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PREFACE
)

-During my first three years as an undergraduaté, 1963
-66, 1 spent a good portion of my time sitting alone in my
dorm, staring at the walls, and pondering freedom. I must
say that a number of grandiose concepts of the subject
passed through my mind -and were stashed away. But it was
when I carefully observed the actions and conversations of
my dorm-mates, and momentarily digressed from the gran-
diose to the miniscule, that I first began tograspa realistic
view of freedom.

Were my dorm-mates free, and indeed, was I? Well,
we had been told that we were in attendance at one of the
"mostfree' institutions in the land ,-of‘ the free. But we
weren't. We were frustrated robots, dealing constantly
with ideas intimately but not with people intimately.” We
were, as Simon and Garfunkel have put it: ' '

People talking without speaking,

People listening without hearing,

People writing songs that voices never share,
No one dared, ,

To break 'tﬁe sounds of silence.

Then as Isat there, the old adage that-onlythe prisoner
sitting in his cell comes to know the true meaning of free-
dom became strikingly clear to me, and the parallel was
‘ frightening. Whatever else it is is subject to further pon-
dering, but on the college campus freedom is at least the
right to come and go from your own room as you please, to
"do whatever you want to do in your room with whomever you
want to do it, to dress as you please. Freedom is the right
tc be left alone to regulate your personal affairs.

" Freedom begins with no-curfews, no bans on intervisi-
tation, no dress regulations, no bans cn liquor or alcohol,”
no in loco parentis barriers to privacy, intimacy, and mi-
stake -making. Gaining freedom, and learning the process

\‘1‘ 1




of gaining freedom, means eliminating arbitrary social rules.

Freedom on the college campus today means students
assertlng their adulthood, and refusing to postpone the ac-
ceptance of adult responsibilities.

But...during 1963- 66, elimination of social rules was
only to be pondered. Other things took precedence:  civil
rights battl”s, academic freedom disputes, speaker ban

fights, the : ~ght to participate in off-campus activities with-
out university censure, protests against university selective

service ranking, estabhshment of judicial due process, and
S0 on. '

Between these activities we pondered and researched
social rules. We read about the changing concept of matur-
ity; we read- abtmt the pr ‘olongation of adolescence; we listened
to dehcately balanced administrative arguments about "pro-
tection'" and responsibility; we read about the thrzat of the . -

""cybernetic revolution'; we read Roland Liebert's eloquent -
USNSA publication Student Conduct and Social Freedom (and '
so should you).

By 1966 we had won some of the aboveé battles and had
laid the groundwork for the solution to many of the rest. In
addition, we had formulated a theory of student power. And
I, for one, was through with pondering, researching, and
discussing arbitrary social rules.

For the results of my pondering and research had led
me first to the conclusion that the only good social rule is
an eliminated one, and that eliminating social rules rests
not in further discussing them but in challenging the raw
power of universities to impose them. The key which in
1968 locks coeds in at curfew hour is the key which in 1468
locked the chastity belt! The 1968 ban on intervisitation is
the 1668 wall between the convent and the seminary, and the
1968 parietal hours between 1:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. on
weekends is the 1668 joint vespers service. The 1968 dress
regulation is the 1768 cassock requirement. And the arbi-
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trary administrative power of 1468, ].668,- and 1768 is the
‘arbitrary administrative power of 1968. :

So I had decided to spend at least a. ;Sortion of my time

- challenging arbitrary social rules. Today's students, and
those of the future, must be free to regulate their day-to-
day lives (both within "university supervised housing" and
outside), to learn the pleasures and discover the agonies of

~ intimacy, both emotional and sexual, and to conduct their
- lives as adults.

* " Frankly,ithas beenalonely roadattim:s during the past
two years. There are more important things, people say.
But as I travel around, talk to student le»aders, and keep a~
breast of happenings in the student world, I have progres-
sively gotten more encouragement. For instance, I met
student body president Tom Heagy only briefly at the 1966
National Student Congress. Later that fall I read that Heagy,
a civil-libertarian not much liked by liberal-radicals, told
the incoming freshman class at the University of Chicago
that the only reason women's hours exist is because the wo-
men think they do, and that if the women suddenly stopped o-

beying them they would cease to exist. More importantly,
he continued, ”_/_Eourg/ should be opposed because they are

" an indignity to which no University of Chicago student should
be subjected. "

By the time of this writing a core group of people has
grown up across the nation who accept the premise that ar-
bitrary social rules should be eliminated. Presumably you
are one of these people, and it is for you that I am writing
and editing this pamphlet. '

. The pamphlet does not contain a series of delicately
balanced arguments and statistical research. It is a broad-
side designed to give you encouragement and support. To
some extent it helps you identify resources and tells you

~ (how other people have progressed. (See the bibliography,

or . write USNSA's SGIS if you haven't completed your re-
search.) Mostly this pamphlet-assumes that you are ready -

~

~
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to challenge the arbitrary powers upon which your campus's
social rules are based.

Not many portions of this pamphlet are designed to go
into your social rules ''report.' Rather, it is designed to
be read in one night, perused the next day, and tucked under
your arm as you go in to bargain for an end to campus en-
vironmental control.  Or, later, it is to be perused and
tucked under your arm as you go out to address a rally of
people who are ready to willingly disobeya silly social rule.

Embracing the concepts of the pamphlet maylead you to.
environmental freedom. Or, it may get you kicked out of
school, where at least you will have the same freedom as

your peers who were not so fortunate as to be able to attend
college.
/

Teddy O'Toole 7 :
Educational Affairs Vice -

i President, USNSA
. _ . July 24, 1968
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INTRODUCTION

The thesis of this pamphletis thatarbitrary social rules
must be eliminated. IThave attempted to organize the thoughts
behind that thesis in a logical flow, beginning with the need
for campus environmental reform, progressing through the

~ present arguments for and against reform, and closing with
tactics that might be used, as well as case studies and re-
printed articles.

Thus Chapter Iattempts to show in rather vivid language
what it is like to be a student whose personal activities are
controlled. _It points ur the significance of the increased
sophistication of today's student, and in the process shows
how today's students are the victims of history, how the
college ''protection' of yesteryear has turned into the ar-
bitrary control of the present. \

Chapter 2 addresses itself to the necessity of environ-
mental freedom as a prerequisite to successful educational
reform. It speaks (with some hostility) to those educational
reformers who put so much time and energy into producing
new curricula, new courses, and new g¢rading procedures,
and so little energy into helping to free people to live their
own lives. :

Chapter 3 is designed to be 2 microcosm of the debate
now in progress on college campuses withregard tothe ques-
tion of environmental control. Specifically, it is a debate
between a college president, who offers modern theories in
justification of social rules, and myself. I, of course, at-
tempt to demolish his theories. ' i '

Chapter 4 is a brief review of the legal history of en-

" vironmental control, and a presentation on the current sta-

tus of the courts with regard to student freedom. I wish to

thank Mary Louise Frampton of the USNSA Legal Rights

Desk for writing Chapter 4, and I wish to thank Dave Ifshin
for aiding Mary Louise.
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In Chapter 51 tryto delineate the tactics a student might
employ in eliminating a certain social rule. This section
may be particularly helpful to you if you are pretty fed up
but don't know where to start. Although tactics must be ad-
justed to a particular situation, I have found a surprising
consistencyin the manner in which nearlyall college admin-
istrations deal with challenges to social rules, and Iattempt
to dealpretty specifically with the problems that will be met

by the reformer and how he ‘can overcome those problems _

with the least amount of lost energy.
Eliminating social rules might not be enough.- Some-
thing more might be needed to help students make the cam-
pusinto an environment where interpersonal contact is open
and rewarding. Although little work has been done toward
building new models, I try to offer some suggestions in
Chapter 6.
\:

Chapfe} 7 is a collection of articles, statements, and

case studies, specifically selected either because they were

successful,or because they gsaybetter what I wish I had said"
in the chapters that preceded them. Chapter 7 is divided’
into three sections. Section 1 contains articles and case’

studies about elimination of women's hours, while Section 2
addresses itself to intervi[sitation. Section 3 focuses on

"minor'" means of environmental control.

dress regulations, as beir;F fairly representative of all the

I am indebted to a nuljber of people for helping me or -
ganize the thoughts presented in this pamphlet, and certainly
" to everyone on the USNSA staff. In particular, however, I
want to thank Dr. Barnard Adams of Ripon College, Dr.
Peter Armacogst of Ottawa University, Dean Earle Clifford
of Rutgers, and the National -Association of Student Person-
‘nel Administrators for their permissionto reprint Dr. Adam's
paper, '""Where Have All The Heroes Gone?' in Chapter 3.
That paper, as well as my response, 1is the property of
NASPA's 1968 Minneapolis conference. Dr. Armacost and
Dean Clifford are going to edit a book in the near future for
NASPA which will contain all the papers delivered at the

O o .‘ 6. )
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"NASPA conference,- and the eager reformer would be well

advised to get a copy of the book when it is completed.

My thanks also go to the Harvard Crimson for their
permission to reprint the article '""Harvard Parietal Rules:

An Outspoken Appraisal" which appeared in the Crimson on
October 29, 1963.

Isuppose everyone who attempts to present his fhoughts

" in published f:?n'fexperi'ences that moment just before he

sends the marmUscript to the pr'inter, when suddenly all the
inade?{uacies of his work suddenly become clear to him.
Such has been the case with me. My only hope is that the
unclear portions of this pamphlet stand out as reflecting my
writing inadequacies, and that they do not detract from the
principle of freedom I am trying to convey.




CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM CREATED
BY
ARBITRARY SOCIAL RULES

: : ;
Ignorance of Today's Students'

Deeper Needs

Few would dispute the increased sophistication of today's
college student. Lately Marshall McLuhan and other schol-
ars have docum nted and explained this phenomenon which
others have notdd and commented on for the past ten years.
An observer not familiar with the college scene can be flab-
bergasted by the grasp so many college students show of
the pr'bblems of the nation and the academic community. *Of
partléular interestto mostis the w1111ngne ss of many students
to ‘act1ve1y participate in movements or programs—~a1med at
correction of ills. Campaign strate gists for Senator McCarthy
w111, attest to this fact.

\ Although the society at large seems to view increased .
student sophistication as a healthy, though perhaps slightly
thr‘e‘atening, phehomenon, it views with some horror those
students who mysteriously move from commitment to alien-
ation and seemingly set about the task ofdestroying all order
in the university. Setting aside the quesfion of the utility or
justification of such activity,. and focusing on the personal
- dynamics of that move from commitment to alienation, one
first senses that something is more deeply wrong in aca-

. . demia than the labels or the protest signs.or the explicit

issues reveal.

_ If one follows that hunch from the radical demonstrations
down through the McCarthy campaign, the student power
movement, the student governments, and down into the dor-
m1t01iy corridors where the masses of students c'arry on
their &ay to-day lives, he sees what that something is. He
sees that an important and deep seated student conce;rn has
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been either sublimated to more ''‘ndble' concerns, obscured
by the more obvious concern of academic pressure, or,
where it has become manifest, ignored by the public and by
college authorities. Essentially, there is little beauty in
campus existence.

Why the harshness of day-to-day campus living? It is
because the campus life environme :t stifles growth through
squelching opportunities for interpersonal contact, for pi‘i-
vacy and intimacy, and for the sybsequent development of
mature sexuality.Sophisticated people, who find themselves
in an environment controlled by others so as to deny their
dignity and ignore their desire to be left alone in their per-
sonal lives, are unhappy.

Student Disdain For
Environmental Control «

USNSA, "daily working with students in their environ-
ment, has been in a unique position to document this fact.
As much student-leader energy during the academic year
1967-68 has been put into protesting and bargaining against
arbitrarysocial restrictions as has beenput into most other
issues combined. Although ignored by the press, dissatis-
faction with curfews alone provoked demonstrations of mass
disobedience at Albertus Magnus College, the Unive;‘sity of
North Carolina at Greensboro, the State WUniversity of New

- York at Oneonta, and several others this past year. The
Oneonta incident ended .With women students goinginto federal
court seeking a ryling against curfews on grounds of sexual.
discrimination, with USNSA as co-plaintiff. Even at Berkeley
and Northwestern, amid demands on such a scale as with-
drawal of universityinvestments from South Africa and ces- -
sation of university "compiicity" in the Vietnam war, there

"appeared additional demands for an end to curfews.

. The administration at Boston University this past year
found siudents most united on their demand for intervisita-
tion hours in dormitories.  The nation was shocked by the
celebrated cohabitation case at Barnard College.




[

/

From Disdain To De spair

’

. The prima facie evidence is abundantwithregard to st~ - '
dent'disdainfor arbitraryinhibitions to privacyand intimacy.
Does tBi‘S*disggin generate an evenmore stressful assumption

© on the part of the student that the environment created, aside

from merely limiting his mobility, is a direct affront to his
digx}ity, and virtually prevents his learning tolive with other
people and develop mature sexuality?

Yes. USNSA's Campus Environmental Studies Project
(hereinafter cited as ''the CES'), under a grant from the
National Institute of Mental Health, has sponsored several

conferences over the last twoyears todetermine the causes

of stress in the college experience. The formats of the con-
ferences, using sensitivity training techniques, were designed
to get below the surface. Nearly every report from the var-
ious conferences contained sections similar to Dr. Peter
Breggin'sobservations from the Carolina-Virginia conference:

I did not hear a‘single, solitary student complain

. that the college left too much up to him. No one
complained that the parietal hours were too lenient
for him, no student found that he had too many in-
formal opportunities to be with his teachers, no
student complained that he had toofew courses and
felt constrained to invént his own, no student com- -
plained that/e was running into blocks and prob-
lems solving some challenge of his own making. '
And few wére the times that anyone was heard to

"say, "I've got this problem, and I'm working on it
on my own, finding out new things, ideas I want to
share with you.'" When problems came up, they
were problems in the pathologicél sense, demorali-
zing problems. o o '

These students were too overburdened learning the
academic solutions and the socialrules thought out
by other generations. So much so, it was hard to’
get into a good argument with them, and even hard-




“er tolearnfrom them, even tolearn what they were,
thinking and feeling.

The' situation became pathetic when the group re-
corders made their reports. These reports were
sterile, sometimes facetious, sometimes silly.
They did not know how to report on their ownliving
experience of the conference.Andeven more fright-
ening, theywere appalled at the idea of writingdown
any of their! ideas. When I nrged some to send me
their though:'ts, so that I might include them in this
report, the reaction was, '"What! another paper!"
That's what their éducation had done to them. It
had made them appalled at the idea of expressing
themselves in writing.

Their experience with living with each, other was
equally disturbing. They hardly knew what to do
with each other. Here at the conference they were
in the woods around a lake on a warm and happy
summer day and yet all of them came tothe groups.
' That bothered me more than their silence whenthey
got to the groups. ‘

They were people who were not comfortable, with
their own kind, with people. They were accustomed
to a social competition and sexual frustration that
made gentle:loving an impossibility. Longlasting
friendships were few, '"divorces' among roommates"
were frequent. Crammed inlike so muchexamdata,
built on competition like so many grades, friendship
and especiallylove became as:satisfying as the last
hours before finals. Sex became an end in itself,
love became a thing cultivated toward that end of
sex.

The girls varied in their attitudes from the feeling
that they had-to fight off every date to the feeling
that they must keep men so distant thatno sex ceuld
take place. There was little place in college for

11
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comfortable experiences in the gradual learning of
friendship and love. The stereotyped weekend
seemed the rule--a blind date between anxious
couples, superficial conversation, some groveling
over sex, anda drunken male pe:i'haps‘ escortinghis
date back to the train or bus. The irori'y;-a univer-

- sity that prided itself in its "honor system!'' and its
"respectability' was known throughout the regionas
a place where the male was drunk before the date
began, and where the girl often had to find her own
way back to the bus terminal, I had images of cow-
boys coming into town after a longdrive, or sailors
on shore leave.The boys and girls used each other
to escape and-to relieve the stresses of campus life
and it didn't work out too well.

In the report from the New York conference, observer
L'r. Gordon F. Lewis of the University of Vermont, addres-
sing himself specifically to the question of sex, simply said
"There were those who said that meaningful sexual relation-
ships seemed unattainable, probably because of the general
alienation and inability to communicate which characterized
their experience in the college setting." '

Examples of Present
Rules Structures

Inlight of these facts one begins to wonder what pos;ible
type of environment could lead intelligent people to such
frustration. The answer becomes clear when we examine
the typical rule facing the typical woman and her date at a'
typical state university:

For every minute that a student is late she will
come in five minutes early on Saturday following
her infraction. . .Ifa student should accumulate over
30 minutes throughout the semester, she will auto-
matically receive a weekend campus consisting of
Friday, Saturday, and Sundaynights onthe weekend
following the infraction which gave her 31 minutes |

\
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or over. A student observing a room campus must
be in her place of residence by 7:30 p.m. onthe day
of her campus. At no time after 7:30 p.m. may she
receive callers, visitin her roomor in other rooms,
receive local telephone calls, or go to the lounge.

- If out of her room she must leave a note saying

where she may be found in her residence. Her
roommate may not entertain callers in their room
on the night of the campus. A campus lasts until

the following morning.

(Sex and the College Student, by the Com+
mittee on the College Student, Group for
the Advancement of Psychiatry. Atheneum,
New York, 1966, pags 105; hereinafter
cited as the "Committee's Regort.n")

Although the general administrative~_;5Hilosophy is that
men are best restricted by restricting the women, rules of
the type outlined above often extend to the men also. All -
male Notre Dame during 1967- 68 fought, and won, a battle
agalnst dress regulatlons requlrlng coat- and-tie dress.

It should be noted that the above c1ted curfew rule, apply-
ing as it does only to the typical state university, is fairly

lenient. Quite often smaller private colleges ban not only
intimacy of any sort auad certaintypes of dress, but smoking
as well. '"Coeducating while sunbathing is not permitted, "

is typical. At Taylor UniversityinIndiana a student informed
USNSA that copies of Playboy coming in by United States Mail
are seized by the administration, subscribers are called to
the Dean's Qffice, and cancellation of the subscription or
~ expulsion from the school are presented to the subscriber
_ as the only alternatives.

Historical Perspective of Env1ronmenta1 Control Beglnnlng
. o mid-1950's

v

In light of these facts one begins to wonder what diabsgl-
13
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ical minds stayed upnightsto construct such an environment.
No such simplistic conjecture, however, will suffice. The
college students -today, like members of minority groups to-
day, are largely the victims of the circumstances of history,
subjectto decisions made decades ago by people who probably
acted with the best of intentions. An examination of the
history of campus environmental control is in order.

The first significant fact is that the problems presented
by environmental control manifest themselves most vividly
on '"residential campuses, ' where the vast majority of stu-
dents live in university owned dormitories, although many
of the same problems crop up in different forms on ''com--
muter' campuses. However, as the Committee's Report
repeatedly points out, America's higher educational system
is unique in the world in that the vast i'najority of campuses

are residential.

The origins of the American University are literally in
the Puritan- Protestant ethic. The first colleges were non-
coeducational religious institutions that re'semble today's
seminaries more closely than anything else. Many of them
were in fact seminaries or convents; the others were iso-

\1ated segments of the society where scholars went to learn

in a religious atmosphere. The term ''sexual intimacy" in
these institutions was probably not even accepted as proper
for polite conversation.

Asthe systembeganto expand from religiously oriented
private institutions”to include developing state universities,
it still retdined the non-coeducational rubric. Men went to '
the private schools or the state universities; women went to
the private 'finishing" schools or the state teachers colleges.
Although civil libertarians quite early demanded that the

‘state institutions not be religiously oriented in curriculum,

they were unable to prevent the state institutions from tak-
ing the environmental model developed from the religious
schools: res1dent1a1 non- -coeducational, tightly controlled

environment.
h ]
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Asthe systemgrew, two very important doctrines were
developed with regard to behavioral control of students, doc-
trines which form the core of administrative stands today.
The first was the legal doctrine of in loco parentis, by which

the courts ruled with unwavering consistency that students
when they entered an institution surrendered their rights as

citizens to the administration, which, acting in the role of
parents, hadabsolute authority to control the student'slives.

The second chtnne was educational. It formalized the
societal ban on premarital sexual intimacy. Students vol-
untarily, it maintained, postponed interpersonal contact and
intimacy durmg the college years in order to concentrate on
the serious business of becoming educated. (This doctrine
is occasionally invoked today. A 1968 poll of seniors at the
University of Wisconsin revealed that roughly 45% of both
men and women'seniors were virgihs One wonders if closer
examination of these people, averagmg slightly over 21 year§

of age, would reveal that they had voluntarily postponed sex-.

ual activity in order to reserve time for studying.)

' So, armed with the protestant ethic and the weight of
‘the courts, college administrators and the general public
were ready for the tremendous growth of institutions of the

" twentieth century. As the land gtrant concept-and the public

demand for higher education dotted the countryside with re-
sidential, often coeducational schools, environmental control
was firmly maintained.

Important Developments
Since the Fifties

This brings the historical examination to a point some-

time in the 1950's. However, other very important develop-
ments must be interjected at this point before the problem
of 1968 can be fully understood. The increased sophistica-

tion of college students must be examined and put into con-

text, for if oné accepts the premise that today's students are

more sophisticated, then students must have been less so-‘_'

ph1st1cated at some point in the past. .
O ‘ ’ " 15 .




Although it is extremely difficult to document the point
in time after which many students in college began to feel
they should have an expanded role in shaping their environ-
ment and even the society, the mid-1950's seems like. the
logical point. Some evidence to that effect is offered byboth
the academic freedom demands that marked those years and
the civil rights activities of the early 1960's. Perhaps most
substantively this period coincides with the mass distribution
of television which McLuhan noted as the beginning of the
movement toward increased sophistication and desire for
1ndependence on the part of young pe ople

At any rate, some point during the past thirty yeafs
marked the beginning of an evolution of qualitatively different
college students. This fact is important because the quality
of the educational system did not change with the times. The
importance of this recent historical development then is that

one could speculate that the '""problems'' outlined above were’
p p

not problems prior to this era.Perhaps student generations
of yesteryear were comfortable with environmental control
and saw it as important to their development. Perhaps they
did in fact voluntarily postpone interpersonal contact and
development in favor of digging at books. And perhaps, un-
fortunately, many of today's college authorities were trained

in that era and still believe that what wor_ked' then will work
now. : ’

But whatever the case, the times have changed. If ad-
ministratois of the past conjectured that depression periods
on campus were most often the result of the baseball game
that was lost by the home téam, the fact is ‘that now the pall
on campus springs from the dry, inhibited campus emotional
environment. The tenor of the campus has gone from ""Casey
at the Bat'' to ""The Wasteland' and college authorities have
largely ignored it. o

v

Developrn'ents ofthe Recent Past

Y

+

Two more developments of the past eight years must be
noted before the present student dllemma can be put intoits

N
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complete context. In 1960, in the case of Dixon vs. Alabama,
federal courts killed and buried the legal concept of in loco
- parentis. In addition the liberal discussion of sexual issues
that has pervaded the press in recentyears has caused indi-
"viduals in positions of power to become sensitive to charges
of attempting to impose their morallty onto people over whom
they exercise power. '

Thus, one can .search the country in 1968 and find very
few college administrators who will admit to either embra- .
cing the doctrine of in‘locgparentis or attempting to regulate
the moral standards of the students. In fact, mostwill pro-
" test vigorously while in the limelight that they do not do ei-
ther of these things. v

But, methinks the administrator doth protest too much.
Infact USNSA's observations indicate that, despite these lat-
ter two developments veryl1ttle has been changed by college
administrations with regard to environmental control. What
has changed, however, is that nolonger will administrations
make explicit their stand with regard to personal freedom
and intimacy. Although they find it unpopular and legally
dangerous to state explicitly their parental attitude and moral ,
stances, they still can and still do maintain the barriers
which control the opportunityfor interpersonal contact, pri-:
vacy, and intimacy. ' '

N
-

The Problem

Now the dilemrma of the student can be .seen in its com-
plete context. The entering student, with sophisticated ex-
pectations of pursuing sexuality development in the college
setting, finds himself rendered almost immobile in pursuing
that goal by the un1vers1ty 1mposed rules, which the uni-
versity will not explicitly Just1fy and which the student eer-
tainly cannot justify by his own standards or those of his
peers. Thus added to the student's disdain for the rules
themselves is his correct assumption that the university 1s‘_
deceiving him.and ’challenging his integrity by expecting
~him to obey igi*ii_les not of his own . making and lacking stated
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justification. ''Do asIsaybecause I saytodo it"' is a stress
-provoking statement to sophisticated people in any age.
Consider the dilemma of the student who finds himself
facing expulsion just because he broke the rule against dor-
mitory intervisitation. Consider the feelings of the woman
who faces expulsion just because she broke the curfew rule
(perhaps even on the night of her engagement). Consider
the couple who cannot develop a meaningful relationship
because they cannot find either privacy on campus or ade-
quate time, due to their adherence to the rules againstapart-
ment dwelling, intervisitation, and late night dating. Not to
mention sign-out regulations, automobile bans, etc.

Finally, the Problem with
Present '"Solutions'

* The basic problem'(created by arbitrary social rules,
then, is clear. The final problém,_ however, is created by .
the "solutions' which ""liberal' administrators are proposing.
These solutions generally are in the form of extensions.

" Women's hours are extended a few minutes or extended to
people with certain grade achievements or class standings.
Intervisitation hours are created at ''safe' times or, where
they already exist, .extended a few minutes. Dress freedom”
is extended to certain previously taboo segments of the cam-
pus.

Is}i it'not clear that these 'liberalizations' are in fact
only crﬁmbs from the table, pats on the head from Daddy,
and that they only further aggravate the problem? For
whenever an extension of freedom is granted, the principle
of freedom itself is withheld.. The English Parliament's
reduction of the tea tax did not free the American colonies
from the principle of control, and the administration's ex-~

" tension of the curfew does not free the students from the .
principle of control.

\

Gaining freedom on campus begins with the elimination
of arbitrary social rules.

’
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CHAPTER 2

THE NECESSITY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL FREEDOM
AS A
PREREQUISITE TO EDUCATIONAL REFORM

"Agtherefore the state of man now is, whatwisdom
can there be to choose, what continence toforebear
without the knowledge of evil? He that can appre-
hend and consider vice withall her baits and seem-
ing pleasures, and yet abstain, and yet distinguish,
and yet prefer that which is truly better, he is the
true warfaring Christian. Icannotpraise a fugitive
and cloistered virtue, unexercised and unbreathed,
that never sallies out and sees her adversary, but
slinks out of the race where that immortal garland
is to be run for, not-without dust and heat. Assur-
edlywe bring not innocence into the world, we bring
impurity much rather: that which purifies us is
trial, and trial is by what is contrary. That virtue
therefore whichis but a youngling in the contempla-
tion of ev11 and knows not the utmost that vice
promises to her followers, and rejects it, is but a
blank virtue, not a pure; her whiteness is but an
excremental whiténess; which was the reason why
‘our sage and serious poet Spenser whom I dare be.
known to think a better teacher than Scotus or A-
quinas, describing true temperance under the per-
son Guyon, brings him in with his palmer through
the cave of Mammon and the bower of earthlybliss,
that he might see and know, and yet abstain. "
(John Milton, Areopagitica)

This section of Milton's Areopagitica is probé.bly the
most eloquent statement of the philosophies of civil liberties
and liberal educat1ona1 policy ever written. Published in

EKC”»-A\ R0

IText Providad by ERIC.




1

y
1652 as a plea to the English Parliament not "‘(:o establish
book censorship, it has been cited time and again during
these last three centuries as students and scholars have
fought far freedom of thought and actiom. ‘

Essential to the process of learning and growing, it
maintains, is direct encounter with supposedly alien and
dangerous ideas, and direct experience with supposedly im-
moral or debasing actions. Without freedom and flexibility
in institutions, ideas and actions become stagnant and ster-
eotyped; people exist in a void,and learning and growth are
impossible.

‘To spme large extent this has been the underlying phil-
osophy of the educational reform movement of the 1964-68
period. The basic concepts of the movementhave emphasized
the need for more self-direction and less coercion. It has
been, and is, a most commendable movement. In the wake
of experimental colleges and free universities have emerged
course and teacher evaluation programs, pass-fail grading
- systems, more independent studies, more seminars and

- fewer lectures, mew curricula and new courses, and more
emphasis on the process ‘ofA learning as opposed to the pro-
. cessing of students. - -

Trustees, presidents, and administrators have been
relatively sympathetic and some have gven joined the edu-
cational reform movement.

, But. . .there are those of us who have recognized the
futility of educational freedom without ernvironmental free-
dom. In fact, the former is probably doomed from the start
without the latter. The reason for this is the obvious fact
that in order for the student to truly learn the process of
self-direction in puarsuingideas, the context of his activities
must be one of freedom as opposed to restriction. And, no
matter how much we free the student to examine new and
different ideas, the context in which he operates is set by
the basic environment in which he¢ lives. If he (or she) has
" a curlfew, cannot entertain in }}is roorm, cann9t wear the




clothes of his choice, and in general cannot regulate his
own affairs, then the context of his activities, both aca-
demic and personal, is a restrictive one.

As activist Tom Hayden put it in a speech entitled In

L.oco Parentis and College Education: . '"In the oft-asked
_classroom questions, 'Will the philosophy exam be multiple
choice or subjective?' = 'Will the gradinrg be on a curve or

not? ' Do we not see in thindisguise the childlike attempt to
find out what pleases mommy? If enforced compliance with
arbitraryrulesis characteristic of life outside the classroom,
should we expecta different student attitude inside the class-
room? " '

That brings us to a second and more compelling reason
why elimination of arbitrary social rules mustbe anessential
part of educational reform. For isn't it about time that coll-
eges began furning out people who can regulate their own per-
sonal affairs? And isn't it about time that learning inter-.
personal sensitivity and intimacybecame a basic goal of ed-
ucation, and don'tarbitrary social rules directly prevent that

by keeping sexes apart and encouraging forced, stereotyped
behavior?

So on.the one hand the restrictive context of environ-
mental control nullifies the efforts for increased freedom in
academic affairs, and on the other hand increased freedom
in the pursuit of ideas is incomplete without freedom to pur- . -
sue personal and interpersonal development

Educ‘ational reform will not succeed without elimination
of arbitrary social rules.

And perhaps that is the reason why trustees, regents,
and administrators will support the educational reform
. movementand resist the environmental freedom movement.
Thought control is context control, and context control is
environmental control. A\7nd neither society nor adminis-
trators need fear people who, although free to examine all -
.ideas, submit to being locked up, separated, temperanced,
and dressed. ‘ :
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CHAPTER 3

MODERN ADMINISTRATIVE ARGUMENTS FOR SOCIAL
RULES: IN LOCO PARENTIS IN DISGUISE ?

, AsImentioned in Chapter 1, it is a rare occasion indeed
when one finds an administrator today who openly defends
inlocoparentis or who openly justifies social rules with the
argument that theyare extensions of religious moralitydoc-
trine. Generally, they offer either ''technical'' arguments
or that frustrating silence.

~In April, 1968, however, the National Association of

Student Personnel Administrators organized part of its

. . “national conference around the question of ‘''Institutional

Standards for Student Conduct." Dr. Barnard S. Adams,'

President of Ripon College in Wisconsin, delivered a de-
fense of social rules and I was invited to respond.

While Dr. Adams condemned the doctrine of in loco
parentis, he offered four reasons why colleges had the right
to impose social rules. Because institutions had an obliga-
tion to adhere to their 'broad educational purposes,'' their
‘"distinctive institutional characters,' their state and federal
laws, and their donors' wishes, he said, they had‘the right
to impose social rules. I responded that these sounded
strikingly like in loco parentis in disguise.

‘Dr. Adams' paper, entitled "Where Have ‘All the Heroes
Gone?' is reprinted here with his permission and the per-
mission of NASPA.Immediately following Dr. Adams' paper
is my response, entitled "Why Aren't You the Heroes? "

>




WHERE HAVE ALIL THE HEROES GONE?

« by \ _
Bernard S. Adams, President Ripon College

This paper addresses itself to that perennial bete noire
of student-dean relationships, "Institutional Standards for
Student. Conduct. " My quite recent move from a deanship
to apreé-iaehéy has provided me with no new wisdom on this
subject. Neither, unfortunately, has it resulted in fewer
confrontations with students, who have simply moved the
debate on the nature and purpose of such standards from
- ‘Oberlin to Ripon and from the Dean's office to the Presi-
dent's.

I wish to approach my well-worn subject from what I
hope is a somewhat different perspective. My hypothesis
is that standards of conduct, and especiallytheir acceptance
by this student generation, are grounded in example rather
than in fiat. A positive example, consistency in high-minded
performance, speaks 'much more, per suasively than a rule
couched in negatives and honored{‘%’lore in the breachthan in
the observance. But where are the examples today? In
public life and inprivate, if I may paraphrase apopular folk
song, '"Where have all the heroes gone? ' .

November 22, 1963, broughtdeath to two of these heroes,
one a young statesman, cut down by a sniper's bullet, and
one an old philosopher, dead following a terminal illness.
Both of these men were visionaries and both spoke especially
persuasively to the younger generation. John Kennedy urged
his followers to venture into the outer world, to explore a
"hew frontier,' to help create a better social order. Aldous
Huxley urged his followers to create an inner world of the -
spirit, in the conviction fhat this was the route toward . 1ti-
mate human fulfillment. Huxley wrote:,

The choice is always ours. Then let me choose
The longest art, the hard Promethean way,
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"president of Carleton: "Our civilization will die when we

F

> Cherishingly to tend and 'feed and fan

That inward fire, whose small precarious flame
Kindled or quenched, creates’
The noble or the ignoble men we are; ...

2

College students of the sixties have generated an im-
pressive commitment to both the realms of experience
symbolized by these two men. They are the champions of
the underprivilegedand the undereducated; theyare actively
involved in attempting to right the wrongs of our contempo-
rary social order. And their activist temperament is inner-
directed as well. They embrace theé ideal of Huxley but they
also accept the warning voiced by Lawrence Gould, former

no longer care, when the spiritual forces that make us wish
to be right and noble die in the hearts of men. "

If we in the colleges are to win a positive re sponse from
a student generation marked by this dual commitment to outer
and inner worlds, sensitive to example but ‘not to authority,
we mustanswer more cogently their queries about the nature
and relevance of higher education. We must find better an-
swers to the question, ""Education for what?'"  We need to
demonstrate, in our educational program, that human poten-
tialities encompass the emotional as.wellas the intellectual
faculties,v the senses as well as the imagination, man in
society but also man by himself. And we must show how the
educational program and the educational environment are
designed to provide opportunities for total human growth,

The concern we profess for total education requires us
to create a suitable climate for learning and deny the rele-
vance, ifnot the validity, of the kind of academic /éxperience '
that occurs in a social or communal vacuum. ‘The main
justification for the residzntial college or university lies in
its environmental support of the kind of learning that is a
process or an experience rather than an end in and of itself.
The main function of administrative specialists in areas of
non-academic student life is to enhance this climate for
learning and to create informal educational oppo}ctunities

v -
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complement the more formal academic program. Educatwn
is for professional competence but it is also for personal
fulfillmentand sur ly botl occur more readily when the total
environment co/ntributes effectively to student growth.

Who is to define the nature of this environmentand how
do standards of conductrelate to a total educational program?
I would say, first, that anything that affects the institutional °
climate for learning is the proper concern, directly or in-

‘.directly, of all who are a part of the institution.- 'Iam as
concerned as anyone for student freedom to learn and for
student rights in helping to determine the nature of the learn-
ing environment. But these are not the rights of the student
alor - The more permanent members of the academic com-
‘ mun:.y, the facultyand the administration, and those legally
respon51b1e for institutional governance, the regents or
trustees, have similar rights and, more importantly, ulti- '
mate responsibility. I refuse, however, to become defen-
sive about studentrights infringing upon the rights of others,
_and I deplore the fearful advocacy of a legalistic and patern-
-alistic status quo as much as I do the more extreme asser-
tions of.the student power movement:. Surely it is better to
work together as members of a single community than to
retreat into separdte camps and attempt either to retain or
“'to galn power at the expense of members of an "opp051t1on*
party

'The Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of Students,
that is before NASPA for adoption of the 1968 meeting, al-’
most came a cropper at the annual meeting of the Association
of American Colleges because of the defensiveness of a
small but vocal group of presidents. These men opposed
‘the Joint Statement because, in their words, it raised "im-
portant and complex questions of institutional governance
impinging upon (underlining mine) the legal and traditional
rights and respons1b111t1es of faculties, administrative of-
‘ficers and trustees: These presidents spoke of the Joint .
Statement fostering ''a sense of 1rrespon51b111ty for an im-
portant facet of institutional life' and emphasized the wish

to ""preserive and strengthen appropriate administrative'' as
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well as student freedoms. It is this kind of defensiveness
that perpetuates division and separatlon than cooperat1on
; and unity within the academic -community.

The Joint Statement does not suggest that students should
take over functions traditionallyassigned to faculty, adminis-
tration, or trustees.It simply asserts that !'the student body
should have clearly defined means to Eart1c1}3at (underlin-
ing mine) in the formulation a_und application of institutional
policy" and that standards of conduct should be formulated

is, in fact, ‘remarkably free from the assertiveness of the
. more extreme student power advocates and demonstrates
_ confidence in student capacity for respon51b1e contr1but10ns
to the institutional welfare. '

If the responsibility for determining institutional policy
and for establishing standards of conduct is properly to be
shared, there remain the questions of what policies and what
degree of student participation. The student power advocates
notwithstanding, I believe that there should be no areas of
college policyunder the sole jurisdiction of students just as
there should be no areas of policy from which students auto-

- matically should be excluded. Formulation of standards and
regulations governing student behavior is surely one area

_ where student involvement should be considerable. Here,
moreover, it would seem appropriate that all policy propos-
als originate with the student government but.. be subject to
modification either by the faculty.or the Board of Trustees.
The contention that students need observe only those rules
that they have formulated themselves to me séems rabsurd.
How would these students react to the idea that the; humness
cofnmunity, for example, need not obseirve iaws fhat it had
not made? In any structured social order, and a campus is
no exception, there must be limitations onpersonal freedom -
in order that the 1arger concerns of the community may be
protected. : \

In the case of a college or university, restrictions on o
individual freedom should relate to broad educational pur-

poses and to a clearly defined institutional character. The

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

ERIC 30 ¢




courts themselves have taken pains to recognize the distinc-
tive nature of the academic community and have asserted
the need for special institutional standards arising from the
fact that a student is a special kind of citizen. In the case
of Goldberg vs. the Regents of the University of California,

brought by students involved in the -'filthy speech” move~
ment, the following opinion was stated 1

His‘torically, the academic community has been
‘unique in having its own standards, rewards, and
" punishments. Its members have been allowed to '

go about their business of teaching and learning
largely free of out-side interference. To corhpe_L
such a community to recognize and enforce pre-
cisely the same standards and penalties that pre-
vail in the broader social community would serve
neither the special needs and interests of educa-
tional institutions nor the ultimate ‘advantages that
society derives therefrom. Thus, in an academic
community, greater freedoms and greater restric-
tions may preva11 than in society at large, and the
subtle fixing of the se limits should, inlarge measure,
be left to the educational institution itself.

Here, surely, is recognition that a college must be free to
prescribe certainlimits of conduct in order that its distinc-
tive educational purposes may be reahzed——espec;allywhen,
~ as in the case with residential colleges, it views 1ts educa-
tional mission in broad terms.

Howdo standards of conductrelate to ''a clearly defined
institutional character?'" Ours is a pluralistic educational
system, and in its pluralismlies one of its major strengths.
For some colleges, behavioral restrictions of various kinds
represent fundamental principles which make clear the val-
" ues for which colleges stand.. They are indelible parts of
the institutional character and to miodify the standards
markedly would make these .colleges just a bit more like
'+ many others. A social code, then, may give particuiar
‘shape to an institution's climate and personality in the same
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\Qy that a curriculum gives order and structure to the ac-
quisition‘ of knowledge. ‘AlthougH the needs and concerns of -
"a particular. student generation should be given full consid-
eration, their wishes alone ‘should not dictate important
modificat,ions of institutional character or tradition. v

I would make one ve‘ry basic exception to a college's
ultimate right to *set its own standards based upon an as-
sessment of its educational purposes and its institutional
character. It is here that the Joint Statement of Student

.Rights and Freedoms is especially helpful. Fundamental
to the educational effectiveness of any academic communi-
ty is the insistence that students enjoythe same purely aca-
demic freedoms, the same freedoms of inquiry and expres-
sion, as do teachers. - In the classroom, in campus pﬁbli-
cations, in extra-mural associations, in supporting causes,
in exploring issues--students must be assured full freedom
of expression and action, so long as the exercise of the se
frecdoms does not restrict the rights of others and does not

“threaten the destruction of the academic community and its
special purposes. There is no '"higher morality" (a term
used with distressing frequency to justify various forms of
civil disobediehce) than that® implied in the principle of
academic freedom, and the explicit extension of these free-
doms to students surely is long overdue. -

Student academic freedom, however, does not extend
to a kind of statutory permiésiveness with respect to non-
academic conduct. It is obviously desirable for students to
establish and enforce. appropriate behavioral limitations of
their own, and they must be given the opportunity to do so.
But toleration of deviant behavior is.so prevalent in the cur.
rent student genération as to make it quite likely that complete’
student autonomy with respect tobehavioral standards would

' lead to there being no standards at all. Students ask, "Why
should I care if he smokes pot or she sleeps around? It
doesn't affect me,” and besides, don't we all have the right
to make our own mistakes?'' The point is, of course, that
unwise or illegal actions do affect others. Furthermore,
students will always have the right to make mistakes but

o, . , L
- 8 o
' - . i ’ . o agh ke -




colleges should have the right to lend to these mistakes the
seerhing sanction of institutional authority. Inviting students
todetermine just how free from institutional limitations they
would like to be is a little like invitingall of us to determine
the extent of our salaryimprovement for nextyear. Everyone
wants a raise! '

" I have suggested that standards of conduct should relate
' to broad educational purposes. If such relationships can be
established, it is quite appropriate for the institution to set
higher standards than those prevailingoutside the academic
community. For some students, complete personal freedom
results in a loss of capacity to handle academic demands.
It seems to me, theref(n;e, perfectly in order for a college
to suggest that students whodrink to excess, whoexperiment
with drugs, who become involved in casual sexual relation-
ships, cannot take fulladvantage of the educational program.
Standards of conduct, therefore, may effectively support
academic performance. Theyalso symbolize the institutional
commitment to orderly processes, rational analysis, and
" moral-ethical as well as intelléctual dimensions within the
educational program.

I do not suggest, here, that a college attempt to legis-
late morality in the name of the moral dimensions of its
educational program. But, in its students own interests, a
college should take institutional positions that serve todefine
a community. climate that is appropriate for an institution
concerned with moral and ethical as well as intelle ctual
growth. = Institutional adherence to a policy of moral per-,

. missiveness or ethical nihilism would seem to make us,
collectively, a bit like Dante's neutral angels -- refusing to
take stands, declining to set standards, simply embracing
neutralism and accepting whatever ''is'' as also ''right."

Let me also try to suggest that, in establishing certain
behavioral standards, a collége does not restrict a student’s
right to make his own decisicns in the moral sphere and to
achieve growth as a result of taking full responsibility for
those decisions. In maintaining, as some of us are still

»
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,old-fashioned enough to do, that a man and a woman behind
a closed door in a dormitory room ‘constitutes a violation of
" institutional standards, we do not prevent that same couple
from reaching a moral decision about pre-marital sexual
-relations. We do make explicit an institutional position that
" suchrelations are usuallyunwise, are often exploitative and
therefore immoral, and are not to be condoned. It seems to
. me that an educational institution cannot be true to itself if
" it even seems to lend official support, apparent corporate
sanction, ~to actions that are illegal, immoral,- or simply
unwise. The absence of standards implies neutralism or a
lack of concern, and neither speaks we-ll for the educational
climate we seek to maintain.

t

I cannot deny a very practical dimension in my concern
for maintaining .certain institutional standards of conduct.
Whether or not many of today's students will admit it, some
of them and many of their parents want a residential college
to concernitself with something more than the care and feed-
ing of the mind. Colleges grounded in religious traditions
are among those whose corporate well-being would be.ser -
iously jeopardized if important portions of their constitu-
encies became alienated as a result of what some would see
as an abdication of responsibility. Such a concern should
not, of course, lead to paternalism, for students need max-
imum individual freedom for maximum growth. But condi-
tions for devéloping self discipline cannot be met by freedom
alone but mustinclude a recognized norm againstwhich value
syStems can be tested. This testing occurs, as often as not,
when student violation of 1nst1tut10na1 standards result in
confrontations- bétween student and student or student and
dean that give an educational dimension to a college's non-
academic function. ' '

Let me be quite clear in my insistence that a college's
responsibilities should not and can not extend to those of a
surrogate parent. No institution can establish or enforce
anything like ''typical'' parental standards, for these range
from one end of the authoritative-permissive continuum to
the. other. Detailed rules governing every aspect of student
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- behavior are foolish, unre'alistic, and unenforceable; and
inequities of enforcement lead to disrespect for rules in
general. Furthermore, as suggested above, detailed and
excessive rules subvert the conditions that make it pos sible
for individuals to develop their own codes of responsible
conduct and tend thereby to unvdermine;the educational pur-
poses of the college.

' "~ Assuming, then, that restrictions on student conduct
will be minimal, realistic, and enforceable, who is to be

" responsible for enforcement and how is he to operate? A
campus cannot be a police state, no matter who actually
does the policing. ‘I am opposed to a college calling in the
local police to handle deviant behavior, first, because this
represents a potential threat to academic freedom and, sec-
opd, because it represents an abdication of our role as an
educational institution. The tradition of freedom from
external intervention has been useful inpre serv1ng academic
freedom and I, for one, would not want to encourage action
bylegislative and civilauthorities simply because we cannot
keep our own house ‘in order. And calling in off-campus
authorities makes it difficult, if not impossible, to effect
the educational growth that should result from intelligent
handling of infractions. :

I am also convinced that colleges admit to a serious
deficiency in their total educational program when the ulti-
mate sanction of suspension or e:‘cpulsion is employed to any
‘very considerable extent. Faculty members, trustees, and
the general public sometimes insist that we are not enforcing
the legislation on the books unless we employultimate sanc-
tions. Even students seem to think that penalties must be
severe and detection methods infallible or we are, somehow,
hypocrites--declaring ourselves for standards, "erucifying"
a violator every now and then, but largelyignoring what are
said to be '"obvious'' violations. Students claim to be sur-
prlsed tolearn that college officers respect their basic civil
liberties and do not, therefore, go on what my dean of men
calls 'fishing expeditions.' - It seems to me that rules are
being enforced when action is taken as a result of violations -

a
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that are so evident as to attract general public notice.” We
do not-accuse the police of failure to enforce laws against
underage drinking when a sixteen year old imbibes in his
own home. No more should we accuse a dean of hypocr1sy
when he-declines to search a student's desk drawer for con-.
traband liquor.

It seems to me that a college's rule structure should
relate as closely as possible to state and federal statutes
and that any departures should be justified on the basis of
specific reférence to educational concerns or to some spe-=
cial aspect of the institutional character. I think that the
omnipresent student objections to rules restrlctlng drinking
and dormitory visitation can be answered by referring to
state law. Bars can check a customer's age before selling
“him 11quor but how can a college know ‘whether underage
"students are imbibing if liquor can, 1ega11y, be/ brought into
dormitories? Most states have laws forb1dd1ng unmarried
couples from occupying hotel rooms. Is 'a college so

terribly old-fashioned when it considers its dormitory rooms
like hote;l rooms and, therefore, inappropri/ate locales, for
single -couple dating? '

There are many unfortunate results of the current student
dislike for any kind of externally imposed restrictions. If
we see no reason to respect one rule and 910, in fact, violate
it with impunity, are we not quite likely to try the ‘same-

- thing with another? A student brings liquor into the dormi-

tory this month and marijuana next. e manages to slip a
girl into his room on one occasion, and, on another, brings
in books and records stolen from the campus store. This

fall, on my campus, three fundamentally fine youngsters
were apprehended after each had stolén over three hundred
dollars worth of low-cost items from the book store. Their
" 'motive'' was the same as that reported by the Harvard stu-
dent in the "Campus Shoplifters'' article in a recent Wall
Street Journal--'"I needed the book, and they (the store)
could afford to lose it.' In suggesting that college rules
don't matter, that violations are sanctioned and will ulti-
mately lead to repeal, are students coming.to believe that

Q ) 3 é ¢
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all laws are of doubtful validity?

"Dr. Dana Farnsworth, Director of the Harvard Health
Services, has another explanation. He tells the s’tory\' of a
six-year-old's father who angrv'il_y telephoned the parents of
his son's seat-mate at school. It seems that the one boy
was continually stealing the other boy's pencils, "Under-
stand," said the father, "It's the principle of the thing. The
pencils aren't importé,nt. I can get all the pencils I need
from the office.'’

So we are'bro'ught full circle. Can we expect a genera-
tion of students, sensitive to the outer-directed idealism of
a Kennedy and the inner-directed idealism of a Huxley, to
view with. equanimity the shortcomings of their elders?
When these students see us padc"ling expense accounts, profi-
ting from the smutty contents of so many current mégazines,
books, and movies, continuing our woeful record of discrim-

" ination against the Negro, even taking pencils from the off1ce'

--are they not likely to question the validity of our rules as
opposed to their ideals. A good example is still a more
effective teacher than a rigid rule. Perhaps the major need
for our confused and disordered world is for more exposure
to the genuinely heroic, to a Kennedy or a Huxley Where
are they to be found today?




{The following is my response to Dr. Adams' paper, deliv-
ered to the 1968 NASPA Convention.)

WHY AREN'T YOU THE HEROES?

by Teddy O'Toole : .
Vice-President, Educational Affairs, USNSA

Dr. Adams, you and your small band of colleagues are
seeking to continue an educational system which holds up to
" its students traditional moral and ethical standards. The
manifestations of your efforts are rules whichlimitindividual
freedoms. I, and my small band of student power advocates,
are attemptingto construct an educational system which will
be free and fluid, which will allow for intimacy with both
ideas and other people as an integral part of its functioning,
which will manifest itself in the absence of rules. I call
you archaic; you call me permissive.

While we pursue our lonely courses, seven million
students are laughing at each of us with equal amusement.

Why? Because neither of us is a hero...yet. You are
laughed at because youhave the power to control their bodies
and frustrate them in the process, but you cannot in the end
alter their thoughts. I am laughed at because I understand
their thoughts but have not yet demonstrated to them that.l
can get the power to free their bodies. '

- We must understand who ''they'' are. They are unique
in history. They discovered at six that they learned things
from their television, their movies, their travel, and their .~
- peers; not their 'parents, their religions, or their schools. ’
At twelve they saw Kennédy on television denounce the
- McCaithyism and bigotry of their elders, and wondered why
their parents voted against Nixon because of his beard rather
. than because of his bankrupt policies. At fourteen they read
and discussed Peyton Place from the drug store and Sex After
Forty from under their parents' bed, and decided not to ask
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about the ''"birds and the bees." At sixteen theyroamed into

" the ghettoes or tenant communities with their friends and
wondered why their friends didn't revolt openly. Atseventeen
and in love, they knew the techniques of contraception from
McCall's and chuckled when their mothers gave them ''a new
kind .of pain pill" which was to be taken twenty days in a row
instead of just when the cramps came. At eighteen theyhave
not only experienced sex, marijuana, and alcohol, but also
judged their reactions against the mess of their suburban
elders, through Valleyof the Dolls, Days of Wine and Roses,
and Monkeyon My Back. At iwenty they have travelled alone
through America, Europe, and Asia and discovered how much
they love Americans, Europeans, and Asians, and how much
they detest Johnson, Kosygin, and Mao.

It is almost as absurd to think that you can-imprint tra-
ditional moral and ethical standards on their minds with
your rules as it is tothink that I can make them promiscuous
by obtaining the power to remove rules?!

Your rules certainly do not change the minds of students
with regards to.moral and ethical standards. But even fur-
ther, they do not even serve the subtle purpose you envision

" of being "recognized norm(s) against which value systems
can be tested.!" While you and I argue about women's hours,
intervisitation, and alcohol bans, they are in their rooms

. dispensing with the trivial decisions of when and where they
are going to have sexual relations, what types of contra-
ception they are going to use, and when and where they are -
going to drink alcohol. -

What your rules do, in fact, is bother the students,
stifle both the physical and academic environment of the
campus, and cause a great deal of frustration for them in
carrying out the acts they have already decided to do. '

You see, they have to get these small decisions out of
the way quickly so that they can face the real moraldecisions.
Whether they are conscientious objectors and resisters, or

whether they actually have a responsibility to fight for their
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elders in Vitenam., Whether they have the courage to put
their bodies betweer the national guardsmen'and rioters.

"Whether they will sacrifice their almighty and meamngless

grades in order to go out and work full-time for McCarthy

Gentlemen, the time is ripe for two sets of heroes to
emerge. The first set will emerge when it quickly moves
to free students' bodies from meaningless rules.  You now

‘have the power to do that. My group is moving toward that

near~future point when we can demonstrate that ''they'" can
have the power if they employ the right tactics.

You‘have the jump on us. Why aren't you the heroes?

FN
¢

The second set of heroes w111 emerge when it demon-
strates\ a way eliminate war, riots, and poverty, the root

* causes of thgse real moral decisions. For God's sake let

us find a wal to work on thls venture jointly.

So I find it very hard to understand how you attempt to
justify restricting personal freedom under the guise of either
adhering to '"broad educativnal purposes'' or ''clearlydefined
institutional character." Infact, Ifind itdifficultnot toreact
violently to you\r attempt. Though you deny it, aren't these
really just new ways of disguising in loco parentis?

7

Stripped of its rhetoric, youadmitthat broad educational
purposes means special citizenship.I interpret that to mean
second class citizenship. The history of this country is the
history of revolt by second class citizens. I am afraid that
institutions will be hauled into court from one end of this
country to the other until the principles of Goldberg vs. the
Regents of the University of California is reversed. Dickey
vs. the Board of Education of Alabama may only bé the start.
I would add, however, that a good way to prevent these on-
coming legal confrontations is by endorsement of the Joint
Statement by all parties and the establishment of a national
enforcement mechanism. ‘ ‘

Your attempts to justify bans on dormitory intervisitation
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and alcohol as adhering to broad educational purposes and
paralleling state and federal law is particularlydistressing.
First, you float a bond to build a dormitory without consult-
ing students. Then after the dorm is built, you require some
or all of the students to live in it in order to liquidate the
bond, but you tel'llthe students that the reason is because
residential colleges have broad institutional purposes and
the dorms should be ""home.'" Thenyou saythat the students
can't treat the dorms as homes, because they are subject
to hotel restrictions which parallel state and federal restric-
tions.' Then, in contradiction to state and federal law, you
feel j'us/tified in searching the "hotel'' rooms without warrants.

) In relating conduct standards to ''clearly defined insti-
tutional character," I assume you are defending the right to
‘unchallenged existence of schools that by tradition and en-
dowment seek topropagate certain specific moraland ethical
standards. . This assumes-that there is a continuum from
the finishing school to the ivory tower into which prospec-
tive students wish to plug themselves, with the advice of
their parents. I hope my earlier comments clearly suggest
that prospective students sce and desire no such variety of
"choices. Morally and ethically, they are universities unto
themselves when they enter.

I wouldn't go so far as to suggest that there is yet a
"global tribe,'-but the American college student community
comes closer tobearing out McLuhan's thesis than anyother
group I know. ~Students don't anticipate clearly defined in-
stitutional character; they painfully discover it.

But your ''practical' concern for clearly defined insti-
tutional character interests me more. Will that all-impor-
tant constituent of higher education, the donor, close his
‘purse if rules are removed? Perhaps' so, perhaps not. But

__one thing I know. Irljl‘t_he. very near future the knowledge ex-

plo si@_/willvexté/n/djto the point of making high school students
well aware of which schools willattempt to impose rules on
the basis of institutional character and which will not. Then
we will see which hurts more: the withdrawal of the donor,




-

"or the withdrawal of the consumer.

I'find, however, that my cynicism destroys my effec-
| tiveness in debating broad educational purposes and clearly
| -defined institutional standards as bases of conduct codes
} and rules. This is because student cynicism about attempts

to affect their moral and ethical standards destroys the ef-
\ fectiveness of the rules. Their bodies can be controlled;
~ their minds cannot; then the rules prumote only frustration.
I

So now, Sir, we have indeed come full circle. We hav\e;
come through three hundred years of stagnate morality and
stagnate educational systems only to find ourselves back
again to Milton's concept of the 'true warfaring Christian"
who knows good only through reJect1ng the 'baits and se¢m-
ing pleasures of evil." '

We have re cognized that students learn moral and ethié:al
standards, not by fiat, nor by examples in the form of stand-
ards and reflection-type rules, but by experience. We know
that theyhave learned, because they have changed. Students
learn and have learned by experience. -EXPERIENCE, EX-
PERIENCE, EXPERIENCE, EXPERIENCE, EXPERIENCE.

There is no room alongthe '"hard Promethean way'' for
locking women up atnight, banning intervisitation and liquor,
or things of the sort. More important things are at hand.

A better paraphrase of that popular song is "When will
they ever learn? "

A set of heroes is in the making.




CHAPTER 4

The courts of the states and the federal government
exist in part to protect citizens, including students, from
arbitrary and unnecessary re strictions. The fight against
arbitrary social rules in many cases must be carried to the -
courts. The groundwork for-’court action has already been
laid. It is now up to us to continue to build on this ground-
work until campus: environmental freedom is a reality and
is required by law. '

. 3 :

Inlegal theory, the case of Dixon vs.Alabama abolished
in loco parentis. In legal theory also, however, Brown vs.
Board of Education abolished racial discrimination. As we

‘have seen, one decision does not a free 'society make, nor

does one decision 2 free campus make.

Mary Louise Frampton of USNSA's Student Legal Rights .
desk has summarized the present state of legal affairs with
regard to student freedom in the following chapter. Even as
she was writing we were awaiting severalimportantde cisioms, -
including the decision concerning the constitutional challenge
to women's hours initiated by freshmen women at Oneonta
State College in New York. (See Chapter 7, Section 1 for
the background of the Oneonta case.) -Mary Louise was
assisted in her research by Dave Ifshin, a sophomore at
Syracuse University. i

My thanks to both of thein for their interest and efforts.

!
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IN LOCO PARENTIS '68 IN THE COURTS, or, ONLY THE
’ GHOST REMAINS
by Mary Louise Frampton

One of the greatest threats to the development ofa modern
conception of the role and function of today's univer¥sity is
the subtle temptation to settle for the ‘application ofA(d solu-
tions to new problems.f - The procrustean stre ching and |
mangling of outdated procedures and policies in afn inevitably
futile attempt to force them to satisfy the V?Z grievances’ |
that their use was largely responsible for dreating is not i
onlya stagnating influence, but a serious danger to the crea-
tion and maintenande of meaningful communication within

)
the university as well. /
. / -

y _
The continued ap fication of the inloco parentis. (:oncept

tothe relationship b/étween the student and' the administration
of the university iﬁ’just such a danger. The theory that the
universityis entrysted with the parent's role via a theoretical
contractual arrahgement between the bona fide parent and ;-
the school was /éeveIOped in this countrythrough a series of !
decisions involving circumstances no longer analogous to
the present situation. Although colleges have changed dra-
matically in purpose and personality over the years, the
theory has until re cently remained virtually intact and un- -

- challenged by the courts. '

- - The in loco parentis doctrine may well have been rea- "
sonable for the early 1900's when many colleges were small
and personal. Students were considerably younger and more
inexperienced than theyare today so the transition of control

L. frbmparent to dean seemed natural and necessary. In addi-
tion, only a select few, often the wealthy, had the benefits
of higher education. A college diploma was the exception,
not the rule, and certainly was not regarded as a necessity
for achieving success. A university education was 'indeed a
privilege, and therefore liable to the regulation and control
of the administrators.
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The classiclegal defense of the inloco parentis doctrine
_appeared in Gott v. Berea, a 1913 Kentucky case. The court
ruled that: '"College authorities stand in loco parentis con-

cerning the physical and moral welfare, the mental training '

of the pupils, and we are unable to see why to that end they
may not make any rules or regulations for the government
or betterment of their pupils that a parent would for -the
same purpose. Whether the rules or regulations are wise,
or their aims worthy, is a matter left solely to the discre-
tion of the authorities, or parents as the case may be.. ool
The right of Berea College’to prohibit students fr-.zn entering
off - -campus stores was upheld. The appellate ccart refused

to even consider the possible misuse of in loco parentis .

The court's only concern was the possible denial of due
process to a pet1t1on1ng store owner near the campus and

even that was held secondary to the 1arger issue of college

administrative power. The court tersely commented that if
in loco parentis were open to litigation, it would not be long
before ‘the authoritarian prerogatives of the colleges were
challenged and that even the right to require compulsory
chapé€l could eventually be undermined.

Eleven years later in 1928 in Anthony v. Syracuse the
court upheld the doctrine of in loco parentis by stating that
the defendant, a student, had signed away many of his rights
in a waiver required by the university. The ruling, however,
included a provision that such a waiver did no give, the un’i-

versity absolute authority over the student. Perhaps to

the students of the 1920's this seemed quite a concession! -

the univer sity was oretically legally unsound. ~ Parents
do not often ”expel" t\XH children from the home nor even
"'suspend'' them, yet these are the chief punishments which
 the university brings to bear on its students. .In fact, “'for

Even at that ‘t{{i'\xge the ;!.nalogy between the parent and
h

aparent to attempt to throw his child out may. well result in
criminal prosecution of the parent by the State. In addi-
tion, it surely would not be ‘held that a parent's authority
extends to preventinga child from matriculating in a un1ver;
sity or to stopping him from enter1ng a given profession.
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’Today both the university and the society in which it
cperates are drasti‘cally’ different than they were in 1917 or
1928. The emergence of the multiversity with its huge
bureaucratic' administration plays havoc with the in loco
parentis concept. The relationship between administrators
and students is, at best, impersonal and, at worst, non-"
existent.  Although the administrator has forfeited his re-
sponsibility and duties as a substitute parent, he has retained
thé arbitrary privileges and disciplinary rights thé student
is forced toyield to him in exchange for the administrator's
aupposed guidance. .

Students of the 1960's are older and more mature than
their counterparts of halfa centuryago. Almost all entering
students are at least eighteen and the average age ofall stu-
dents, including graduate students, is above twenty-two.
"The proposition that summarydiscipline by a university is
justified because it is dealing with 'legal infants' whose
collective welfare must be safeguarded by keeplng them
free of contamination by undes1rab1e elements, simply will
not wash. "4 i

Even more irnportant is the fact that today a university
education is a crucial prerequisite to pursuing almost any
career. As the U.S. Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of
,Educatlon sta*ed emphat1ca11y in 1954, and which is even
more the case in 1968, ''today, education is perhaps the
most important function of state and local governments. '
First in Dixon v. Alabama and later in Knight v. Board of

- Education, ''the traditional argument of a university educa-
~ tion being a privilege and not a constitutional right was
- specifically rejected. né

" Also, in the 1960's the concept of academic freedom
.applies to both the student body and the faculty. In the.time
of the Berea case, faculties were still trying to win academic
freedom for themselves.
.“Considerin'gj the in loco parentis doctrine in a strict
legal sense, it is unconstitutional for a person to sign away
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the rights which he has as a United States citizen when he
enters a university and becomes a student. What the state
cannot do directly it cannot do indirectly. . The court has
def1ned the doctrine of unconstitutional conditions as being
that '"a state cannot condition the granting ofeven apr1v11e ge.
upon the renunc1at10n of the constitutional right to procedural
due process.' Professor Van Alstyne has pointed out that
this doctrine niay have immediate application to. college rules
restricting a student's freedom of speech, rellglon privacy,
and ''other 1nterests protected by the due process .clauses'
application to the states of many restrictions of the Bill of
Rights. ”7

 In this discussion we have been referring specifically
to public universities. But the distinction between public
and private education is diminishing rapidly. In the recent
case of Guilloy v. Tulane University, Judge Skelly Wright
held that Pulane, although a ''private school' had a degree
of connection with the state such that it was subject to con-
stitutional requirements. He questioned ''whether any school
or college can ever be so 'private' as to escape the reach of
the Fourteenth Amendment... Clearly the administratoers
of a privéte college are performing a public function. They
do the work of the state, often in the place of the state. Does
it not follow that they stand in the state's shoes? And, if so,
are they not then agents of the state, subject to the constitu-
tional restraints on governmental action. n8

Professor Levine extends this idea: "''The involvement
of these (private) colleges in quasi-governmental activity, ’
the pubhc importance of their function, and their frequently‘
close .association with the federal government raise the
possibility of extension of constitutional doctrines by 'para-
constitutional' techniques such as have been used in other
areas of the law to proliferate the purpose of constitutional
doctrines. "9 Private universities and colleges have really
becéme semi-public, Much of the money private universi-
ties receive comes from the government, often in the form
of direct grants. The government always exercises some
control over the affairs of private colleges. Several states

red
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even have special agencies to supervise the adm1n1strat10n
of private universities. In some cases, universities are
chartered bya specialact of legislaticn, which often includes
a specific delegation of legislative power. Some colleges

(for instance, Harvard, Stanford, and Tulane) are explicitly_

constitutional bodies in that their creation is confirmed by
name in the state constitution. Also, the state, not the uni-

versity iﬁself, reserves the power and authority to grant

degrees. 10
As Professor Roy Lucas has stated so succinctly,
"administrators sometimes consider their role -as that of

parent-substitutes. The in loco parentis theory is still

popular with administrators. It has been rejected, however,
by the courts. "1l In the 1967 case of Goldberg v. Regents
of the University of California, concerning the expulsion and
suspension of students for their behavior during demonstra-

. tions, the California District Court of Appeals held that,’

"For constitutional purposes, the better approach, as indi-

cated in Dixon, (Dixon v. Alabama) recognizes that state

universities should no longer stand in loco parentis in rela-

tign to their students. Rather, attendance at a publicly

financed institution of higher education should be regarded

ag a benefit somewhat analogous to that of public employ-
ent. "

How, then, should universities decide which’rules to
ake? It is widely agreed by legal scholars that university
regulatlons should be directly related to the academic func-
. tion of the school. "Professor Van Alstyne, who states that
he thinks student handbooks ''resemble state or mumicipal
criminal codes in respect to the kinds of conduct they tend
to forbid or require, " believes that ''an institution, in for-
mulating and enforcing rules, ought to be able to justify
those rules on the merits of being distinctly related to a
proper concern of an educational institution.' 3 Just as the
personal life ofa public employee should be of little concern
to the state, so should the private affairs of a_ student be
largelyunrégulated by his dniversity. Since the administra-
tor nolonger acts as aparent, he mustrescind the privileges
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o that are concommitant with the responsibility and institute

.in their place a reasonable system of due process. Profes-
sor Van Alstyne also points out thatif universities disassoci- ;
ated themselves from the activities of their students off
campus that the public will soon cease to blame the school

: foi&h\‘e ""misbehavior" of its students.
- «Although ‘the number of cases brought by students has

increased in the last few years, many student rights have
yet to be tested in the courts. Professor Roy Ludas has
outlined the rights which courts should be defending.

Freedom of expression, which includes holding of meetings,
inviting controversial speakers, .and demonstrating peace-
ably, is an important student right. Freedom of the student

* press is a right often ignored by administrative censorship.

Compulsory ROTC and compulsory chapel may well violate
a student's freedom of religion. D'd'rmitory searches in-

"~ fringe upon rights to privacy,as does the release of student

records in some circumstances and confidential information
between students and physicians and psychiatrists. FPro-
tection from double jeopardy, or being punished by both the
university and by civil authorities for the same offense, is
often a studeht right. Equal protection of laws for non-resi-
dent, Negro, and female students should be guarznteed. In
a disciplinaryhearing for suspension or expulsion, a student

. has the legal right to procedural due process, whichincludes

notice of -charges and an impartial process.

The student presently has little influence vis-a-vis the
administration. The courts, with their changing iln'terpre-
tation of the doctrine of in loco parentis, is now one of the

. most powerful tools which the student can use.
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v CHAPTER 5
TACTICS FOR ELIMINATING ARBITRARY RULES

The best resource at your disposal is you. Use it. You
know your campus, you know what will work best. Your
greatest asset is the conviction on your part that what you
are doing is right and that you have the capacity to do it.
Your greatest liability is your occasional tendency to make
an adultargument’ in a childlike manner, and administrators
who perceive a childlike manner have won the first round.

The second bestresource at your disposal is the principle
for which you are fighting. It is morally, legally, and edu-
cationally absurd to submit college students to the indignity
of having their hours regulated, their opportunities for

“private activities stifled, their appearances dictated, and

‘their personal lives in general controlled. This principle
should be the raison d'etre and la voix formidable of your
activities, and if you articulate it consistently and with de- .
termination, the arguments of your opposition will wither

" away to what they really are, i.e., the arguments of sur-

;Bgate parents and people who resist giving up power simply
because in the process they become less powerful.

The following steps may help you as guidelines:

‘1. Choose the social rule you want to eliminate first,
and gather around you a committed core of people who are
willing to break that rule. Of course, breaking the rule.
should not be the first tactic. But such a core group of
committed people will be inva’uaable in supporting you, work-
ing with you, and if need be, backing you in direcf action.

2. Research the entire area of social rules. See the
bibliography of this pamphlet for suggested readings, and -
see the case studies in this pamphlet for examples. Then -

research your own campus until you find out exactly where
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' the power with regard to social rules lies. This may not be
easy, since the cardinal rule of administrative control over
supposedly free people is that the true seat of that control
be hidden completely from those people. If you do not iden-
tify the true power before you start bargaining, then the
bargaining process maytake you throughan endless humber
of bureaucracies, and has been known to while. away four
years of work. r )

3. Having identified the source of power,_ you should
next find out where in the community your friends are. Per-
-haps the Dean of Student Affairs is a man just looking for an
opportunity to show the President that students despise social
‘rules. Perhaps the Dean of Students, on the other hand,
agrees with the President thatthe campus should be controlled
and will oppose your efforts. Find these things out.: Also,
find out what faculty members will support you. (There was
an age, now called the McCarthy era, when faculty members
themselves fought the environmental control problem.) Get
a group of faculty members to make a statement, get the
local AAUP to make a statement. z

4. Consult a lawyer. Trythe local ACLU, trya recent
graduate of law school who wants to make a name in the local
political scene, try the law school itself, both professors
and students. Of course, there are lawyers who themselves
support social rules and resist the courts current liberal
trend with regard to student freedoms, and who will make a
persuasive argument to you that you haven't got a legal leg
to stand on. Leave these lawyers and go on to those who
are willing to help you find campus freedom in the United
States Constitution.

In the meantime, remember that many a campus refor-

mer has found himself withouta campus to reform becausé he
didn't keephis grades up, got too many parking tickets, etc.
A word to the wise is sufficient.

5. Make noise. Write in the paper, make speeches,

hand out leaflets, let people know that you want to help free
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them. By this time you should have completed your re-
search. Once this has been done, run a survey. After the
survey, initiate a referendum. This is a very critical stage,
sinceé we so often fail to recognize that a referendum is a
political thing. Get out there and campaign for what you
want. In a democracya referendum is like an election, and
in order to win a referendum it is up to. you to get people
who agree with you to tﬂe polls. The administration doesn't
have to carpaign, because it has behind it the weight of
status quo, and don't underestimate that.

(Honesty dictate's that I make this next statement. For
" years power with regard to social rules, particularly hours
and parietal interwvisitation, has rested in the Associated
Women's Students, away from the general student govern-
- ment, away from the general student populace. AWS has a
history of being the administration's arm of student govern-
ment wit‘h regard to social rules, and in many cases their
existence has prevented any progress toward enyironmental -
freedom. Throughout your work, AWS mé.y be your oppo-
‘sition. If you are in AWS, and you are leading the fight now,
my apologies to you. But on many campuses such is not the
case.)
?

6. Go to the seat of power and bargain, as anadult
who has the goods on social rules.

7. The seat of power will send you to a committee of’
. some kind. GO prepared. The committee will want to bog
things down in, researchand discussion, but youhave already
done your reséarch. -You are ready to bargain. You should
discuss nothing but the principle involved in freedom from
social rules, and get an agreement on that before you move
on to' anything else. Then agree to move on to the techni-
calities and adjustments that will have to be made when the
rule is eliminated. This is your most critical moment.
If you let the bargaining be diverted from the principleto
the technicalities, you are sunk. Period.

Two technicalities are generallyused byadministrators

.

49




to divert your argument away from the principle with re gard
to women's hours. The first is housemothers. The house-
mothers, or their ecmployees, will have to stay up all night
to let people in, they will say. You simply say that for all
you care the housemothers can sleep twenty-four hours a
day, since the principle of your argument says that women .
should have keys to get into their own homes.  Then they
will say that distribution of keys will create a security ha-
zard. But you have handled this also. A California firm
can furnish ma netic card keys to your entire campus at
much less experise than the present salaries for one house
mother. The firm is:

Card-Key Systems, Inc.  Phone: '213-849-3154
P.O. Box 589
Burbank, California

Two technicalities will be raised in order to divert you
if your issue is intervisitation. The first of these will "be
the door-open argument, or the proctor argument. When
they mention these things, you should be so openlyindignant’
and belligerent that they dare not mention them again. If
they do megntion them again, you should walk out then and
resort to civil disobedience. The second technicality here
will be the problem of ''gang showers' and the threat of in-
decent exposure. Your first argument should be that you
don't wish to suffer the consequences of the university's
having built dorms, without consulting students, on the "hall
system' plan instead of the ''suite system.' But since that
has already been done, you will rely on the good sense of

hall residents to regulate their activities so as to avoid em-
barrassing situations. ’

8. Throughout all this, beware of the proposal for
giving rule-making powers to living units. This type of pro-
posal sounds verydemocratic, but infact students in individ-

-ual living units have no more right to control your personal
affairs in the future than the administration does now. And
if you do allow living uhits to coutrol people, then a person .
in one of those units is going to get hold of this pamphlet,
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start a movement and you are going to be in the same situa-
tion as the administration was when you started your move-
ment.

As the 1968 student power statement of the student gov-
ernment at the University of Wisconsin put it: "We feel that
hours are a matter of individual liberty and cannct be dele -
gated or legislated upon even by a student organization."

9. If in your bargaining you can gain agreement onthe
principle, and can work out the technicalities, then get a
specific date for the rule to be eliminated. If you cannot get
‘a specific date, then give the admini\%tration an ultimatum
date.

10. - If your proposal is turned down, or the ultimatum
date is ignored, then get all the people who will stand by you
and publicly break the_rule. If nothing happens, keep breaking
it until the rule is eliminated de jure or de facto. If the
university threatens disciplinary action against the group,
 or against the leaders, then go to your lawyers. First file
for an injunction against discipline, then challenge the con-
stitutionality of the rule. Again, make noise and get support.
You will be amazed 2t the amount of support you will get
from the students at this point. - Then the masses see that
for breaking a silly rule, someone is trying to get you out
of school, and they won't like it.

11. If your proposal is met by a compromise proposal
from the administration, then it is up toyou to decide if that
is satisfactory.

12. Throughout the plan, keep the USNSA regional office
and national office aware of whatyou are doing. Press them
for help, and you will get it.




CHAPTER 6

. TOWARDS BUILDING A NEW ENVIRONMENT AF TER THE

ELIMINATION OF SOCIAL RULES

If your goal is the elimination of women's hours restric-
tions and/or the elimination of bans on intervisitation, as
opposed to the elimination of dress regulations, drinking bans,
etc., then it is necessary to prepare for the possibility that,
even in a non-restricted environment, students will find it
difficult to break away from conditioned, stereotyped 'be-
havior. What problems will you encounter in this event, and
what models can'be constructed to solve the problems?

Assuming that removal or modification of restrictions
on intimacy is possible, one must simultaneously address
himself to the question of building into the environment a
model for positive promotion of sensitivityand interpersonal
development. Although removal of the barriers is the first
and most important step, even that might not change the at-
mosphere of the campus sufficientlytoinsure a totally healthy
environment. ‘ \

The next problem to be dealt with, then, is that of de-
veloping models for residential campuses which encourage
free opportﬁnities for interpersonal contacts to be made in
order that the deeper relationships might follow.

The development of a new model for social intercourse
becomes even more pressing upon examination of the at-
tempts presently made by administrations. The "mixer' is
a good example of the present type of attempt. Although the
mixer might have been adequate for the roaring twenties,
students of today most often label it "superficial, "(or even
compare it to the ''cattle market' where men size up the
new herd that has just come into the pavilion.

Discussion of sexuality issues is generally shuffled off
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to religious groups where the administration canbe assured
that the dialogue will be adequately tempered with consider-
ations of ''morality' and ''ethics,' and where it is fairly
safe from outside criticism. Sex education maybe available
from one of a number of campus sources, but generally it
is tucked into the '"Marriage and Family' course in the So-
ciology department.

i’ The Model-Building Work
| “of the CES T,hu‘s Far

]
USNSA's CES has already laid solid groundwork for 'dealing
with this segment of the problem by conducting several cam-
pus experiments designed to promote interpersonal intimacy.
Although not attempting to deal with the problem of ongoing
environmental control, the experiments utilized the theory
of psychiatrist Erik Erickson with regard to adolescent de-
velopment, specifically that part of the theory dealing with
the development of intimate relations with members of both
sexes as a prerequisite to personality maturation.

The experiments were divided among the three situations
most representative of colleges in general: the non-coedu-
cational campus, the 'brother-sister' campus, and the co-
educational campus. '

Princeton University and Manhattanvi