘whit~ friends, but they are the exceptions who take me for what I
am. Basically, we ‘black separatists’® have set ourselves apart, on one
level. because we were forced to do sc.

Here’s how another student expressed his concemn: ‘‘Minority
students tend to all come together, because they are so small in
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number and black students just don’t feel welcome. Everything is
separate for us. We have a totally different idea of what a party is.
We don’t get together with whites. It’s kind of hard when you don’t
see anyone who can really understand you.”’

Striking a balance between special groups and the larger commu-
nity is, we found, one of the most difficult challenges administrators
now confront. The president of one elite university described his
concern to us this way:

g e

pecs

The question which intrigues me is the role of any ho-
mogeneous subset of students who wish through some
exclusive arrangement to spend some or their time
together. This could be groups of women or men or
blacks or athletes. The key point is that membership in
these groups is selective and exclusive. My own
observation is that as diversity on our campuses in-
creases, many students feel an increasing desire to par-
ticipate in some homogeneous group.
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Last week I asked a student what her main disap-
pointment and b=~ best experience on campus had been.
Her chief compiaint was the lack of sufficient diversity,
but her best ex_erience was her participation in an all-
female social club!
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Almost every month I'm asked by an exclusively black
organization to give them official recognition. Their
claim is usually that these organizations give them
strength to participate in the larger community. I'm
trying to understand how a university that’s committed
to diversity can have official interactions with organiza-
tions that ar: avowedly exclusive, even if they have
desirable ends.
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It’s understandable that students, especially those who feel
vulnerable, want to meet together. Indeed, self-geneiated activity by
student groups bring vitality to the campus. Frequently they are the

LT Tremaey

30

42

o
‘,.«&.A‘ .

i
LN v

b

N

ﬁ\
b
e

)

A%3]




most effective means of creating a fundamental sense of belonging,
and through them students gain a feeling of belonging to the larger
campus community. But we’re also impressed by the tensions created
as subgroups organize themselves along racial, ethnic, or gender lines.
And we worry about the racial tensions on the campus, the lack of
trust, the singular lack of success many colleges and universities have
had in creating a climate in which minority students feel fully accepted
on the campus.

There is no easy answer. On the one hand, we believe students
should join together, as they have always done, to pursue special inter- .
ests. Minority students especially have a 1eed to organize themselves
for support in an environment that is often perceived to be insensitive, i
even hostile. But we also urge that student groups reach out, authen-
tically, to one another. They should try to explain their own purposes :
and understand the purposes of others and meet, if possible, as indivi- :
duals, one on one. R

For example, would the student leaders of campus organizations
be willing to spend time together, in a summer retreat, in search of ;
common ground? Could we expect that all subgroups also would
affirm the larger purposes of the institution? And could the six
principles set forth in this report provide a framework by which the
legitimacy of every campus group might be judged?

We also suggest that every college and university conduct a
detailed study of the racial climate on its campus, t. «cam more about :
itself. The goal of such an inventory would be to gather more precise :
information about the depth of ethnic and racial tensions, 1o better
understand how students from various groups really feel about their
situation, how administrative officers and academic groups are
viewed, and to hear how various minority students feel the climate
might be improved. This information should be shared in an or-
ganized way with the campus community at every level—students, fa-
culty, and administrators.

The president at Wellesley College, several years ago, named a
Task Force on Racism to study the cxperiences of racial minorities at
that institution and make recommendations for change. The Task
Force not only probed academic and nonacademic activities, but also
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inquired into the sensitivity of administrative officers. The results
revealed how various student groups can view the same campus in
strikingly different ways.

Upon receiving the report, the president made the following
declaration. ‘‘It is iniportant that we confront racism, recognizing its
complexities and its deep-rootedness in our culture. We must face up
to its particular manifestations at Wellesley, not treat it gingerly and
pretend it’s irrelevant to us.””® As poet Adrienne Rich has said so well
in Lies, Secrets, and Silence:

I believe the word racism must be seized; grasped in
our bare hands, ripped up out of the sterile or defen-
sive consciousness in which it so often grows, and
transplanted so that it can yield new insights for our
lives. . .. I am convinced that we must go cn using that
sharp, sibilant word, not to paralyze ourselves and each
cther with repetitious, stagnant doses of guilt, but to
break it down into its elements. . . . Our stake . . . in
making these connections, is not abstract justice; it is
integrity and survival.10

Above all, colizges and universities should seek to build racial
and cultural understanding, not just socially, but educationally as well.
Students should take timne in their formal program of instruction to
leamn about the heritage and traditions of other racial and eihnic
groups, so that social relationships can be put in context. The
University of Minneso:a requires that all students take at least two
ceurses on different American cultures. Mt. Holyoke and Tufts
University have 2 similar reanizcment. The University of California,
Berkeley, Faculty Senat: recently ruled that all undergraduates take at
least one course in American Cultures. This broader view of the
cuwrriculum is r-2cessary, we believe, for every higher learning insti-
t:. sion.

Affirming diversity tcuches the community in other ways as well.
It was not until the late 1960s that women in significant numbers
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entered higher learning institutions and pursued fields of study
traditionally reserved for males. Prospects for the professione’
advancement of women also improved and funds for women’s studies
programs became available. Today, according to recent studies,
freshmen women have higher intellectual and social self-confidence.
Tkeir degree aspirations and career choices in such fields as business,
law, medicine, dentistry, and computer programming are quite similar
to those of men. 1!

Still, it was regularly apparent during our study that sexist
attitudes persist. An adult student at a community college in the
Southwest recalled: ““My professor told me I should not be an
engineer because I am Hispanic and a woman. I went home and cried.
Then, I decided not to complain. I'd get my degree and show him.”’
A younger undergraduate in an elite university in the Northeast said:
“My professor told me not to bother to apply to business school
because they never take women.’” At this same institution, another
woman reported that when she registerzd for an upper-level calculus
course the male instructor said: ‘‘This is an advanced course. Why
are you taking it?*’

Men siill seem to talk most often in class, and women students,
who are often overshadowed, may submit exceller* written work, yet
wait until after class to approach a teacher privately «vout issucs raised
in the discussion. Not only do men talk more, but what they say often
appears to carry more weight with some professors, and this pattern of
classroom leaders and followers is set very early in the term.12

More blatant acts o." orejudice are frequently reported. In a 1983
study, 40 percent of undergraduate women reported experiencing
sexual harassment!3 and a Harvard University survey found that 34
percent of women undergraduates at that institution reported
harassment from a person in authority.14 At a small eastern university
in our study, a sophomore reported that members of the women’s
caucus ‘‘get insults shouted at them.”” And at a southern research
university, the managing editor of the newspaper complained about
T-shirts reading ‘‘Ten reasons why beer is better than women.”’ At
yet another campus, a female student who worked part-time with the
maintenance crew complained of lewd remarks.
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Defining sexual harassment is a critical step toward its elimina-
tion, and we recommend that every college and university codify its
own policy and consider sexual harassment as it affects the full range
of campus life. Princeton University has a policy that is implemented
through education, confidential counseling, procedures for lodging for-
mal complaints, and remedies ranging from mediation to disciplinary
action. The Princeton code, which is similar to that of other campuses,
defines sexual harassment as:

unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors,
and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature
when submission to or rejection of such conduct is
made implicitly or explicitly a term or condition of
instruction, employment, or participation in University
activity; when submission to or rejection of such con-
duct by an individual is used as a basis for evaluation in
making academic or personnel decisions affecting an
individual; or when such verbal or physical conduct has
the effect of unreasonably interfering with an indi-
vidual’s work, academic performance, or living con-
ditions by creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive
environment, 15

Sexual insults and prejudicial acts are intolerable, but most
shocking are the physical assaults against women, which were
revorted on nearly a third of the campuses we visited. There was, for
example. a widely publicized fraternity gang rape on one, and at
another university 20 percent of the women surveyed reported having
had unwanted sexual intercourse. 16

In response, most colleges have focused on security and educa-
tion. Colorado College, for example, offers free self-defense classes
for women and provides them with whistles, while the State University
of New York, Brockport, like many institutions, has installed ‘‘blue
light” telephones arour.d campus and initiated a student escort patrol.

At many colleges, ‘“Take Back the Night’’ rallies have been
organized, and health centers sensitize students to date rape. At the
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University of Richmond, a mandatory session at freshman orientation
includes skits that address what’s called the *“Triple Whammy’’ of
drugs, sex, and alcohol. And women’s centers are helpful, too. The
University of Minnesota has one of the nation’s oldest and best-
established centers. Programs include counseling for those who have
been sexually harassed and abused both on and off campus. There are
meetings for older students, support groups for minority women, and a
speaker series featuring artists, authors, and activists. Such actions
deserve strong support on every campus.

Finally, women’s studies programs, which seek to improve
campus climate through education, have made impressive gains,
increasing from a handful in the early 1970s to more than five hundred
today. Such courses, which cut across the disciplines, share a common
intellectual interest in the role of gender in society, in science, in
literature, and the arts. We conclude that if women are to participate,
without prejudice, in campus life, colleges must not only welcome
them into the classroom, but into the curriculum.

A just community is a place where diversity is aggressively
pursued. In the coming decade colleges and universities must commit
themselves to increasc the enrollment of minority students so that their
participation in higher education at least matches their representation
in the population.

But tolerance, ix the sense of inclusion, is simply not enough.
Martha Minow, professor of law at Harvard University, has observed
that: ‘‘To many people who have been made marginal in the past,
inclusion sounds like, ‘come on in, but don’t change anything.’”’17
The larger goal for higher education must he to *‘build academic
communities in which people learn to respect and value one another
for their differences, while at the same time defining the values shared
by all those whe join the university as scholars and as citizens.’’ 18

This vision of the college or university as a just community must
be aggressively pursued, since it is becoming increasingly apparent
that time is running out.
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A Disciplined Community

VeSS

A

place where individuals accept their obligations to the group

and where well-defined governance procedues guide behavior
Jfor the common good.

FOURTH, a college or university is a disciplined community, a

A community of learning, at its best, is guided by standards of
student conduct that define acceptable behavior and integrate the
academic and ponacademic dimensions of campus life. We found,
however, that when it comes to regulations, students live in two
separate worlds. In academic matters, requirements are spelled out in
great detail. Undergraduates are told how maay graduation *‘units”’ to
complete. They’re given a schedule dictating when to show up for
class, and they receive firm deadlines for term papers. But when it
comes to life outside the classroom, the strategy is reversed. In
nonacademic matters, standards are ambiguous, at best, and what we
found particularly disturbing is the ambivalence college administrators
feel about their overall responsibility for student behavior.

In just thirty years colleges have gone from being parents to
clinicians, and today many are not sure where the oversight respon-
sibility of the institution begins and ends. Many of us remember the
days when there were enforced study hours and early lights out, except
on weekends. We also can remember the sea change that occurred in
the 1960s when: too-rigid rules, belatedly, were abolished. No one
would argue that colleges can or should retum to the days of tight A
control. But does this mean that there are no standards by which
conduct can be measured? Does it mean that colleges have no
obligation to define with c:arity their expectations for the students in
matters beyond the academic?
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Consider alcohci abuse. Pushed to the wall by legal and social
factors, colleges are being forced to reappruise the legendary college
figure of the boozing, boisterous undergraduate. Two-thirds of today’s
presidents called alcohol abuse a problem on their campuses.
“‘Substance abuse, primarily alcohol’’ was mentioned most frequently
when presidents were asked, ‘“What three campus-life issues have
given you the greatest concern?”’! Further, in a recent Carnegie
survey of faculty, 33 percent of those responding said that alcohol
abuse by students has increased.2

TABLE 5

Percentage of Presidents Who Rate Alcohol Abuse
a ‘‘Moderate’ to *‘Major”’ Problem on Their Campus

Research &
All Doctorate-
Institutions Granting Comprehensive Liberal Arts Two-Year
67% 82% 84% 75% 53%

SOURCE: The Carregie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the American
Council on Education, National Survey of College and University Presidents,
1989.

A recent University of Michigan study found that the reported use
of illegal drugs by college students has gone down, from 56 percent in
1980 to 37 percent in 1989, but clearly substance abuse remains a
serious concern.3 At a prestigious southern university, we were told
that drinking is the most popular ‘‘unofficial student activity’ on
campus.* The dean of students, who estimated that between 6 and 10
percent of undergraduates on his campus were alcoholics, speculate’
that another 30 to 40 percent were serious weekend drinkers.>

No one underestimates the difficulty of fighting alcohol abuse.
Men and women proudly drinking to excess is as old as Bacchus and
Beowulf. On campus, alcohol also has a long history of public
acceptance and public consumption—from faculty sherry hours to
fraternity beer parties. It’s also true that many undergraduates have
experience with alcohol and drugs long before they come to college.

38

o 2 6 ok o ol e

: . i B R
ey ey Lt b S
£t b 0PRSS otV I b Y Pl e i Uy

5 dad s,

S3ac

PR
LSRN
s b

I

-3
B
K
i
]
&

-
I3
3

B v S,

S

ey L
WA T n e ens A

e
Z AR
VAT Sl s dit




e prer e 5
BSOS Ry
W TR Y

Exa 5t
A

TR
A “ -

PRI F R RSN S N

e

Yooy s

~ampus Life Issues of Greatest Concern +
Listed Most Frequently by Presidents

TABLE 6

(Open-ended Question)
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Substance Abuse (primarily alcohol)
Student Apathy

Campus Security and Crime
Inadequate Facilities
Interracial/Intercultural Relations
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SOURCE: The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the American
Council on Education, National Survey of College and University Presidents,

Many others, leaving home for the first time, are eager to exercise
their new-found freedom, and social drinking and drug use fit in
perfectly with this desire.

Still, we conclude that clearly stated alcohol and drug policies are
required. If state laws say alc ‘ol use is illegal for those under
twenty-one, colleges should make this fact clearly known to students
and declare that it will support the law, rather than ignore it. Such a
stand is not only a legal mandate, it is in the interest of the students,
tou. They need models of integrity, not equivocatior.

Colleges and universities are, in fact, responding to the crisis of
drug 'nd alcohol abuse in a variety of ways. Some institutions,
especially those in states where the legal age for drinking has been
raised, have banned alcohol altogether. Others insist that it be served
only in designated places, while still other colleges now require
students to wear wrist bands or badges to identify their age. A few
places issue ‘‘drink tickets” to limit consumption and many require
that when alcohol is served, nonalcoholic drinks also be madc
available at all college functions.

When rules are tightened, undergraduates often go off campus to
drink. A private Southwest university in our study passed a rule
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forbidding all alcohol consumption on campus. In response, students
presented an ultimatum: *‘If we can’t drink on campus, we’ll drive
drunk’’—a position the administrator called ‘‘blackmail.”” The
moratorium was lifted but the university ruled that a uniformed police
officer and four nondrinking chaperones must be present at all parties
where alcohol is served.

Above all, education about the dangers of excessive drinking is
important. Today, well over 90 percent of all colleges and universities
have alcohol education programs, and more than 70 percent are
making special efforts to reduce substance abuse.6 Counselors, health
officers, and chaplains are widely available on campus. We consider
it quite remarkable that higher education institutions—in addition to
academic, social, and residential programs—offer such a wide range
of psychological support. And we were greatly impressed by the
creative steps campuses are taking to hold off potentiai crises.

Each April, Indiana University holds a famous bike race—the
Little 500—the biggest social weekend of the year. In 1988 the event
was followed by a rock-throwing melee involving drunken students at
an off-campus apartment complex. Students were arrested. For the
1989 festivities, the university scheduled extra entertainment events to
discourage excessive drinking. Free bus service was also provided so
students would not have to drive. Local bar owners offered free
nonalcoholic beverages to designated drivers. A possible crisis was
averted.

While campuses are safer than city streets, the frequency of
criminal acts, for many colleges, is another cause for worry. Indeed,
one in four of the student affairs office:s responding to our survey say
that the number of reported crimes on their campus has increased over
the lost five years. Forty-three perce..: of those responding at research
and doctorate-granting institutions believe the number of reported
crimes on campus has increased over the last five years.” One liberal
arts college in our study reported a 2/ percent rise in vandalism in just
oue year.8 Thefts are considered a problem by about two-thirds of the
presidents at doctorate-granting institutions; 38 percent of liberal arts
college presidents; and 44 percent at two-year institutions.?
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TABLE 7

Five-Year Change in Campus Crime
As Perceived by Student Affairs Officers
(Percentage Responding “‘Increase’’)

Research & )
All Doctorate- Compre- Liberal Two-
Institutions Granting  hensive  Arts  Year

B .
R A T

Number of reported crimes

on campus 26% 43% 35% 2% 16%
Severity of crimes

on caopuy 14 20 16 4 1
Number of reported crimes

in surrounding cominunity 50 59 54 42 49
Severity of crimes

in surrounding community 41 56 46 30 41

SOURCE: The American Council on Education and the National Association of Student
P;gsonnel Administrators, National Survey of Chief Student Affairs Officers,
1989.

TABLE 8

Percentage of Presidents Who Say Crime Is a
““Moderate’’ to *““Major’’ Problem un Their Campus

14
o Vo et
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Research & )
! Doctorate- Compre- Liberal Two-
Institutions Granting  hensive  Arts  Year
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Thefts 47% 63% 51%  38% 4%

Inadequate security 38 34 34 41 39 P

Vandalism and destruction 4
of property 36 56 44 36 29

SOURCE: The Carnegie Foundatior for the Advancement of Teaching and the American
?gsugncil on Education, National Survey of Collegs and University Presidents,
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We also found a close connection between alcohol abuse and
campus crime. One administrator reported that 80 percent of all cases
heard by the student judiciary at his institution were alcohol related.
Still another told us that the recent increase in vandalism on his
campus was caused by excessive drinking. The head of security at a
midwestern land-grant university told one of our researchers: ‘“The
majority of crime on this campus comes from too much drinking.”

Further, contrary to conventional wisdom, most criminal activity
on campus is committed not by ‘‘outsiders’’ but by students. Students
are, according to a recent report, responsible for 78 percent of sexual
assaults, 52 percent of physical assaults, two-thirds of strong-arm
robberies, more than 90 percent of arsons, and 85 percent of incidents
of vandalism. 10

What everyone fears most, of course, are crimes of violence.
Despite the shocking headlines that report rape ana murder, the
campus is still a relatively safe place to be. But the problem is
growing, especially for urban institutions. At one residential college,
students told us it’s just not safe to move about at night, and the dean
of students advised those living in high-rise dormitories 1 ride the
elevators alone. At an urban university where several mu.uers have
occurred, students joke, with gallows humor, about living long enough
to get their diplomas.

In 1986, a university student in Pennsylvania was raped and
strangled in her dorm. The parents sued. An out-of-court settlement
was reached when the university agreed to invest in improved lighting
and other security precautions. The state legislature, responding to
this and other incidents, passed a bill requiring every college and
university in the state to publish its campus crime rates. Other states
have enacted, or are considering, similar legislation. These anecdotes,
while exceptions, reflect the levels of concern about campus safety.

Once again, we found that colleges and universities are moving
aggressively to improve security—with better lighting, escort services,
emergency phone systems, and a strengthened police force. One
eastemn university actually established a state-certified police academy
on campus to train its own recruits. Student security patrols super-
vised by campus police also are widely used. And a northeastern

42

53

Ve e N .- e . - et . .-
I R ULPLE TR b D e e N A pa £ ¢ b 250 o a3V pw e LT et T,

sy N L odh o
B G N N L e

e b Yok 55w v

ST A

N
e S

1

3

b LA o

TRy
Fisdhih

Ll G S

ras

R IR
Ve 4 oricin .

P

oo
JRRRIIER

Il v, . le s -
b 0 AN DI e A RS

51 iy Gt iy

a cn Wty e

I e W R T RN Tee

3 i
e , ,
SR b st dtseine




university we visited has an ‘‘Operation ID”’ program to mark and
register personal property. This, too, is becoming commonplace.

A few years ago, the University of Rochester hired a full-time
staff member to direct its crime-prevention programs. The university
now employs two full-time and two part-time people who conducted
120 crime-prevention seminars in one year. Rochester also has an
““Operation ID*’ property identification, and about four years ago
launched a Blue Light Escort Service in which students accompany
colleagues at night. Working with the Women’s Caucus, the
community beg. n a series of ‘‘Walks for Light,” a project in which
students and staff go around campus at night with security officials to
identify places needing improved lighting. Twenty-two blue light
phones and fifteen service phones have beer: added.

Every campus should have a comprehensive security plan, and we
uige that du’'ng orientation all incoming students participate in a
crime-awareness program. Residence hall leaders and other campus
officials should offer seminars on safety, date rape, and the art of self-
defense throughout the year. Academic departments should discuss

safety issues with faculty and students, focusing especially on the use
of facilities at night.

Finally, to give overall direction to campus life, all campuses
should have a clearly stated code of conduct, one that is widely
disseminated and consistently enforced. In our national survey of
undergraduates, about half said they support a code of conduct; at
liberal arts colleges it was 60 percent. The same perccatage of
undergraduates at liberal arts colleges said that known drug offenders
should be suspended or dismissed. This was a dramatic increase from
1976. Sixty-six percent of the students also agreed that the drinking
age in all states should be raised to twenty-one.11

In drawing up a campus code, simple couscesy and the rights of
others must be affirmed. For example, privacy should be respected,
and excessively loud noise should be restricted. And we also urge that
every campus should involve faculty and students in the periodic
review and update of campus codes. Such involvement srovides an
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TABLE 9

Undergraduate Attitudes Toward Moral Issues on Campus
(Percentage Agreeing)

L L T S

All Doctorate- Compre- Liberal
Institutions Research Granting  hensive

Two-
Year

Colleges should
provide 